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W e show that if an electrom agnetic energy pulse w ith average photon num ber n is used to carry
out the sam e quantum logical operation on a set of N atom s, either sim ultaneously or sequentially,
the overall error probability in the worst case scenario (ie. m axim ized over all the possible nitial
atom ic states) scales as N ?=n. Thism eans that in order to keep the error probability bounded by

N , wih

1=n, one needs to use N n photons, or equivalently N separate \m inin 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, for lJarge-scale quantum com putation.

PACS numbers: 03.67Lx,42.50Dv, 4250Ct

T here isby now a substantialam ount ofevidence [1,I12]
that an elem entary quantum logicaloperation on a qubit
requires a m ninum am ount of energy which is inversely
proportional to the acosptable error probability . This
has been m ost extensively studied for atom ic system s
Interacting with an electrom agneticpulse control eld
[3,14,15,1€6] wih the generic result that the error prob—
ability scales as the inverse of the num ber of photons in
the (Quantized) pulse.

A question that has not so far been addressed is
w hether this m lnim um energy must truly be dedicated
to each qubit and each operation, or whether i could 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 expect the latter to be
the case: if a pulse of light containing, say, 10° photons
has jist Interacted with an atom thatmay at m ost add
or subtract one photon to the eld, one would not expect
this very am all change to m ake a substantial di erence
if the sam e pulse is used later to act on another atom .
Also, it is a fact (and this point will be elaborated on
later) that, foran atom or ion in free space, them ost in —
portant consequence of eld quantization is spontaneous
em ission [1,18,19]; from this perspective, all that should
m atter is to have a su ciently large electric eld at the
Jocation ofthe atom , so as to com plete the operation be-
fore it can decay, and there appears to be no reason why
two orm ore atom s should not be abl to share this eld,
fora su ciently long orw ide pulse, w thout an apprecia—
bl Increase In the error rate.

In contrast to these very reasonable expectations, we
show here that a m ninum energy pulse cannot, in gen—
eral, be shared asdescribbed above: soeci cally, the result
to be proven is that if the sam e pulse, w ith average pho—
ton number n, is used to carry out the sam e quantum
logical operation on a set of N identical atom s, either
sim ultaneously or sequentially, the overall error proba—
bility in the worst case scenario (ie. m axin ized over all
the possble iniial atom ic states) scales, not asN =n, as

one would expect for N independent processes, but as
N ?=n. This m eans that in order to keep the m axin um
errorprobability bounded by N ,wih 1=n, oneneeds
to use a totalof N = photons, that is to say, the energy
equivalent to N separate \m inimum energy pulses.”
T he m ost general proof of this resul m akes use of the
m ethods of [g,10] and applies to a system ofN atom s
Interacting w ith an arbirary set of quantized eld m odes
via a Ham iltonian of the form
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Here the gy are coupling constants and the Uy ;; are ar-
bitrary m ode fiinctions, evalnated at the positions (in—
dexed by i) of the respective atom s. W e use the conven—
tion ;,®L = $L, where ®i; Pi is the excited state
of the i-th two-levelatom . The m odel [Il) is extrem ely
general, and it can easily be further generalized to cover
multilevel atom s and R am an-type processes (see [€] for
details); in particular, i inclides spontaneous em ission
In plicitly, by the presence of quantized vacuum m odes.

T he key property of the Ham iltonian [I) is that it has

a conserved quantity, nam ely
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where L; is an atom ic operator and L, a eld operator.
Suppose we want to use the Ham iltonian [I) to mple-
ment a certain quantum logical operation so that, after
atineT (om itted below for sin plicity) the evolution op—
erator U is as close as possble to som e desired U igeai-
W e can get an idea ofhow successfiilthe procedure is by
Jooking at how an atom ic operatorA is transform ed, and
speci cally at thedi erence D UYAU U], AUiear.
Ifwe choose A so that i comm utes w ith L, the m eth—
ods of [€] can be used to show that one must have
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D% OFf  PLiUL AUgealif= ©)%, where
() stands for the standard deviation of an operator,
and all expectation values are calculated in the initial
state, which we shalltake to be of the form j ij i, wih
j 1ian atom ic state and jia eld state.
Consider the case In which U igea1 correspondsto a col-
lctive =2 pulse, which is a Hadam ard gate up to an
overallbi ip. Speci cally,
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Then choosingA = |, iz, and the nitialatom ic state
Ji= @i Y + i V)= 2, one Inm ediately obtains
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Ifthe Jp]i:al eld s%ate isam ultin ode coherent state, one
has ( ,nx)?= ,Myi= n,and Eq. [@) exhibits the
N ?=n scaling, as longasn N2,

To relate the error 1D 21 in the operator A to a m ore
fam iliar error m easure, such as the overall delity, one
can ollow a procedure sin ilar to the one in A ppendix A
of [6]. W ih the above choices forA and j i
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por de niteness, assum e that N iseven. Inserting a sum
3 %h %4 ovgr a com plete set of atom ic states, and not-
ingthath %~ 4 = ( 1Ph % where p is the number
ofones in j %, one obtains
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However, wih N even, the idealo tion [B) when act-
ing on the state ((Pi ¥ i Y )= 2 produces a super—
position of states w th only odd num bers of ones, w hich
meansthatthe rsttem n (@) is 2@ F),whereF ?

isthe delity for that initial state. Sin ilarly, the second
term is  2(1 F),whereF ? isthe delity forthe ini-
tialstate ((Pi ¥ + i ¥ )= 2. Both ofthese in delities
must be snaller than the In delity 1  F?)q ax, M ax—
in ized over all initial atom ic states, and therefore one
concludes
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The sam e result orN odd can be established along sim —
ilar Iines.

W hilke the above m ethod is very powerfiil, i does not
providem uch insight on the origin ofthe N ? scaling, and
i hasalso proven hard to generalize it to other operations
such as bi s ( pulses). Hence it is worthwhile to
explore a much sin pler m odel for the interaction which
was shown In [6] to capture the essence ofthe constraints
arising from the conservation of [2) . T his isa single-m ode
m odelw here the creation and anniilation operators are
replaced by e ¢, where " is a \phase operator”:

e i iz (8)

A lthough a Hem iian phase operator, strictly speaking,
does not exist in the fillFock space, reasonable approx—
In ations can be de ned [11] w ith the desired properties,
nam ely, e iAj‘1i= T 1li. As also shown in €], the Pl
JIow iIng m anjpulations w ill be accurate enough provided
the weight of the vacuum in the initial eld state jiis
vanishingly am all, which isalwaysthe case for a coherent
state w ith a high excitation number. The m odel [§) re—
m oves the nonessential (in this context) com plication of
the eld amplitude uctuations, and captures the basic
requirem ent expressed by the conservation of [2), nam ely,
that the photon num ber m ust increase or decrease by 1
when any of the atom sm akes a transition.

Integration of [g) is trivial. A ssum ing each atom in—
teractsw ith the eld fora totaltime T (it doesnotm at-
ter whether sin ultaneously or sequentially), the evolu—
tion operator is
A ! N
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When T = =4 (the =2-pulse condition) (d) would
reduce to [@) provided "= 0. Ih what Hllow s, it willbe
assum ed that h"i= 0 and h™?i ()? is sn all. Taking
again the initial atom ic state to be ofthe om  (Pi ¥ +
ijli ¥ )= 2, which would he transfm ed by U igea1 into
Grxi ¥+ ( 173 xi¥)= 2,adirect calculation using
@) yieldsthe delity
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For a coherent state we have ()2 /

the result

1=4n, and hence
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T he right-hand side of [11) is alvays greater than that of
[@), as i should, and, in fact, the two expressions agree

up to tem s of the order of N ?=n)?.



In spite of its sim plicity, there are several reasons to
expect that the single-m ode approach provides a univer—
sally valid Iower bound to the in delity. First, because
adding m orem odes generally only addsm ore avenues for
decoherence (@ point that w ill be elaborated on later),
and second, because it has been shown by Siberfarb
and D eutsch [L2] that the atom — eld entanglem ent pre—
dicted by single-m ode m odels (goeci cally, the Jaynes—
Cumm ings m odel) is actually a good approxin ation to
the actual entanglem ent obtained from multin ode, free—
space calculations, as long as the total probability for
spontaneous em ission over the duration of the gate re—
mains snall wWhich is the regine In which one would
want to operate In any case).

W ith this in m ind, one can use the m odel [8) to show
that the N ?=n scaling also applies to the case ofbit Ips
(or pulses). This is obtained by setting T = =2 in
Eq. [@). Again stagcj_ng from a state of the GHZ fom,
(Pi ¥ +et 41 ¥ )= 2 wih arbitrary phase ),one nds
Prthe delity F 2 = hoos N )i, and therefore, in a co-
herent state
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The bit— p exam ple is especially helpfiil to show how
the e ect describbed arises from atom — eld entanglem ent.
Th an N -atom bi ip, the initial states Pi ¥ j i and
i ¥ 91 would have to become ji M a¥ §i=N ; and
Pi ¥ ar § i=N ,, respectively whereN ; and N , are ap—
propriate nom alization constants), and therefore the co—
herent superposition (Pi ¥ + i ¥ )= 2, which deally
should be kft invariant by the operation, is instead trans-
form ed Into
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This superposition di ers from the intended result be-

cause the atom ic and eld states are entangled, since

the el states a¥ ji=N ; and art ji=N , are di erent

in general. Th fact, the in delity of the state {I3) is sim —

ply proportionalto the \lack ofoverlap" betw een the two
eld states:

1 F?=

= hs2 i+ h ¥ 51  (14)
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N ow , onem ight think that fora very \classical" state j i,
w ih a large average photon num ber, the di erence be-
tw een the state resulting from the creation ofN photons
and the one resulting from the annihilation ofN photons
would be very an all, and i JS| but, som ewhat surpris-
ngly, i tums out to be quadratic, rather than linear, In
N . Speci cally, for a coherent state j i, with j ¥ = n,
the only nontrivial expectation valuie appearing in [14)

isN,= b &' a’ §1)'2, orwhich one has (see [13])
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and using this in [14) one cbtains 1 F? = N ?=4n +
O (N 2=n)?) 1n agreem ent w ith [12).

T his derivation suggests the kinds of situations when
onem ay expect theN ? tem sin the in delity to be signif-
icant: when (asin [[3)) the nalstate wavefiinction con—
tains at least two tem s, w ith reasonably large weights,
that di er from each other by the action of a num ber of
creation operators of the order ofN .

At this point i m ay be thought that a way to avoid
thiskind ofdi culty in quantum logicaloperationswould
be to use an encoding such as Pi;, = P1i, jiy = JO0i
[14,115], where each logical qubit is represented by two
physical qubits, and the numbers of ones and zeros in
the states Pi; and jli; are the same. It is also known
that such an encoding m akes the logicalqubit insensitive
to collective phase uctuations, such as those in Eq. (8)
[L6]. H ow ever, since the H am iltonian [Il) does not couple
directly the states P1i and J0i, a m eaningfiil discus—
sion of what can or cannot be done w ith encoded qubits
requires a carefiill ook at the \e ective Ham iltonians"
that describe the action of the control elds on the en—
coded states. Forexam ple, In the proposal [LE] to use the
above encoding in an ion trap, In conjunction with the
S rensen-M Im ergate [L7], one obtains, In e ect, an evo-
ution operator ofthe form U = cos(gnt) + isin (@it) x ,
where yx istheencoded bit— Ip operator, and 7! isa pho-
ton number operator (or a sum of such operators). But
then one can show explicitly that the N ?=n scaling m ust
hold, for certain initial states, for arbitrary operations.

To exhibit this or a collective bi-ip, ket j X 1i
be the (wo-qubi) encoded eigenstates of x . Then
Uj Xiji= e ¥ X iji. Separating A into average
n and uctuations 1, where, or a bit I operation,
gnT = =2, and making U ¥ act on a superposition
2 2 E+ xi¥ + 9 Xi¥)ji, the resuk is @wp to a
globalphase)

pl—z e My xi N+ (1 e ¥ T3 xiV g4
16)
T his is to be com pared to the action OfUidgal ¥ XN ,
which yields the same state except for the e 9 17T
term s. The In delity is then easily calculated to be
1 F?=nhsin®@N AT)i’ 2N? @)?=4n®= 2N ?=4n
for a coherent state.

T he above derivation, conceming w hat is arguably the
m ost popular proposal or encoded logic in an atom ic
system , is enough to m ake us skeptical that one m ight
get around the N ?=n scaling usihg these approaches.
N onetheless, other encodings and gate m echanian s cer—

tainly exist, and we do intend to look into asm any of



them aspossble in the future.

Finally, we would lke to supplem ent our single-m ode
calculations by oconsidering brie y their possble rele-
vance for a collection of atom s or ions in free space,
w here spontaneousem ission isthe leading quantized— eld
source of decoherence. Let the laser beam (possbly in—
cluding refocusing in between atom s) be taken to de ne
an e ective single m ode, all the other m odes being then
In the vacuum state. Every atom has a probability p to
em i a photon in the course ofthe Interaction, and ifthe
beam waist at the location of the atom is wy then the
probability that the photon goes Into the laser m ode is
of the order of 3 =8 ?w? 2=A , where the area A is
of the order of the cross—section ofthebeam (seeEqg. (1)
of B]). Adopt a sinple m odel in which a photon being
em itted outside of the laser m ode, by any atom , leads
to the total ailure of the operation. The overall ail-
ure probability of, eg., a collective pulse can then be

w ritten (@ssum ing pN 1) as
2 2 N 2
Ps’' N 1 — + 1 1 — —
£ P A P A 4n
" N 1 —2 + N—Z @7)
P A 4n

where the second temn accounts for the result of the
sihgle-m ode analysis given above EJ. [I2)), n the case
that allthe photons are em ited into the laserpulse, w ith
n being the num ber ofphotons in the pulse. Now , t was
shown in [@] that for an operation such as a or =2
pulse, on resonance, p was of the order of 1=n times a

geom etric factor of the order of 2 *w3=3 2 = 2a=4 2,
and so Ps becom es
N 2A
P¢ E — + N (18)

This exhibits a scaling that is quadratic n N for su -
clently large N , but isonly linearn N if A= 2 N,
H ow ever, the reason for this apparent \linearity" is that
In this case, because of the suboptin al coupling betw een
the atom s and the eld, one is already using m any m ore
photons than one would have to in the optim al, sihgle-
m ode case. Indeed, In the single-m ode treatm ent, the re—
quirem ent to keep the overall ailure probability sn aller
than N isn > N=4 , whereas from [I8) one requires
n> (?A=4 %)= ,whichis N=4 in thislimi.

In conclusion, we have show n that, in general, them in—
Inum eld energy needed to carry out a quantum logical
operation on a set ofN atom ic qubitsw ith a given over—
all error probability scales as N 2; or, equivalently, that
In order to ensure a constant error rate per operation per
qubit, (say, ) oneneedsto use, at least, the totalenergy
of N \m inimum energy" pulses, wih n 1= . In this
sense, m ninm um energy pulses cannot be shared.

O verall, these resuls w ill need 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 of m any atom s by a
sihgle electrom agnetic pulse. Exam ples m ight include
schem es for cluster state com putation [L€], and/or for
quantum ocom puting w ith atom s In optical lattices [L9].
N ote also that the resuls presented here are not re—
stricted to atom ic system s; they would apply equally well
to, eg., superconducting qubitsm anipulated by radiofre—
quency pulses.) \Bang-bang" schem es for decoherence
suppression R0]m ay also envision the sin ultaneous -
ping of m any qubits by a single pulse; the results pre—
sented here clearly place a constraint on the m inin um
energy required to carry out such operationsw ih an ac—
ceptable error rate.
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