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Experimental characterization of quantum processes: A selective and efficient
method in arbitrary finite dimensions
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The temporal evolution of a quantum system can be characterized by quantum process tomography, a complex
task that consumes a number of physical resources scaling exponentially with the number of subsystems. An
alternative approach to the full reconstruction of a quantum channel is the selective and efficient quantum process
tomography, a method that allows estimating, individually and up to the required accuracy, each element of the
matrix that describes the process, using only a polynomial amount of resources. The implementation of this
protocol is closely related to the possibility of building a complete set of mutually unbiased bases (MUBs), whose
existence is known only when the dimension of the Hilbert space is the power of a prime number. However, an
extension of the method that uses tensor products of maximal sets of MUBs has been recently introduced. Here
we explicitly describe how to implement the algorithm for a selective and efficient estimation of a quantum
process in a nonprime power dimension and conduct, an experimental verification of the method in a Hilbert
space of dimension d = 6. This is the smallest space for which a complete set of MUBs is not known to exist,
but it can be decomposed as a tensor product of two Hilbert spaces of dimensions D1 = 2 and D2 = 3, in which
a complete set of MUBs is already known. The six-dimensional states were codified in the discretized transverse
linear momentum of photons. The state preparation and detection stages are dynamically programed with the
use of only-phase spatial light modulators, in a versatile experimental setup that allows one to implement the
algorithm in any finite dimension.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The research in the field of quantum information pro-
cessing is continuously growing, mainly driven by promising
technological applications that range from quantum compu-
tation to quantum cryptography and communication [1–5].
On the way to developing reliable quantum technologies, the
ability to characterize an unknown quantum device becomes
crucial, a task commonly referred to as quantum process
tomography (QPT) [6]. This technique is specially useful to
experimentally characterize the decoherence mechanisms that
take place in noisy quantum gates [7]. For instance, once a
given quantum device has been characterized, the a priori
knowledge of the temporal evolution of any quantum state
could be used to design error correction schemes [8].

In this context, different QPT schemes have been tested
experimentally for diverse physical implementations of quan-
tum systems: polarization of photons [9–11], superconducting
qubits [12,13], nuclear-magnetic-resonance quantum comput-
ers [14], and ion traps [15], among others. However, since
this is considered a hard task due to the required physical
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resources, the research for efficient schemes becomes more
and more relevant as the size of experimentally feasible sys-
tems increases.

Within the formalism of quantum mechanics the state of a
physical system is described by a density matrix, ρ, and the
quantum operation of a device can be mathematically repre-
sented by a linear, completely positive map, E , that applied
over a quantum state ρin returns the state ρout = E (ρin ) [16].
The effect of this map can always be written in the so-called
operator-sum representation or Kraus decomposition as

E (ρ) =
∑

i

AiρA†
i , (1)

where {Ai}i is a set of linear operators that act on a Hilbert
space, H, and satisfy the relation

∑
i AiA

†
i � I. If the dimen-

sion of the system under consideration is d , one can choose
a basis of operators, {Em, m = 0, . . . , d2 − 1}, and rewrite
Eq. (1) as

E (ρ) =
∑
mn

χmnEmρE†
n , (2)

where χ is a Hermitian and positive matrix and the trace-
preserving condition is given by

∑
mn χmnE†

n Em = I. Once the
operator basis {Em} is fixed, performing QPT is equivalent to
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determining the matrix coefficients χmn’s. Therefore, the full
characterization of the map requires d4 − d2 real parameters,
and in the case of n-qubit systems, this is associated with an
exponentially large number of coefficients to be determined
(d = 2n). Moreover, standard methods require an amount of
experimental and computational resources that scale exponen-
tially with the number n of subsystems, even to determine
a single coefficient. In this context, a protocol for quantum
process tomography is said to be

(i) selective, if it allows one to obtain, individually, the
coefficients of the matrix χ , i.e., without having to perform
the full QPT in case we are only interested in some particular
element χmn, and

(ii) efficient, if any coefficient χmn can be determined with
subexponential resources.

In previous works [17,18], a protocol for selective and effi-
cient quantum process tomography (SEQPT) was developed
and successfully accomplished experimentally on different
physical platforms [19,20]. However, the protocol is imple-
mentable as long as the dimension of the Hilbert space is the
power of a prime number. This is because the SEQPT makes
use of a complete set of mutually unbiased bases (MUBs), a
construction which is only known to exist for prime-power
dimensions [21–23].

More recently, two schemes that allow extending the SE-
QPT protocol to arbitrary finite dimensions were presented in
Ref. [24]. One of these scheme is based on tensor products
of complete sets of MUBs in lower prime-power dimensions,
as a good approximation to solve the original problem. The
other one starts from a complete set of MUBs in a higher
dimension and then projects this set onto the desired di-
mension. Which strategy to follow will depend mainly on
the physical implementation: the SEQPT with tensor prod-
uct, for example, requires the preparation of product states
in smaller dimensions and it could be the most suitable op-
tion for composite systems, although there is no advantage
over the SEQPT with projection in relation to the num-
ber of individual experiments required to estimate a given
coefficient.

In this work, we present the experimental realization of the
tensor product scheme for the SEQPT protocol. The method is
applied to characterize a trace-preserving quantum process on
dimension d = 6, that is, the smallest Hilbert space for which
the protocol for SEQPT in a nonpower prime dimension be-
comes relevant. Among the many possible codifications for
a quantum state of dimension d (qudit), the spatial degrees
of freedom of a single photon provide an easy access to
dimensions d � 2. In particular, here we have encoded the d-
dimensional system in the discretized transverse momentum
of single photons, a scheme widely used for implementing
quantum information processing in high dimensions [25–27]
and which has proven useful for testing protocols for both
quantum state tomography [28,29] and quantum process to-
mography [30].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we briefly
describe the main idea behind the SEQPT protocols, with
particular emphasis in the tensor product scheme for the case
of dimensions with two different prime numbers in their
factorization, given that this is the case on which we focus
throughout our experiment. After that, in Sec. III, we describe

the experimental setup and, finally, in Sec. IV we present our
results and conclusions.

II. SEQPT METHOD

Let us first briefly review the theoretical background for
the SEQPT protocol in prime power dimensions [17,18] and
its generalization to a more general case when the dimension
is factorized as a product of two prime power dimensions [24].

A. Haar integrals of quadratic forms and 2-designs

The protocol for SEQPT that we implement in this work is
based on the following properties.

(i) For any two operators, A and B, in a Hilbert space, H,
of dimension d , it holds that∫

H
dψ Tr[Pψ A PψB] = TrA TrB + Tr[AB]

d (d + 1)
, (3)

where Pψ = |ψ〉〈ψ |, and the integration is performed over the
only measure that is unitarily invariant and normalized on H,
namely, the Haar measure.

(ii) A finite set of states X = {|ψm〉, m = 1, . . . , N} is a
uniform state 2-design if

∫
H

dψ f (Pψ ) = 1

N

N∑
m=1

f (Pψm ) (4)

for any f that is quadratic in Pψ and the integration is per-
formed again over the Haar measure.

Therefore, a state 2-design is a set of states on which the
mean value of any quadratic function in Pψ gives the same
mean value as on the set of all possible states in H. Note
that, in particular, this kind of set allows one to easily compute
quantities in Eq. (3).

B. Quantum channel fidelity and SEQPT in prime
power dimension

Given the quantum channel E , its mean fidelity is given by

F̄ (E ) =
∫
H

dψ Tr[Pψ E (Pψ )], (5)

where the integration is taken over the Haar measure. Ac-
cording to Eq. (2) we expand E by selecting an operator
basis {Em} that is orthogonal [Tr(EmE†

n ) = dδm,n] and unitary
(EnE†

n = I). If we define the modified channel as

Ei j (ρ) ≡ E (E†
i ρEj ), (6)

a direct application of the property given by Eq. (3) relates
the mean fidelity of Ei j with the element χi j of the matrix de-
scription of the channel E . We focus here on trace-preserving
maps, i.e., where the condition

∑
i AiA

†
i = I is held. In such a

particular case, the relation is explicitly

F̄ (Ei j ) = d χi j + δi j

d + 1
. (7)

Moreover, given that the mean fidelity is the integral over
the Haar measure of a quadratic form in Pψ , it can be
computed just by evaluating and averaging the survival prob-
ability, through the channel Ei j , over the states of a 2-design,
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F̄ (Ei j ) = 1
N

∑N
m=1 Tr[|ψm〉〈ψm| E (E†

i |ψm〉〈ψm|Ej )]. This fi-
nally gives the clue along with Eq. (7) to design the
experiments to find the desired coefficients χi j , once a a 2-
design is known.

A simple way to find a state 2-design is to consider a set
of (d + 1) MUBs, which automatically form a state 2-design
[31] and their construction is known when the dimension d is
the power of a prime number [21,22]. However, for arbitrary
dimension d , the maximum number of MUBs is not known.

C. SEQPT in arbitrary finite dimension

In the general case, the previous protocol fails because of
the lack of a uniform 2-design when the dimension of the
system d is not the power of a prime number. However, two
strategies that allow the generalization of the SEQPT protocol
to an arbitrary dimension were recently presented in Ref. [24].
They consist of finding a finite set of states that, despite
not being a uniform 2-design, allows one to compute mean
fidelities in a reasonable way. In particular, we follow the
tensor product approach based on the fact that tensor products
of 2-designs can be used to approximate 2-designs. Since an
arbitrary dimension d can always be factorized into the power
of prime numbers, then the tensor products of maximal MUB
sets provide a good approximation for integration purposes.

We focus on the bipartite case in which we are concerned
in this work. In such a case, the dimension of the Hilbert space
d is factorized as d = D1D2, where D1 = pn1

1 , D2 = pn2
2 , and

p1 and p2 are prime numbers. The first step is to expand the
channel E in a basis that is a product of operators acting on
H = H1 ⊗ H2, where the dimensions of the subsystems are
D1 and D2, respectively. This basis can be written in terms of

two orthogonal operator bases {Ej1 j2 ≡ Ej1 ⊗ Ej2} j2=0,...,D2
2−1

j1=0,...,D2
1−1

,

where each element Eji (i = 1 and 2) is a unitary matrix. Thus,
the expansion in Eq. (2) is rewritten as

E (ρ) =
∑

μ1μ2ν1ν2

χμ1μ2
ν1ν2

Eμ1μ2ρE ν1ν2 , (8)

for some coefficients χμ1μ2
ν1ν2

. We have adopted the conventions
E ji ≡ E†

ji
and E j1 j2 ≡ E†

j1 j2
, and hereafter, we also consider

δ
j
i ≡ δi j . If we take X1 and X2 as 2-designs in H1 and H2,

respectively, and define X⊗ ⊂ H1 ⊗ H2 as the set of all pos-
sible tensor product between states in X1 and states in X2, the
coefficient χ

i1i2
j1 j2

can be expressed as

χ
i1i2
j1 j2

= F̄⊗
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) (1 + D1)(1 + D2)

d
+ δ

i1
j1
δ

i2
j2

d

− F̄1
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) (1 + D1)

d
− F̄2

(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) (1 + D2)

d
, (9)

where the modified channel is now given by E i1i2
j1 j2

(ρ) =
E (Ei1i2ρEj1 j2 ). The mean fidelity of this modified channel is
expressed as

F̄⊗
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) =
∫
H1

∫
H2

dψ1dψ2 Tr
[
Pψ1ψ2 E i1i2

j1 j2
(Pψ1ψ2 )

]
, (10)

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. (a) Circuit for a projective measurement of state |φA〉,
after being affected by the process E , onto the state |φB〉. (b) Circuit
for measuring the survival probability of the state |ψ〉 = |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉
through the modified channel E i1i2

i1i2
. By sampling over X⊗ we can

obtain the diagonal element χ i1i2
j1 j2

corresponding to the process matrix
of E .

and this double integral can be evaluated by averaging over
the finite set of states in X⊗:

F̄⊗
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) = 1

|X1|
1

|X2|
∑

|ψ1〉∈X1

∑
|ψ2〉∈X2

Tr
[
Pψ1ψ2 E i1i2

j1 j2
(Pψ1ψ2 )

]

= 1

|X⊗|
∑

|ψ〉∈X

Tr
[
Pψ E i1i2

j1 j2
(Pψ )

]
. (11)

Furthermore, measuring the action of the modified channel
over the states in X⊗ is enough to compute, not only F̄⊗(E i1i2

j1 j2
),

but all the terms in Eq. (9). For instance, in order to estimate
the reduced mean fidelity over subsystem X1,

F̄1
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) =
∫
H1

dψ1〈ψ1|Tr2
[
E i1i2

j1 j2
(Pψ1 ⊗ I2/D2)

]|ψ1〉, (12)

one has to measure the survival expectation of Pψ1 ⊗ I2 given
the initial state Pψ1 ⊗ I2

D2
, that is,

F̄1
(
E i1i2

j1 j2

) = 1

|X1|
∑

|ψ1〉∈X1

Tr
[
(Pψ1 ⊗ I2)E i1i2

j1 j2
(Pψ1 ⊗ I2/D2)

]
.

(13)
It can be achieved by looking at the statistics of the mea-
surements on system 1 independently from the results of the
measurements on system 2, and similarly for F̄2(E i1i2

j1 j2
). This

is because the initial state of system 2 is a random state from
(1 + D2) orthogonal bases, which is a possible implementa-
tion of I2 provided the result of the measurement of system 2
is not taken into account. Thus, the selectivity of the method
is given by the fact that a particular element χ

j1 j2
i1i2

can be
determined by calculating the three mean fidelities F̄⊗, F̄1,
and F̄2, over the modified channel E j1 j2

i1i2
. Furthermore, these

fidelities can be estimated efficiently by randomly sampling
states in X⊗: given a fixed error tolerance, the number of states
to be sampled is independent of the dimension.

Figure 1 depicts the procedure to follow in the reconstruc-
tion of a given coefficient χ

i1i2
j1 j2

. Let us assume that we have an
experimental setup described by the circuit in Fig. 1(a) where
an arbitrary state |φA〉 is prepared and, after being affected by
the process E , it is projected onto the state |φB〉.
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Diagonal case. For i1 = j1 and i2 = j2, the effect of the
modified channel on the state |ψ〉 = |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉 ∈ X⊗ is

E i1i2
i1i2

(|ψ〉〈ψ |) = E
(
Ei1i2 |ψ〉〈ψ |Ei1i2

)
= E

(
Ei1 Pψ1 Ei1 ⊗ Ei2 Pψ2 Ei2

)
, (14)

and the survival expectation can be obtained by performing
a projective measurement onto |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉. The circuit de-
scribing this procedure is shown in Fig. 1(b), where now the
input state is |φA〉 = Ei1i2 |ψ〉 and the state to be projected onto
is |φB〉 = |ψ〉. An explicit construction of the 2-designs X1

and X2 and the corresponding operator bases is discussed in
Sec. III.

Nondiagonal case. For i1 �= j1 or i2 �= j2, the resulting
modified channel is nonphysical. In fact, its effect on the
sampled state |ψ〉 is given by

E i1i2
j1 j2

(|ψ〉〈ψ |) = E (Ei1i2 |ψ〉〈ψ |Ej1 j2 )

= E (|α〉〈β|), (15)

with |α〉 = Ei1i2 |ψ〉 and |β〉 = Ej1 j2 |ψ〉. This is equivalent
to the action of the original channel E on the matrix
|α〉〈β|, which is not a density matrix, and therefore does
not represent a physical state. However, this matrix can
always be expressed as a linear combination of at most
five matrices, each corresponding to a projector. If |α〉 and
|β〉 are orthonormal, E (|α〉〈β|) = E (|+〉〈+|) + E (|−〉〈−|) −
1+i

2 [E (|α〉〈α|) + E (|β〉〈β|)], with |+〉 = (|α〉 + |β〉)/
√

2 and
|−〉 = (|α〉 + i|β〉)/

√
2. If they are not orthonormal, a similar

decomposition exists. Then, the linearity of E ensures that
we can compute the action of the modified channel E i1i2

j1 j2
over

any state as a linear combination of the action of the original
channel E over a suitable choice of pure states.

III. EXPERIMENTAL TENSOR PRODUCT SEQPT

In order to experimentally test the tensor product SEQPT
protocol, we have implemented and reconstructed a quantum
process E in a Hilbert space of dimension d = 6, for which
a maximal set of MUBs is not known. In our case, E is a
nontrivial process over qudit states encoded in the discretized
transverse position of single photons [32].

For this encoding, a d-dimensional quantum state can be
defined by means of a complex aperture consisting of d slits
and placed in the path propagation of the photon field, so that
the dimension of the spatial qudit is determined by the number
of paths available to the photon. To be more specific, when
such an aperture is illuminated by a paraxial and monochro-
matic single-photon field, which is approximately constant on
the aperture area, the resulting state—usually called the slit
state—can be described by

|ψ〉 = 1

N

d−1∑
k=0

ck|k〉, (16)

where ck is the complex transmission of the kth slit, |k〉 rep-
resents the transverse-path state of a single photon through
this slit, and the normalization constant is given by N =√∑d−1

i=0 |ci|2. Optically, |ck|2 and arg(ck ) correspond to the
intensity transmission and the phase retardation of the k slit,

PROCESS

FIG. 2. Effect of the process on the six-dimensional spatial qu-
dit codified in the discretized transverse momentum of a photon.
The process is physically implemented by a glass slab (GS) with a
transparent coating covering part of its surface. This partial coating
introduces a phase shift 
ϕ = 5.42 rad on the paths that codify the
states |0〉 and |1〉 of the six-dimensional canonical basis.

respectively, which can be independently controlled by defin-
ing the complex aperture in a programmable spatial light
modulator (SLM) [33,34].

We made the following assignments between states in the
canonical basis of d = 6 and tensor products of the elements
in the canonical bases of D1 = 2 and D2 = 3:

|0〉 → |0〉 ⊗ |0〉 , |3〉 → |1〉 ⊗ |0〉,
|1〉 → |0〉 ⊗ |1〉 , |4〉 → |1〉 ⊗ |1〉,
|2〉 → |0〉 ⊗ |2〉 , |5〉 → |1〉 ⊗ |2〉.

(17)

According to this, the state in Eq. (16) is rewritten as

|ψ〉 = 1

N

D1−1∑
k1=0

D2−1∑
k2=0

ck1k2 |k1〉 ⊗ |k2〉. (18)

The target process to be implemented corresponds to add
a constant phase shift, 
ϕ, to the states |0〉 and |1〉 of the
canonical basis in d = 6. For this process, a decomposition
in terms of Kraus operators is

Et (ρ) = AtρA†
t ,

At = ei
ϕ (|0〉〈0| + |1〉〈1|) +
5∑

k=2

|k〉〈k|. (19)

Physically, this was realized by means of a rectangular glass
slab (GS) partially coated with a transparent material, result-
ing in an extra phase of 
ϕ = 5.42 rad for the wavelength that
was used in our experiment. Figure 2 shows, schematically,
the effect of the target process Et when acting on a state
generated by a six-slit aperture.

The experimental setup is shown in Fig. 3. It is a flexible
configuration that allows us to generate arbitrary pure states
and perform general projective measurements based on the
use of phase-only SLMs [34]. It can be divided in two main
parts: the state preparation part (SP), in which the state |φA〉,
which subsequently crosses the channel, is prepared, and the
process tomography part (PT), where we select the state |φB〉
onto which Et (|φA〉〈φA|) will be finally projected.

Let us describe the SP part. The light source is a laser
diode @405 nm that is expanded and collimated by the mi-
croscope objective O and the lens Lc, respectively. Neutral
density filters, not shown in the figure, were used to test
the proposed technique at the single-photon level. Each state
was prepared with a total optical power lower than 0.02 nW
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FIG. 3. Experimental setup. A 405-nm cw laser diode is at-
tenuated to the single-photon level. O, microscope objective; Ls,
convergent lenses; SLMs, pure-phase spatial light modulators; SFs,
spatial filters. A glass slab (GS) implements the process on a spa-
tial qudit as schematized in Fig. 2. The detection in the center of
the interference pattern is performed with a fiber-coupled avalanche
photodiode (APD).

(measured after SF1). Taking into account the time it takes
for a photon to travel the experimental length to the detector
(∼100 cm), we can assume that, on average, there is less than
one photon present throughout the experiment. Although this
is not a proper single-photon source, it is enough to test the
feasibility of quantum state estimation methods [35–37]. The
complex aperture that generates each qudit |φA〉 is displayed
in the phase-only SLM1, which is uniformly illuminated by
the collimated incoming beam. This SLM consists of a twisted
nematic liquid crystal display (LCD) Sony LCX012B coupled
to polarizers and wave plates. By selecting suitable polariza-
tion states [38], both at the input and the output of the LCD,
a phase-only modulation of 2π@405 nm on the wave front is
attained. This LCD has a VGA resolution (640 × 480) with
pixels of 43 μm per side. The displayed slits were defined to
have a width of 172 μm (4 pixels) and a separation of 258 μm
(6 pixels) between their centers.

To control independently the complex amplitude of every
slit—transmissivity and phase retardation—with a phase-only
SLM, we implement the method described in Ref. [34].
Briefly, this is achieved by programming a different-phase
grating in the spatial region corresponding to each slit, ori-
entated along its main length. The phase-depth of the grating
(
0) determines the efficiency, η1, of the first diffraction order,
following the equation

η1 = sinc2

(
1

p

)
sinc2

(
1 − 
0

2π

)
sinc2

( 1− 
0
2π

p

) , (20)

where p is the grating period in pixels. In our case the period
was selected to be 344 μm (p = 8 pixels). Hence, the real
amplitude of ck in the superposition of Eq. (16) is codified by
the efficiency of the kth grating, while the complex argument,
arg(ck ), corresponds to the constant additive phase for that slit.
Finally, a spatial filter is needed to select the first diffracted

order, in which the state was codified. For this purpose, the
lenses L1 and L2 (both of focal length f0 = 26 cm), together
with the spatial filter SF1, constitute the 4 − f optical proces-
sor that selects this diffracted order. Thus, at the back focal
plane of L2, the wave-front distribution corresponds to the
desired spatial qudit.

In the PT part, a second SLM (SLM2), with characteristics
similar to those of SLM1 and operating in the same way,
encodes each projection base state |φB〉. In the absence of the
channel Et implemented by means of a GS, if |φB〉 = ∑

bk|k〉
the resulting state after SLM2 is proportional to

∑
ckb∗

k|k〉
(considering that |φA〉 = ∑

ck|k〉). This second SLM is placed
at the front focal plane of lens L3. After filtering the first
diffracted order by means of SF2, the exact Fourier trans-
form of the projected spatial qudit is obtained at the detector
plane. The light distribution corresponds to the interference
pattern projection between the prepared state and the selected
projector state. The light from the center of this pattern is
coupled by a single-mode fiber into a single-photon count-
ing module, Perkin Elmer SPCM-AQRH-13-FC, based on an
avalanche photodiode (APD). Then, the single-photon count
rate is proportional to the probability of projection of the two
states, p(|φA〉, |φB〉) [36]. In the presence of the channel Et ,
this probability will be p[E (|φA〉〈φA|), |φB〉].

Bases of the operator space and MUBs

To expand the channel E we have chosen two bases of
unitary operators acting on H1 and H2, respectively. The
selected bases are the well-known Sylvester’s bases [39,40],
which for any dimension d can be written as

En ≡ Ekl =
d−1∑
m=0

ωml |m ⊕ k〉〈m|, (21)

where k, l = 0, . . . , d − 1, ω = exp(2π i/d ) is a root of unity,
and ⊕ is the modulo-d addition.

For the case d = D1 = 2, the four operators are simply

E00 = I, E01 = σz, E10 = σx, E11 = iσy, (22)

from which we can obtain three abelian sets of two elements
each: {E00, E01}, {E00, E10}, and {E00, E11}. The three bases
that diagonalize each of these sets, i.e., the three bases of
eigenvectors of the Pauli operators, not only give a complete
set of MUBs for d = 2 (and, hence, a proper 2-design) but also
have the property that the action of any of the four operators
Ekl over any of the elements in the 2-design gives another
element within the same MUB basis, except for a global
phase. In fact, if |ψ j

m〉 is one of the d elements within the j
MUB, the following property is verified:

Ekl

∣∣ψ j
m

〉 = eiα(k,l,m, j)
∣∣ψ j

m′
〉
. (23)

In the case that d = D2 = 3, we can analogously obtain a
2-design by extracting four abelian subsets from the nine op-
erators Ekl . The first of them, {E00, E01, E02}, is diagonalized
by the canonical basis

B1 = {|0〉, |1〉, |2〉} ≡ {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)}. (24)
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(a) (b)

FIG. 4. (a) Comparison of the absolutes values of the elements of χtheo (expected matrix of the target process Et ) and χexp (reconstructed by
the tensor product SEQPT). (b) Detail of the absolute value of the elements in the 12 × 12 submatrix. This elements correspond to the nonzero
block in the matrix χtheo [upper-left block in the theoretical plot of panel (a)]. The gray-scale map shows the real and imaginary part for the
theoretical and the experimental reconstructed matrices.

The next set, {E00, E10, E20}, is diagonalized by

B2 =
{

(1, 1, 1)√
3

,
(1, ω, ω2)√

3
,

(1, ω2, ω)√
3

}
, (25)

where ω = exp(2iπ/3), ω2 = ω∗, and ω3 = 1. It is clear that
B1 and B2 are mutually unbiased. Moreover, by taking B3 and
B4 as the bases that diagonalize the sets {E00, E11, E22} and
{E00, E12, E21}, respectively, we get four MUBs in d = 3 and
hence a 2-design in the corresponding Hilbert space. Again, it
is easy to check that the property given by Eq. (23) holds for
the nine operators Ekl .

As in the case of the present work, if the 2-designs in each
subsystem X1 and X2 are chosen as the complete sets of MUBs
obtained above, the action of any element of the operator
basis over any element of X⊗ gives, by construction, another
element of X⊗. Thus, the experimental implementation of
the modified quantum channel E i1i2

j1 j2
only requires preparing

products of the 2-design elements as input states |φA〉 (Fig. 1).

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To evaluate the viability of the method, we first performed
the full tomography of the process Et introduced in our ex-
perimental setup by means of a GS. To this end we have
reconstructed each coefficient of the matrix, χ

i1i2
j1 j2

, by averag-
ing over all the elements of the tensor product of the 2-design
X⊗ [see Eqs. (9)–(13)]. Given the particular product of the
2-design and the basis for the operator space that we have
selected (see Sec. III), some of the measurement settings are
repeated. This results in a total of 2592 projections to perform
the full reconstruction. Each projection was measured for a
period of time 
t = 166 ms, with a maximum number of reg-
istered photocounts of approximately 20 × 103 per projection,
which results in a total tomographic time of about 1 hr.

The experimental matrix χexp was postprocessed with the
complete positive trace-preserving projection (CPTP) algo-
rithm presented in Ref. [41]. This projection ensures that the
resulting matrix is completely positive. Then, it represents a

physical process and the trace of any quantum state is pre-
served. The last constraint is in agreement with the target
process Et . Figure 4(a) shows the comparison between the
absolute values of the elements of the theoretical matrix χtheo

and χexp in the measurement basis. For a better comparison,
Fig. 4(b) shows a detail of the nonzero 12 × 12 block of
the expected matrix comparing both the real [Re(χ )] and the
imaginary [Im(χ )] parts of χtheo and χexp. As a figure of
merit and resorting to the Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism
[6], we calculate the similitude between χtheo and χexp as the
fidelity F ≡ F (ρtheo, ρexp) = Tr

√√
ρtheoρexp

√
ρtheo between

two quantum states, ρtheo and ρexp, assigned to the target
process and to the experimentally reconstructed one (Eexp),
respectively. The obtained value, which is essentially a mea-
sure of the geometrical proximity in the Hilbert space, is
F = 0.932. For completeness and to make the reconstruction
quality of the method independent of the errors inherent to
the experimental setup, we have also performed the standard
established method for quantum process tomography (stan-
dard QPT) [16]. As a result, a fidelity value of F = 0.933
was obtained. Briefly, this tomographic scheme consists of
preparing ∼d2 states that conform a basis of the space of
lineal operators acting on H. Each of these states, after being
affected by the experimental implementation of the process
Et , is reconstructed by means of quantum state tomography
(QST) [42]. Finally, an appropriate system of linear equations
is inverted to give the process matrix χexp.

In addition, we have analyzed how the quality in the recon-
struction of the matrix χ affects the possibility of estimating
a quantum state after the corresponding channel. To this pur-
pose, we performed QST for a large number of pure states,
ρin, randomly chosen on H and prepared by SLM1, after being
affected by the experimental implementation of the process Et .
We compared each reconstructed state, ρout, with the predicted
one by the action of the process Eexp, previously obtained by
means of the SEQPT method. As a figure of merit we used
the fidelity between these two states, F [ρout, Eexp(ρin )]. In
Fig. 5(a) we show the histogram of the fidelity for 250 of such
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(a) (b)

FIG. 5. Histogram of the state fidelity F [ρout, Eexp(ρin )] between
the density matrix ρout, obtained after performing QST of a given
initial state ρin affected by the implemented process, and the expected
density matrix Eexp(ρin ) corresponding to the same initial state under
the action of the map Eexp, obtained after performing QPT of the
implemented process. Obtained fidelity in the case in which tensor
product SEQPT (a) or standard QPT (b) was performed. For each
histogram, 250 arbitrary states of dimension d = 6 were prepared
and measured.

states. In Fig. 5(b) we present the analogous histogram for the
case in which the process Eexp was reconstructed by means
of the standard QPT method. The average state fidelity in the
case of SEQPT is 〈Fseqpt〉 = 0.925, with a standard deviation
of σF = 0.024, while in the case of standard QPT we obtain
〈Fsqpt〉 = 0.942 and a similar standard deviation σF . Although
the mean values of the state fidelity are different between the
two methods, they are within the estimated standard deviation.

The main aspect of the QPT method that we study here is
that it is both selective and efficient. The selective property
makes it ideally suited to reconstruct target processes with
few nonzero matrix elements. The target process Et that we
have implemented has, in the selected basis, 21 nonzero el-
ements over a total of 1296 elements of the matrix χ . The
efficiency property allows us to estimate each element χ

i1i2
j1 j2

by averaging only on a subset of size M � |X⊗|. To test these
properties experimentally we have randomly chosen different
subsets of increasing size M, one for each nonzero coefficient
χ

i1i2
j1 j2

, from the same data set used in the reconstruction of the
full matrix. Figure 6 shows the Choi-Jamiolkowski fidelity
F (ρtheo, ρexp) between the target process Et and the recon-
structed one, Eexp, as a function of the total number of the
sampled states, 21 × M. To analyze the effect of the sample,
we reconstructed each of the nonzero coefficients χ

i1i2
j1 j2

from
several random permutations of size M in the set X⊗, which
has a total of 72 elements. Then, each point in the graphic
illustrates one particular permutation. It is remarkable that
less than 400 measurement settings were needed to recon-
struct this processes with a fidelity above 0.9, from a total
of 21 × 72 = 1512 measurement settings and a total of 2592
for a full tomography. We also show the fidelity with respect
to two other target process: the identity process I (dashed
line) and a process Ẽt (dotted line) close to Et , which has
the same Kraus decomposition of Eq. (19), but corresponding
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FIG. 6. Fidelity in the reconstruction of the implemented process
for an increasing sampling on the elements of the tensor product
of 2-design. The sampling is performed only to reconstruct the 21
nonzero elements characterizing the target process Et . The different
markers represent the fidelity values between the reconstructed pro-
cess and the different target processes Etarget . The mean value of the
fidelity is indicated by a continuous line (Etarget = Et ), a dashed line
(Etarget = I), or a dotted line (Etarget = Ẽt ). In each case, the shaded
areas correspond to the standard deviation.

to adding a constant phase shift, 
ϕ̃ = 
ϕ + 1 rad. We can
conclude that sampling only 10 elements in X⊗ per nonzero
coefficient χ

i1i2
j1 j2

is enough to differentiate Et from Ẽt , while
around 50 elements are needed to differentiate Et from the
identity process.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented an experimental realiza-
tion of the tensor product scheme for the SEQPT protocol.
This generalizes the original SEQPT method, allowing one
to efficiently and selectively characterize any quantum pro-
cess in arbitrary dimension d . We successfully reconstructed
a physical target process in dimension d = 6, which is the
smallest dimension for which this SEQPT extension becomes
relevant. We explicitly showed how to experimentally build
each step of the algorithm and tested the method in a photonic
platform, showing that it has a performance comparable to that
of the established standard QPT for the same experimental
conditions.

In addition, we verified that the reconstruction can be
carried out selectively and efficiently. For that matter, we
randomly sampled an increasing number of elements of the
tensor product of 2-designs to obtain the nonzero elements of
the target process matrix, which provided enough information
to distinguish it from other processes. The resulting fidelity is
above 0.9 by sampling only a small fraction of the total set of
states.
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