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This paper addresses the challenge of preparing arbitrary mixed quantum states, an area
that has not been extensively studied compared to pure states. Two circuit design methods
are presented: one via a mixture of pure states and the other via purification. A novel
strategy utilizing the Cholesky decomposition is proposed to improve both computational
efficiency during preprocessing and circuit efficiency in the resulting circuits, offering signif-
icant advantages, especially when the targeted density matrix is low-ranked or sparse. By
leveraging the incomplete Cholesky decomposition with threshold dropping, we also propose
an appealing strategy for generating a high-fidelity approximation of the targeted density
matrix, enabling substantial efficiency enhancement at the cost of mild fidelity loss. Addi-
tionally, as a closely related issue, we prove the “no-superposing theorem”: given a certain
number of arbitrary unknown pure states as input, it is impossible to devise an operation that
produces an output state as the superposition of the input states with predefined coefficients

unless all but one of the coefficients vanish.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum state preparation plays a pivotal role in the field of quantum computation and quan-
tum information, serving as a fundamental building block for various quantum algorithms and
protocols |1]. The capability to systematically prepare arbitrary quantum states, whether pure or
mixed, enables the initialization of qubits into any desired state to harness the power of superpo-
sition and entanglement.

Quantum algorithms, such as quantum search algorithms ﬂ;, H] or quantum simulations u], often
require the ability to prepare specific pure quantum states efficiently. The ability to prepare arbi-

Q], where quantum computers

trary state is particularly crucial in quantum machine learning |9,
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can efficiently represent and process complex data structures. In the realm of quantum informa-
tion and quantum communication [7, [8], where the goal is to manipulate and transmit quantum
information reliably, arbitrary quantum state preparation becomes indispensable. Quantum key
distribution, for instance, relies on the secure preparation and transmission of quantum states for
the establishment of secure communication channels. Moreover, preparing pure states with high
fidelity is crucial in applications where accuracy is important, such as in quantum cryptography
[9] and in the quantum algorithm for linear systems of equations |10].

On the other hand, the preparation of arbitrary mixed quantum states, which are characterized
by density matrices, holds a distinctive significance [11]. While pure states represent the pristine
form of quantum information, mixed states play a crucial role in representing the inherent uncer-
tainties and imperfections encountered in real-world quantum systems, offering a more realistic
model of quantum systems by accounting for environmental noise and decoherence [12,[13]. The
ability to prepare arbitrary mixed states is crucial for the robustness and stability of quantum
algorithms, ensuring their resilience in the presence of imperfections [14]. Particularly, in quantum
error correction, the preparation of mixed states facilitates the development and investigation of
strategies to detect and correct errors caused by noise [15]. Additionally, the study of entanglement
and quantum correlations relies on the preparation and manipulation of mixed states, contributing
to a deeper understanding of quantum phenomena in realistic, noisy environments [16, [17]. In
essence, the preparation of arbitrary mixed states addresses the challenges posed by real-world
quantum systems and enhances the practicality and reliability of quantum information processing
[18-20]. Furthermore, since thermal states inherently manifest as mixed states, within the con-
text of running experiments and simulations in quantum circuits, the preparation of mixed states
can play a crucial role in investigating quantum thermalization processes |21, 122], particularly the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis |23], and exploring thermodynamic properties in the realm of
quantum chemistry [24-26].

Recent progress in the preparation of pure quantum states has led to various efficient gate de-
composition methods by exploiting symmetries and (non)commutativity of subcircuits to optimize
circuit design [27, 28]. Techniques such as the quantum multiplexor [29], universal gate decomposi-
tion [30], and isometry decomposition [31] have demonstrated substantial improvement in reducing
the circuit depth and the number of CNOT gates. By incorporating the concept of uniformly
controlled one-qubit gates |32], the studies conducted by [33,34] have developed a systematic and
efficient circuit design strategy for preparing arbitrary n-qubit pure states. This strategy requires

27l — 2n — 2 CNOT gates and 2"t — 2 one-qubit rotation gates, establishing it as the most



efficient circuit implementation to date for arbitrary pure state preparation. (For the performance
of various pure state preparation algorithms, see the benchmark data conducted in [35].)

Quantum state preparation gains remarkable advantages when focusing on special forms of
states characterized by specific symmetries or features. Instead of dealing with arbitrary states,
algorithms tailored for special forms exhibit superior circuit efficiency. Notable examples are the
algorithms specifically designed for preparing uniform [36], sparse [37-440], and probability dis-
tribution [41] states. Furthermore, when slight deviations from exact states are tolerable, various
algorithms, including those introduced in [42-44], become valuable tools for achieving good approx-
imations with a substantial reduction in circuit complexity. The approximation approach offers a
practical compromise between state accuracy and circuit efficiency, expanding the applicability of
practical quantum computing, where strict adherence to exact state preparation may not always
be necessary, especially in the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) [45, |46] era.

Contrary to pure states, the preparation of arbitrary mixed states has not been extensively
studied, aside from some fundamental concepts [11]. This paper aims to delve into this issue.
When the density matrix is specified in terms of an ensemble of pure states, we propose two circuit
design methods: one via a mixture of pure states and the other via purification. The first method
requires fewer qubits if some of them can be recycled. The second method demands more qubits
but offers the extra benefit of producing a purified state of the targeted mixed state. Additionally,
the second method can be further optimized in terms of uniformly controlled one-qubit gates,
following the same idea suggested by |33, 34].

On the other hand, when the density matrix is specified in terms of matrix elements, one can
perform preprocessing by solving the eigenvalue problem to convert the targeted density matrix
into the form of an ensemble of pure states. Instead of solving the eigenvalue problem, we propose
a novel strategy utilizing the Cholesky decomposition [47-50]. Solving the Cholesky decomposition
is more computationally efficient than solving the eigenvalue problem, especially when the targeted
density matrix is low-ranked or sparse. More importantly, since the resulting Cholesky factorization
matrix always exhibits a certain degree of sparsity, regardless of whether the density matrix itself
is sparse or not, the strategies tailored for preparing sparse pure states, as proposed in [37-40)],
can be leveraged to significantly reduce circuit complexity. If the targeted density matrix itself is
sufficiently sparse, the new strategy offers even greater advantages in both computational efficiency
during preprocessing and circuit efficiency in the resulting circuits.

Furthermore, utilizing the incomplete Cholesky decomposition [49,51] with the threshold drop-

ping option provides a solid framework for generating a high-fidelity approximation of the targeted



density matrix. As the drop tolerance increases, the Cholesky factorization becomes increasingly
sparser, leading to substantial improvements in both preprocessing and circuit efficiency. The
fidelity between the targeted density matrix and the approximate one degrades with increasing
drop tolerance, but it remains satisfactorily high within the specified tolerance, offering an ideal
compromise between accuracy and efficiency.

Additionally, as an issue closely related to the task of preparing arbitrary quantum states, we
also investigate the task of miring arbitrary quantum states: given a set of arbitrary unknown
pure or mixed quantum states as input, can we devise an mechanism to generate an output state
as a superposition or mixture of the provided states with predefined coeflicients or weights? For
mixed states, we can design a circuit to mix arbitrary unknown mixed states, which can also be
utilized to prepare a mixed state specified as an ensemble of pure states. For pure states, on
the other hand, we prove that it is impossible (by any means, not just in quantum circuits) to
devise an operation that produces the superposition of arbitrary unknown pure states, unless all
but one of the predefined coefficients vanish. We term this result the “no-superposing theorem”,
which is a consequence of the well-known fact that any two nonorthogonal states cannot be reliably
distinguished.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [I, we investigate the task of mixing arbitrary
unknown quantum states into a novel state and prove the no-superposing theorem. In Sec. [II]
aiming to enhance our understanding of fundamental concepts, we revisit and re-derive previously
established results for the preparation of arbitrary pure quantum states. We approach this task
from a slightly different starting point, eventually arriving at the same circuit as proposed in
[33,134]. In Sec. [Vl we delve into the preparation of arbitrary mixed states, presenting systematic
schemes tailored to different scenarios. Furthermore, we also propose a strategy for preparing a
high-fidelity approximation of the desired mixed state. In Sec. [V], we recap and summarize our
results. Additionally, the concepts of uniformly controlled one-qubit gates, as initially introduced

in [32-34], are briefly outlined in Appendix [Al

II. SUPERPOSITION AND MIXTURE OF UNKNOWN QUANTUM STATES

Before undertaking the task of implementing quantum circuits capable of preparing arbitrary
pure or mixed quantum states, let us first consider a different yet closely related challenge: provided
with a certain number of arbitrary unknown pure or mixed quantum states as input, can we

transform them into a novel output state as a superposition or mixture of the input states with



predefined coefficients or weights? If this can be achieved, it can be utilized for the task of preparing

arbitrary quantum states.

A. Superposition of pure states

The task of superposing arbitrary unknown pure states with predefined coefficients turns out
to be unattainable (by any means, not just in quantum circuits) except for the exceptional case.
We term this fact the “no-superposing theorem”, which bears a close connection to the well known
fact that any two nonorthogonal states cannot be unambiguously distinguished. The theorem is

formally stated and proven as follows.

Theorem 1 (No-superposing theorem). Given ¢ predefined coefficients a; € C fori=0,...,0—1,

it is impossible to devise an operation that generates a new state [ty € H such that

-1
W) o > aq i) (2.1)
i=0

when provided with ¢ arbitrary unknown pure quantum states |1;) € H;, where the Hilbert spaces
Hi are isomorphic to one another (i.e. H; = H; = H for alli,j =0,...,0—1), unless o; are given

in the exceptional case where all but one of oy vam’sh

Proof. If «; are not given in the exceptional case, at least two of them are nonzero. Without loss
of generality, we assume that ag and «; have the largest and second-largest absolute values among

the nonzero «, i.e., ap, 1 # 0 and |ag| > || > |agl,. .., |ar—1|. By choosing the phases ¢; for

i=2,...,0 —1 properly, we can always have 0 < |a; + 25;21 ePia;| < |ag|d We can then pick up

two states [¢q) ,|¢p) € H such that (¢p|¢.) = — (a1 + Zf;; eia;) /ag with 0 < |(¢p|¢a)| < 1.
Now consider the scenario that Alice sends either of the two predefined states |¢,) and |¢p)

to Bob and challenges Bob to determine which state has been sent. If the operation described in

the theorem is possible for the given «;, Bob can devise such an operation that transforms any

¢ arbitrary input states |¢;) into a single output state ) Zf;é a; |1;). Bob then particularly

O Note that, for some special configurations of «;, providing some particular states of |¢;) can result in a null state
|y = 0. (For example, let ap = —a1 = 1 and |¢o) = [|¢1) in the case of £ = 2.) If the operation is possible
at all, the null state |¢)) = 0 should be viewed as a special outcome (i.e., something peculiar happens), which is

completely distinguishable from any other ordinary outcomes of |¢) # 0.

For ¢ = 2, this is obvious. For £ = 3, we can choose d2 such that oy and e*®2a, are in opposite directions in the

complex plane. Therefore, |a1 + €02 az| < |ai] < |aol. In the case where a1 + €2y = 0, we can slightly adjust

d2 to ensure 0 < |a; + €2 | < |ag|. For £ > 4, it can be proven by induction.



provides |11, [o) ..., |We_1) with |gp), €2 @), ..., €01 |¢y), respectively, and treats |t) as
the input slot receiving the sate sent from Alice. Obviously, when Alice sends |¢,) and |¢p) to Bob
Bob’s operation produces |1,) o< ag |¢q)+a1 |dp)+ (Zf;l i ozi> |dp) and [1hp) o< |op), respectivelyﬂ
This yields (4p[1ha) o a0 (dblda) + a1+ 3125 €% = 0.

Since |¢,) and |1)p) are orthogonal to each other (or |¢,) = 0, while |¢)p) # 0), Bob can
unambiguously infer whether the state sent by Alice is |¢4) or |¢p) by measuring whether the
operation’s outcome is projected into [¢) or not. This however contradicts the well known fact
that any two nonorthogonal states cannot be reliably discriminated (see Box 2.3 of [1] for the
proof in view of measurement and Section 9.4 of [52] for the proof in view of thermodynamics).
Therefore, the operation described in the theorem is impossible except the exceptional case.

In the exceptional case where all «; vanish except one of them (say, «g), the operation can be

trivially implemented by keeping |1)g) while discarding |¢1),. .., [ts_1). O

B. Mixture of mixed states

On the other hand, the task of mixing arbitrary unknown mixed states is possible. We first
consider the challenge of mixing two unknown mixed state as formally stated as follows. Given a

predefined real number 0 < p < 1, devise an operation that generates the new mixed state

p=ppo+(L—p)p1 € L(H), (2.2)

when provided with any two arbitrary unknown mixed quantum states py € L(Hg) and p1 € L(H1),
where Ho =2 H1 = H.

In the case that both pg and p; are n-qubit mixed states carried by quantum wires, this operation
can be achieved by implementing the circuit as depicted in Fig. [l First, we prepare the state
vP10) + /1 —p|1) for the ancilla qubit (the feasibility of this preparation will be discussed in
Sec. [[TI)). Then, we apply a sequence of n controlled-SWAP (CSWAP, also known as Fredkin) gates
that interchange pg and p; when the ancilla qubit is in |1) and do nothing when the ancilla qubit
is |0). By tracing out the second n-qubit wire and the ancilla wire, the circuit in the end yields
the state p given by (2.2)).

The scheme of mixing two unknown mixed states can be straightforwardly extended to the case

of many unknown mixed states. That is, given a set of ¢ predefined real numbers 0 < p; < 1 for

B Note that [1,) is the null state, i.e. |1hs) = 0, in the case where |{¢p|¢a)| = 1.
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FIG. 1. The quantum circuit transforming pp and p; into p in (Z2]). Here, the vertical line adorned with
one dot and two crosses represents a sequence of n CSWAP gates applied to each pair of the corresponding

qubits carrying po and p;.

i=0,...,f—1 satisfying Zf:é p; = 1, produce the new mixed state

/-1
p=> pipi € LH), (2.3)
i=0

when provided with any ¢ arbitrary unknown mixed quantum states p; € L(H;), where H; = H,; =
H for all 4,j =0,...,¢—1. The quantum circuit for mixing p; into p is depicted in Fig. 2l At each

step in the circuit, p; is feeded into the circuit and the ancilla is prepared in the state
|a;) := cos a; |0) + sin oy 1), (2.4)
fori=1,...,£— 1, where

Di
i—1
Zzzo Dj

This circuit requires 2n 4+ 1 qubit registers, if the qubits trashed out can be recycled, which is

a; = arctan (2.5)

possible in the dynamic circuit framework [53] such as the transmon-based quantum computer in
the IBM Quantum [54]. On the other hand, if only the static circuit is feasible such as in the case
of a trapped-ion quantum computer, it requires {(n + 1) — 1 qubit registers. In both cases, the
circuit requires n(¢ — 1) CSWAP gates and ¢ — 1 one-qubit rotations used to produce (2.4]) in the
worst-case scenario

As a pure state 1) can be considered a special case of a mixed state, i.e. p = [¢) (¢/], it should

be noted that, when provided with ¢ arbitrary unknown states [¢;) for i = 0,...,¢ — 1, we can

H A CSWAP gate can be decomposed into a Toffoli gate and two CNOT gates. More precisely, CSWAPq 12 =
CNOT?,1Toffolig1,2CNOT3,1, where the indices before the comma in the subscript represent the control qubit(s),
and those after the comma represent the target qubit(s). A Toffoli gate can be further decomposed into 2 H gates,
3 T gates, 4 TT gates, 1 S gate, and 6 CNOT gates (see Figure 4.9 in [1]). Therefore, in terms of primitive gates,
a CSWAP gate requires 8 CNOT gates and 10 one-qubit rotation gates in total.
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FIG. 2. The quantum circuit transforming a set of mixed states p; into p in (@I).

10) — Ry(0) }—{ R=(¢) |— [i)=Y

FIG. 3. The quantum circuit producing the state in (B]).

devise a quantum operation to generate the mixed state p = Zf;ol pi |1i) (¥;|, given any predefined
real numbers p; satisfying 0 < p; < 1 and Zf;é p; = 1, but it is impossible to devise a mechanism
to generate the pure state proportional to Zf:ol a; 1), given the predefined coefficients «; € C,

unless all but one of «; vanish.

III. PREPARATION OF ARBITRARY PURE STATES

Any arbitrary n-qubit quantum state can be described as |¢>(") = 23;61 Qg |a), where |a)

are the computational basis states. Given the coefficients «,, € C all specified, can we construct a
quantum circuit that produces the state ]1/1>(")? Here, we present a systematic scheme to implement
such a quantum circuit.

In the case of n = 1, any arbitrary state

W)= = aj0) + 811)

= ¢7%/2 cos g |0) — '/ sing 1) (3.1)

can be produced by the circuit in Fig. Bl
For n = k, suppose that we can always construct a circuit that maps the state ]O>®k to a desired
arbitrary k-quibt state [))®). Denote this circuit as the unitary gate U[[s))®)].

For n = k + 1, then, any arbitrary (k + 1)-qubit state can be expressed as

)= = aj0) [un) @ + B [1) o)) (32

By induction, the state (8:2]) can be produced by the circuit in Fig. @ If ([32) takes the special



0) — By(0) | R=() T

[y (B

0)") —# Ullv)™] = UlJp2) ] —

FIG. 4. The quantum circuit producing the state in (3:2).

form

) "D = (a|0) + B 1)) ) * (3.3)

the first qubit is not entangled with the remaining k qubits. In this case, the circuit in Fig. [ can
be much simplified by disconnecting the controls from the first qubit and replacing U []1/11>(k)] and
U[|12)™] with a single gate U[|y)®)].

By expanding the nested structure in Fig. [l it is easy to see that the circuit consists of numerous
controlled-R, and controlled-R, gates, conditioned on all different control node configurations.
By exploiting the fact that controlled-gates conditioned on distinct control node configurations
commute with one another, the sequence of the controlled-R, and controlled-R. gates can be
rearranged into the equivalent circuit as illustrated in Fig. Blin terms of k-fold uniformly controlled
rotations, F* [Ra], for k = 0,...,n — 1. Uniformly controlled rotations belong to a special case of
uniformly controlled one-qubit gates, which were first introduced in [32] and investigated in [32—
34]@ A k-fold uniformly controlled one-qubit gate F*[U] is a (k + 1)-bit gate with one target qubit
and k control qubits in the form of (AT]). The circuit in Fig. [l is exactly the same as the state
preparation circuit proposed in |33, 134], albeit derived from a slightly different perspective.

According to the strategy proposed in [33, 134], a k-fold uniformly controlled rotation F¥[R,]
can be efficiently decomposed into 2¥ CNOT gates and 2¥ one-qubit rotation gates, as illustrated
in Fig. B Furthermore, before concatenating F*[R,] and F*[R,], we can equivalently implement
Fk [R.] by applying each gate as shown in Fig. Bbut in the opposite sequential order, while replacing
each rotation angle ¢, with —@,. Then, for each pair of F¥[R,] and F*[R.], the rightmost CNOT
gate of F¥[R,] and the leftmost CNOT gate of F¥[R,] can be cancelled out, further reducing two
CNOT gates. As a result, the quantum circuit in Fig. Blrequires 22;3(2 x 2k —2) =ontl _9p 2
CNOT gates and zz;é 2 x 2F = 27+l _ 2 one-qubit rotation gates in total. The requirement of
2"+l _ 92 one-qubit rotation gates corresponds to 2" —1 real degrees of freedom for arbitrary n-qubit

states.

B For the convenience of readers, a brief outline of uniformly controlled one-qubit gates is provided in Appendix [Al
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FIG. 5. The quantum circuit equivalent to Fig. @ The upper plot is a concise representation of the lower
one. A rectangle of R, along with the vertical line adorned with & split dots represents a k-fold uniformly

controlled rotation F*[Ra] (see Appendix [A] for more detail).

IV. PREPARATION OF ARBITRARY MIXED STATES

We now study quantum circuits that prepare arbitrary mixed states (i.e., density matrices).
Typically, there are two different ways of characterizing a density matrix: either through an en-
semble of pure states or by directly specifying its matrix elements. We will consider each of them

separately.

A. Density matrix in terms of an ensemble of pure states

A density matrix p € L(H) can be specified as
-1

p=">>_pilw) (Wil (4.1)

i=0
given a set of ¢ real numbers 0 < p; < 1 satisfying Zf;é p; = 1 and a set of ¢ pure states |1);) € H
fori=0,...,0—1. We may call {p;, |1;)} an ensemble of pure states. Accordingly, the mixed state
p can be understood as being in the state |¢;) with the respective probability p;. However, the
same p admits different ensembles of pure states, which is called the unitary freedom (see Theorem

2.6 in [1] for more details). Particularly, one can diagonalize p into

rank(p)—1

p= > Nl (il (4.2)
i=0

where the nonzero eigenvalues 0 < A; < 1 satisfy > . A1 = 1 and the eigenstates |\;) are orthogonal

to one another. The mixed state p can then be understood in terms of the ensemble of pure states
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{Ais M)}

Given a density matrix p as specified in (1), we can perform preprocessing to recast it into
([£2]) before considering the implementation of the quantum circuit that produces p. However,
whether doing so is advantageous or not depends on whether the preprocessing is time-consuming,
whether the rank of p is smaller than ¢, and whether the states |\;) are easier to prepare than the
states [1;). As ([42) can be viewed as a special case of (@.I]), in the following, we adhere to (4.1
and provides two methods for preparing p. Which of the two methods is more efficient depends on

the hardware considerations.

1. Method via a mizture of pure states

Obviously, (A1) can be understood as (23] with p; = |¢;) (| for i = 0,...,¢ — 1. Therefore,
the circuit in Fig. 2 can be used to prepare p, if each p; is provided with the pure state |¢;). The
states [¢);) for ¢ = 0,...¢ — 1 can be prepared using the circuit discussed in Sec. [TIl This circuit
requires 2n + 1 qubit registers in the dynamic circuit framework and ¢(n + 1) — 1 qubit registers
in the static circuit framework. In the worst-case scenario, the circuit requires £(2"*! — 2n — 2)
CNOT gates, £(2"F1 —2) 4+ (£ —1) = £(2""! —1) — 1 one-qubit rotation gates, and n(¢—1) CSWAP
gates in total, including the components for preparing the states p; = [¢;) (¢;] and |a;).

2. Method via purification

According to the purification theorem [1], any arbitrary state p4 in a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space H4 can always be purified into a pure state |¥4p5) in an enlarged Hilbert space Har =
Ha ® Hpr such that py is a partial trace of |UoR), i.e., pa = Trr |Yagr) (Var|. Particularly, with

the inclusion of m = [log, ¢] ancilla qubits, the state given by (4.I]) can be purified into

/—1
@) =3 i)™ @ [0 (4.3)
=0

where |Z'>(m) are the computational basis states of the ancilla qubits. The state p then can be
obtained simply by ignoring the ancilla qubits.

Instead of applying the U H\I/>("+m)] gate directly, we propose a slightly more efficient scheme
to obtain |\I’>("+m) as follows. First, we prepared the state

/-1

)™ =3 i i)™ (4.4)

=0
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FIG. 6. The quantum circuit producing the mixed state p in [@I]) and the corresponding purified state

)"+ 0 @3).

for the ancilla qubits by applying U[|p)™] on |0)(™. Next, with the ancilla qubits serving as
the control nodes, we sequentially apply controlled-U||);)] gates conditioned on the corresponding
control node configurations as illustrated in Fig. [l Finally, simply ignoring the ancilla qubits, we
obtain the state given in (4I]). In comparison to the method via a mixture of pure states, the
method via purification offers an additional bonus of providing a purified state, which could be

useful in various occasions.

As discussed previously, each U[|1);)] gate can be implemented in the layout of Fig. Bl Conse-
quently, each m-fold controlled-U[|1);)] gate appearing in Fig. [fl can be implemented in the same
way, except that the uniformly controlled configurations in Fig. Bl are all enlarged to include the cor-
responding control node configuration of the m ancilla qubits. Since controlled-gates conditioned
on distinct control node configurations commute with one another, by rearranging the sequence
of the controlled-R, and controlled-R, gates, the circuit in Fig. [@ collectively can be rendered
into a layout similar to Fig. [f] but with the uniformly controlled rotations F*[R,] and F¥[R,] for
k=m,...,m+n—1instead of k=0,...,n— 1.

In the worst-case scenario, the circuit of Fig. Blrequires S 7™~ 1(2x 2k —2) = 2m(2n+1 —2) —2p
CNOT gates and ZZIZZ_l@ x 2F) = 2m(2n*1 — 2) one-qubit rotations. Additionally, to prepare
the state |p)™ in (@), it requires P (2F) = 2 — 1 CNOT gates and Y771 (2F) = 2™ — 1
one-qubit R, gates in the worst caseﬁ: To sum up, in the worst case, the circuit for preparing an
arbitrary n-qubit state p requires 2 (2"t — 1) — 2n — 1 ~ £(2""! — 1) — 2n — 1 CNOT gates and
2m (27— 1) — 1 ~ (2" — 1) — 1 one-qubit rotation gates in to‘cadH>

As the coefficients in (£4)) are all chosen to be real, no R, gates are needed.
@ This is slightly more efficient than directly implementing the U[|\I’>(n+m)] gate, which requires 2" —2(m+4-n)—2

CNOT gates and 2"t™%! — 2 one-qubit rotation gates using the method in Sec. [T}
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B. Density matrix in terms of matrix elements

In many occasions, the density matrix p is not given in the form of (&I]), but in terms of the
matrix elements, i.e.,

2n—1

p="3 pala) (8], (4.5)

a,b=0

where |a) are the n-qubit computational basis states, and
Pab = pra = (al p|b). (4.6)

Given pgp, can we design a circuit that efficiently prepares the state p?

An obvious strategy is to perform preprocessing to recast (4.5]) into the diagonal form of (4.2) by
solving the eigenvalue problem, followed by the application of the methods presented in Sec. IV Al
However, this approach comes with two potential drawbacks. Firstly, solving the eigenvalue prob-
lem can be time-consuming. Secondly, the eigenstates |\;) may be difficult to deal with when they
are incorporated into the circuit. In the following, we present an alternative approach that circum-
vents the need to solve the eigenvalue problem and is more advantageous in both preprocessing
and circuit implementation.

Suppose that p can be efficiently recast into the form of (@I]). By expanding each |¢;) as

2"—1

1) = Z Qi la) (4.7)
a=0

where agy; € C and 22161 logi]? = 1, it leads to

=: ' QqiQy; |a) (bl (4.8)

where we have defined du; := /pi i, and the values of ¢, p;, and «;, are to be determined from

the given pqp. Equivalently, we have
p=AAT, (4.9)
where p is viewed as a 2" x 2" matrix and A is a 2" X ¢ matrix with the matrix elements

Aai = Qg; = \/ITiaai' (410)
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Since it is obvious that AT A is positive semi-definite and Tr ATA = Tr AAT = Tr p = 1, we have

1
0< (ATA)y = ) awal; <1 (4.11)
a=0
and Zi(ATA)Z-Z- = 1. Consequently, letting
pi = (ATA);; (4.12)

leads to 0 < p; < 1 with Zf;é p; = 1 and 23161 |gi|? = 1 if p; > 0. The real numbers p; can
be viewed as disjoint probabilities, and the complex numbers «g; for p; > 0 can be viewed as
normalized coefficients of an n-qubit state [¢;).

Therefore, if we can find a 2" x ¢ matrix A satisfying (4.9]), then the state p can be produced
by the methods discussed in Sec. [V'Al The method via a mixture of pure states implements the
circuit of Fig. Rlwith the following prescription: the real numbers p; > 0 given by (4.12]) are used to
specify the states |«;) via (24]) and (2.5), and p; = |v;) (15| are prepared as the states [¢;) given by
(A7) with the coeflicients a; = Aqi/y/Pi0 On the other hand, the method via purification either
implements the circuit of Fig. [l or employs other pure state preparation methods to produce the
purified state |)™*™) given in [@3) with the number of ancilla qubits chosen to be m = [log, £].
The only remaining challenge is to find the matrix A, which can be efficiently solved by the Cholesky
decomposition [47-50].

1. Cholesky decomposition

In the Cholesky decomposition, if M is a d X d Hermitian positive semi-definite matrix, then it

admits a factorization
M = LLT, (4.13)

where L is a d x d lower triangular matrix. Performing the Cholesky decomposition upon p to
obtain L and then removing the columns that contain all zeros from L, we obtain a 2" x £ matrix,
which obviously is a solution of A in (£9]). The factorization is unique if M is positive definite,
but needs not be so if M is only positive semi-definite. However, if the rank of M is r, there is a

unique factorization where L is a d x d lower triangular matrix with r positive diagonal elements

B 1¢ pi = 0, we have Ziigl |6¢ai|2 =0, implying &q; = 0 for all a = 0,...,2" — 1. The whole column of &,; can be

removed from A to still satisfy ([@9). Thus, the case of p; = 0 can be disregarded.
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and d — r columns containing all zeros [48]. This unique factorization leads to a solution of A as a
2™ X r matrix

Several algorithms exist for solving the Cholesky decomposition, each with its own strengths.
Commonly used algorithms are the Cholesky algorithm, the Cholesky—Banachiewicz algorithm,
and the Cholesky-Crout algorithm, all of which have a time complexity of O(d?), requiring ~
d®/3 floating-point operations [47]. The computational efficiency can depend on various factors,
including the size and condition of the matrix, as well as other specific implementation details. If
the rank of the matrix is sufficiently low, it can lead to significant computational efficiency. The
pivoted Cholesky decomposition |49, [55] and the rank-revealing Cholesky decomposition [56] can
be used to take advantage of the rank deficiency. Both rank-aware algorithms still have the time
complexity of O(d?), but they can be significantly more efficient in practice for low-rank matrices.
Generally, the Cholesky decomposition is considered to be efficient, especially when compared to
other matrix factorization methods.

Alternatively, we can perform the preprocessing to render (L5]) into the diagonal form of (4.2])
by solving the eigenvalue problem. A commonly used algorithm for finding eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors is the QR algorithm [47, 48], which utilizes the QR decomposition and is efficient for dense
matrices with a time complexity of O(d?), requiring ~ 6d® floating-point operations [47]. In com-
parison, the preprocessing of solving the Cholesky decomposition in general is more efficient than
that of solving the eigenvalue problem by a factor of ~ 18. In the case where the qubit number n is
large enough, the matrix size d = 2™ can be huge, and the difference between the time consumption
of ~ d3/3 and ~ 6d% floating-point operations can be significant.

For solving the eigenvalue problems of sparse matrices, specialized iterative methods such as
the Lanczos algorithm [49, |57] may be more efficient in practice than the QR algorithm. On
the other hand, for solving the Cholesky decomposition of sparse matrices, one can significantly
boost computational efficiency by applying the techniques of reordering strategies to obtain a
sparse Cholesky factorization [50, 58, [59]. Therefore, regardless of whether p is sparse or not, the
preprocessing via solving the Cholesky decomposition is more preferable to that via solving the
eigenvalue problem.

It is important to note that, in general, the matrix A is fairly sparse, as it is obtained from

a lower triangular matrix, even if the original matrix M is not sparse itself When the original

The unique factorization gives the minimum possible matrix size of A (i.e., £ = r). However, the solutions with

£ > r are still considered as they may exhibit higher sparsity, the merit of which will be discussed shortly.
D0 15 the worst case, there are still at least 1 +2 4 -+« 4+ (£ — 1) = £(£ — 1)/2 zeros in A.
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matrix is sparse, reordering strategies can be employed to minimize the creation of “fill-ins” (i.e.,
the non-zero elements in the factorized matrices that are zero in the original matrix) and maintain
sparsity in the factorized form as much as possible |58, 59]. These strategies aim to reorder the
rows and columns of the matrix in a way that preserves its sparsity structure, reducing the number

of non-zero entries introduced during the factorization. By contrast, the coefficients B,; for the

2m—1
a=0

eigenstates |\;) = > Bai |a) do not always exhibit sparsity, even if the original matrix is sparse.
The sparsity of a matrix does not necessarily imply sparsity in its eigenvectors, and vice versa.
The sparsity of the matrix A offers a significant advantage in circuit implementation. With
many of the coefficients «y; vanishing, the corresponding states [i;) are mostly sparse in the
computational basis {|a)}. Employing the algorithms specifically designed for preparing sparse
states, such as those proposed in [37-40], to prepare the pure states p; = [1;) (¢;] in Fig. 2 will
markedly enhance circuit efficiency. Alternatively, as the purified state |\If>("+m) in ([4.3]) as a whole
is also sparse in the computational basis {|a)™ ® |i)(™}, these algorithms can also be applied to

implement a highly efficient circuit for directly producing the state ]\IJ>("+m)

2. Incomplete Cholesky decomposition

In many applications, it is good enough to prepare only an approximate state p’ that is close
enough to p, instead of p itself as originally specified. The incomplete Cholesky decomposition
[49, 51] can be performed upon p to give rise to such approximation.

For a d x d Hermitian positive semi-definite matrix M, the incomplete Cholesky decomposition

gives the factorization
M =TL'L", (4.14)

where L' is a d x d lower triangular matrix subject to a certain predefined option, and M’ is “close”
to M in a predefined sense. Particularly, if the threshold dropping option [51] is employed with a
specified nonnegative drop tolerance ¢, any nondiagonal elements smaller in magnitude than e are
dropped from L', and the resulting M’ is close to M in the sense that

M —M|p

TMiIr O(e), (4.15)

IO If the rank 7 of the given density matrix p is sufficiently low, it can be more preferable to apply the unique
factorization to yield A with the minimum possible matrix size 2™ x r. On the other hand, if the matrix p is
sufficiently sparse, it becomes more preferable to apply the reordering strategies |58, 59] to yield A with a larger
matrix size but higher sparsity. (Recall Footnote [@1)
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where || - || is the Frobenius norm. As the drop tolerance € increases, the accuracy of the approx-
imation decreases, but the sparsity of L’ increases.

The incomplete Cholesky decomposition, prescribed with a considerably large drop tolerance, is
extremely cheap in computational cost and yields a highly sparse factor matrix L’. When dealing
with a density matrix M = p, a highly sparse 2" x £ matrix A’ can be obtained from L’ in the

same manner that A is obtained from L. Consequently, we obtain a good approximation p’ to p as

/—1
p=""pi |y (¥, (4.16)
=0
Wher
P oatan. o D
b; = (A A )227 Di = (417)

g bl
> i—0 D

2n 1

i)=Y alla), (4.18)
a=0

and

Ay =\ vl (4.19)

Because the coefficients o/, are significantly sparser than those a,; obtained through the standard
Cholesky decomposition, the circuit required for preparing the approximate state p’ is considerably
less expensive than that needed for preparing p. This offers an appealing approach to generating a
high-quality approximate state, invoking highly economical preprocessing and resulting in highly
efficient circuits.

The fact that p’ is close to p can be quantified in terms of the trace distance between them as
/ 1 /
D(p.p) = 3lp =7l
1 /
~ slle=rlr
~ lpllr >x O(e) ~ O(e), (4.20)

where, for any matrix A with o;(A) being its singular values, |4« := Tr VATA = 3", 0;(A) is the
trace norm (also known as the nuclear norm) of A4, and ||A|p := /Tr(ATA) = />, 02(A) is the

Frobenius norm (also known as the Hilbert—Schmidt norm). The relation (AI5]) with M = p, M’ ~

Note that Tr A’TA’ = Tr A’A’t = Tr M’ is close to but slightly different from Tr M = Trp = 1. Thus, we have to
normalize p} to p; to satisfy S.'_) p; = 1. Because of this, also note that p’ # M’ but p' = M’/ Tr M' ~ M’
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p" and the fact ||p||r < ||p]l« = 1 have been used. Consequently, given a small drop tolerance ¢, the
Fuchs—van de Graaf inequality [60], 1 —+/F(p1,p2) < D(p1,p2) < /1 — F(p1, p2), implies that the

fidelity between p and p’ remains as high as

1-0(6) S Flp. ) S 1 0(e2). (4.21)

V. SUMMARY

As an issue closely related to arbitrary quantum state preparation, we investigate the task
of state mixture: given a certain number of arbitrary unknown pure or mixed quantum states
as input, devise an operation to produce a new ourput state as a superposition or mixture of
the provided states with predefined coefficients or weights. Provided with arbitrary unknown
pure states [¢;) for i = 0,...,¢ — 1, it turns out the operation to produce the new superposed
state [1) o Zf;ol a; [1;) with predefined coefficients a; € C is unattainable by any means, unless
all but one of «; vanish. This observation is coined as the no-superposing theorem as stated
in Theorem [, which is closely related to the fact that any two nonorthogonal quantum states
cannot be unambiguously discriminated. On the other hand, provided with arbitrary unknown
mixed states p; for ¢ = 0,...,¢ — 1, the task to produce the new mixed state p = Zf;é p; p; with
predefined weights 0 < p; < 1 can be achieved by the quantum circuit in Fig. Bl which requires
n(¢ — 1) CSWAP gates and ¢ — 1 one-qubit rotation gates.

To elucidate fundamental concepts, we revisit and re-derive the previously established results
for preparation of arbitrary pure states. Given an n-qubit quantum state \w>(") = zalo Qg |a)
with the coeflicients «, € C all specified, we provide a systematic scheme via the recursive relation
B2) to implement the quantum circuit, as shown in Fig. @ to produce ]1/1>("). This circuit can
be rearranged into the equivalent circuit in terms of uniformly controlled rotations, F* [Ra], for
k=0,...,n—1, as depicted in Fig.[Bl, which is precisely the same as the circuit proposed in |33, 134],
although derived from a different starting perspective. By following the methodology introduced in
[33,134], the uniformly controlled rotations F*[R,] and F*[R.] appearing in Fig. Flcan be efficiently
decomposed into CNOT gates and one-qubit rotation gates as illustrated in Fig. [§ In the worse
case, the state preparation circuit in Fig. [l requires 2"t — 2n — 2 CNOT gates and 271! — 2
one-qubit rotation gates in total, presenting the most efficient circuit implementation to date for
arbitrary state preparation |33, 34].

As a novel contribution to the literature, we explore the issue of arbitrary mixed state prepa-

ration. When the density matrix p is specified in terms of an ensemble of pure states, as given in
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(@1)), the circuit depicted in Fig. 2] can be employed to generate p. This circuit necessitates the
use of 2n + 1 qubit registers in the dynamic circuit framework and ¢(n + 1) — 1 qubit registers
in the static circuit framework. In the worst-case scenario, the circuit requires £(2"*! — 2n — 2)
CNOT gates, £(2"*1 — 1) — 1 one-qubit rotation gates, and n(¢ — 1) CSWAP gates in total. Al-
ternatively, the circuit presented in Fig. [l can also generate p, bringing an additional benefit of
providing a purified state of p, which could be useful in various situations. In the worst-case
scenario, this circuit requires 27(2"*1 — 1) —2n — 1 ~ £(2"*!1 — 1) — 2n — 1 CNOT gates and
2m(2nFtl — 1) — 1 ~ £(2"F! — 1) — 1 one-qubit rotation gates, where m = [log, £].

On the other hand, when the density matrix p is specified in terms of matrix elements, as shown
in ([4.3]), one can perform the preprocessing of solving the eigenvalue problem to render (4] into
the diagonal form of (A.2]) before applying the aforementioned methods. However, solving the
eigenvalue problem can be time-consuming, and the resulting eigenstates may be difficult to deal
with. Instead of solving the eigenvalue problem, we propose a better strategy that utilizes the
Cholesky decomposition to factorize the 2" x 2" density matrix p into p = AAT, where A is a 2" x ¢
matrix with r» = rank(p) < ¢ < 2". Once A is obtained, we can compute p; by ([£I2) and «g; by
(#10). Consequently, by providing the states |o;) given by (2.4]) and ([2.5), and p; = |¢;) (¢5| as the
states [1;) given by (4.7, we can implement the circuit of Fig. 2l to produce p. Alternatively, we
can implement the circuit of Fig. [6l or adopt other pure state preparation methods to produce the
purified state |¥)™*™) given in ([@3), with the number of ancilla qubits selected as m = [log, £].

For a d x d matrix M, the commonly used algorithms for solving the Cholesky decomposition
have a time complexity of O(d®) and require ~ d®/3 floating-point operations, in general more
efficient than the commonly used QR algorithm for solving the eigenvalue problem, which also has
a time complexity of O(d?) but requires ~ 6d° floating-point operations. In cases where the rank of
M is sufficiently low, the application of rank-aware algorithms for the Cholesky decomposition can
significantly enhance computational efficiency. Additionally, if M is sparse enough, computational
efficiency can be further improved and a sparse Cholesky factorization can be obtained by employing
reordering strategies.

The resulting matrix A typically exhibits a considerable degree of sparsity, even when the density
matrix p itself is not sparse at all. Particularly, in the case where p is sparse enough, reordering
strategies can be employed to minimize fill-ins and thus yield high sparsity in the resulting A.
This sparsity in the matrix A offers a remarkable advantage in circuit implementation. Given that
many of the coefficients a,; vanish, the corresponding states |1;) and the purified state |\I’>("+m) in

([#3) too are sparse in their computational basis. Consequently, by adopting the methods specially
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designed for the preparation of sparse pure states, such as those proposed in [37-40], the complexity
of the circuit for preparing p can be significantly reduced.

Furthermore, the incomplete Cholesky decomposition with the threshold dropping option pro-
vides an appealing scheme for preparing a high-fidelity approximate state p’ close to p. Striking
an excellent balance between accuracy and efficiency, this approach incurs an extremely low com-
putational cost in preprocessing and yields highly efficient circuits in the end. When the drop
tolerance € increases, the sparsity of the Cholesky factorization rises, while the accuracy of the
approximation declines. Consequently, with increasing drop tolerance, both the efficiency of the
preprocessing and the efficiency of the resulting quantum circuit improve significantly, while the

fidelity between p and p’ degrades but remains satisfactorily high, as indicated in (Z2T]).
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Appendix A: Uniformly controlled one-qubit gates

In this appendix, we provide a brief outline of uniformly controlled one-qubit gates and uniformly
controlled rotations as a special category. Readers are referred to [32-34] for more details and
explanations.

A k-fold uniformly controlled one-qubit gate F*[U] is a (k + 1)-qubit gate with one target qubit

and k control qubits in the form

2 0y (a| © U, for k>0,
Uo for k=0,

FFU) = { (A1)
where U, are one-qubit unitary operators acting on the target qubit. A uniformly controlled one-
qubit gate F*[U] can be understood as a sequence of k-fold controlled gates conditioned on all
different control node configurations as illustrated in Fig. [7l

In the special case where all the one-qubit operators U, belong to the one-parameter group of

rotations about a common axis a that is perpendicular to the z-axis, i.e. U, = Ra(f,) with a-2 =0
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FIG. 7. The quantum circuit of a uniformly controlled one-qubit gate F2[U].

[

R.|  {Fals0) }L{ Ra(91) [ Ra(¢2) }é{ Ra(3) [ Ra(64) }L{ Ra(5) [ Ra(¢) }L{ Ral7) [

FIG. 8. An efficient quantum circuit implementation for a uniformly controlled rotation F?3[R,)].

and some angle 6, the uniformly controlled gate F¥[U] is called a uniformly controlled rotation
and denoted as F¥[R,].

Efficient implementation of uniformly controlled one-qubit gates can be achieved in terms of
CNOT gates and one-qubit gates. Specially, a k-fold uniformly controlled rotation can be im-
plemented even more efficiently with 28 CNOT gates and 2* one-qubit rotation gates [32-34] as
illustrated in Fig. B

Given
2k—1
o la) {a| ® Ra(0,) for k>0,
Fk[Ra] ::{Za—o ’ >< ‘ a( ) (A2)
Ra(6p) for k=0,
the corresponding rotation angles ¢, of Ra(¢,) in Fig. [§ are given via the transformation
2k —1
Ga= Y Muyy, My =2"F(-1) ") (A3)
b=0

where 6(a) and g(a) represent the binary code and the binary reflected Gray code, respectively, of
the integer a, and 6(b) - g(a) is the bit-wise multiplication of #(b) and g(a) |32, 133].
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