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Simultaneous estimations of quantum state and

detector through multiple quantum processes
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Abstract

The estimation of all the parameters in an unknown quantum state or measurement device, commonly
known as quantum state tomography (QST) and quantum detector tomography (QDT), is crucial for com-
prehensively characterizing and controlling quantum systems. In this paper, we introduce a framework, in
two different bases, that utilizes multiple quantum processes to simultaneously identify a quantum state
and a detector. We develop a closed-form algorithm for this purpose and prove that the mean squared
error (MSE) scales as O(1/N) for both QST and QDT, where N denotes the total number of state copies.
This scaling aligns with established patterns observed in previous works that addressed QST and QDT
as independent tasks. Furthermore, we formulate the problem as a sum of squares (SOS) optimization
problem with semialgebraic constraints, where the physical constraints of the state and detector are
characterized by polynomial equalities and inequalities. The effectiveness of our proposed methods is

validated through numerical examples.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum system identification [1l], [2] and quantum tomography [3], [4] are essential endeavors for
obtaining comprehensive models of quantum systems. This pursuit is crucial for the thorough exploration
and management of quantum systems [5], [6], facilitating advancements in various quantum science
applications such as quantum computation [3]], quantum sensing [7]], and quantum control [8l], [9].
In quantum tomography, the primary focus often revolves around two key challenges: quantum state
tomography (QST) and quantum detector tomography (QDT). These tasks involve the estimation of all
the parameters associated with an unknown quantum state and detector.

For QST, various algorithms have been developed, including Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE)
[10], [11] and Linear Regression Estimation (LRE) [12], [13]. Innovative approaches have emerged
for low-rank quantum states, such as the application of compressed sensing [14], [15]. Additionally,
regularization techniques have been introduced to enhance the QST accuracy [16]. To predict many
properties of quantum states with few measurements, shadow tomography has been proposed [17],
[18]. For QDT, the pioneering approach involved MLE [19]. Subsequent methodologies include linear
regression [20], function fitting [21], and convex optimization [22f], [23], [24]. A recent advance in [25]
introduced a two-stage estimation approach characterized by analytical computational complexity and
an upper bound for the mean squared error (MSE). Building upon this approach, optimization of probe
states was introduced [26], and regularization techniques were studied [27]]. Self-calibration and direct
characterization of a detector using weak values were also investigated in [28]], [29]].

Existing works primarily focus on performing QST and QDT as separate tasks. Typically, precise
measurement devices are assumed for QST, while QDT relies on known quantum states and measure-
ment results to estimate the unknown detector. However, real-world scenarios inevitably involve State
Preparation and Measurement (SPAM) errors, which can impair the accuracy of quantum tomography.
In this paper, we propose a framework to simultaneously identify an unknown quantum state and an
unknown detector using multiple quantum processes. Our approach does not depend on prior assumptions
regarding the unknown state or detector, making it independent of SPAM errors. The approach involves
inputting the same unknown quantum state into multiple known quantum processes and applying the
same unknown detector on the output states, as illustrated in Fig. [T} Leveraging the obtained measurement
results enables the simultaneous identification of the input state and detector. Previous work is restricted

to unitary processes [30] or single-qubit systems [31]]. However, our framework can be implemented for



arbitrary-dimension quantum systems and for generalized-unital processes, of which unitary processes
constitute a special case, or for arbitrary processes.

When the quantum processes are generalized-unital, we formulate the task of simultaneously identifying
an unknown quantum state and an unknown detector as an optimization problem based on the orthonormal
operator basis. For arbitrary quantum processes, we formulate the task as an optimization problem
using the natural basis. We then present closed-form solutions for these two optimization problems
and subsequently analyze the MSE scalings of our algorithm. The MSE scalings of QST and QDT are
both O(1/N) in the informationally complete scenario, where N denotes the total number of state copies.
These scalings are consistent with previous works that treated the tasks of QST and QDT separately, as
demonstrated in [12], [25]. We further formulate the problem as a sum of squares (SOS) optimization
problem with semialgebraic constraints and utilize SOSTOOLS [32] to solve it. SOSTOOLS provides
a lower bound on the cost function and may not always yield the values of the optimization variables.
However, if SOSTOOLS provides the values of the optimization variables achieving the lower bound,
this lower bound represents the minimum value of the cost function. Our study is the inaugural endeavor
to implement SOS optimization techniques in quantum tomography, marking a significant advancement
in the field. In addition, we explore several illustrative scenarios, including using closed quantum systems
driven by multiple Hamiltonians, applying mixed-unitary quantum processes, and identifying pure input
states. Finally, we present numerical results to validate the effectiveness of the closed-form solution
and SOS optimization. We find that the closed-form solution is fast but with low accuracy, while SOS
optimization achieves higher accuracy at the cost of longer computation time.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

(i) We propose a framework for simultaneously identifying a quantum state and detector independent
of SPAM errors, formulating the task into two versions of optimization problems in two different
bases. This framework allows for non-unitary processes to be employed in arbitrary-dimension
systems.

(i) We provide a closed-form solution to the optimization problems with proved MSE scalings O(1/N).
Additionally, we formulate the problem as an SOS optimization problem with semialgebraic con-
straints. Our work represents the first implementation of SOS optimization techniques in quantum
tomography.

(ii1)) We explore several illustrative scenarios, including multiple Hamiltonians in closed systems, mixed-
unitary processes, and pure input states.

(iv) Numerical examples are conducted to validate the theoretical results on the MSE scalings and

demonstrate the effectiveness of our method.



The organization of this paper is as follows. Section [ll| presents a problem formulation to implement
QST and QDT simultaneously. Section [[II| proposes a closed-form algorithm, and proves the corresponding
MSE scalings. SOS optimization is discussed in Section Several illustrative examples and numerical
simulation results are presented in Section [V| and Section respectively. Section |VII| concludes this
paper.

Notation: The i-th row and j-th column of a matrix X is (X);;. The elements from the m-th to the
n-th position (m < n) in a vector x are denoted as x,,,. The transpose of X is X7. The conjugate (x)
and transpose of X is X'. The rank of a matrix X is rank(X). The sets of real and complex numbers
are R and C, respectively. The sets of d-dimension complex vectors and d x d complex matrices are C?
and C?*4, respectively. The identity matrix is I. The zero vector in R” is 0,,. i = \/—1. The trace of X
is Tr(X). The Frobenius norm of a matrix X is denoted as ||X|| and the 2-norm of a vector x is ||x||.
The estimate of X is X. The inner product of two matrices X and Y is defined as (X,Y) 2 Tr(X'Y). The
inner product of two vectors x and y is defined as (x,y) = x'y. The tensor product of A and B is denoted
A ® B. The Kronecker delta function is . Denote standard basis as {|i)}" , such that (i[j) = &;. The
diag(a) denotes a diagonal matrix with the i-th diagonal element being the i-th element of the vector a.

Pauli matrices are oy, 0, and o;. The smallest integer not smaller than x € R is given by [x].

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we first discuss some preliminary knowledge and define generalized-unital quantum
processes. Then, we propose the first version of the problem formulation for generalized-unital pro-
cesses based on the orthonormal basis and the second version for arbitrary quantum processes using the
natural basis. Finally, we present comments on these problem formulations and define informationally
complete/incomplete scenarios, highlighting that several common processes are always informationally

incomplete.

A. Preliminary knowledge

For a matrix A,,x,, we introduce vectorization function:

VeC(AmXﬂ) é[(A)llv (A)Zlv T 7(A)m17(A)12a T a(A)m2> (1)
e 7(A)1Vl7"' 7(A)mn]T'

Similarly, vec™!(-) maps a d*> x 1 vector into a d x d square matrix. The common properties of vec(-)
are listed as follows [33]]:

(X,Y) = (vec(X),vec(Y)), 2)
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Fig. 1. Schematic diagram to identify the quantum state and detector simultaneously using multiple known quantum processes.
We input the same unknown quantum state pg into multiple known quantum processes {Ea}szl and apply the same unknown

detector {P,}IJ”: | to obtain measurement data.

vec(ABC) = (CT @ A) vec(B). 3)

A quantum state of a d-dimensional system can be characterized by a density operator p belonging to

the space

79:{pe(CdXd:p:pT,pzo,Tr(p):1}. )
We use a unit complex vector |y) to represent a pure state and its corresponding density operator is
p=lv)(vl.

In quantum physics, measurement plays a fundamental role, and the device responsible for measurement
is known as a detector. This detector can be characterized by a set of measurement operators denoted
as {Pj}jj‘i 1- These operators collectively form a Positive-Operator-Valued Measure (POVM), where each
POVM element P; € C9*4 adheres to the conditions P; = P]T and P; > 0. Additionally, they satisty the
completeness constraint ZIJ‘-’I: 1 P; = 1. Therefore, the set of all such {Pj}l}”: | belongs to the set R defined

as:

M
R={{P}L, : P eC™ p=P],P;>0,Y P=1}. 5)
j=1

A widely used measurement type is the projective measurement, where each P; = |¢;)(¢;| and |¢;) is
a unit complex vector. Some commonly used projective measurements in quantum tomography include
the Symmetric Informationally Complete POVM [34]], Mutually Unbiased Bases measurements [35]], and
Cube bases [36].

When a POVM element P; is applied to a quantum state p, the probability of obtaining the corre-

sponding result is governed by Born’s rule [3]:

pi=Te(P;p). (©6)



From the completeness constraint, we have le‘-’lzl pj = 1. In practical experiments, suppose that N identical
copies of p are prepared, and the j-th result occurs N; times. Then p; = N;/N serves as the experimental
estimate of the true value p;, with the associated measurement error denoted as e; = p; — p; [25].
According to the central limit theorem, the distribution of e; converges to a normal distribution with
mean zero and variance (p; —p%)/N [12], [16].

For a d-dimensional quantum system, suppose there are L different quantum processes {&,}~_; which
are completely-positive (CP) linear maps. For all the processes, the initial states are all pg. Then we
implement the same detector {Pj}lj‘i 1 on the output states and obtain the measurement data. Using these
measurement data, we aim to concurrently identify the same initial quantum state py and detector {Pj}]y: 1

with multiple quantum processes as Fig. [I| Using Kraus operators, for the a-th process &,, the output

state is ,
d
Pa=Ea(po) = Y Afpo (AD), (7)
i=1
where {A{ l‘i] € C?*4 are the Kraus operators of the a-th quantum process. These Kraus operators satisfy
d2
Y (ADfay <1 @®)

i=1
When the equality in (8)) holds, the map £ is trace-preserving (TP). Otherwise, it is non-trace-preserving

(non-TP). In our framework, the quantum process can be TP or non-TP, and thus Tr(p,) may be smaller

than one. A quantum process &, is called unital if &,(1) =1 [37], i.e.,

d2
Y Af(AH) =1. ©)
i=1

Here we extend the property of unital to generalized-unital which is defined as follows.
Definition 1: A quantum process &, is called generalized-unital if £,(I) = ol where 0 < ¢ <1 is a
constant.
Thus, any unital process also belongs to generalized-unital processes. If &, is generalized-unital, we
have »
AYAYT = al. (10)

i=1

In Section |V} we will discuss unitary processes and mixed-unitary processes which are both generalized-

unital processes.

B. First version of problem formulation

. . . . 2 .
In this subsection, we focus on generalized-unital processes. Let {Q j}‘;zol be a complete basis set of

orthonormal operators with dimension d, satisfying Tr(Q:.rQ i) = &;;. Each operator Q; is Hermitian, and



2_
Tr(Q;) =0 for all j except Qy =1/ Vd. Consequently, {in}j:ll forms an orthonormal basis for the

Lie algebra su(d). Let the initial input state be pp which can be parameterized as

1 d?—1
po=—"7==R+ ) xoi&&%, (11)
Vit X
and denote
x0 = [xo1,- - 7x07d2—1]T' (12)

We also denote the inverse map from xo to pp as A(-) : RE-1 _y ©dxd et Xa,j 2 Tr[Q iPal. There-
fore, x40 = Tr(p,)/ Vd < ﬁ because we consider both TP and non-TP processes. A real vector x, =S
[Xa,1, - ,xav(dz_l)]r representing a quantum state is usually referred to as the coherence vector [38], [39]
for TP processes.

For the j-th POVM element P;, it can be parameterized as

d*—1
k=1
We denote
Cj 2 [Cjse- 7Cj,d2—1]T' (14)

as the main part of the parameterization of P; under {Q j}jif)l. Define
U £ [vec(Q), ,Vec(de,l)]T, (15)

which is unitary and is the change of basis matrix between {Q j};i_o] and natural basis {|/)(k|}i1</k<a

[40]. Using (1) and (15), we have

X4 1/vVd
O = Uvec (Pa), /v = Uvec(py),
Xa X0
- (16)
C.
70 ZUvee (P;j).
Cj

We then present the following proposition and the proof is given in Appendix
Proposition 1: For each matrix A € cdxd Uy (A*@A)U T is a real matrix.
Using (3) and (7)), we have
d2

vee (pa) = ( X (49)" @A) vee (po) (17

i=1



Then using and (I7), we have

Xa,0
| =Uvec(pg)
Xa
d2
- U(Z (A9)* @Ag)myvec (Po) (18)
i=1
& 1/vd
_ U(Z (A9)* ®A?>UT fvd
i=1 X0

Using Proposition we know U ( [‘-ﬁl (A9)* ®A?> U is also a real matrix. We partition it as

& . ry tr
U(Z(A?)*@A?)U' - a (19)
i=1 h, E,

where E, € R@=Dx(@=1) and p,.1, € R®~1,

In this complete basis {Q j}jiBl, we are interested in one special case where h, =0,_; for 1 <a <L,
which in fact covers many common processes and leads to Problem |1} We propose the following result
to characterize this scenario and the proof is presented in Appendix

Theorem 1: A process &, is generalized-unital if and only if &, =0,_;.

Using (I8), (I9) and Theorem [T, we have
X, = E xg. (20)

Therefore, the ideal measurement data of the j-th POVM element P; on p, is

Yaj = Tr(Pjpa) = vec (Pj)Jr vec (Pq)
= vec (P;) UTU vec (p,)
(2D
X,
= [C],O?C?] “0
Xa
_ T
= Cj0%a,0 +Cj Eaxo.
Using (@) and (21)), we have
Yaj £ Vaj = Cjo¥a0 = vec(Eq) (00 ®C)). (22)
Define
T
Y, £ Vi, Y5, Y] (23)
and

B2 [vec(E}),vec(Ey), - ,vec(E)]" . (24)



Thus we have

B(X()®Cj):Yj. (25)

Hence, when the processes employed are all generalized-unital, the problem of identifying the quantum
state and detector simultaneously can be formulated as
Problem 1: Given the matrix B and experimental data Yj for 1 < j <M, solve minxO7{Cj} Z/y:l Hf/ i —
B(xo ®C j) || where xq is the parameterization of py and C ' is the main part of the parameterization of
P; for 1 < j <M, both under the basis {Qj}?i]l.
To obtain ¥; in Problem [I| we require the knowledge of {x,0}:_, and {Cjo}iL,, which cannot be
directly estimated using Problem [1| If the a-th quantum process employed is TP, then Tr(p,) = 1, and

Xa0 = ﬁ. Otherwise, if &, is non-TP process, we can apply the measurement operator P = I, which is

relatively straightforward to generate in an experimental setting, on the output state p, with Ny copies,
yielding an estimate £, . Similarly, to ascertain the trace of the detector, \VdcC j,0, we employ a maximally
mixed state p = é, which is also relatively straightforward. Subsequently, we apply the detector {PJ}’]”: |
to measure this maximally mixed state with Ny copies, resulting in the observation CA'LO. Consequently,
for non-TP processes, we have f’aj = Yaj —)2,1706}70, while for TP processes, f/aj = Yaj —CA’J-70/\/3. In this

: O & T
way, we can obtain the value of ¥; = [V;,¥5;,---,¥7;] .

C. Second version of problem formulation

To extend the framework to arbitrary quantum processes, we propose the second version of problem

formulation based on the natural basis {|I)(k|}i1<;x<q [40].
Using (@) and (17), we have

Yaj = Tr (Pjpa) = vec (P;)’

vee (p)

. dz
—vee (P)" (¥ (A7) @A¢) vee (po)
i=1
&2 (26)
- (Vec (po)" @ vec (Pj)T) vee ( ; (A7) ®A?)
d2

= (vee (¥ (aty ®A§’>)T (vec (po) @ vec (P)) .

i=1
where the third line comes from (3). Define
d?
Vi = Dpyags ol Ba= ) (AT) @AY, @7
i=1

and matrix B as

B2 [vec(By),---,vec(B)]" . (28)



Thus, we have

B (vec (po) ® vec (P])) =v;. (29)

The second version problem to identify the quantum state and detector simultaneously can thus be
formulated as follows.
Problem 2: Given the matrix B and experimental data y; for 1 < j < M, solve
& TVY[12
min Z |19 — B(vec(po) ® vec(P; NI
va{Pj}]zl
where pg € K and {Pj}lll“"':l eR.
Problem [2| can be reformulated as Problem |1|if {x,0}._, and {Cj,O}I}/I: , are known and the processes

are generalized-unital.

D. Comments on the two versions and definitions of informationally completeness/incompleteness

Problem [I]includes Hermitian constraints on the quantum state and detector, and the unit trace constraint
on the state within the cost function, making it suitable for optimization in R. However, Problem (1] is
restricted to generalized-unital processes. On the other hand, Problem [2] operates for arbitrary processes
in C and does not need to consider {x,0}:_, and {C j,o}j}/[: | separately, making it more appropriate for
pure input states as discussed in Section The choice from these two formulations relies on factors
such as the specific constraints and properties of the problem, as well as computational considerations.

Solving Problem [I] or 2] does not necessitate assuming a known state or detector. Hence, even in the
presence of SPAM errors, as long as the known quantum processes {Ea}ﬁzl are accurate, one can reliably
estimate the actual state and detector. The estimation results already incorporate the effect of SPAM errors,
regardless of their strength. A limitation of our method is its dependence on the precise implementation of
known quantum processes. Nevertheless, several high-accuracy preparation and identification algorithms
for quantum processes have been discussed in the literature [38]], [41]], [42]. The randomized benchmarking
method [43]], [44] allows for the calibration of quantum processes or quantum gates independently of
SPAM errors. This enables the accurate characterization of quantum gates, which can subsequently be
utilized for tasks such as simultaneous identification of quantum states and detectors.

Previous work in [30] is restricted to unitary processes and requires the preparation of several probe
states to apply QDT first, followed by QST. In qubit systems, Ref. [31] does not require the preparation
of probe states but is restricted to unitary processes and two-outcome POVMs. In contrast, our framework
can be implemented for any dimensional quantum system and for generalized-unital or arbitrary processes,

with the basis properly chosen.



We then provide the definition of an informationally complete scenario as follows.
Definition 2: A scenario is said to be informationally complete if rank(B) = (d> —1)? in Problem
or rank(B) = d* in Problem
Alternatively, rank(B) < (d> — 1)? or rank(B) < d* is referred to as the informationally incomplete
scenario. The rank of B can be further characterized. Assuming that there are f groups of processes and
in the j-th group, the Kraus operators of the a-th process are {A?’(j ) jﬁ |- Define
d2
AW 2 Z(A?’(j))TA?’(j)~ (30)
i=1

All the processes are grouped such that A} = --- = A" in the j-th group for all 1 < j < f. Thus, we

() ()
j
totally have L = Z§:1L j processes. We propose the following theorem to characterize an upper bound
on rank(B) and the proof is presented in Appendix
Theorem 2: We have
rank (B) < min ( i min (Lj,d4 —d*+ 1) ,d4).
j=1
Using Theorem [2| we have presented the following corollary for TP processes where there is one
group of the processes, i.e., f =1 and Agl) =1 (denoted as A;).
Corollary 1: If Aj =---= Ar =1, we have rank(B) < d*—d*>+1.
TP processes are quite common and widely implemented in quantum information processing [3|.
Using Corollary 1, even if we prepare multiple TP quantum processes such that L > d*, BB is still rank-
deficient. Therefore, based on Problem [2] TP processes are always informationally incomplete. However,

(d> —1)? < d*—d?+ 1 means that proper TP processes can be informationally complete based on Problem

[Il Hence, in the following, we firstly consider to solve Problem [I]

III. CLOSED-FORM ALGORITHM

After obtaining all the measurement results, in this section, we design a closed-form algorithm for
Problem (I} followed by another slightly modified algorithm for Problem [2| Then we analyze the corre-
sponding MSE scalings for both QST and QDT.

A. Algorithm design

We start from investigating Problem |1} To obtain a closed-form solution, we split Problem [1| into two

sub-problems.

Problem 1.1: Given the matrix B and experimental data ¥;, solve min{zj}Z%I ||¥; — Bz,||> where

Z; € RE@=1D? for | <j<M.



Problem 1.2: Given 2; € RW=17 (1 < j < M), solve ming e FM | [|2;—F ©C|2 where % € R~
is the parameterization of py and C i € R~ is the main part of the parameterization of P;.
For Problem obviously we can minimize ||¥; — Bz;||*> among z; for each j independently. When

B is full-rank, using the least squares method, we can obtain a unique optimal estimate Z; as
2;=(B"B)"'B"Y; (31)

for 1 < j <M. When B is rank-deficient, we can reconstruct Z; as

A

2 =B'Y;, (32)

where B is the Moore—Penrose (MP) inverse of B. We also consider adding a regularization term as
||¥; — Bzj||? +z]T~Dz ; where D > 0 is the regularization matrix. Using this technique, we can also obtain
a closed-form estimate

z;=(B"B+D) 'B'Y;. (33)

The topic of designing the regularization matrix D and corresponding hyperparameters in D has been
discussed in kernel-based regularization of system identification [45]], [46], [47], and in QST [16] and
QDT [25]].

For each j € {1,2,---,M}, we can define a permuted version of Z; as R(Z;) [48] where

T
(Zj)l:dz—l

T
Zj .
R(fj) = ( ])d2..2(d2,1) c ]R(dzfl)zx(dzfl)z7 (34)

T
_(Zj)(d272)(d271)+1:(d271)2_

and

12— 20 @ Cjl| = IR(2;) — %CT |- (35)

Thus, if M = 1, Problem [I.2]is a nearest Kronecker product problem [48] which can be solved efficiently
by the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) because it is the nearest rank-1 matrix problem [48]]. In
fact, if Xy and C'j are the solutions, g%y and éC‘ ; for arbitrary g is also a solution. Therefore, to determine
g, we need to determine one parameter in xo or C;. In practice, any non-trivial observable O (O # cI
for certain ¢ € R) on py can be employed to estimate g. Therefore, we may choose a highly accurate
observable based on the experimental setting. For example, we can measure xp 1 using Ny copies and
obtain Xo ;. Moreover, as highlighted in [31], ¢ can also be determined based on the experimental setup.

Then the unique solution is

J (36)



When M > 1, we plan to use the above SVD method to solve ming & 12; — % ® C}]| for each j €
{1,2,--- ,M}. We need to solve Problem M times to obtain the estimate of each POVM element. In
addition, for each j, we can obtain a temporary estimate of %y, denoted as )E(()j ). After using this SVD

method M times and obtaining all the estimates )E(()j ),1 < j <M, we can choose one of them or take

1}/1:1)2(1' ) as the final estimate of Xo. This will not affect the error analysis in the next

the average ﬁZ
subsection.

Using %y and {C J}Ij‘”: |» We can reconstruct

1 d>—1 . >—1

Po=—"7Q+ Y Tou Pi=Cj0Q0+ Y Cjrl. (37

Vd k=1 k=1
The estimate Py may not satisfy the positive semidefinite constraint. Thus we implement the fast correction
algorithm [I1]] on its eigenvalues, and obtain the final estimate fy. For QDT, the estimate {7 }]]"[: | may not
satisfy the completeness and positive semidefinite constraints. Thus we implement the Stage-2 algorithm
in [25] to satisfy these constraints, and obtain the final estimate {pj}]}i 1~ In addition, these correction
algorithms on the quantum state and detector are also analytical. The total number of state copies is
N = (2L+2)Ny for non-TP processes, which are used to obtain {$,;}, {£s0}, {Cjo0}, and %, and

N = (L+2)N for TP processes, used to obtain {4,}, {Cjo}, and %o ;.

Now we consider to solve Problem [2| using a similar closed-form solution. Note that we do not need
to prepare maximally mixed state p = % and P =1 to obtain {CA‘LO}IJ‘-”: , and {£,0}L_, anymore. We also
split Problem [2] into two sub-problems.

Problem 2.1: Given the matrix B and experimental data J;, solve miny, , Z]JV:I ||$; — Bz;||* where
Z;eC for 1< j<M.
Problem 2.2: Given 2; € C*', 1 < j < M, solve minﬁo_’{pj}Zlyzl 12 — vec(po) @ vec(P] ) |2
The solution to Problem [2.1|is similar to solving Problem When rank(B) = d*, the unique optimal

solution is

2= (B"B)"'B'y;. (38)

When B is rank-deficient, we can also apply MP inverse or regularization. For Problem we can also
utilize SVD to obtain ﬁéj ),Isj for each j € {1,2,---,M}. Since Tr(pg) = 1, we do not need to measure

the parameters in xo which is different from solving Problem After obtaining all the ﬁéj ), we take
one ﬁéj ) or the average ﬁ 1}&_/1:1 ﬁéj ) as Po. Then we need to correct it as a density operator. Therefore,
we apply

o Potpg

Po

. 39
Tr(pp) &

7p0:
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Fig. 2. Procedures of our closed-form algorithm with four steps. Step 1 involves data collection. In Step 2, least squares is

utilized to address Problem [I-T] or Problem 2:1] and Step 3 employs SVD to tackle Problem [T.2] or Problem 2.2} Finally, in Step

4, the estimate is refined to ensure compliance with all the physical constraints.

For each POVM element P;, similarly we correct it as P; = (P; —Hﬁj) /2. Then we can apply the correction
algorithms in [11]], [25] to satisfy the positive semidefinite constraints, and obtain the final estimate Po,
{13 J }}]w:]

Overall, the procedures of our closed-form algorithm have four steps as outlined in Fig. [2] Similar
to [25]], [40], we can also derive the computational complexity for our closed-form solution. The total

computational complexity is O(MLd* 4+ Md®), dominated by Steps 2 and 3.

B. Error analysis

Here we present the following theorem to analytically characterize the error scaling using our closed-
form algorithm for Problem [I}

Theorem 3: In the informationally complete scenario, the MSE scalings in QST and QDT of our
algorithm satisfy E||po — po||> = O(1/N) and EZ]JV:I ||P; — Pj||* = O(1/N) where N is the number of
state copies and E(-) denotes the expectation with respect to all the possible measurement results.

Proof:

1) Error in Step 1: Based on the analysis on the measurement results in Section |lI, for TP processes,

we have
1 A 1
o 2 2
El$aj = Yajl :O<N> , E|Cj0—Cjol :0<N>’ (40)
and for non-TP processes, we also have

. 1
Elf00 - %00l = O (N> . (1)



Since
1%4,0Cj.0 —%4,0C} 0]

=1%40C}.0 = £4.0Cj.0+£40Cj.0 = %a0Cj ol (42)
<|£a0l1Cj0 — Cjol +1Cjoll£a0 — Xa0l,

also using (@0) and @T), we have E|%,0Cj0—x4,0Cjo|* = O(1/N). Since

Vaj = Yajl = |$aj — £20Cj0) — (Vaj — %a.0Cj0)l, 43)
we also have
N 1 N 1
2 2
E[Yqj — Yajl :0<N> , EllY; = Y| =0<N> (44)

for both non-TP and TP (%40 = x40 = 1) processes.

2) Error in Step 2: Using (@4), we have

Ellg—2[" =Ellg—xned|’
1 -1 _
:ﬁoTr[(BTB) B"Ry,B(B"B) | 45)

<(3).

where Ry]. is a constant matrix determined by the true measurement result ¥; [12]].
3) Error in Step 3: Since % and C; minimize ||%; — % ®C,||, we can obtain

- 1
EHij—io@)CszgEHéj—xo@)CjHZ:O(N). (46)

Since
H)Z()@CN‘J'—XO(X)CJ'H
~ (47)
<[lg =R Gl + [z -l
we have E || ®C; —xo®CjH2 = O(1/N). Therefore, using (36), E ||¥ ® C; — xo ®Cj}|2 =O(1/N) and

thus the error in the first element also scales as

- = 2 1
E (%0,1Cj1 —x0,1Cj1) =0 <N> . (48)
From the measurement process on the first element in xo and obtain X, we know
E % P=o(+ (49)
Xo.1 — X = — .
0,1 —X0,1 N

Since
= 2
(x0,1Cj1 —x0,1Cj1)

- = = 2
= (XOJCj,l —X0,1Cj 1 +%0,1Cj 1 _XOJCj,l) (50)

- _ - 2
SZCJZ-J (x0,1 —X0,1)2+2 (%0,1Cj.1 —x0,1Cj1) ",



using and (9), we have
- 2 1
E|(Ci1—C; =0(—=). 51

Similarly, we can obtain that the error scalings of each element in %) —xo and C; —C; are all O(1/N).
Therefore, whether we take the average of all the estimated states or choose one as the final estimation

result, the following equations always hold as

_ B 1
E||po — poll* = E||% —xol|* = O <N> ;
(52)

. ) _ 1
E||P;— Pj||* =E|C; — Cj|I* +E|Cjo — Cjo* = O <N> :

for 1 <j<M.
4) Error in Step 4: We implement the correction algorithms in [[11]], [25], which have been proven to

maintain the MSE scaling, i.e.,
E |po — poll* = O(1/N),

(53)
E |8 —Bj||* = o(1/N).
Since
[1Po — poll <I1Po — Pol| +[|Po — poll,
(54)
18— Pil| <18 — Pyl + ||P; — P
the final MSEs also scale as
. 5 1 Mo 5 1
Bllpv—polP =0 (7). BX 152 =0 ). (55)
|

Moreover, if we implement the closed-form solution based on Problem [2] in the informationally

complete scenario, the final MSE scaling is still O (1/N). The main difference is (39). Since

~ 1
Elpo -l =0 () 56)
we have
~ 1
1S —poll =05 ) 57)
Using (39), we have
< 1, . 1, .+
18— poll < 5160~ poll + 51175 —poll, (58)

and thus E||p, — po|> = O(1/N). Using Lemma [2|in Appendix @ we have

1

~/ 2 _ -
E|Tr(5)) — 1 _o(N>. (59)



Let § 2 Tr(p’) — 1 and since

_ ﬁé—po(1+5)H Po— Po ‘ Pod
— = — — + — (60)
I£o=pol ' () ) || ||
we have
_ 1
|0 — poll” = 0 (N) . 1)

Therefore the MSE scaling in 39) is O(1/N). Using (33) and (54), the final MSE scaling is also
E||po — po||> = O(1/N). Similarly to QST, we can also prove that the final MSE scaling of QDT is
Y118 — Pl = O0(1/N).
Overall, our closed-form algorithm has O(1/N) MSE scalings for QST and QDT simultaneously in
Theorem (3| which achieves the same scalings as separate entities in QST [12] and QDT [235].

IV. SUM OF SQUARES OPTIMIZATION

Testing whether a polynomial g(x) is non-negative for all x € R" is NP-hard even when the degree of
g(x) is only 4 [49]. However, a more manageable sufficient condition for g(x) to be nonnegative is for

it to be a sum of squares (SOS) polynomial, which can be expressed as:
r
=) 7 (62)
i=1

where {fj(x)}/_, are polynomials. Determining whether a polynomial is a sum of squares can be
reformulated as solving semidefinite programming (SDP), a type of convex optimization problem for
which efficient numerical solution methods exist [32]. Moreover, if the optimal value of the dual problem
of the SDP equals the optimal value of the SDP, the strong duality holds [50], allowing us to determine
the optimal value of x.

Given that the cost function miny, (c;y ZI}’IZI ||¥; —B(xo®C})||* in Problem [I| is a non-negative poly-
nomial, we can employ SOS optimization techniques to address it. The task of deriving a lower bound
for the global minimum of a polynomial function through SOS optimization was thoroughly explored in
[511].

In addition to the consideration of constraints on py and {P; } _ | it is essential to address the Hermitian
constraint on pg and {Pj}j:w alongside the unit trace constraint on pg. These constraints are effectively
met by selecting the basis {Q j}?igl. Moreover, the completeness constraint on {Pj}’j‘-’lz | can be expressed

as:

Mi

M
Z 10,CT =[Vd,0,--- 0] (63)

~.
Il
—



The positive semidefinite constraints of pg and {Pj}’]‘.’[: | are intricate and can be described by a semial-
gebraic set. Regarding quantum states, these constraints have been extensively addressed in the literature
[52], [53]. We can utilize the following lemma to delineate the physical set characterizing xo.

Lemma 1: ([52]], [53]]) Define k,(p), p=2,--- ,d recursively by

Pho(p) = ¥ (—1Y " Te(p s (p) (64)
=1

with kg = k; = 1. Define the semialgebraic set
K2 {xo e R ky(h(xg)) > 0,p=2,--- d}. (65)

Then Ah(-) (defined after (I2)) is an isomorphism mapping between K and P.
For each POVM element P;, we can also normalize them to a density matrix and obtain a similar
semialgebraic set. Hence, P; is positive semidefinite if and only if
C.
L e K.
VdCjy

Similar to the closed-form solution, the total number of copies is N = (2L+2)Ny for non-TP processes

to obtain {$4;}, {£0}, {Cjo}, and %1, and N = (L+2)Ny for TP processes to obtain {$,;}, {Cjo},

and Xo;. Since Z’}”:l CA‘j,o =+/d, we propose to tackle Problem |I| by solving the following optimization

problem:

min (—7)
M A

st. Y [|¥;—B(xo®C))|*—7vis SOS,
j=1
M
Y ¢i=[0,---,0], (66)
j=1

C.
X EK, —t— €K, VI<j<M,

VaCso

X0,1 = Xo,1-

The constrained polynomial optimization problem (66) can be effectively tackled using the £indbound
function within SOSTOOLS [32]]. Note that the optimization problem yields the lower bound 7y of the
cost function ZIJV: 1 |[¥; = B(x0®C;)||>. Thus there may be instances where the findbound function fails
to provide the values of the optimization variables xo and {C;} if the lower bound cannot be attained.
Nevertheless, when the function does return values for the optimization variables, it signifies that these
values achieve the lower bound. Consequently, this lower bound represents the minimum value of the

cost function in Problem



An intriguing open problem lies in determining the minimal number of distinct quantum processes
necessary to obtain the values of xyp and {C;} using SOS optimization. In our numerical example, we
find that SOS optimization is capable of providing these values, even within the incomplete information
scenario. Remarkably, even when completeness and positive semidefinite constraints remain inactive, the
tensor structure inherent in the problem can effectively reduce the required number of processes, which
will be present in Section However, closed-form solutions cannot fully exploit this advantageous
structure, presenting a notable drawback.

Additionally, it is worth noting that the computational complexity associated with SOS optimization is
notably high, often restricting its applicability to larger systems. While our numerical example showcases
its efficacy in a one-qubit system, extending its applicability to a two-qubit system can entail a significant

computational burden unless potential properties such as symmetry are explored to reduce the complexity.

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

In this section, we delve into several illustrative examples to demonstrate the implementation of
our framework. We begin by employing closed quantum systems and mixed-unitary processes, both
of which are generalized-unital and can be addressed using Problem [I] Alternatively, we assume prior
information indicating that the input state is pure, a useful property in quantum technologies, simplifying
the constraints in SOS optimization. This approach is grounded in the formulation of Problem[2] Moreover,
when both the input state and POVM elements are in low-rank, their tensor product, pp ® P;, also retains a
low-rank property because rank(py ® P;) = rank(pg) x rank(P;). Compressed sensing methods as outlined

in [15] can thus be leveraged in principle, which is presented in Appendix

A. Closed quantum systems

The closed quantum system model is a fundamental model in quantum physics whose dynamics are
driven by the Hamiltonian. Here we assume that there are S different known Hamiltonians {Hi};s:l which
are Hermitian and Tr(H;) = 0 without loss of generality [38]. Using these Hamiltonians at different
evolution times, we can generate multiple unitary quantum processes.

For each H;, the Liouville-von Neumann equation [3] is

p'(t) = —ilH;,p'(1)],p'(0) = po, (67)
which characterizes the dynamics of the closed quantum system. Using (T1))-(12), and the methods
outlined in [38]], [39], the linear dynamical equation for closed quantum systems driven by the Hamiltonian
H; is

X (1) = Rix' (1), (68)
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where R; can be calculated from H; and {Q j};i_ol (the details are omitted here), and R; = —RiT due to
the antisymmetry of the structure constants of su(d) [38]]. Using and (68), the dynamical equation

of the closed quantum system driven by the Hamiltonian H; is

X (1) = Rix'(1), x'(0) = xo,

4 4 (69)
Yi(t) = Clx (1),
where yz. (1) &2 Tr (Pjpi (t)) — % Therefore, at time ¢, the measurement result y{ (1) is
Yi(t) = CT exp (Rit)xo. (70)

In the experiment, measurements often yield discrete outcomes, and it is natural to adapt the following
framework as in [54f], [S5]. Assuming a sampling interval of Ar and a total of n different temporal
sampling points, we utilize Ny copies at each point kAt. These copies undergo identical Hamiltonian
evolution under H; over the duration kAr. Subsequently, we apply the detector {Pj}l}il to measure the
output state at time kAr. Averaging the results from the Ny copies provides ﬁ;(kAt), an estimate of the
ideal value y’(kAt). For simplicity, we denote x'(kAt) and y'(kAt) as x'(k) and (k), respectively. This
entire process is repeated for each k = 1,2,.--- jn. Encompassing all n sampling points, we define the

A

time traces as JAJ; = [ﬁ;(l), e ﬁlj(n)] The detailed measurement process can be found, for example, in

[56]. Transforming the dynamic system equation into a discrete form, we have:

X (k+1) = Q' (k),

_ _ an
yj(k) = Cj ' (k).
where Q; = exp (R;At) and thus the measurement result is
yj(k) = 7 (20)x0. (72)
Define the matrix Q; as
Qi 2 [vee((0)"), vee((@i)?). - vee((2:)")] (73)
and Y]H as
AN R v (74)
Let B be
BHé[Q17Q27'“7QS}T7 (75)

which is an nS x (d?> — 1)? real matrix. We then have

B (xo®Cj) =Y/, (76)
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for 1 < j <M, which has the same structure as (25)). Therefore, we can also formulate it as an optimization
problem as Problem || and utilize the closed-form algorithm or SOS optimization to solve it.
To ensure the measurement data are informationally complete, we propose the following proposition

to characterize the minimum value of the type number of the Hamiltonians. The proof is presented in

Appendix [F}
2 2
Proposition 2: To ensure B is full-rank, at least [(;é:dlﬁl different Hamiltonians are needed, i.e.,
(d>-1)*
Sz Lﬂ—dﬂ—"

In addition, to ensure rank(Q;) = d*> —d -+ 1, the number of sampling points n should be equal to or

greater than d>—d+1,ie,n>d*—d+1.

B. Mixed-unitary quantum processes

Here we consider a special quantum process: mixed-unitary quantum process as in [57]]
m
Pa(t) = ) 61U (1)po(UF) (1)- (77)
i=1
where {Uf(r)}", are unitary operators. If Y | 6 = 1,0/ > 0, Vi, the mixed-unitary processes is TP and
unital [57]. If ¥1*, of < 1,0f > 0,Vi, the mixed-unitary processes is non-TP and generalized-unital. For
each unitary matrix U (z), let Uf(t) = exp (—iH{t) where H{ is the Hamiltonian and can be calculated
through Schur decomposition as presented in [40]. We can also construct an antisymmetric matrix R
like (68)). Therefore, the dynamics of the a-th mixed-unitary quantum process is
m
x(t) = Y of exp (Ré1) xo,
i=1 (78)
¥i(t) = Cija(t).
Similar to closed quantum systems, let the sampling time be Af and we obtain n sampling points for

each process. Define Q¢ £ exp (RYAt) and we have

m
T
(k) =] Y of (0 xo, (79
i=1
which has the same structure as (72) except changing (Q;)* to a weighted summation. In the end, it is not
difficult to arrive at an equation similar to (76). Therefore, we can also formulate it into an optimization

problem as in Problem (1| and utilize our closed-form algorithm or SOS optimization to solve it.

C. Pure input states

Pure states serve as crucial quantum resources and find extensive application in experiments. Here, we

assume that po = |y)(y| is a pure state. Using (3]), we have

vee(ly)(y]) = ly)" @ |y). (80)
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Hence, Problem 2] can be converted into Problem [4}
Problem 4: Given the matrix B and experimental data §; for 1 < j <M, solve minyy, (p; le‘-”:l 19—
B(|y)* @ |y) @vec(P]))||* where |y) € C* and {P;}}L, € R.
To solve this problem with a closed-form solution, we can first implement the solution to Problem
and Problem in Section and obtain py and {P;}. Assuming the spectral decomposition of

po = Vdiag(Ay,---,Ag)V' where A; > --- > A, the final estimate of the pure input state is
Po = Vdiag(1,0,---,0)V". (81)

For the error analysis, we already have

- 1
Bl lvvilF =0 3 ) (82
from (61)). Thus, using Lemma [2] in Appendix [D] we have
_ 1 - 1
Eu]—112:0<>,w,~|2:0<>,v2gigd. (83)
N N
Hence,
d
L - - 1
E\po—poﬁ:E|xl—1|2+ZEzi|2:0<N>. (84)
i=2

Using again, the final MSE of the state tomography still scales as O(1/N). Note that Ref. [13] has
proved that the infidelity 1 — F(po,po) also has the optimal scaling O(1/N) in this scenario.

Despite maintaining a closed-form algorithm that can be proven to have an O(1/N) MSE scaling, it
does not exploit the prior knowledge of pure input states, and only in its final part addresses the constraint
of pure state through corrections. Alternatively, we can formulate the problem as an SOS optimization
problem as follows:

min (—7)

st |19 = B(lw)* @ |y) @ vec(P]))||* — v is SOS,

M (85)
Y P=LP>0VI1<j<M,

j=1
w) e LIyl = 1.
By using standard SOS solution tools in this formulation, the pure state prior information is utilized
throughout the whole solution process, obviating the need to consider the positive semidefinite constraint
on quantum states. In particular, this problem is defined within the complex domain, necessitating a
transformation to the real domain before employing SOSTOOLS for resolution.
Remark 1: If we additionally possess prior knowledge that the measurement operator is projective,

ie., P; = |9;)(¢;|, and utilize the closed-form solution, we can also refine the eigenvalues of {P;}
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as described in and the MSE still scales as O(1/N). Furthermore, we can frame this within the

framework of an SOS optimization problem, where the constraints become:
& 2
Y 119 = B(w)" ®|w)®9;)" @ 19;))|I* — 7 is SOS,
Jj=1 (86)
). 10;) € CLllIlw) I =L lll9)l =1,V 1< j <M.

As a result, there is no longer a need to consider the positive semidefinite constraint on the POVM

elements.

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we consider three numerical examples: one-qubit closed quantum systems, random
one-qubit quantum processes with pure input states and two-qubit mixed-unitary quantum processes. The
simulation is run on a laptop with i9-13980HX and 64G DDRS memory size. For each data point in the
figures of this section, we repeat our algorithm 50 times and calculate the mean to obtain the MSE and

error bar.

A. One-qubit closed quantum systems

Here we consider a one-qubit example and prepare five Hamiltonians (S =5) as

0yt 0y 0,=0, 0,+0;
27 2 72

&7

The unit of the Hamiltonians is MHz and the sampling time is At = 1us. The total number of sampling

points for each Hamiltonian is n = 2% —2+4 1 = 3. Let the unknown initial quantum state be

po = V diag(0.1,0.9)V7, (88)
and the three-valued detector (M = 3) be

P = U, diag (0.4,0.1)U;,

P, = U, diag (0.5,0.1)U5, (89)

P3:I_PI_P2207
where V, U; and U, are random unitary matrices generated by the algorithms in [58]], [S9]. We measure

0, on Po to determine Xo i.
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For this one-qubit example of SOS optimization, xo € K is equivalent to x%,l +x(2).2 +xa3 < %, coinciding
with the Bloch sphere representation. Therefore, can be expressed as
min — Yy
3 A
st. Y [|¥;—B(xo®C))[|*—yis SOS,
j=1
3
;= [0,0,0], (90)
=1

J

2 2 P
Xo1 +x02+x03 < o

i+ Cat <SG 1<j<3,
which is solved by findbound function within SOSTOOLS. We find that in this case, findbound
can always output values of optimization variables and thus the lower bound 7 is the minimum value
of the cost function. In addition, we check that the positive semidefinite constraints of state and POVM
elements are all inactive in the optimal value, satisfying the analysis in Section

We compare the results of the closed-form (CF) solution in Section [[IIland SOS optimization in Section
The simulated estimation results are presented in Fig. 3| where the MSE scalings of the quantum state
and detector are both O(1/N) using these two algorithms. In addition, the MSEs of SOS optimization
are smaller than those of the closed-form solution.

We then only utilize the first three Hamiltonians in and the number of sample points is two
(n=2), which is an informationally incomplete scenario. For the closed-form solution, we utilize (32)) to
obtain a unique MP inverse solution and (33) to obtain a unique regularization solution where we choose
D= %. Other steps are the same as Section For SOS optimization, we also utilize SOSTOOLS
to solve (90). In this case, findbound can also always output values of optimization variables and
the minimum value of the cost function. In addition, the positive semidefinite constraints of state and
POVM elements are all inactive in the optimal value. The results are presented in Fig. 4| where even
as B is rank-deficient, the MSE scalings of the quantum state and detector are both O(1/N) using SOS
optimization. While using the closed-form solution with MP inverse and regularization, the MSEs of the
quantum state and detector are basically unchanged, because this specific B is already informationally
incomplete for Problem @ and thus the estimates Z; using (32)) are farther away from the true value
compared with the previous simulation of the informationally complete scenario.

Table [I| presents the time consumption results for both the closed-form solution and SOS optimization.
The closed-form solution shows significantly lower time consumption compared with SOS optimization.

Although the closed-form solution is fast, it often compromises in accuracy. Conversely, SOS optimization
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Fig. 3. Log-log plot of MSE versus the total number of state copies N for one-qubit closed quantum systems using the closed-

form (CF) solution and SOS optimization when the number of different Hamiltonians is S = 5.

demonstrates superior accuracy at the cost of considerably longer computational time. Hence, there is a
trade-off between accuracy and time consumption between these two algorithms. Additionally, besides
ensuring the informational completeness of the data, the closed-form solution requires numerous distinct
Hamiltonians, as indicated in Proposition 2} However, SOS optimization can achieve a high accuracy

with a reduced number of Hamiltonians.

B. Random one-qubit quantum processes with a pure input state
Let the unknown input state be

po =V diag(1,0)V", 1)

and the detector remains consistent with (89) using random unitaries V,U;,U,. Initially, we generate 17
non-TP quantum processes using the algorithm in [59], which is informationally complete for Problem

2] Subsequently, we address the problem using both the closed-form solution and SOS optimization as
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Fig. 4. Log-log plot of MSE versus the total number of state copies N for one-qubit closed quantum systems using the closed-

form (CF) solution, Moore—Penrose (MP) inverse and regularization (Regu.), and SOS optimization when the number of different

Hamiltonians is S = 3.

TABLE I

TIME CONSUMPTION OF THE CLOSED-FORM SOLUTION IN SECTION[[IT]AND SOS OPTIMIZATION IN (90).

Setting Closed-form solution SOS

L=5n=3 0.672 sec 1256.574 sec

L=3n=2 0.381 sec 1214.843 sec
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Fig. 5. Log-log plot of MSE versus the total number of copies N using the closed-form (CF) solution and SOS optimization

for random one-qubit quantum processes with the pure input state.

outlined in (83)). The results are depicted in Fig. [5} demonstrating that all the MSEs decrease at a rate of
O(1/N), with the MSE obtained through SOS optimization smaller than that achieved via the closed-form
solution.

Remark 2: Bit flip and phase flip channels represent fundamental quantum operations on single

qubits [3]. A bit flip channel can be characterized by two Kraus operators:

1 0 0 1
i=vp ;A3 =1/1-p ; 92)

0 1 1 0
where p denotes the probability of the qubit flipping from |1) to |0). Generating multiple bit-flip channels
involves varying p. However, both B in Problem [2]and B in Problem [I] consistently exhibit rank deficiency

(rank(B) = rank(B) = 2), rendering them informationally incomplete.
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Similarly, phase flip channels are characterized by Kraus operators:

1 0 1 0

It can be verified that both B and B maintain rank deficiency (rank(B) = rank(B) = 2).

C. Two-qubit mixed-unitary quantum processes

Let the unknown initial quantum state be
po = V diag(0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4)V ", (94)
and the three-valued detector (M = 3) be
Py = Uy diag (0.1,0.1,0.1,0.3)U;,
P> = U diag (0.1,0.1,0.1,0.5) U, (95)

PB=1-P—P,>0,
where V, U; and U, are random unitary matrices generated by the algorithms in [58], [59]. We measure
O, on po to determine Xo .
For the mixed-unitary quantum process described in (78), we set m = 2 and generate two random
Hamiltonians, H and Hj, using algorithms from [38]], [39], with of = 0.3 and o = 0.7, Va = 1,2.

Consequently, the dynamics of each system can be expressed as

x(t) = 0.3exp (A1) xo + 0.7 exp (A5¢) xo,
(96)

¥i(t) = Cij“(t).
where A{ and A§ are defined using (78). We randomly generate a total of 30 different pairs of Hamil-
tonians, H; and Hj, for the mixed-unitary quantum processes and the number of sampling points is
n = 30.

Due to the large number of optimization variables, SOS optimization proves to be time-consuming.
Therefore, we opt to utilize only the closed-form solution in this scenario. We utilize all the 30 mixed-
unitary quantum processes which ensure informational completeness based on Problem [1| Additionally,
we consider only the first 10 pairs of Hamiltonians, resulting in an informationally incomplete scenario.
The results are illustrated in Fig. [ where both the QST and QDT exhibit MSE scalings of O(1/N) in
the informationally complete scenario. However, in the informationally incomplete scenario, the MSEs

are considerably larger, and regularization outperforms MP inverse in terms of MSE.
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Fig. 6. Log-log plot of MSE versus the total number of copies N for two-qubit mixed-unitary quantum processes using the
closed-form (CF) solution in the informationally complete scenario, and using Moore—Penrose (MP) inverse and regularization

(Regu.) in the informationally incomplete scenario.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a framework to identify a quantum state and detector simultaneously
using multiple quantum processes. We have designed a closed-form algorithm and proved that the
MSE scalings of QST and QDT are both O(1/N) in the informationally complete scenario. We have
also reformulated the problem as an SOS optimization problem. Moreover, we have discussed several
illustrative examples including multiple Hamiltonians, mixed-unitary processes, and pure input states. The
numerical examples on one-qubit and two-qubit quantum systems have demonstrated the effectiveness of
our close-formed solution and SOS optimization. Future work will focus on developing neural networks

and shadow tomography in our framework.
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APPENDIX A

PROOF OF PROPOSITION(I]
Proof: For each ¢ = [q1, -+ ,q]" € R let Q2 Zl‘él qiQ;. For each A € C?*?, we have
Uvec(A* ®A)U g =Uvec(A* @ A)UU vec(Q)
=Uvec(A*®A)vec(Q) 97
= U vec(AQAT).

Since AQAT is Hermitian, using (T6), we have U vec(AQA") € R?’, and thus U vec(A*®A)UTq € RY,

Hence, let ¢ = [0,0,1;,0---,0]7 where only the k-th element is 1, we have

Uvec(A* ®A)UT = Uvec(A*@A)U'I

. (98)

=Uvec(A*®@A)U g1, ,q4] € RT 4",
|

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREMII]
Proof: 1f the process &, is generalized-unital and py = I/d, we then have
Xa.0 rg tr 1/vd

a, _ a a / : (99)

Odzfl ha Ea Od271

where r, = \/cjxmo = Tr(p,). Therefore, we have ﬁha =0,_, and thus h, = 0,2_,. Conversely, if
ha=0,_, and let pg =1/d, using (99), we have x, =0,2_, and thus p, = al/d. Using Definition

the process is generalized-unital. [ ]

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF THEOREM [2|

Proof: Let the parameterization matrix for the j-th group be
R N ,
BY) & Z (A?’(/)) ®A?’(’),
i=1

50 & [Vec (ng)> -+ vee (Bﬁﬁ))] T

We first consider the first group, i.e., j=1.Letm=(u—1)d+Iand k= (v—1)d+h where 1 <u,v,[,h <d.

(100)

The element at the m-th row and k-th column of B,(,l) is

d2

(5= (£ () 0a) =5 (a0 ar, (1on
mr =] “w

i=1
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Denote R; £ A Thus (R1)yn can be expressed as

d? & d
ROw=( L@ ar W) =Y (L @i, (102)
i=1 i S Num
Therefore, using (I01) and (102), we have
Z (u=1)d-u(v—d+h = (RU - (103)

Define matrices BX, BY ¢ gd*xd® (1 <a <Ly as follows. The elements in BX are all zero except
(BR)L(v_l)dJrh = (Ry)yn Y1 <v,h <d. Moreover, B[(, )& B( ) — BR. Hence, in each B (1<a<Ly) and

for each 1 <v,h <d, there is a linear relationship

d
)y (Bt(l()))(ufl)dJru,(vfl)dJrh =0. (104)

u=1

We further define
ﬂmé[wc@$0f~wm(@?”T, (105)

indicating that (BT = [VGC (BEI)) Lo, Vec (Bgll))} = (BOHT 4 [vec (BR) -+, vec (BR)].
Note that (T04) means there are d” linear-dependent constraints among the rows of (B(%))”, and each

row of (B(O))T appears at most once among these d” constraints. We thus know
rank [(BO)YT] < d* —d?. (106)

Therefore, we have
rank(B1") = rank((B)T) < rank [(B(l))T7vec (BR)]

= rank [(8(0))T,vec (BR)] (107)
<d'—d*+1.

Similarly, we have rank(B(j)) <d*—d*+1 for 1 < j< f. Since rank(B(j)) < Lj, for the j-th group of
the processes, we have

rank(BY)) < min (L;,d* —d*+1). (108)

Since B= (BT ... (BUNT]T, we have

f o
rank(B) < Zrank(B(f)) < Zmin (Lj,d4—d2+1). (109)
=1 j=1
Since B € (CLXd4, we finally have
f
rank(B) Smin(Zmin (Lj,d4—d2+1),d4>. (110)

=1
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APPENDIX D
SEVERAL LEMMAS

Lemma 2: ([60], Theorem 8.1) Let X, Y be Hermitian matrices with eigenvalues A;(X) > --- > 4,(X)
and A;(Y) > --- > A,(Y), respectively. Then
max|2;(X) ~ 2,(Y)| < X —¥]. (a1
Let X,) be complex Euclidean spaces and L(X,)) is referred to the collection of all linear mapping
A: X — ). Define linear map ® as @ : L(X) — L()) and the set of all such maps is denoted as 7'(X,))
[33]. A map & is said to be Hermitian-preserving if it holds that ®(H) is Hermitian for all H is Hermitian
[33].
Lemma 3: ([33], Theorem 2.25) Let ® € T(X,)) be a linear map for complex Euclidean space X
and ). The following statements are equivalent:
(1) @ is Hermitian-preserving.

(2) There exist completely positive maps ®g, ®; for which & = Py — P,.

APPENDIX E

COMPRESSED SENSING

For compressed sensing in QST, Ref. [61] proved that Pauli measurements satisfy the restricted isometry
property (RIP) which have been implemented in [[14]], [15]. Motivated by this, we also consider the Pauli
unitary matrix V which is defined as V = 61 ® - - - ® 0, where o; € {I, 6,0y, 0. }. Consider the following

two Hermitian-preserving processes
&1 (po) =
& (po) = = (Vi'po(V2)" — (Vi) "poVi),

where V& = (V{)" and V§' = (V§)" are both Pauli unitary matrices, and g € R. Using Lemmain Appendix
D] we can find CP processes (£{)",(£{)~,(£4)", (%)~ such that

i/g=(EN" (&),
&/g=(&)"— (&)

By choosing g a positive number small enough, g(£)/ can all be physically realizable for i = 1,2 and

(Vi'po(V2)" + (V') "poVi'),

: (112)

N |dg” D109

(113)

j=+,—. If we input the same quantum state py into these CP processes, let the measurement results of

the j-th POVM element P; be
1, 1,— _
P =Te (€N (P0)P; ). Py =Tr (8(E0) (o))

(114)
P =T (8(E) (P0)By), ply = Tr (8(65) " (p0)P ).
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Define £¢ £ &l —1&5. Therefore, we have
&5 (po) =1 (po) —i€5(po) = gVi'po(V5)"
=g(&1) " (o) — 8(£1) (po) (115)
—ig(&7) " (po) +i8(£5) ™ (po)-
Denote
Paj £ Tr (E5(P0)P)) = poj” — pay —ipa) +ipay
which can also be expressed as

Paj = gTr (Vipo(V3)'P;)

(116)
= g (vec(Vi @ Vs))" (vec(P)) @ vec(pd)).
Define K; = vec™!(vec(P;) ® vec(pl')) and a linear map 7; : C4**4* _5 C is introduced as:
pij=gTr (Vi @ V31K;) +eij
117)

= Ti(K)) +eijs
where e;; denotes statistical noise due to the finite number of samples. This equation closely resembles
equation (2) in [13]. Since V| ® V' are random Pauli unitary matrices which satisfy RIP [61], we can
leverage the compressed sensing methodology outlined in [15] for our problem, particularly when both

the quantum state and detector are of low rank, thereby reducing the sample complexity.

APPENDIX F

PROOF OF PROPOSITION

Proof: Refs. [54]] and [55] have proved that the rank of the parameterization matrix generated by

one Hamiltonian is not larger than d>—d—+1, ie, rank(Q;) < d?> —d + 1. Therefore, to ensure B is

2_1)\2 . . . . 2_1\2
full-rank, we need to prepare at least H[jf 1421} different Hamiltonians, i.e., S > HI;[ lezJ. [ ]
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