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C om m ents on ‘Stable Q uantum C om putation ofU nstable C lassicalC haos,’

‘E� cient Q uantum C om puting Insensitive to Phase Errors,’

and ‘Q uantum C om puter Inverting T im e A rrow for M acroscopic System s’
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(D ated:January 21,2022)

Recently,a Letter[1]published by G eorgeotand She-
pelyansky has been criticized [4,5]. The Letter claim s
an exponentialspeedup and reduction in errorsensitivity,
when phase-spacedensity evolution undertheArnold cat
m ap isperform ed on a quantum com puter(Q C).O n the
one hand,som e pointshavenotyetbeen m ade in [4,5].
O n theother,theauthors’reaction [6]raisesnew issues.
The presentnoteaddressesboth.
The �rst point concerns stability ofthe classicaland

quantum algorithm sunder their respective \naturaler-
rors." By now,a consensusseem sestablished thatsuch
com parison isfaironly ifboth contestantsoperate on a
discretized N � N m ap,say N = 2n. Then,the quan-
tum errorsconsidered areunitary gate noise (am plitude
errors),plusphase errorseitherin those gatesorduring
storage. Classicalerrorsare taken to be one-cellshifts.
Theproblem hereisnota �nepointofQ C theory,buta
m isconstruction ofclassicalbinary num bers.In fact,er-
rorsin allbitsofa registerareequally likely,and digital
technology isbased on getting allofthem rightm ostof
the tim e,so thatintegersare processed error-free. This
iswhatenabled thesim ulationsin [1].Thus,theclassical
algorithm hasbeen deliberately handicapped.
Further,considerthe evaluation ofhigh harm onicsof

the evolved density,Fig.1 in [6]. Like Fig.1 in [1],ob-
tained on a sim ulated Q C,it o�ers a glim pse ofa real
one’swave function which nature doesnotallow one to
see.Physically obtainableisa quantum m easurem entof
the Fourier vector ~k,yielding nontrivialinform ation if
the~k-density hasstrong peaksathigh k.Thisisindeed
the case for the cat m ap ([6], Fig.1,bottom left and
top right).Unfortunately,thelatter’sevolution closesin
~k-space[6],and can behandled classically withoute�ort.
In contrast,thedata shown (m iddle/bottom right)fora
nontrivial\perturbed catm ap" only havea slanted band
ofdensity| in alllikelihood a m ere transientdue to the
low num berofiterationst= 5. The quantum approach
now yields the gross features ofthis band. Fine struc-

ture,e.g.the sm all-am plitude low-k peaksforthe origi-
nalm ap,is m uch easier obtained classically. Thus,the
im plicitclaim ([6],bottom ofcol.1)ofbeing in thesam e
situation asShor’salgorithm (searching one period,ver-
i�able a posteriori,ofa spiked 1D k-space distribution)
isvalid only fora narrow setofquestions,notsubstanti-
ating the authors’originalscope.
G iven the chronology,itisrem arkable thatRefs.4,5

do notconsiderthefollow-up [2].Thelatter,cited in the
authors’defence [6],boldly concludesthat\the m assive
parallelism ofQ C isnotnecessarily related to quantum
interference." Again,oneisshown �guresofinaccessible
wave functions,involving a phase-space coarse-graining
ofwhich no bene�t or application is given except that
it can apparently be perform ed quickly on a Q C.It is
worthwhileto read the\m oredetailed discussion ofm ea-
surem ents" in version 2 of[2]. The added penultim ate
paragraph,especiallyacasualrem arkin itslastsentence,
in fact refutes the whole paper and indeed its very ti-
tle.An incoherentQ C turnsoutto be an| expensive|
classicalonewith random initialconditions,abasicpoint
m uch in line with the rem arksin [5].
Thediscussion of[3],also cited in [6],can bebrief:the

only research added isan extension ofthe m ap’sy-axis,
i.e.,allthe critiques[4,5]apply. Note thatthe Q C de-
rivesitsm em ory capacity from superposition.Thus,the
evolution ofan ensem ble oforbits is necessarily linear,
corresponding to chaotic one-particle dynam ics rather
than to a classicalgaswith collisions.Hence,calling the
problem \m acroscopic" is an exaggeration,and Boltz-
m ann isbetterleftoutofit.
In conclusion,the authors continue an unreasonably

positiveappraisaloftheirQ C algorithm vis-a-vistheclas-
sicalone.In particular,Ref.2,instead ofsupporting the
authors’case,isatfaultin itsbasic prem ise and should
be withdrawn.
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