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Quantum coherence is a central ingredient in quantum physics with several theoretical and technological
rami�cations. In this work we consider a �gure of merit encoding the information on how the coherence
generated on average by a quantum gate is a�ected by unitary errors (coherent noise sources). We provide
numerical evidences that such information is well captured by the statistics of local energy measurements on
the output states of the gate. These �ndings are then corroborated by experimental data taken in a quantum
optics setting.

The characterization of the quality of a given operation is
a key step towards the validation of quantum technologies:
any information-processing task needs to be assessed against
relevant performance-quantifying �gures of merit. A rele-
vant instance of such key necessity is the evaluation of the
quality of quantum gates to assess fault tolerance [1, 2].

Quantum coherence is a pivotal property of quantum
states and operations [3], and embodies the ultimate fea-
ture setting quantum and classical mechanics apart. Its pres-
ence in resource states or generation through dynamics are
paramount to the achievement of quantum advantages [4].
Evidences in this respect have been provided for transport
across biomolecular networks [5–10], nano-physics [11, 12]
and low-temperature thermodynamics [13–18]. Recently for-
mulated resource-theory approaches [3, 4, 19, 20] have en-
abled the assessment of the role of quantum coherence in a
range of tasks in quantum technologies [21–24]. As quan-
tum coherence is closely related to and can be converted
into other powerful quantum resources [25–27], its char-
acterization is growing both in interest and relevance. In
Ref. [28], a scheme for the direct estimation of quantum co-
herence through the implementation of entangled measure-
ments on two copies of the state at hand has been experimen-
tally demonstrated in a linear-optics platform. While provid-
ing an interesting approach to the quanti�cation of coher-
ences without relying on a tomographic approach based on
the reconstruction of the system state and the evaluation of a
suitable quantitative measure [3, 4], this approach poses chal-
lenges embodied by the need for entangled measurements to
be used.

In this paper we combine the need for the characteriza-
tion of quantum coherence in quantum processes and states
with the observation that any information-processing task
implies a process of energy exchange between the elements
of the computational register. In this regard, we make use of
tools speci�cally designed to address the phenomenology of
energetics in non-equilibrium quantum processes to build a
diagnostic instrument for the quality of quantum coherence

resulting from a quantum gate. We unveil a remarkable con-
nection between the statistics of local observables – focusing
in particular on energy measurements [29] – and the coher-
ence induced by the action of a quantum gate, in the corner-
stone example of control-unitary two-qubit gates. In order
to provide a �gure of merit that accounts for the coherence-
inducing capabilities of the gate at hand irrespectively of the
speci�c input states, we focus on an input-averaged quantity
that has no need for the tomographic reconstruction of the
computational register states. Our results, albeit surprising,
are well aligned with a stream of recent works in which non-
equilibrium thermodynamic relations have been used as a di-
agnostic tool for the non-unitarity and dissipation of com-
mercial quantum computing architectures [29–35].
Quantum gates and unitary errors.– As benchmarks for
our investigation, we will consider one- and two-qubit gates.
Then, we compare their capability to generate coherences dy-
namically, when perfectly implemented and when a�ected
by a speci�c, yet experimentally relevant, source of imper-
fections.

When considering the single-qubit operations, we refer to
the unitary transformation

R(θ) = ei
π
2 (I−n·σ) = cos(2θ)σz + sin(2θ)σx , (1)

whereσ ≡ (σx, σy, σz) the vector of Pauli operators σk (k =
x, y, z) and I the 2 × 2 identity operator. Eq. (1) embodies a
rotation of an angle π about the axis identi�ed by the vector
n ≡ (sin(2θ), 0, cos(2θ)). Such transformation is also used
to construct the conditional two-qubit gate

G(θ) ≡ σa+ ⊗ Ib + σa− ⊗Rb(θ) (2)

with σj± = (σjx ± iσjy)/2 denoting the ladder operators and
j = a, b the label for the qubits being considered. The states
of the computational basis for each qubit are {|0〉j , |1〉j}
where σjz |k〉j = (−1)k |k〉j (k = 0, 1). The conditional gate
G(θ) applies a rotation of π around axis n (or the identity
matrix) to the state of qubit bwhen the control qubit is in the
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state |1〉a (or in the state |0〉a), while the logical state of the
control qubit is simultaneously �ipped.

The implementation of quantum gates is often a�ected by
experimental imperfections that give rise to computational
errors [36–38]. In general, if we denote byU = {R(θ), G(θ)}
the perfect target gate we want to implement and U(ρ) =
UρU† the corresponding unitary map, its realization prone
to errors will be denoted by (E ◦ U)(ρ) ≡ E (U(ρ)), where
E(·) is a completely positive trace preserving (CPTP) channel.
The latter represents the error in the gate implementation.
Among the most insidious and important errors are unitary
ones, i.e., errors that do not a�ect the purity of the state. They
result in

(E ◦ U)ρ = V ρV †, (3)

whereV is a unitary operation characterising the noisy chan-
nel. In our study, we will focus our attention on two experi-
mentally relevant classes of unitary errors, namely rotation-
angle errors and rotation-axis errors. The latter are described
by

Vaxis(θ, φ) = σa+ ⊗ Ib + iσa− ⊗ R̃baxis(θ, φ) (4)

where we have introduced the rotation R̃axis(θ, φ) ≡ −i(ñ ·
σ) with ñ ≡ (sin(2θ) cos(φ), sin(φ), cos(2θ) cos(φ)) denot-
ing the rotation axis that di�ers from n by an angle φ. Such
error leaves the rotation angle una�ected. On the other hand,
when considering rotation-angle errors, we look into

Vangle(θ, ϕ) = σa+ ⊗ Ib + σa− ⊗ R̃bangle(θ, ϕ) (5)

with

R̃angle(θ, ϕ) ≡ i cos(α)I + sin(α)[cos(2θ)σz + sin(2θ)σx],
(6)

where α ≡ (ϕ+π)/2. It is worth observing that these errors
essentially a�ect only the target qubit b and, as such, can be
e�ectively considered as single-qubit errors.
Figures of merit.- The quanti�cation of the errors a�ecting
a quantum gate is paramount to the achievement of fault-
tolerant quantum computing. In this regard, without resort-
ing to more expensive techniques as arti�cial intelligence
ones [39, 40], a typical way to estimate errors is through �g-
ures of merit such as the average gate �delity [41, 42]

F (E ◦ U ,U) ≡ E|ψ〉Tr
[
(E ◦ U)(ρ|ψ〉)U(ρ|ψ〉)

]
, (7)

where the symbol E|ψ〉 stands for the ensemble average over
all pure initial states |ψ〉 such that ρ|ψ〉 ≡ |ψ〉〈ψ|. Such quan-
tum states are drawn uniformly, according to the Haar mea-
sure, from the state space.

While allowing for a coarse grained characterization of the
quality of a quantum gate, Eq. (7) requires the experimentally
demanding tomographic reconstruction of the maps being
involved [43–45]. Moreover, quantum states and processes
that, according to �delity-based �gures or merit, are deemed
to be close to each other might be endowed with signi�cantly

di�erent physical properties [46], thus weakening the foun-
dations of any comparison based on quantities akin to Eq. (7).
Finally, F (E ◦ U ,U) would not allow to easily single out the
quality of the experimental process in regard to the genera-
tion of quantum coherence.

In order to bypass such bottlenecks, we put forward a �g-
ure of merit that more �ts to the purpose at the core of our in-
vestigation. We thus consider the estimator of the mismatch
between the quantum coherence generated by the gates af-
fected by unitary errors and the noiseless ones respectively.
Such estimator is de�ned as

C (E ◦ U ,U) ≡ E|ψ〉
[ ∣∣C`1 [(E ◦ U)(ρ|ψ〉)]− C`1 [U(ρ|ψ〉)]

∣∣
]
,

(8)
whereC`1 [ρ] ≡∑n 6=k |ρnk| denotes the `1 measure of quan-
tum coherence of the generic state ρ [4]. The average is again
performed over all pure initial states in order to remove any
dependence of the quanti�er from the speci�c state that one
may consider. We dub Eq. (8) the average gate coherence �-
delity. It quanti�es how much the coherence content of the
quantum state after the application of the gate changes, on
average, due to the presence of errors. While Eq. (8) has a
clear interpretation, determining C`1 is in general not a triv-
ial task. In fact, it would require either the tomographic re-
construction of the states – and thus the evaluation of their
degree of coherence – or the use of entangled measurements
on two copies of each state, in line with Ref. [28].

We now show that a di�erent quantity, with a clear oper-
ational meaning and a fundamentally local nature, is closely
connected with the average gate coherence �delity for the
gates and errors that we are considering, thus o�ering a route
to its quanti�cation. We focus our attention on the statistics
of the energy �uctuations resulting from any physical mech-
anism of information processing, and thus also those at hand
here. We look for the probability that, upon implementing
a given dynamical process, the computational register under
scrutiny is subjected to a change of its energy. We make use
of the so-called end-point measurement (EPM) scheme [47],
which has been recently formulated with the deliberate man-
date of highlighting the role played, in such dynamical en-
ergy �uctuations, by quantum coherences. For a quantum
system prepared in a state ρ0 and subjected to a CPTP map
Mt (here t identi�es the instant of time in the dynamics), the
EPM’s probability density function (PDF) for a given energy
change is de�ned as

pEPM (∆Ek,`) =p(Ekin) p(E`fin)=Tr[Πk
inρ0]Tr[Π`

finMtfin(ρ0)],
(9)

where Πj
in(fin) are the projectors on the jth initial (�nal) en-

ergy eigenstate of the system, and ∆Ek,` = E`fin−Ekin is the
corresponding energy change. Ekin (E`fin) denotes the eigen-
values of the initial (�nal) Hamiltonian. Then, we introduce
the characteristic function of the EPM distribution: G(u) ≡
〈eiu∆E〉EPM = Tr[e−iuHtinρ0]Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(ρ0)] with
Ht the (time-dependent) Hamiltonian of the system and
tin(fin) the initial (�nal) time of the process. The
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EPM characteristic function can be cast as G(u;Mt) =∑
Q=P,χ GQ(u;Mt) with

GQ(u;Mt) = Tr[e−iuHtinρ0] Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(Q)] (10)

and u ∈ C. In Eq. (10) we have decomposed the initial state
as ρ0 = P + χ with the diagonal part P (in the basis of the
initial HamiltonianHtin ) and the traceless component χ that
encodes the quantum coherence in the energy basis. We can
thus isolate the contribution Gχ(u;Mt) of the characteristic
function stemming from the initial quantum coherence.

In the context of the problem addressed by our study, we
consider the statistics of the local energy originated by the
Hamiltonian H = σaz ⊗ Ib + Ia ⊗ σbz . This just entails lo-
cal measurements in the computational basis [29, 47], em-
bodying a remarkable simpli�cation of the estimation pro-
cess. Then, we consider the following �gure of merit:

ηχ (E ◦ U ,U) ≡ E|ψ〉
[∣∣Gχ(i; E ◦ U)− Gχ(i;U)

∣∣
]
. (11)

Eq. (11) is built upon the di�erence between the coherence-
dependent components of the EPM characteristic function
that result from the local-energy PDF corresponding to the
ideal (target) gate and its error-a�ected version.

An extensive numerical investigation of the considered
gates and errors demonstrates a remarkable alignment of
the behaviour of ηχ(E ◦ U ,U) and C(E ◦ U ,U), as shown
in Fig. 1. As a result, when averaging over the pure input
states, the di�erence in the statistics of the local EPM energy
changes that accounts for the contribution fromχ reproduces
the behaviour of the average gate coherence �delity for two-
qubit controlled gates a�ected by either a rotation-angle or
rotation-axis error. However, this is not in general recovered
under generic maps a�ecting the ideal gates. In the Supple-
mentary Material accompanying the manuscript, we address
analytically the �gures of merit at the core of our study.
Experimental results.- We will now test our numerical pre-
diction using a quantum optics implementation of the con-
trolled two-qubits gate a�ected by rotation axis errors.

We encode the logical states |0〉j and |1〉j in the horizontal
and vertical polarization states |H〉j and |V 〉j of a photon
(here, j = a, b). The realization of the two-qubit gate is based
on the design of a controlled-sign gate illustrated in Fig. 2.
In order to implement the map associated with rotation-axis
errors Vaxis(θ, φ), we perform rotations on the polarization
of the signal photon using a set of half (HWP) and quarter
(QWP) wave plates before and after the interaction between
the signal and control photons. For this purpose, we set the
angle of both HWPs to αHWPS1,2 = θ/2+φ/4 and the angle
of the QWPs to βQWPS1 = φ/2 + π/2 and βQWPS2 = φ/2
respectively.

Remarkably, the expected behaviour of the gate allows
to capture the essential features of the EPM-based diagnos-
tics by focussing on a reduced set of input states: in di�er-
ent experiments, we initialize the two-qubit gate in |++〉 ≡
(|0〉+ |1〉)⊗ (|0〉+ |1〉)/2 as well as in |00〉, |01〉, |10〉, |11〉.

These choices provide enough settings to compare coherent
and incoherent cases with �gures close to the averaged one.
As an illustrative example, we �x the value of φ = 20◦ by
letting vary θ between 0◦ and 45◦. Finally, in output of the
two-qubit gate, we collect sets of measurement outcomes by
projecting on the basis {|00〉, |01〉, |10〉, |11〉}.

In Fig. 3 we compare our theoretical predictions with the
experimental data. In the previous section, we have discussed
how the �gure of merit ηχ bears close resemblances to the
average gate coherence �delity C upon the average over all
initial pure states. The experimental determination of the av-
erage estimator lays beyond the scope of our current work
(cf. the Supplementary Material for an additional analysis).
Nonetheless, with our restricted set of initialization states we
can faithfully reconstruct the kernel |Gχ(i; EU) − Gχ(i;U)|
of our estimator for the initial state ρ0 = |++〉〈++| and
compare it with the corresponding gate coherence �delity
|C`1(EU)− C`1(U)| for the same initial state [cf. Fig. 3(f)].

These measurements support our previous observation on
how, beyond convenience, the quantities estimated in this
way have a qualitatively similar behavior to the averaged �g-
ures of merit ηχ and C. The observed discrepancies are not
due to the lack of averaging, but �ag genuine non-idealities
of the gate adding up to the unitary error. Speci�cally, im-
perfect non-classical visibility for the vertical polarizations,
as well as residual unwanted interference for the horizontal
polarizations are responsible for these extra faults [29].

Note that, as the probabilities to measure the `th local en-
ergy of the gate at time tfin is also equal to

p(E`fin;Q = χ) = Tr[|kq〉〈kq|Mtfin(χ)]

= p(kq|+ +)− 1
4

1∑

n,m=0
p(kq|nm)

(12)

with k, q = 0, 1, the contribution Gχ of the EPM characteris-
tic function is reconstructed experimentally from measuring
the conditional probabilities p(00|kq), p(01|kq), p(10|kq),
p(11|kq), p(kq| + +) (panels (a)-(e) in Fig. 3). Conversely,
the `1 measure of quantum coherence C`1 are obtained by
numerical simulations as a function of θ ∈ [0, π/4] rad and
φ = π/9 rad.

Conclusions.- In this paper we introduce and discuss a
tool for the diagnostics of one- and two-qubit gates sub-
jected to unitary errors that are typically cumbersome [36,
37]. Speci�cally, we point out how an estimator (ηχ) based
on the recently introduced end-point measurement (EPM)
scheme [47], compares with the average gate coherence �-
delity C. The determination of our estimator requires only lo-
cal energy measurements of the qubits output states, and we
show that it qualitatively reproduces the average gate coher-
ence �delity. We also compare the estimator and the gate co-
herence �delity on a single initial state by using an all-optical
set-up.

Our results employ thermodynamics tools, i.e., the char-
acteristic function of the EPM energy change statistics, to
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FIG. 1. Two-qubit gate, rotation angle and axis errors. We show
÷‰(E ¶U) and C (E ¶ U ,U), both averaged over 5000 initial random
pure states, as a function of the perfect gate angle ◊ œ [0, fi] rad and
the error parameter „. „ œ [0, fi] in case of rotation axis error and
„ œ [0, 2fi] for the rotation angle error. The striking resemblance
of ÷‰ and C (E ¶ U ,U) can be observed.

and u œ C. In Eq. (10) we have decomposed the initial state
as fl0 = P + ‰ with the diagonal part P (in the basis of the
initial Hamiltonian Htin ) and the traceless component ‰ that
encodes the quantum coherence in the energy basis. We can
thus isolate the contribution G‰(u;Mt) of the characteristic
function stemming from the initial quantum coherence.

In the context of the problem addressed by our study, we
consider the statistics of the local energy originated by the
Hamiltonian H = ‡a

z ¢ Ib + Ia ¢ ‡b
z . This just entails local

measurements in the computational basis [37], thus embody-
ing a remarkable simpli�cation of the estimation process. We
then consider the following quantity

÷‰ (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍ
Ë--G‰(i; E ¶ U) ≠ G‰(i;U)

--
È
. (11)

Eq. (11) is thus built upon the di�erence between the
coherence-dependent components of the EPM characteristic
function resulting from the local-energy PDF corresponding
to the ideal (target) gate and its error-a�ected version.

From an extensive numerical investigation of the consid-
ered gates and errors, a striking close resemblance of ÷‰ and
C emerges as shown in Fig. 1. On average, indeed, the lo-
cal EPM energy-change statistics –encoded in the compo-
nent G‰(i) of the characteristic function– is able to repro-
duce the behaviour of the average gate coherence �delity for
two-qubit controlled gates a�ected by rotation angle and axis
errors. This result, however, is not recovered if we consider
noise quantum gates subjected to non-unitary errors as for
example those induced by a depolarizing channel, commonly
used to model noisy quantum gates and processors [38, 39].

FIG. 2. The two photons are generated through Type I SPDC on
a 3 mm BBO crystal pumped with a 405 nm CW laser. The pho-
tons are �ltered with a FWHM 7.5 nm interference �lter and sent
to the setup depicted in the �gure through single mode �bres. The
photons are prepared in the |0Í, |1Í, or |+Í states using HWPC1
and HWPS1 respectively. HWPS1 is also used to impart the angle
–HWPS1 , which is added up to that preparing the state and together
with QWPS1,2 and HWPS2 allows to implement the axis rotation
error on the signal [This sentence is not clear]. The CSING gate is
constituted by a main PPBS transmitting 1/3 and re�ecting 2/3 of
the vertically polarized light. There are also two additional PPBS
–one per arm– that are rotated by 90 degrees, thus operating on the
H polarization. The additional PPBS allow to compensate for the
intensity unbalance generated by the main PPBS.

In the following, we are going to test our numerical pre-
diction on a quantum optics implementation of the controlled
two-qubits gate a�ected by rotation axis errors.
Experimental data.- For the experimental implementation
validating the theoretical results, we encode the logical states
|0Íj and |1Íj in the polarization of two photons as |HÍj and
|V Íj , with j = 1, 2. The realization of the two-qubit gate
is based on the controlled sign gate [? ] described in Fig. 2.
In order to implement the axis rotation errors Vaxis(◊, „), we
perform rotations on the polarization of the signal photon
using a set of half (HWP) and quarter(QWP) wave plates be-
fore and after the interaction between the signal and control
photons. For this purpose, we set the angle of both HWPs
to –HWPS1,2 = ◊/2 + „/4 and the angle of the QWPs to
—QWPS1 = „/2 + fi/2 and —QWPS2 = „/2 respectively.

In di�erent experiments, we initialize the two-qubit gate in
|++Í as well as in |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í. Then, we �x the value
of „ = 20¶ by letting vary ◊ between 0¶ and 45¶. Finally, in
output of the two-qubit gate, we collect sets of measurement
outcomes by projecting on the |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í basis.
Conclusions.- blabla. As outlook, it is worth investigating
the general properties of ÷‰ as estimator of quantum coher-
ence for quantum technology applications, not necessarily
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diction on a quantum optics implementation of the controlled
two-qubits gate a�ected by rotation axis errors.
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validating the theoretical results, we encode the logical states
|0Íj and |1Íj in the polarization of two photons as |HÍj and
|V Íj , with j = 1, 2. The realization of the two-qubit gate
is based on the controlled sign gate [? ] described in Fig. 2.
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outcomes by projecting on the |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í basis.
Conclusions.- blabla. As outlook, it is worth investigating
the general properties of ÷‰ as estimator of quantum coher-
ence for quantum technology applications, not necessarily
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when the control qubit is in state |1Ía (state |0Ía), while the
logical state of the control qubit is simultaneously �ipped.

The implementation of quantum gates is often a�ected by
experimental imperfections that give rise to computational
errors. In general, if we denote by U = {R(◊), G(◊)} the
perfect target gate we want to implement and U(fl) = UflU†

the corresponding unitary map, its realization prone to errors
will be denoted by (E ¶ U)(fl) © E (U(fl)) with E(·) a com-
pletely positive trace preserving (CPTP) channel represent-
ing the error in the gate implementation. Among the most
insidious and important errors are unitary ones, i.e. errors
that do not a�ect the purity of the state and result in

(E ¶ U)fl = V flV †, (3)

where V is a unitary operation characterising the channel.
In our study, we will focus our attention on two experimen-
tally relevant classes of unitary errors, namely rotation-angle
errors and rotation-axis errors. The latter are described as

Vaxis(◊, „) = ‡a
+ ¢ Ib2 + i‡a

≠ ¢ ÂRb
axis(◊, „) (4)

where we have introduced the rotation ÂRaxis(◊, „) © ≠i(ñ ·
‡) with ñ = (sin(2◊) cos(„), sin(„), cos(2◊) cos(„)) the ro-
tation axis that di�ers fromn by an angle „. Such error leaves
the rotation angle una�ected. On the other hand, when con-
sidering rotation-angle errors, we look into

Vangle(◊, Ï) = ‡a
+ ¢ 11b2 + ‡a

≠ ¢ ÂRb
angle(◊, Ï) (5)

with

ÂRangle(◊, Ï) © i cos(–)112 + sin(–)[cos(2◊)‡z + sin(2◊)‡x],
(6)

where – © (Ï+fi)/2. It is worth observing that these errors
essentially a�ect only the target qubit b and, as such, can be
e�ectively considered as single-qubit errors.
Figures of merit.- The quanti�cation of the errors a�ecting
a quantum gate is paramount to the achievement of fault-
tolerant quantum computing. A typical way to estimate er-
rors is through �gures of merit such as the average gate �-
delity [31, 32]

F (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍTr
#
(E ¶ U)(fl|ÂÍ)U(fl|ÂÍ)

$
, (7)

where the symbol E|ÂÍ stands for the ensemble average over-
all pure initial states |ÂÍ such that fl|ÂÍ = |ÂÍ ÈÂ|. Such states
are drawn uniformly, according to the Haar measure, from
the state space.

While allowing for a coarse grained characterization of
the quality of a gate, Eq. (7) requires the experimentally de-
manding tomographic reconstruction of the maps being in-
volved [33–35]. Moreover, states and processes that, accord-
ing to �delity-based �gures or merit, are deemed to be close
to each other might be endowed with signi�cantly di�erent
phyicial properties [36], thus weakening the foundations of
any comparison based on quantities akin to Eq. (7). Finally,

F (E ¶ U ,U) would not allow to easily single out the qual-
ity of the experimental process in regard to the generation of
quantum coherence.

In order to bypass such bottleneck and put forward a �g-
ure of merit that is more �t for the purpose at the core of
our investigation: we consider the estimator of the mismatch
between the quantum coherence generated by the gates af-
fected by unitary errors and the noiseless ones de�ned as

C (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍ
#--C¸1 [(E ¶ U)(fl|ÂÍ)] ≠ C¸1 [U(fl|ÂÍ)]

--$ ,
(8)

whereC¸1 [fl] © q
n ”=k |flnk| denotes the ¸1 measure of quan-

tum coherence of the generic state fl [4]. The average is again
performed over all pure initial states in order to remove any
dependence of the quanti�er from the speci�c state that we
consider. We dub Eq. (8) the average gate coherence �delity. It
quanti�es how much the coherence content of the quantum
state after the application of the gate changes, on average,
due to the presence of errors. While Eq. (8) has a clear in-
terpretation, determining C¸1 is in general not a trivial task
as it would require either the tomographic reconstruction of
the states – and thus the evaluation of their degree of coher-
ence – or the use of entangled measurements on two copies
of each state, in line with Ref. [28].

We now show that a di�erent quantity, with a clear oper-
ational meaning and a fundamentally local nature, is closely
connected with the average gate coherence �delity for the
gates and errors that we are considering, and thus o�ers a
route to its quanti�cation. We focus our attention on the
statistics of the energy �uctuations resulting from any mech-
anism processing information, and thus also those at hand
here. We look for the probability that, upon implementing
a given dynamical process, the energy of the computational
register is subjected to a change of its energy. We make use
of the so-called end-point measurement (EPM) scheme [37],
which has been recently formulated to this goal with the de-
liberate mandate of highlighting the role played, in such dy-
namical energy �uctuations, by quantum coherences. For a
quantum system prepared in a state fl0 and subjected to a
CPTP map Mt (here t identi�es the instant of time in the
dynamics), the EPM’s probability density function for a given
energy change is de�ned as

pEPM (�Ek,¸) =p(Ek
in) p(E¸

fin)=Tr[�k
infl0]Tr[�¸

finMtfin(fl0)],
(9)

where �j
in(fin) are the projectors on the jth initial (�-

nal) energy eigenstate of the system, and �Ek,¸=E¸
fin≠Ek

in
is the corresponding energy change with Ek

in (E¸
fin) de-

noting the eigenvalues of the initial (�nal) Hamilto-
nian respectively. We introduce the characteristic func-
tion of the EPM distribution G(u) © Èeiu�EÍEPM =
Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0]Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(fl0)] with Ht the (time-
dependent) Hamiltonian of the system and tin(fin) the ini-
tial (�nal) time of the process. This quantity can be cast as
G(u;Mt) =

q
Q=P,‰ GQ(u;Mt) with

GQ(u;Mt) = Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0] Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(Q)] (10)
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all pure initial states |ÂÍ such that fl|ÂÍ = |ÂÍ ÈÂ|. Such states
are drawn uniformly, according to the Haar measure, from
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the quality of a gate, Eq. (7) requires the experimentally de-
manding tomographic reconstruction of the maps being in-
volved [33–35]. Moreover, states and processes that, accord-
ing to �delity-based �gures or merit, are deemed to be close
to each other might be endowed with signi�cantly di�erent
phyicial properties [36], thus weakening the foundations of
any comparison based on quantities akin to Eq. (7). Finally,

F (E ¶ U ,U) would not allow to easily single out the qual-
ity of the experimental process in regard to the generation of
quantum coherence.

In order to bypass such bottleneck and put forward a �g-
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fected by unitary errors and the noiseless ones de�ned as
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quanti�es how much the coherence content of the quantum
state after the application of the gate changes, on average,
due to the presence of errors. While Eq. (8) has a clear in-
terpretation, determining C¸1 is in general not a trivial task
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of each state, in line with Ref. [28].

We now show that a di�erent quantity, with a clear oper-
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anism processing information, and thus also those at hand
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dynamics), the EPM’s probability density function for a given
energy change is de�ned as

pEPM (�Ek,¸) =p(Ek
in) p(E¸

fin)=Tr[�k
infl0]Tr[�¸

finMtfin(fl0)],
(9)

where �j
in(fin) are the projectors on the jth initial (�-

nal) energy eigenstate of the system, and �Ek,¸=E¸
fin≠Ek

in
is the corresponding energy change with Ek

in (E¸
fin) de-

noting the eigenvalues of the initial (�nal) Hamilto-
nian respectively. We introduce the characteristic func-
tion of the EPM distribution G(u) © Èeiu�EÍEPM =
Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0]Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(fl0)] with Ht the (time-
dependent) Hamiltonian of the system and tin(fin) the ini-
tial (�nal) time of the process. This quantity can be cast as
G(u;Mt) =

q
Q=P,‰ GQ(u;Mt) with

GQ(u;Mt) = Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0] Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(Q)] (10)

3

Rotation axis error: |CL1( U) - CL1(U)|

0 1 2 3
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3
Rotation angle error: |CL1( U) - CL1(U)|

0 2 4 6
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

Rotation axis error: |GEPM( U)  - GEPM(U) |

0 1 2 3
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3
Rotation angle error: |GEPM( U)  - GEPM(U) |

0 2 4 6
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

FIG. 1. Two-qubit gate, rotation angle and axis errors. We show
÷‰(E ¶U) and C (E ¶ U ,U), both averaged over 5000 initial random
pure states, as a function of the perfect gate angle ◊ œ [0, fi] rad and
the error parameter „. „ œ [0, fi] in case of rotation axis error and
„ œ [0, 2fi] for the rotation angle error. The striking resemblance
of ÷‰ and C (E ¶ U ,U) can be observed.

and u œ C. In Eq. (10) we have decomposed the initial state
as fl0 = P + ‰ with the diagonal part P (in the basis of the
initial Hamiltonian Htin ) and the traceless component ‰ that
encodes the quantum coherence in the energy basis. We can
thus isolate the contribution G‰(u;Mt) of the characteristic
function stemming from the initial quantum coherence.

In the context of the problem addressed by our study, we
consider the statistics of the local energy originated by the
Hamiltonian H = ‡a

z ¢ Ib + Ia ¢ ‡b
z . This just entails local

measurements in the computational basis [37], thus embody-
ing a remarkable simpli�cation of the estimation process. We
then consider the following quantity

÷‰ (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍ
Ë--G‰(i; E ¶ U) ≠ G‰(i;U)

--
È
. (11)

Eq. (11) is thus built upon the di�erence between the
coherence-dependent components of the EPM characteristic
function resulting from the local-energy PDF corresponding
to the ideal (target) gate and its error-a�ected version.

From an extensive numerical investigation of the consid-
ered gates and errors, a striking close resemblance of ÷‰ and
C emerges as shown in Fig. 1. On average, indeed, the lo-
cal EPM energy-change statistics –encoded in the compo-
nent G‰(i) of the characteristic function– is able to repro-
duce the behaviour of the average gate coherence �delity for
two-qubit controlled gates a�ected by rotation angle and axis
errors. This result, however, is not recovered if we consider
noise quantum gates subjected to non-unitary errors as for
example those induced by a depolarizing channel, commonly
used to model noisy quantum gates and processors [38, 39].

FIG. 2. The two photons are generated through Type I SPDC on
a 3 mm BBO crystal pumped with a 405 nm CW laser. The pho-
tons are �ltered with a FWHM 7.5 nm interference �lter and sent
to the setup depicted in the �gure through single mode �bres. The
photons are prepared in the |0Í, |1Í, or |+Í states using HWPC1
and HWPS1 respectively. HWPS1 is also used to impart the angle
–HWPS1 , which is added up to that preparing the state and together
with QWPS1,2 and HWPS2 allows to implement the axis rotation
error on the signal [This sentence is not clear]. The CSING gate is
constituted by a main PPBS transmitting 1/3 and re�ecting 2/3 of
the vertically polarized light. There are also two additional PPBS
–one per arm– that are rotated by 90 degrees, thus operating on the
H polarization. The additional PPBS allow to compensate for the
intensity unbalance generated by the main PPBS.

In the following, we are going to test our numerical pre-
diction on a quantum optics implementation of the controlled
two-qubits gate a�ected by rotation axis errors.
Experimental data.- For the experimental implementation
validating the theoretical results, we encode the logical states
|0Íj and |1Íj in the polarization of two photons as |HÍj and
|V Íj , with j = 1, 2. The realization of the two-qubit gate
is based on the controlled sign gate [? ] described in Fig. 2.
In order to implement the axis rotation errors Vaxis(◊, „), we
perform rotations on the polarization of the signal photon
using a set of half (HWP) and quarter(QWP) wave plates be-
fore and after the interaction between the signal and control
photons. For this purpose, we set the angle of both HWPs
to –HWPS1,2 = ◊/2 + „/4 and the angle of the QWPs to
—QWPS1 = „/2 + fi/2 and —QWPS2 = „/2 respectively.

In di�erent experiments, we initialize the two-qubit gate in
|++Í as well as in |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í. Then, we �x the value
of „ = 20¶ by letting vary ◊ between 0¶ and 45¶. Finally, in
output of the two-qubit gate, we collect sets of measurement
outcomes by projecting on the |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í basis.
Conclusions.- blabla. As outlook, it is worth investigating
the general properties of ÷‰ as estimator of quantum coher-
ence for quantum technology applications, not necessarily
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FIG. 1. Two-qubit gate, rotation angle and axis errors. We show
÷‰(E ¶U) and C (E ¶ U ,U), both averaged over 5000 initial random
pure states, as a function of the perfect gate angle ◊ œ [0, fi] rad and
the error parameter „. „ œ [0, fi] in case of rotation axis error and
„ œ [0, 2fi] for the rotation angle error. The striking resemblance
of ÷‰ and C (E ¶ U ,U) can be observed.

and u œ C. In Eq. (10) we have decomposed the initial state
as fl0 = P + ‰ with the diagonal part P (in the basis of the
initial Hamiltonian Htin ) and the traceless component ‰ that
encodes the quantum coherence in the energy basis. We can
thus isolate the contribution G‰(u;Mt) of the characteristic
function stemming from the initial quantum coherence.

In the context of the problem addressed by our study, we
consider the statistics of the local energy originated by the
Hamiltonian H = ‡a

z ¢ Ib + Ia ¢ ‡b
z . This just entails local

measurements in the computational basis [37], thus embody-
ing a remarkable simpli�cation of the estimation process. We
then consider the following quantity

÷‰ (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍ
Ë--G‰(i; E ¶ U) ≠ G‰(i;U)

--
È
. (11)

Eq. (11) is thus built upon the di�erence between the
coherence-dependent components of the EPM characteristic
function resulting from the local-energy PDF corresponding
to the ideal (target) gate and its error-a�ected version.

From an extensive numerical investigation of the consid-
ered gates and errors, a striking close resemblance of ÷‰ and
C emerges as shown in Fig. 1. On average, indeed, the lo-
cal EPM energy-change statistics –encoded in the compo-
nent G‰(i) of the characteristic function– is able to repro-
duce the behaviour of the average gate coherence �delity for
two-qubit controlled gates a�ected by rotation angle and axis
errors. This result, however, is not recovered if we consider
noise quantum gates subjected to non-unitary errors as for
example those induced by a depolarizing channel, commonly
used to model noisy quantum gates and processors [38, 39].

FIG. 2. The two photons are generated through Type I SPDC on
a 3 mm BBO crystal pumped with a 405 nm CW laser. The pho-
tons are �ltered with a FWHM 7.5 nm interference �lter and sent
to the setup depicted in the �gure through single mode �bres. The
photons are prepared in the |0Í, |1Í, or |+Í states using HWPC1
and HWPS1 respectively. HWPS1 is also used to impart the angle
–HWPS1 , which is added up to that preparing the state and together
with QWPS1,2 and HWPS2 allows to implement the axis rotation
error on the signal [This sentence is not clear]. The CSING gate is
constituted by a main PPBS transmitting 1/3 and re�ecting 2/3 of
the vertically polarized light. There are also two additional PPBS
–one per arm– that are rotated by 90 degrees, thus operating on the
H polarization. The additional PPBS allow to compensate for the
intensity unbalance generated by the main PPBS.

In the following, we are going to test our numerical pre-
diction on a quantum optics implementation of the controlled
two-qubits gate a�ected by rotation axis errors.
Experimental data.- For the experimental implementation
validating the theoretical results, we encode the logical states
|0Íj and |1Íj in the polarization of two photons as |HÍj and
|V Íj , with j = 1, 2. The realization of the two-qubit gate
is based on the controlled sign gate [? ] described in Fig. 2.
In order to implement the axis rotation errors Vaxis(◊, „), we
perform rotations on the polarization of the signal photon
using a set of half (HWP) and quarter(QWP) wave plates be-
fore and after the interaction between the signal and control
photons. For this purpose, we set the angle of both HWPs
to –HWPS1,2 = ◊/2 + „/4 and the angle of the QWPs to
—QWPS1 = „/2 + fi/2 and —QWPS2 = „/2 respectively.

In di�erent experiments, we initialize the two-qubit gate in
|++Í as well as in |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í. Then, we �x the value
of „ = 20¶ by letting vary ◊ between 0¶ and 45¶. Finally, in
output of the two-qubit gate, we collect sets of measurement
outcomes by projecting on the |00Í, |01Í, |10Í, |11Í basis.
Conclusions.- blabla. As outlook, it is worth investigating
the general properties of ÷‰ as estimator of quantum coher-
ence for quantum technology applications, not necessarily
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when the control qubit is in state |1Ía (state |0Ía), while the
logical state of the control qubit is simultaneously �ipped.

The implementation of quantum gates is often a�ected by
experimental imperfections that give rise to computational
errors. In general, if we denote by U = {R(◊), G(◊)} the
perfect target gate we want to implement and U(fl) = UflU†

the corresponding unitary map, its realization prone to errors
will be denoted by (E ¶ U)(fl) © E (U(fl)) with E(·) a com-
pletely positive trace preserving (CPTP) channel represent-
ing the error in the gate implementation. Among the most
insidious and important errors are unitary ones, i.e. errors
that do not a�ect the purity of the state and result in

(E ¶ U)fl = V flV †, (3)

where V is a unitary operation characterising the channel.
In our study, we will focus our attention on two experimen-
tally relevant classes of unitary errors, namely rotation-angle
errors and rotation-axis errors. The latter are described as

Vaxis(◊, „) = ‡a
+ ¢ Ib2 + i‡a

≠ ¢ ÂRb
axis(◊, „) (4)

where we have introduced the rotation ÂRaxis(◊, „) © ≠i(ñ ·
‡) with ñ = (sin(2◊) cos(„), sin(„), cos(2◊) cos(„)) the ro-
tation axis that di�ers fromn by an angle „. Such error leaves
the rotation angle una�ected. On the other hand, when con-
sidering rotation-angle errors, we look into

Vangle(◊, Ï) = ‡a
+ ¢ 11b2 + ‡a

≠ ¢ ÂRb
angle(◊, Ï) (5)

with

ÂRangle(◊, Ï) © i cos(–)112 + sin(–)[cos(2◊)‡z + sin(2◊)‡x],
(6)

where – © (Ï+fi)/2. It is worth observing that these errors
essentially a�ect only the target qubit b and, as such, can be
e�ectively considered as single-qubit errors.
Figures of merit.- The quanti�cation of the errors a�ecting
a quantum gate is paramount to the achievement of fault-
tolerant quantum computing. A typical way to estimate er-
rors is through �gures of merit such as the average gate �-
delity [31, 32]

F (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍTr
#
(E ¶ U)(fl|ÂÍ)U(fl|ÂÍ)

$
, (7)

where the symbol E|ÂÍ stands for the ensemble average over-
all pure initial states |ÂÍ such that fl|ÂÍ = |ÂÍ ÈÂ|. Such states
are drawn uniformly, according to the Haar measure, from
the state space.

While allowing for a coarse grained characterization of
the quality of a gate, Eq. (7) requires the experimentally de-
manding tomographic reconstruction of the maps being in-
volved [33–35]. Moreover, states and processes that, accord-
ing to �delity-based �gures or merit, are deemed to be close
to each other might be endowed with signi�cantly di�erent
phyicial properties [36], thus weakening the foundations of
any comparison based on quantities akin to Eq. (7). Finally,

F (E ¶ U ,U) would not allow to easily single out the qual-
ity of the experimental process in regard to the generation of
quantum coherence.

In order to bypass such bottleneck and put forward a �g-
ure of merit that is more �t for the purpose at the core of
our investigation: we consider the estimator of the mismatch
between the quantum coherence generated by the gates af-
fected by unitary errors and the noiseless ones de�ned as

C (E ¶ U ,U) © E|ÂÍ
#--C¸1 [(E ¶ U)(fl|ÂÍ)] ≠ C¸1 [U(fl|ÂÍ)]

--$ ,
(8)

whereC¸1 [fl] © q
n ”=k |flnk| denotes the ¸1 measure of quan-

tum coherence of the generic state fl [4]. The average is again
performed over all pure initial states in order to remove any
dependence of the quanti�er from the speci�c state that we
consider. We dub Eq. (8) the average gate coherence �delity. It
quanti�es how much the coherence content of the quantum
state after the application of the gate changes, on average,
due to the presence of errors. While Eq. (8) has a clear in-
terpretation, determining C¸1 is in general not a trivial task
as it would require either the tomographic reconstruction of
the states – and thus the evaluation of their degree of coher-
ence – or the use of entangled measurements on two copies
of each state, in line with Ref. [28].

We now show that a di�erent quantity, with a clear oper-
ational meaning and a fundamentally local nature, is closely
connected with the average gate coherence �delity for the
gates and errors that we are considering, and thus o�ers a
route to its quanti�cation. We focus our attention on the
statistics of the energy �uctuations resulting from any mech-
anism processing information, and thus also those at hand
here. We look for the probability that, upon implementing
a given dynamical process, the energy of the computational
register is subjected to a change of its energy. We make use
of the so-called end-point measurement (EPM) scheme [37],
which has been recently formulated to this goal with the de-
liberate mandate of highlighting the role played, in such dy-
namical energy �uctuations, by quantum coherences. For a
quantum system prepared in a state fl0 and subjected to a
CPTP map Mt (here t identi�es the instant of time in the
dynamics), the EPM’s probability density function for a given
energy change is de�ned as

pEPM (�Ek,¸) =p(Ek
in) p(E¸

fin)=Tr[�k
infl0]Tr[�¸

finMtfin(fl0)],
(9)

where �j
in(fin) are the projectors on the jth initial (�-

nal) energy eigenstate of the system, and �Ek,¸=E¸
fin≠Ek

in
is the corresponding energy change with Ek

in (E¸
fin) de-

noting the eigenvalues of the initial (�nal) Hamilto-
nian respectively. We introduce the characteristic func-
tion of the EPM distribution G(u) © Èeiu�EÍEPM =
Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0]Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(fl0)] with Ht the (time-
dependent) Hamiltonian of the system and tin(fin) the ini-
tial (�nal) time of the process. This quantity can be cast as
G(u;Mt) =

q
Q=P,‰ GQ(u;Mt) with

GQ(u;Mt) = Tr[e≠iuHtin fl0] Tr[eiuHtfinMtfin(Q)] (10)

FIG. 1. Two-qubit gate, rotation angle and axis errors. We show C (E ◦ U ,U) and ηχ(E ◦ U ,U), both averaged over 5 × 103 initial
random pure states, against both the perfect gate angle θ ∈ [0, π] and the error parameter φ. We take φ ∈ [0, π] in case of rotation-axis
error [panels (a) and (b)] and φ ∈ [0, 2π] for the rotation-angle error [panels (c) and (d)].

FIG. 2. The two photons are generated through Type I SPDC on a
3 mm BBO crystal pumped with a 405 nm CW laser. The photons
are �ltered with a FWHM 7.5 nm interference �lter and sent to the
setup depicted in the �gure through single mode �bres. The pho-
tons are prepared in the |0〉, |1〉, or |+〉 states using HWPC1 and
HWPS1 respectively. The waveplates on the signal arm are used to
implement unitary errors in a controllable way, and the preparation
and measurement settings are included in the overall transforma-
tion; this is not necessary on the control arm, for which the plates
control the preparation and the measurement directly. The C-SIGN
gate is constituted by a main PPBS transmitting 1/3 and re�ecting
2/3 of the vertically polarized light. There are also two additional
PPBS – one per arm – that are rotated by 90 degrees, thus operating
on the H polarization. The additional PPBS allow to compensate for
the intensity unbalance generated by the main PPBS.

investigate the faithfulness of quantum logic gates. This is
indeed a growing research �eld that is attracting the atten-
tion of the wider quantum community. For our case, be-
yond requiring only local energy measurements, the EPM
approach provides a complementary way to perform diag-
nostics of quantum-gate coherences without resorting to to-
mographic procedures.

It would be interesting to investigate the general properties

of ηχ as estimator of quantum coherence for quantum tech-
nology applications that make use of it as a resource, from
quantum communication to quantum batteries [48], quantum
transport [49], and clocks [50].
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p(11|00); (b) Red: p(00|01), Blue: p(01|01), Black: p(10|01), Ma-
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p(10|11), Magenta: p(11|11); (e) Red: p(00|++), Blue: p(01|++),
Black: p(10|+ +), Magenta: p(11|+ +). (f) Red dots: inference of
1.6153

∣∣Gχ(i; EU)−Gχ(i;U)
∣∣with experimental data, Blue x-mark

dash-dotted line: theoretical prediction of 2.24774
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Supplemental Material: Diagnostics of quantum-gate coherences via end-point-measurement
statistics

FIGURES OF MERIT: FORMAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we take a better look at the quantities of interest in the main text of the paper. Let us thus take into
account the expressions of the considered �gures of merit before performing the averaging over the initial pure states ρ0 =∑
n,m(ρ0)nm|n〉〈m| with (ρ0)nm ≡ a∗nam and |ψ0〉 ≡

∑
i ai |i〉.

1. Expressions of ηTPM and ηP

• If one made use of the two-point measurement (TPM) scheme, then a possible �gure of merit for the diagnostic of a
quantum gate would be

ηTPM = E|ψ0〉
[∣∣Tr

(
e−Hfin

(
E(UeHinPU†)− UeHinPU†

)) ∣∣
]

= E|ψ0〉 [ℵTPM] . (S1)

Using the computational basis (over which the observable H = Hin = Hfin is diagonal such that Ak ≡ 〈k|H|k〉), one
then gets

ℵTPM =
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α,m

e−HneHm(ρ0)mm
(
〈n|KαU |m〉 〈m|U†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|U |m〉 〈m|U† |n〉

)
∣∣∣∣∣ , (S2)

where (ρ0)mm = | 〈m|ψ0〉|2, and we have expressed the noise channel a�ecting the quantum gate in term of the
corresponding Kraus representation: E(·) =

∑
αKα(·)K†α. In the case of a unitary error, just a single Kraus operator is

di�erent from zero.

• In the case of GP one has

ηP = E|ψ0〉
[∣∣〈ψ0|eHtin |ψ0〉Tr

(
e−Htfin

(
E(UPU†)− UPU†

)) ∣∣
]

= E|ψ0〉 [ℵP ] . (S3)
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In this case, still using the computational basis (over which the observables H = Hin = Hfin and P are diagonal), we
obtain

ℵP = 〈eH〉
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α

e−Hn
(
〈n|KαUPU†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|UPU† |n〉

)∣∣∣∣∣

= 〈eH〉
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α,m

e−Hn(ρ0)mm
(
〈n|KαU |m〉 〈m|U†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|U |m〉 〈m|U† |n〉

)∣∣∣∣∣ . (S4)

From these expressions we see immediately that ℵTPM and ℵP essentially encode the same information. In fact, they take
into account the di�erences between the same diagonal and o�-diagonal elements of the quantum states after the action of
the perfect and imperfect/noisy gates (with di�erent weights though).

2. Average gate �delity

The average gate �delity is de�ned as

F (E ◦ U ,U) ≡ E|ψ0〉
[
〈ψ|U†E(U |ψ〉〈ψ|U†)U |ψ〉

]
= E|ψ0〉 [F] , (S5)

where

F =
∑

n1,n2,m1,m2,`1,`2,α

(ρ0)n1n2(ρ0)`1`2 〈n1|U† |m1〉 〈m1|KαU |`1〉 〈`2|U†K†α |m2〉 〈m2|U |n2〉 . (S6)

3. Expressions of ηEPM and ηχ

• The �gure of merit, using the (full) EPM energy statistics, for the diagnostics of a quantum gate is

ηEPM = E|ψ0〉
[∣∣〈ψ0|eHtin |ψ0〉Tr

(
e−Htfin

(
E(U |ψ0〉〈ψ0|U†)− U |ψ0〉〈ψ0|U†

)) ∣∣
]

= E|ψ0〉 [ℵEPM] . (S7)

Using the computational basis (over which the observable H = Hin = Hfin is diagonal) as before, ℵEPM can be written
as

ℵEPM = 〈eH〉
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α

e−Hn
(
〈n|KαU |ψ0〉 〈ψ0|U†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|U |ψ0〉 〈ψ0|U† |n〉

)∣∣∣∣∣

= 〈eH〉
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α,m1,m2

e−Hn(ρ0)m1m2

(
〈n|KαU |m1〉 〈m2|U†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|U |m1〉 〈m2|U† |n〉

)∣∣∣∣∣ (S8)

with (ρ0)m1m2 = 〈m1|ψ0〉〈ψ0 |m2〉 and 〈eH〉 =
∑
m | 〈m|ψ0〉|2eHm .

• For the coherence part of ηEPM, instead, one has

ηχ = E|ψ0〉
[∣∣〈ψ0|eHtin |ψ0〉Tr

(
e−Htfin

(
E(UχU†)− UχU†

)) ∣∣
]

= E|ψ0〉 [ℵχ] , (S9)

where

ℵχ = 〈eH〉
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α

e−Hn
(
〈n|KαUχU

†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|UχU† |n〉
)∣∣∣∣∣

= 〈eH〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,α,m1 6=m2

e−Hn(ρ0)m1m2

(
〈n|KαU |m1〉 〈m2|U†K†α |n〉 − 〈n|U |m1〉 〈m2|U† |n〉

)
∣∣∣∣∣∣

(S10)

obtained by using the computational basis over which the observable H = Hin = Hfin is diagonal.
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4. Average gate coherence �delity

The average gate coherence �delity is formally expressed by

C (E ◦ U ,U) ≡ E|ψ0〉 [|C`1(E ◦ U)− C`1(U)|] = E|ψ0〉 [C] , (S11)

where

C =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n 6=k,α,m1,m2

(∣∣(ρ0)m1m2 〈n|KαU |m1〉 〈m2|U†K†α |k〉
∣∣−
∣∣(ρ0)m1m2 〈n|U |m1〉 〈m2|U† |k〉

∣∣
)
∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (S12)

Accordingly, in general, the similarities between ηχ and C described in the main text stem from the averaging over the initial
pure states ρ0, though the analytical expressions for ηχ andC (after the averaging) are not at our disposal. However, remarkable
similarities in the behaviour of the two �gures of merit can be observed even at the single-state level. Such similarities have
been used in the main text, for example, when comparing theoretical predictions with experimental data obtained by initializing
the two-qubit gate in the |++〉 state.

WAYS TO DETERMINE EXPERIMENTALLY THE EPM-BASED FIGURE OF MERIT

Let us focus on the case of two-qubit quantum gates and consider only the EPM �nal probabilities to measure the corre-
sponding local energy terms

p
(f)
E = Tr

[
Π(f)
E U |ψ0〉〈ψ0|U†

]
= 〈ψ0|U†Π(f)

E U |ψ0〉 . (S13)

We also have

G(f)(|ψ0〉) = 〈ψ0|U†e−HfU |ψ0〉 =
∑

α

e−Eα 〈ψ0|U†Π(f)
α U |ψ0〉 (S14)

which, for noisy unitary gates U a�ected by coherent errors, is what should be determined experimentally. In this regard, let
us expand the initial state in the computational basis {|i〉} = {|00〉 , |01〉 , |10〉 , |11〉}. Then

G(f)(|ψ0〉) =
∑

α

e−Eα
∑

ij

aia
∗
j 〈j|U†Π(f)

α U |i〉 . (S15)

Thus, we need all the di�erent quantities 〈j|U†Π(f)
α U |i〉 if we want to be able to determine (by post-processing) the averaged

estimator that we are interested in. These are 4× (4 + 6× 2) = 64 terms, i.e., for each of the four energy eigenvalues Eα of
the local, �nal Hamiltonian we have

• Four real quantities 〈i|U†Π(f)
α U |i〉

• Six complex quantities 〈j|U†Π(f)
α U |i〉 with i 6= j.

Now, by initializing the state in |ψ0〉 = |i〉we can recover the four real quantities which are just the �nal EPM probabilities.
In order to recover the others we need other initial states, which we are going to discuss below.

1. Straightforward initialization

A straightforward way is to initialize the two-qubit system in the 12 states |ψ0〉 = (|i〉 + |j 6= i〉)/
√

2 and |ψ0〉 = (i |i〉 +
|j 6= i〉)/

√
2. In fact, by doing so the �nal EPM probabilities take the form

p
(f)
E = 1

2 〈i|U
†Π(f)

E U |i〉+ 1
2 〈j|U

†Π(f)
E U |j〉+ Re[〈i|U†Π(f)

E U |j〉] (S16)

p
(f)
E = 1

2 〈i|U
†Π(f)

E U |i〉+ 1
2 〈j|U

†Π(f)
E U |j〉+ Im[〈i|U†Π(f)

E U |j〉]. (S17)

This means that with a total of 4 × 4 + 4 × (6 × 2) = 64 projective local measurements we can get all the terms we need.
However, note that the additional 12 states needed here are, in general, entangled, which could be a complication for an optical
set-up like the one considered in the main text.
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2. Working with separable input states

If instead we want to use separable states then we could do as follow. Let us start from the 4 states |ψ0〉 = (|aa〉 +
|ab〉)/

√
2, (|aa〉+ |ba〉)/

√
2 with a, b ∈ {0, 1} and a 6= b and, correspondingly, the 4 states |ψ0〉 = (|aa〉−i |ab〉)/

√
2, (|aa〉−

i |ba〉)/
√

2 (for a total of 8 states providing us 4 complex quantities among the 6 〈j|U†Π(f)
α U |i〉 with i 6= j). With these

initialization, the computation of the EPM �nal probabilities again gives us, apart from diagonal terms, the real and imaginary
parts of 4 of the terms 〈i|U†Π(f)

E U |j〉. Then, one can consider starting from the |++〉 state which would give, apart from the
diagonal terms and the terms that we can extract from the previous states, the term

1
2

(
Re 〈00|U†Π(f)

E U |11〉+ Re 〈10|U†Π(f)
E U |01〉

)
. (S18)

Now, to conclude, one could start from an entangled state (like 1
2 (|00〉− |11〉+ |10〉+ |01〉) or 1

2 (− |00〉+ |11〉+ |10〉+ |01〉))
to also get the di�erence of the real parts in (S18). This whole process would require 8 + 4 = 12 initial states as before.

If we want to get rid also of the single Bell state that we need for the di�erence of the real parts, we could, e.g., start from

1
2(i eiθ |00〉+ i |01〉+ eiθ |10〉+ |11〉) = 1

2(i |0〉+ |1〉)⊗ (eiθ |0〉+ |1〉), (S19)

which is separable, and gives the di�erence of the real parts in (S18) for θ = π/2.
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