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We present experimental demonstrations of accurate and unambiguous single-shot discrimination
between three quantum channels using a single trapped 40Ca+ ion. The three channels cannot be dis-
tinguished unambiguously using repeated single channel queries, the natural classical analogue. We
develop techniques for using the 6-dimensional D5/2 state space for quantum information processing,
and we implement protocols to discriminate quantum channel analogues of phase shift keying and
amplitude shift keying data encodings used in classical radio communication. The demonstrations
achieve discrimination accuracy exceeding 99% in each case, limited entirely by known experimental
imperfections.

The indistinguishability of non-orthogonal states is one
of the hallmarks of quantum mechanics, and it is both
an obstacle and a resource. Much theoretical and ex-
perimental effort has been devoted to the task of quan-
tum state discrimination [1–9] and its applications [10–
12] over the past several decades. The related and far
richer topic of quantum channel discrimination [13] is sig-
nificantly more complex [14], and many channels can be
distinguished unambiguously even when analogous states
cannot [15, 16]. These theoretical ideas open the door
to exciting experimental probes of large classes of chan-
nels, including the widely used phase-shift keying (PSK)
and amplitude-shift keying (ASK) channels, which clas-
sically encode data in phase- or amplitude-modulation of
a carrier signal. These protocols have natural quantum
analogues where the channels cannot be distinguished
without error using semiclassical finite-length protocols
[1, 17].

Distinguishing among many quantum channels re-
quires larger Hilbert spaces and more complex quantum
gate sequences than binary channel discrimination, and
these needs are well-met by atomic systems. The long
coherence times [18–20], high-fidelity single-qubit gates
[19, 21], and natural presence of many long-lived states
[22] in atomic systems make them attractive for quantum
protocols. More enticingly, atoms offer high-dimensional
metastable state manifolds for encoding qudits or multi-
ple qubits within a single atom [22–29], which are useful
for discrimination among many channels. Additionally,
atomic systems are well-suited for electromagnetic sens-
ing and communication, exemplified by the elegant use of
Rydberg atoms for broadband signal detection and clas-
sical PSK and ASK protocols [30–33].

In this Letter, we experimentally demonstrate solu-
tions to quantum channel discrimination problems con-
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structed via the formalism of quantum signal process-
ing (QSP) [34–36]. QSP enables the application of
nearly arbitrary d-degree polynomial transformations of
an operator acting on a quantum subsystem by inter-
leaving the operator with O(d) unitary processing rota-
tions. Here, we extend the protocol developed in [16]
to the larger Hilbert space of the D5/2 and S1/2 mani-

folds of a trapped 40Ca+ ion and present experimental
results for unambiguous channel discrimination among
a triad of π-rotations about non-orthogonal axes of the
Bloch sphere (see Fig. 1); this quantum PSK scheme is a
quantum channel analogue of the non-orthogonal Peres-
Wootters states [37], imaginatively known as “Mercedes-
Benz” states in classical signal processing [38]. Similarly,
we demonstrate and compare this with a protocol for
discriminating rotations of varying angles about a con-
sistent axis to realize a quantum ASK scheme. In both
cases, we achieve detection accuracy exceeding 99%, with
the inaccuracy well explained by known experimental im-
perfections. We also describe how these protocols can
be extended to distinguish n channels with O(n) oracle
queries.

Prior work. Quantum channel discrimination for
operators from a finite set is theoretically well under-
stood [15, 39–43], but there have been few experimen-
tal realizations. The experiments reported here realize
and extend the results of [16], which give quantum al-
gorithms with optimal query complexity that discrimi-
nate sets of quantum channels faithfully represented by
a finite subgroup of SU(2). In this case, the unknown
channel (the “oracle”) is one of several possible unitary
rotations. Single-shot oracle queries can distinguish such
channels only with minimum error given by the Helstrom
bound [17, 44], which is perror = 1/3 for the symmetric
unitary channels investigated here [5, 9, 45]. Photonic
systems have been used to discriminate between two such
unitary channels using finite queries with [46] and with-
out [47] entanglement. Discrimination between bosonic
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Figure 1. Operations and atomic states used in the channel-
discrimination protocols. (a) Bloch sphere showing PSK ro-
tations, with colored arrows showing rotation axes at angles
of 0, 2π/3, and 4π/3 in the x̂–ŷ plane, relative to x̂. (b) Bloch
sphere showing ASK rotations about x̂. (c) Energy level di-
agram of the relevant states and transitions of 40Ca+ ions.
(d) Quantum circuit diagram for the PSK protocol. Gates
shaded red are performed using the 729 nm laser, and all oth-
ers are performed with the 8.6MHz rf drive. Precomputed
processing gates Ui are shaded blue. Gates labeled with the

? icon represent the oracle.

optical channels has also been realized in the framework
of quantum reading [48]. Quantum process tomography
has been realized in many physical systems, and such
tomography can be used for channel discrimination, but
aims at parameter measurement instead of making dis-
crete decisions [14].Recently, another application of quan-
tum signal processing (for Hamiltonian simulation) was
implemented on a trapped-ion system [49].

Methods. We develop and implement pulse sequences
to perform single-shot (requiring only a single trial) dis-
crimination among three unitary channels using only four
oracle queries per trial, based on the QSP-derived pro-
tocols in [16]. In particular, the three possible uni-
tary rotations for our implementation of PSK are the π-
rotations of the Bloch sphere about different axes shown
in Fig. 1(a): R(π, 0), R(π, 2π/3), or R(π, 4π/3), where
R(θ, ϕ) represents a rotation of angle θ about the axis
(x̂ cosϕ+ ŷ sinϕ). This version of the algorithm was de-
veloped using numerical optimization of pulse parame-
ters. For the case of ASK channel discrimination, the or-

acle becomes one of the three rotations about the x̂ axis
shown in Fig. 1(b): R(0, 0), R(2π/3, 0), or R(4π/3, 0).
The ASK processing pulses were found by using pyqsp
[36, 50] to generate the quantum signal processing phases.
In each case, the first half of the pulse sequence differ-
entiates between signal angles (the oracle’s angle ϕ or θ
for PSK or ASK, respectively) 0 and ̸= 0, and the sec-
ond half differentiates signal angles 2π/3 and 4π/3. Each
half is composed of the unknown signal operator inter-
leaved between the precomputed processing gates. This
is illustrated as a circuit diagram for the PSK case in
Fig. 1(d). The pulse sequence for PSK (shown in a sim-
plified form at the top of Fig. 2) is comprised of 24 laser
and rf pulses, and the ASK sequence is comprised of 31
pulses. See the Supplemental Material [51] for the full
pulse sequence parameters.

Although QSP is traditionally considered in the con-
text of qubits (two-level systems), we have shown the
ability to convert the qubit-based ASK algorithm given
in [16] to both ASK and PSK algorithms in the six-
level D5/2 manifold of 40Ca+ by proper consideration of
the relevant SU(6) dynamics [58, 59]. In particular, se-
quences of rotations that add up to the identity remain
the identity, and sequences of rotations that add up to a
bit flip operation in SU(2) likewise add up to the SU(6)
generalization of a not gate. Figure 3(a) and (b) show
how the response of the QSP algorithm (the population
in each output state as a function of the oracle’s signal
angle θ or ϕ) changes when adapting the algorithm from
SU(2) to SU(6). Specifically, the response of each algo-
rithm is the same at the angles of interest (0, 2π/3, and
4π/3), but differs at other angles due to the differences
in SU(2) and SU(6) dynamics. Figure 3(c) shows the re-
sponse of the PSK protocol as a function of the phase ϕ
in the D5/2 manifold, where we observe twice as many
peaks as in the ASK protocol [Fig. 3(b)]. This is because
the algorithm transforms the PSK oracle with phase ϕ
into an ASK oracle with angle θ = 2ϕ, leading to an am-
biguity when distinguishing even numbers of channels.
In the Supplemental Material [51], we describe in detail
the relationship between SU(2) (qubit) and SU(6) (D5/2

manifold) rotations, the transformation of ASK oracles
into PSK oracles, and the resolution of this even-channel-
number PSK ambiguity using a single extra oracle query.

Our experiment takes advantage of the extended
Hilbert space of ground and metastable states in single
40Ca+ ions. We make use of states from the D5/2 man-
ifold for processing and the S1/2 manifold for shelving
and readout. We label our three PSK algorithm readout
states |ϕ = 0⟩ in the S1/2 manifold, and |ϕ = 2π/3⟩ and
|ϕ = 4π/3⟩ in the D5/2 manifold, as depicted in Fig. 1(c).
Ions are confined in a cryogenic surface-electrode trap at
5K, similar to systems described previously [60, 61]. The
oracle is applied as an 8.6MHz radio frequency (rf) sig-
nal from a small antenna located inside the coldest stage
of the cryostat, approximately 3 cm from the ion. In the
PSK case, the oracle rotations are realized by fixed-length
pulses with phases of 0, 2π/3 or 4π/3, the same as classi-
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Figure 2. Experimental data of the three-phase PSK algorithm as a function of evolution time. The pulse sequence represen-
tation along the top has colors and labels matching those in Fig. 1(d). The chart below is lightly shaded to highlight when
each pulse is being applied. The phase of the oracle’s π pulse is indicated on the right side of the figure. The three colors
and shapes of points correspond to the probability of measuring each readout state [see Fig. 1(c)]. Each point corresponds
to 200 trials, and the experimental data are overlaid on a zero-free-parameter simulation of the expected performance of the
algorithm, displayed as solid lines. Error bars represent 1σ confidence intervals.

cal ternary PSK. The rf antenna is also used to apply the
processing gates, and all rf pulses act solely on the D5/2

manifold. Additionally, a narrow linewidth 729 nm laser
is used to move population between the S1/2 manifold
and the D5/2 manifold.

Laser-based shelving to the S1/2 manifold allows us to
adapt the multi-qubit QSP sequence into a single-shot,
single-ion algorithm. If the first half of the QSP sequence
determines that the oracle’s angle was 0, the population
will be in the |ϕ = 4π/3⟩ state, and the following laser π
pulse moves population to the state |ϕ = 0⟩ in the S1/2
manifold (similar to “hiding” and “unhiding” pulses in
[62]). Otherwise, population is in the other states of the
D5/2 manifold after the first half of the algorithm, so the
laser pulse has no effect. The protocol then proceeds
to differentiate between the remaining two angles. This
pulse sequence is shown schematically at the top of Fig. 2.

Through these QSP sequences of oracle queries inter-
leaved with precomputed processing pulses, we determin-
istically transfer population to different states according
to the oracle value. The populated state is then de-
termined using the following qudit-style readout scheme
[22, 25, 28]. We first apply 397 nm detection light reso-
nant with the S1/2 ↔ P1/2 cycling transition [Fig. 1(c)]
and look for fluorescence, which indicates the ion was
in the |ϕ = 0⟩ state. If no fluorescence is observed, a
laser π pulse is used to transfer the population from the

|ϕ = 2π/3⟩ state to the ground state, and the detection
beam is again applied. If there is again no fluorescence,
the |ϕ = 4π/3⟩ population is transferred down and the
fluorescence measurement is repeated a third time. We
measure the population in all three readout states to de-
tect any leakage out of this three-state space.

Sources of error. There are two primary sources of
error for this experiment that arise from use of the larger
Hilbert space of trapped ion systems: control instability
and level instability. Control instability refers to ampli-
tude or phase fluctuations of the applied pulses, and level
instability refers to fluctuations in the energy of states.
We minimize control instability errors by taking advan-
tage of the superior phase and amplitude stability of the
rf drive over laser pulses wherever possible by performing
all the quantum information processing with the rf drive
in the D5/2 manifold. For the few remaining required
laser π pulses, we use CP Robust 180 pulse sequences
[63, 64], which reduce laser-induced errors in our experi-
ment by a factor of 5.

Use of the full manifold of states places strict require-
ments on the stability of the state’s energy levels. The
magnetic field sensitivity of Zeeman sublevels’ energies
passes this constraint on to the magnetic field, and we
address this requirement both passively and actively. To
achieve >99% accuracy, the length of the algorithm and
our experimental parameters dictate that the rf drive
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Figure 3. Input-output plot showing the response of channel
discrimination protocols as a function of the signal angle for
the channel. For ASK protocols, the signal angle is the rota-
tion angle θ, and for the PSK protocol it is the phase ϕ. Error
bars represent 1σ confidence intervals, but are smaller than
data point symbols in most cases. Data points correspond
to 200 trials. (a) Theory curves for an ASK protocol im-
plemented with qubits [SU(2)]. (b) ASK protocol performed
in the D5/2 manifold [SU(6)], with data points overlaid on
solid theory curves. (c) PSK performed in the D5/2 manifold
[SU(6)], with data points overlaid on solid theory curves.

must remain within 30Hz of resonance, corresponding to
a magnetic field stability of better than 20 µG. The cryo-
genic apparatus allows us to stabilize the magnetic field
with two rings of superconducting niobium [61, 65, 66],
enabling metastable Zeeman qubit coherence times of
T ∗
2 ≈ 90ms (see Supplemental Material [51]). This

stability is sufficient for a single trial taking less than
1ms, but slow frequency drifts require compensation on
the timescale of seconds, which we implement as an ac-
tive feed-forward protocol. This clock-like scheme is de-
scribed in the Supplemental Material [51]. This protocol
brings magnetic-field-induced errors well below 1%, al-
lowing us to take full advantage of these magnetic field-
sensitive states.

Results. We achieve better than 99% accuracy for
both the ASK and PSK quantum channel discrimination
algorithms. For the PSK case, the applied operator was
correctly determined in 99.4+0.1

−0.2% of trials, averaged over
the three possible oracle values. For the ASK case, we
measure the correct output state with 99.6+0.1

−0.1% accu-
racy, even when applying a total of 31 pulses (see Sup-
plemental Material [51]). Uncertainties represent 1σ con-
fidence intervals computed using the Wilson score inter-
val method [67, 68]. The probability of detecting the ion
in each of the three output states is shown in Fig. 4(a)
and (c), with the population deviations from the ideal
case shown in Fig. 4(b) and (d), for the PSK and ASK
cases, respectively. A plot of the populations of the three
readout states as a function of evolution time during
the algorithm is shown in Fig. 2 for the PSK algorithm,
demonstrating close agreement of the data with the an-
alytic predictions (solid lines). Both versions of the al-

a) b)

c) d)

Phase-shift keying

Amplitude-shift keying

Figure 4. Populations and magnitudes of population devia-
tions from optimal (the 3×3 identity matrix) for each possible
oracle value for both phase- and amplitude-shift keying imple-
mentations of the three-channel discrimination problem. The
data for each signal angle corresponds to 10,000 trials. (a)
PSK populations. (b) Magnitude of PSK deviation from op-
timal. (c) ASK populations. (d) Magnitude of ASK deviation
from optimal.

gorithm are shown as a function of signal angle (θ or ϕ)
in Fig. 3, again showing close agreement with predicted
performance.

The inaccuracy is well-explained by known error
sources, and is dominated by control errors rather than
intrinsic errors. We measure the inaccuracy due to state
preparation, detection, and laser π pulses to be 0.21(5)%,
and calculate the magnetic field-induced errors to be 0.2–
0.4% for the different versions of the algorithm by es-
timating the average detuning from resonance. Errors
from spontaneous emission from the D5/2 states during
the duration of the experiment are <0.1%. All three of
these error mechanisms could result in population leak-
age out of the three-state readout space, but with the
current readout method, spontaneous emission appears
not as leakage but as measurement of an incorrect read-
out state. This is discussed in the Supplemental Material
[51].

Outlook and conclusion. The results we report here
set the stage for the exploration of large sets of quantum
channels. As expected from theory [16], these results
show a quantum advantage over semiclassical and näıve
quantum protocols (see the Supplemental Material [51]).
Scaling this algorithm to n channels with equally-spaced
angles is straightforward and asymptotically optimal in
query complexity [16], scaling as O(n). We have also
shown how to discriminate channels in the desirable case
of phase-shift keying with an even number of angles with
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a single additional oracle query [51].

In conclusion, we have demonstrated entanglement-
free discrimination of more than two quantum channels
with finitely many queries of the operator, using a frame-
work that can be scaled to many channels. We have
demonstrated this protocol with single-shot readout by
using the combined state space of the D5/2 and S1/2 man-
ifolds of a trapped ion, including the development of novel
quantum information processing techniques in the 6-level
D5/2 manifold that highlight the quantum information
processing potential of metastable states [23]. Due to
atomic systems’ ability to receive electromagnetic signals
across an exceptionally broad frequency band, this opens
the door to single-atom reception, decoding, and quan-
tum processing of a wide range of classical and quantum

signals.
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[55] O. Băzăvan, S. Saner, M. Minder, A. C. Hughes, R. T.
Sutherland, D. M. Lucas, R. Srinivas, and C. J. Ballance,
Phys. Rev. A 107, 022617 (2023).

[56] J. A. Bergou, U. Futschik, and E. Feldman, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 108, 250502 (2012).

[57] P. Giorda, P. Zanardi, and S. Lloyd, Phys. Rev. A 68,
062320 (2003).

[58] R. J. Cook and B. W. Shore, Phys. Rev. A 20, 539 (1979).
[59] M. J. Curtis, Measurement-selected ensembles in trapped-

ion qubits, Ph.D. thesis, Oxford University (2010).
[60] J. M. Sage, A. J. Kerman, and J. Chiaverini, Phys. Rev.

A 86, 013417 (2012).
[61] C. Bruzewicz, R. McConnell, J. Stuart, J. Sage, and

J. Chiaverini, npj Quantum Inf. 5, 102 (2019).
[62] J. T. Barreiro, P. Schindler, O. Gühne, T. Monz,

M. Chwalla, C. F. Roos, M. Hennrich, and R. Blatt, Nat.
Phys. 6, 943 (2010).

[63] C. A. Ryan, J. S. Hodges, and D. G. Cory, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 105, 200402 (2010).

[64] J. E. Christensen, D. Hucul, W. C. Campbell, and E. R.
Hudson, npj Quantum Inf. 6, 35 (2020).

[65] G. Gabrielse, J. Tan, P. Clateman, L. Orozco, S. Rol-
ston, C. Tseng, and R. Tjoelker, J. Magn. Reson. 91,
564 (1991).

[66] S. X. Wang, J. Labaziewicz, Y. Ge, R. Shewmon, and

I. L. Chuang, Phys. Rev. A 81, 062332 (2010).
[67] E. B. Wilson, J. Am. Stat. Assoc 22, 209 (1927).
[68] The Wilson score interval is recommended by statisti-

cians over the commonly used Wald interval; L. D.
Brown, T. T. Cai, and A. DasGupta, Stat. Sci. 16, 101
(2001).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040203
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.1119
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.1119
https://doi.org/10.1561/2000000006
https://doi.org/10.1561/2000000006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.177901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.270404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.270404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.100503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.100503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.210501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.062606
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.062606
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(98)00064-4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/48/8/083001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.160502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.160502
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/41/19/195501
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abc7796
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.05533
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.05533
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2003.02831
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.4713
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.4713
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.180501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.180501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.022617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.250502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.250502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.68.062320
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.68.062320
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.20.539
https://ethos.bl.uk/OrderDetails.do?uin=uk.bl.ethos.526555
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.013417
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.013417
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-019-0218-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1781
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys1781
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.200402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.200402
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-020-0265-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(91)90382-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2364(91)90382-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.062332
https://doi.org/10.2307/2276774
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1009213286
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1009213286


7

Supplemental Material for:
Experimental quantum channel discrimination

using metastable states of a trapped ion

S-I. INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental Material contains additional details
of the experimental implementation of the algorithms de-
scribed in the main text, as well as additional theoret-
ical background. Section S-II expands on the descrip-
tion of the experimental methods, beginning with a more
detailed description of the apparatus in Section S-IIA.
We then discuss the active magnetic field feed-forward
scheme in Section S-II B, followed by an enumeration of
the pulse parameters implemented in the experiments re-
ported in the main text in Section S-II C. Section S-III
contains background and additional detail for the quan-
tum signal processing algorithms, as well as a more thor-
ough description of the physics of rotations of the D5/2

manifold. Section S-IIIA contains a derivation of the
pulse sequences, including a review of the ideas of quan-
tum signal processing. This is expanded on in Section S-
III B, where we extend the theoretical results of QSP to
allow discrimination of phase shift keying oracles. Sec-
tion S-III C discusses the query complexity of these re-
sults and the quantum advantage afforded by these QSP
sequences over incoherent methods. Section S-IIID dis-
cusses the differences and similarities between the D5/2

manifold’s six-level space and QSP’s typical domain of
qubits, and how many QSP algorithms can be directly
converted into pulse sequences in higher-spin spaces like
the D5/2 manifold.

S-II. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

A. Experimental setup

The experiments reported in the main text were car-
ried out in a cryogenic surface-electrode trap [60], de-
picted in Fig. S1. Figure S1(a) shows an optical image
of the trap surface, superimposed with the beam orienta-
tion of the narrow linewidth 729 nm laser that is used to
drive transitions between ground and metastable states.
It also depicts the approximate orientation of the rf an-
tenna that applies processing and oracle pulses, and the
antenna is shown in Fig. S1(b). The ≈ 5G magnetic
field that sets the quantization axis is oriented normal to
the plane of the trap. The field is generated initially by
a set of Helmholtz coils, but after cooling to below the
transition temperature of niobium, the field is fixed in
place by two superconducting rings of niobium and the
Helmholtz coils are turned off. The bottom of the two
rings is visible in Fig. S1(c).

The system is loaded from a pre-cooled source of 40Ca
atoms provided by a two-dimensional magneto-optical
trap [52]. Atoms are ionized inside the trapping region

Figure S1. Experimental setup. (a) Image of the surface-
electrode trap, including the orientation of the 729 nm beam
and a symbolic depiction of the direction of the rf antenna. (b)
Image of the rf antenna, which is located within the 5K stage
of the cryostat. (c) Image of the outside of the 5K stage of
the cryostat, including the bottom of the two superconducting
Nb rings and the rf antenna.

by a two-step photoionization process. State prepara-
tion consists of Doppler cooling using the 397 nm laser,
sideband cooling using the 729 nm laser into the motional
ground state, and optical pumping into the |ϕ = 0⟩ state.
Experimental operations follow standard procedures for
trapping 40Ca+ in surface traps [53, 60].

The rf antenna used for the oracle and processing
pulses in the algorithm is a small hand-wound coil of
wire on the 4K stage of the cryostat. An external reso-
nant matching circuit impedance-matches the antenna at
the ≈ 8.6MHz resonance frequency of the D5/2 manifold,
set by our magnetic field strength. Due to the differing
g-factors of the S1/2 and D5/2 manifolds, the rf antenna
selectively drives transitions only in the D5/2 manifold.
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Figure S2. Analytic calculation of maximum PSK accuracy
as a function of detuning of the rf drive from resonance. The
green shaded region represents accuracy ≥ 99% for all three
oracle values.

B. Active magnetic field compensation

As discussed in the main text, the static magnetic field
seen by the ion must be kept stable to better than 20 µG.
By constructing propagators for the rotation operators
used in the experiment that take into account the de-
tuning of the rf source from the Zeeman resonance, we
calculated the accuracy of the algorithm as a function
of detuning, shown in Fig. S2. This calculation assumes
that the magnetic field has a constant value for each re-
alization of the experiment, which is supported by the
measured 90ms T∗

2 of a metastable state Zeeman qubit
(see below). While passive shielding dramatically im-
proves the stability, we need additional compensation to
reach the desired accuracy. To keep the rf drive well
within 30Hz of resonance with the Zeeman splitting of
the D5/2 manifold, we implemented a feed-forward proto-
col that runs between every repetition of the experiment.
We use a standard Ramsey interference clock protocol to
measure the rf detuning from resonance.

To perform the Ramsey interference experiment, we
need access to a magnetic-field-sensitive qubit. We iso-
late a qubit in the two lowest-energy D5/2 states (m =
−5/2 and m = −3/2 by light-shifting the neighboring
state (m = −1/2) out of resonance with the rf drive so
the drive couples the m = −5/2 and m = −3/2 states,
but population is not transferred from the m = −3/2
state to the m = −1/2 state and out of our qubit Hilbert
space (similar to that demonstrated in [54, 55]). This
is depicted in Fig. S3(b), with state preparation to the
m = −3/2 magnetic sublevel shown in Fig. S3(a). We
perform qubit isolation by detuning the 729 nm laser ap-
proximately 10 kHz from the transition to the m = −1/2
state, resulting in a shift of ≈ 30 kHz for our beam inten-
sity [Fig. S3(b)]. This shifting is applied while we simul-
taneously apply the rf drive to perform a π/2-pulse to set
up the Ramsey experiment, and the light shift is turned
off during the interrogation time. A −π/2-pulse (imple-

state prep/readout

8.6 MHz rf

light shift

8.6 MHz rfb)

a)

Figure S3. Energy level diagrams. (a) Energy levels showing
state prep of with the 729 nm laser into the m = −3/2 state in
the D5/2 manifold, and six-level coupling of the rf drive. (b)
Energy levels showing the use of the 729 nm laser to apply
a light shift to the m = −1/2 state in the D5/2 manifold,
shifting it out of resonance with the rf drive. This isolates a
qubit in the m = −5/2 and m = −3/2 states.

mented as a π/2-pulse with a 180◦ phase shift) is then
applied in the same manner, and the ion is de-shelved and
measured. An experimentally-calibrated constant offset
of approximately 100Hz is added to the measured fre-
quency to account for unintended light shifts of the qubit
states by the 729 nm laser during the Ramsey sequence’s
π/2-pulses, which are allowed by selection rules and thus
only suppressed by the few-megahertz detuning.
Slow drift of the Zeeman splitting frequency (arising

from slow drifts in the static magnetic field) begins to
matter on the timescale of several seconds. Figure S4
shows the Allan deviation σy(τ) of the Zeeman qubit
transition frequency for averaging time τ , demonstrat-
ing the noise averaging down to < 2 × 10−7 after ten
seconds, at which point slow-scale drifts begin to impact
the frequency stability. Adjusting the rf frequency pe-
riodically allows us to compensate for these slow drifts.
Using an interrogation time of 5ms on either side of the
fringe to determine the sign of any detuning error, and
adjusting the applied rf frequency in steps of 5Hz, we can
bring the detuning-induced error for the full algorithm to
below 1%.

C. Pulse sequences used in the experiments

The following tables list the pulse sequences used in
the experiments presented in the main text. In each,
the pulse labeled “Laser” is implemented as a CP Ro-
bust 180 pulse sequence comprised of five π-pulses. Other
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Figure S4. Allan deviation of the rf resonance frequency of
the D5/2 manifold with the superconducting niobium rings
in place but no active compensation, showing drift on the
timescale of tens of seconds.

# Label Rotation Angle θ Phase ϕ
1 Laser π 0
2 Oracle π ϕi + π
3 U0 -1.1885 2.9271
4 Oracle π ϕi + π
5 U1 -1.1881 0.2146
6 Laser π 0
7 U2 1.0557 -2.2241
8 Oracle π ϕi + π
9 U3 -0.8414 -1.0725

10 Oracle π ϕi + π
11 U4 -1.1807 2.0282

Table S1. Pulse parameters for the phase-encoded (phase-
shift keying) quantum process discrimination algorithm de-
scribed in the main text. The # column denotes the order
in which the pulses are applied, and the phase ϕ is axis of
rotation in the x̂–ŷ plane of the Bloch sphere (and the rel-
ative phase offset of the generated laser or rf pulse). The
oracle phase ϕi can take values of 0, 2π/3, and 4π/3. Laser
pulses were implemented as CP Robust 180 composite pulse
sequences, and couple the |ϕ = 0⟩ and |ϕ = 2π/3⟩ states.

pulses are applied by the rf antenna. A pulse with rota-
tion and θ and phase ϕ is described by rotation operator

R(θ, ϕ) = e−i θ
2σϕ , where σϕ = σx cosϕ + σy sinϕ and σi

are the Pauli matrices. After this pulse sequence is ap-
plied, the readout scheme is comprised of zero, one, or
two additional CP Robust 180 pulse sequences depending
on the readout state. Averaging the readout pulses over
the three oracle values, there are 24 total pulses applied
for the PSK sequence (Table S1), and 31 pulses applied
for the ASK sequence (Table S2).

D. Discussion of error sources

As mentioned in the main text, the dominant sources of
error are errors resulting from the laser operations dur-
ing state preparation and measurement, and errors re-
sulting from detuning of the rf drive from resonance with
the Zeeman splitting, which ultimately stems from mag-
netic field instability. The latter error is quantified as de-

# Label Rotation Angle θ Phase ϕ
1 Laser π 0
2 U0 π/2 0
3 U1 0.9603 0
4 Oracle θi π/2
5 U2 1.2410 0
6 Oracle θi π/2
7 U3 -2.1813 0
8 U4 −π/2 0
9 Laser π 0

10 U5 π/2 0
11 U6 0.9603 0
12 Oracle θi π/2
13 U7 2π/3 π/2
14 U8 1.2410 0
15 Oracle θi π/2
16 U9 2π/3 0
17 U10 -2.1813 0
18 U11 −π/2 0

Table S2. Pulse parameters for the angle-encoded (amplitude-
shift keying) quantum process discrimination algorithm de-
scribed in the main text, computed using pyqsp. The # col-
umn denotes the order in which the pulses are applied, and
the phase ϕ is axis of rotation in the x̂–ŷ plane of the Bloch
sphere (and the relative phase offset of the generated laser or
rf pulse). The oracle rotation angle θi can take values of 0,
2π/3, and 4π/3. Laser pulses were implemented as CP Ro-
bust 180 composite pulse sequences, and couple the |θ = 0⟩
and |θ = 2π/3⟩ states.

scribed in Section S-II B. We quantify the laser operation
error by effectively performing the algorithm without any
rf operations, i.e. we do the laser state prep, perform the
mid-algorithm laser π-pulse, and perform the qudit-style
readout scheme. This sequence is performed without de-
lays, so it minimizes spontaneous decay errors. From
this, we measure the 0.21(5)% error reported in the main
text.

The final error source is error from spontaneous de-
cay from the D5/2 manifold. While the other two er-
ror sources primarily result in leakage out of the three-
state readout space, which could be rejected in post-
selection, spontaneous decay results in the measurement
of the wrong angle. (Note that we do not perform post-
selection on the results, and leakage error contributes to
the reported infidelities.) Spontaneous decay is also the
only incoherent error source, and the only one that could
not, in principle, be addressed through improved control
of the system (aside from shortening the duration of the
experiment). Fortunately, the experiment is significantly
shorter than the 1.1 s lifetime of the D5/2 state in Ca+, so
spontaneous decay contributes < 0.1% to the infidelity.
Spontaneous decay can also occur during the measure-
ment protocol, but that is included in the reported error
from state preparation and measurement.
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S-III. THEORY

A. Derivation of pulse sequences using quantum
signal processing

With access to multiple oracle queries, we can con-
struct algorithms that accurately and unambiguously
perform quantum channel discrimination for certain
classes of channels using the techniques of quantum sig-
nal processing [36]. Note that in this section, variables
called θ refer to the angles of processing pulses, and vari-
ables called ϕ refer to the oracle signal angle, regardless
of if we are discussing the ASK or PSK cases, keeping
with the notation for QSP from [36].

1. Three-angle oracles

Following [16], we construct an algorithm that de-
termines which of the three signal angles (ϕ0 = 0,
ϕ1 = 2π/3, or ϕ2 = 4π/3) was applied by the oracle
with two steps, each providing one bit of information
about the answer. The first step tells us whether or
not the signal angle was 0, and if it was not, the sec-
ond step tells us whether the signal angle was 2π/3 or
4π/3. For the first step, we want the algorithm to per-
form UQSP(0) = 1 if the angle was 0. If the angle was
2π/3 or 4π/3, we want the algorithm to do a bit flip,
such as UQSP(2π/3) = UQSP(4π/3) = X, where X = σx
is the SU(2) quantum not gate. To construct the sec-
ond half of the algorithm, we can simply apply an extra
rotation before each application of the oracle, mapping
the oracle rotations such that the algorithm performs the
identity for ϕ = 2π/3, and a bit flip for the other two an-
gles. In the experiment, these two steps are combined
and performed in the higher-dimensional Hilbert space
of our ions, with measurement deferred until the end of
the experiment. Thus, this multi-step protocol can be
realized experimentally as a single-shot algorithm.

The formalism of QSP can be described using a param-
eterized signal rotation W(a) (which we call the oracle)
of the form

W(a) =

[
a i

√
1− a2

i
√
1− a2 a

]
, (S1)

where a = cos (ϕ/2). Substituting cos(ϕ/2) for a makes
it clear that W(a) is simply a rotation about the x̂ axis
of the Bloch sphere by angle ϕ. The quantum signal pro-
cessing theorem [36] states that interleaving z-rotations

by angles θ⃗ = {θ0, . . . , θd} with the oracle generates a
d-degree polynomial transformation of a in the top left
element of the matrix:

Uθ⃗(a) = eiθ0σz

d∏
k=1

W(a)eiθkσz (S2)

=

[
P (a) iQ(a)

√
1− a2

iQ∗(a)
√
1− a2 P ∗(a)

]
, (S3)

where σz is the Pauli z matrix, P (a) is a (complex-
valued) d-degree polynomial in a, and Q(a) is another
polynomial in a such that the resulting operation is uni-
tary. The possible polynomial transformations P (a) are
limited only by unitarity, parity, and degree (see Thm. 1
of [36] for details). In our experiments, we have access
to x and y rotations of the Bloch sphere by setting the
phase of the applied rf radiation, but a simple remap-
ping of x̂ 7→ ŷ, ŷ 7→ ẑ, and ẑ 7→ x̂ allows us to use the
pulse sequences generated with QSP. The QSP theorem
also states that, for any polynomial P (a) meeting the re-
quirements of the theorem, it is always possible to find

rotation angles θ⃗ (known as “quantum signal process-
ing phases”) that lead to the desired polynomial in the
upper-left element of the resulting matrix Uθ⃗(a). There
exist algorithms that stably and efficiently find these QSP
phases, such as pyqsp [36, 50].
As discussed in [16], for a set {ai} of interest, we can

choose polynomials P (a) that transform the signal (ora-

cle) rotationsW (ai) such that
∣∣⟨0|Uθ⃗(ai) |0⟩

∣∣2 is 1 for the
particular ai we choose and 0 for all of the other mem-
bers of {ai}. For three signals, we can first distinguish
between a0 7→ 1 and {a1, a2} 7→ 0. A modified polyno-
mial can then be used to distinguish a1 from a2 in the
second step of the algorithm.
In order to discriminate between {0} and {2π/3, 4π/3},

we may use the degree-2 polynomial,

P (a) =
4

3
a2 − 1

3
, (S4)

that maps P (cos 0) 7→ 1 and P (cos 2πl/3) 7→ 0 for
l = 1, 2. Thus, measuring in the computational basis, we
distinguish with certainty between ϕ0 and {ϕ1, ϕ2}. We
can then distinguish between the remaining possibilities
by appending an extra x-rotation of angle 2π/3 to each
signal rotation call. This cycles the signal rotations cor-
responding to different phase parameters (ϕ0, ϕ1, ϕ2) 7→
(ϕ2, ϕ0, ϕ1), and using the same polynomial Eq. (S4) on
this modified oracle distinguishes between ϕ1 and ϕ2.

2. Scaling to larger sets of channels

Scaling to large numbers of phases is straightforward.
For a set of 2k = n equally spaced phase angles on the
unit circle beginning from ϕ0 = 0, we may use a bisect-
ing procedure [16] to rule out half of the remaining angles
with each measurement. Given the convenient symmetry
of 2k phases spaced equally on the unit circle, the Cheby-
shev polynomials of the first kind Td(cos θ) = cos dθ will
successively bisect the search space and require in total
2n oracle queries to determine the phase with certainty.
To see this, assume we can distinguish the set of

n′ = 2k−1 phase angles Φk−1 = {0, 2πn′ , . . . ,
(n′−1)π

n′ }.
Then, we want to show that we can distinguish between
two subsets of the next case for n = 2k. We can sep-
arate Φk into two distinct subsets given by Φk−1 and
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Φk−1 + 2π
n . Because the Chebyshev polynomial of de-

gree n/4, Tn/4(cos θ) = cos n
4 θ, has zeros at θ ∈ Φk−1

and is 1 at θ ∈ Φk, this polynomial will distinguish with
certainty between the two subsets. Note that because
the two subsets we distinguish between are related by a
constant offset, the protocol for distinguishing Φk−1 an-
gles will work for both subsets as the additional factor of
2π/n in one subset will not affect the placement of the
nodes and peaks on the lower degree Chebyshev polyno-
mials. The base case of n = 2 (where the oracle is either
I or σx) is trivial to distinguish, by simply applying the
oracle once and measuring.

For other numbers of channels n that are not powers
of 2, protocols for each of the prime factors of n can be
concatenated in a similar manner. These are described in
[16], which shows than any arbitrary number of channels
n can be distinguished in O(n) queries.

B. PSK channel discrimination

While we would also like to be able to discriminate
phase-encoded signals, the algorithms presented in [16]
do not include protocols for distinguishing the quantum
analogue of PSK signals, which are π-rotations with dif-
fering phases. Here, we show that it is possible to add
additional rotation operators before and after this sort
of PSK oracle such that the resulting unitary operations
are closely related to the ASK oracles discussed previ-
ously. Thus, we can extend the schemes in [16] to allow
for the discrimination of PSK signals. We are looking
for additional processing pulses that can be added be-
fore and after a PSK oracle that convert the oracle’s π-
rotations about different axes into rotations about the
x̂-axis of different rotation angles. Consider the phase
oracle R(π, ϕ) = e−iπ

2 σϕ . This is a π-rotation on the
Bloch sphere about axis x̂ cosϕ + ŷ sinϕ. However, this
can be converted into the desired form by adding y and
z rotations:

Rz(π)Ry(−π/2)R(π, ϕ)Ry(π/2) = Rx(2ϕ), (S5)

where Ri(θ) = ei
θ
2σi for i ∈ {x, y, z}.

To then perform PSK channel discrimination, there
is an additional issue to address. Converting the phase
of the pulse to a rotation angle takes the rotation from
R(π, ϕ) 7→ Rx(2ϕ), i.e. it takes a π-pulse about the axis
at angle ϕ in the x-y plane of the Bloch sphere to an x
rotation of angle 2ϕ. This can be seen in Fig. 4 of the
main text, as the phase-encoded protocol in panel (c) has
extra peaks at π/3, π, and 5π/3 compared to the angle-
encoded case in panel (b). Because ϕ can be from 0 to
2π, the values of the encoded angle 2ϕ now range from
0 to 4π. Because Rx(ϕ + 2π) = −Rx(ϕ), standard QSP
can only distinguish angles modulo 2π because the only
difference is a global phase. Clearly, there will be ambi-
guity for any case where the number of phases is even. In
this case, one can use the standard QSP algorithm up to

this ambiguity, at which point there will be two possible
signal angles, ϕ′ and ϕ′ + π for ϕ′ ∈ [0, π).
To distinguish these angles, the use of auxiliary states

is required to turn the global phase into a relative
phase. Creating an equal superposition of two states
with a Hadamard gate, applying the transformed ora-
cle Rx(2ϕ) = ±Rx(2ϕ

′) to both subspaces, and then ap-
plying the Hadamard again allows the ±1 phase to be
directly measured, resolving the ambiguity. This means,
for example, that the three-angle PSK scheme described
in the main text becomes a six-angle PSK scheme with
the addition of one extra oracle query. Because we are
already using the larger Hilbert spaces of trapped ions,
this is not a burdensome requirement.

C. Query complexity and quantum advantage

Due to the ability to query quantum channels multiple
times without disturbing the channel itself, it is possible
to discriminate a set of channels with certainty using a
finite number of queries. This is in contrast to quantum
process tomography, which allows measurement of arbi-
trary quantum channels, but requires infinite queries of
the process to achieve perfect discrimination [14]. There
are a variety of optimal strategies that achieve perfect
discrimination with either entanglement [39, 40] or mul-
tiple queries of the channel [41, 42]. On the other hand,
if only a single entanglement-free query of the chan-
nel is permitted, the problem reduces to that of quan-
tum state discrimination and is limited by the Helstrom
bound [17, 44, 45]. Such a single-query protocol consists
of preparing an initial state of one’s choosing, sending
that state through the quantum channel, and measuring
in any chosen basis.
It has been shown previously that two angles can be

discriminated perfectly by using multiple oracle queries.
This could be extended to an arbitrary number of angles
by adapting these schemes to eliminate one angle at a
time. However, the protocol in [16] further reduces the
number of queries by using a binary search to rapidly
eliminate possible signal angles. This reduces the query
complexity for distinguishing between n symmetric an-
gles fromO(n2) (as each comparison between a pair of an-
gles requires O(n) queries) to O(n), a quadratic speedup
compared to repeated use of earlier two-unitary discrim-
ination protocols [16].
Additionally, we demonstrate an advantage over sim-

ple incoherent protocols, even including experimental im-
perfections. The best probability of guessing the correct
state with a single query and measurement is pguess = 2/3
for these three symmetric states [5, 9, 45], saturating
the Helstrom bound. This measurement scheme is also
known as a minimum-error (ME) measurement scheme.
An incoherenct ME measurement scheme with four oracle
queries decided with a majority vote of the four measure-
ment outcomes only has an approximately 74% chance
of correctly determining the oracle value, significantly
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lower than the >99% accuracy we report for our exper-
iments where we coherently query the channel. Even in
the case that all four of the ME measurements give the
same results, the case where the incoherent protocol has
the highest confidence, the probability of guessing cor-
rectly is still only pguess ≈ 98.8%, so the confidence of
our coherent protocol is always higher than any four ME
measurements.

We can show the same for the case of unambiguous
discrimination (UD). The optimal probability of unam-
biguously discriminating which of three symmetric states
is present, from [56], is

PUD = η1
s12s13
s23

+ η2
s12s23
s13

+ η3
s13s23
s12

, (S6)

where ηi is the a priori probability of state i being sent,
and sij = |⟨ψi|ψj⟩| is the magnitude of the overlap be-
tween states i and j. For three equally-probable symmet-
ric states (as produced by the oracles we consider acting
on |0⟩), η1 = η2 = η3 = 1/3, and s12 = s23 = s13 = 1/2.
Thus, the probability of an optimal UD scheme returning
a definitive answer (as opposed to the inconclusive result)
is PUD = 1/2. Therefore, four trials of this unambigu-
ous discrimination scheme have a maximum probability
of correctly identifying the state of 1− (1/2)4 ≈ 94%.

Thus, for both of the well-understood limiting cases
of quadruple ME and UD incoherent measurements,
we have shown that our coherent QSP-based channel
discrimination scheme determines the oracle correctly
with higher probability even when including experimen-
tal errors, demonstrating a quantum advantage. While
this does not preclude the possibility of a measurement
scheme in the continuum between ME and UD measure-
ment from having a higher success probability, or of some
entirely different adaptive measurement scheme, no such
techniques are known. In the optimal case of our coher-
ent QSP protocol, of course, the error goes to 0, and the
<1% errors we report are due only to experimental im-
perfections and not an intrinsic limit on the accuracy of
the protocol.

D. Applicability of QSP to the D5/2 manifold

Running the algorithm in the combined D5/2 and S1/2
state space of an ion allows us to perform single-shot
measurement of a set of several quantum channels. Mak-
ing use of the full D5/2 manifold for information process-
ing (rather than isolating a qubit as described in Sec-
tion S-II B for the magnetic field compensation routine)
also has experimental advantages. The Rabi frequency
of the rf operations is not limited by the achievable mag-
nitude of the light shift (in the magnetic field compen-
sation procedure, we apply rf radiation with a π-time
of approximately 350 µs, compared to the ∼50 µs π-time
of the rf operations used in the channel discrimination
algorithm). Additionally, selection rules do not forbid
the light-shifting 729 nm laser from also applying a small
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Figure S5. Generalized Rabi oscillations in the six-level D5/2

manifold, with a π pulse taking approximately 55µs. Data
points are overlaid on a fit to an analytic solution for the six-
level Rabi oscillations shown as a dashed line. State prepa-
ration is performed by the 729 nm laser, initializing to the
m = −3/2 magnetic sublevel of the metastable manifold, as
shown in Fig. S3(a).

shift to the upper qubit state (m = −3/2), a shift which
fluctuates with laser amplitude fluctuations. The longer
duration of a light-shifted version of the algorithm would
suffer from even more stringent frequency stability re-
quirements as well as increased spontaneous emission er-
rors from the D5/2 manifold. Prior experiments [54, 55]
have used the 854 nm transition to the P3/2 state to light
shift states out of resonance and create a qubit, but this
relies on having pure circular polarization to avoid pump-
ing population out of the qubit manifold.

The algorithm proposed in [16] was originally a multi-
step protocol using multiple measurements to provide
each bit of information about the oracle’s signal angle,
but it is straightforward to adapt it to a single-shot pro-
tocol in larger state space. By using the many ground
and metastable states of an ion (as opposed to just a
qubit), measurements of each bit of information can be
delayed until after both halves of the algorithm have run
by shelving the results. For our implementation of these
algorithms, we shelve the result of the first step of the
protocol to a state in the S1/2 manifold, and then con-
tinue with the second half of the protocol in the D5/2

manifold.

This implementation of the PSK algorithm described
in the main text was developed using numerical opti-
mization techniques, but this is not required. Our imple-
mentation takes advantage of the structure of the spin-5⁄2
system to use fewer processing pulses than a direct appli-
cation of quantum signal processing would. However, this
is not necessary, and the ASK algorithm we implemented
was a direct implementation of the algorithm described
in [16], with QSP phases found with pyqsp.

We can use pulse sequences for this decision problem
developed with standard spin-1⁄2 QSP in the larger D5/2

state space because the spin-5⁄2 angular momentum oper-
ators behave very similarly to their spin-1⁄2 counterparts
[59]. A thorough description of the dynamics of spin-J
systems (for arbitrary J) acted on by resonant radiation
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can be found in [58]. At first, our ability to implement
algorithms in the D5/2 manifold may seems surprising, as

the operators at our disposal (J
(6)
x and J

(6)
y ) are not suffi-

cient for arbitrary control of the D5/2 6-level system [57].
This means that, in general, we cannot apply arbitrary
SU(6) matrices of our choosing. However, due to the
commutation relations of the SU(6) angular momentum
operators, we can still implement certain algorithms. For

any set of eigenstates defined by a quantum spin J⃗ , re-
gardless of the size of the state space 2J+1, we can write
the Hamiltonian applied by the rf signal (in the rotating

frame) as HI = µ⃗ · B⃗ = gJµBB[Jx cos(ϕ) + Jy sin(ϕ)],
where gJ is the Landé g-factor, µB is the Bohr magne-
ton, B is the amplitude of the applied oscillating mag-
netic field, ϕ is the phase of the applied field in the lab
frame, and Jx and Jy are the appropriate spin-1⁄2 or spin-
5⁄2 angular momentum operators. The spin-5⁄2 angular

momentum J
(6)
i operators obey the same commutation

relations as in spin-1⁄2: [Ji, Jj ] = ih̄ϵijkJk, where ϵijk is
the antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol. Thus, the alge-
bra of rotation operators generated by our Hamiltonian
behaves the same in all cases, and we can still perform
many interesting quantum signal processing algorithms
in the D5/2 state space.

To see how this allows us to implement certain algo-
rithms, consider our example of channel discrimination
(a decision problem). The algorithm developed in [16]
results in the application of either the identity or a π-
rotation (bit flip) operator, and simply converting the
SU(2) rotation sequence to SU(6) preserves these two
outcomes. This conversion is simply the replacement of

the spin-1⁄2 angular momentum operators J
(2)
i = σi/2

with the spin-5⁄2 versions J (6)
i . Due to the identical com-

mutation relations of these operators, sequences of ro-

tations that add up to either the identity or a bit flip
operation in SU(2) likewise add up to the SU(6) general-
ization of these operations:

X(2) = −ieiπJ
(2)
x (S7)

=

[
0 1
1 0

]
,

X(6) = −ieiπJ
(6)
x (S8)

=


0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0

 .

Here, the two-dimensional matrix acts on the standard
computational basis states for a qubit. For the SU(6)
operator X(6), we take the basis states to be the mag-
netic sublevels of the D5/2 manifold, {|mi⟩} for mi ∈
−5/2,−3/2, . . . , 5/2. Thus, any population initialized
in the m = mi magnetic sublevel of the D5/2 manifold
would end up in the m = −mi magnetic sublevel, much
like the results of the two-level not gate X(2). Rabi
oscillations in the D5/2 manifold are shown in Fig. S5,
where in this case we prepare the m = −3/2 state as
shown in Fig. S3(a). The rotations are described by

U(t) = eiΩtJ(6)
x , where Ω is the Rabi frequency and t

is the probe time, such that θ = Ωt. We can then de-
fine a time tπ = π/Ω. Applying U(tπ) results in X(6)

being applied, and all population has been moved from
the m = −3/2 state to the m = +3/2 state, so after
de-shelving of the m = −3/2 state the ion remains dark.
After 2tπ, the identity has been applied up to a global
phase, and population returns to the m = −3/2 state.
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