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M inim um -energy pulses for quantum logic cannot be shared
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W e show thatifan electrom agnetic energy pulse with average photon num ber �n isused to carry

outthe sam e quantum logicaloperation on a setofN atom s,eithersim ultaneously orsequentially,

the overallerrorprobability in the worstcase scenario (i.e.,m axim ized overallthe possible initial

atom ic states)scales asN
2
=�n. Thism eansthatin orderto keep the errorprobability bounded by

N �,with � � 1=�n,one needs to use N �n photons,or equivalently N separate \m inim um -energy"

pulses: in this sense the pulses cannot,in general,be shared. The origin for this phenom enon is

found in atom -�eld entanglem ent. These results m ay have im portant consequences for quantum

logic and,in particular,forlarge-scale quantum com putation.

PACS num bers:03.67.Lx,42.50.D v,42.50.Ct

Thereisby now asubstantialam ountofevidence[1,2]
thatan elem entary quantum logicaloperation on a qubit
requiresa m inim um am ountofenergy which isinversely
proportionalto the acceptable errorprobability �. This
has been m ost extensively studied for atom ic system s
interacting with an electrom agnetic-pulse control �eld
[3,4,5,6]with the generic result that the error prob-
ability scalesasthe inverseofthe num berofphotonsin
the (quantized)pulse.

A question that has not so far been addressed is
whether this m inim um energy m ust truly be dedicated
to each qubitand each operation,orwhetheritcould be
shared by two or m ore qubits on which one wanted to
perform a given operation,either sequentially or sim ul-
taneously.Intuitively,one would expectthe latterto be
the case:ifa pulse oflightcontaining,say,105 photons
hasjustinteracted with an atom thatm ay atm ostadd
orsubtractonephoton to the�eld,onewould notexpect
this very sm allchange to m ake a substantialdi�erence
ifthe sam e pulse is used later to act on another atom .
Also,it is a fact (and this point willbe elaborated on
later)that,foran atom orion in freespace,them ostim -
portantconsequenceof�eld quantization isspontaneous
em ission [7,8,9];from thisperspective,allthatshould
m atteristo have a su�ciently large electric �eld atthe
location oftheatom ,so asto com pletetheoperation be-
foreitcan decay,and thereappearsto beno reason why
two orm oreatom sshould notbeableto sharethis�eld,
fora su�ciently long orwidepulse,withoutan apprecia-
ble increasein the errorrate.

In contrastto these very reasonable expectations,we
show here thata m inim um energy pulse cannot,in gen-
eral,beshared asdescribed above:speci�cally,theresult
to beproven isthatifthesam epulse,with averagepho-
ton num ber �n,is used to carry out the sam e quantum
logicaloperation on a set ofN identicalatom s,either
sim ultaneously or sequentially,the overallerror proba-
bility in the worstcasescenario (i.e.,m axim ized overall
the possible initialatom ic states)scales,notasN =�n,as

one would expect for N independent processes,but as
N 2=�n. This m eansthatin orderto keep the m axim um
errorprobabilitybounded byN �,with � � 1=�n,oneneeds
to use a totalofN =� photons,thatisto say,the energy
equivalentto N separate\m inim um energy pulses."
Them ostgeneralproofofthisresultm akesuseofthe

m ethods of[6,10]and applies to a system ofN atom s
interactingwith an arbitrarysetofquantized �eld m odes
via a Ham iltonian ofthe form
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Here the gk are coupling constantsand the Uk;i are ar-
bitrary m ode functions,evaluated at the positions (in-
dexed by i)ofthe respectiveatom s.W e usethe conven-
tion �izjeii = jeii,where jeii � j0ii isthe excited state
ofthe i-th two-levelatom . The m odel(1) is extrem ely
general,and itcan easily be furthergeneralized to cover
m ultilevelatom s and Ram an-type processes (see [6]for
details);in particular,it includes spontaneous em ission
im plicitly,by the presenceofquantized vacuum m odes.
Thekey property oftheHam iltonian (1)isthatithas

a conserved quantity,nam ely

L = L1 + L2 =
1

2
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where L1 isan atom ic operatorand L2 a �eld operator.
Suppose we want to use the Ham iltonian (1) to im ple-
m enta certain quantum logicaloperation so that,after
a tim eT (om itted below forsim plicity)theevolution op-
erator U is as close as possible to som e desired Uideal.
W ecan getan idea ofhow successfultheprocedureisby
lookingathow an atom icoperatorA istransform ed,and
speci�cally atthe di�erence D � UyAU � U

y

ideal
AUideal.

Ifwe choose A so thatitcom m uteswith L1,the m eth-
ods of [6] can be used to show that one m ust have
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hD 2i � �(D )2 � jh[L1;U
y

ideal
AUideal]ij2=�(L)2, where

�(� ) stands for the standard deviation ofan operator,
and allexpectation values are calculated in the initial
state,which weshalltaketo be oftheform j ij�i,with
j ian atom ic stateand j�ia �eld state.
Considerthecasein which Uidealcorrespondsto a col-

lective �=2 pulse,which is a Hadam ard gate up to an
overallbitip.Speci�cally,

Uideal=
1

2N =2

�
1 � 1
1 1

� 
 N

(3)

Then choosingA =
Q N

i= 1
�iz,and theinitialatom icstate

j i= (j0i
 N + ij1i
 N )=
p
2,oneim m ediately obtains
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Iftheinitial�eld stateisam ultim odecoherentstate,one
has�(

P

k
nk)2 =

P

k
hnki= �n,and Eq.(4)exhibitsthe

N 2=�n scaling,aslong as �n � N 2.
To relate the errorhD 2iin the operatorA to a m ore

fam iliar error m easure,such as the overall�delity,one
can follow a proceduresim ilarto theonein Appendix A
of[6].W ith the abovechoicesforA and j i
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Forde�niteness,assum ethatN iseven.Inserting a sum
P

j 0ih 0jovera com pletesetofatom icstates,and not-
ing that h 0j

Q
�iz = (� 1)ph 0j,where p is the num ber

ofonesin j 0i,oneobtains
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However,with N even,theidealoperation (3)when act-
ing on the state((j0i
 N � j1i
 N )=

p
2 producesa super-

position ofstateswith only odd num bersofones,which
m eansthatthe�rstterm in (6)is� 2(1� F2� ),whereF

2
�

isthe �delity forthatinitialstate.Sim ilarly,the second
term is� 2(1� F2+ ),whereF

2
+ isthe�delity fortheini-

tialstate((j0i
 N + j1i
 N )=
p
2.Both ofthesein�delities

m ust be sm aller than the in�delity (1 � F2)m ax,m ax-
im ized over allinitialatom ic states,and therefore one
concludes

(1� F
2)m ax �

1

4

N 2

2N (N + 1)+ 4�n
(7)

Thesam eresultforN odd can beestablished along sim -
ilarlines.

W hile the above m ethod isvery powerful,itdoesnot
providem uch insighton theorigin oftheN 2 scaling,and
ithasalsoprovenhardtogeneralizeittootheroperations
such as bit ips (� pulses). Hence it is worthwhile to
explore a m uch sim plerm odelforthe interaction which
wasshown in [6]to capturetheessenceoftheconstraints
arisingfrom theconservationof(2).Thisisasingle-m ode
m odelwherethecreation and annihilation operatorsare
replaced by e� i�̂,where �̂ isa \phaseoperator":

H = i�h
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Although a Herm itian phaseoperator,strictly speaking,
doesnotexistin the fullFock space,reasonableapprox-
im ationscan be de�ned [11]with thedesired properties,

nam ely,e� i�̂jni= jn � 1i.Asalso shown in [6],the fol-
lowing m anipulations willbe accurate enough provided
the weightofthe vacuum in the initial�eld state j�iis
vanishingly sm all,which isalwaysthecaseforacoherent
state with a high excitation num ber. The m odel(8)re-
m ovesthe nonessential(in thiscontext)com plication of
the �eld am plitude uctuations,and capturesthe basic
requirem entexpressedbytheconservationof(2),nam ely,
thatthe photon num berm ustincrease ordecrease by 1
when any ofthe atom sm akesa transition.
Integration of(8) is trivial. Assum ing each atom in-

teractswith the�eld fora totaltim eT (itdoesnotm at-
ter whether sim ultaneously or sequentially),the evolu-
tion operatoris

U =

 

cos
T � e� i�̂ sin
T

ei�̂ sin
T cos
T

! 
 N

(9)

W hen 
T = �=4 (the �=2-pulse condition) (9) would
reduceto (3)provided �̂ = 0.In whatfollows,itwillbe
assum ed thath�̂i= 0 and h�̂2i� �(̂�)2 issm all.Taking
again theinitialatom icstateto beoftheform (j0i
 N +
ij1i
 N )=

p
2,which would be transform ed by Uideal into

(j+ xi
 N + (� 1)N j� xi
 N )=
p
2,adirectcalculation using

(9)yieldsthe �delity

F
2 =

1

22(N + 1)
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’ 1�
N (N + 1)

4
h�̂

2
i (10)

For a coherent state we have �(�)2 ’ 1=4�n,and hence
the result

(1� F
2)m ax �

N (N + 1)

16�n
(�=2 pulse) (11)

Theright-hand sideof(11)isalwaysgreaterthan thatof
(7),asitshould,and,in fact,the two expressionsagree
up to term softhe orderof(N 2=�n)2.
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In spite ofits sim plicity,there are severalreasons to
expectthatthesingle-m odeapproach providesa univer-
sally valid lower bound to the in�delity. First,because
adding m orem odesgenerally only addsm oreavenuesfor
decoherence (a point that willbe elaborated on later),
and second, because it has been shown by Silberfarb
and Deutsch [12]that the atom -�eld entanglem entpre-
dicted by single-m ode m odels (speci�cally,the Jaynes-
Cum m ings m odel) is actually a good approxim ation to
the actualentanglem entobtained from m ultim ode,free-
space calculations, as long as the totalprobability for
spontaneous em ission over the duration ofthe gate re-
m ains sm all(which is the regim e in which one would
wantto operatein any case).
W ith thisin m ind,one can usethe m odel(8)to show

thattheN 2=�n scaling also appliesto thecaseofbitips
(or� pulses). Thisis obtained by setting 
T = �=2 in
Eq.(9). Again starting from a state ofthe G HZ form ,
(j0i
 N + ei�j1i
 N )=

p
2(with arbitraryphase�),one�nds

forthe �delity F 2 = hcos2(N �̂)i,and therefore,in a co-
herentstate

(1� F
2)m ax �

N 2

4�n
(� pulse) (12)

The bit-ip exam ple isespecially helpfulto show how
thee�ectdescribed arisesfrom atom -�eld entanglem ent.
In an N -atom bit ip, the initialstates j0i
 N j�i and
j1i
 N j�i would have to becom e j1i
 N aN j�i=N 1 and

j0i
 N ay
N
j�i=N 2,respectively (whereN 1 and N 2 areap-

propriatenorm alization constants),and thereforetheco-
herentsuperposition (j0i
 N + j1i
 N )=

p
2,which ideally

should beleftinvariantbytheoperation,isinstead trans-
form ed into

1
p
2

 

j0i
 N
ay

N
j�i

N 2

+ j1i
 N
aN j�i

N 1

!

(13)

This superposition di�ers from the intended result be-
cause the atom ic and �eld states are entangled, since

the �eld states aN j�i=N 1 and ay
N
j�i=N 2 are di�erent

in general.In fact,the in�delity ofthe state(13)issim -
ply proportionaltothe\lackofoverlap"between thetwo
�eld states:

1� F
2 =

1

2
�

1

4N 1N 2

�

h�ja 2N
j�i+ h�ja y2N

j�i
�

(14)

Now,onem ightthinkthatforavery\classical"statej�i,
with a large average photon num ber,the di�erence be-
tween thestateresulting from thecreation ofN photons
and theoneresultingfrom theannihilation ofN photons
would be very sm all,and it is| but,som ewhatsurpris-
ingly,itturnsoutto bequadratic,ratherthan linear,in
N . Speci�cally,fora coherentstate j�i,with j�j2 = �n,
the only nontrivialexpectation value appearing in (14)

isN 2 = (h�jaN ay
N
j�i)1=2,forwhich one has(see[13])

N
2
2 =

NX

n= 0

�nn(N !)2

(n!)2(N � n)!
= �nN

"

1+
N 2

�n
+ O

 �
N 2

�n

� 2
! #

(15)
and using this in (14) one obtains 1 � F2 = N 2=4�n +
O ((N 2=�n)2)in agreem entwith (12).
This derivation suggeststhe kinds ofsituationswhen

onem ayexpecttheN 2 term sin thein�delitytobesignif-
icant:when (asin (13))the�nalstatewavefunction con-
tainsatleasttwo term s,with reasonably large weights,
thatdi�erfrom each otherby the action ofa num berof
creation operatorsofthe orderofN .
At this point it m ay be thought that a way to avoid

thiskind ofdi�cultyin quantum logicaloperationswould
be to use an encoding such as j0iL = j01i,j1iL = j10i
[14,15],where each logicalqubit is represented by two
physicalqubits,and the num bers ofones and zeros in
the states j0iL and j1iL are the sam e. Itis also known
thatsuch an encoding m akesthelogicalqubitinsensitive
to collective phase uctuations,such asthose in Eq.(8)
[16].However,sincetheHam iltonian (1)doesnotcouple
directly the states j01i and j10i, a m eaningfuldiscus-
sion ofwhatcan orcannotbe donewith encoded qubits
requires a carefullook at the \e�ective Ham iltonians"
that describe the action ofthe control�elds on the en-
coded states.Forexam ple,in theproposal[16]tousethe
above encoding in an ion trap,in conjunction with the
S�rensen-M �lm ergate[17],oneobtains,in e�ect,an evo-
lution operatoroftheform U = cos(gn̂t)+ isin(gn̂t)�X ,
where�X istheencoded bit-ip operator,and n̂ isapho-
ton num beroperator(ora sum ofsuch operators). But
then onecan show explicitly thattheN 2=�n scaling m ust
hold,forcertain initialstates,forarbitrary operations.
To exhibit this for a collective bit-ip, let j� X i

be the (two-qubit) encoded eigenstates of �X . Then
U j� X ij�i= e� ign̂tj� X ij�i.Separating n̂ into average
�n and uctuations �n̂,where,for a bit ip operation,
g�nT = �=2, and m aking U 
 N act on a superposition
2� 1=2(j+ X i
 N + j� X i
 N )j�i,the result is (up to a
globalphase)

1
p
2

�
e
igN � n̂T

j+ X i

 N + (� 1)N e� igN � n̂T

j� X i

 N

�
j�i

(16)
Thisisto be com pared to the action ofU 
 N

ideal
� iN �


 N

X
,

which yields the sam e state except for the e� igN � n̂T

term s. The in�delity is then easily calculated to be
1� F2 = hsin2(gN �n̂T)i’ � 2N 2�(n)2=4�n2 = �2N 2=4�n
fora coherentstate.
Theabovederivation,concerning whatisarguably the

m ost popular proposalfor encoded logic in an atom ic
system ,is enough to m ake us skepticalthat one m ight
get around the N 2=�n scaling using these approaches.
Nonetheless,other encodings and gate m echanism s cer-
tainly exist,and we do intend to look into as m any of
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them aspossiblein the future.
Finally,we would like to supplem entoursingle-m ode

calculations by considering briey their possible rele-
vance for a collection of atom s or ions in free space,
wherespontaneousem ission istheleadingquantized-�eld
source ofdecoherence. Letthe laserbeam (possibly in-
cluding refocusing in between atom s)be taken to de�ne
an e�ective single m ode,allthe otherm odesbeing then
in the vacuum state. Every atom hasa probability p to
em ita photon in thecourseoftheinteraction,and ifthe
beam waist at the location ofthe atom is w0 then the
probability that the photon goes into the laser m ode is
ofthe orderof3�2=8�2w 2

0 � �2=A,where the area A is
oftheorderofthecross-section ofthebeam (seeEq.(1)
of[9]). Adopt a sim ple m odelin which a photon being
em itted outside ofthe laser m ode,by any atom ,leads
to the totalfailure ofthe operation. The overallfail-
ure probability of,e.g.,a collective � pulse can then be
written (assum ing pN � 1)as

Pf ’ N p

�

1�
�2

A

�

+

�

1� p

�

1�
�2

A

�� N
N 2

4�n

’ N p

�

1�
�2

A

�

+
N 2

4�n
(17)

where the second term accounts for the result of the
single-m ode analysisgiven above (Eq.(12)),in the case
thatallthephotonsareem itted intothelaserpulse,with
�n being thenum berofphotonsin thepulse.Now,itwas
shown in [9]that for an operation such as a � or �=2
pulse,on resonance,p was ofthe order of1=�n tim es a
geom etric factorofthe orderof2�4w 2

0=3�
2 = �2A=4�2,

and so Pf becom es

Pf �
N

4�n

�
�2A

�2
+ N

�

(18)

This exhibits a scaling that is quadratic in N for su�-
ciently largeN ,butisonly linearin N if�2A=�2 � N ,
However,thereason forthisapparent\linearity" isthat
in thiscase,becauseofthesuboptim alcoupling between
theatom sand the�eld,oneisalready using m any m ore
photons than one would have to in the optim al,single-
m odecase.Indeed,in thesingle-m odetreatm ent,there-
quirem entto keep the overallfailure probability sm aller
than N � is �n > N =4�,whereas from (18) one requires
�n > (�2A=4�2)=�,which is� N =4� in thislim it.
In conclusion,wehaveshown that,in general,them in-

im um �eld energy needed to carry outa quantum logical
operation on a setofN atom icqubitswith a given over-
allerrorprobability scales as N 2;or,equivalently,that
in orderto ensurea constanterrorrateperoperation per
qubit,(say,�)oneneedsto use,atleast,thetotalenergy
ofN \m inim um energy" pulses,with �n � 1=�. In this
sense,m inim um energy pulsescannotbe shared.

O verall,these results willneed to be taken into con-
sideration when designing large-scale quantum com put-
ing devices,especially in the proposals that would rely
on the sim ultaneous m anipulation ofm any atom s by a
single electrom agnetic pulse. Exam ples m ight include
schem es for cluster state com putation [18], and/or for
quantum com puting with atom s in opticallattices [19].
(Note also that the results presented here are not re-
stricted toatom icsystem s;they would apply equallywell
to,e.g.,superconductingqubitsm anipulated by radiofre-
quency pulses.) \Bang-bang" schem es for decoherence
suppression [20]m ay also envision thesim ultaneousip-
ping ofm any qubits by a single pulse;the results pre-
sented here clearly place a constraint on the m inim um
energy required to carry outsuch operationswith an ac-
ceptableerrorrate.
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