arXiv:2403.18210v1 [quant-ph] 27 Mar 2024

A unified view of direct measurement of quantum states, processes, and measurements

Kazuhisa Ogawa,^{1, ∗} Takumi Matsuura,^2 and Akihisa Tomita^2 1Center for Quantum Information and Quantum Biology (QIQB), Osaka University, Osaka 560-0043, Japan 2Graduate School of Information Science and Technology, Hokkaido University, Sapporo 060-0814, Japan (Dated: March 28, 2024)

The dynamics of a quantum system are characterized by three components: quantum state, quantum process, and quantum measurement. The proper measurement of these components is a crucial issue in quantum information processing. Recently, direct measurement methods have been proposed and demonstrated wherein each complex matrix element of these three components is obtained separately, without the need for quantum tomography of the entire matrix. Since these direct measurement methods have been proposed independently, no theoretical framework has been presented to unify them despite the time symmetry of quantum dynamics. In this study, we propose a theoretical framework to systematically derive direct measurement methods for these three components. Following this framework and further utilizing the basis-shift unitary transformation, we have derived the most efficient direct measurement method using qubit probes. Additionally, we have experimentally demonstrated the feasibility of the direct measurement method of quantum states using optical pulse trains.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of a quantum system are characterized by three key components: the quantum state, the quantum process, and the quantum measurement. Each of these components is represented by specific quantum elements: the density operator ρ̂, the completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) map M, and the positiveoperator-valued measure (POVM) element Ê, respectively. These components are typically represented by complex matrices on a fixed basis, and the appropriate measurement of these matrix elements is a fundamental issue in various quantum applications. The standard method for measuring quantum states is known as quantum state tomography (QST) [1–5]. In QST, projective measurements are performed on different bases, and each matrix element of the density operator ρ̂ is estimated by post-processing all the measured data. Similarly, for quantum processes and quantum measurements, methods such as quantum process tomography (QPT) [6–9] and quantum measurement tomography (QMT) [10–12] are utilized. Analogous to QST, the CPTP map M and the POVM element Ê can be determined by preparing various initial states, conducting projection measurements on various bases, and subsequently post-processing all the measurement data. In quantum tomography, as the dimension of the Hilbert space of the measured quantum system increases, the number of measurements and the complexity of the reconstruction algorithm also increase. This may render the quantum tomography impractical for certain applications. However, for some quantum applications [13–18], it is not imperative to reconstruct the complete matrix; rather, only specific parts of it need to be measured directly. In such scenarios, it becomes crucial to develop methods for directly measur-

∗ k-ogawa.qiqb@osaka-u.ac.jp

ing only certain matrix elements of the quantum component under examination.

Recently, a new class of measurement methods, referred to as direct measurements (DM), has been emerged, exhibiting distinct characteristics from various quantum tomography methods. In DM, each matrix element of the quantum component under investigation can be estimated within a single measurement setup, eliminating the need for post-processing the results of measurements across different initial states or measurement bases. Initially, DM was applied to pure-state wavefunctions [19] using the Aharonov–Albert–Vaidman (AAV) weak measurement [20]. Subsequent studies expanded the scope of DM to encompass objects such as pseudo-probability distributions [21], density operators [22], nonlocal entangled states [23], quantum processes [24, 25], and quantum measurements [26]. Notably, certain DM techniques have been implemented not through AAV weak measurements, but via standard indirect measurements employing strong interactions and projective measurements on the probe system, resulting in higher measurement efficiency, as experimentally demonstrated [27–36].

In prior studies, DM methods have been independently proposed for each of the three quantum components. However, given the time-reversal symmetry of quantum time evolution, it is reasonable to consider direct measurement methods for these components from a more unified perspective. Previously, we introduced an intuitive diagrammatic representation of DM for wavefunctions using qubit probes, elucidating how DM operates regardless of measurement strength [37]. In this research, we expand upon this framework and demonstrate the systematic design of efficient DM systems for quantum states, quantum processes, and quantum measurements. This framework can be viewed as a generalized Hadamard test and offers guidance for designing quantum circuits to obtain desired complex observables. Leveraging this framework, we introduce a novel DM method employing the basis-shift unitary transformation, which proves to be more efficient per shot measurement compared to previous DM methods. Moreover, we validate the feasibility of this proposed DM method for quantum states (density operators) by experimentally applying it to optical pulse trains encoded in discrete time degrees of freedom.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section II, we introduce the generalized Hadamard test along with its diagrammatic representation, illustrating its applicability in deriving DM methods for various quantum components. In Section III, we detail the experimental demonstration of applying the newly derived direct measurement method for density operators to optical pulse trains. Finally, in Section IV, we provide a discussion and summary of this study.

II. THEORY

A. Generalized Hadamard test and its diagrammatic representation

To systematically derive DM methods for complex matrix elements of quantum components, we first explore the generalized Hadamard test. This test is implemented through a quantum circuit comprising a qubit probe system and a measured system, as depicted in Fig. 1(a). The initial states of the probe system and the measured system are |0⟩⟨0| and ρ̂, respectively. The quantum gates include the first Hadamard gate Ĥ, two controlled gates (|0⟩-controlled Â and |1⟩-controlled B̂), the phase gate Ŝ^b (an identity gate for b = 0 and a phase gate for b = 1), and a second Hadamard gate Ĥ. Following the passage through these quantum gates, we measure the expectation value of the tensor product Ẑ ⊗ Ê, composed of the Pauli-Z operator Ẑ of the probe system and a POVM element Ê of the measured system. Depending on whether b is 0 or 1, the resulting expectation value is obtained by this measurement is given by

⟨Ẑ ⊗ Ê⟩ = Re [ tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) ] (b = 0), Im [ tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) ] (b = 1). (1)

In particular, the case Â = Ê = Î corresponds to the usual Hadamard test. By combining these two results, the complex value tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) is obtained by the generalized Hadamard test.

The value tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) obtained through the generalized Hadamard test can be intuitively grasped using the diagrammatic representation introduced in Ref. [37], as depicted in Fig. 1(b). In this representation, certain elements such as the initial state |0⟩, quantum gates Ĥ and Ŝ^b, and the quantum measurement Ẑ in the probe system are not explicitly depicted as they are assumed, while only the initial state of the measured system, the control gates dependent on the probe state, and the POVM ele-

FIG. 1. (a) Quantum circuit illustrating the generalized Hadamard test. The expectation values of Ẑ ⊗ Ê for b = 0, 1 correspond to the real and imaginary parts of tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) respectively. (b) Diagrammatic representation for intuitive comprehension of the generalized Hadamard test. The top and bottom rows of the diagram depict the time evolution of the measured system when the probe system is |0⟩ and |1⟩, respectively. The initial states of the probe system are set to |+⟩, and finally X̂- and Ŷ -basis measurements are conducted; however, these are not explicitly depicted in the diagrammatic representation. The complex value tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) obtained from the measurement can be intuitively understood as the trace of the operator Âρ̂B̂^†Ê, forming a cyclic product of the operators ρ̂, Â, Ê, and B̂ in the diagram.

ments of the measurement are displayed on the diagram. The complex value tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) acquired via the generalized Hadamard test can be interpreted as the trace of the operator Âρ̂B̂^†Ê, which forms a cyclic product of the operators ρ̂, Â, Ê, and B̂ in the diagram (noting that the operator B̂ in the bottom row of the diagram must take the Hermitian conjugate). Leveraging this relationship, we can derive a DM method for a desired complex value by appropriately arranging the operators on the diagram.

B. Derivation of direct measurement methods for quantum components

Using the diagrammatic representation, we derive a generalized-Hadamard-test-based DM method for each quantum component—quantum states, measurement POVM elements, and quantum processes. First, to directly measure the matrix element ρ_{ij} := ⟨i|ρ̂|j⟩ = tr(ρ̂|j⟩⟨i|) of the quantum state ρ̂, the diagrammatic representation suggests that we can select Â, Ê, and B̂ such that B̂†ÊÂ ∝ |j⟩⟨i| holds. For example, as in Refs. [22, 28], if we choose Â = |i⟩⟨i|, B̂ = |j⟩⟨j|, and Ê = |MUB⟩⟨MUB|, the above condition is satisfied, yielding tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) = ρ_{ij} /d, where |MUB⟩ represents the mutually unbiased basis of |i⟩ and |j⟩, and

⟨i|MUB⟩ = ⟨j|MUB⟩ = 1/ √ d (where d is the dimension of the measured system). As another example, to maximize the coefficient of |j⟩⟨i| and enhance measurement efficiency, it is preferable to choose Â and B̂ as unitary operators. For instance, selecting Â = Û_{shift}(j − i) = ∑ k |k + j − i mod d⟩⟨k|, B̂ = ^1, and Ê = |j⟩⟨j|, as il- lustrated in Fig. 2(a), eliminates the coefficient of 1/d, resulting in tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) = ρ_{ij} . Here, Û_{shift}(n) represents the basis-shift unitary transformation defined by

Û_{shift}(n) := ∑ k |k + n mod d⟩⟨k|, (2) which shifts the basis number by +n. Hence, the generalized Hadamard test can be utilized to determine the expectation value of a non-physical observable that does not meet the definition of a measurement POVM element, such as |j⟩⟨i| for the state ρ̂. In the latter part of this paper, we will conduct experiments to demonstrate the DM method of the quantum state using this basisshift unitary transformation Û_{shift}(j − i).

Next, if we aim to directly measure the matrix element E_{ij} := ⟨i|Ê|j⟩ = tr(Ê|j⟩⟨i|) of the measurement POVM element Ê, the diagrammatic representation suggests that we can select Â, ρ̂, and B̂ in a manner that Âρ̂B̂† ∝ |j⟩⟨i| holds. For instance, as demonstrated in Refs. [26, 36], if we set ρ̂ = |MUB⟩⟨MUB|, Â = |j⟩⟨j|, and B̂ = |i⟩⟨i|, the aforementioned condition is satisfied, resulting in tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) = E_{ij} /d. As another example, if Â and B̂ are chosen as unitary operators, ρ̂ = |i⟩⟨i|, Â = Û_{shift}(j − i) = ∑_k |k + j − i mod d⟩⟨k|, and B̂ = ^1, as shown in Fig. 2(b), then the coefficient of 1/d vanishes and tr(Âρ̂B̂^†Ê) = E_{ij} is obtained. Therefore, the generalized Hadamard test can also yield the expectation value of a measurement POVM element Ê for an unphysical quantum state, which does not adhere to the definition of a density operator such as |j⟩⟨i|.

Moreover, DM of matrix elements of quantum processes can also be achieved using the generalized Hadamard test. The transformation of a quantum process M for a state ρ̂ can be expressed in the following operator-sum representation: M(ρ) = ∑ ijkl χ_{ijkl} |l⟩⟨i|ρ̂|j⟩⟨k|. (3)

Here we consider DM of the matrix element χ_{ijkl} ∈ C . χ_{ijkl} is expressed as follows: χ_{ijkl} = tr [ M(|i⟩⟨j|)|k⟩⟨l| ] . (4)

In other words, χ_{ijkl} can be interpreted as the expectation value of the unphysical measurement POVM element |k⟩⟨l| for the unphysical quantum state |i⟩⟨j| with time evolution M. Therefore, χ_{ijkl} can be measured using the generalized Hadamard test with gates positioned before and after the quantum process M, as depicted in

FIG. 2. (a) Diagrammatic representation illustrating the quantum dynamics enabling the DM of the matrix elements of the quantum state ρ̂, along with the corresponding quantum circuit. (b) Diagrammatic representation demonstrating the DM of the matrix elements of the measurement POVM element Ê, accompanied by the corresponding quantum circuit. (c) Diagrammatic representation showcasing the DM of the matrix elements of a quantum process M, along with the corresponding quantum circuit.

Fig. 2(c). Each operator is selected such that Âρ̂B̂^† ∝ |i⟩⟨j| and D̂^†ÊĈ ∝ |k⟩⟨l|. For instance, when using projection operators, we can opt for Â = |i⟩⟨i|, B̂ = |j⟩⟨j|, Ĉ = |l⟩⟨l|, D̂ = |k⟩⟨k|, and ρ̂ = Ê = |MUB⟩⟨MUB|. The result of this measurement is given as tr [ M(Âρ̂B̂^†)D̂^†ÊĈ ] = χ_{ijkl} d^2

. (5)

On the other hand, in the scenario of employing the basisshift unitary transformation Û_{shift}, we can choose Â = Û_{shift}(i−j) = ∑_m |m+i−j mod d⟩⟨m|, B̂ = ^1, ρ̂ = |j⟩⟨j|, Ĉ = Û_{shift}(k − l) = ∑_m |m + k − l⟩⟨m|, D̂ = ^1, and Ê = |k⟩⟨k|. Then the coefficient of 1/d2 vanishes and tr [ M(Âρ̂B̂^†)D̂^†ÊĈ ] = χ_{ijkl} (6) is obtained.

III. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we experimentally demonstrate the DM method for matrix elements of quantum states depicted in Fig. 2(a). This method is one of the DM techniques utilizing the basis-shifted unitary transformation derived through the diagrammatic representation. We employ quantum states of photons encoded in discrete time degrees of freedom as the quantum states to be measured. In this experiment, we examine three-dimensional quantum states encoded in a series of three laser pulse trains. Since the detection probabilities for a single photon, without quantum entanglement, are proportional to the intensity measurement result for classical coherent light, this experiment was conducted using coherent light with output power in the classical regime. This experimental approach can be adapted for single photons by employing a suitable single-photon light source and photon detector.

Figure 3 illustrates the experimental setup. A fiber laser source (NP Photonics SMPF-2030) emits continuous light at a wavelength of 1550 nm. The output laser beam is amplified to 53 mW by an erbium-doped fiber amplifier (EDFA; GIP Technology), with polarization adjustment performed by a polarization controller (CPC900, Thorlabs; not shown in Fig. 3) to optimize injection efficiency into the next component, a dual parallel modulator (DPM; Mach-10 086, COVEGA). Subsequently, the DPM modulates the time distribution of the laser light into a triple-pulse test waveform, crucial for verifying the DM method. In the DPM, the output complex amplitude is modulated as

E_{out} ∝ sin ( π V_1 V_{π,1} ) + exp ( iπ V_{ph} V_{π,ph} ) sin ( π V_2 V_{π,2} ) (7) by applying the three voltages V_1, V_2, and V_{ph} as illustrated in Fig. 3, where V_{π,i} (i = 1, 2, ph) represents the voltage required for a phase shift of π at each voltage application port. With V_{ph} fixed at V_{π,ph}/2 while assuming V_1 ≪ V_{π,1} and V_2 ≪ V_{π,2}, we can approximately express:

E_{out} ∝ π

V_1 V_{π,1} + iπ

V_2 V_{π,2} . (8)

Thus, arbitrary complex amplitude waveforms can be generated by applying RF voltages to V_1 and V_2 that are proportional to the real and imaginary parts, respectively, of the complex amplitude waveform to be generated. We have generated five amplitude states from |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩ to |ψ^{test}_5 ⟩, presented in Fig. 4 as test waveforms.

The generalized Hadamard test is implemented using an asymmetric Mach–Zehnder interferometer (AMZI) with delays of 200 ps and 400 ps. AMZI can introduce not only delays between two paths but also the phase difference ϕ. We conducted measurements for four phase difference cases: ϕ = 0^∘, 90^∘, 180^∘, and 270^∘. From the difference between the measurement results for ϕ = 0^∘ and

180^∘, and those for ϕ = 90^∘ and 270^∘, the expectation values of X̂ and Ŷ are obtained, respectively. The pulse trains output by AMZI were detected by a photodetector (PD), and their time waveforms were observed using an oscilloscope.

Taking the case of |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩ as an example, we explain the procedure for obtaining each matrix element from the observed waveform in this DM method. Initially, we examine the waveform without AMZI, as depicted in Fig. 5(a), and derive three pulse amplitudes through fitting, denoted as A_0, A_1, and A_2, respectively (refer to Appendix A for details regarding the fitting function). Normalizing these values allows us to obtain the diagonal components of the matrix as follows:

A := A_0 + A_1 + A_2 (9)

ρ_{00} =

A_0 A , ρ_{11} =

A_1 A , ρ_{22} =

A_2 A . (10)

Next, as depicted in Fig. 5(b), the waveform shifted by one pulse using the basis-shift unitary transformation is interfered with the original waveform by employing AMZI with a delay of 200 ps. We observe the waveform after passing through AMZI and obtain the amplitudes of the second and third pulses by fitting. Let A_{01}(ϕ) and A_{12}(ϕ) represent the amplitudes of the second and third pulses at the phase difference ϕ. Using the normalization constant A obtained above, we obtain the values of ρ_{01} and ρ_{12} as follows:

ρ_{01} =

[A_{01}(0^∘) − A_{01}(180^∘)] + i [A_{01}(90^∘) − A_{01}(270^∘)] A , (11)

ρ_{12} =

[A_{12}(0^∘) − A_{12}(180^∘)] + i [A_{12}(90^∘) − A_{12}(270^∘)] A . (12)

The values of ρ_{10} and ρ_{21} are obtained as complex conjugates of ρ_{01} and ρ_{12}, respectively.

Subsequently, as depicted in Fig. 5(c), we observe the waveforms after passing through the AMZI with a delay of 400 ps, equivalent to a basis shift of two pulses, and extract the amplitude of the third pulse through fitting. Denoting A_{02}(ϕ) as the amplitude of the third pulse at the phase difference ϕ, ρ_{02} is obtained as follows:

ρ_{02} =

[A_{02}(0^∘) − A_{02}(180^∘)] + i [A_{02}(90^∘) − A_{02}(270^∘)] A . (13)

Similarly, ρ_{20} is obtained as the complex conjugate of ρ_{02}. This procedure allows us to derive every matrix element of the density operator of the quantum state. Figs. 6(a)–(e) present the results of DM of the density matrix for each state. Notably, each matrix element obtained through the direct measurement method closely approximates the ideal value, demonstrating the efficacy of the proposed DM method.

Furthermore, the density matrix ρ̂^{exp} reconstructed by

FIG. 3. Experimental setup used in the proposed experiment for DM of quantum states. Continuous light with a wavelength of 1550 nm emitted from a fiber laser is injected into a DPM through an optical fiber. In the DPM, arbitrary complex amplitudes can be realized by three applied voltages V1, V2, and V_{ph}. Here, we fix V_{ph} = V_{π,ph} and apply the voltages corresponding to the real and imaginary parts of the desired complex amplitude to V1 and V2, respectively, to obtain the desired complex amplitude. After passing through the DPM, the test pulse enters the DM circuit. The waveforms without and with AMZI, which has delays of 200 ps and 400 ps, are measured using an oscilloscope. The measurements are made for four cases of AMZI phase difference ϕ: 0^∘, 90^∘, 180^∘, and 270^∘.

FIG. 4. (a)–(e) Waveforms of the voltages V1 and V2 applied to the DPM to realize the test states |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩–|ψ^{test}_5 ⟩. The pulse repetition period is 200 ps and the pulse width is 44 ps.

this DM method is evaluated by the fidelity:

F (ρ̂^{exp}, |ψ^{test}⟩) = √ ⟨ψ^{test}|ρ̂^{exp}|ψ^{test}⟩, (14)

where |ψ^{test}⟩ represents the ideal state. The matrices presented in Figs. 6(a)–(e), obtained through the current method, do not adhere to the requirement of nonnegativity and unity trace that a density operator should satisfy. Consequently, we applied a transformation to ensure that the matrices obtained via the DM method conform to the properties of non-negativity and unity trace (refer to Appendix B for details regarding the transformation procedure and the resulting matrices). The fidelities of these modified matrices with respect to the ideal states are depicted in Fig. 6(f). Notably, all fidelities exceed 0.98, indicating the proper functionality of the proposed direct measurement method.

IV. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

The DM method utilizing the basis-shift unitary transformation, proposed in this paper, proves to be the most efficient in terms of DM of matrix elements using qubit probes. It minimizes the statistical fluctuation of the estimated value to be measured within a fixed number of shots. This efficiency can be explained as follows: In measurements with qubit probes, the value to be estimated, denoted as A ∈ [−1, +1], is given in proportion to the expectation value of the Pauli-Z measurement:

A = k⟨Ẑ⟩ = k(p_+ − p_−) = k(2p_+ − 1), (15)

where p_± is the probability that the Pauli-Z measurement yields the outcome ±1. The proposed DM method with basis-shift unitary transformation corresponds to the case k = 1. Let Z̄_n be the sample mean of Z measurements taken n times. The estimator Ã_n of A is given by Ã_n = kZ̄_n. Using Eq. (15), the sample variance of Z̄_n

FIG. 5. FIG. 5. Experimental procedures for DM of each matrix element within the density matrix of the state |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩. In each graph, red dots represent experimental data points, while blue lines depict the fitted curves. (a) Measurement outcomes aimed at determining the diagonal components ρ00, ρ11, and ρ22 of the density matrix. Without the AMZI, the normalized peak amplitudes directly correspond to ρ00, ρ11, and ρ22. (b) Measurement results for obtaining ρ01, ρ10, ρ12, and ρ21 within the density matrix. In the measurement results for the case of inserting AMZI with 200 ps delay, the two peak amplitudes enclosed by the green dashed lines are normalized, and the difference between these normalized amplitudes when ϕ = 0^∘ and ϕ = 180^∘, ϕ = 90^∘ and ϕ = 270^∘ correspond to the real and imaginary parts of the matrix elements to be obtained, respectively. The ρ10 and ρ21 are determined as the complex conjugates of ρ10 and ρ12, respectively. (c) Measurement outcomes to determine ρ02 and ρ20 within the density matrix. In the measurement results for the case of inserting AMZI with 400 ps delay, the two peak amplitudes enclosed by the green dashed lines are normalized, and the difference between these normalized amplitudes when ϕ = 0^∘ and ϕ = 180^∘, ϕ = 90^∘ and ϕ = 270^∘ correspond to the real and imaginary parts of ρ02, respectively. ρ20 is deduced as the complex conjugate of ρ02.

is given as

Var(Z̄_n) =

Var(Ẑ) n = 4p_+(1 − p_+) n = 1 − k^{−2}A^2 n , (16)

and the sample variance of Ã_n is expressed as

Var(Ã_n) = k^2Var(Z̄_n) = k^2 − A^2 n . (17)

Given that the variance is minimized when k = 1, it is concluded that the proposed DM method employing the basis-shift unitary transformation stands as the most efficient approach for DM of matrix elements using qubit probes. In contrast, in most previous studies [19, 21– 30, 33, 34, 36], k < 1 since they conduct the projection measurement in MUB for the basis of the matrix to be obtained. Hence, the efficiency of the proposed DM method represents a notable advantage. The use of basis-shift unitary transformation is also expected to improve the measurement efficiency in DM of processes and measurements.

In conclusion, we have introduced a theoretical framework aimed at unifying the DM methods for the three components of quantum dynamics: quantum states, quantum processes, and quantum measurements. Leveraging this framework, DM methods for each quantum component can be systematically derived. Particularly, we have developed a DM method utilizing the basis-shift unitary transformation, which stands out as the most efficient approach when utilizing qubit probes. Furthermore, we have conducted experimental demonstrations of the DM method for quantum states using optical pulse trains. Our experiments have showcased that the matrix elements of the density operator of the initial state can be obtained separately, and the overall state can be estimated with high fidelity. Although this experiment utilized optical pulse trains for quantum communication applications, we anticipate that this DM method will find applications in various physical systems. We envisage that in the future, DM techniques will not only facilitate the measurement of states but also enable the measurement of processes and measurements in diverse quantum systems.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 21K04915.

FIG. 6. (a)–(e) Results of DM of the density matrix for the quantum state |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩–|ψ^{test}_5 ⟩ (top panel) and ideal values (bottom panel). (f) Fidelities of the non-negative and normalized density matrices obtained by DM to the ideal states.

Appendix A: Details of experimental results and fitting process

In the experiments detailed in Section III, we produced optical pulse trains corresponding to the five initial states |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩–|ψ^{test}_5 ⟩ and detected these pulses using an oscilloscope following the proposed DM procedure. By fitting a function with a peak shape to the detected waveforms, we obtained the values of the peaks of each pulse. The measured waveforms and the fitting results are depicted in Fig. 7. For each individual peak, the following function is employed as a peak shape fitting function:

f_{fitting}(x) = A { exp [ −(x − x_0)^2 2σ^2 ] + R exp[−(x − x_0)/τ_1] 1 + exp[−(x − x_0)/τ_2] } , (A1)

where the first term represents a Gaussian function with a center at x_0 and a standard deviation of σ, while the second term represents a peak shape function with a center at x_0 and exhibits asymmetric behavior with its left and right sides decreasing exponentially with decay constants τ_1 and τ^{−1}_2 − τ^{−1}_1 , respectively. The magnitude ratio of the second term to the first term is denoted by R. The second term is added to express the asymmetric shape of the measured results for each peak, with a slower decay on the right side. The fitting functions were obtained by adding three, four, and five instances of the aforementioned peak functions for cases without the AMZI, with AMZI inserted with a delay of 200 ps, and with AMZI inserted with a delay of 400 ps, respectively. Each peak was fitted to the measured data to obtain parameters including x_0, σ, τ_1, τ_2, A, and R. These peak values A were then utilized to estimate each matrix element of the initial state according to the procedure outlined in the main text.

Appendix B: Post-processing of density matrices measured by direct measurement

When each matrix element is obtained individually by DM, the resultant matrices generally fail to meet the physical requirements of density operators, namely being non-negative operators with a unity trace. To rectify this in the experiment, we post-processed the density matrix A obtained by DM using the following steps: First, to ensure the non-negativity requirement, A underwent spectral decomposition, and the imaginary part of its eigenvalues was replaced by zero. If the real part was negative, the real part was also replaced by zero. Subsequently, to ensure the unit trace requirement, the entire matrix was normalized to A → A/a, where a is the sum of the diagonal components a := A_{00} + A_{11} + A_{22}. The matrices obtained after this post-processing are displayed in Fig. 8. The fidelities of these matrices with respect to the ideal states were evaluated as discussed in the main text.

[1] K. Vogel and H. Risken, “Determination of quasiprobability distributions in terms of probability distributions for the rotated quadrature phase,” Phys. Rev. A 40, 2847–2849 (1989).

[2] D. T. Smithey, M. Beck, M. G. Raymer, and A. Faridani,

“Measurement of the wigner distribution and the density matrix of a light mode using optical homodyne tomography: Application to squeezed states and the vacuum,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1244–1247 (1993).

[3] G Breitenbach, S Schiller, and J Mlynek, “Measurement

of the quantum states of squeezed light,” Nature 387, 471–475 (1997).

[4] Andrew G. White, Daniel F. V. James, Philippe H. Eberhard, and Paul G. Kwiat, “Nonmaximally entangled states: Production, characterization, and utilization,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 3103–3107 (1999).

[5] Daniel F. V. James, Paul G. Kwiat, William J. Munro,

and Andrew G. White, “Measurement of qubits,” Phys. Rev. A 64, 052312 (2001).

[6] J. F. Poyatos, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller, “Complete characterization of a quantum process: The two-bit quantum gate,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 390–393 (1997).

[7] I. L. Chuang and M. A. Nielsen, “Prescription for experimental determination of the dynamics of a quantum black box,” Journal of Modern Optics 44, 2455–2467 (1997).

[8] Andrew M. Childs, Isaac L. Chuang, and Debbie W.

Leung, “Realization of quantum process tomography in nmr,” Phys. Rev. A 64, 012314 (2001).

[9] M. W. Mitchell, C. W. Ellenor, S. Schneider, and A. M.

Steinberg, “Diagnosis, prescription, and prognosis of a bell-state filter by quantum process tomography,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 120402 (2003).

[10] Taoufik Amri, Julien Laurat, and Claude Fabre, “Characterizing quantum properties of a measurement apparatus: Insights from the retrodictive approach,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 020502 (2011).

[11] Adam C. Keith, Charles H. Baldwin, Scott Glancy, and E. Knill, “Joint quantum-state and measurement tomography with incomplete measurements,” Phys. Rev. A 98, 042318 (2018).

[12] Marco Cattaneo, Matteo A. C. Rossi, Keijo Korhonen, Elsi-Mari Borrelli, Guillermo García-Pérez, Zoltán Zimborás, and Daniel Cavalcanti, “Self-consistent quantum measurement tomography based on semidefinite programming,” Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 033154 (2023).

[13] Ryszard Horodecki, Paweł Horodecki, Michał Horodecki, and Karol Horodecki, “Quantum entanglement,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865–942 (2009).

[14] Huichao Xu, Feixiang Xu, Thomas Theurer, Dario Egloff, Zi-Wen Liu, Nengkun Yu, Martin B. Plenio, and Lijian Zhang, “Experimental quantification of coherence of a tunable quantum detector,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 060404 (2020).

[15] Sam Pallister, Noah Linden, and Ashley Montanaro, “Optimal verification of entangled states with local measurements,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 170502 (2018).

[16] Steven T. Flammia and Yi-Kai Liu, “Direct fidelity estimation from few pauli measurements,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 230501 (2011).

[17] Marcus P. da Silva, Olivier Landon-Cardinal, and David Poulin, “Practical characterization of quantum devices without tomography,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 210404 (2011).

[18] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, and John Preskill, “Predicting many properties of a quantum system from very few measurements,” Nature Physics 16, 1050–1057 (2020).

[19] Jeff S Lundeen, Brandon Sutherland, Aabid Patel, Corey Stewart, and Charles Bamber, “Direct measurement of the quantum wavefunction,” Nature 474, 188–191 (2011).

[20] Yakir Aharonov, David Z. Albert, and Lev Vaidman, “How the result of a measurement of a component of the spin of a spin-1/2 particle can turn out to be 100,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1351–1354 (1988).

[21] Charles Bamber and Jeff S. Lundeen, “Observing dirac’s classical phase space analog to the quantum state,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 070405 (2014).

[22] G. S. Thekkadath, L. Giner, Y. Chalich, M. J. Horton, J. Banker, and J. S. Lundeen, “Direct measurement of the density matrix of a quantum system,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 120401 (2016).

[23] Wei-Wei Pan, Xiao-Ye Xu, Yaron Kedem, Qin-Qin Wang, Zhe Chen, Munsif Jan, Kai Sun, Jin-Shi Xu, Yong-Jian Han, Chuan-Feng Li, and Guang-Can Guo, “Direct measurement of a nonlocal entangled quantum state,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 150402 (2019).

[24] Y. Kim, Y.-S. Kim, S.-Y. Lee, S.-W. Han, S. Moon, Y.-H.

Kim, and Y.-W. Cho, “Direct quantum process tomography via measuring sequential weak values of incompatible observables,” Nature communications 9, 192 (2018).

[25] Akshay Gaikwad, Gayatri Singh, Kavita Dorai, et al., “Direct tomography of quantum states and processes via weak measurements of pauli spin operators on an nmr quantum processor,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.06892 (2023).

[26] Liang Xu, Huichao Xu, Tao Jiang, Feixiang Xu, Kaimin

Zheng, Ben Wang, Aonan Zhang, and Lijian Zhang, “Direct characterization of quantum measurements using weak values,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 180401 (2021).

[27] Giuseppe Vallone and Daniele Dequal, “Strong measurements give a better direct measurement of the quantum wave function,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 040502 (2016).

[28] Luca Calderaro, Giulio Foletto, Daniele Dequal, Paolo Villoresi, and Giuseppe Vallone, “Direct reconstruction of the quantum density matrix by strong measurements,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 230501 (2018).

[29] Kazuhisa Ogawa, Takumi Okazaki, Hirokazu Kobayashi, Toshihiro Nakanishi, and Akihisa Tomita, “Direct measurement of ultrafast temporal wavefunctions,” Optics express 29, 19403–19416 (2021).

[30] Yiyu Zhou, Jiapeng Zhao, Darrick Hay, Kendrick McGonagle, Robert W. Boyd, and Zhimin Shi, “Direct tomography of high-dimensional density matrices for general quantum states of photons,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 040402 (2021).

[31] Tianfeng Feng, Changliang Ren, and Xiaoqi Zhou, “Direct measurement of density-matrix elements using a phase-shifting technique,” Phys. Rev. A 104, 042403 (2021).

[32] Congxiu Li, Yaxin Wang, Tianfeng Feng, Zhihao Li, Changliang Ren, and Xiaoqi Zhou, “Direct measurement of density-matrix elements with a phase-shifting technique on a quantum photonic chip,” Phys. Rev. A 105, 062414 (2022).

[33] Chen-Rui Zhang, Meng-Jun Hu, Zhi-Bo Hou, Jun-Feng Tang, Jie Zhu, Guo-Yong Xiang, Chuan-Feng Li, Guang- Can Guo, and Yong-Sheng Zhang, “Direct measurement of the two-dimensional spatial quantum wave function via strong measurements,” Phys. Rev. A 101, 012119 (2020).

[34] Ming-Cheng Chen, Yuan Li, Run-Ze Liu, Dian Wu, Zu- En Su, Xi-Lin Wang, Li Li, Nai-Le Liu, Chao-Yang Lu, and Jian-Wei Pan, “Directly measuring a multiparticle quantum wave function via quantum teleportation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 030402 (2021).

[35] Shanchao Zhang, Yiru Zhou, Yefeng Mei, Kaiyu Liao, Yong-Li Wen, Jianfeng Li, Xin-Ding Zhang, Shengwang Du, Hui Yan, and Shi-Liang Zhu, “δ-quench measurement of a pure quantum-state wave function,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 190402 (2019).

[36] Liang Xu, Huichao Xu, Jie Xie, Hui Li, Lin Zhou, Feixiang Xu, and Lijian Zhang, “Direct characterization of coherence of quantum detectors by sequential measurements,” Advanced Photonics 3, 066001–066001 (2021).

[37] Kazuhisa Ogawa, Osamu Yasuhiko, Hirokazu Kobayashi, Toshihiro Nakanishi, and Akihisa Tomita, “A framework for measuring weak values without weak interactions and its diagrammatic representation,” New Journal of Physics 21, 043013 (2019).

FIG. 7. (a)–(e) Measured waveforms and fitting results for the five initial states |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩–|ψ^{test}_5 ⟩. In each plot, red dots represent experimental measurements, and blue lines depict fitting curves. Left panels: measurement results without the AMZI. Center panels: measurement results with AMZI inserted with a 200 ps delay and phase differences of of ϕ = 0^∘, 90^∘, 180^∘, and 270^∘. Right panels: measurement results with AMZI inserted with a 400 ps delay and phase differences of ϕ = 0^∘, 90^∘, 180^∘ , and 270^∘.

FIG. 8. (a)–(e) Density matrices of the quantum state |ψ^{test}_1 ⟩–|ψ^{test}_5 ⟩ measured by DM, post-processed to meet the requirements of a non-negative operator and unit trace (upper panel), alongside the ideal values (bottom panel).