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Programmable optical tweezer arrays of molecules are an emerging platform for quantum simula-
tion and quantum information science. For these applications, reducing and mitigating errors that
arise during initial state preparation and subsequent evolution remain major challenges. In this pa-
per, we present work on site-resolved detection of internal state errors and quantum erasures, which
are qubit errors with known locations. First, using a new site-resolved detection scheme, we demon-
strate robust and enhanced tweezer array preparation fidelities. This enables creating molecular
arrays with low defect rates, opening the door to high-fidelity simulation of quantum many-body
systems. Second, for the first time in molecules, we demonstrate mid-circuit detection of erasures
using a composite detection scheme that minimally affects error-free qubits. We also demonstrate
mid-circuit conversion of blackbody-induced errors into detectable erasures. Our demonstration
of erasure conversion, which has been shown to significantly reduce overheads for fault-tolerant
quantum error correction, could be useful for quantum information processing in molecular tweezer
arrays.

I. INTRODUCTION

Programmable optical tweezer arrays of ultracold
molecules are an emerging platform for quantum sci-
ence [1]. They combine the microscopic detection and
control capabilities offered by programmable optical
tweezer arrays [2, 3] with useful properties of molecules
such as rich internal structures and intermolecular elec-
tric dipolar interactions between long-lived states [4–6].
In particular, the internal structure of molecules provides
additional ways to encode quantum information and can
be exploited for precision measurement experiments [7–
11], while the intermolecular electric dipolar interaction
is the key ingredient for high-fidelity quantum gates [12–
14] and simulation of novel quantum many-body Hamil-
tonians [1, 7, 8, 15, 16].

Starting with the first demonstrations of trapping and
high-fidelity detection of individual molecules in opti-
cal tweezer traps [17–21], recent work has demonstrated
highly coherent rotational qubits in tweezers [6, 22, 23],
observed coherent dipolar interactions between individu-
ally held molecules, and demonstrated on-demand entan-
glement and 2-qubit gates between rotational molecular
qubits [24, 25]. These works establish the building blocks
for quantum information processing and quantum simu-
lation with molecular tweezer arrays.

A major experimental challenge in any quantum sci-
ence platform is reducing and mitigating errors that oc-
cur during the initial preparation of a quantum system
and its subsequent evolution. In molecular tweezer ar-
rays, one desires to deterministically prepare tweezer
sites such that they are occupied by molecules from a sin-
gle internal state. This preparation of molecular tweezer
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sites is challenging, and has been a bottleneck for ap-
plications in quantum simulation and information pro-
cessing. In particular, the complex internal structure of
molecules combined with substantial light shifts inside
tweezer traps render high-fidelity optical pumping diffi-
cult [26, 27], thereby limiting achievable internal state
purities. Concerning errors that can arise during quan-
tum evolution, Raman scattering of tweezer trapping
light or blackbody radiation can excite molecules out of
the desired quantum states [19]. While directly reduc-
ing these errors through better control is an important
research area that has attracted much interest, a com-
plementary approach is to mitigate their effects via mea-
surement and feedback. In particular, for programmable
tweezer arrays, because local control is available, site-
resolved error detection could in some cases enable their
subsequent removal.

Site-resolved detection of preparation errors has been
used in atomic tweezer arrays to increase internal state
preparation fidelities [28], increase robustness to radia-
tive decays of high-lying Rydberg states [28, 29], and
to lower motional temperatures [30]. In recent work
with molecules that are assembled from two atoms and
trapped in tweezer arrays, this has been used to enhance
molecular formation efficiency and to reduce defects in
molecular arrays [31, 32].

Restricting to the specific case where information is
stored in an array, an information error whose location
is known is called an erasure. For qubits, such errors are
called quantum erasures [33, 34]. Recently, it has been
pointed out that leakage errors, where a particle hosting a
qubit exits its computational space, can be converted and
detected as an erasure [35]. Notably, erasure conversion
substantially raises fault-tolerant quantum error correc-
tion thresholds to practically achievable levels [35]. This
important insight has led to several proposed erasure con-
version schemes across a variety of qubit platforms [35–
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38]. Recently, the first demonstrations of quantum era-
sure conversion were achieved in atomic tweezer arrays
of alkaline-earth atoms [28–30] and superconducting cir-
cuits [39, 40].

In this paper, we present new site-resolved detec-
tion schemes to mitigate both state preparation errors
and qubit leakage errors for laser-cooled molecular ar-
rays. First, we demonstrate a new site-resolved detec-
tion scheme that enables robust and enhanced fidelities
of preparing a tweezer site with a molecule in a single
internal state. We achieve a record-level tweezer site
preparation fidelity of 95.2(3)%, with internal state pu-
rity of 99.5(1)%, substantially surpassing the previous
best reported fidelities of ≈ 80% [24, 26]. Second, using
a new composite erasure detection scheme, we demon-
strate quantum erasure conversion in molecules for the
first time. By utilizing a new hyperfine qubit encoding
that is both highly coherent and compatible with a pre-
viously demonstrated 2-qubit gate [24, 25], we demon-
strate a mid-circuit detection scheme that minimally af-
fects qubit population and coherence. We further show
mid-circuit erasure conversion of leakage errors caused by
blackbody radiation, achieving improved qubit lifetimes
and coherence times.

Our new preparation scheme overcomes a major chal-
lenge in molecular tweezer arrays and opens the door
to simulation of quantum many-body spin models with
low defect rates. Our demonstration of quantum erasure
conversion adds an important capability to the molecular
quantum information processing toolkit, and opens the
door to mid-circuit quantum error correction in molecu-
lar tweezer arrays.

II. FRAMEWORK FOR SITE-RESOLVED
ERROR DETECTION

In atomic and molecular tweezer array experiments,
each tweezer site is either empty or occupied by one par-
ticle. The local Hilbert space H at each site thus con-
sists of |∅⟩, the state corresponding to an empty site, and
the set of all internal states (Fig. 1(a)). (We will ignore
motional states of the particle within a tweezer here, al-
though the same framework used here applies [30].) For a
particular application, only a target subset of these states
T is used. For example, in order to encode a qubit, at
least two internal states are needed.

For site-resolved error detection, one uses a set of de-
tectable internal states F to flag the presence of an error.
The detection outcome is binarized and converted into an
error flag {ei} where ei = 1 (ei = 0) indicates an error
(error-free site) (Fig. 1(b)). {ei} could be used to re-
move errors mid-sequence, or to post-select for error-free
instances by excising error-flagged data.

When at least one bit of information is encoded in
T , errors with a known location are called erasures [33,
34]. In particular, population leakage out of T into a
set of disjoint internal states E can be transferred to F

FIG. 1. Framework for Site-Resolved Error Detection. (a)
H is the Hilbert space on a tweezer site; T is the target space;
F , the detection manifold, consists of detectable states used
to flag errors. Leakage errors transfer population from T to E ,
which can subsequently be converted to F for detection. Loss
of a particle results in an empty tweezer (|∅⟩). (b) Detection
of total population in F is binarized into a bitstring {bi}, from
which the error flag {ei} is obtained.

and subsequently detected, a process known as erasure
conversion [35].
For site-resolved error detection to be practically use-

ful, it must not affect error-free sites. Specifically, for
quantum erasure detection, all populations and coher-
ences in T should be minimally affected by detection.
We will reserve the term mid-circuit to situations when
T encodes a qubit and is minimally affected by conver-
sion or detection.

III. OUR PLATFORM: PROGRAMMABLE
OPTICAL TWEEZER ARRAYS OF

LASER-COOLED MOLECULES

Our experiment utilizes laser-cooled CaF molecules
trapped in a programmable optical tweezer array. A
molecular beam of CaF molecules is created using a cryo-
genic buffer gas cell [41], laser-slowed [42], and trapped
in a magneto-optical trap (MOT) [43, 44]. Subse-
quently, the molecules are further laser-cooled [45], com-
pressed [46], optically trapped [47], and eventually trans-
ferred into a programmable 1D array of optical tweezer
traps [17, 19].
We detect CaF molecules via fluorescence imaging; in

particular, only molecules in the X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1)
rovibrational manifold can be cooled and imaged, where
v (N) denote vibrational (rotational) quantum numbers.
For fluorescence imaging, light addressing the X2Σ(v =
0, N = 1) → A2Π1/2(v = 0, J = 1/2,+) transition is ap-
plied, and fluorescence emitted on the same transition is
collected on a camera. During each image, the molecules
explore all 12 hyperfine states in X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1).

In this paper, no tweezer rearrangement is utilized, but
an initial non-destructive image is taken to identify oc-
cupied tweezers. This process leaves molecules in the set
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of detectable states F = X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) with a
small probability of molecular loss (leakage into |∅⟩). All
measurements are conditioned on tweezer sites that are
initially identified to be occupied.

IV. NEW SITE-RESOLVED DETECTION
SCHEME WITH RAPID RESONANT IMAGING

Compared to detection requirements needed for
preparing defect-free arrays, our work here, which con-
cerns enhancing internal state purities and quantum era-
sure detection, has much more stringent detection re-
quirements. Rather than only needing to preserve the
total population in F , we instead need to either preserve
the population of a single quantum state or preserve both
population and coherence within a qubit subspace. These
requirements necessitate a new detection scheme, which
we describe in this section.

We first discuss the choice of F and T . Because a
measurement projects a qubit, the detection manifold F
must be disjoint from the target state(s) T . In particu-
lar, detected population in F will correspond to an er-
ror ({ei} = {bi}). In order for a measurement of F to
minimally affect T , a viable approach is to choose in-
ternal states for F and T such that they have widely
separated optical transitions compared to their optical
linewidths. This general approach has been proposed
and demonstrated in alkaline-earth atomic tweezer ar-
rays [28–30, 35], where F and T use separate ground
and metastable electronic manifolds.

Here, instead of using different electronic manifolds, we
make use of two different long-lived rotational manifolds
available in a molecule to encode F and T . Specifically,
in our scheme for CaF molecules, we use the set of optical
cycling states X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) as F , and states from
the ground rovibrational manifold X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0)
to form the target subspace T (Fig. 2(a)). The states
in T are separated from the detection manifold states
F by a frequency of ∆ ≈ 2π × 20GHz, which is much
larger than the optical linewidth Γ ≈ 2π× 10MHz of the
relevant imaging transition used to detect F .
We next describe considerations for fluorescence de-

tection of F . We desire to minimize errors for T when
measuring population in F . These can occur due to off-
resonant photon scattering of imaging light that affects
both populations and coherences in T . A useful figure of
merit is the ratio η of the off-resonant scattering rate on
T to the fluorescence rate of F . For our choice of F and
T , η can be as low as 9Γ2/∆2 ∼ 10−6 for on-resonant
imaging [48]. Because we scatter ∼ 100 − 1000 imaging
photons to achieve sufficient signal-to-noise, our scheme
has a minimum error of ∼ 10−3, which predominantly
takes the form of leakage into other molecular states.
These leakage errors could in principle be corrected with
more complex schemes that involve error conversion to F .
We note that our on-resonant imaging scheme is different
than that previously used for detection in CaF tweezer

arrays, where the primary requirement was to preserve
molecular population. This was accomplished using light
detuned from resonance by ∼ 4Γ [17, 19, 45].

An additional consideration for error detection is
crosstalk, where population leaks between F and T . In
our scheme, crosstalk is protected by selection rules. Be-
cause the optical transitions used are all E1 transitions,
and F = X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) and T ⊂ X2Σ(v = 0, N =
0) are of opposite parity, no population leakage occurs
even in the presence of off-resonant scattering from imag-
ing light.

We next describe how we implement on-resonant imag-
ing and optimize its performance. Specifically, to im-
age molecules in F , we apply light resonant with all
resolved hyperfine transitions of the X2Σ(v = 0, N =
1) − A2Π1/2(v = 0, J = 1/2,+) line. Laser light ad-

dressing the X2Σ(v = 1, 2, 3, N = 1) → A2Π1/2(v
′ =

v − 1, J = 1/2,+) transitions acting as vibrational re-
pumpers is also applied. We additionally apply light ad-
dressing the X2Σ(v = 0, N = 3) → B2Σ(v′ = 0, N = 2)
transition, which acts as a rotational repumper [19].
These beams propagate perpendicular to the imaging
axis, and cause no observable background for typical
imaging durations.

To optimize imaging for the purpose of identifying er-
rors, we prioritize minimizing the false negative prob-
ability (ϵ10), since it is the probability that errors re-
main undetected. We note that for tweezer preparation,
the false positive probability (ϵ01) only affects the data
rate, since any site flagged as an error could be discarded
during subsequent rearrangement or post-selection. We
therefore seek to optimize ϵ10 with respect to the imag-
ing light intensity (X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) − A2Π1/2(v =
0, J = 1/2,+)), the imaging duration, and the tweezer
depth. Specifically, we minimize ϵ10 at a fixed threshold
of θE = θE,0 = 4.8, and achieve a false positive proba-
bility (ϵ10(θE,0) = 0.033(4)) at an imaging intensity of

I = 4.5mW/cm
2
, imaging duration of 3ms, and tweezer

depth of kB × 930(20)µK (Fig. 2(b)). In principle, for
detectable errors, these values allow reduction of intrin-
sic error rates by up to a factor of ∼ 30. Henceforth,
θE is fixed to θE,0 unless noted. Because the background
is low enough to be largely independent of the imaging
duration, ϵ01, which determines the data rate, is indepen-
dent of imaging parameters and only depends on camera
noise.

To verify that our site-resolved detection scheme min-
imally affects population in T , which is composed of
states from X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), we prepare molecules
in |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F = 1,mF = −1⟩
and measure the population loss per image (Fig. 2(c)).
We find a loss rate of 3.8(3) × 10−3 per image, confirm-
ing that our scheme minimally affects the population in
X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0).
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FIG. 2. Site-Resolved Detection using Rapid Resonant Imag-
ing. (a) Imaging Scheme. Molecules in the detection mani-
fold F = X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) scatter light resonant with
the X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1) → A2Π1/2(v = 0, J = 1/2,+) tran-
sition (orange arrows). Vibrational (red solid arrows) and
rotational repumping light (blue solid arrow) is applied. The
imaging light is off-resonant for states in the target manifold
T ⊂ X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0). (b) Error Identification Perfor-
mance. The false positive probability ϵ01 (red squares) and
false negative probability ϵ10 (green diamonds) are shown ver-
sus the classification threshold θE. Vertical dashed line marks
θE = θE,0 = 4.8, the value used in this work. (c) Population
P0 in

∣∣X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F = 1,mF = −1
〉

∈ T
versus imaging duration t. An exponential fit gives a 1/e
lifetime of τ = 790(60)ms, much longer than the imaging du-
ration of 3ms.

V. ROBUST AND ENHANCED INTERNAL
STATE PREPARATION USING SITE-RESOLVED

DETECTION OF ERRORS

We next make use of our site-resolved error detection
scheme to achieve robust and enhanced tweezer prepara-
tion fidelities. In previous work, the fidelity of having a
tweezer loaded with a molecule in a target internal state
was reported to be ≈ 80%, limited both by optical pump-
ing fidelities and imperfect microwave transfers [24, 25].

Here, we present a scheme that allows internal state
errors to appear as detectable errors, which can be sub-
sequently corrected mid-sequence. Our scheme works as
follows (Fig. 3(a)). Initially, molecules are distributed
over all 12 hyperfine states in X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1), the
laser-coolable manifold, which is also the detection mani-
fold F . We optically pump the molecules into a single hy-
perfine state |D′⟩ = |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1), J = 3/2, F =
2,mF = −2⟩ ∈ F . Subsequently, we “shelve” them
into the ground rotational manifold X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0).
Specifically, we use a microwave pulse with a frequency
of ≈ 20.5GHz to state-selectively transfer |D′⟩ to a single

FIG. 3. Robust and Enhanced Tweezer Preparation Us-
ing Site-Resolved Error Detection. (a) Our enhanced internal
state preparation procedure involves: (i) optical pumping to
|D′⟩ (orange arrow), (ii) population transfer to T = |−⟩ via
a microwave pulse (grey arrow), and (iii) error detection of
left-over molecules in F . (b) Verifying Tweezer Preparation.
A non-destructive image (top) identifies initially loaded sites.
The detection-enhanced internal state preparation procedure
is applied, resulting in an error image (middle) that flags sites
with internal state errors. For verification, we state-selectively
transfer molecules from T = |−⟩ to |↑⟩ for a final destructive
measurement (bottom). (c) The detection-conditioned proba-
bility p̃E of a molecule appearing in the final image versus op-
tical pumping duration t, which is used to control the bare op-
tical pumping fidelity fOP. p̃E for various error-detection im-
age classification thresholds θE = (4.6, 5.6, 6.6,∞) (blue cir-
cles, red triangles, green squares, gray diamonds) are shown.
Colored bands show corresponding theoretical predictions.
(d) Error-excised tweezer fidelity fE (probability of being oc-
cupied and in the target internal state) versus bare tweezer
fidelity f . Inset shows the error-excised internal state purity
pE versus the optical pumping fidelity fOP.

internal state |−⟩ = |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F =
1,mF = −1⟩, which is our target state (T = {|−⟩}). All
internal state preparation errors leave the molecule in F ,
that is, E = F . Specifically, optical pumping errors leave
a molecule in (F − |D′⟩) ⊂ F , and imperfect microwave
transfer leaves a molecule in |D′⟩ ∈ F . Internal state
preparation errors thus appear directly as detectable er-
rors. They can then be identified by the site-resolved de-
tection scheme described in Section IV, which minimally
affects population in T = {|−⟩} on error-free sites.

We next implement our scheme and examine its per-
formance. Following internal state preparation into T ,
we perform one error detection image. Subsequently,
we transfer molecules from the target state |−⟩ to |↑⟩ =∣∣X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1), J = 1/2, F = 0,mF = 0)

〉
, which is

part of the detection manifold F (Fig. 3(b)). Finally, we
destructively measure the total population in F .

To evaluate the robustness of our scheme, we inten-
tionally vary the amount of optical pumping errors by
varying the optical pumping duration t. For each optical
pumping duration, which serves as a proxy for the opti-
cal pumping fidelity, we extract p̃E , the probability that
we detect a molecule in the final image conditioned upon
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no identified error. In (Fig. 3(c)), we show p̃E for various
error detection thresholds θE . As expected, identifying
errors more aggressively by lowering θE (smaller false-
negative probability ϵ10 and larger false-positive proba-
bility ϵ01) improves p̃E .

To show the gains of our scheme directly, we compare
the internal state purity conditioned upon no errors, pE,
with the optical pumping fidelity fOP. We determine
the experimentally achieved fOP for each pumping dura-
tion t using p̃E and the error imaging infidelities ϵ01 and
ϵ10 [48]. As shown in Fig. 3(d, inset), error excision allows
significantly improved internal state purity, especially at
low optical pumping fidelities. Notably, we achieve an
internal state purity of pE = 0.995(1) when the achieved
bare optical pumping fidelity is fOP ≈ 0.96. Notably,
pE remains high even when fOP is degraded. For exam-
ple, at an optical pumping fidelity of fOP = 0.46, the
error-excised internal state purity remains at pE ≈ 0.96.
Finally, we extract the error-excised tweezer preparation
fidelity fE , defined as the probability that a tweezer site
is occupied with a molecule in the target internal state
when conditioned upon an absence of a detected error.
This is the practically useful metric for preparing low-
defect arrays using tweezer rearrangement. In Fig. 3(d),
we show fE versus the bare tweezer preparation fidelity f ,
which takes into account occupation errors. As expected,
we find that error excision provides significant improve-
ment and robustness. Notably, we achieve a tweezer
preparation fidelity of fE = 0.952(3), with an estimated
reduction in data rate of only 7.2(2)%. This significantly
improves upon previous reported values (f ≈ 80%) [24–
27] and importantly, our method is robust to day-to-day
fluctuations in fOP.

We note although all error-conditioned measurements
in this work are done via post-selection, where we ex-
cise sites that are error-flagged, our measurements in-
dicate that our detection scheme minimally affects cor-
rectly prepared molecules. Thus, in combination with
the ability to perform low-loss rearrangement (previously
demonstrated to have losses ∼ 0.1% [24]), our scheme can
be used with another round of tweezer rearrangement to
achieve similar final fidelities. This will allow the creation
of arrays with low defect rates both in spatial configura-
tion and internal state purity, which is crucial to quantum
computation and simulation applications with large-scale
molecular tweezer arrays. In particular, the ability to cre-
ate arrays with few-percent level errors opens the door
to simulating interacting quantum spin systems with low
defect rates. Specifically, these low defect rates would
allow practical post-selection for perfect arrays (possible
with full state-resolved detection) for up to 10 sites, with
data rates reduced by only ∼ 40%.

FIG. 4. Coherent Control and Coherence Times of New
Hyperfine Qubit. (a) Previous rotational qubit encoding |↓⟩-
|↑⟩ (boxed in blue) is not compatible with our error de-
tection scheme, since |↑⟩ is in the detection manifold F .
Our new qubit encoding |↓⟩-|0⟩ uses two hyperfine states in
X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0) that are outside of F (boxed in green).
(b) Coherent manipulations of |↓⟩-|0⟩ is performed using a
two-photon Raman processes. Our two schemes rely on light
near-detuned to the X-A and X-B optical transitions. (c)
Molecules are prepared in |↓⟩ and driven using Raman light
for a variable duration t. The top (bottom) panels show Rabi
oscillations of the |↓⟩ population when driven by X-A (X-
B) Raman light. Solid lines show fits to damped sinusoids.
(d) Hyperfine qubit coherence versus hold time is measured
via a Ramsey sequence (top panel). Data points show mea-
sured Ramsey fringe amplitudes versus hold time t, with solid
lines showing fits to exponential decay curves. Data with-
out (with) a spin-echo pulse are shown by blue circles (red
triangles); data with XY8 dynamical decoupling pulses us-
ing X-B(X-A) light are shown by green squares (orange di-
amonds). The fitted 1/e lifetimes are 19.5(7)ms, 288(15)ms,
630(50)ms, and 1100(70)ms, respectively. The dashed green
(orange) line shows the estimated population decay due to
off-resonant scattering for the X-B (X-A) Raman configura-
tion [48].

VI. A QUANTUM ERASURE DETECTION
SCHEME FOR CAF MOLECULES

In the second part of our work, we demonstrate era-
sure detection for the first time in molecules. Compared
to enhancing tweezer preparation using site-resolved de-
tection, where only the total population in F needs to
be preserved, erasure detection is more challenging since
both population and coherence in error-free qubits should
be minimally affected.
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A. A New Hyperfine Qubit Encoding: Coherent
Control and Qubit Coherence

To implement quantum erasure detection, we first seek
a qubit encoding that is compatible with our site-resolved
error detection scheme described in Section IV. In pre-
vious work with CaF molecules, qubits were encoded
using two states from neighboring rotational manifolds,
namely, |↑⟩ = |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1), J = 1/2, F =
0,mF = 0⟩ and |↓⟩ = |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F =
1,mF = 0⟩ [22, 24, 25]. This rotational encoding was
used to demonstrate a 2-qubit iSWAP gate, but is in-
compatible with our detection scheme because |↑⟩ is part
of the detection manifold F . The detection of F , which is
a projective measurement of its population, will destroy
qubit coherence between |↑⟩ and |↓⟩.
Here, we use a new qubit encoding that makes use

of two hyperfine states within the ground rovibrational
manifold X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), which are dark to
the imaging light used for site-resolved error detection.
Specifically, the hyperfine encoding uses the states |↓⟩ =
|X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F = 1,mF = 0⟩ and
|0⟩ = |X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F = 0,mF = 0⟩
(Fig. 4(a)). These states are predicted to have long co-
herence times because of the absence of tensor ac Stark
shifts and their low magnetic moments. In the framework
of Section II, the detection manifold F remains the same
(F = X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1)), while the target subspace
T = {|↓⟩, |0⟩} now consists of the two hyperfine qubit
states.

We first demonstrate coherent control over this hyper-
fine qubit, and that it has long coherence times. The
two qubit states are connected by an M1 transition at
∼ 122MHz. We coherently manipulate the qubit with
two-photon Raman transitions rather than directly driv-
ing the M1 transition. Specifically, we use Raman light
near-detuned to either the X −A or X −B optical tran-
sitions (Fig. 4(b)). The two frequencies in the Raman
light co-propagate and drive σ+ transitions. To demon-
strate coherent control, we prepare molecules in |↓⟩, and
apply Raman light for a variable duration. As shown
in Fig. 4(c), we observe Rabi oscillations with Rabi fre-
quencies as high as ΩR ≈ 2π × 10 kHz for both Raman
schemes.

We next measure the qubit coherence time using a
Ramsey spectroscopy sequence consisting of two Raman
π/2 pulses separated by a variable duration. In or-
der to minimize the effect of inhomogeneous light shifts
among the tweezer sites, we operate at a tweezer depth
of Uhf = kB × 39(1)µK. By measuring the decay rate of
the amplitude of the Ramsey fringe, we find a bare coher-
ence time of T ∗

2 = 19.5(7)ms, which can be increased to
T2 = 288(15)ms with a single spin-echo. The coherence
time can be further extended by applying dynamical de-
coupling. Specifically, using a XY8 pulse sequence (pulse
separation of 33.3ms), the coherence times increase to
630(50)ms and 1100(70)ms for the X-B Raman scheme
and X-A Raman scheme, respectively (Fig. 4(d)).

FIG. 5. Mid-Circuit Quantum Erasure Detection. (a)
Our composite erasure detection scheme comprises a tweezer
depth increase, an error detection image, and a mid-detection
X-B Raman π-pulse. (b) Ramsey fringe offset versus the
number of composite erasure detections Nrep. (c) Ramsey
fringe amplitude versus Nrep. For (b,c), green circles (orange
triangles) are data obtained using the X-B (X-A) Raman
scheme.(d) Population loss measurements from combinations
of tweezer ramp (T), error detection light (E), and v = 1 re-
pump (V). The plot shows population P↑ versus Nrep cycles
of TEV (blue circles), EV (red triangles), T (purple squares).
Brown diamonds are measured at a shallow tweezer depth
without TEV. The brown, purple, and red arrows indicate
contributions from background vacuum and blackbody loss,
tweezer ramp, and erasure detection. Inset: The sum of these
measured loss rate contributions (colored bars summing to
gray pentagon) is consistent with the total loss (blue bar and
circle).

In addition to long coherence times, we note that our
hyperfine qubit encoding is also compatible with the pre-
viously used rotational qubit encoding [22, 24, 25]. We
have verified that the three states involved can remain si-
multaneously coherent, and that we can coherently trans-
fer information encoded in a rotational qubit (|↑⟩, |↓⟩) to
a hyperfine encoding (|↓⟩, |0⟩) [48].

B. Composite Erasure Detection Sequence to
Preserve Qubit Coherence

Having established long coherence times and coher-
ent control of the hyperfine qubit, we next investigate
whether qubit coherence is preserved after an error detec-
tion image. Compared to the tweezer depth Uhf used to
obtain long hyperfine qubit coherence times, we find that
a much higher tweezer depth of UED = kB × 930(20)µK
is needed to obtain high error detection fidelities.
Therefore, for erasure detection, the tweezer trap needs

to be ramped up by a factor of ∼ 30 from Uhf to
UED. At the deeper depth, the qubit frequency shifts by
2π × 0.40(6) kHz, which on average leads to additional
phase accumulation in the hyperfine qubit. This phase
accumulation is inconsequential if the tweezers had uni-
form depth. However, our tweezer array has depth in-
homogeneity of ∼ 10%, giving rise to an effective phase
variation of ≈ 1 rad at UED over the imaging duration.



7

To counteract this inhomogeneous dephasing, we imple-
ment a “composite erasure detection” scheme consisting
of four steps (Fig. 5(a)): 1) the tweezer depth is ramped
from Uhf to UED, 2) local errors are detected using rapid
resonant imaging, 3) a π-pulse is applied to the qubit
halfway through the image, and 4) the tweezer depth is
returned to Uhf. The π-pulse echos out the effects of in-
homogeneous light shifts due to tweezer depth variations,
along with Stark shifts arising from the imaging light.

To determine how well the qubit population and co-
herence are preserved during composite erasure detec-
tion, we repeatedly apply composite erasure detection
between two π/2 pulses in a Ramsey sequence. We find
that a Ramsey fringe is observable even after multiple
images. The offset of the Ramsey fringe is proportional
to the total population, and the amplitude is propor-
tional to both the total population and coherence of the
qubit states. Per image, we determine a fractional pop-
ulation reduction of εp = 3.3(2) × 10−2 (Fig. 5(b)) and
a fractional amplitude reduction of εc = 4.6(3) × 10−2

(Fig. 5(c)). These measurements indicate that our com-
posite erasure detection sequence affects the hyperfine
qubit population and coherence only at the few percent
level. To our knowledge, this is the first demonstration
of erasure detection in molecules.

We note that for the purposes of composite erasure
detection, we only use X − B Raman light, which has
much shorter population lifetimes and coherence times
compared to our X−A Raman scheme due to higher off-
resonant scattering. This is because our X − A Raman
light (due to constraints on laser availability) is resonant
with the detection manifold F = X2Σ(v = 0, N = 1). It
resonantly heats a molecule in F out of a tweezer, and
is therefore not compatible with erasure detection. This
limitation can easily be overcome with a X − A Raman
light source at a more optimal detuning. As we describe
in detail in the next section, we anticipate that errors at
the 10−3 level are achievable.

C. Technical and Fundamental Limits of Our
Erasure Detection Scheme

To understand the origin of the ∼ 10−2 level errors
per erasure image, we independently measure the contri-
butions of each step in our composite erasure detection
sequence. First, we quantify the effect of off-resonant
photon scattering on the qubit states caused by the spin-
echo π-pulse. We perform a similar Ramsey measurement
with only π pulses applied (without tweezer ramps and
imaging light). This gives a population error per image
of εp,R = 2.7(2)× 10−2 and a coherence error per image
of εc,R = 4.4(4) × 10−2. Comparing these with the to-
tal composite erasure errors εp and εc, we conclude that
our present scheme is limited by off-resonant scattering
of Raman light by the qubit states in T .

Off-resonant scattering can be significantly improved
by a more optimal Raman scheme. In particular, we

expect that coherence and population errors could be re-
duced to the 10−3 level. To quantify the off-resonant
scattering rate, we define a Raman π-pulse quality fac-
tor Qπ = ΩR/πΓsc, where ΩR is the two-photon Rabi
frequency, and Γsc is the photon scattering rate. Be-
cause off-resonant scattering predominantly leads to leak-
age from the qubit subspace, Γsc can be directly inferred
from population loss rates. Qπ is therefore directly mea-
surable. In our present Raman scheme (X-B), the light is
detuned halfway between the X2Σ(N = 0) → B2Σ(N =
1, J = 1/2) and X2Σ(N = 0) → B2Σ(N = 1, J = 3/2)
transitions. This results in a single-photon detuning of
∆XB ∼ 2π× 500MHz for optical transitions of the qubit
states in T . Qπ for this scheme is measured to be 37(3).

To partially investigate a better Raman scheme, we
performed similar Ramsey measurements using an X-A
Raman scheme, where the Raman light is detuned by
∆XA ∼ 2π × 20GHz from the optical transitions of the
hyperfine qubit. This light cannot be used for composite
erasure detection because it is resonant with the detec-
tion manifold F . Nevertheless, we can quantify its ef-
fect on the hyperfine qubit. A Ramsey measurement re-
veals significantly lower population errors and coherence
errors per π-pulse. Specifically, εp,R = 3.4(3) × 10−3

and εc,R = 10(1) × 10−3. When this scheme is em-
ployed in a composite erasure detection sequence (with
tweezer ramps but no erasure image due to technical lim-
itations), we obtain overall population and coherence er-
rors of εp = 5.2(2) × 10−3 and εc = 11(1) × 10−3 per
image, respectively (Fig. 5(b,c)). These improvements
agree with predictions due to off-resonant scattering [48].

Our current X-A Raman scheme could thus be im-
proved significantly and made compatible with compos-
ite erasure detection simply by using a different detun-
ing. In particular, by detuning halfway between the
X2Σ(v = 0) → A2Π1/2(v = 0) and the X2Σ(v = 0) →
A2Π3/2(v = 0) transitions (∼ 1.1THz from each), the
Raman light will no longer be resonant with the detec-
tion manifold F . The number of off-resonantly scattered
photons for a Raman π-pulse would then decrease by a
factor of 30 compared to our current X-A scheme. Con-
servatively, we estimate that population and coherence
errors due to Raman light at an optimal detuning will be
suppressed to εp,R ≈ 1× 10−4 and εc,R ≈ 6× 10−3.

When the off-resonant Raman scattering errors are re-
duced to these levels, we must examine the remaining er-
ror sources. These include the detection light, the tweezer
depth ramps, and loss to higher vibrational states due to
blackbody radiation. We measure their individual contri-
butions by comparing population loss from |↓⟩ with and
without various combinations of detection light, tweezer
ramps, and v = 1 vibrational repumping light (Fig. 5(d)).
From these measurements, we isolate a population loss
per image of 3.0(3) × 10−3 due to detection light, and
2.6(3)×10−3 due to the tweezer ramps. The background
loss in the absence of detection light and tweezer ramps
is 1.2(1)× 10−3, consistent with the predicted excitation
rate to higher vibrational states due to blackbody radia-
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tion at room temperature. Therefore, by using optimally
detuned Raman light, we estimate that total population
(coherence) errors of 7×10−3 (1.4×10−2) per image can
be achieved.

The population loss rates can be further improved.
First, improving the photon collection efficiency of the
imaging system allows shorter image durations and
therefore lower population loss. Second, the popu-
lation loss appears primarily as internal state leak-
age errors into the X2Σ(v = 0, N = 2) manifold
and the

∣∣X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0), J = 1/2, F = 1,mF = ±1
〉

states. These errors can be erasure-converted to F via
additional microwave and optical pulses. Thus, we esti-
mate that the population error due to detection light
can be suppressed to well below 10−3. Furthermore,
blackbody induced errors can be erasure-converted, as
we will show, or eliminated in a cryogenic setup. De-
pending on the population loss mechanism of the tweezer
ramps, which we did not explore, the corresponding pop-
ulation errors could potentially be converted and cor-
rected. Therefore, population errors at the low 10−3 level
could potentially be achievable.

VII. QUANTUM ERASURE CONVERSION
AND DETECTION OF BLACKBODY ERRORS

We next demonstrate that leakage errors induced
by blackbody radiation can be converted and detected
as erasures. In CaF, blackbody radiation at room-
temperature predominantly drives ∆v = 1 vibrational-
changing E1 transitions, and leads to population leakage
from the vibrational ground manifold X2Σ(v = 0) to the
first excited vibrational manifold X2Σ(v = 1) at a rate
of Γ01 ≈ 0.3 s−1 [49]. Consequently, the hyperfine qubit
states T = {|↓⟩, |0⟩} ⊂ X2Σ(v = 0, N = 0) predomi-
nantly leak to E = X2Σ(v = 1, N = 1). As we will show,
these errors can be erasure converted by using v = 1 vi-
brational repumping light, which excites molecules from
E to A2Π1/2(v = 0, J = 1/2,+). The excited molecules
decay back to F with 98% probability (Fig. 6(a)).
We note that E spontaneously decays back toX2Σ(v =

0) at a rate Γ10 ≈ 5.3 s−1, which is much quicker than
the blackbody excitation rate Γ01. If such a decay oc-
curs, conversion via v = 1 vibrational repumping light is
no longer possible. Therefore, in our scheme, one must
erasure convert E to F at a rate much faster than Γ10.
It is not necessary, however, to detect F faster than Γ10.

We next discuss the effect of blackbody radiation on
the detection manifold F . Absorption of a blackbody
photon brings a molecule from F to X2Σ(v = 1, N =
0, 2). With a 1/e decay time of 1/Γ10 ≈ 190ms, these
states spontaneously decay back to F and X2Σ(v =
0, N = 3). Molecules in the latter manifold can be
pumped back to F via rotational repumping light, which
is already present during fluorescence imaging. There-
fore, even in the presence of blackbody radiation, there
is minimal undetectable leakage from F (Fig. 6(b)).

FIG. 6. Erasure Conversion of Blackbody Errors. (a) Era-
sure Conversion Scheme. Blackbody radiation (black wavy
arrow) predominantly excites molecules from T to E . We
erasure convert to F using v = 1 repumping light (red ar-
row). (b) Robustness of F to blackbody leakage errors.
Blackbody leakage errors (black wavy) primarily populate
X2Σ(v = 0, N = 3) states, which are converted back to F by
the rotational repumping light present during erasure detec-
tion (solid green). (c) Hyperfine qubit population P0 versus
hold time t. Data without erasure excision (gray squares),
with a single final error detection image (red triangles), and
with excision using five mid-sequence images (blue circles) are
shown; solid lines show fits to exponential decay curves. In-
set: fitted 1/e loss rates γp are shown, with red band (±1σ)
indicating prediction from separately measured rates [48]. No
dynamical decoupling Raman pulses are applied. (d) Ramsey
fringe amplitude of the hyperfine qubit versus hold time with
(red triangles) and without (gray squares) error excision. Dy-
namical decoupling with Raman pulses is applied during the
hold time. Upper Inset: Amplitude loss rate γc without error
excision (gray square) is consistent with the expected com-
bined loss rate from the X-B Raman beams and the N = 0
population loss (green dashed line). Lower inset shows the
loss rate improvement γc when excising errors. The improve-
ment for the amplitude loss rate (green hexagon) is consistent
with the improvement in population loss (purple diamond).

Experimentally, we first confirm that population in
F is robust to blackbody induced leakage errors. As
expected, when a rotational repump is applied during
detection, we find that the population lifetime (τ =
13.5(5) s) exceeds the blackbody-limitedX2Σ(v = 0) life-
time by a factor of ≈ 4. We attribute residual loss to
background gas collisions and double blackbody excita-
tion events into N ≥ 5, which are not rotationally re-
pumped during detection [48].

Next, we investigate detection of population leakage
errors by preparing molecules in each of the two hy-
perfine levels in T and comparing population loss rates
with and without excising errors. Specifically, we hold
the molecules for a variable duration, and perform mid-
sequence conversion by applying v = 1 repumping light
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every 50ms. Subsequently, we perform site-resolved er-
ror detection, and destructively detect population re-
maining in the initially prepared hyperfine state. With-
out error excision, we measure a population loss rate of
γp = 0.30(1) s−1, consistent with the predicted black-
body excitation rate. With error excision, the loss rate
decreases to γp,E = 0.13(1) s−1 (Fig. 6(c)).
Using a loss rate model incorporating vacuum loss,

blackbody excitation, erasure conversion efficiency (es-
timated to be ≈ 90%), identification errors, and the
internal state preparation fidelity, we obtain loss rates
consistent with the measurements in Fig. 6(c). We
use this model and the measured lifetime to infer that
≈ 80% of blackbody errors are converted and detected
correctly [48]. With near-term technical improvements,
efficiencies approaching 95% should be possible [48].

Having explored conversion of blackbody population
errors followed by a single error detection image, we
next explore mid-sequence detection. We measure the
erasure-excised loss rate with five images equally spaced
during a variable hold time and measure a loss rate of
γp,E5 = 0.12(1) s−1, which is lower than that obtained
with one final erasure image by 0.014(15) s−1. This shows
that the interspersed detection images do not lead to
additional observable loss. In fact, the data hints that
because mid-sequence detection reduces population leak-
age from F to higher vibrational and rotational states
(N ≥ 5), the lifetime of the detection states F is in-
creased. We note that for these population loss investi-
gations, we neither apply dynamical decoupling nor the
spin-echo pulse in composite erasure detection, and are
therefore free from the technical limitations of our Ra-
man scheme (see Section VIC).

Lastly, we demonstrate that coherence loss due to
blackbody leakage errors can be reduced by mid-circuit
erasure conversion. Using a Ramsey sequence, we mea-
sure the hyperfine qubit coherence with and without
erasure excision. For these measurements, we erasure-
convert blackbody excitations mid-circuit, and perform
error detection at the end of the sequence. During the
Ramsey hold time, XY8 dynamical decoupling using the
X-B Raman configuration is applied. Without excision,
the coherence loss rate is 1.64(4) s−1, consistent with the
hyperfine qubit coherence in the X-B Raman scheme,
blackbody loss, and vacuum loss. In particular, off-
resonant scattering from the Raman light contributes at
least ≈ 50% of the decoherence, and can be substantially
reduced (see discussion in Section VIC). By excising data
with erasures, we see a small but statistically significant
(≈ 3σ) decrease in the decoherence rate of 0.17(6) s−1

(Fig. 6(d)), consistent with the improvement the mea-
sured population loss (0.162(15) s−1). Taken together,
our measurements show that blackbody radiation pri-
marily causes population loss but not qubit dephasing.
Although the improvement is small compared to the to-
tal coherence loss rate, which is limited by population

loss due to the XY8 Raman pulses, we expect that these
losses can be substantially decreased by up to a factor
of 60 to 0.1 s−1 with a more optimal Raman light source
(see Section VIC). At that point, blackbody radiation
will become a non-negligible source of error that can be
erasure-converted and detected.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In summary, we have demonstrated 1) a site-resolved
detection scheme that enables robust and record-level fi-
delities for preparing tweezers loaded with molecules oc-
cupying a single internal state, 2) an erasure detection
scheme for molecules for the first time, with error rates at
the few percent level, and 3) mid-circuit erasure conver-
sion of blackbody induced leakage errors. These results
open several possibilities. First, our achieved tweezer
preparation fidelity of ≈ 95% opens access to quantum
many-body simulation of spin models with few percent-
level defects. Second, our erasure conversion scheme adds
a powerful capability that could be useful for quantum
error correction. Third, our work on erasure conversion
of blackbody errors shows that they do not fundamen-
tally impose an upper limit in circuit depth in molecular
tweezer arrays, since they can be corrected mid-circuit
when combined with tweezer reloading and state initial-
ization [50, 51].

In addition to the possibilities above, our development
of a new hyperfine qubit that is simultaneously coher-
ent with a previously demonstrated rotational encoding
opens the door to applications requiring 3-level systems,
such as quantum information processing with qutrits,
simulation of S = 1 quantum spin models, bosonic t-J
models [52], and lattice gauge theory models [53]. Sepa-
rately, our work on detecting blackbody excitations could
be relevant for investigations of molecule-based temper-
ature standards [54]. Lastly, our work on enhanced
tweezer preparation and catching blackbody errors could
also aid molecular tweezer-based precision measurement
experiments [10, 11].
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