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Quantum state reconstruction is an essential element in quantum information processing. How-
ever, efficient and reliable reconstruction of non-trivial quantum states in the presence of hardware
imperfections can be challenging. This task is particularly demanding for high-dimensional states
encoded in continuous-variable (CV) systems, as many error-prone measurements are needed to
cover the relevant degrees of freedom of the system in phase space. In this work, we introduce an
efficient and robust technique for optimized reconstruction based on excitation number sampling
(ORENS). We use a standard bosonic circuit quantum electrodynamics (cQED) setup to experi-
mentally demonstrate the robustness of ORENS and show that it outperforms the existing cQED
reconstruction techniques such as Wigner and Husimi Q tomography. Our investigation highlights
that ORENS is naturally free of parasitic system dynamics and resilient to decoherence effects in
the hardware. Finally, ORENS relies only on the ability to accurately measure the excitation num-
ber of the state, making it a versatile and accessible tool for a wide range of CV platforms and
readily scalable to multimode systems. Thus, our work provides a crucial and valuable primitive for
practical quantum information processing using bosonic modes.

Continuous-variable (CV) quantum systems offer the
rich and versatile dynamics of a large Hilbert space [1–
4], with applications ranging across quantum computa-
tion [5, 6], metrology [7], and simulation [8]. To take
full advantage of these systems, it is essential to develop
techniques to accurately characterize the properties, in-
teractions, and evolutions of their quantum states. How-
ever, reconstructing the density matrix of an arbitrary
CV state in a large Hilbert space is a challenging task.
Not only are many measurement observables needed to
capture features spread across the large phase space, but
experimentally, the observables must often be mapped
to an auxiliary element (e.g. a qubit) via non-ideal and
error-prone operations to extract the relevant measure-
ment outcomes. The optimal reconstruction technique
should thus consist of the fewest measurements of ob-
servables resilient against experimental errors. While
many different approaches to tackle this challenge have
been theoretically proposed or experimentally demon-
strated [9–13], these strategies often come at the cost
of versatility, measurement quality, engineering conve-
nience, and optimzation complexity.

In this work, we present a technique to robustly and ef-
ficiently reconstruct arbitrary bosonic states with the op-
timized fewest measurements of excitation number. The
technique can be readily implemented across CV plat-
forms, where these excitations take the form of opti-
cal photons [14], microwave photons [15–18], and mo-
tional phonons of trapped ions [19–21]. Our method of
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Optimised Reconstruction based on Excitation Number
Sampling (ORENS) is experimentally demonstrated in
a cQED platform to showcase its performance for high-
dimensional CV states, even under severe decoherence.
We show that ORENS outperforms the state-of-the-art
Wigner reconstruction technique [22, 23], owing to its in-
herent robustness against both coherent and incoherent
errors. Our contribution to bosonic state reconstruction,
a key research pillar in CV applications, will reinforce
the development and analysis of more complex bosonic
states and dynamics across different physical devices.
Conceptually, reconstructing an arbitrary quantum

state ρ consists of measuring identically prepared copies
along many different bases. To accurately obtain infor-
mation about the state, these bases must be information-
ally complete and the measurements have to be resilient
against errors. For CV systems, when the state does not
extend beyond a certain dimension D, its Hilbert space
can be truncated. As such, only D2−1 := N∗

obs indepen-
dent real parameters must be obtained from measure-
ments for informational completeness, setting the opti-
mal number of measurements for efficient reconstruction.
To achieve independence between measurements for CV
systems, distinct displacement transformations

D̂(α) = e(αĉ
†+α∗ĉ) (1)

can be conveniently applied on ρ to scramble the informa-
tion and sample different regions of phase space. Upon
choosing a base observable and a set of displacements,
the set of measurements is written as a matrix M , and
the measurement process is described with Born’s rule
as x⃗ =Mρ⃗, where x⃗ is the measurement outcomes and ρ⃗
is the vectorized density matrix. Born’s rule can be in-
verted to find the least-squares estimator ρ⃗LS = M+x⃗,
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FIG. 1. An overview of bosonic state reconstruction and its translation to ORENS in cQED. (a) To reconstruct an
arbitrary CV state ρ of dimension D, measurements of at least D2−1 := N∗

obs independent real parameters must be made to be
informationally complete. In bosonic systems, this is typically achieved through displacements, D̂(αk), to N∗

obs distinct points
in phase space which effectively changes the measurement observable. A Bayesian inference algorithm is applied to compute the
optimal estimator ρBME based on the resulting measurement outcomes [24]. (b) A prototypical bosonic cQED device consists
of a storage cavity (blue), an ancillary qubit (red), and a readout resonator (green). State preparation is implemented with
numerically optimized pulses played to the cavity and qubit. Displacements are resonant Gaussian pulses played to the cavity.
The excitation number sampling for ORENS is enacted by a conditional π-pulse on the qubit. The measurement outcome is
extracted with the standard dispersive readout of the resonator.

where M+ is the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of M
(Appendix D1), which is constrained to be physical
to realize the final estimator ρest (Appendix D3). An
overview of the key bosonic state reconstruction stages is
illustrated in Fig. 1a.

Ideally, measurements of the minimal N∗
obs indepen-

dent real parameters enable perfect reconstruction of ρ.
However, with experimental imperfections, the accuracy
of the estimated state critically depends on the choice of
M , which amplifies measurement errors to varying de-
grees upon estimation. The robustness to error is char-
acterized by the condition number (CN) of the measure-
ment matrix M , where a CN of 1 corresponds to the
absence of error amplification and grants the optimal re-
construction [25].

Our proposed method, ORENS, leverages the sam-
pling of excitation number across phase space, which
is not only a readily accessible measurement observable
in many CV platforms but also has built-in robustness
against both decoherence and non-ideal coherent dynam-
ics. With the minimal N∗

obs excitation number mea-
surements preceded by the optimized displacements in
phase space that minimize the CN to state-of-the-art
(Appendix D2), ORENS is capable of reliably recon-
structing the density matrix of a complex CV state.

ORENS is conceptually based on the technique
of generalized Q-function [26–29], where Qn(α) =

Tr
(
|n⟩⟨n|D̂(α)†ρD̂(α)

)
. This is the generalization of

the Husimi-Q function, Q0(α) = ⟨α|ρ|α⟩ to an arbitrary
number of excitations n. Sampling higher n overcomes
the limitations of Husimi Q by boosting sensitivity to
phase-space oscillations of ρ. This can be understood
graphically by considering that theQn function of a given
state ρ is the convolution of the Wigner function of ρ with
that of |n⟩ [30]. For the specific case of vacuum n = 0,
the Wigner of vacuum is a Gaussian distribution centered
in the origin of the phase space and thus acts as a Gaus-
sian filter on ρ, erasing fast phase-space oscillations and
results in a strictly non-negative version of the Wigner
function. However, for larger n > 0, the features of ρ are
better preserved by Qn, enabling robust reconstruction.
We validate the resilience and efficiency of ORENS by

reconstructing arbitrary CV states in cQED, where exci-
tation number is synonymous with photon number. We
demonstrate that the excitation number measurement
is inherently free of parasitic system dynamics and ro-
bust against decoherence. In our hardware, illustrated
in Fig. 1b, the CV states are stored in the electromag-
netic field of superconducting LC resonators, realized
as a high-Q 3D coaxial cavity machined out of high-
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purity (4N) aluminum. The states are prepared, trans-
formed, and measured via the engineered dispersive in-
teraction with an auxiliary qubit. The qubit is a stan-
dard transmon dispersively coupled to an on-chip readout
resonator, and both elements are fabricated out of alu-
minum on a sapphire substrate. The full Hamiltonian of
this qubit-cavity system can be found in Appendix A 4.

Extracting the excitation number of the cavity consists
of conditionally exciting the qubit depending on the num-
ber of excitations in the cavity. This conditional π-pulse
leverages the dispersive interaction between the cavity
and qubit which can be understood by looking at the
system Hamiltonian in the rotating frame of the qubit
drive

Ĥ

ℏ
=

Ωd

2
σ̂y +∆|e⟩⟨e| − χn̂|e⟩⟨e|, (2)

where n̂ is the excitation number operator of the cavity,
χ is the dispersive coupling between the cavity and the
qubit, σ̂y is the ŷ Pauli operator, ∆ is the drive detuning
from the qubit frequency, and Ωd is the drive amplitude.
By using a long, spectrally-selective drive with duration
tπ > 1/χ, the individual shifts of the qubit frequency
(ωq −nχ) corresponding to n are resolved and can be in-
dividually addressed. Choosing a drive detuning ∆ = χn
enables robust mapping of the cavity’s excitation number
to the qubit:

pn = Tr
(
ρ|n⟩⟨n|

)
≈ pe(∆ = χn), (3)

where pn is the probability of the cavity having n excita-
tions, and pe is the probability of the qubit being in the
excited state. More details can be found in Appendix B 1.

By design, this mapping of the excitation number does
not experience significant parasitic Hamiltonian dynam-
ics, making it an excellent choice of measurement observ-
able for state reconstruction. To verify this, we prepare
a given Fock state |n⟩ in the cavity using numerically op-
timized GRadient Ascent Pulse Engineering (GRAPE)
pulses [31]. We flip the qubit with a tπ = 1µs Gaussian
pulse selective at a frequency ωq − χn to map the exci-
tation number corresponding to |n⟩ to the state of the
qubit, which is read out with a single-shot measurement.
We repeat the experiment 1000 times and use the aver-
age outcomes to estimate Qn(0). The results, shown in
Fig. 2a, demonstrate near-perfect mapping of the exci-
tation number from the cavity to the qubit state, with
minor errors attributed to decoherence, qubit thermal
population, and finite readout discrimination.

In contrast to excitation number measurement, the
cavity parity measurement commonly used for the ubiq-
uitous Wigner reconstruction is highly prone to coher-
ent errors in the system. For the parity measurement,
a π/2 pulse brings the state of the qubit (originally in
|g⟩) to the equator of the Bloch sphere |+⟩. Then, a

conditional-phase Ĉπ = |g⟩⟨g| ⊗ 11 + |e⟩⟨e| ⊗ eiπn̂ is im-
plemented by waiting for a time tw = π/χ, for the state
of the qubit to acquire a relative phase, ending up in
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FIG. 2. Excitation number and parity mapping of Fock
states in cQED. (a) Measurement outcomes of excitation
number pn (purple) and absolute value of corrected parity
|Pcor| (yellow) as a function of the Fock state |n⟩ prepared
in the cavity. They show good agreement with analytical
(Eq. (3) and Eq. (4)) and simulated trends based on real
device parameters. (b) Bloch spheres of the qubit state at
each step of excitation number (above) and parity (below)
mapping. The measurement outcomes are marked with black
stars.

|+⟩(|−⟩), conditioned on the cavity parity being even
(odd). A final π/2 pulse brings |+⟩(|−⟩) to |e⟩(|g⟩). De-
spite this protocol being a good approximation to es-
timate the parity, the always-on dispersive interaction
during the π/2 pulses imparts substantial error to the
measurements. To be precise, when the cavity has n
excitations, the qubit rotations happen along a slanted
axis r̂ = (Ωŷ+χnẑ)/

√
Ω2 + (χn)2. As a result, the qubit

state prematurely accumulates phase during the first π/2
pulse and does not reach the equator, yielding a distorted
parity approximation that degrades dramatically with in-
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creasing n, as illustrated in Fig. 2b.
A standard technique to mitigate parity measurement

errors from the skewed qubit rotation is to use a wait time
tw < π/χ calibrated to improve the contrast. In addition,
the parity protocol can be performed twice, where the
phase of the second π/2 pulse is flipped to map even
(odd) parity to |g⟩(|e⟩), and the outcomes of the two
mappings are subtracted to compute a corrected parity.
However, this correction demands twice the number of
measurements and still results in a scaling error of the
parity,

Pcor = (P − Pinv)/2 = ηPid, (4)

where Pid = Tr
(
ρeiπn̂

)
, Pinv is the inverted parity and η

is the scaling factor (Appendix B 2).
Experimentally, this degradation of parity mapping

with increasing excitation number in the CV state can
be readily observed. We measure the parity of a series of
Fock states with the Ramsey protocol, using 16-ns π/2
pulses and 284-ns waiting time. The results, shown in
Fig. 2a, show a dramatic departure of the experimen-
tally estimated parity from the theoretical definition of
parity as the excitation number of the cavity increases.
This distorted mapping makes parity a nonideal observ-
able for state reconstruction, highlighting the importance
of exploring the excitation number as a more reliable ob-
servable.

As well as being robust against coherent errors,
ORENS is also robust against decoherence during the
process of mapping the excitation number onto the qubit
state. Here, we analyze and showcase the performance of
ORENS under decoherence. In general, qubit decoher-
ence is described by the two independent mechanisms of
energy decay and dephasing, which are characterized by
the coherence times T1 and Tϕ, respectively. While stan-
dard cQED setups can reliably achieve a T1 in the range
of several tens to hundreds of microseconds [32], ensur-
ing a consistent Tϕ proves to be a challenging task [33].
This challenge is particularly pronounced in the case of
flux-tunable qubits, where Tϕ can be as short as a few
microseconds [34]. Considering a dephasing rate of the
qubit Γϕ = 1/Tϕ, by solving the Lindblad master equa-
tion, the excitation number decays as

p′n ≡ p′e(∆ = χn) ≈ ρnn × 1

2
(1 + e

− tπ
2Tϕ ). (5)

(Appendix C 1). This indicates that only half of the mag-
nitude of the ideal observable (ρnn = ⟨n|ρ|n⟩) decays ex-
ponentially with the dephasing rate.

We perform an experiment to measure p0 of the vac-
uum cavity state at various engineered qubit dephas-
ing times Tϕ to observe the impact on the observable
mapping (Fig. 3). The Tϕ of the qubit is shortened
on-demand by using excitation-induced dephasing [35],
where a weak coherent tone continuously drives the read-
out resonator (Appendix A 6). To protect the state
preparation and readout of the protocol and effectively

isolate the error due to dephasing, this dephasing pulse is
only applied during the mapping of the observable. The
duration tπ of the π-pulse and the dispersive coupling χ
are both fixed.
Our results show that excitation number mapping is

partially preserved under qubit dephasing. At Tϕ =
4µs = 4tπ, we observe a p0 > 0.8, and for as low as
Tϕ = 0.1µs = tπ/10, the expectation value remains
above 0.4. To benchmark this result, we repeat the same
protocol with parity mapping. From the Lindblad mas-
ter equation, we find that the whole parity observable
exponentially decays to 0 (i.e. total loss of information)
as Tϕ goes to 0. Analytically, this is described by

P ′ ≡ 2p′e − 1 ≈ Pid × e
− tw

Tϕ (6)

(Appendix C 1). Since parity mapping relies on the
qubit state acquiring a deterministic phase, low dephas-
ing times Tϕ < 0.1µs completely erase this mapping, as
shown in Fig. 3a.
We have thus demonstrated that excitation number

mapping offers a more robust performance than the stan-
dard parity observable, indicating it is the favorable ob-
servable to measure in current state reconstruction tech-
niques. With this, we can now use the ORENS technique
to verify its ability to efficiently and accurately recon-
struct density matrices.
For a given truncated Hilbert space of dimension D,

we prepare all Fock states |k⟩ and their superpositions

|j⟩ + eiϕ|k⟩/
√
2 with j < k = 0, · · · , D − 1 and ϕ =

{0, π/2} (D2 different states in total). Each state was
experimentally prepared by playing 2-µs GRAPE pulses
after a qubit pre-selection pulse. Next, we perform the
optimized displacements in phase space to enact the in-
formation scrambling. To obtain this set of displacements
for a given truncation dimensionD, we sweep over the ex-
citation number n ∈ [1, D−1], where for each set we run a
gradient-descent algorithm over the set of displacements

{αk}
N∗

obs

k=1 to minimize the CN of M . This set of mea-
surements allows us to reconstruct any arbitrary state
bounded by dimension D. As an example, the optimal
displacements for D = 6 are 35 unique {αk}35k=1 each fol-
lowed by a measurement of excitation number n = 5.
The different displacements {αk} were implemented us-
ing a 240-ns Gaussian coherent pulse at the cavity fre-
quency by varying its amplitude and phase. Upon ap-
plying the displacement, the qubit was flipped condition-
ally on the nth excitation population of the cavity, and
then measured through single-shot low-power dispersive
readout. The measurement outcomes were processed to
estimate ρ, first by inverting Born’s rule to obtain the
least-squares estimator ρLS, and then by using Bayesian
inference [24] to obtain ρBME as our final reconstructed
estimator. The Bayesian method treats uncertainty in
meaningful ways and utilizes all available information op-
timally, ultimately returning the most optimal estimator
for ρ [36, 37], particularly in comparison to the ubiqui-
tous maximum likelihood estimation approach [38] (Ap-
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FIG. 3. Excitation number and parity under qubit
dephasing. (a) The measurement outcomes of excitation
number pn (purple) and absolute value of corrected parity
|Pcor| (yellow) mappings are plotted against varying Tϕ of the
qubit. They show good agreement with analytical (Eq. (5)
and Eq. (6)) and simulated trends based on real device pa-
rameters. With roughly half the contrast preserved, excita-
tion number measurements are robust against qubit dephas-
ing in cQED, whereas parity mapping suffers significantly
more degradation. (b) Intuitive illustrations for the resilience
shown by excitation number mapping. The qubit state spends
less time near the equator (orange) in mapping pn than P ,
and thus is less susceptible to dephasing.

pendix D3).
To evaluate the quality of the state reconstruction, we

compute the fidelity between the estimated density ma-
trix and the target density matrix ρtar, generated by sim-
ulating the GRAPE pulses under decoherence,

F =

(
Tr

√√
ρtarρBME

√
ρtar

)2

. (7)

The average fidelity over the D2 different states for each
dimension is plotted in Fig. 4a, up to D = 6. Beyond
D = 6, the readout was distorted due to the domi-
nant cross-interaction between the cavity and the read-
out resonator present for larger bosonic states, result-
ing in the absence of meaningful experimental points.
This is not a fundamental limitation of the technique
but a rather device-specific artifact. The dominant error
mechanisms impacting the reconstruction fidelity are the
thermal population of the qubit and imperfect single-shot
readout discrimination (Appendix C 2, A 7), which could
be significantly reduced by improving device thermaliza-

tion and using a quantum-limited amplifier, respectively.
Across all dimensions, the reconstruction fidelity using
ORENS exceeds 95%.
Having tested the reconstruction technique on Fock

states and their superpositions, we evaluate the protocol
for cat states, a versatile backbone of CV information
processing protocols [39–43]. We repeat the same recon-
struction protocol for D = 6 with four small cat states:
|α⟩±|−α⟩ and |α⟩±i|−α⟩ (normalisation implied), with
α = 1. The averaged fidelity matches the Fock state su-
perposition fidelities, see the purple star in Fig. 4.
We benchmark the reconstruction performance of both

Fock and cat states against two versions of the stan-
dard Wigner protocol, normal and corrected. For nor-
mal Wigner, we fix the measurement observable to par-
ity and optimize the corresponding N∗

obs displacements
for information scrambling. For corrected Wigner, the
distortion of the always-on dispersive interaction is par-
tially corrected for by using and subtracting both the
parity and inverse parity protocols with the same set
of N∗

obs displacements, to have an overall set of 2N∗
obs

independent measurements (i.e. double the theoretical
minimum). The measurement matrices for Wigner and
ORENS have roughly equal condition numbers, indicat-
ing that neither parity nor excitation number are theo-
retically limited. Thus, the reconstruction fidelity must
be limited by experimental errors.
With a focus on reconstruction with the minimal num-

ber of measurements N∗
obs, ORENS demonstrates accu-

rate reconstruction across dimensions, significantly sur-
passing the performance of the normal Wigner protocol.
Only the corrected Wigner tomography affords compa-
rable state reconstruction to ORENS, but it demands
double the number of independent measurements.
To further investigate state reconstruction under qubit

dephasing, we prepare the same four cat states and recon-
struct them using ORENS for the several independently
calibrated qubit Tϕ points as shown in Fig. 4b. Remark-
ably, we notice only a slight deterioration of the average
reconstruction fidelity, with fidelities exceeding > 86%.
This demonstrates that even when using a conditional π-
pulse duration that far exceeds the qubit Tϕ, the excita-
tion number observable still maps sufficient information
to accurately reconstruct states.
The robustness under dephasing implies the versatility

of the ORENS in regimes of low-χ between the cavity
and the qubit. To maintain an equivalent frequency-
selectivity, a smaller value of χ demands a longer tπ
(Appendix B 1). Considering our experimental (simu-
lated) fidelity of 88% (92%) with χ = 1.4 MHz and
Tπ/Tϕ = 1µs/0.5µs = 2, we can expect an equivalent
fidelity with χ = 35 kHz, Tπ/Tϕ = 40µs/20µs = 2.
This was verified with a simulation to reconstruct the
cat states, with an average fidelity of 94%.
Through the above analytic and experimental results,

we have demonstrated: (1) a powerful technique for Op-
timized Reconstruction with Excitation Number Sam-
pling (ORENS) with minimal measurements that relies
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FIG. 4. State reconstruction for ORENS (N∗
obs), normal Wigner (N∗

obs), and corrected Wigner (2N∗
obs). (a)

The average reconstruction fidelities for D2 different states (Fock states and their superpositions) against cut-off dimension
D. They show good agreement with simulated trends (solid curves) based on real device parameters. The star markers
are average fidelities for reconstructing four small cat states, well contained within D = 6. Beyond D = 6, there are no
meaningful experimental points as the readout was distorted by cross-Kerr between the readout resonator and cavity. (b) The
average reconstruction fidelities of the four small cat states for different qubit dephasing times Tϕ. (c) Wigner functions of the
reconstructed odd cat states (|α⟩ − | − α⟩) with ORENS, normal Wigner, and corrected Wigner techniques at two different Tϕ

points. With strong retention of important cat state properties, ORENS outperforms both Wigner reconstruction techniques
with the fewest measurements, particularly at high dimensions and under qubit dephasing.

only on displacements and excitation counting, and can
be readily applied across CV experimental platforms,
(2) clear evidence that excitation number mapping in
bosonic cQED is an ideal and convenient observable for
state reconstruction that can be directly implemented on
standard devices without any tailored operations or pa-
rameters, (3) the robustness of excitation number map-
ping even under severe qubit dephasing in cQED, and (4)
the ability of ORENS to reliably reconstruct arbitrary
states of all dimensions in the presence of pronounced
coherent and incoherent errors .

For each of the experiments, ORENS outperforms the
state-of-the-art Wigner reconstruction with the fewest
measurements. Although the fidelities obtained with
ORENS is nearly matched by the corrected Wigner strat-
egy, our method uses half the number of measurements
and scales more favorably with state dimensionality. The
primary drawback of ORENS in cQED is the high sensi-
tivity to undesired residual excitations of the qubit (Ap-
pendix C 2). However, the reconstruction fidelity can be
readily improved with good thermalization of the qubit
as well as standard pre-selection measurements.

Looking beyond, the ORENS can be readily imple-
mented for multimode systems. For example, for a two-
mode system A and B, each with dimension D, we would
apply the displacements {DA(αi)⊗DB(αj)}, where {αi}
is the optimized single-mode amplitudes, before measur-
ing the optimized joint excitation numbers. In cQED,
the joint excitation numbers are directly extracted with
a selective π pulse tuned to ωq−nAχA−nBχB . Not only
would this multimode reconstruction approach likely out-
perform the standard joint Wigner tomography for sim-
ilar arguments of excitation number observable robust-

ness, but the measurement of joint excitation number is
significantly more convenient than joint parity. Joint par-
ity measurements are challenging, as they require either
designing χA = χB or utilizing higher levels of the trans-
mon with concatenated single-mode conditional phase
gates [13]. While the generalized Wigner function [11]
helps overcome these practical challenges, the arbitrary
relative phase of the modified Ramsey sequence tend to
reduce the contrast of measurement outcomes and ren-
ders the reconstruction less robust.
Furthermore, ORENS is naturally compatible with

other techniques to simplify the complexity of bosonic
state tomography. It is often more interesting to retrieve
only partial knowledge of a system, rather than perform-
ing full state reconstruction. For instance, to character-
ize particular features in phase space like the fringes of a
cat state [44]. ORENS is easily modified for these cases
by changing the phase-space region of displacement op-
timization, as well as the prior knowledge and likelihood
function in Bayesian inference. A similar modification
can be made for incorporating feedback such that the
next measurements are informed by the previous ones.
Overall, we have developed and demonstrated a

versatile technique to efficiently and robustly estimate
arbitrary CV states, accessible across different bosonic
hardware platforms. Our results bring us one step closer
to scalable and reliable characterization and verification
across CV quantum applications.
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APPENDIX A: Experimental Device

1. Design and tools

The experimental device used in this work is a standard
bosonic cQED system [45, 46] in the strong dispersive-
coupling regime. It consists of a superconducting mi-
crowave cavity, dispersively coupled to a transmon qubit
for controllability and readout, which is also disper-
sively coupled to a planar readout resonator. We sim-
ulate the electromagnetic fields of the device using An-
sys finite-element High-Frequency Simulation Software
(HFSS) and obtain the Hamiltonian parameters using the
energy participation ratio (EPR) approach [47]. The key
system properties, such as the frequency of each circuit
and the pair-wise non-linear couplings between them, are
iteratively refined to meet the target parameters. In this
section, we describe the details of the design consider-
ations, the resulting properties of the main elements in
the device, and the main calibration procedures for the
different experimental parameters.

2. Package and chip fabrication

The storage cavity is a three-dimensional high-Q coax-
ial λ/4-resonator with a cut-off frequency fcut ∼ 600
MHz. The cavity and the coaxial waveguide that hosts
the qubit and the resonator are machined out of high-
purity (5N) aluminum, where the external layer ( 0.15
mm) has been removed with chemical etching to reduce
fabrication imperfections. The ancillary transmon qubit
and the planar readout resonator are fabricated by evap-
orating aluminum on a sapphire substrate. The design is
patterned using a Raith electron-beam lithography ma-
chine, on a HEMEX sapphire substrate cleaned with 2:1
piranha solution for 20 minutes and coated with 800 nm
of MMA and 250 nm of PMMA resist. The pattern is
then developed with a mixture of de-ionized water and
isopropanol at a 3:1 ratio. Using a PLASSYS double-
angle evaporator we deposit the two aluminum layers of
20 nm and 30 nm thickness at -25 and +25 degrees, re-
spectively, separated by an oxidation step with a mixture
of 85% O2 and 15% Argon at 10 mBar for 10 minutes.
The chip is finally diced on an Accretech machine and in-
serted in the waveguide, with an aluminum clamp where
we use indium wire to improve thermalization.

3. Intrinsic Purcell filtering

The design of the Hamiltonian parameters considers
the ORENS protocol requirements and the versatility
to explore different decoherence regimes. We design
the dispersive interaction between the cavity and the
qubit to be ∼ 1.4 MHz. Hence, our selective pi-pulses
need to be ∼ 1µs long, and the Ramsey revival time
∼ π/χ ≈ 3.14 µs.
To achieve long-enough coherence times for the qubit,

we mitigate its resonator-mediated Purcell decay by de-
signing an intrinsic Purcell-filter structure [48]. This is
done by optimizing the position of the coupled transmis-
sion line. Simulations show that the optimal position
aligns with the voltage node of the qubit field at approx-
imately λqubit/4 away from the end of the resonator. In
this position, the qubit field is very weakly coupled to
the transmission line while the readout resonator is sig-
nificantly coupled for fast readout.
For ease of fabrication and to preserve cavity coher-

ence, the transmission line is kept at an appropriate dis-
tance. To satisfy this requirement, as well as the strong
dispersive coupling and the intrinsic-purcell filtering con-
dition at the same time, we added two planar stripline-
like structures on both ends of the qubit pads. The strips
are short enough not to introduce any mode below 8 GHz,
while effectively guiding the transmon field to the cavity
and to readout resonator modes as desired.

4. Hamiltonian parameters and coherence times

Expanding the cosine term of the Josephson junction
up to the fourth order, we can write the full Hamiltonian
of our system as

Ĥ

ℏ
= ωcĉ

†ĉ+ ωqq̂
†q̂ + ωrr̂

†r̂

− χcc

2
ĉ†ĉ†ĉĉ− χqq

2
q̂†q̂†q̂q̂ − χrr

2
r̂†r̂†r̂r̂

− χcqĉ
†ĉq̂†q̂ − χqrq̂

†q̂r̂†r̂ − χcrĉ
†ĉr̂†r̂,

(A1)

where ωi and ı̂ respectively denote the angular frequency
and annihilation operator of the system with i = c, q, and
r corresponding to cavity, qubit, and resonator. The χij

of the second and third lines correspond to the self-Kerr
and cross-Kerr interactions between modes, respectively.
The value of the experimentally calibrated parameters
can be seen in tables I and II. The high self-Kerr of the
transmon allows effective treatment of it as a qubit with
two energy levels |g⟩ and |e⟩, where q̂ (q̂†) can be replaced
with |g⟩⟨e| (|e⟩⟨g|).
The next major contribution to Eq. (A1), stemming

from the sixth-order term of the cosine expansion, corre-
sponds to the second-order dispersive interaction between
the cavity and the qubit, −χ′

cqq
†qc†c†cc. By fitting the

resonance frequencies of the qubit to second order on the
number of excitations in the cavity, we find χ′

cq/2π ≈ 16
kHz.
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ω/2π(GHz) T1(µs) T2(µs) T echo
2 (µs)

Qubit 5.277 85-113 14-22 44-48
Cavity 4.587 992 - -

Resonator 7.617 2.08 - -

TABLE I. Frequency and coherence times for the 3 modes of
the device.

Cavity Qubit Resonator
Cavity 4-6 kHz 1.423 MHz 2 kHz
Qubit 1.423 MHz 175.3 MHz 0.64 MHz

Resonator 2 kHz 0.64 MHz -

TABLE II. Table of Kerr interactions. Diagonal elements
correspond to the self-Kerr interactions of each mode, and
off-diagonal terms correspond to the cross-Kerr interactions
between different modes.

5. Microwave wiring

The radio-frequency (RF) pulses to drive the readout
resonator, qubit, and cavity are created by IQ-mixing the
local oscillator (LO) signal from a Vaunix Lab Brick mi-
crowave resonator with the intermediate-frequency (IF) I
and Q quadratures generated by the Digital-to-Analogue
Converter (DAC) port of a Quantum Machines fast field-
programmable gate array (FPGA). For the readout, we
measure the reflected signal from the resonator, which is
amplified in a High-electron mobility transistor (HEMT)
amplifier and a room-temperature ZVA-183S+ amplifier
before being down-converted to 50 MHz with a Marki IR-
mixer. The signal is finally amplified with a Stanford Re-
search Systems SR445A room-temperature amplifier be-
fore being sampled in the Analogue-to-Digital Converter
(ADC) block of the FPGA. The schematic wiring setup
can be in seen Fig. 5.

6. Engineering qubit dephasing

To demonstrate the robustness of ORENS under qubit
dephasing, we engineer the dephasing time Tϕ of the
qubit. This is achieved by driving the dispersively-
coupled readout resonator to a steady-state photon popu-
lation that induces dephasing via photon-shot noise. The
dephasing rate is controlled by varying the average exci-
tation number in the resonator [35].

To calibrate the average excitation number n̄ in the
resonator as a function of the drive amplitude, we pop-
ulate the resonator with a square pulse and conduct a
Ramsey experiment. Subsequently, we fit the modulated
Ramsey oscillations using the free parameter n̄ [49]. For
a given drive amplitude Ad – expressed as the voltage of
the DAC output –, we can extract n̄ as a function of the
pulse length, see Fig. 6a. For all drive amplitudes, the
resonator reaches a steady state after 2.5 µs, which is set
as the ring-up time τrp = 2.5 µs. Following a similar cal-
ibration, we choose the ring-down time τrd for resonator

10 mK

1K

4 K

50 K

VC

mu shield

-20
-20

-20

-20
-20

-10

H

FPGA
DACADC

-10
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-10
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Power spli�er

Circulator

ZVA-183S+ amplifier

IQ mixer Low-pass filter

DC blockBias-Tee

SR445A pre-amplifierP

IR mixer Eccosorb filter
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Microwave generator

-X

50-Ohm load

X-dB a�enuator

Band-pass filter

P

FIG. 5. Experimental setup. Schematic of the RF com-
ponents and connections at room temperature and inside the
Bluefors dilution refrigerator.

decay as 2.5 µs.
Driving the resonator not only induces qubit dephas-
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ing but also shifts the qubit frequency due to its dis-
persive interaction. As shown in the qubit spectroscopy
plot in Fig. 6b measured with the sequence in d, the qubit
peak broadens and shifts with increasing drive amplitude
Ad. To isolate the dephasing effect from the frequency-
shifting effect in the experiments that follow, we perform
the observable mapping protocols using the shifted fre-
quency corresponding to the resonator drive amplitude.

To characterize the qubit’s pure dephasing time Tϕ =
1/(1/T2 − 0.5/T1) for each resonator drive, we measure
the qubit energy relaxation time T1 and qubit dephas-
ing time T2 after driving the resonator to steady state
and updating the qubit frequency (pulse sequences in
Fig. 6d). As shown in Fig. 6c, T1 stays relatively con-
stant with increasing resonator drive amplitude, while
T2 decreases smoothly. This indicates the photon-shot
noise in the resonator only induces qubit dephasing, not
qubit energy relaxation.

Having calibrated how to engineer Tϕ, we now study
how the measurement observables – excitation number pn
for ORENS and parity P for Wigner – behave when in-
creasing the qubit dephasing rate while keeping the cav-
ity in vacuum state, see Fig. 3 in the main text. The pulse
sequence is shown in Fig. 7a. For a certain calibrated Tϕ,
we drive the resonator to steady state, update the qubit
frequency, and conduct the standard pn and P observable
mapping protocols. Then, after a ring-down time trd for
the resonator to de-populate, the measurement pulse is
applied.

We evaluate ORENS and Wigner state reconstruction
under dephasing, see Fig. 4 in the main text, using the
pulse sequence in Fig. 7b. To mitigate the error due to
the qubit thermal population, we first measure the qubit
state to later post-select the data. After waiting a delay
time td for the resonator to decay, we prepare the small
cat states using GRAPE pulses with a length of 2 µs.
After state preparation, we drive the resonator to steady
state to induce a reduced Tϕ, apply a displacement pulse
to the cavity, and perform either the pn or P mapping.
Then, we turn off the resonator drive and wait a ring-
down time trd for the resonator decay, before applying a
final measurement pulse.

7. Error budgeting

We use a standard square low-power readout pulse at
the resonance frequency of the readout resonator when
the qubit is in the ground state. The length of the read-
out pulse is 1.5 µs and the reflected signal is acquired
for a total time of 2.4 µs. We measure a readout fidelity
FRO = 1 − (P (e|g) + P (g|e))/2 = 96.5%, of which we
estimate an infidelity of 1.9% due to thermal population,
1.4% due to readout discrimination error (overlap), and
0.4% due to qubit decay during the readout.

The cavity was measured to have a 3% residual pop-
ulation, i.e. p1 = 3%. The cavity states were prepared
with numerical pulses optimized with the GRAPE algo-

rithm applied simultaneously at the qubit and the cavity,
with a fixed total duration of 2 µs, for all states. The av-
erage residual thermal population of the qubit after the
GRAPE pulses is measured to be 4.9%, and is further at-
tenuated down to 3% by performing a 1.5 µs-long readout
before the numerical pulses and pre-selecting only those
runs where the qubit was measured in the ground state.
We calibrated a 2.5 µs-long buffer time between the read-
out pulse and the GRAPE pulses for the resonator to
de-populate. We test the quality of the state preparation
by simulating the effect of the numerical pulses with the
whole qubit-cavity Hamiltonian accounting for decoher-
ence and thermal populations. The fidelity in relation to
the ideal pulses can be seen in Fig. 8. The 3% infidelity
for preparing the cavity in vacuum (Fock 0 in the figure)
can be explained by the previously-mentioned thermal
population of the cavity, and it matches the discrepancy
between the experimental data and the ideal value in
Fig. 2 in the main text. In addition, the experimental pn
data shows a slow systematic decay as a function of Fock
state, which can be explained by state preparation errors
of the GRAPE pulses, see Fig. 8.
The additional loss of contrast in Fig. 3 compared to

Fig. 2 is caused by qubit decoherence during the addi-
tional ring-up and ring-down times, as explained in Sec-
tion A6.

APPENDIX B: Coherent error in observables

1. Excitation number mapping

Here we derive the expression for the qubit probability
following the excitation number mapping protocol, show
how it maps to excitation number of the cavity state, and
discuss its selectivity. We set ℏ = 1 henceforth.
First, we note that given the initial state of the qubit

|g⟩ and its evolution governed by a Hamiltonian Ĥ =
∆|e⟩⟨e|+(Ω/2)σ̂y, the probability of finding the qubit in
the excited state at a time t is

pe(t) =
Ω2

Ω2 +∆2
sin2(

√
Ω2 +∆2

t

2
). (B1)

At a time tπ ≡ π/Ω, the probability is maximum (pe = 1)
for ∆ = 0 and decays as the detuning |∆| increases.
To map the excitation number of the cavity onto the

qubit, the sequence starts with the qubit in |g⟩ and cavity
in an arbitrary state ρ, which evolve under the Hamilto-
nian

Ĥ = ∆|e⟩⟨e|+ Ω

2
σ̂y − χ|e⟩⟨e| ⊗ n̂, (B2)

where n̂ = ĉ†ĉ.
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FIG. 6. Engineering qubit dephasing. (a) Average excitation number n̄ in the resonator as a function of the various pulse
length for several drive amplitudes Ad. The resonator population reaches a steady state after a ring-up time trp for all Ad,
which is taken as 2.5 µs (black dotted line). (b) Qubit spectra after driving the resonator to steady state with square pulses
of varying drive amplitudes Black lines represent Gaussian fits. The measurement pulse sequence is shown in (d), where the
ring-up time trp and the ring-down time trd are both 2.5 µs, and the length of the π pulse is 1 µs. (c) Qubit energy relaxation
time T1 and dephasing time T2 varying the resonator drive amplitude. The vertical lines correspond to the drive amplitudes
used in (a) and (b). The qubit T1 and T2 times are measured with the pulse sequences in (d) after driving the resonator into
a steady state.

The qubit state at time t follows

ρq(t) = Trcav(e
−iĤt(|g⟩⟨g| ⊗ ρ) eiĤt)

=
∑
n

⟨n|e−iĤt(|g⟩⟨g| ⊗ ρ) eiĤt|n⟩

=
∑
n

ρnn e
−iĤnt|g⟩⟨g| eiĤnt, (B3)

where Trcav is partial trace with respect to the cavity
state, ρnn ≡ ⟨n|ρ|n⟩ denotes the diagonal elements (exci-

tation number) of ρ, and Ĥn ≡ ∆n|e⟩⟨e| + (Ω/2)σ̂y now
acts only on the qubit with ∆n ≡ ∆− χn.

The probability of the qubit being in the excited state

at a time tπ = π/Ω is

pe =
∑
n

ρnn|⟨e| e−iĤntπ |g⟩|2,

=
∑
n

ρnn
Ω2

Ω2 +∆2
n

sin2(
√
Ω2 +∆2

n

tπ
2
), (B4)

where we have made use of Eq. (B1). Each component in
the summation of Eq. (B4) features a function that peaks
at ∆n = ∆−χn = 0 to a value ρnn. For each component,
the maximum with respect to the detuning ∆ is different
and, if the peaks are sharp enough (χ/Ω ≫ 1), different
peaks do not overlap with each other, and we say that
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FIG. 7. Observable mapping sequences with engi-
neered qubit dephasing. (a) Pulse sequence for ORENS
and Wigner observable mapping (Fig. 3). The ring-up time
trp and the ring-down time trd are both 2.5 µs, the lengths of
the π pulse and the π/2 pulse are 1 µs and 64 ns respectively,
and the delay time τ for parity measurement is 284 ns. (b)
The pulse sequence ORENS and Wigner state reconstruction
(Fig. 4(b) and (c)). We apply an additional measurement
pulse to the resonator at the start for post-processing selec-
tion. The delay time td for the resonator decay after the first
measurement, the ring-tp time trp, and the ring-down time trd
are both 2.5 µs. The length of the GRAPE pulses is 2 µs, the
length of the displacement pulse D(α) is 240 ns, the lengths of
the π pulse and the π/2 pulse are 1 µs and 64 ns respectively,
and the delay time τ for parity measurement is 284 ns.

the excitation number sampling is selective. The qubit
probability can then be approximated as

pe(∆ = χn, tπ) ≈ ρnn, (B5)

which is the basis for the mapping of excitation number.

8210 3 4 5 6 7

0.9

0.92

0.94

0.96

0.98

1.0

Fock state

Fi
de

lit
y

FIG. 8. State preparation. GRAPE state preparation fi-
delities for the Fock states.

Eq. (B4) can also be written as

pe =
∑
n

ρnn
1

1 + η2
sin2(

√
1 + η2

π

2
), (B6)

by defining the parameter η ≡ ∆n/Ω = (∆ − χn)tπ/π.
If we rescale the detuning ν ≡ ∆tπ (simply a scaling in
the function with respect to ∆ by tπ; the shape, and
hence, the selectivity is the same), η = (ν − nχtπ)/π.
Consequently, it is clear that Eq. (B4), up to a scaling, is
determined simply by χtπ. For instance, this means that
having larger χ (more selective) is equivalent to having
the duration of the protocol tπ longer. Also, having low
χ (less selective) can be compensated by having longer
tπ.

2. Parity mapping

In this section, we provide the analogous expressions
for the qubit probability for the case of mapping the par-
ity of the cavity state. We show that this mapping is
inaccurate, which introduces a scaling and offset correc-
tions to the ideal parity.

Parity mapping is done via a standard Ramsey spectro-
copy sequence (π/2 pulse - wait - π/2 pulse). The ideal
evolutions during the π/2 pulses and the waiting time

are governed by the Hamiltonians Ĥp = (Ω/2)σ̂y applied

for a time tπ/2 = π/(2Ω) and Ĥd = −χ|e⟩⟨e| ⊗ n̂ applied
for a time tw = π/χ, respectively. Considering the qubit
starting in |g⟩ and the cavity in an arbitrary state ρ, both
π/2 pulses realize a π/2 rotation on the qubit (along the
ŷ axis on the Bloch sphere) with a conditional phase gate

Ĉπ = |g⟩⟨g|⊗11+ |e⟩⟨e|⊗ P̂ , with P̂ = eiπn̂, implemented
inbetween. This results in an ideal mapping of the parity
onto the qubit, the probability of finding the qubit in the
excited state being

pe =
1

2
(1 + Pid), (B7)
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where Pid ≡ Tr(ρP̂ ) denotes the parity of the cavity state
ρ. This can also be expressed as Pid = −⟨σ̂z⟩, since even
(odd) parity states are mapped to the south (north) pole
of the Bloch sphere of the qubit.

In a real scenario, however, the always-on dispersive
coupling is also present during the π/2 pulses, which re-

sults in an actual Hamiltonian Ĥpd = (Ω/2)σ̂y−χ|e⟩⟨e|⊗
n̂, which introduces a coherent error for the parity map-

ping. A standard technique to partially counter this is to
reduce the duration during the wait tw < π/χ. For sim-
plicity, considering the initial cavity state to be a pure
Fock state ρ = |n⟩⟨n|, the actual dynamics of the Ramsey
spectrocopy yield a parity mapping

P ′ ≡ −⟨σ̂z⟩
= f1(ξ) cos(χntw)− f2(ξ) sin(χntw)− f3(ξ), (B8)

where ξ ≡ χn/Ω and

f1 =
1

(1 + ξ2)2

(
sin2(

π

2

√
1 + ξ2) + 2ξ2 cos(

π

2

√
1 + ξ2)(1− cos(

π

2

√
1 + ξ2))

)
,

f2 =
2ξ

(1 + ξ2)3/2
sin(

π

2

√
1 + ξ2)(1− cos(

π

2

√
1 + ξ2)),

f3 =

(
ξ2 + cos(π2

√
1 + ξ2)

)2

(1 + ξ2)2
, (B9)

for a general waiting time tw. In the limit of infinitely-
short π/2 pulses (ξ → 0) and tw = π/χ, this equation
reduced to the ideal parity P ′ = cos(nπ) = (−1)n = Pid.
The f1 term contains most of the ideal parity contrast,
the f2 term results in a correction from the optimal wait-
ing time tw < π/χ, and the f3 term yields a positive offset
to the parity (regardless of its sign). To illustrate the val-
ues of f1, f2, and f3 for higher Fock states, we plot these
coefficients against ξ, see Fig. 9. For a high-enough Fock
state, the offset term dominates and the parity tends to
P ′ → −1. By identifying the roles of these coefficients,
we can conveniently define the parity errors

P ′ = Pid η − ζ, (B10)

where η is a scaling error that incorporates the f1 and f2
terms, and ζ is an offset error coming from f3.
By reversing the second π/2 pulse in the sequence, i.e.,

using Ĥpd = −(Ω/2)σ̂y−χ|e⟩⟨e|⊗n̂, the parity now reads

P ′
rev ≡ −⟨σ̂z⟩

= −f1(ξ) cos(χntw) + f2(ξ) sin(χntw)− f3(ξ).

(B11)

By using both P ′ and P ′
rev, we can correct the offset error

by computing

P ′
cor ≡ P ′ − P ′

rev

2
= f1(ξ) cos(χntw)− f2(ξ) sin(χntw)

= Pid η. (B12)

However, we can see that the scaling error remains.
We experimentally observe P ′ and the impact of the

scaling and offset errors by measuring the parity of a se-
ries of Fock states with the Ramsey protocol, using 16 ns
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FIG. 9. Coefficients for the parity in Eq. (B9) against ξ =
χn/Ω.

π/2 pulses and a 284 ns waiting time, see Fig. 10a. Scal-
ing error shows up as a decrease in overall contrast, and
offset error appears as the skew between the even and
odd Fock states. Fig. 10b is an illustration of how the
measurements of even Fock states are degraded more sig-
nificantly than odd ones as n increases. This is due to the
tilted rotation axis asymmetrically impacting the Ram-
sey evolutions of the evens and the odds. If we were to
flip the mapping of the evens and odds to the qubit mea-
surement outcomes, then odd Fock states would degrade
more significantly.
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FIG. 10. Parity coherent errors.(a) Measurement out-
comes of parity P under scaling and offset errors as a function
of the Fock state |n⟩ prepared in the cavity. They show good
agreement with analytical, Eq. (B10), and simulated trends
based on real device parameters. (b) Bloch spheres of the
qubit state at each step of the parity mapping for even and
odd Fock states. The mapping of the even states suffers more
due to the offset error. Black stars represent the measured
outcomes (projections on the z-axis).

APPENDIX C: Analysis of incoherent errors in
observables

1. Qubit dephasing Tϕ

The primary limitation of excitation number sampling
is qubit decoherence. This stems from the frequency-
selectivity imposed by the finite dispersive coupling χ.
To be precise, coherence time imposes a limit on the
maximum π-pulse duration before the qubit decoheres.
The maximum pulse duration sets the frequency band-
width, and thus selectivity, of the pulse. Because the
qubit frequency shifts by χn for each excitation n of the
cavity, the maximum selectivity of the pulse then sets
the minimum dispersive frequency shift χ necessary to
resolve the excitation number. For the qubit, there are
two loss channels to consider: energy decay and dephas-
ing, which are characterized by their respective coherence
times T1 and Tϕ. While standard cQED setups can reli-
ably achieve T1s in the range of several tens to hundreds
of microseconds [32], ensuring a consistent Tϕ proves to
be a challenging task [33].
In what follows, we will analyze excitation number and

parity mapping only under qubit dephasing. For the case
of excitation number, Eq. (B3) in Appendix B 1 can be
adapted to account for qubit dephasing by splitting the
dynamics into small time intervals ∆t = tπ/N with N →
∞ in which we repeatedly apply the loss channel ε(·) ≡∑

j Ej · E†
j , where Ej are the Kraus operators, and the

unitary evolution Û∆t ≡ e−iĤ∆t,

ρq(tπ) =
∑
n

⟨n| · · · Û∆tε(Û∆tε(|g⟩⟨g| ⊗ ρ)Û†
∆t)Û

†
∆t · · · |n⟩

=
∑
n

⟨n|ρ|n⟩
(
· · · Ûn,∆tε(Ûn,∆tε(|g⟩⟨g|)Û†

n,∆t)Û
†
n,∆t · · ·

)
,

p′e(tπ) =
∑
n

ρnn⟨e|
(
· · · Ûn,∆tε(Ûn,∆tε(|g⟩⟨g|)Û†

n,∆t)Û
†
n,∆t · · ·

)
|e⟩. (C1)

Note that the loss channel only acts on the qubit, while
the Hamiltonian of Û∆t with the term n̂ can act on the
Fock state |n⟩ of the cavity. This allows for the sim-
plification leading to the second line, where a specific

Ûn,∆t ≡ e−iĤn∆t with Ĥn = ∆n|e⟩⟨e| + (Ω/2)σ̂y only
acts on the qubit. The third line then presents the qubit
probability and cavity excitation mapping, analogous to
Eq. (B4) in Appendix B 1. This last expression can be
written as p′e(tπ) =

∑
n ρnnwn, where the weight wn is

the probability of the qubit being in excited state after
starting in |g⟩ and undergoing the dynamics acording to

Ĥn under dephasing loss.
With the same selectivity assumption (χ/Ω ≫ 1) used

in Appendix B 1, we arrive at

p′e(∆n = 0) ≈ ρnnw, (C2)

where the weight w is obtained in the same way as wn

but with a Hamiltonian Ĥ = (Ω/2)σ̂y under dephasing.
In this way, qubit dephasing scales the probability of all
excitation number ρnn with the same magnitude. The
weight w can be computed by solving the qubit dynamics
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under decoherence with the Lindblad master equation

ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ] + ĴρĴ† − 1

2
{ρ, Ĵ†Ĵ}, (C3)

where Ĵ ≡
√
2/Tϕ|e⟩⟨e| is the jump operator for qubit

dephasing, which translates to solving a second-order dif-
ferential equation. After a tedious but straightforward
calculations, we obtain a weight

w =
1

2
(1− e−γπ(cos(

√
1− γ2π) +

γ√
1− γ2

sin(
√
1− γ2π)), for γ < 1,

w =
1

2
(1− e−γπ(

γ +
√
γ2 − 1

2
√
γ2 − 1

e
√

γ2−1π +
−γ +

√
γ2 − 1

2
√
γ2 − 1

e−
√

γ2−1π)), for γ > 1, (C4)

where γ ≡ 1/(2TϕΩ) and the first (second) line represents
the small (over) dephasing case. In most cases, we have
small dephasing such that (up to the second order in γ)
the weight can be approximated as w ≈ (1 + e−γπ)/2,
and the mapping

p′n ≡ p′e(∆n = 0) ≈ ρnn × 1

2
(1 + e

− tπ
2Tϕ ). (C5)

For the case of parity mapping, we simplify the calcu-
lation by assuming that dephasing is only present during
the waiting time, since the π/2 pulses are much shorter in
time. Hence, only the off-diagonal elements of the qubit
density matrix are degraded by a factor e−tw/Tϕ . The
parity mapping consequenctly yields

P ′ ≡ 2p′e − 1 = Pid × e
− tw

Tϕ . (C6)

2. Qubit thermal population

Both excitation number and parity mapping rely on
the qubit initialized in the ground state |g⟩. In re-
ality, the qubit might be in a mixed state with some
probability being in the excited state before the map-
ping protocol is performed. Experimentally, the resid-
ual excited probability is mainly due to imperfect state
preparation from the GRAPE pulses. To analyze the
effect of this, we assume an initial state ρqth ⊗ ρ, where
ρqth = (1−λ)|g⟩⟨g|+λ|e⟩⟨e|, with λ being the probability
of the qubit in the excited state.

For excitation number mapping, following the deriva-
tion in Eq. (B3), results in

p′e(t) =∑
n

ρnn⟨e|e−iĤnt((1− λ)|g⟩⟨g|+ λ|e⟩⟨e|)⊗ ρeiĤnt|e⟩.

(C7)

When evaluating the term ⟨e| · · · |e⟩ in the summation
at tπ = π/Ω, we note two cases: (i) ∆n = 0 and (ii)

∆n ≫ Ω. For (i), the unitary is e−iĤntπ = e−iσ̂yπ/2,
which is a π rotation of the qubit. In this case, we have

⟨e| · · · |e⟩ = 1 − λ. For (ii), the unitary is e−iĤntπ ≈

e−i∆nt|e⟩⟨e|. In this case, we have ⟨e| · · · |e⟩ = λ. Both (i)
and (ii) are essential for excitation number mapping:

p′n ≡ p′e(∆n = 0) = (1− λ)ρnn + λ
∑
j ̸=n

ρjj , (C8)

where the biggest contribution comes from ρnn with
weight 1 − λ accompanied by small contributions from
other excitation probabilities ρjj (j ̸= n) each with
weight λ as they are far away from ∆n = 0 (we as-
sume ∆n ≫ Ω). By noting that

∑
j ̸=n ρjj = (1 − ρnn)

(Tr(ρ) = 1), we have

p′n = ρnn(1− 2λ) + λ, (C9)

where we see that the thermal population of the qubit in-
troduces a scaling and offset error to the ideal excitation
number. However, if λ is known, the excitation number
measurement can be corrected as ρnn = (p′n−λ)/(1−2λ),
where p′n is the measured value.
For parity mapping, solving the dynamics starting with

the qubit in a mixed state can be done by separating the
two possible initial states. When the qubit starts in |g⟩
state, with a probability 1 − λ, the parity is given by
Eq. (B7). On the other hand, when the qubit starts in
|e⟩ state, with a probability λ, we analogously arrive at
pe = (1− Pid)/2. Combining both contributions,

p′e = (1− λ)
1 + Pid

2
+ λ

1− Pid

2
, (C10)

which leads to a parity

P ′ ≡ 2p′e − 1 = (1− 2λ)Pid. (C11)

The thermal population of the qubit only results in a
scaling error that can be corrected as Pid = P ′/(1− 2λ),
where P ′ is the measured value and λ has been previously
characterized.

APPENDIX D: Estimator for ρ

1. Linear inversion

The oldest and simplest procedure to build an estima-
tor for ρ is called linear inversion. This method consists
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of interpreting the relative frequencies of measurement
outcomes as probabilities and then inverting Born’s rule
through a least-squares (LS) inversion to obtain a ρLS
that predicts these probabilities.

Born’s rule relates the outcome probability pk of a cer-
tain measurement observable Êk to ρ as

pk = Tr(ρÊk). (D1)

Upon many measurement repetitions, we build a his-
togram and approximate each pk with the corresponding
relative frequency of the outcome k. For ORENS, each
measurement observable is defined by a displacement
D̂(αk) and an excitation number n, and can be writen as

Ên,αk
= D̂αk

|n⟩⟨n|D̂−αk
, with the corresponding proba-

bility pn = Tr(Ên,αk
ρ). Let us define a (D2 − 1) × D2

measurement matrix M to describe the set of ORENS
measurements as

M =


E⃗n,α1

E⃗n,α2

...

E⃗n,αD2−1

 , (D2)

where D is the cut-off dimension of the cavity state and

E⃗ is the row-wise vectorized form of Ê. Vectorizing ρ
column-wise to get ρ⃗ of length D2 and writing the out-
come probabilities as a vector of length D2−1, p⃗, we can
then write the matrix equation

Mρ⃗ = p⃗. (D3)

Linear inversion corresponds to inverting this system
using the observed relative frequencies p⃗ to derive ρ⃗. Be-
cause M is not a square matrix, the system is solved
using the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse as

ρ⃗ = (M†M)−1M†p⃗ =M+p⃗ (D4)

For M†M to be invertible, the D2 − 1 measurement
observables must be independent i.e. the set of measure-
ments must be informationally complete. In our work,
we parameterize and vectorize ρ with the real and imag-
inary parts of the elements above the diagonal, as well
as all but the last diagonal elements to obtain a vector

Y⃗ of length D2 − 1. Different parameterizations of ρ are

related linearly, i.e., ρ⃗ = KY⃗ + Θ. Plugging this into
Eq. (D3), and defining W ≡ MK and V ≡ MΘ, we ob-

tain the modified linear equation WY⃗ + V = p⃗ that we
used in our work.

2. Optimizing the set of measurements

The measurement observables for ORENS are opti-
mized using a gradient-descent method over the displace-
ments and excitation number n to minimize the condition
number (CN) ofW , where the condition number captures
the degree of error amplification.

The CN achieved by ORENS across dimensions is com-
parable to that of Wigner, indicating they have near-
equivalent theoretical reconstruction capabilities (see
Fig. 11). However, the optimal CN for Husimi Q-function
scales unfavorably beyondD > 2, illustrating that robust
reconstruction is infeasible.
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FIG. 11. Optimized condition number of ORENS, Wigner,
and Husimi Q against truncation dimension of ρ.

3. Bayesian inference

Accurately inferring the quantum state of a system
from measurement outcomes is a crucial task in quantum
state reconstruction. In this section, we will motivate
the use of Bayesian inference to process measurement
outcomes and build the optimal estimator for ρ. For a
deeper analysis, please refer to [37], and for details on
the specific methodology used in our work, please refer
to [24].
The most notable limitation of linear inversion is that

the estimated ρLS frequently has negative eigenvalues, in-
dicating that it cannot represent a physical state. Max-
imum likelihood estimation (MLE) was adopted as a
convenient way to impose physicality on ρLS, and has
been the dominant approach to quantum state recon-
struction in recent years. Intuitively, it returns a sin-
gle non-negative state ρMLE that fits the observed data
D as precisely as possible by maximizing the likelihood
function,

ρMLE = argmax
ρ

LD(ρ), (D5)

where LD(ρ) ∝ p(D|ρ). However, this method does not
quantify the level of uncertainty of the result, and most
critically, ρMLE often has zero eigenvalues. Consequently,
it predicts exactly zero probability for every measure-
ment outcome |ψ⟩⟨ψ| such that ⟨ψ|ρ|ψ⟩ = 0. This im-
plication of absolute certainty that a certain outcome
will not be observed cannot reasonably be justified by
a finite amount of data. The underlying flaw is that
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maximizing the likelihood is frequentistic by nature; it
interprets the observed relative frequencies of the mea-
surement outcomes as probabilities, and then seeks to fit
the probabilities as precisely as possible. However, the
goal of state estimation extends beyond explaining the
data to predicting future evolutions and states. Thus,
estimation should involve the knowledge of the system
being estimated, especially its uncertainty.

In our work, we employed a Bayesian inference tech-
nique stemming from a different perspective on statistics
that 1) considers many of the possible ρ, 2) accounts for
experimental uncertainty explicitly through Bayes’ rule,
and 3) guarantees the most accurate estimate of the true
ρ that can be made from the data [37, 50, 51]. Parame-
terizing ρ(x) by some vector x, such that any value of x
within its support returns a physical ρ, Bayes’ theorem
states that posterior probability distribution of x follows
as

π(x) =
1

Z
LD(x)π0(x), (D6)

where LD(x) is the same likelihood as in MLE, π0(x) is
the prior distribution that encapsulates any knowledge
or beliefs about ρ before the experiment, and Z a nor-
malizing constant. This posterior distribution gives us
access to the expectation value of any function ϕ of ρ via

⟨ϕ(ρ)⟩ =
∫
dxπ(x)ϕ(ρ(x)). (D7)

Evaluating integrals of this form is numerically challeng-
ing due to the high dimensionality and complicated fea-
tures. We overcome this challenge by employing the
efficient Bayesian inference strategy [24] that is com-
putationally practical and straightforward to implement
through a combination of well-chosen parameterization
of ρ and likelihood, and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sampling algorithm. Intuitively, the algorithm
draws random samples of possible ρ from a distribution
across all physical states. These states are weighted by a
pseudo-likelihood function that scales inversely with the
distance between the sample and ρLS. These samples
allow us to estimate any function of ρ via

⟨ϕ(ρ)⟩ ≈ 1

R

R∑
r=1

ϕ(ρr) (D8)

where R is the total number of MCMC samples. In detail,
we chose the following parameters for Bayesian inference:
α = 1 for a uniform prior on all possible physical density
matrices; σ = 1/N, with N = 1000 · (D2 − 1), as the
variance for the pseudo-likelihood function around ρLS;
and 210 MCMC samples with thinning parameter 27 to
reduce serial correlation in the chain.

All simulated and experimental fidelities in this work
were calculated with the Bayesian mean estimator

(BME), defined as

ρBME =
1

R

R∑
r=1

ρr, (D9)

which stands as the most accurate estimator of the true ρ.
Error bars in the main text represent the standard devi-
ation across ρBME fidelities of all the set of reconstructed
states (either Fock states or cat states). We demonstrate
how the performance of BME surpasses that of MLE, as
expected, in Tables III and IV for ORENS reconstruction
both across dimensions and decoherence regimes, respec-
tively.

D F̄BME F̄MLE ∆ = F̄BME − F̄MLE

2 0.992 0.987 0.005
3 0.988 0.979 0.009
4 0.973 0.958 0.015
5 0.950 0.933 0.017
6 0.939 0.918 0.021

TABLE III. Average ORENS reconstruction fidelity using
BME and MLE across all Fock state superpositions for a given
cut-off dimension, as plotted in Fig. 4a.

Tϕ(µs) F̄BME F̄MLE ∆ = F̄BME − F̄MLE

22.4 0.947 0.932 0.015
10.4 0.946 0.927 0.018
3.48 0.944 0.931 0.013
1.02 0.875 0.856 0.019
0.535 0.867 0.851 0.016

TABLE IV. Average ORENS reconstruction fidelity using
BME and MLE across all four cat states for different engi-
neered qubit Tϕ, as plotted in Fig. 4b.
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