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Abstract

Many architectures for quantum information processing rely on qubits
dedicated for the readout of a larger quantum register. These ancilla read-
out qubits present a physical overhead not contributing to the computa-
tional resource. A common implementation in spin qubit architectures
is the readout schemes based on Pauli exclusion of charges confined in
a double quantum dot, with one dot serving as the ancilla qubit. Here,
using a three-qubit spin register and a Pauli exclusion-based readout, we
present z-basis measurements of the entire register constructed with to-
mography, eliminating the physical overhead. We validate our approach
with simulations which provide insight into potential sources of errors in
the reconstruction. We also demonstrate our reconstruction by performing
quantum state tomography on a GHZ state of a spin-qubit based device.

1 Introduction

Recent demonstrations of spin-qubit devices [I}, 28, [, [5] rely on Pauli exclusion-
based spin-to-charge conversion[6] due to its inherent advantages in scalability.
For timescales relevant for readout, this so-called Pauli spin blockade (PSB)
allows for measuring the spin parity of a double quantum dot [7] which operate
as two Loss-DiVincenzo qubits [§]. A disadvantage of this approach is the
typical sacrifice of one of the dots as an ancilla dot for readout which decreases
the quantum volume [9]. Here we mitigate this disadvantage with computational
overhead and realize a z-basis measurement of the complete register.

In principle, using only parity measurements on a pair of qubits allows for
the reconstruction of the full state of the entire register. A recent study [7] has
demonstrated the construction of the density matrix of a two-qubit system using
parity measurements. However, for larger systems with k qubits, the degree of
freedom in the density matrix grows as 22F — 1 and many circuits are needed to



reconstruct the full density matrix. In contrast, a z-basis measurement on a k
qubit system contains only 2¥ —1 degrees of freedom and will require significantly
less circuits to perform a reconstruction.

We focus on a common configuration of a linear array of spin qubits [1];
however, our technique is applicable to other configurations as well, for example
to arrays of n x n [2]. In a linear array, the readout is typically performed by a
parity measurement on the outer qubit pair where the outermost qubit is used
as an ancilla [7]. After the parity measurement, the remaining inner qubits are
readout by a state transfer using CROT gates followed by another the parity
readout on the outer qubit pair. This readout scheme does not prevent the use
of the outer qubits as computational qubits. We direct our attention to the left-
hand side of the device, that is qubit 0, 1 and 2. The readout of the right-hand
side can be performed similarly, in parallel or sequentially.

For a device with k£ qubits, a single circuit with parity measurement on
the outer qubits and direct measurements on the other yields 25! — 1 bits of
information per shot. The minimum number of circuits required to perform
the reconstruction can be determined considering the bits of information per
shot and the degrees of freedom. For the z-basis reconstruction, the minimum
number of circuits needed is 3; for the density matrix reconstruction this is
[(2%F —1)/(25* —1)] > 2**! (Appendix D).

2 Methods

In the introduction we have already seen we need at least 3 circuits to perform
tomographic reconstruction of the z-basis measurements. We now proceed with
choosing the three circuits to perform the tomographic reconstruction of the
z-basis measurements. Our goal is to reconstruct the values |a;|? for a state
> aj]7) using tomography similar to quantum state tomography [10]. A key
difference is that we reconstruct the values |a;|? and not the full density matrix
or coefficients a;.

Note that every observable can be expressed as a sum of Pauli terms (see [11]),
e.g. as a sum of terms from {I,X,Y,Z}®*. As described in Appendixlﬁwe can
restrict the choice of our observables to a linear combination of the terms I ® I,
I®Z,Z®1, and Z ® Z. From a reconstruction point of view, any set of three
linear independent observables is equally suitable. We therefore choose the fol-
lowing observables which can be implemented with only few gates in a broad
range of hardware systems and are symmetric with respect to the qubit pair
involved in the parity readout:

e I®1—7Z® Z: Parity measurement (no additional gates)
e I®I—1®Z: Measurement on first qubit (requires a single CNOT)
e I®I—Z®IL Measurement on second qubit (requires a single CNOT)

These observables correspond to the circuits shown in Figure
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Figure 2: Tomography circuits for a 3-qubit GHZ state. The readout of the

inner qubit is via a controlled rotation.

For a linear array with parity readout on the outer qubits and direct readout
on the inner qubits, Figure [2| shows the circuits expanded for a three-qubit spin
device, which correspond to the observables (I®1-Z®Z)®7Z!, I®1-1QZ)RZ!,
(I®1-7Zx®1)®7Z' (here | = k — 2 is the number of qubits with direct readout).

The linear inversion matrix M maps the coefficients |a;|? to the expectation
values of the observables and has shape 3 - 2¥~1 x 2%, The matrix for k = 2 is

given by

O = OO

O R = OO

_ o O - = O

_ O = O O
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Figure 3: Different steps in the reconstruction. The user input is a normal
circuit diagram (1). The diagram is converted to three tomography circuits
(2), executed on the backend to obtain counts (3). In post-processing readout
error mitigation is applied (4) and the expectation values for the observables
calculated (5). Using the expectation values and the inversion matrix M the
reconstructed counts are calculated (6) and returned to the user.

and the matrix for k£ = 3 is given in Equation [7]

Because the matrix has rank equal to the number of columns, we can apply
least-squares to reconstruct the z-basis from the expectation values. Further,
our linear reconstruction results in correct estimates of the z-basis measurements
also for a system in a mixture state (e.g. a 50/50 mixture of |00) and |11)).
However, the least-squares estimate of our solution can lead to non-physical
estimates (probabilities outside the range [0, 1] can be generated). To mitigate
this, we perform a second optimization step, a gradient descent optimization [12]
with initial point the least-squares solution and the following heuristic cost
function J:

R = (Mp — E;)* (residual)
J(p) = 3 Ri/of + aP(p) (2)

Here, E is the vector of measured values for the observables, 0?2 = E;(1—E;)/N
is the variance of the ith component of the measured observables, o the weight
of the penalty term P(p) and R the residual weighted by the expected variance
of the measurement E. The penalty term is zero for probabilities in the region
[0,1] and greatly increases when outside. To avoid numerical instabilities near
probabilities 0 and 1, we take a regularized version of the variance o?. For
details on the penalty term and regularization see appendix [B]

To determine the quality of our reconstruction method we use simulations
and compare the reconstructed probabilities with the exact probabilities using



the total variation distance (or trace distance) as our fidelity metric. For two
probability distributions a, b the trace distance is defined as

Dtrace(a7 b) = Z |ai - bz|/2 (3)

For details and the relation to the state fidelity see Appendix

3 Results

We have analyzed the quality of our reconstruction method using simulations
in Qiskit [13] and by running it experimentally on a spin qubit device (see Fig-
ure (12} equivalent to that in Ref. [I]). We first use simulations for the following
methods: GHZ state creation, quantum state estimation, assignment matrix
error and gate set tomography. These methods evaluate the performance of
the readout using the reconstruction in comparison with alternative readout
methods. Since our reconstruction method does not change the initialization or
manipulation, we focus on the readout only. Our simulations are either noise-
less or with noise representative for a spin-based quantum processor (details
in Appendix Appendix . Next, we compare our reconstruction method with
readout using an ancilla qubit. Finally, we create a 3-qubit GHZ state on a spin
qubit based device.

GHZ state creation The classical example of quantum entanglement is
the Bell state whose multi-qubit generalization is the GHZ state. We therefore
first apply our reconstruction method to a 3-qubit GHZ state. Figure [] shows
the results of a direct measurement and reconstruction. We note the trace norm
of the reconstruction being lower than the direct measurement. This can be ex-
plained by considering the variance in the different circuit measurements. The
variation in a state measurement (or reconstruction) is determined by the state
and the number of shots. When measuring a 3-qubit GHZ state |000) + |111)
the variance in the bitstring fractions 000 and 111 is .25/N. This variance re-
sults in a non-zero trace norm for direct measurements. For the reconstruction
using parity readout method, the first circuit measures the parity of the GHZ
state which is even, hence this measurement has no variation (for an ideal de-
vice). The low variation in this first circuit leads to a better fidelity for the
reconstruction than for a normal measurement. When performing the measure-
ments on a large number of identically prepared GHZ states, we see that indeed
the reconstruction method performs better on average (Figure [5). To prevent
such state-dependent bias, we analyze the performance of the reconstruction on
random unitary states instead of a single state.

State estimation results For the reconstruction method we run our cir-
cuits with 800 shots. To compare with the direct readout method we simulate
the direct method both with 800 shots as well or with 2400 shots (the total
number of shots being equal for both methods in the latter). Figures and
[6h] show the results of a simulation. While for the noiseless simulation the re-
construction method performs worse than direct measurement with 2400 shots
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Figure 4: Reconstruction of a 3-qubit GHZ state.
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Figure 5: Histogram of reconstruction fidelities on a Bell state. For a large num-
ber of simulations we calculated the trace distance from the exact probabilties
to the reconstructed probabilities (red). We also calculated a histogram of the
trace distances between sampled probabilties for 800 and 2400 shots (green and
blue).
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(a) Qiskit Aer (noiseless)
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(b) Spin-X backend simulator

Figure 6: Reconstruction results on random unitary gates. All histograms have
been obtained with 8000 runs. The reconstruction results have been obtained
with 800 shots per circuit.

and comparable to direct measurement with 800 shots, the methods perform
comparable for the simulation with noise (see appendix |C| for details). The re-
duction of the impact of the number of shots for the direct measurements is due
to other noise sources becoming more important. We note that the quality of
the readout depends on the simulation settings such as readout fidelity, which
greatly affects both the direct and the reconstruction method, and the quality
of the CX gate which only affects the reconstruction method.

Readout error We have measured the readout assignment matrix [14] using
direct readout and reconstruction using parity measurements. For a noiseless
simulation, both reconstruction methods are perfect (fidelity 1). For our Spin-
X simulation, the fidelities of both qubits are slightly higher than those in the
direct readout (Figure E[) This is again a consequence of the state preparation
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Figure 7: Readout assignment matrices for reconstruction using parity readout
(left) and direct readout (right) for a simulation with ideal gates and readout
noise. Displayed is the difference between the measured matrix and the ideal
matrix (the identity matrix).

for the readout error mitigation resulting in states with definite parity.

Gate set tomography We have performed gate set tomography (GST)
on the circuits measured with our parity reconstruction method. GST can
reconstruct the gates (X90, Y90, CZ) and estimate the state preparation and
measurement (SPAM) probability. Performing GST with our method results
in the correct gate estimates, which validates our reconstruction method. The
SPAM probability estimated from GST with our method is 0.957, which is close
to the SPAM probability of 0.964 for direct readout, which further confirms our
readout quality being comparable to that for direct readout (Appendix @[)

Comparison of reconstruction using parity readout and readout
using an ancilla qubit For a physical quantum system implementation, the
readout choice (e.g. ancilla based readout or reconstruction using parity read-
out, see Figure|l)) is a trade-off between the resulting number of computational
qubits, the resulting gate fidelities and the circuit execution time. This trade-
off is heavily system dependent. Here we compare the two approaches which
result in two computational qubits on a 3-qubit system. Figure [8| shows the
comparison between the two methods. The reconstruction using parity readout
performs better, suggesting its advantage over the ancilla based readout.

Device results We have implemented the reconstruction method on a six-
quantum dot spin qubit device. Native gates on this device are the R, and R,
gates, the R, gate (virtual, hence noiseless) and the CZ gate. We created a
3-qubit GHZ state using the circuit diagram shown in Figure [0a] The circuit
is transpiled into circuit with native gates only (Figure . The resulting
reconstruction for the GHZ state is shown in Figure [I0] The reconstruction has
trace norm 0.298, which is higher than the typical trace norm expected from
the simulation. This can be explained by the native 2-qubit gate having a low
gate fidelity [I5], section 9.3] of only 80% during the data acquisition.

We have also performed quantum state tomography on the 3-qubit GHZ
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Figure 8: Reconstruction of random unitaries using ancilla based readout and
reconstruction using parity readout.

state. This is a double reconstruction: we measure 27 - 3 circuits and recon-
struct from those the 27 results required for 3-qubit state tomography. We then
perform state tomography to obtain the density matrix of the state shown in

Figure [T1]

4 Discussion

We have shown that reconstruction using parity readout is a viable alternative
to ancilla based readout. This result is relevant for spin-qubit systems where
direct readout is often not available and for maximizing the number of com-
putational qubits with a small computational overhead. Our simulations and
device measurements further show that the overhead of tomography using parity
readout is comparable to indirect readout using state transfer.

Finally, spin states that are preserved during the parity measurements allow
for an alternative reconstruction scheme. For spin quantum processors using
Pauli spin blockade for readout, the odd parity states relax to the singlet state,
whereas the even parity states |00) and |11) are preserved. This preservation
enables a two-circuit readout scheme (with additional parity measurements and
operations) to reconstruct the measurements [16].
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Figure 12: False color SEM image of the device nominally identical to the 6D2S
device measured in this paper. q, indicate the quantum dots with few electron
spins hosting the qubits. SD1 and SD2 are the sensing dots enabling the readout.
Spin-to-charge conversion is done by Pauli spin blockade (PSB) using qi, q2
pair, and similarly using qg, g5 pair. Readout of the inner spins are enabled by
CROT logic gates. Qubits are driven by electric-dipole spin resonance (EDSR)
enabled by the micromagnet shown in purple creating a magnetic field gradient
in vertical direction. The rf signal driving the qubits is delivered by the electrode
in yellow indicated with EDSR. A similar device is reported in Ref. [1].

A  Device

The device we use is a Si/SiGe heterostructure similar to the one in [I] (see Fig-

ure [12).

B Details on regularization

We use regularization to avoid numerical instabilities around probability 0 and
1. The probability cost method we use is

p[® if p<0
P(p) =40 if0<p<1. (4)

(p—1)?2 ifp>1
This ensures any probability estimates outside the valid [0, 1] region have a
penalty term. For the regularization of the variance we use the regularized

probability 7(p, €). The regularized probability is equal to the probability in the
inner region, but regularized using a second order polynomial near 0 and 1. The

14
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Figure 13: Probability regularization using a second order polynomial near 0
and 1.

regularized probability is defined as:

€/2 ifp<0
€/2 + p*/(2€) ifo<p<e
r(p,€) =qp ife<p<l-—e. (5)
1—(e/2+(1-p)?/(2) ifl—-e<p<1
1—¢/2 ifp>1

The variance estimate is regularized as

o® =r(p,e)(1 —r(p,e))/N, (6)

with N the number of shots. The regularization ensures that the variance
estimate is non-zero for all estimates p.

C Simulation details

The Spin-X simulations have been performed using Qiskit with noise added to
the single-qubit gates, two-qubit gates and the readout operation. We com-
pile every circuits to native gates R,, Ry, R, and CZ. We add depolarization
noise [15] section 9.4.3] with parameter p = 0.05 to all single-qubit rotations and
in addition add an overrotation of 1 degree to the first qubit. For 2-qubit CZ
gate we add depolarizing noise on each of the qubits involved with parameter
p = 0.1. For the readout operation, we simulate readout with fidelity 0.97. To
simulate the parity readout we replace the parity readout operation on a qubit

15



Number of qubits

1 2 3 6

Dimension of state vector 2 4 8 64

Real degrees of freedom in the state vector 2 6 14 126

Density matrix shape 2x2 | 4x4 | 8x8 | 64x64

DM real degrees of freedom 3 15 63 4095

Z-basis measurement real degrees of freedom 1 3 7 63

Minimal number of circuits for z-basis - 3 3
Minimal number of circuits for DM - 3 21 133

Table 1: State vector and density matrix dimensions. Number of circuits re-
quired for reconstruction.

pair (a,b) by the combination of a noiseless CNOT(a,b) and a direct readout
on qubit b.

D Selection of reconstruction circuits

A lower bound on the minimal number of circuits required for reconstruction of
either a z-basis measurement or density matrix can be obtained by analyzing
the degrees of freedom. The z-basis measurement has 2 — 1 degrees of freedom,
the density matrix has 22¥ — 2 real degrees of freedom. This is summarized
in Table [

The reconstruction circuits correspond to observables to be measured. Note
that every observable can be expressed as a sum of Pauli terms (see [I]), e.g.
as a sum of terms from {I,X,Y,Z}®¥. But any term involving a Pauli Y pro-
vides no information about the Z-basis measurements, since if we have real
coefficients, expectation of the Pauli Y is 0. Terms involving terms X suffer
from the issue that their expectation value is non-linear in the state vectors.
E.g. Epys(X)! = Ey(X) + E4(X) (this is in contrast with the density matrices
where we have E, (X) = tr((p+p")X) = tr(pX) +tr(p'X) = E,(X)+E, (X)).
This prevents our linear construction to work properly. So we reduce (without
loss of generality) our set of observables to a sum of terms IQ I, I® Z, Z® I,
and Z ® Z. These observables have the property that the expectation of the
sum of two states equals the sum of the expectations of the individual states.
Since I ® I is constant and we need at least 3 independent circuits our choice of
circuits up to equivalence is unique. So from an quantum information point of
view there is only one choice in circuits. From an implementation point of view
there are some differences, as some observables require more gates to implement
on a given backend.

For a system with 3 qubits for which the first two have parity readout and
the last one direct readout, we can use the following inversion matrix
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1001 0 0 0O
00001001
01100000
0 000O0OT1T10P0
101 0 0 00O
M 00001010 (7)
01010000
0000 O0OT1O01
110 0 0 0 0 O
00001100
00110000
0 000O0O0OT171

E Gate set tomography

The gate set tomography experiments have been performed with PyGSTi [17].
We use the smq2Q_XYCPHASE modelpack and germs up to length 8. Our experi-
ments use a simulator with noise on the readout and the single- and two-qubit
gates. We performed 3 reconstructions: direct readout, direct readout with
readout error mitigation [I8] and finally our reconstruction method. All three
methods successfully reconstruct the single- and two-qubit gates and their fi-
delities. This is to be expected, as all methods only differ in the readout (the
initialization and gate operations are identical). Both the readout error mit-
igation and the reconstruction method show a large model violation. This is
an indication that the readout part in these methods does not satisfy the pure
quantum measurement operator statistics. Usually a high model violation in-
dicates a non-Markovian system, but that is not the case in our simulation.
Finally the SPAM error is the most interesting. Our baseline has estimated
SPAM error 0.964. The readout error mitigation has estimated SPAM proba-
bility 0.995. So the readout error mitigation created a better SPAM, at the cost
of introducing statistics that does not match the pure quantum measurement
operator statistics (hence the high model violation). Our reconstruction method
has only a slightly lower SPAM probability at 0.957.

F State and probability metrics

Two natural metrics for probability distributions, quantum states or density
matrices are the trace norm and state fidelity. For probability distributions we

17



define

Dirace(p, q Z |pi — qil/2 (trace distance [I5], equation 9.1], 8)

Ffract1on p, Z vV Piq; (ﬁdehty [15, equation 92],9)

For pure states the state fidelity is equivalent to the trace fidelity. See [15]
section 9.2.3]. For two states |¢) = Y. a;]i), [¢) = >, b;|i) the state fidelity is
defined as

F(ly),16) = [(W]o)[* = |Za*b 2 (10)

With this definition states |0) + |1) and |0) — |1) have fidelity zero. But when
performing a Z-basis measurement these states have the same probability distri-
bution for the measurement outcomes. So from a reconstruction point of view,
|0) + |1) and |0) — |1) are equally good reconstructions. For that reason we are
looking at the trace norm of the probability distributions |a,|*.

For pure states |a), |b) the trace distance and fidelity are related by

Dirace(la), b)) = /1 — F(|a), [6))?. (11)

So the choice between trace distance and fidelity is a matter of scale. Also
see [19].
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