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A bstract

Decoherence,Control,and Sym m etry in Quantum Com puters

by

DaveM orrisBacon

DoctorofPhilosophy in Physics

University ofCalifornia atBerkeley

ProfessorK.Birgitta W haley,Chair

Com puters built on the physicalprinciples ofquantum theory o�er the possibility

oftrem endouscom putationaladvantagesoverconventionalcom puters. To actually

realize such quantum com puters willrequire technologies far beyond present day

capabilities.Oneproblem which particularly plaguesquantum com putersisthecou-

pling ofthe quantum com puter to an environm ent and the subsequent destruction

ofthe quantum inform ation in the com puter through the process known as deco-

herence. In this thesis we describe m ethods for avoiding the detrim entale�ects of

decoherence while at the sam e tim e stillallowing for com putation ofthe quantum

inform ation.Thephilosophy ofourm ethod isto usea sym m etry ofthedecoherence

m echanism to �nd robustencodingsofthequantum inform ation.Thetheory ofsuch

decoherence-freesystem sisdeveloped in thisthesiswith aparticularem phasison the

m anipulation ofthe decoherence-free inform ation. Stability,control,and m ethods

forusing decoherence-free inform ation in a quantum com puter are presented. Spe-

ci�cem phasisisputon decoherencedueto a collective coupling between thesystem

and itsenvironm ent.Universalquantum com putation on such collectivedecoherence

decoherence-free encodings is dem onstrated. Along the way,rigorousde�nitions of

controland theuseofencoded universality in thephysicalim plem entationsofquan-

tum com puters are addressed. Explicit gate constructions forencoded universality

on ion trap and exchange based quantum com putersare given. The second partof

thethesisisdevoted to m ethodsofreducing thedecoherence problem which rely on

m ore classically m otivated reasoning forthe robuststorage ofinform ation. W e ex-

am ine quantum system s thatcan store inform ation in theirground state such that

decoherenceprocessesareprohibited via considerationsofenergetics.W epresentthe

theory ofsupercoherent system s whose ground states are quantum error detecting

codes and give exam ples ofsupercoherent system s which allow universalquantum

com putation. W e also give exam ples ofa spin ladderwhose ground state hasboth

theerrordetectingpropertiesofsupercoherenceaswellaserrorcorrectingproperties.

W e presentthe �rstexam ple ofa quantum errorcorrecting ground state which isa

naturalerror correcting code under reasonable physicalassum ptions. W e conclude
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by discussing theradicalpossibility ofa naturally fault-tolerantquantum com puter.

ProfessorK.Birgitta W haley
Dissertation Com m itteeChair
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D ecoherence and C ontrol
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C hapter 1

Philosonom icon

wherein we gently em bark on an inquiry into the com putationaldepthsof
thephysicaluniverseand discoverthefragilestructureofinform ation with
quantum foundations

1.1 Prologue

Ourgenerousuniverse com esequipped with theability to com pute1.By the use

ofappropriate physicalsystem s algorithm ic tasks can be executed with repeatable

resultswhich in turn allow forthe developm ent ofoursystem sofm athem aticsand

physicsconsistentwith thisrepeatability.In physics,determ ination oftheallowable
m anipulationsofa physicalsystem isofcentralim portance. Com puterscience,on

the other hand,has arisen in order to quantify what resources are needed in order

to perform a certain algorithm ic function. Forcom puterscience to be applicable to

therealworld thequanti�cation ofresourcesneeded toperform a certain algorithm ic

function should be delim ited by what physics has determ ined to be allowable m a-

nipulations. Thuswe arrive atthe realization thatbecause inform ation is physical,
ourunderstanding ofcom puter science should be builton prim itives which respect

ourunderstanding ofthe lawsofphysics. Terse in expression,ghostly trivialin its

conceptualunderpinnings,thism antra that,

\Inform ation isphysical!"[130]

nonethelesshasdeep consequencesforboth the physicistexam ining how nature be-

havesand thecom puterscientistattem ptingtounderstand thepowerand lim itations

ofrealworld execution ofalgorithm ic tasks.Thisvery thesis,an ever-growing body

ofscienti�c literature,and an equally expanding com m unity ofscientists (rainbow

in itscom position ofphysicists,m athem aticians,and com puterscientists),arebuta

1Blessed bethecom putationaluniversewhich allowsthisverythesis[7]tobetyped ontoaportable

com puterin the com fortofa sorted array ofpleasantlocations.
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sm alltestam entto theusefulness,practicaland abstract,ofthisonesm allidea.\In-

form ation isphysical",wethusshout,and in thisthesisweexplore,theconsequences

ofthissm allidea in ourlargeand generousuniverse.

1.2 A rgum ent via the inevitability oftechnology

Itisonlythrough thebrightlightofhindsightthatwecan appreciatethegrandeur

ofscienti�cachievem entduring thetwentieth century.Unlikeany previoushistorical

era,thisscienti�ccentury haserected profound disciplinesfrom a seem ing vacuum of

priorconsideration,pushing noveltechnologiesand new understandingsin directions

inconceivableonly a few yearsprior.Am ong thetwo m ostfarreaching m ovem entsof

the twentieth century’sscienti�c sym phony have been the com position ofthe quan-

tum theory ofnature and the rising crescendo ofthe com puterrevolution. To �rst

approxim ation thesetwo �eldsappearin independentcoexistence.To m astertheart

ofcom puter program m ing,knowledge ofquantum theory is notprerequisite. Like-

wise,tolearn contem porary physicaltheory,understanding ofm odern com putational

theory isnotnecessary.

Theillusion ofseparation between com puterscienceand m odern physicaltheory,

however,fadesquickly asone’sfocuson detailssharpens.On onehand,com prehen-

sion ofm odern physicaltheory doesnotrequirecom putation,butourunderstanding

ofthephysicalworld issharpened,ifnotprogressed,by theuseofcom putersin the

sim ulation ofphysicalsystem s.W holerealm sofphysicswould beinaccessiblewereit

notfortheuseofcom puterstoperform calculationsim possibleon a hum an scalebut

possiblewith thecalculationalcapabilitiesofm odern com puters.Fieldslikephysical

chem istry and latticequantum �eld theory now depend on theuseofcom putational

powerto such a degree thata growing view am ong theoreticalphysicists isto play

thecynicand declarethey are\com puterprogram m ersnotphysicists"2.

The reverse im plication between the two �elds also occurs because com puters

are physicaldevices such that quantum theory is essentialto understanding their

physicaloperation. The m odern quantum theory ofthese devicespresentsourbest

understanding ofthe physics behind the com puterrevolution. Thus,while there is

nothing which is essentially quantum m echanicalabout the algorithm ic operation

oftoday’s com puters,our understanding ofthe m echanism s behind the com puter

architectureisdeeply rooted in thequantum theory ofthesolid-state.

How far can the two way relationship between com puter science and quantum

theory be pressed? The forward im plication asksthe question \whatcan com puter

science tellus about quantum theory?"[80]This thesis willnot concern itselfwith

this question,and indeed it appears that very little progress has been m ade along

thislineofinquiry (see,however[158,203]).

2Posing a signi�cantretention problem forgraduatephysicsprogram s!
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Figure1.1:Physicsand com puterscience entangled

The reverse im plication possesa di�erentquery:\whatcan quantum theory tell

usaboutcom puterscience?" Oneim portantdi�erencebetween thisim plication and

its inverse lies in the seem ing inevitability ofthe relevance ofthis question. This

inevitability arisesfrom two di�erentdirections.In 1965 Gordon M oorenoticed that

thecom putationalpowerofa com puterdoubled approxim ately every two years[149].

A m ore physicalstatem ent ofthis principle is that the num ber ofatom ’s needed

to representone bitofinform ation willhalve approxim ately every two years. Since

M oore’s1965observation,M oore’slaw hascontinued tohold and been thebarom eter

ofastounding technologicalprogressin com puterhardware. AsM oore’slaw m oves

into its fortieth year ofsuccess, however, a new barrier has arisen on the not so

distant horizon. IfM oore’s law continues to hold,around the year 2015 M oore’s

law predictsthatthesizeofthecom putationaldevicesconstructed willreach a scale

where quantum e�ects willbegin to play a dom inant operationalrole. One view

ofprogress m aintains thatthis willbe the essentiallim it to ourcurrent solid-state

com puter architectures: quantum e�ects becom ing dom inant im plies that no m ore

com putationalpower can be squeezed out ofthe system . On the other hand,it is

unclearhow a com puteroperating atthisquantum lim itwillbehave.Theargum ent

oftechnologicalinevitability leads us to believe that com puters operating into the

quantum regim ewillbebuilt.Thusitseem stechnologically relevantto considerhow

com putersoperating with quantum e�ectsdom inating willbehave.Quantum theory

can tellussom ething abouthow realcom putersofthefuturewillfunction.
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A second reason forcon�dencein theinevitability oftherolequantum theory can

play in com putersciencebuildsfrom alonglineofexperim entalprogressin controlof

quantum system s. In particular,�eldslike cavity quantum electrodynam ics[23],ion

and neutralatom trapping[205],and certain areasofquantum optics[90,169,207],

havem adeconsiderableprogressin dem onstration ofthecontroloffully quantum de-

greesoffreedom .Theseextrem ely sensitiveexperim entalsuccessespointtoatim ein

which controloverm ultipleinteracting quantum system swillbecom epossible.From

thecom puterscienceprospective,such quantum controlwillrepresentcom putational

devicesoperating in a quantum regim e.Again technologicalprogressleadsusto be-

lieve that quantum controlwillbe pressed further and further untilat least sm all

scalecom putationalquantum devicesareconstructed.

Inevitably,we are thus led to assum e that the relevance ofquantum theory to

com putationaldevicewillgrow largerwith tim e.W hat,then,aretheconsequencesof

thisseem inglyinevitablecrash between thetwentieth centuriesm ostproli�co�spring,

quantum theory and m odern com putation?

1.3 T he rise ofthe quantum algorithm

One m ustsolem ly a� rm one’sallegianceto the Quantum God before one
m ay be adm itted to the physicsclan.

{CarverA.M ead,Collective Electrodynam ics[145]

In theearly 1980’sBenio�[17,18,19]and Feynm an[80,81]began toconsidercom -

puterswhose algorithm ic operation wasfully quantum m echanical. Benio� appears

to have been m otivated towardssuch quantum com putersvia the requirem entthat

description ofquantum theoryshould beself-consistently described bym achinesoper-

atingaccordingtoquantum theory.Feynm an,on theotherhand,had alongstanding

interestin the physicallim itsofcom putation[79]which apparently led him towards

considering com puterswith quantum com ponents[82].However,while Feynm an[80],

and earlierM anin[143],clearly understood thatsim ulating quantum system swasin

som e form a di�cult task, it took the ground breaking work ofDeutsch[56]and

Deutsch and Jozsa[59]to realize thatcom puters builton quantum principles could

perform com putationaltasksin an intrinsically m oree�cientm annerthan could clas-

sicalcom puters.W hattheselatterauthorsshowed wasthattherewerecircum stances

underwhich inform ation in a quantum setting m anipulated by a quantum com puter
had a di�erentproductivity than equivalentclassicalinform ation m anipulated by a

classicalcom puter. Here,then,wasthe �rstinteresting answerto the query \what

can quantum physicstellusaboutcom puterscience?" Thequanti�cation ofresources

which isthem ain thrustofcom putersciencewasshown tobedi� erentwhen operating
in thequantum regim e.
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Thework ofDeutsch and Jozsa wasfollowed up by a progression ofwork dem on-

strating increasingly powerfulapplicationsoftheidea ofquantum com putation.The

oracle problem Deutsch and Jozsa investigated (and subsequent results by Berthi-

aum eand Brassard[26,27])wasonein which theam ountofresourcesneeded in order

to perform the com putation on a quantum com puterwasexponentially less than a

sim ilarexactcom putation perform ed on a classicalcom puter.However,a probabilis-
ticclassicalcom putercould solvetheproblem Deutsch and Jozsa posed with sim ilar

use ofresources ifthe problem output ofthe algorithm could be wrong with som e

vanishingly sm allprobability. Thus the work ofDeutsch and Jozsa alone did not

dem onstratea clearseparation between classicaland quantum com putation.

Overcom ing theexactnessrequirem entofDeutsch and Jozsa,Bernstein and Vazi-

rani[24]put forth algorithm s which showed a true superpolynom ialresource gap

between quantum and classicalcom putation in 1993. This was followed closely by

the work ofSim on[176]who posed a problem which required exponentially m ore re-

sources to solve on a classicalcom puter than on a quantum com puter. In 1994,

following Sim on’slead,Shor[173]rem arkably dem onstrated thatquantum com puters

could factornum bersand com puteadiscretelogarithm e�ciently.M uch workin com -

plexity theory hasgone into attem pting to develop e�cient classicalalgorithm sfor

thesetwo problem sand itiswidely believed thatsuch e�cientsolution on a classical

com puterisim possible[167]. In fact,con�dence in the di�culty ofthese two prob-

lem sform sthebasisforthem ostwidely used publickey cryptography system s[164].

Furtherevidence forthe powerofquantum com putersoverclassicalcom puterswas

unveiled when Grover[99,100]dem onstrated thatquantum com puterscould search

unordered listsquadratically fasterthan classicalcom puters.

By 1996,a clear separation in productivity between the algorithm ic m anipula-

tion ofquantum inform ation and classicalinform ation had been established. Fur-

therprogress[30,113]dem onstrated[105]thatDeutsch-Jozsa,Bernstein-Vazirani,Si-

m on,and Shor’salgorithm swere allrelated to a single problem known asthe hid-

den subgroup problem . Separate from these Shor-type algorithm s, research also

broadened[31,32]and quanti�ed[20]thealgorithm developed by Grover.

A third line ofresearch hasshown how to usea quantum com puterto e�ciently

sim ulatequantum system s[1,29,138,181,204,209].W hilethereisno generalproof

thatquantum system s are hard to sim ulate on classicalcom puters,the vastindus-

try ofphysicists who have attem pted to provide such e�cient sim ulations have all

failed.Building a quantum com puterwould profoundly changethecom plexity ofthe

quantum m odelsstudied by physicists.

Thediscovery thatquantum algorithm scan outperform theirclassicalbrethren is

a resultwhich should be fundam entally shocking to allstudied com puterscientists.

The com putationalcom plexity classes ofyesteryear have etherealfoundations: the

true foundationslie in a quantum setting. Furthershock should also occurto those

who use public key cryptosystem s based on factoring and discrete logarithm s: the

futurebuildingofaquantum com puterwillallow yourencrypted m essagestoberead!
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Like any infantdiscovery,however,the true powerbehind quantum com putation is

currently unclear.Pastventuresby hum anity in brandishing theskillofforesight{

\I think there is a world m arketfor m aybe � ve com puters." - Thom as
W atson,chairm an ofIBM ,1943

{giveusthecon�denceand optim ism to believethatthe�eld ofquantum algorithm s

isonly beginning to bloom .

1.4 C ontroland the quantum com puter

W hile the algorithm ic speedup prom ised by quantum com puters was being de-

veloped,m uch work wasdone de�ning and understanding the basic question: what

exactly isa quantum com puter?

A sem inalstep in m odern com puterscience wastaken when Turing de�ned the

classoffunctionsnow known asrecursiveorcom putablefunctions[189].TheChurch-

Turingthesis[189,46,45]conjecturesthatthisclassoffunctionscorrespondsprecisely

to what can be com puted by an algorithm ic m ethod in the realworld. Thus the

Church-Turingthesisprovidesafundam entalgroundingupon which m odern theoreti-

calcom puterscienceisbuilt:everythingthatisnaturallycom putablebyan algorithm

isprecisely the classofrecursive functions. Com puterscientistsare thusassured of

job security by basing theirstudieson the classofrecursive functions. Furtherm ore

it was found that a certain class ofcom puters,universalcom puters[189],could be

used to e�ciently com putea recursivefunction.Thus,undertheChurch-Turing the-

sisand universality results,a com puterscientistconcerned with com putation could

be m yopic to allm odels ofcom putation sans a universalcom puter. Ofparticular

im portance to com puter science is that the Church-Turing thesis and universality

results allow for the developm ent ofa quanti�cation[49,108]ofthe com putational

resourcesneeded to perform a certain algorithm ictask which isessentially robustto

the basic m odelofcom putation used to perform the task. M odern com putational

com plexity[156]theory isa house builtupon a fram e ofuniversalcom puterswhose

structuralintegrity isencoded in therobustnessclaim ed by theChurch-Turingthesis.

The Church-Turing thesis,however,is not a m athem aticalproof,however,but

an em piricalstatem ent whose validity has withstood over seventy years oftesting.

The adventofquantum com putation,however,hasbroughtthe validity ofthe com -

putationalcom plexity m odelsfounded upon the Church-Turing thesisinto question

and in factthevery basisofcom putation which isnow claim ed to befundam entalin

com putersciencehastaken aseveredetourintothequantum realm .Earlyresearch in

quantum com putation generalized classicalm odelsofcom puting,theTuringm achine

and thecircuitm odel,intotheirquantum m echanicalanalogies.Thequantum equiv-

alentofaTuring m achinewas�rstconsidered by Benio�[17,18,19].Deutsch[56]and

Yao[208]further developed quantum Turing m achines. The quantum equivalent of
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classicalcircuitswasintroduced by Deutsch[57]and thisquantum circuitm odel(with

certain uniform ity constraints) was shown to be equivalent to the quantum Turing

m achineby Yao[208].

In thesim plestquantum circuitm odela sequenceofquantum gates(unitary evo-

lution)isapplied (perhapsin parallel)to an array ofquantum m echanicaltwo-level

system s(qubits)with an appropriateinitialization and readoutofthequantum infor-

m ation.Oneofthe�rstresultsin quantum com putation wasthedem onstration that

certain setsofquantum gatesacting on such an array areuniversalin thesensethat
any unitary evolution on the array could be perform ed by an appropriate sequence

ofsuch gates.Following early resultswhich required three-body interactions[57]be-

tween quantum system sitwassubsequently realized thattwo-body interactions[61]

were su�cient to perform universalquantum com putation in the quantum circuit

m odel.

Becausequantum interactionsareintrinsically analogin nature(interaction tim es

and couplingstrengthsarerealnum bers)thecorrectdescription ofuniversalquantum

circuitsrequiressom enotion ofapproxim ation[117,118].Thisissim ilarto thesitua-

tion with probabilisticclassicalcom puters.At�rstglanceitappearsthattheanalog

natureofprobabilitiesm ay causeunwarranted powerdueto in�niteaccuracy in such

classicalprobabilistic com puters. M odels which contain bounded accuracy in their

transition probabilities,therealworld equivalentto a classicalprobabilisticm achine,

however,can be shown to form a robust com putationalclass. Sim ilarly,quantum

circuitsm ustbecastwithin thefram ework of�niteaccuracy.In particular,discrete

setsofquantum gatesim plem ented with a�niteaccuracy aretherealbuilding blocks

ofaquantum circuit.Luckily such discretesetswereshown tobeabletoapproxim ate

any exactquantum circuittowithin an accuracy � (de�ned on som esuitabledistance

m easure)with only log
c
(�� 1)com putationaloverhead[112,177]. Thisin turn allows

forthe establishm entofrobustcom putationalcom plexity classeswithin the context

ofsuch discretegateuniversalquantum com puters.

The universality resultsin the quantum circuitm odelshow thatgiven su�cient

controloverquantum system s there isa robustclassofcom putationsbased on the

quantum circuit m odel. Thus su�cient quantum controlim plies quantum com pu-

tation. Butwhatofthe validity ofthe quantum circuitm odelasa realdescription

ofquantum system s? Quantum circuits clearly m ap to quantum system s,buthow

realisticaretheassum ptionsthatgo into thequantum circuitm odel?

1.5 T he decoherence roadblock

Unfortunately,the description adopted in the quantum circuit m odeldoes not

correspond totherealworld in aparticularlynastydetail.Thequantum circuitm odel

describesa quantum com puterasa closed quantum system .Thewholeform alism of

a quantum circuitassum es thatthere isa system which executes the circuitbutis
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com pletely isolated from the restofthe universe. In the realworld,however,there

arenoknown m echanism sfortruly isolatingaquantum system from itsenvironm ent.

Realquantum system sareopen quantum system s.Open quantum system scoupleto

theirenvironm ent and destroy the quantum inform ation in the system through the

processknown asdecoherence[92].W hen exam ining the sim ple evolution ofa single

quantum system this system -environm ent coupling appears to cause errors on the

quantum system ’s evolution. The picture ofa quantum circuit where only desired

unitary evolution occursisthusnaive.

Decoherence,then,isa direct attack on the physicalviability ofquantum com -

puters in the realworld[101,129,190]. Because quantum inform ation is noteasily

isolated from itsenvironm ent,physicsdictatesthatthequantum inform ation willlose

m any ofthepropertiesthatm aketheinform ation quantum and notclassical.In fact,

m uch oftheinfam oustransition from quantum toclassicalphysicshasbeen attributed

to the role ofdecoherence in physicalsystem s[222,223,224]. Thus to the question

\what m akes a com puter classicaland not quantum ?" the answer \decoherence"

follows.W hilethealgorithm icspeedup prom ised by quantum com putersviewed asa

closed system isaprofound observation,itisallfornaughtifthisdecoherenceproblem
cannotbeovercom e.

There is an analogy here with classicalcom puters operating in noisy environ-

m ents.Forexam ple,conventionalcom putersexposed to hard radiation ofspacewill

notfunction properly dueto theerrorscaused on thecom puterhardwareby thera-

diation. At�rstglance itwould appearthata classicalcom puteroperating in such

an environm ent would be useless. One m istake in the calculating the trajectory of

a satellite can m ean the com plete destruction ofthe satellite! Besides the obvious

practiceofm aking thecom puterhardwareresilientto theradiation,perhapssurpris-

ingly,thereisanotherm ethod forovercom ing thisproblem known a \fault-tolerant"

com putation. Fault-tolerant com putation is intim ately related to the idea oferror

correcting codes.In classicalerrorcorrecting codes,inform ation transm itted through

a noisy channelis m ade m ore resistant to the noise by m aking the inform ation re-

dundant. Thisbasic idea,thatredundancy can protectinform ation,wasextend by

von Neum ann[200]to providea m ethod forperform ing com putationsin thepresence

ofnoisy environm ents and im perfect operations. Thus the question that em erged

around 1996 wasdoesthereexistsa theory offault-tolerantquantum com putation?

The �rststep towardssolving the decoherence problem wastaken in 1995 when

Shor[174](and independently Steane[182])discovered a quantum analogue ofclassi-

calerrorcorrecting codes. Shordiscovered thatby encoding quantum inform ation,

this inform ation could becom e m ore resistant to interaction with its environm ent.

Following this rem arkable discovery a rigorous theory ofquantum error correction

was developed[21,38,37,78,120]. M any di�erent quantum error correcting codes

[41,94,119,128,132,162,183,185]werediscovered and thisfurtherled to a theory

offault-tolerantquantum com putation[3,96,115,124,161,175].Fully fault-tolerant

quantum com putation describesm ethodsfordealing with system -environm ent cou-
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pling aswellasdealing with faulty controlofthe quantum com puter. Ofparticular

signi�cance was the discovery ofthe threshold theorem for fault-tolerant quantum

com putation[3,95,112,124,161].Thethreshold theorem statesthatifthedecoher-

enceinteractionsareofacertain form and areweakerthan thecontrollinginteractions

by a certain ratio,quantum com putation to any desired precision can be achieved.

The threshold theorem forfault-tolerance thusdeclaresa �nalsolution to the ques-

tion ofwhether there are theoreticallim its to the construction ofrobust quantum

com puters.

1.6 Q uantum G em ini: decoherence and control

Thestudy ofinform ation in a quantum setting isbeginning to describean am az-

ingly rich com putationaluniverse. In this briefintroduction we have learned that

quantum algorithm scan perform astounding com putationalfeats.Quantum control

can beused to perform thesealgorithm s,whiledecoherence can beovercom eby this

sam e quantum control. In spite ofthese discoveries,the inevitability ofquantum

technology rem ainsunclear. Exactly whatphysicalsystem s willbe used to build a

quantum com puter? There have been a plethora ofproposed physicalsystem s for

quantum com putation and a few ofthese have even m oved from the drawing board

to sm allscale im plem entation[188,148,43,152]. Justasvacuum tubesofthe past

have been replaced by the silicon wafers oftoday,the hardware offuture quantum

com puters,however,iscurrently farfrom certain.

Given thestateofignoranceasto thesuitability ofdi�erentphysicalsystem sfor

quantum com putation,itisim portanttoprovidetheoreticalgroundwork towardsun-

derstanding whatdoesand doesnotm ake a good quantum com puter. Thisim plies

understanding the delicate dance between quantum com putation’s twin considera-

tions:decoherence and control.

In Greek m ythology,Castorand Pollux were twinsborn to thesam em otherbut

with di�erentfathers.Pollux’sfatherwasa god whiletheCastor’sfatherwasa m ere

m ortal. ThusPollux wasim m ortalwhile Castorwasm ortal. W hen Castordied on

the battle�eld his brother was so stricken with griefthat he pleaded with Zeus to

eithersend him to the sam e fateorrestore hisbrotherto life. Zeuswastouched by

the brotherly love and allowed Castor to spend alternating days on Olym pus with

the godsand in the m ortalworld below the Earth,Hades. Due to theirexem plary

exam pleofbrotherly lovethestarconstellation Gem iniwasplaced in theheavensby

Zeusin honorofthesetwins.

In this thesis we venture forth towards understanding a m odern day quantum

Gem ini.Quantum control,ourPollux,isthepowerfulnear-im m ortalm asterofquan-

tum com putation. Decoherence,ourCastor,pullsquantum com putation down into

the m ortalrealworld. Su�cientquantum controlhelpspulldecoherence away from

realworld di�culty and restorestheglory ofquantum com putation.\De�ne,clarify,
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and broaden hisbrotherly relationship between decoherence and quantum control",

wethusbeseech and in thisthesisweexplore,\and som eday quantum com puterswill

m ovefrom m yth to reality!"

1.7 T hesis outline

Thisthesisisdivided into three m ain parts. In partIofthe thesiswe introduce

the basic notions ofdecoherence,controland universality in a quantum com puter.

Chapter2discussesthebasicform alism ofquantum operatorsfordescribing decoher-

enceand presentsa non-standard derivation ofa sem igroup m asterequation through

theoperator-sum representation.Chapter3 then introducesthenotion ofcontrolof

a quantum system .Necessary and su�cientconditionsforinteractionswhich can be

used forcontrolwhich doesnotcause decoherence are presented. The Lie algebraic

structureofcontrolisthen discussed alongwith theim portantissueofapproxim ation

in quantum control.Chapter4 shiftsfocustowardsuniversalquantum com putation

with a specialem phasison the subsystem s nature ofuniversalquantum com puters.

Thenotionofencoded universalityisintroduced withanem phasisontheLiealgebraic

structureofsuch encodings.A criteria foruniversalquantum com putation isderived

which isusefulfordeciding when even encoding cannotturn a setofinteractionsinto

a universalsetofinteractions.

In partIIofthisthesiswe turn to the theory ofdecoherence-free subspacesand

decoherence-freesubsystem s.W ebegin in Chapter5 by deriving necessary and su�-

cientconditionsfortheexistence ofdecoherence-free subspacesand theirgeneraliza-

tion decoherence-freesubsystem s.TheroleoftheOSR algebraisstressed asafunda-

m entalm ethod forunderstanding both decoherence-freesubspacesand decoherence-

freesubsystem s.Thecom m utantoftheOSR algebraisalsoidenti�ed asan im portant

characterizerofdecoherence-free system s. Decoherence-free subsystem conditionsin

them asterequation areintroduced and thereason why such conditionsarecurrently

onlynecessary arediscussed.Finallytheconnection between sym m etrization schem es

and decoherence-freesubsystem sisdiscussed.In Chapter6wediscussthestability of

decoherence-free system sto perturbations.W eshow thatperturbing interactionsdo

notdestroy the decoherence-free properties. Chapter7 discussesm any ofthe issues

which generically arisewhen usingadecoherence-freesubsystem forquantum com pu-

tation.In Chapter8weintroducean im portantm odelofdecoherencewhich supports

decoherence-freesubsystem s,thecollectivedecoherencem odel.M asterequationsare

derived forboth collective dephasing and forcollective am plitude dam ping in order

tobetterillustratetheconditionsunderwhich collectivedecoherenceoccurs.Theno-

tion ofweak and strongcollectivedecoherenceisintroduced and thedecoherence-free

subsystem sforboth ofthese casesisintroduced. In Chapter9 we discussuniversal

quantum com putation on the weak and strong collective decoherence decoherence-

free subsystem s. The use ofonly the exchange interaction forquantum com puting
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isdiscovered and issuesoftheexplicituseofcollective decoherence decoherence-free

subsystem sforquantum com putation arediscussed.In Chapter10wediscussuniver-

salquantum com putation on an experim entally realized decoherence-freesubspacein

ion traps.Explicitcontrolsequencesareidenti�ed forsuch com putation.Chapter11

then discusses how solid state proposals for quantum com putation can be sim pli-

�ed and im proved by the use ofencoded universality with the exchange interaction.

Finally in Chapter12 wediscussdecoherence-freesubspacesin atom icsystem s.

In part IIIofthis thesis we turn to m ethods forbuilding a quantum com puter

which rely on techniquesofrobustnessdueto theenergeticsofthedecoherence pro-

cess.In Chapter15wedescribethee�ectofsupercoherencewherequantum inform a-

tion is protected atlow environm ent tem peratures. A supercoherent system which

allowsforuniversalquantum com putation isderived and presented in thecontextof

a solid-stateim plem entation ofa quantum com puter.W ethen presenta spin ladder

in Chapter 16 which has m any ofthe properties ofsupercoherence as wellas new

errorcorrecting properties.In Chapter17thisistaken onestep furtherand a system

with a ground state which is a quantum error correcting is discussed. This is the

�rst exam ple ofsuch a quantum error correcting ground state which is fully quan-

tum m echanicaland which doesnotrequireunreasonablephysicalresources.Finally

in Chapter 18 we discuss the possibility ofnaturally fault-tolerant quantum com -

putation.Analogieswith theclassicalrobustnessofinform ation arediscussed and a

generalfram eworkforfuturenaturalfault-tolerantquantum com putation isprovided.
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C hapter 2

T he Pain ofIsolating Q uantum

Inform ation: D ecoherence

so itsquantum com puterswe want
with com putationalpowerwe can  aunt
wellthere’sa price which we’llhave to pay
because quantum coherencesrejoice in decay

In this chapter we introduce the basic theory ofquantum operationsforstudy-

ing decoherence. W e begin by giving a sim ple exam ple ofhow decoherence can de-

stroy quantum inform ation. W e then introduce decoherence in an abstractform al-

ism known astheoperator-sum representation(OSR).Shortcom ingsofthisform alism

are illum inated. W e then discuss the physically m otivated approxim ations ofthe

operator-sum representation known asm asterequations. A m ystery in decoherence

ratescalculated in theoperator-sum representationsispresented and solved.

2.1 T he degradation ofquantum inform ation

Quantum com putation would bea m atterofthecontrolofquantum system s(not

itselfa com pletely trivialsubject)wereitnotforthefactthatquantum system sare

open system s. The degradation ofquantum inform ation due to the coupling ofthe

system containing the quantum inform ation to the environm ent is called decoher-
ence1.Letusbegin ourunderstanding ofthedegradation ofquantum inform ation by

exam ining a sim pleexam ple.

1An unfortunate state of nom enclature exists as to the use ofthe word decoherence. Early

researchers[222,223]used the word decoherence to refer to operations which destroyed quantum

coherences and transferred inform ation to the environm ent in a very speci�c m anner. W ith the

developm entofquantum com putation m any authorsloosened the use ofthis word to referto any

system -environm entcouplings,notjustthose which destroy coherencein a speci�c basisorinvolve

speci�c transferofinform ation from the system to the environm ent. In thisthesiswe willuse the

word decoherenceto referto such genericsystem -environm entcouplings.
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Suppose we are given a system ofconsisting a single qubitand an environm ent

consisting ofanotherqubit.TheHilbertspaceofthiscom bined system and environ-

m entisH = H S 
 HE � C2 
 C2.Furthersupposethatthereisa coupling between

thesystem and theenvironm entgiven by theHam iltonian H = ��z 
 �z where� is

a �xed coupling constant.

W e wish to encode on the system a qubitofquantum inform ation,j i= �j0i+

�j1i.If� = 0 wecould createthestatej iand thestateofthesystem would rem ain

j iforalltim esafteritscreation:the quantum inform ation would be preserved. If

however� 6= 0,thereisa coupling between thesystem and theenvironm entgiven by

theevolution operator

U (t)= exp[� i�t�z 
 �z]= cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z: (2.1)

Suppose that the environm ent is initially in the state j+i = 1p
2
(j0i+ j1i),so that

initially thestateofthesystem plusenvironm entisj i
 j+i.Ata tim etlatter,the

stateofthesystem plusenvironm entwillbe

j (t)i= cos(�t)j i
 j+i� isin(�t)(�zj i)
 j� i; (2.2)

wherej� i= 1p
2
(j0i� j1i).Thedensity m atrix ofthesystem attim etisgiven by

�S(t) = TrE [j (t)ih (t)j]= cos2(�t)j ih j+ sin2(�t)�zj ih j�z

=

"
j�j2 ���cos(2�t)

��� cos(2�t) j�j2

#

: (2.3)

HereTrE [� ]representstracing overtheenvironm ent.Theresidualdi�erencebetween

thisdensity m atrix and theinitialdensity m atrix is

�� = �(t)� �(0)=

"
0 ���(1� cos(2�t))

���(1� cos(2�t)) 0

#

: (2.4)

W e here see that as tim e evolves,the o� diagonalelem ents ofthe density m atrix

oscillate in tim e. W e thus say thatthe \coherence" between the j0i and j1istates

isbeing m anipulated. Note thata tim e t= �

�
k,where k isan integer,the quantum

inform ation in thesystem isuna�ected,�� = 0.System -environm entcoupling alone

isnotenough to degrade the quantum inform ation. In addition to the coupling,an
assum ption aboutthe inaccessiblity ofthe environm entaldegrees offreedom m ustbe
m ade in order for decoherence to occur. Suppose,forexam ple,thatattim e t0 =

�

4�

the coupling between the system and the environm ent is turned o� and the state

ofthe environm ent is m ade inaccessible to experim ent. At this tim e the diagonal

elem ents ofthe density m atrix in the j0i;j1i basis com pletely vanish. Since the

environm entaldegreesoffreedom arenow,byassum ption,assum ed tobeinaccessible,

thequantum inform ation in thesystem hasbeen degraded.Asdescribed in Appendix
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A.5,thetracenorm between two density m atricesisa good m easureoftheabsolute

distinguishability ofthedensity m atrices.Forthisexam plewecalculatethat

D (�(0);�(t))=
1

2
Trj��j= j�jj�jj1� cos(2�t)j: (2.5)

The best m easurem ent to distinguish the initialstate from the decohered state at

tim e twillproduce m easurem ents probabilitieswhose absolute di�erence willdi�er

by j�jj�jj1� cos(2�t)j. Ifone is thinking about using this qubit for som e sort of

com putation,then weseethatthecom putation willerrwith a probability ofatleast

thisvalue.

Thissim pleexam pleofdecoherenceservestoillustratethebasicideathatcoupling

between thesystem and environm entcanlead todegradationofquantum inform ation.

2.2 Q uantum operations

In this section we describe a basic form alism for understanding open quantum

system s. In particular we seek to understand the evolution ofa system when it is

coupled to an environm entasseen from theperspective ofthesystem alone.

2.2.1 D erivation

Considerthedynam icsofa system S togetherwith therestoftheuniversewhich

we willcallthe environm ent E . W e willassum e that the system S represents full

degreesoffreedom separatefrom thoseoftheenvironm entE .Thestatespaceofthe

system plusenvironm entthen occupiesa Hilbertspace which isthe tensorproduct

ofthesystem and environm entHilbertspaces,H � HS 
 HE .

Note thatthis is notthe m ost generalde�nition ofa system {it ispossible that

thesystem we areinterested in doesnothave supportovera fulldegree offreedom .

Thisisthecase,forexam ple,when oneisinterested in a lim ited num beroflevelsof

a m ulti-levelatom . In thissituation,probability can \leak" in oroutofthe system

from orto the restofthe degree offreedom . W e willdevelop ourform alism forthe

situation where thesystem isa fulldegree offreedom butnotewhere resultscan be

extended to thism oregeneralde�nition ofa system .

The evolution ofthe system S plus environm ent E (which together do from a

closed system by postulate)isunitary with a Ham iltonian given by

H = H S 
 IE + IS 
 HE + H SE ; (2.6)

whereH S actson thesystem degreesoffreedom S,H E actson theenvironm entalde-

greesoffreedom and H SE couplesthesedegreesoffreedom .Theevolution ofthesys-

tem and environm entisthen governed by theevolution operatorU (t)= exp[� iH t].

W hen the coupling between the system and the environm entiszero,H SE = 0,the
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evolution ofthesystem plusenvironm entareseparately unitary U (t)= exp[� iH t]=

U S(t)
 UE (t)with U S(t)= exp[� iHSt]and U E (t)= exp[� iHE t]. From the per-

spective ofthe system alone,the evolution istherefore strictly unitary independent
ofthepossibly entangled initialstateofthesystem and environm ent:

�S(t)= TrE

h
U (t)�(0)U y(t)

i
= U S(t)�S(0)U

y

S(t): (2.7)

Ifthiswerenottrue,itwould allow forsuperlum inalm anipulation ofdistantsystem s.

W hen, however, H SE 6= 0,the evolution ofthe system and the bath is m ore

com plicated. Letus �rst exam ine the situation when the system and the bath are

initially in a tensor productsstate �(0)= �S(0)
 �E (0). From the perspective of

thesystem theevolution isgiven by

�S(t)= TrE

h
U (t)�S(0)
 �E (0)U

y(t)
i
: (2.8)

The initialstate ofthe environm ent can be written in term sofitsspectraldecom -

position �E (0)=
P

� p�j�ih�jwhere j�i2 HE isa com plete orthogonalbasisforthe

environm entwhich diagonalizes�E (0),0 � p� � 1,and
P

� p� = 1. Expanding the

traceand using thespectraldecom position oftheenvironm entwe�nd that

�S(t)=
X

�;�

h�jU (t)�S(0)p�j�ih�jU
y(t)j�i; (2.9)

or

�S(t)=
X

i

A i(t)�S(0)A
y

i(t); (2.10)

where

A i= (�;�)(t)=
p
p�h�jU (t)j�i: (2.11)

Therequirem entthatU (t)isunitary im pliesthat

X

i= (�;�)

A
y

i(t)A i(t)= I: (2.12)

Eq. (2.10) together with the norm alization condition Eq. (2.12) form the trace-
preserving operator-sum representation (OSR).Notice that the exact form of the

OSR operatorsdepends on the basis j�i (notthe j�i basis which is determ ined by

thespectraldecom position).Theevolution doesnotdepend on thisbasisexpansion,

butthe exactform oftheoperatorsA i(t)doesdepend on thisbasischoice.W ewill

return to thisfreedom

In factitcan beshown[126]thatthem ostgeneralevolution ofa density m atrix,

�(t)= L(t)[�(0)]satisfying therequirem ents

1.Them ap L(t)takesdensity m atricesto density m atrices.

2.Them ap L(t)isa linearm ap.
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3.Them ap L(t)iscom pletely positive.A com pletely positivem ap takespositive

operators to positive operators when acting as identity on an auxiliary space

I
 L(t)[A ]� 0forA � 0,with I theidentity operatoron any addition Hilbert

space.

m ust have the form ofthe OSR.Every possible OSR hasa description in term sof

the action ofa unitary operatoron a largerHilbert space. This allows us to favor

the m ore concrete derivation ofthe OSR from the physicalperspective ofunitary

evolution traced overtheenvironm entasopposed to them oreaxiom aticapproach.

system in system out

environment in disregard
environment

Figure2.1:Diagram ofthe operatorsum representation

2.2.2 Fixed basis O SR

A toolwhich we will�nd usefullater in our derivation ofm aster equations is

the �xed basis form ofthe OSR[42,10]. Suppose we choose a �xed basis (see Ap-

pendix A.3)forexpanding each oftheoperatorsA i(t)in theOSR:

A i(t)=
X

�

bi�(t)F�: (2.13)

TheOSR can then bewritten as

�(t)=
X

i

A i(t)�(0)A
y

i(t)=
X

i��

bi�(t)b
�
i�(t)F��(0)F

y

� =
X

��

���(t)F��(0)F�; (2.14)

where

��� =
X

i

bi�(t)b
�
i�(t): (2.15)

Eq.(2.14)isthe�xed basisorchirepresentation oftheOSR.Norm alization requires

that X

i��

b
�
i�bi�F

y
�F� =

X

��

���F
y
�F� = I: (2.16)

Taking thetraceofthisequation we�nd that

X

�

��� = d: (2.17)
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The���(t)m atrix isa positiveherm itian m atrix which speci�estheOSR in a given

basis.

Separating outtheidentity com ponentsofEq.(2.14)and Eq.(2.16)weobtain

�(t)= �00(t)�(0)+
X

�6= 0

h
��0(t)F��(0)+ �0�(t)�(0)F

y
�

i
+

X

�;�6= 0

���(t)F��(0)F
y

�:

(2.18)

and

�00(t)I+
X

�6= 0

h
��0(t)F� + �0�(t)F

y
�

i
+

X

�;�6= = 0

���(t)F
y

�F� = I: (2.19)

M ultiplying thesecond oftheseequationsby 1

2
�(0)from both theleftand right,and

substituting into theevolution equation,weobtain

�(t)� �(0)= � i[S(t);�(0)]+
1

2

X

�;�6= 0

���(t)
�h
F�;�(0)F

y

�

i
+
h
F��(0);F

y

�

i�
; (2.20)

where

S(t)=
i

2

X

�6= 0

�
��0(t)F� � �0�(t)F

y
�

�
: (2.21)

Thisversion ofthe�xed basisOSR willbeusefulin deriving m asterequations.Itis

also convenient because any positive ���(t)m atrix whose trace isd correspondsto

an OSR.

2.2.3 Exam ple O SR

As an exam ple ofthe OSR consider the process described in Section 2.1. The

system -environm ent evolution operatorisgiven by Eq.(2.1)and the initialdensity

m atrix oftheenvironm entis�E (0)= j+ih+j.In thederivation oftheOSR thereare

two term s,

A 1(t) = h+jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j+iE = cos(�t)I;

A 2(t) = h� jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j+iE = � isin(�t)�z: (2.22)

NotethatA
y
1(t)A 1(t)+ A

y
2(t)A 2(t)= Iasrequired by unitarity.Theevolution ofthe

initialdensity m atrix �(0)isthus

�(t)= cos2(�t)�(0)+ sin2(�t)�z�(0)�z; (2.23)

which agreeswith Eq.(2.3)derived above.

Suppose thatinstead oftheenvironm entbeing in the initialstate j+ih+jitisin

thestatej0ih0j.In thiscase,ifweusthebasisj+i,j� ito calculatetheOSR we�nd

that

A 1(t) = h+jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j0iE =
1
p
2
(cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z);

A 2(t) = h� jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j0iE = A 1(t): (2.24)
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Ifweinstead usethebasisj0i,j1ito calculatetheOSR,we�nd that

~A 1(t) = h0jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j0iE = (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z);

~A 2(t) = h1jE (cos(�t)I� isin(�t)�z 
 �z)j0iE = 0: (2.25)

There are two interesting factsaboutthiscase. First,we see how using a di�erent

basisforcalculating theOSR givesdi�erentoperatorsbutthesam eevolution:

�(t)= A 1(t)�(0)A
y
1(t)+ A 2(t)�(0)A

y
2(t)=

~A 1(t)�(0)~A
y
1(t): (2.26)

Second theevolution ofthesystem isunitary, ~A
y
1
~A 1 = I.Besidesdem onstrating the

non-uniquenessoftheOSR,thisexam ple servesto bring up an interesting question:

underwhatconditionsistheevolution ofthe OSR correspond to unitary evolution?

Since this question presages future work we willaddress this question in the next

subsection.

2.2.4 O SR and unitary evolution

Thequestion weposeisunderwhatconditionsdoes

X

i

A i�A
y

i = U �U
y
; (2.27)

where

U
y
U =

X

i

A
y

iA i= I; (2.28)

forall�.W eclaim thatan i�condition forthistohold isA i= ci(t)U with
P

ijcij
2 =

1[76,135].

The forward im plication is trivial. Clearly ifA i = ciU with
P

ijcij
2 = 1 then

Eq.(2.27)and Eq.(2.28)both hold.

To prove the inverse,assum e Eq.(2.27)and Eq.(2.28)both hold.Itisusefulto

rewriteEq.(2.27)as X

i

U
y
A i�A

y

iU = �; (2.29)

and then de�ne ~A i= U yA i so thatthisbecom es

X

i

~A i�
~A
y

i = �: (2.30)

Since this equation m ust hold forall� it m ust hold fora particular choice of� =

j ih j.Thisim m ediately leadsto

X

i

jh j~A ij ij
2 = 1: (2.31)
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Fora given ~A i,the state ~A ij ican be splitinto two com ponents ~A ij i= cij i+

c?i j 
? iwherej ? iisa vectorperpendicularto j i.Eq.(2.31)then im plies

X

i

jcij
2 = 1: (2.32)

Thenorm alization condition Eq.(2.28)can berecastas

X

i

~A
y

i
~A i= I; (2.33)

which im plies X

i

jcij
2 + jc?i j

2 = 1: (2.34)

Together with Eq.(2.32)this im plies that
P

ijc
?
i j

2 = 0 such thatc?i = 0 for alli.

Thusj iisan eigenstateofallofthe ~A i,~A ij i= cij iThism usthold forallpossible

j iin theHilbertspacetheOSR operateson and therefore

~A i= ciI) A i= ciU : (2.35)

Eq.(2.28)then im plies
P

ijcij
2 = 1.

2.2.5 Lim its ofthe O SR

The OSR is fairly satisfying in term s of describing the evolution ofa system

coupled to an environm ent. The initialstate ofthe environm ent together with a

description ofthe unitary evolution operatoron the system and environm entallows

foradescription oftheevolution ofallpossiblesystem density operatorsin acom pact

form .Them osttroublesom eassum ptioninthisderivationis,perhaps,theassum ption

thatthe system and the environm entare initially in a tensorproductstate �(0)=

�S(0)
 �E (0).

Dothereexistsituationsin which interaction between thesystem and theenviron-

m entcannotbeexpressed in theOSR? Considerthesituation wherethesystem and

environm entareeach singlequbitsand theinitialjointstateisj 1i=
1p
2
(j00i+ j11i)

orj 2i=
1p
2
(j+ 0i+ j� 1i). Suppose the system and environm entthen evolve ac-

cording totheunitary evolution U = I
 j0ih0j+ �x 
 j1ih1j.In som esense,thestate

ofthe environm ent isthe sam e in both ofthese situations: the density m atricesof

theenvironm entforboth j 1iand j 2iareboth
1

2
I.Further,thedensity m atricesof

the system forboth j 1iand j 2iarealso both
1

2
I.Afterevolution according to U ,

however,thestateofthesystem isdi�erentforthesetwo casesdi�er

�1 = TrE

h
U j 1ih 2jU

y
i
= j0ih0j

�2 = TrE

h
U j 2ih 2jU

y
i
=
1

2
(j0ih0j+ j1ih1j): (2.36)
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Thus we see that the sam e density m atrix has evolved into two di�erent density

m atriceswhen theenvironm ent’sdensity m atriceswasidentical.Thusitisclearthat

thereisnohopein derivingan OSR which dependssolelyon theinitialdensity m atrix

oftheenvironm entand thesystem -environm entunitary evolution.In particularthe

entangled nature (see Appendix A.2 for de�nition) ofthe system and environm ent

leadsto situationswheretheOSR fails.

Theinitialcondition oftensorproductstatesforthesystem and environm entisan

assum ption thatthe system and theenvironm entareinitially uncorrelated.Further

we have shown how when the system and the environm entstartan entangled state

an OSR depending only on the environm entaldensity m atrix and the fullevolution

isim possible.Letusnow show thateven when thesystem and theenvironm entare

classically correlated there areproblem sin the derivation ofthe OSR.Suppose that

theinitialstateofthesystem plusenvironm entcan bewritten in theseparableform

(seeAppendix A.2 forde�nition)

�(0)=
X

�

q��S�(0)
 �E �(0); (2.37)

with 0 < q� � 1 and
P

� q� = 1 and �S�(0),�E �(0) valid density m atrices. The

initialsystem density m atrix is�S(0)= Tr[�(0)]=
P

� q��S�(0).Each environm ental

densitym atrixhasaspectraldecom position (perhapsoverdi�erentenvironm entbasis

states):�E �(0)=
P

��
p��j��ih��j.Theevolution ofthesystem isthen

�S(t)=
X

�;�;�

h�jU (t)�S�(0)q�p��j��ih��jU
y(t)j�i: (2.38)

Thiscan bewritten in theform

�S(t)=
X

�

X

i= (�;�)

A i;�(t)q��S�(0)A
y

i;�(t); (2.39)

where

A i= (�;�);�(t)=
p
p��h�jU (t)j��i; (2.40)

and unitarity requires X

i

A
y

i;�(t)A i;�(t)= I: (2.41)

Unlessthebasisusedforeach spectraldecom position ofthebathisthesam ej��i= j�i

andthespectralcoe�cientsarethesam ep �� = p�,theevolution ofthesystem cannot

beexpressed asin theOSR form Eq.(2.10).

2.3 M aster equations

W hiletheOSR isa convenientform alism fordiscussing thecoupling between the

system and thebath underappropriateinitialconditions,itisoften too cum bersom e
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tobeused forcalculationson realphysicalsystem .Oneim portantreason forthisfact

isthatthe environm entofrealphysicalsystem sareoften largecom plex subsystem s

whoseevolution isdi�culttom odel.Thesim plicityofthesystem isoflittlehelp when

dealingwith open quantum system swhich requirean understandingofenvironm ental

degrees offreedom . Despite this di�culty,a surprisingly large class ofdecohering

dynam icshasbeen adequately described by physically derived evolution equations.

A closed quantum system evolvesaccording to theLiouvilleequation ofm otion

@�(t)

@t
= � i[H ;�(t)]; (2.42)

where we have chosen a static Ham iltonian H forsim plicity. Oftentim esitispossi-

ble to derive an approxim ate evolution equation foran open quantum system which

correspondsto an extra term in thisevolution equation:

@�(t)

@t
= � i[H ;�(t)]+ L [�(t)]: (2.43)

A largeclassoftheseapproxim ateevolution equationscorrespond to sem igroup m as-
terequations.Ifwelet�(t)= �(t)[�(0)]denotetheparam eterized m ap oftheinitial

density m atrix tothedensity m atrix attim et,wede�neasem igroup m asterequation
asa m ap �(t)which satis�es

1.�(t)isacom pletely positivelinearm ap continuousin t(seeSection 2.2.1forthe

de�nition ofcom pletepositivity).

2.�(t)isM arkovian:�(t)� �(s)= �(s+ t).

3.Theinitialstateofthesystem and environm entarein a tensorproductstate.

Gorini,Kossakowski,and Sudarshan[93]and Lindblad[139]haveshown thatany m ap

�(t) which satis�es these requirem ents has an evolution which is generated by the

sem igroup m asterequation (SM E)

@�(t)

@t
= � i[H ;�(t)]+

1

2

X

��

a��

�h
F��(t);F

y

�

i
+
h
[F�;�(t)F

y

�

i
;
�

(2.44)

whereF� areacom pletebasisfortheoperatorson theHilbertspacewhich � inhabits

and a�� isa positiveherm itian m atrix.

2.3.1 D iscrete coarse graining derivation ofthe SM E

W e now show that explicit use ofa discrete coarse-graining over tim e can lead

naturally from theOSR evolution equation,Eq.(2.20)to theSM E,Eq.(2.3)[10].A
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usefulform ofthe �xed basis OSR Eq.(2.20) is found by taking the derivative of

Eq.(2.20)with respectto tim e

@�(t)

@t
= � i

"
@S(t)

@t
;�(0)

#

+
1

2

X

�;�6= 0

@���(t)

@t

�h
F�;�(0)F

y

�

i
+
h
F��(0);F

y

�

i�
: (2.45)

The coarse graining ofthe evolution willbe done with respectto a tim e �.This

tim e-scale,we willeventually discover,is related to a environm ent \m em ory" tim e

scale.Coarsegraining over� correspondsto

�j = �(j�); ���;j = ���(j�); j2 N: (2.46)

Further,rewriting the OSR Eq.(2.20)as�(t)= �(t)�(0)and de�ning ~L(t)through

�(t)= T exp
hR

t

0
~L(s)ds

i
we�nd that

@�(t)

@t
= ~L(t)[�(t)]: (2.47)

De�ning ~Lj =
R(j+ 1)�
j�

~L(s)ds ,with �n = t,wehave

Z t

0

~L(s)ds= �

n� 1X

j= 0

~Lj: (2.48)

Nextwe willm ake the assum ption thaton the tim e scale ofthe environm ent�,the

evolution generators ~L(t) com m ute in the \average" sense that
h
~Lj;~Lk

i
= 0;8j;k.

Physically,we im agine thisoperation asarising from the \resetting" ofthe environ-

m entdensity operatoroverthetim e-scale�.Underthisassum ption,theevolution of

thesystem isM arkovian when t� �:

�(t)=

n� 1Y

j= 0

exp
h
�~Lj

i
: (2.49)

Underthediscretization oftheevolution,thisproductform oftheevolution im plies

that

�j+ 1 = exp
h
�~Lj

i
[�j]: (2.50)

In thelim itof� � tweexpand thisexponential,to �nd that

�j+ 1 � �j

�
= ~Lj[�j]: (2.51)

This equation is sim ply a discretization ofEq.(2.47) under the assum ption that

� � �,where � is the tim e-scale ofchange for the system density m atrix. Notice

in particularthatthe RHS ofEq.(2.51)containsthe average value of~L(t)overthe
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interval.From theOSR evolution equation Eq.(2.45),we know the explicitform of
~L(t)overthe�rstintervalfrom 0 to �.Discretizing overthisintervalwe�nd that

�1 � �0

�
= � i

"*
@S(t)

@t

+

;�0

#

+
1

2

X

�;�

*
@���(t)

@t

+
�
[F�;�0F

y

�]+ [F��(0);F
y

�]
�

� ~L0[�0]; (2.52)

where

hX i�
1

�

Z �

0

X (s)ds: (2.53)

Thus,in the sense ofthe coarse graining above we have arrived atan explicitform

for~L0.

Consider the evolution beyond this �rst interval. Deriving an explicit form for
~L1 and forhigherterm sisnow im possible because Eq.(2.45)givesthe evolution in

term sof�(0). However,since we have m ade the assum ption thatthe environm ent

\resets" overthetim e-scale�,weexpecttheenvironm enttointeractwith thesystem

in thesam em anneroverevery �-length coarse-grained interval.Thisisequivalentto

assum ing that~Li = ~L0;8i(which ofcourse isthe m osttrivialway ofsatisfying the

M arkovian evolution condition [~Li;~Lj]= 0;8i;j). Then,using Eq.(2.51),one isled

to theform ofthesem igroup equation ofm otion,

@�(t)

@t
= � i[

*
@S(t)

@t

+

;�(t)]+
1

2

X

�;�

*
@���(t)

@t

+
�
[F�;�(t)F

y

�]+ [F��(t);F
y

�]
�
:

(2.54)

W e can write thisequation ofm otion in an alternative form which distinguishes

between thesystem and environm entcontributionstotheevolution.SinceEq.(2.45)

islinear in the ���(t)m atrix,one can calculate �
(0)

��(t)forthe isolated system and

hencede�nethenew term swhich com eaboutfrom thecoupling ofthesystem to the

environm ent:

���(t)= �
(0)

��(t)+ �
(1)

��(t): (2.55)

The term swhich correspond to the isolated system willtherefore produce a norm al

� i[H ;�(t)]Liouvilleterm in Eq.(2.54).ThusEq.(2.54)can berewritten as

@�(t)

@t
= � i

"

H +

*
@S(1)(t)

@t

+

;�(t)

#

+
1

2

X

�;�

*
@�

(1)

��(t)

@t

+
�
[F�;�(t)F

y

�]+ [F��(t);F
y

�]
�
;

(2.56)

which with the identi�cation of
D
@��� (t)

@t

E
with a�� isequivalentto Eq.(2.3),except

forthe presence ofthe second term derived from
D
@S(1)(t)

@t

E
in the Liouvillian. This

second term inducesunitary dynam icson thesystem ,
D
@S(1)(t)

@t

E
,isreferred to asthe

Lam b shift. Thisterm explicitly describes an unitary e�ectwhich the environm ent

hason thesystem .Itisoften im plicitly assum ed to bepresentin Eq.(2.3).
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W e have shown how coarse-graining the evolution over the environm ent tim e-

scale� allowsoneto understand theconnection between theOSR and thesem igroup

evolution.Theassum ptionswhich wentinto thisderivation areexplicitly

1.The tim e-scale for the evolution ofthe system density m atrix is m uch larger

than thetim e-scalefortheresetting oftheenvironm ent(� � �).

2.Theevolution ofthesystem should beM arkovian ([~Li;~Lj]= 0;8i;j)

3.The environm ent resetsto the sam e state so thatthe system evolution isthe

sam eoverevery coarsegraining (~Li= ~L0;8i).

4.Thesystem and theenvironm entstartin a tensorproductstate.

Theim portanceofEq.(2.45)liesin thefactthatitallowsoneto pinpointtheexact

pointatwhich theassum ption ofM arkovian dynam icsarem adeand further,dueto

thegenerallikenessofitsform totheSM E,providesan easily translatableconnection

when going from the non-M arkovian OSR to the M arkovian SM E.Notice also that

theassum ption ofM arkovian dynam icsintroducesan arrow oftim ein theevolution

ofthe system through the ordering ofthe environm entalstates: the system evolves

through tim ein thedirection ofeach successive resetting oftheenvironm ent.

A detailed study ofthiscoarse graining procedure on a speci�c m odelhasbeen

carried out in [136]where the authors exam ine the application ofthis procedure

to a spin-boson m odel. Am azingly at low order in perturbation theory the coarse

grain proceduredescribed aboveprovidesan accuratedescription oftheopen system

dynam ics.

TheuseofM arkovian m asterequationsin physicshasa long and storied history.

From theearly study ofphenom enologicalm odels[28,202],to m orerigorousderiva-

tions[125,52,53,139],and thesaturation ofm asterequationsin thequantum optics

com m unity[39],m asterequationsarea usefultoolform odeling thebehaviorofm any

di�erent physicalsystem s. It has even been suggested that instead ofan approxi-

m ation ofthe fullunitary dynam ics,the SM E isa fundam entalevolution equation

fornature (fora good discussion ofthism atter,and why itfailsto solve the \m ea-

surem ent problem ",see [92]). W hat we have provided in this section is a di�erent

m annerofunderstanding how the SM E can arise asan approxim ate evolution ofa

system . Eq.(2.20)and Eq.(2.45)provide an path between the exactOSR and the

approxim ateSM E via ourspeci�c coarsegraining procedure.

2.3.2 R esolving a m ystery in decoherence rates

Decoherence rates
1

�n
=

n
Tr

h
�(0)�(n)(0)

io 1

n
; (2.57)
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(see Appendix A.6 forthe m otivation behind thisde�nition)can be used to under-

stand the tim e scales ofa decoherence process. Interestingly,under the SM E,�rst

order decoherence rates (1=�1) are �nite while in the OSR these decoherence rates

vanish.

Onecanseethevanishingofthe�rstorderdecoherenceratein theOSR bydirectly

substituting in the pre-OSR Ham iltonian dynam icsand using the cyclicalnature of

thetraceoperation,

1

�1
= TrS

"

�S(0)

 
@

@t
TrE

h
U SE (t)�S(0)
 �E (0)U

y

SE (t)
i
!

t= 0

#

= TrS [�S(0)TrE [� iHSB �S(0)+ i�S(0)H SB ]]= 0: (2.58)

Theonly possiblem annerin which thisvanishing ofthistracecould notoccurwould

beto play som etrickswith lim itsofin�nitem atrices.

However,in theSM E,the�rstorderdecoherenceratedoesnotvanish.Explicitly,

in theSM E,we�nd that(in theabsenceofa system evolution H S = 0),

1

�1
= TrS

2

4�S(0)

0

@
1

2

X

�;�6= 0

�
[F��(0);F

y

�]+ [F�;�(0)F
y

�]
�
1

A

3

5 ; (2.59)

which in generaldoesnotvanish (seeforexam ple[211,219]).

Now lets present a bit(orm ore precisely a qubit!) ofa paradox. Consider the

often quoted exam pleofphasedam ping ofa qubit.In thiscase,itwould appearthat

there isa �nite �rstorderdecoherence rate. Yet,phase dam ping ofa qubitisoften

presented within the OSR[42,120,153],which,aswe have justshown above,would

predictzero �rstorderdecoherence ratesforany non-singularHam iltonian. In this

exam ple,theOSR operatorsaregiven by[42]

A 0(t)=

 
1 0

0 e� �t

!

; and A 1(t)=

 
0 0

0
p
1� e� 2�t

!

; (2.60)

and a sim plecalculation using theseoperatorsyieldsa m inim um �rstorderdecoher-

ence rateof1=�1 = � �=2.How can thisbe? In particularwe know thatevery OSR

corresponds to som e Ham iltonian dynam ics on a larger Hilbert space and we have

previously showed that�rstorderdecoherence ratesvanish in theOSR.Yet,here is

an exam ple ofan OSR wherethe�rstorderdecoherence ratedoesnotvanish!

W ecan resolvethisapparentparadox by exam ining thecoarsegrainingprocedure

used to derivetheSM E from theOSR.

Using Eq.(2.45)the�rstorderdecoherence ratein theOSR becom es

1

�1
= � iTr

"

�(0)

" 
@S(t)

@t

!

t= 0

;�(0)

##

(2.61)

+ Tr

2

4
1

2

X

�;�6= 1

 
@���(t)

@t

!

t= 0

�
[F�;�(0)F

y

�]+ [F��(0);F
y

�]
�
3

5 :
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Using thedecom position oftheOSR operators,Eq.(2.11),and knowing thatU (0)=

IS 
 IB ,we �nd that A i(0) =
p
�IS�i;(�;�). Thus,since the F�’s form a linearly

independent basis,itfollows,using Eq.(2.13),thatthe expansion coe�cients m ust

be

bi�(0)= ��0

p
�d�i;(�;�): (2.62)

whered isdim ension ofthesystem Hilbertspace.By directevaluation,
 
@���(t)

@t

!

t= 0

=
X

�d

p
�d

" 

��0

 
@b�

(�;�);�
(t)

@t

!

t= 0

+ ��0

 
@b(�;�);�(t)

@t

!

t= 0

! #

; (2.63)

which im plies the vanishing (as long as
�
@b(�;� );�(t)

@t

�

t= 0
rem ains �nite) in Eq.(2.62)

ofevery term except Tr
h
�(0)

h�
@S(t)

@t

�

t= 0
;�(0)

ii
. However,thisin turn vanishes by

cyclic perm utation ofthe trace. Thus we see as claim ed,that the OSR �rst order

decoherence ratevanishes.

W e can now use our coarse graining derivation ofthe SM E to understand how

�rst order decoherence rates appear in the SM E.Exam ination ofour derivation of

the SM E,Eqs.(2.54) and (2.56),now shows how non-zero �rst order decoherence

ratescan arise when the evolution isconsidered to be M arkovian. In the derivation

ofthesem igroup equation in the M arkovian lim itwe m ade the assum ption thatthe

m atrices
�
@��� (t)

@t

�

t= 0
canbeidenti�ed with theconstantm atricesa�� ofthesem igroup

equation,Eq.(2.3).However,when thisisdone,the m atrix elem ents
�
@��� (t)

@t

�

t= 0
in

Eq.(2.62)arereplaced by theirtim e-averaged values,forwhich therelation Eq.(2.63)

no longerapplies.Hence,in general,the�rstorderdecoherenceratesarenecessarily

notzerowhen theM arkovian coarse-grainingisapplied.Fora�nitetotalHam iltonian

H SB ,non-zero �rstorderratesarethereforeseen to bean artifactoftheM arkovian

assum ption,and theirappearanceem phasizesthedelicatenatureofthetransition to

theM arkovian regim e.

W ehaveseen how the�rstorderdecoherenceratecan notvanish in thetransition

from theOSR totheSM E,butwearestillleftwith theparadox ofa �rstorderdeco-

herence ratein theOSR forthephasedam ping exam ple.To resolve thisdichotom y,

we consider how the above phase dam ping OSR operators are generated from the

unitary dynam icsofa qubitsystem S and a qubitbath B .Theevolution operator

U (t)=

0

B
B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 e� �t 0
p
1� e� 2�t

0 0 1 0

0 �
p
1� e� 2�t 0 e� �t

1

C
C
C
C
A

j#0i

j#1i

j"0i

j"1i

; (2.64)

(where the �rst qubit represents the bath (j"i;j#i) and the second represents the

system (j0i;j1i)asdenoted in thecolum nsabove)with thebath initially in thestate

j#i,im m ediately givesthe OSR operatorsofEq.(2.60). Itiseasy to calculate the

Ham iltonian which generatesthisevolution,(using H SB (t)= i�h
dU (t)

dt
U y(t)):
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H SB (t)=

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 � g(t)

0 0 0 0

0 g(t) 0 0

1

C
C
C
A
; (2.65)

where

g(t)= i�h
e� t

p
1� e� 2t

: (2.66)

However,we see thatas t! 0,g(t)! 1 . Thus,in this sim ple exam ple,we �nd

thatatt= 0,theHam iltonian becom essingular.Thisillustratesourclaim that�rst

orderdecoherenceratesin theOSR aretheresultofan in�niteHam iltonian,and do

notcontradictthegeneralOSR resultofzero ratesfor�niteHam iltonians.

2.3.3 D iagonalform ofthe SM E

In theSM E,Eq.(2.3),wehaveselected used a speci�cfullbasisF �.Thischoice

ofbasisis,ofcourse,arbitrary. A di�erentbasis,G � could have been selected and

thisnew basiswillberelated to theold basisvia

F� =
X

�6= 0

g��G �; (2.67)

for� 6= 0.Ifwerequirethenew basisto m aintain thetraceinnerproduct,then

Tr
h
F
y
�F�

i
= Tr

"
X

�;�

g
�
��g��G

y
�G �

#

=
X

�

g
�
��g�� = ���: (2.68)

Thinking aboutg��� asa m atrix,thisim pliesthatg
�
�� isa unitary m atrix.

Thenon-Ham iltonian generatoroftheSM E,Eq.(2.3)isde�ned as

L[�]=
1

2

X

�;�6= 0

a��

�
[F��;F

y

�]+ [F�;�F
y

�]
�
: (2.69)

Thechangeofbasis,Eq.(2.67),transform sthisgeneratorto

L[�]=
1

2

X

�;�;�;�6= 0

a��g��g
�
��

�
[G ��;G

y
�]+ [G �;�G

y
�]
�
: (2.70)

Thisisa new generatorfora SM E

L[�]=
1

2

X

�;�6= 0

a
0
��

�
[G ��;G

y
�]+ [G �;�G

y
�]
�
; (2.71)

where

a
0
�� =

X

�;�6= = 0

a��g��g
�
��: (2.72)
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Since g��� can be any unitary m atrix,and a�� isa herm itian m atrix,we can choose

g��� such thatthism atrix diagonalizesa
0
��.In thiscase,thegeneratoroftheSM E is

given by

L[�]=
1

2

X

�6= 0

a�

�
[G ��;G

y
�]+ [G �;�G

y
�]
�
; (2.73)

which wecan rescalesuch thattheSM E becom es

@�(t)

@t
= � i[H ;�(t)]+

1

2

X

�6= 0

�
[L��(t);L

y
�]+ [L�;�(t)L

y
�]
�
: (2.74)

The operatorsL� are called the Lindblad operatorsafter[139]and thisform ofthe

SM E iscalled theLindblad diagonalform .

2.4 D ecoherence

In the previous two sections we have developed form alism s for understanding

the coupling ofa system to its environm ent. Along the way we have encountered

assum ptionswhich allowed usto m akeform alprogressin m odeling thedecoherence.

M uch ofthe justi�cation forthe form alism softhe OSR and SM E m ustcom e from

the em piricalevidence in favorofthese descriptions. Barring thisjusti�cation,one

m ustresortback to thefullyHam iltonian description ofthesystem plusenvironm ent

in orderto m ake progressin understanding a particulardecoherence process. Thus,

while the decoherence form alism s ofthe OSR and SM E allow a nice description of

decoherence,there ism uch to be said forthinking aboutdecoherence from a purely

Ham iltonian system plus environm ent viewpoint. In this thesis we willhave the

chance to work with allthree ofthese approaches,the OSR,the SM E,and the full

Ham iltonian form ulation ofdecoherence.
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C hapter 3

Q uantum C ontrol

Two questions:
1.W hatdoesitm ean to controlthe evolution ofa quantum system ?
2.Given som e control,whatcan be done?

In this chapter,we introduce the notion ofcontrolofa quantum system . The

role ofcontrolwhich doesnotcause decoherence isem phasized. Variousform alism s

are developed to understand when such non-decohering controlis possible. This

form alism isthen applied tothecaseofcontrolofaqubitwhen coupled via aJaynes-

Cum m ingsHam iltonian toacoherentstateoftheelectrom agnetic�eld.Finally,work

regarding whatcan bedonewith a given am ountofcontrolisreviewed with therole

oftheLiealgebraicstructurebeing em phasized.

3.1 C ontroland m easurem ent

Suppose one is given a quantum system S and som e m eans ofcontrolling this

system . By a quantum system S,we m ean a system which experim enthasshowed

can produce e�ects whose description obeys quantum m echanics or at least som e

sem i-classicalquantum principles. In general,itseem s thatthere are two form sof

interactions which an externalsystem can inuence on a quantum system : control

and m easurem ent.

In controlone m anipulatesa controlling apparatuswhose state controlsthe uni-
tary evolution ofthe system . In orderforthism anipulation to be a valid quantum
control,theevolution ofthesystem should notbecom eentangled with thecontrolling

apparatus. Anotherway ofstating thisisthatthe actofcontrolshould notinduce
decoherence on the system .

In contrastto control,in m easurem enta m easuring apparatusinteractswith the

system in such away thatthestateofthem easuringapparatusbecom esentangled or

correlated in such a way thatthestate ofthe apparatusprovidesinform ation about

thesystem .
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3.2 C onditions for control

Let us try to quantify exactly what is m eant for a controlm echanism to be a

good controlm echanism which doesnotcause decoherence on the system . W e will

m odelthe problem in a m annerwhich we think reasonably capturesa largenum ber

ofexperim entalm ethodsforclassicalcontrolofquantum system s.

Suppose wearegiven a quantum system S and an apparatusA.W ewillassum e

that there is som e constant coupling Ham iltonian between the system S and the

apparatusA,H SA.Therearetwo objectionsto thisassum ption.The�rstobjection

claim sthatthisisnota good assum ption becauseitispossibleto takean apparatus

and rem ove itacrossthe room such thatthe apparatusno longerinteractswith the

system .Theresolution ofthisobjection istwo-fold.Firstofallitseem sto alwaysbe

possible to m odeltherem ovalofapparatusfrom interaction within the Ham iltonian
H SA and the apparatusevolution IS 
 HA. The reason forthisisourfundam ental

beliefthat quantum m echanics is obeyed by allphysicallaws. Thus once we have

de�ned oursystem ,there can only be Ham iltonian coupling to an outside quantum

system . The second reason this objection is not wellfounded is the experim ental

reality thatalm ostallcontrolofquantum system ssom ecom ponentoftheapparatus

in contactwith the system .Thus,forexam ple,ifoneism anipulating the electronic

stateofan atom with alaser,theatom isin constantcontactwith theelectrom agnetic

m odewhich willbeused forcontrol.Thesecond objection tothem odelofaconstant

H SA is that it disallows a possibly tim e dependent H SA. M uch ofwhat we will

derive can easily be extended to the case ofa tim e dependentHam iltonian and our

assum ption oftim e-independence in this respect is m erely a convenience in order

to sim plify our discussion. W e thus start from a fullsystem -apparatus evolution

Ham iltonian of

H = H S 
 IA + IS 
 HA + H SA; (3.1)

with thecorresponding unitary evolution ofU SA(t)= exp[� iH t].

3.2.1 O rthogonalpure state stationary control

W hen su� cientiseasy,necessary isalm ostalwaysdi� cult.

Given theassum ption ofa constantsystem -apparatuscoupling,letusexam ine a

sim plegeneralm odelforclassicalcontrol.

D e�nition 3.2.1 (Orthogonalpure state stationary control) Suppose we are given
an orthogonalset A of pure states jai of the apparatus A. Orthogonalpure state
stationary controlis then de� ned as the situation where for every inputjaiinto the
apparatus(de� ned asthe situation where the density m atrix ofthe system plusappa-
ratus is �S(0)
 jaihaj) the evolution ofthe system is unitary with som e generating
Ham iltonian H a and thestateoftheapparatusisjaiatalltim esduringtheevolution.
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Thecondition oforthogonalpurestatestationary controlistherefore

U SA(t)(�S(0)
 jaihaj)U
y

SA(t)= U a(t)�S(0)U
y
a(t)
 jaihaj 8t;8a 2 A ; (3.2)

where U a(t)= exp[� iHat]. The question we now seek to answer is whether there

isa succinctm ethod fordeterm ining whethera given Ham iltonian H can beused to

perform orthogonalpurestatestationary control?

Letusbegin by expressing the system -apparatusevolution asan expansion over

thesystem tensorapparatusoperators.In particularwe willchoose a com plete her-

m itian basisF� (seeAppendix A.3)fortheexpansion overthesystem com ponentof

Ham iltonian

H =
X

�

F� 
 A� = IS 
 HA +
X

�6= 0

F� 
 A�; (3.3)

wherewehaveconveniently expanded outtheidentity com ponentofthisexpansion.

Herm iticity ofthe Ham iltonian im plies thatthe A � operators can be chosen to be

Herm itian aswell. Then,a su�cient condition forpure state stationary controlto

hold is

A �jai = c�;ajai

H Ajai = �ajai; (3.4)

foralljai.W ecan check thatthisissu�cientby directevaluation

U SA(t)(�S(0)
 jaihaj)U
y

SA(t)

= exp

"

� i
X

�

F� 
 A�t

#

(�S(0)
 jaihaj)exp

2

4i
X

�

F� 
 A�t

3

5

= exp

"

� i
X

�

c�;aF�t

#

�S(0)exp

"

i
X

�

c
�
�;aF�t

#


 jaihaj; (3.5)

which wecan easily seeby using theTaylorexpansion oftheexponential,evaluating

the apparatusoperatorsand regrouping. ThusifEq.(3.4)holdsthen the evolution

isthatoforthogonalpure state stationary controlwith the controlled Ham iltonians

H a = �aIS +
P

�6= 0 c�;aF�.

Letusnow show thatEq.(3.4)isalso a necessary condition fororthogonalpure

statestationary control.Di�erentiating theorthogonalpurestatestationary control

condition,Eq.(3.2),with respectto tim etand evaluating thisequation att= 0 we

�nd that

[H SA;�S(0)
 jaihaj]= [Ha;�S(0)]
 jaihaj: (3.6)

Expanding

�S(0)=
X

�

��F� =
1

d
I+

X

�6= 0

��F�; (3.7)
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and tracing overthesystem we�nd thatthisim plies

X

�6= 0

�� [A �;jaihaj]+ [H A;jaihaj]= 0: (3.8)

Thism usthold forall�S(0). The ��,� 6= 0 form a convex setin the vectorspace

R d2� 1whered isthedim ension ofthesystem Hilbertspace.Thisconvex setcontains

the origin (which correspondsto �S(0)=
1

d
I)and an open ballofdim ension d2 � 1

around theorigin[225].Thisin turn im pliesthateach oftheterm sin theexpansion

ofEq.(3.8)m ustvanish separately

[A �;jaihaj] = 0

[H A;jaihaj] = 0: (3.9)

Thisin turn directly im pliesourclaim ed condition Eq.(3.4)and m usthold foralljai

3.2.2 C om m uting m ixed state stationary control

In orthogonalpure state stationary control,we assum ed thatthe system wasin

oneofan orthogonalsetofstatesjai.Ourchoiceoftheorthogonalinputstatejaiwas
m adein orderto satisfy in a nebulousm annersom erequirem entthatourapparatus

isa classicalcontroldevice. A m ore satisfying requirem ent would be to loosen our

apparatus to start in a m ixed state. In this case,the m ore appropriate choice of

classicality isthatthedi�erentpossiblecontrollingm ixed statescom m ute(see[15]for

a good m otivation forthischoice).Thuswede�ne:

D e�nition 3.2.2 (Com m uting m ixed statestationary control)Supposewearegiven
a com m uting setM ofm ixed-states�a ofthe apparatus A.Com m uting m ixed state
stationary controlis then de� ned as the situation where for every input�a into the
apparatus (de� ned as the situation where the density m atrix ofthe system plus ap-
paratus is �S(0)
 �a) the evolution ofthe system is unitary with som e generating
Ham iltonian H a and thestateoftheapparatusis�a atalltim esduringtheevolution.

Thecondition ofcom m uting m ixed statestationary controlistherefore

U SA(t)(�S(0)
 �a)U
y

SA(t)= U a(t)�S(0)U
y
a(t)
 �a 8t;8�a 2 M : (3.10)

W e claim that a necessary and su�cient condition for com m uting m ixed state

stationary controlis

A ��a = c�;a�a (3.11)

H A�a = �a�a; (3.12)

forallofthe com m uting �a.Note thatthe orthogonalpure state stationary control

condition iscontained within thiscondition.
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W eprovethisclaim viathetim ehonoredtraditionofusingpuri�cationtom apthis

ontotheproblem wealready know how tosolve:theorthogonalpurestatestationary

controlcondition.

Letusintroducean auxiliary system R such thatthepuri�cationsofthecom m ut-

ing �a areorthogonal:

�a = TrR [jaihaj]; (3.13)

where the jai are orthogonal. It is always possible to perform such an orthogonal

puri�cation when the �a com m ute (but not possible always possible when they do

notcom m ute). The com m uting m ixed state stationary controlcondition Eq.(3.10)

then becom es

U SA(t)
 IR (�S(0)
 jaihaj)U
y

SA(t)
 IR = U a(t)�S(0)U
y
a(t)
 jaihaj 8t;a; (3.14)

which wecan expressas

U SA R(t)(�S(0)
 jaihaj)U
y

SA R(t)= U a(t)�S(0)U
y
a(t)
 jaihaj 8t;a; (3.15)

whereU SA R(t)= exp[� iH 
 IR t].A necessary and su�cientcondition forthisisjust

the orthogonalpure state stationary controlconditionsfrom above with an identity

tensored onto theoperators

A � 
 IRjai = c�;ajai

H A 
 IRjai = �ajai: (3.16)

Form ing theoperatorsA � 
 IRjaihajand H A 
 IRjaihajand tracing overR wethen

arrive at the claim ed necessary and su�cient conditions Eq.(3.11) and Eq.(3.12)

holding forallofthecom m uting �a.

3.2.3 N on-stationary controland throw ing the sw itch

Throughout our derivation ofthe controlequations we have required that the

inputand theoutputofapparatusrem ain thesam e.Thustheadjective\stationary"

wasappended to allofourderivationsofcontrol. In general,itseem slikely thata

m oregeneralcondition allowsnoentanglem entbetween thesystem and theapparatus

butallowsthestateoftheapparatusto change.W hatwearenottalking abouthere
isthe situation where the apparatusand the system are entangled atsom e m idway

pointand then atsom e �naltim e the state isno longerentangled. Thislattercase

isan exam ple ofquantum controlvia a quantum apparatusbecause m aintenance of

thequantum natureoftheapparatusisnecessary in orderto perform theoperation

withoutdecoherence on thesystem .

Oneofthepotentialproblem swith non-stationarycontrolisthefactthatobserva-

tion oftheapparatusasthestatechangescan lead to entanglem entoftheapparatus

with an externalobserverwhich then inducesdecoherence on the system . Knowing
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the state ofthe apparatus willprovides inform ation about how faralong a certain

evolution on thesystem hasprogressed and when di�erentobservationsarem adeat

di�erent tim es,decoherence can result. Itis an interesting open question,then,to

understand non-stationary controlofquantum system .

Along sim ilarlinesofthought,the m odelwe have presented forcontrolassum es

thatthere isa m annerin which the state ofthe apparatuscan be rapidly changed

between thedi�erentcontrolling states�a.Thereason rapid controlisneeded in this

m odelisthatifthe state ofthe apparatusgetscaughtin eithera superposition or

m ixture oftwo controlling Ham iltonianswhich produce di�erentevolution thiswill

causedecoherence from theperspective ofthesystem .Thusthem odelwepresentis

onein which thestateoftheapparatuscan bee�ciently m anipulated on tim escales

shorterthan thetim escaleofthecontrolled dynam icson thequantum system .

3.3 C ontrolexam ples

Here weexam ine two sim ple controlexam ples.Oneofthese allowscontrolwhile

theotherdoesnotallow forcontrol.In both exam plesthesystem sS and the appa-

ratusA aresinglequbits.

The �rstexam ple isa trivialexam ple where purestatestationary controlispos-

sible.Considerthesystem -apparatusHam iltonian

H = � (�z 
 I+ �x 
 �z + I
 �z): (3.17)

The 1p
2
� � area good �xed operatorbasisforthesystem Hilbertspace,wetherefore

�nd in the�xed-basisexpansion Eq.(3.3)that

H A = ��z

A z = �
p
2I

A x = �
p
2� z: (3.18)

Clearly theeigenstatesof� z,j0iand j1i,satisfy theorthogonalpurestatestationary

controlconditions Eq.(3.4). In particular we see that ifthe apparatus is in the

state j0i,then the evolution ofthe system is according to the Ham iltonian H 0 =

� (�z + � x + I). If,on the other hand,the apparatus is in the state j1i,then the

evolution isgoverned by theHam iltonian H 1 = � (�z � �x + I).

Nextwe presentan exam ple ofa system -apparatusHam iltonian which doesnot

allow forcontrol.Considerthesystem -apparatusHam iltonian

H = � (�z 
 I+ �x 
 �x + I
 �z): (3.19)

Again,using the 1p
2
� z asthe�xed-basisforthesystem one�ndstheterm sin expan-

sion Eq.(3.3),

H A = ��z
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A z = �
p
2I

A x = �
p
2� x: (3.20)

Therearenostateswhich aretheeigenstatesofallthreeoftheseoperators(thiswould

contradict [� z;�x]= 2i� y). Thus there are no states which satisfy the orthogonal

purestatestationary controlconditionsEq.(3.4).

3.4 C ontrolw ith coherent states

Asa m orephysically relevantapplication oftheorthogonalpurestatestationary

controlcondition,letusconsiderthe controlofa two levelsystem via coupling to a

boson �eld m ode.W eassum ethatthesystem isaqubitand theapparatusisaboson

�eld m ode with creation and annihilation operatorsay and a respectively. W e will

considertheevolution ofthesystem and apparatusasdom inated by thepost-rotating

waveapproxim ation Jaynes-Cum m ing Ham iltonian exactly atresonance[104],

H = g� � 
 a
y + g

�
� + 
 a; (3.21)

where� � = � x � i�y.Using the
1p
2
� � asabasisforthesystem operators,weobtain

theexpansion

H = � x 
 (gay+ g
�
a)+ � y 
 i(� ga

y + g
�
a): (3.22)

TheissueofwhetherthisHam iltonian can beused forstationary controlistherefore

reduced to whethertheoperators

A x =
p
2
�
ga

y+ g
�
a
�

A y = i
p
2(� ga

y + g
�
a) (3.23)

have sim ultaneous eigenstates. Firstwe willshow why these operatorsdo nothave

sim ultaneouseigenstatesbutthen wewillshow how in a certain lim ittheseoperators

can havea approxim atesim ultaneouseigenstates.

Suppose that A x and A y had a sim ultaneous eigenstate j i with eigenvalue ax
and ay respectively. Since A x and A y are both Herm itian,ax and ay are both real.

Thecom m utatorbetween A x and A y is

[A x;A y]= � 4ijgj2
h
a;a

y
i
= � 4ijgj2I: (3.24)

Thefactthatj iisa sim ultaneouseigenstateoftheA x and A y operatorim plies

h j[A x;A y]j i= axay � ayax = 0: (3.25)

Howeveron therighthand sideofEq.(3.24)we�nd theh j(� 4ijgj2I)j i= � 4ijgj2.

ThisisacontradictionandthereforeA x andA y cannothavesim ultaneouseigenstates.
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Thus the Jaynes-Cum m ings Ham iltonian Eq.(3.21) cannot be used for orthogonal

purestatestationary control.

Let us show,however,despite the fact that the Jaynes-Cum m ings Ham iltonian

cannot be used for exact control,that with a suitable approxim ation the Jaynes-

Cum m ingsHam iltonian can indeed beused forcontrol.

The coherentstate j�iwhere � 2 C isde�ned in term softhe num berstatesjni

as[169]

j�i= e
�

j�j
2

2

1X

n= 0

�n
p
n!
jni: (3.26)

and isan eigenstateoftheannihilation operatoraj�i= �j�i.Ifthebosonic�eld we

are considering isan electrom agnetic �eld,then lasersproduce coherentstateswith

very high �delity.

W enext�nd that

A xj�i=
p
2

 

g
�
�j�i+ ge

� j�j2=2
1X

n= 0

p
n + 1�n
p
n!

jn + 1i

!

: (3.27)

De�ning thenorm alized state

j �i =
1

q P 1
n= 0

(n+ 1)(j�j2)n

n!

1X

n= 0

p
n + 1�n
p
n!

jn + 1i

=
e� j�j2=2

q
1+ j�j2

1X

n= 0

p
n + 1�n
p
n!

jn + 1i: (3.28)

W e�nd that

A xj�i =
p
2

0

@ g��j�i+ ge
� j�j2=2

v
u
u
t

1X

n= 0

(n + 1)(j�j2)n

n!
j �i

1

A

=
p
2

�

g
�
�j�i+ g

q
1+ j�j2j �i

�

: (3.29)

Now j �iisnearly j�iforlargej�j

jh�j �ij=

�
�
�
�
�
�

e� j�j2

q
1+ j�j2

1X

n= 0

(j�j2)n��
p
n + 1

q
n!(n + 1)!

�
�
�
�
�
�
=

j�j
q
1+ j�j2

: (3.30)

In particularwe�nd that

A xj�i�
p
2(g�� + g�

�)j�i; (3.31)

forj�j� 1.Sim ilarly itcan beshown that

A yj�i�
p
2i(g�� � g�

�)j�i; (3.32)
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forj�j� 1.Thuswehaveshown thatj�iisnearly an eigenstateofA x and A y with

eigenvalues
p
2(g�� + g��)and

p
2i(g�� � g��)respectively.

W ehavethereforeshown thata system interacting with an apparatuswhich isin

the coherentstate j�iwill,to a high degree ofapproxim ation,produce an evolution

on thesystem when j�j� 1.

3.5 T he unitary controlquestion

W e have exam ined the conditions under which controlofa quantum system is

possible.Now supposethatoneisgiven som econtrolovera quantum system .In this

section we addressthe issue ofwhatcan be done given the ability to exercise som e

speci�ed control. Fordiscussionsin thissection,we assum e idealcontrolconditions

(no decoherence,perfectcontrolofthecontrolling apparatusand related couplings).

In the section following this one we dealwith the issue of approxim ation within

the issue ofcontrolalthough we willtouch on the subject briey in this section.

Another shortcom ing ofour discussion is the fact that we ignore the e�ect which

m easurem entscan have forcontrolling a system evolution. Thuswhatwe are really

asking isa question ofunitary control.
The m ost generic m anner ofposing the question ofcontrolis to assum e that a

setofunitary evolutionsU i 2 U can be enacted on the system via som e controlling

apparatus. Given the ability to perform each ofthese evolutions U i a sequence of

controlcan then beenacted like

U i1U i2U i3 � � � Uip where U ik
2 U: (3.33)

W ewillcallsuch an evolution a controlsequence.

3.5.1 D ensely �lled group

Itm ightseem obviousthatthe controlsequencesform a group,butitturnsout

thisisnottruein an exactsense.Thereason forthisisthatthecontrolsequencesare

� nitely generated.Letusdem onstrate a trivialexam ple ofa controlsequence which
does not form a group. Suppose there is only one U 1 2 U which acts on a single

qubitasU 1 = j0ih0j+ eij1ih1jforsom e  2 R.Then the controlsequenceswe can

generate are U
p

1 = j0ih0j+ eipj1ih1jforp 2 N + .In orderforU 1 to have an inverse

(and hence form a group) there m ust exist a p such that U
p

1 = I or exp[ip]= 1.

Theonly way in which thiscan betruefora �nitep isfor to bea rationalnum ber.

Thusthecontrolsequencesdo notalwaysexactly form a group.

However itis easy to see thatto som e degree ofapproxim ation,the controlse-

quencesdo form a group.W riting a given U i in the diagonalform
P

� e
i�� j�ih�jwe

see thatfora given � ei�� p,p 2 N + arereachable by repeated application ofU i For

a given ��,eithere
i�� p = 1 forsom e �nite p orei�� p densely �llseix;8x 2 R and as
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such densely �llstheneighborhood around eix = 1.Thustherealwaysexistsa �nite

p such thatU
p

i � I where the approxim ation isin the sense ofdeviation from each

ei�� p from 1.Thusweseethatallcontrolsequencesdensely �lla group:every group

elem entcan bearbitrarily accurately approxim ated by som econtrolsequence.

Thequestion ofwhatcan begenerated by acontrolsequenceisthereforegenerally

answered with a group,with theunderstandingthatthisanswerhingeson thedensely
�lling structureofthecontrolsequences.

3.5.2 H am iltonian control

In m ostexperim entalcontrolofa quantum system ,instead ofbeing given a set

ofU i 2 U which can be im plem ented,one usually encounters the situation where

evolution according to som e setofHam iltoniansH i 2 O can be achieved. W e will

m ake the assum ption that the achievable controlfor such a set ofHam iltonians is

given by allevolutions ofthe form exp[� iHit]8H i 2 O ;8t2 R + . This is an ideal

assum ption whosevalidity in therealworld islacking dueto (1)in�niteprecision in

tand (2) inability to perform extrem ely fast turning on and o� ofa Ham iltonian.

Problem (1) is true for any controlsequence and is addressed in the next section.

Problem (2),however,alsodoesn’tposeahugeproblem becauserepeated application

ofexp[� iHit0]fora �xed t0 can be used to densely �llthe torusofallexp[� iHit].

Thusitisa generally good assum ption thatcontrolofa quantum system willallow

fortheim plem entation ofgiven exp[iH it]forallrealvaluesoft.W ecallthiscaseof

controlHam iltonian control.In Ham iltonian control,oneasksthequestion whatcan
beachieved via a Ham iltonian controlsequence

e
� iHi1t1e

� iHi2t2 � � � e
� iHiptp where H ik

2 O ;ti2 R +
: (3.34)

3.5.3 Lie structure ofH am iltonian control

Lloyd[140]and Deutsch,Barenco,and Ekert[58],building on work hinted atby

DiVincenzo[61],were the�rstto raise and answerthe question ofwhatcan bedone

with Ham iltonian controlwithin thecontextofquantum com putation.W ehaveseen

intheprevioussection how controlsequencesform agroup.InthecaseofHam iltonian

control,the group which isgenerated isa Lie group.In particular,the Ham iltonian

controlsequencesEq.(3.34)generate a continuously param eterized group with nice

sm oothnessand continuity propertiesovertheparam eterization.

W hen we referto the Lie group structure ofthe Ham iltonian controlsequences,

we are just referring to the abstract group m ultiplication law between elem ents of

theHam iltonian controlsequencesg(�)g(�)= g(�)where �;�;� aretheparam eters

ofthegroup elem entsg(�);g(�);g(�).OurHam iltonian controlsequences,however,

have an explicit representation as unitary linear operators on a Hilbert space H ,

g(�).Thisexplicitrepresentation iscalled a unitary representation oftheLiegroup.
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A representation ofa Lie group issaid to the reducible ifithasan invariantproper

subspace,by which we m ean thatthe action ofany group elem entg(�)on a vector

in the subspace rem ainsin the subspace. A representation which isnotreducible is

irreducible. Allofthe Lie groupsgenerated by Eq.(3.34)are com pletely reducible

Liegroups.Thism eansthattherepresentationswedealwith can alwaysbewritten

asthedirectproductofirreduciblerepresentations(irreps),

g(�)= g1(�)� g2(�)� � � � � gk(�); (3.35)

whereeach gi(�)isan irrep param eterized by �.

Decom posing theaction oftheHam iltonian controlsequencesinto com pletely re-

ducibleform tellsusalotaboutwhatcan bedonewith such sequences.Itdoesn’tgive

usedirectaccesstowhatsortofcom putation (som ethingwehaven’teven introduced,

butthem eaning should beclear)can beperform ed on thequantum system because

wehaven’tde�ned an input,outputrelationship on thesystem .On theotherhand,

specifying the com pletely reducible form ofa Lie group describesexactly the lim its

ofwhatcan bedonewith a given Ham iltonian controlsequence.Thecom pletely re-

ducibleform ofagiven Ham iltonian controlsequencesuccinctly describesallpossible

unitary actionswhich can beperform ed on a controlled system .

Letsalso pointouthow justknowing which Lie group one isdealing with isnot

enough to pin down whatcan be done with a given Ham iltonian controlsequence.

One needsto also know which dim ensionalrepresentation one isdealing with. The

easiestexam pleforillustrating thisisto exam inetheone-dim ensionalrepresentation

ofSU(2)

g1(�1;�2;�3)= [1]; (3.36)

and com parethisto thetwo-dim ensionalrepresentation ofSU(2),

g2(�1;�2;�3)= exp[� i~� �~�]; (3.37)

where ~� = (� 1;� 2;� 3)isthe vectorofthe two-dim ensionalPaulim atrices. Clearly

the action ofthese two operators are very di�erent. One does absolutely nothing,

whiletheotherm anipulatesatwo-dim ensionalquantum system in anon-trivialm an-

ner.ThusjustknowingwhatLiegrouponehascontroloverisnotenough{inform ation

aboutwhich irrep isalso needed.

EveryLiegroup hasacorrespondingLiealgebrawhich wecan usetogoode�ectto

understand whatcan bedonewith a given Ham iltonian controlsequence.Given the

ability toenacttheHam iltoniansH i2 O ,every Ham iltonian which can begenerated

from theseHam iltoniansvia thefollowing two actionscan bephysically enacted:

1.Reallinearcom bination ofelem ents:aH � + bH � wherea;b2 R.

2.Liecom m utation ofelem ents:i[H �;H �].
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The reason Ham iltonian controlsequences with Ham iltoniansgenerated by thisset

ofoperatorsarereachablefollow from thetwo identities

lim
n! 1

 

exp

"

� i
H �t
p
n

#

exp

"

i
H �t
p
n

#

exp

"

i
H �t
p
n

#

exp

"

� i
H �t
p
n

#! n

= exp[[H �;H �]t]

lim
n! 1

 

exp

"

� i
aH �t

n

#

exp

"

� i
bH �t

n

#! n

= exp[� i(aH� + bH �)t]: (3.38)

In fact,we know from the fam ous theorem ofLie thatthe reachable operators are

exactly thosewhich can generated via thesetwo processes.ThustheLiealgebra gen-

erated by theiH � describestheHam iltonianswhich can beenacted by aHam iltonian

controlsequence.

Again,justknowingtheLiealgebraicstructureoftheHam iltonians,however,does

nottelleverything aboutthe Lie group generated by the Ham iltonians. Here there

is an even further com plication in that isom orphic Lie algebras m ay correspond to

di�erentLiegroups.Thustheabstractspeci�cation oftheLiealgebra isnotenough

tounderstand whatcan bedonewith aHam iltonian controlsequence.In spiteofthis

fact,which justm eansthatwecan’tlookattheabstractnatureoftheLiealgebraand

jum p to conclusions,ifwecom pletely reducea Liealgebra thiswilltelluseverything

aboutwhatcan bedonewith a given Ham iltonian controlsequence.

3.6 C ontroland approxim ation

An im portantnotion in controlofquantum system sishow badly executed opera-

tionsinuencetheoutcom eofacontrolsequence.Bernstein and Vazirani[25]werethe

�rstto discusshow a sequenceofpoorly approxim ated quantum operationsinuence

theoutcom eofa particularcontrolsequence.W efollow thediscussion ofNielsen and

Chuang[153]on theissue ofapproxim ating controlsequences.

3.6.1 A pproxim ate unitary evolution

Suppose we start a quantum system in the state j i and then execute a single

unitary evolution U on the system and then perform a m easurem ent with POVM

elem ents M � (see Appendix A.4). How do the probabilitiesofthese m easurem ents

di�er ifinstead ofenacting U ,the evolution operator V was executed? Outcom e

� occurswith probability h jU yM �U j iifU isexecuted butoccurswith probabil-

ity h jV yM �V j i ifV is executed. The absolute value ofthe di�erence in these

probabilitiesis

�P� =
�
�
�h jUy

M �U j i� h jVyM �V j i
�
�
�

=
�
�
�h jUy

M �j�i+ h�jM �V j i
�
�
�; (3.39)
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wherej�i= (U � V )j i.Using Cauchy-Schwarz we�nd that

�P� �
�
�
�h jUy

M �j�i
�
�
�+ jh�jM �V j ij

� 2kj�ik

� 2E (U ;V ); (3.40)

where

E (U ;V )� m ax
j i

k(U � V )j ik: (3.41)

Therefore E (U ;V ) gives a quanti�cation ofhow di�erent a m easurem ent outcom e

can beifthetwo di�erentevolutionsU orV areexecuted.W ewillthuscallE (U ;V )

theerrorbetween theevolutionsU and V .

An im portant class of error which can occur in an evolution occur when the

variation ofthecontrolled Ham iltonian isnegligiblewhilethereareproblem executing

theevolution fora precisetim et.In thiscasetheerroris

E (exp[� iH t];exp[� iH (t+ �t)]) = m ax
j i

k(exp[� iH t]� exp[� iH (t+ �t)])j ik

= m ax
j i

k(I� exp[� iH �t])j ik

= 1� exp

"

� i

 

m ax
j i

kH j ik

!

�t

#

: (3.42)

Forsm all�t,theerroristhus

E (exp[� iH t];exp[� iH (t+ �t)])� �tm ax
j i

kH j ik: (3.43)

Suppose we areattem pting to execute a controlsequence U i1U i2 � � � Uip.Dueto

inaccuracies,however,the controlsequence V i1V i2 � � � Vip was enacted. The error

between thesetwo controlsequencesisthen

E (U i1U i2 � � � Uip;V i1V i2 � � � Vip): (3.44)

Itturnsoutthattheerrorcaused by such a sequenceisatm ostthesum oftheerrors

oftheindividualoperations

E (U i1U i2 � � � Uip;V i1V i2 � � � Vip)=

pX

j= 1

E
�
U ij;V ij

�
: (3.45)

Thiscan be proved via induction. Forp = 2,we can use the triangle inequality to

show that

E (U i1U i2;V i1V i2) = k(U i1U i2 � Vi1V i2)j ik

= k(U i1U i2 � Vi2U i2)j i+ (V i2U i1 � Vi2V i1)j ik

� k(Ui2 � Vi2)U i1j ik+ kV i2 (U i1 � Vi1)j ik

� E (Ui1;U i2)+ E (U i2;V i2): (3.46)
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Thegeneralcaseforp> 2 then quickly followsfrom induction.

Thus we have seen how E (U ;V )quanti�esthe notion ofhow close two unitary

operatorsarein term sofdi�erencein m easurem entoutcom esfollowing thedi�erent

unitary operators. Further for a sequence ofunitary evolutions,the totalerror is

bounded by thesum oftheindividualerrors.Thislatterproperty willbeim portant

when wediscusstherelationship between probabilitiesand com putation.

3.6.2 A pproxim ate O SR evolution

Istherean equivalentde�nition ofan errordistancebetween two OSR evolutions

fA ig and fB ig? As above, we can exam ine the absolute di�erence in a POVM

outcom e m easurem entprobability given the inputstate j i,butnow afterthe OSR

evolutionsvia OSR operatorsfA ig and fB ig,

�P� =

�
�
�
�
�

X

i

A ij ih jA
y

iM � �
X

i

B ij ih jB
y

iM �

�
�
�
�
�

=
X

i

�
�
�h j

�
A

y

iM �A i� B
y

iM �B i

�
j i

�
�
�

=
X

i

�
�
�h jA

y

iM �j� ii+ h� ijM �B ij i
�
�
�; (3.47)

wherej� ii= (A i� Bi)j i.Cauchy-Schwarz then im plies

�P� �
X

i

�
jh jA

y

iM �j� iij+ jh� ijM �B ij ij
�
: (3.48)

W ecan now usethetrick ofrecalling thattheOSR com esfrom unitary evolution on

alargerspace.Iftheenvironm entstartsin thestatej0iand theOSR operatorsfA ig

and fB ig com efrom theunitary evolution U A and U B respectively,we�nd that

�P� �
X

i

�
jh0jh jU

y

AM �j� iijiij+ jhijh� ijM �U B j ij0ij
�

� 2
X

i

kj� iijiik� 2
X

i

kj� iik� 2E (fAig;fB ig); (3.49)

wherewede�netheerrorbetween thetwo OSR evolutionsfA ig and fB ig as

E (fA ig;fB ig)= m ax
j i

k
X

i

(A i� Bi)j ik: (3.50)

Thuswe see thatOSR evolutionshave a sim ilarnotion oferrorto those ofunitary

evolution.
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3.7 C ontrol

In thischapterwehaveseen how to de�newhatisand whatisnotgood control.

W ehave begun to explored whatcan bedonewith thiscontroland understood how

approxim ate controlcan be given a quantitative basis. Laterin this thesis we will

discusstheuseofcontrolsequencesforquantum com putation.Oftentim esitwillbe

usefultoworkin theperfectcontrolarenaeven though thevalidity ofthisassum ption

iscertainly notrealized in experim ent.

Considerthisstate ofa�airsfrom the perspective ofthe statusofclassicalcom -

putersin the 1940’s. Atthattim e itwasunclearthatm achines could reliably exe-
cute com putations,and indeed early com puterswere prone to breaking down.Even

today,hardware errors in com puters can occur but the probability ofsuch errors

occurring is extrem ely sm all(due in partto the largess ofAvogadro’s num ber,see

Chapter18).Them yth ofperfectcontrolforclassicalcom putersisa good butonly

approxim ate truth. The question for quantum com putation,ofcourse,is whether

it willever be possible to achieve the low probability offailure for a given con-

trol.Ofparticularnotein thisquestisthedem onstration offault-tolerantquantum

com putation[3,96,115,124,161,175]where,even with im perfectcontrol,nearly per-

fectcontrolisachievablewithouta drasticincreasein resources.On theotherhand,

thereisnogood reason tobelievethattheredo notexistsystem swhich arenaturally

fault-tolerant(see Chapter18). The issuesofcontrolwe have raised in thischapter

then,are the centrallanguage which willm otivate our quest for reliable quantum

com putation.
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C hapter 4

U niversalQ uantum C om putation

\‘M echanicalprocess’issupposed to be a m etaphor,Alan..."

{NielStephenson,Cryptonom icon[186]

In theprevioustwo chapterswehaveseen how to understand theevolution,both

desired (in the form ofcontrollable evolution) and undesired (in the form ofdeco-

herence) ofa quantum system . In this chapter we address the issue ofhow to put

the controllable evolution to use to perform quantum com putation. W e begin with

a discussion ofthenotion ofquantum subsystem s.Thefundam entallocalizablesub-

system sofm odern physicaltheoriesthen allow usto de�ne and m akea caseforthe

quantum circuitm odelasa valid m odelofquantum com putation. The notion ofa

universalgatesetisthen introduced and two im portantlem m asarepresented which

sim plify theidenti�cation ofuniversalgatesets.Them ostcom m only cited universal

gatesetisthen shown tobeuniversal.In ordertoputthe�eld ofquantum com puta-

tionalcom plexity on solid footing,the Kitaev-Solovay theorem ispresented and the

connection between discrete and Ham iltonian controlisdiscussed. W e then present

an exam ple ofa gate setwhich isnotfully universal. Thisleadsto a discussion of

theconceptofencoded universality wherein oneusesthefungiblenatureofquantum

inform ation to m ake a gate setuniversal. An exam ple ofan encoded universalgate

set is presented. An open question aboutthe relationship ofrepresentation theory

ofLie algebras to quantum com putation is presented and a discussion ofdi�erent

dim ensionalirreduciblerepresentationsofSU(2)isshown togiveabroad leeway into

thequestion ofwhatisaqubit.Finally,thegrowth function ofaLiealgebraisde�ned

and shown to bea powerfultoolin showing when a gatesetisnotuniversal.
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4.1 Q uantum subsystem s

In ourdiscussion ofdecoherencewedivided theuniverseup into a system and an

environm ent. W e m ade the assum ption thatthisdivision wassuch thatthe Hilbert

space factorized asH = H S 
 HE .Thiswasan assum ption thatthe universe could

be divided up into subsystem s:the system (perhapsa poorly planned nom enclature

in hindsight!) and the environm ent. Sim ilarly when we discussed decoherence-free

controlwe had the two subsystem s,the system and the apparatus. W hat dictates

thesubsystem structureofquantum system s?

Let us �rst exam ine the notion ofsubsystem s from an abstract m athem atical

point ofview. The sim plest concept ofa subsystem s structure is the one which

we m ostfrequently encounter in nature: fulltensor productsubsystem s. These are

subsystem sin which thefullHilbertspaceH can bedivided up into atensorproduct

ofn subsystem s,H =
N n

i= 1H i where each H i isa Hilbertspace corresponding to a

subsystem . Note,however,thatthisisnotthe m ostgeneric notion ofa subsystem .

In particularitispossible thatthere are subspace tensor productsubsystem s. This

m eans that instead ofthe fulltensor product structure there is a tensor product

structure overrestricted subspacesofthe Hilbertspace H =
L p

j= 1

�N np
i= 1H ij

�
.Here

jlabelsa subspaceoftheglobalHilbertspaceH and ilabelstheith subsystem over

thissubspace.W ethusseethatthem ostgeneralnotion ofasubsystem sisonewhich

act within di�erent subspaces ofthe globalHilbert space H . Note that one could

take one ofthe H ij Hilbert space and further decom pose this Hilbert space into a

subsystem structure.Ifthisisdone,however,onecan alwaysexpressthissubsystem

structure as in the subspace tensor product structure. Thus the subspace tensor

productstructureisthem ostgeneralsubspacetensorproductstructurepossible.

Ofcourse from a m athem aticalpoint ofview, we can always view any global

Hilbertspace H ashaving any subsystem structure (fulltensorproductorsubspace

tensorproduct)wedesire.W hatisneeded in orderto m akeprogressin understand-

ing subsystem s isto ask how physicsdictatesa subsystem structure. In particular,

the notion ofsubsystem s is a em pirically derived concept. The basic postulates of

quantum system sdo notdictatethesubsystem structureofquantum system s.

How,then,doesthenotion ofsubsystem sarisein quantum system s? Subsystem s

ariseduetotheem pirically m otivated physicaltheorieswhich wepasteontothebasic

postulatesofquantum system s.ThephysicaltheoriesprovideHam iltoniansH iwhich

dictatetheevolution ofquantum system sandthem annerinwhich theseHam iltonians

act on the system provide the notion ofsubsystem s. Ofparticular signi�cance is

the realization that currently allem pirically veri�ed fundam entalphysicaltheories

carry with them the requirem ent oflocality. The notion oflocality establishes a

causalstructureon theevolution ofquantum system sin spacetim e:theHam iltonians

ofthese theories establish a subsystem structure corresponding to the idea oflocal

subsystem s. The basic postulate oflocality thus leads to physicaltheories which

contain localizablesubsystem s.
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Thefundam entalphysicaltheoriesthusprovided a fundam entalsubsystem struc-
tureonaquantum system .Thiscan beseparated from an inducedsubsystem structure
which takesthefundam entalsubsystem structureand buildsup subsystem sfrom the

fundam entalphysicalsubsystem s.Forexam ple,thenotion ofindividualatom icsys-

tem sasa being separatesubsystem sisan induced subsystem structurearising from

them orefundam entalphysicalsubsystem structureofquantum electrodynam ics(and

to a lesserdegree thequantum theoriesofthe weak and strong forces).Itisa basic

conjectureofm odern physicsthat

C onjecture 4.1.1 Allem piricalinducedsubsystem sarisefrom localizablefundam en-
talsubsystem s.

Since induced subsystem s are derived from fundam entalsubsystem s,we are there-

forem otivated to considerfundam entallocalizablesubsystem sasthebasicnotion of

quantum subsystem s.

Letusbem oreconcretein ourdescription ofwhatwem ean by localizablesubsys-

tem s.In particularwewillnotaddresstheissueofwhatdoesordoesnotconstitutea

localizablesubsystem butinstead wewillpresenta m odelofa localizablesubsystem

which we claim captures the notion oflocality in m ost m odern theories. Suppose

we are given a d dim ensionalhypercubic lattice with vertices V and edges E. W e

associatewith each oftheverticesv 2 V in thislatticea subsystem H v such thatthe

globalHilbertspace factorswith a fulltensorproductH =
N

v2V H v. Localphysi-

caltheoriesproduce nonvanishing Ham iltoniansonly when the Ham iltoniansactas

single-body interactionson individualsubsystem (H vi on a given verticesvi Hilbert

spaceH vi tensored with identity on allothersubsystem s)orbetween individualsub-

system swhich areneighbors(H vi;vj acting nontrivially on thecom bined Hilbertspace

H vi
 Hvj whereviand vj areneighborson thehypercubiclatticetensored with iden-

tity on allothersubsystem ). W e claim thatthism odeloflocalsubsystem s can be

used asthebasisforallm odern quantum physicaltheories.Ofcoursein m odern �eld

theory,thesubsystem structureisreally overa continuum ofsubsystem s,so whatwe

arereally claim ing isthatthecontinuum m odelofquantum �eld theory can bewell

approxim ated by ourbasicm odel.

Further,aswehaveem phasized,thelocalsubsystem structureofquantum system s

isreally an em piricalquestion forphysicaltheorieswithin thefram ework ofquantum

principles.Ofspecialnoteon thissubjectisthecollected work ofKitaev,Freedm an,

and coworkers[33,86,83,87,84,116]who have exam ined di�erentphysicaltheories

ofnature in term s oftheir localsubsystem structure. For instance,these workers

havedescribed how som em odern topological�eld theoriescan becastwithin a local

subsystem structure.Thevigilanttheorist,therefore,should takean interestin new

theoriesofnaturewhich donotappeartoprovidealocalsubsystem structure{ifthese

theoriesturn outto havean em piricalbasisand a non-localsubsystem structure,the

basisofquantum com putation which localsubsystem sprovidem ay need updating!
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W ehaveintroduced thenotion ofsubsystem sherebecauseourfuturework in this

thesis willdealwith induced subsystem s ofa nontrivialnature. A crucialrole ofa

quantum com puterwillbe the ability to sim ulate the fundam entallocalsubsystem

structurewith thisinduced subsystem structure.Thisisthem otivation which m akes

thissection fundam entally im portanttotheunderstanding ofwhatm akesaquantum

com puter.

4.2 T he quantum circuit m odel

W ewillnow introducethequantum circuitm odelofquantum com putation.This

m odelwas�rstintroduced by Deutsch[57]with m orerigoroustheory being presented

by Yao[208].

W e know from the previous section that m odern physicaltheories are wellde-

scribed by localizablequantum subsystem s.W ewould liketo build a m odelofquan-

tum com putation which,in thespiritofam odern day Church-Turing thesis,provides

a good m odelforwhatcan be com puted using quantum system s in the realworld.

Forconcretenesswewillintroducethequbitquantum circuitm odeland then describe

how thism odel�tsin with them oregeneralnotion ofa quantum com puter.

Thequbitquantum circuitm odelon n qubitsisbuiltofacollection ofn two state

system s.Given n qubits,thesubsystem structureofthissystem isH =
N n

i= 1C
2.W e

endow thequbitswith acom putationalbasisj0iand j1iwhich arethe� 1eigenstates

of� z. The inputto the quantum circuitisa basisvectorjii= ji1iji2i� � � jiniwhere

each qubitisin a particularbasisstate j0iorj1i. The inputrepresentsa prepared

state upon which the quantum com putation willact. The evolution ofthe system

oncetheinputhasbeen prepared isthen described by a seriesoflocalcontrolopera-

torsknown aslocalquantum gates.A quantum gateacting on k qubitsisa unitary

2k� 2k evolution m atrixwhich describesthee�ectofsom eevolution on theprescribed

k qubits.W ewillassum ethatthequantum gateswhoseevolution wecan im plem ent

arealltwo oronequbitgates,butwewillallow paralleloperation ofsuch gates(see

[2]for our m otivation for allowing paralleloperators). W e also restrict our quan-

tum com puter to have som e realistic localized subsystem structure and only allow

operatorswhich operatenontrivially between localsubsystem s.A quantum circuitis

then a speci�cation ofthegateswhich willoperateupon thequantum system .Upon

execution ofthe evolution the qubits are m easured in the com putationalbasis and

the outputwillthen be a com putationalbasisoutputstate jji.The outcom e ofthe

circuitwill,in general,beprobabilistic.

The qubit quantum circuit m odelis clearly a restricted class ofa m uch larger

classwhich we willlabelthe subsystem s quantum circuitm odel. In the subsystem s

quantum circuit m odel,one isgiven a system with som e subsystem structure H =
N n

i= 1H i(ifitisnotafulltensorproductstructure,then wewillexam ineafulltensor

product structure over som e subspace ofa subspace tensor product). Preparation
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now correspondsto preparing an inputstate which foreach ofthe subsystem s. The

quantum gates now correspond to operators on the subsystem s and between local

subsystem s. Finally, m easurem ent is now a com plete projective m easurem ent on

each ofthesubsystem .In furtherdiscussion,wewillrefertothesubsystem squantum

circuitm odelasthequantum circuitm odelunlessneeded.

A quantum circuit isa speci�cation ofthe gateswhich willperform a quantum

com putation on the inputwhich resultsin an outputwith som e probability. In this

de�nition,itwillturn out(seebelow)thatevery possiblem anipulation ofan inputto

an outputisa quantum circuit.Fora �xed n,then,itispossible to constructevery

possible quantum circuit. However,the notion ofsim ply being a quantum circuitis

not enough to capture the notion ofan algorithm : algorithm s tellus how to work

with inputs ofvarying length in a uniform m anner. In particular there should be

som em ethod forconstructing aquantum circuitcorrespondingtosom ealgorithm for

allpossibleinputsizes.

To resolve thisinadequacy ofthe quantum circuitm odelwe m ustintroduce the

notion ofuniform quantum circuit fam ilies. A quantum circuit fam ily is a set of

circuitsC whose elem entsare circuitsCm indexed by a labelm which describesthe

num berofinputbitsinto thegiven circuit.Each ofthesecircuitscan beaugm ented

by any num berofextra work bitsand theoutputm ay also haveany num berofextra

outputbits(i.e. possible outputgreaterthan m bits). On an inputstring jiiwith

m qubits,thecircuitlabeled by m producesan outputCm (jii).W erequirethatthe

circuitsin C beconsistentin thatCm (j0i
 jii)= Cn(jii)wherem > n and iisan n

bitinput.Furtherm orewem ustrequirethatthereissom eprocedureforconstructing

the circuitfora given inputjii. W e say thata circuit fam ily C isuniform isthere

is a (classical) Turing m achine which,given the input igenerates a description of

the circuitCm which willacton the inputjii. W e willnotdelve into the de�nition

ofa classicalTuring m achine{for our purposes we can just substitute our intuitive

notion ofa m odern classicalcom puter(which isa Turing m achine (alm ost: today’s

com putersdo nothaveunlim ited m em ory!)).

W ehavethusseen thatthenotion ofa quantum algorithm can berecastinto the

notion ofuniform quantum circuit fam ilies. The quantum circuit m odelitselfcon-

sisted ofthree m ajorprocedures:preparation,evolution due to quantum gates,and

m easurem ent. The quantum circuitm odelwasalso endowed with a speci�c subsys-

tem structure and certain localized lim itson the actionswhich could be perform ed

on thissubsystem structure.In orderto m akethequantum circuitm odelcorrespond

tosom enotion ofan algorithm ictask wehavehad tointroducethenotion ofuniform

quantum circuitfam ilies. The qubitquantum circuitm odelwith uniform quantum

circuitfam iliesisa speci�crealization ofwhatism eantto carry outan algorithm on

a quantum system .
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4.3 U niversality

In theprevioussection wehavede�ned aquantum algorithm asaquantum circuit

fam ily acting on a qubitquantum circuitm odel.Thecircuitfam ily C willcontain an

algorithm forconstructing a given circuitCm forinputon m bits.Theoutputofthe

classicalalgorithm describing asspeci�c C m fora given inputjiiwillcontain a set

ofinstructionsI(i)forbuilding thecircuitCm .In particularthese instructionsI(i)

willdescribe what gates should be im plem ented,how they should be im plem ented

(between which qubits),and the orderin which the gatesshould be executed. The

execution ofa speci�c circuitfam ily C requires thatcertain speci�c quantum gates

are executed in the fashion described by the instructionsI(i). Thusitwould seem

that di�erent circuit fam ilies m ight require di�erent possible quantum gates. This

would be a torrid state ofa�airsforquantum com putation ifevery quantum circuit

fam ily required a com pletereengineering ofthequantum hardware.

W e would thus like to ask the question ofwhether there exist som e set ofele-

m entary quantum gates which can be used to build ouralgorithm s such thatonce

wehaveaccessto thissetofgates,wecan in principlebuild up any quantum circuit

desired. Actually what we want is a little less restrictive because,as we discussed

in Chapter 3,we m ust dealwith som e sortofapproxim ate evolution. W e want to

ask ifthere isa setofgateswhich we can use to approxim ate any quantum circuit.

An im portantnotein thisde�nition isthatbecause thequantum circuitdescription

com ing from a classicalcom puteris�nite,thesetofquantum gateswewillusem ust

also be�nite.

Letusthereforebegin by m aking thefollowing de�nition:

D e�nition 4.3.1 (n-qubituniversalgateset)A setofquantum gatesG acting on a
qubitquantum circuitm odelwith n qubits is de� ned to be a n-qubit universalgate

setif,for any � > 0 a sequence ofgates from thissetG can be used to approxim ate
any unitary evolution on alln qubitsto accuracy � (ifG representsthe evolution due
to a sequence ofsuch gates then we require E (U ;G ) < � where E is de� ned as in
Section 3.6.1).

W ecan loosen thisde�nition a bitifweallow som e�nitenum berofancilla qubitsto

beacted upon:

D e�nition 4.3.2 (n-qubituniversalgatesetaugm ented by m ancilla qubits)A set
ofquantum gates G acting on a qubitquantum circuitm odelwith n + m qubits is
de� ned to be a n-qubituniversalgate setaugm ented by m ancilla qubitsif,for any
� > 0 a sequence ofgates from this setG can be used to approxim ate any unitary
evolution on n qubitsto accuracy �.

Furtherwecan extend thenotion ofauniversalsetofquantum gatestothesubsystem

quantum circuitm odelvia sim ply substituting subsystem quantum circuitm odelfor
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qubit quantum circuit m odel. W e then say that a set of gates is a n-subsystem
universalgate set.

The �rst to dem onstrate a universalset ofgates was Deutsch[57]in 1989. The

universalgate set obtained by Deutsch, however, consisted ofoperators on three

qubits.Thethree-bodyinteractionsnecessarytoproducesuch agate,however,areex-

trem ely di�cultifnotim possibleto experim entally realize.DiVincenzo wasthe�rst

todem onstrateauniversalsetofgateswhich required only two-body interactions[61].

Perhapsthe m ostwidely cited universalgatesetconsistsofthe controlled-notcom -

bined with a �nitely generated group densein singlequbitrotations[13].

Anotherim portantresultstatesthata generic gate togetherwith the ability to

perm ute qubits is universal[58,140]. Here generic is the ratherlim ited notion ofa

gatewith no inheritsym m etry drawn from thespaceofallpossiblegates.W hilethis

resultisofgreatexistentialvalue,asitallowsm aintainsthatgenerically universality

is not hard to achieve,in practice this result has few applications. The reason for

thisisthatphysicalinteractionstend to havesym m etriesin theirinteractions.Such

sym m etries con�ne the given Ham iltonian to a lower dim ensionalspace than the

fullspace ofalloperatorson a given space. Nature,in general,does notuphold a

m athem atician’sgeneric.

Below weassem blea listofim portantuniversalgatesets.
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4.3.1 T he inductive subsystem lem m a

Before proceeding,it is usefulto introduce the following tools for universality

proofs.

Lem m a 4.3.1 [4]Supposeoneisgiven twosetsO 1 andO 2 ofoperatorswhichdensely
actasSU(dA)and SU(dB )on two subspacesH A (dim ension dA)and H B (dim ension
dB ) of a larger Hilbert space H . If H A and H B are not disjoint then the set of
operatorswhich can be achieved by com biningthese operatorsisSU(d)acting on the
union ofthese HilbertspacesH A [ H B (dim ension d)

Proof:See[4].

Following thislem m a,theinductivesubsystem lem m a follows

Lem m a 4.3.2 Suppose one is given a Hilbertspace H with a subsystem structure
H =

L n
i= 1H i,each subsystem H i ofdim ension di. W e say thattwo subsystem s H a

and H b ofdim ensions da and db are com putationally connected ifoperators on the
com bined Hilbertspace H a 
 Hb densely generate SU(dadb). LetG be the graph of
com putationally connected subsystem sfora given gateset.Ifthisgraph isconnected,
then the gate setcan densely generate SU(

Q
n
i= 1di).

Proof:Followssim ply from induction using Lem m a 4.3.1.

4.3.2 U niversalgate set exam ple

As a quick exam ple of a universal gate set, we give here the exam ple of the

controlled-notC X plus�nitely generated densesinglequbitgates[13].

By postulate,this gate set generates any single qubit operation to any desired

accuracy. In particularitgeneratesan approxim ation to a single qubit� x rotation

nearidentity,exp[i��x]. Sandwiching thisoperation in between two controlled not

operators,we�nd thaton two qubits

C
X exp[i��x 
 I]C X = exp[i��x 
 �x]: (4.1)

W e recall(see Appendix A.7)thatelem entsofthe single qubitPaulinorm alizeract

as an autom orphism on the single qubit Paulioperators. This im plies that there

aresingle qubitoperatorswhich when conjugated about� x 
 �x produce the Pauli

operators� � 
 ��.Thusourgatesetcan produce

N
y
1 
 N

y
2exp[i��x 
 �x]N 1 
 N2 = exp[i��� 
 ��]; (4.2)

whereN iareelem entsofthesinglequbitPaulinorm alizer.W ehavethereforeshown

thatthegatesetcan produce,to a given accuracy any in�nitesim algeneratorofthe
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SU(4)overtwo qubits:

exp
h
i~� �~� 
 I�

i
postulate

exp
h
iI
 ~� �~�

i
postulate

exp[i��� 
 ��] above: (4.3)

Becausewehavethein�nitesim algeneratorsofSU(4),wecan thereforeproduceany

gatein theSU(4)oftwoqubits:wehaveshown how toproducealltwoqubitunitary

gates.

Next we can use Lem m a 4.3.2. Because we can generate SU(4) between local

qubits,wecan thereforeproduceany SU(2n)on n qubits.Thuswehaveshown how

the controlled not plus localsingle qubit gates can be used to enact any possible

quantum circuit.

4.3.3 T he K itaev-Solovay theorem

W e have de�ned a universalgate setsuch thatany quantum circuitcan be con-

structed to any desired accuracy from this gate set. Now,suppose one is given a

quantum circuitfam ily.Thecircuitsin thiscircuitfam ily willcom ewith descriptions

ofthe quantum gates to be executed in the quantum algorithm . There are m any

waysto placethecoston im plem enting such a circuit:thebreadth ofthecircuit,the

depth ofthecircuit,thetotalnum berofgatesused,etc.The�eld ofquantum com -

putationalcom plexity[24,25,26]seeks to understand how these resources grow for

di�erentquantum algorithm s.Thecostfunction which isperhapsm ostim portantis

thedepth ofthecircuit.Thisdepth correspondsin som efashion to thetotalrunning

tim eofthecircuit.In view oftheuniversality resultsforquantum circuits,itwould

be nice to know thatdi�erent universalgate sets do notlead to radically di�erent

assessm entsofthecom plexity ofdi�erentcircuits.

That this is ostensibly true is guaranteed by a theorem due to Kitaev[112]and

independently Solovay[177,178].

T heorem 4.3.1 (Solovay-Kitaev)LetG be a � nite setofquantum gateswhich con-
tains each gate’s inverse and which densely generates SU(d). For � > 0,there is
sequenceofgatesoflength lwhich iswithin � ofevery elem entofSU(d)(using trace
distance,Section 3.6.1)where l= O

�
log

c
�
1

�

��
where c issom e � xed constantwhich

dependson d.

Proof:See [153].Itisinteresting to note the connectionsbetween thistheorem and

thestudy of\geom etricgroup theory"[55].

The Solovay-Kitaev theorem indicatesthata universalsetofquantum gatescan

be used to approxim ate another universalset ofgates with only a polylogarithm ic

overhead in the depth ofthe circuit.Considertwo setsofgatesG1 and G2.Because
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each ofthese gate sets are universal,every gate in G1 can be approxim ated by a

sequenceofgatesinG2 andviceversa.ThecontentoftheSolovay-Kitaevtheorem tells

usthesequence ofgatesfrom onesetused to approxim atea gatefrom theotherset

requiresO
�
log

c
�
1

�

��
gates. Thusthe depth di�erence between circuitsconstructed

with di�erentuniversalsetsofgatesto an accuracy � isonly O
�
log

c
�
1

�

��
.

4.3.4 D iscrete versus H am iltonian control

In Chapter3 we introduce the notion ofa Ham iltonian controlsequence given a

setO ofim plem entable Ham iltonians

e
� iHi1t1e

� iHi2t2 � � � e
� iHiptp where H ik

2 O ;ti2 R +
: (4.4)

How do Ham iltonian controlsequences,which wearem ostlikely to encounterin real

quantum controlsituations,m esh with theidea ofuniversalquantum gatesets?

Universalsetsofquantum gatesarea�nitesetofgateswhich can beim plem ented

with acertain accuracy whileHam iltonian controlsequencesareacontinuum ofgates

which can beim plem ented with acertain accuracy.In practice,onewould taketheset

ofHam iltonian controlsequencesand m aketheseoperatorsa discretesetin orderto

usethecontrolsequenceasauniversalsetofgates.Thereisasim pli�cation,however,

in describingtheuniversality propertiesofHam iltonian controlsequenceswhich often

m akesdeterm ining theiruniversality propertiessim ple.Given a subsystem structure

and a Ham iltonian controlsequence,the universality propertiesfollow directly from

analysisoftheLiealgebra generated by thecontrolHam iltonians.

Representation theory ofthe Lie algebra fora setofcontrolHam iltonian O de-

scribes exactly what can be done with a Ham iltonian controlsequence. Com bined

with a description ofthe accuracy with which a given Ham iltonian controlsequence

can be im plem ented,this inform ation describes how every elem ent ofa Lie group

corresponding to the Lie algebra can be obtain to within som e accuracy given a

Ham iltonian controlsequence. It is im portant to realize that just understanding

whatcan bedonewith som egiven controlisinsu�cientforresolving questionsabout

universality.A m apping from thequantum system to a subsystem squantum circuit

m odelm ust also be m ade. Analysis ofLie algebra alone does not give a com plete

understanding ofuniversality properties.

4.3.5 Exam ple use ofLie algebraic structure

Suppose we are given a lineararray ofn qubitswhere n isodd.Each individual

qubithasan energy H 0 = �
P n

i= 1�
(i)
z which isalwayspresentand wehaveno control

ofthe energy spacing �. Between neighboring qubits there is an interaction ~H i =

�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x over which we have com plete control. Thus at the set ofim plem entable

Ham iltonianswecan achieve isH i= H 0 + ~H i and H 0.
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LetusdescribetheLiealgebra achievablewith theseinteractions.Clearly wecan

startwith H 0=� and ~H iasourinteractionsbecausethe�rstisgiven up toscalingand

thesecond can beobtain via subtracting this�rstfrom H i.Taking thecom m utator

yields

H
(1)

i =
i

2

h
H 0;~H i

i
= �

(i)
y �

(i+ 1)
x + �

(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
y : (4.5)

Taking thecom m utatorofthisoperation with H 0 or ~H i yields

H
(2)

i =
i

2

h
H

(1)

i ;H 0

i
= � 2�(i)x �

(i+ 1)
x + 2�(i)

y �
(i+ 1)
y

H
(3)

i =
i

2

h
H

(1)

i ;~H i

i
= �

(i)
z + �

(i+ 1)
z : (4.6)

Becausen isodd,thelastofthesecom m utatorsim pliesthat� (i)
z isin theLiealgebra

generated by O .Atthispointitisclearthatthe Lie algebra generated by O isthe

sam eastheLiealgebra generated by O 0= f� (i)
z ;�

(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x g.

Supposewewanted to usetheseinteractionsfora quantum circuitm odelon alln

qubits,i.e.with subsystem structure
N n

i= 1C
2.W ecan show thatthisisnotpossible,

i.e.thatitisnotpossibleto generateSU(2n)with theoperatorsin O 0.

Considerthe elem entsofthe Lie algebra generated by O 0. Allofthese elem ents

willbelinearcom binationsofcom m utatorsofthegeneratorsin O 0.W ewillnow show

thattheparity,de�ned astheeigenvalueof
N n

i= 1�
(i)
z ,cannotbechanged by theany

elem entin theLiealgebra generated by O 0.Firstnotethatalloftheelem entsofO 0

com m utewith
N

n
i= 1�

(i)
z .Thisin turn im pliesthatallcom m utatorsform ed from the

generatorsofO 0com m utewith
N n

i= 1�
(i)
z .Thus

N n
i= 1�

(i)
z com m uteswith allelem ents

oftheLiealgebragenerated by O 0.Since
N n

i= 1�
(i)
z com m uteswith alloftheelem ents

oftheLiealgebra generated by O 0thereareelem entsofSU(2n)which arenotin this

Liealgebra.

In thisexam plewehaveshown how a speci�ccontrolm echanism failsto befully

universal.Itisim possibletousethecontroloflocal� (i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x with each qubithaving

a constantenergy to produceevery unitary evolution on n qubits.

4.4 Encoded universality

4.4.1 T he fungible nature ofquantum inform ation

An im portantproperty ofclassicalinform ation which carriesoverto thequantum

regim eisthefungiblenatureofinform ation[8].A resourceisfungibleifinterchanging

it with another resource does not destroy the value ofthe resource. W hether we

representa classicalbitby the presence orabsence ofa chad on a punch-card [191]

orin theorientation ofa billion electron spins,theintrinsicvalueoftheinform ation

(the value ofthe bit)isuntouched. Inform ation doesnotdepend upon the m edium
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in which itis represented. The fungible nature ofinform ation hasbeen key to the

exponentialgrowth ofthecom puterrevolution.Thefactthatitdoesnotm atterthat

theinform ation isbeing con�ned to sm allerand sm allercom ponentson silicon chips

hasbeen centraltothecontinuingsuccessofM oore’slaw[149].So,too,goesquantum

inform ation:theplethora ofexperim entally proposed system sfrom which a quantum

com putercould bebuiltism adepossibleby thefungibility ofquantum inform ation.

W hetherwe store quantum inform ation in the electronic levelsofan atom ic system

orin thespin ofa singleelectron im purity in a solid-statesystem ,theinform ation is

stillquantum and can beused forthebasisofbuilding a quantum com puter.

One centralaspect ofthe fungible nature ofquantum inform ation is that the

inform ation can be encoded in som e highly non-trivialm anner. Ofcourse when we

representa qubitin thespin ofan electron orin thehyper�nelevelsofa ion,weare

essentially encoding the qubit into a given Hilbertspace. However,itisim portant

thatthisnotion can beconsiderably extended.In particular,given m ultiplequantum

subsystem ,quantum inform ation can be stored in highly entangled states between

these subsystem s. The fact that quantum inform ation can be encoded is essential

to the developm ent ofthe theory ofquantum error correcting codes. By choosing

a particular encoding ofthe quantum inform ation,quantum error correcting codes

provide a m ethod foridentifying and correcting the e�ectofquantum errorson the

code. In part II ofthis thesis,we willexplore how certain encodings ofquantum

inform ation can beused toperfectly isolatethequantum inform ation from particular

form sofdecoherence.

Thefungiblenatureofquantum inform ation isawarningsign on thepath towards

building a quantum com puter. W hile a gaggle oflabsquestto develop a particular

system forquantum com putation,the fungible nature ofquantum inform ation tells

usthata successfularchitecture forquantum com puting m ay look nothing like the

currentlyenvisioned system .Becauseinform ationcanbeencoded,itisunclearexactly

where we willstore the inform ation thatm akesup a future quantum com puter.An

optim istic viewpoint ofthe fungible nature ofquantum inform ation,then,tells us

thatthequestforphysicalsystem swhich can quantum com puteisfarfrom a closed

deal.W ewillreturn to thisissuein Chapter18.

4.4.2 Encoded universality constructions

Encoding ofquantum inform ation can also be ofuse in the construction ofuni-

versalgate sets[8]. There are two com plem entary ways oflooking atthis problem .

On theonehand,becausequantum inform ation can beencoded,certain interactions

which were notuniversalover the entire Hilbertspace can be m ade universalon a

particularencoded space. Atthe otherend ofthe spectrum ,itiscom m on in quan-

tum com puting todevelop aparticularencoding(forerrorcorrection,duetophysical

constraints,etc.) and then to ask: what m anipulations are needed to com pute on

such an encoded space.Ofcourse,theseviewpointsarecom plem entary toeach other.
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In thissection,wewilldiscussthe�rstofthese viewpoints:how encoding can m ake

gatesetsuniversaloveran encoding.

Suppose one isgiven a gate setG. Aswe have previously argued,the universal

propertiesofthisgatesetisreally a question oftherelation ofthisgatesetto repre-

sentationsofLie groups. In factthe notion ofan irreducible representation directly

contains our notion ofencoded universality. Thus the idea ofencoded universality

is nothing m ore than the observation that the power ofa set ofgates is described

by the irreducible representations and these irreducible representations m ay acton

som eencoded space.W erefertoasetofgateswhich actson som eencoded subsystem

structurein auniversalm annerasauniversalsetofgateson aquantum circuitm odel

with encoded subsystem s.

Notice thatthe notion ofencoded universality changestherulesnotonly forthe

m anipulation ofthequantum inform ation,butalso forthepreparation and m easure-

m entproceduresofa quantum circuitm odelwith encoded subsystem s.Ofparticular

im portance here itto note thatthe preparation procedure should notbe overly in-

e�cient. W e willreturn to these questions when we address a speci�c exam ple in

Chapter9.

Letusde�newhatisneeded in orderto presentan encoded universality quantum

circuitm odelwhich can beused to constructuniform quantum circuitfam ilies:

� A particularsubsystem structureon theHilbertspacem ustbedescribed which

m apsontoasubsystem structureofan unencoded quantum circuitm odel.This

is perhaps the m ost stringent of the requirem ents for an encoded quantum

com puter.W ithouta subsystem sstructure,uniform ity cannotbeenforced and

thevery natureofa scalablearchitectureisviolated.

� Theabilitytopreparethesubsystem sintoaparticularinitialstate.Herethereis

m oreleeway.Itis,even forthestandard quantum circuitm odel,nevernecessary

to obtain perfect preparation. An im portant issue for encoded universality

constructionsisthe factthatitispossible forquantum inform ation to \leak"

outoftheencoded subsystem .

� Operationswhich actinauniversalm annerontheencodedsubsystem structure.

� The ability to extractinform ation from the encoded subsystem s. Again,per-

fect m easurem ent is not necessary. The ability to extract even a little bit of

inform ation isoften su�cientforquantum com putation.

A particularly interesting classofencoded universality constructionsarewhatwe

willterm few subsystem s encoded universality. W hile in practice,given a gate set,

G one can analyze the action ofthisgate seton everlargernum bers ofqubits,the

uniform ity condition ofthequantum circuitm odelputsa condition on theencoding

such thatthere should bea som e m ap onto a subsystem structure which growspro-

portionalto thenum berofqubitsadded.Thusthetypicalm annerin which encoded
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universality willbeused istotakeaconstantnum berofsubsystem sand theencodea

basicsubsystem into thisconstantnum berofsubsystem s.Forexam pleonem ay �nd

thattaking triadsofqubitsallowsforan encoded qubitwhich can be robustly m a-

nipulated (prepared,m easured,unitarily controlled).Then oneproceedsto take the

encoded subsystem s,m ap itontoaquantum subsystem circuitm odeland (hopefully)

show universality on thisencoded subsystem structure.

4.4.3 Few subsystem s encoded universality exam ple

Suppose one isgiven a spin chain ofn qubitswith interactionsasshown in Fig-

ure4.1 below.In particularassum e thattheHam iltonianswhich can beenacted on

thisspin chain com efrom theset

S =
n
�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x ;�

(i)
z + �

(i+ 1)
z ;�

(i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z

o
: (4.7)

To seethatfulluniversality on alln qubits(theability to im plem entSU(2n)on the

X X

i i+1i-1

Z + Z

Z Z

i+2

Figure4.1:Exam ple encoded universality spin chain

system )isnotpossible,note that
Q n
i= 1�

(i)
z com m utes with allofthe elem ents ofS

and thus,via thesam eargum entofSection 4.3.5,theLiealgebra generated by these

Ham iltoniansisnotthefullSU(2n).

Let us exam ine the action ofthe Ham iltonians listed above on pairs ofqubits.

Noticethatthesehavethefollowing Liealgebraicstructure

h
�
(i)
z + �

(i+ 1)
z ;�

(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x

i
= 2i

�
�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
y + �

(i)
y �

(i+ 1)
x

�
+ cyclicperm utations

h
�
(i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z ;�

(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x

i
=

h
�
(i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z ;�

(i)
z + �

(i+ 1)
z

i
= 0

h
�
(i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z ;

�
�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
y + �

(i)
y �

(i+ 1)
x

�i
= 0: (4.8)

The �rst of these com m utation relations indicates an SU(2) structure for these

operators and the �nalthree com m utation relations indicate that � (i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z is an
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abelian subalgebra over these two qubits. In particularwe note thatover the sub-

space with basis states j00i and j11i (for the i and i+ 1th qubit),the operators

�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x ;

�
�
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
y + �

(i)
y �

(i+ 1)
x

�
;�(i)

z + �
(i+ 1)
z act as � x;� y;�z on this encoded

space, while �
(i)
z �

(i+ 1)
z acts as identity on this subspace. Thus we can use these

operators to enact SU(2) on the encoded subspace spanned by the logicalqubits

j0Li= j00iand j1Li= j11i. Also note thatthe subspace j01iand j10iisnotacted

upon by theseoperatorsin a non-com m uting m annerand henceovertheseoperators

cannotbeused asa qubit.

Havingshown thatthereisan encodingovertwoqubitsforwhich theoperatorsin

S actasSU(2),wethen hopetoextend thisencodingtoafullquantum circuitm odel.

In particularwetakeourencoded qubits(thesubsystem s)to betwo physicalqubits

with the encoding ofj0Li= j00iand j1Li= j11i. W e have already shown thatany

singlequbitoperation ispossibleon thisencoded spaceand thusitissu�cienttoshow

thatwecan im plem enta non-trivialtwo body encoded operation between thequbits

in order to produce a encoded universalquantum circuit. Ifwe take the encoding

between the 1st and 2nd,3rd and 4th,etc. qubits then the operation �
(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z

with 1� k � n=2 providesthiscoupling.In particularnotethat

�
(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j0Lij0Li = �

(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j00ij00i= j00ij00i

�
(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j0Lij1Li = �

(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j00ij11i= � j00ij11i

�
(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j1Lij0Li = �

(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j11ij00i= � j11ij00i

�
(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j1Lij1Li = �

(2k)
z �

(2k+ 1)
z j11ij11i= j11ij11i: (4.9)

Thusweseethatthisoperation actslikean encoded � z
 �z between encoded qubits.

W hen thisoperation isenacted asaHam iltonian,com bined with singleencoded qubit
operatorsthisallowsforuniversalcontroloftheencoded qubits.

In thisexam ple we have seen how pairing the qubitstogetherwe can obtain an

encoding such that there is a m apping from encoded two-qubit states to encoded

qubitsand universalquantum com putation can beobtained on thisencoding.

4.5 W hat to do w ith the strange irreducible rep-

resentations

In constructing encoded universalgate setsfrom Ham iltonian controlsequences,

onecan perform an analysisofthe Liealgebra structure Ham iltoniansto geta hold

ofhow theseHam iltonianscan beused forencoded universality.Luckily theanalysis

ofthe Lie algebras we willdealwith on a quantum com puter have long ago been

identi�ed and classi�ed! W e willnotdealwith thisissue here butinstead referthe

readerto thestandard textsofCornwell[50]and Georgi[91].

However,wewould liketo bring up two pointsrelated to representation theory of



60

Lie algebraswhich are im portantbuthave notreceived extensive discussion in the

quantum com puting literature.

4.5.1 W hat to do w ith Lie A lgebra X ?

Allofthe universality constructions to date have shown how a suitable SU(k)

can beexecuted on a given circuitm odel.Butthereism oreunderthesun than the

Liegroup SU(k)!In particularthereareotherLiegroupswith di�ering Liealgebras

which,in theory,can ariseorbesim ulated on aquantum system .An interestingopen

question isiftheseLiealgebrashaveanything to do with quantum com puting.

O pen Q uestion 4.5.1 Do Lie algebrasotherthan su(k)play any role in the realm
ofquantum com puting?

An im portantpointin thisdiscussion isthatthereareonlyfourin�nitefam iliesofLie

algebrasin theclassi�cation schem e (A n,B n,Cn,and D n in thestandard notation.)

Thesewould appeartobetheLiealgebraswhich arem ostlikely tosupportsom esort

ofcom putation becausethey satisfy therequirem entofallowing forthenotion ofthe

powerofthecom putergrowing with thenum berofsubsystem sadded.

4.5.2 W hat is a qubit?

Thenotion ofencoded universality also raisessom eparticularly interesting ques-

tions. One particular issue which has been raised in the literature is the notion of

\whatisaqubit?" Viola,Knill,and Laam m e[193]presentm odelsofqubitsencoded

into di�erentspaces. These authorsrightly take an operationalview ofa qubit. A

qubitisde�ned by how onecan accesstheinform ation in thequbit:both in control

and in m easurem ent ofthe qubit. Unfortunately the authors only present qubits

wherethey haveoperatorswhich acton thequbitswhich satisfy both thecom m uta-

tion and anti-com m utation relationsofthestandard Paulim atrices:

[� �;��] = 2i���� 

f� �;� �g = 2���I: (4.10)

This,however,is a lim ited notion ofa qubit from the point ofview ofthe repre-

sentation theory ofquantum inform ation.To see this,considerthreedi�erentirreps

ofSU(2): i.e. the Lie algebra which satis�esthe com m utation relationsabove,but

notnecessarily the anti-com m utation relations. The �rstrepresentation isthe one-

dim ensionalirreducible representation. In thisrepresentation,the SU(2)operators

allactas0

�
[1]

x
�= [0]; �

[1]

y
�= [0]; �

[1]

z
�= [0]: (4.11)
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Thesecond representation isthetwo-dim ensionalirreduciblerepresentation:

�
[2]

x
�=

"
0 1

1 0

#

; �
[2]

y
�=

"
0 � i

i 0

#

; �
[2]

z
�=

"
1 0

0 � 1

#

: (4.12)

Finally weexam inethethree-dim ensionalirreduciblerepresentation

�
[3]

x
�=
p
2

2

6
4

0 1 0

1 0 1

0 1 0

3

7
5 ; �

[3]

y
�=
p
2

2

6
4

0 � i 0

i 0 � i

0 i 0

3

7
5 ; �

[3]

z
�= 2

2

6
4

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 � 1

3

7
5 :(4.13)

Clearlytheone-dim ensionalirrepofSU(2)isuseless.Thisirrepcan,innom anner,

be considered a qubit. And,ofcourse,the two-dim ensionalirrep ofSU(2)iswhat

we norm ally think ofasa qubit. Butwhataboutthe three-dim ensionalirrep? Let

usshow thatany m anipulation ofthetwo-dim ensionalirrep can bem im icked by the

three-dim ensionalirrep.Letjai,jbi,and jcidenotethevectorsupon which thethree-

dim ension irrep actsand j0i,j1idenote the vectorsupon with the two-dim ensional

irrep acts.

In thetwo-dim ensionalirrep,a stateofthesystem can bewritten as

�
[2](~n)=

1

2

�
I+ ~n �~�

[2]
�
: (4.14)

Let us m ap the state of the two-dim ensional irrep described by ~n to the three-

dim ensionalstate

�
[3](~n)=

1

3
I+

1

6
~n �~�

[3]
: (4.15)

Noticethatapurestatein thetwo-dim ensionalirrep isnotm apped onto apurestate
in thethree-dim ensionalirrep.

An observableon thetwo-dim ensionalirrep isgiven by

H
[2](m 0;~m )= m 0I+ ~m � �

[2]
: (4.16)

Theexpectation ofthisobservableis

Tr
h
�
[2](~n)H (m 0;~m )

i
= m 0 + ~m � ~n: (4.17)

Forthethreedim ensionalirrep wecan de�netheequivalentobservable

H
[3](m 0;~m )= m 0I+

3

4
~m �~�; (4.18)

such thattheexpectation valueofthisobservableisidentical

Tr
h
�
[3](~n)H [3](m 0;~m )

i
= m 0 + ~m � ~n: (4.19)
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Finally notethatevolution on thetwo-dim ensionalirrep

U
[2](~v;t)= exp

h
� it~v�~�

[2]
i
; (4.20)

can bedirectly m apped onto evolution ofthethree-dim ensionalirrep

U
[3](~v;t)= exp

h
� it~v�~�

[3]
i
; (4.21)

such thattheevolution ofthedensity m atrix hasthesam ee�ect

U
[2](~v;t)�[2](~n)U [2]y(~v;t) = �

[2](~n0)

U
[3](~v;t)�[3](~n)U [3]y(~v;t) = �

[3](~n0): (4.22)

Thuswehaveseen thatthereisam apping between density m atrices,observables,

and evolutionsofthetwo and three-dim ensionalirrepswhich perfectly preservesthe

structure ofa qubit. In generald > 1 dim ensionalirreps ofSU(2) can be used in

a sim ilar m anner to construct a valid qubit. A qubit is m ore than just the two-

dim ensionalirreduciblerepresentationsofSU(2)!

4.6 Subsystem grow th ofa Lie algebra and quan-

tum com putation

Asim portantasthe question ofwhen a given Ham iltonian controlsequence has

universalcontrolisthenegativeofthisquestion.Herewepresenta usefulcriteria for

detecting Liealgebraswhich arenotuniversal.

Suppose one is given a set ofHam iltonians Sn which can be im plem ented in a

Ham iltonian controlsequenceon n subsystem s.LetLn denotetheLiealgebra which

can be generated by Sn and let g(n) denote the num ber of linearly independent

operatorsin Ln.W ecallg(n)thesubsystem sgrowth function.

T heorem 4.6.1 A growth function g(n)which ispolynom ialin n isnotuniversalon
a quantum circuitm odel.

Proof:The basic idea behind thistheorem isto note thata quantum circuitm odel

on n subsystem s has a state space which grows exponentially in n and therefore

perform ing unitary operatorson thisspaceisequivalentto generating elem entsofan

exponentially growing Liealgebra.

Return now to the exam ple presented in Section 4.3.5 where we exam ined the

powerofHam iltonian controlsequencesgenerated by Ham iltoniansin theset

O 0= f� (i)
z ;�

(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x g: (4.23)

W e willnow show that,even with the help ofencoding,thissetofHam iltoniansis

notuniversal.
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De�netheoperation M jk;�;� = �
(j)
�

Q
k� 1

i= j+ 1�
(i)
z �

(k)

� wherej< k and �;� 2 fx;yg.

W eclaim thattheoperatorsin theLiealgebragenerated byO 0arealllinearcom bina-

tionsoftheform M jk;�;� plusthesinglequbit�
(i)
z .Noticethatthisistrueforn = 2.

W ewillprovetheresultby induction.Firstwenotethatbecauseourgeneratorsare

m adeupofPaulioperators,weneed notworryaboutlinearcom binationsofoperators,

butonly need toworry abouttheoperatorswhich can begenerated by com m utation.

LetLn denote the Lie algebra on n qubitsgenerated by taking com m utatorsin O 0.

Forexam pleL2 = fM 12;x;x;M 12;x;y;M 12;y;x;M 12;y;y;�
(1)
z ;� (2)

z g asclaim ed above.As-

sum e that Ln = fM jk;�;�;1 � j < k � n;�;� 2 fx;ygg [ f�(i)z ;1 � i � ng.

First notice that taking com m utators ofelem ents ofLn and �
(i)
z only produces el-

em ents in Ln: the only elem ents which �
(i)
z do not com m ute with are M ik;�;� and

M ki;�;� and thiscom m utation only serves to ip the value of� or�. Finally,note

thattaking the com m utatorbetween elem entsofLn and �
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x can only gener-

ate elem ents in Ln+ 1. To see this,�rst note that the only nontrivialcom m utators

are those which occur with the � (i)
z operators,which just produce elem ents in L2.

Further com m utators between �
(i)
x �

(i+ 1)
x and M jk;�;� only create M j0k0;�0;�0 which

are one qubit larger or sm aller. Thus we have proved that the Lie algebra gener-

ated by elem ents ofO 0 are spanned by the setoflinearly independent operatorsin

Ln = fM jk;�;�;1� j< k � n;�;� 2 fx;ygg[ f�(i)z ;1� i� ng.

Let us count the operatorsin Ln. There are n �
(i)
z operatorsand 4

�
n

2

�
M jk;�;�

operators. Thusthe growth function forthisLie algebra isg(n)= n + 4
�
n(n� 1)

2

�
=

2n2� n.Thisgrowth function ispolynom ialin n and thusvia Theorem 4.6.1 thisset

ofoperatorisnotuniversal.

4.7 U niversalquantum com putation

Universality is one ofthe m ost powerfulconcepts to arise from the theoretical

study ofcom puter science. In thischapter we have dealtwith the idealconditions

needed foruniversalquantum com putation. This idealm odelpresents an abstract

connection to the question of exactly what is a quantum com puter. Realworld

realization ofa universalquantum com puter,however,m ustdealwith decoherence,

faulty operations,faulty preparation,and faulty m easurem ents. Luckily the theory

offault-tolerantquantum com putation hasbeen developed which dealsdirectly with

these issues[3,96,115,124,161,175]and a theorem which basically states that if

these problem sare nottoo severe,the idealm odelcan nearly ideally be obtained[3,

95,112,124,161].

IfAlanTuringweretoreturnfrom thedeadandseethem odernclassicalcom puter,

he would surely be shocked by the technologicalprogress achieved in the past�fty

years. However, ifone explained to Turing how the m odern com puter works,he

would surely recognize the m annerin which the m odern com puterattainsuniversal

com putation (noslouch,thatTuring:hecould work in abase-32notation thatothers
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had to convertto decim alto understand!) Oneofthem ain m otivationsforstudying

the theory ofuniversalquantum com putation is sim ply the realization that we do

notknow exactly whata futurequantum com puterwilllook like,butwehave som e

notion ofwhat is required in order to obtain universality. The unknowable future,

then,hasalready given way to novelproposalsforquantum com putation,and,in the

end,m ay presenttheultim ateroad towardsbuilding a quantum com puter.
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Gateset Reference

Q (�)� (Pj00i+ P j01i+ P j11i)
 I+ Pj11i
 ie� i��x, Deutsch,1989[57]

and Perm utations

� x,e
� i
p
�P j00i+ P j01i+ P j10i+ P j11i, DiVincenzo,1995[61]

P j0i
 I+ Pj1iie
� i
p
�� x,and Perm utations

Any singleP j0i
 I+ Pj1i
 ei
P

3

i= 1
�i� i, Barenco,1995[12]

and Perm utations

Alm ostany singletwo-qubitgate,and Deutsch et.al,1995[58]
Perm utations Lloyd,1995[140]
C X � Pj0i
 I+ Pj1i
 �x,and any gatesetwhich Barenco et.al,1995[13]
densely generatessinglequbitgates

H ,P,C X ,Q (�=2) Shor,1996[175]

P,C X ,C P � Pj00i+ P j01i+ P j10i+ iP j11i, Knillet.al,1998[123]
and theability to preparej� i= 1p

2
(j0i� j1i)

H ,P,C X ,C P Knillet.al,1998[123]
H ,P,C X ,and theability to prepare Knillet.al,1998[123,124]
j�=8i= cos(�=8)j0i+ sin(�=8)j1i
C X ,Q (�=2),plustheability to Gottesm an,1998[96]

m easure� i,i2 fx;y;zg

Singlequbitoperations,Bellm easurem ents, Gottesm an and Chuang[97]

and GHZ states

exp[� i�
P

i� i
 �i] Bacon et.al,2000[9]
Kem peet.al,2001[109]

� x 
 �x + � y 
 �y between qubits Kem pe,2001[109]

W u and Lidar,2001[206]

Linearopticselem ents,singlephoton sources, Knill,Laam m e,

singlephoton detectors and M ilburn,2001[121]

Entangled clusterstateand singlem easurem ents Raussendorf

and Briegel,2001[163]

Table4.1:Universalgate constructions
Universalsetsofgates.M anyofthesegatesareelem entsinthenorm alizerofthePauli

group (seeAppendix A.7).�,and �i areirrationalm ultiplesof�.Pj i = j ih jnot

to beconfused with P = j0ih0j+ ij1ih1j.Perm utationsm eanstheability to perm ute

thewiresofthequbits.
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Part II

D ecoherence-Free Q uantum

C om putation
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C hapter 5

D ecoherence-Free C onditions

wherein the dem onsofdecoherence are � rstshown the door
and the doorisdescribed by necessary and su� cientconditions

In thischapterwe introduce the basic conditionsfordecoherence-free subspaces

and decoherence-free subsystem s. W e begin with a sim ple classicalexam ple ofa

subsystem which withstands a classicalerror process. The fundam entalalgebraic

theorem ofdecoherence is then derived and the concept ofthe OSR algebra is de-

�ned. Decoherence-free subspacesare then introduced and an i� condition forsuch

subspacesisderived. A sim ple exam ple ofa decoherence-free subspace ispresented

and how to handle system speci�c evolution isdiscussed. Decoherence-free subsys-

tem s are then de�ned and with the help ofa basic theorem ofthe representation

theory ofcom plex associative y-closed algebrasand an i� condition forsuch subsys-

tem s is derived. An exam ple ofa decoherence-free subsystem is exam ined and the

roleofthea nontrivialcom m utantisintroduced.Finally decoherence-freeconditions

form asterequationsarepresented.

5.1 Protecting inform ation by encoding

Twoparties,Aliceand Bob,wish tocom m unicatean im portantm essage.Attheir

disposalisa classicalcom m unication channel. Alice and Bob can send two classical

bitsata tim edown thischannel.Unfortunately thisclassicalchannelhasa devilish

m annerofdistorting theinform ation sentdown thechannel.W hen thepartiessend

theirtwo bitsdown thechannel,thereisanoiseprocessin thechannelwhich willip

the value ofboth bits. ThusifAlice sends00 down the line,Bob willeitherreceive

theundisturbed 00 ortheipped 11.IfAlicesends01 through thechannel,Bob will

either receive the undisturbed 01 orthe ipped 10. Clearly,ifAlice and Bob wish

to com m unicate using the fullcapacity ofthe classicalchannel(m eaning each using

both bitsoftheclassicalchannel)they willfail.
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Let(x1;x2)denote the classicalbitssentdown two bitchannel.Allofthe infor-

m ation which isin the pair(x1;x2)isalso in the pair(x1 � x2;x2)where � is the

exclusive-or ofthe two bits (x1 � x2 = x1 + x2 m od 2). To see this,sim ply note

that this is a m ap which is one-to-one: 00 ! 00,01 ! 11,10 ! 10,11 ! 01.

The pair (x1 � x2;x2) is a particular encoding ofthe classicalinform ation. W hat

is interesting to Alice and Bob about this encoding is that the �rst bit x1 � x2 is

unchanged by the errorprocess ofthe channel. Ifthe channeldoes notacton the

bits,then ofcoursenothing happensto x1 � x2.Ifthechannelipsboth ofthebits,

then x1 � x2 ! �x1 � �x2 = x1 � x2 where �x indicates the negation operation and

we have used the fact that the exclusive-or oftwo negated bits is the sam e as the

exclusive-oroftheunnegated bits.On theotherhand thesecond bitin theencoding

x2 isunprotected from theaction ofthechannel.

Aliceand Bob can thususethisnoisy channeltocom m unicatewith perfect�delity
by using theencoding (x1 � x2;x2).IfAlice wantsto send an encoded bitdown the

channel,she encodes her bitinto the parity ofthe two bits (choosing either ofthe

two possible (x1;x2)fora given choice ofparity) and sends these two bits to Bob.

The channelcannotchange the parity ofthe two bitsand thusBob can decode the

bitwhich Aliceencoded by exam ining theparity oftwo bitshereceives.

Therearetwom oralsfrom thissim pleexam ple.The�rstm oralisthatinform ation

can be protected from disturbance via an appropriate encoding. The second m oral

com es from the observation that the reason an appropriate encoding exists which

perfectly protects the inform ation is due to a sym m etry ofthe noise process. In

particularthe errorswhich the channelinduce on the two bitsare identicalon each

individualbit. Thisisthe sym m etry ofthe errorprocesswhich allowsforencoding

into parity which perfectly preservestheinform ation.

Theaboveexam pledem onstrateshow classicalinform ation can beperfectly pro-

tected from noisevia an appropriateencoding oftheinform ation.In thispartofthe

thesiswewillbeexam ining sim ilarconstructions,butnow in thecontextofquantum

inform ation.

5.2 T he O SR A lgebra

Consider the evolution ofa system S and an environm ent E with joint Hilbert

space H = H S 
 HE which evolvesaccording to som e Ham iltonian H .Considerthe

expansion oftheHam iltonian into system and environm entoperators

H =

AX

�= 0

S� 
 B�; (5.1)

where S� (B �)actson H S(H B ). The expansion we give above is,ofcourse,always

possible.Theexpansion,on theotherhand isnotunique.W ewillplacetherequire-

m ent on this expansion that the B � are a com plete �xed basis which are linearly
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independent,herm itian and have an inner productTr
h
B y

�B �

i
= ���. Such a basis

can always be chosen over the environm ent Hilbertspace (see Appendix A.3). W e

willoften refer to the S� as the system operators and the B � as the environm ent
operators.

Letusrecallthatevolution ofthesystem plusenvironm entwhich initially starts

in a tensorproductstate�(0)= �S(0)
 �E (0)isgiven by theOSR evolution

�(t)=
X

i

A i(t)�S(0)A
y

i(t): (5.2)

W enow claim thata basisfortheOSR operatorsA i(t)corresponding to theHam il-

tonian H in Eq.(5.1)isgiven by thecom plex associative algebra A generated by the
S� plustheidentity operatorI.

D e�nition 5.2.1 (Com plex associativealgebra)[122,131]The com plex associative
algebra A generated by the setofoperators S� is the setofoperators which can be
constructed from the operatorsS� via the processesoflinearcom bination overC and
sim ple operatorm ultiplication.

W eclaim that

Lem m a 5.2.1 [122]Consider the evolution ofa system plus environm entdue to a
Ham iltonian H with expansion Eq.(5.1).The OSR operatorsA i(t)correspondingto
evolution dueto H areelem entsofthecom plexassociativealgebra A generated by the
S� in Eq.(5.1)plusidentity I.

Proof: The Taylor expansion ofthe fullsystem -environm ent evolution operator is

given by

U (t) =

1X

n= 0

�
� it

P A
�= 0S� 
 B�

�n

n!

=

1X

n= 0

(� it)n

n!

2

4
AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

(S�1 � � � S�n)
 (B�1 � � � B�n)

3

5 : (5.3)

A �xed basis form overthe environm ent ofthe evolution operatorcan be obtained

by expanding

B �1 � � � B�n =

AX

�= 0

b�(�1;:::;�n)B �

b�(�1;:::;�n) = Tr
h
B

y
� (B �1 � � � B�n)

i
; (5.4)

such that

U (t)=

1X

n= 0

(� it)n

n!

2

4
AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

(S�1 � � � S�n )


 
AX

�= 0

b�(�1;:::;�n)B �

! 3

5 : (5.5)
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Using the de�nition ofthe OSR operators, Eq.(2.11) we �nd that for an initial

evolution of�E (0)=
P

� p�j�ih�j

A i= (��) =
p
p�

1X

n= 0

(� it)n

n!

2

4
AX

�1= 0

� �

AX

�n = 0

(S�1 � � S�n)

 
AX

�= 0

b�(�1;:::;�n)h�jB �j�i

! 3

5

=
p
p�

1X

n= 0

AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

AX

�= 0

(� it)n

n!
b�(�1;:::;�n)B �;��(S�1 � � � S�n ); (5.6)

whereB �;�� = h�jB �j�i.Thusweseethateach OSR operatorA i isa com plex linear

com bination ofproducts ofthe S�’s plus identity I for n = 0. Thus the A i are

elem entsofthecom plex associative algebra A generated by theS� plusidentity Ias

claim ed.

Suppose we aregiven a com plex associative algebra A generated by the elem ents

S� plusidentity I. LetFA

�;� = 1:::B denote a com plete basisforthe operatorsin

thisalgebra which hasan identicalspan asthe elem entsofA. Then we can expand

theelem entsofA as

S�1 � � � S�n =

BX

�= 1

s�(�1;:::;�n)F
A

�

s�(�1;:::;�n) = Tr
h
F
Ay

� (S�1 � � � S�n)
i
: (5.7)

Expanding Eq.(5.6)in term sofFA

�,

A i= (�;�) =
p
p�

1X

n= 0

AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

AX

�= 0

BX

�= 0

(� it)n

n!
b�(�1;:::;�n)B �;��s�(�1;:::;�n)F

A

�

=

BX

�= 0

a�F
A

�; (5.8)

where

a� =
p
p�

1X

n= 0

AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

AX

�= 0

(� it)n

n!
b�(�1;:::;�n)B �;��s�(�1;:::;�n): (5.9)

Forgeneralinitialenvironm entinitialconditions,wecan usethisexpression to show

thatthereareevolutionssuch thata� isnon-vanishing forsom etim et> 0.Consider

thekth derivativeofa� with respectto tim eevaluated att= 0,

@ka�(t)

@tk

�
�
�
�
�
t= 0

=
p
p�

AX

�1= 0

� � �

AX

�n = 0

AX

�= 0

(� i)k

k!
b�(�1;:::;�k)B �;��s�(�1;:::;�k): (5.10)

Forgeneralenvironm entalinitialconditions,we can choose an initialenvironm ental

condition and basisj�isuch that
p
p�B �;�� 6= 0forany�.Further,b�(�1;:::;�k)6= 0
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foratleastone� forany �1;:::;�n.Finally,becausetheF
A

� havean identicalspan to

thecom plex associativealgebra generated by theS� plusidentity I,therem ustexist

a k and �1;:::;�k such thats�(�1;:::;�n)6= 0. Thuswe have shown thata� 6= 0

forsom et> 0 forevery �.

Togetherwith Lem m a 5.2.1 thisim pliesan extrem ely im portanttheorem in the

study ofdecoherence.Letus�rstde�netheOSR algebra

D e�nition 5.2.2 (OSR algebra)TheOSR algebra isthecom plexassociativealgebra
generated by (i)the S� operatorsin the expansion ofa system -environm entHam ilto-
nian H =

P
A
�= 0S� 
 B� wheretheB � arelinearly independentoperatorsand (ii)the

identity I.

T heorem 5.2.1 (Fundam entalalgebraic theorem ofdecoherence) [122]Suppose a
system and environm entevolve according to the Ham iltonian H =

P
A
�= 0S� 
 B�

wheretheB � arelinearly independent.TheOSR evolution operatorsA i(t)arein the
OSR algebra and the span ofthe A i(t)for generic environm entinitialconditionsis
identicalto the OSR algebra.

The signi�cance ofthis theorem is that it reduces the study ofsystem evolution

with genericenvironm entinitialconditionsto thestudy ofthealgebraicstructureof

the corresponding OSR algebra. Thus ifone wishes to understand the e�ects and

OSR operator can have,it is enough to exam ine the span ofthe system operators

ofa system -environm entexpansion oftheHam iltonian.Itprovidesan i� connection

between theOSR operatorsand theOSR algebra undergenericenvironm entalinitial

conditions.

5.3 D ecoherence-free subspaces

In theexam plefrom the�rstsection ofthischapterwesaw thatinform ation could

beprotected from an environm entvia a suitableencoding oftheinform ation.In this

section we present the �rst discovered and sim plest condition under which sim ilar

protection can beendowed to a quantum system .

Considera system S with HilbertspaceH S which evolvesaccording tosom ejoint

Ham iltonian H =
P A

�= 0S� 
 B� with linearly independent environm ent operators

B �. Corresponding to this evolution and given an environm entalinitialcondition

there area setofOSR operatorsA i(t)fortheevolution ofthesystem .W esay that

a system density m atrix �S isinvariantundertheOSR operatorsA i(t)if

X

i

A i(t)�SA
y

i(t)= �S: (5.11)

Clearly an invariant density m atrix does not evolve even though the system and

environm entm ay havesom enon-trivialcoupling.
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D e�nition 5.3.1 (Decoherence-free subspace) A subspace S ofa system ’s Hilbert
space H S is called a decoherence-free subspace (DFS) with respect to a system -
environm entcoupling ifevery pure state from this subspace is invariantunder the
corresponding OSR evolution forany possible environm entinitialcondition:

X

i

A i(t)jjihjjA
y

i(t)= jjihjj; 8jji2 S and 8�E (0): (5.12)

A decoherence-free subspace isa perfectquantum m em ory. The fungible nature of

quantum inform ation tells us that quantum inform ation encoded into a subspace

has the sam e fundam entalvalue as any other representation ofquantum inform a-

tion. Thus while the fundam entalvalue ofthe quantum inform ation is unchanged

by encoding into a DFS,an im portantproperty oftheway in which thisinform ation

interactswith itsenvironm entischanged by encoding into a DFS.

W hile we have de�ned a DFS in term sofinvariantpure states,m ixed statesfall

nicely within theprotection ofa DFS aswell.In particulara m ixed statewhich has

support only over a the pure states ofa DFS willbe also be invariant and hence

protected from decoherence.

5.3.1 D ecoherence-free subspace condition

Let us describe a necessary and su�cient condition for the existence ofa DFS

given a speci�csystem -environm entcoupling asin Eq.(5.1).

T heorem 5.3.1 (Decoherence-free subspace Ham iltonian criteria)[216]A subspace
S isa DFS i� the system operatorsS� actproportionalto identity on the subspace:

S�jji= c�jji 8jji2 S: (5.13)

Proof: Firstwe prove su�ciency. Suppose S �jji= c�jji. Due to the fundam ental

algebraic theorem ofdecoherence,allOSR operators are elem ents ofthe com plex

associativealgebra generated by S�.Thus

A i(t)jji= ci(t)jji; (5.14)

whereciissom ecom plex constantwhich isacom plex com bination ofthec�’s.There-

fore X

i

A i(t)jjihjjA
y

i(t)=
X

i

jci(t)j
2jjihjj: (5.15)

The norm alization condition
P

iA
y

i(t)A i(t) = I im plies
P

ijci(t)j
2 = 1. Thus if

S�jji = c�jji for alljji in a subspace S,the S is a DFS.Next we prove neces-

sity.Forevery A i(t)acting on a statejji,wecan separatetheresulting stateinto a

com ponentwhich isalong jjiand a com ponentwhich isperpendicularto jji,jj? (i)i

which dependson A i(t):

A i(t)jji= ai(t)jji+ bi(t)jj? (i)i: (5.16)
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Theinvariantcondition on jji,Eq.(5.11)

X

i

(ai(t)jji+ bi(t)jj? (i)i)(hjja
�
i(t)+ hj? (i)jb

�
i(t))= jjihjj; (5.17)

or X

i

jai(t)j
2 = 1: (5.18)

TheOSR norm alization condition
P

iA
y

i(t)A i(t)= Iim plies

X

i

jai(t)j
2 + jbi(t)j

2 = 1: (5.19)

Thus
P

ijbi(t)j
2 = 0 which im plies bi(t) = 0 for alli and t. Thus we see that

A i(t)jji = ai(t)jji. W e can now invoke the fundam entalalgebraic theorem ofde-

coherence.Thespan oftheA i(t)forgenericenvironm entalinitialconditionsisiden-

ticaltothecom plex associativealgebragenerated by theS�.ThusA i(t)jji= ai(t)jji

im pliesS�jji= c�jji.

W e have seen how the condition Eq.(5.13) is an i� condition for the existence

ofa DFS.Stated succinctly,a DFS isthe degenerate com m on eigenspace ofthe S�
system operators.Perhapsthem ostim portantaspectoftheDFS criteria istonotice

how degeneracy isessentialto the de�nition.A system -environm entcoupling which

isdegeneratecannotdistinguish between thedegeneratestates.

5.3.2 Exam ple decoherence-free subspace

Letusexam inea particularly sim pleexam pleofdecoherence-free subspace.Sup-

posetwoqubitsarecoupled toaharm onicoscillatorenvironm entviatheHam iltonian

H = g(� z 
 I+ I
 �z)

�
a+ a

y
�
; (5.20)

where a (ay)isthe destruction (creation)operatorforthe harm onic oscillator. The

OSR algebra is then the com plex associative algebra generated by the operators I

and (� z 
 I+ I
 �z).Thesecond oftheseoperatorshaseigenstatesj00i,j01i,j10i,

j11iwith eigenvalues2,0,0,and � 2 respectively.Thusthereisa subspacesspanned

by j01iand j10iwhich satis�esthe DFS condition Eq.(5.13). W e can now directly

seehow superpositionsofthesetwo basisstatesdo notdecohere

exp[� iH t](�j01i+ �j10i)
 j envi= (�j01i+ �j10i)
 j envi; (5.21)

because � z 
 I+ I
 �z annihilates each basis state j01i and j10i. In generalthe

Ham iltonian operatorwillnotannihilatethestates,butwillactasa constanton the

states. Thisim pliesthata globalphase to the subspace willbe applied. Howevera

globalphasedoesnotcausedecoherence on thesystem .
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5.3.3 System H am iltonian and the D FS

W e have de�ned a decoherence-free subspace as a subspace for which the OSR

evolution producesno evolution ofthequantum inform ation stored in thesubspace.

Clearly such a subspace would be useless forquantum com putation because the in-

form ation stored in thesubspace doesnotevolve!

A system -environm entHam iltoniancanbeexpanded asH = H S
 I+ I
 HE + H SE

where the allofthe nontrivialcoupling between the system and the environm entis

included in theH SE term .Fortim eindependentHam iltonians,allofthedecoherence

forgeneralenvironm entalinitialconditionscom esfrom theH SE coupling.Thusthe

decoherence-free subspace condition should be applied to an expansion ofthe H SE .

The unitary evolution willthen be due to H S. This evolution should preserve the
DFS.By this we m ean that the evolution due to H S should not take states with

supportoverthesubspaceto stateswith supportoutsideofthesubspace.

D e�nition 5.3.2 (Subspace preserving Ham iltonian)A Ham iltonian H preservesa
subspace S ifthe spectraldecom position ofthe Ham iltonian H =

P
ihijiihijcan be

expanded such thatthe statesjiiwhich are entirely within the subspace S orentirely
outside ofthe subspace S.

Noticethatbecausethespectraldecom position isnotuniquewhen thereisa degen-

eracy ofthesystem Ham iltonian,thesubspacepreserving condition m ustbede�ned

in term s ofifthe spectraldecom position can be m ade such that the subspace is

preserved.

Ifasystem Ham iltonian H S preservesasubspaceand thatsubspaceisaDFS with

respectto thesystem -environm entcoupling H SE ,then theevolution oftheDFS will

beentirely unitary.W ewillreferto a DFS which evolvesunitarily by theterm DFS

unlessa distinction isneeded and then wewillreferto a unitarily evolving DFS.

Another way in which the presence ofa system Ham iltonian can be dealt with

is to work in the interaction picture. In the interaction picture,the evolution ofa

system due to the Ham iltonian H = H 0 + V is recast into exam ining the evolu-

tion of ~�(t) = U
y
0(t)�(t)U 0(t) where U 0(t) = exp[� iH0t]. The evolution of ~�(t)

is given Schr�odinger equation evolution under the interaction Ham iltonian ~V (t) =

U
y
0(t)V U 0(t).IfH 0 consistsonly ofseparatesystem and environm entevolution (i.e.

no system -environm entcoupling)then a statej iwhich isinvariantwith respectto
~V (t)willevolve unitarily. To see thissim ply note thatifa state isinvariantin the

interaction picture,then ~
�(t) = j ih j) �(t) = U S

0(t)j ih jU
S
0(t)

y where U S
0(t)

representsthesystem evolution operatoralone.
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5.3.4 D ecoherence-free subspacesand quantum errorcorrec-

tion

Thetheory ofquantum errorcorrection (see,forexam ple,[120,96,153])provides

a m ethod ofpreserving quantum coherence by actively m anipulating the quantum

inform ation. In thistheory,one can show thatcertain encodingsofquantum infor-

m ation can be arranged such certain errorprocesses can be detected and corrected

on this encoding without destroying the coherence between the encoded quantum

inform ation. Suppose E � are a setoferror operators which acton a given system .

These errors are usually taken from an expansion ofthe OSR algebra,but are not

necessarily acom pletebasisfortheOSR algebra.Theseerrorsusually represent\the

largest" com ponentoftheOSR operatorsoften on som eshorttim eexpansion ofthe

OSR operators.

A necessary and su�cientcondition fortheretoexistasubspacewhich can detect

and correcttheseerrorsisgiven by [21,120]

hijE y
�E �jji= C���ij; (5.22)

for the basis states jii and jji in the subspace and for allerrors E � and E �. The

intuition behind thiscriteria isthattheerrorsshould takethebasisstatesto distin-

guishablesubspacesso thattheseerrorscan bediagnosed and then corrected.

How do DF subspaces �t in with the theory ofquantum error correction? If

we identify the error operators E � with the OSR algebra,then the DF subspace

characterizing Theorem 5.3.1,im plies that a DF subspace necessarily satis�es the

condition

hijE y
�E �jji= c

�
�c��ij; (5.23)

where jiiand jjiare both in the DF subspace. Since c��c� isa rank one m atrix,it

ispossible to choose a basisforthe erroroperatorsE � such thathij~E y
�E �jji= c�ij.

In the theory of quantum error correcting codes, the rank of the C�� m atrix in

Eq.(5.22) is known as the degeneracy ofthe code[96]. Thus we are lead to the

characterization[135,75]

Lem m a 5.3.1 A decoherence free subspace S from som e OSR algebra isa fully de-
generate quantum errorcorrecting code forallelem entsofthe OSR algebra.

For m ore discussion ofthe relationship between quantum error correction and

decoherence-free subspacesthereaderisreferred to [135,75].

5.4 D ecoherence-free subsystem s

In theprevioussection wehaveseen how inform ation can beencoded into a sub-

spaceofthesystem ’sHilbertspacesuch thattheinform ation doesnotdecohere.For
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constructing a quantum com puter,however,this condition is not the m ost general

condition underwhich quantum inform ation can bestored in adecoherence-freem an-

ner. The basic reason forthisisthatquantum inform ation isstored m ostgenerally

in subsystem sand notnecessarily subspaces.

To de�ne a decoherence-free subsystem ,we m ust�rstde�ne an operation which

wewillcallthesubsystem traceoperator.

D e�nition 5.4.1 Suppose a Hilbertspace H hasa generalsubsystem structure H =
L p

j= 1

�N np

i= 1H ij

�
. Letjk(j)i denote a basis for the subspace de� ned by j in this ex-

pansion. jk(j)i is in the Hilbertspace
N np

i= 1H ij and a basis over this tensor product

structure isgiven by jk(j)1 i
 jk
(j)

2 i
 � � � jk(j)
nj
i.W ede� nethesubsystem traceoperator

overthe subsystem H ij as

Trij[O ]=
X

k
(j)

i

hk
(j)

i jO jk
(j)

i i: (5.24)

W esay thatinform ation �I hasbeen encoded into a subsystem H ij when thedensity

m atrix ofthefullHilbertspace� satis�es

Tr1j[� � � Tr(i� 1)j[Tr(i+ 1)j[� � � Trnjj[�]� � � ]]� � � ]= �I: (5.25)

Letusde�netheaboveoperatorastheij subsystem extractor,

� ij[O ]= Tr1j[� � � Tr(i� 1)j[Tr(i+ 1)j[� � � Trnjj[O ]� � � ]]� � � ]: (5.26)

Thisallowsusto de�ne whatitm eansto be decoherence-free when inform ation

isencoded into a subsystem .

D e�nition 5.4.2 (Decoherence-freesubsystem (DFS))Given a system Hilbertspace
with a generalsubsystem decom position H =

L p

j= 1

�N np
i= 1H ij

�
. A subsystem H ij is

said to be a decoherence-freesubsystem (DFS)with respectto a system -environm ent
coupling ifevery pure state encoded into this subsystem is invariantwith respectto
thissubsystem under the corresponding OSR evolution for any possible environm ent
initialcondition.If�� denotesthesituation wherethepurestatej�ihasbeen encoded
in the H ij subsystem ,then thiscondition isequivalentto

� ij

"
X

k

A k(t)��A
y

k(t)

#

= j�ih�j: (5.27)

W e use the abbreviation DFS forboth decoherence-free subspacesand decoherence-

free subsystem s. W e can see from the above de�nition ofa decoherence-free sub-

system ,decoherence-free subspacesareexam plesofdecoherence-free subsystem s. In

particulardecoherence-free subspaces occurwhen the m atrix algebra MdJ is one di-

m ensionaldJ = 1 and hence allofthe operators act as a constant on a subspace.
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Unless we need to distinguish between the subsystem and subspace de�nitions,we

willreferto both asDFSs.

W hat is the di�erence between storing inform ation in a subspace and storing

inform ation in a subsystem ? Thisquestion often leadsto confusion,so letusaddress

this by exam ining an illum inating exam ple. Consider encoding a single qubit of

inform ation into a two qubit system . One particular way to encode a qubit into

the four dim ensionalHilbert space oftwo qubits is to encode the inform ation into

a subspace spanned by two orthogonalstates. Thusforinstance we can encode the

inform ation ofa qubit�j0i+ �j1ias�j01i+ �j10i:

�j0i+ �j1i! �j01i+ �j10i: (5.28)

W ethen say thattheinform ation hasbeen encoded into a subspaceofthetwo qubit

Hilbertspace. Suppose we sim ply encode the inform ation into the �rstqubitofthe

two qubits.Itdoesn’tm atter,then,whatthestateofthesecond qubitis

�j0i+ �j1i! (�j0i+ �j1i)
 j�i: (5.29)

Noticethatthism ap isaone-to-m any m appingfrom thequantum inform ation in one

qubitto atwo qubitHilbertspace.Foraparticularm apping toa j�i,them apping is

thesam easthem apping from a qubitto a subspaceofthetwo qubitHilbertspace.

5.4.1 R epresentation theory for the O SR algebra

\The universe is an enorm ous directproductofrepresentations ofsym -
m etry groups."

{SteveW einberg (asquoted in [89])

W e now presenta theorem which exactly delineateswhere quantum inform ation

can be stored decoherence-free in a quantum system . First we note that the OSR

algebra is a y-closed algebra. A y-closed algebra is an algebra that satis�es the

requirem ent that ifS is the algebra,then Sy is also in the algebra. For the OSR

algebra,thisfollowsfrom theherm iticity ofthesystem -environm entHam iltonian.

The theorem we wantisa basic theorem from representation theory ofcom plex

associativealgebraswhich arey-closed (see,forexam ple,[131])

T heorem 5.4.1 (Basicrepresentation theorem ofy-closed com plex associativealge-

bras)LetA be a com plex associatealgebra which isy-closed acting on a Hilbertspace
H and which containstheidentityoperator.In generalA willbea reduciblesubalgebra
ofthe fullalgebra over H . In particular the algebra A isisom orphic to a directsum
offullm atrix algebras

A �=
M

J2J

InJ 
 MdJ: (5.30)
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HereId isthed dim ensionalidentityalgebra (which justconsistsofthed dim ensional
identityoperator)and Md isthed dim ensionalcom plexassociativealgebra correspond-
ing to allgenerallinearoperatorson the d dim ensionalspace.

J isa setdescribing thedi�erentirreduciblerepresentationsand nJ isreferred to as

the degeneracy ofthe Jth irreducible representation (irrep). This theorem im plies

thatthereisabasissuch thattheoperation ofevery operatorS in ay-closed com plex

associativealgebra actson theHilbertspaceas

S =
M

J2J

InJ 
 SdJ ; (5.31)

whereSdJ isadJ dim ensionaloperatorandInJ isthenJ dim ensionalidentityoperator.

Because Md is the d dim ensionalcom plex associative algebra corresponding to all

generallinearoperatorson a d dim ensionalspace,theSdJ span theentirespaceofdJ
dim ensionaloperators.

Corresponding to thedecom position in Eq.(5.31)wecan constructa basiswhich

willsim plify ournotation considerably.LetjJ;�;m idenotethebasiswhereJ labels

the subspace ofthe irrep,� labels the degenerate com ponent ofthe decom position

and m labelsthecom ponentofthecom position which isacted upon non-trivially by

theirrep.Thisbasisim pliesthatthedecom position Eq.(5.31)can bewritten as

S =
X

J2J

nJX

�;�0= 1

dJX

m ;m 0= 1

Sm ;m 0jJ;�;m ihJ;�0;m 0j: (5.32)

Anotherusefuloperatortode�neistheoperatorwhich perform sthesubsystem trace

overthem atrix algebra com ponentofa given irrep.De�ne

� J [O ]=
X

m

hJ;m jO jJ;m i; (5.33)

whereweim plicitly usethesubsystem structureforagiven J,jJ;�;m i= jJ;m i
 jm i

in thissum .

The basic representation theorem of com plex associative y-closed algebras de-

scribes a subsystem structure which we previously identi�ed as a subspace tensor

productstructure. Given a J 2 J foran algebra A there isa subspace overwhich

the operatorsact.One m annerin which quantum inform ation can be encoded with

respect to the algebra A isto encode the inform ation into the subspace fora given

J.Inform ation encoded in thism annerisacted upon non-trivially by the operators

in thealgebra A.Overthesubspace fora given J,thereisa two-fold tensorproduct

structure.Inform ation which isencoded into thesubspacecorresponding to a partic-

ularJ can then beencoded such thatitrespectsthistensorproductstructure.Thus

inform ation in the subspace can be encoded into the degenerate degreesoffreedom

corresponding to theInJ algebra ortheinform ation can beencoded into thedegrees
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offreedom corresponding to the MdJ algebra. W e say thatinform ation hasbeen en-

coded into thedegeneracy oftheJth irrep ifthatinform ation hassupportonly over

thedegreesoffreedom oftheInJ algebra.Noticethatbecause we areencoding into

a subsystem ,fora given J inform ation which isencoded into thedegeneracy willbe

accom panied by inform ation encoded into thedegreesoffreedom oftheMdJ algebra.

5.4.2 D ecoherence-free subsystem condition

The basicrepresentation theorem ofcom plex associative algebrascom bined with

the fundam entalalgebraic theorem ofdecoherence togetherform an excellenti� de-

scription ofdecoherence on a quantum system .Given an OSR algebra generated by

the system operators S�,we can decom pose this algebra as in Eq.(5.31). This in

turn im pliesthatwecan representtheOSR operatorsas

A i(t)=
M

J2J

InJ 
 (AdJ)i(t); (5.34)

where (A dJ)i(t) are dJ dim ensionalOSR operators. The span ofthe (A dJ)i(t) are

theentirespaceofalldJ linearoperatorsand the(A dJ)i(t)arethem selvesvalid OSR

operatorswhich satisfy thecom pletenessrelation
P

i(A dJ)
y

i(t)(A dJ)i(t)= IdJ.

T heorem 5.4.2 (Decoherence-free subsystem Ham iltonian criteria)[122]A subsys-
tem isa decoherence-freesubsystem i� thissubsystem isencoded in thedegeneracy of
single irrep �J from the OSR algebra A �=

L
J2J InJ 
 MdJ .

Proof: First,su�ciency. Suppose that the pure state jji is encoded into the de-

generacy ofa single irrep �J ofthe OSR algebra A �=
L

J2J InJ 
 MdJ. This m eans

that

� =
M

J2J

(
0nJ 
 0dJ ifJ 6= �J

jjihjj
 �d �J
ifJ = �J

(5.35)

where�d �J
isany arbitrary d�J dim ensionaldensity m atrix and 0d isthed dim ensional

zero m atrix.W ewillrepresentthisstateas

� = jjihjj
 �d �J
; (5.36)

where the supportofthe density m atrix is taken to be only over the �J irrep. The

OSR operatorsthen acton thethisstatesas

X

i

A i(t)�A
y

i(t) =
X

i

In �J



�
A d �J

�

i
(t)

�
jjihjj
 �d �J

�
In �J



�
A d �J

�y

i
(t)

= jjihjj

X

i

�
A d �J

�

i
(t)�d �J

�
A d �J

�y

i
(t): (5.37)
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Thus we see that the pure state jji encoded into the degeneracy ofthe algebra is

invariant with respect to the subsystem . Next we prove necessity. Notice thatthe

decoherence-free subsystem can be thought ofas a decoherence-free subspace after

a certain subsystem reduction hasbeen perform ed. W e can thus use the necessary

com ponentofthedecoherence-freesubspacecondition afterwetraceovertheappro-

priatesubsystem .Supposetheinform ation wasencoded intoasubsystem which does

notcorrespond to the degeneracy ofa given irrep J in Eq.(5.34).Thisinform ation

willnotbe acted upon proportionalto identity because (i) a com ponent ofthe in-

form ation is encoded into the MdJ algebras,(ii) a com ponent ofthe inform ation is

encoded into di�erentirrepslabeled by J,or(iii)both (i)and (ii). In case (i),the

inform ation willbe acted upon nontrivially overthe subsystem because the MdJ are

the fullm atrix algebra oversuch a space. In case (ii),the inform ation willbeacted

upon by di�ering algebras.Thisallowsfordi�ering globalfactorsbetween theOSR

operators.Finally,in case(iii)theinform ation isinfected by both oftheseproblem s.

The decoherence-free subspace i� condition then im pliesthatthe inform ation m ust

beencoded into thedegeneracy ofthea singleirrep oftheOSR algebra.

5.4.3 T he com m utant ofthe O SR algebra and D FSs

Given an OSR algebra A,how doesoneknow whetherthere isa degeneracy over

which inform ation can beencoded in adegeneratem anner? Theeasiestway toexam -

inethisquestion isto exam ine thecom m utantoftheOSR algebra.The com m utant

ofan algebra A isdenoted by A0 and isthe setofalloperatorswhich com m ute with

alloftheelem entsofA.Thecom m utantofthecom m utantofan algebra isitselfthe
algebra (A0)0= A.Ifthealgebra A isreducibleto theform

A �=
M

J2J

InJ 
 MdJ; (5.38)

asin Eq.(5.30),then thecom m utantofthealgebra isreducibleto theform

A
0�=

M

J2J

MnJ 
 IdJ: (5.39)

Thusthe existence ofa non-trivialcom m utantofthe OSR algebra im pliesthe exis-

tenceofa DFS fortheOSR algebra.

5.4.4 Exam ple decoherence-free subsystem

Hereweconsiderasim pleexam pleofadecoherence-freesubsystem .Thisexam ple

isnotm otivated physically (we willreturn to physically m otivated exam ples later)

butserves asa good illustration ofa decoherence-free subsystem . Considera three

qubitsystem coupled to a bath via theHam iltonian

H = � x 
 �x 
 �x 
 Bx + � z 
 �z 
 �z 
 Bz; (5.40)
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where B � are linearly independent bath operators. The OSR algebra A for this

Ham iltonian isgenerated by the setofoperatorsfI;�x 
 �x 
 �x;� z 
 �z 
 �zg.

Closing this algebra A we see that the OSR algebra A is spanned by the operators

fI;�x 
 �x 
 �x;� y 
 �y 
 �y;� z 
 �z 
 �zg.

A com plete setofcom m uting observablesforthe three qubitsystem isgiven by

theoperatorsZ12 = � z
 �z
 I,Z23 = I
 �z
 �z,and Z123 = � z
 �z
 �z.De�ne

thebasislabeled by the eigenvaluesofthese operatorsvia jz12;z23;z123i.Expressing

thesebasisstatesin term softhestandard com putationalbasiswe�nd that

j+ 1;+1;+1i= j000i; j+ 1;+1;� 1i= j111i; j+ 1;� 1;+1i= j110i;

j+ 1;� 1;� 1i= j001i; j� 1;+1;+1i= j011i; j� 1;+1;� 1i= j100i

j� 1;� 1;+1i= j101i; j� 1;� 1;� 1i= j010i: (5.41)

Nextnoticehow theoperatorsin theOSR algebra A only a�ectthez123 index:

� z 
 �z 
 �zjz12;z23;z123i = z123jz12;z23;z123i

� x 
 �x 
 �xjz12;z23;z123i = jz12;z23;� z123i

� y 
 �y 
 �yjz12;z23;z123i = � iz123jz12;z23;� z123i; (5.42)

i.e.wecould havewritten thissuch thatonly thez123 subsystem isa�ected

� � 
 �� 
 ��jz12;z23;z123i= jz12;z23i
 O�jz123i: (5.43)

Thustwo qubitsofinform ation can bestored in z12 and z23 which willnotdecohere

underthecouplingHam iltonian Eq.(5.40).Noticehow theOSR algebracan and does

a�ectthez123 quantum num ber,butthiscouplingdoesnotdestroy theinform ation in

thequantum num bersz12 and z23.Thisistheessentialcom ponentofa decoherence-

freesubsystem which di�ersfrom a decoherence-freesubspace.In thesubspacecase,

theinform ation in an subspace doesnotevolve whilein thesubsystem case,degrees

offreedom otherthan thoseofthesubsystem evolve.In term softheOSR algebra A

weseethatthealgebra isreducibleto theform

A �= I4 
 M2: (5.44)

W ealsocould haveseen thatinform ation can beencoded intoaDFS byexam ining

thecom m utantoftheOSR algebra.Thecom m utantoftheOSR algebraisgenerated

by theoperatorsf� z 
 �z 
 I;I
 �z 
 �z;� x 
 �x 
 I;I
 �x 
 �xg.Thealgebra

generated thissetofoperatorsisa two-fold degenerate4dim ensionalm atrix algebra:

A
0�= M4 
 I2: (5.45)
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5.5 M aster equation decoherence-free conditions

W erecallthatthediagonalform ofthesem igroup m asterequation (SM E)isgiven

by
@�(t)

@t
= � i[H ;�(t)]+

1

2

X

�6= 0

�
[L��(t);L

y
�]+ [L�;�(t)L

y
�]
�
; (5.46)

wheretheL� aretheLindblad operators.Herewepresentconditionsfordecoherence-

freeevolution fortheSM E.W ewillignoretheevolution dueto thesystem Ham ilto-

nian (seeSection 5.3.3),H = 0.

T heorem 5.5.1 (Decoherence-free subspace m aster equation criteria)[211,137]A
subspaceS ofthesystem HilbertspaceH S isadecoherence-freesubspacewhen evolving
dueto a sem igroup m asterequation i� theLindbladoperatorsallsatisfyL�jji= c�jji

forevery jji2 S.

Proof:Su�ciency followsvia thefactthatifL �jji= jji,then [L�;jjihjj]= 0.Thus

iftheinitialstateisjjihjj,then thedecoherence term vanishes:

1

2

X

�6= 0

�
[L�jjihjj;L

y
�]+ [L�;jjihjjL

y
�]
�
= 0: (5.47)

Thus
@�(t)

@t
= 0 and thestateisa DFS.To show thenecessity ofthiscondition,note

that
@�(t)

@t
= 0 im pliesthat

X

�6= 0

�
jhjjL�jjij

2
� hjjLy�L�jji

�
= 0: (5.48)

Ifeach L� actson thestatesjjiasL� = a�jji+ b�jj? (�)i,then thisim plies

X

�6= 0

jb�j
2 = 0; (5.49)

and henceeach b� = 0.Thusthecondition isalso necessary.

For subsystem s, the situation,unfortunately is not quite as easy. First let us

de�netheSM E algebra

D e�nition 5.5.1 (SM E algebra)Suppose one isgiven a sem igroup m asterequation
with diagonalLindblad operators L�. The SM E algebra is the com plex associative
algebra generated by the Lindblad operatorsL�,theiradjointsLy

� and identity I.

Havingde�ned theSM E algebra,wecanpresentasu�cientconditionfordecoherence-

freeevolution undertheSM E.



83

T heorem 5.5.2 (Decoherence-freesubsystem sem igroup m asterequation criteria)A
su� cientcriteriafortheexistenceofadecoherence-freesubsystem undertheevolution
ofa sem igroup m asterequation isthatthe subsystem isacted upon asidentity by the
corresponding SM E algebra.

Proof:The Lindblad operatorsand theiradjointsalong with the identity actasthe

reduciblecom plex associativealgebra such thatwecan expresstheseoperatorsas

L� =
X

J2J

nJX

�;�0= 1

dJX

m ;m 0= 1

Lm ;m 0jJ;�;m ihJ;�0;m 0j: (5.50)

Ifwe encode into the degeneracy ofirrep J,then the initialdensity m atrix ofthe

system willbe

�(0)= jjihjj
 �dJ
; (5.51)

such that� J [�]= jjihjj.Itisthen easy to check that

@� J [�(t)]

@t
= � J

"
@�(t)

@t

#

= � J

2

4
1

2

X

�6= 0

�
[L��(t);L

y
�]+ [L�;�(t)L

y
�]
�
3

5 = 0: (5.52)

Letusalsogivean exam pleofwhy theabovecondition cannotbealsoanecessary

condition[109].Supposewearegiven asinglequbitwhich issubjected toasem igroup

m aster equation with only one non-zero L1 = �� =  (�x � i�y). This situation

correspondsto a singletwo-levelsystem subjectto spontaneousdecay.Clearly there

isastationary stateofthesystem j0iwhich doesnotevolve.However,ifoneexam ine

thealgebragenerated by L1,L
y
1 and I,onecan easily seethatany linearoperatorover

the two-qubits can be found in this algebra. Then according to the above criteria,

therewould benostateswhich donotevolve.Butthisisacontradiction toourearlier

observation. Thusthe condition issu�cient butnotnecessarily necessary. Only in

thesubspace regim edoestheabovecondition becom enecessary and su�cient.

W hy did the condition we used in the OSR failforthe SM E? The m ain reason

forthisisthattheSM E representsevolution which isa sem igroup (a group without

the requirem ent that every elem ent have an inverse). W hat is needed in order to

obtain a necessary and su�cient condition isrepresentation theory forsem igroups.

W e willnot delve into this subject but in the �nite dim ensionalcase there should

beno di�culty applying representation theory ofsem igroupsto thedecoherence-free

problem .

5.6 Inducing decoherence-free conditions

A �naltopic which we would like to address is the issue ofinducing or sym -

m etrizing the evolution ofa system such thatthe system -environm ent coupling ex-

hibits a certain sym m etry which supports a decoherence-free condition. Viola and
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Lloyd[196,197]were the �rst to suggest thatitm ight be possible to use ultra-fast

system evolution to reducedecoherence in thecontextofquantum com putation (see

also [74,77,199]). Viola, Lloyd, and Knill[198,194]and independently Zanardi

[213,212,218]then developed them athem aticaltheory behind thesesym m etrization

schem es and dem onstrated how universalquantum com putation could also be per-

form ed on thesesystem s.W ith thesem inalpaperofKnill,Laam m e,and Viola[122]

which introduced the notion ofdecoherence-free subsystem s,itwasquickly realized

by Viola,Knill,and Lloyd[195]and by Zanardi[214]thatthereisan intim aterelation-

ship between the ideasofsym m etrized evolutionsand decoherence-free subsystem s.

Itisthisrelationship which wewillnow briey described.

Suppose that one has the ability to perform ultra-fast gates and their inverses

on a system from som e the unitary representation ofsom e �nite group G. Let G g

be represent ofthe elem ent g ofthis group. Ifone applies the operation G g,then

allowsthesystem toevolveaccording tosom eHam iltonian H ,and �nally appliesthe

operation G y
g,theresulting operation is

G
y
ge

� iH t
G g = e

� itG
y
gH G g; (5.53)

so thatthesystem e�ectively evolvesaccording to theHam iltonian H eff = G y
gH G g.

Suppose thatallelem ents ofthe groups are applied in this fashion to an evolution

dueto som eHam iltonian H .Theevolution isthen approxim ately

G
y
g1
e
� iH �t

G g1G
y
g2
e
� iH �t

G g2 � � � G
y
gp
e
� iH �t

G gp � e
� iHeffjGj�t; (5.54)

wherejGjistheorderofthegroup G and

H eff =
1

jGj

X

g2G

G
y
gH G g: (5.55)

De�netheG-sym m etrizing operator

� G[X ]=
1

jGj

X

g2G

G
y
gX G g: (5.56)

NoticethatPiG[X ]com m uteswith alloftheelem entofG

� G[X ]G h =
1

jGj

X

g2G

G
y
gX G gh =

1

jGj

X

g2G

G
y

gh� 1X G g = G h� G[X ]: (5.57)

De�neCG asthecom plex associative algebra generated by elem entsofthegroup G.

W ecallthisalgebra thegroup algebra.Thisalgebra isreducible,CG �=
L

J2J InJ 


MdJ . Operatorsacted on by � G ,� G[X ]are allin the com m utantCG0 ofthe group

algebra.Thisalgebra isreducibleto theform CG �=
L

J2J MnJ 
 IdJ.
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Suppose the G-sym m etrizing procedure isapplied to the system com ponentofa

system -environm entcoupling H SB =
P

� S� 
 B�.Then ifthisprocedure isapplied

fastenough [196],the evolution ofthe system and environm entwillbe governed by

thee�ective Ham iltonian

� G [H SB ]=
X

�

� G [S�]
 B�: (5.58)

Onecan now apply thedecoherence-freeconditionsto thesym m etrized system oper-

ators

S�;eff =
1

jGj

X

g2G

G
y
gS�G g: (5.59)

Aswedescribed above,theS�;eff can bereduced becausethey arein thecom m utant

ofthegroup algebra.M oregenerally,iftheS� foracom pletebasisforthefullm atrix

algebra ofthe system ’s Hilbertspace,then the S�;eff willexactly realize the entire

com m utantCG0ofthegroup algebra CG.

S�;eff =
M

J2J

S�;nJ 
 IdJ; (5.60)

where S�;nJ are nJ dim ensionaloperators which act on the degeneracy ofthe Jth

irrep.

Thus we see that there is an intim ate connection between the sym m etrization

procedure described above and decoherence-free condition. By sym m etrizing the

evolution,a sym m etry in the system -environm ent coupling can be induced and a

decoherence-free subspace orsubsystem can be used to store protected quantum in-

form ation.

5.7 A briefhistory ofdecoherence-free conditions

Decoherence-free subspaces are som ewhat related to pointerbases[222,223]. In

particular decoherence-free subspaces can be thought ofas degenerate pointer ba-

sis: the kind ofpointer basis which would cause �ts for the m easurem ent problem

interpretation usually attached to environm ent-induced pointerbasisselection.Also

related aretheDickestatesofoptics[60].Both oftheseexam ple,however,degeneracy

wasnothing m orethan a theoreticalhindrance.

The �rst indication ofstates which are resistant to decoherence as applied to

quantum com putation wasthe work ofPalm a,Suom inen,and Ekert[155]aswellas

the work ofChuang and Yam am oto[44,51]. These authors m ade observations of

speci�cdephasing based DF subspacesand noted theconsequencesofthesestatesfor

quantum com putation.

W ork on concreterealizationsofDF subspaceswaspresented in a seriesofpapers

by Duan and Guo[67,68,215,69,70,71,72,73,76].Theseauthorsderived di�erent
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physicalconditions under which DF subspaces could exist. M ost ofthis work was

presented in the context ofsem igroup m aster equations and focused solely on the

theory theexistence ofsuch subspacesforspeci�cexam ples.

The �rstwork to m athem atically putdown the DF subspace condition were the

sem inalpapersofZanardiand Rasetti[216,210,217]. In these papersZanardiand

Rasettiput forth the Ham iltonian i� criteria for the existence ofa DF subspace.

Zanardiand Rossialsodeveloped proposalsforphysicalrealization ofDF subspacesin

quantum dots[219,220].Thesem igroup m asterequation i�criteria forDF subspaces

wasthen derived by Zanardi[211]and by Lidar,Chuang,and W haley[137].

Developing,at�rstindependently from DF conditions,Violaand Lloyd presented

the notion that sym m etrization could be used to avoid decoherence[196,197,198,

194]. Duan and Guo also exam ined pulsed controlofdecoherence[74,77]. Zanardi

developed thegeneralm athem aticaltheory ofsuch sym m etrization[213].Both Viola,

Lloyd and Knill[195]along with Zanardi[212]also presented m ethodsforperform ing

com putation on such sym m etrized evolutions.

In an im portantgeneralization oftheDF subspacenotion,thework on dynam ical

induced sym m etrization led Knill,Laam m e,and Viola to introduce the notion of

DF subsystem s[122].DF subsystem swere also derived,independently,by deFilipo.

This was the �rst derivation ofthe DF subsystem criteria. Zanardi[214,218]and

Viola,Knill,and Laam m e[195]then discussed thedynam icalgeneration ofcoherence

preserving evolutionsand thegeneraltheory ofDF subsystem s.

5.8 D ecoherence-free conditions

DF subspacesand theirgeneralization DF subsystem so�eram ethod foravoiding

speci�c sym m etric decoherence m echanism .In thenextfew chapterswe explore the

stability ofDFSsand how DFSs�tin with thenotion ofa quantum com puterbefore

turning to a concretephysicalrealization ofaDFS.Itshould bem entioned,however,

thata recentexperim ent[111,110]using ion trapshasdem onstrated theexistenceof

a DF subspace. Thus thiswork isnotjusta m atterofwishfultheorizing: there is

experim entalevidencethatthenotion ofDFSswillplay an im portantrolein afuture

quantum com puter.
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C hapter 6

Stability ofD ecoherence-Free

System s

Does poking and prodding decoherence-free system s rem ove the free from
decoherence-free?

In thischapterwe address the issue ofthe stability ofdecoherence-free system s

to additionalperturbing decoherence processes. W e �rst give a sim ple exam ple of

the stability ofa decoherence-free subspace. The stability ofa DFS with respectto

a m em ory �delity istreated within both the OSR and SM E.Ifthe strength ofthe

perturbation is �,the decoherence-rates to allorders are shown to vary as O (�2).

Finally,theissueofthedynam icalstability ofa DFS isaddressed.

6.1 Stability exam ple for a decoherence-free sub-

space

Suppose one has a decoherence-free subsystem corresponding to som e system -

environm ent coupling. This coupling m ay be extrem ely strong and thus it is not

unreasonableto think thata perturbing non-decoherence-freesupporting interaction

could couple with thisstrong evolution yielding a decoherence-free subsystem which

is highly unstable. In this chapter we willconcern ourselves with understanding

the stability ofsuch a situation. Before we proceed to the m athem atically m essy

calculation,however,it is usefulto present the sim plest exam ple ofsuch stability.

Thisanalysiswas�rstpresented by Lidar,Chuang and W haley in [137].

Consider the addition ofa perturbing interaction to that ofa DFS supporting

evolution in theSM E:

@�(t)

@t
=

X

�;�

a��

�
[F�;�(t)F

y

�]+ [F��(t);F
y
�]
�
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+�a0��

�
[G �;�(t)F

y

�]+ [G ��(t);F
y

�]
�

+�a00��

�
[F�;�(t)G

y

�]+ [F��(t);G
y

�]
�
: (6.1)

W eareinterested herein the�rst-orderdecoherence rate(seeAppendix A.6)

1

�1
= Tr

"

�(0)
@�

@t
(0)

#

: (6.2)

Ifwe encoded into a DF subspaces,�(0) = j ih j,then F��(0) = �(0)F� =

c��(0)where we have m ade the sim plifying assum ption thatF� isherm itian and is

a basiswith thesam ealgebraicstructureasthatoftheLindblad operatorsand their

adjoints(theSM E algebra).Thisin turn im pliesthat

Tr
h
�(0)

�
[G �;�(0)F

y

�]+ [G ��(0);F
y

�]
�i
= 0; (6.3)

by using thecyclicalproperty ofthetrace.Thisholdsfortheotherperturbing term

aswell.Thusweseethatthe�rst-orderdecoherenceratevanishesto order� undera

� strongperturbation.In thefollowingsectionsweexpand thisresulttohigherorders

and work in both theOSR and theSM E.Furtherm orewe also generalize thisresult

to thesubsystem ssituation.Thisextendsthesubspaceanalysisoriginally presented

in [10].

6.2 Stability under the operator-sum representa-

tion

Considertheaddition to a DFS supporting Ham iltonian ofnew perturbing term s

in theinteraction Ham iltonian:H 0
SB = H SB + �H0

I.Thenew fullevolution operator

isgiven by

U
0(t) = exp[� iH

0
SB t]=

1X

n= 0

(� it)n

n!
(H SB + �H

0
I)
n

= U (t)+

1X

k= 1

�
k

1X

n= k

(� it)n

n!
f
(k)
n (H SB ;H

0
I); (6.4)

where

f
(1)

1 (H SB ;H
0
I) = H

0
I

f
(1)

2 (H SB ;H
0
I) = H SB H

0
I + H

0
IH SB

f
(1)

3 (H SB ;H
0
I) = H

2

SB H
0
I + H SB H

0
IH SB + H

0
IH

2

SB

f
(2)

2 (H SB ;H
0
I) = H

0
I

2

f
(2)

3 (H SB ;H
0
I) = H SB H

0
I

2
+ H

0
IH SB H

0
I + H

0
I

2
H SB ; (6.5)
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etc.HereU (t)= exp[� iHSB t]istheunperturbed evolution operator.In thischapter

wewillconcern ourselveswith thecorrection dueoftheevolution to �rstorderin the

perturbing param eter�:

U
0(t)= U (t)+ �

1X

n= 1

(� it)n

n!
f
(1)

n (H SB ;H
0
I)+ O (�2): (6.6)

Corresponding to thisevolution operatoraretheOSR operators

A
0
i= (�;�)(t)= A i(t)+ �

p
p�

1X

n= 1

(� it)n

n!
h�jf(1)n (H SB ;H

0
I)j�i+ O (�2): (6.7)

Expand the unperturbed OSR operators and the perturbing term s about di�erent

�xed basis(seeSection 2.2.2)F � and G �:

A i(t) =
X

�

bi�(t)F�

p
p�

1X

n= 1

(� it)n

n!
h�jf(1)n (H SB ;H

0
I)j�i =

X

�

ci�(t)G �; (6.8)

such thattheevolution operatorto �rstorderin � is

A
0
i(t)=

X

�

bi�(t)F� + �ci�(t)G � + O (�2): (6.9)

Theevolution dueto thisOSR isthus

�(t)=
X

��

�
�
ff

��(t)F��(0)F
y

� + ��
fg

��F��(0)G
y

� + ��
gf

��G ��(0)F
y

�

�
+ O (�2); (6.10)

where �
ff

�� =
P

ibi�b
�
i�,�

fg

�� =
P

ibi�c
�
i�,and �

gf

�� =
P

ici�b
�
i�. The norm alization

condition is
X

��

�
�
ff

��F
y

�F� + ��
fg

��G
y

�F� + ��
gf

��F
y

�G �

�
+ O (�2)= I: (6.11)

Asin Section 2.2.2 wecan separateouttheidentity com ponentsoftheevolution and

norm alization conditionsand obtain

�(t)� �(0) = � i
h
S
ff(t)+ �S

fg(t)+ �S
gf(t);�(0)

i

+Lff(t)[�(0)]+ �Lfg(t)[�(0)]+ �Lgf(t)[�(0)]+ O (�2);(6.12)

where

S
ff(t) =

i

2

X

�6= 0

�
ff

�0(t)F� � �
ff

0�(t)F
y
�

S
fg(t) =

i

2

X

�6= 0

�
fg

�0(t)F� � �
fg

0�(t)G
y
�

S
gf(t) =

i

2

X

�6= 0

�
gf

�0(t)G � � �
gf

0�(t)F
y
�; (6.13)
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and

Lff(t)[�(0)] =
X

�;�6= 0

�
ff

��(t)
�h
F��(0);F

y

�

i
+
h
F�;�(0)F

y

�

i�

Lfg(t)[�(0)] =
X

�;�6= 0

�
fg

��(t)
�h
F��(0);G

y

�

i
+
h
F�;�(0)G

y

�

i�

Lgf(t)[�(0)] =
X

�;�6= 0

�
gf

��(t)
�h
G ��(0);F

y

�

i
+
h
G �;�(0)F

y

�

i�
: (6.14)

Supposethatquantum inform ation jjiisencoded into thedegeneracy oftheJth

irrep ofthe OSR algebra ofthe unperturbed OSR evolution: � J[�(0)]= jjihjj,or

�(0)= jjihjj
 �dJ
The pth orderdecoherence rate �p forthisevolution isgiven by

(seeAppendix A.6)

 
1

�p

! p

= Tr
h
� J [�(0)]�J

h
�
(p)(0)

ii
= hjj� J

h
�
(p)(0)

i
jji; (6.15)

where �(p)(0)isthe pth tim e derivative oftheevolved density m atrix �(t)evaluated

att= 0.Recallthat

� J [X ]=
X

m

hJ;m jX jJ;m i; (6.16)

transform san operatorX on thefullHilbertspaceto an operatorwhich actsonly on

thedegeneracy oftheJth irrep.Now,explicitly,wecan calculatethat

�
(p)(0) = � i

h
S
ff(p)(0)+ �S

fg(p)(0)+ �S
gf(p)(0);�(0)

i

+ Lff(p)(0)[�(0)]+ �Lfg(p)(0)[�(0)]+ �Lgf(p)(0)[�(0)]+ O (�2):(6.17)

Using this expression we can evaluate the contribution ofeach term to pth order

decoherence rate.Firstwe�nd that

hjj� J

h
� i

h
S
ff(p)(0)+ �S

fg(p)(0)+ �S
gf(p)(0);jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
ii
jji

= � ihjj
X

m

hJ;m j
h
S
ff(p)(0)+ �S

fg(p)(0)+ �S
gf(p)(0);jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
jJ;m ijji

= � ihjj
X

m

hJ;m j
�
S
ff(p)(0)+ �S

fg(p)(0)+ �S
gf(p)(0)

�
InJ 
 �djJ;m ijji

+ihjj
X

m

hJ;m jInJ 
 �d

�
S
ff(p)(0)+ �S

fg(p)(0)+ �S
gf(p)(0)

�
jJ;m ijji

= 0; (6.18)

wherewehaveused thefact

� J [(InJ 
 XdJ)Y ]= � J [Y (InJ 
 XdJ)]: (6.19)



91

Next,becausetheunperturbed evolution isa DFS,

hjj� J

h
Lff(p)(t)[�(0)]

i
jji= 0: (6.20)

To show thatthe �naltwo tracesvanish,we recallthatbasic representation theory

ofcom plex associativealgebrastellsusthattheexpansion operatorsF� can betaken

to havethesam ereduciblestructureastheOSR algebra

F� =
M

K 2J

InK 
 (FdK )� : (6.21)

Thuswe�nd that

� J

h
Lfg

h
�
(p)(0)

ii
= � J

2

4
X

�;�6= 0

�
fg(p)

�� (t)
�
2F��(0)G

y

� � G
y

�F��(0)� �(0)G
y

�F�

�
3

5

= � J

2

4
X

�;�6= 0

�
fg(p)

�� (t)

0

@ 2
M

K 2J

InK 
 (FdK )� �(0)G
y

� � G
y

�

M

K 2J

InK 
 (FdK )� �(0)

� �(0)G
y

�

M

K 2J

InK 
 (FdK )�

1

A

3

5 ; (6.22)

and using thefactthat� J pullsoutonly theJth irrep,

� J

h
Lfg

h
�
(p)(0)

ii
=

X

�;�6= 0

� J

h
�
fg(p)

�� (t)
�
2
h
jjihjj


�
(FdJ )��dJ (0)

�i
G

y

�

� G
y

�

h
jjihjj


�
(FdJ)��dJ(0)

�i
�

h
jjihjj


�
(FdJ )��dJ (0)

�i
G

y

�

�i
:(6.23)

Finally,using thecyclicproperty of� J,Eq.(6.19),thisim pliesthat

hjj� J

h
Lfg

h
�
(p)(0)

ii
jji= 0: (6.24)

A sim ilarcalculation �ndsthat

hjj� J

h
Lgf

h
�
(p)(0)

ii
jji= 0: (6.25)

Thus,we have shown that,to �rstorderin �,thedecoherence ratesofa DFS on

theOSR fora perturbing interaction ofstrength � vanishes

 
1

�p

! p

= 0+ O (�2): (6.26)

Thisresultim pliesthatperturbing interactionscan indeed betreated asperturbing.

A priorionecan worrythatastrongDFS supportinginteraction could producee�ects

that scale like �g where g is the coupling strength ofthe unperturbed interaction.
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The above calculation shows that one m ust go to order �2 before such interactions

can destroy thedecoherence-free natureoftheDFS.

Finally we note that we have worked with a pure input state jjihjj. Notice,

however,thata m ixed state which evolvesaccording to the OSR can be thoughtof

asa convex com bination ofthepurestateevolutions

�(t) =
X

i

A i(t)�(0)A
y

i(t)=
X

i

X

j

A i(t)pjjjihjjA
y

i(t)

=
X

j

pj

 
X

i

A i(t)jjihjjA
y

i(t)

!

: (6.27)

This im plies that the above perturbative analysis carries over to the initialm ixed

statecase.

6.3 Stability underthesem igroup m asterequation

Considerin addition to a DFS supporting SM E

@�(t)

@t
= LF � ;F �

[�(t)]

LF � ;F �
[�(t)] =

1

2

X

�;�

a��

�h
F��(t);F

y

�

i
+
h
F�;�(t)F

y

�

i�
; (6.28)

and additional� perturbing term

@�(t)

@t
= L [�(t)]= LF � ;F �

[�(t)]+ LF � ;�G �
[�(t)]+ L�G � ;F �

[�(t)]; (6.29)

where

LF � ;�G �
[�(t)] =

�

2

X

�;�

b��

�h
F��(t);G

y

�

i
+
h
F�;�(t)G

y

�

i�

L�G � ;F �
[�(t)] =

�

2

X

�;�

c��

�h
G ��(t);F

y

�

i
+
h
G �;�(t)F

y

�

i�
: (6.30)

Thep tim ederivativeof�(t)evaluated att= 0 isthen given by

�
(p)(0)= L(p� 1)[�(0)]; (6.31)

where

L(p� 1)[X ]= L[L[� � � L[X ]� � � ]]
| {z }

p� 1 L0s

: (6.32)
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Now supposethatquantum inform ation jjiisencoded into thedegeneracy ofthe

Jth irrep oftheSM E algebra:�(0)= jjihjj
 �dJ
(0).Thedecoherenceratesarethen,

asin theprevioussection,given by
 
1

�p

! p

= hjj� J

h
�
(p)(0)

i
jji= hjj� J

h
L(p� 1)[�(0)]

i
jji: (6.33)

To �rstorderin �,theonly nonvanishing term sin L(p� 1)
h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
are

L(p� 1)
h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
= LF � ;F �

[� � � LF � ;F �
[

| {z }
p� 2 LF � ;F �

0s

�
LF � ;�G �

+ L�G � ;F �

�
[jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)]]� � � ];

(6.34)

because LF � ;F �

h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
= 0. W e can now expand the F�’sin term softhe

SM E algebra:

F� =
M

K 2J

InK 
 (FdJ )�: (6.35)

Itisusefulhereto noticethat

hjj� J [X ]jji=
X

m

Tr[P J;j;m X P J;j;m ]; (6.36)

where P J;j;m = jjihjj
 jJ;m ihJ;m j. Because we can choose F� to be herm itian,

P J;j;m F� = F�P J;j;m so that

hjj� J

h
L(p� 1)

h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
ii
jji=

X

m

Tr
h
P J;j;m L

(p� 1)
h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
P J;j;m
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=
X

m
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2

6
6
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| {z }
p� 2 LF � ;F �

0s
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LF � ;�G �

+ L�G � ;F �

�
[jjihjj
 �dJ
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:

(6.37)

Now

X

m

P J;j;m LF � ;�G �

h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
P J;j;m

=
X

m

�

2

X

�;�6= 0

b��P J;j;m

h
2F�

�
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
�
G

y

� � G
y

�F�

�
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
�

�
�
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
�
G

y

�F�

i
P J;j;m : (6.38)

The
P

m P J;j;m � � � PJ;j;m isessentially a traceoperatoroverm and sinceonly G
y

� acts

non-trivially overthedecom position,weseethatwecan cycletheoperatorssuch that

thisterm vanishes

X

m

P J;j;m LF � ;�G �

h
jjihjj
 �dJ

(0)
i
P J;j;m = 0: (6.39)
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A sim ilarconclusion holdsfortheLF � ;�G �
term .

Thusweseethat,asisthecasefortheOSR,in theSM E

 
1

�p

! p

= 0+ O (�2): (6.40)

6.4 D ynam icalstability

The resultsderived in the previousSection im ply thatDFSsare robustto sm all

perturbationswhen theDFS isoperating asa quantum m em ory.In orderto address
whathappenswhen perturbationsarem adeon thesystem asitevolvesaccording to

som e desired quantum com putation,we have to �rstde�ne an analog ofthe m ixed-

statem em ory �delity foran evolving system .Thisis

Fd(t)= Tr[�U (t)�(t)];; (6.41)

where�U (t)isthedesired unitary evolution,

�U (t)= U S(t)�(0)U
y

S(t); with U S(t)= exp[� iHSt]: (6.42)

Here H S is the system Ham iltonian. This dynam ical�delity is a good m easure of

the di�erence between the desired evolution of the system and the actual, noisy

evolution.Thus,0� Fd(t)� 1,with Fd(t)= 1 ifand only iftheevolution isperfect,

i.e.,�(t)= �U (t).Thedecoherenceratesforthedynam ical�delity arede�ned in the

sam em annerasforthem em ory �delity:

Fd(t)=
X

n

1

n!

�
t

��n

�n
:

1

��n
=

n
Tr[f�U (t)�(t)g

(n)
]
o1=n

: (6.43)

In [10],itwasshown that
�
1

��1

�
= 0 forboth the OSR and the SM E.The interested

readerisreferred to thisarticleform oreinform ation on thisresult.

6.5 Stability

W eassem ble in Table6.1 alloftheperturbation results

The�rstindicationsofthestabilityofaDF subspacecanbefoundinthenum erical

sim ulationsdonebyZanardiin [211].Lidar,Chuang,and W haley[137]then presented

thegeneralm em ory stability condition of 1

�1
= 0in thecontextofDF subspaces.The

generalm em orystabilityresultstoallordersin tim eforDF subspaceswerederived by

Bacon,Lidar,and W haley in [10].In thischapter,wehavebroadened thesestability

resultsfrom thearena ofDF subspacesto DF subsystem s.

Thestability ofDFSsto perturbationsisa particularly niceresultforusing DFSs

asastablequantum m em ory.Itisunlikely thatabsolutely perfectDF conditionswill
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SM E OSR

General 1=�1 6= 0 1=�1 = 0

1=�n 6= 0,n � 2 1=�n 6= 0,n � 2

DFSs 1=�n = 0 1=�n = 0

m em ory �delity for�-perturbed DFSs 1=�n = 0+ O (�2) 1=�n = 0+ O (�2)

dynam ical�delity for�-perturbed DF 1=��1 = 0 1=��1 = 0

subspaces 1=��n 6= 0,n � 2 1=��n 6= 0,n � 2

Table6.1:Perturbed decoherence-rates

existinnatureandthereforeitisim portanttounderstand how perturbinginteractions

change the DF nature ofthe system . The above perturbation results indicate that

onecan treatperturbing interactionson a DFS asindependentoftheDF condition.

Thiswilllaterturn outto bean im portantissue when onethinksabouthow to use

DFSswithin thecontextoffault-tolerantquantum errorcorrection.
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C hapter 7

D ecoherence-Free Subsystem s and

the Q uantum C om puter

To com pute ornotto com pute,thatisthe question.

In thischapterweaddresstheissuetherelationship between DFSsand quantum

com putation. W e begin by describing how DFSs can be used in a concatenated

m annerand how this�tsin with theidea offault-tolerantquantum com putation.A

particularlyim portantaspectofDFSsnecessaryfortheiruseinquantum com putation

istheability toperform universalquantum com putation on theencoded inform ation.

The special,butnotunique,role ofthe com m utantofthe OSR orSM E algebra for

universalquantum com putation isoutlined.Theissueofm easurem enton aDFS and

leakage errors is also introduced with application to m ore concrete m odels put o�

untilthefollowing chapters.

7.1 Q uantum com putation and decoherence-free

subspaces

In the previous two chapters we have introduced the notion ofdecoherence-free

subsystem and exam ined the stability ofsuch DFSsto perturbing interactions. W e

have seen that it is possible to perform an encoding ofquantum inform ation such

thatthe inform ation isprotected from a certain source ofdecoherence. Letusnow

discusshow such decoherence-free subsystem scan be putto use towardsbuilding a

quantum com puter.

One ofthe com m on m isconceptions about decoherence-free subsystem s is that

they were intended as an ultim ate solution towards building a quantum com puter.

Therearetwo m ain reasonswhy such a futureishighly unlikely to unfold.

The�rstreason why DFSsarenottheultim atesolution arisesfrom thefactthat

the sym m etries necessary for m aintaining a decoherence-free condition willalm ost
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certainly not be perfectly realized in the physicalworld. Encoding into a DFSs,

should be thoughtofin the contextofelim inating a particular decoherence m echa-
nism . This decoherence m echanism m ay be the dom inantm echanism oritm ay be

on equalfooting with other non-DFS supporting decoherence m echanism s. This is

notto deem phasize the im portance ofDFSstowardsbuilding a quantum com puter:

elim ination ofa particulardecoherence m echanism should notbebrushed underthe

rug and dism issed.

Thesecond reason why DFSsarenottheultim atesolution tobuilding aquantum

com puter is because the concept ofa decoherence-free subsystem does nothing to

addressthe issue offault-tolerantquantum com putation. Suppose one has,m iracu-

lously,found a system whose only decoherence m echanism supportsa DFS and itis

possibletoencodeand m akesuitablem easurem entson theDFS.In ordertousesuch

DFSsforquantum com putation,onem ustbeableto perform operationson theDFS

which m anipulate the quantum inform ation. These operations willm ost likely be

faulty:itwillnotbepossibleto perfectly executean operation on theDFS perhaps.

The condition ofbeing decoherence-free says nothing aboutthe faulty operation of

gateson theencoded DFS.

So,in general,thetheory ofDFSsm ustbecastwithin thebroaderquesttowards

building a quantum com puter.Them ostlikely usefulnessoftheDF idea in quantum

com putation isto work alongside the theory offault-tolerantquantum errorcorrec-

tion. The theory offault-tolerantquantum com putation [3,96,115,124,161,175]

describeshow faulty operationsand decoherence,ifthee�ectsofboth aresu�ciently

weak and su�ciently non-pathological,can beused toperform quantum com putation

to any desired accuracy with only a polynom ialslowdown in thequantum com puta-

tion.TheideaofputtingDFSstowork in quantum com putation istheelim ination of

a particulardecoherence m echanism such thatthethreshold forfault-tolerantquan-

tum com putation can be achieved. Thisphilosophy isperhapsbestsum m arized by

thesaying\usesym m etry�rst!" im plyingthatsym m etriesin thesystem -environm ent

couplingshould beused to�rstelim inatebothersom edecoherencem echanism sbefore

quantum errorcorrection isthen applied to build a reliablequantum com puter.

7.2 D FSs for quantum com putation

To build a quantum com puter,we m ust m ake a m apping to the quantum sub-

system circuit m odel. The m ost straightforward m anner ofachieving this goalin

the context ofDFSsis to take individualDFSs as the subsystem s ofthe quantum

subsystem circuit m odel. The idea is som ething like that depicted in Figure 7.1.

Inform ation in physicalsubsystem s is encoded into a DFS which m ay span several

physicalsubsystem s.Theseencoded subsystem sthen willbecom ethebuildingblocks

ofthequantum subsystem circuitm odel.Viewed from thelensofcodingtheory what

wearedoing isusing theDFSsasa codefrom which thequantum subsystem scircuit



98

Physical Subsystems

Subsystems
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Quantum Circuit
on Subsystems
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Figure7.1:Decoherence-freesubspace and the quantum circuitm odel

m odelisconstructed.

Suppose one hastwo OSR orSM E algebrasA and B which have representations

A �=
L

J2J InJ 
 MdJ and B
�=

L
K 2K InK 
 MdK .Now suppose thatthese two algebra

acton two separate subsystem s ofa Hilbertspace H = H A 
 HB . The algebra on

thisconjoined space then actsasA
 B. Using the reducible representation ofeach

algebra we�nd that

A
 B �=

0

@
M

J2J

InJ 
 MdJ

1

A 


 
M

K 2K

InK 
 MdK

!

�=
M

J2J ;K 2K

InJ 
 InK 
 MdJ 
 MdK

�=
M

J2J ;K 2K

(InJ 
 InK )
 MdJ dK ; (7.1)

wherewehaveused thefactthatthetensorproductoftwo fullm atrix algebrasisthe

fullm atrix algebra on thetensorproductstateMd1 
 Md2
�= Md1d2.Thisresultim plies

thatifwestorebuild a quantum subsystem circuitoutofsubsystem swhich areeach

individually DFSs,then theconjoined subsystem swillstillbeDF.This,however,will

notalwaysbe the situation. Due to the particularsym m etry involved in a DFS,it

m ay be possible thatconjoining two DFSsproducesan OSR orSM E algebra which

islargerthan thesim pletensorproductstructureoftheabovedecom position.

Hereitshould bepointed outthat,m uch likethecaseofthequantum subsystem s
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circuit m odelitself,there is som e arbitrariness in the how we m ap from a DFS to

the quantum subsystem circuit m odel. In the above description,and as depicted

in Figure 7.1 each encoded subsystem is in one-to-one correspondence with a set

ofphysicalqubits. The tensor product between these sets ofphysicalqubits then

becom esthetensorproductbetween theencoded subsystem sin thequantum circuit

m odel.Thism odel,ofcourse,isnotthem ostgeneral.W ewill,howeverconcentrate

on thism odelasitappearsto bethem ostphysically relevantm odel.

DFS encoded subsystem s willbe used in the quantum subsystem circuit m odel

toperform fault-tolerantquantum com putation.Placing quantum inform ation intoa

DFS presentsextra challengesforthetheory offault-tolerantquantum com putation.

Letusenum erate thewaysin which a DFS �tsin with thestandard m odeloffault-

tolerantquantum com putation.

1.Preparation.There should besom e m annerto createstateswith supportover

a DFS with a certain �delity ofpreparation. In the theory offault-tolerant

quantum errorcorrection thereareoften caseswherepreparation ofaparticular

stateisdesired.Speci�cDFS m odelsthen willrequirethesespecialpreparation

steps.

2.M easurem ent. Closely tied with the issue ofpreparation,it should be possi-

ble to extract inform ation via a m easurem ent which m akes som e distinction

between di�erentencoded inform ation.Ofcourse itwould be highly desirable

to perform any possiblem easurem ent,butm uch ofthetheory offault-tolerant

quantum com putation can beadapted to m odelswhere only m inim alinform a-

tion extraction ispossible.W ewilladdressthisissuein Section 7.4.

3.Universality.A setofinteractionsm ustbepossiblewhich acton theinform ation

encoded in theDFS.IftheDF condition isto m aintained thereisan im portant

restriction here that does not appear in norm alquantum com putation: the

interactions should always act within the protected subsystem . This issue is

addressed in Section 7.3.

4.Noise m odels. The threshold theorem forfault-tolerantquantum com putation

dealswith noisem odelsofaspeci�cform .Thism eansthattheperturbingnoise

(i.e. non-decoherence-free) on DFSsshould �twithin these noise m odels. Of

non-trivialsigni�cance in this context is the problem that inform ation which

hasbeen encoded can leak outoftheencoding.A particularly usefultechnique

forattacking leakagein thecontextoferrorcorrection isgiven in Section 7.5
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7.3 T he com m utant and universalquantum com -

putation

Using DFSsto constructa quantum subsystem s circuitm odelone m ustbe able

to perform com putation on theencoded subsystem s.In a given physicalsetup where

one isattem pting to couple oracton single subsystem s,there willbe a given OSR

orSM E algebra A which isrelevantwhen theevolution on theencoded subsystem is

being acted upon. The operation which isenacted on the encoded subsystem m ay

beon a singleencoded subsystem orbetween m ultiplesubsystem s,butin both cases,

there willbe a relevant OSR or SM E algebra A describing the DFS.In particular

because leaving a DFS m ay be disastrousto the encoded quantum inform ation,we

require thatthe evolution ofthesystem nevercause inform ation in theDFS to leak

outofthe DFS.W hatare the necessary and su�cientconditionsfora Ham iltonian

dynam icsH to m aintain theDF condition?

W erecallthatevery algebraA hasacom m utantA0which isthesetofalloperators

which com m ute with the elem ents ofthe algebra A. These operators have a dual

reduciblestructure(recallSection 5.4.3)

A �=
M

J2J

InJ 
 MdJ

A
0 �=

M

J2J

MnJ 
 IdJ: (7.2)

In particular we see that elem ents ofthe com m utant act to preserve the reducible

structure of the algebra A. This leads us the following su�cient condition for a

Ham iltonian H to actonly on inform ation encoded in a particularirrep.

Lem m a 7.3.1 Supposeoneisgiven an OSR orSM E algebraA �=
L

J2J InJ 
 MdJ and
inform ation has been encoded into the degeneracy ofthe K th irrep. A Ham iltonian
H which com m uteswith allofthe elem entsofA willacton thisencoded inform ation
and willnottake thisencoded inform ation outofthe K th irrep.

Proof: Trivialapplication of the idea of the com m utant of the algebra A. If H

com m utes with A,then itisin A
0 and therefore hasthe decom position described in

Eq.(7.2)which preservestheinform ation encoded into thedegeneracy.

7.3.1 Exam ple ofthe com m utant condition

Recallin Section 5.4.4wefound thattheOSR algebraA spanned by fI;�x
 �x


� x;� y 
 �y 
 �y;� z
 �z
 �zg supported a fourdim ensionalDFS.Thecom m utant

oftheOSR algebra A isgenerated by theoperatorsf� z 
 �z 
 I;I
 �z 
 �z;� x 


� x 
 I;�x;I
 �x 
 �x;Ig.Letusdiscusshow thiscom m utantcan beused to enact

interactionson theDFS.
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The DFS corresponding to A isfourdim ensional. W e can therefore think ofthis

subsystem ascom posed oftwo qubits. The splitting ofthe space into two qubitsis,

asalways,arbitrary in where we place the tensorproductstructure. W e recallthat

a com plete set ofcom m uting observables for the three qubit Hilbert space ofthis

DFS isgiven by Z12 = � z 
 �z 
 I,Z23 = I
 �z 
 �z,and Z123 = � z 
 �z 
 �z

with a corresponding basisjz12;z23;z123i. The DFS inform ation isencoded into the

subsystem spanned by thejz12;z23i.W ewilltakeourtwoqubitstobethejz12i
 jz23i

subsystem structure. W e therefore see thatthe operation Z12 actsnon-trivially on

thisencoded inform ation

Z12j+ 1;z23;z123i = +j+ 1;z23;z123i

Z12j� 1;z23;z123i = � j� 1;z23;z123i: (7.3)

Sim ilarly forZ23 actsonly on the z23 com ponentofjz12;z23;z123i. The Z12 and Z23

actasan encoded � z on each oftheencoded qubits.Sim ilarly we�nd that

I
 �x 
 �xj+ 1;z23;z123i = j� 1;z23;z123i

I
 �x 
 �xj� 1;z23;z123i = j+ 1;z23;z123i; (7.4)

such thatthisoperatoractsasan encoded � x on thejz12iqubit.

W hatshould now beclearthisthatthese operatorswhich arein thecom m utant

ofA actassingle qubit Paulioperatorson the encoded subsystem s. Letusdenote

thetwo qubitsvia a and b.Then theencoded operatorson thethesesubsystem sare

enacted by theencoded Paulioperators

�
(a)
x = I
 �x 
 �x; �

(a)
y = � z 
 �y 
 �x; �

(a)
z = � z 
 �z 
 I;

�
(b)
x = � x 
 �x 
 I; �

(b)
y = � x 
 �y 
 �z; �

(b)
z = I
 �z 
 �z: (7.5)

Thusifone wishesto perform a single qubitrotation on the qubita,one can use a

Ham iltonian oftheform

H
(a) = ~n �~�

(a)
= nxI
 �x 
 �x + ny� z 
 �y 
 �x + nz� z 
 �z 
 I: (7.6)

Sim ilarly we can constructthe operatorswhich actbetween qubitsa and b. For

exam pletheoperatorwhich actsas� x 
 �x on theencoded qubitsisgiven by

�
(a)
x �

(b)
x = (I
 �x 
 �x)(� x 
 �x 
 I)= �x 
 I
 �x: (7.7)

Thisoperatorand allthe othersim ilartwo qubitoperatorsis,like the � (a;b)
� ,in the

com m utantofA.

Thuswe see how exam ining the com m utantofan algebra A can allow usto �nd

operatorswhich perform interactionson theencoded subsystem .
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7.3.2 W hy the com m utantcondition issu�cientbutnotnec-

essary

W hileLem m a 7.3.1 describesa su�cientcondition fora Ham iltonian to preserve

the inform ation encoded into a DFS subsystem ,the condition isnotnecessary. To

seethis,onerecallsthatinform ation willbestored in aparticularJ02 J irrep ofthe

algebraA �=
L

J2J InJ 
 MdJ .Inform ation which hasbeen encoded intothedegeneracy

ofa particularsingleJ0irrep isuna�ected by whathappensin theotherirreps.Ele-

m entswhich com m utewith operatorsin A preserveeveryJ irrep.Inform ation which

isencoded in a particularsingle degeneracy can be acted upon by operatorswhich

arenotin thecom m utantofA and which stillpreserve theDF encoded inform ation.

Using the criteria thata Ham iltonian com m ute with the OSR orSM E algebra,

then,is not a necessary condition forpreserving inform ation encoded into the cor-

responding DFS.W e will�nd,however,thatwhile the criteria isnotnecessary itis

often su�cientforourneeds.

7.3.3 R epresentation theory and the com m utant

A furtherarea which often causesconfusion in describing com putation on a DFS

isthedi�erencebetween a com plex associatealgebra and a Liealgebra.Supposeone

isgiven theability to enacta setofHam iltonianswhich generatethe com m utantof

the OSR or SM E algebra A for a certain DFS.The ability to enact the Herm itian

generatorsofthecom m utantisnotenough to guaranteethatevery operation on the

encoded DFS can beenacted.Thereason forthisisthatthegeneratorswehavespeci-

�ed aregeneratorsin thesenseofacom plex associativealgebra(m ultiplication,linear

com bination)and notin thesenseofa Liealgebra (Liebracket,linearcom bination).

Letusgiven an illustrativeexam pleofthissituation to clarify theproblem .Sup-

pose we are given the ability to enact a three-dim ensionalirrep ofthe Lie algebra

su(2),

�
[3]

x
�=
p
2

2

6
4

0 1 0

1 0 1

0 1 0

3

7
5 ; �

[3]

y
�=
p
2

2

6
4

0 � i 0

i 0 � i

0 i 0

3

7
5 ; �

[3]

z
�= 2

2

6
4

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 � 1

3

7
5 :(7.8)

Itiseasy to check thatthe com plex associative algebra generated by m ultiplication

and linearcom bination istheentirespaceoflinearoperatorson thethree-dim ensional

space.However,theLiealgebra generated by these operatorsisjustthethree oper-

ators� [3]
� which do notspan the space oflinearoperatorson the three-dim ensional

space.Elem entslike
�
�
[3]
x

�2
arein thecom plex associative algebra generated by the

�
[3]
� ,butarenotin theLiealgebra generated by the�

[3]
� .

Thecorrectway to stateLem m a 7.3.1 in term softhegeneratorsofa Liealgebra

isthen
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Lem m a 7.3.2 Suppose one is given an OSR or SM E algebra A �=
L

J2J InJ 
 MdJ

and inform ation has been encoded into the degeneracy ofthe K th irrep. A setof
Ham iltoniansS each ofwhich com m uteswith allofthe elem entsofA willacton this
encoded inform ation withouttaking this encoded inform ation outofthe K th irrep.
Furtherm ore this setofHam iltonians S willgenerate a Lie algebra L which has a
reducible structure ofthe form

L �=
M

J2J

LnJ 
 IdJ; (7.9)

where LnJ isa (perhapsfurtherreducible)nJ dim ensionalLie algebra and IdJ repre-
sentsthe identity action on a dJ dim ensionalspace.

7.3.4 Existentialuniversality on a D FS

It is im portant to realize thatuniversalsets ofgates always existforany given

subsystem structure m apped onto a quantum circuitm odel[140,212].Thisisto say

thatitisalwayspossibleto constructa given setofinteractionsbetween subsystem s.

However,fora speci�c DFS,there are im portantlim itationswhich preventthisex-

istentialresult from holding any weight. In particular,the set ofoperators which

can beenacted on theDFS often isfrom a lim ited setofphysically viableoperators.

In m ostsystem s,m ore thattwo-body interactionswillbe very di�cultto enacton

the system . Thusexistentially there are alwaysuniversalgate sets,butunderm ost

conditions,theseexistentialresultsarenotofuse.

Suppose,forexam ple,thatonehasencoded on qubitofinform ation into5physical

qubitsin term softhebasisstatesj0Li= j00000iand j1Li= j11111i.Clearly thereis

asinglequbitencoded �z between thesequbitswhich isgiven by j0Lih0Lj� j1Lih1Lj=

j00000ih00000j� j11111ih11111j.Noticehowever,thatthisisa �ve-qubitinteraction

which we would notexpect to be easily im plem entable on a system . On the other

hand,onecan also seethatasinglePauli� z acting on asinglequbitofthisencoding

producesan encoded � z:�
(1)
z j00000i= j00000iand � (1)

z j11111i= � j11111i.

7.4 M easurem enton D FSs for quantum com puta-

tion

Suppose wearetrying to extractinform ation via a m easurem entwhich hasbeen

encoded intothedegeneracy oftheJ0th irrep ofsom eOSR orSM E algebraA.Clearly

the m easurem ent ofan operator which is this OSR willnot yield any inform ation

about the inform ation encoded into the degeneracy. This is because these opera-

torsallactasidentity on the encoded inform ation and m easuring identity givesno

inform ation abouttheencoded inform ation.
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Suppose we wish the m easurem ent operators to preserve the DFS structure of

the encoded inform ation. In thiscase,the nontrivialelem entsofthe com m utantof

A provide operatorswhich preserve theDFS structure and return inform ation about

theencoded inform ation.

Lem m a 7.4.1 LetM bea herm itian observablewhich isa m em berofthecom m utant
ofthe OSR or SM E algebra A. Inform ation which has been encoded into a irrep of
the algebra A willrem ain in the irrep aftera m easurem entofM .

Theissueofm easurem ents,however,isagainfarfrom contained withinelem entsof

thecom m utantonly.Justlikeintheunitarym anipulationofDF encodedinform ation,

there are m easurem ents which are not in the com m utant which stillpreserve the

encoded inform ation.

7.5 M aking leakage into noise

Finally we would like to address the issue of noise m odels on a DFS.In the

standard theory oferrorcorrection,oneworkswith operatorsE which arecalled the

errors,and representthe action ofm ajorcom ponentofthe OSR algebra on system

evolution.

An im portant form ofnoise on a DFS is a leakage error[135]. Ifwe encode in-

form ation into the J0th irrep ofsom e algebra A,then we can classify three typesof

errors.

1.Errorswhich acton theDFS inform ation butpreservethesubsystem structure.

These errors acton the J0th irrep in a non-trivialm anner. Ifwe are using a

given DFS forfault-toleranterrorcorrection,these errorswillbe the standard

errorswhich thefault-toleranterrorcorrection servesto �x.

2.Errorwhich preservetheDFS inform ation butactnontrivially otherwise.These

areerrorslikethosegenerated by theOSR algebra A.

3.Errorswhich do notpreserve theDFS inform ation.Theseerrorstakeinform a-

tion in a subsystem and leak theinform ation to outsideofthesubsystem .For

exam pleinform ation in theJ0th irrep m ay bem oved to theJ00th irrep.

Ifthesubsystem structureofthealgebra A correspondsto

InJ 0

 MdJ 0

0

A �=

0
L

J6= J0InJ 
 MdJ
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Then theerrorsdetailed abovecorrespond to operatorswith nonvanishing elem entin

thefollowing locations

1 
 2 3

E �=

3 1,2,3

Oftheseerrors,thosein 3arethem osttroublesom ein theuseofaDFS concatenated

within a fault-tolerantquantum errorcorrection procedure. These \leakage" errors,

however,donotposeafundam entalproblem forthetheory offault-tolerantquantum

com putation[161,96].A particularly nicetechniquefordealwith leakageerrorsisto

sim ply m aketheseerrorstype1/2errors.Todothisonem akesam easurem entwhich

distinguishes between states in the DFS and states outside ofthe DFS and then

depending on the outcom e takes states outside ofthe DFS back into states in the

DFS.Thusitispossibleto converterrorswhich leak outofthesubsystem and m ake

these errorswhich occuron the subsystem . Fora speci�c exam ple ofthistechnique

applied to a DFS/quantum errorcorrection schem esee[135].

7.6 D ecoherence-free subsystem s as com ponents

ofa quantum com puter

The purpose ofthischapterwasto addresssom e ofthe issueswhich occurwhen

attem pting to use DFSs in conjunction with the theory offault-tolerant quantum

com putation. There are no fundam entaldi�culties in such a m elding ofDFSsand

fault-tolerantquantum com putation.M uch likein thetheory offault-tolerantquan-

tum com putation,however,speci�c application to a speci�c physicalsystem which

supportsa DFS posesdi�erentchallengesin m elding DFSswith fault-tolerance. In

the nextfew chapterswe willhave the opportunity to exam ine a speci�c physically

relevantm odelofaDFS and thustheresultsin thischapterwillbedirectly addressed

forthisphysicalm odel.
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C hapter 8

C ollective D ecoherence

W here notbeing able to distinguish subsystem sisa sym m etry

In thischapterwe introduce an im portantphysicalm odelofdecoherence which

supportsdecoherence-free evolution: collective decoherence. Thism odelis,in som e

sense,a generic m odeland dem onstrates an im portantsym m etry which can be re-

alized in suitable naturalquantum system s. Due to the physicalrelevance ofthis

m odel,itwillbe the subjectofthisthesisin the following fourchapters. W e begin

with a non-rigorousdiscussion oftheconditionswhich lead to collectivedecoherence.

W e then turn to the exam ple ofcollective dephasing and presentm odelsofthisde-

coherence process in the Ham iltonian and m aster equation form ulations. Speci�c

conditionsforcollectivedephasing arederived.W ethen discusscollectiveam plitude

dam ping and the conditionsunderwhich such a processoccurs. Finally,we catego-

rizethethreedi�erenttypesofcollectivedecoherenceasweak collectivedecoherence,

strong collectivedecoherence,and collectiveam plitudedam ping.TheDFS structure

ofeach ofthesem odelsisthen given.

8.1 C ollective coupling to an environm ent

Considertwo physicalqubitswhich aresituated in closeproxim ity to each other.

W hen we think about the environm ent ofthese qubits,we are generally thinking

aboutthe environm ent asthe restofthe universe. Thus even when the qubits are

notin closeproxim ity,theentity oftheenvironm entisreally thesam eforeach qubit.

However, as the qubits are brought from close proxim ity to large separation,the

environm ents with which each qubitm oststrongly actsseparate outinto two local

environm entsforeach qubit.Physicalassum ptionsthen usually allow usto consider

each qubitascoupling strongly to a localenvironm entand weakly orvanishingly to

the other qubits’environm ent. Conversely,when the two qubits are situated close

together,the environm ent which each qubit interacts with is essentially the sam e

environm ent.
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In m ost physicalsituations it is im possible to put two physicalqubits on top

ofeach other{especially withoutthese qubitsinteracting with each other{butletus

im agine forthe m om entthatthisispossible. In the lim itofqubitson top ofeach

otherand notinteracting,we expecteach qubitto couple to the environm entin an

identicalm anner. Now suppose we increase the physicalseparation between these

qubits. Clearly the identicalm annerin which the qubits couple to the system will

now nolongerbeidentical.Thecouplingtothesam eenvironm ent,however,forsm all

enoughseparation,should stillbethem ainm echanism ofdecoherencefortheseclosely

spaced qubits.Thisisexactlyanalogoustothereasoningbehind distantqubitshaving
separatelocalenvironm ents.W ewillreferto thesituation where each qubitcouples

in an identicalm anner to individualquantum subsystem s as the case ofcollective
decoherence.

Anotherway to m etaphorically codify the idea ofcollective coupling isto think

about decoherence as a spying process on the system . Decoherence is the process

through which the environm ent becom es entangled with the system and som e of

thequantum inform ation ofthesystem istransferred to a jointsystem -environm ent

state. Viewed in thism anner,the decoherence process is the m anner in which the

environm entobserverthesystem .Now considerthecaseoftwo closely spaced qubits

which are being observed by an environm ent. Since the qubits are closely spaced,

theenvironm entm ay notbeableto distinguish between each ofthequbitswhen the

environm entobservers(interacts)with the two qubits.The inability oftheenviron-

m entto distinguish two orm oreclosely spaced physicalqubitsisexactly thecaseof

collective decoherence.

8.2 C ollective dephasing

Considertheevolution ofa system ofn qubitcoupled to an environm ent.These

qubits have a naturalenergy levels and the process ofdephasing isthe m echanism

through which the populationsofthese levels do notchange butthe coherence be-

tween the levelsdo change.Thissetup ism ostgenerally characterized by a system -

environm entHam iltonian oftheform

H =
X

i

!i�
(i)
z

| {z }
H S

+H E +
X

i

�
(i)
z 
 Bi

| {z }
H S E

; (8.1)

whereH E issom eenvironm entHam iltonian.Iftheseenergy levelsareidenticalthen

!i = !.The case ofcollective dephasing correspondsto the situation when B i = B

and theenergy levelsareidentical.Thisthen correspondsto theHam iltonian

H = 2!Sz + H E + Sz 
 2B ; (8.2)
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wherewehavede�ned

Sz =
X

i

�
(i)
z : (8.3)

In thecollectivedephasingsetup,theOSR algebrawillbegenerated by Iand Sz (and

thusconsistsofallhigherpowersofSz.) W ewilldiscusstheDFSsgenerated by the

collective dephasing m odelin Section 8.5.

Letusintroducea lessgenericm odelofthedephasing ofqubitswhich wecan use

to m ake argum ents about the situations under which collective decoherence in the

form ofdephasingshouldoccur.Considerasystem ofn identicalqubitsH S =
N

n
i= 1C

2

coupled to a quantized �eld expressed as a set ofharm onic oscillator m odes which

aretheenvironm entH E =
N

k H K via theHam iltonian

H =
X

i

!0�
(i)
z +

X

k

!ka
y

kak +
X

ik

�
(i)
z

�
gikak + g

�
ika

y

k

�
; (8.4)

whereak (a
y

k)istheannihilation (creation)operatorforthekth m ode.Thecoupling

constantgik will,in general,depend on thelocation oftheith system .In m any situ-

ationsitm ay bepossibleto m akeapproxim ationsdirectly on thecoupling constants

gik. The situation corresponding to collective dephasing isthen when the coupling

between thesystem and theenvironm entisidenticalforeach qubitgik = gk.In this

casetheHam iltonian isgiven by

H = 2!0Sz +
X

k

!ka
y

kak + 2Sz
X

k

�
gkak + g

�
ka

y

k

�
: (8.5)

To givean idea ofwhen gki= gk werecallthatthespatialdependenceofgki isgiven

by anorm alm odeexpansion ofthe�eld.Thusgki= gk(ri)whereriisthelocation of

theith qubitand gk(r)describesthespatialvariation ofthekth m ode.Thecondition

ofgki = gk then correspondsto gk(ri)= gk(rj)foralliand j.In otherwords,when

thespacingbetween thequbitsissm allenough thatthenorm alm odek doesnotvary

signi�cantly overthepositionsofthesequbits,collectivedephasing willdom inate.If

thenorm alm ode,forexam ple,isa planewavegki= gke
i~k� ~ri and thespacing between

thequbitsism uch lessthan thewavelength ofthisplanewave,~k� (~ri� ~rj)� 1,then

ei
~k� ~ri � ei

~k� ~rj orgki� gk.

8.2.1 M aster equation collective dephasing

In orderto obtain thecollective dephasing regim e,itisnecessary thattherebea

reason why m odeswhich distinguish between di�erentqubitscontributelittleto the

dynam icsofthesystem -environm entevolution.In orderto clarify theroleofthisas-

sum ption,wepresentaderivationofasem igroup m asterequationforthisHam iltonian

which can help clarify underwhatconditionsthisassum ption isa good assum ption.

Thisisthesem igroup m asterequation form ulation ofcollective dephasing[155,69].
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The�rststep in thederivation ofthem asterequation isto m oveinto theinterac-

tion picture.De�neH 0 = !0
P

i�
(i)
z + !k

P
k a

y

kak and H I =
P

ik �
(i)
z

�
gikak + g�ika

y

k

�
.

Then theinteraction pictureHam iltonian isgiven by

H
0
I(t)=

X

ik

�
(i)
z

�
gikake

� i!kt+ g
�
kla

y

ke
i!kt

�
: (8.6)

The� (i)
z each individually com m utewith thisHam iltonian and thusthepopulations

ofeach qubitwillbeuna�ected by theevolution dueto thisHam iltonian.Underthe

approxim ation,thegeneralform ofa m asterequation isgiven by

@�

@t
= � iTrE ([H

0
I(t);� 
 �E (0)])�

Z t

0

TrE ([H
0
I(t);[H

0
I(�);� 
 �E (0)]]d�): (8.7)

W e willm ake the assum ption that the environm ent is in therm alequilibrium at

tem peratureT (wesetkB = 1,� = 1

T
).W hen wem akethisassum ption wewillrefer

to theenvironm entasthebath.Thebath density m atrix isthusgiven by [90]

�E (0)=
1

Tr[exp(� �HB )]
exp(� �HB )=

O

k

Z

d
2
�k

1

� hN !k
i
exp

 

�
j�!kj

2

hN !k
i

!

j�kih�kj;

(8.8)

wherehN !k
iisthem ean occupation num berform odek,

hN !k
i=

1

exp(�!k)� 1
; (8.9)

and j�kiisa coherentstateforthekth m ode.

The�rstterm in them asterequation,Eq.(8.7),isgiven by

� iTrE ([H
0
I(t);� 
 �E (0)]) = � i

X

ik

h
�
(i)
z ;�

i�D
gikake

� i!kt+ g
�
ika

y

ke
i!kt

E

E

�

= � i
X

ik

�ik

h
�
(i)
z ;�

i
; (8.10)

wherehO i
E
= Tr(O �E (0))and

�ik =
D
gikake

� i!kt+ g
�
ika

y

ke
i!kt

E

E
: (8.11)

Thisterm vanishesidentically fora bath in equilibrium �ik = 0.

Thesecond term in them asterequation,Eq.(8.7),isgiven by

�

Z t

0

TrE ([H
0
I(t);[H

0
I(�);� 
 �E (0)]]d�) =

X

ijkk0

�
�
(1)

ijkk0

h
�
(j)
z �;�

(i)
z

i

+�
(2)

ijkk0

h
�
(i)
z ;��

(j)
z

i�
; (8.12)
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where

�
(1)

ijkk0 =

Z �

0

D�
gikake

i!kt+ g
�
ika

y

ke
� i!kt

��
gjk0ak0e

i!k0� + g
�
jk0a

y

k0e
� i!k0�

�E

E
d�

�
(2)

ijkk0 =

Z t

0

D�
gjk0ak0e

i!k0� + g
�
jk0a

y

k0e
� i!k0�

��
gikake

i!kt+ g
�
ika

y

ke
� i!kt

�E

E
d�:

(8.13)

Using thetherm alequilibrium density m atrix itiseasy to calculatethat

�
(1)

ijkk0 =

Z t

0

�kk0
�
gikg

�
jk (hN !k

i+ 1)ei!k(t� � )+ g
�
ikgjk hN !k

ie� i!k(t� � )
�
d�

�
(2)

ijkk0 =

Z t

0

�kk0
�
gjkg

�
ik (hN !k

i+ 1)e� i!k(t� � )+ g
�
jkgik hN !k

iei!k(t� � )
�
d�:(8.14)

Theevolution isthereforegiven by

@�

@t
=

X

ij

�ij

�h
�
(i)
z �;�

(j)
z

i
+
h
�
(i)
z ;��

(j)
z

i�
(8.15)

�ij =
X

k

Z t

0

�
gjkg

�
ike

� i!k(t� � )+ g
�
jkgike

i!k(t� � )
�
(2hN !k

i+ 1)d�:

Thisdephasing m asterequation showshow thecoe�cientm atrix � ij containsinfor-

m ation aboutthecorrelation ofdecoherencebetween di�erentqubits.

There are two im portantlim itsto Eq.(8.15). In the �rstlim it,�ij = �ij�i. In

thiscasethem asterequation can bewritten asa sum oftwo Lindblad operatorson

each qubit

@�

@t
=

X

i

�i

�h
�
(i)
z �;�

(i)
z

i
+
h
�
(i)
z ;��

(i)
z

i�
: (8.16)

This is the case ofindependentdephasing. Each qubit evolves independent ofthe

evolution ofthe other qubit. The other im portant lim it is when �ij is constant,

�ij = �=4. In this case the m aster equation contains just one Lindblad operator

which actson allqubits

@�

@t
=

X

i

�([S z�;Sz]+ [Sz;�Sz]): (8.17)

Thisisthecaseofcollectivedephasing.
In the continuum m odelwhere the bath correspondsto som e quantized �eld,we

can m akethesubstitution
P

k !
Vr

(2�)r

R
drk whereristhedim ension ofthe�eld.W e

willexam ine the case ofr = 1. The otherdim ensionalcases follow sim ilar linesof

investigation.
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W eassum ethecoe�cientsg ki have a spatialrelationship gki= g(k)eikri whereri
istheposition oftheith qubit.Then ifthequantized region islength L,

�ij =
L

2�

Z

dkjg(k)j2
Z

t

0

�
e
ik(rj� ri)� i!k(t� � )+ e

ik(ri� rj)+ i!k(t� � )
�
(2hN !k

i+ 1)d�

=
L

�

Z

dk
jg(k)j2

!k
sin[k(rj � ri)� !kt](2hN !k

i+ 1): (8.18)

W e would like to see what conditions the length scale at which the approxim ation

�ij = � occurs.M oving into thefrequency dom ain,we�nd that

�ij =
L

�

Z

d!
dk

d!

jg(!)j2

!
sin[k(!)(rj � ri)� !t](2hN!i+ 1); (8.19)

where wehave dropped thesuperuousk index on !k.De�netheenvelope function

f(!)= dk

d!

jg(!)j2

!
(2hN !i+ 1)such that�ij =

L

�

R
d!f(!)sin[k(!)(rj � ri)� !t].The

function f(!)determ ineswhich ! m odescontribute m axim ally to thisintegral. W e

can splitf(!)into two contributions

f(!) = fT(!)+ fV (!)

fT(!) = 2
dk

d!

jg(!)j2

!
hN !i

fV (!) =
dk

d!

jg(!)j2

!
: (8.20)

fT(!)representsthetherm alcontributiontof(!)whilefV (!)com esfrom thevacuum

uctuation contribution to f(!).Thetherm alcontribution to thef(!)hasa natural

cuto� frequency given by thetherm alfrequency

fT(!)= 2
dk

d!

jg(!)j2

!

1

e�! � 1
: (8.21)

Thus for ! � T,fT(!)is exponentially suppressed. Assum ing a linear dispersion

relation dk

d!
= c,ifthequbitsarespaced such thatjri� rjj�

c

T
,then theintegralis

notexponentially suppressed in the region where (ri� rj)k � 0.Thus,ifthe qubits

arespaced closerthan thetherm alspacing lT =
c

T
,thetherm alcontribution to f(!)

willcontribute �ij = �T independent ofiand j. Fora given tem perature,there is

a spectrum ofbath m odes which are occupied. The tem perature then determ ines

thelongestwavelength which hasnon-negligibleoccupation and thiswavelength then

determ inesthespacing needed in orderto achieve collectivedephasing.

Thevacuum contribution tof(!)however,doesnothavesuch an exponentialsup-

pression exceptasgiven by the�eld theory which providesacouplingconstantwith a

cuto� frequency g(!)/ ! ne
!

! c.Ifthebath �eld isa phonon �eld,thenaturalcut-o�

can beidenti�ed with theDebyefrequency.In thiscasean identicalargum entto the

therm alcase gives a characteristic vacuum spacing lV = c

!c
. Qubits spaced closed

that this vacuum spacing willdephase collectively due to the vacuum contribution

fV (!).
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8.3 C ollective am plitude dam ping

In theprevioussection weinvestigated thesituation wherenopopulation transfer

occurred on the system ’squbitsbutthe phase ofthe qubitsstate wasa�ected. Let

usnow exam inethesituation wherepopulation transferdoesoccur.

Considerthesituation ofn qubitscoupled to a radiation �eld.In theinteraction

pictureand undertherotating waveapproxim ation,theHam iltonian forthissystem

plusenvironm entisgiven by

H I(t)=

nX

i= 1

X

~k

h
g~ke

� i~k� ~ri� i(!~k� !0)t
�
(i)

+ ak + g
�
~k
e
i~k� ~ri+ i(!~k� !0)t

�
(i)

� a
y

k

i
; (8.22)

where� � = � x � i�y and !0 istheenergy spacing ofeach qubit.Undertheassum p-

tion of~k� (~ri� ~rj)� 1,thisHam iltonian becom es

H I(t)=

nX

i= 1

X

~k

h
~g~ke

� i(!~k� !0)t
� + ak + ~g�~ke

i(!~k� !0)t
� � a

y

k

i
; (8.23)

where ~g~k = ei
~k� r1g~k.Noticethatthesystem operatorscouplecollectively to thebath

H I(t)= 2
X

~k

h
~g~ke

� i(!~k� !0)tS+ ak + ~g�~ke
i(!~k� !0)tS� a

y

k

i
; (8.24)

where

S� =
1

2

X

i

(� x � i�y): (8.25)

The OSR algebra for this Ham iltonian under the assum ption ~k � (~ri � ~rj) � 1 is

thereforegenerated by Iand S� .W ewilllaterreturn to thissituation,which wewill

labelstrong collective decoherence.

8.3.1 M aster equation collective am plitude dam ping

Letusexam ine the evolution due to the pre-approxim ated (exceptthe rotating-

waveapproxim ation)Ham iltonian Eq.(8.22)[69].Usingthem asterequation Eq.(8.7)

and theassum ption thattheenvironm entm odesareallin thevacuum state,wecan

easily obtain them asterequation in theinteraction pictureas

@�

@t
= � i

X

ij

�ij

h
�
(j)

+ �
(i)

� ;�
i
+ �ij

�h
�
(i)

� �;�
(j)

+

i
+
h
�
(i)

� ;��
(j)

+

i�
; (8.26)

where

�ij =
1

4

X

~k

jg~kj
2

1

!0 � !~k
e
i~k� (~ri� ~rj)

�ij =
X

~k

�jg~kj
2
�(!0 � !~k)e

i~k� (~ri� ~rj): (8.27)
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In thecontinuum lim it,them ain contribution to theseterm soccurat!~k = !0.Thus

in orderto attain a collective regim e,therequirem entisthat

~k0 � (~ri� ~rj)� 1; (8.28)

where ~k0 is the wavenum ber where !~k0 = !0. Due to the resonance condition,the

conditionsforcollective am plitude dam ping are m uch easierto describe than those

ofcollective dephasing.Them ain pathway foram plitudedam ping isexchange of!0
energy with thebath and thereforethisdom inantpathway providesthecondition for

collective am plitudedam ping.

In thecollective regim e,them asterequation reducesto

@�

@t
= � i� [S+ S� ;�]+ � ([S� �;S+ ]+ [S� ;�S+ ]); (8.29)

where S� are de�ned as in Eq.(8.25). Notice that the Lindblad operatorS� here

does notinclude an equivalent S
y
� = S+ Lindblad operator. The case ofcollective

am plitude dam ping,then,isa case where the SM E algebra m ay give di�ering DFS

structuresthan theactualDFS forthem asterequation.

In both collective dephasing and collective am plitude dam ping,the fundam ental

requirem enttoenterintotheseregim esisthatthespacingofthequbitsbesu�ciently

sm allthattheim portantwavelengthsoftheinteracting bathscannotdistinguish the

qubits.Thereareothernaturalsituationswherecollectivedecoherencewilldom inate.

Forexam ple ifboth qubitsare coupled to anotherquantum system externalto the

two qubits,the wavelength criteria need notbe m et,butonly the factthatthe two

qubitscoupleidentically to thestatesoftheothersystem isneeded.Them odelswe

havepresented in Sections8.2and 8.3arem eanttoserveasguidesto�ndingsystem s

wherecollective decoherenceisexhibited.

8.4 C ollective decoherence

In thelasttwosectionswehaveexam ined m odelswhich exhibitcollectivecoupling

ofa system to the environm ent. There are three relevant arenas forthis collective

coupling which we willlabelweak collective decoherence,strong collective decoher-

ence,and collectiveam plitudedam ping.Forcom pleteness,werecallourde�nition of

thecollective operatorson n qubit,

S� =

nX

i= 1

1

2
�
(i)
� : (8.30)

where � 2 fx;y;z;+;� g. W hen we need to refer to the collective operators on a

speci�c num ber ofqubits,we willdo this with a superscript S[n]
� is the collective

operatoron n qubits

S
[n]
� =

nX

i= 1

1

2
�
(i)
� : (8.31)
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Theseoperatorsform a representation oftheLiealgebra su(2),m eaning they satisfy

thecom m utation relations

[S�;S�]= i��;�;S �;�; 2 fx;y;zg: (8.32)

Thethreecasesofcollective decoherence arethen speci�ed by

D e�nition 8.4.1 (W eakcollectivedecoherence)W hen theOSR orSM E algebracon-
sists ofonly a single

P
� n�S� (n� 2 R,n2x + n2y + n2z = 1)and identity we callthis

decoherencem echanism weakcollectivedecoherence.Singlequbitrotationsarealways
possiblewhich takethisoperatorto theoperatorSz.W ewillassum ethatthishasbeen
done and thusweak collective decoherence forourpurposeswillbe when the OSR or
SM E algebra consistsonly ofSz and I.

D e�nition 8.4.2 (Strong collective decoherence) W hen the OSR or SM E algebra
contains allS�,� 2 fx;y;zg and the identity we callthis decoherence m echanism
strong collectivedecoherence.

D e�nition 8.4.3 (Collective am plitudedam ping)W hen the SM E containsonly the
Lindblad operatorS� and a Ham iltonian term S+ S� ,we callthisdecoherence m ech-
anism collective am plitude dam ping. Notice thatcollective am plitude dam ping when
extended to the fullSM E algebra isstrong collective decoherence.

8.5 W eak collective decoherence D FSs

In weak collective decoherence on n qubits,the only nontrivialerroroperatoris

Sz.Thiserroroperatorthusform san abelian algebraAwith elem entsspanned by the

setfS0z;S
1
z;S

2
z;:::S

n
zg. Due to the factthatSz isherm itian,there isnotdi�erence

between the DFSsin the Ham iltonian/OSR treatm entand the SM E treatm ent. In

the�rstcase(OSR)Sz willbethesystem operatorand in thesecond case(SM E)Sz
willbe the sole Lindblad operator. Furtherm ore,because the algebra forthe weak

collective decoherence is abelian,the DF structure willbe that ofDF subspaces.

Thisisbecause abelian algebrasallhave irrepswhich are one-dim ensionaland one-

dim ensionalirrepssim ply correspond toDF subspaces(notethattheconverseisdoes

nothold.There can beDF subspaceswhen thealgebra isnon-abelian.The algebra

willbeabelian overthesubspaces,butovertheentirespaceitcan benon-abelian.)

The easiest way to understand the weak collective decoherence DFS is to work

in thebasiswhere S� isdiagonalized.Thisbasisisjustthestandard com putational

basisjii= ji1i
 ji2i
 � � � 
 jini,

Szji1i
 ji2i
 � � � 
 jini=
1

2

 
nX

l= 1

(� 1)il

!

ji1i
 ji2i
 � � � 
 jini: (8.33)
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LetH (i)denote the Ham m ing length ofnum beriin binary:H (i)isthe num berof

1’sin thebinary expression ofi.Then thisisjust

Szjii=
1

2
(n � 2H (i))jii: (8.34)

Noticethatforagiven Ham m ingdistanceH (i),theaction ofSz on allstateswith this

Ham m ingdistanceH (i)isidentical.TheDF subspacecriteriaistheSzj i= cj ifor

each ofthestatesj iin thesubspace.Thusin ourcaseweseethattheDF subspaces

correspond to stateswith equalHam m ing weight.

D e�nition 8.5.1 (W eakcollectivedecoherenceDF subspaceDFSn(H ))W eakcollec-
tive decoherence on n qubitssupportsDF subspaceslabeled by the integer0� h � n,
DFSn(h). DFSn(h) is spanned by basis states in the com putationalbasis jii which
have Ham m ing weightH (i)equalto h.

Thisresultfollowsdirectly from theDF subspaceHam iltonian and sem igroup m aster

equation criteria.

Thedim ension ofagiven DFSn(h)isgiven by thenum berofwaysan bitnum ber

can bewritten which hasa Ham m ing distanceh.Thisisgiven by

dim (DFSn(h))= nh =

 
n

h

!

: (8.35)

The largest DFS for a �xed num ber ofqubits then corresponds to the case when

h = n

2
when n iseven,orh = n� 1

2
when n isodd.

8.5.1 T he weak D FS basis

A com plete set of com m uting observables for the weak collective decoherence

DFS on n qubits isgiven by the setofoperatorsfS[1]z ;S
[2]
z ;S

[3]
z ;:::;S

[n]
z g[109]. The

corresponding basis is then denoted by jS[1]
z ;S

[2]
z ;:::;S

[n]
z i. This basis is especially

nice because it allows a for a graphicalrepresentation ofthe DFSs and their basis

states. W e willcallthis basis the weak DFS basis. In Figure 8.1,the horizontal

axism arksthenum berofqubitsand theverticalaxism easurestheeigenvalueofSz.

Each state in the basisjS[1]
z ;S

[2]
z ;:::;S

[n]
z icorresponds to a path from the origin to

thegiven DFS in which only connectionswhich actfrom leftto rightareallowed.

A sim ple exam ple willhelp explain our notation. For n = 3,there are 4 DF

subspaces.These correspond to Ham m ing distancesh = 0,h = 1,h = 2,and h = 3.

ThebasisstatesfortheseDFSsin thestandard com putationalbasisare

DFS3(0) = fj000i; DFS3(1)=

8
><

>:

j001i

j010i

j100i

;

DFS3(2) =

8
><

>:

j110i

j101i

j011i

; DFS3(3)= fj111i (8.36)
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DFS  (4)
8

|1/2,1,1/2,1,3/2,2,3/2,1

Figure8.1:W eak collective decoherence DFS graphicaldepiction

In theweak DFS basis,thesestateswould bedenoted by

j000i = jS[1]

z =
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 1;S[3]

z =
3

2
i

j001i = jS[1]

z =
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 1;S[3]

z =
1

2
i

j010i = jS[1]

z =
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z =
1

2
i

j100i = jS[1]

z = �
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z =
1

2
i

j011i = jS[1]

z =
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z = �
1

2
i

j101i = jS[1]

z = �
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z = �
1

2
i

j110i = jS[1]

z = �
1

2
;S

[2]

z = � 1;S[3]z = �
1

2
i

j111i = jS[1]

z = �
1

2
;S

[2]

z = � 1;S[3]z = �
3

2
i: (8.37)
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A qutritofinform ation,forexam ple,can encoded into theDFS3(1)

j i = �j001i+ �j010i+ �j100i

= �jS[1]

z =
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 1;S[3]

z =
1

2
i+ �jS[1]z =

1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z =
1

2
i

+jS[1]z = �
1

2
;S

[2]

z = 0;S[3]

z =
1

2
i; (8.38)

and S[3]z actson j iasa scalarS[3]z j i=
1

2
j i.

Finally in Table8.1weassem blethedim ension oftheweak collectivedecoherence

DFS.Notice that these num bers are just Pascal’s triangles. It is easy then to see

the connection between the num ber ofpaths in Figure 8.1 and the degeneracy in

Eq.(8.35)

h = 6 1

h = 5 1 6

h = 4 1 5 15

h = 3 1 4 10 20

h = 2 1 3 6 10 15

h = 1 1 2 3 4 5 6

h = 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

n = 1 n = 2 n = 3 n = 4 n = 5 n = 6

Table8.1:W eak collective decoherence DFS dim ensions,given by the degeneracy nh

8.6 Strong collective decoherence D FSs

Strongcollectivedecoherenceonn qubitsischaracterized bytheactionofthethree

operatorsS[n]x ,S[n]y ,and S[n]z .TheseoperatorsactastheLiealgebrasu(2)and thiswill

help ustocharacterizetheDFSsarisingfrom theseoperators.In particular,therules

ofaddition ofangularm om entum allow ustocom pletely understand theirrepsofthe

S[n]� .In particularwethink ofthecom putationalbasisstatesj0iand j1iasspin-1=2

particlesunderthem apping j0i! jJ = 1

2
;m = 1

2
iand j1i! jJ = 1

2
;m = � 1

2
i.

The operators S[n]� do not com m ute with each other and thus they cannot be

sim ultaneously diagonalized.Following standard addition ofangularm om entum ,we

�nd thattheoperators

�
S
[n]
�2
=

�
S
[n]
x

�2
+
�
S
[n]
y

�2
+
�
S
[n]
z

�2
and S

[n]
z (8.39)

docom m ute.Thesetwo operatorsdonotform acom pletebasisfortheentireHilbert

space.Thusforgiven eigenvaluesofthesetwo operatorswem ustassign adegeneracy
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indexwhich com pletesthebasis.Bysim ultaneously diagonalizingthesetwooperators

wehavea basisjJ;�;m iwhich area representation ofsu(2),

�
S
[n]
�2
jJ;�;m i = J(J + 1)jJ;�;m i

S
[n]
z jJ;�;m i = m jJ;�;m i: (8.40)

Here,0(1=2)� J � n=2 and � J � m � J and � labelsthe degeneracy m entioned

above. In analogy with the addition ofangularm om entum ,we willofthink ofthe

qubits asspin-1=2 particles. J then represents the totalangularm om entum ofthe

particlesand m labelsthe projection ofthe angularm om entum along the z-axis. It

isim portantto realize thatthe qubitdoesnotnecessarily correspond to a spin-1=2

particle in the physicalsystem . However,using the language ofangularm om entum

and addition ofspin-1=2 particleswillsim plify ournom enclaturesigni�cantly.Using

these basic observations,we can m ove on to study the irreps ofthe algebra A for

strong collectivedecoherence.

ThealgebraAgenerated from S[n]x ,S[n]y ,and S[n]z plusidentity Ican bedecom posed

as

A �=

n=2M

J= 0(1=2)

InJ 
 M2J+ 1; (8.41)

where J labelsthe totalangularm om entum ofa particularirrep (and hence the 0

or1=2 depending on whethern iseven orodd,respectively),Md isthe algebra ofall

linearoperatorson ad dim ensionalspace,and Id isthealgebra consisting only ofthe

identity operatorI. nJ isthen the degeneracy ofthe Jth irrep and dJ = 2J + 1 is

dim ension oftheJth irrep.Thedegeneracy oftheJth irrep isgiven by [142]

nJ =
(2J + 1)n!

(n=2+ J + 1)!(n=2� J)!
: (8.42)

Corresponding to thedecom position Eq.(8.41)theaction oftheS�’sactas

S� =

n=2M

J= 0(1=2)

InJ 
 S�(2J + 1); (8.43)

where S�(2J + 1)isthe 2J + 1 dim ensionalrepresentation ofsu(2).Corresponding

tothisrepresentation isabasisjJ;�;m iwhich isacted upon asS�jJ;�;m i= jJ;�i


S�(2J + 1)jm i. Notice thatthisaction dependson which jJiisacted upon,butis

independentofthedegeneracy index �.

D e�nition 8.6.1 (StrongcollectivedecoherenceDF subsystem DFSn(J))Strongcol-
lectivedecoherenceon n qubitssupportsDFS labeled bytheinteger0(1=2)� J � n=2,
DFSn(J).DFSn(J)in generalhasa subsystem structure.Thestatesin DFSn(J)are
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alleigenstatesof
�
S[n]

�2
with eigenvalue J(J + 1).The action ofthe collective deco-

herence operatorsS[n]� actasrepresentationsofsu(2)on the eigenstatesofS[n]z fora
particulartotalangularm om entum J .Finally,theDFS isrealized bythedegeneracy
ofthe Jth irrep.

The strong collective decoherence DFS,then has inform ation which is encoded

into the degeneracy fora particular irrep labelby the totalangularm om entum J.

In addition ofangularm om entum ,one takestwo spin-J and spin-J0 representations

ofsu(2)addsthem togetherto form spin-K representation ofsu(2).Forthe strong

collective decoherence DFS,we perform this addition ofangular m om entum with

spin-1=2particles.Thusthedegeneracy foragiven J isgiven by thedi� erentwaysin
which n qubitscan beadded togetherunderthelawsofangularm om entum addition

such thatthetotalangularm om entum isJ.

Itisusefulto presentthe�rstfew DFSn(J)statesin orderto gain som eintuition

forwhatisgoing on here.DFS1(J)consistsofonly oneDFS,DFS1(1=2)

DFS1(1=2)=

(
jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = 1

2
i= j0i

jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = � 1

2
i= j1i

(8.44)

DFS2(J)now consistsoftwo DFSs,DFS2(1)and DFS2(0),

DFS2(1) =

8
><

>:

jJ = 1;� = 1;m = 1i= j00i

jJ = 1;� = 1;m = 0i= 1p
2
(j01i+ j10i)

jJ = 1;� = 1;m = � 1i= j11i

DFS2(0) = fjJ = 0;� = 1;m = 1i=
1
p
2
(j01i� j10i): (8.45)

Here we see that the DFSs for n = 2 sim ply correspond to the singlet and triplet

spaces. Up to thispoint,however,there isno degeneracy (� = 1 forallDFSs). For

n = 3 however,thischanges. Atn = 2 we saw thatwe had a singletand a triplet.

W hen weadd a spin-1=2 particleto thesestateswecan producea J = 1=2 by either

adding to the singlet or subtracting from the triplet. Thus we see that there is a

degeneracy in theDFS corresponding to J = 1=2,

DFS3(3=2)=

8
>>>><

>>>>:

jJ = 3

2
;� = 1;m = 3

2
i= j000i

jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = 1

2
i= 1p

3
(j001i+ j010i+ j100i)

jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = � 1

2
i= 1p

3
(j110i+ j101i+ j011i)

jJ = � 3

2
;� = 1;m = � 3

2
i= j111i

DFS3(1=2)=

8
>>>><

>>>>:

jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = 1

2
i= 1p

2
(j010i� j100i)

jJ = 1

2
;� = 1;m = � 1

2
i= 1p

2
(j011i� j101i)

jJ = 1

2
;� = 2;m = 1

2
i= 1p

6
(� 2j001i+ j010i+ j100i)

jJ = 1

2
;� = 2;m = � 1

2
i= 1p

6
(2j110i� j101i� j011i)

(8.46)
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Thestateswith � = 1 wereobtained by taking a singletand adding a singlespin-1=2

and thestateswith � = 2 wereobtained by taking a tripletand subtracting a single

spin-1=2.Thuswe see thatforn = 3,we can encoded onequbitofinform ation into

thedegeneracy index �.

8.6.1 T he strong D FS basis

The DFS corresponding to di�erent J values for a given n can be com puted

using standard m ethodsfortheaddition ofangularm om entum [98].Thiscan bestbe

illustrated by exam ining afullbasisfortheentireHilbertspace.Thesetofoperators

f(S[1])2;(S[2])2;:::;(S[n])2;S[n]z g (8.47)

form s a com plete set ofcom m uting observables for the Hilbert space ofn qubits,

C2n[109].Corresponding to thissetofobservablesisa basiswhich wewilllabelas

jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m i: (8.48)

Thisbasisisacted upon by thecom pletesetofcom m uting observablesin Eq.(8.47)

as

(S[k])2jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m i = Jk(Jk + 1)jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m i

S
[n]
z jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m i = m jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m i: (8.49)

W ecallthisbasisthestrongDFS basis.W ewillalwaysassum ethattheJ1;J2;:::;Jn
and m areconsistentwith thelawsoftheaddition ofangularm om entum .

Onecan understand thisbasisby thinking oftheaddition ofangularm om entum

in a piecewise fashion. W e start with a spin-1=2 particle. Adding another qubit

which isjusta spin-1=2 particle,we can then create a spin-1 ora spin-0 particle. If

we proceed in thism anner,fork qubits we m ay have a spin-J particle and adding

another qubit allows for the creation ofspin-J + 1=2 or spin-J � 1=2 (ifJ � 1=2

is positive) particles. This graphicaladdition ofangular m om entum can be easily

visualized asin Figure8.2 below.ThehorizontalaxisofFigure8.2 isthenum berof

qubitsn and theverticalaxisisthetotalangularm om entum J obtained by sum m ing

angularm om enta ofn spin-1=2 particles. Each state in a DFS is represented by a

pathway from theorigin alwaysm oving from leftto right.

Thuswe�nd thatthedegeneracy � islabeled by thesetofpathwaysviawhich one

can piecewise constructa given J dim ensionalrepresentation ofsu(2).Sym bolically

we m ight express this as jJ;�;m i = jJ;� = (J1;J2;:::;Jn� 1);m i. W hen we are

talking abouta particularn qubitDFS we willoften use the notation jJn;�;m ito

m esh with thestrong DFS basis.

FinallyweincludeinTable8.2thedegeneracyoftheJthirreduciblerepresentation

forn qubits.Theentriesofthistableareobtained justasin Pascal’striangle,except

halfofthetriangleism issing becausenegative angularm om entum J isnotallowed.

Theentriesareexactly thosein Eq.(8.42).
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1

2

3

4

0

J

n

DFS  (1)
8

DFS  (0)
8

J

|1/2,1,3/2,2,3/2,1,1/2,m

Figure8.2:Strong collective decoherence DFS graphicaldepiction

8.7 C ollective am plitude dam ping D F subspaces

FinallyletusconsidertheDFSsforcollectiveam plitudedam ping[70].Onn qubits,

collective am plitude dam ping consistsofa Ham iltonian evolution S
[n]

+ S
[n]

� and a col-

lectiveannihilation Lindblad operatorS
[n]

� .Using thejJ;�;m ibasisfrom Section 8.6

theaction ofboth oftheseoperatorscan beevaluated:

S
[n]

� jJn;�;m i =
q
(Jn + m )(Jn � m + 1)jJn;�;m � 1i

S
[n]

+ S
[n]

� jJn;�;m i = (Jn + m )(Jn � m + 1)jJn;�;m i: (8.50)

As m entioned previously,ifwe extend these operators to form a y-closed com plex

associativealgebra,weobtain exactly thecaseofstrong collectivedecoherence.Thus

itisclearthatinform ation encoded into the degeneracy ofthe strong collective de-

coherenceDFS can beused to storeinform ation in thecollectiveam plitudedam ping

case. However we recallthat the condition we used to show the strong collective

decoherence DFS wasa su�cientbutnotnecessary condition forthe existence ofa

DFS.

Here,then we willexam ine the DF subspaces ofcollective am plitude dam ping

where we have a criteria which is both necessary and su�cient. The DF subspace

condition is that the Lindblad operators act as identity on the states in the DF

subspace. In the case ofthe collective am plitude dam ping the Lindblad operatoris

only S
[n]

� .From equation Eq.(8.50),theonly statesforwhich thisholdstruearethe
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J = 3 1

J = 5

2
1

J = 2 1 5

J = 3

2
1 4

J = 1 1 3 9

J = 1

2
1 2 5

J = 0 1 2 5

n = 1 n = 2 n = 3 n = 4 n = 5 n = 6

Table8.2:StrongcollectivedecoherenceDFS dim ensions,given by the degeneracy nJ

statesjJn;�;m = � Jni.In particularweseethat

S
[n]

� jJn;�;m = � Jni= 0: (8.51)

Furtherm ore,theHam iltonian term S
[n]

+ S
[n]

� preservesthissubspace

S
[n]

+ S
[n]

� jJn;�;m = � Jni= 0: (8.52)

Thuswe�nd that

D e�nition 8.7.1 (Collectiveam plitudedam pingDF subspaceDFSn)Collectiveam -
plitude dam ping,in addition to supporting the DF subsystem ofstrong collective de-
coherence, supports a DF subspace. The elem ents of this subspace are the states
annihilated by the S[n]� operator. These states have a projection ofthe totalangular
m om entum along the z-axis which is negative the totalangular m om entum ofthe
state.

Below welisttheelem entsofthecollective am plitudedam ping DFS forbetween

1 and 3 qubits

DFS1 = fj1i

DFS2 =

(
j00i
1p
2
(j01i� j10i

DFS3 =

8
>><

>>:

1p
6
(� 2j001i+ j010i+ j100i)

1p
2
(j011i� j101i)

j000i

(8.53)

From this list we �nd that we can encode a single qubit ofinform ation into two

physicalqubits.
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Thedim ension ofthecollective am plitudedam ping DF subspace isgiven by

nc =

 
n

bn
2
c

!

; (8.54)

which can be found by sum m ing the degeneracy oftheappropriate strong collective

decoherence DFSsnJ.

Sincewewillnotwork with universality orquantum com puting structureson the

collectiveam plitudedam ping DF subspace,wewillnotconstructanicebasisforthis

DFS.

8.8 C ollective decoherence

Inthischapterwehaveseen how collectivecouplingofasystem toabathcanoccur

under reasonably generic conditions. In latter chapters we willencounter physical

system swhich explicitly realize thisregim e.The value ofthe collective decoherence

m odel, ofcourse, is lim ited by how realistic collective coupling is as a source of

decoherence.
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C hapter 9

U niversality on C ollective

D ecoherence D ecoherence-Free

Subsystem s

Isitpossibleto com puteon collectivedecoherencedecoherence-freesubsys-
tem s or are these decoherence-free subsystem s useless for quantum com -
putation?

In thischapterwediscusshow to usetheweak and strong collective decoherence

DFSs for quantum com putation. The �rst issue we address is understanding how

to perform universalquantum com putation on the weak and strong DFS.W e begin

thistask by exam ining thenontrivialone and two qubitinteractionswhich preserve

the relevant DFS structure. W e then discuss universalcontrolon both the strong

and weak collective decoherence DFSs.A discussion oftheissue ofconjoining DFSs

then allow us to claim universalunitary m anipulation on the DFSs. Preparation

and m easurem ents on the collective DFSs is then discussed. Finally fault-tolerant

quantum com putation using concatenated collective DFSsisdiscussed.

9.1 N ontrivialone and tw o qubit interactions on

the collective D FSs

It is always possible to construct a set ofinteractions which is universalon an

encoding corresponding to a given DFSs (see Section 7.3.4.) For physicalreasons,

however,we would like to lim it the interactions on qubit subsystem s to be either

singlequbitorm ultiplequbitoperators.

In thissection we�nd theoneand two-qubitinteractionswhich arein thecom m u-

tantofthe relevantalgebra A forthe weak and strong collective decoherence DFSs.
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Itwillturn outto besu�cientforuniversality to exam ineonly elem entsofthecom -

m utantA0.

9.1.1 W eak collective decoherence D FS com m utant opera-

tions

W eak collectivedecoherenceon n qubitshasan OSR orSM E algebra A generated

by theoperationsfI;S[n]z g.

Consider the single qubitHam iltonian acting on the kth qubit,H
(k)

1 = ~n � �
(k).

Takingthecom m utatorofthisoperatorwith thenontrivialelem entofA,we�nd that

h
S
[n]
z ;H

(k)

1

i
= 2i

�
nx�

(k)
y � ny�

(k)
x

�
: (9.1)

Using thetrace-innerproduct,thisim pliesthattheonly singlequbitoperatorswhich

arein thecom m utantofA aretheoperatorsnz�
(k)
z .

Consider next a two qubit Ham iltonian acting between the kth and lth qubit,

H
(kl)

2 =
P

3

�;�= 1h���
(k)
� �

(l)

� .Taking thecom m utatorofthiswith S
[n]
z we�nd that

h
S
[n]
z ;H

(kl)

2

i
= 2i

3X

�= 1

�
h1��

(k)
y �

(l)

� � h2��
(k)
x �

(l)

� + h�1�
(k)

� �
(l)
y � h�2�

(k)

� �
(l)
x

�
: (9.2)

The�rstpointdirectly relevantisthe� (k)
z �

(l)
z operatorcom m uteswith S[n]z .Further-

m oreifwecollectliketerm son therighthand sideoftheabovecom m utator,and use

thetraceinnerproductwe�nd thatwecan m akethecom m utatorvanish by setting

h12 = � h21 and h11 = h22.Thusthetwo-qubitoperatorswhich arein A areallgiven

by

h33�
(k)
z �

(l)
z + h12

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
y � �

(k)
y �

(l)
x

�
+ h11

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
x + �

(k)
y �

(l)
y

�
: (9.3)

Them ostgeneralHam iltonian on two qubitsiand j isthen oftheform

T ij(z1;z2;z3;z4;h)=

0

B
B
B
@

z1 0 0 0

0 z2 h 0

0 h� z3 0

0 0 0 z4

1

C
C
C
A
; (9.4)

wherewehaveexpressed theoperatorin thestandard com putationalbasis[109].

9.1.2 Strong collective decoherence D FS com m utant opera-

tions

Strongcollectivedecoherenceon n qubitshasan OSR orSM E algebraAgenerated

by fI;S[n]x ;S[n]y ;S[n]z g.
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Thereareno single-qubitoperatorsin thecom m utantofA.To seethisnotethat

for a single qubit operator ~n �~�
(i)
,one can always construct a collective operator

~m �~S[n]forsom e ~m such that ~m � ~n 6= 0 and thus
h
~n �~�

(i)
;~m �~S[n]

i
6= 0.

Forthetwo-qubitoperators,we can im m ediately reduce thepossible com m uting

Ham iltoniansto the two-qubit operatorswhich are in the com m utant forthe weak

collective decoherence DFS,

H
(kl)(h33;h12;h11)= h33�

(k)
z �

(l)
z + h12

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
y � �

(k)
y �

(l)
x

�
+ h11

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
x + �

(k)
y �

(l)
y

�
:

(9.5)

Taking thecom m utatorofthisoperatorwith S[n]x we�nd that
h
S
[n]
x ;H

(kl)(h33;h12;h11)
i

= 2i
h
� h33

�
�
(k)
y �

(l)
z + �

(l)
z �

(k)
y

�

+h12

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
z � �

(k)
z �

(l)
x

�

+h11

�
�
(k)
z �

(l)
y + �

(k)
y �

(l)
z

�
]; (9.6)

which vanishesonly ifh11 = h33 and h12 = 0.ThusweseethattheHam iltonian

H
(kl) = h

�
�
(k)
x �

(l)
x + �

(k)
y �

(l)
y + �

(k)
z �

(l)
z

�
: (9.7)

Including a globalphase I operator and scaling appropriately,this operator is the

exchangeinteraction between qubitsiand j

E ij =

0

B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
C
C
A
=
1

2

�
I+ �

(i)
x �

(j)
x + �

(i)
y �

(j)
y + �

(i)
z �

(j)
z

�
=
1

2

�
I+ ~�

(i)
�~�

(j)
�
;

(9.8)

where we have expressed the exchange operatorin a m atrix form overthe standard

com putationalbasisoverthetwoqubitsiand j.TheexchangeoperatorE ij exchanges

qubitsiand j:E ijj iij�ij = j�iij ij.

9.2 W eak collective decoherence D FS universality

In thissection we discussuniversalquantum com putation on the weak collective

decoherence DFSs.Recalling Eq.(9.4),de�netheoperators

T
P
ij = T ij(1;0;0;0;0)= diagij(1;0;0;0)

T
Q

ij = T ij(0;0;0;1;0)= diagij(0;0;0;1)

�Zij = T ij(0;0;1;0;0)= diagij(0;0;1;0); (9.9)

wherediagij(a;b;c;d)= aj00ih00j+ bj01ih01j+ cj10ih10j+ dj11ih11jrepresentsthea

m atrix with diagonalelem entsin thestandard com putationalbasis.De�netheset

H = fE i;i+ 1;T
P
i;i+ 1;T

Q

i;i+ 1;
�Zi;i+ 1 :i= 1;:::;n � 1g: (9.10)
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whereE i;i+ 1 istheexchangeinteraction between theiand i+ 1th qubit.Noticethat

thissetH containsnearestneighborinteractions.Alloftheoperatorsin thissetare

in the com m utant ofthe algebra generated by fI;S[n]z and thus preserve the DFS

structureoftheweak collective decoherenceDFS.

Thecontrola�orded overtheweakcollectivedecoherenceDFSswith Ham iltonians

from H isdescribed by thefollowing theorem :

T heorem 9.2.1 [109]Forany n � 2 qubitsundergoing weak collective decoherence,
thesetofHam iltoniansH generates(in thesenseofa Liealgebra)a Liealgebrawhich
actsindependently assu(nh)on DFSn(h). IfL denotesthe Lie algebra generated by
H,then

L =

nM

h= 0

su

  
n

h

! !

: (9.11)

To say thatthe Lie algebra su(nh)acts independently on DFSn(h)m eansthatthere
are elem ents in the Lie algebra which actonly on DFSn(h)and annihilate allother
DFSn(h0),h06= h.

Proof:SeeAppendix B.

Let us reect on what this theorem im plies. This theorem tells us that given

controlovertheHam iltoniansin H,any unitary action on an encoded weak collective

decoherenceDFS can beenacted.Sincetheseoperatorsarein thecom m utantofthe

weak collective decoherence algebra A,these operators are in som e sense m axim al:

they can notm ix di�erentDFSsand they operateasfullsu(nh)on theDFSs.

In Chapter10 we willhave the opportunity to calculate explicitrepresentations

ofthegatesneeded forthephysically relevantcaseofan ion trap quantum com puter.

9.2.1 C onjoining weak collective decoherence D FSsand uni-

versality

In ordertouseweak collectivedecoherenceDFSsforuniversalquantum com puta-

tion,therem ustbem ap from theDFSsto thequantum circuitm odel.In particular

the m apping from the encoded inform ation to the subsystem structure ofthe quan-

tum circuitm odelm ustbem ade.Thefactthatweak collective decoherence ism ost

likely to occurwhen qubitsareclosely spaced putscertain constraintson thesubsys-

tem structure.Supposeweusea weak collectivedecoherenceDFS on k qubitsasour

basic subsystem which encodesd qubitsofinform ation. Notice thatthe subsystem

structureofthephysicalqubitsism apped tothesubsystem structureofthequantum

circuit m odelin the weak collective decoherence DFS case. Theorem 9.2.1 im plies

that given the operators in H we can construct su(d) operations on these encoded

subsystem s.

Butwhataboutwhen we bring the two subsystem stogetherto im plem entm ore

com plicated gates? W hen two encoded subsystem sarethusconjoined we would like
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to m aintain the DF property ofthese states. W hen we conjoin two weak collective

decoherenceDFSs,thesestatesinhabitaDFS ofthecom bined space.Ifh istheHam -

m ing weight ofthe �rstsubsystem s DFS and h is also the Ham m ing weight ofthe

second subsystem sDFS,then theconjoined system inhabitsthe2h Ham m ing weight

DFS (m oregeneralsituationswheretheDFSsareofdi�ering Ham m ing weightsfol-

low sim ilarargum ents.) Furtherm ore,Theorem 9.2.1tellsusthatgiven theoperators

in H wecan perform operationswhich preservetheh Ham m ing weightDFS.Am ong

these operationsare the operationswhich have an inputoutputproperty which in-

dividually preserve each h Ham m ing weight DFS.Thus we can perform nontrivial

operations between the two subsystem s which always m aintain the com bined (2h

Ham m ing weight)weak collective decoherenceDFS.

Thus we see that Theorem 9.2.1 allows for universalquantum com putation on

subsystem swhilem aintaining theDF condition underthecaveatthatconjoined sub-

system s m ust also be DF.Since weak collective decoherence is conditioned on the

closespacing ofthequbits,onewould thereforeexpectthatsubsystem sinvolving the

sm allestnum berofqubitswould beused in such a conjoining schem e.

9.3 Strong collective decoherence D FS universal-

ity

The following theorem dem onstrates how the exchange interaction can be used

forquantum com putation on thestrong collective decoherence DFS:

T heorem 9.3.1 [109]Forany n � 2 qubitsundergoingstrongcollectivedecoherence
letS be the setofexchangeHam iltoniansE ij acting between qubitsiand j.The Lie
algebra generated by S contains the ability to perform su(nJ) independently on the
degeneracy ofevery irrep J.IfL isthe Lie algebra generated by S then

L �=

n=2M

J= 0(1=2)

su(nJ)
 IdJ ; (9.12)

where IdJ represents an identity operator on the dJ dim ensionalirrep space. The
ability to perform each su(nJ) independently m eans that the Lie algebra contains
elem entswhich actnontrivialon theJth irrep butannihilateallstatesoutsideofthis
irrep.

Proof:SeeAppendix C.

This theorem im plies that the only interaction needed to perform com putation

on thestrong collective decoherence DFS istheexchange interaction.Liketheweak

collective decoherence case,thisresultisin som e sense m axim al: the operationsdo

notm ix DFSsbutactfully on theDFS encoded inform ation.
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This rem arkable theorem im plies that quantum com putation can be perform ed

with only theexchangeHam iltonian between qubits.In Chapter11 wewillhavethe

opportunitytogiveexplicitgateconstructionsin thecontextofasolid-stateexchange

based quantum com puter.

9.3.1 C onjoining strong collective decoherence D FSsforuni-

versality

Conjoining strong collective decoherence DFSsisslightly m orecom plicated than

in theweak collectivedecoherencecasebecausetheDFSsarenow subsystem sand not

subspaces. Suppose we use a strong collective decoherence DFS on k qubitsasour

basicsubsystem which encodesdqubitsofinform ation.On thesek qubitssupposewe

encode into the subsystem with totalangularm om entum J. Theorem 9.3.1 im plies

thattheexchangeHam iltonian can beused to perform any encoded su(d)on each of

theseindividualsubsystem s.

W hen thetwo subsystem sareconjoined,theresulting statesinhabitm any di�er-

entirrepsoftheconjoined system .Thiscan beunderstood via therulesofaddition

of angular m om entum . If two J irreps are conjoined, then the resulting system

willhavesupportoverirrepson theconjoined system with totalangularm om entum

J0= 0;J0= 1;:::;J0= 2J.

jJ;�1;m 1i
 jJ;�2;m 2i=

2JX

J0= 0

J0X

m 12= � J0

cJ0;m 12
jJ0;�12;m 12i; (9.13)

where �1 and �2 labelthe degeneraciesofthe individualsubsystem and �12 denotes

thetotaldegeneracy when thesubsystem sareconjoined.In particularj�12icontains

the tensorproductofj�1iand j�2i. Ifwe letH �12 denote the Hilbertspace ofthis

degenerateinform ation,then

H �12
�= (H �1 
 H�2)� H�0

12
; (9.14)

whereH �i containstheinform ation in theith degeneracy and H �0
12
denotesallofthe

otherdegeneracies.ViaTheorem 9.3.1wecan now perform any unitary m anipulation

on each ofthesubsystem s.Thuswecan perform operationswhich actasoperations

whose�nalresultisan operation on H �1 
 H�2.Thiswillrepresentan encoded action

between theencoded subsystem .

Itisim portantto notethatwhilethetwo subsystem areconjoined,strong collec-

tivedecoherenceerrorswilla�ectthedi�erentDFSsindexed by J 0.Thisdecoherence

can distinguish between thedi�erentDFSsand thusitm ightappearthatthiswould

lead to problem s forthe conjoined inform ation. To see thatthis is nota problem ,

one notes that the actions which distinguish between each ofthe di�erent J0 only

actto change the m annerin which the conjoining isachieved. During the course of
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an operation on two conjoined DFSs,strong collective decoherence errorsacton the

jm 12iindex.W hen theaction on each oftheJ0irrepson theH �1 
 H�2 com ponents

isidentical,however,thee�ectoftheseerrorsonly servetoperhapsentanglethejm 1i

and jm 2idegreesoffreedom .

9.4 W eak collective decoherence D FS preparation

and m easurem ent

In orderto m ake use ofa weak collective decoherence DFS forquantum com pu-

tation,wem ust,in addition to theuniversalm anipulationsdescribed above,beable

to prepareand m easurethestatesin theDFS.

Here we would like to note that it is not necessary to prepare states that have

supportexclusively within theDFS,i.e.thathavenocom ponentoutsideoftheDFS.

Thisfollowsfrom thefactthatin ourconstruction,whileacom putation isperform ed,

there is no m ixing ofstates inside and outside ofthe DFS.Ifan initially prepared

state is\contam inated" (hassupportoutside ofthe DFS we wantto com pute on),

then theresultofthecom putation willhavethesam eam ountofcontam ination,i.e.

theinitialerrordoesnotspread.

Forexam ple,supposewecanpreparethestate� = (1� p)j ih j+ pj ?ih ? jwhere

j iisastateofaparticularDFS and j ? iisastateoutsideoftheDFS.Com putation

on the DFS willproceed independently on the DFS and the states outside ofthe

DFS.Readoutwillthen obtain theresultofthecom putation with probability (1� p).

Repeated application can then be used to m agnify this com putation. Thus perfect

preparation isnota strictrequirem ent. Preparation which isnotperfect,however,

willhinderthequantum com puterand thusitisdesirableto beableto prepareDFS

states.

Forweak collective decoherence DFSspreparation ofinitialpure state israther

sim ple. Purse state preparation into a DFS with a Ham m ing weighth corresponds

to thepreparation ofa statewith a speci�cnum berofj0iand j1i(eigenstatesofthe

� z). Thiscan be easily accom plished ifm easurem entsin the � (i)
z basisare possible

aswellastheability to perform �
(i)
x gates(to \ip" thebits).

Thesecond crucialingredientforcom putation on a DFS (in addition to prepara-

tion)isthedecodingorreadoutofquantum inform ationresultingfrom acom putation.

Once again,there arem any optionsforhow thiscan beperform ed.Forexam ple,in

theweakcollectivedecoherencecaseonecan m akeam easurem entwhich distinguishes

alloftheDFSsand allofthestateswithin thisDFS bysim ply m akingam easurem ent

in the �z basis on every qubit. Further,allm easurem ents with a given num ber of

distincteigenvaluescan beperform ed by �rstrotating theobservableinto onecorre-

sponding to a m easurem entin the com putationalbasis(which,in turn,corresponds

to a unitary operation on the DFS)and then perform ing the given m easurem entin

the �z basis,and �nally rotating back. There are othersituationswhere one would
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like to,say,m ake a m easurem entofan observable overtheDFS which hasonly two

di�erenteigenvalues. Thistype ofm easurem entcan be m osteasily perform ed by a

conjoined m easurem ent[9].In thisschem e,oneattachesanotherDFS to theoriginal

DFS,form ing a single largerDFS.Then,assum ing universalquantum com putation

overthislargerDFS onecan alwaysperform operationswhich allow a m easurem ent

ofthe�rstDFS by entangling itwith thesecond DFS,and readingout(destructively

asdescribed fortheweak collective decoherence caseabove)thesecond DFS.

For exam ple,suppose the �rst DFS encodes two bits ofquantum inform ation,

jk;liL,k;l= f0;1g,and thesecond DFS encodesasinglebitofquantum inform ation

fj0iL,j1iLg. Then one can m ake a m easurem ent ofthe observable �z 
 I on the

�rstDFS by perform ing an encoded controlled-N O T operation between the�rstand

the second DFS,and reading outthe second DFS in the encoded �z basis. Forthe

weak collectivedecoherencecasetheability tom akethisdestructivem easurem enton

the ancilla (noton the code)sim ply correspondsto the ability to m easure single �z
operations.

|DFS

U
|DFS
ancilla

destructive
DFS
measurement

|DFS
Measured 

Figure9.1:The conjoined m easurem entschem e

Finally,wenotethatfora weak collectivedecoherenceDFS thereisa destructive

m easurem ent which distinguishes between di�erent DFSs(corresponding to a m ea-

surem entofthe num berofj1i’s).Onecan fault-tolerantly preparea weak collective

decoherence DFS state by repeatedly perform ing such a m easurem ent to guarantee

thatthestateisin theproperDFS.Theconjoined m easurem entproceduresdescribed

aboveforany DFS arenaturally fault-tolerantin thesensethatthey can berepeated

and arenon-destructive[95,9].Thusfault-tolerantpreparation and decodingisavail-

ablefortheweak collective decoherence DFS.
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9.5 Strong collective decoherence D FS prepara-

tion and m easurem ent

At�rstglanceitm ightseem di�cultto preparepurestatesofa strong collective

decoherenceDFS,becausethesestatesarenontrivially entangled.However,itiseasy

to see thatevery DF subspace containsa state which isa tensorproductofsinglet

states:

j0D i=

 
1
p
2

! n=2



n=2

j= 1 (j01i� j10i); (9.15)

because these states have zero totalangular m om entum . Thus a supply ofsinglet

states is su�cient to prepare DF subspace states. Further,DF subsystem s always
contain a state which isa tensorproductofa DF subspace and a pure state ofthe

form j1i
 � � � 
 j1i.Thiscan beseen from Figure(8.2),wherethelowestpath leading

to a speci�cDFSn(J)iscom posed ofa segm entpassing through a DF subspace(and

isthusofthe form j0D i),and a segm ent going straightup from there to DFSn(J).

Thecorresponding stateisequivalentto adding a spin-0 (DF subspace)and a spin-J

DF subsystem (the jJ;m J = Ji state ofthe latter is seen to be m ade up entirely

ofj1i
 � � � 
 j1i). In general,addition ofa spin-0 DFS and a spin-J DFS sim ply

correspondstotensoringthetwostates.Note,however,thataddition oftwoarbitrary

DF subsystem sinto a largerDFS isnotnearly assim ple:concatenation oftwo J 6= 0

DFSsdoesnotcorrespond to tensoring.
Pure state preparation for a strong collective decoherence DFS can thus be as

sim pleastheability to producesingletstatesand j1istates(itisalso possibleto use

the jJ;m J = � Ji= j0i
 � � � 
 j0iorany ofthe otherjJ;mJistatesplussinglets).

Other,m orecom plicated purestatepreparation proceduresarealso conceivable,and

the decision asto which procedure to use isclearly determ ined by the available re-

sources to m anipulate quantum states. The pure state preparation ofsinglets and

com putationalbasisstateshasthedistinctadvantagethatveri�cation ofthesestates

should beexperim entally achievable.Such veri�cation isnecessary forfault-tolerant

preparation [95].

M easurem entsonthestrongcollectivedecoherenceDFScanbeperform edbyusing

the conjoined m easurem entschem e detailed in the weak collective decoherence DFS

discussion in Section 9.4.In particular,by attaching a strong collective decoherence

DF subspaceancillaviasuchconjoining,onecanconstructanyconjoinedm easurem ent
scenario.Allthatrem ainsto beshown ishow to perform a destructivem easurem ent

on such an ancilla.

One way to perform a destructive m easurem ent on the n = 4 strong collective

decoherence DF subspace was presented in [9](for another see [64]). This schem e

involves m easuring �
(1)
z ,� (2)

z ,� (3)
x ,� (4)

x on the four qubits. To see how this m ea-

surem entworks,notethatthefourqubitstrong DF subspace isspanned by thetwo
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states

j0Li =
1

2
(j01i� j10i)(j01i� j10i)

j1Li =
1

p
12

(2j0011i+ 2j1100i� j0101i� j1010i� j0110i� j1001i):(9.16)

Ifm easurem entof� (1)
z and � (2)

z yieldsj00iorj11i,then one declaresthatthe state

m ustbe j1Li. Ifhowever,the m easurem ent yields,j01iorj10i,then the rem aining

two qubitsarein thestates

j0Li !
1
p
2
(j01i� j10i)=

1
p
2
(j� +i� j+ � i)

j1Li !
1
p
2
(j01i+ j10i)=

1
p
2
(j+ +i� j� � i): (9.17)

W here we have rewritten the statesin the eigenstatesof� x: � xj� i= � j� i. M ea-

surem entof� x on therem ainingqubitsthen destructively distinguishesbetween j0Li

and j1Li.

Further,we note that the ability to perform a conjoined m easurem ent scenario

by conjoining an ancilla DFS com posed ofa single encoded-qubit,can be used to

perform anypossibleconjoined DFSm easurem entscenario.Asm entioned intheweak

collectivedecoherencecase,theconjoined m easurem entproceduresarefault-tolerant.

Thuswehaveshown how to perform fault-tolerantpreparation and decoding on the

strong collectivedecoherence DFS.

9.6 Fault-tolerant quantum com putation and col-

lective decoherence D FSs

Sofarwehaveshown how toim plem entuniversalcom putation with localHam ilto-

nianson acollectiveDFS correspondingtoasingleblock ofqubits.Thisconstruction

assum esthattheonlyerrorsarecollective.Thisisavery stringentsym m etry require-

m ent,which obviously becom es less realistic asthe num ber ofparticles n increases

signi�cantly. It is thus necessary to be able to dealwith perturbations that break

thecollective-decoherence(perm utation)sym m etry.Todealwith theseperturbations

we willhave to use a quantum error correcting code (QECC).This quantum error

correcting code willwork on the encoded DFS inform ation. W e then say that the

DFSsareconcatenated into a QECC.

Oneparticularrealization ofthisconcatenation schem ewasproposed in [135].In

[135]DFS blocksoffourparticles(each blockconstitutingasingleencoded qubit)into

a QECC.The QECC in the outerlayerthen takescare ofany single encoded-qubit

errorson each ofitsconstituentDFS-blocks.By choosing an appropriateQECC itis
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thuspossibletodealwith theappropriatetypeofnon-collectiveerroron theencoded

DFS-qubits. M ore generally any dim ensionalcollective DFS can be concatenated

into a fault-tolerantQECC schem e. In the previoussectionswe have shown how to

m anipulate this inform ation,how to fault-tolerantly m easure the inform ation,and

how to preparetheinform ation.

One issue arising with concatenation which we have not yet addressed is the

ability to fault-tolerantly detect leakage errors on a DFS.Concatenation resulting

in unreliable leakage detection would be useless. However, this is not a problem

here,sincedetection can easily beperform ed when onehastheability to m akesom e

fault-tolerantm easurem entson theDFS and alsotoperform universalm anipulations

over any com bination ofDFS states. Both ofthese are valid with the DFS-QECC

concatenation,aswe have sum m arized above. In particular,itisalwayspossible to

m easure the relevant observables for leakage by (i) attaching ancilla encoded DFS

states,(ii)perform ing theleakagesyndrom edetection routineonto theancilla states,

and (iii)fault-tolerantly m easuring thisancilla ([9,109]).

W e re-em phasize that the fault-tolerance in our proposed schem e is not solely

a result ofproperties ofdecoherence-free subsystem s. Decoherence-free subsystem s

m ustbecom bined with quantum errorcorrecting codesto achieve fullfault-tolerant

quantum com putation.

9.7 C ollective decoherence and quantum com pu-

tation

In thischapterwe have seen how collective decoherence DFSscan be used asa

quantum com puter. Ofparticularim portance wasthe discovery thatone and two-

body interactionsare su�cientforuniversalquantum com putation on the encoding

corresponding to theDFS.Furtherm ore,realistically im plem entablepreparation and

m easurem ent scenarios were put forth. Thus we see that under som e fairly non-

stringentconditionscollectivedecoherenceDFSscan beputtousetobuild aquantum

com puter. This being said,the actualdetails ofthe im plem entations in physical

system s willhave m any im portant issues ofactualexecution ofthe tasks we have

described in thischapter.In thefollowing two chapterswedetailsom eofthedetails

oftheusing collective decoherence DFSsin speci�cphysicalsystem s.
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C hapter 10

T he W eak C ollective D ecoherence

Ion Trap Q uantum C om puter

The�rstphysicalrealization ofa decoherence-freesubspaceunderam bientcondi-

tions(i.e.naturally occuring decoherence)wasrealized in a trapped ion experim ent

perform ed by a group atNIST[111,110]in 2001. In thischapterwe discusshow to

perform universalquantum com putation on theion trap DFS ofthisexperim ent.The

ion trap DFS corresponds of[111,110]is the weak collective decoherence DFS.In

thischapterwe discusshow to perform universalquantum com putation on clusters

ofthese two qubitDFSswithin thecontextofan ion trap m ulti-qubitm anipulation

schem e proposed by S�rensen and M �lm er[179,147,180].Thisisan im portantcon-

creteapplication oftheconceptspresented in previoussectionsforuniversalquantum

com putation on a DFS.

10.1 T he ion trap quantum com puter

Ion trapsaream ong theleading architecturesfora futurequantum com puter.In

the ion trap quantum com puting architecture m ultiple ionsare con�ned strongly in

two directions (x and y) com pared to the con�nem ent along a third direction (z).

W ith few num bersofionscon�ned into an appropriate trap,the ionsform a linear

chain. The physicalqubits ofan ion trap quantum com puter are associated with

internalquantum num bersforeach ion (usually hyper�nelevels).Theinternalstate

oftheionscan beprepared using opticalpum ping and highly e�cientreadoutofthe

qubitstatecan beachieved via electron shelving[151,166,22].

The �rstproposalforan ion trap quantum com puterwasthe proposalofCirac

and Zoller[47].Theseauthorsshowed how tousethecollectivecenterofm assm otion

ofthetrapped ionsasa logicalbusstateforenacting a nontrivialquantum operation

between the internalstates oftwo ions. Com bined with single qubit gates on the

qubitsand thepreparation and readoutm entioned above,thisshowed thationstraps
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could in principle realize allofthe com ponents needed for quantum com putation.

In order to m ake this architecture scalable,som e m ethod ofm oving ions between

traps[205]or ofcoupling m ultiple traps together[48,157,192]m ust be added onto

thisbasicschem e.

M uch progresshasbeen m adein theexperim entaldem onstration ofion trapsas

coherentm anipulatorsofquantum inform ation culm inating with the recentdem on-

stration ofan entangled state offourions[165]. The readerisreferred to [184,205]

fora review ofsom eofthebasicsoftheion trap quantum com puter.

10.2 T he ion trap D FS

Am ong theparticularachievem entsofion trap quantum com puting istherecent

dem onstration ofaDF subspaceoftwoions[111,110].In theexperim entdescribed in

[111,110]a singleion wasinitially prepared in thestatej i= 1p
2

�
j0i+ ei�j1i

�
.The

physicalqubitsj0iand j1iin thisexperim entcorresponded to the F = 2,m F = � 2

and F = 1,m F = � 1 sublevelsofthe2S1=2 ground stateofa
9Be+ ion.A two qubit

interaction (ofthe form described in Section 10.3 below) was then applied to this

singlequbitstateand aprepared j0istateofasecond ion.Thistwo qubitinteraction

hasthee�ectofm oving theinform ation in thesinglequbitto a two qubitencoding

j0i

1
p
2

�
j0i+ e

i�j1i
�
!

1
p
2

�
j � i+ e

i�j + i
�
; (10.1)

wherej � i=
1p
2
(j01i� ij10i).Notethatj � ispan thesam espaceasj01i,j10i.The

statethen hasbeen encoded intotheweakcollectivedecoherenceDFS2(1).In theam -

bientconditionsexperim ent,thisstatewasthen allowed exposuretotheenvironm ent

and then thereverse encoding procedure wasapplied and thestateofthequbitwas

read out.A sim ilarexperim entwith no encoding and decoding butwith preparation

intothestatej0i
 1p
2

�
j0i+ ei�j1i

�
wasalsoperform ed.From thesetwoexperim ents,

thedecoherencetim ewithoutencoding was(7:9� 1:5)nswhilethedecoherencetim e

with the DFS encoding was(2:2� 0:3)ns.This,then,clearly dem onstrateshow DF

coding can resultin protection ofquantum inform ation from decoherence. Further-

m ore,the decoherence ratesin thisexperim entwere severely lim ited by the �delity

ofthe encoding,decoding,and preparation m echanism s. Thus it appears that the

lim iting decoherencerateattained with theDFS encoding ism ostly theresultofthe

heating ofthe trap. Thisheating isnotseen asa fundam entalobstacle to ion trap

quantum com puting[205]buthasso farde�ed identi�cation.

W ewould liketoaddresstheissueofhow tousetheDFS encoded statesforquan-

tum com putingin the\quantum CCD"m odelofan ion trap quantum com puter[110].

In thequantum CCD m odela largetrap with m any independentm icrotrapsisenvi-

sioned. The ionsin the m icrotrapscan perform localquantum com putations(using
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how itcan beused to enacttwo di�erentoperationswhich we willthen use to show

how toperform universalquantum com puteron theion trap DFS quantum com puter.

n ionsin a lineartrap interacting with a laser�eld offrequency ! are described

by theHam iltonian

H = H 0 + V (t); (10.2)

where

H 0 = �a
y
a+

!0

2

X

i

�
(i)
z

V (t) =
X

i


i

2

�
�
(i)

+ e
i�i(a+ a

y)� i!t+ i�+ �
(i)

� e
� i�i(a+ a

y)+ i!t� i�
�
: (10.3)

Here � isthe frequency ofthe vibrationalm ode,ay and a are the ladderoperators

forthism ode,!0 isthe energy di�erence between the ionsinternalstateswhich are

beingused asqubits,and 
iistheRabifrequency oftheith ion.�iistheLam b-Dicke

param eterwhich represents the projection ofthe laserk vector along the direction

ofthe string ionsand rm sexcursion ofthe ionic center-of-m assalong thisdirection

and �i isthephase ofthelaseron theith ion.W ehave replaced the position ofthe

ionsby the ladderoperatorskxi = �i(a + ay)and assum ed thatthe laserisclose to

a sideband ! � !0 � � for a single vibrationalm ode. For sim plicity,we willalso

assum ethat�i= �:i.e.thecouplingoftherecoiltovibration isthesam eforallions.

The centerofm assm ode isone forwhich thisassum ption isvalid. W e assum e also

thatthem ode hasbeen su�ciently cooled so thatwe arein the Lam b-Dicke regim e

�2(n + 1)� 1 so thatei�(a+ a
y) � I+ i�(a+ ay).Forsim plicity ofnotation,weplace

thephaseinto a new operators
(i)

� = �
(i)

� e
� i�.W ewillfurtherassum eionsexperience

identicalRabifrequencies,
i= 
.

Noticethatwehaveassum ed thatwecan controlthephase�iofthelaseron each

ions. W e willonly need thissingle ion phase controlforthe two qubitcase. In this

casethephasebetween theionscan beadjusted by changingtheoscillation frequency

ofthe trap. By changing the oscillation frequency ofthe trap,the ion spacing can

beprecisely controlled and therefore the relative phase between the two ionscan be

controlled[111].

Considertwo lasersacting on thestring ofionsand assum e thatthese aretuned

to frequencies ! + � and ! � �. In the Lam b-Dicke lim itin the interaction picture

with respectto H 0,theinteraction Ham iltonian isgiven by

~V (t) = 2
J x(~�)cos(�t)�
p
2�Jy(~�)[x(cos(� � �)t+ cos(� + �)t)

+ p (sin(� � �)t+ sin(� + �)t)]; (10.4)

wherex = 1p
2
(a+ ay),p = ip

2
(ay � a),and thewehavede�ned theoperators

Jx(~�) =
1

2

X

i

h
s
(i)

+ (�i)+ s
(i)

� (�i)
i
=
1

2

X

i

h
e
i�i
�
(i)

+ + e
� i�i

�
(i)

�

i
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Jy(~�) =
i

2

X

i

h
s
(i)

+ (�i)� s
(i)

� (�i)
i
=

i

2

X

i

h
e
i�i
�
(i)

+ � e
� i�i

�
(i)

�

i
: (10.5)

Ifthe laserintensity islessthan the detuning 
 � � and the detuning isclose the

sidebandsthen theHam iltonian becom es

~V (t) = �
p
2�


�
cos(� � �)tJy(~�)x + sin(� � �)tJy(~�)p

�

~V (t) = f(t)Jy(~�)x + g(t)Jy(~�)p: (10.6)

Theevolution operatorforthisHam iltonian isoftheform

U (t)= e
� iA (t)J2y(

~�)
e
� iF (t)Jy(~�)xe

� iG (t)Jy(~�)p; (10.7)

where

F(t) =

Z t

0

f(�)d� = �

p
2�


� � �
sin(� � �)t

G(t) =

Z
t

0

g(�)d� = �

p
2�


� � �
[1� cos(� � �)t]

A(t) =

Z t

0

F(�)g(�)d� = �
�2
2

� � �

"

t�
1

2(� � �)
sin2(� � �)t

#

: (10.8)

By choosing the tim e (� � �)tK = K 2� the ion-m ode entangling com ponentsofthe

gatevanish F(tK )= 0,G(tK )= 0 and

A(tK )=
2��2
2

(� � �)2
K ; (10.9)

such thattheevolution is

S(~�;K )= exp
h
� iA(tK )J

2

y(
~�)
i
: (10.10)

W ewillcallthegateS(K ;~�);K 2 N+ S�rensen and M �lm ergates[180].By adjusting

K ,
 and �,theS�rensen and M �lm ergatesgivesusbasicHam iltonian controlover

the(e�ective)Ham iltonian Jy(~�).

10.4 U niversal quantum com putation on the ion

trap D FS quantum com puter

In thissection we discusshow to use the S�rensen and M �lm ergatesto perform

quantum com putation on theion trap DFS quantum com puter.
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10.4.1 Single qubit rotations using S�rensen and M �lm er

gates

Notice thatthe operation J2y(
~�)is notin the com m utant ofthe weak collective

decoherence OSR algebra,
h
J2y(

~�);Sz

i
6= 0. For the single qubit gates, however,

the S�rensen and M �lm er gates can stillbe used to perform com putation entirely

within the ion trap DFS.Note however,thatduring the operation ofthe S�rensen

and M �lm ergates,the statesareentangled with thevibrationalm odesand arealso

notwithin theDFS.Beforeand afterthegateswe willdescribe below,however,the

DFS ispreserved.Thusthesegatesm ustbeexecuted fasterthan theweak collective

decoherence of the system in order to not expose the system to too m uch weak

collective decoherence.

The single qubit gates on the ion trap DFS willbe executed when 2 ions have

been m aneuvered such thesetwo ionsaretheonly ionsin a m icrotrap.Considerthe

following two ion operators

�X = 2J2y

�

�1 = �
�

2
;�2 = �

�

2

�

= �
(1)

x �
(2)

x + I

�Y = 2J2y

�

�1 = 0;�2 = �
�

2

�

= �
(1)

y �
(2)

x + I: (10.11)

W hile neitherofthese operatorsin the in the com m utantofthe OSR algebra form

theweak collective decoherence case,theoperationsdo preserve thetwo qubitweak

collectivedecoherenceDFS.Speci�cally weseethat,neglecting theglobalphaseshift

produced by theidentity I,

�X j01i = j10i; �X j10i= j01i

�Y j01i = ij10i; �Y j10i= � ij01i: (10.12)

W e thussee that �X and �Y actasencoded � x and � y respectively on the j01i,j10i

basis. These are exam plesofoperationswhich are notin the com m utantbutwhich

preserveaparticularDFS.Notethattheseoperationsdonotpreserveallofthe2qubit

weak collective decoherence DFSs:DFS2(2)(j00i)and DFS2(0)(j11i)arem ixed.

Using the S�rensen and M �lm er gates we can im plem ent the two Ham iltonian

evolutions

exp
h
� i�X t

i
and exp

h
� i�Y t

i
: (10.13)

Thusencoded rotationsabout� x and � y arepossibleusingtheS�rensen and M �lm er

gates. These two operationsin com bination then serve to generate any single qubit

rotation on theencoded statesj01iand j10i.
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10.4.2 A nontrivial two qubit gate utilizing S�rensen and

M �lm er gates

Having shown how to im plem ent single qubit gates on the ion trap DFS,we

now address the question ofencoded two qubit operations. Forencoded two qubit

operationstwo two-ion DFSsare broughttogetherinto a m icrotrap where the four

ionsaresubjected toS�rensen and M �lm ergates.Theconjoined qubitsarenow given

by thestatesj0101i,j0110i,j1001i,and j1010i.

Let us show that there is a particular choice ofparam eters for which we can

constructaS�rensen andM �lm ergatewhich actsnon-triviallyontheDFS,preserving

the conjoined DFS space,butwhich m usttake the state outofthe DFS during the

courseofthegateoperation.

Considerthefourion operator

�Y Y = 2J2y(�1 = 0;�2 = 0;�3 = 0;�4 = 0)

=

4X

i= 1

4X

j= i+ 1

�
(i)
y �

(j)
y + 2I: (10.14)

Disregarding theirrelevantglobalphaseproducing I,we�nd that

exp[� it�Y Y ] =

4Y

i= 1

4Y

i= j+ 1

�
cos(t)I� isin(t)�(i)y �

(j)
y

�
: (10.15)

Evaluating thisfort= �=4,we�nd that

exp

�

� i
�

4
�Y Y

�

=
ei

�

4

p
2

h
I� i�

(1)

y �
(2)

y �
(3)

y �
(4)

y

i
: (10.16)

Thisisa nontrivialgateon thetwo encoded DFSs:

exp

�

� i
�

4
�Y Y

�

j0101i =
1
p
2
(j0101i� ij1010i)

exp

�

� i
�

4
�Y Y

�

j0110i =
1
p
2
(j0110i� ij1001i)

exp

�

� i
�

4
�Y Y

�

j1001i =
1
p
2
(j1001i� ij0110i)

exp

�

� i
�

4
�Y Y

�

j1010i =
1
p
2
(j1010i� ij0101i): (10.17)

This is a nontrivialencoded two-qubit gate between the ion trap DFSs. Together

with singlequbitrotations,thisform sa universalsetofgates.

Thegateexp
h
� i�

2
�Y Y

i
isa S�rensen and M �lm ergateexecuted with A(tK )= �.

Thiscondition ism etif
4�2
 2

(�� �)2
K = 1 and thetim e to execute thisoperation isgiven
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by[180]

tK =
�

�


p
K : (10.18)

IfK > 1 isrequired to satisfy theabovecondition,then theion willrepeatedly cycle

through being entangled with the system and the vibrationalm ode and willonly

return fully to theDFS afterthecom pletion oftheoperation.Thegatewedescribed

aboveisexactly thegateused to createfourbody entanglem entin [165].

10.5 U niversal quantum com putation on the ion

trap D FS

In the previoussection we have seen how to perform gateson the ion trap DFS

which preservetheDFS.Thesegates,unlikeourpreviousdiscussion ofuniversalgates

onaDFS,donotpreservetheDFSduringtheentireoperationoftheinteraction.This

is rem iniscent ofthe universalset ofoperatorsdescribed by Lidar,Bacon,Kem pe,

and W haley in [133,134]. If these gates are fast on the tim e-scale of the weak

collective decoherence m echanism ,then these gates m esh nicely with the theory of

fault-tolerantquantum errorcorrectingcodes.Thereaderisreferred to[133;134]for

m oreinform ation on thistopic.

The exam ple ofthe ion trap DFS is a good exam ple ofhow encoding can be

used to reduce decoherence in a quantum com puting architecture. Just having an

encodingwhich can help,however,isnotin and ofitselftheonlynecessary com ponent

ofbuilding a quantum com puter. In this chapter we have seen that using already

developed m ethods for m anipulating trapped ions universalcontrolofthe encoded

inform ation can also beeasily achieved.
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C hapter 11

T he Exchange-B ased Q uantum

C om puter

In thischapterwediscussa quantum com puterbased only on theexchangeinter-

action.Thisisparticularly relevanttosolid-stateproposalsforquantum com putation

duetothedi�culty in supplem entingtheexchangeinteraction with otherinteractions

to m ake the architecture fully universal. In contrastto these originalproposals,in

thischapterwe discuss how to use encoded universality with the exchange interac-

tion asthe basisforuniversalquantum com putation. W e begin by discussing som e

ofthe generic propertiesofsolid-state proposalsincluding the di�culty ofengineer-

ing single qubit m anipulations on these system s. W e then discuss the relevance of

geom etry,paralleloperations,and subsystem sin an exclusively exchange-based solid

state quantum com puter. An explicitproposalusing the sm allestpossible encoding

isthen proposed. Single qubitgatesand a two-qubitgate are then explicitly calcu-

lated.Finally,preparation,m easurem ent,and leakagearediscussed so asthepresent

a com plete proposalfor solid state quantum com putation using only the exchange

interaction.

11.1 Solid-state quantum com puter proposalsand

the exchange interaction

Am ong the plethora ofexperim entalproposalsforquantum com putersthere has

been widespread interestin a num berofsolid-stateapproaches[141,106,201].In the

m ajority oftheseproposals,a genuinespin-1=2 particleisused asthebasicqubitfor

the architecture.These approacheshave proposed astheirbasic qubit,forexam ple,

the spin ofa single electron on quantum dots[141],donor-atom nuclear spins[106],

and electron spins in heterostructures[201]. A com m on thread throughout allof

thesespin-based solid-statearchitecturesistheiruseoftheexchangeinteraction (also

known as the Heisenberg interaction) in order to produce two qubit gates between
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neighboringspins.In alloftheseproposals,controlofthisexchangeinteraction isthen

supplem ented by single qubit gates in order to generate a fully universalquantum

com puter.

Com pared to the exchange interaction,the single qubitgatesin m ostsolid-state

proposalsare considerably slower,require greaterdevice com plexity and potentially

lead to an increase in the decoherence rate ofthe device. In the Table 11.1,we

assem ble estim ated exchange interactions strengths,single qubit interaction tim es,

and the di�culty in constructing such single qubitinteractionsin a few ofthe solid

statebased quantum com puters.

Table11.1:Solid-state quantum com puterestim ated param eters
Proposal Exchange Singlequbit Singlequbitdi�culties

gate gate

Donor-atom nuclearspins � 100 M Hz � 100 kHz Slow singlequbitgates.

in Silicon[106] Strong m agnetic�elds

atlow tem perature[107].

Electron spins � 1 GHz � 1 GHz Strong inhom ogenous

on quantum dots[141] m agnetic�elds[141,35].

\g-factor" engineering

[63].

Electron spinsin � 1 GHz � 1 GHz \g-factor" engineering

Si-Geheterostructures[201] [201,63].

Table 11.1 illustrates thatrem ovalofthe requirem ent ofsingle qubitgatesm ay

greatly bene�tthese solid-stateproposals.Luckily,we have seen in Chapter11 that

the exchange interaction withoutthe single qubitgatescan be used to perform en-

coded universalquantum com putation.Theidea,then,istousetheexchangeinterac-

tion aloneforsolid-statequantum com putersvia encoding thequantum inform ation.

In principle,the proof(see Appendix C)oftheuniversality ofthe exchange interac-

tion tells us that such a construction is possible. Possibility however has little say

in practicality. In thischapterwe willaddresssom e ofthe detailsofsuch an solely-

exchange-based quantum com puter.From explicitgateconstructions,to description

ofpreparation and m easurem ent procedures,we therefore willconstruct the basic

outlineofhow an exchange-only based solid statequantum com puterwould function.

11.2 U niversality and practicality

To getan idea ofwhy itisim portantto understand thespeci�csoftheexchange

interaction universalityforpracticalpurposes,considertheresultspresented byBacon

etal.in [9].Thiswasthe�rstworktodem onstratethattheexchangeoperation alone
could beused to perform quantum com putation.In thiswork,thefourqubitstrong
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collective decoherence DF subspace wasused asthe basisofthe subsystem s forthe

quantum com puter.Afterdem onstratinghow theexchangeinteraction could beused

to perform singlequbitgateson thisencoding,itwasshown thata controlled phase

Ham iltonian could berealized on thisencoding via executing a com plicated seriesof

com m utatorsinvolving exchangeinteractions.In particularde�ning

H 1 = [E 26;E 12 + E 25]+ [E 15;E 12 + E 16]

H 2 =

8X

j= 5

(E 1j + E 2j)

C =
1

32
[H 1;[H 2;H 1]]: (11.1)

W ethen �nd thattheoperatorC actsatwo-qubitinteraction between twofour-qubit

encoded DFSs.Ifj0Liand j1Lidenotetheencoded qubitsin a particularbasis,then

C actsasj0L0Li! 0,j0L1Li! j0L1Li,j1L0Li! 0,j1L1Li! 0.Thisoperation can

be used,in conjunction with single qubit operationsto perform universalquantum

com putation.

In a sim ilarm anner,becausetheproofin Appendix C isinductively constructive

it is always possible to exhibit such com plex com m utator and linear com binations

which enactany operation on thestrong collectivedecoherenceDFS.Via theKitaev-

Solovay theorem ,we know thatthisgate setwillbe on equivalentfooting with any

other gate set,yet, in a practicalsense we have not seen how to im plem ent this

interaction withoutresorting to theapproxim ateform ula Eq.(3.38).

An exam ple ofthe problem we face willhelp explain thisproblem . Suppose we

were given the ability to perform the Ham iltoniansH 1 = � x and H 2 = � y and we

wished to im plem enttheHam iltonian H 3 = � x + � y fora tim eT.Using a standard

Euler angle construction we could perform a series ofevolution with H 1 and H 2

which would resultin thisevolution. Suppose,however,instead ofthisEulerangle

construction wedecided to usetheTrotterapproxim ation form ula

 

exp

"

�
iH 1T

N

#

exp

"

�
iH 2T

N

#! N

= exp[� i(H1 + H 2)T]+ O

�
1

N 2

�

; (11.2)

to executethisgate.Recalling thede�nition oftheerrorbetween two unitary opera-

torsfrom Section 3.6.1 we can explicitly calculate thiserrorforoursim ple exam ple.

The results ofthiscalculation are plotted in Figure 11.1 Since the errorscales line

1=N 2,in ordertoobtain an accuracy,say,thatissu�cientforthethreshold forquan-

tum com putation which iscurrently estim ated at� 10� 6,weseethatN 2 m ustbeof

order103. Given gateswith an interaction strength g,thisim pliesthatthese inter-

actionsm ustweswitched on an o� ata rateofg=N 2 in orderto obtain a reasonable

approxim ation. Foralm ostallproposals,however,such rapid controlofthe system

willnotbe achievable. W ithoutknowing aboutthe Eulerangle construction,then,

therealworld functioning oftheuniversality isunclear.
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N1. · 10-6

0.00001

0.0001

0.001

Error

Figure11.1:Plotofthe errorin the exam ple using the Trotterapproxim ation

W e arefaced with the problem ofknowing thatthe exchange gatesareuniversal

butnotknowingtheexplicitm ethodsforexplicitconstruction ofthegatesin thisset.

Ofcourse,onecan alwaysresorttotheKitaev-Solovaytheorem ,which isconstructive,

to determ ine such gate sequences. Forsituationslargerthan a few qubits,however,

thisisan extrem ely daunting task to approach by bruteforce.

11.3 Subsystem s and geom etric layout

Before we discuss universality on the solely-exchange-based quantum com puter,

we m ust�rstdiscussthe subsystem structure ofsuch a quantum com puter. In this

chapter we willfocus on the sm allest encoding which supports universality using

the exchange interaction. Thisisthe subsystem s encoding ofone logicalqubitinto

threephysicalqubits.In thischapterwewillnotbeconcerned with thedecoherence-

free propertiesofthese statesand willinstead justfocuson theiruse in a quantum

com puter.Speci�cally,wewillfocuson theencoding

j0Li =
1
p
2
(j01i� j10i)j1i

j1Li =
2
p
3
j001i�

1
p
3
(j01i+ j10i)j0i: (11.3)

An im portantcom ponentofany quantum com puteristhe geom etric layoutand

connectivity ofthe physicalqubits. In an encoded universality construction it is
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especially im portanttoconsiderthegeom etryoftheencoded qubits.W ewillconsider

threedi�erentgeom etrieswhich willprobably bestrepresentfuturesolid-statedevice

layouts. Other arrangem ents are,ofcourse,possible,but these layouts should be

representative ofrealworld constraintsim posed on m ostsolid-solid statesystem s.

In the�rstlayout,which willcalltheone-dim ensionallayout,thephysicalqubits
areassum ed to liein linearsuccession. Only nearestneighborexchange interactions

are allowed such thatwithin an encoded qubitonly two ofthree possible exchanger

interactionscan beim plem ented.Thism odelissketched in Figure11.2.

1 2 3 4 5 6

encoded
qubit 1

encoded
qubit 2

Figure11.2:The one-dim ensionallayout

In thesecond layout,which wewillcallthetriangularlayout,thephysicalqubits
areassum ed to bearranged in a linearsuccession oftriangularencoded qubits.Each

trianglerepresentsan encoded qubitand successivetrianglesareonly coupled by one

exchangeinteraction.Thism odelissketched in Figure11.3.

1

2

3 4

5

6

encoded
qubit 1

encoded
qubit 2

Figure11.3:The triangularlayout

Finally the third layout,which we callthe two-dim ensionallayout,consists of
a square grid layout ofphysicalqubits. The encoded qubits are then grouped into

tripletsofphysicalqubitswhich can coupleonly with otherphysicalqubitswhich are

nearestneighbors.Thism odelissketched in Figure11.4.

Finally wewillalso havetheopportunity to considerserialand paralleloperation

ofthe device. In serialoperation itis assum ed thatonly one exchange interaction
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1 2 3

456

Figure11.4:The two-dim ensionallayout

between qubits can be turned on for a single tim e period. In paralleloperation,
m ultipleexchangeinteractions,perhapswith varying strengths,can beturned on for

a single tim e period. Ofcourse,for fullquantum error correction som e am ount of

paralleloperation isnecessary[2],howeverforearly im plem entationsoftheexchange-

only solid-state proposals,this willnot be an issue and considerable experim ental

sim pli�cation isexpected when operationsarenotenacted in parallel.

11.4 Single encoded qubit gates using the

exchange interaction

Forsingleencoded qubitgates,thegeom etriesdescribed abovem otivatetwo dif-

ferentscenarios. In the �rstscenario,only the exchange interaction between qubits

1;2 and 2;3 can beenacted and in theotherscenario,interaction between allqubits

can be enacted. W e callthese situationsthe constrained and unconstrained geom e-

triesrespectively.Furtherm orewem ustalsoconsiderthecasewhereparallelorserial

operation isallowed. Thuswe have fourscenarios:parallelconstrained,parallelun-

constrained,serialconstrained and serialunconstrained.

First,itiseasy tocalculatetheexplicitaction oftheexchangegateson thelogical

basisde�ned in Eq.(11.3):

E 12 =

 
� 1 0

0 1

!

; E 23 =

 
1

2
�

p
3

2

�
p
3

2
� 1

2

!

; E 23 =

 
1

2

p
3

2p
3

2
� 1

2

!

; (11.4)

wherewehaveused thej0Li,j1Libasis.W ecan also de�netheencoded � � m atrices

in theobviousm annersuch that

E 12 = � �z; E 23 =
1

2
� z �

p
3

2
� x; E 13 =

1

2
� z +

p
3

2
� x: (11.5)
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Letusdealwith two ofthefourscenarios,theparallelunconstrained scenario and

theparallelconstrained scenario.In particularwecan usethefactthat

� x = �
2
p
3

�

E 23 +
1

2
E 12

�

: (11.6)

Therefore ifwe allow paralleloperations,then in both the unconstrained and con-

strained geom etries,we have the ability to enact the Ham iltonians � z (� E12) and

� x (from above).Using an Eulerangleconstruction,wethereforehavea m ethod for

constructing every possible single qubit gate on this encoding. In particular every

singlequbitgatecan beconstructed via a sequence like

exp[� i�E12]exp

�

� i�

�
1

2
E 12 + E 23

��

exp[� iE12]; (11.7)

forsom ecom bination of�;�;.Thecircuitforthisprocedureisgiven in Figure11.5

where thearrowsindicate an exchange interaction between theconnected qubitsfor

theduration speci�ed besidethearrow.

1

2

3

α β

β

1
2

γ

Figure11.5:Single qubitencoded Eulerangle construction with paralleloperations

W hen serialoperations are required and a constrained geom etry is used it is

im possibletoconstructcertain rotationswith only threeapplicationsoftheexchange

gates.Noticethatin thiscasetherearetwo possibleordersfortheapplication ofthe

exchangeinteractions

exp[� iE12�]exp[� iE23�]exp[� iE12]

exp[� iE23�]exp[� iE12�]exp[� iE23]: (11.8)

In orderto understand why itisnotpossible to perform allsingle qubitgateswith

these two ordersofrotationsitisusefulto work in the Bloch sphere description of

singlequbitrotations(seeChapter4of[153]),i.e.m apping theSU(2)rotationsonto

SO (3).
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Suppose we are given two vectors on the block sphere. Ifwe can perform any

singlequbitrotation,then wecan m anipulatethesetwo vectorssuch thatthey point

in any direction consistent with the inner product between the vectors unchanged.

Butnow considerthe �rstsequence in Eq.(11.8).Ifwe startthe statein j0Li,then

the �rst rotation does nothing,the second rotation can reach a ring on the bloch

spherewhich isnota greatcircleand thethird rotation will�nally beableto rotate

thisstatetoeverywhereon theBloch sphereexceptasm allcap.Thisisillustrated in

Figure11.6.Sim ilarly using thesecond sequencein Eq.(11.8)onecan startwith the

y
z

x

-E

E

12

23

unreachable capsreachable rings

E12 E12E23

E23 E23E12

Figure11.6:Bloch sphere picture ofreachable operationsin serialm ode

+1 eigenstateofE 23 and thereisan unreachablecap forthissequenceofoperations.

Seethesecond sequence in Figure11.6.

Thus ifwe take these two vectors (the +1 eigenstates ofE 12 and E 23)foreach

sequence there is a region which the vector cannot be rotated to. Thus there are

rotationswhich cannotbeachieved by thesequencesin Eq.(11.8).

In orderto be able to im plem entany single qubitgate on the serialconstrained
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scenario we m ust,in fact,use fourexchange interactions. In fact,with fouropera-

tionsthereisan equivalencebetween constrained exchangeinteractionsand thethree

interaction unconstrained case. One possible orderforthe fourinteractionsisgiven

by

exp[� i�E12]exp[� i�E23]exp[� iE12]exp[� i�E23]: (11.9)

Choosing � = � �

2
and  = 0+ �

2
,thisbecom es

E 12exp[� i�E23]E 12exp[� i
0
E 12]exp[� i�E23]

= exp[� i�E13]exp[� i
0
E 12]exp[� i�E23]: (11.10)

Di�erentorderingsofthefourinteractionsallow fordi�erentthreeinteraction order-

ings. W e therefore see thatthe fourinteraction constrained m odelcan be m apped

onto thethreeinteraction unconstrained m odel.

To show thatthe three interaction unconstrained m odelissu�cient to perform

anysinglequbitoperation onesim plyfollowsthestandard argum entofan Eulerangle

constructions.

11.5 Explicit encoded controlled-not using a se-

quence ofexchange interactions

Having shown how to explicitly constructthe encoded single qubitrotationsthe

question now arisesasto how to coupled togetherdi�erentencoded qubits. Thisis

a challenging question.The �rstitem to noteisthatthere isno Ham iltonian which

by itselfwilldirectly enacta coupling which preservesthetwo logicalqubits.To see

this,exam inethetwo angularm om enta on two conjoined encoded qubits

(S1) =

3X

�= 1

(

3X

i= 1

s
(i)
� )

2

(S2) =

3X

�= 1

(

6X

i= 4

s
(i)
� )

2
; (11.11)

where s(i)� = 1

2
�
(i)
� . It is easy to see thatno linear com bination ofexchanges com -

m utes with both ofthese operatorsunless the exchanges in the linear com bination

actexclusively between the �rstthree qubits orexclusively between the �nalthree

qubits. Butthese arejustthe encoded single qubitoperators.Therefore there isno

linearcom bination ofexchangeoperationswhich preservestheoriginalDFSs.

In Appendix E we present a gate sequence for enacting a controlled-phase be-

tween two fourqubitstrong collectivedecoherenceDFSs.Thissequenceusesparallel

operationsand wasanalytically derived using insightsgained from using the strong

DFS basis.W orkingwith thethreequbitstrongcollectivedecoherenceDFSsisnotas
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am enable to such analysisbecause conjoining two strong collective decoherence DF

subsystem sisnotasstraightforward asin thesubspacecase.

In order to dealwith deriving som e nontrivialgate on our encoded qubit,it is

therefore necessary to resort to num ericalsearches. M uch ofthe di�culty ofthese

searchesarisesfrom thefactthatwhilethefourbasisstatesj0L0Li,j0L1Li,j1L0Li,and

j1L1Lihavetotalsspin S = 1,thecom pletespacewith thesequantum num bersforsix

spinshasninestatesand exchangesperform rotationson thisninedim ensionalspace.

The num ericalsearch algorithm then m ustsearch fora seriesofexchangescon�ned

tothis9dim ensionalspacewhich perform sanontrivialgateG on theencoded qubits

and any unitary m atrixon the�vedim ensionalcom ponentofthespaceperpendicular

to this encoded space,i.e. U = G � A5 where A 5 is any unitary m atrix on the

5 dim ensionalperpendicular space. A num ericalsearch for optim algates on the

encoded stateswasperform ed in [62]. In thiswork search fora controlled-notgate

was perform ed with the aid oftwo invariants identi�ed by M akhlin. Explicitly,a

controlled-noton thebasisstatesactsas

0

B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

1

C
C
C
A

j0L0Li

j0L1Li

j1L0Li

j1L1Li

: (11.12)

Figure 11.7 presentsthe optim al(in the sense offewestexchange interaction gates)

serialoperation solution forthe one-dim ensionallayout. In this�gure,the ti values

representthe duration ofthe exchange interaction asin exp[i�tiE ij].In Figure 11.7

the serialoperation hasbeen com pressed where gatescom m ute. The uncertainty of

the�naldigitsisindicated in parenthesisand theaccuracy ofthegateisto 6� 10� 5.

Table11.2:Num berofexchange gatesin di� erentscenarios
Gatesize Operation m ode Geom etry Gates

singlequbit serial one-dim ensional,two-dim ensional 4

singlequbit serial triangular 3

singlequbit parallel one-dim ensional,two-dim ensional 3

triangular

two qubit serial one-dim ensional 19

two qubit parallel one-dim ensional 8

two qubit parallel two-dim ensional 7

In Table 11.2 weassem ble a listofthedi�erentoptim al(in thesense ofthebest

found by the search algorithm )solutionsfordi�erentoperation m odesofdescribed

above. One shortcom ing ofour construction is that it does not m ake use ofthe

subsystem nature ofcollective decoherence. A true controlled-not which preserves

thesubsystem structure wassearched forand none wasfound forlessthan 26 serial



153

tan(  t ) tan(  t ) = -2

t  =0.410899(2)1

t1

t2 t2

t3 t3

t3

t2

t4

t5

t5 t5

t6

t7

t7

t7

t1

t3 t3

t3

t  =0.207110(20)2

t  =0.2775258(12)3

t  =0.640505(8)4

t  =0.414720(10)5

t  =0.147654(12)6

t  =0.813126(12)7

1

2

3

4

5

6

qubit 1

qubit 2

ii

 

Figure11.7:Encoded controlled-not

exchange interactions,although in paralleloperation,sequenceswith 8 exchange in-

teractionswherefound.Itwould beworthwhiletoobtain optim algatesequencesnot

only forthethreequbitsubsystem exam ple,butalso to exam inethefourqubitsub-

spaceexam ple.Therearecertain sim pli�cationswhich seem toim ply thatthesegate

sequencesforthesubspacecasem ightbesim pleenough even foranalyticaltreatm ent

(asin theparalleloperation ofAppendix E).

Togetherwith thesinglequbitrotationsdescribed abovethecontrolled-notform s

a universalgateset.Thetradeo�sinheritin theexchange-only based techniquesare

thus clear. Fora factorof3 in space and � 10 in clock cycles universality can be

achieved using only theexchange interaction.

11.6 Preparation,m easurem ent,and leakage

Finally let us describe preparation,m easurem ent,and leakage detection on the

exchange-based quantum com puter.

Preparation can beachieved bypreparingthestatej0Li=
1p
2
(j01i� j10i)j0i.This

state can be prepared by turning on an exchange interaction ofstrength J between

the �rsttwo qubitsand a m oderately strong m agnetic �eld B pointing along the z
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direction isapplied such thatkB T � g�B B < J. W ith these physicalparam eters,

theground stateofthesystem isj0Liand a gap to thenextexcited stateisofenergy

g�B B .Thusatlow tem perature in com parison to thisgap theencoded registerwill

beinitialized to thej0Listate.

M easurem ent on the encoded qubitcan be achieved in a variety ofm anners. In

particularifthe singletstatesofthe �rsttwo qubitscan be distinguished from the

tripletstatesofthe�rsttwo qubitsthen theencoded qubitscan bedistinguished.A

m ethod which m eshesnicely with ourcurrentschem e isthea.c.capacitanceschem e

proposed by Kane[106].W hen two electronsoccupy a com m on potentialwell,in the

absence ofa m agnetic �eld,the Pauliexclusion principle m andatesthatthe singlet

state ofthe two electronsliesata lowerenergy than the tripletstate. Therefore an

electrom etercapableofdetectingthenum berofelectronsoccupyingabound statecan

beused to determ inewhetherthesingletortripletisoccupied.Thea.c.capacitance

schem e ofKane is directly analogousto thisprocedure forthe solid-state quantum

com puting proposals.

Finally wecan briey addresstheproblem ofleakagein theexchange-only setup.

W hile encoded universality allowsforan interaction which waspreviously notfully

universalto be used in a universalm anner,one ofthe tradeo�s is that there is a

particularnasty type oferrorwhich can occurin which theinform ation in leaksout

ofthe encoded subspace. One particularly sim ple m anner ofdealing with leakage

errorsistoengineera system such thatthesubspaceupon which oneisworking on is

thegroundstateofthesystem .Ifthisisthecase,then atlow enough tem perature,the

leakage errorswillbe self-corrected by energy exchange with the environm ent. One

way to achieve thisin ourcaseisto apply exchangeinteractionswith equalstrength

between allthree qubits and a m oderate m agnetic �eld along the z direction. In

thisscenario thej0Liand j1Listatesarethedegenerate ground stateofthesystem .

Further,a.c. capacitance probing ofthissystem can be used to determ ine ifstates

haveleaked outsideofthesubspace.Thereforeleakagedetection can beachieved via

thisfairly straightforward m ethodology.

11.7 Exchange-based quantum com putation

In thischapterwehaveseen how to achievequantum com putation using only the

exchange interaction. Thisallowsfora considerable device sim pli�cation aswellas

fundam entalspeed increasesforcertain solid-state quantum com putation proposals.

Anim portantopenquestion iswhetherotherquantum com putingarchitectureswould

bene�tfrom a sim ilarencoded universality.
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C hapter 12

D ecoherence-Free Subspaces in

M ultilevelA tom ic System s

Decoherence-freesubspacesin single atom ic system s?

In thischapterwe discussthe application ofthe theory ofdecoherence-free sub-

spacestom ultilevelatom icsystem s.Itisinterestingtoquestion whetherdecoherence-

free conditionscan existin single atom icsystem s. W ebegin by developing a sortof

no-go theorem forDF subspaceswith nondegenerateenergy spectra.Thisleadsto a

discussion ofcoherentpopulation trapping and we dem onstrate how coherentpopu-

lation trapping can bethoughtofasa sem i-classicalDF subspace.

12.1 O SR D F subspaces in m ultilevelsystem s

Suppose we are given an atom ic m ultilevelsystem with N levels labeled by the

statesjii,1� i� N ,withenergies!i,which iscoupled toafreespaceelectrom agnetic

�eld with m odeslabeled by ~k and polarizations� 2 f1;2g.TheHam iltonian forthis

system isgiven by:

H = H 0 + V

H 0 =
X

i

!ijiihij+
X

~k;�

!ka
y

~k;�
a~k;�

V =
X

~k;�

NX

i> j= 1

� ij

�
g~k;�(i;j)a~k;�+ g

�
~k;�
(i;j)a

y

~k;�

�
; (12.1)

where � ij = jiihjj+ jjihij. In generalthe coe�cientg ~k;�
(i;j)willseparate outinto

functionsof~k;� and ofi;j:g~k;�(i;j)= f~k;�gij.Thisdecom position im plies

V =
X

~k;�

NX

i> j= 1

� ij

�
gijf~k;�a~k;�+ g

�
ijf

�
~k;�
a
y

~k;�

�
: (12.2)
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Thecreation and annihilation operatorsa~k;� and a
y

~k;�
com bined aswehavedoneform

a singleoperatorand thereforetheOSR algebra from thisinteraction isgenerated by
P

N
i> j= 1gij� ij and

P
N
i> j= 1g

�
ij� ij.TheDF subspace condition then becom es

NX

i> j= 1

gij� ijj i= �1j i

NX

i> j= 1

g
�
ij� ijj i= �2j i; (12.3)

forj iin a DF subspacede�ned by �1 and �2.In orderforboth oftheseconditions

to bem et,�1 = ��2 � � and thecondition isreally onecondition

NX

i> j= 1

gij� ijj i= �j i or

nX

i;j= 1

G ijjiihjj i= �j i; (12.4)

where G ij = gij;i> j = 1:::n,G ii = 0,and G ij = gji;i< j = 1:::N . Thus the

spectrum ofG ij essentially determ inesthestatesforwhich theDF subspacecondition

isful�lled. However,we also desire thatH 0 nottake the state outside ofthe DFS.

W e recallthatthis willbe true ifthe diagonalform ofsystem Ham iltonian can be

written so thatitcontainson statesfrom a particularDF subspace.

The �rstresultwe willprove along these linesisthatdegeneracy ofthe system

energyspectrum isnecessary foraperfectDF subspaceunderthecondition thatthere

areno com pletely isolated levelsofthem ultilevelsystem .

Lem m a 12.1.1 A m ultilevelsystem with a non-degenerateenergy spectrum doesnot
supporta DF subspace (in the strictsense ofnotevolving) with respectto interac-
tion with an electrom agnetic� eld ifevery energy levelhasatleastone non-vanishing
transition from the state to another state (G ij 6= 0 for every � xed ifor atleastone
1� j� N ).

Proof: Suppose that such a system did support a DF subspace. The diagonalized

form ofthe system Ham iltonian H 0 is unique H 0 =
P

i!ijiihijbecause the energy

spectrum isnon-degenerateby assum ption.Via argum entsin Section 5.3.3,thestate

jiim ustbe a DF state forthe supposed DF subspace in orderthatH 0 preserve the

DF subspace.However
P N

i;j= 1G jkjjihkjactingon jiidoesnotsatisfytheDF condition

becausethereisatleastonetransition from jiitoanotherstate.Thereforejiicannot

beDF and therecan beno DF subspace forthissetup.

This lem m a im plies that there can be no perfect DF subspace for a m ultilevel

atom icsystem unlessthereisa degeneracy in theenergy spectrum ofthem ulti-level

system .Furtherm oreitfollowsfrom theproofofthislem m a thattheonly way a DF

subspace can existin a m ultilevelatom ic system isifthe DF subspace hassupport

overdegeneratestatesofthesystem .
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12.2 C oherent population trapping and D F sub-

spaces

Considernow an exam plefrom quantum opticswhich appearstobeaDF subspace

but which violates Lem m a 12.1. This is the case ofcoherent population trapping.

Considera threelevelsystem jai,jbi,and jciwith nondegenerateenergies!a,!b and

!c,respectively. The levels are in the so-called � con�guration in which the lower

two levelsjaiand jbiarecoupled to a singlehigherleveljci.Thetransition between

thejaiand jbilevelsisassum ed to bestrongly forbidden.W esupposethatthisatom

isbeing driven by two lasersoffrequency �1 and �2.SeeFigure12.1.

|c

|a
|b

ν1

ν2

Figure12.1:Coherentpopulation trapping

Thesem i-classicaldescription ofthisproblem isgiven by theHam iltonian

H = H 0 + H 1

H 0 = !ajaihaj+ !bjbihbj+ !cjcihcj

H 1 =

1

2

�
e
� i�1� i�1tjcihaj+ e

i�+ i�1tjaihcj
�
+

2

2

�
e
� i�2� i�2tjcihbj+ e

i�2+ i�2tjbihcj
�
;

(12.5)

where 
i isthe Rabifrequency associated with the laserwith frequency �i. In the

interaction picturewith respectto H 0,thisHam iltonian becom es

V (t) =

1

2

�
e
� i�1� i(�1� !c+ !a)tjcihaj+ e

i�1+ i(�1� !c+ !a)tjaihcj
�

+

2

2

�
e
� i�2� i(�2� !c+ !b)tjcihbj+ e

i�2+ i(�2� !c+ !b)tjbihcj
�
: (12.6)
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Atresonancethisbecom es

V r(t)=

1

2

�
e
� i�1jcihaj+ e

i�1jaihcj
�
+

2

2

�
e
� i�2jcihbj+ e

i�2jbihcj
�
: (12.7)

ThisHam iltonian hasthree eigenstates,two ofwhich contain com ponentsalong the

jcistateand oneofwhich doesnot.Theeigenstatewhich doesnothaveacom ponent

along thejcistateisgiven by thecoherentpopulation trapped state

j i=
1

q

2
1 + 
2

2

�

2e

� i�2jai+ 
1e
� i�1jbi

�
: (12.8)

Thisstate sharessom e ofthe characteristicsofa state in a DF subspace. The state

doesnotcoupleto resonantradiation �eld even though itisa statewhich isa super-

position ofstateswhich individually coupleto theresonantradiation �eld.

Notice however thatifthe resonance condition isnotm etorthe phases�i uc-

tuatethe trapped state isdi�erentthan thatgiven in Eq.(12.8).In particular,this

stateisnotrobustto interaction with anyenvironm entalelectrom agnetic�eld m ode.
However,in thesem iclassicalpicturegiven above,thetrapped stateisindeed isolated

from thedriving lasers.

12.3 D F subspaces w ith respect to spontaneous

em ission

Despite thefactthatcoherenttrapped statesarenotexam plesofDF subspaces,

wecan stillusetheidea ofthistrapped stateswithin thecontextofDF subspacefor

a m ultilevelatom icsystem subjectto an approxim ation ofwhich processesarem ost

likely to causedecoherence.

Consideragain the�con�guration butnow in afully quantum treatm ent.In this

system ,spontaneous em ission from jciinto the jaiand jbistate isclearly possible.

Thisisdueto a a
y

kjaihcjora
y

kjbihcjterm in thecoupling Ham iltonian wherea
y

k isthe

creation operatorforthe photon m ode k. Suppose !b > !a. Spontaneousem ission

from jbito jaican stilloccur,butnow itm usttransverse virtually through the jci

m ode.Thisoccursfrom higherorderinteractionslike(a
y

kjaihcj)(akjcihbj)= a
y

kajaihbj

and willin m ostcasesbem uch weakerthatthespontaneousem ission from jci.

Ifone derives a m aster equation for the � con�guration,unless the interaction

istaken to high enough order,the only decohering term swhen interacting with the

electrom agneticvacuum arethespontaneousem ission term s.In such atreatm entthe

Lindblad operatorsforthe� con�guration aregiven by

L1 = jaihcj and L2 = jbihcj: (12.9)

W ith respect to these Lindblad operatorsitisclearthatthere isa DF subspace is

given by thetwo ground statesjaiand jbi(Li annihilatesboth ofthesestates).
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DF subspace states

=spontaneous
emission pathway

Figure12.2:M ultilevelspontaneousem ission DF subspace

In general,m ultilevelatom ic system s then can have DF subspaces with respect

to the spontaneous em ission given by the states which do not spontaneously em it.

Thisobservation isnotvery profound.Given,however,thatsuch statesexistwecan

howeverask them oreinterestingquestion ofhow onecan m anipulatetheinform ation

in these states.Ofsigni�cance hereisthatthem ultiple stateswhich do notsponta-

neously em itdo nothave strong transitionsbetween them selvesbecause ifthey did

thiswould bea spontaneousem ission pathway.

12.4 M anipulation of inform ation in spontaneous

em ission D F subspaces

In orderto understand how itm ightbe possible to m anipulate the inform ation

stored in stateswhich do notspontaneously em it,considerthescenario diagram ed in

Figure12.3 below.

Here fourlaserwith frequencies�i illum inate a �ve levelsystem ,fourstatesjgii

which do notspontaneously em itand a �fth leveljeiwhich issubjectto spontaneous

em ission. Two ofthese transitions are driven on resonance and the other two are

driven ata detuning of� asshown in Figure12.3.Thesem iclassicalHam iltonian for

thissystem in theinteraction pictureisgiven by

V (t) =
1

2

�

1e

� i�tjg1i+ 
2e
� i�tjg2i+ 
3jg3i+ 
4jg4i

�
hej
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Figure12.3:FourlevelDF subspace schem e

+
1

2
jei

�

1e

i�tjg1i+ 
2e
i�tjg2i+ 
3jg3i+ 
4jg4i

�
; (12.10)

wherewehaveassum ed a �xed phaseforalloftheincidentlightand 
 i aretheRabi

frequenciesofthe transitions. M oving into a fram e rotating with jg1iand jg2i,this

becom es

~V (t)=

 
1

2

4X

i= 1


i[jgiihej+ jeihgij]

!

+ �jg1ihg1j+ �jg2ihg1j: (12.11)

Forsim plicity we willassum e that
i = 
 foralli. There are then two eigenstates

of ~V (t)which haveno supporton thespontaneously em itting statejei.Thesestates

are

j 1i=
1
p
2
(jg1i� jg2i) and j 2i=

1
p
2
(jg3i� jg4i); (12.12)

which are eigenstates of ~V (t)with eigenvalue e and 0 respectively. Thus we could

im agine encoding a qubit ofinform ation into the states j 1i and j 2i. It is then

possible to use the above transitionsso thata gate which actsas� z overthese two

statesisachieved.Thusweseethatitispossibletoachievedi�eringphaseevolutions

via the application ofresonant coherent population trapping beam s and detuned

coherentpopulation trapping beam s.

However,the question which now rem ains is how to perform other single qubit

operationsotherthatthe encoded � z? W e can show,in fact,thatitisnotpossible

to �rstorderin tim eforsuch transitionsto occur.
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To seethis,wenotethattheoperationswhich wewish to enactareoftheform

cj 1ih 2j+ c
�j 2ih 1j+ any operatoron thenon� DFS states: (12.13)

Thegeneralcoupling Ham iltonian ofthese�velevelsto laser�eldsis,assum ing only

theallowed transitions,

V (t)=

4X

i= 1

X

j

e
� i�ij� i(�j� !e+ !i)tjeihgij+ e

i�ij+ i(�j� !e+ !i)tjgiihej; (12.14)

where j labels the laser m ode offrequency �j, !e is the energy of jei, !i is the

energy ofjgiiand �ij isthe phase ofthe jth m ode on the ith leveljgii. Exam ining

thisHam iltonian,itisapparentthatthere isno way to getan operatorlike thatin

Eq.(12.13).In particular,no term slikejg1ihg3jappearin thisform ula.

12.5 O utlook

In thischapterwehaveaddressed theissueofDF subspacesin m ulti-levelatom ic

system s. Interestingly we have seen that such subspaces can exist under idealas-

sum ptions only when a levelis degenerate. W hen levels are not degenerate,it is

stillpossible thatground statesm ay be decoherence-free underthe assum ption ofa

vacuum environm ent. Unfortunately,there are no �rstorprocesses which preserve

theDF subspacein such m ultilevel-levelatom icsystem sforthesam ereason thatthe

DF subspace exists. An interesting question is the existence ofDF subsystem s in

m ulti-levelatom icsystem s.
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C hapter 13

D ecoherence-free Subsystem s for

Q uantum C om putation

In part II of this thesis we have had the opportunity to exam ine a particu-

lar m ethod for avoiding the detrim entalprocess ofdecoherence. The experim ental

dem onstration ofaDF subspacein theion trap quantum com putingarchitecture[111,

110](aswellasproof-of-principledem onstrationswith engineered decoherence done

by Kwiat,etal.[127])lendscreditto the notion thatthe notion ofDFSswillbe an

im portantoffuture quantum com puters. Theoreticalargum ents forDFSsin other

physicalsystem s (ofparticular note are the solid state proposals of Zanardiand

Rossi[219,220]and the use ofa decoherence-free subspacesforcreating Schr�odinger

cat states of a Bose-Einstein condensate[54]) also lend credit to the notion that

decoherence-free system s willplay an im portantpartin overcom ing decoherence in

constructing a quantum com puter.

An im portant lesson to be taken from DFSs is the notion that just because a

system has a high decoherence rate that does not m ean that the system cannot

be used for robust quantum com putation. Sym m etries ofthe system -environm ent

coupling allow forsystem which m ight otherwise be discarded as having \too high

a decoherence rate" to be m anaged into a realm where quantum com putation m ay

becom epossible.

DFSsarea good exam pleofa sm allsubsystem stechnique fordealing with deco-

herence.They cannotand arenottheend-allsolution forquantum com putation for

reasonswhich we have detailed in the previouschapters. Thatbeing said,they can

representa largestep towardsm aking such a solution technologically feasible.
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Part III

N aturalFault Tolerance
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C hapter 14

T he R oad A head

How di� cultisitto build a quantum com puter?

The discovery thatfault-tolerantquantum com putation can beused to solve the

decoherence problem wasam ong one ofthe greatesttheoreticalachievem entsofthe

end ofthe twentieth century. W ith enough control,decoherence can be reversed!

W hilethisdiscovery isheartening to theprospectsofbuilding a quantum com puter,

theroad towardstheeventualconstruction ofa quantum com puterisfarfrom paved

and it is certainly unknown ifthis pavem ent is m ade ofgold or rather, as som e

pessim istsbelieve,m ereasphalt.

Towards thisend,there ism uch to be said forthinking deeperabouterrorcor-

rection,fault-tolerance,and theultim ateuseofphysicalsystem sto achieve thegoal

ofquantum com putation. In PartIIIofthisthesis,we m ake �rststepstowardsthe

idea thatbuilding a quantum com puterm ay notbeasdi�cultasearly experim ents

and theoreticalunderstanding indicates.In particularwewilleschew thenotion that

quantum com puters m ust be build from the single quantum system up in lieu of

the idea thatthere m ay be m any-body quantum system s which are naturally fault-
tolerant.

One way to look atthisisfrom the perspective ofwhy classicalcom putershave

achieved such success.W hen Turing,von Neum ann and othersbegan thinking about

constructing aphysicaldevicewhich carried outthetheoreticalconceptsofcom puter

science, it was certainly unclear that classicalcom puters would eventually attain

today’sam azingspeedsandversatility.Havingachieved som uch with them odernday

silicon revolution,itisim portanttorealize,however,thatstrictphysicalprinciplesare
responsibleforthe robustnessofclassicalcom puters.Thediscovery thatdecoherence
is not a fundam entalroadblock towards building a quantum com puter leads us to

question whethertherearesim ilarphysicalprincipleswhich can lead totherobustness

ofa naturally fault-tolerantquantum com puter.
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Supercoherence

No,decoherence,you cannotforeverwalk uphill!

Oneofthephysicalprincipleswhich helpsm akeclassicalcom putersrobustistheir

use ofenergetics. In particular,a classicalcurrentin a transistorisrobustbecause

the energetics ofthe device directs the ow ofinform ation through the transistor.

Classicalconservation ofthe energy helps transistors from not m aking errors. In

thischapterwe takethe�rststepstowardsdeveloping quantum system swhich sim -

ilarly harnessthe powerofthe transferofenergy to reduce the destructive e�ectof

decoherence. W e begin with a discussion ofthe relationship between (near)energy

conservation and decoherence pathways. W e then introduce a sim ple exam ple ofa

supercoherentsystem using a Paulistabilizererrordetecting code.A supercoherent

system isam ulti-qubitsystem which hasaground statein which degeneratequantum

inform ation isencoded.Thedegeneracy ofthisground stateisbroken by singlequbit

errorand thesesinglequbitserrorstaketheground stateto a stateofhigherenergy.

Atlow environm enttem peratures,decoherenceisthen ine�ectiveindestroyingtheco-

herenceofthedegeneratesupercoherentinform ation.W ethen discussthedi�culties

ofm anipulating theinform ation in theparticularPaulistabilizerexam ple.W ethen

presentan exam pleofa supercoherentqubitforwhich universalm anipulation ofthe

quantum inform ation can beobtained whilestillretainingsupercoherence.Solid state

im plem entation ofthesupercoherentqubitisthen discussed.A bath ofharm onicos-

cillatorcoupling to a supercoherentsystem isthen analyzed and thesupercoherence

isdirectly dem onstrated. Finally itisdem onstrated the Cooperpairsare quantum

errordetecting codesforresistance causing processesand the relationship ofthisto

supercoherence isdiscussed.

15.1 Energetics and decoherence

Itistypicalofm odern physiciststhattheyerectskyscrapersoftheoryupon
the slenderfoundationsofoutrageously sim pli� ed m odels
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{J.M .Zim an[221]

In theabsenceofcoupling,asystem and itsenvironm entshaveseparatedynam ics

governed by separateenergy spectra.Ifa perturbing interaction between thesystem

and environm entisthen introduced,thedynam icsofthesystem and environm entis

dom inatedbym echanism swhich conservetheenergiesoftheunperturbed system and

environm entenergy spectra.Thisistheessence oftherotating wave approxim ation

in quantum optics (see,for exam ple,[5,169]). Thus the ow (or lack ofow) of

energy between asystem and theenvironm entis,in theperturbingregim ecom m only

encountered,essentialto determ ining the e�ective m echanism s ofdecoherence. Let

usexam ine a sim ple analyticalexam ple which we can use to gain an understanding

ofthisprinciple.

Considera system consisting ofa qubitand itsenvironm entalso m adeofa qubit.

In theabsenceofcoupling,wesupposetheHam iltonian ofthesystem isgiven by

H 0 = !0� z 
 I+ (!o + �)I
 � z; (15.1)

where 2!0 isthe energy ofthe system and 2� isthe di�erence between the energy

ofthe system and the environm ent qubit. W e set � > � !0 and !0 > 0 so as to

setthe positivity ofthe energieson a solid footing. Now suppose thata perturbing

interaction ofstrength g isintroduced between thesetwo qubitsand isoftheform

V = g�x 
 �x; (15.2)

where g is the interaction energy. The evolution operator for this system can be

exactly calculated and found to be

U (t) =

�

cos(
1t)(j01ih01j+ j10ih10j)� isin(
1t)

�
�


1

(j10ih10j� j01ih01j)

+
g


1

(j01ih10j+ j10ih01j)

��

+

�

cos(
2t)(j00ih00j+ j11ih11j)� isin(
2t)

�
2!0 + �


2

(j00ih00j� j11ih11j)

+
g


2

(j00ih11j+ j11ih00j)

��

; (15.3)

where
1 =
p
� 2 + g2 and
2 =

q
(2!0 + �)2 + g2.Inthelim itofg � !0;!0+ �(the

perturbing interaction lim it),the coupling between the j00iand j11istatesreduces

to theunperturbed evolution

�

cos(
2t)(j00ih00j+ j11ih11j)� isin(
2t)

�
2!0 + �


2

(j00ih00j� j11ih11j)

+
g


2

(j00ih11j+ j11ih00j)

��

!|{z}
g� !0;!0+ �

e
� i(2!0+ �)tj00ih00j+ e

i(2!0+ �)tj11ih11j:

(15.4)
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Thus the evolution ofthe j00i and j11i subspace in the perturbing lim it is nearly

identicalto theunperturbed dynam ics.Thedynam icsofthej01iand j10isubspace,

doesnotescapesoeasilyandism oredrasticallya�ectedbytheperturbinginteraction.

In theabsenceofperturbation,thesystem hasenergies� !0 (j0i)and +!0 (j1i)and

theenvironm enthasenergies� !0� �(j0i)and !0+ �(j1i).W hen theperturbation

isnow turned on,thedynam icsisdom inated by theaction on thej01i,j10ipathways.

These are exactly the pathwayswhich m ostclosely conserve the originalenergiesof

thesystem and environm ent.Furtherm orethepathwayswhich leastconserveenergy

andactonthej00iandj11istatescontributelittledynam icsdi�erentfrom thenorm al

evolution ofthesestates.Thissim pleexam plethen dem onstrateshow decoherenceis

dom inated by pathwayswhich m ostnearly preserve theunperturbed energiesofthe

system and environm ent.

Undertheassum ption ofsuch aperturbativeinteraction,energeticsplayakeyrole

in determ ining therateofdecoherence processes.Thenotion thatenergeticsplaysa

key role in determ ining decoherence ratesisoften confused with the statem entthat

\the m ostdam aging decoherence isthatin which energy isnotexchanged between

the system and the environm ent". W e em phasize here thatthe factthatthe m ost

dam aging decoherence isoften ofa form where no energy isexchanged between the

system and the environm ent is di�erent from the fact that energetics play a key

role in determ ining the dynam ics ofdecoherence. Certainly itistrue thatthe fact

thatenergeticsdeterm inesthedecoherence pathwaysallowsdecoherence which does

notexchange energy to act,butthe reason why such decoherence istypically m ore

destructiveisnotrelated to thefactthatdecoherenceisdom inated by nearly energy

conserving dynam ics.

Having em phasized thatenergeticsiskey in determ ining decoherence dynam ics,

it is usefulto place decoherence in three di�erent categories. Speci�cally, energy

conserving decoherencehasthreepossibleform s:energy issupplied from thesystem

to theenvironm ent(cooling),energy issupplied from theenvironm entto thesystem

(heating),or no energy is exchanged at all(non-dissipative). Thus even when the

environm entisaheatbath atzerotem perature,coolingand especiallynon-dissipative

decoherenceprocessesoccur.A schem aticoftheseprocessispresented in Figure15.1.

Am ong the possible decoherence energetics,non-dissipative decoherence isoften,

butnotalways,the m ostdam aging source ofdecoherence. Ofthe possible energeti-

cally favored pathways,theeasiesttoelim inateisheating whereenergy istransferred

from theenvironm entto thesystem .By cooling down theenvironm ent,heating can

often be nearly com pletely elim inated asa decoherence pathway. Cooling and non-

dissipativedynam ics,on theotherhand,cannotbeelim inated by sim ply cooling the

environm ent.
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Figure15.1:Heating,cooling,and non-dissipative decoherence dynam ics

15.2 A sim plePaulistabilizersupercoherentquan-

tum bit

Having shown thatenergeticsdom inatestheallowed dynam icsofdecoherence,we

now presentan approach to reducing decoherence which relieson thisobservation.

Consider the sm allest possible additive quantum errordetecting code which de-

tectssingle qubiterrors,the [4;2;2]code (see Appendix A.7 forinform ation on this

nom enclature and stabilizer codes). The stabilizer ofthiscode isgenerated by the

two Paulioperators

S1 = � x 
 �x 
 �x 
 �x; S2 = � z 
 �z 
 �z 
 �z; (15.5)

and encodestwo qubitsofinform ation.Thelogical(inform ational)operatorsforthis

code(m odulo thestabilizer)aregiven by

�X 1 = � x 
 �x 
 I
 I; �Z1 = I
 �z 
 �z 
 I

�X 2 = I
 �x 
 �x 
 I; �Z2 = � z 
 �z 
 I
 I; (15.6)
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(�Y i =
1

2i
[�Zi;

�X i],foreach code,ofcourse). A com plete setofcom m uting operators

forthiscode isthusgiven by (forexam ple)S1;S2;�Z1;�Z2. W e willdenote the basis

corresponding to thiscom pletesetofcom m uting operatorsby jS1;S2;Z1;Z2i.

Now considertheHam iltonian

H = � x 
 �x 
 I
 I+ I
 I
 �x 
 �x + I
 �z 
 �z 
 I+ �z 
 I
 I
 �z:(15.7)

The stabilizerofthe [4;2;2]code com m uteswith thisHam iltonian. �Z2 and �X 2 also

both com m utewith thisHam iltonian.Thisim pliesthattheaction oftheHam iltonian

acts only on the �rst encoded qubit. Indeed we see that this Ham iltonian can be

written in term softhiscodeas

H = �X 1 + �X 1S1 + �Z1 + �Z1S2

= �X 1(I+ S1)+ �Z1(I+ S2): (15.8)

Notice how this Ham iltonian does notdepend on the second qubit. Therefore this

Ham iltonian willhavea spectrum which istwo-fold degenerate:thisdegeneracy cor-

responding to thesecond encoded qubit.

W erecallthatthecodespaceofthe[4;2;2]codeislabeled by theeigenvalues,S1
and S2,ofthestabilizergenerators,S1 and S2 respectively.Foreach setofeigenvalues

forthestabilizergeneratorstheaction ofH on thecorrespondingsubspaceisdi�erent.

In factweseethat

S1 = +1;S2 = +1) H = 2(�X 1 + �Z1)

S1 = +1;S2 = � 1) H = 2�X 1

S1 = � 1;S2 = +1) H = 2�Z1

S1 = � 1;S2 = � 1) H = 0: (15.9)

TheeigenvaluesofH forthesefourcasesarethus� 2
p
2;� 2;� 2;and 0 respectively.

W e therefore see that the ground state ofH willbe within the S1 = +1;S2 = +1

subspace ofthe [4;2;2]code and willbe the � 2
p
2 eigenvalue ofH over the �rst

encoded qubit. But what about the second encoded qubit? Here we see that the

ground state ofthe code is actually two-fold degenerate: corresponding directly to

thesecond encoded qubit.Thespectrum ofthisHam iltonian isgiven in Figure15.2.

The ground state ofthisHam iltonian hasa spectacularproperty with respectto

singlequbitoperatorson thisfourqubitsystem .Firstrecallthatthecodestabilized

by S1 and S2 isa singlequbiterrordetecting code.Thusevery singlequbitoperator

�
(i)
� anticom m utes with atleast one ofS1 and S2. This in turn im plies thatevery

single qubit errorips the value ofthe eigenvalue ofS1 orS2 forevery basis state

jS1;S2;Z1;Z2i.

Forexam ple,supposewearein thestatelabeled by (S1 = +1;S2 = +1),with the

Ham iltonian eigenvalueof� 2
p
2,and logicalbasisj02iforthesecond encoded qubit.

Thisstateisoneoftheground statesofH ,theotherbeingthelogicalbasisj12i.The
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Figure15.2:Spectrum ofthe Paulisupercoherentqubit

action ofa singlequbitoperation willactto changethevalueofS1 orS2 orpossibly

both.In any case,thisim pliesthattheaction ofthesinglequbitoperatoristo take

thesystem from thisground stateto oneofthehigherenergy eigenvaluestatesofH .

Diagram m ed in Figure15.3 istheaction of� (1)
z on theenergy levelsofH

In factwe see thatthisisgenerically true forsingle qubitoperatorsacting on a

system with thisHam iltonian.Every singlequbitoperatorchangesa valueofS1 and

S2 and therefore takes the system from the ground state to a higher energy state.

W e term such a Ham iltonian a supercoherent Ham iltonian and m ake the following

generalde�nition:

D e�nition 15.2.1 (Supercoherence)A system ofqubitswith a system Ham iltonian
H which hasa degenerateground stateand forwhich everysinglequbitoperatortakes
thesystem outstatesin thisdegenerateground stateiscalled a supercoherentHam il-
tonian. In m ore generality,we m ay allow the subsystem swhich m ake up the system
to be take any desired subsystem structure. The criteria used for supercoherence is
then thatevery operatoron an individualsubsystem m usttake the system outofthe
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Figure15.3:E� ectof�(1)z on the Paulisupercoherentqubit

degenerateground state.Ifjiidenotesthedegenerateground stateoftheHam iltonian
H ,then the condition forsupercoherence is

hjjo(k)jii= 0; 8o(k); (15.10)

foralljii,jjiin thedegenerategroundstateando(k) isthesinglesubsystem operatoro
actingon the kth subsystem .Inform ation which hasbeen encoded into thedegenerate
ground stateofa supercoherentHam iltonian isreferred to asa supercoherentqubitor
supercoherentqudit,depending on the dim ension ofthe degeneracy.

Notethatthesupercoherencecondition Eq.(15.10)im pliestheground statesare

an errordetecting codefortheoperatorssinglequbit(subsystem )operators.

W hy do welabelsuch degenerateground statessupercoherent? Them ain reason

forthisliesin thefactthattheHam iltonian ofsuch asystem hasbeen constructed so

thatthe only single qubitoperationswhich can destroy the coherence ofthe system

are interactions which heat the system . As we m entioned previously, it is often
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possible to substantially decrease such decoherence m echanism s by sim ply cooling

the system ’s environm ent. W e willhave a chance to analytically dem onstrate this

e�ectin Section 15.4.In general,weexpectthatthecondition forsupercoherenceto

hold willoccurwhen thetem peratureT (wesetkB = 1)ism uch lessthan theenergy

gap offrom thedegenerateground statetotheloweststateexcited bythesinglequbit

operators.W hatkind ofrobustnessshould weexpectforthesupercoherentqubit? If

theindividualbathshaveatem peratureT,then weexpectthedecoherencerateofthe

supercoherentqubitto scale atlow tem peraturesas� e� ��,where � = (kT)� 1.At

low tem peraturesthereshould thusbean exponentialsuppression ofthedecoherence.

Itishelpfulto com parea supercoherentqubitto a singlequbitwith two di�erent

Ham iltonians.

Firstcom pareasupercoherentqubittoa singlequbitwith non-degenerateenergy

levelsH = ��z. Now the single qubiterrorj0ih1jisa errorwhich takesthe system

from astateofhigherenergy tooneoflowerenergy.Thiserror,then,willbeinvolved

in a cooling type decoherence. The single qubit error j1ih0jtakes the system from

a state oflowerenergy to one ofhigherenergy. Thisisa heating type decoherence.

Finally thesinglequbiterror� z doesnotchangetheenergy ofthesystem butactsto

dephase the system . Therefore thiserrorisofthe non-dissipative form . In contrast

to thissinglequbitexam ple,allsinglequbiterrorsacting on a supercoherentground

statem usttakethesystem from theground statetoastateofhigherenergy.Thusall

ofthe above errorj0ih1j,j1ih0jand � z areerrorson the supercoherentHam iltonian

oftheheating form .

Second it is usefulto com pare the supercoherent qubit to a single qubit with

a degenerate Ham iltonian. In this case all� � errors act on this qubit are ofthe

non-dissipative form because the two qubitshave the sam e energy. Thisisin direct

contrast to the supercoherent qubit for which allerrors are ofthe heating form .

Degeneracy aloneisnotenough forsupercoherence.

15.2.1 Encoded operations on the Paulisupercoherentqubit

Returning now thespeci�cPaulistabilizersupercoherentexam plewebegan with,

wecan now ask thequestion ofhow to m anipulatetheinform ation encoded into the

degeneracy.Nothingisworsethan aquantum m em ory which onecannotm anipulate!

In thiscase,wealready know how to m anipulatethequantum inform ation in the

degeneracy becausethisdegeneracy issim ply thesecond encoded qubit.In particular

thetwo-qubitoperations �X 2 = I
 �x 
 �x 
 Iand�Z2 = � z
 �z
 I
 Iareencoded

single qubit rotations on this qubit. By turning on an o� these interactions it is

therefore possible to perform com putation any SU(2)rotation on the supercoherent

qubit.

The question which isim m ediately raised,however,ishow turning on an o� the

interactionsa�ectsthesupercoherentproperty ofthesystem .Supposethatwe have

a supercoherentsystem with a gap from theground stateto thesinglequbitexcited
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statesofenergy �.W hen weturn on �X 2 or �Z2,wewantto m akesurethatthisgap

isstillpreserved and thesupercoherentproperty thatany singlequbitgatewilltake

thesupercoherentqubitto a stateofhigherenergy ism aintained.

In orderforthegap to bestillm aintained theinteraction strength m ustbeweak

in com parison with the tem perature ofthe bath. To see this,we note that �X 2 and
�Z2 break the degeneracy ofthe system . Ifthese interactionsare ofstrength �,then

thisdegeneracy issplitby �. The gap ofsize � istherefore shrunk by c� where cis

a prefactorwhich m ay be state dependent. In orderto m aintain the supercoherent

condition,thisshrinkingm ustnotrem ovetheconditionthatthegapislargecom pared

to the tem perature ofthe bath. Thus if� � T,the gap is m aintained while the

com putation isbeing perform ed.

Also noticethatthem anipulation ofthedegenerateinform ation doesnotchange

the fact that single qubit interactions take the ground states (which are no longer

degeneratedueto theinteraction)to statesofhigherenergy.To seethisissu�cient

to notice that the interactions we im plem ent act only on the degeneracy. If,for

exam ple,wetried to im plem enta � x on thecodespacewith �X 2
�X 1 = � x 
 I
 �x 
 I,

we would actnotonly on the degeneratesupercoherentqubit,butalso on thespace

oftheHam iltonian H .

Having shown how to perform single qubit rotations on the inform ation in the

supercoherent qubit,we can now ask the question ofwhether it is possible to per-

form universalquantum com putation to perform universalquantum com putation on

conjoined setsofsuch supercoherentqubits.Thedi�culty hereisthatany two qubit

interaction which actsbetween twoconjoined supercoherentqubitsactassinglequbit

operationson each individualsupercoherentsystem s.Thereforeany two qubitinter-

action necessarily excites the inform ation in the supercoherent ground state to an

excited energy level. Ofcourse,we could resort to m ore than two qubit interac-

tions.Thism ethod,however,ishighly unlikely to bepracticaland wewilltherefore

disregard thistechnique.

Onem ethod forovercom ing thisproblem is,when an interaction between theen-

coded qubitsisdesired,anothersetofHam iltoniansisturned on which m aintainsthe

ground state condition ofthe individualsupercoherentqubitsbutalso createsother

ground stateswhich aredegeneratewith these states.M anipulation ofthequantum

com putation isthen perform ed overthislargersupercoherentground state.W eknow

ofno such m ethod forthe Paulistabilizersupercoherentexam ple we have justpre-

sented,however,in thenextsection wewillpresentam orecom plicated supercoherent

system which can be used to perform universalquantum com putation in a m anner

sim ilarto whatwehavejustdescribed.
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15.3 Exchange-based supercoherent quantum bit

Am azingly there is a supercoherent system which is intim ately related to the

strong collective decoherence DFS states which we have so thoroughly studied in

PartIIofthisthesis.ConsidertheHam iltonian

H
[n]

0 =
�

2
(~S[n])2; (15.11)

wherewerecallthatS[n]� = 1

2

P n
i= 1�

(i)
� .ThisHam iltonianhaseigenvalues

�

2
Jn(Jn+ 1),

with corresponding eigenstatesgiven by thestrong DFS basisj�;Jn;m �i.

Letusbriey recallthede�nitionsofthestrong DFS basisforcom pleteness.Let

H n = (C2)
 n be a Hilbert space ofn qubits, and let s(i)� be the �th Paulispin

operator acting on the ith qubit tensored with identity on allother qubits. The

s(i)� satisfy thecom m utation and anticom m utation rules,[s(j)� ;s
(k)

� ]= i�jk���s
(j)
 and

fs(j)� ;s
(k)

� g = 1

2
�jk���I+ 2(1� �jk)s

(j)
� s

(k)

� . W e de�ne the kth partialcollective spin

operatorson then qubits,S[k]� =
P

k
i= 1s

(i)
� .Thetotalcollective spin operatorsacting

on alln qubits,S[n]� ,form a Liealgebra L which providesa representation oftheLie

algebra su(2):[S[n]� ;S
[n]

� ]= i���S
[n]
 .ThusL can bedecom posed in a directproduct

ofirreduciblerepresentations(irreps)ofsu(2),L ’
L n=2

J= 0;1=2

L nJ
k= 1L2J+ 1,whereL2J+ 1

isthe2J + 1 dim ensionalirrep ofsu(2)which appearswith a m ultiplicity nJ.Ifwe

let(Jd)� betheoperatorsoftheddim ensionalirrep ofsu(2),then thereexistsabasis

forthetotalcollectivespin operatorssuch thatS[n]� =
L n=2

J= 0;1=2
InJ 
 (J2J+ 1)�.Corre-

sponding to thisdecom position ofS[n]� ,theHilbertspace H can bedecom posed into

statesj�;Jn;m iclassi�ed by quantum num berslabelingtheirrep,Jn,thedegeneracy

index oftheirrep,�,and an additionalinternaldegreeoffreedom ,m .A com pleteset

ofcom m utingoperatorsconsistentwith thisdecom position and providingexplicitval-

uesforthese labelsisgiven by B � = f(~S[1])2;(~S[2])2;:::;(~S[n� 1])2;(~S[n])2;S[n]� g[109].

Therefore a basis for the entire Hilbert space is given by jJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 1;Jn;m �i,

where (~S[k])2jJ1;:::;Jn;m �i= Jk(Jk + 1)jJ1;:::;Jn;m �iand S[n]� jJ1;:::;Jn;m �i=

m �jJ1;:::;Jn;m �i.Thedegeneracy index � ofa particularirrep having totalcollec-

tive spin Jn is com pletely speci�ed by the set ofpartialcollective spin eigenvalues

Jk,k < n: � � fJ1;:::;Jn� 1g. Thisdegeneracy issim ply due to the (nJ)di�erent

possiblewaysofconstructing a spin-Jn outofn qubits.

Thus the (possibly degenerate) ground state ofthe Ham iltonian in Eq.(15.11)

is given by the lowest Jn states for a particular n. For n even,these states have

Jn = 0,and forn odd they have Jn = 1=2. Furtherm ore,H
[n]

0 can be constructed

from two-qubitinteractionsalone:

H
[n]

0 =
�

2

0

@
nX

i6= j= 1

~s
(i)�~s(j)+

3n

4
I

1

A : (15.12)
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Thuswe see thatH
[n]

0 isnothing m orethan theHeisenberg coupling~s(i)�~s(j) acting

with equalm agnitude between every pairofqubits. The identity com ponentofH 0

producesonlyatrivialglobalphaseonthesystem andisnotrelevanttoourdiscussion.

H
[n]

0 hasahighly degeneratespectrum ,with energiesdeterm ined by Jn.To deter-

m ine the e�ectofsingle qubitoperationson these stateswe �rstexam ine the e�ect

ofa single qubitoperation on the nth qubit,s(n)� . Since [s(n)� ;(~S[k])2]= 0 fork < n,

we see thats(n)� can not change the degeneracy index � ofa state j�;Jn;m �i. Let

O n = � 1

4
I+ (~S[n])2 � (~S[n� 1])2 (de�ned forn > 1). O n determ ineswhich �nalstep

istaken in m aking theaddition from qubitn � 1 to qubitn (seeFigure15.4).Ifthe

�nalstep from Jn� 1to Jn wastaken by adding 1=2,then theeigenvalueofO n willbe

O n = Jn� 1+
1

2
,while ifitwastaken by subtracting 1=2,then O n = � (Jn� 1+

1

2
).It

isconvenientto replace (~S[n])2 by O n in oursetofcom m uting operators,which can

clearly be done while stillm aintaining a com plete setofcom m uting operators. W e

can then replace the quantum num berJn by O n,to obtain the basisj�;On;m �i. It

iseasy to verify thatfO n;s
(n)
� g = S[n]� . Ifwe exam ine the e�ectofs[n]� on the basis

j�;On;m �i(wherewehavede�ned m � astheorientation correspondingtoS
(n)
� ),then

we�nd that

(O 0
n + O n)h�;On;m �js

(n)
� j�0;O 0

n;m
0
�i

= m ���;�0�O n ;O
0
n
�m � ;m

0
�
: (15.13)

Thuswe see thatthe only non-zero m atrix elem entsoccurwhen O 0
n = O n orO

0
n =

� On. From thisitfollowsthatthe �nalstep in the pathsofFigure 15.4 can either

ip sign (e.g.,1! � 1)orelsem ustrem ain thesam e.Using therelation between On
and Jn above,showsthatthisresultsin theselection rules�J n = � 1;0fors(n)� acting

on states in the j�;Jn;m �i basis. Note further that ifwe had chosen a basis with

m � instead ofm � in Eq.(15.13)(� 6= �),wewould haveobtained thesam eselection

rulebutnow them � com ponentscould bem ixed by theoperation ofs
(n)

� .W erecall

(see Appendix C)thatthe exchange operation E ij =
1

2
I+ 2~s(i)~s(j) which exchanges

qubitsiand jm odi�esonly thedegeneracy index � ofthej�;Jn;m �ibasis.Because

s(j)� = E jns
(n)
� E jn,thisim pliesthatany single qubitoperators

(i)

� can therefore give

riseto m ixing ofboth thespin projectionsm �,and ofthedegeneracy indices�.

Theseselection rulesm ustbem odi�ed fortheJn = 0states.O n = � 1and m� = 0

forallJn = 0 statesand any transitionsbetween thesestateswillthereforehavezero

m atrix elem ent,i.e.,h�;Jn = 0;m �js
(n)
� j�0;J0n = 0;m 0

�i = 0. Thus the transitions

�J = 0 areforbidden forJ n = 0,and s(n)� m usttake Jn = 0 statesto Jn = 1 states.

Furtherm ore,since h�;Jn = 0;0js(n)� j�0;J0n = 0;0i = 0,the degeneracy index � for

Jn = 0 statesisnota�ected by any singlequbitoperation.

To sum m arize,we have shown that any single qubit operation s(i)� enforces the

selection rules�J n = � 1;0 with the im portantexception ofJn = 0 which m usthave
�J n = +1. The degenerate Jn = 0 states are therefore a quantum errordetecting
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codeforsinglequbiterrors[10,109],with thespecialproperty thatthey arealso the

ground stateofa realistically im plem entable Ham iltonian.

J

1/2

1

3/2

2

0

1 2 3 4 n

2∆

∆
J=0

J=1

J=2

m λJ

O =-1

O =1

O =-2

O =2n

n

n

n

~δ

Figure15.4:Diagram showing form ation ofthe j�;Jn;m istates

Figure 15.4 showsthatforan even num berofqubitsthe Jn = 0 ground state of

H
[n]

0 isdegenerate.Forn = 4 physicalqubitstheground stateistwo-fold degenerate

[216]. This degeneracy cannot be broken by any single qubit operator and single

qubit operationsm ust take the Jn = 0 states to Jn = 1 states asdescribed above.

This ground state is therefore a supercoherent qubit. Ifeach qubit couples to its

own individualenvironm ent,weexpectthatthem ajorsourceofdecoherenceforthis

ground states willindeed be the processes which take the system from Jn = 0 to

Jn = 1.

15.3.1 Encoded operations on the exchange-based superco-

herent qubit

W e now turn to the question which we could not solve for the Paulistabilized

supercoherentqubits. In orderto be usefulforquantum com putation,the superco-

herentqubitsshould allow foruniversalquantum com putation.Extensive discussion

offault-tolerantuniversalquantum com putation on qubitsencoded in decoherence-

free subsystem s hasbeen given in Chapter9 where itwasshown thatcom putation

on theseencoded statescan beachieved by turning on Heisenberg couplingsbetween

neighboring physicalqubits.Thism eansthatwe need to add extra Heisenberg cou-

plingsto thesupercoherentHam iltonian H
[4]

0 .Fora singlesupercoherentqubitthese

additionalHeisenberg couplingscan beused to perform any SU(2)rotation,i.e.,an
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encoded one-qubit operation. In the present schem e one would like this additional

coupling to avoid destroying theenergy gap which suppressesdecoherence.Thiscan

beachieved ifthestrength oftheadditionalcouplings,�,ism uch lessthan theenergy

gap,i.e.,� � �.Thetrade-o�between thedecoherencerateand thespeed oftheone

qubitoperationscan be quanti�ed by calculating the gate �delity F / �e�(�� �). F

quanti�esthenum berofoperationswhich can bedone within a typicaldecoherence

tim e ofthe system . For sm all� the gates are slower while for larger � the gap is

sm allerresulting in a tradeo�. F ism inim ized for�0 = kT. Atthism inim um F is

stillexponentially suppressed forlowertem peratures,in particular,F j�= �0/ �� 1e�� .

Ofm ore concern forthe presentschem e ishow to perform com putation between

two encoded supercoherentqubits,the question which perplexed usin the previous

section. In Section 11.5 we saw that using only Heisenberg couplings,a nontrivial

two encoded qubitgatecannotbedonewithoutbreaking thedegeneracy oftheH
[4]

0

Ham iltonian on thetwosetsoffourqubits.Thiscan becircum vented byconsideringa

jointHam iltonianoftheeightqubits,H
[8]

0 .ThisHam iltonianhasagroundstatewhich

is 14-fold degenerate,including the tensor productstates ofthe degenerate ground

state ofthe H
[4]

0 Ham iltonian. The universality constructions previously presented

in Chapter9 and explicitly in Appendix E can then easily be shown to neverleave

the ground state ofthiscom bined system . Thuswe see thatwe can circum ventthe

problem oftheprevioussection.W hen agatebetween two conjoined exchange-based

supercoherentqubitsisneeded,additionalexchange interactionsm ustbe turned on

to obtain theHam iltonian H
[8]

0 and additionalexchangesm ustbeused to producea

nontrivialgatebetween thetwo conjoined supercoherentqubits.

15.3.2 Im plem entation ofthe exchange supercoherent qubit

in quantum dot arrays

Thetechnologicaldi�cultiesinbuildingasupercoherentqubitaredauntingbutwe

believewithin thereach ofpresentexperim ents.In particularthesupercoherentqubit

statesappearperfectforsolid state im plem entations ofa quantum com puterusing

quantum dots[141,64,63].Related encodingson 3-qubitstateswererecently shown

to perm it universalcom putation with the exchange interaction alone in [62]. The

m ain new requirem ent forthe supercoherent encoding,which allows the additional

exponentialsuppression ofdecoherence,is the construction ofH
[4]

0 and H
[8]

0 . H
[4]

0

can be im plem ented by a two dim ensionalarray with Heisenberg couplingsbetween

allfourqubits.H
[8]

0 posesa m ore severe challenge,since the m ostnaturalgeom etry

forim plem enting thisHam iltonian iseightqubitson a cube with couplingsbetween

allqubits.Such structuresshould bepossible in quantum dotsby com bining lateral

and verticalcoupling schem e. Finally,estim ates ofthe strength ofthe Heisenberg

coupling in the quantum dot im plem entations are expected to be on the order of

0:1 m eV [141,64,63]. Thus we expect that at tem peratures below 0:1 m eV � 1
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K,decoherence should be suppressed for such coupled dots by encoding into the

supercoherentstatesproposed here.

15.4 H arm onic baths coupled to a supercoherent

qubit

Asan exam pleoftheexpected supercoherenceweconsidera quitegeneralm odel

of4 qubitscoupling to 4 independentharm onicbathsfortheexchange-based super-

coherentqubit. The unperturbed Ham iltonian ofthe system and bath isH
[4]

0 
 I+

I

P

4

i= 1

P
ki
�h!kia

y

ki
aki wherea

y

ki
isthecreation operatorfortheith bath m odewith

energy �h!ki.Them ostgenerallinearcoupling between each system qubitand itsin-

dividualbath is
P

4

i= 1

P
ki

P
� s

(i)
� 
 (gi;�aki + g�i;�a

y

ki
).According to theselection rules

described above we can write s(i)� =
P

(m ;n)2S A
(m ;n)

i;� + h:c:,where A
m ;ny

i;� takesstates

Jn = m to Jn = n (and actson � and m � in som e possibly nontrivialm anner)and

S isthe setofallowed transitionsS = f(0;1);(1;2);(1;1);(2;2)g.In theinteraction

picture,afterm aking therotating-waveapproxim ation [169],thisbecom es

V (t)=
X

i;�;ki;(m ;n)2S

g
�
i;�e

� i(
�

�h
f(m ;n)� !ki

)t
A

(m ;n)

i;� a
y

ki

+gi;�e
i(

�

�h
f(m ;n)� !ki

)t
A

(m ;n)y

i;� aki; (15.14)

where f(m ;n) = n(n + 1)� m (m + 1). Coupling to therm alenvironm ents ofthe

sam etem perature,underquitegeneralcircum stances(M arkovian dynam ics,sm ooth

spectraldensity ofthe�eld m odes)weareled to a m asterequation (seeforexam ple

[169])
@�

@t
=

X

i;�;(m ;n)2S


(m ;n)

i;� L
(m ;n)

i;� [�]+ 
(n;m )

i;� L
(n;m )

i;� [�]; (15.15)

with L
(m ;n)

i;� [�]= ([A
(m ;n)

i;� �;A
(m ;n)y

i;� ]+ [A
(m ;n)

i;� ;�A
(m ;n)y

i;� ]). The only operators which

act directly on the supercoherent qubit are A
(0;1)

i;� . The relative decoherence rates

satisfy 
(0;1)

i;� / n(T) where n(T) is the therm alaverage Bose occupation num ber

n(T) = [exp(��)� 1]
� 1
. Thus we see,as predicted that the supercoherent qubit

decoheresata ratewhich decreasesexponentially askT decreasesbelow �.

15.5 C ooperpairsaserrordetecting codesand su-

percoherence

Finally letusm ention an interesting connection between oursupercoherentcon-

structionsand Cooperpairsin superconductivity.In thestandard derivation ofsuper-

conductivity asinitially putforth by Bardeen,Cooper,and Schrie�er[11]electrons
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with energiesneartheFerm ienergy ofa m etalinteractvia theexchangeofa phonon

producing an attractive e�ective potentialbetween the electrons. The Ham iltonian

which describesthesystem iswelldescribed by [11]

H =
X

k

E (k)c
y

k;"ck;" �
X

k;k0

Vkk0c
y

k0;#c
y

� k0;#c� k;"ck;"; (15.16)

whereck;s isthesingleelectron annihilation operatorforan electron with wavenum -

ber k and spin s,E (k) is the energy ofan electron with wavenum ber k,and Vkk0

representstheattractivecoupling.Theground stateofthesuperconductortoa good

approxim ation (in thetherm odynam iclim it)is[11]
Y

k

(�k + �kc
y

k;"c
y

� k;#)j0i; (15.17)

where�k and �k arerealcoe�cientsand j0iisthevacuum state.Theground stateis

com posed ofCooperpairsofelectronswith oppositem om entum jk;"ij� k;#i.Ifwe

workin thefram eofreferencewhich isdriftingwith thesuperconductingcurrent,then

thetypesofe�ectswhich norm ally establish resistivity in a conductorarethosethat

change the m om entum ofa single electron (via scattering from im purities,phonons,

etc).W ewillnow show thatCooperpairsareaform ofquantum errordetecting code

forthesesingleelectron scattering processes.

W erecallthattheopen system evolution ofa system which isinitially decoupled

from itsenvironm entisdescribed in the operator-sum representation[126]as�(t)=
P

iA i(t)�(0)A
y

i(t)where
P

iA
y

i(t)A i(t)= I.Quantum errorcorrection and detection

begin by expanding A i(t) in term s ofa suitable basis E a ofpossibly non-unitary

\error"operators.A su�cientcondition forthedetection ofsuch processeson a code

with statesjiirepresenting theencoded quantum inform ation isgiven by [120]

hjjE ajii= ca�ij: (15.18)

Considernow a singleCooperpairwith di�erentwavenum bersk and k0:jk;";� k;#i

and jk0;";� k0;#i.Any erroroperatorE which actson only oneoftheelectronsand

changes the m om entum ofthe electron,the operators which would norm ally cause

resistance,can easily beseen to satisfy hk;";� k;#jEjk0;";� k0;#i= 0 becauseofthe

orthogonality ofstateson the electron which isnotoperated on.Furtherbecause E

changesthem om entum ofthesingleelectron,

hl;";� l;# jEjl;";� l;#i= 0; (15.19)

forboth l= k and l= k0.W ethereforeseethatCooperpairssatisfy Eq.(15.18)for

allresistance causing interactions. Cooperpairs,then,are quantum errordetecting

codesforresistance cause scattering. Ifwe could store quantum inform ation in the

wavenum berofa Cooperpairthen wecould usetheseCooperpairsasa supercoher-

ent system . W e note here thatthe factthatCooperpairs are single electron error

detecting codeswhich exhibitsupercoherencedoesnothoweverexplain thezero elec-
tricalresistanceofsuperconductors.Itisinterestingtonote,however,theconnections

between Cooperpairsand supercoherence.
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15.6 Supercoherence and the im portance ofener-

getics

In thischapterwe have introduced the notion ofsupercoherence. W hen the in-

teraction between a system and itsenvironm ent isperturbing (which isthe case in

m ost system s ofinterest) decoherence follows pathways which preserve the unper-

turbed system and environm entenergies. Thisallowsusto constructa m ethod for

avoidingdecoherencebyengineeringthesystem Ham iltonian such thatallsinglequbit

decoherenceprocessesareprocesseswhich heatthesystem .Thusby coolingtheenvi-

ronm entdecoherencein asupercoherentsystem can bem inim ized.W ehavetherefore

harnessed thepowerofenergeticsto help strengthen theresistanceofquantum infor-

m ation to decoherence. Thisrepresentsa sm allstep towardsconstructing a system

which hasresistance to decoherence builtinto thenaturalevolution ofthesystem .
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C hapter 16

A Supercoherent Spin Ladder w ith

Error C orrecting Properties

To be an Errorand to be CastoutispartofGod’sDesign

{ W illiam Blake

In this chapter we study a spin ladder which has both supercoherent and error

correcting properties.W ebegin by presenting a stabilizerencoding which m apsthis

m odelintoclustersofIsingm odelswith transverse�elds.W ethen explicitly calculate

the spectrum ofthis m odeland show that there is a unique two-fold degenerate

ground state for this spin ladder. It is then shown that this ground state detects

single bit ips and corrects m ultiple phase errors. The ground state is therefore

supercoherent with the added bene�t ofbeing quantum error correcting. W e then

discusstheroleofencoded operationson thisstateand concludewith som ediscussion

oftheshortcom ingsofthisspin ladderforquantum com putation.

16.1 D escription ofthe spin ladder

Suppose we are given a spin ladderof2n qubits. W e labelthese qubitsvia the

indices(i;j)where1� i� n and j2 f1;2gwith theoperatorO actingon the(i;j)th

qubittensored with identity on allotherqubitsasO (i;j).De�nethetwo operators

H Z =

nX

i= 1

�
(i;1)
z �

(i;2)
z

H X =

n� 1X

i= 1

�
(i;1)
x �

(i+ 1;1)
x + �

(i;2)
x �

(i+ 1;2)
x : (16.1)
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Thespin ladderweconsideristhesum ofthesetwoHam iltonianswith equalnegative

strengths

H n = � !0(H Z + H X ); (16.2)

where!0 > 0.Thisspin ladderissketched in Figure16.1

X X

X X

Z

Z

(i,2) (i+1,2)(i-1,2) (i+2,2)

(i,1) (i+1,1)(i-1,1) (i+2,1)

Figure16.1:A supercoherentspin ladder.

Letusbegin by understanding the intuition behind why thisspin laddersystem

m ay have interesting supercoherentproperties.The ground stateofthisspin ladder

system willattem pt to m inim ize the energy ofthe totalHam iltonian. Any given

qubitisacted upon by an interaction which actsas� x 
 �x or� z 
 �z where the

�rstqubitisthequbitofconcern and theotherqubitisoneofthequbitsneighbors.

W e callsuch couplingsbetween thequbitsbonds.Ifwe individually diagonalize the

interactionscorresponding to the bonds,single qubitinteractions � � actto change

theeigenvalue ofeach ofthese operators.In particular,becausewe aredealing with

Paulioperators,theeigenvaluewillip sign and thereforeincreasein energy.Thereal

ground state,ofthesystem ,ofcoursecannotbeanalyzed in such a m annerbecause

allofthe bond operators do not com m ute. However,it is not unreasonable that

the ground state willm aintain som e ofthisintuition,thatsingle qubitinteractions

increasetheenergy and indeed wewillseethatourintuition doespay o� and thisis

exactly whathappens. Such spin laddersare known asfrustrated spin ladders[187]

dueto thecom petition ofthedi�erentbondsin establishing a ground state.

16.1.1 Stabilizer encoding

There are two transform ationswhich m ake exactcalculation ofthe spectrum of

this spin ladder possible. The �rst ofthese is a Paulistabilizer encoding (see Ap-

pendix A.7). Instead ofthe Paulibasis � (i;j)
� ,consider instead the following set of

Paulioperators

X
(i)

1 = �
(i;1)
x �

(i;2)
x ; Z

(i)

1 = �
(i;1)
z ;

X
(i)

2 = �
(i;2)
x ; Z

(i)

2 = �
(i;1)
z �

(i;2)
z : (16.3)
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In particular,thereisan encoding ofinform ation such thatX 1;Z1 actascorrespond-

ingPaulioperatorson the�rstqubitand X 2;Z2 actascorrespondingPaulioperators

on the second qubit. In factthisencoding issim ply the controlled-notbasischange

on thequbitsfrom adjacentqubitsconnected by therungsoftheladder

j00i! j00i; j01i! j01i; j10i! j11i; j11i! j10i: (16.4)

Underthisbasis,we�nd thatthespin ladderHam iltonian becom es

H = � !0

 
nX

i= 1

Z
(i)

2 +

n� 1X

i= 1

X
(i)

1 X
(i)

2 X
(i+ 1)

1 X
(i+ 1)

2 + X
(i)

2 X
(i+ 1)

2

!

= � !0

 
nX

i= 1

Z
(i)

2 +

n� 1X

i= 1

X
(i)

2 X
(i+ 1)

2

�
I+ X

(i)

1 X
(i+ 1)

1

�
!

: (16.5)

At this point it is usefulto introduce a basis corresponding to the operators

Eq.(16.3). A com plete set ofcom m uting operators corresponding to this basis is

given by theoperatorZ
(i)

2 and X
(i)

1 .W elabelthisbasisby the� 1eigenvaluesofthese

operatorsasjz
(1)

2 ;z
(2)

2 ;:::;z
(n)

2 ;x
(1)

1 ;x
(2)

2 ;:::;x
(n)

2 i.W ewillsom etim esabbreviatethis

asj~z2;~x1iundertheobviouscorrespondence.

Underthisbasis
�
I+ X

(i)

1 X
(i+ 1)

1

�
j~z2;~x1i=

�
1+ x

(i)

1 x
(i+ 1)

1

�
j~z2;~x1i: (16.6)

Now 1+ x
(i)

1 x
(i+ 1)

1 iseither0 ifthe signsofx
(i)

1 and x
(i+ 1)

1 di�eror2 ifthe signsof

x
(i)

1 and x
(i+ 1)

1 are identical.Thisidenti�cation allowsusto see thatthe spin ladder

Ham iltonian Eq.(16.5)actsasa di�erentHam iltonian depending only the value of

~x1.In particularweseethat

H = � !0
M

x
(1)

1
;:::;x

(n)

1
= f� 1;+ 1g

nX

i= 1

�
Z
(i)

2 + 2ci(~x1)X
(i)

2 X
(i+ 1)

2

�

 j~x1ih~x1j; (16.7)

where

ci(~x1)=
1

2

�
1+ x

(i)

1 x
(i+ 1)

1

�
: (16.8)

Notice ci(~x)isa listoveriofeither+1 or0. W e therefore see thatthe spin ladder

Ham iltonian has been brought to a block diagonalform where each ofthe blocks

correspondsto a given ~x1.Given a particularblock with a ~x1 thevaluesofthen � 1

ci(~x1)then specify theexactform oftheHam iltonian in thisblock.

W e willnow focuson these block diagonalHam iltoniansfora �xed ~x1. W e see

thata Ham iltonian fora particularci(~x1)correspondsto m ultiple Ising chainsin a

transverse �eld.De�netheIsing chain with a transverse �eld Ham iltonian as

H
j;k

I = � !0

0

@
k� 1X

i= j

2X
(i)

2 X
(i+ 1)

2 +

kX

i= j

Z
(i)

2

1

A : (16.9)
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and thetransverse�eld only Ham iltonian as

H
j;k

T = � !0

kX

i= j

Z
(i)

2 : (16.10)

The Ham iltonian overthe ~z2 qubitsfora �xed ~x1 isgiven by a sum ofsuch chains

with transverse �eldsand transverse �eldsonly:

H (ci(~x1))= H
i1;i2
I + H

i3;i4
I + � � � + H

i2k� 1;i2k
I + H

j1;j2
T + H

j3;j4
T + � � � + H

j2l� 1;i2l
I :(16.11)

Since each oftheH
ij;ij+ 1

I H
ij;ij+ 1

T acton di�erentjx
(i)

2 iqubitsthey can each beindi-

vidually diagonalized and thetotalenergy added up.Forthesystem swith sim ply a

transverse �eld thisistrivially achieved.Theeigenstatesaresim ply thesinglequbit

con�gurationsofthequbitspointingwith orantitothetransverse�eld.Luckily,also,

wecan analyzetheIsing chainswith atransverse�eld and �nd analyticalexpressions

fortheenergy and eigenstatesofthesechainsup to a sm allcorrection.

16.1.2 T he one dim ensionalIsing chain in a transverse m ag-

netic �eld

W eneed to consideran Ising chain oflength k in a transverse �eld oftheform

H I = �

kX

i= 1

Zi� 2

k� 1X

i= 1

X iX i+ 1; (16.12)

where we have relabeled our qubit operators in an obvious notion forsim plicity in

this calculation. W e follow the calculation in [40]. De�ne the raising and lowering

operations

S
�
i =

1

2
[X i� iYi]; (16.13)

such that

H I =

kX

i= 1

(I� 2S+i S
�
i )� 2

k� 1X

i= 1

h
S
+

i + S
�
i

ih
S
+

i+ 1 + S
�
i+ 1

i

= kI� 2

 
kX

i= 1

S
+

i S
�
i +

k� 1X

i= 1

h
S
+

i + S
�
i

ih
S
+

i+ 1 + S
�
i+ 1

i
!

: (16.14)

Henceforth,wewilldrop theidentity constantkIand recoversuch constantterm sat

theend ofourcalculation (they willturn outto beim portant!).

Nextwe can use the Jordan-W ignertransform ation to take thism odel,which is

thatofhard-corebosons,from spin operatorsto ferm ions.In particularifwede�ne

ci=

i� 1Y

j= 1

(� Zj)S
�
i ; c

y

i =

i� 1Y

j= 1

(� Zj)S
+

i ; (16.15)



185

then weseethattheoperatorsci;c
y

i areferm ionicoperatorssatisfying

fci;cjg= 0; fci;c
y

jg = �ij: (16.16)

Expressing ourm odelin term softheferm ionicoperatorswe�nd

H I = � 2

 
kX

i= 1

c
y

ici+

kX

i= 1

h
c
y

i � ci

ih
c
y

i+ 1 + ci+ 1

i
!

+ C ; (16.17)

whereaddition isdonem odulo k and C isa correction

C = +2(c
y
1 + c1)(c

y

k � ck): (16.18)

W e willignore the correction term C fornow and return to the e�ect ofthisterm

later.Noticealso thatthiscorrection term only appearswhen k > 2.

To diagonalizethisHam iltonian itisusefulto work �rstwith ferm ionsin m om en-

tum space

cq =
1
p
k

kX

j= 1

cjexp(iqj)

c
y
q =

1
p
k

kX

j= 1

c
y

jexp(� iqj); (16.19)

where q = 2�m

k
with m = � k

2
;:::;k

2
fork even and m = � k� 1

2
;:::;k� 1

2
fork odd.

Check thatthesestillobey theferm ion rules:

fcq;cq0g = fcyq;c
y

q0g = 0 (16.20)

fcq;c
y

q0g =
1

k

kX

a;b= 1

fca;c
y

bgexp(i(qa� q
0
b))=

1

k

kX

a= 1

exp(ia(q� q
0))= �q;q0:

W ecan com putethat

c
y
qcq =

1

k

kX

a;b= 1

c
y
acbexp(iq(b� a)): (16.21)

So that

X

q

c
y
qcq =

kX

a= 1

c
y
aca;

2
X

q

cos(q)cyqcq =
X

q

(exp(iq)+ exp(� iq))

kX

a;b= 1

c
y
acbexp(iq(b� a))
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=

k� 1X

a= 1

�
c
y
aca+ 1 � cac

y
a+ 1

�

X

q

exp(� iq)cyqc
y
� q =

1

k

X

q

kX

a;b= 1

c
y
ac

y

bexp(iq(b� a� 1))=

k� 1X

a= 1

c
y
ac

y
a+ 1

X

q

exp(iq)cqc� q =
1

k

X

q

kX

a;b= 1

cacbexp(iq(a� b+ 1)= �

k� 1X

a= 1

caca+ 1:(16.22)

Thuswe�nd that

H I = � 2

 
X

q

(1+ 2cos(q))cyqcq �
X

q

(exp(� iq)cyqc
y
� q+ exp(iq)cqc� q)

!

(16.23)

= � 2

0

@
X

q> 0

(1+ 2cos(q))(cyqcq + c
y
� qc� q)+ 2i

X

q> 0

sin(q)
�
c
y
qc

y
� q+ cqc� q)

�
1

A :

To diagonalizethisHam iltonian weapply a Bogoliubov transform ation

�q = uqcq + ivqc
y
� q; �� q= uqc� q� ivqc

y
q

�
y
q = uqc

y
q � ivqc� q; �

y
� q= uqc

y
� q+ ivqcq; (16.24)

where q > 0 everywhere and uq;vq are both real. W e require that the �q;�
y
q are

ferm ionicoperators:

f�q0;�qg = 0; f�
y

q0;�qg = �q0;q ) u
2

q + v
2

q = 1: (16.25)

Thuswe param eterize uq and vq via uq = sin(�q);vq = cos(�q).Theinverse transfor-

m ation to theBogoliubov ferm ionsisgiven by

cq = uq�q � ivq�
y
� q; c� q= uq�� q+ ivq�

y
q

c
y
q = uq�

y
q + ivq�� q; c

y
� q= uq�

y
� q� ivq�q: (16.26)

W hich can beused to rewritetheHam iltonian in term softheBogoliubov ferm ions:

H I = � 2

0

@
X

q> 0

(1+ 2cos(q))
�
(uq�

y
q + ivq�� q)(uq�q � ivq�

y
� q)

+(uq�
y
� q� ivq�q)(uq�� q+ ivq�

y
q))

�

+
X

q> 0

2isin(q)
�
(uq�

y
q + ivq�� q)(uq�

y
� q� ivq�q)

+(uq�q � ivq�
y
� q)(uq�� q+ ivq�

y
q))

��
(16.27)

= � 2

0

@
X

q> 0

h
(1+ 2cos(q))(u2q � v

2

q)� 4sin(q)uqvq

i
(�yq�q + �

y
� q�� q)

+
X

q> 0

h
4i(1+ 2cos(q))uqvq + 4isin(q)(u2q � v

2

q)
i
(�yq�

y
� q+ �q�� q)

1

A ;
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up to a constantvacuum energy.W ecan m aketheo�-diagonalterm svanish if

(1+ 2cos(q))uqvq + sin(q)(u2q � v
2

q)= 0! tan(2�q)= �
2sin(q)

(1+ 2cos(q))
: (16.28)

Thus

H I = � 2
X

q> 0

[(1+ 2cos(q))� 2sin(2�q)sin(q)](�
y
q�q + �

y
� q�� q); (16.29)

or

H I = 2
X

q

q
5+ 4cos(q)�yq�q: (16.30)

W ecan recovertheconstantvacuum energy by noting thattheoriginalHam iltonian

wastracelessand thetraceshould bepreserved underthecanonicaltransform ations

wehaveperform ed.SinceTr[H I]= 2k
P

q

p
5+ 4cosq we�nd that

H I = 2
X

q

q
5+ 4cos(q)

�

�
y
q�q �

1

2

�

: (16.31)

Thevacuum (ground)stateofthissystem hasnoBogoliubov ferm ionsoccupying any

sites. Note thatthere isa gap between thisstate and excited states. Furthernote

thattheenergy ofthisvacuum stateisreally dependenton k:

E g(k)= �
X

q

q
5+ 4cos(q)= �

k

2(
k� 1

2 )X

m = � k

2(�
k� 1

2 )

s

5+ 4cos

�
2�m

k

�

: (16.32)

W enotethatE g(k)< � k because each term in thesum isgreaterthan unity.Thus

ifwecom pareaIsing chain in atransverse�eld toonewhich issim ply in atransverse

�eld the Ising chain in the transverse �eld always hasa lowerenergy ground state.

FurtherwenotethatE g(k)> E g(j)ifk > j.

Letusreturn tothecorrection term C in Eq.(16.17).W hen weexpressthisterm

in m om entum spacewe�nd that

C =
2

k

X

q;q0

�
e
iq
c
y
q + e

� iq
c
y
q

��
e
ikq0

c
y

q0 � e
� ikq0

cq0
�
: (16.33)

The�rstobservation isthatforlargek,thisterm becom esa sm allcorrection to the

energy derived above. Furtherm ore,each given term hasan eigenvalue � which has

a value between � 2

k
� � � 2

k
. This im plies that the correction to our expression

Eq.(16.31)willbebound from aboveby 4

k
.Thuswehavefound that

H I = 2
X

q

q
5+ 4cos(q)

�

�
y
q�q �

1

2

�

+ 
 k;whereTrj
 kj<
4

k
: (16.34)
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16.2 C lusters,clusters,everyw here

Having nearly exactly calculated the spectra ofthe Ising with transverse �eld

Ham iltonian oflength k weunderstand thespectrum ofthetotalspin ladderHam il-

tonian.Foreach subspacecorresponding to a speci�cation ofci(~x1)wecan construct

the binary string ~c(~x1) = (c1(~x1);c2(~x1);:::;cn� 1(~x1)) labeling the structure ofthe

Ham iltonian on the~x1 speci�ed subspace. Each such string can furtherbe speci�ed

by the values where the elem ents take the value +1 and,in particular,we wish to

sim ply labelsuch a subspaceby thestructureofsuch +1 clusters.A +1 clusterfrom

theith to thej qubitwillbedenoted by (i;j).Thusevery string willcorrespond to

som eclusterstructurebc(~x1)= (i1;i2)(i3;i4):::(i2r� 1;i2r)whereristhenum berof+1

clusters in a string. Thus,forexam ple~c = (+1;+1;� 1;� 1;+1;� 1;+1;+1;� 1))

bc= (1;2)(5;5)(7;8)which has3 +1 clusters,two oflength 2 and oneoflength 1.For

each clusterlabeling thespectrum oftheHam iltonian H hasa structurerelated only

to the num berand size ofthe clusters. In particulariftwo subspaceshave identical

clusterstructure(num berofclusterofa given length isidentical)then they havean

identicalspectrum (with di�erenteigenstateshowever). Thisisbecause,fora given

cluster oflength l,the Ham iltonian takes on the structure ofan Ising chain with

a transverse m agnetic �eld which we have analyzed above. Letuslabelthe cluster

structure by [m 2;:::;m n� 1]where m i isthe num berofclustersoflength i. Clearly
P

n� 1

i= 2 m ii� n � 1. LetEg(k)labelthe ground state energy ofa clusteroflength k

physicalqubitswhich correspondsto a clusterofk in the bitstring ~c.In particular

from theprevioussection weknow that

E g(k)= � !0

k

2(
k� 1

2 )X

m = � k

2(�
k� 1

2 )

s

5+ 4cos

�
2�m

k

�

+ 
k;whereTrj
 kj<
4

k
: (16.35)

Forelem ents which are notm em bers acted upon by a cluster,only the H T Ham il-

tonian contributes to the spectrum ofthese sights. For a given cluster structure

[m 2;m 3;:::;m n� 1]thevacuum stateoftheHam iltonian hasan energy

E ([m 2;m 3;:::;m n� 1])=

n� 1X

i= 2

m iE g(i)� !0(n �

n� 1X

i= 2

m ii)): (16.36)

It is easy to then verify that the globalground state corresponds to the subspace

where[m 2 = 0;m 3 = 0;:::;m n� 2= 0;m n� 1= 1],i.e.thefullclustersituation.

Furtherwenotethattheforevery clustercon�guration ~c(~x1)correspondsto two

di�erent~x1 con�gurationsand thusallofthe levelsofourHam iltonian are two-fold

degenerate. To see this note that~c(~x1) is unchanged ifthe value ofevery elem ent

in ~x1 ip signs.Every elem entofthespin ladderHam iltonian,therefore,istwo-fold

degenerate.Theground stateofthesystem then correspondstotheHam iltonian over

thesubspace de�ned by ~x1 = (+1;+1;� � � ;+1)and also by ~x1 = (� 1;� 1;� � � ;� 1).
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16.3 Q uantum error correcting properties

Let us now exam ine the error detecting and correcting properties of the spin

laddersground state. W e willexam ine the errorpropertiesofinform ation encoded

into thedegeneracy oftheground stateoftheHam iltonian.

Instead ofusingthebasisj~z2;~x1iitisconvenienttowork with thebasisj~z2;~c;x
(1)

1 i

where ~c(~x1) = (c1(~x1);c2(~x1);:::;cn� 1(~x1)) where we recall that ci(~x1) = 1

2
(1 +

x
(i)

1 x
(i+ 1)

1 ). The ground state is therefore labeled by j~z2 = gi
 j1;1;:::;1i
 jx
(1)

1 i

wherej~z2 = giistheground stateofthefullclusterHam iltonian,j1;1;:::;1irepre-

sentsc1 = 1;c2 = 1;:::;cn� 1= 1 and x
(1)

1 now labelsthe degeneracy ofthisground

state.

The�rstthing to noticeisthatany operatorwhich actsasidentity on thedegen-

eracy isa detectableerror.In otherwords

h~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x
(1)

1 jEj~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);y
(1)

1 i (16.37)

= h~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1)jEj~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1)ihx
(1)

1 jy
(1)

1 i= c�
x
(1)

1
;y
(1)

1

;

wherecisthem atrix elem enthg;~c= (1;1;:::;1)jEjg;~c= (1;1;:::;1)i.

W ewillnow show that

h~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x
(1)

1 jE �j~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);y
(1)

1 i= C��ij; (16.38)

where E � is any product ofa single � (i;j)
x operator and up to n � 1 �(i;1)z or � (i;2)

z

operators.

Firstnotethatany productofup to n� 1 �(i;1)z or� (i;2)
z operatorsisa productof

up to n � 1 Z
(i)

1 operatorsand n � 1 Z
(i)

2 operators. Letusexam ine the case where

E � containsa �
(i;j)
x operatorand then wewillexam inethecasewhere� (i;j)

x doesnot

appear in E �. A single � (i;j)
x is either X

(i)

2 or X
(i)

2 X
(i)

1 . Under the Jordan-W igner

transform ation,X
(i)

2 isa sum ofa productofan odd num berofBogoliubov ferm ions.

Furtherm oreany productofZ
(i)

2 ’sisgiven by asum ofan even num berofBogoliubov

ferm ions. M ultiplying together a single X
(i)

2 and any num ber ofZ
(i)

2 operators,we

thuscreate an operatorwith a sum overan odd num berofBogoliubov ferm ions. It

isan elem entary resultofferm ion operators,then,thatan errorE constructed from

X
(i)

2 and any num berofZ
(i)

2 hasa vanishing m atrix elem entovertheground state

h~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x
(1)

1 jEj~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);y
(1)

1 i= 0: (16.39)

Furtherm ore,m ultiplying such an errorE any productofZ
(i)

1 and X
(i)

1 operatorsdoes

notchangethisresultbecausetheseoperatorsacton a di�erenttensorproductsub-

system .W ethereforeseethatanyerrorwhich containsasingle� (i;j)
x anycom bination

of� (i;j)
z ’ssatis�estheerrordetection criteria,Eq.(16.38).

Nextletusexam inethecasewhere� (i;j)
x doesnotappearin theerrorE �,butthe

productofn � 1 �(i;j)z operatorsdo appearin errorE �. Every such errorwillbe a



190

productofup to n � 1 Z
(i)

1 operatorsand n � 1 Z
(i)

2 operators.n � 1 Z
(i)

1 operators

acting on the ground state j~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x1ichangesatlestone value of

~c.ThereforeifE istheproductofn � 1 Z
(i)

1 operatorsand operatorsZ
(i)

2 ,

~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x
(1)

1 jEj~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);y
(1)

1 i= 0: (16.40)

aslong asE containsatleastone Z
(i)

1 . If,on the otherhand E containsonly Z
(i)

2 ,

then

~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);x
(1)

1 jEj~z2 = g;~c= (1;1;:::;1);y
(1)

1 i= E �
x
(1)

1
;y
(1)

1

: (16.41)

because Z
(i)

2 acts only on the �rst tensor product ofthe ground state. E is som e

constantindependentofx
(1)

1 and y
(1)

1 .

W e have therefore shown that the ground state ofthe spin ladder is an error

detecting code forany productofa single � (i;j)
x and n � 1 products of�(i;j)z . This

resultisequivalentto saying thatthecodeisan errordetecting codeforsingle � (i;j)
x

operatorsand isan errorcorrectingcodefor
j
n� 1

2

k
�
(i;j)
z operators.

16.4 Supercoherent properties of the spin ladder

ground state

W ehavenow shown thattheground stateofthespin ladderisan errordetecting

codeforsingle� (i;j)
z errorsand errordetectingfor

j
n� 1

2

k
�
(i;j)
z errors.In orderforthis

to qualify asa supercoherent spin ladder,there m ustbe a gap between the ground

state energy and higher energy levels. W e know that this is true because we have

found thatauniqueground state.However,itisusefulto qualify thesizeofthisgap.

As we calculated in Section 16.2 the ground state ofthe spin ladder occupies

a speci�c subspace assignm ent of~c. Speci�cally the ground state corresponded to

~c = (+1;+1;:::;+1) which is the \fullcluster" subspace. There are two types of

excitationswhich can occuron thisground state.The�rsttypeofexcitation iswhere

operatorsm aintain thissubspace.TheseoperatorswillactasBogoliubov excitations

on theground state.RecallthattheHam iltonian forthisfullclusterisgiven by

H I = 2!0

n

2(
n� 1

2 )X

m = � n

2(�
n� 1

2 )

s

5+ 4cos

�
2�m

n

��

�
y
q�q �

1

2

�

+ 
 k;whereTrj
 kj<
4

n
:

(16.42)

Now

r

5+ 4cos
�
2�m

n

�
varies from 1 to 3. Thus there is always an energy gap in

between thevacuum ofthissubspaceand any Bogoliubov excitationsofthisvacuum .

The size ofsuch a gap is2!0. Note thatthisistrue forany Bogoliubov excitations

in any ofthesubspacescorresponding to a particular~c.
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Thesecond typeofexcitation which can occurisfrom theground stateto a state

with a di�erent~c. This type ofexcitation has a gap which is the di�erence in the

vacuum energiesoftheground stateand thenew state.Thesm allestsuch gap occurs

when only one elem ent of~c is ipped. This willthen divide the system into two

clusters.Oneoflength land theotheroflength n� l.Theenergy ofthevacuum for

thiscon�guration isgiven by

E g(l)= � !0

l

2(
l� 1

2 )X

m = � l

2(�
l� 1

2 )

s

5+ 4cos

�
2�m

l

�

� !0

n� l

2 (
n� l� 1

2 )X

m = �
n� l

2 (�
n� l� 1

2 )

s

5+ 4cos

�
2�m

n � l

�

;

(16.43)

ifthe elem ent of~c which wasipped wasnotc1 orcn� 1. Ifthe elem entwhich was

ipped wasattheend,then thereisa singlequbitwhich justfeelsa transverse�eld.

The di�erence between the ground state vacuum and allofthe othervacuum s can

easily beestim ated to beapproxim ately !0.Figure16.2 showsthisgap forn even.
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Figure16.2:The energy gap in unitsof!0 between clustersoflength land n � lfor
the n even spin ladder.

W ehavethereforeseen thattheground stateofthespin ladderisseparated from
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allexcitations by � !0. Thus,for the excitations which are error detecting allof

theseerrorstakethestateup in energy.

An interesting property ofthis spin ladder was the fact that not only was the

ground state error detecting for the � (i;j)
x errors,the spin ladder is also error cor-

recting for a lim ited num ber of� (i;j)
z errors. W hen such Pauliphase error willbe

suppressed atlow tem peraturesasin the supercoherentcase,butitisalso possible

to now correct these errors. To see how this is done,we note that a �
(i;j)
z error

takestheground statecausesonly an excitation which changesthesubspacelabeled

by ~c. Therefore correcting these errorcorrespondsto m aking a m easurem entofthe

operatorscorresponding to~c.Thesearetheoperators

e
(i) = �

(i;1)
x �

(i;2)
x �

(i+ 1;1)
x �

(i+ 1;2)
x : (16.44)

M easurem ent ofthese observable diagnoses the ipped ~c elem ents and this can be

used to ip theseelem entsback and hencecorrectto theerror.

W e have thus seen thatthe spin ladder we have constructed has som e am azing

properties. The ground state ofthe spin ladderisdoubly degenerate and separated

from allotherstatesby an energy of� !0.Allsingle�
(i;j)
x erroractto takethestate

from itsground statetoastateofhigherenergy and atlow tem peraturestheseerrors

should besuppressed.Sim ilarly m ultiple� (i;j)
z errorsdo notbreak thedegeneracy of

this ground state. Furtherm ore if
j
n� 1

2

k
ofthese � (i;j)

z errors occur,m easurem ents

can be perform ed such that allofthese errors can be corrected. Thus this spin

ladder is a hybrid with both supercoherent and error correcting properties. Since

� z errorsaregenerally m oredam aging to thecoherence ofa system ,therem arkable

errorcorrecting property should m akethisspin chain extrem ely usefulforprotecting

quantum inform ation.

16.5 Encoded operations

Having shown thattheground stateofthe spin laddersupportsa supercoherent

qubitwith theextra property thatitcan errorcorrectcertain errorswenow ask the

question ofwhataretheencoded operationson thisdegeneracy.

In fact,wecould have begun ourdiscussion ofthisspin ladderby exam ining the

degeneracy ofthespin ladder.Theoperators

�Z =

nY

i= 1

�
(i;1)
z

�X = �
(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x (16.45)

com m ute with the spin-ladderHam iltonian H .Since each ofthese operatorssquare

to identity we know thatthese operatorsgenerate 2-dim ensionalrepresentations of

thePauligroup on onequbit.In otherwordsthey actlike2 dim ensionalsinglequbit

operations. Since these operators com m ute with H we therefore know that these

operatorsacton thetwo-fold degeneracy ofH .
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A furtherim portantpointisnecessary here.Every statein H istwo-fold degen-

erate. Notonly the �Z and �X given above com m ute with thisHam iltonian,butalso
Q n
i= 1�

(i;j)
z forj= 1;2 and � (i;1)

x �
(2;1)
x fori= 1;:::;n.Alloftheseoperatorsenactan

encoded � z or� x on the degeneracy,however,each m ay enacta di�erentrepresen-

tation ofthese operatorson the di�erentlevelsofH . Forany given level,however,

the action ofallofthese operatorsisidentical. Therefore one can enactan encoded

� z via eitherthe operator
Q n
i= 1�

(i;1)
z orthe operator

Q n
i= 1�

(i;2)
z . The action ofthis

operatoron theground stateisidentical.

Unfortunately,whilewecould easily im plem ent �X asa Ham iltonian on thecode,

the operator �Z is not so easily to im plem ent as a Ham iltonian on this code (see

[133,134]forpossiblem ethods).Thus,likeourearlierPaulistabilizercodeexam ple,

we are leftwe a very good quantum m em ory withoutthe ability to m anipulate the

inform ation.

Anotherinteresting problem with thisspin chain isthatwhile
j
n� 1

2

k
�
(i;j)
z errors

can becorrected,itispossible forthe environm entto enactand errorwhich cannot

be corrected by using only !0 energy. W e willnotdelve into the derivation ofthis

result now as this point willbe taken up in Chapter 18 where we discuss natural

fault-tolerantquantum com putation.

16.6 T he supercoherent spin ladder

In this chapter we studied an interesting spin ladder. This spin ladder has a

supercoherentground state,and thisground statealsohasadditionalerrorcorrecting

properties.Thisisan im portant�rststep towardsincorporating m orethan justthe

errordetection propertiesofsupercoherencebutalso errorcorrection.Unfortunately

thisspin ladder’sinform ation isnotusefulforquantum com putation becauseencoded

actionscannotbe enacted on the ground state. Furtheritisunfortunate thatonly

phase errorscan be corrected. Bitip errorsare only detectable and robustnessto

these errors m ust com e from the low tem perature ofthe environm ent. In the next

chapter we willsee how it is possible to encode a fullsingle qubit quantum error

correcting codeinto thedegenerateground stateofa system .
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C hapter 17

A N aturally Q uantum Error

C orrecting G round State

To errishum an;to forget,divine

{J.H.Goldfuss

In this chapter we dem onstrate a spin lattice system whose ground state is a

singlequbitquantum errorcorrecting code.Thisisthe�rstexam pleofa fully quan-

tum errorcorrecting ground stateconstructed with only two-qubitinteraction in the

Ham iltonian. The spectrum ofthe Ham iltonian ispresented using a sim pli�ed Sta-

bilizer encoding and it is shown that the ground state ofthis system is indeed a

quantum errorcorrecting code forsingle qubiterrors. W e discussthe naturalerror

correcting propertiesofthisspin latticeground stateand encoded operationson this

code. Finally we discuss how adiabatic passage can be used to prepare the ground

stateofthespin lattice.

17.1 T he three-by-three quantum errorcorrecting

ground state

Considera three-by-three squarelatticewith qubitson theverticesofthelattice

(nine qubits total). W e labelthe elem ents by the row and colum n indices (i;j)

respectively and an operatorO which actson thisqubittensored with identity on all

otherqubitsisO (i;j).TheHam iltonian weareinterested isgiven by H

G = �
(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x + �

(1;2)
x �

(1;3)
x + �

(2;1)
x �

(2;2)
x + �

(2;2)
x �

(2;3)
x + �

(3;1)
x �

(3;2)
x + �

(3;2)
x �

(3;3)
x

+ �
(1;1)
z �

(2;1)
z + �

(2;1)
z �

(3;1)
z + �

(1;2)
z �

(2;2)
z + �

(2;2)
z �

(3;2)
z + �

(1;3)
z �

(2;3)
z + �

(2;3)
z �

(3;3)
z

H = � !0G : (17.1)

Thisspin-latticesystem issketched in Figure17.1.
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Figure17.1:The spin-lattice with a quantum errorcorrecting ground state

17.1.1 Stabilizer encoding

Once again,in order to understand this Ham iltonian it is usefulto work in a

di�erent basis. Particularly usefulin this case is a Paulistabilized quantum error

correction code (see Appendix A.7). In particularconsiderthe stabilizercode with

stabilizerelem entsgenerated by theoperators

S1 = �
(1;1)
z �

(1;2)
z �

(1;3)
z �

(2;1)
z �

(2;2)
z �

(2;3)
z ;

S2 = �
(2;1)
z �

(2;2)
z �

(2;3)
z �

(3;1)
z �

(3;2)
z �

(3;3)
z ;

S3 = �
(1;1)
x �

(2;1)
x �

(3;1)
x �

(1;2)
x �

(2;2)
x �

(3;2)
x ;

S4 = �
(1;2)
x �

(2;2)
x �

(3;2)
x �

(1;3)
x �

(2;3)
x �

(3;3)
x ; (17.2)

and corresponding to thiscodearethe�velogicaloperators

�X 1 = �
(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x ; �Z1 = �

(1;1)
z �

(2;1)
z

�X 2 = �
(1;2)
x �

(1;3)
x ; �Z2 = �

(1;3)
z �

(2;3)
z

�X 3 = �
(3;1)
x �

(3;2)
x ; �Z3 = �

(2;1)
z �

(3;1)
z

�X 4 = �
(3;2)
x �

(3;3)
x ; �Z4 = �

(2;3)
z �

(3;3)
z

�X 5 = �
(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x �

(1;3)
x ; �Z5 = �

(1;1)
z �

(2;1)
z �

(3;1)
z : (17.3)
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Using thiscode,wecan expressthatHam iltonian as

H = � !0

�
�X 1 + �X 2 + �X 3 + �X 4 + �X 1

�X 3S3 + �X 2
�X 4S4

+ �Z1 + �Z2 + �Z3 + �Z4 + �Z1
�Z2S1 + �Z3

�Z4S2

�
: (17.4)

Notice,asin the originalsupercoherentPauliexam ple,the �fth encoded qubitdoes

not appear in this Ham iltonian. This willbe degenerate codespace we willuse to

storethequantum inform ation.

Unfortunately,even afterthereduction tofourencoded qubits,wehavenotfound

the exacteigenvaluesand eigenstatesofthisHam iltonian. Instead we resortto the

m athem aticalpackageM athem atica to calculatethespectrum .

17.2 T he spin-lattice spectrum

Corresponding to the eigenvaluesofS1,S2,S3,and S4,Eq.(17.4)hasa speci�c

form . M oreover,S1,S2,S3,and S4 can be sim ultaneously diagonalized. W e label

each ofthe subspaces de�ned by these operatorsvia theireigenvaluesS1;S2;S3;S4.

Foran assignm ent ofS1,S2,S3,S4,the fourqubit Ham iltonian in Eq.(17.4)The

spectrum ofthefourqubitHam iltonian Eq.(17.4)wascalculated using theprogram

M athem atica.These energiesareassem bled in Table17.1.

W e see from Table 17.1 thatthe ground stateofH overthe fourencoded qubits

is unique and inhabits the S1 = +1;S2 = +1;S3 = +1;S4 = +1 subspace. As

m entioned above,the�fth encoded qubitisnotinvolved in H and thereforeallofthe

statesin Table17.1 willbetwo-fold degeneratecorresponding to thisencoded qubit.

In orderto labelthestatesofthespin-latticeweusethebasisjS1;S2;S3;S4;j;z5i

where Si are the � 1 eigenvalues ofSi,j labelsthe energy levels sorted from j = 0

thelowestenergy to j= 15 thehighestenergy (and picking som e arbitrary ordering

and basisforthedegeneratestates),and z5 isthe� 1 eigenvalueofZ5.

17.3 G round state error correcting properties

The two-fold degenerate ground state ofthe spin-lattice system is given by the

statej+ 1;+1;+1;+1;0;z5i.W ewillnow show thatthisstateisan errorcorrecting

code for allsingle qubit errors. The condition that the ground state is an error

correcting codeforallsinglequbiterrorsisgiven by

h+1;+1;+1;+1;0;z5j�
(i;j)
� �

(j;l)

� j+ 1;+1;+1;+1;0;z05i= C�;�;i;j;k;l�z5;z05; (17.5)

where�;� = f0;1;2;3g.Noticeweallow theidentity operatorsin thisexpression.

Every operatorofthe form �
(i;j)
� �

(i;j)

� where � 6= � anticom m utes with atleast

oneelem entofthestabilizergeneratorsSi.Thisim pliesthat

h+1;+1;+1;+1;0;z5j�
(i;j)
� �

(k;l)

� j+ 1;+1;+1;+1;0;z05i= 0 � 6= �: (17.6)
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Table17.1:Energy levelsofthe spin-lattice
S1 S2 S3 S4 Sorted energiesin unitsof!0 (degeneracy)rounded to 10

� 2

+1 +1 +1 +1 � 7:79;� 4:69;� 3:46(2);� 2;� 0:94;� 0:79;0(2);2(2);2:58;

3:46(2);3:62;4(2)

+1 +1 +1 � 1 � 7:27;� 4:75;� 3:69;� 3:09;� 2;� 1:20;� 0:85;� 0:23;1:19;

+1 +1 � 1 +1 1:31;2(3);4:13;4:75;5:69

+1 � 1 +1 +1

� 1 +1 +1 +1

+1 +1 � 1 � 1 � 6:85;� 4;� 3:46;� 3:23;� 2(2);� 1:62;0(2);1:62;2(2);3:23;

� 1 � 1 +1 +1 3:46;4;6:85

+1 � 1 +1 � 1 � 6:46;� 5:18;� 3:46(2);� 1:52;� 1:09;0(4);1:09;1:52;3:46(2);

+1 � 1 � 1 +1 5:18;6:46

� 1 +1 +1 � 1

� 1 +1 � 1 +1

+1 � 1 � 1 � 1 � 5:69;� 4:75;� 4:13;� 2(3);� 1:32;� 1:19;0:23;0:85;1:19;2;

� 1 +1 � 1 � 1 3:09;3:69;4:75;7:27

� 1 � 1 +1 � 1

� 1 � 1 � 1 +1

� 1 � 1 � 1 � 1 � 4(2);� 3:63;� 3:46(2);� 2:58;� 2;0(2);0:79;0:94;2;3:46(2);

4:69;7:79

Thisfollowsfrom thestandard reasoning aboutstabilizercodes.Iftheerrorelem ent

anticom m uteswith oneofthestabilizerelem ents,theaction ofthiserroristoip the

valueofthecorresponding Si eigenvalue.Thereforethem atrix elem entvanishes.

Thuswe need only concern ourselveswith the � (i;j)
� �

(k;l)
� elem ents. The identity

case,� = 0 istrivially �lled. Som e ofthese elem entsanticom m ute with a generator

ofthestabilizerSi and therefore,via theargum entofthepreviousparagraph satisfy

Eq .(17.5).Itiseasy tocheck thatalloftheelem entswhich donotanticom m utewith

a generatorofthestabilizerSi can bewritten asa productofthe�rstfourencoded

qubitoperatorsand thestabilizerelem ents

�
(i;j)
� �

(j;l)
� = pX

c1
1 X

c2
2 X

c3
3 X

c4
4 Z

d1
1 Z

d2
2 Z

d3
3 Z

d4
4 S

s1
1 S

s2
2 S

s3
3 S

s4
4 ; (17.7)

where p = � 1 orp = � iand ci;di;si 2 f0;1g.Therefore thisoperatoronly actson

the �rstfourencoded qubitsand notthe encoded qubit. Therefore we see thatfor

theseelem ents

h+1;+1;+1;+1;0;z5j�
(i;j)
� �

(k;l)
� j+ 1;+1;+1;+1;0;z05i= E �;i;j;k;l�z5;z05: (17.8)

whereE �;i;j;k;ldoesnotdepend on z5 orz
0
5 and thereforesatis�estheerrorcorrecting

requirem ent.

W e have thus seen that the ground state ofthe spin-lattice system is a error

correcting codeforsinglequbiterrors.
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How doesoneperform theerrorcorrection procedureforthisground state? One

m annerisasfollows.Therearetwo kindsoferrors.The�rsttypeoferrortakesthe

statefrom theSi= +1;8isubspacetoanotherSilabeled subspace.Bym easuringthe

stabilizerelem ents,these errorscan be detected and corrected. The second type of

errorpreservesSi= 1;8isubspacebutactsasan excitation on thefourqubitencoded

Ham iltonian. One way to determ ine ifthere error has occurred is to m easure the

Ham iltonian itselfH . Ifthe value isnotthatofthe ground state,then appropriate

m anipulationscan beapplied torestorethesystem totheground state.Thism ethod

oferror correction is,however,appears very di�cult to im plem ent on the ground

state. However,in the nextsection we shallargue thatthe system willapply m uch

ofthe errorcorrection procedure through the naturally evolution ofthe system plus

environm ent.

17.4 N aturalerror correction

Inspection ofTable 17.1 shows that the ground state is separated from states

reached by an error � 0:52!0. Allsingle qubit errors,as in supercoherence,take

the system from the globalground state to a state ofhigher energy. There is an

im portantconsequence,however,ofthefactthattheground stateofthespin-lattice

isa quantum errorcorrecting code.

Considersupercoherence �rst. Suppose a single qubiterroroccurson the super-

coherentground state. The state willthen be excited to higherenergy levels. Since

the supercoherentground state isonly errordetecting,itisin generalim possible to

restore the system to theground state withoutdestroying thequantum inform ation

stored into the degeneracy ofthe supercoherent system . In supercoherence then,a

singlequbiterrorwilloccurand anyrelaxation ofthesystem back totheground state

willoccurin such away thatthedegeneracy isacted upon nontrivially.Oncean error

hashappened on thesupercoherentground state,thesupercoherentinform ation isin

troubleofbeing decohered.

Now considerthe spin lattice we have described above. Asin the supercoherent

case ifa single qubit error occurs on the ground state ofthe spin-lattice the state

willbe excited to higher energy levels. Now,however,because the ground state is

error correcting there is the possibility ofrestoring the inform ation to the ground

state without decohering the inform ation stored in the degeneracy. In fact,one of

therelaxation pathwaysopen to a system which decoheresback to theground state

willbeexactly theerrorcorrection procedurenecessary to restorethesystem to the

ground state without destroying the degeneracy ofthe system . The fact that one

ofthe open system evolution pathways open to the system is the error correcting

procedure followsdirectly from the Herm iticity ofthe Ham iltonian. Itisim portant

to note thatin our spin-lattice case the relaxation back to the ground state is not

alwayserrorcorrecting.Itispossibleforthestatetotakearelaxation pathway which
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goesthrough otherenergylevelsand thusdestroysthedegeneracy oftheground state.

Thiscorrespondsto a two qubiterrorwhich oursinglequbiterrorcorrecting codeis

notdesigned tocorrect.However,theHerm iticity oftheHam iltonian im pliesthatthe

relaxation pathway which �xed theerrorisopen an thusevolution ofthespin-lattice

hasa non-negligiblecom ponentalong theerrorcorrection pathways.

Error Relaxation

Destruction
of coherence
encode in the
degeneracy

Figure17.2:Supercoherence evolution pathways

Error Relaxation

Destruction
of coherence
encode in the
degeneracy

Preservation
of coherence
encode in the
degeneracy

Figure17.3:Quantum errorcorrecting ground state evolution pathways

In Figures17.2 and 17.3 we show a schem atic ofthe di�erence between superco-

herenceand thequantum errorcorrecting spin-lattice.

The ability of a system to self-correct decoherence processes is an interesting

propertyofourspin-latticesystem .In fact,ourspin-latticesystem isthe�rstexam ple

ofsuch autom atic ornaturalerrorcorrection which usesonly two-body interactions
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between qubits.Therearetwo precedentsforsuch autom aticerrorcorrection,oneby

Barnesand W arren[14]and theotherfrom Kitaev and coworkers[112,114,34,85].

Barnesand W arren[14]presentaschem ewhereerrorsareautom atically corrected.

These authorspresentan NM R im plem entation whose ground state isan errorcor-

recting code.W enote,however,thatthisim plem entation only correctslim ited types

oferrors.In particulartheirsystem doesnotcorrectsinglequbitphaseerrors.In fact,

aswewilldiscussin Chapter18,thesystem presented by Barnesand W arren isnot

any m ore specialthan a two-dim ensionalIsing system . In contrastto the proposal

ofBarnesand W arren,thespin latticewepresentcan correctallsinglequbiterrors.

On theotherhand,oursystem hastheshortcom ing thatcorrection doesnotalways

succeed.

Thesecond precedentforourspin latticeisthework ofKitaev and coworkers[112,

114,34,161,154,85]. In this work,codes are constructed which have a ground

state which isquantum errorcorrecting. However,in these system sthe interactions

needed in orderto m akethissystem naturally errorcorrecting requireeitherinterac-

tionsbetween greaterthan threesubsystem sorrequiretwo-bodyinteractionsbetween

subsystem swith greaterthan 60 levelsforeach subsystem ! The bene�tofourspin-

lattice system should be obvious in this respect as it rem oves this m any-body or

m any-levelrestriction.

17.5 Encoded operations

The encoded operation on the degeneracy areeasy to �nd.The encoded � x and

� z are sim ply the �X 5 and �Z5 operators. Asin the spin laddersystem ,we see that

there isa di�culty in im plem enting the operatorson thisspin lattice. W e shallnot

delve into m ethod for �xing this problem here. Needless to say,it is possible to
constructlatticeswhich areerrorcorrectbutforwhich can also bem anipulated.

However,letusnotetwo interesting propertiesoftheencoded operators.Suppose

wewanted toperform thegate� x onthedegeneracy.Thiscorrespondstotheoperator
�X 5 = �

(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x �

(1;3)
x (orsuch an operatortim es a stabilizer elem ent. One way in

which this gate can be enacted is by perform ing single qubit rotations on each of

the listed qubits. Suppose thatoneofthese single qubitrotationswasoverrotated.

Such an overrotation now becom esan erroron theground state.Butthiserrorwill

be correctable (eithernaturally orby ourerrorcorrection procedure). Thisthen is

a form offault-tolerance. The gate we use to im plem entthe rotation can be faulty

and westillwillobtain thecorrectoperation.W ewillhavea chanceto considerably

extend thisnotion in Chapter18.

Second wenotethatsystem sm uch likethespin-latticewehave constructed here

can m osteasily beconstructed from theencoded operationsbackwards.In particular,

the encoded operationswillbetheoperationswhich areerrorson thesystem .Thus

given encoded Paulioperators,constructing operations which are products ofthe
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rem aining Paulioperators guarantees the error correcting properties ofthe ground

state.Thisisa powerfultoolforconstructing such codes:workwith theoperatorson
the code � rst!

17.6 Preparation via adiabatic passage

An interesting question which arisesin the contextofusing the inform ation the

ground state ofthe spin lattice is the question how to prepare the inform ation. A

m ethod for doing this can be achieved using the adiabatic theorem . Suppose,for

instance thatwe could com pletely turn o� the� (i;j)
x operatorsin H and then slowly

turn these operators back on. In particular consider the ability to enact the tim e

dependentHam iltonian

H (t) = �
t

T
!0

�
�
(1;1)
x �

(1;2)
x + �

(1;2)
x �

(1;3)
x + �

(2;1)
x �

(2;2)
x + �

(2;2)
x �

(2;3)
x + �

(3;1)
x �

(3;2)
x

+� (3;2)
x �

(3;3)
x

�
� !0

�
�
(1;1)
z �

(2;1)
z + �

(2;1)
z �

(3;1)
z + �

(1;2)
z �

(2;2)
z + �

(2;2)
z �

(3;2)
z

+� (1;3)
z �

(2;3)
z + �

(2;3)
z �

(3;3)
z

�
; (17.9)

whereT isconstantwith unitsoftim e.

The adiabatic theorem [146]states that a system which is in an eigenstate ofa

tim e dependentHam iltonian willrem ain the instantaneouseigenstate ofthe system

ifvariation ofthisHam iltonian isslow enough and theenergiesoftheHam iltonian do

notcross.In Figure17.4 weseethattheground statedoesnotcrossany otherstate.

Thusforsu�ciently long T,ifwecan preparethestateinto theground stateofH (0)

wecan then guaranteethatweend up in theground ofthespin latticeHam iltonian

H (T).Furtherm ore,thedegeneracy ofthesystem willrem ain intactthroughoutthis

evolution.Butpreparation into theground stateofH (0)with a given degeneracy is

easy. In particular the state where every qubit is j0i is such a ground state. How

slow do wehaveto ram p up the�eld? From theadiabatictheorem [146]we�nd that

we require T > 1

!0
. Thus there is an easy m ethod for preparing the state via the

adiabatictheorem .

17.7 N aturalquantum error correction

In thischapterwe have presented the �rstexam ple ofa ground state which isa

fullsinglequbitquantum errorcorrecting code.Thisground statehastheintriguing

property that allsingle qubit error excite the system to an energy levelofhigher

energy and thereisa non-vanishing probability thatthesystem willthen decay back

totheground statein such away asthecorrecttheerror.Clearly thenextstep along

these linesisto dem onstrate how one can obtain perfectautom atic errorcorrection

where each single errorisalways corrected unless the system isexcited to a higher
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Figure17.4:Energy levelsin unitsof!0 asa function ofthe x com ponent(x = t=T)
ofthe spin lattice Ham iltonian

energy. Furtherm ore the issue ofhow to robustly perform operations on the spin

latticeground statewasnotsatisfactorily addressed.In thenextchapterwewillhave

thechanceto addresstheseissuesfrom thecontextofa m oredistanced perspective.
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C hapter 18

Tow ards N aturally Fault-tolerant

System s

W hatpassesforoptim ism ism ostoften the e� ectofan intellectualerror

{Raym ond Aron,The Opium ofthe Intellectuals[6]

Beforethediscovery ofquantum errorcorrection and fault-tolerantquantum com -

putation,there was m uch reason to be pessim istic[190,129]aboutthe future tech-

nologicalprospects ofthe construction ofa quantum com puter. Having discovered

quantum errorcorrection followed by thepenning ofthethreshold theorem forinde�-

nitefault-tolerantquantum com putation,theprospectsforbuilding a quantum com -

puterhasbrightened considerably. The inuence ofthe discovery ofquantum error

correction,however,hasnothad m uch ofan im pacton theexperim entalproposalsfor

quantum com putation. True,m any proposalsnow m ention the explicitrequirem ent

thatparalleloperationsarenecessary forfault-tolerantquantum com putation[2],but

thenotionsoffault-tolerancearem ostlyviewed asan eventualgoalofagiven physical
proposal.Calculateyourerrorrate,dem onstrateyou haveuniversalcontrol,and you

havea quantum com puter!To proceed in thism annercallson theargum entoftech-

nologicalinevitability,butisitnotpossiblethattherearesystem swhich arenaturally

fault-tolerantforquantum com putation justassuch system existforclassicalcom -

puters? In thischapterwe lay outtheschem aticsforsuch a naturally fault-tolerant

quantum system builtnotfrom thesinglequbitup butfrom largenum bersofqubits

whosecollectivepropertiesareused forquantum inform ation m anipulation.

18.1 T he classicalstability ofinform ation

W hy is it that classicalcom puters are,to date,so overly robust to interaction

with their environm ent? In fact,itis a m istake to say thatallclassicalcom puters
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are robust to interactions with their environm ent. One need only take a standard

household personalcom puteroutintothehard radiation ofspacetoseethatclassical

com putersareonly robustin certain environm ents.Furtheritisalsoobviousthatthe

actualphysicalim plem entation oftheclassicalcom puterisessentialtotherobustness

oftheclassicalcom puter:buildingaclassicalcom puteroutofbilliard ballsispossible,

butthen substantialerrorcorrection isneeded to m ake the system robustto sm all

deviations in the trajectories ofthe billiard balls. So we should really ask, why

are today’s silicon-based com puters with m agnetic recording devices so robust to

su�ciently non-harsh environm ents?

W e willbegin by exam ining the question of what m ake the robust long-term

storageofclassicalinform ation possible.

18.1.1 C lassicalm em ory,security in num bers,and the lesson

ofdim ensionality

Today’s classicalm em ory devices com e in two form s,read-only and read-write

m em ories. In a read-only m em ory,inform ation is im printed once and can be read

out but not changed without substantialtechnicalprowess. W e willfocus on the

read-write m em ories where classicalinform ation can both be im printed and easily

m anipulated. In particularwe willfocuson the use ofm agnetic m edia which isthe

m edia used forstoragein m osthard drives.

Inform ation on ahard driveisstored in spatially distinctgrainsofaferrom agnetic

substance. The grainsofthe ferrom agnetic substance consistofcom plete m agnetic

dom ainsand are m agnetized in one oftwo possible directionswhich are the logical

0 and 1 ofthe classicalinform ation. This inform ation is read and written using a

deviceknown asaread-writehead.Thishead can read theinform ation bysensingthe

direction ofthem agnetized dom ainsand writesinform ation by applying a m agnetic

�eld m agnetizesthedom ain.

The question ofthe stability ofsuch a m em ory is therefore a question ofthe

stability ofthe m agnetization ofa ferrom agnetic substance. The properties ofa

ferrom agnetic substance aredom inated by an exchange energy between theelectron

spinsofthesubstance

H = � J~si�~sj: (18.1)

In addition to this energy, m ost m aterials have a m agnetocrystalline energy (or

anisotropy energy)in which di�erentdirectionsofm agnetization have a preferential

(lower)energy.The exchange energy,however,dom inatesthe ferrom agneticproper-

ties ofthe substance. The exchange energy is m inim ized when allofthe spins are

com pletely aligned.Thisistheorigin ofdom ainsin m agnetization ofaferrom agnetic

m aterial: the electronswould ratheralign with each other. The m agnetocrystalline

energy isessentialin determ ining which directionswithin thesolid arepreferred.

Letusnow show how such ferrom agnetic substances can be understood to be a
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classicalautom aticerrorcorrecting code.In orderto seethis,considerthesim pli�ed

m odelofa ferrom agnetgiven by the Ising m odel[103]. In thisIsing m odel,spinson

a lattice are assum ed to point in one oftwo directions si = � 1 and the energy of

system isgiven by nearestneighborinteractionsoftheform

E = � J
X

< ij>

sisj + B
X

i

si; (18.2)

whereJ istheenergy ofthenearestneighborbonds< ij> and B isan applied �eld.

In theabsenceofan applied �eld B = 0,theground stateofthissystem isa two-fold

degenerate with allofthe spins parallel. In the presence ofa m agnetic �eld,the

ground stateisoneofthetwo con�guration with allofthespinsparalleldeterm ined

by sign oftheapplied �eld B .LetusignoreB fornow butwewillreturn to nonzero

B later.

The degenerate ground state ofthe Ising m odelwith no m agnetic �eld can be

considered an encoding ofclassicalinform ation. Let usde�ne logical0 as the case

where si = +1 foralllattice sitesiand logical1 asthe case where si = � 1 forall

lattice sites i. An im portantconsideration enters into the stability ofthis encoded

inform ation:thedim ensionality ofthelattice ofspins.Fornow we willassum e that

thisdim ension isgreaterthan orequalto two. AtT = 0 (i.e. com pletely isolated

from any environm ent),the ground stateswilljuststay where they are. Butasthe

tem peratureisturned up T > 0,itispossiblefortheenvironm entto excitethespins

in the system and destroy the inform ation encoded into thisdegeneracy. W hatisit

thatprotectstheinform ation encoded into thisdegeneracy from such errors?

De�nethespontaneousm agnetization astheexpectation valueofallofthelattice

spins m = 1

N

P
ihsii where N is the num ber ofspins in the lattice. For the two-

dim ensionalIsing system on a square lattice,for exam ple,it is possible to exactly

solveforthespontaneousm agnetization[159]which isgiven by

m (T) = �

"

1�
(1� tanh

2
(�J))4

16tanh
4
(�J)

#1=8

T < Tc

= 0 T > Tc; (18.3)

where� = 1

T
.Atlow enough tem peratures,T � Tc,thespontaneousm agnetization

ofthesystem persists.Even though theretheenvironm entcan heatthesystem ,the

inform ation stored in thetotalm agnetization isuna�ected by these uctuations.In

ferrom agneticm aterials,thetem peratureTc istheCurrietem peratureofthem aterial:

usually on theorderofa thousand Kelvin.So them ystery hasbecom ewhy doesthis

m agnetization persistatnon-zero tem perature.

Considertaking a two-dim ensionalIsing m odelwith allofthe spinsparalleland

ipping a singleoneofthespins.Thiswillresultin a changeofenergy ofthesystem

by 2Jr wherer isthenum berofneighborsto which thespin isattached.Thisisthe

lowestenergy excitation which can occuron the system withoutipping N � 1 out
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ofN spins. The second ofthese options,ipping N � 1 outofN spinsrequiresan

extraordinary am ountofenergy which justisnotavailable.Supposeafterweip the

single spin,we ip anotherspin.The energy ofthisnew con�guration m ustnow be

even higherthan thesystem with justonespin ipped.To seethis,�rstnotethatif

thenextspin ipped isnota neighborofthe�rstspin ipped,then thereiscertainly

an increase in energy. Ifthe second spin isa neighborofthe �rstspin,because the

dim ension ofthe spin lattice isgreaterthan one the totalnum ber ofviolated Ising

energiesm ustincrease.SeeFigure18.1.

Energy=-24J Energy=-16J Energy=-12J

Broken bonds

Figure18.1:Isingm odelin twodim ensionsshowingtheenergyproportionaltodom ain
perim etere� ect

W ecan now seehow theIsingm odelin greaterthan twodim ensionscan beviewed

asan autom aticerrorcorrecting code.Thecodewordsarethem ajority labeled states

with allofthespinsaligned in parallel.Each bitip errorthatoccurson thesystem ,

untiloverN =2spinshavebeen ipped,causesan increasein theenergy ofthesystem .

Thereforethetendency ofthesystem istoselfcorrecttheerrorswhich haveoccurred.

Thereissecurity in num bershereand oneseesthem osttrivialerrorcorrecting code,

the m ajority code,at work. W hen one perform s therm odynam icalcalculations of

the m agnetization ofthis system ,the unlikelyhood ofspin ips which ip between

the 0 and 1 states isreected in the persistence ofspontaneous m agnetization. At

low enough tem perature,this m agnetization thus persists. Long rang o� diagonal

order[144]isthereforean indication oftheability ofthesystem to self-correcterrors

on the system . W e also see how an applied �eld can change the state ofa�airs. If

theapplied �eld isstrong enough,then itcan overcom e theIsing bondsand ip the

inform ation encoded into the degeneracy ofthe ground state. Note also that even

thestateswhich haveup to N =2 qubitsip stillm aintain theinform ation aboutthe

classicalinform ation. Itisonly when the sign ofthe totalm agnetization ipssign

doestheclassicalinform ation getdestroyed.

Ofcentralim portancein theargum entforthestability oftheinform ation in the

degeneracyoftheIsingm odelwasthedim ension ofthesystem .W hen aspin isipped



207

in thetwodim ensionalIsingm odelfrom theground state,theenergy ofthesystem is

proportionalto thenum berofbondswith nearestneighborsbroken.M oregenerally

dom ainsofipped spinshavean energy greaterthan theground stateenergy which is

proportionalto thearea oftheperim eterofthedom ain.In d dim ensions,theenergy

ofa dom ain isproportionalto the d� 1 dim ensionalsurface area ofa dom ain. For

one dim ension,we therefore see thatthisenergy isa constant. Thisim pliesthatit

is possible to exchange a m inim alam ount ofenergy between the environm ent and

the system while destroying the inform ation stored in the degeneracy. Considerthe

onedim ensionalIsing m odel.Onecan ip a singlespin which requiresonly thebond

energy 2J,and then proceed to ip neighboring spinswithoutexpending any energy.

Thusitispossibleto useonly 2J energy in destroying thedegeneracy oftheground

state.Thisisshown in Figure18.2.Thecondensed m attertheoristwould say,\there

isno long rangeorderatnonzero tem perature forthe onedim ensionalIsing m odel"

which we see isequivalent to the statem ent thatthe system willnotautom atically

correct its own errors. W e willreturn to this question when we consider quantum

m odels,but we note here that allofthe exam ples we have dem onstrated in Part

IIIofthisthesisareanalogousto theonedim ensionalIsing case in thaterrors(now

quantum )can occurwhich onlyexertam inim alam ountofenergyin ordertodecohere

thedegeneratequantum inform ation.

Energy = -7J

Energy = -5J

Energy = -5J

Energy = -5J

Energy = -7J

Figure18.2:Onedim ension Isingm odelshowinghow thedegeneracycan beadversely
changed by  ipping spinswith only a m inim alam ountofwork

W ehavethusseen thatclassicalinform ation stored in a m agneticm edia isrobust

dueto a robustautom aticerrorcorrecting code.Thisinform ation isrobustbecause

errors which occur to the inform ation are robustly �xed. Further the inform ation
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can be written on by the application ofa �eld which breaks the degeneracy ofthe

inform ation and furtherchanged the energeticsofthe system which allowed forthe

degeneracy to beprotected.

18.1.2 C lassicalgates

Nextweask thequestion ofwhatm akestheclassicalm anipulation ofinform ation

sorobusttoerror.Classicalcom putation occurson them anipulation ofcurrentin an

integrated circuitand the im portantm anipulation ofthe currentisthatofa sim ple

switch.Theprototypeofsuch m anipulation isthetransistor.Consider,forexam ple

a standard bipolar junction transistor. In such a transistor,a sm allvoltage bias

between the em itterand the base can lead to a large change in the currentrunning

from (fora npn transistor)thecollectorto theem itter.

There are two lessons to be learned from the m anipulation ofinform ation by a

transistor.The�rstlesson com esfrom theuseofcurrenttorepresentinform ation.It

isim portantto realizethatcurrentrepresentsa m ajority voting correcting codein a

m ethod sim ilarto thatencountered in m agnetic m edium above. Surely currentcan

run the wrong way in a circuit,butonly atthe expense ofenergy conservation. If

insu�cientenergy isprovided by an environm ent,then them ajority ofelectronswill

ow in the correctdirection. The second lesson taken from the transistoristhata

sm allchangein oneinform ation carriercan m akealargechangein theinform ation of

anotherinform ation carrier.In particularthischangem ustbedigitalin thesensethat

thesystem isrobustto sm allvariationsin thecontrolling m echanism .Thetransistor

either does ordoes notallow current ow between the collector and em itter. This

isa very im portantproperty ofa fault-tolerantsystem : applying the gate and not

applying thegatearetwo m acroscopically separateactions.

Classicalgates therefore rely on a form ofnaturalerror correction by m ajority

m anipulation ofthe inform ation aswellasa com pletely digitalm anipulation ofthe

inform ation.

18.2 N aturalquantum error correction

Having briskly described the reasons why classicalcom puters are so robust we

now seek to extend these notionsto quantum system s.The lesson ofquantum error

correction isthatquantum inform ation isa bitm orecom plicated,butvery sim ilarto

classicalinform ation.Quantum errorcorrection worksbecauseitdealsnotjustwith

the bitipsofclassicalerrorcorrection butalso because itdealswith phase errors.

Itwould notbesurprising then to �nd that,justasthere are naturalclassicalerror

correcting codes,therem ay benaturalquantum errorcorrecting codes.

Forsim plicity we willassum e a collection ofqubitswhich we desire to be natu-

rally endowned with errorcorrection. Obviousgeneralizationsare possible to other
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subsystem sand weshallleave thesegeneralization im plicit.

A naturalquantum errorcorrecting codeisa collection ofN qubitsand a system

Ham iltonian H (N )which satis�es

1.Theground stateoftheHam iltonian H (N )isdegenerate.

2.Theground stateoftheHam iltonian H (N )isa quantum errorcorrecting code

forl= O (N )qubiterrors.

3.LetE i denote the energy ofthe lowestlevelreachable by isingle qubiterrors

on theground state.Forilessthan thenum berofcorrectableerrors,E i< E i+ 1

and
P l

i= 1E i= O (N ):

Item 1 and 2 insure that inform ation can be encoded into the ground state and

is a quantum error correcting code. Item 3 insures that each error m ust supply

energy from the environm ent to the system and that the totalenergy needed to

induce an erroron the ground state isan extensive variable. Thislastrequirem ent

isextrem ely im portantfornaturalerrorcorrection asitrequiresthattheam ountof

energy needed tobreakthedegeneracy isam acroscopicam ountofenergyin thesense

thatitdependson thesizeofthesystem .Finally wenotethatduetotheHerm iticity

ofthe system -environm entHam iltonian,errorpathwaysare alwaysaccom panied by

correction pathways. The basic idea isthere thatofthe autom atic errorcorrection

ofBarnes and W arren[14]where errors are autom atically �xed asthey m ove up in

energy.W em uststressagain,however,thattheexam pleofBarnesandW arren isonly

aclassicalerrorcorrectingcode(justbecauseasystem isquantum thisdoesnotm ake

the dynam icsuniquely quantum ). Here we would like to fully extend the notion to

quantum errorcorrection.Furtherm ore we would also like to stressthe requirem ent

that breaking the degeneracy ofthe system require a m acroscopic expenditure of

energy. This requirem ent protects the quantum inform ation from allbutthe m ost

energeticenvironm entaluctuations.

Oneofthebestwaystoexam ineanerrorcorrectingcodeistoexam inetheencoded

operationswhich m anipulatethecode.Encoded operationsm ustconsistofoperators

which acton greaterthan the num berofqubitswhich theerrorcorrecting code can

correct. Thisrequirem ent im plies thatallencoded operatorsm ustbe ofsize O (N )

on a naturalerrorcorrecting code.By exam ining thesm allestencoded operationson

thecodeitispossibletodeterm inewhetherthecodecan satisfy thenaturalquantum

errorcorrecting criteria.

Consider,forexam ple,an extension ofthePaulisupercoherentexam pleofChap-

ter15 and the quantum errorcorrecting ground state ofChapter17. Given a l� l

squarelatticewith sites(i;j)acted upon by theHam iltonian

H = � !0

0

@
l� 1X

i= 1

lX

j= 1

�
(i;j)
x �

(i+ 1;j)
x

lX

i= 1

l� 1X

j= 1

�
(i;j)
z �

(i;j+ 1)
z

1

A : (18.4)
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ThisHam iltonianhasadegenerategroundstateforthefollowingreason.Thesm allest

Paulioperatorswhich com m utewith H arethecolum n � x operators:X j =
Q l
i= 1�

(i;j)
x

and the row � z operators:Zi =
Q l
j= 1�

(i;j)
z . Take any two ofthese operators. Since

they squareto identity and form a group isom orphicto thesinglequbitPauligroup,

these operators act as 2(l
2)� 1 2-dim ensionalirreps of the Pauligroup. Therefore

the Ham iltonian H m usthave a degenerate ground state which isatleasttwo-fold

degenerate. The degeneracy ofthis ground state m ay,in fact,be m ore than this

two-fold degeneracy.Butnoticethatwehaveshown thatthereareoperationson the

degenerate ground state which involve lsingle qubitoperatorson a system with l2

qubits. This system ,then,does not satisfy the requirem ent that the system is an

errorcorrecting codeforO (N )

Itisperhapsbest,then,when constructing a naturally quantum errorcorrecting

code to startfrom the operatorswhich m anipulate the inform ation and work back-

wards. Further we note that naturally quantum error correcting codes do in fact

exist[160].However,theknown constructionsinvolvefourdim ensionalspatialcon�g-

urationsaswellasunreasonably com plicated m any-body orm any-levelinteractions.

The challenge ofnaturalquantum error correction is to achieve a naturally error

correcting codewithouttheseunphysicalassum ptions.

Finally wewould liketonotesom ephysicalpropertiesofanaturalquantum error

correcting code. The quantum error correcting code condition im plies that for a

naturally quantum errorcorrecting code

hjj
X

i

�
(i)
� jki= C��ij; (18.5)

wherejjiand jkiaretheground statecodewordsand thesum isoveralllatticesites.

If,forexam ple,each qubit isa spin,this would im ply thatthe codewords allhave

the sam e net m agnetization. It is therefore im possible to m easure the inform ation

encoded into the degeneracy by sim ply m easuring the bulk m agnetization ofsuch a

naturally errorcorrecting code. The question ofthe readoutofinform ation willbe

addressed in thenextsection wherewediscussfault-tolerantquantum com putation.

18.3 N aturalfault-tolerant quantum com putation

Thenotion ofnaturalquantum errorcorrection isnotenough forquantum com pu-

tation.Naturalquantum errorcorrectingcodeswillprotectthequantum inform ation,

butthissaysnothingaboutpreparingtheinform ation,m anipulatingtheinform ation,

and reading outtheinform ation in a robustm anner.

In classicalinform ation m anipulation,we saw thatthere were two requirem ents

forfault-tolerance:the digitalnature ofm anipulationsaswellasthe selfcorrecting

energeticslikestandard quantum errorcorrection.

Supposewearegiven anaturalquantum errorcorrectingcodeand wish toperform

am anipulation oftheinform ation stored in thecode.Thiswillbeachieved byturning
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on som e Ham iltonian which m anipulatesthe inform ation. Due to the naturalerror

correcting criteria speci�ed abovetheonly operatorswhich can a�ectthedegeneracy

ofthe code states are those which involve qubit operators which are ofsize O (n).

Thisgate willenactand operation on O (n)qubits. A setofgatesG issaid to be a

fault-tolerantgatesetif

1.Every gate can be im plem ented in a m anner that faulty gates correspond to

errorswhich can becorrected by thenaturalquantum errorcorrecting code.

2.Any two gatesareseparated from each otherby O (N )qubitoperators.

W hen item 1isful�lled,faulty gatecreation correspondstoerrorswhich can and will

be naturally corrected by the code. Thisisthe requirem entofenergetics: a m acro-

scopic expenditure ofenergy enacts the operation and uctuations in thisenacting

cannotdestroy the quantum inform ation unless these uctuations convey a m acro-

scopic am ountofenergy to the system . The second requirem entisthe requirem ent

ofthe digitalnature ofthe gate set. It m ust not be possible fordi�erent encoded

actionsto beenacted which areclosetogetherin thespaceoferrors.

Consider, as an exam ple, a code on N qubits in which an encoded action is

perform ed by enactingtheG operatorwhich consistsofaG (i) on every qubit
Q
iG

(i).

Now supposethattheseoperatorsG (i) arecreated using a Ham iltonian H
(i)

G :G
(i) =

exp
h
� iH

(i)

G T
i
where T is a �xed constant. Now suppose that an over rotation in

theenacting ofthisgateoccurs.Instead ofG (i) on each qubit,thegatesenacted are

exp
h
� iH

(i)

G (T + �T)
i
. For sm all�T this can be expressed as G (i)

h
I� iH

(i)

G �T
i
.

Thefullevolution ifeach gateisoverrotated by �T isgiven by

Y

i

G
(i)

h
I� iH

(i)

G �T
i
= G

2

4I� i
X

i

H
(i)

G �T � �T 2
X

ij

H
(i)

G H
(j)

G + � � �

3

5 : (18.6)

Them ajorcorrectionsto theevolution arethereforesingle,two,etc.qubiterrors.If

theerrorcorrecting codecan naturally correctO (N )errors,then theonly evolution

which escapes detection isa correction �T O (N ) which isexponentially sm all. Thus

m icroscopically faulty errorswillnotbeableto destroy thequantum inform ation.

Two issues rem ain to be addressed fora naturally fault-tolerantquantum com -

puter. The �rst is preparation and the second is m easurem ent. An im portant re-

alization for a naturalquantum error correcting code is that preparation does not

m ean perfectpreparation ofthedegenerate ground state,butinstead m eansperfect

preparation ofthe degenerate ground state plusa m inim alam ountoferrorsoccur-

ringon tothisground state.Theim portantpointoffault-tolerantpreparation isthat

preparation should prepare a state which m ay have errorsbut none ofthese errors

arem acroscopicerrorswhich actnontrivially on thedegeneracy.Onem ethod which

appears to be extrem ely usefulforpreparation and m easurem ent ofinform ation in

a naturally fault-tolerant code is the use adiabatic continuity. In order to prepare
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a state,the degeneracy ofthe ground state should be m acroscopically broken. This

then willcorrespond toam acroscopicbreakingofthedegeneracy oftheground state.

By adiabatically changingthesystem Ham iltonian itshould bepossibletom ovefrom

astatewerethisdegeneracy isbroken tothestatewherethisdegeneracyisnotbroken

whilem aintainingarobusterrorcorrectingcriteria.Finallyreversingthisprocessadi-

abatically thedegeneracy can again berestored and a m easurem entofa m acroscopic

variablecan beused to read outthequantum inform ation.

18.4 T he road ahead

W e can’tsolve problem sby using the sam e kind ofthinking we used when
we created them .

{AlbertEinstein

In this chapter we have sketched out a road m ap for the possibility ofnatural

quantum com puting system s. There ism uch work to be done! Besidesthe obvious

physicalconsequencesofnaturalfault-tolerantquantum com putation,theuniform ity

ofsuch naturalfault-tolerantsystem canserveasagoodtestbedforarigorousproofof

thequantum com putingthreshold.Therearealsointerestingconnectionsbetween the

ideaofnaturalfault-tolerantquantum com putation and non-abelian gauge�elds[114,

154]. Ofparticularinterestare theoriesofhigh-tem perature superconductivity[170,

171,172]and nonabelian e�ectsin thefractionalquantum Halle�ect[85,150]which

supportdiscretegaugegroups.

The path towards building a quantum com puter willby no m eans be an easy

journey. Certainly the technologicalrevolution ofm odern classicalcom puters was

an am azingly com plex and di�cult revolution. However, it is unclear that allof

the presentexperim entalproposalsfora quantum com puter,which build the quan-

tum com puterfrom the qubitup,willbe the ultim ate m annerin which a quantum

com puter willbe built. In partIIIofthis thesis we have given sim ple exam ples of

system s which begin to exhibit m any ofthe conditions necessary fornaturalfault-

tolerantquantum com putation. The naturalassum ption thata quantum com puter

m ustbe an entirely di�erenttype ofdevice than a classicalcom puteris,we believe,

a fallacy born ofthem ystery attributed to quantum theory.
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C hapter 19

C onclusion

W e willeither� nd a way orm ake one.

{Hannibal

In thebeginning therewasAlan Turing,poking away atthefoundationsofcom -

puter science,dream ing that m achines could perform am azing feats ofcalculation.

Am ong Turing’s other interests were the foundations ofquantum m echanics[102]1.

Today we stand in the m iddle ofa com puter revolution far outstripping anything

possibly im agined by Turing. There is a hint, however, that Alan’s other inter-

est,thequantum theory ofnaturem ay hold even m orerevolutionary com putational

powerthan hisbasic insightsinto classicalcom puterscience.In thisthesiswe have,

hopefully,provided helpfulsteps towardsthe construction ofa quantum com puter.

Som eday,wem ay even dream ,wem ay even beaslucky asAlan Turing:thepokings

ofthisthesism ay turn into therevolutionary technologiesoftom orrow.

1Alan Turing in factrediscovered the Zeno paradox in quantum m echanics[102].
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A ppendix A

T he quantum inform ation language

One strength ofstudying quantum inform ation isthatitprovidesa languagefor

understanding generic inform ationalpropertiesofquantum system s. In thissection

we introduce som e ofthe basic language and m achinery which we use freely in this

thesis.

A .1 B asic quantum com putation notion

In classicalinform ation the basic unit ofinform ation is a bit which is conven-

tionally described by the two possible states 0 and 1. In quantum inform ation the

m ost basic unit ofinform ation is the qubit[168]. The state ofa qubit inhabits a

two dim ensionalHilbert space C2. W hereas the classicalbit has just two possible

states 0 and 1,the state ofqubit is a unit vector in C2: j i = �j0i+ �j1i where

�;� 2 C,j�j2 + j�j2 = 1,and we have picked som e convenient orthogonalbasis

j0i;j1iforthis state. M ore precisely,because the globalphase ofa quantum state

hasno physicalrelevance,the state ofa qubitisidenti�ed with a ray in the Hilbert

spacej i= ei�
�
cos(!)j0i+ sin(!)ei�j1i

�
;8� 2 R.

In quantum com putation,a particularbasisj0i,j1ifora qubitisusually singled

outasthecom putationalbasis.Inphysicalsystem s,thisbasisisusuallydeterm ined by
som ephysically m otivated de�nition (i.e.theeigenstatesofthesystem Ham iltonian).

Given the�xed basisj0i,j1iwecan de�nethePaulim atrices

� 0 = I=

"
1 0

0 1

#

; � 1 = � x =

"
0 1

1 0

#

;

� 2 = � y =

"
0 � i

i 0

#

; � 3 = � z =

"
1 0

0 � 1

#

: (A.1)

These m atrices fora basis forlinear operatorson the qubit. Realcom binations of

these m atricesare a basisforHerm itian operatorson a qubit. Itisalso convenient

to de�nethePaulispin m atricess� =
1

2
� �.
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M ore generally the state ofa single qubit is described by a density m atrix �

which has a particularly usefulparam etrization as a vector in the \Bloch" sphere:

� = 1

2
I+ ~n �~� where ~� = (� 1;� 2;�3).

A .2 Entangled and separable

Suppose oneisgiven a bipartiteHilbertspaceH = H A 
 HB .A density m atrix,

� on thisHilbertspaceisde�ned asseparableifitcan bewritten as

� =
X

i

pij iih ij
 j�iih�ij; (A.2)

where 0 < pi � 1,
P

ipi = 1,j ii 2 H A,and j�ii 2 H B . A density m atrix which

cannotbewritten in thisform iscalled entangled.

A .3 Fixed basis form alism

Suppose one is given a d dim ensionalHilbert space H . It is convenient when

exam ining linear operators on this space to work with a �xed basis. The space of

linearoperatorson H isspanned by a �xed basisofherm itian tracelessoperatorsF �

with � = 1:::2d2 � 1 and a scaled identity operatorF0 =
1p
d
I.These operatorscan

alwaysbechosen to betraceorthogonal:

Tr
h
F
y
�F�

i
= ���: (A.3)

Linearcom binationsofthe F�’soverC span alloperatorson H while linearcom bi-

nationsoftheF�’soverR span allHerm itian operators.

A .4 Positive operator valued m easurem ents

The m ostgeneralnotion ofa m easurem enton a quantum system isgiven by the

conceptofa positive operatorvalued m easurem ent (POVM ).A POVM isspeci�ed

by a setofpositive operatorsE �. where � labelsthe m easurem entoutcom e,which

satisfy
P

� E � = I. The result ofa POVM on the quantum state � isthe result�

with probability p� = Tr[�E�].

A .5 D istance m easures on density m atrices

Thetracedistancebetween two density m atricesisde�ned as

D (�;�)=
1

2
Trj� � �j; (A.4)
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where jA j=
p
A yA . Suppose thatone wasattem pting to perform a m easurem ent

which distinguished the two density m atrices � and �. Perform ing a POVM with

elem entsfM �goneobtain result� on thedensity m atrices� and � with probabilities

p� = Tr[M ��]and q� = Tr[M ��]respectively.A basictheorem ofdistancem easures

on density m atrices(see,forexam ple[88])tellsusthat

D (�;�)= m ax
fM � g

1

2

X

�

jp� � q�j; (A.5)

wherethem axim ization istaken overallpossiblePOVM s.Densitym atriceswhich are

closein tracedistancearethereforehard todistinguish by am axim ally distinguishing

m easurem ent.

A .6 D ecoherenceratesunderthetraceinnerprod-

uct

ThetraceinnerproducthA ;B i= Tr[A yB ]isan easy to usem etricforexam ining

how a density m atrix straysfrom itsinitialstate. Ifwe have a state �(0)att= 0,

wede�nethem ixed-state m em ory � delity ofthisstateattim etlateras

Fm (t)= Tr[�(0)�(t)]: (A.6)

W hile this�delity hasno intrinsic relation to,say,how distinguishable �(t)hasbe-

com efrom �(0),theTaylorexpansion ofthem em ory �delity can giveusa good idea

abouttherateofchangeofthedensity m atrix from itsinitialstate.Perform ing this

Taylorseriesexpansion,

Fm (t)=

1X

n= 0

1

n!

�
t

�n

�n
; (A.7)

wherewehavede�ned thedecoherence rates[65,66]

1

�n
=

n
Tr

h
�(0)�(n)(0)

io 1

n
; (A.8)

where�(n)(0)=
@n�(t)

@tn

�
�
�
t= 0

.

A .7 T he Pauligroup and Paulistabilizer codes

ThePauligroup P on n qubitsisthegroup m adeup ofallpossibletensorproducts

ofthePaulioperators� �;(� 2 f0;1;2;3g)togetherwith possibleglobalphasefactors

f� 1;� ig. Elem ents ofthe Pauligroup either com m ute or anticom m ute with each

other.
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An abelian subgroup ofthe Pauligroup is calla Paulistabilizer group S. An

exam pleofaPaulistabilizergroup consistsoftheelem ents� x
 �x
 �x,� y
 �x
 �y,

� �z 
 I
 �z,and I. Every Paulistabilizer group S can be generated by a setof

generating elem entswhich are independentin the sense thatnone can be generated

from theothers.IfaPaulistabilizergrouphaskgenerators,then thereare2k elem ents

in the stabilizer(i.e. the orderofthe Paulistabilizergroup is2k). Since the Pauli

stabilizergroupsareabelian,they can besim ultaneously diagonalized.

A Paulistabilizer code isthe subspace which hasa +1 eigenvalue forallofthe

elem entsofthestabilizerSjii= jii.W ethen say thatsuch astateisstabilized by the

elem ent.In particularthe+1 com m on eigenspace ofthestabilzerelem entsde�nesa

2n� k dim ensionalsubspacewhich iscalled thestabilizercodespace.

Elem entsofthePauligroup which anticom m utewith an elem entofthestabilizer

group acttotakecodewordsfrom thestabilizercodespacetothespaceperpendicular

to thestabilizercodespace.

ThesetofallPauligroup m em berswhich com m utewith a Paulistabilizergroup

S iscalled thecentralizerofthegroup C(S).PropertiesofthePauligroup im ply that

thestabilizerisalso thenorm alizerofthegroup N (S)which isde�ned asthesetof

operatorswhich �x S underconjugation.Theoperatorswhich arein thenorm alizer

butnotthestabilizerofS arethelogicaloperatorson thestabilizerTheseoperators
preserve the stabilizer code but act nontrivially on the 2n� k dim ensionalstabilizer

space.In facttheseoperatorsactlikea n � k qubitPauligroup.

A stabilizercode can detectallerrorswhich anticom m ute with atleastone sta-

bilizer elem ents. The num ber ofelem ents upon which a Pauligroup elem ent act

nontrivially iscalled theweightofthePauligroup elem ent.Thestandard nom encla-

turefora codeisgiven by [n;k;d]wheren isthenum berofqubitsforthecode,k is

thenum berofencoded qubits,and d isthedistanceofthecode.Thesm allestweight

ofthePauligroup which doesnotanticom m ute with any stabilizerelem entiscalled

the distance ofthe code. A code with can correctlsingle qubiterrorsm usthave a

distanceofatleast2l+ 1.

Thereaderisreferred to [95]form oredetailed inform ation on stabilizercodes.

Som e ofthe elem entsofthe norm alizerofthe single qubitPauligroup are often

denoted asfollows

H =
1
p
2

 
1 1

1 � 1

!

; P =

 
1 0

0 i

!

;

Q =
1
p
2

 
1 i

� i � 1

!

; T =
1
p
2

 
1 � i

1 i

!

: (A.9)

Allofthesegatesm ap � � operatorsto them selvesunderconjugation by oneofthese

elem ents.
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A ppendix B

Proofofuniversality on the w eak

collective decoherence D FS

Let DFSn(K ) denote the decoherence-free subsystem on n physicalqubits with

Ham m ing weighth = n� K

2
.W eshow herethat

H = fE i;i+ 1;T
P
i;i+ 1;T

Q

i;i+ 1;
�Zi;i+ 1 :i= 1;:::;n � 1g; (B.1)

isauniversalgeneratingsetofHam iltonian forany oftheDFSsoccurringin asystem

ofn physicalqubits. It is convenient to work directly with the Ham iltonians,and

to show that H gives rise to the Lie-algebra su(dK ) on each DFSn(K ) (via scalar

m ultiplication,addition,andLie-com m utator;i.e.theallowed com positionoperations

fora Liealgebra).Exponentiation then givesthegroup SU(dK )on theDFS.W ewill

proceed by induction on n,the num berofphysicalqubits,building the DFS-states

ofn qubits out ofDFS-states for n � 1 qubits. A graphicalrepresentation ofthis

construction is useful(and willalso generalize to the strong case presented in the

following section C):seeFigure(B.1)attheend ofthisAppendix.

W e have seen that in the weak collective decoherence case the DFS states are

sim ply bitstrings ofn qubits in either j0i or j1i. The di�erent n-qubit DFSs are

labeled by theireigenvalue

�K = (num berof00s� num berof10s)� Kn: (B.2)

Toobtain aDFS-stateofn qubitsoutofaDFS-stateofn� 1 qubitscorrespondingto

K n� 1wecan eitheradd then
th qubitasj0i(K n = K n� 1+ 1)orasj1i(K n = K n� 1� 1).

Each DFS-state can be built sequentially from the �rst qubit onward by adding

successively j0iorj1i,andisuniquelyde�ned byasequenceK 1;:::;K n ofeigenvalues.

In thegraphicalrepresentation ofFig.(B.1)thehorizontalaxism arksn,thenum ber

ofqubitsup to which the state isalready built,and the verticalaxisshowsK n,the

di�erence (num berof0’s-num berof1’s)up to the nth qubit. Adding a j0iatthe

n+ 1th step willcorrespond toalinepointing upwards,adding aj1itoalinepointing
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down. Each DFS-state ofnqubitshaving eigenvalue �K = K n,isthus in one-to-one
correspondence with a path on the lattice from the origin to (n;K n).

Consider the �rst non-trivialcase,n = 2,which gives rise to one DFS-qubit:

DFS2(0). Thiscorrespondsto the two statesj0Li= j01i[path 2 in Fig.(B.1)]and

j1Li= j10i(path 3)with K 2 = 0. The rem aining Hilbertspace isspanned by the

one-dim ensionalDFS2(2)j00i(path 1)corresponding to K 2 = 2,and DFS2(� 2)j11i

(path 4)correspondingtoK 2 = � 2.TheexchangeE12 ipsj0Liand j1Li(path 2and

3),and leavestheothertwo pathsunchanged.The interaction A 12 = diag(0;0;1;0)

induces a phase on j1Li = j10i (path 3). Their com m utator form s an encoded �y

acting entirely within the DFS2(0)subspace.Itscom m utatorwith E 12 in turn form s

an encoded �z with thesam eproperty.Togetherthey form the(encoded)Liealgebra

su(2)acting entirely within thisDFS.The Lie algebra iscom pleted by form ing the

com m utatorbetween these �Y and �Z operations.To sum m arize:

�Y 12 = i[�A ;E 12]=

0

B
B
B
@

0 0 0 0

0 0 � i 0

0 i 0 0

0 0 0 0

1

C
C
C
A

(B.3)

�Z12 � i[E12;�Y 12]

�X 12 � i[�Y 12;
�Z12]: (B.4)

W ecalltheproperty ofacting entirely within thespeci�ed DFS independence,m ean-
ing that the corresponding Ham iltonian has zero entries in the rows and colum ns

corresponding to the other DFSs [DFS2(2)=j00i and DFS2(� 2)=j11i in this case].

W hen the Ham iltonian isexponentiated,the corresponding gate willactasidentity

on allDFSsexceptDFS2(0).

To sum m arize these considerations,the Lie-algebra form ed by H
2
0 = f�X ;�Zg is

su(2),and generates SU(2) on DFS2(0)by exponentiation. In addition,this is an

independentSU(2),nam ely,theseoperationsactasidentityon theotherDFSs:when

written asm atricesoverthe basisofDFS-states,theirgeneratorsin H
2
0 have zeroes

in therowsand colum nscorresponding to allotherDFSs.

In the following we show how this construction generalizes to n > 2 qubits,by

proving thefollowing theorem :

T heorem B .0.1 Forany n � 2 qubitsundergoingweakcollectivedecoherence,there
existsetsofHam iltoniansHn

K n
[obtainedfrom H ofEq.(B.1)viascalarm ultiplication,

addition,and Lie-com m utator]acting as su(dK n
) on the DFS corresponding to the

eigenvalueK n.Furtherm oreeach setactsindependently on thisDFS only (i.e.,with
zeroesin the m atrixrepresentation correspondingto theiraction on theotherDFSs).

Beforeproving thistheorem ,we�rstexplain in detailthestepstaken in orderto

go from the n = 2 to the n = 3 case,so asto m ake the generalinduction procedure

m oretransparent.
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ThestructureoftheDFSsforn = 2 and 3 qubitsis:

DFS2(2) = fj00ig; DFS2(0)=

(
j01i

j10i
; DFS2(� 2)= fj11ig

DFS3(3) = fj000ig; DFS3(1)=

8
><

>:

j001i

j010i

j100i

; DFS3(� 1)=

8
><

>:

j011i

j101i

j110i

DFS3(� 3) = fj111ig: (B.5)

DFS3(3)isobtained by appending a j0ito DFS2(2).Sim ilarly DFS3(� 3)isobtained

by appending a j1ito DFS2(� 2).Graphically,thiscorrespondsto m oving along the

only allowed pathway from DFS2(2)[DFS2(� 2)]to DFS3(3)[DFS3(� 3)],as shown

in Fig.(B.1).Thelowestand highest�K forn qubitswillalwaysbem adeup ofthe

singlepathway connecting thelowestand highest�K forn� 1 qubits.Thestructure

ofDFS3(� 1) is only slightly m ore com plicated. DFS3(1) is m ade up ofone state,

j001i,which com esfrom appending a j1i(m oving down)to DFS2(2).W ecallj001ia

\Top-state"in DFS3(1).Thetwo otherstates,j010iand j100i,com efrom appending

j0i (m oving up) to DFS2(0). Sim ilarly,we callj010i and j100i\Bottom -states" in

DFS3(1).DFS3(� 1)isconstructed in an analogousm anner(Fig.B.1).

W e showed above that it is possible to perform independent su(2) operations

on DFS2(0). DFS2(� 2) are also both acted upon independently,but because they

are one-dim ensionalsubspaces,independence im plies that su(2) operations annihi-

late them . Since the statesfj010i;j100ig 2 DFS3(1)and the statesfj011i;j101ig 2

DFS3(� 1)both havefj01i;j10ig2 DFS2(0)astheir�rsttwo qubits,oneim m ediate

consequenceoftheindependentaction on DFS2(0)isthatonecan sim ultaneouslyper-
form su(2)operationson thecorrespondingdaughtersubspacescreated by expanding

DFS2(0)into DFS3(� 1).The�rststep in thegeneralinductiveproofisto elim inate

thissim ultaneous action,and to actindependently on each ofthese subspaces (the

\independence step"). To see how thisisachieved,itisconvenient to represent the

operatorsacting on the8-dim ensionalHilbertspace of3 qubitsin the basisofthe4

DFSs:

000 001 010 100 011 101 110 111

M 3

M 1

M � 1

M � 3

The sim ultaneous action on DFS3(� 1) can now be visualized in term s ofboth

M � 1 being non-zero. Let us show how to obtain an action where,say,just M 1 is
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non-zero. Thiscan be achieved by applying the com m utatoroftwo operatorswith

theproperty thattheirintersection hasnon-vanishing action juston M 1.Thisistrue

fortheT P
23 and

�X 12 Ham iltonians:T
P
23 annihilatesevery stateexceptthosethatare

j00ioverqubits2 and 3,nam ely j100i2 DFS3(1)and j000i2DFS3(3).Thisim plies

thattheonly non-zero blocksin itsm atrix are

M 3(T
P
23)= 1; M 1(T

P
23)=

0

B
@

0 0

0 0

1

1

C
A : (B.6)

On theotherhand,�X 12 isnon-zeroonlyon thosestatesthatarej01iorj10ion qubits

1 and 2.Therefore itwillbe non-zero on all3-qubitstatesthathave j01iorj10ias

\parents".Thism eansthatin itsm atrix representation M � 3= 0 and

M 1(�X 12)=

0

B
@

0

0 1

1 0

1

C
A ; M � 1(�X 12)=

0

B
@

0 1

1 0

0

1

C
A : (B.7)

Clearly,taking theproductofT P
23 and

�X 12 leavesnon-zero justthelower2� 2 block

ofM 1,and thisisthecrucialpoint:itshowsthatan independentaction on DFS3(1)

can beobtained by form ingtheircom m utator.Speci�cally,sincethelower2� 2block

ofM 1(T
P
23)isjust

1

2
(I� �z):

i[T P
23;

�X 12]= �Y fj100i;j010ig; (B.8)

i.e., this com m utator acts as an encoded �y inside the fj100i;j010ig subspace of

DFS3(1). Sim ilarly,�Zfj100i;j010ig =
i

2
[�Y fj100i;j010ig;

�X 12]. Together the two operators

f�Y fj100i;j010ig;
�Zfj100i;j010igg generate su(2)acting independently on the fj100i;j010ig

subspaceofDFS3(1),which weachieved by subtracting outtheaction on DFS3(� 1).

Inananalogousm anner,anindependentsu(2)canbeenactedonthefj011i;j101ig

subspace ofDFS3(� 1)by using the Ham iltoniansacting on DFS2(0)in conjunction

with T
Q

23 to subtract outthe su(2)action on DFS3(1).
1 Thus we can obtain inde-

pendent action for each ofthe daughters ofDFS2(0),i.e.,separate actions on the

subspace spanned by fj010i;j100ig and fj011i;j101ig.

Having established independent action on the two subspaces of DFS3(1) and

DFS3(� 1)arisingfrom DFS2(0),weneed onlyshow thatwecan obtain thefullaction

1SinceT
Q

23
annihilatesevery stateexceptthosethatarej11ioverqubits2 and 3,nam ely j011i2

DFS3(� 1)and j111i2DFS3(� 3),the only non-zero blocksin itsm atrix are

M � 3(T
Q

23
)= 1; M � 1(T

Q

23
)=

0

@
1

0 0

0 0

1

A :
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on DFS3(1)and DFS3(� 1).ForDFS3(1)weneed to m ixthesubspacefj010i;j100ig
overwhich we can already perform independent su(2),with the j001istate. To do

so,note thatthe e�ectofthe exchange operation E 23 isto ip j001iand j010i,and

leavej100iinvariant.Thusthem atrix representation ofE 23 is

M 1(E 23)=

0

B
@

0 1

1 0

1

1

C
A : (B.9)

Unfortunately,E 23 has a sim ultaneous action on DFS3(� 1). This,however,is not

a problem ,since we have already constructed an independentsu(2)on DFS3(1)ele-

m ents.Thuswecan elim inatethesim ultaneousaction by sim ply form ing com m uta-

torswith thesesu(2)elem ents.TheLiealgebra generated by thesecom m utatorswill

actindependently on allofDFS3(1). In factwe claim thisLie algebra to be allof

su(3)(seeAppendix D fora generalproof).In otherwords,theLiealgebra spanned

bythesu(2)elem entsf�x;�y;�zgactingon thesubspacefj100i;j010ig,togetherwith

theexchangeoperation E 23,generateallofsu(3)independently on DFS(1).A sim ilar

argum entholdsforDFS3(� 1). Thisconstruction illustratesthe induction step: we

haveshown thatitispossibletoperform independentsu(dK )actionson allfourofthe

DFS3(K )(K = � 3;� 1),given thatwecan perform independentaction on thethree

DFS2(K )(K = � 1;0).In Fig.(B.2)wehavefurtherillustrated theseconsiderations

by depicting theaction ofexchangeon two ofthe4-qubitDFSs.Letusnow proceed

to thegeneralproof.

Proof| By induction.

Thecasen = 2alreadytreated abovewillservetoinitializetheinduction.Assum e

now thatthetheorem istrueforn � 1 qubitsand letusshow thatitisthen truefor

n qubitsaswell.

Firstnotethateach DFSn(K )isconstructed eitherfrom theDFSn� 1(K � 1)(to

itslowerleft)by adding a j0iforthenth qubit,orfrom DFSn� 1(K + 1)(to itsupper

left)by adding a j1i:thestatesin DFSn(K )correspond to allpathsending in (n;K )

thateithercom efrom below (B)orfrom thetop (T).SeeFig.(B.3).

Ifwe apply a certain gate U = exp(iH t)to DFSn� 1(K + 1),then thisoperation

willinducethesam eU onDFSn(K ),byactingonallpaths(states)enteringDFSn(K )

from above.Atthe sam etim e U isinduced on DFSn(K + 2)by acting on allpaths

entering this DFS from below. So,U a�ects two DFSs sim ultaneously. In other

words,the set ofvalid Ham iltonians Hn� 1

K + 1 [acting on n � 1 qubits and generating

su(dK + 1)]on DFSn� 1(K + 1),thatwearegiven by theinduction hypothesis,induces

a sim ultaneous action ofsu(dK + 1) on DFSn(K ) (on the paths com ing from above

only)and DFSn(K + 2)(on thepathscom ing from below only).Additionally,itdoes

nota�ectanyothern-qubitDFS,sinceweassum ed thattheaction on DFSn� 1(K + 1)

wasindependent,and theonly n-qubitDFSsbuiltfrom DFSn� 1(K + 1)areDFSn(K )

and DFSn(K + 2).These considerationsaredepicted schem atically in Fig.(B.3).
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W e now show how to annihilate, for a given non-trivial(i.e., dim ension > 1)

DFSn(K ), the unwanted sim ultaneous action on other DFSs (the \independence
step"). W e then proceed to obtain the entire su(dK ), by using the su(dK � 1) on

DFSn� 1(K � 1)thataregiven by theinduction hypothesis(the\m ixing step").

Independence

LetuscallallthetK pathsconverging on DFSn(K )from above \Top-states",or

T-statesforshort,and thebK pathsconverging from below \Bottom -(orB)states"

(recallthat there is a 1-to-1 correspondence between paths and states). The total

num berofpathsconvergingon agiven DFS isexactly itsdim ension,sodK = tK + bK .

Byusingtheinduction hypothesison DFSn� 1(K + 1)wecan obtain su(tK )(generated

by Hn� 1

K + 1)on theT-statesofDFSn(K ),which willsim ultaneously a�ecttheB-states

in thehigherlying DFSn(K + 2)assu(bK + 2)(notethattK = bK + 2).ThesetH
n� 1

K + 1 is

non-em pty only ifn� 3 � K + 1� � (n� 3)[becausethe\highest"and \lowest"DFS

arealwaysone-dim ensionaland su(1)= 0].Ifthisholdsthen DFSn(K + 2)\above"

DFSn(K )isnon-trivial(dim ension > 1),and there arepathsin DFSn(K )ending in

j11i(\down,down").Thisisexactly thesituation in which wecan useT
Q

n� 1;ntowipe

outthe unwanted action on DFSn(K + 2): recallthatT
Q

n� 1;n annihilates allstates

exceptthose ending in j11i,and therefore a�ectsnon-trivially only these specialT-

statesin each DFS.Sincetheoperationsin Hn� 1

K + 1 a�ectonly B-stateson DFSn(K +

2),T
Q

n� 1;n com m utes with H
n� 1

K + 1 on DFSn(K + 2). Therefore the com m utator of

T
Q

n� 1;n with elem entsin H
n� 1

K + 1 annihilatesallstatesnotin DFSn(K ).2 To show that

com m uting T
Q

n� 1;n with H
n� 1

K + 1 generatessu(tK )on theT-statesofDFSn(K )weneed

thefollowing lem m a,which showshow to form su(d)from an overlapping su(d� 1)

and su(2):

Enlarging Lem m a| Let H be a Hilbert space ofdim ension d and let jii 2 H .

Assum e we are given a setofHam iltoniansH1 thatgeneratessu(d� 1)on the sub-

space ofH thatdoesnotcontain jiiand anothersetH2 thatgeneratessu(2)on the

subspace ofH spanned by fjii;jjig,where jjiisanotherstate in H .Then [H1;H2]

(allcom m utators)generatessu(d)on H underclosureasaLie-algebra(i.e.,viascalar

m ultiplication,addition and Lie-com m utator).

Proof| SeeAppendix D

Now consider two states jii;jji2DFSn(K ) such that jii ends in j11i and jji is

a T-state,but does not end in j11i:Then we can generate su(2) on the subspace

spanned by fjii;jjig asfollows:(i)W e use the exchange interaction �X ij = ji0ihj0j+

jj0ihi0j[a prim e indicates the bitstring with the lastbit (a 1 in this case) dropped]

in su(tK )2 H
n� 1

K + 1 to generatea sim ultaneousaction on DFSn(K )and DFSn(K + 2).

2The argum entthusfarclosely parallelsthe discussion above showing how to generatean inde-

pendentsu(2)on thefj011i;j101ig subspaceofDFS3(� 1),starting from thesu(2)on DFS2(0)and

T
Q

23
.
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This interaction is represented by a 2 � 2 �x-m atrix in the subspace spanned by

fjii;jjig.(ii)T
Q

n� 1;n isrepresented by the2� 2 m atrix diag(1;0)= 1

2
(I+ �z)in the

sam e subspace,and com m uteswith �X ij on DFSn(K + 2)(since �X ij a�ectsonly B-

statesin DFSn(K + 2);and T
Q

n� 1;nisnon-zeroonly on statesendingin j11i).Thuswe

can use itto create an independentaction on DFSn(K )alone: �Y ij = i[T
Q

n� 1;n;
�X ij],

�Zij =
i

2
[�Y ij;�X ij].

Togetherf�Y ij;
�Zijg generatesu(2)independently on fjii;jjig2 DFSn(K ).Since

these operatorsvanish everywhere excepton DFSn(K ),theircom m utatorswith ele-

m entsin Hn� 1

K + 1 [acting assu(tK )]willannihilateallotherDFSs.Therefore,using the

Enlarging Lem m a,in thisway alloperationsin su(tK )acting on DFSn(K )only can
begenerated.

So far we have shown how to obtain an independent su(tK ) on the T-states of

DFSn(K ) using H
n� 1

K + 1 (for K � n � 4). To obtain an independent su(bK ) on the

B-statesofDFSn(K )we useHam iltoniansin Hn� 1

K � 1(acting on DFSn� 1(K � 1){ the

DFSfrom below).Thiswillgenerateasim ultaneoussu(bK )in DFSn(K )and su(tK � 2)

in DFSn(K � 2). To elim inate the unwanted action on DFSn(K � 2)we apply the

previousargum entsalm ostidentically,exceptthatnow weuseT P
n� 1;n towipeoutthe

action on allstatesexceptthoseending in j00i.W ethusgetan independentsu(bK )

on DFSn(K ).Together,the\above" and \below" constructionsrespectively provide

independent su(tK ) and su(bK ) on DFSn(K ). Finally,note that we did not really

need both T P
ij and T

Q

ij,sinceonceweestablished independentaction on theT-states,

we could have justsubtracted outthisaction when considering the B-states. Also,

the speci�c choice ofT
P;Q

ij wasratherarbitrary (though convenient): in factalm ost

any otherdiagonalinteraction would do justaswell.

M ixing

In orderto induce operationsbetween the two setsofpaths(from \above" and

from \below")thatm ake up DFSn(K )considerthe e�ectofE n� 1;n.Thisgatedoes

nota�ectany pathsthat\ascend" two stepsto (n;K )(corresponding to bitstrings

ending in j00i)and pathsthat\descend" two steps(ending in j11i),butitipsthe

pathsthatpassfrom (n� 2;K )via (n� 1;K + 1)with thepathsfrom (n� 2;K )via

(n � 1;K � 1)[seeFig.(B.3)].ItdoesthisforallDFSssim ultaneously.

In orderto geta fullsu(dK )on DFSn(K )we need to \m ix" su(tK )(on the T-

states)and su(bK )(on theB-states)which wealready have.W eshow how to obtain

an independentsu(2)between aT-stateand aB-state.By theEnlarging Lem m athis
generatessu(dK ).

Since n � 3 DFSn(K ) contains states term inating in j00i and/or j11i. Let us

assum e,without loss ofgenerality,thatstates term inating in j00i are present,and

letjiibesuch a state(B-state).Letjjibea B-statenotterm inating in j00i,and let

jki= E n� 1;njji(jkiisa T-state). Let �Zij = jiihij� jjihjj2 su(bK ),and recallthat

wehaveindependentsu(bK ).Then asiseasily checked,i[E n� 1;n;�Zij]� �Y jk yields�y
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between jjiand jkionly.3 In addition,�Zjk �
i

2
[E n� 1;n;

�Y jk]gives�z between jjiand

jki,thuscom pleting a generating setforsu(2)on theB-statejjiand theT-statejki,

thata�ectsthesetwo statesonly and annihilatesallotherstates.Thiscom pletesthe

proof.

To sum m arize,we have shown constructively that it is possible to generate the
entireLiealgebra su(dK )on a given weak collective-decoherenceDFSn(K )ofdim en-

sion dK ,from theelem entary com position oftheoperationsofscalarm ultiplication,

addition,Lie-com m utators(conjugation by unitarieswasnotnecessary in the weak

collective decoherence case). M oreover,thissu(dK )can be generated independently

on each DFS,im plying thatuniversalquantum com putation can beperform ed inside

each DFSn(K ).Naturally,onewould liketo do thison thelargestDFS.Since given

the num berofqubitsn the dim ensionsofthe DFSsare dK =
�
n

K

�
,the largestDFS

isthe decoherence-free subspace K = 0. In principle itispossible,by virtue ofthe

independence result,to universally quantum com putein parallelon allDFSs.

3Since E n� 1;n = jiihij+ jkihjj+ jjihkj+ O ,whereO issom eaction on an orthogonalsubspace.
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Figure B.1: Graphicalrepresentation for visualizing the weak collective decoherence
universality proof
Thehorizontalaxism arksthenum berofqubits.Theverticalaxisshows(num berof

0’s-num berof1’s)in each state(K n).Each state in the standard basisthuscorre-

spondsto a path from theorigin which followstheindicated arrows.Thedim ension

ofa DFS correspondsto them ultiple pathwaysthrough which onecan arriveatthe

sam e Jn. The DFSs are labeled by their values ofn and K n,as DFSn(K n). The

insert shows the m atrix structure ofoperatorsacting on DFS5(3),in term s ofTop

(T)and Bottom (B)states(see textforde�nition ofthese).Notethatthere isonly

oneT-stateenteringDFS5(3),whencetheaction ofexchangeisrepresented by a1� 1

block.
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Figure B.2: Graphicalrepresentation ofthe action ofexchange on DFS states for
weak collective decoherence
Exchangeactsto sim ultaneously ip di�erentpathsto a given DFSn(K n).Axesand

labelsareasde�ned in Figure1.E ij denotestheexchangeofthei-th and j-th qubits.

Them atricesdisplayed atrightaretherepresentationsofE 34 on DFS4(0)(lower)and

DFS4(2)(upper).
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FigureB.3:Detailed structure ofthe pathwaysconnectingadjacentDFSsin the weak
collective decoherence case
The action ofthe di�erent su Lie algebras is indicated by the superposed heavy

arrows.DFSn(K )denotestheDFS arising from n qubitsand having eigenvalue K .
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A ppendix C

Proofofuniversality on the strong

collective decoherence D FS

W hatisnow proved wasonce only im agined

{W illiam Blake

W e begin by exam ining the action ofthe exchange interaction on the three and

fourqubitstrong collective decoherence DFS.

C .1 Q uantum C om putation on the n = 3 and n = 4

qubit strong collective decoherence D FS

W e begin ourdiscussion ofuniversalquantum com putation on strong collective

decoherenceDFSsbyexam iningthesim pleststrongcollectivedecoherenceDFSwhich

supportsencoding ofquantum inform ation: the n = 3 decoherence-free subsystem .

W elabelthesestatesby jJ;�;�i.RecallthattheJ = 3=2irrep isnotdegenerateand

the J = 1=2 irrep hasdegeneracy 2. The J = 3=2 statescan be written asj3
2
;0;�i,

with � = m = � 3=2;� 1=2.Sincetheaction ofexchangedoesnotdepend on � (recall

thatita�ectspaths,i.e.,the� com ponentonly)itsu�cesto considertheaction on

therepresentative � = 3=2 only:j111i.Letusthen explicitly calculatetheaction of

exchanging the �rst two physicalqubits on this state and the fourJ = 1=2 states.

Using Eq.(8.46):

E 12j
3

2
;0;

3

2
i = E 12j111i= j

3

2
;0;

3

2
i

E 12j
1

2
;0;0i = E 12

1
p
2
(j010i� j100i)=

1
p
2
(j100i� j010i)= � j

1

2
;0;0i

E 12j
1

2
;0;1i = E 12

1
p
2
(j011i� j101i)=

1
p
2
(j101i� j011i)= � j

1

2
;0;1i
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E 12j
1

2
;1;0i = E 12

1
p
6
(� 2j001i+ j010i+ j100i)= j

1

2
;1;0i

E 12j
1

2
;1;1i = E 12

1
p
6
(2j110i� j101i� j011i)= j

1

2
;1;1i: (C.1)

Focusing juston the J = 1=2 states,the exchange action on j�i
 j�ican thus be

written as:

E 12 = � �z 
 I: (C.2)

Since the action ofthe S� operators on the J = 1=2 states is In1=2 
 gl(2),this

explicitform forE 12 con�rm sthatishasthe expected structure ofoperatorsin the

com m utant ofthe algebra spanned by the S�. It can also be seen that quantum

inform ation should beencoded in thej�icom ponent.

Using sim ilar algebra it is straightforward to verify that the e�ect ofthe three

possibleexchangeson then = 3 DFS statesaregiven by:

E 12 =

0

B
@

1 0 0

0 � 1 0

0 0 1

1

C
A E 23 =

0

B
B
@

1 0 0

0 1

2
�

p
3

2

0 �
p
3

2
� 1

2

1

C
C
A E 13 =

0

B
B
@

1 0 0

0 1

2

p
3

2

0
p
3

2
� 1

2

1

C
C
A ; (C.3)

where the rows and colum ns ofthese m atrices are labeled by the basis elem ents

fjJ = 3=2;� = 0i;jJ = 1=2;� = 0i;jJ = 1=2;� = 1ig. As expected from general

propertiesofthecom m utant,theexchangeoperatorsdonotm ixthedi�erentJ irreps.

Now,

1

3
(E 12 + E 13 + E 23) =

0

B
@

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

1

C
A

1

2
(� E12 + E 13 + E 23) =

0

B
@

0 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 � 1

1

C
A

1
p
3
(E 13 � E23) =

0

B
@

0 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

1

C
A ; (C.4)

showing thatthelasttwo linearcom binationsofexchangeslook likethePauli�z and

�x on DFS3(1=2). Using a standard Euler angle construction itis thus possible to

perform any SU(2)gateon thisDFS.M oreover,itispossibletoactindependently on

DFS3(3=2)and DFS3(1=2).In otherwords,wecan perform U(1)on DFS3(3=2)alone,

and SU(2)on DFS3(1=2)alone.Note,however,thatatthispointwecannotyetclaim

universalquantum com putation on a registercom posed ofclustersofDFS3(J)’s(J

constant)becausewehavenotshown how to couplesuch clusters.

Forn = 4 theHilbertspacesplitsup into oneJ = 2-irrep [DFS4(2)],threeJ = 1-

irreps[DFS4(1)],and two J = 0-irreps[DFS4(0)]{seeTable(8.2).Directcalculation
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ofthe e�ect ofexchange on these DFSs shows that we can independently perform

su(1)(i.e.zero),su(3),and su(2).In particular,we�nd that[9]:

X =
1
p
3
(E 23 � E13) Y =

i

2
p
3
[E 23 � E13;E 34] Z =

i

2
[Y ;X ]= � E12 (C.5)

actasthecorrespondingsu(2)PaulioperatorsonDFS4(0)only.Further,thefollowing

operatorsactindependently on the J = 1-irreps(rows and colum ns are labeled by

� = 0;1;2.Theactionoccurssim ultaneouslyonallthree� com ponentscorresponding

to a given �):

Y 13 =
3i

2
p
2
[E 12;E 34]=

0

B
@

0 0 � i

0 0 0

i 0 0

1

C
A ; X 13 =

i

2
[E 12;Y 13]=

0

B
@

0 0 1

0 0 0

1 0 0

1

C
A ;

Z13 =
i

2
[Y 13;X 13]=

0

B
@

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 � 1

1

C
A ; Y 23 =

2i
p
3
[E 23;Z13]=

0

B
@

0 0 0

0 0 � i

0 i 0

1

C
A :

(C.6)

These operators clearly generate su(3),and hence we have an independent SU(3)

action on DFS4(1).

C .2 U niversalQ uantum C om putation on the n � 5

qubit strong collective decoherence D FSs

W e are now ready to prove ourcentralresult: thatusing only the two-body ex-
changeHam iltoniansevery unitary operation can beperform ed on astrong collective
decoherence DFS.M orespeci�cally:

T heorem C .2.1 Foranyn � 2qubitsundergoingstrongcollectivedecoherence,there
existsetsofHam iltoniansHn

J obtainedfrom exchangeinteractionsonlyviascalarm ul-
tiplication,addition,Lie-com m utator and unitary conjugation,acting as su(dJ) on
theDFS correspondingto theeigenvalueJ.Furtherm oreeach setactsindependently
on thisDFS only(i.e.,with zeroesin them atrixrepresentation correspondingto their
action on the otherDFSs).

In preparation fortheproofofthisresultletusnoteseveralusefulfacts:

(i)Theexchangeoperatorsdo notchangethevalueofm ,becausethey arein the

com m utantofA = fS�g. Therefore in orderto evaluate the action ofthe exchange

operatorsonthedi�erentDFSn(J)(n given)itisconvenientto�xm ,andinparticular

to work in the basisgiven by the m axim alm value (m = J). Expressionsforthese
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\m axim al" statesin term sofjJ1;J2;:::;Jn� 2;m iand the single qubitstatesofthe

lasttwo qubitsaregiven in Appendix D.

(ii)Every (S[k])2 can bewritten asa sum ofexchange operatorsand theidentity

operation.Thisfollowsfrom noting thattheexchange operatorcan beexpanded as

E ij =
1

2

�
I+ �

i
x�

j
x + �

i
y�

j
y + �

i
z�

j
z

�
; (C.7)

so that:

(S[k])2 = k

 

1�
k

4

!

I+
1

2

kX

i6= j= 1

E ij: (C.8)

Thus(S[k])2 isa Ham iltonian which isatourdisposal.

W earenow ready to presentourproofby induction.RecalltheDFS dim ension-

ality form ula for nJ,Eq.(8.42). W e assum e that it is possible to perform su(nJ)

on each ofthedi�erentDFSn� 1(J)independently using only exchangeoperatorsand
the identity Ham iltonian. Ourconstruction above provesthatthisistrue for3 and

4 qubits. The assum ption thatthe actionswe can perform can be perform ed inde-

pendently translatesinto the ability to constructHam iltonianswhich annihilate all

oftheDFSsexcepta desired oneon which they actassu(nJ).

As in the weak collective decoherence case a speci�c DFSn(J) ofdim ension nJ

splitsintostateswhich areconstructed bythesubtraction ofangularm om entum from

DFSn� 1(J+ 1=2)(T-states),orby theaddition ofangularm om entum toDFSn� 1(J�

1=2) (B-states) [see Fig.(C.2)]. Perform ing su(nJ+ 1=2) on DFSn� 1(J + 1=2) will

sim ultaneously act on DFSn(J) and DFSn(J + 1). In other words,su(nJ+ 1=2) on

DFSn� 1(J + 1=2)actson both the B-statesofDFSn(J + 1)and on the T-statesof

DFSn(J).W esplittheproofinto threesteps.In the�rststep weobtain an su(2)set

ofoperatorswhich actsonly on DFSn(J)and m ixesparticularB-and T-states. In

thesecond step weexpand thesetofoperatorswhich m ix B-and T-statestocoverall

possible su(2)algebrasbetween any two B-and T-states. Finally,in the third step

weapply a M ixing Lem m a which showsthatwecan obtain thefullsu(nJ)(i.e.,also

m ix B-statesand m ix T-states).

T -and B -M ixing

Therearetwosim pleinstanceswherethereisnoneed toshow independentaction

in ourproof:(i)The(upper)J = n=2-irrep isalways1-dim ensional,sotheaction on

itisalwaystrivial(i.e.,theHam iltonian vanishesand hencetheaction isindependent

by de�nition);(ii) Forodd n the \lowest" DFSn(1=2)is acted upon independently

by the su(n0) from DFSn� 1(0) [i.e.,su(n0) cannot act \downward"]. In order to

facilitateourconstruction weextend thenotion ofT and B-statesonestep furtherin

the construction ofthe DFS.TB-statesare those stateswhich are constructed from

T-stateson (n � 1)-qubitsand from the B-stateson n-qubitstates[see Fig.(C.2)].



249

Sim ilarly wecan de�netheBT,TT,and BB-states:

jTTi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;Jn + 1;Jn +
1

2
;Jn;m = Jni=

&

&
(C.9)

jBTi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;Jn;Jn +
1

2
;Jn;m = Jni=% &

jTBi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;Jn;Jn �
1

2
;Jn;m = Jni=& %

jBBi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;Jn � 1;Jn �
1

2
;Jn;m = Jni=

%

%
: (C.10)

Every DFSn(J)can bebroken down intoadirectsum ofTT,BT,TB,and BB-states;

e.g.,asseen in Fig.(C.1),in DFS6(1)there are1 TT,3 TB,3 BT and 2 BB states.

Note thatforJ = n=2� 1 there are no TT-states,forJ = 0 there are no BB and

BT-states,forJ = 1=2 thereareno BB-states,and otherwise thereareasm any TB

asthereareBT states,

Atthispointitisusefulto explicitly give theaction ofexchange on thelasttwo

qubitsofa strong collectivedecoherenceDFS.Using Eq.(D.8)we�nd (assum ing the

existence ofthe given states,i.e.,n large enough and J nottoo large)the represen-

tation

E n;n� 1=

0

B
B
B
@

1 0 0 0

0 � cos(�J+ 1) sin(�J+ 1) 0

0 sin(�J+ 1) cos(�J+ 1) 0

0 0 0 1

1

C
C
C
A

TT

BT

TB

BB

(C.11)

wheretan(�J)= 2
q
J(J + 1).Thusexchangeactstotransform theBT and TB states

entering a given DFS into linearcom binationsofoneanother,whileleaving invariant

theBB and TT states.

Letusnow considertheaction ofsu(nJ� 1=2)from DFSn� 1(J� 1=2)[seeFig.(C.2)].

Itactson DFSn(J � 1)and DFSn(J)sim ultaneously.However,sincetheT-statesof

DFSn(J � 1)and the B-statesofDFSn(J)share the sam e setofquantum num bers

fJ1;:::;Jn� 1g,theaction ofthesu(nJ� 1=2)operatorsisidenticalon thesetwo setsof

states.

W e�rstdealwith thecasewherethenum berofBT-statesofDFSn(J)isgreater

than 1.Ascan beinferred from Fig.(C.1),thiscondition correspondstoJ < n=2� 1

and n > 4.W ewillseparately dealwith theJ = n=2� 1 caseattheend oftheproof.

Let jai and jbi be any two orthogonalBT-states ofDFSn(J) (i.e.,states di�ering

only by the pathson the �rstn � 2 qubits). Corresponding to these are fja0i;jb0ig:

a pairoforthogonalBT-statesofDFSn(J).Oneoftheelem entsin su(nJ� 1=2)isthe

tracelessoperatorC = jaihaj� jbihbj,which wehaveatourdisposalby theinduction

hypothesis. Consider i[E n;n� 1;C ]: since E n;n� 1 actsas identity on BB states,even

though C hasan action on DFSn(J � 1)thecom m utatoracting on theBB statesof

DFSn(J � 1)vanishes. The action ofi[En;n� 1;C ]on the BT and TB statescan be
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calculated by observing,using Eq.(C.11),thatthe m atrix representationsofC and

E n;n� 1are,in theordered fja
0i;jb0i;jai;jbig basis:

C = diag(0;0;1;� 1)=
1

2
(I
 �z � �z 
 �z)

E n;n� 1 =

0

B
B
B
@

� cos(�J) 0 sin(�J) 0

0 � cos(�J) 0 sin(�J)

sin(�J) 0 cos(�J) 0

0 sin(�J) 0 cos(�J)

1

C
C
C
A

= � cos(�J)�z 
 I+ sin(�J)�x 
 I: (C.12)

Thisyields:

i[E n;n� 1;C ]= � sin(�J)�y 
 �z = isin(�J)(� jaiha0j+ ja0ihaj+ jbihb0j� jb0ihbj):

(C.13)

Now letjcibea TT-stateofDFSn(J).Such a statealwaysexistsunlessJ = n=2� 1,

which iscovered attheend oftheproof.Then thereisan operatorD = ja0iha0j� jcihcj

in su(nJ+ 1=2).
1 Itfollowsthat:

X aa0 �
1

sin(�J)
i[i[E n;n� 1;C ];D ]= jaiha0j+ ja0ihaj; (C.14)

actslikean encoded �x on jaiand ja
0iand annihilatesallotherstates.Further,one

can im plem entthecom m utator

Y aa0 = i[X aa0;D ]= i(jaiha0j� ja0ihaj); (C.15)

which acts like an encoded �y on jai and ja0i. Finally,one can construct Zaa0 =

i[X aa0;Y aa0]= jaihaj� ja0iha0j. Thus we have shown that forJ < n=2� 1 we can

validly (using only exchange Ham iltonians)perform su(2)operationsbetween jai,a

speci�cB-stateand ja0i,itscorresponding T-state,on DFSn(J)only.

Extending the su(2)’s

W e now show that by using the operation ofconjugation by a unitary we can

constructsu(2)between anytwo B and T-states.To seethisrecallEq.(5.53),which

allows one to take a Ham iltonian H and turn it via conjugation by a unitary gate

intothenew Ham iltonian H e� = U H U y.By theinduction hypothesiswehaveatour

disposalevery SU gate which actson the T-statesofDFSn(J)[and sim ultaneously

actson theB-statesofDFSn(J+ 1)]and alsoeverySU gatewhich actson theB-states

ofDFSn(J)[and sim ultaneously actson theT-statesofDFSn(J� 1)].Abovewehave

shown how to construct X ,Y ,and Z operators between speci�c T-and B-states:

1W e need to subtractjcihcjin orderto obtain a tracelessoperator.
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ja0iand jai.Letji0iand jiibesom eotherT-and B-statesofDFSn(J),respectively.

Then we have at ourdisposalthe gate P i0i = ja0ihi0j+ ji0iha0j+ jaihij+ jiihaj+ O

whereO isan operatorwhich actson a DFS otherthan DFSn(J)(included to m ake

P i0i an SU operator).Itissim pleto verify that

X i0i= P i0iX aa0P
y

i0i= ji0ihij+ jiihi0j; (C.16)

which actsasan encoded �x between ji0iand jii. Note thatbecause X aa0 only acts

on DFSn(J),X i0i willalso only act on the sam e DFS.Sim ilarly one can construct

Y i0i = P i0iY aa0P
y

i0i and Zi0i= P i0iZaa0P
y

i0i which act,respectively,asencoded �y and

�z on ji
0iand jii.Thuswehaveshown thatonecan im plem entevery su(2)between

any two T-and B-states in DFSn(J). Each ofthese su(2)operationsisperform ed

independently on DFSn(J).

M ixing T -and B -States

Nextweusea Lem m a proved in Appendix D:

M ixing Lem m a: Given is a Hilbert space H = H 1 � H2 where dim H j = nj.

Let fji1ig and fji2ig be orthonorm albases forH 1 and H 2 respectively. Ifone can

im plem ent the operators X i1i2 = ji1ihi2j+ ji2ihi1j,Y i1i2 = iji1ihi2j� iji2ihi1j,and

Zi1i2 = ji1ihi1j� ji2ihi2j,then onecan im plem entsu(n1 + n2)on H .

Above we have explicitly shown thatwe can obtain every X i1i2,Y i1i2,and Zi1i2

actingindependently on DFSn(J).Thusdirectapplication oftheM ixingLem m atells

usthatwecan perform su(nJ)independently on thisDFS.
SpecialcaseofJ = n=2� 1:W ehaveneglected DFSn(n=2� 1)becauseitdid not

contain two di�erentBT-states(noraTT)state.Thedim ension ofthisDFS isn� 1.

W e now show how to perform su(n � 1) on this DFS using the fact that we have

already established su(nJ= n=2� 2)on DFSn(n=2� 2).First,notethatby theinduction

hypothesiswecan perform su(nJ= n=2� 3=2)independently on DFSn� 1(n=2� 3=2).As

above,thisaction sim ultaneously a�ectsDFSn(n=2� 1)and DFSn(n=2� 2).However,

sincewecan perform su(nJ= n=2� 2)on DFSn(n=2� 2),wecan subtractouttheaction

ofsu(nJ= n=2� 3=2)on DFSn(n=2� 2).Thuswecan obtain su(nJ= n=2� 3=2)on allofthe

B-statesofDFSn(n=2� 1).ButtheexchangeoperatorEn;n� 1actstom ixtheB-states

with the single T-state ofDFSn(n=2� 1). Thuswe can constructan su(2)algebra

between thatsingle-T state and a single B-state in a m annerdirectly analogousto

theaboveproofforJ < n=2� 1.Finally,by theEnlarging Lem m a itfollowsthatwe

can obtain su(n � 1)on DFSn(n=2� 1).

Thisconcludestheproofthattheexchangeinteraction isindependently universal

on each ofthedi�erentstrong-collective-decoherence DFSs.
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FigureC.1:Graphicalrepresentation ofDFS statesforstrong collective decoherence
Thehorizontalaxisisthenum berofqubits,n,justasin Figure1 forweak collective

decoherence. The verticalaxis is now the totalangular m om entum J obtained by

sum m ing angularm om enta ofn spin 1/2 particles representing the n qubit,rather

than just the z-com ponent ofthis. The DFSs are denoted by DFSn(J) as before.

Each statein theDFS isrepresented by a pathway from theorigin along thearrows

asindicated.The insertshowsthem atrix structure ofoperatorsacting on DFS6(1),

given in term sofTT,TB,BT,and BB-states.
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FigureC.2:Schem eforvisualizingtheinductiveproofofuniversalcom putation using
only the exchange Ham iltonian
TB-and BT-statesofDFSn(J)are indicated. su(nJ� 1=2)actson DFSn(J � 1)and

on DFSn(J)via DFSn� 1(J � 1=2).Seetextin Section C.2 fordetails.
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A ppendix D

Lem m as and results for the

collective universality proofs

Herewecollectsom elem m asand resultswhich areused in theuniversality proofs

forcollective decoherence DFSs.

D .1 M axim al-m J States of the Strong C ollective

D ecoherence D FS

W eshow how to recursively expressthen-particletotalspin-J statesin term sof

(n� 1)-particlestates.Letusfocuson DFSn(J)and in particularon them axim al-m J

statein it:

j i= jJ1;:::;Jn� 1;J;m J = Ji: (D.1)

In general(J 6= 0;n=2)there are two kindsofstates:bottom (j iB)and top (j iT)

ones.Theangularm om entum addition rulethatm ustbesatis�ed foradding asingle

spin-1
2
particleisthat

m Jn� 1
�
1

2
= m J:

TheB-statecom esfrom addingaparticletothem axim alm J stateinDFSn� 1(J� 1=2),

which is:

jBi= jJ1;:::;Jn� 2;J�
1

2
;m Jn� 1

= J �
1

2
i: (D.2)

There isonly one way to go from jBito j iB,nam ely to add 1=2 to m Jn� 1
= J � 1

2

in orderto obtain m J = J.Thus

j iB = jBij
1

2
;
1

2
i; (D.3)
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where j1
2
;1
2
i is the single-particle spin-up state. The situation is di�erent for the

T-state,which isconstructed by adding a particleto

jT� i= jJ1;:::;Jn� 2;J +
1

2
;m Jn� 1

= J �
1

2
i: (D.4)

Thesetwo possibilitiesgive:

j iT = �jT+ ij
1

2
;�

1

2
i+ �jT� ij

1

2
;
1

2
i: (D.5)

To �nd the coe�cients � and �,we use the collective raising operatorS + = Sx +

iSy,where we recallthat s
(k)
� = 1

2

P k
i= 1�

i
�. Since j i is a m axim al-m J state it is

annihilated by s+ � S(n)� . Sim ilarly,jT+ iisannihilated by S
(n� 1)

+ . Therefore,since

S+ = S
(n� 1)

+ + 1

2
�n+ :

S+ jT+ ij
1

2
;�

1

2
i = jT+ ij

1

2
;
1

2
i

S+ jT� ij
1

2
;
1

2
i =

p
2J + 1jT+ ij

1

2
;
1

2
i;

wherein thesecond lineweused theelem entary raising operatorform ula J+ jj;m i=

[j(j+ 1)� m (m + 1)]
1=2

jj;m + 1iwith j= J + 1

2
and m = J � 1

2
.Application ofS+

to Eq.(D.5)thusyields:

� +
p
2J + 1� = 0: (D.6)

Hence,up to an arbitrary phasechoice,we�nd that

� = �

s
2J + 1

2J + 2
� =

1
p
2J + 2

: (D.7)

ThespecialcasesofJ = 0;n=2di�eronlyinthatthecorrespondingDFSssupportjust

T-and B-states,respectively. The calculation ofthe coe�cients,therefore,rem ains

thesam e.

In a sim ilarm anneronecan carry thecalculation oneparticledeeper.Doing this

we�nd forthem axim al-m J states(provided they exist):

jTTi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J + 1;J +
1

2
;J;m J = Ji

=

s
2J + 1

2J + 3
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J + 1;m Jn� 2

= J + 1ij
1

2
;�

1

2
ij
1

2
;�

1

2
i

�

s
2J + 1

(2J + 2)(2J + 3)
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J + 1;m Jn� 2

= Ji

�

�

j
1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;�

1

2
i+ j

1

2
;�

1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

�
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+

s
2

(2J + 2)(2J + 3)
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J + 1;m Jn� 2

= J � 1i

� j
1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

jBTi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;J +
1

2
;J;m J = Ji

= �

s
2J + 1

2J + 2
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;m Jn� 2

= Jij
1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;�

1

2
i

+
1

q
(2J + 2)(2J + 1)

jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;m Jn� 2
= Jij

1

2
;�

1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

+

s
2J

(2J + 1)(2J + 2)
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;m Jn� 2

= J � 1ij
1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

jTBi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;J �
1

2
;J;m J = Ji

= �

s
2J

2J + 1
jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;m Jn� 2

= Jij
1

2
;�

1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

+
1

p
2J + 1

jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J;m Jn� 2
= J � 1ij

1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i

jBBi � jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J � 1;J �
1

2
;J;m J = Ji

= jJ1;:::;Jn� 3;J � 1;mJn� 2
= J � 1ij

1

2
;
1

2
ij
1

2
;
1

2
i: (D.8)

Caution m ustbeexercised in usingtheseexpressionsneartheboundaryofTable(8.2),

wheresom eofthestatesm ay notexist.

D .2 Enlarging Lem m a

LetH bea Hilbertspaceofdim ension d and letjii2 H .Assum e wearegiven a

setofHam iltoniansH1 thatgeneratessu(d� 1)on thesubspace ofH thatdoesnot

contain jii,and anothersetH2 thatgeneratessu(2)on thesubspaceofH spanned by

fjii;jjig,wherejjiisanotherstatein H .Then [H1;H2](allcom m utators)generates

su(d)on H underclosureasa Lie-algebra.

Proof:W eexplicitly constructtheLie-algebrasu(d)with thegiven Ham iltonians.

Let ~H � H be thed� 1 dim ensionalsubspace H1 actson.Letusshow thatwe can

generatesu(2)between jki2 ~H and jii.

LetX ij � jiihjj+ jjihij2 H2 and X jk � jjihkj+ jkihjj2 H1.Then

Y ik � i[Xjk;X ij]= � ijiihkj+ ijkihij (D.9)
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actsas�y on thestatesjii;jki.Sim ilarly

X ik � i[Yij;X jk]= jiihkj+ jkihij (D.10)

yields �x on the space spanned by jii;jki. These two operationsgenerate su(2)on

jii;jkiforalljkiin thesubspaceofH thatdoesnotcontain jii.TheM ixing Lem m a

givesthedesired resulttogetherwith theobservation thatthereweonly useelem ents

in [H1;H2].

D .3 M ixing Lem m a

Consider the division ofan n dim ensionalHilbertspace H into a direct sum of

two subspaces H 1 � H2 ofdim ensions n1 and n2 respectively. Suppose thatjini is

an orthonorm albasisforH n.Then the Lie algebrasgenerated by X i1;i2 = ji1ihi2j+

ji2ihi1j,Y i1;i2 = iji1ihi2j� iji2ihi1j,and Zi1;i2 = ji1ihi1j� ji2ihi2jgeneratesu(n).

Proof: W e explicitly construct the elem ents ofsu(n). Consider i[X i1;i2;Y j1;j2].

Clearly,ifi1 6= i2 6= j1 6= j2 this equals zero and ifi1 = j1 and i2 = j2 then this

com m utatoris� Zi1;i2.If,however,i1 = j1 and i2 6= j2 thisbecom es

i[X i1;i2;Y i1;j2]= � ji2ihj2j� jj2ihi2j: (D.11)

Sim ilarly:

i[X i1;i2;Y j1;i2]= ji1ihj1j+ jj1ihi1j: (D.12)

Thusevery jikihjlj+ jjlihikjisin theLiealgebra.Sim ilarly,i[X i1;i2;X j1;j2]yields

i[X i1;i2;X i1;j2] = iji2ihj2j� ijj2ihi2j

i[X i1;i2;X j1;i2] = iji1ihj1j� ijj1ihi1j: (D.13)

Thusevery ijikihjlj� ijjlihikjisin the Lie algebra.Taking the com m utatorofthese

with thejikihjlj+ jjlihikjoperators�nally yieldsevery jikihjlj� jjlihikj.Sincesu(n)

can bedecom posed intoasum ofoverlapping su(2)’s[36],theLiealgebraistheentire

su(n),asclaim ed.
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A ppendix E

C ontrolled-phase on the four qubit

strong collective decoherence D FS

In thisAppendix weprovidean analytically derived gatesequenceforperform ing

a controlled-phase between the two four qubit strong collective decoherence DFSs.

Thissequence ofoperationswasderived with theguidanceoftwo insights.The�rst

insightcom esfrom Eq.(D.8).Thisequation describeshow nearestneighborexchange

interactionsactnontrivially to m ix only B T and TB pathways. The second insight

com es thatexecuting
�
S[k]

�2
can be executed as a sum ofexchanges on the �rst k

qubitand thiscan beused to subtractoutthediagonalelem entofEq.(D.8)on the

TB and B T pathways.Thisallowsusto constructevolutionswhich ip between the

di�erentbasisstatesofthestrong DFS basis(recallSection 8.6.1).

In FigureE wepresenttheevolution oftwo conjoined fourqubitstrong collective

decoherence DFSsunderthataction ofthefollowing operators

U 1 = exp

"
i�
p
3

�

E 45 +
1

2
(E 12 + E 13 + E 14 + E 23 + E 24 + E 34)

�#

U 2 = exp

"
i�

4
p
2

�

� 3E56 �
2

3
(E 68 + E 68 + E 78)

�#

U 3 = exp

"
i�

4
p
2

�

� 3E34 �
2

3
(E 12 + E 13 + E 32)

�#

U 4 = exp

"
i�
p
3

�

E 23 +
1

2
E 12

�#

U 5 = exp

"
i�
p
3

�

E 67 +
1

2
E 78

�#

;

and also theslightly m orem ysterious

U A = exp

�

�
i

2
cos� 1

�

�
1

3

�

E 45

�



259

U B = exp

�

�
i�

2
(E 12 + E 13 + E 14 + E 23 + E 24 + E 34)

�

U 6 = U AU B U
y

AU
y

B U AU B U
y

AU
y

B : (E.1)

In FigureE wedem onstratetheresultofthesegateson theoriginalDFS states.This

�gure isaccurate up to single qubitphases(i.e. phaseswhich can be generated by

singlequbitrotations).The�rst�veU i actsim ply to m anipulatetheencoded basis

statesto new strong DFS basisstates. The �nalU 6 wasdiscovered by noting that

afterthebasisstateshavebeen transferred to theindicated strong DFS basisstates,

E 45 acts to m ix two ofthese basis states with other strong DFS basis states and

E 12 + E 13 + E 14 + E 23 + E 24 + E 34 actsasa phaseon thesestrong basisstates.

In orderto lim itthetotalnum berofgates,onecan furthernotethatU 2 and U 3

can beexecuted atthesam etim eascan U 4 and U 5 becausethese gatesoperateon

com pletely separatequbits.Thusin FigureE wepresentthelayoutforthisquantum

circuitand from thisdiagram itbecom esobviousthatU 4 isnotneeded in the gate

array.
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U1 U3

U2 U4

U5 U6

U4

U5

      

U3

U2

U1

U1 U3

U2

U5 U6
U5 U3

U2

U1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

qubit 1

qubit 2

qubit 1

qubit 2

FigureE.1:Encoded controlled-phase gate sequence
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U1

|00 |01 |10 |11

U2

U3

U4

U5

U6

U5

U4

U3

U2

U
1

-1

-1

-1

-1

-1

|00 |01 |10 |11

FigureE.2:Controlled-phasediagram dem onstrating the usefulnessofthe strong col-
lective decoherence basis


