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Abstract

We investigate the generation of quantum states and unitary operations that are “ran-
dom” in certain respects. We show how to use such states to estimate the average fidelity,
an important measure in the study of implementations of quantum algorithms. We re-
discover the result that the states of a maximal set of mutually-unbiased bases serve this
purpose. An efficient circuit is presented that generates an arbitrary state out of such a
set.

Later on, we consider unitary operations that can be used to turn any quantum channel
into a depolarizing channel. It was known before that the Clifford group serves this and a
related purpose, and we show that these are actually the same. We also show that a small
subset of the Clifford group is already sufficient to accomplish this. We conclude with an
efficient construction of the elements of that subset.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Preface

Quantum Computing is a multi-disciplinary subject that tries to make use of the laws of
quantum mechanics that govern our physical reality. Since Richard Feynman illustrated
how to simulate quantum mechanical systems in the 1980’s [Fey82], quantum computing
gained a lot of attention. This is particularly due to Peter Shor’s factoring algorithm
[Sho96], that, provided a quantum computers can be built efficiently, would break most of
the public-key cryptosystems in use these days. Besides this drawback, quantum computers
would enable us to efficiently simulate molecular dynamics and thus would help developing
new materials, and would dramatically improve our understanding of molecular biology,
for example.

These widespread applications of quantum computers lead to an enormous effort that
has been put into their physical realization. However, it has not been possible to control
more than a dozen qubits—far from the applications outlined above, which will need many
dozens, hundreds, or even thousands of qubits. Out of the many obstacles, noise is the
most prominent one that hinders the development of large-scale quantum computers.

In this thesis, we devise a protocol to estimate the average fidelity, a global property
of the strength of the noise associated with a quantum channel. We will see that it is
sufficient to use so-called mutually-unbiased bases (MUBs), as they will lead to the same
average as the uniform measure over all quantum states. We re-discovered the previously
known result that the states in a complete set of MUBs are a 2-design for quantum states.
The contribution in this area is an explicit construction of circuits that generate the MUB
states.

From a different point of view, this thesis is concerned with the generation of quantum
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states and unitary operations that are “random” in certain respects. A truly random
quantum state on n qubits can be regarded as a uniformly distributed 2"-dimensional
unit complex vector (where two vectors are regarded as equivalent if one is a multiple of
the other). This uniform distribution is the Fubini-Study measure (Definition [A7T]), and
is defined by the property that it is invariant under unitary transformations. Since the
space of possible states has 27" — 2 real degrees of freedom, it is infeasible to generate a
distribution of states that is statistically close to a good approximation of this distribution
with a polynomial number of operations (Section ZZ3H). On the other hand, there are
very efficient methods for simulating random states that are equivalent to this in certain
restricted contexts.

The following sections present an introduction to the fundamental concepts of quantum
mechanics and quantum computing. As we will make use of concepts from Linear Algebra,
the Dirac Notation, Group Theory, Functional Analysis, Topology, Harmonic Analysis,
Finite Fields, and Finite Rings, we present some background on those areas in Appendix
[Al and refer to the appropriate literature in the respective area.

Chapter [ introduces measures to characterize noise and the average fidelity in partic-
ular. It also shows current approaches to estimate the average fidelity. The Decomposition
Lemma P23 T3 will be used in the subsequent chapters. After that, the concept of mutually-
unbiased bases is introduced formally and the known constructions are presented in chapter
The chapter concludes with interesting open problems in that area. The main contribu-
tions of this thesis are presented in Chapters ll and B, where we present an alternate proof
for 2-designs for quantum states and quantum operations, respectively. The contribution in
both chapters are the different proof techniques and circuit constructions for the 2-designs.
Chapter @l gives the explicit construction for MUB states which are already known to be
a 2-design. Chapter B, in contrast, shows that a subset of the Clifford group is already
a unitary 2-design. An efficient construction of the elements of that subset is presented.
Finally, we summarize our conclusions and outline interesting future areas of research in
Chapter B

1.2 Quantum Mechanics Framework

At any point in time, the state of a classical system is well-defined, say the position of a
car on a street at a given time ¢t. In quantum mechanics, however, a system is not just in
a single state, but in a superposition of potentially more than one states. Formally, the
state of a quantum mechanical system is given by

V) = anlthr) + agliha) + -+ an|tn), (1.1)
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where «; denotes the “amplitude” with which the system is in its basis state [¢;). For
example, these could be the position or polarization angle of a photon, the energy of an
electron, or the spin of an atom. Although the system is in this superposition of several
states, an observation will force the system into a single state |¢;) with probability |o;|?.
The amplitudes must satisfy

> )P =1

j=1

to give a probability distribution over the states |¢;) upon an observation of the system.
More formally, the state space of a quantum mechanical system is a complex inner product
space ‘H, commonly referred to as a “Hilbert space”. A valid state of a quantum mechanical
system is described by a unit vector in H.

The elements of the state space H are so-called “ket” vectors |¢)). Denote by (¥ the
dual of |¢), which is a linear functional on H such that

(@[(1¢)) = (1), 9))
is the inner product between [¢)) and |¢). This notation is further shortened by letting

(@l(10)) = (¥l9)-

Now, we can refine ([LI) by specifying that the |¢;) have to be pairwise orthogonal, i.e.
(¥il1j) = 0 whenever i # j, such that {|¢;) |i = 1,2,...,n} forms a basis for H. For the
purpose of this work, we will not worry about infinite dimensional state spaces and will
assume any state space H of finite dimension.

The time evolution of a quantum mechanical system is either unitary if the system is
isolated, or a measurement if the system is observed.

Unitary Evolution The state of an isolated quantum systems evolves according to a
linear function U that acts on the state as a vector. Therefore, we can think of U as a
matrix that maps

aq 51

(6%) B2
’_) .

Qi Bn

The resulting state |¢') = B1]v1) + - -+ + Ba|t,) must satisfy the normalization constraint
as well, which requires U to be unitary and leads to the name of this evolution. It also
implies that the evolution is reversible with U~! = U’ (where UT denotes the complex
conjugate transpose of U).
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Measurement While an isolated quantum system evolves unitarily, different laws hold
when the system is inspected by an observer. This process is called a measurement of the
quantum system. In general, a measurement is given by a set of measurement operators
{M,,} on the state space of the system. The probability that the measurement of a state
|1} yields outcome m is given by

p(m) = (Y| M, My |0).
After the measurement, the state “collapses” to

My |1)
p(m)

The measurement operators satisfy the completeness relation
> Mi M, =1

so that the outcome probabilities form a probability distribution

S plm) = S M} M) = (0 (z M;Mm) ) = Gl = 1.

m m

There is a different view on the measurement process called “Positive Operator-Valued
Measure”, abbreviated as POVM, that is most often employed by physicists. It reduces
the general measurement operators M,, to a set of positive operators

E,, = M} M,,
such that the probability of observing outcome m is

p(m) = (Y| En ).

The completeness relation now reads

ZEm:]l.

m

The complete set of operators { E,, } is usually referred to as a POVM with POVM elements
E,.. A POVM is especially well suited for the analysis of the measurement statistics when
the post-measurement state is of no interest. It is simpler than the general measurement
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description yet still powerful enough to describe the complete statistics of any quantum
measurement.

A special kind of measurement is a projective measurement or von Neumann measure-
ment. A projective measurement is given by an observable M, which is required to be a
Hermitian operator so that its spectral decomposition

M:Zum

exists, where P, is a projector onto the eigenspace of M with eigenvalue m. The eigenvalues
m of M represent the possible outcomes of the experiment. The probability of measuring
m is given by

p(m) = (| Pt}

and the state after a measurement with outcome m is

Polt)

p(m)

A projective measurement can be described as a general measurement with measurement
operators M,, = P,,, which leads to simplified calculations as P} = P,,, P2 = P,, and
thus P! P, = P,,.

The easiest example of a projective or von Neumann measurement is a measurement
in the standard basis. Say we are given the state ([LIl) and measure with respect to the
basis {|11),...,|¥n)}. The measurement is given by the projectors P, = |{y,)(¥m| that
project onto the subspace spanned by [1,,). As the |1),,) are pairwise orthogonal, it follows
that the projectors P,, are pairwise orthogonal, too. Hence Y m|ty,) (¢, ] is a quantum
measurement that yields m with probability |(¢,,|¥)]* = |am|?, leaving the system in the
post-measurement state a—m‘gwm) which is equivalent to |¢,,).

lam

1.3 Quantum Computing

The basic unit of information in classical computation is the bit, which can either take
the value 0 or 1. In quantum computation, the basic unit is a qubit, which can be in a
superposition of 0 and 1. We usually identify the basis states of a qubit with |0) and |1).
Using the notation of quantum mechanics, we can say more precisely that the state of a
single qubit is the superposition

Oé0‘0> + 061|1>
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for ap, a1 € C such that |ag|* + |a1|> = 1. Hence the state space of a single qubit is a
two-dimensional Hilbert space Hs.
The state space of a system with n qubits is described by the n-fold tensor product of
a single-qubit system
Hon =Hy® - @ Hy.

n times

For example, a system consisting of two qubits has the four basis states |0)|0), |0)|1), [1)]0),
and |1)|1), where the state |0)|1) means that the first qubit is in state |0) and the second
qubit is in state |1). In general, an n-qubit system has basis states which correspond to all
binary strings of length n. Instead of writing

1bo)|b1) - - - |bn—1)

we will write |bgb; ... b,_1) or sometimes even shorter using a base-10 representation of the
binary number (bob; ...bp—1)y = 2?2—01 2'b;. Therefore, we can write the basis states of a
register of n qubits as |0),|1),...,|2" — 1). The general state of such a register is given by

‘w> = 040‘0> + Oé1|1> + - —|—042n_1|2n — 1>

where
2n 1

> i =1.

i=0
Hence the state is described by 2™ complex amplitudes. Taking into account the normal-
ization condition, we still seem to have 2™ — 1 complex degrees of freedom. Therefore it
seems that a system of n qubits contains a huge amount of information that is encoded
in its complex amplitudes, as opposed to n bits of information in a classical n-bit system.
However, this is only true in a restricted sense: for the generally accepted definition of
Holevo information [NCO()], it is known that a qubit contains not more than one classical
bit of information. For a deeper elaboration of quantum information theory, we refer the
reader to [NCO(, Ch. 12]. Despite those negative results, quantum computation and quan-
tum information does offer provable advances over classical computation and information.
Using de Wolf’s words, it is “the art of quantum computing to use this information for
interesting computational purposes” [dW99].

1.3.1 Turing Machine Model

Classical computation can be described using a variety of different models. Two very
prominent ones are the Turing machine and the circuit model. We will briefly address
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the quantum version of the Turing machine and go into the circuit model of quantum
computation in more detail.

In analogy to classical probabilistic Turing machines, quantum Turing machines (QTM)
were defined by Benioff [Ben82] and Deutsch [Deu85]. We adopt the notation set by Benioff
[Ben98| in a fairly recent survey. See [Meg05] for an account on the history of the QTM.

A QTM consists of a one-dimensional infinite tape with cells labelled by the integers
7., a head, and a unitary step operator. Associated to each cell is a finite state space which
we will usually define to be two-dimensional and therefore each cell will be one qubit.
The head can be in a superposition of a finite number of orthogonal internal states |l),
l€{1,2,...,L}, and a position j on the tape. In analogy to the classical Turing machine,
we define the elementary actions of a QTM as moving of the head one step to the left
or one step to the right, changing the state of the qubit at the position of the head, and
changing the internal part |I) of the head state.

Let ‘H be the state space of the QTM and write the QTM’s computational basis as
|l,j,s), where |l,7) denotes the position of the head and the head’s internal state. |s) =
®___|s,,) is a basis state of the tape, where s, is a computational basis state of a single
qubit. In order to avoid technical complications, we will assume H to have a countable
basis. Therefore, a common requirement is that s,, # 0 for at most a finite number of m.

The computation of the QTM is given by an initial state of the head and tape and
the action of the QTM on each basis state |l,j,s,,). The action is specified by a step
operator 1" that obeys certain locality constraints: The head must not move by more than
one position at a time, and the operation on the basis state |, 7, s,,) may only depend on
and change the state of the j-th qubit and the head’s internal state.

Although these definitions let a QTM seem analogous to a classical probabilistic Turing
machine, it has not been found useful in the development of algorithms and in quantum
complexity theory. Therefore, we will stick to the circuit model as our primary model to
describe quantum algorithms.

1.3.2 Circuit Model

A classical Boolean circuit is a directed acyclic graph with input nodes, internal nodes,
and output nodes. The circuit has n input nodes, n > 0. The internal nodes are the gates
AND, OR, and NOT, but generally any universal set of gates will work equally well. There
are m designated output nodes, m > 1. The input bits x are fed into the input nodes,
and after all gates have been applied, the output nodes assume a value y. The circuit
computes a Boolean function f : {0,1}" — {0,1}™, if the output nodes assume the value
f(zx) for all inputs = € {0,1}". Figure [LT shows a simple classical circuit that computes

fla;b) =a®b.
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R —
Ry—

b

Figure 1.1: Classical circuit computing a & b

The circuit model is linked to the Turing machine model by the idea of circuit families.
A circuit family is a set C = {C,,} of circuits, one circuit for each input length n. A circuit
family decides a language L C {0,1}* if for any n and any input = € {0,1}", the circuit
C, outputs 1if x € L and 1 if x ¢ L. A circuit family C is uniform if C,, can be computed
by a Turing machine given input n. A uniformly polynomial circuit family is a uniform
circuit family that can be computed by a Turing machine using space logarithmic in n,
which implies a run-time polynomial in n. It also implies that the number of gates in C),
is at most polynomial in n as well. The link between Turing machines and circuit families
is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 1.3.1. [Pap94] A language L C {0,1}* can be computed by a uniformly poly-
nomial circuit familiy iff L € P.

A quantum circuit is a directed acyclic graph with input nodes, internal nodes, and
output nodes. The inputs are qubits that are prepared in the state |0) or |1). The internal
nodes are quantum gates, which are unitary transformations that act on a finite number
of qubits. Restricting these gates to finitely many inputs allows for a comparison of the
complexities of classical and quantum circuits. Usually, we allow for one and two-qubit
gates. Table [Tl shows some elementary quantum gates together with their circuit symbol
and the corresponding unitary matrix. The transformation described by such a quantum
circuit can be computed by taking tensor products of gates applied in parallel on disjoint
sets of qubits and ordinary product of gates applied in series. A quantum circuit can then
be viewed as a single unitary transformation on its n input qubits.

Usually, some auxilliary qubits are needed during the computation, which are taken as
needed and assumed to be initialized to |0). We will call them “ancillas” and require them
to be in state |0) at the end of the computation. Otherwise, the result of the quantum
algorithm might be corrupted by applying local unitary transformations on the ancillas.
We will call this process “uncomputation”, as it is effectively achieved by reversing that
part of the computation that made use of the ancilla.



Introduction

Hadamard % G _11)
Pauli-X (‘13 (1))
Pauli-y (O o
Pauli-Z (
Phase 0 S)

1 0

/8 (0 ei7r/4)

1 0
0 0
0 1
0 0

C-NOT

o O = O

Table 1.1: Elementary Quantum Gates from [NC00, p. 177]
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After all gates have been applied to the input qubits and the ancillas, the output nodes
will assume a state |¢). It is measured in the computational basis to produce a classical
output string. Note that without loss of generality, all measurements can be placed at
the end of the quantum circuit [NCO0], where classically controlled gates are replaced by
quantumly controlled gates. Figure shows a simple quantum circuit that computes the
exclusive-OR of its input states, which is the controlled-NOT quantum operation.

|a) —4— |a)

|b) —b— [a®b)

Figure 1.2: A quantum circuit that computes a @ b

A distinct feature of a quantum mechanical unitary evolution is its reversability. A
unitary operator U is invertible with inverse U~™' = UT. This implies that ancillas are
needed in order to compute functions that are not bijections. For example, the trans-
formation |z) — |PARITY (z)) is not unitary as its inverse does not exist. In order to
provide quantum circuits with the ability to calculate those functions as well, we have to
introduce additional qubits. It is known that for any classical Boolean function f from n
to m bits, there is a reversible function Uy on n + m input bits that computes

Us i (z,y) = (7,9 @ f()),

where € {0,1}" and y € {0,1}™. Furthermore, if a circuit for f uses T gates, there
is a circuit for Uy that uses O(T") gates and O(T) ancillas. We will understand that Uy
computes f reversibly and will use Uy instead of f when we want to implement f with a
quantum circuit.

A universal set U of quantum gates is a set of single and two-qubit gates such that any
quantum circuit can be built using gates from U. It is known that the controlled-NOT gate
and all single qubit gates form such a universal gate set, albeit one that is continuously
parametrized. To end up with a finite set of single and two-qubit gates, we will loosen
the requirements a bit and allow for approximations of unitary operations and call a finite
set U universal if we can approximate every gate using only elements from . Denote the
error if we try to approximate U by V by

E(U.V) = max [(U = V)]l

where || - || denotes the norm in the state Hilbert space, which is the Euclidean norm if the
state space is finite-dimensional. It is known that the probability distributions obtained
by a POVM on U|0) and V|0) are close in the following sense: Let M be a POVM and
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let py and py be the probabilities of observing m upon measurement of U|0) and V'|0),
respectively. Then

lpu(m) — py(m)| < 2E(U, V).
It turns out that the discrete set

U ={CNOT, H, P,x/8}

generates all quantum gates with an error € > 0 as small as desired. This is known as
the Solovay-Kitaev Theorem [NCO(], which states that we can approximate any quantum
circuit consisting of m CNOT and single-qubit gates within an error of € > 0 using

€

To conclude the circuit model, we want to state an obvious extension of this standard
model. So far we assumed that the elementary system of our quantum computer are two-
level systems which we called qubits. It is possible to use d-level systems as the elementary
building blocks of a quantum computer for some finite d. We will refer to them as “qudits”,
and we can define the circuit model for them in an analogous fashion. The only difference is
the size of the matrix representation of individual gates. A single qudit gate U corresponds
to a complex d x d matrix, and two-qubit gates have a matrix of size d? x d>.

1.3.3 Quantum Algorithms

It seems that the quantum mechanical principle of superpositions could be used to speed
up information processing a lot. Imagine a boolean function

f:{0,1}" — {0,1}

on an n-bit string. With a quantum computer, we could compute f(x) for all z € {0, 1}" in
parallel, thus leading to an amazing speed-up over any classical computer. More formally,
given a quantum algorithm U; that computes f reversibly and the input state

2"—1

[0) = |2)|0) = H®"|0°") @ |0),

we can compute
2" —1

Usl) = ) [a)|f ().
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However, when measuring the final state, we will end up with a single answer |z)|f(z))
chosen uniformly at random with probability 27". This demonstrates that the speed-up
achieved by quantum computers does not naively stem from the superposition principle. It
rather stems from using interference effects between different states in a superposition to
obtain a global property of a function. This abstract idea is what lies behind the quantum
algorithm that factor large integers or solve the discrete logarithm problem efficiently.

There are two basic ingredients that give rise to the speed-up of quantum algorithms:
the quantum Fourier transform (QFT) and amplitude amplification [NCO0]. The QFT is
heavily used in Peter Shor’s celebrated algorithm that factors N = pq in time polynomial
in log N, as well as the discrete logarithm problem in any abelian group. We will only
present amplitude amplification as this is the building block needed for the algorithms
presented in this thesis.

1.3.4 Amplitude Amplification

Suppose we are given an algorithm A that acts on a Hilbert space H of N qubits, including
all work qubits. Let

A0y =1[g) = Y aul).

ze{0,1}N

We can think of A as an algorithm that tries to guess the correct output and succeeds with
a reasonably high probability. Let Xg,0q denote the set of desired outputs x and let Xyaq
be its complement, the set of undesired outputs. Thus we can rewrite

A0y = Y agn)+ > agla).

z€Xg00d z€Xbad

The success probability of A is given by

Pgood = Z ‘ax‘27

Z‘EXgood

which is the probability of measuring a state from the set of good states Xg,0q. Conversely,
let
Pbad = E |am|2 =1 — Pgood

€ Xpad

denote the probability of measuring a bad state.
If pgooa = 0, amplification is useless. If pgooa = 1, the algorithm is already exact
and amplification is not necessary. Therefore, amplitude amplification may be used if
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0 < Pgooa < 1. In that case, the good and bad components can be renormalized to

1
|¢good>
vV pgood IEXZgood

1
[Vbad) = Z ||,
VPvad 2 a

|ovz|? and

such that
A|0) = [¢p) = sin O|1go0a) + €OS 0| Vbaq),

L Note that the imaginary parts are contained in [1go0q) and [¢paq),

v/Pgood ’
therefore we can indeed use real coefficients sin § and cos 6, respectively.

Inspired by Grover’s search algorithm [NCO0], amplitude amplification uses two reflec-
tions in the two-dimensional plane spanned by [¢go0d) and |¢haq) to amplify the amplitude
of the good state ([Mos99] and references therein). First of all, given any quantum state
lp) € H, let U|é;> be a unitary such that U@;>|¢> = |¢) and U|é;>|¢l> = —|¢t) for any state
|¢1) that is orthogonal to |¢).

Now define

where 6 = arcsin

|0) = €08 0|thgo0d) — Sin O]tpaa)
and observe that both {|¢), [¢)} and {|tgoed), |¥bad)} form an orthonormal basis for a
two-dimensional subspace Hy C ‘H shown in Figure [[3l

Definition 1.3.2. Define the amplitude amplification operator ) = AU‘$>ATU]jad.

Lemma 1.3.3. The amplificaton operator rotates the input state |¢)) by an angle of 26 in
the two-dimensional subspace, i.e.

Q[Y) = sin(30)[go0a) + c08(30)[Yvaa)-
Proof. To show this, we first note that
Upaal) = — sin 0[thgo0a) + €08 0]tpaa). (1.2)

Then we claim that AU@AT =U i\()) = UI%M‘ To see this, consider an arbitrary quantum

state |p) = a|) + B|wt) for some state |¢p*) orthogonal to |¢) and complex numbers a, 3.
Now

AU Aflp) = AUGAT (al) + Blv))
= AUy (a]0) + ATBlyH))
A (al0) — ATBlyY))
aly) = Blyt)

Ui\m (aly) + Bly)) -
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) E> o "A‘|'¢%Q9fi\>

Figure 1.3: The Subspace of Good and Bad States in Amplitude Amplification.

To conclude the proof, we rewrite the right-hand side of (I2) in the {|+), [¢))} basis:

Unalt) = —sin0)wgooa) + cos 0|tpaq)
= cos(20)[1)) — sin(20)[<)).

Therefore
Q) = Uy (cos(20)]us) — sin(20)[1))
= cos(20)|v) + sin(20)¢))
= ¢0S(30)|Vg00d) + €0S(38)[1Vbad)-
Figure [C4l shows the geometrical interpretation of the action of Q. O

More generally, we can show that () rotates any input state in the subspace Hs by an
angle of 260. We see that

Upaa (810 @] ¥g00a) + €08 Gltbaa)) = (= sin @|vogo0a) + €08 BlYbaa))
hence U, is a reflection in Hy about the axis defined by [1paq). Analogously
Usigy (sin @¢) 4 cos ¢[ih)) = sin @p) — cos ¢[¢))

is a reflection about the axis defined by |¢)). The main result of amplitude amplification
now follows.
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Wg{)?_(j},_‘_ W%F’P_j},_‘_‘
_ Uiy Uaal®) -

Ukl " Ualt)

; |¥bad) 0 ; |¥bad)

D

Figure 1.4: Amplitude Amplification as Two Reflections.

Theorem 1.3.4. The application of k£ amplitude amplification rounds yields the final state

Q"[v) = sin((2k + 1)0)[go0a) + cos((2k + 1)0) [thpaa)-






Chapter 2

Noise in Quantum Computation

This chapter will introduce the concept of noise in quantum computing and the quantum
operations formalism. The notion of the average fidelity is established and current proce-
dures to measure this quantity are presented. Also, the important Decomposition Lemma
is proved.

2.1 Noise in the Classical World

We will start to look at noise in classical systems to establish an intuition for noise in
quantum systems. Consider the simple example of a bit of information stored on the hard
disk of a computer [NCO(]. Initially, this bit has the value 0 or 1. After a long period of
time, the value of the bit can be corrupted by exposure to external magnetic fields and
high temperatures. The easiest way to model this process is to assume a probability p that
the value of the bit is flipped.

With probability p, the value of the bit changes from 0 to 1 and vice versa. With
probability 1 — p, the value of the bit remains unchanged. See Figure Z1] for an illustration
of that process. The value of p can be estimated by sampling the external magnetic field
surrounding the hard drive and the typical temperature distribution inside the computer.
The value for p can be derived from the sampling data by using physical models for the
magnetic field and the effect of temperature on the bit.

To describe the general effect of the environment of our hard drive on the bit, we
assume that we do not know its initial value exactly. We rather have knowledge about the
distribution of the values of the bit. Let pg denote the probability that the initial state of
the bit is 0, and p; the corresponding probability for state 1. The effect of the environment
can now be modelled as a change of this probability distribution. Our model predicts that

17
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Figure 2.1: The Bit-Flip Error Model.

the probability that the bit is in final state 0 after residing on the hard drive for a long
time is o = ppo + (1 — p)p1. Analogously for state 1, we have ¢; = (1 — p)qgo + pq1. If we
write probability distributions as two-dimensional real column vectors, we can express the
noise as a linear transformation on the probabilistic distribution of the bit’s state:

(gf)Z(lfp 1;1)) (gf) (2.1)

To see why it is useful to consider a probability distribution over the initial states of
our bit, imagine a circuit that consists of two gates A and B, both of which are noisy and
either act correctly or flip the result. Although the input to the first gate is known exactly,
we only know the probability distribution over the possible outcomes 0 and 1 after A has
been applied. In order to obtain information about the final state after B is applied to
that intermediate state, we need to consider gates as acting on probability distributions
rather than definite input states.

We will make an important assumption about noise. We will assume that the noise
affecting the second gate is independent from the noise affecting the first gate. This
assumption turns out to be reasonable as the gates are usually physically separated in
any implementation of that circuit. The assumption of the independence of noise turns
the circuit into a Markov process. The circuit starts out with an initial bit X, produces
an intermediate bit Y and outputs a final bit Z. The probability distributions of the
states of each two consecutive bits are linearly related by an equation similar to Il The
matrix is called the evolution matriz and is required to be stochastic to map a probability
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distribution to another probability distribution. If we represent probability distributions
as column vectors and the action of the evolution as left multiplication by the evolution
matrix M = (m;;), then M is stochastic if and only if > .m;; = 1 for all j. In other
words, the entries in each column of M sum up to 1.

2.2 Noise in Quantum Computing

The study of noise in quantum computing has identified different kinds of noise and pro-
vided a model to completely describe the effect of noise on a quantum system. We saw
that classical noise is modelled using probability distributions over the classical states of
the system. For quantum systems, we will use a similar approach. We will consider prob-
ability distributions over quantum states of the system, so that the concept of probability
distribution is merged with the quantum mechanical principle of superpositions and com-
plex amplitudes. It was shown that density operators can be used to completely describe
probability distributions over quantum states and completely describe the statistics of any
probability distribution over quantum states. We will now see how noisy quantum opera-
tions can be modelled to complete this picture. If not specified otherwise, H will denote
the state space of the system in question.

2.2.1 Quantum Operations Formalism

The general evolution of the state of a quantum system can be described by a linear
operator on the density operator of the system, which corresponds to the evolution matrix
we have seen in the classical case. Analogous to the constraints on the evolution matrix of
a classical system, we define quantum operations as the most general evolution of an open
quantum system and we refer the reader to [NCO0, Ch. 8| for an introduction to quantum
operations and physical motivations.

Definition 2.2.1. A quantum operation is a linear operator
&1 L(Ha) — L(Hg),p' = E(p)
on the set of density operators on H such that
o tr&(p) = 1.

e & is convez-linear. Given a finite probability distribution {p1,ps,...,p.} over states

Pl -5 Pn, . .
€ (ZPiPi) = Zpig(pi)-
i=1 i=1
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o & is completely positive. &£(c?) must be positive for any positive operator o4 €
L(H,). Also, for any additional system R, (1 ® &£)(c*%) must be positive for any
positive operator 4% on the joint system AR.

We recall that the dynamics of a closed quantum system are described by a unitary
U, which has the corresponding quantum operation £(p) = UpUT. However, we will have
to deal with open systems in general. In that setting the system is denoted the principal
system and is surrounded by an enwvironment. The environment includes everything that
will interact with our principal system. Without loss of generality we may assume that
the system and environment start out in a product state p ® peny. As illustrated in Figure
P2 the evolution of the joint system of principal system and the environment is unitary
with some operator U. As we only regard the principal system, we have to trace out the
environment after the interaction to get the final state of the principal system alone.

p trenV (U(p ® penV)UT) - g(p)

Penv . . tronv

Figure 2.2: A Quantum Operation As Unitary Evolution in a Larger System

Fact 2.2.2. The operation
E(p) = treny (U(p ® penv)UT)

is a quantum operation. If the Hilbert space of the principal system had dimension d, it is
sufficient to consider an environment of dimension d?.

Fact 2.2.3. Every quantum operation can be written in an operator-sum or Kraus operator

representation
<d?

E(p) = AupA]
k=1

where the A, are the operation elements or Kraus operators and are operators on the
Hilbert space of the principal system. They satisfy the completeness condition

> AlA =1 (2.2)
k

The converse also holds: any such operator sum gives rise to a quantum operation.
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The Kraus operators reveal information about the structure of the noise as we will say
in the following section. For that reason, determining the Kraus operators is an important
goal for experimentalists [WHET04].

Sometimes non-trace-preserving quantum operations are considered. Then Definition
ZZTlis changed such that 0 < tr£(p) < 1 and tr £(p) is understood as the probability that
the process represented by £ occurs. The condition (22)) on the Kraus operators changes
to

0<> AfA <1
k

Non-trace-preserving quantum operations occur when one distinguishes between measure-
ment outcomes that occur in the middle of a process. In our model, the system-environment
interaction could be described by a unitary evolution followed by a measurement {1, } and
the quantum operations could be separated according to the outcome m of the measure-
ment. Then the operation &, corresponding to outcome m would not be trace-preserving.
However, we typically do not distinguish between the outcomes of a possible measurement
on the joint system-environment state and thus we only need to consider trace-preserving
quantum operations.

Although not physically motivated, it will turn out to be of mathematical interest to
consider general linear operators on L(H), which we will call superoperators later on. It
seems to be easier to obtain certain results for this general setting and deduce them for
quantum operations later on. We are interested in superoperators that can be described
by up to d? Kraus operators A; which do not need to satisfy any constraints. These are
called completely-positive superoperators.

Fact 2.2.4. Any set of up to d? operators A;, € L(H) define a completely-positive super-

operator
<d?

E(p) = AwpAl.
k=1

The reverse also holds. Any completely-positive superoperator has a Kraus decomposition.

2.2.2 Single Qubit Noise

We will illustrate how the quantum operations formalism is useful in characterizing noise
by showing how the different kinds of errors on a single-qubit system translate into the
quantum operations formalism and how the Kraus operators reveal the structure of the
noise.
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The bit-flip channel is the quantum analog of the classical bit flip error. It has operation

elements
Ey = /pl, By = /1 —pX,

from which we see that the channel either acts as the identity with probability p, or as a
NOT gate with probability 1 — p.

The phase-flip channel randomly applies a certain phase with a fixed probability 1 — p.
The operation elements are

E(]:\/ﬁ]]_,El = \/1—pZ.

We can also model a combined phase and bit-flip channel, which gives a bit-phase flip
channel. It is characterized by its operation elements

E(]:\/]a]l,El = \/1—]91/.

These examples show how the error model corresponds to the Kraus operators of a
actual quantum operation implemented by a quantum computer. An even more interesting
error model is the depolarizing channel, of which we will make heavy use later on. Although
this is an error model that does not seem to reveal much information about the error at
all, it will prove very useful. The depolarizing channel is a channel that either sends the
input state to the completely mixed state % with probability p, or leaves it untouched with
probablity 1 — p. This channel is most naturally described as a quantum operation

1
E(p) =p5 + 1 =pp.
To find its Kraus operator decomposition, we observe that
I p+XpX+YpY +2ZpZ
2 4

and thus 5
E(p) = <1 — Zp> p+ g(XpX +YpY +ZpZ).

Therefore the operation elements are

Ey = \/1—%1,E1 ng,EgzgY, and F3 = gZ.

Parameterizing the channel in a slightly different way, we end up with

E(p)=1—-pp+ g(XpX +YpY + ZpZ)
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and we can think of the channel as if it acts as the identity with probability 1 — p and as
a random Pauli gate with probability p.

Note that the depolarizing channel can be generalized to a d-dimensional system as
well and reads

£(p) =p3+(1-pp,

Note that we will consider a slightly more general notion later on.

2.3 Measuring the Impact of the Noise

Determining the structure of noise is necessary to design efficient error-correction schemes.
We cannot go into the details of fault-tolerant quantum computing here, but refer to [NCO0]
for an introduction to quantum error correction and fault-tolerant quantum computing. In
this section, we will show how information about the structure of the noise can be revealed
using current techniques. However, only one of them seems to be efficient as the number
of required experiments for all other methods scales polynomial in the dimension d = 2V
of the system Hilbert space H, which is exponential in the number of qubits V.

We will first describe how noise is assessed in general and proceed to methods that
specifically determine a certain property of the noise.

2.3.1 Quantum Process Tomography

Quantum process tomography is a combination of experimental and mathematical tech-
niques to determine the elements of a matrix representation of a quantum operation &
and/or the corresponding Kraus operators A;. We will first introduce quantum state
tomography, a prerequisite necessary to perform process tomography. See [NCO0] for a
general description of quantum process tomography. [Hav03] provides the tools for con-
verting between different representations of the quantum operation. For a description of
an actual experimental determination of £ of an implementation of the Quantum Fourier
Transform, see [WHET04].

State Tomography

Quantum state tomography is a procedure to experimentally determine an unknown quan-
tum state. Suppose we are given many copies of an unknown state p and our task is to
determine the matrix entries of p in the computational basis. Note that it is essential to
have many copies of p, as it is not possible to determine p given just a single copy for it is
not possible to distinguish non-orthogonal states.
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We will first look at the case of a single qubit as it provides good insight into the general
procedure. Pick an orthonormal basis for L(H), say {-= 7 \/_X 7 %Z }. Any density
operator p can be written as

1 1 1 1 1
= (—=1,p)—=1+4+ (—=X,p)—=X+ (—=
p (\/5/))\/5 (\/5/))\/§ (\/5
(L, p)L+ (X, p)X + (Y, p)Y + (Z,p)Z
2
1+ tr(Xp)X +tr(Yp)Y +tr(Zp)Z
2 )

1 1 1
Y, 7. p) =7
p) 7 p) 7

¥+

where we used the fact that the inner product on L(H) is the Hilbert-Schmidt or trace inner
product, that the Pauli operators are self-adjoint, and that density operators have trace
1. Quantum state tomography works because tr(Ap) can be determined experimentally
using a projective measurement of the observable A, which can be any Hermitian oper-
ator. It turns out that the Pauli operators are observables that are easy to measure for
physical systems of interest. In general, any basis for L(H) comprised of easily measurable
observables is sufficient.

Let M be an observable of a von Neumann measurement with spectral decomposition
M =3 mP, with orthogonal projectors F,,. The expected value of a measurement of
this observable on a state p is given by

Z mp(m) = Z mtr(P} Pp) = Ztr(ump) =trMp

using that P,, = P! and P2 = P,,. The coefficients in the representation of p in the Pauli
basis for L(H) can be interpreted as expected values of the Pauli observables.

It is easy to estimate tr(Xp), for example. Suppose we are given k copies of p and we
measure the observable X for each p;. Given the spectral decomposition

= [H)(+] = [=) (-]

we see that the outcomes of the experiments z; are +1 or —1. The average value of these
k experimental outcomes
k

is a reasonable estimate for tr(Xp). By the central limit theorem, we have that the ran-
dom variable Z is almost Gaussian distributed with expected value tr(Xp) and standard
deviation at most —=. Analogously, tr(Yp) and tr(Zp) can be determined within a desired

?vIH
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confidence. One might of course use other standard statistical techniques to estimate the
expected value of a random variable.
In the case of N qubits one makes use of the following fact.

Fact 2.3.1. The set

1
{ﬁgﬁ Qo5 Q- ®osy |5 €{[,X,Y,Z},1<i< N}
is an orthonormal basis for the space of linear operators on the 2V dimensional Hilbert
space Haon of n qubits. We will call this basis the product basis for the linear operators on
Honv. We will call the operators tensor product of Pauli operators.

By measuring all 4" observables according to the procedure layed out above, we can
get complete knowledge of the state p of an N qubit system.

Process Tomography

To determine the matrix elements of the quantum operation £, we choose a basis for the
space of linear operators on the state space of the system H. Let H be a d-dimensional
Hilbert space. As £ is a linear operator on density operators on H, it is completely
characterized by its action on a basis of density operators. One possible basis is the
product basis. However, in many experimental settings it seems to be more natural to use
a different basis. Pick an orthonormal basis {|¢1), ..., |¢q)} for H, say the computational
basis {|0),|1),...,|d)}. Then the set of density operators B, = {o®) = |i){j|: 1 <i,j <
d} forms an orthonormal basis for L(H). Prepare the input states ¢/ and determine the
resulting state & (a(i’j)) using quantum state tomography.

This gives us the matrix elements of £ as a supermatrix. Using the orthonormal basis
for linear operators on H introduced above, we can represent a density operator p as a
d-by-d complex-valued matrix with matrix entries p; ; such that

P = Z pi,jU(i’j)-
Y]



26 Random Quantum States and Operators

However, we can also represent p as a column vector

P11
P1,2

P =1 P1rd
P2,1

Pd,d

Then &€ has a so-called supermatrix representation as a linear operator on a d?-dimensional
vector space of column vector representations of p. We will use the notation & when we
refer to this representation of the operator £. Hence £ can be represented as a d?-by-d?
supermatriz E. The experimental setup outlined above will give the matrix elements of
£ in the supermatrix basis. Each of the input states ¢ will yield a column &, of the
supermatrix € = (£)%_, where we used a total order on the two-index structure (i, ;) to
map it onto the single index k, say (1,1),(1,2),...,(1,d),(2,1),...,(d,1),...,(d,d). It
can be seen that this is exactly what gives the vector representation of p.

The supermatrix representation £ is not very convenient in the study of noise. For most
applications, the Kraus operator representation is more useful as it reveals the structure
of the noise [NCO0J], which we have seen in the examples for single-qubit noise in Section
Let E£(7) be the matrix representation of (/) in the B, basis, hence it is the matrix
with a 1 in the i-th row and j-th column and zeros everywhere else.

Definition 2.3.2. The Choi matrix associated to a supermatrix & is the matrix

d
= (B @ 19)E(1a @ EMD).

i,j=1

(1]

Fact 2.3.3. [Hav03, IWHET04] The Choi matrix = of a supermatrix € is Hermitian with
spectral decomposition

d2
= _ § T
o = )\kO'kO'k
k=1

with all eigenvalues A\ > 0 as £ is completely-positive. Then the Kraus operator-sum
representation of £ is given by the Kraus operators

Ay = \/Ykak

for 1 < k < d2.
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It is also possible to convert a Kraus operator-sum representation of a quantum oper-
ation &£ to the superoperator representation £.

Fact 2.3.4. [EAZ0O5] The supermatrix representation of £ with Kraus operators {A4;} is
given by
E=>) A;® A (2.3)
k

We will use £ to denote the superoperator and € to denote its representation as a
supermatrix using some fixed basis for L(H) that will be clear from the context. Note that
a superoperator is a linear operator on L(H) and hence is more general than a quantum
operation, which is a special case of superoperators. In the following section, we will make
use of superoperators to obtain more general results that will prove crucial later on.

2.3.2 Noise Estimation Scenario

There are two very common scenarios where noise estimation in quantum computing is
important: quantum algorithms and quantum channels. We will introduce both settings
and explain what noise estimation means in both contexts.

. @ £ )E £(p)

Figure 2.3: A Quantum Channel.

Quantum Channel

From a theoretical point of view a quantum channel is a quantum gate that implements
the identity transformation. However, a physical realisation of a quantum channel will
usually be noisy and will implement a quantum operation that is not exactly the identity
operation. We are interested in the “distance” between the identity and the operation the
channel actually implements.

Quantum Circuit

A quantum circuit on N qubits is a unitary transformation U in the 2V-dimensional Hilbert
space H. We are interested in how close a physical realization of a quantum computer
implements U. We will call the physical implementation £, where £ is the actual quantum
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operation our quantum computer carries out when we try to implement U, as shown in
Figure 24l We will later see that we can always think of the implementation £ as a perfect
implementation of U followed by a noisy quantum channel €.

P U : UpUT P & . E(p)

Figure 2.4: An Ideal versus an Actual Implementation of a Quantum Algorithm U.

2.3.3 Distance Measures

We are interested in the distance between a desired transformation U and the actual
operation £. We have already seen that U can be expressed as a quantum operation with
exactly one Kraus operator, U itself. We could employ the transformation (£3) and try to
find a distance measure between the supermatrix representations U* @ U and £. However,
it has been proven more useful to define a distance measure on density operators and
characterize how noise affects a single output state.

We will start with a metric that is derived from the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product on
the space of linear operators on H.

Definition 2.3.5. The trace distance between quantum operators p and o is defined as

1
D(p.0) = 5 trlp o]

where |A| = VAT A is the positive square root of ATA.
Fact 2.3.6. The trace distance is a metric on L(H).

Although this measure gives rise to a metric on the space of density operators, it is
not typically used in the context of noise estimation. It is more common to use a measure
called “fidelity” that also characterizes how similar two states are, hence it will give rise
to a real number between 0 and 1. It seems that the fidelity is more suitable for analysis
and is thus preferred over the trace distance.

Definition 2.3.7. The Uhlmann fidelity between two states p and o is defined as

F(p, o) = (tr \/m)z.
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This measure does not give rise to a metric, but it is symmetric and turns into a simple
expression when one of the states is pure. Let p = |¢) (1| and observe

F() (], 0) = (trW|w><w|a¢|w><w|)2
— (e VIONle)

(tr waw)
— (ol

using the cyclic property of the trace. As unitary transformations U map pure states to
pure states, we have that

FUW)W|U", o) = (|UTeU|4).

We can now define the fidelity of a quantum channel and the gate fidelity as the
Uhlmann fidelity between the desired and the actual outcome of a channel or a gate,
respectively.

Definition 2.3.8. Let £ denote the actual quantum operation representing a quantum
channel. The channel fidelity for an input state |v) is

F ()], £} 1)) = @IE(P) (@ )]).

Definition 2.3.9. Let U be the unitary operator corresponding to a quantum gate. Let
& denote the quantum operation of the actual implementation of U. The gate fidelity for
an input state [¢) is

Fiyy (U, &) = F (U) U, (1) (W) = IUTE(W) (DU ).
We will denote the gate fidelity by Fy(]1)) if € is clear from the context.

In order to simplify our discussion we will treat a quantum channel as a quantum
algorithm that implements the identity transformation. From the following definitions and
results for quantum algorithms one obtains the corresponding definitions and results for
quantum channels by replacing the operation U by the identity operation 1.

It is not very convenient to have the fidelity of a quantum channel or a quantum
algorithm defined for a single state. There are two ways [NC0O0| to proceed towards a
fidelity measure that is independent of the input state. Analogous to the study of the
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worst-case and average case behaviour of algorithms in theoretical computer science, we will
look at the minimum and average gate fidelities. The minimum gate fidelity corresponds
to the worst-case behaviour of our implementation of a unitary U, whereas the average
gate fidelity is a number associated to the average behaviour of our implementation.

Definition 2.3.10. The minimum gate fidelity is the minimum of the gate fidelity taken
over all input states |¢). Hence

Frin(U, €) = 1in Fu(l9)) = %§<¢IUT5(\¢><¢\)UW>-

Definition 2.3.11. The average gate fidelity of a quantum algorithm U with implemen-
tation & is defined as

Fu08) = [ FoU.8)dw) = [ @it eu)w)uled)

-S

where the integration is with respect to the Fubini-Study measure (Definition [AZT]).

2.3.4 Introduction to Fidelity Estimation

The following sections and the main result in this thesis will be devoted to estimating
the average gate fidelity. Let £ denote the quantum operation that represents the actual
implementation of a quantum algorithm U. Let

d2
E(p) = AppAl.
k=1

We can factor out U from the Kraus operators to get a quantum operation € that does
not depend on U, i.e. an operation such that E(UpUT) = £(p). We can think of £ as
the quantum operation that just characterizes the cumulative noise introduced by the
implementation of U and the experimental control. Let E), = A,U' be the Kraus operators
of £ and observe

d2

EWUpUT) = > EUpUE]
k=1
d2
= Y AUUpUUA]
k=1

d2
= > AwpAl = E(p).
k=1
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We will see later that the average fidelity will not depend on U but only on the cumulative
noise described by &.

2.3.5 Fidelity Estimation using Quantum Process Tomography

For the easiest case, assume we already have all the matrix elements of £. Now the average
fidelity can be computed from that using a direct calculation [EAZ05]. We will show a
general formula for averages over the Fubini-Study measure and derive an explicit formula
for the average gate fidelity as a corollary.

Definition 2.3.12. Define the representation U of U € U(d) on L(H) as Up = UpUt
for all p € L(H). Note that this is the usual action of U(d) on density operators which

we extend to all linear operators. Furthermore, we will call a superoperator A unitarily
invariant if UAUT = A for all U € U(d).

Lemma 2.3.13. Let A be a unitarily invariant superoperator and X € L(H). Then
:tr[\—%< IL)+trA(]l) 1

A(X) 1 X—trXE yi trXE.

Proof. The representation U is reducible. Denote M9 C L(H) the space of traceless
linear operators, and let M} = {cl,|c € C} C L(H) be the subspace of multiplies of
the identity operator. There is no non-trivial subspace of MY that is invariant under
U(d) [Boeb6d, Boe70] and M} is the smallest subspace that contains the identity. Hence
both subspaces are irreducible. Observe that every linear operator X € L(H) has a

decomposition into a traceless part and a multiple of the identity: X = (X —& dX 1)+% dX 1,
hence L(H) = MY @& M. Hence the sets

Uy = {Ulrg | U € U(d)}

and )

Uy = {Ulay |U € U(d)},
with X |s meaning the restriction of X onto the subspace S, are irreducible with respect
to L(H).

A is unitarily invariant and it follows that AU = UA for all U € U(d). This commu-
tation relation is also true for the operators restricted to the subspaces M? and M) of
L(H). Schur’s Lemma (Fact [A-8H) implies that the restriction of A onto each subspace is
a multiple of the identity operator. Hence for X € L(H),

AX)=p (X —trX%) —i—qtrX%
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for complex numbers p and ¢q. These can be determined by evaluating the superoperator
A for certain operators.

1 1

A(l) = 1 —tri— trl1—

@) = p(1-w13)+ouy

This gives ¢ = 228 Now evaluate (i|A(c@)|;) for the elements of the orthonormal basis

o d
o) of L(H).

N NP 1,
(A} = il (o)~ 8, ) 1)+ a8y )

527‘]
—p—gw q)

With the inner product (X,Y) = tr(X'Y) on L(H) and the cyclic property of the trace,
we compute the value for p:

d
ij=1

- i tr ((U(i,j))TA(a(i,j)))

= Pp—p+g=(-1p+q
O

We will represent the previous lemma in a slightly re-arranged form to ease further
calculations.
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Corollary 2.3.14. Let A be a unitarily invariant superoperator and X € L(H). Then

1
A(X):pX—I—qtrXE, (2.4)
where
tI‘A _trA(L)
p —_= —d
d?2—1
and
_trA(L)
q= d b-

We can simplify this expression if we assume more structure on the superoperator.

Corollary 2.3.15. A trace-preserving unitarily invariant quantum operation A is a depo-
larizing channel

1
Alp) =pp+ (1 —p)g
where

_trf\—l
P="p_1"

Proof. By rearranging terms in Lemma (223.T3]), we can see that A is a depolarizing channel
if A is trace-preserving and restricted to density operators p. Using tr(A(1)) = trl = d
and trp =1,

Alp) =pp+ (1 —p)

Ul =

O

We can now show that the average of a certain quartic function over the Fubini-Study
measure can be explicitly calculated. We will need another lemma first to connect general
superoperators to unitarily-invariant superoperators.

Definition 2.3.16. Let A be a superoperator on L(H). Define the twirled superoperator
A = / VAViav
U(d)

where Ap(X) = [, VA(VIXV)VidV.

Now we can show that twirling leads to a unitarily invariant superoperator.
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Lemma 2.3.17. Let A be a superoperator on L(H). Then the twirled superoperator Ar
is unitarily invariant.

Proof. Pick U € U(d). With the change of variables V = UV’ and the invariance of the
Haar measure on U(d), we derive

(ALY (X) = (U / VAVTdvUT) (X)
U(d)
= / UVAVIUT XUV VIUTaV
U(d)

— / VAV XV (V) aV
U(d)

— Ar(X).
O
Theorem 2.3.18. Let M, N € L(H). Then
1
[ AMIO WINII) = s (i MN 4 M ), (2.5)

Proof. Define the superoperator A(X) = M XN. We start with the unitary invariance of
the Fubini-Study measure. It follows that we can replace integration over the set of all
pure states by integration over the set of all unitary operators in U(d). By the invariance
of the Haar measure over U(d), we can use any fixed pure state |tp).

/ WIAGD) (W E)d]g) = / (ol VEA(V o) (ol VIV i) dV
F-S U(d)
- / VA o) V)V v

= (ol / VAV ol V)VIdV o)
= <¢0|AT(|¢0><%DWO>

where the second equation follows from the fact that the map ' : U(d) — U(d) is an
homeomorphism of U(d) onto itself as U(d) is a topological group. Now we use the repre-
sentation Lemma and the unitary invariance of Ar from Lemma EZ3T7 To directly
apply Lemma PZ3T3, we need to show that tr A and tr A(1) are U(d)-invariant, i.e. they
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are not changed by twirling. Observe that U=U@U'is a unitary operator on H ® H.
With the linearity of the integral and the linearity and the cyclic property of the trace we
thus have that
trhr = / UAUU = / tr UAT U
U(d) U(d)

:/ trmmdv:/ rAdU = tr A
U(d)

U(d)
= D MIGIN) i = D elMI) GINTG) = SG6IMIE) D GING)
= t;]MtrN. ’ ]

Furthermore

trAp(1) = tr/ UA(UTILU)UTdU:/ tr UN(UT1U)UTdU
U(d) U(d)

= / trA(IL)UTUdU:/ tr A(1)dU = tr A(1)
U(d) U(d)
= tr MN.

Therefore

[ @AM WINTY) = ol aDlin)

_ mMuaN+ R 1)t MN]
B d? -1 d d d
1
= tr MN +tr M tr N).
d(d—i—l)( r +tr M tr N)
This finishes the proof. O

Using Theorem 2318, the average gate fidelity can be calculated given the superoper-
ator or Kraus operator representation of the actual implementation £.
Corollary 2.3.19 ([EEAZ05]). The average fidelity of a trace-preserving quantum opera-
tion is 2
(B +d
Favg(U>€) _ Zk—l | ( k)|
d>+d

where E}, are the Kraus operators of & where U was factored out.
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Proof. By the unitary invariance of the Fubini-Study measure we can introduce the change
of variables |¢) = Uly').

FuslU.8) = [ @ITE@wUI)
- / WU )
= [ @I D)

This shows that the average gate fidelity does not depend on U but rather on the cumulative
noise &€ introduced by the implementation of U and the overall experimental control. By
Theorem and the linearity of the integral, we can rewrite the average gate fidelity for
the trace-preserving noise operation & using its Kraus operator decomposition as follows.

Fusl®) = [ WIEWWDIA)

1

d? d?
1 .
= |t § E.E! § tr Eptr B
d(d—Fl)(r(k:l * k>+ P k)

k=1
1 &
= —— (1 E.
T T (tr +;|tr k|>

S B+ d
d(d+ 1)

O

Although Corollary Z3T9 provides an easy way to compute the average gate fidelity, the
Kraus operator or superoperator representation of the cumulative noise operation € needs
to be known. This will in general require quantum process tomography to be conducted.
We will provide two alternate approaches to estimating the average fidelity that do not
require explicit knowledge of E.

2.3.6 Fidelity Estimation using Quantum State Tomography

The straightforward method to get complete knowledge of a quantum operation £ is to
perform quantum process tomography. However, this requires quantum state tomography
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on d? states, which requires of order d* experiments. Extending an earlier observation for
a single qubit by Bowdrey et al. [BOST02|, Nielsen [Nie(2] showed how to estimate the
average gate fidelity using quantum state tomography on fewer states. We will assume
that we have a trace-preserving quantum operation £.

Single Qubit Case

[BOST02| analytically evaluated the average gate fidelity for a single qubit. They described
the average fidelity as a sum over four mixed states which seem to arise naturally in certain
experimental setups:

—_

Fug(U,8) = = + % S o (U%UTS (%)) (2.6)

Jje{zy,2}

[\]

They also gave a characterization using the six pure states corresponding to the axes of
the Bloch sphere (see (A3)), which we will denote by piy, piy, pis:

Full€)=¢ S a(UnUE(y) (2.7)

Jje{£z,ty, £z}

In both cases the states &£ (0—23) and & (p;) need to be determined experimentally using
quantum state tomography.

General Case

[HHH99] showed a relationship between the so-called entanglement fidelity and the average
gate fidelity.

Definition 2.3.20. Let £ be a quantum operation on a Hilbert space H of a system R.
Now consider a second system () with the same state space. Let p be a maximally entangled
state on RQ). The entanglement fidelity of £ is defined as

Fo(€) = (p, (1@ E)(p)) = tr (pT (1@ E)(p)) -

The entanglement fidelity is a measure of how well entanglement is preserved by the
operation £€. The definition is sound as all maximally entangled states are related by a
unitary transformation on R which does not change the value of F,(E).
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Theorem 2.3.21. Let £ be a trace-preserving quantum operation and let U be a uni-

tary operator. The following relationship holds between the average gate fidelity and the

entanglement fidelity:

dF,(EUY) +1
d+1

Proof. We will consider the case of a quantum channel first, i.e. U = 1. Furthermore, we
consider a depolarizing channel £p with channel parameter p. We can show (2.8)) directly.

Foe(E,U) = (2.8)

Fusl€p,1) = [ WIEK(OIDINY)
= [l (el a-n) s

= [ pra-ngdw)

= p—|—(1—p)é. (2.9)

Using the maximally entangled state |¢) = Zi:l |x)|x), we can compute the entanglement
fidelity of the depolarizing channel as follows.

FunlEp) = iz<w\®<w\ ((meD) (gz<|x>®|x>><<y|® M)%Z\z

z,y=1

Q.

= & 3 (ol (D)o bl + 0 -

T,Y,%
6w,z)

—_

d
— Z 5 5?/, <p5w x5y> z+ (1 - p)
z,Y,z

aul

1
= = (d2p+ (1-p)
1
- (- 2.10)
From the explicit formulas () and (ZI0),
dF.(Ep) +1
Fo(Ep, 1) = Helen) 2
(60, 1) d+1

follows.
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Using the technique of twirling from Definition 2310, we can extend this proof from
depolarizing channels to general channels. From Lemma 2317 it follows that &r is uni-
tarily invariant and Corollary (Z3TH) shows that 7 is a depolarizing channel. It remains
to show that the average channel fidelity is invariant under twirling:

Faterd) = [ it ([ ve@wwova ) waw

_ / / | WITEUI W UT U Ud)

1.
(d) Pl 1, £)0

= Fo(L,€&).

We have substituted |¢') = Uly) and used the unitary invariance of the Fubini-Study
measure. For the entanglement fidelity, we use the fact that |¢') = U|¢) is also a maximally
entangled state for any unitary transformation U. Therefore

F&) = (4] / , UEUmEIUUAU)

WMWY W D) dly')dU
F-S

Cj

I
q\

- / (@IENY) )¢ dU
U(d)

= E(W)WIS) = Fe(€).
Thus (Z8) holds for general channels as well. It is extended to the gate fidelity using

Fual08) = [ wlvte(u)whul)

_ /  WIUEU ) D) i)

Fog(1,EUT)
where we have substituted |¢)) = UT|y'). O

[Nie02] utilized this connection and showed how to calculate the entanglement fidelity
experimentally using state tomography on &£(c("7)) for a set of d? states ¢(*7) that form an
operator basis. This yields the entanglement fidelity using O(d*) experiments and classical
post-processing of d? x d* complex matrices. Using ([Z8), we can subsequently compute
the average fidelity.
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2.3.7 Fidelity Estimation using Random States
Introduction

Another approach to calculating the average fidelity is to sample over uniformly distributed
random quantum states. Given the definiton of the average fidelity in Definition ZZ3TT],
Emerson et al. [EAZ05] suggested a “motion-reversal” experiment shown in Figure 223 As
shown in Corollary 22319, the average fidelity does not depend on the actual algorithm U
in question. It only depends on the cumulative noise £. Assuming that noise introduced
by reversing U will not increase the fidelity as the motion reversal does not cancel out
noise, we will get a lower bound for the fidelity by implementing UUT = 1.

0) UtV H AR

Figure 2.5: Circuit to Estimate the Average Fidelity using Random Unitaries V' € U(d)

Theorem 2.3.22. Let p denote the probability to measure zero at the end of the estimation
circuit. Then

p = Faue(E).

Proof. The theorem follows directly from the unitary invariance of the Fubini-Study mea-
sure. We see that

p :/ O\VUUtEWUTUV |0 O|VIUTU)V [¢)dV
U(d)

_ / (WIE(E) ) dl)

S
= Fue(E).

O

p can be estimated up to an arbitrary precision using standard tools from statistics
as seen in Section 23Tl Although this approach seems promising and would drastically
reduce the amount of classical postprocessing that is needed for the other approaches, it
requires the implementation of random circuits. It is known [NCO0] for the case of d = 2
that the decomposition of most unitary operators in V' € U(d) requires

dlog(1/e)
Q (W) (2.11)
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one and two-qubit gates to approximate to within € in the 2-norm for linear operators. Thus
most unitary operators cannot be efficiently realized on a quantum computer. Therefore,
uniformly distributed random unitaries are generally not feasible practically.

[ELLOS] presents an approach to efficiently approximate Haar-distributed unitaries.
The idea is to start with a probability distribution f over a subset of S C U(d) that either
generates the full set U(d) or a dense subset. In the first case, S will be continuously
parametrized, whereas a discrete gate set S will be sufficient in the second case. The key
idea is to choose a gate V; € S according to the distribution f for each step7=1,2,...,m.
Then the resulting probability distribution over V' = [[-, Vi will converge to the Haar
measure either uniformly or in the weak topology according to a given test function. See
sections [AL§ and for an introduction to Fourier analysis on compact groups. For the
remainder of this section, let G denote the compact topological group U(d) with elements
geaqG.

Exponential Uniform Convergence to the Haar Measure

Let uy € M(G) be an absolutely continuous probability measure on G over a subset
S C G that generates G. This enables us to consider piy both as a measure and as a
function f € L'(G). We will further restrict ourselves to nice positive-definite f (see
Definition [AZ9.27)), such that we do not need to worry about the pointwise convergence of
its Fourier series. For convenience, we will consider the function f for the remainder of this
section, where f is the probability distribution of a single element g € G. If we pick two
elements g1, go € G independently according to f, the distribution of g = g1¢9- is given by
the convolution of f with itself. Thus, the distribution over random circuits that consist
of two gates which were chosen indepently according to f is given by fx f. We will repeat
this process m times and have that the group elements ¢ = ¢19> . .. g, € G are distributed
according to
ffr=fxfxoxf.

In order to show uniform convergence of f*™ to the Haar measure on GG, we need two
technical lemmas.

Lemma 2.3.23. For the Haar measure, we have the Fourier coefficients

s 1 s=0
m(D):{O s
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Proof. Using the unitary invariance of the Haar measure, we observe that

w(D%) = /G D*(g)dg = /G D*(hg)dg — /G D*(h)D*(g)dg
~ D'(n) /G D*(g)dg

for arbitrary h € G. It follows that D*(h)m(D?®) = m(D?) for all h € G, which implies
D#(h) =1 for all h € G or 7(D?) = 0. This implies m(D°) = 1 and m(D?%) =0 for s > 1
as D*(h) # 1 provided h # e € G. O

Lemma 2.3.24. Hf(DS)

< lors>1 f(D°) = Hf(DO)H2 —1.

Proof. The case s = 0 follows immediately from

/G flois|

as f is a probability measure. For the case s > 1, let x € Hy, be a vector in the represen-
tation Hilbert space for the s representation. Now

/G 1(9)D*(g)dgx

< /G 1£(9)D*(9)x, dg
_ /G £(9) | D*(9)x]l, dg

_ / 7(9) Ixll, dg
/ F(9)dg|Ix[,

= |X||2

|fo")

f(D*)x

2

where we used that f is a probability measure and that D? is a unitary representation of
G. To show that Hf(DS)XH < 1, we assume
2

/f )D*(g dgx

/ 1£(9)D*(9)xl, dg.
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It follows from the triangle inequality of the norm and the linearity of the integral that there
is a vector y € Hy, such that for all g € G : D*(g9)x = £(g)y for £ € C(G) a continuous
bounded complex-valued function on G. This implies that £ is a one-dimensional represen-
tation embedded in the irreducible representation D* of dimension dg > 1. Contradiction
and the lemma follows. O

First we note that f*™ converges uniformly to the Haar measure over G if f*™ con-
verges uniformly to the constant function 1 € L'(G). However, we do not just consider
convergence with respect to the L!'-norm, but rather pointwise uniform convergence. To
analyse the convergence, we will consider the Fourier transform of f*™ as the convolution
of two functions ¢, € L'(G) turns into a simple product in its Fourier representations

6 *p(D*) = §(D*)ih(D?),

We have - R "

P = (F(09)"
which is an m-fold product of d, x d, complex matrices. Lemmas and 2323 already
show that the Fourier coefficients of f*™ converge to the Fourier coefficients of the Haar
measure as m approaches infinity. However, this does not prove uniform convergence yet.

We need to show that the Fourier approach is valid and that we have uniform convergence
indeed.

Theorem 2.3.25. The probability measure f*™ converges uniformly to the Haar measure
over G.

Proof. We note that f*™ is nice positive-definite if f is. Therefore for any m, the Fourier
series of f*" converges pointwise [Edw72], where the limit is taken over finite subsets
P C G of irreducible representations of G.
Uniform convergence is understood in the L norm meaning that for almost all g € G,
lim f*"(g) =1

where the limit is uniform, i.e. we want that for any € > 0 there is a maximum number of
convolutions M such that for almost all ¢ € G and all m > M:

[/ (g) = 1] <e

In other words, we want that
lim [[f" — 1| = 0.
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In order to get this uniform convergence, we will consider the convergence of the Fourier
coefficients of f*™ and show that we can restrict ourselves to a finite number of Fourier
coefficients f*™(D*). The Peter-Weyl approximation from Fact guarantees that for
any real € > 0 there is an N, such that for almost all g € G,

Flo)— S dotr f(D) D ()| < e

This “representation cut-off” [ELL05] enables us to consider the truncated function

fvlg) =Y dotr f(D*)D*(g)!

s<N.

for further analysis. For almost all ¢ € G and m > 2, we have from the triangle inequality
and the Peter-Weyl approximation that

L (g) =1 < [f™(g9) = A (9] + 5" (g) — 1
< | f™g) = M 9)] + <Z d tr f*T”(DS)DS(g)T) —1

(2.12)

= 1770 - 2]+ Y dow PR D)D)

where the last line follows from the case s = 0 in Lemma 3241

To bound the first term we claim that fy_x fy. = f* fn. almost everywhere. Using the
Uniqueness Theorem (see Fact [AL0.1]), it suffices to show that their Fourier coefficients
are equal. Let D, € G and observe

e R £ s\2

rr T D) = f (D) = {{; R
and .

o (D s< N,

f*fNe(D)_ffNe(D)_{O s> N,

and the claim follows.
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Therefore for almost all g € G,

o) = 1) = |flo) ( D (g) = ;i) (g)]

< *(m 1( ) — ;{(Em—l)) (g_lh)dh‘
< / )f (0 >—ffvim‘”) (97h)|dn
< [l s o

el

where we used that f is a positive function with integral 1 and that the convolution is
associative. It follows by induction that

Hf*m - f*T

The second term in (EZI2) can be bound using the notation Ds(g)} to denote the single-
column matrix that consists of the complex-conjugates and transposed j-th row of D*(g).
We have

OOSHf_fNe oo<€

w (DD ()| = i(f(DS)mD%g)})j
< 5]
— d, f(DS)mH (2.13)

where we used the definition of the matrix norm, the unitarity of D*(g), and that |z;| <
|x]|2 for any column vector x = (z;)%_, and any i = 1,2,...,d. It follows with the triangle
inequality and the definition of

ac= max |[£(D")]
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that

tr (D) D*(g)')

Ne
< > d,
s=1
Ne
>
s=1
Ne
< o Z d2.
s=1
Now we can choose a constant M, that will only depend on € such that for all m > M.,
Ne
o Z d? <e.
s=1

Putting the bounds for both terms in (ZIZ) together, we arrive at

IN

foo|

1/ = 1loo < 2e,

thus proving uniform convergence. O

We can improve the previous theorem to give the explicit convergence rate for nice
positive-definite probability measures f € L*(G).

Theorem 2.3.26. For a fixed dimension d and additionally f € L*(G), f nice positive-
definite, f* converges exponentially to the constant function 1.

Proof. From the Parseval formula (see Fact [A.9.T9) and the fact that the induced matrix
norm from H,, is the Frobenius norm ||A]| = vVtr AAT, we conclude

A~

1D < o f(Do) f(Do)i
%wstrﬂmﬁws)*
%Zwstrﬂm)ﬂw
1 1

= \/d—sllfllz VA

IN

IN
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as f is a probability measure with integral 1.
Hence we have that for any € > 0 there is a “representation cut-off” S, such that for
all s > S,

A 1

1f(D?)]| < —=e

Vs

As f*™ is a nice positive-definite function for f is nice positive-definite, we can use the
uniform convergence of its Fourier series. Define

ac = max | /(D) (2.14)
and use (ZI3) to bound

[ (9) =1 = D dstr f(D*)"D*(g)!

IN
(]
EAQ[‘\D

s>1
Floeyr |+ 30 dzmizen

Se
2
pIL
s=1 8>S€

Se
< ol Z d2 + " Z d;m/2=2)
s=1

S>Ss

IN

for all g € G. Using known formulas for the dimensions d; of the irreducible representations
of U(d) from [VK9T, VK93 (see Fact [A-8T2), Emerson et al. [ELL05] showed that

Z d(m/2-2)

§>Se
converges as long as m > 6. Hence exponential convergence of || f*™ — 1||o follows. O

This proves that by choosing an arbitrary single qubit or two-qubit gate according to
the initial distribution f in each step, the circuit comprised of the composition of these
gates will converge to a random circuit with a rate exponential in the number of steps.
However, it is not clear how the convergence rate (2I4)) depends on the dimension d = 2V
of the N qubit system Hilbert space. In order for the random circuit construction to be

efficient,
1
c=1-0———).
: (pozyw, é))



48 Random Quantum States and Operators

It is not clear whether this can be achieved, as no reasonable bounds on the norm || f(D?)]|
could be established so far.

Provided an efficient pseudorandom distribution of circuits V' with || f*" — 1| < €
exists, the average fidelity

/U<d> (ol VEWV o) (o VOV o) £ (V)dV

could be estimated using the circuit shown in Figure P20 within a precision of e.

Weak Convergence to the Haar Measure

For many practical applications, pseudorandom unitaries need not be drawn from a measure
that converges uniformly to the Haar measure. Also, if p is not an absolutely continuous
probability measure that gives rise to a nice positive-definite function f € L!'(G), uniform
convergence could not be shown so far. This is the case if the initial probability measure
does not have a support over a continuously parametrized gate set S C U(d), but rather a
discrete set. Then pf will be a weighted sum of J-functions over the elements g, € S.

In that case, the random unitary approach can still give convergence, but in a weaker
sense. Specifically, convergence to the Haar measure can be guaranteed with respect to
certain test functions ¢(g) in the weak topology:

g [ oty = [ o)

The most accessible test functions are trigonometric polynomials which are functions ¢
such that S, = {s € G'| f(D*) # 0} is finite.

Using the orthogonality relations (see Fact [A0.T7), it follows that we need only consider
those irreducible representations D* for which ¢(D?®) # 0. However, it remains an open
problem to actually calculate the convergence rate and to pick a suitable initial distribution
f in this setting.

2.3.8 Alternative Approach using Many Additional Qubits

If additional qubits can be added to the system, there is an easy way to determine the
entanglement fidelity of a quantum operation £ [BDSW96]. Using the approach described
in Section 238, a motion-reversal experiment can be used to determine the average fidelity
of € by implementing UTU = 1 and assuming that the noise will not cancel out for it will be
non-unitary. However, it is conceivable that this process might reduce the average fidelity
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Figure 2.6: Circuit to Estimate the Average Fidelity using N ancillas.

as two operations have to be implemented. Nonetheless, this will provide a lower bound,
at least.
Consider the circuit in Figure ZZ8. The first part creates the maximally entangled state

2N 1

[6) = la)lz),

=0

and the third part of the circuit is the inverse of that computation. Thus measuring the
final state in the computational basis enables us to measure the entanglement fidelity. To
see this, denote p the probability to measure |[0%2V) at the end of the computation and see
that

p=(@l(1®&)lg) = F(£).
p is the probability of a binary random variable and can thus be estimated to an arbitrary

precision using the techniques outlined in Section EX3J1 Using (Z8) and an estimate for p,
we can calculate the average fidelity Fou (€, 1) = Fae(E,U).

2.3.9 Discussion

Both process tomography and Nielsen’s approach using the entanglement fidelity work
without any additional qubits, but require O(d*) experiments. This is exponential in the
number of qubits N = logd, hence these methods are deemed inefficient. Furthermore, it
requires classical processing of either d* x d* or d® x d? complex matrices, which is also
inefficient.
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The random circuit approach seems promising as it does not require additional qubits
and only relies on standard statistical techniques to estimate the probability p of observing
0 at the end of the experiment. However, the convergence rate of the pseudorandom circuit
construction as a function of the Hilbert space dimension d is not clear yet. It is a promising
technique and further work should investigate the convergence condition for a test function
like the average gate fidelity.

The last approach estimates the average fidelity using N additional qubits and similar
classical postprocessing as in the random circuit case is required. Provided additional
qubits do not introduce too much additional noise and are experimentally feasible, this is
the preferred construction. However, in many practical settings, the number of qubits is
still strictly limited and each additional qubit is quite expensive [NCO0]. It seems to be
necessary to actually gain information about the structure of the noise before additional
qubits can be realised. Also, both the random circuit and the last approach assume that the
fidelity of implementing the motion-reversal experiment UTU does not differ significantly
from the average fidelity of an implementation of U.



Chapter 3

Mutually-Unbiased Bases

In this chapter, we will formally introduce the concept of mutually-unbiased bases and
present the easiest constructions of these bases known so far. We will show that there are
interesting open problems and nice applications beyond the context of this thesis.

3.1 Introduction

Two orthonormal bases B; and By of a Hilbert space H of dimension d are called mutually

unbiased if )

|[(Urlep)] = Ji

In a 1960 paper, Schwinger [Sch6(] realized that if a state [¢) is prepared as a basis state of
By and measured with respect to the basis Bs, it is just an equally weighted superposition
over all basis states of By and vice versa. Hence no information can be gained about a state
|1)) that is created as a basis state of either By or By with the choice of basis unknown.
This idea also underlies the famous BB84 quantum key distribution protocol [BBS84].

For a single qubit system, the three bases

B = {[0),[1)},

0) + 1)

2 {I+) 7 |-

N0y +af) o |0) — 1)
By, = {|4+i))=—-—"|-1) = ———
2 {1+ 7 |—i) 7
form a set of pairwise mutually-unbiased bases or just “mutually-unbiased bases” for short.
Sometimes, this is abbreviated by “MUB”. The absolute value of the inner product between

(3.1)

0) = 1)

7 and (3.2)

o1
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two vectors from different bases is % which corresponds to an angle of 7. On the Bloch
sphere (see Section [A3)) the angles double and hence the vectors are orthogonal in the
geometry of the three-dimensional Euclidean space. Figure (BI) shows the layout of By,
Bs, and Bjs on the Bloch sphere.

1)
Figure 3.1: Mutually-Unbiased Bases on the Bloch Sphere

From the Bloch sphere it is apparent that we cannot find a fourth basis that is mutually
unbiased to By, Bs, and Bs. It was already suggested by [[va&1] that there can be at most
d + 1 mutually-unbiased bases in a Hilbert space of dimension d.

3.2 History and Applications

The concept of mutually-unbiased bases seems to have emerged in 1960 in a work by
Schwinger [Sch60), [KR04, [KR05al, [va&Tl, WES9]. Schwinger considered the problem of de-
termining an unknown, possibly mixed state p provided sufficiently many copies of p are
given. He introduced the term “complementarity” between two measurement operators.
Given a system prepared in a basis state of a basis By, a measurement with respect to
a mutually-unbiased basis By gives no information about the state but just an equal dis-
tribution over all states in By. Although this fact has been known long before Schwinger
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[Sch60], he showed that the measurement operators corresponding to measurements in
d + 1 mutually-unbiased bases form an operator basis and he called such measurement
operators “maximally non-commutative”. It was not until 20 years later that Ivanovic¢
[[va&1] explicitly showed how these measurements can be used to completely determine
the unknown state p, thereby introducing the term “mutually 'orthogonal’ ” operators.
Wootters and Fields [WESJ| seemed to have coined the term “mutually-unbiased bases”.
They also showed that there are at most d + 1 mutually-unbiased bases in a Hilbert space
of dimension d and gave the first explicit construction for such a complete set in case of
prime power dimensions d = p* for p > 2.

The applications of mutually-unbiased bases are diverse. Firstly, the obvious appli-
cation was quantum state determination [[va8l], where measurements with respect to
mutually-unbiased bases are sufficient for quantum state tomography (see Section 2Z3.T]).
Then, they have an application in quantum key distribution because of their nice information-
theoretical property that a closely localized state in a basis B; looks like an equal superpo-
sition in a basis By that is unbiased with respect to B;. The BB84 protocol [BB84] made
use of the fact that

_ o+
|+> - \/§ )
\/§ )
s
+) — 1=

Vs

and hence an eavesdropper cannot obtain any information about a state prepared as a basis
state of either B; or By if the choice of basis is unknown to them. This was also generalized
to d-dimensional systems [CBK™02|. Buhrman et al. [BCHT05] have recently shown how
mutually-unbiased bases can be used to implement a quantum string commitment protocol.

There is also an interesting application to the so-called Mean King’s Problem, which
amounts to determining the outcome of a measurement chosen randomly from a set of
complementary observables. See [KR05D] for an overview of the state-of-the-art of the
problem and how mutually-unbiased bases play a role. Besides showing another application
of mutually-unbiased bases, this article is fun to read.

This thesis will use mutually-unbiased bases to estimate averages over the uniform
measure of all pure states of a quantum system. We will present a result similar to [KR05al,
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where it was shown that mutually-unbiased bases can be used to estimate certain Fubini-
Study averages. For that, we will give an alternative proof.

3.3 Constructions

The first explicit construction by Wootters and Fields [WER9] was simplified and extended
by subsequent works [BBRV(2, [Cha(2, [LBZ02, KR4, D, PRO5, RBKSS05]. Although
significant simplifications were achieved, constructions for the cases of odd and even prime
power dimensions still differ. Ref. [KR05a] gives a brief overview of most currently known
constructions.

3.3.1 0Odd Prime Power Dimension

Let H be a Hilbert space of dimension d = p*, p an odd prime and k& € N. Denote the
computational basis by {|z) |z € GF(p*)} assuming an arbitrary ordering of the elements
of GF(p*). The following lemma will be crucial in the construction of an extremal set of
mutually-unbiased bases for H.

Lemma 3.3.1. Let p > 2 and let x be a non-trivial additive character of GF(p*). Let
p(X) = a2X2 +CL1X + ) S GF(pk)[X]aa'Q 7& Oa

be a polynomial of degree 2. Then

Y x(p@)| = vk

r€GF(p*)
Proof. See [LN94l, Ch. 5] for a proof. O

Alltop [ATIR0] constructed sequences of complex numbers that exhibit very low corre-
lations for use in spread spectrum radar and communication applications. It was not until
recently that Alltop’s work was rediscovered and found to give a construction for a set of
p + 1 mutually-unbiased bases in prime dimension p, p > 5 [KR04]. Ref. [KR04] also gave
the generalization of Alltop’s construction to the case of prime power dimensions.

This construction was improved by Klappenecker and Rétteler [KR04] to work for any
odd prime power dimension p¥. It is based on Ivanoviés work for prime dimensions [[vaST]
that was later generalized by Wootters and Fields [WER9]. Different versions of the proof
were given by Chaturvedi [Cha02] and Bandyopadhyay et al. [BBRV(2]. We will present
the proof by Klappenecker and Roétteler as it is the shortest one known to the author.
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Theorem 3.3.2. Let p > 3. Then the sets
B, ={ly5) |be GF(p")},a € GF(p")

where

g rax—i-bx 3.3
|¥5) \/— Z |z) (3.3)

z€GF(p
together with the computational basis are a complete set of d + 1 mutually-unbiased bases.
Proof. Again, we consider the inner product
! 1 ! /
(gl = — | D wyl@ =i @=omn), (3.4)

p x€GF(pk)

In the case of vectors from the same basis, we take a = a’ and thus

appan| _ L w(@—byry| _ )1 b=V
|<¢b|¢b>|_]¥ Z Wy = 0 b#b"

x€GF(p*)

Now assume a # a'. Lemma (B3J]) implies that
1
Vi
and hence B, and B, are mutually unbiased. As the coefficients of the basis states of
the computational basis in (B3]) have absolute value \/7 B, is mutually unbiased to the

(el )| =

p
computational basis for any a. O

For a qutrit system with dimension d = 3, a complete set of mutually-unbiased bases
is now given by

1
BO = %{(LLI) (1 W3,w3) (1 W3,w3)}
1 2 2
B, = ﬁ{(Lwi’nWB)a(1>W3a1)>(1a1>w3)}>
1
B, = %{(1 w37w3> (1 W3,1),(1,1,W3)}, and

the computational basis, where we represented the states as column vectors with respect
to the computational basis.
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3.3.2 Qubits

In the case of n qubits, the dimension of the state space ‘H is d = 2™, which is an even prime
power. The construction in Theorem breaks down in fields of characteristic 2, which
is the case for GF'(2"). Specifically, Lemma B3l does not hold in fields of characteristic
2.

Klappenecker and Roettler [KR04] came up with a solution for the qubit case by con-
sidering finite rings instead of finite fields. In particular, they employed a lemma analogous
to Lemma B3 that holds in Galois Rings (see Section [AT0.2). Let GR(4™) denote the
Galois Ring with 4" elements and let 7, be its Teichmiiller set (see Definition [AT0.29).
We assume an arbitrary ordering of the elements of 7,, so that we can identify the elements
of the computational basis with the elements of 7,,.

Lemma 3.3.3. The exponential sum I' : GR(4") — C,

I(x) = Z wzr(wy)

yeTy,

evaluates to
0 ifxe27,, x#0
ID(z)|=¢2" ifxz=0
V27 otherwise

Proof. See [CarQ8, Lemma 3] for a proof. O

Using this lemma, the construction of a maximal set of mutually-unbiased bases in an
n qubit system is very simple and elegant.

Theorem 3.3.4. Let 7, be the Teichmiiller set of GR(4™). Then the sets
B.= {48} |be T.haeT,

where

1 tr((a+2b)z)
= — w x 3.5
) = = 3wl 35)

€T,

together with the computational basis form a complete set of 2" + 1 mutually-unbiased
bases.
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Proof. The inner product between two vectors from bases B, and B, evaluates to

1 tr(((a’ —a)+2(b' —b))x
o Zw4((( )+2(V —b))z) ‘

(el )| =

x€Ty

For states from the same basis a = o/, ([B8) simplifies to

Zer(Z(b’—b)x) 1 Z(_l)tr((b’—b)x)

e 2_n
(EGTn IeTn

1

W) = o

)1 ob=0

S lo bV

hence B, is an orthonormal basis for any a € 7,,. For different bases a # o', Lemma
implies

|

1) = =

thus B, and B, are mutually unbiased for any a,a’ € 7,, a # a’. Any B, is mutually
unbiased to the computational basis as the absolute value of each coefficient of the basis

states in [1f) is \/% O

For the case of a single qubit, Theorem B3 A recovers the well-known mutually unbiased
bases (B2). We will now state the explicit example for two qubits.

Observe that h(X) = X?+ X + 1 € Z4[X] is a primitive polynomial. Hence GR(4?) =
Z4[X]/(X?*+ X + 1) has Teichmiiller set 7o = {0,1, X, X? = 3X + 3}. The trace is given
by tr(a + 2b) = a + a® + 2(b + b?). Therefore the mutually unbiased bases are given by

By = %{(+1,+1,+1,+1),(+1,+1,—1,—1),(+1,—1,—1,+1),(+1,—1,+1,—1)},

B, = %{(+1,—1,—i,—i),(+1,—1,+i,+z’),(+1,+1,+i,—i),(+1,+1,—i,+z’)},

Bx = %{(Jrl,—z',—z’,—l),(+1,—i,+z’,+1),(+1,+i,+z’,—z’),(+1,+z’,—z’,+1)},
Baxss — %{(+1,—i,—1,—i),(—I—l,—z',+1,—|—z'),(+1,—|—z',+1,—i),(+1,+i,—1,+i)}, and

the computational basis. Note that although we used the Teichmiiller elements specific
to our choice of h(X), Fact guarantees that we will always get the same set of
mutually-unbiased bases up to relabelling of the basis elements.

A different construction makes use of the generalized Pauli operators that were intro-
duced in the discussion of Quantum State Tomography (Fact Z3Jl). It was discovered,
extended and simplified by several authors [BBRV02, [LBZ02, [Dur05, RBKSS05]. The
constructions are based on the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.3.5 ([LBZ02]). The set of 4¥ — 1 non-identity generalized Pauli operators
may be partitioned into 2V + 1 sets of 2 — 1 pairwise commuting operators. The common
eigenbases are mutually-unbiased with respect to each other.

3.4 Non Prime-Power Dimensions and Open Prob-
lems

We gave several constructions for a maximal set of mutually-unbiased bases in prime power
dimensions. However, the situation is quite different if the dimension is not a prime power.

Definition 3.4.1. Denote M(d) the maximal number of mutually-unbiased bases in a
Hilbert space of dimension d.

From [WERY| and the preceeding section, the following upper bound and lower bounds
are known.

Fact 3.4.2. M(d) < d+1 for all d € N. M(p*) = p* + 1 for p prime and k € N.

For the case of non-prime power dimensions, only a fairly weak lower bound is known
so far.

Theorem 3.4.3 ([KRO04]). Let d = p{'p5*...p5* be the decomposition of d into its
distinct prime factors p;. Then

M(d) > min (pf" +1).

Proof. Let Hy be the Hilbert space of dimension d. Given a decomposition of d, we can

decompose
Hd:Hp‘fl ®Hpg¢2 ®---®szk. (37)

Denote d(i) = p;" the dimension of the i-th Hilbert space H i in the decomposition (1)
Let B® = {BY, ., Bc(;()i)} be a maximal set of d(i) + 1 = p;" + 1 mutually-unbiased bases
for H,oi. Denote the elements of the basis BJ@ by

BY = {7, [ ()

and define
m = min (% +1).
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Now we claim that the m sets
(17.7 (kvj) . y N
s ={l e o) e {12 di}} i =12 m,

are orthonormal bases and form a set of m mutually-unbiased bases for H. Remember that
the inner product of a tensor product evaluates as

(|0a) ® [@B), [Ya) @ |¥B)) = (Palta)(PBlYB)

and thus the claim follows. O

It is not known whether this lower bound can be improved in any way. An obvious way
to extend Theorem is to allow for a more general construction of the sets A; in order
to increase their number. This can be done by mixing states from different bases in the
tensor product

WY @ - @ [y

where both the j; and [; are picked according to some combinatorial criteria. However, this
will not lead to a set of mutually-unbiased bases. Suppose d = p1ps, p1, p2 distinct primes.
Any construction that yields more than m bases will w.l.o.g. assign states [{"") @ [p{"")

and |w§1’1)> ® |w§1’2)> to different bases. This leads to the inner product

(et © ). Dy @ [0 )| = [cof Ry wd )

VP2 Vd

Therefore, this naive construction cannot give us more than m mutually-unbiased bases.

Furthermore, it was recently shown that the methods presented for prime power di-
mensions cannot be generalized to non prime-power cases [ArcOb]. It is conjectured
[Zan99, [KRO4l, [KRO5a] that M(d) is substantially smaller than d + 1 if d is not a power
of a prime. However, even the maximal number of mutually-unbiased bases M(6) in a
6-dimensional system is not known exactly. Theorem gives M(6) > 3 only, and we
know that M (6) < 7. It is an interesting open problem to even determine M (6).

The problem of the maximal number of mutually-unbiased bases was linked to the
problem of determining the maximal number of mutually orthogonal latin squares [WB04,
KRO5al, [HHHOS]. It seems that there are connections between both concepts that should
be subject of future research. In particular, further investigation into the existence of a
maximal number of mutually-unbiased bases and a maximal number of mutually orthogonal
latin squares could lead to fruitful results in either area.






Chapter 4

Scalable Efficient Noise Estimation

This chapter contains the first main result, which shows that mutually-unbiased bases are
a 2-design for quantum states using different techniques than the proofs known so far. We
will give an explicit construction of circuits that generate states from a complete set of
MUBs. We will use that construction to show how the average fidelity can be estimated
efficiently.

4.1 Introduction

The main result emerged in joint work with Richard Cleve, Joseph Emerson, and Etera
Livine. As it turned out, a similar result was already proved using different proof techniques
by [KR05a] in general and [Bar(02)] for a specific construction. Our result is purely algebraic
and relies on the explicit calculation of the integral in Theorem ZZ3Tq using Schur’s Lemma.
Although our result follows as a corollary from [KR05al], the constructions of explicit
circuits that generate mutually-unbiased basis states appear to be new. We will first
present the main result in our language, present the earlier proof from [KR05al, and derive
an efficient circuit that can be used to estimate the average gate fidelity.

Later on, we will generalize the notion of a design from [KR05al, Bar02), [Zau99] from
states to unitary operators and present an outline for further research in that direction. We
suggest that the techniques developed so far can be further generalized to derive efficient
experimental protocols that reveal more information about the noise than the average
fidelity can. Furthermore, this opens a new perspective on various notions of pseudo-
randomness used in different quantum protocols. This unifies several applications from
different areas of quantum computation in that they use the same “amount” of pseudo-
randomness according to our classification.

61
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4.2 Calculation of Haar averages using MUB vectors

We show that the average of some quartic function over the Haar measure over all unitary
operators on a complex inner product space C? can be calculated using only the vectors
of a maximal set of mutually unbiased bases. We assume that such a maximal set of
mutually unbiased bases exists. As it is only known that d + 1 mutually unbiased bases
exist for prime power dimensions, we restrict ourselves to these cases. The proof we will
present below is original work and to the best of our knowledge has not been found before.
We will discuss how this result can be derived as a corollary of a fairly recent result by
Klappenecker and Roetteler [KR05a] in the next section.
Let H = C? be a complex inner product space of dimension d. Denote

B,=A{lvy):b=0,...,d—1} (4.1)
the a-th basis of a set of d+ 1 mutually unbiases bases for a € {0,1,...,d}. It follows that

1 a=d, b=V
(Wil =q0  a=d b#V
% a # da
Recall that L(H) denotes the inner product space of all linear operators on H, using the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product (A, B) = tr(A'B). Let W C L(H) be the subspace of all

Hermitian traceless linear operators on H. Note that the inner product simplifies to the
real-valued (A, B) = tr(AB).

Lemma 4.2.1. Let

b=0 b=0

d—1 d—1
W, = {Zrb\¢g><¢g| > =01 € IR} . (4.2)

Then W = @Z:O W,.
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Proof. Note that W, L W, for a # d’ as

d-1 -1 d-
(Zerb ¢b|z7’b’|wb' ¢b/|) = Zrbzrb’ tr |vy) Q/’b|?/)b'><¢b/|
b=0 b=0

_ Zrb Z ry (g [ (VR Y )

b=0
-1 d—1 1
- SaSn
b=0 =0 Vd
=0
and dim W, = d —1,dim W = d? — 1 in real parameters. Thus W is indeed the direct sum
of its d + 1 subspaces W, as the sum of their dimensions d + 1 yields d* — 1. O
Lemma 4.2.2. For each a,
d—1
(V) = ) 1) (W |V ) (] (4.3)
b=0

is an orthogonal projector onto W,. The operators {II, |a = 0,1,...,d} C L(W) form a
complete set of orthogonal projectors onto W.

Proof. Pick an arbitrary operator X € W, and observe that

IL(X) = ZW’IJ )Wy Zrb’Wb' My lly) (y

=0

S g ) ()

b=0 b'=0
d—1
= > e (]
b=0
and analogously for a # o
d—1 d—1 d—1 d—1
VR Y ol WO s = D D rw il ) i [ 1) (w3
b=0 b'=0 b=0 b/'=0
d—1 -
= 3 Pl =

o
Il
o
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since Zg;é r, = 0. Therefore, II, is a projector onto W,. Completeness and orthogonality
follow from Lemma EEZ1 O

Corollary 4.2.3. For M, N € W,
> tr (I (M)TI,(N)) = tr MN. (4.4)

Proof. Observe that ZZ:O tr (IL,(M)IL,(N)) = Zzzo (I1,(M),II4(N)) and the statement
follows directly from the fact that the II, form a complete set of orthogonal projectors. [

Theorem 4.2.4. Let M, N € W. Then

d d-1
ZZ Uy | M|y ) (y | Nby) = tr MN. (4.5)
a=0 b=0
Proof.
d d-1 d d—1
ZZ (y M) (Vg INy) = Ztr <Z| ><wb|M|wb><¢b|N|¢b><wb|>
a=0 b=0 a;O b:((l]_1
= Ztr( | z><ws\M\wz><wz|>
a=0 b=0
d—1
\¢§><¢Z|N|¢Z><¢Z|>>
b=0
d
= Y tr (I (M), (N)) = tr MN
a=0
by Corollary O

Corollary 4.2.5. Let M, N be Hermitian operators. Then

d d—
>N WMy (g N|wgy) = tr MN +tr M tr N. (4.6)

a=0 b=0

,_.

Proof. Construct the traceless Hermitian operators M = M — & M1, N=N-=& N1 and
simplify the left and right hand sides of (LH) using the bilinearity in the space of linear
operators L(H) on H of (f0) to get the result. O
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Corollary 4.2.6. Let M, N be linear operators on H. Then

d d—
>N WMy (g | NJwg) = tr MN +tr M tr N. (4.7)

a=0 b=0

,_.

o

Proof. Construct the Hermitian operators
My=M+M My=i(M—-M),Ny=N+N'" Ny=i(N—-N".

Using that both sides of (f6) are bilinear forms (-, -) on the space L(H) of linear operators
on H, observe that

T

(My, Ny) — i(My, No) — i{My, Ny) — (Mo, Na) = (M, N)+ (M,N') + (M',N) + (M', N
+H(M,N) — (M,N") + (M',N) — (M,
+(M >+<M,N*> (M',N) — (M,
+(M,N) = (M,N'y = (M',N) + (M,
= 4<M,N>
and the statement follows. O

Corollary 4.2.7. For any linear operators M, N € L(H), the average over the Fubini-
Study measure is the same as the average over a complete set of mutually-unbiased bases:

d d-1
| it - M) Nl (48)
F-5§ a=0 b:O
Proof. Combine Corollary and Theorem P23 T8 O

4.3 Mutually-Unbiased Bases are 2-designs

Klappenecker and Roetteler actually showed a similar result a little earlier [KR05a], which
we will present in this section. We will start with a little bit of notation.

The set of all quantum states forms a complex unit sphere S~ ! in Hy. As global phases
have no observable effect, we define an equivalence relation on quantum states by letting
[9) = |) if and only if there is 6 € [0, 27) such that [¢) = ¢?|p). Then OS¢t = 541/ =
can be thought of as the analog of the Bloch sphere for a d-dimensional quantum system.
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Lemma 4.3.1 ([KRO05a]). For all normalized |¢) € H and k € N,

1
2%
| Kt ) = e
F-8 ( k )
The next ingredient is the notion of homogeneous polynomials. Denote Hom(k,l) C
Clzy, ..., 24, Y1, -, Y2 the set of all polynomials of homogeneous degree k in the variables
x1,...,xq and of homogeneous degree [ in the variables v, ..., y4. We define the restriction

of p € Hom(k,l) onto the complex sphere of quantum states with different observable
effects as

po(|0)) = plan, ..., aq, a1, ..., 0Q)

where |¢) = Zf L) for an orthonormal basis {|¢;)}¢, for H. It follows from the
equivalence relation that defined C'S?! that k = [ in order for the definition of p, to be
independent of the representative |¢)) € C'S9~L. Thus we define

Hom(k,k)o = {po|p € Hom(k,k)}.
Now we can turn to the definition of complex projective designs.

Definition 4.3.2. A complex projective t-design is a nonempty finite subset X C C'S9!
such that the “cubature formula”

1
e 3 o) = [ plend) (49)

X1 lp)eX

holds for any p € Hom,(t,t), where we understand that p(|¢)) is a function in the coeffi-
cients of |¢) in some orthonormal basis.
We will refer to X just as a t-design if it is clear from the context that X C C'S91.

Theorem 4.3.3. Let X be a finite subset of C'S4~!. The following statements are equiv-
alent:

1. X is a t-design.
2. For all |¢) € Hand all 0 < k < t,

1
éﬁ'gl ——| > 1@le) (4.10)
k p)ex
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3. For 0 <k <t,

o X Il = (di_l)- (4.11)

[¥),lpyeX k

Proof. We will show that (1) implies (2). Let [¢)) € H and observe that p(|p)) =
(W) [F = (0]p)E(p|h)* is a homogeneous polynomial in Hom(k, k). X is a t-design,

therefore )
¥ Z W) / W) dio)

holds for all 0 < k < t. Dividing by [(¢)[¢)|* enables us to use Lemma F31 and thus the
right-hand side evaluates to

(L)

("%
and (EI0) follows.
Next we will show that (2) implies (3). Summing (EI0) over all ) € X and using
that X consists of normalized unit vectors, we have

Z% - > Z|¢|

lp)ex \ k ) ex \cp YEX
| X 1 2k
m =X Z [(¥]e)]
k [¥),|p)eX

for all 0 < k <t and (ETI) follows.
Now we will show how (1) follows from (3). We will use that for the k-fold tensor
product, the inner product evaluates to (®*|¢®*) = (|p)*. Define the vector

_ ®k ®k —®kd
= > wem” - [ e

where integration is understood with respect to the coordinate functions of [1)&* @ [¢))
The inner product evaluates to

1 2k 2k
ol =m > 1w = [ [ Il ded).

l¥)|lpreX
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From ([EITl), Lemma 3 and from the normalization of the Fubini-Study measure follows
that

1 2k 2k _ L 1
wp 2 ol = [ e daan) = Gy - [ e

[¥),|lp)eX k
1 1
GRNGEE

forall 0 <k <t
From (v|v) = 0 it follows that |v) = o, thus (E3) holds for every monomial in

Hom(k, k), as |¢)®* @ m@k gives all monomials in Hom(k, k), with coefficient 1 in its
coordinate functions. By linearity, we conclude that the cubature formula holds for all
polynomials in Hom(k, k), and thus X is a t-design. O

Some more notation is needed. The “angle” set A of a subset X C C'S?! is defined as

A= {[(Wl) [10), |v) € X, [v) # |)}-

For |¢) € X and “angle” a € A, the subdegree of |1)) with respect to « is

da(l¥)) = {l¢) € X | [(Wlo)]* = a}].

If for all @ € A, du(]?)) is the same for all [¢p) € X, X is called a regular scheme. The
states of a set of mutually-unbiased bases form a regular scheme.

Theorem 4.3.4. The states of a complete set of mutually-unbiased based form a 2-design
X in CS97! with “angle” set {0,1} and d(d + 1) elements.

Proof. The number of elements and the “angle” set follow from the definiton of mutually-

unbiased bases ([B]). We use statement (3) in Theorem and show that (EEITl) holds
for k =0,1,2. The k = 0 case is immediate.
For k =1, we see

: > _ L 1
WM%@(WI@I RS ((d+1)ddd+d(d+1))
1 1 1
B d(d+ 1)(d+ 1) = d- (d+1—1)
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For k = 2, we have

: o1 )1
WW%XHWH = EaTIP (<d+1>dd d2+d(d+1))
1 2 1
~ a@e Y T aae Ty

[KRO5a] also showed the converse, which we state without a proof.

Theorem 4.3.5. A 2-design in C'S%~! with “angle” set {0, 2} is a union of d+ 1 mutually-
unbiased bases.

4.3.1 Equivalence to Our Approach

The main result in Corollary EEZ7 from the previous section now follows directly from
Theorem E3A as

p([¢)) = (WIMI) (PINTP)

is a homogeneous polynomial in Hom(2,2),. The other direction follows as well. To see

this, pick a monomial m(|v))) = z,xTexq € Hom(2,2),, where x; denotes the component

of the i-th computational basis state in some state [¢) = Y% z;[i). Let M = |¢){al,

N = |b){(d| and observe that

(WIM)(WINTY) = (lle){al[P)(l[b) (d][4)

= Tox,Tqxs = m(|Y)).

This extends to all homogeneous polynomials by linearity of (L), thus it also shows that
a complete set of mutually-unbiased bases is a 2-design.

4.4 Efficient Fidelity Estimation

4.4.1 Introduction
We are now ready to show that the average gate fidelity (see Corollary ZZ3.19)

S tr By +d
Fae(U, €) = kd(d+ 1)
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can be estimated using a simple experimental setup. The Ej denote the Kraus operators
of € (see Corollary EZ319). Figure Bl shows the circuit that can be used to estimate the
fidelity of an implementation of U.

However, we will need to make certain assumptions to end up with a circuit as simple
as that. First of all, we need to assume that the cumulative noise characterized by &
is independent of the actual quantum algorithm U that is implemented in the quantum
computer in question. Although € can be thought of as to cover the noise induced by
our experimental control, it is clear that the cumulative noise will usually depend on the
gate being implemented. It seems natural that an implementation of the Quantum Fourier
Transform will introduce more noise than the implementation of the identity operation 1.
Furthermore, we need to assume that the additional pieces of the circuit used to measure
the average fidelity introduce no additional noise. For our purposes, it would already be
helpful if we could get a lower bound on the average fidelity. This is what our procedure will

lead to, as the fidelity cannot increase when we implement U and the additional operation
Ut.

4.4.2 Using Mutually-Unbiased Bases

We start with the basis state |0) and map it to a random vector [if) in one of the mutually-
unbiased bases B, chosen at random. The parameters a and b are chosen classically at
random. Then we apply the “motion-reversal procedure” UUT [EAZ05] and measure the
result in the B, basis. To implement this, we will show how to construct a unitary V,*:
|0) — |¢), apply it to |0) in the beginning and apply (Vb“)T at the end and measure with
respect to |0) and |01). Let p be the probability that the outcome is |0). According to our
assumptions, the cumulative noise is characterized by € and the quantum operation of the
implementation is given as

E(p) = EUUpUTUE, =" EwE].
k k

0y ;e (Vi) AR

Figure 4.1: Circuit to Estimate the Average Fidelity

The construction covers quantum channels as well. Set U = 1 and we obtain the
corresponding circuits that estimate the fidelity of a quantum channel.
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Theorem 4.4.1. The probability to measure |0) is

S ltrEp?+d

= 4.12
b dd+1) (4.12)
Proof. Using the main result in Corollary EE2.6,
d d-1
b = d+1 ZZ (W€l (y ) vp)
a=0 b=0
d d-1
= d+1 ZZ ¢b|ZEka ¢b|ET|¢b>
a=0 b=0
d d-1
= d+1 ZZZ ¢b|Eka %‘ETWO
a=0 b=0 k
Cor. 1
or. ([EL2T) PRy Z (tr By By + tr By tr B}
- W <tr (Z EkE,1> +) trE trE,Z)
k k
— d tr By
d—l—l ( +zk:| r k| )
U
Corollary 4.4.2. The probablity to measure |0) equals the average gate fidelity.
p= Favg(Uag) (413)
Proof. Follows directly from Corollary EEZ1 O

Estimation of the average fidelity has been reduced to estimating the probability p.
In the discussion of Quantum State Tomography in Section 37l it was shown how a
probability can be estimated in [ trials within a standard deviation of at most il Hence
we need a constant number of experiments to estimate the average fidelity within a fixed
absolute error.

In order to justify the assumption that the additional circuit around U and U support-
ing the estimation of the average fidelity do not cause any significant additional noise, we
need to find constructions using as few additional qubits and gates as possible. The idea is
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that additional gates and qubits generally require more experimental control which in turn
introduces additional noise. In order to minimize the effect of this additional noise, we
would like to keep the number of gates in the additional circuitry smaller than the number
of gates used to realize U and U'. We would also like to keep the number of ancillas as
small as possible.

4.4.3 Prime Dimension Construction

The construction of mutually-unbiased bases for prime power dimension was particularly
intriguing and it turns into a very easy construction if the dimension d is not a power of
a prime but just a prime p > 2. Let Hy be the Hilbert space of the N qubit system of
dimension d = 2V. Let p be the smallest prime such that p > 2" and let H,, be a Hilbert
space of dimension p. It is known that p < 2N*! [ES03, Th. 5.9], which we will use to
emulate dimension p in dimension 2V*1,

It seems tempting to just add another qubit to the circuit and embed H, into the
2N*1_dimensional Hilbert space Hag. This is done by identifying H,, with the span of the
first p basis vectors of the computational basis of Hyg, for example. Let £ be the quantum
operation on H, in question and let

E(p) =Y ApAl
k

be its Kraus operator-sum decomposition from Fact EZZ3. The map £’ in the larger space
Hog is given by
Ep)=(E@1)(p) =D (A @ 1)p(AL ® 1),
k

This is not a trivial embedding of £ into H,, as the tensor product structure of £ forbids
the direct use of |¢f) on H,, as this would only make sense if £ was a direct sum £ @ 1.
However, we will show how we can still make use of the embedded prime dimension Hilbert
space H,,.

10) 4 T (V) AR

Figure 4.2: Circuit to Estimate the Average Fidelity using MUBs.

Suppose P is a projector from Hay onto Hy. Clearly, it is also a projector from H, onto
H,. Let further p denote the probability to measure zero at the end of the circuit shown
in Figure 2], where we average over the set of states

B={|0§) = Plvf)|a€{0,1,....p},b € {0,1,....,p—1}}.
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Then p is the average fidelity up to a constant factor. More precisely, we have the following

Theorem 4.4.3. The probability to measure zero averaged over the the uniform distribu-

tion of a and b is given by
S ltr By +d

p(p+1)
Proof. We use that P also maps U ® 1 onto U by conjugation, hence
(WU @ 1u5) = (Wil P(U @ 1)PIg) = (U5 1U1Y5).

The same argument can be used in conjunction with Corollary EE2Z6 and Theorem FZT]
and the right-hand side of (ET4) follows. O

p= (4.14)

Corollary 4.4.4. The average fidelity is given by F,(E,U) = ZESE; D.

It remains to show that we can efficiently construct the elements |@Z§) of the set B given
the gate V/* that creates the state [¢f) from a complete set of mutually-unbiases bases in
prime dimension p on N + 1 qubits.

Theorem 4.4.5. Let V;* denote the gate that maps
Vy" 10) = [44).

Let C(N) and D(N) denote its gate complexity and depth, respectively. Then 17},“ can be
constructed using O(N? + C(N)) single and two-qubit gates in depth O(N + D(N)) using
two ancilla qubits.

Proof. Using V/* on N qubits and the first ancilla, we can construct [i8) = V2|02 +D)
on N + 1 qubits and leave the second ancilla in the state |0). We can rewrite

|[¥5)10) = cos 0]¢)|0) + sin 0]¢y)[1)

where |¢g) and |¢;) are normalized states on N qubits and cosf and sin # depend on the
amplitudes of the components of |¢f) that have a 0 and a 1 on the last qubit, respectively.
The value 6 can be determined from the construction for the mutually-unbiased bases V.
Observe that |¢g)|0) and |¢1)|1) are the renormalized projections of [if) onto the subspaces
where the ancilla is in |0) and |1), respectively.

In order to make use of just one round of amplitude amplification (Section [[34), we
will rotate the second ancilla to create a "nice” angle. Choose
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and apply the rotation
R— o} —V1l-«
VA a

to the second ancilla that is in its initial state |0). The state of the whole N + 2 qubit
system becomes

lp) = acosf|pp)|00) + V1 — acosb|pg)|01) — V1 — asinB|p1)|10) + asinf|py)|11).

Substituting
|pT) = V1 — acos8|¢g)|01) — V1 — asin ¢, )|10) + asin O, )[11)

we end up with
T T
) = cos §|¢0>|OO> + sin gwl)-

Using only one round of amplitude amplification (see Lemma [L33)), we can amplify the
amplitude of |¢o)|00) from cos § to cos 3% = cosm = 1. As this is a product state between
the N qubits and the ancillas and the ancillas have been restored to their initial value, we
can discard both ancillas after this step.

In order to implement the amplitude amplification step, we need to implement the
reflections Ups, and Uy. We will formalize these first for the computational basis on the
N + 2 qubit system. This yields

[z<2N

Ud;),d . |£L’01’1...1’NZL'N+1> — (—1) }|ZL'0£L'1...I’NZL'N+1>

and
Ud_ : ‘S(,’O:L’l .. .LL’NSI,’N+1> — (—1)[x1:m2:”':xN+1:0]|LL’0£L’1 e S(,’NSI,’N+1>.

U4 is just a phase-gate conditional on both ancillas being one, thus we can treat it as
a two-qubit gate acting on the ancillas only. Therefore,

~100 0
. lo 100
Ua=1{ 0 01 0

0 001

Uy is a phase gate conditional on all qubits being zero, which is equivalent to an (N +1)-fold

controlled phase
-1 0
Py ( ) 1).
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) Pl
) >

ARGHE ALGRA G
Q)

1 ] T
b 1 i

Figure 4.3: Circuit that computes the projected MUBs VI)“\O@N ). The classical controls a
and b are not shown here.

It can be implemented [NCO0] using O(N?) single and two-qubit gates in depth O(N). Fig-
ure B3 shows the complete circuit that computes Vi = QV;*, where Q = V/*Us- (V/*)TU,
is the amplitude amplification operator.

U

Therefore adding two qubits to the system enables us to employ the prime dimension
construction for mutually-unbiased bases. In the remainder of this section, we will show
an explicit gate decomposition of V;/*. The arithmetic in [F,, will be implemented on N + 1
qubits, so that we will need only one additional qubit. Furthermore, this ancilla does not
need to be sent through the channel or be fed to the noisy implementation £ as it can be
discarded after the projected mutually-unbiased state has been constructed.

The construction from Theorem ensures that the initial angle is given by cosf =
\/2IN , therefore 6 = arccos \/QIN for all a,b € F,. In case of the computational basis, we
do not need to use any amplitude amplification. In this case the resulting state either is a
computational basis state for N qubits or the projection is |o), in which case we will define
that the final measurement yields the correct value, depending on which basis state |b) is
to be chosen.

We will now show that V/* has an efficient gate decomposition.

Theorem 4.4.6. V}® can be realized using N + 1 qubits with O(N?) gates in depth O(N).

Proof. From Theorem B3 the states of a maximal set of p + 1 mutually-unbiased bases
are given by

gy = % $ wen|g) (4.15)

zelF,
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for a,b € IF,. This can be rewritten as

v8) = Z o))

[S31%

= Z ).

€Fy
We see from (I0) that we need to implement the basic operations
) — (wz)x | ) (4.16)

and )
) > (W) ). (4.17)

The implementation of (16 is straightforward using a phase gate

= ((1) <w0>)

on the i-th qubit, where we label the N 4+ 1 qubits from 0 to N.
Lemma 4.4.7. For all |z),

&) Pla) = ()" |o)

Proof. We use the decomposition x = ZiN:o x;2. Direct calculation gives

N
Q) Pilz) =
=0

®-

~
I
o

(FPilzi))

() )

|
—-1®-

(wp)byxi |Tozy ... TN)
0

) P02 )

wp)™” |2).

S

—~ o~ .
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For the implementation of (ELIT) we observe that for x = Zz’]\io r;2', we get

N 2 N
IL’2 = (Z .CL’ZQZ) = Z Iil’j2i+j
1=0

i,j=0
N N N N
= Z 2$il’j2i+j + Z 1'22222 = Z [L’Z'[L’j2i+j+l + Z Zlﬁ'i22i
i<j i=0 i<j i=0
where the last equation follows from 22 = x for z € {0, 1}. Therefore
a\ T a 2i+j+1mimj N a 22%1-
(wp) - H (wp) H (wp) : (4.18)
i<j =0

The first term in ([LI8) is a product of

N+1 N+1)(N+2
+ — ( + )( + ) — O( N2)
2 2
conditional phases (cu;;)yﬂ+1 which can be realized using a controlled-phase gate. The

remaining term corresponds to a single qubit phase gate on each of the N + 1 qubits.

22a o .. DRI DRI DR 2a

23a_... 24[1_... “ e e e 24a_

_w2N+1a7..._w2N+2a_..._w2N+3a_..._ 22Na_

Figure 4.4: The Circuit that Maps |z) — w® % |z), where w = e*™/?

Thus we end up with the phase injection circuit in Figure 4l The phases are classically
controlled by the values of @ and b. The complete circuit is shown in Figure and
shows how the Hadamard gates that create the initial superposition are conditional on
whether the basis is the computational basis or one of the N other mutually-unbiased
bases. We define a = p to denote the computational basis and restrict a € {0,1,...,p}
and b € {0,1,...,p — 1} and assume a binary encoding of a and b into [log(p+1)] =
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N + 1 classical bits. Both the phase and the controlled-phase gates are conditional on the
classical choices for a and b. If a = p, we just select the b-th state of the computational
basis. The last part of the complete circuit is responsible for that. The total cost is
w + 3(N + 1) = O(N?) single and two-qubit gates on N + 1 qubits in a depth
of N +3 = O(N). This circuit can easily be reversed by reversing each of the one and
two-qubit gates. The Hadamard is its own inverse, whereas the inverse of a phase gate is
a phase gate with the inverse phase.

a

—®

0
0
0

b
) — ®
)
)

HeW+1) Phase az? Phase bz o )

0) — &
Figure 4.5: The Circuit that Creates |¢f) Given a and b Classically.

4.4.4 Prime Power Dimension Construction

The construction for a Hilbert space of prime dimension can be generalized to a Hilbert
space of prime power dimension p" where p > 2 is a prime and N € N is the number of
qudits in the system, each a system of dimension p. In that case, the construction from
Theorem reads

Z tr(am +bx) |$> (419>

v :(:EGF

for a,b € I, plus the computational basis for a = p by definition. Using the polynomial
representation from Section [A-T0] we may choose to represent GF(p") in a vector space
IF’; so that each qudit encodes the coefficient of €%, i € {0,1,..., N — 1} of . = zy + 21£ +

c+ay_ 1N € GE(pPY). We use € to denote the formal variable in the polynomial
representation in order to avoid confusion with the variable x that we will use to denote

|¥b) =
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an element of GF(p"). We define x as the column vector

Zo
X1

ITN-1

that represents « in ).

As trace is a linear functional tr : F,Y — T, Fact guarantees the existence
of a vector t € )’ such that trz = (t,x) where (-,-) denotes the usual inner product on
IF,. Furthermore, the multiplication in GF(p") is a linear function of lFéV and thus for any
y € GF(p") there is a matrix M, € F)*" such that yz = M,x. Hence

tryxr = (t, Myx) = (t,,x) (4.20)

where t, = tM,,.
This representation (E20) of the trace function enables us to rewrite [EI9) as

) = \/7 Z w(t“’ wir®z)

2€GF(p

where t, and t, are classical values that can be precomputed by the classical control.
Beaudrap et al. [IBCW02] showed how to implement a generalization of the Quantum
Fourier Transform for qudits.

Definition 4.4.8. The generalized Quantum Fourier Transform on N qudits of dimension
p relative to any nonzero linear mapping ¢ on GF(p") is defined as

Fpvgilo) = — > wfy).

/N
p yeGF (pN)

Theorem 4.4.9 ([ABCW02]). Let p be a constant, N € N, and let ¢ : GF(p") — F,,.
Then F,~ , can be performed exactly by a quantum circuit of size O(N?).

This makes use of the fact that every nonzero linear functional ¢ on GF(p") can be
represented as ¢(x,y) = x" M,y where M, € F)"*", which is a generalized inner product
on lF;,V . In the case of the trace function, we can reduce ¢ to the conventional inner
product ¢(zy) = xTy and prepare the initial state as ¢,. Figure shows how this can
be done when t, is prepared by the classical control. Now the implementation in the proof
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0) — paN ——
O

oy —

tr bx

Figure 4.6: The Circuit that Creates ﬁ erGF(pN) W,

of Theorem reduces to implementing F, on every qudit, which can be done exactly
using O(N) gates.
After that, the phases for the quadratic term need to be injected. Thus we need to

implement the transformation
2
|z) > wFex), (4.21)

Suppose the primitive polynomial that is used in the representation of GF(p") is h(€).
First we observe that for z € GFP" | & = 29+ 2, 4+ - - + 16V,

N-1
= Z 2,26 mod h(€)
i,j=0
N-1 N-1
= ) 2z;(¢ mod k() + Y 27(€¥ mod h(€)).
=0

1<j

Denote £0+9) the vector corresponding to 7 mod h(¢). Then the inner product (t,,x?)
can be written as

N—-1
(baX) = > 232(tq, §09)
i,j=0
where t, only depends on the number of qudits N and the classical parameter a, whereas
¢(9) only depends on the number of qudits N. Thus t97) = (t,,£09) can be computed

classically for all values of a, i, and j. Therefore we only need to implement two-qudit
gates

i.j ©9)
Phase{” : |a) @ [b) > w2 ®|a) @ |b)
for all cross-term qudits (i, 7) in ([E22)), and single-qudit gates

Phase! : |a) — w;;(j’i)“2|a)
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for the diagonal terms. Hence we need (]g ) two-qudit gates and N single-qudit gates and
the circuit has a depth O(N), as each qudit appears 2N — 1 = O(N) times in (E22).

The computational basis can be integrated by classically controlling the phase gates on
a # pV. If a = pV, we prepare the state |b) using classically-controlled addition gates on
each qudit. This costs N additional one-qudit gates. Therefore the whole circuit can be
implemented using O(N?) single and two-qudit gates in depth O(N). Figure EE7 shows the
complete circuit.

Initialize ¢, EEN Phase ax? e [8)

0) — o

Figure 4.7: The Circuit that Creates |¢f) Given a, b, t, = <t,(f’j )) and ¢, Classically.

4.4.5 Galois Ring Construction

Another approach to constructing MUBs in dimension d = 2V is to use Theorem B.3.4]
and employ Galois ring arithmetic. Although it is known how to implement Galois ring
arithmetic classically [Abr04] and thus can be realized on a quantum computer with only
polynomial overhead, it is not clear how to do it with only a modest number of additional
qubits. The problem is that the Galois ring has 4" elements, which require 2N qubits for
a faithful representation.

Remember the expression for the states of the mutually-unbiased bases (B3)

a 1 tr((a+2b)z)
= w ).
46) = 7 2 e

Although we can classically precompute the vectors such that the trace expression in
[B3) reduces to inner products in ZY using the ideas from the previous section, the
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representation problem remains. Specifically, we can compute vectors ty: for a basis
{X%i = 0,1,...,N — 1} for Z¥. Thus we can reduce tr((a + 2b)x) to t,y, where y
is the polynomial representation of a + 2b. As a + 2b ranges throughout all of GF(4")
and as we do not need not partition the states (BH) into bases, we can ignore the Te-
ichmiiller decomposition. Using the precomputed values of ty:, all we need to compute
quantumly is the polynomial representation of x € 7. However, a naive approach will
require 2N qubits and enough multiplication operations to realize X — X7 mod h(X) for
all j =1,...,2% — 2. Even using repeated squaring, this still requires N multiplications.
Each multiplication seems to require at least N elementary gates in the quantum setting
[BBEQO2], thus we end up with at least O(N?) gates on least N ancilla qubits.

4.5 Discussion

Mutually-unbiases bases are a powerful tool in quantum information. They can be used to
efficiently estimate the average fidelity in an experimental context. [KR05a] showed that
they might even be more powerful as they form a 2-design for quantum states, for which
we gave a different proof.

We constructed efficient circuits that generate a state out of a complete set of mutually-
unbiases bases. However, these circuits still need O(N?) gates, which might be reduced to
only O(N) gates. As these circuits should be used for noise estimation, we need to make
sure that the additional noise caused be the circuits is small compared to the circuit to be
measured. As the approximate Quantum Fourier Transform can be realized on O(N log V)
gates, it seems that O(N?) is still too high.



Chapter 5

Unitary 2-Designs

5.1 Motivation and Notation

In the previous section, we showed how to construct a set of unitary transformations
U={Uy|k=1...K} on a d-dimensional Hilbert space Hy, d being a prime power, such
that

K
S IV GolUIN T} = [ 1M AN ) dl) (5.1)
k=1 -

for any linear operators M, N € L(H). We also saw that this is equivalent to the condition
that U generates a state 2-design given a fiducial initial state (|0) in the previous chapter).
However, (E]) only holds for a very specific initial state |1y) and the constructions in the
previous sections actually required to start in the |0) state. Although we might choose an
arbitrary initial state |¢) and map it to |0), this might be hard to realize. From (ZTTI)
we know that this might require a circuit of size exponential in the number of qubits
N = [log d] needed to realize Hy. Hence we are interested in more general 2-designs which
are based on a set of unitaries U that generate the states from a given initial state. The
motivation is that the unitary invariance of the Fubini-Study measure enables us to turn
any Fubini-Study integral into an integral over the Haar measure on U(d) with an arbitrary
initial state [iy),

st = [ pwwoav

U(d

Let us first define how a state 2-design arises form a finite set of unitaries.

Definition 5.1.1. A 2-design for quantum states is generated by a set of operators U C
U(d) if there exists |1)y) € H such that (B1) holds for all M, N € L(H).

83
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The first extension is a set of unitary transformations that generate a 2-design for
quantum states independent of the initial state |¢y).

Definition 5.1.2. A set of unitary operators i C U(d) generates a 2-design for states any
state if (1)) holds for any M, N € L(H) and any [¢) € H.

We can further generalize this into a unitary 2-design that gives the same average as
the Haar measure on U(d) for operator-valued functions on U(d).

Definition 5.1.3. A unitary 2-design is a set of unitary operators U = {Uy,...,Ux} C
U(d) such that

K
> UMUNU[OU, = / UtMUNUYOUAU (5.2)
k=1 U(d)

for all linear operators M, N,O € L(H).

A unitary 2-design generates a 2-design on quantum statesfor any initial state. We can
pick an arbitrary initial state |¢)g) and multiply (22)) from both sides to get
K
> (lULMUNU{OU ) = [ {|U MUNUTOU i) av.
k=1 U@

Replace N = |¢g) (10|, and ([BT]) follows.

We can also define a unitary 2-design in analogy to the definition of 2-design for states
(Definition BL32), where the homogeneous polynomial is of homogeneous degree (2,2) in
the matrix elements of U € U(d) and global phases are ignored again. From (&2), we
can conclude that a unitary 2-design will correctly give the integral over all monomials of
degree (2,2) in U. This is extended to all homogeneous polynomials of degree (2,2) by
linearity. The 2-design condition now reads that a set S C U(D) is a unitary 2-design if
for all polynomials p(U) of homogeneous degree (2,2),

F o= [ pwi (5.3)

ses u(D)

For the ease of notation, we will use Definition B3 but fall back to this alternate definition
to support certain arguments.

Although the term “unitary 2-design” did not seem have appeared before, such an
object has already been identified by [PBKLO04] for the case of a single qubit and by
[DLT02] for an arbitrary number of qubits. However, they could only give an approximate
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sampling algorithm. We will give a different proof and a construction that yields circuits of
smaller complexity and fewer random bits, while still being exponentially close to a 2-design
in the induced superoperator norm and even in the stronger diamond norm [KSV(2].

We will introduce the notation of the Pauli operators and the Clifford group here.
Consider a system that consists of N qudits, each of dimension d with Hilbert space Hy,
forming a system with Hilbert space H of dimension D = d”.

Definition 5.1.4. Let P(d) denote the set of d* generalized Pauli operators in dimension
d [GKPQ1]
Xzt a,b=0,1,...,d—1

with the generalized Pauli operators acting on the computational basis as
X :]j) e |7+ 1mod d), Z : |j) — &)

2mi/d

with w =e¢ . Note that some authors call these the Heisenberg- Weyl operators.

It directly follows that ZX = wXZ. Further, we have that

X2 [f) = |j + amod d), 2°: ) > w™]j)

and ; '
(X2 1j) = i —amod d), (2°)": |j) = w™j).
We have the commutation relation
Xazb — wabsza7 ZbXa — w—abXazb

for a,b € Z4, which implies

Xa gbxaz b _  jaiba—azby yraz 7bz yra1 b

for all ay, ay, by, by € Zy. We also note that the set P(d) = {X?2%|a,b=0,1,...,d—1} is
a basis for L(Hy). This can be seen using the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product, which yields
tr(Xe 20 X zY = tr(Z)N(X)IXYZY = tr(2°) XYz
= tr X220 = tr x¥ma ¥

d—1 d—1
= D GIXTTZ ) = WG X )
=0 =0

d—1

= 5a’,a Zw(b/_b)j = dda@adb/,b.

=0
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We can turn P(d) into an orthonormal basis if we normalize by ﬁ. As we want P(d) to
be a set of unitary operator, we skip this normalization.

Note that in the case of qubits, we have d = 2 and the Pauli operators P(2) are
sometimes written as

X°Z° = 1,
Xz = o,
X0zt = oy, and
X'zt = o,

Taking all possible tensor products of N generalized Pauli operators yields the tensor-
product Pauli operators which we will denote by

1
P(d,N) = {ﬁxalzbl ® @ XWZN | g, b; € Zd}

but we will use the short-hand notation
Xalzbl R ® XaszN — Xazb

for a,b € ZY. P(d, N) is a basis for L(H) consisting of d* = D? elements. When d and
N are clear from the context, we will write P(D) instead of P(d, N).

The commutation relation of these tensor-product Paulis can be deduced from the
commutation relation of the generalized Pauli operators. Using the short-hand vector
notation, we see that

Xaigai xazyby _  jaiba—ashy yras by yra1 ya

for a;,as, by, by € ZY. We can further simplify this expression by considering vectors
X = (Xq,%p) € Z2V together with the symplectic inner product (X,y)s, = Xa - ¥b — Xp * Ya
where x, denotes the vector consisting of the first N components of x and u-v denotes the
usual inner product. Observe that the symplectic inner product is linear and (x,y)s, =
—(y,%x)sp. Together with the notation

P, = XX %
we can write the commutation relation in the concise form

PP, = w™¥)s» P P, (5.4)
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We note that \/—%Px is normalized, but we need the property that Py is unitary, so we skip
the normalization.

Sometimes, we will identify the elements of P(d, N) with integers j = 1,2,..., D%
Ignoring global phases that are introduced by the commutation relation, we can treat
P(d, N) as the group of tensor-product Pauli operators. From the commutation relations,
we have that

PPy =w Y P,

Let P'(d, N) by P(d, N) and define the equivalence relation P = @ if and only if there is
a € C such that P = a@. We can identify P(d, N) = P'(d, N)/ = using

Py Py = Pyyy.

The identity element is given by P, = 1%V. We will denote P(d, N) with multiplication
defined by ignoring phases as the Pauli group with dimension (d, N). This equivalence re-
lation essentially ignores global phases caused by the commutation relation. This approach
is reasonable if we consider conjugation by tensor-product Pauli operators, which will be
one of the main tools used in this section.

Definition 5.1.5. Let A be a completely-positive superoperator on H. Define the Pauli-
twirled superoperator

1 &
5apt
AP - —2 ]APJ
j=1
where
1 &
Ap(p) = 53 D PP pP)P]
j=1

for any p € L(H).
A Pauli superoperator is a superoperator A such that

D2
A(p) =) a;PpP]
j=1

for all linear operators p, where P; € P(D).
Definition 5.1.6. The Clifford group C(D) is the normalizer of the tensor-product Pauli
group P(D) under conjugation, i.e.

C(D)={V e UDD)|VPVTC P}.

The Clifford group plays an important role in quantum error correction [Got97] and
has been used before to show a similar twirling result that already shows that
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5.2 The Clifford Group is a Unitary 2-Design

5.2.1 The Previous Result

In 2001, [DLT02] introduced the notion of a “Clifford Twirl” and showed a condition that
is equivalent to a unitary 2-design. We will present that part of their result and show that
it is equivalent to a unitary 2-design for U(D) where D = 2V,

Theorem 5.2.1. For all states p € H® H,

1
T N = T T
o X (Coocach /U(D)(U®U)p(U @ U, (5.5)
CeC(2N)
Proof. The proof is given in Section A.1 of [DLIT02Z. O

It follows easily that C(2V) is a unitary 2-design as the following corollary shows.
Corollary 5.2.2. C(2V) is a unitary 2-design.

Proof. States are Hermitian matrices of trace 1. First, we extend (&) to all Hermitian
matrices using p’ = p + 1_,#]1 is Hermitian with trace 1. By the linearity of the sum and
the integral, we only need to consider 2=221. As C(D) and U(D) are unitary operators,
(B3) also holds for 1_—5”1.

We extend (BH) to all linear operators p € H®H using the fact that there is a Hermitian
basis for H ® H.

By choosing p appropriately, we can show the 2-design condition (3]) for all mono-
mials of homogeneous degree (2,2). By linearity, the result follows for all homogeneous
polynomials of degree (2,2). O

5.2.2 A Different Proof

Inspired by discussions with Daniel Gottesmann and [Cha05], we will give a different
proof that the Clifford group is a unitary 2-design. The argument starts by showing that
“twirling” a completely-positive superoperator by tensor-product Pauli operators gives a
completely-positive superoperator with only tensor-product Pauli operators as operation
elements. After that, the Clifford group symmetrizes their weights to give a unitarily
invariant superoperator. In an argument slightly more complicated than Corollary B22,
we deduce that this implies a unitary 2-design.
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Lemma 5.2.3. Define y;(Py) = w®¥s». Then x; is a character of P for any j. Further-
more, for all j € Z2V,j # o,

> xi(Po) =0. (5.6)

Proof. Observe that
Xi(PO)x(Py) = wtdse,ise
W(x-i-y,j)sp = Xj(PX+y) = XJ (PxPy)

As long as j # o, x;j is a nontrivial character of P and (Bf) is the well-known character
sum formula. See [LN94, Ch. 5] for a proof. O

Lemma 5.2.4. Twirling a completely-positive superoperator A with the tensor-product
Pauli group P yields a Pauli superoperator Ap.

Proof. We use that the tensor-product Pauli operators P; € P(D) form an orthonormal
basis for H, thus we can write the superoperator

<D?

Mp) = 3 AupAl,
k=1

as
Ap) =" awPep Y @Sl
k rez2N sez2N
where
Ak = Z Oé].m-Pr.
rez2N

The Pauli-twirled superoperator can now be simplified to

Ap(p) = % > P > anePPpPlasPip

jez2N k rseziN

_ Di SN awms S PIRPpPIFIP

jeZiN k r,sEZle

= % Z Zak,rm Z w(r’_j)Sp‘i'(j’_s)SPPerST

rseZ3N k jezzN

- % Z ZO"W’W@ Z C‘)(J.7]F_S)SPPI"PPSJr

2N se2N
r,s€Z; k JEZ
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where we used the commutation relation (2.4).
From Lemma B23 we have

Z wr=s)sp — D25r,s-

jez3N
Thus we can simplify the expression of the Pauli-twirled superoperator to

1
AP(p) = ﬁ Z Zak,rmD25r,sPerST

r,sEZle k

= Z Z ak,rmprppj

reZﬁN k

= Y (Z\%rﬁ) P,pP}.
k

2N
rezy

This shows that Ap is indeed a Pauli superoperator with real coefficients

ﬁr = <Z |ak,r|2> > 0.
k

O

The following theorem shows how a Pauli superoperator can be twirled into a unitarily
invariant superoperator using the Clifford group. As P(D) is by definition a normal sub-
group of C(D), it suffices to consider C(D)/P(D) which is called the “symplectic group”
SL(D) in [Cha0b]. This name arises from the fact that the Clifford group needs to preserve
the commutation relationships between the tensor-product Pauli. That, in turn, means that
it needs to preserve the symplectic inner product as it specifies the commutation relation

).

Theorem 5.2.5. [Cha05] Twirling a Pauli superoperator Ap by the symplectic group
SL(D) turns it into a unitarily invariant superoperator Ay .

Proof. Using the argument from [DLT02], we note that the symplectic group will map
each non-identity Pauli P;, j > 1, equally often to w}P; for all | = 1,2,...,d as it is the
coset group of the normalizer of the Pauli group P(D). We need the identity that for all
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p € L(H),

D? D2

D2
2_BePl = ) ) Biu('P)RF]
j=1

j=1 1=1
D? D2

_ Z Z wc(ljJ)SPPjP]T tr(pTPl)Pl

j=1 =1

D? D?

— Z tr(pTPl)Pl Z wéﬂ,l)Sp
=1 j=1

= D%*tr(p'1)1 = D*tr pl

where we used Lemma in the same way we did in the proof of Lemma B.24] and that
P (D) forms a basis for L(H).
Now a calculation shows that for all p € L(H),

1
ANy = oo E fA f
"R g,
1 >

SEO Sy 2

1 2 D2
— 1
= 1 ( al) Firky
1

i=2 \I=
1 D? 1 D? D?
= o — ————— Zal P+ == (Zal>ZPijT
( DE—1 <l=2 )) Dz -1 1=2 j=1 !
D? D?
1 D?
= ;= - (Zal)> P+ = <Zal) trpl.
( D2 -1 1=2 D2 —1 =2

This structure of Ay shows that it is unitarily invariant. O

Lemma 5.2.6. Let p be a probability measure on U(D) and let A be a superoperator.
Define the p-twirled superoperator

A, = / VAV du(V).
U(D)
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If A, is unitarily invariant, then A, = Ay where Ay is the Haar-twirled superoperator (see
Definition ZZ3T6).

Proof. Using the unitary invariance of A, and the normalization of the Haar measure, it
follows that

Ay = / UA,UtdU
U(d)

= / AdU = A,,.
U(D)

Using the unitary invariance of Ap from Lemma Z3.T7 and the normalization of the prob-
ability measure p, we have

) = [ VAV

U(D)
The linearity of the integral ensures that we can change the order of integration. Together

with the unitary invariance of the Haar measure, we see that the order of twirling does not
matter.

Ay = / UA,UdU
U(D)

_ / / VAV dp(v) Ot U
U(D) U(D)

where we used the change of variables U = VU'VT for the fourth line. Therefore A, =
Ar. O
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Definition 5.2.7. Define

1

Sumo(p: ) = 125y)

Y CTACpChC

Cec(D)

and

Intp(p, A) = / UTA(UpUNUAU.
U(D)

Observe that both Sump(p, A) and Intp(p, A) are linear functions on L(H) for fixed A.

Theorem 5.2.8. Twirling a superoperator A by C(D) is the same as Haar-twirling. For-
mally, for all linear operators p, we have that

tr
Sump(p, A) = Intp(p, A) = pp + qull. (5.7)

Proof. Lemma B2Z4 and Theorem E2H in conjunction with Lemma EZ3T3 show that

tr
Sump(p, A) = pp + qull

for some parameter 0 < p < 1. Corollary 2314 shows that

1
Intp(p, A) = p'p+ ¢ trp51

for some constants p’, ¢’. Lemma B2.0 shows that p = p/, ¢ = ¢'. O
Corollary 5.2.9. For any M, N € L(H),

1
IC(D))]

Y CIMCNCTMIC = / UtMUNUTMTUAU. (5.8)
cec(D) u(D)

Proof. We consider the superoperator A(p) = MpM'. ([E8) follows directly from (51) by
looking at A(NV). O

Lemma 5.2.10. For any Hermitian M, N,O € L(H),

1
IC(D)]

Y CTMCNCTOC = / UtMUNU'MOAJU. (5.9)
cec(D) u(D)
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Proof. Fix an arbitrary Hermitian N € L(H). Define the operators

Sum’'(M,0) = —— C'MCNCTOC
IC(D)] CG;D)

and

Int'(M,0) = / UMUNUTOUAU.

u(D)

Then (E8) reads
Sum’(M, M) = Int' (M, M) (5.10)

where we used that M, N, O are Hermitian operators. Furthermore, we can see that
Sum’(M,O) = Sum/(O, M)" and Int'(M,0) = Int'(O, M)} (5.11)

as M, N and O are Hermitian.

We can extend (B.8) to work with two different operators by considering M; = M + O
and My = M +40. From ([EI0), we get Sum’(M;, M;) = Int'(M;, M;), j = 1,2. By the
bilinearity of both Sum’ and Int’, we can expand both sides for j = 1,2 and subtract (BI0).
Using (B1]), we end up with

Sum’(M, O) + Sum’(M,0)" = Int'(M,O) + Int'(M,O)", (5.12)
i Sum’(M,0) — i Sum’(M,0)" = iInt'(M,0) —iInt' (M, O)". (5.13)

Observe that ¢([B12) + (EI3) yields

2i Sum'(M, O) = 2i Int'(M, O)
and (B.9) follows. O
Lemma 5.2.11. (E9) holds for any Hermitian N and all M,0 € L(H).

Proof. Sum’(M,0O) and Int'(M, O) from the previous lemma are bilinear forms on L(H).
Thus the construction in the proof of Corollary EEZ@ applies and (29 holds for any linear
operators M, O and all Hermitian N. O

Lemma 5.2.12. (B29) holds for all M, N,O € L(H).
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Proof. In a last step, we extend N in (B9) from Hermitian to any linear operator. We fix
M, 0 € L(H) and define

Sum”(N) = Y cimencioc
ICD) &)

and

Int"(N) = / U'MUNUTOUAU.
U(D)

It is immediate that Sum”(N) and Int"”(N) are linear in N for all N € L(H). Sum”(N) =
nt on olds for Hermitian /V, but can be extended to a € Inearity an
Int”(N) only holds for H itian N, b b ded I N € L(N) by li ity and

the fact that we can express the canonical basis {|k) ([ }kD;:l for L(H) as linear combinations
of Hermitian operators:

R) (= 5 (k) + (1) (KD + %i(|k><l\ — (KD,
where |k)(l| + |I) (k| and i (|k){I| — |I)(k|) are Hermitian. O

Corollary 5.2.13. C(D) = SL(D) o P(D) is a unitary 2-design.

N —

This concludes that twirling by the Clifford group yields a unitary 2-design. However,
it is not clear how to uniformly randomly sample from the Clifford group and only a
randomized algorithm is known so far for the case of qubits, i.e. D = 2V [DIT02]. This
algorithm uses O(N®) classical steps and produces a circuit of size O(N?), where the
distribution is close to the uniform distribution over C(D) in the /;-norm. We will see in
the second section how this approximation shows up in the 2-design condition.

5.2.3 Efficient Approximate Construction

In this section, we will prove that a subset of the Clifford group C(D) already gives an
approximate 2-design in the induced superoperator norm. Our construction also only works
for qubits, thus we also assume D = 2V here.

Theorem 5.2.14. For any € > 0, twirling a Pauli superoperator Ap by a subset SL.(D) C
SL(D) of the symplectic group turns it into a superoperator A, that such that

[1Ae = Aulle < B(A) (€0 + €)

for eg = ﬁ and Ay the unitarily invariant channel from B2 The norm is the induced
operator norm from L(H) and the parameter B(A) will be determined later.
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The circuits in SL.(D) consist of

O (N log 1)
€

1
O <log N log —)
€

1
O <N log —)
€
random bits. The subset is of size
ISL.(D)| = 20(Nleat),

single and two-qubit gates in depth

and the constructions needs

Proof. The task is to find a subset C, that uniformizes the tensor-product Paulis with high
probability, i.e. that maps a non-identity tensor-product Pauli to any tensor-product Pauli
with almost equal probability.

We can choose using suitable phase factors for the Pauli operators as they are ir-
revelevant in the Kraus operator-sum representation Y., PpPT for they will cancel out.
Therefore, a typical Pauli will look like the following:

0, 0. ®0,3100.0101®0,R0,

(a) Basic Building Blocks In general, we consider a tensor product of Paulis that is
not equivalent to the identity, thus at least one component is not 1. We can use the cyclic
shift generator T'= H P, where

H = [+){+] = |=){~|

is the Hadamard gate and
P =10){0] + 4[1)(1]

is the phase gate. Ignoring global phases, we see that

To, T = Oy,
To, T = 0., and
To, TV = o,

using the convenient o; notation for a single-qubit Pauli. We thus have that T, T?, and
T3 = 1 generate permutations of a single-qubit Pauli, which will be used as a building
block later in the construction.
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How to Twirl Two Single-Qubit Paulis Now notice that we can conjugate pairs of
Pauli operators in the tensor product by a CNOT to create or annihilate identities. To
see this, realize that the action of a CNOT is

CNOT(XC”Zbl ® X“zsz)CNOTT = Xugh—b g xaz—a1 gb

where the minus in the exponent is chosen to stay consistent with the general qudit case.
Hence we create identities if a1 = as = 1 and by = 0, with some back-action that will
modify the Pauli on the control qubit. We will take care of that later and note that we
will use either the X*Z% or o, notation, or even shorter o; where i € Zy = Z? x Z>.

(b) Step 1: How to Generate a o, or ¢, with Constant Probability We want to
use this construction to generate a tensor-product Pauli where a specific component has an
X or Y Pauli with constant probability. We can reduce this to the much simpler problem
of a binary string x € {0,1}" that is guaranteed to have at least one 1 and we can change
a pair of positions by a controlled-NOT operation in the following way:

z | CNOT(z)
00 00
01 01
10 11
11 10

This is the abstraction of conjugating a tensor-product Pauli by C NOT gates if we identify
X 7% with a.
Now we can make use of the well-known fact that for z € {0, 1}, z # 0V,

1
Pbe{O,l}N(b r=1)= bR
where b -1 = Zf\il b;z; mod 2. We restrict b # 0V and observe that 0V -z = 0 for all
z € {0,1}". Hence

N —

Prego 3y pzon (b 2z =1) >

and we define )

Psuccess = -
2

Pick a non-empty subset B C {1,2,..., N} uniformly at random and apply the CNOT
conjugation to the first bit position in B from all the other positions in B. Then the first
bit in B will be 1 with probability greater than 1/2.
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Going back to the tensor-product Paulis, this result implies that picking a random
target qubit and conjugating with C NOT gates from a random subset of the remaining
qubits as controls will guarantee that the target qubit has an X or Y Pauli.

(c) Step 2: How to Generate an Almost Uniform Distribution over P We will
now pick the target qubit from step 1 as our control qubit. Then, we apply a single-qubit
T* on each other qubit, for independently and randomly chosen s; € {0,1,2}. This will
uniformize all non-identity Paulis on the target qubits. After that, we will independently
twirl with a C NOT gate on each of the other qubits as target and controlled on the control
qubit, with probability 3/4 each. We assume that the control qubit has an X or Y Pauli,
which is guaranteed to happen with probability greater than 1/2 by the previous step.

Consider a target qubit ¢. This either has the 1 operator or X, Y, or Z with probability
1/3 each. Observe the effects of a C' NOT-twirl that is applied with probability 3/4.

Target | Result of CNOT-Twirl | Probability
1 1/4
3/4
1/4
3/4
1/4
3/4
1/4
3/4

We see that if the Pauli on ¢ was 1, it will be twirled to a non-identity Pauli with probability
3/4. If the Pauli was not 1, we see that it is twirled to an identity with probability 1/4 and
stays a non-identity with probability 3/4. Once again, we insert a single-qubit twirl 7
on each target qubit for independently and randomly chosen s; € {0, 1,2} to ensure that
the non-identity Paulis on each target qubit will have probability 1/3 each. The circuit
generated so far is shown in Figure Bl Note that by the back-action of the CNOT twirl,
it might change the control qubit Pauli from X to Y or vice-versa.

The next step is to randomize the control qubit. We note that all other qubits already
have a uniformly chosen tensor-product Pauli on them, with probability 1/4"~1 each.

NN N ==
NN R

Observation: If we apply any permutation of Paulis to these N — 1 target qubits, it
will not change their distribution for it is already uniform.

We randomize the control qubit Pauli by a P-twirl with probability 1/2. Note that P
permutes X and Y. As the control qubit Pauli starts out in an unknown distribution of X



Unitary 2-Designs 99
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Figure 5.1: T-Twirl and CNOT Gates with Probability 3/4 each from a Randomly Chosen
Control

and Y caused by the back-action of the previous step, the random H twirl will set it to X
or Y with probability 1/2 each. Now we apply a random C'NOT with the former control
qubit (which we will call the “first” qubit from now an) as target and controlled by each
other qubit. Each CNOT is applied with probability 1/2, and we see that the back-action
that might modify some of the now-control qubits does not affect the distribution over the
Paulis on these qubits. The observation shows that the uniformity is not changed by a
permutation caused by possible back-actions.

This procedure will sucessfully randomize the first qubit as it will change it from X or
Y with probability 1/2 each to Z or 1 with probability 1/2 each, where a change occurs
with probability 1/2 if at least one of the other qubits has an X or Y Pauli. After that,
it will be one of the four Paulis with probability 1/4 each and other permutations by
later CNOT twirls will not change this uniform distribution due to our observation. The
complete circuit of step 2 up to here is illustrated in Figure

However, the distribution obtained so far will not have any weight on the tensor-product
Paulis that are 1 on the first qubit and 1 or Z on the other qubits, as this case prevents
any change to the first qubit and it remains X or Y with probability 1/2 each. Adding a
TI-twirl will at least randomize between X, Y, or Z. Thus the only non-reachable tensor-
product Paulis are those with 1 on the first qubit and 1 and Z on the other qubits. The
sample circuit for N =5 in Figure illustrates the complete twirl.

We will now show that this part of the random procedure will generate an almost
uniform distribution over all possible tensor-product Paulis except the all-identity Pauli.
For a precise estimation, we will consider the [;-distance between the uniform probability
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100

N
U

Figure 5.3: A Sample Circuit C € C, for N = 5.

Figure 5.2: Step 2 of the Pauli Uniformization Process, Highlighting the Random CNOT

Parts.
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distribution

u(x):{m X7 o

0 X=0

on all Paulis but the identity and the distribution ¢(x) obtained by this process. In case
the tensor-product Pauli we started with had an X or Y at the randomly chosen control,
the process will produce an almost uniform distribution ¢, which can be seen in Figure B4l

i

WP

4N 1

4N _ 2N—1
Figure 5.4: The [;-distance between u and q.

Precisely, the [;-distance between u and ¢ is given by

lu=ally = ) lux) - q(x)|

erf

1 1 B 1 _
- <4N_2N_4N_1) (4N_2N 1)+ﬁ(2N 1_1)

(. J/

]l®a]lz®“.0]lz#]l®]l®(N71)
4N_2N—1 2N—1_1
= 11— -+
4N —1 4N — 1
202Vt —1) 2 1
N1 TN NN

which is exponentially small in the number of qubits.

(d) Further Uniformizing the Distribution In the bad case where our choice of
control will pick a qubit with an 1 or Z, we use the fact that our random circuit is a
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probability distribution over permutations over the tensor-product Paulis. Denote p the
initial distribution over the tensor-product Paulis after the the random chain step. We have
that for any permutation 7 acting on a probability distribution p that ||rop—ul|| = ||p—ul|
for any distance |- || as permutations will only permute the probabilities in the distribution,
which has no effect on any norm. With a probability distribution r over permutations 7;,
we see that

||Z7“(7Ti)7nop—UI| = ||Z7’(7Tz')(7TiOP—U)|| SZT(Wi)||7Tz'OP—U||
= D r(m)lp—ul = [lp—ul

i

for any distance || - || using the triangle inequality and that > .r(m;) = 1. This is the
convex-linearity of the distance.

This argument shows that in the case where we do not have X or Y on the control
qubit, the process will not increase the distance to u. Denote dy = ||p — u||, and by the
convex-linearity of the distance we see that

dl S psuccesqu - u” + (]- - psucceSS)Hp - UH - psuccesqu - UH + (]- - psuccess)do-

We can define the following recursion for the decrease in distance after steps 1 and 2 have
been applied to an initial distribution p’. Denote d;, the distance to u after step k. The
[;-distance for any k& > 0 is given by the recursion

di41 < Z P(Step 2 works for x)||¢g — ul|y + P(Step 2 does not work for x)d,
x€LY

di2lg—ull1
S S psuccosqu - UH1 + (1 - psuccess)dk

= Psuccess€0 + (]- - psuccess)dk

as Psuccess 1S a lower bound for P(Step 2 works for x). If dj, < ||¢ — ul|1, we cannot use that
lower bound but have to step back to

dk—i—l S psuccesqu - U||1 + dk < (psuccess + ]-)Hq - u”l < 2||q - U||1

Thus are analysis can only guarantee a bound twice as high, after which we are in the
regime of (B.14)) again.
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We can solve (LI4)) analytically and see that

k—1
dk S Psuccess€0 Z (1 - psuccess)Z + (1 - psuccoss>k dO
=0

11— (1 - psuccess)k
11— (1 — Psuccess

€0 (1 - (1 - psucccss)k> + (1 - psucccss)k do

= €+ (1 - psuccoss>k (60 + dO)
< €+ (1 - psuccoss>k (60 + 1) :

= Psuccess€0

In order to be e-close to €, we need

(1 - psuccess)k (60 + 1) <e€

which implies
log(eo + 1) + log L
1

1—pPsuccess

kzO(logl).
€

(e) Optimizing the Circuit Complexity The random subset chosen in step 1 requires
exactly N random bits and at most N —1 CNOT gates in depth at most N — 1. This can
be optimized using techniques employed by parallel prefix adders. Suppose we were to to
map

k>

log
and thus

‘$1>|I2> ‘l’N) — ‘$1>‘.§L’1 EBZL’QHSL’l D 19 @l’3> ‘Z(Zl D x9 P EBLUN>

Using a parallel prefix computation circuit from classical computation [LESQ], we can
decrease the depth to [log N'| using at most 4N CNOT gates. Figure shows what the
parallel prefix adder looks like for N = 16.

For our purposes, we only need to compute the parity of at most N qubits and do
not need the partial sums. This is similar to a parallel prefix circuit, except that we do
not need the prefixes. Thus we generate the C NOT circuit first using the appropriately
chosen subset. We will end up with a circuit of C NOT gates from r qubits onto one qubit,
which we will call the “last qubit”. Then, we transform this circuit into a parallel prefix
circuit, but we only consider gates that affect the last qubit and ignore the other gates.
We are left with a circuit C' that is half of the circuit from Figure L3, highlighted using
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Figure 5.5: A Parallel Prefix Adder for 16 Qubits.
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a dashed rectangle. Finally, we need to uncompute the intermediate results on all but
the last qubit. This can be accomplished by applying the CNOT gates in C' that do not
involve the original control again in their reverse order. This yields an equivalent circuit
of depth O(log N) and O(N) CNOT gates.

The circuit for step 2 uses up to 2(N — 1) CNOT gates, N single-qubit gates 1, T, or
T2, and single H gate to uniformize X and Y. It has depth 2N and uses 2 random bits
per CNOT for the first part of CNOT gates to get probability 1/4 and it uses a single
random bit per C NOT in the second part. The X-Y-uniformization costs a single random
bit, and the N T" twirls cost 1ﬁ)gg Y random bits. This gives a total of O(N) gates in depth

O(N) using O(N log N) random bits.

—P-
.

Figure 5.6: Hadamard Conjugation Flips Targets and Control of a CNOT gate.

We can optimize the depth for this case as well. Once the circuit has been established,
we can transform both CNOT parts. For the first part, we use that conjugating a CNOT
with H ® H swaps control and target as seen in Figure b.fl Applying a Hadamard to all
qubits before and after the first CNOT part swaps the controls and targets of all CNOT
gates, using H H = 1 between individual two C NOT gates. This conjugation by Hadamard
gates is illustrated in Figure .7

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
D PN TSl — e TSl
f} o TSZ — e TSQ
TS3 | () () e AN T83
H®N H®N
() TSNfl 1 P TSN,1
(\ TSN '— — e TSN

Figure 5.7: Hadamard Conjugation Flips Targets and Control in Circuit Bl

Using the same construction as in the optimization of step 1, we can also reduce the
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depth to O(log N) and O(N) CNOT gates. Counting the necessary 2N Hadamard gates,
we end up with O(NV) gates. Note that the second part of CNOT gates (see Figure B2
can be directly transformed using this method, without conjugating by Hadamard gates
as they already have the correction orientation.

These optimizations thus reduce the depth of step 1 and 2 to O(log N) and retain the
circuit complexity of O(N) H, T, T? and CNOT gates. We need to repeat both steps
O (log %) times and the total complexity follows.

(5) Error Bound To bound the error, we consider Ay that we would end up with had
we perfectly symmetrized the Paulis. We assume the initial Pauli channel

D2
= aPpP]
k=1

and denote the probability distribution of our conjugation process on P; by 3; for k =
2,3,...,D2
Recall that
[Ae = sup (A 1)(p)],

lloll1=1
and observe that our conjugation process will not change the all-identity tensor-product
Pauli. Thus

D? D? D? D?
[Ae = Aull, = sup Z @ Y Opp(Pe@Dp(Pe@ 1) = a; Y u(k)(Pe @ 1)p(Py @ 1)
lolli=1 "2 =2 j=2 k=2
D? D?
= HS|1|1P Z Z (B — u(k)) (P ® 1)p(P, @ 1)7
Pli=l1lj=2 k=2 1

: usﬁlplZ\aijim—u BIl[(Pe© )o(Pe & 1),
pli=1525

= sup Z\O@\ZWM—U el
ol = 1] =

- S ol Il Zw]k—u
llolli=1 j=2

< (0t Z |a].
=2
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where we used that ||(P, ® 1)p(Pr ® IL)THl = ||p|ly for P,®1 is unitary and ||-||; is unitarily
invariant. [

We need to take the error bound into account to further derive the unitary 2-design
condition. As the input for Theorem B2.T4lis the Pauli-twirled superoperator from Lemma
B2 Taking the completely-positive before the Pauli twirl to be

k
we see that a; = 53 > o 5|, where Y- ay ;P; = Ay such that

1 1 1

Using the fact that {\/—%Pj l7=1,2,..., D2} is an orthonormal basis, we conclude

D? | D
> oyl = EZZ\%F
j=2 Jj=2 k
2
Sl e )
k=1 i

1 1 ?
= ;tr (ALA,J —5;‘&"/121‘ )
= é Dtr (Z Aw‘%) - Z |trAk|2>

k k

= ™ (DtrA(IL) —tr[\)

using the formulas for tr A(1) and tr A from Theorem in conjunction with the cal-
culations in the proof of Corollary ZZ3T9.
This yields the bound

DtrA(1) —trA

||A6_AU||<> < DA (Go—l—e)
We have that .
DtrA(1) A
B(A) =
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5.3 Discussion

We introduced the notion of a 2-design and showed that such an object was already used in
the quantum information theory literature for bipartite state twirling [DLT02]. However,
it did not seem to be known that quantum operations can be twirled using the same object.

We note that the private quantum channel result [AMTdWO00] shows that the tensor-
product Paulis P(D) satisfy

D2
1
— N PPl = / UpUtdU
DQJZ:; I U(D)

or all states p. It can be extended to all linear operators p by linearity and the fact that
the Hermitian operators form a basis for L(H), using the same arguments as in Section
BTl Hence we can see that this condition is equivalent to

D2
1
—EpP-:/ p(U)dU
D2 = (]) U(D) ( )

for all homogeneous polynomials of degree (1,1), which we will call a unitary 1-design.

In the abstract formulation of Definition B3, it might turn out to be useful in a
broader context where Haar-randomization can be reduced to randomization over a fairly
small set of quantum gates that have efficient circuit decompositions. Such application
beyong twirling are yet to be found or identified.



Chapter 6

Conclusion and Future Research

6.1 Conclusion

We explored ways to efficiently estimate the average fidelity of a quantum channel or
an implementation of a quantum algorithm U. It turned out that we re-discovered the
previously known result that a complete set of mutually-unbiased bases gives a 2-design
for quantum states. This condition was shown to be equivalent to give an unbiased estimate
of the average fidelity. Our contribution was an explicit circuit construction using O(N?)
gates in depth O(N) and O(N) random bits.

Then, the notion of a 2-design for quantum states was generalized to 2-designs for uni-
tary operators. Although the term “2-design” did not seem to have appeared before in the
literature, the concept was implicitly used as early as at least 1996. It was independently
proven [DLT02, [Cha05] that the Clifford group is a unitary 2-design by showing its use
for quantum operation twirling and state twirling. An approximately uniform sampling
algorithm over the Clifford group was proposed as well. Our contribution is the unified
view of these different approaches as unitary 2-design. Also, we showed that a subset of
the Clifford group suffices to be exponentially close to a 2-design for both applications.

We have also seen that we can define the notion of a unitary 1-design, which was
already implicitly shown to exist [AMTAWQO0] in the context of a private quantum channel.
Interestingly, the Pauli group was this unitary 1-design.

109
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6.2 Directions for Future Research and Open Prob-
lems

6.2.1 Definition of Unitary ¢t-Designs

For future research, there are several areas to proceed in. First and foremost, it seems
apparent to extend the notion of unitary designs to t-designs for arbitrary ¢. A possible
application can be noise estimation scenarios where the time evolution of the average
fidelity is of interest, as suggested in [EAZ05]. Imagine we model the evolution of our
quantum systems from time ¢y to ¢; by the quantum operation &£, and from t; to t5 by the
quantum operation &,.

p —UHE U & HU]

Figure 6.1: Twirling two Successive Quantum Operations

Suppose we twirl both operations with the same unitary as shown in Figure 6], so that
we end up with the operation £’ that maps

£(p) = / UEWUE, (UpUH U
U(D)

The integral contains three occurances of each U and UT, what suggests that estimating
this integral requires a unitary 3-design.

Estimating the fidelity decay with even finer temporal resolution seems to require
higher-order unitary designs, so that the quest for unitary t-designs can be motivated
from this experimental point of view.

6.2.2 Proof Idea for Unitary ¢t-Designs

We will present a proof technique that might be useful in generalizing 2-designs to t-designs
for t > 2. It is based on representation theory and similar in spirit to the decomposition
lemma of a unitarily invariant superoperator (Lemma Z3T3)). This technique might be
useful in determining subgroups of U(d) that could serve as 2-designs other than those
already discovered. We will state where these ideas need to be extended and why they do
not work yet.

Let ‘H denote a Hilbert space of dimension d, and let G < U(d) be a subgroup of the
unitary group U(d) such that an invariant measure exists on G.
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Definition 6.2.1. We will use the representation U : U(d) — L(L(H)) from Definition
P23 T2 which was defined as )
Up=UpUT

for all U € U(d). Note that this is also a representation of G. o
Furthermore, we will call a linear operator p € L(H) G-invariant if VpVT = p for all
VeQq.

Recall the definition of U(d)-invariance (Definition EZ312), which becomes a special
case of Definition if G = U(d). We extend Definition to G-twirling in the
obvious way.

Definition 6.2.2. Let A be a superoperator. Define the G-twirled superoperator as
Aa(p) = / VAVTdVp = / VIA(VpVHVav.
G G

Lemma 6.2.3. The G-twirled superoperator Ag is G-invariant.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 23T Let U € G and p € L(H).
UNUTp = U / VIAVUpUTVHVaVU
€
= / (VU)'A((VU)p(VU) ) (VU)dV
G

= [iawpvay
~ elp)
where we used the G-invariance of the measure dV on G and the substitution V' = VU. O
The following lemma is the critical point of this technique and needs to be shown.
Conjecture 6.2.4. If the irreducible representations of U of U(d) are also irreducible for

G, then Ag is U(d)-invariant.

Proof idea As the irreducible representations for U(d) are also irreducible for G, Schur’s
Lemma (Fact [AA8H)) implies that Ag will act as identity on the same subspaces as Ar.

In the case of t = 2, these irreducible subspaces are known from Lemma as the
traceless linear operators and multiples of the identity, possibly with different coefficients
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than A7 would. For this decomposition, we easily see that Ag is unitarily invariant by
calculating

o 1 1
UNUTp = U'p (UpUT — tr(UpUT)E) U+ Uthr(UpUT)EU
1 1

= p (p - trpg) +qtrpm = Ac(p).

Thus Ag is U(d)-invariant.

However, to extend this to general t, we need to be able to show that Ag is unitarily
invariant either without knowing the explicit decomposition into the irreducible represen-
tations or by making use of this explicit decomposition.

If we had this lemma, we could show the following Corollary.

Corollary 6.2.5. For any superoperator A,

| vaviay = [ wiv
a U(d)
Proof. The invariant measure dV on G can be trivially extended to a probability measure

pon U(d) by letting [, dp = fEUG dV. Lemma B28 implies that A, = A¢ = A and the
statement follows. O

The corollary that GG is a unitary ¢-design could be proven the following way: First, we
could use Conjecture and thus we need to show that the irreducible subspaces of U
for U(d) remain irreducible for G.

In order to prove that the Clifford group is a 2-design, we could use and show that
the space of traceless Hermitian operators is irreducible under the Clifford group. However,
we were not able to show that. Maybe the Clifford would turn out to be a t-design for
t > 2. This should be subjecr of future research.

It also seems to be worthwhile looking into the random circuit construction (see Section
E37) again and figure out how unitary ¢-designs might be derived using this approach.

6.2.3 Find a Better Approximate Pauli Uniformization

So far, the Pauli uniformization has an absolute lower bound of €y ~ 1/2" from Theorem
BEZT4 Maybe one could improve the analysis to get an arbitrarily small upper bound on
€o, or one might choose a slightly larger subset of the Clifford group which facilitates that.
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6.2.4 Extend the Approximate Pauli Uniformization

The construction in Theorem E2ZT4 only works for qubits. In order to make it work for
qudits as well, we need to find an analogy to the generator of the single-Pauli twirl T = H P.
Assuming d > 3 a prime, we could use the special phase gate

Plle) = wi Pla)
for r € I}, we can conjugate
Py, X 2Pt = Xzt

and hence we can uniformize the Z component provided a # 0.
In order to uniformize the X component, we could make use of the Quantum Fourier
Transform modulo d, which is given by

Falo)y = Y wi'ly)-

yelFy

It acts on the Paulis by conjugation as
FyX°Z°F) = X~v 7,

which implies

F3XZP(FH = Xz
This allows us to uniformize the X component by conjugating with F3 P, F3 as long as
the X component is non-zero.

The problem is the case where either the X or the Z component is zero, as those will not
be reached by one of these two randomization steps. However, it seems conceivable that
an alternating chain of conjugation by Fs P, F3 and P, could create an almost uniform
distribution over all non-identity Paulis. Maybe one could even find a generator of a cyclic
shift that is analog to 7" in the qubit case.

The next step is to find an analogy for the C NOT operation. Observe that the obvious
generalization of the CNOT is CPLUS,, which is defined by CPLUSy|x)|y) = |z)|y + 1)
where addition is modulo d. It conjugates

CPLUS) (X" 2" @ X22%)CPLUS) = X1 zb+h2 @ x 2= 7

and thus seems a reasonable candidate for further investigation.
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If that would turn out not to be a good choice, one could try the generalization
CSUMZ|2)|y)|z)|y) = |ax + By)|Ba — ay),
which is reversible if a, § € Fy and («, 3) # (0,0). It can be shown that
CSUM®B)y(X@ 20 @ X 20)(CSUMSP))t = X "t zabisbe g x "y’ zobi—aba,

which might be more suitable than CPLUS,.



Appendix A

Mathematical Background

This appendix is intended to be a reference for the mathematical concepts and notations
used throughout this thesis. See [Bal9§] for an introduction to the basic concepts of
linear algebra in both finite and infinite-dimensional settings that is streamlined to the
description of quantum mechanics. For the finite-dimensional case of quantum computing
and quantum information theory topics, [NCO0] is the most suitable reference to date.

A.1 Vector Spaces

Definition A.1.1. A wvector space over a field [ is a set V together with two binary
operations

e vector addition: V X V — V written u + v with u,v € V and
e scalar multiplication: F x V — V, denoted by au with a € F,ue V
such that the following axioms hold:
1. Associativity of vector addition: u+ (v+w) =(u+v)+wiforallu,v,weV
2. Commutativity of vector addition: u+v=v+uforalluveV
3. Existence of an additive identity o € V such that u+o=uforallueV
4. Existence of an inverse vector —u for all u € V' such that u+ (—u) = o
5. Associativity of scalar multiplication: a(bu) = (ab)u for all a,b € F and u € V'

6. lu=uforallueV

115
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7. Distributivity of scalar multiplication over vector addition: a(u + v) = au + av
8. Distributivity of scalar multiplication over scalar addition: (a + b)u = au + bu
The elements of u € V' are called vectors and the elements of I are called scalars.

Definition A.1.2. A real vector space is a vector space over the real numbers. A complex
vector space is a vector space over the complex numbers.

Definition A.1.3. A subspace W of a vector space V is a subset that is closed under
vector addition and scalar multiplication. The intersection of all subspaces that contain a
given set of vectors S is called the span of S. A set of vectors S = {vy,...,v,,} C Vis
called linearly independent if

avi+--+a,v, =0

has only the trivial solution a; = --- =a, = 0. S is called a basis if the span of S is V.

Every basis for a vector space V' has the same cardinality which is called the dimension
of V. All vector spaces over a given field ' of the same dimension are isomorphic.
Sometimes it is helpful to write a vector space as a sum of some of its subspaces.

Definition A.1.4. Let V and W be vector spaces over a field K. The direct sum of V
and W is the Cartesian product V x W endowed with the vector space operations

1. (vi,vwy) + (vo,vwy) = (V1 + va, Wy + W) for all vi,ve € V, wi, wy € W and
2. a(v,vw) = (av,aw) foralla e K, veV,we V.
The resulting vector space is called the direct sum of V' and W and written as V & W.

Definition A.1.5. Let V be a vector space over a subfield F C C of the complex numbers.
A norm on V is a function |- | : V — R such that the following properties hold:

1. Positivity: |v| >0 for all ve V

2. Positive scalability: |av| = |a||v] for all a € F,v € V
3. Triangle inequality: |u+ v| < |u| + |v|

4. Positive definiteness: |[v|=0iff v=o0

Definition A.1.6. A normed vector space is a pair (V)] -|) such that V is a vector space
and |- | is a norm on V. A vector v € V' is normalized if |v| = 1.
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Definition A.1.7. A function from a vector space V to a vector space W over the same
field F, f: V — W, is called linear if

o flu+v)=f(u)+ f(v) forall u,v € V and
e f(au)=af(u) foralla e F,ueV.

A function f:V x W — X for vector spaces V, W, X over the same field F is bilinear if
1. v f(v,w) is linear for every w € W and

2. w— f(v,w) is linear for every v e V.

A function f: V x W — X for vector spaces V, W, X over a subfield ' C C of the complex
numbers is sesquilinear if it is bilinear except f(av,w) =af(v,w).

Definition A.1.8. Let V, W be normed vector spaces with norms | - |y, |- |w. This norm
induces a norm on the set of linear operators L(V, W) from V to W defined as

A
]| = mexe 1AW
xeV HXHV
We will call ||| : L(V, W) — R the induced operator norm on L(V,W).

Definition A.1.9. A complex inner product space is a vector space V over C together
with a map (+,-) : V x V — C such that

1. (-,-) is sesquilinear,

2. (u,v)=(v,u) forallu,vev,
3. (u,v) >0 for all u,v € V, and
4. (v,v)=0if v=oforallveV.

Definition A.1.10. Let V' be a complex inner product space. Two vectors u,v € V' are
orthogonal if (u,v) = 0.

Definition A.1.11. For every complex inner product space V, there is a norm |v| =
V(u,v). Vis complete with respect to that norm if every Cauchy sequence converges to an
element of that space. A complete normed complex inner product space H is called a Hilbert
space. Note that in the mathematical literature, a distinction is made between complex
and real Hilbert spaces, which are complete normed inner product spaces over the real
and complex numbers, respectively. However, quantum computing literature understands
a Hilbert space as defined above. We will use that definition throughout this thesis.
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Definition A.1.12. An orthonormal basis for a Hilbert space H is a set S C H whose
span is dense in ‘H and whose elements are pairwise orthogonal and have norm one.

Fact A.1.13. 1. Every finite-dimensional complex inner product space H is a Hilbert
space.

2. Every Hilbert space ‘H has an orthonormal basis. Any two orthonormal bases of H
have the same cardinality.

Definition A.1.14. Let f be a sesquilinear function f : V x V — C for a vector space V'
over a subfield F' C C of the complex numbers. Given u, the map v +— f(u,v) is called a
linear functional on V. The set of all linear functionals on V' forms a vector space under

addition of functions and scalar multiplication. It is called the dual space of V' and denoted
V.

A.2 Dirac Notation

Paul Dirac introduced a convenient notation for Hilbert spaces that has been widely ac-
cepted in quantum mechanics literature. This notation is sometimes referred to as “bra-
ket” notation because the inner product of two vectors is denoted by a bracket (¢,) or
(¢, ). The left part (¢|, is called “bra”, and the right part |¢) is called “ket”. Let H be
a n-dimensional Hilbert space. Most of the definitions also hold for infinite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces as well, but they are not necessary for quantum computing.

Definition A.2.1. Each vector in H is called “ket” and written as |¢). 1 denotes the
vector and the bar and angle bracket denote that it is to be understood as the vector 1,
read “ket psi”.

Fact A.2.2. For every |¢) € H, there is exactly one dual (¢)| € H*, read “bra psi”, which
is a continuous linear functional from H to C:

Wl([9)) = (19}, |¢)) for all |¢) € H.

The converse is true as well as ‘H and ‘H* are isometrically isomorphic.

Definition A.2.3. A linear operator on H is a linear function from H to H. Operators act
on kets from the left. Let A be a linear operator on a Hilbert space H, then A|y) = A(|¢)).
Operators can also act on bras from the right hand side, such that (¢|A is understood as

the operator that acts as ((¢[A)(|1) = (o] (Aly))) = (9| A[).
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Fact A.2.4. Let A be a linear operator on H. There is a unique linear operator A" such
that
(19), Alw)) = (AT[o). [¥))

for all |¢), [¢) € H. If we define |¢) as the linear operator that maps |¢)(|1)) = (¢|v), we
have that |¢)T = (¢|. It follows that (A|¢))T = (¢|AT. We also note that (AB) = BTAT
for A,B € L(H).

Definition A.2.5. Let A be a linear operator on ‘H. A is

o invertible if there is an operator A~! such that Ao A=t = A1 o A = 1 is the identity
operator on H.

e Hermitian or self-adjoint if A = AT,

e normal if AAT = ATA.

o unitary if AAT = 1.

o positive if (| AJb) > 0 for all |¢b) € H.

Fact A.2.6. A unitary operator U on H preserves inner products:

(U), UYe)) = (¢|UU"¢) = (¥]6).

Fact A.2.7. Let B = {|¢1),...,|n)} be an orthonormal basis for H and let A be a linear
operator on H. If we choose to represent vectors in H as column vectors with n entries in
C, we can represent A by the n x n matrix (a; ;) with elements a; ; = (5| A|¢;).

Definition A.2.8. Let A € L(H), |¢) € H and A € C. |¢) is called an eigenvector of A
with eigenvalue A if

Alp) = Al).

Fact A.2.9 (Spectral Decomposition Theorem). Let A be a normal linear operator
on H. Then there is an orthonormal basis {[i1),...,|¢,)} of H and Aq,..., A\, € C such
that

A= 3 M),
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Definition A.2.10. We define the “outer product” of two vectors |¢) and |i)) as the
operator

() (&) () = [0) (¥ lx) = (P1x)[e)-

This outer product notation is generally used to define projection operators. Given a
normalized |¢) € H, we define the operator that projects onto the subspace spanned by

) as [¢)(¢].

Fact A.2.11. The trace is the unique linear function
tr: Hw— C

such that

e it is unitarily invariant, tr A = tr UAUT for all linear operators A and unitary oper-
ators U, and

e trl = n.

Let A be a linear operator on H and let (a;;) be a matrix representation of A in some
orthonormal basis. Then .
tI'(A) = Z Aj -
i=1

The trace function is well defined and does not depend on the specific representation of A.
Furthermore, the following algebraic properties hold. Let A, B € 'H, then

e tr(AB) = tr(BA) (cyclic property)
o trA=trAf

Fact A.2.12. The set of all linear operators on H forms an n? dimensional vector space
and is denoted by L(H). L(H) is a Hilbert space with inner product (A, B) = tr A'B.
This inner product is called Hilbert-Schmidt or trace inner product.

Definition A.2.13. Let V and W be Hilbert spaces of dimensions m and n, respectively.
Then the tensor product of V and W, written as V ® W, is an mn dimensional complex
vector space. V @ W =V x W and the vector addition and scalar multiplication satisfy
the following restrictions:

La(j9) ®@19)) = (al) © |¢) = [¢) ® (al)) for all [) €V, |¢) e W, a € C
2. (I) + o) @ Ix) = [¥) @ [x) + ) @ [x) for all [¢), [¢) € Vi[x) € W



Mathematical Background 121

3. ) @ ([¥) +1¢) = [x) @ ) + [x) ©[¢) for all [x) € V. [¢), |¢) € W

The tensor product of two vectors [1)) @ |¢) is most often abbreviated as |¢)|¢), |¢, @), or

even |¢¢).
Given linear operators A on V and B on W, we can define the operator A ® B by

letting
(A® B)([v) ® |9)) = Alv) @ B|¢).

Fact A.2.14. Let V and W be Hilbert spaces of dimensions m and n. Then V ® W is a
Hilbert space of dimension mn with inner product

<Z ai|i) @ |¢i), Z@Wﬁ ® |¢;>) = Za:bj<¢i|¢;><¢i|¢;’>'

To make the discussion about tensor products a little more concrete, we will have a
look at an example tensor product. Pick an orthonormal basis for Hilbert spaces V' and
W of dimensions n and m, respectively. Then we can represent their elements as column
vectors. Let |[¢) € V) |¢p) € W:

(o b1
y o
W= e ="
b bm

The tensor product of |¢) and |¢) is given by the Kronecker product if we think of these
vectors as 1-by-n and 1-by-m matrices. Hence

V11
V102

1) ® 16) = | 16m
Yoy

Y.

Linear operators on V' are represented by n-by-n dimensional complex matrices in the
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usual way. Given two operators A on V and B on W,

11 Q12 .. a1n
bl,l b1,2 bl,m
21 Q22 ... a2 n
A=1 . . . . |.B= :
' b1 bmo oo bnm
an1 QAp2 ... Gpp ’ ’ ’

The operator A ® B that acts on V' ® W is now given by the Kronecker product of A
and B:

a17lB al,gB ce almB

a27lB a,27QB ce agmB
A®B = : . :

an1B an2B ... a,,B

where a; ; B means that the submatrix B with all entries multiplied by a; ; is to be inserted.

A.3 The Bloch Sphere

We will make use of a nice geometrical interpretation of single qubit states. It is known
that all the observable properties of a single qubit system can be described using the unit
sphere. The state of a single qubit system is described by a unit vector |¢)) in a Hilbert
space Hy of dimension 2 with orthonormal basis {|0),[1)},

) = al0) + 5]1).
We will call this basis the computational basis. As |a|? + |8]? = 1, we can rewrite
. 0 , 0
|y = e [ cos =|0) + e?sin=|1) | .
2 2
The global phase factor has no observable properties, and hence this state is equivalent to
0 , 0
|ty = cos =|0) + €' sin =|1)
2 2
with two real parameters 6 and ¢. Now define

x = sinfcosy
= sinfsiny

z = cosb
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)

Figure A.1: Bloch sphere representation of the computational basis states.

and we have a mapping from the set of pure quantum states to the unit sphere. Figure
[ATl shows the Bloch sphere with the computational basis states |0) and |1).
The other two axes of the Bloch sphere correspond to the eigenbases of X,

{\0>\}L§\1>’ |0>\;§|1>}

and of Y,

{I0> +11) [0) - Z'|1>}
v2 o oove )
We will abbreviate the basis states and will use {|+),|—)} and {|+4i), |—i)}. Figure
shows how these bases correspond to the three main axes of the Bloch sphere.
This representation can be used to describe single qubit unitary evolutions in a nice
geometrical way. We will first introduce the Pauli matrices as they have a natural repre-
sentation as rotations on the Bloch sphere.

Definition A.3.1. The Pauli operators are represented by the following matrices in the
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computational basis:

oo = -1 = (1 o).

1)
Figure A.2: Bloch sphere representation of the {|0), [1)}, {|+),|—)} and {|+4),|—7)} bases.

Fact A.3.2. Any unitary operator U on Hs can be decomposed as
U= eiae—w%(nzoz—l-nycry—l—nzoz)

for real parameters o, 6 and a real unit vector 7 = (n,, n,, n,). Acting on the Bloch sphere,
U is a rotation by 6 about the 7 axis plus a global phase of €' that is not an observable

property.

We see that o, corresponds to a rotation of 7 about the j axis.
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A.4 Density Operators

Definition A.4.1. A density operator is a positive operator p € L(H) with trp = 1.

Density operators are used to describe ensembles of quantum states. If we are given a
state and the promise that it is [¢;) with probability p;, ¢ = 1,...,k, we can incorporate
our lack of knowledge about the state into a concise representation. This representation
combines both the quantum mechanical concept of superpositions and the probability
distribution over the set of states {¢; |i =1,...,k}.

Fact A.4.2. Every ensemble {p;, [1;)}*_, has the associated density operator
k
P = sz|¢z><¢z|
i=1

Every density operator has an associated ensemble {p;, |¥;)}X_,.

Definition A.4.3. A pure state is a single quantum state that is known exactly. The
density operator of a pure state is of the form p = |1)(¢)|. A mized state is a state that is
not pure.

Fact A.4.4. A state p is pure if and only if tr(p?) = 1.
We will state a useful fact that we will make use of later on.

Fact A.4.5. The Pauli operators together with the identity form an orthonormal basis
{1,0,,0,,0.} for the space of linear operators L(H3) on a 2-dimensional Hilbert space.

We can now reformulate the postulates of quantum mechanics in terms of density
operators. We will mostly make use of this alternate notation in the remainder of this
thesis. The formulation of the postulates has been taken from [NCO0].

Postulate 1 To any isolated physical system is associated a Hilbert space, the state space
of the system. The system is completely described by its density operator acting on the
state space. If a quantum system is in state p; with probability p;, the density operator
for the system is >, pipi.

Postulate 2 The evolution of a closed quantum system from time ¢; to time ¢y is de-
scribed by a unitary transformation U that only depends on the times ¢; and t5:

p(t2) = Up(t)U"
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Postulate 3 A quantum measurement is described by a set of measurement operators
{M,,}, where M,, is a measurement operator acting on the state space of the system.
The index m denotes the measurement outcome. The measurement operators satisfy the
completeness relation

> Mi M, = 1.

m

The probability of observing m on a quantum system in state p is
p(m) = tr(M,), My,p)
and the state of the system after the measurement is

M, pM]
p(m)

Postulate 4 The state space of a composite system is the tensor product of the state
spaces of the component systems. If each component system ¢, i = 1,...,n is prepared in
the state p;, then the joint state of the composite system is

® Pi-
i=1

Density operators are especially useful if we want to disregard some parts of a quantum
system. There is an operation which is somehow inverse to the tensor product operation
in the following way. Imagine we have a quantum system comprised of two subsystems,
A and B, with state spaces H4 and Hp. The joint system has the state space Hx ® Hp.
Let the system start in a state py, which we will write as pjZ to denote that this is a state
of the joint system. We let the joint system evolve to a state p*”, but at some point we
choose to ignore part B. If the joint state of the system is not a product state, i.e. there
are no density operators p? and p? such that pA? = p* ® p?, we cannot just ignore system
B. We must assume that B will be modified later on behind our control, potentially being
observed by an arbitrary measurement. It turns out that we can express our uncertainty
about the future of system B in a probability distribution over possible states of system A.
The density operator notation allows us to end up with one density operator for system
A that covers both the state of system A and our lack of knowledge about the future of
system B.

Definition A.4.6. The reduced density operator for system A is defined as

oA = trp pAE.
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The partial trace is defined for any product state o4 ® % as
trp o @oP = tro?

and extended to general density operators on AB by linearity.

A.5 Topology and Group Theory

We assume basic familiarity with group theory and provide this section as a reference. We
refer the interested reader to [DE91] and [Wil70, [Mun75] for a more in-depth coverage.
Most of the definitions were taken from [Rud67]. We will first introduce the basic notions
of topology and group theory and merge both of them to define topological groups later.

A.5.1 Topology
Definition A.5.1. A topology 7 is a family of subsets of a set .S if

e Scrand () €7 and
e 7 is closed under finite intersections and arbitrary unions.

A set S with a topology 7 is a topological space, but most often 7 is assumed from the
context and S itself is called the topological space. The elements A € 7 are defined as open
sets, their complements in S are closed sets. The elements of S are sometimes referred to
as points in S.

The smallest closed set containing A C S is the closure of A, written as A. The largest
open set contained in A is the interior of A, denoted A. An interior point of A is an
element p € A If p is an interior point of A, then A is a neighbourhood of p.

Definition A.5.2. Let 7 by a topology on S, and let 7" C S be a subset of S. Then T'
becomes a topological space with topology 7" = {X NT| X € 7}. 7" is called the subspace
topology induced by T

Definition A.5.3. A topological space S is called Hausdorff if for every pair of distinct
points py, ps € S, there are disjoint neighbourhoods Ny and Ns of p; and ps, respectively.

Definition A.5.4. A set A C S is called compact if each family of open sets whose union
contains A has a finite subfamily whose union contains A.

Fact A.5.5. Every closed subset of a compact space is compact. Every compact subset of
a Hausdorff space is closed.
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Definition A.5.6. A function f : X — Y from a topological space X to a topological
space Y is continuous if f~Y(E) = {p € X | f(p) € E} is open in X for every open set
E CY. If f(E) is open in Y for every open set F in X, then f is called an open map.
If f is one-to-one, f(X) = Y, and both f and f~! are continuous, then f is called a
homeomorphism of X onto Y.

Fact A.5.7. Let X and Y be topological spaces. If K C X is compact and f is continuous,
then f(K) is compact.

Definition A.5.8. Let S be a topological space. Denote by C(S) the set of all bounded
continuous complex-valued functions on S. The support supp f of a complex function f
in S is the closure of {p € S| f(p) # 0}. The set of all functions f € C(S) with compact
support is denoted by C.(S).

Let f € C(S). If for any € > 0, there is a compact set K in S such that |f(p)| < €
holds for all p € S\ K, then f vanishes at infinity. The set of all f € C'(S) that vanish at
infinity is denoted Cy(.5).

Fact A.5.9. Let S be a compact space. Then C(S) = C.(S) = Cy(S).

Definition A.5.10. Let Sq,5,,...,.5, be topological spaces. Then S = 57 x Sy X ---x S,
can be given the following product topology. For a choice of indices i1, 9, ..., 7, and open
sets Vi, € 5;,, 1 < j <k, define V= {(p1,...,pn) € S|p;; € Vi;,1 < j <k} and define a
subset E of S as open iff it is the union of such sets V.

Fact A.5.11. Let S1,.59,...,.5, be Hausdorff spaces. Then S = S; x ---x S, is Hausdorff
as well. If the S; are compact, then S is compact.

A.5.2 Topological Groups

Definition A.5.12. A group is a pair (G, x) of a set G and a binary operation x : G x G —
G such that

e for all a,b,c € G :ax(bxc)= (a*b)*c (associativity),

e there is an element e € G such that axe = exa = a for all a € G (identity element),

and
e for all @ € G, there is an element ™! € G such that axa™ = a™' xa = e (inverse

element).

We will usually omit the operation x and will write ab to denote a x b.
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Definition A.5.13. The left translate of a subset S C G by an element a € G is the set
axS=aS={axs|s€ S} The right translate of S by a is Sa ={sxal|s € S}.

Definition A.5.14. A homomorphism ¢ : G — H from a group (G, o) to a group (H,*)
is a mapping that satisfies

Pz oy) = o(x) *d(y)
for all z,y € G.

Fact A.5.15. The set of all complex numbers of absolute value 1 forms a group under
multiplication. With the usual topology taken from the complex numbers it forms the
compact group T

Definition A.5.16. A character of a group G is a homomorphism x : G — T into the
multiplicative group of complex numbers o € C such that || = 1. We will call a character
trivial if x(g) =1 for all g € G.

Fact A.5.17. Let x be a character of a finite group G. Then x(¢)/®l = x(1¢) = 1. Thus
the values of x are |G|-th roots of unities.

Definition A.5.18. A topological group is a group G that is a topological Hausdorff space
with a topology 7 such that the map (z,y) — zy™' : G x G — G is continuous. If the
whole group G is compact, we will call it a compact group.

In the following, let G be a topological group.
Fact A.5.19. The translation map ¢,(y) = zy and the inversion x + x~! are homeomor-
phisms of G onto itself. If A is an open set of G and B C G, then AB is open. If A and
B are compact, AB is compact.

Definition A.5.20. Let f be a complex-valued function on G. Denote by fthe function

for all g € G.

Fact A.5.21. The set of all invertible linear operators on an n-dimensional Hilbert space
‘H forms a group under multiplication, the general linear group GL(n). It becomes a
topological space with the topology of element-wise convergence in C of the coordinate
functions. The subset of all unitary operators forms a group under multiplication. Given
the subspace topology, it becomes as compact group which we will denote by U(n).
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A.6 Haar Measure and Integration on Compact Groups

In this section we will present the notion of an integral over a compact group GG. We will
introduce the basic concepts of measure theory first and show what is typically understood
as an integral over G. We refer the reader to and make use of the notation given in [Rud67]
and [EdwT72] for a concise presentation of measure and integration theory for compact and
locally compact abelian groups. See [Rud73] for an introduction to functional analysis.

For the introduction to measure theory, let X be a compact Hausdorff space. Let B be
the smallest family of subsets of X such that

e 3 contains all closed subsets of X,
e it is closed under finite unions, and
e it is closed under complementation.
The elements of B are called the Borel sets of X.
Definition A.6.1. A measure on X is a set function u : B — C such that

1. pis countably additive, i.e.

«(Us) - Sue
for a countable family of pairwise disjoint Borel sets E; € B, and

2. p(F) is finite for all £ € B.

Definition A.6.2. Let p be a measure on X. p is positive if p is real-valued and p(E) > 0
for all Borel sets E.

Definition A.6.3. A measure p is a probability measure if p is positive and p(G) = 1.

Definition A.6.4. Let y be a measure on X. We define the total variation of u by
ul(E) = sup Y |pu(E;)|

where the supremum is taken over all finite collections of disjoint Borel sets E; whose union
is I/. The total variation measures the largest variation of p over all possible subdivisions
of a Borel set E and is used to define a norm on an arbitrary complex-valued measure.
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Fact A.6.5. For every measure p, |u| is a measure as well. If y is a positive measure, then
w=pl.
Definition A.6.6. A measure p on X is called regular if

[u|(E) = sup |p|(K) = inf [p|(V)

where K ranges over all compact subsets of E/, and V' ranges over all open supersets of E.
Let [|pl] = [p|(X). Define

M(X) = {p| p measure on X, |||l finite }.

Let G denote a compact group.

Definition A.6.7. The left translation operator for a € G is a function L, : C(G) — C(G)
that maps f to its left translate

Lof 2+ f(a '2).
Analogously, the right translation operator R, is given by
Rof :x— f(za™t).

Definition A.6.8. A measure p is left translationally invariant if p(aS) = u(S) for all
S € B, a€G. pis right translationally invariant if p(Sa) = p(S) for all S € B, a € G.

Fact A.6.9 (Existence of the Haar Measure). There is a unique left and right trans-
lationally invariant measure on G such that m(G) = 1. This measure m is called the Haar
Measure on G.

Using the theory of Lebesgue integration, it is possible to define the notion of integrating
over the compact group G with respect to some measure pu. We also assume the definition
of an integrable function. See [Rud73] for a detailed introduction to Lebesgue integration.

Definition A.6.10. Let i be a measure on GG and f an integrable complex-valued function
on G. Denote the set of all integrable functions on G as Z(G). We denote the Lebesgue

integral as
/ fdp
G

/ F(9)du(g)
G

if the variable of integration is not clear from the context. If u is the Haar measure m
and the group G is clear from the context, we will also write f f(g)dg. Note that every
f € C(G) is integrable.

or
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Definition A.6.11. A measure p € M(G) is called discrete if u(G) = p(H) for some
countable subset H of G. We call pu continuous if u(E) = 0 for every countable set E.
pu € M(G) is absolutely continuous if p(E) = 0 whenever m(E) = 0 for all Borel sets E.

A.7 Fubini-Study Measure

It will be important to integrate over the set of all pure quantum states. We have seen
that the set of all pure quantum states of a single qubit system can be identified by a real
three-dimensional unit sphere. In that case, integration over the set of all pure states is
equivalent to integration over the real unit sphere. Although there is no clear geometrical
picture of the state space of multi-qubit systems, we can still define an invariant measure
and thus integration over the set of pure states of an N qubit system.

Fact A.7.1. There is a unitarily invariant measure on the set of all pure quantum states
of a Hilbert space H. This measure is typically referred to as the Fubini-Study measure
and written as

().

Note that the Fubini-Study measure is also the unitarily invariant uniform measure on
CS4-1. See [VK93, Ch. 11] for a more rigorous introduction of the invariant measure on
S9!, which is denoted as P4~ in there.

A.8 Representation Theory

We will introduce some of the fundamental concepts of representation theory in this sec-
tion. We assume some basic familiarity with the topic and refer to [Edw72] for a brief
introduction to representation theory. [Boe67, [Boe7(] provides a complete but lengthy
approach including proofs for all results. [FH9I] presents a more modern approach to
representation theory and especially the representation theory of the general linear group
GL(n) and its subgroups, especially U(n). [[VO0] derives the representation for quite a
number of elementary groups.

Let G be a compact group.

Definition A.8.1. A representation of GG is a homomorphism

U:Gw— GL(n)
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of G into the general linear group of invertible linear operators on an n-dimensional complex
vector space Hy. Hy is the representation space of U, and dim Hy; is called the dimension
of the representation U.

Definition A.8.2. Let V' be a representation of G. The action of G on Hy is defined as

gv="V(g)v.

We will require Hy to be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space with basis {|¢1), [t2), ..., [¥n)}
and U to map to the group of unitary operators on Hy. Furthermore, we will equip Hy
with its usual topology as a complex Euclidean space. We require that the coordinate
functions

g9 — (WilU(g)]¢)

are continuous for all 1 <1,5 < n.

Our restrictive definition is justified by the fact that all continuous representations
are unitarily equivalent and that every finite-dimensional measureable representation is
continuous [Edw72].

Definition A.8.3. A representation U is called irreducible if there is are no subspaces of
Hy other than the trivial ones, {0} and Hy;, which are invariant under U(g) for all g € G.
Otherwise, the representation is called reducible.

Definition A.8.4. Let V', W be representations of G. A G-homomorphism from Hy to
‘Hy is a linear map that respects the group action, i.e.

Vg e G,veHy:p(gv)=g(p(v)).
Writing the group action explicitly, this becomes
Vge G veHy:o(V(gv)=W(g)e(v).

Fact A.8.5 (Schur’s lemma). Let V and W be irreducible representations of a group G
and let ¢ : Hy — Hw be a G-homomorphism.

1. Then ¢ =0 or ¢ = A1 for some A\ € C.

2. If Hy = Hw,  is an isomorphism.
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Fact A.8.6. Every reducible representation U on Hy can be decomposed into a finite
direct sum of irreducible representations acting on invariant subspaces of Hy:

U(g) =Ui(g) ® Us(9) ® --- @ Ui(g)

where Uj is an irreducible representation of G and U;(g) is a unitary operator on a subspace

‘H; such that @le H;, = Hy.

Definition A.8.7. Two representations U and V of G are equivalent if there is an iso-
morphism A from Hy onto Hy such that

AU(g) = V(g)A
for all g € G. If A is unitary, then U and V' are called unitarily equivalent.
Let U be a representation of G.

Definition A.8.8. We will call the matrix elements U, ;(g) the coordinate functions of the
representation U.

Definition A.8.9. The character of a representation U of G is a function xy € C(G)
defined as

xu(g) = trU(g).
We will usually write y if the representation used is clear from the context.

Fact A.8.10. Every character x of G is continuous.
Fact A.8.11. Let x be a character of G. Then

x(g™h) = x(9)
for all g € G.

As an example, we will consider the representations of the compact group U(d) for some
d € N. We refer to [VK91l Ch. 6] for a treatment of SU(2) and GL(2). See [VK93, Ch. 11]
for various analytical expressions of the irreducible representations of U(d) for general d.
As the actual matrices of the irreducible represenations of U(d) are rather complicated,
we will skip them here and present only the necessary formulas for the dimensions of its
irreducible representations.

Fact A.8.12. The irreducible representations D® of U(d) are labelled by two integers
IVK93] s = (k,l), k,l € N and their dimension is given by

ktl4+d—1/(k+d—2\/l+d—2
doen = —7 7 k ! '
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A.9 Fourier Analysis

The material in this section follows the notation set in [Edw72]. We refer to [Rud73] for
the details of Banach space theory. See [FAOBRS&(] for the approximation of Fourier series.
However, we note slight differences in the placement of complex conjugates and global
dimensionality factors between [Edw72] and fAOBRS0]. In this section, we assume G a
compact group and m the Haar measure on G.

A.9.1 Banach Spaces

The concept of a metric is the generalization of the concept of distance in a Euclidean
space. It is generalized to arbitrary sets in the following way.

Definition A.9.1. A metric on a set X is a function d : X x X — R such that
d(z,y) > 0 for all x,y € X (non-negativity),
2. d(z,y) = 0 if and only if x = y (definiteness),
3. d(z,y) = d(y,z) for all z,y € X (symmetry), and
4. d(x,z) < d(x,y) + d(y, z) for all z,y,z € X (triangle inequality).
The pair (X, d) is called a metric space.

Fact A.9.2. A normed vector space (V.|| -||) is a metric space with respect to the metric
d(u,v) = |Ju—v||. V can be given the usual topology induced by its norm to turn V' into
a topological vector space.

Definition A.9.3. A Banach space is a complete normed complex vector space.
Fact A.9.4. Every Hilbert space is a Banach space.
Fact A.9.5. Let p be a positive real number. Then the function || - ||, : Z(G) — R defined

11l = (/ / F(9)dm(g)

is a norm on Z(G).

Definition A.9.6. A function f € C(G) is zero almost everywhere if m ({g € G| f(g) = 0}) =

0. Two functions f,g € C(G) are equal almost everywhere if f — g is zero almost every-
where.
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Fact A.9.7. C(G) is a Banach space with addition of functions f, g defined in the usual
way as (f + g)(z) = f(z) + g(z). L*(G) = {f € Z(Q) | || f|l, is finite}, with two functions
identified if they are equal almost everywhere, is a Banach space.

L*(G) is a Hilbert space with inner product

<ﬁm=Lﬂ@R&mmx

where g denotes the usual complex conjugate.
For 1 < ¢ <p, L?(G) C LYG). Furthermore, C(G) C L,(G) for any p > 1.

It is important to notice that functions in LP(G) are not defined point-wise, as m({x}) =
0 for all z. The definition only makes sense if we are interested in the way they are
integrated against certain measures.

A.9.2 Fourier Analysis

Definition A.9.8. Let G be the set of all representations of G where equivalent repre-
sentations are identified and one representative of each equivalence class is chosen for G.
Thus G = {D*} is the set of pairwise inequivalent, irreducible unitary representations of
G. We will order the irreducible representations D?® by their increasing dimensionality d,.
Note that the trivial representation D*(g) =1 for all g € G has dimension dy = 1.

Definition A.9.9. Let f € L}(G) and U € G. The Fourier transform of f is defined for

each representation D® as
= [ @)D" (9)dg
a

Note that f(D®) € L(Hy). As f(D?®) is a d, x dy complex matrix, it will not be useful to
treat f as a function.

Definition A.9.10. The convolution of two functions f,g € Z(G) is defined as

(F+9)@) = [ F)aty )im(y).

Convolution is an associative operation.

Fact A.9.11. Let f,g € Z(G), D* € G. Then

f*g(D*) = f(D*)a(D*).
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We can also define the Fourier transform for measures, which represent a more general
class of functions than those in L'(G). This transformation is typically referred to as the
Fourier-Stieltjes Transform. We will first introduce a correspondence between measures
and functions in L.

Fact A.9.12. If f € L'(G), then the measure p(E) = [, fdm is in M(G) and absolutely
continuous. For every absolutely continuous measure u € M(G), there is a function f €
LY(G) such that p(E) = [, fdm for all Borel sets E. Furthermore, ||u|| = | f].

Definition A.9.13. The Fourier-Stieltjes transform of a measure p € M(G) is given by

(D) = /G D*(g)du(g).

Definition A.9.14. Associate with every Borel set E of G the set E? = {(z,y) € G X
G |zy € E}. Then E? is a Borel set of G®. The convolution of two measures u, A € M(G)
is defined as

(1 x A)(E) = (1 x A)(E?),

where 1 x ) is the product measure on the product space G2.

Fact A.9.15. For p, A € M(G), we have ux A € M(G). Convolution is associative and
commutative. Finally, ||ux A|| < ||wl||[[|A]]-

Fact A.9.16. Let u, A\ € M(G), D* € G. Then
px ND%) = if(D)A(D").

Fact A.9.17. The normalized coordinate functions v/d,Df; : g — +/d,D;;(g) form a
complete orthonormal set for the Hilbert space L*(G). The orthogonality relations read

N 1
[ PP = b
G

S

It follows that

/G tr (D*()(D*(g))1) dg = b0

Fact A.9.18. Let f € LP?(G) for p > 1 or p = oco. If f(Df) = 0 for all D* € G, then
f(g) = 0 for almost all g. As a corollary, let f,g € LP(G). If f(D*) = g(D?) for all D* € G,
then f = ¢ almost everywhere.
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Fact A.9.19. The Parseval formula is the following integral identity for f € L*(G):

11l =/ [ 1rt)ds = \/2 d,tr f(D) (D!

Fact A.9.20. The Peter-Weyl-Theorem states as a direct consequence that

=Y d.tr f(D*)D*(g)f

seG

almost everywhere, the limit being the strong limit in L?(G) of its partial sums over finite
P CQG@.

Fact A.9.21. The Riemann-Lebesque Lemma states that for any f € L*(G),
lim IF(D*)]| = 0.

Definition A.9.22. A function ¢ € L'(G) is called positive-definite if for all f € C(G),

(f*d* f)(e //cbh 9)f(g9)f(h)dgdh > 0.

Definition A.9.23. P(G) is the set of all continuous positive-definite functions on G.

Fact A.9.24. A function ¢ € L'(G) is positive-definite if and only if ngS(DS) is positive
self-adjoint for all s.

Definition A.9.25. A “nice” positive-definite function is a positive-definite function ¢ on
G such that

e ¢ is continuous (i.e. ¢ € P(G)) or

e there is a number my and a neighbourhood Ny of e € G such that

(f o % F)le) < mol fIIF

for all f € C(G) whose support is contained in N.

Fact A.9.26 ([fAOBRSO0, [EdwT72]). Another version of the Peter-Weyl-Theorem de-
scribes that the Fourier series of a nice positive-definite function f converges uniformly for
all (almost all if f is not continuous) g € G,

= lim Zd tr f(D*)D*(g)"
S—o00 <s

where we ordered the irreducible representations D?® by their increasing dimensionality d;.
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Fact A.9.27 ([fAOBRS80, [EdwT72]). A consequence is the Peter-Weyl Approximation
Theorem. For all nice positive-definite f and all € > 0, there is a number N, such that

Flo)— S dotr f(D)D ()| < €

for all (almost all if f is not continuous) g € G.

A.10 Fields and Rings

Although we have used fields and assumed basic familiarity with them as mathematical
objects, it it necessary to give the exact definition. It will be important to distinguish
fields from rings to understand different constructions involved in this thesis. We refer to
[LNO4] and [McDT74] for a general treatment of finite fields and finite rings. [Wan97] and
[Wan03] deal with Galois fields and Galois rings in particular.

Definition A.10.1. A ring (R,+,*) is a set R together with two binary operations +
(addition) and * (multiplication) such that

e (R,+) is an abelian group,
o a*(bxc)=(axb)xc) forall a,b,c € R (multiplicative associativity), and

e ax(b+c)=(axb)+ (axc)and (a+b)xc) = (axc)+ (bxc) for all a,b,c € R
(distributivity).

We will typically denote the ring operations as addition and multiplication and we will
understand that ab means a x b.

Definition A.10.2. A field (F, +, %) is a set [ together with two binary operation + and
* such that

o (IF,+,%) is a ring where we denote the additive identity with 0,
e (F\{0},*) = F* is an abelian group with multiplicative identity 1 # 0, and
e ab=01impliesa=0or b =0 for all a,b € F.

If F is finite, we will call it a finite field or Galois field.

Definition A.10.3. A subring of a ring is a subset S C R such that S is closed under +
and %, and forms a ring with respect to these operations.
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Definition A.10.4. An ideal of a ring R is a subset J C R such that J is a subring of R
and ar,ra € J for all a € J,r € R.

Fact A.10.5. Let R be a commutative ring with multiplicative identity 1. An ideal J is
principal if there is an a € R such that J = (a) = {ra|r € R}. We will call J generated
by a.

An ideal J partitions a ring R into disjoint cosets [a] = a+.J = {a+j | j € J}. Elements
a and b in the same coset or residue class of J are called congruent modulo J and we will
write a = b mod J. This is equivalent to a — b € J.

Fact A.10.6. The set of residue classes of a ring R modulo an ideal J forms a ring if we
define addition and multiplication of residue classes by letting

e (a+J)+(b+J)=(a+b)+ J and

o (a+J)b+J)=(ab+J)
for any a,b € R. It is called the residue class ring and denoted by R/J.

Definition A.10.7. The characteristic of a ring R is the smallest positive integer n € Z
such that nr = 0 for all » € R. If there is no such integer n, we say that R has characteristic
0.

Fact A.10.8. Let R be a commutative ring with prime characteristic p. Then
(a+b)" =a”" +b"

for all a,b € R and all n € N.

Fact A.10.9. Any finite field has prime characteristic.

Fact A.10.10. For any prime power p¥, all finite fields with p* elements are isomorphic
and we write Fx or GF(p") to denote the finite field with p* elements. All finite fields
have a prime power number of elements.

Fact A.10.11. For a ring R, the set of polynomials

n

p(X) = ZaiXi

i=0
with a; € R and X a formal variable form a ring under usual addition and multiplication
of polynomials, with 0 the zero polynomial.

Definition A.10.12. The ring of polynomials over R is called the polynomial ring over R
and is denoted by R[X].

Definition A.10.13. A polynomial p(X) =" a; X" is called monic if a,, = 1.
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A.10.1 Galois Fields

For any prime p, a usual method to construct the finite field I, is to take the integers
modulo p which forms a field with p elements. We will now describe how fields with a
prime power number of elements p”, m € N, can be constructed.

For matters of simplicity, we will use a simpler approach than the one presented in
[LN94]. The approach taken here is streamlined to facilitate later constructions and ease
understanding for the purpose of applications of finite fields to this thesis. Furthermore
this section should provide the reader with some intuition about the structure of finite
fields.

Definition A.10.14. A polynomial p(X) € F,[X] is primitive if there are no polynomials
r(X),s(X) € F,[X] such that p(X) = r(X)s(X) and r(X), s(X) # p(X) and r(X), s(X) #
1. Intuitively, this is similar to the definition of a prime number and will serve an analogous
purpose.

This definition implies that a primitive polynomial p(X) is irreducible, as it cannot
have any root £ for it would lead to a factorization (X — &)|p(X). We will now use a monic

primitive polynomial to define GF(p™) as a residue class ring of IF,,[X| which will turn out
to be a field.

Theorem A.10.15. Let h(X) € F,[X] be a monic primitive polynomial of degree m € N.
Then F,[X]/(h(X)) is a finite field with p™ elements. We will denote this field by GF(p™).
It is sometimes called an extension field.

Proof. h(X) is a monic polynomial of degree m, hence the remainders of polynomials
in IF,[X] after division by h(X) are polynomials of degree up to m — 1. If we pick the
lowest-degree representative for the coset in F,[X|/(h(X)), we have that

F[X]/(MX)) 2 {ag+ a1 X + -+ an 1 X" ao,a1,...,a4m 1 € F,}.

The Extended Euclidean Algorithm shows that for any f(X) € GF(p™), there is an inverse
f7YX) such that f(X)f~}(X) =1 and that there are no zero divisors. O

Fact A.10.16. Any extension fields over I, with monic, primitive polynomials h (X), ha(X)
of degree m are isomorphic. That justifies the label GF(p™) that is independent of the
primitive polynomial that generates the extension field, which justified to speak of the
finite or Galois field with p™ elements.

From the proof of the preceding theorem it is apparent that we can identify polynomials
in GF(p™) as vectors with m components. Usually, elements of the extension as well as
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elements of the base field IF), are denoted by latin letters. To avoid confusion, we will use
greek letters for the extension field and latin letters for the base field in case we will have

to mix both. We will use
Qo
a= &

(m—1

to denote the vector associated to a when we consider the vector space 7.

Fact A.10.17. GF(p™) is an m-dimensional vector space over I¥,, denoted by F}'. We
can also equip I} with an inner product to turn it into an inner product space. We will
conveniently use the standard inner product

m—1
(Oé, /6) = Z O‘w@z
1=0

As a basis, we can pick the polynomials {1, X, X2 ..., X™ 1} Then, the vector rep-
resentation of a polynomial p(X) € GF(p™) is given by the column vector of its m coeffi-
cients. It follows from the distributivity of multiplication and addition that multiplication
is a linear function on GF(p™) as a vector space.

Fact A.10.18. For every a € GF(p™), there is a matrix M, € IF]"*™ such that ab = M,b
for all b € GF(p™).

There is a very important function from GF(p™) to I, the trace mapping.

Definition A.10.19. The trace is a mapping trgpgm) : GF(p™) — ), such that

trargm(a) = 3 o
If it is unambiguously clear from the context, we will write “tr” instead of “trgp(m)”. Note
that this function is referred to as absolute trace as it maps to the prime field I,
The trace is a very nice function with interesting properties.
Fact A.10.20. The trace is a linear functional on GF(p™), i.e.
o tr(a+ ) = tr(a) + tr(F) for all o, f € GF(p™) and

o tr(ca) = ctr(a) for all a € GF(p™),c € F,,.
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From the linearity of the trace it follows that there is a vector t such that tra = (t,a).
Furthermore

o tr(a) = ma for all a € F,, and
e tr(a?) = a for all « € GF(p™).

Fact A.10.21. Let a € GF(p™). Then

2mi/p trax _ pm a =

zeGF(p™)

A.10.2 Galois Rings

The construction of Galois rings is quite similar to the construction of Galois fields. How-
ever, we will not consider the most general case of Galois rings but restrict ourselves to the
case of rings over the base ring Z,. We refer to [Wan97| for a complete coverage of Galois
rings over Z4 and [Wan(3] for the more general case of a Galois ring over Z,, for arbitrary
n € N. Note that we will write Zs instead of Iy for easier reading. Furthermore, we will
give a slightly stricter definition of a Galois ring than is usually adopted in the literature
to focus on the specific results needed for later constructions.

Definition A.10.22. The map : Z4[X| — Z5[X] is defined for f(X) =ag+ a; X +--- +
a, X" as B
f(X)=(ap mod2)+ (ag mod2)X +...(a, mod2)X".

Definition A.10.23. We will call a polynomial h(X) € Z4[X] basic primitive if h(X) is
a primitive polynomial in Zy[X].

Definition A.10.24. Let h(X) € Z4[X] be a monic, basic primitive polynomial of degree
m. Then the residue class ring

Z4[X]/(h(X)) = {ao +CL1X + - +CLm_1Xm_1 ‘ ap, A1y ...y A1 € Z4}

is called the Galois ring and denoted by GR(4™). We say that h(X) generates the Galois
Ring. We will call this polynomial representation of GR(4™) the additive representation.

Fact A.10.25. Any two Galois rings over Z, with monic, basic primitive polynomials
hy(X), ha(X) of degree m are isomorphic. That justifies the label GR(4™) which is inde-
pendent of the primitive polynomial that generates the residue class ring.
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Fact A.10.26. GR(4™) has characteristic 4.

There is a close connection between Galois fields and Galois rings that stems from the
fact that the generating polynomial h(X) is basic primitive and thus h(X) is primitive
in Zs. Hence the Galois field with 2™ elements is contained in the Galois ring with 4™
elements.

Fact A.10.27. GR(4™) = GR(4™)/(2) = GF(2™).

However, it is not true that the Galois ring is a trivial product of a Galois field and
another simple structure. It turns out h(X) ensures a richer structure that cannot easily
be derived from h(X). Besides the additive representation, there is a second representation
that gives more insight into the structure of GR(4™). This second representation is called
the 2-adic representation.

Fact A.10.28. The element X € GR(4™) is of order 2™ — 1 and is the root of a unique
monic basic primitive polynomial h(X) of degree m that generates G R(4™).

The 2-adic representation is facilitated by the powers of X.

Definition A.10.29. The set 7,,, = {0,1, X, X2, X3 ..., X?" "2} is called the Teichmiiller
set of the Galois ring GR(4™).

Notice that T\{0} is a cyclic multiplicative group generated by X.

Fact A.10.30. Let 7, be the Teichmiiller set of GR(4™). Then for any element ¢ €
GR(4™), there are unique a, b € 7, such that

c=a+ 2b.

Using the 2-adic representation we can define a trace function for Galois rings.

Definition A.10.31. The generalized Frobenius map of GR(4™) is defined as
f:GR(4™) — GR(4™),c = a + 2b s a® + 20°.

Fact A.10.32. The generalized Frobenius map is a ring automorphism of GR(4™). The
fixed elements of f are the elements of Z,. Furthermore, f is of order m.

Definition A.10.33. The generalized trace is a mapping trgramy : GR(4™) — Z4 such
that

m—1
tl"GR(4m)(CL + b) = Z a21 + 2[)22
i=0
where a + 2b € GR(4™) is the 2-adic representation of an element of GR(4™). If it is
unambiguously clear from the context, we will write “tr” instead of “trgpm)”.
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In analogy to the field trace, we also have the nice property that the trace is linear.

Fact A.10.34. The trace is a linear functional from GF(4™) to Zy.
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