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A bstract

The agenda of quantum algorithm ic inform ation theory, ordered ‘Yop-down,” is the quan-—
tum halting am plitude, followed by the quantum algorithm ic inform ation content, which in tum
requires the theory of quantum ocom putation. The fundam ental atom s processed by quantum
com putation are the quantum bits which are dealt with in quantum inform ation theory. The
theory of quantum com putation will ke lased upon a m odel of universal quantum com puter
whose elem entary unit is a two-port interferom eter capabl of arbitrary U (2) transform ations.
Basic to all these considerations is quantum theory, in particular H ilert space quantum m e-
chanics.

1 Inform ation is physical, so is com putation

T he reasoning in constructive m athem atics E, @, E] and recursion theory, at least Insofar as
their applicability to worldly things is concemed, m akes in plicit assum ptions about the opera-
tionalizability of the entities of discourse. It is this postulated correspondence betw een practical
and theoretical ob fcts, subsum ed by the Church-Turing thesis, which confers power to the for-
m alm ethods. Therefore, any nding in physics concems the form al sciences; at least lnsofar as
they clain to be applicable In the physical universe. In this sense one m ight quite justifyably
say that the Church-Turing thesis is under pem anent physical attack Converssky, any fea—
ture ofthe (constructive or non-constructive @]) form alisn should correspond to som e physically
operationalizable @]property.

Hence, any theory of inform ation, if applicable, has to dealw ith entities which are operational

@,@,E,,@]. In Bridgm an’s words (cf. E],p.V),

\the m eaning of one’s term s are to ke found by an analysis of the operations which
one perform s in appling the term in concrete situations or in verifying the truth of
statem ents or in nding the answers to questions."

1 For an early discussion of this topic, see D avis (cf. @], p.11):

\ :::how can we ever exclude the possibility of our presented, som e day (perhaps by som e extrater—
restrial visitors), with a (perhaps extrem ely com plex) device or \orack" that \com putes" a non com —
putable function?"

A m ain them e of Landauer’s w ork has been the connections betw een physics and com putation; see, for exam ple, his
1967 article 1 \W anted: a physically possiblke theory of physics," or his m ore recent survey 1 \Inform ation is
physical." See also R osen 1. A sD eutsch puts it m ore recently (cf. 1, p. 101),

\T he reason why we nd it possible to construct, say, ekctronic calculators, and indeed why we can
perform m ental arithm etic, cannot be found in m athem atics or logic. The reason is that the laws
of physics happen to’ pem it the existence of physical m odels for the operations of arithm etic such
as addition, subtraction and m ultiplication. If they did not, these fam iliar operations would be non—
com putabk functions. W e m ight still know of them and invoke them in m athem atical proofs (which
would presum ably be called hon constructive’) but we could not perform them ."
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In particular, the fundam ental atom of inform ation, the bit, must be represented by whatever
physicaltheories are available and m ust be experin entally producibl and m anipulabl by w hatever
physical operations are available.

T he classicaldigital com puter, at least up to nite resources, seam s to be a canonical exam ple
for physical inform ation representation and processing. C lassical digital com puters, how ever, are
designed to behave classically. That is, if functioning correctly, certain of their physical states
can be m apped one-to-one onto the set of classicalbit states. (This is achieved by appropriately

Tering out noise.) The set of instructions im plem ent the classical propositional calculus and so
on.

In m niaturizing com ponents, however, one encounters lim its to the quasiclassical dom ain.
T he altemative is either to stop m hiaturization before quantum e ects becom e dom inant, or to
take the quantum dom ain seriously. T he latter altemative (at least to the author) seem s the only
progressive one, but it results n a head-on collision w ith long-held classical properties. Several
Iong-held assum ptions on the character of inform ation have to be adapted. Furthem ore, the form al
com putational techniques In m anjpulating inform ation have to be revised.

T his can be rather negatively perceived as a failure of the old m odels; but I think that we are
Jjusti ed to think of it In very posive temm s: P hysics, In particular quantum physics, stim ulates us
to re-consider our conceptions. W e could hope that the outcom e w illbe new tools and technologies
n com puting.

Indeed, right now, we are experiencing an attack on the \Cook-K arp thesis," putting into
question the robustness of the notion of tractability or polynom ial tim e com plexity class w ith
regpect to variations of \reasonable" m odels of com putation. In particular, factoring m ay require
polynom altim e on quantum com putersw ithin \reasonable statistics" @]. Iwould suspect that i
is w ise of m athem aticiens and com puter scientists to kesp an eye on new developm ents in physics,
Just as we physicists are required to be open for the great advances In the fom al sciences.

2 H ibert space quantum m echanics

\Q uantization" has been introduced by M ax P lanck in 1900 I@]. P lanck assum ed a discretization
of the total energy Uy of N lnear oscillators (\Resonatoren"), Uy = P 2 f0; ;2 ;3 ;4 ;::9g,
where P 2 Ny is zero or a positive Integer and stands for the sm allest quantum of energy. isa
Iinear function of frequency and proportionalto P lanck’s fundam entalconstant h; ie.,, = h .

In extension ofP lanck’s discretized resonator energy m odel, E instein proposed a quantization
ofthe electrom agnetic eld. Every eldm ode of frequency could carry a discrete num ber of light
quanta ofenergy h per quantum .

T he present quantum theory is stilla continuum theory in m any respects: for in nite system s,
there is a continuity of eld m odes of frequency ! . A Iso the quantum theoretical coe cients char-
acterizing the m ixture betw een orthogonal states, aswellas space and tin e and other coordinates
rem ain continuous | all but one: action. Thus, In the old days, discretization of phase space
appeared to be a prom ising starting point for quantization. In a 1916 articl on the structure of
physicalphase space, P lJanck em phasized that the quantum hypothesis should not be Interpreted at
the lkevel of energy quanta but at the levelof action quanta, according to the fact that the volum e
of 2f-din ensionalphase space (f degrees of freedom ) is a positive integer of h® (cf. E], P. 387)ﬂ

E s bestatigt sich auch hier wieder, da die Q uantenhypothese nicht auf E nergieele—
m ente, sondem auf W irkungselem ente zu grunden ist, entsprechend dem Um stand,
da dasVolumen desPhasenraum es die D in ension von hf besitzt.

T he Pllow ing is a very brief introduction to quantum m echanics for logicians and com puter
sc:entjstsﬁ To avoid a shock from a too early exposition to ¥xotic’ nom enclature prevalent in
physics{the D irac bra—ket notation {the notation ofD unford-Schw artz @] is adoptedﬁ

2 Again it is con m ed that the quantum hypothesis is not based on energy elem ents but on action elem ents,
according to the fact that the volum e of phase space has the din ension hf .

3 Introductions to quantum_m echanics can be found in Feynm an, Leighton & M . Sands @], H arris E], Lipkin
@J, B allentine H], M essiah E], D irac @], Peres E], von N eum ann @J, and Bell Y], am ong m any other expo—
sitions. T he history of quantum m echanics is reviewed by Jamm er ]. W heeler & Zurek ] published a helpful
resource book.

4 The bra—ket notation introduced by D irac which is w idely used in physics. To translate expressions into the
bra-ket notation, the follow ing identi cations have to be m ade: for the scalar product, \h ", \i ™, \; 7.
States are written as j 1 ,operators ashi JA jji Ajy.



A 1l quantum m echanical entities are represented by ob ects of H ibert spaces @]. A Hibert
space is a linear vector space H over the eld of com plex numbers (W ith vector addition and
scalar m ultiplication), together w ith a com plex function ( ; ), the scalar or inner product, de ned
on H H such that () &;x) = 0 if and only if x = 0; (i) &;x) 0 forallx 2 H; (@)
&+ yiz) = Kjz)+ (yiz) Prallx;y;jz 2 H; () (x;y) = &K;y) Prallx;y 2 H; 2 ; (V)
®;y) = (y;x) Prallx;y 2 H (stands Hrthe com plex conjigateof ); wi) Ifx o 2 H,n= 1;2;::3
andflimp;m 1 1 ®n Xp iXn Xn ) = O,thenthereexistsanx 2 Hwithlim, 1 &, %X;X, x)= 0.

T he follow Ing identi cations between physical and theoretical ob fcts are m ade (a caveat: this
is an incom plete list):

(I) A physical state is represented by a vector of the H ibert space H. T herefore, if two vectors
xX;y 2 H represent physical states, their vector sum z = x+ y 2 H represent a physical state
as well. This state z is called the ocoherent superposition of state x and y. Coherent state
superpositions w ill becom e m ost in portant in quantum inform ation theory.

(II) Observabks A are represented by selfadpint operators A on the H ibert space H such that

Ax;y) = X;Ay) orall x;y 2 H. (Obserables and their corresoonding operators are
denti ed.)
In what follow s, unless stated di erently, only nite din ensionalH ibert spaces are consid—
eredﬁ T hen, the vectors corresponding to states can be w ritten as usual vectors in com plex
H ibert space. Furthem ore, bounded selfad pint operators are equivalent to bounded Her-
m iean operators. They can be represented by m atrices, and the selfad pint conjigation is
Just transposition and com plex conjigation of the m atrix elem ents.

Elments bi;by 2 H of the set of orthonom albase vectors satisfy (o;;by) = i3, where 44 is
the K ronecker delta fiinction. Any state x can be thJtten as a linear com bination ofthe set
of orthonom al base vectors flo ;1 ; g, ie, x =If: ; ibiy where N s the dim ension of
H and ;= (@{;x) 2 . In the D irac braket notation, unity is given by 1P= hi]: 1 Fuitoi
Furthem ore, any Hem iean operator has a spectral representation A = Iil , iPi, where
the P;’s are orthogonalpro fction operators onto the orthonom aleigenvectorsa; ofA (non-—
degenerate case).

A's In nite din ensional exam ples, take the position operator x= % = (X1;X,;X3), and the

momentum operatorpy = & = 3 @%;@%;@% , Where ~ = zl The scalar product is

given by e;y) = & y)= & yvi) & v2) X3 y3). The non—relativistic energy
2

operator Ham iltonian) isH = 22 + V (x) = 2~Tr2+V(x).

O bservables are said to be com patibk if they can be de ned sim ultaneously w ith arbitrary
accuracy; ie., if they are \independent." A criterion for com patibility is the comm utator.
Two observables A ;B are com patible, if their com m utator vanishes; ie.,, if R;B ]= AB

e

BA = 0. For exam pl, position and m om entum operatorsﬁ Kox] = Xox  PxX = xil@—X
~ @

TesX = i~ % 0 and thus do not comm ute. T herefore, position and m om entum of a state
cannot be m easured sinultaneously wih arbitrary accuracy. It can be shown that this
property gives rise to the Heisenberg uncertainty relations x p x  3,where xand p &
isgiven by x = 21 Ixki? and pyx = Ip2i hpei?, respectively. The expectation
valie or average valuieh iisde ned n (V) below .

Tt has recently been dem onstrated that (oy an analogem bodin ent using partickebeam s) every
selfad pint operator in a nite dim ensionalH ibert space can be experim entally realized @].

(III) The result of any single m easurem ent of the observable A on a state x 2 H can only be
one of the real eigenvalues of the corresponding H em itean operator A . If x is In a coherent
superposition of eigenstates of A, the particular outcom e of any such single m easurem ent is
Indetermm inistic; ie., i cannot be predicted w ith certainty. A s a result of the m easurem ent,

5 In nite din ensional cases and continuous spectra are nontrivial extensions of the nite dim ensional H ibert
space treatm ent. A s a heuristic rule, it could be stated that the sum s becom e integrals, and the K ronecker delta

function ;; becom es the D irac delta function @1 Jj), thich is a generalized function in the continuous variables

i;j. In the D irac bra—ket notation, unity is given by 1 = +11 Jiihijdi.

®the expressions should be interpreted in the sense of operator equations; the operators them selves act on states.



the system is In the state which corresoonds to the eigenvector a, of A w ith the associated
realvalied eigenvalie ,;ie,Ax= pa, 0o summ ation convention here).

This \transition" x ! a, hasgiven rise to speculations conceming the \collapse of the wave
function (state)." But, as has been argued recently (cf. @]), it is possible to reconstruct
coherence; ie., to \reverse the collapse ofthe w ave finction (state)" ifthe process ofm easure-
m ent is reversble. A fter this reconstruction, no inform ation about the m easurem ent m ust
be kft, not even in principle. How did Schrodinger, the creator of wave m echanics, perceive
the -—function? In his 1935 paper \D ie G egenw artige Situation in der Q uantenm echanik"
(\T he present situation in quantum m echanics" E], p. 53), Schrodinger states,ﬂ

Die -Funktion alsKatalog der Exwartung: :::Si [die -Funktion]] ist gtzt das
Instrum ent zur Voraussage der W ahrscheinlichkeit von M a zahlen. In jhr ist die
Fweils erreichte Summ e theoretisch begrundeter Zukunftserw artung verkorpert,
gkichsam wi in enem Katalbg niedergelegt. ::: Bei ®der M essung ist m an
genotigt, der -Funktion = dem Voraussagenkatalogeine eigenartige, etw asplotzliche
Veranderung zuzuschreiben, die von der gefundenen M a zahl abhangt und sich
nicht vorhersechen 1 t; woraus allein schon deutlich ist, da diese zweite Art
von Veranderung der -Funktion m it threm regelm a igen Abrollen zwischen zwei
M essungen nicht das m indeste zu tun hat. D i abrupte Veranderung durch die
M essung ::: ist der interessanteste Punkt der ganzen T heorie. Es ist genau der
Punkt, der den Bruch m it dem naiven Realisn us verlangt. Aus diesem G rund
kann m an die -Funktion nicht direkt an die Stelle desM odells oder des R ealdings
setzen. Und zwar nicht etwa weilm an einem Realding oder einem M odell nicht
abrupte unvorhergeschene A nderungen zum uten durfte, sondem weil vom realis-
tischen Standpunkt die Becbachtung ein N aturvorgang ist wie fder andere und
nicht per se eine U nterbrechung des regeln a igen N aturlaufs hervorrufen darf.

Tt therefore seem s not unreasonable to state that, epistem ologically, quantum m echanics is
more a theory of know ledge of an (Intrinsic) observer rather than the platonistic physics
\G od knows." The wave function, ie., the state of the physical system in a particular
representation (base), is a representation of the observer’s know ledge; it is a representation
or nam e or code or ndex of the nform ation or know ledge the cbserver has access to.

(IV ) Theprobability P, (x) to nd a system represented by state x in som e state y ofan orthonor-
m alized basis is given by Py, &) = j&;y)7 -

V) TPhe average value or expectation valie of an cbservable A In the state x is given by A i, =

L. oidxsant.

(V I) The dynam ical lJaw or equation ofm otion can be w ritten in the form x () = Ux (), where
UY=U ! (\ystands ortransposition and com plex conjigation) isa linear unitary evolition
operator.

T he Schrodinger equation i~& ()= H () is obtained by dentifying U with U = e # =,

where H is a selfadpint Ham ittonian (\energy") operator, by di erentiating the equation

ofmotion w ith respect to the tine variabke t; ie, & © = Ee®™ (@)= L @©.
In temm s of the set of orthonomm al k]}ase vectors fB 1;b»; g, the Schrodinger equation
can be written as i~@% by; ©) = jHijbj; (t)). In the case of position base states
x;t) = &®; (©), ‘ch?1 Schrodinger eq%atjon takes on the fom i~@% x;t) = H ;b =
2

vk &= Sr’+vVE &b.
7 The -function as expectation-catalog: ::: In it [kthe -fiinction]] is em bodied the m om entarily-attained sum
of theoretically based future expectation, som ew hat as laid down in a catalog. :::For each m easurem ent one is

required to ascribe to the -function (= the prediction catalog) a characteristic, quite sudden change, which depends
on the m easurem ent resul obtained, and so cannot be forseen; from which alone it is already quite clear that this
second kind of change ofthe -function has nothing whatever in com m on w ith its orderly developm ent between two
m easurem ents. The abrupt change [[pfthe -function (= the prediction catalog)]] by m easurem ent ::: is the m ost
interesting point of the entire theory. It is precisely the point that dem ands the break w ith naive realism . For this
reason one cannot put the -function directly in place ofthe m odelor ofthe physicalthing. A nd indeed not because
onem ight never dare im pute abrupt unforseen changes to a physicalthing or to a m odel, but because in the realism
point of view observation is a natural process like any other and cannot per se bring about an interruption of the
orderly ow ofnatural events.



For stationary , (t)= e @E st | the Schrodinger equation can be brought into its tin e~
Independent orm H , = E, ,. Here, (St n)=E, () hasbeen used; E, and ,
stand for the n'th eigenvalue and eigenstate ofH , respectively.

U sually, a physical problem is de ned by the Ham iltonian H . The problem of nding the
physically relevant states reduces to nding a com plete set of eigenvalues and eigenstates of
H . M ost elegant solutions utilize the sym m etries of the problem , ie., ofH . There exist two
\canonical" exam ples, the 1=rpotential and the ham onic oscillator potential, w hich can be
solved wonderfully by thism ethods (and they are presented over and over again in standard
courses of quantum m echanics), but not m any m ore. (See @] for a detailed treatm ent of
various H am iltonians H .)

For a quantum m echanical treatm ent of a tw o-state system , see appendix El For a review of
the quantum theory ofm uliple particles, see appendix E

3 Quantum inform ation theory

The fundam ental atom of Inform ation is the quantum bit, henceforth abbreviated by the tem
Ybi’. A swe shall see, gbis feature quantum m echanics In a nutshell

C lassical nform ation theory €4g., @]) isbased on the classicalbit as fuindam entalatom . T his
classicalbit, henceforth called cbit, is in one of two classical states t (often interpreted as \true")
and f (often interpreted as \false"). It is custom ary to code the classical logical states by ptg= 1
and pfg = 0 (posg stands for the code of s). The states can, for instance, be realized by som e
condenser who is discharged ( doit state 0) or charged ( doit state 1).

In quantum inform ation theory (cf. l @ @ @ H . @ @ ), the m ost elem entary unit of
Inform ation is the quantum bit, henceforth called gbit. Q bits can be physically represented by a
coherent superposition of the two orthonom aﬂ states t and f£. The gbi states

x . = t+ £ @)

7

form a continuum ,wih j3##+ jF¥=1, ; 2C.

3.1 Coding

Cbits can then be coded by

i

px ; g= (; )=e” h!;e" cos!) ; @)
wih !;’; 2 R.Qbits can be identi ed with dbits as ollow s
@;0) land (O;b) 0 ; BFPi=1 ®3)

w here the com plex num bersa and bare ofm odulusone. T he quantum m echanicalstates associated
w ith the classicalstates 0 and 1 are m utually orthogonal.

Notice that, provided that ; % 0, a gbi is not in a pure classical state. Therefore, any
practicaldetermm ination of the gbi x ; am ountsto a m easurem ent of the state am plitude oft or
f. Any such singke m easurem ent w illbe indetem inistic (provided again that ; 6 0). That is,
the outocom e ofa single m easurem ent occurs unpredictably. Yet, according to the rules of quantum
m echanics, the probabilitiesthat thegbi x ; ismeasured in statestand f isPL X ; ) = j& ; ;t)f
andPe x ; )= Jx ; ;£)F=1 P¢(, ), repectively.

The classical and the quantum m echanical concept of nform ation di er from each other in
several aspects. Intuitively and classically, a unit of nform ation is context—free. That is, it is
Independent of what other inform ation is orm ight be present. A classicalbit rem ains unchanged,
nom atter by what m ethods it is Inferred. It obeys classical logic. Tt can be copied. N o doubts can
be kft.

By ocontrast, quantum inform ation is contextual E] A quantum bi may appear di erent,
depending on the m ethod by which it is inferred. Q uantum bits cannot be copied or \cloned"
@, @, @, ﬂ,, @]. C Jassical tautologies are not necessarily satis ed in quantum inform ation
theory. Quantum bits obey quantum Ilogic. And, as has been argued before, they are coherent
superpositions of classical inform ation.

8 (t;t)= (£;£)= land (f)= 0.



3.2 Reading the book ofN ature| a short glance at the prediction cat-
alog

To quote Landauer E], \W hat is m easurem ent? If it is sin ply inform ation transfer, that is done
all the tim e inside the com puter, and can be done with arbitrary little dissipation." And, onem ay
add, w ithout destroying coherence.

Indeed, ashasbeen shortly m entioned In (III), there is reason to believe that| at leastup to a
certain m agnitude of com p]exji:y| any m easuram ent can be \undone" by a proper reconstruction
of the wave-function. A necessary condition for this to happen is that all nfom ation about the
originalm easuram ent is lost. In Schrodinger’s tem s, the prediction catalog (the wave function)
can be opened only at one particular page. W e m ay close the prediction catalog before reading
this page. Then we can open the prediction catalog at another, com plem entary, page again. By
no way we can open the prediction catalog at one page, read and (irreversibly) m em orize the page,
close it; then open it at another, com plem entary, page. (Two non-com plem entary pages which
correspond to two co-m easurable cbservables can be read sim ultaneously.)

Can wethen in som e sense \undo" know ledge from conscious observation? T hisquestion relates
to a statem ent by W heeler (cf. @], p. 184) that \no ekm entary phenom enon is a phenom enon
until it is a[n irreversibly]] registered (observed) phenom enon." W here does this irreversible ob—
servation take place? Since the physical laws W ith the possble exosption of the weak foroe) are
tin ereversble, the act of irreversble observation must, according to W igner @], occur in the
consciousness, thereby violating quantum m echanics.

4 Quantum recursion theory

4.1 Reversble com putation and deletion of (q)bits

A s a prelude to quantum com putation, we brie y review classical reversible com putation E, ﬂ,
@, E, @]. T his type of com putation is characterized by a singlevalied inverse transition fiinction.
T hat is, Jogical functions are perform ed which do not have a singlevalued inverse, such as AND or
OR; ie., the Input cannot be deduced from the output. A lso deletion of inform ation or otherm any
(states)-to-one (state) operations are irreversble. R eversble calculation requires every single step
to be reversble. Figure ﬂ (cf. @I]) draw s the di erence between oneto-one and m any-to-one
com putation. This logical irreversibility is associated w ith physical irreversibility and requires a
m Inin alheat generation of the com puting m achine.

Tt ispossible to em bed any irreversible com putation in an appropriate environm ent w hich m akes
it reversble. For instance, the com puting agent could keep the nputs of previous calculations in
successive order. Tt could save save allthe inform ation it would otherw ise throw away. O r, i could
leave m arkers behind to identify its trail, the H ansel and G retel strategy described by Landauer
@]. T hat, of course, m ight am ount to trem endous overhead in dynam icalm em ory space (and
tim e) and would m erely postpone the problem of throw Ing away unwanted inform ation. But, as
was pointed out by Bennett ﬂ], this overhead could be circum vented by m aking the com puter to
erase all nterm ediate results, lraving behind only the desired output and the originally fumished
Input. Bennett’s trick is to do a com putation reversbly, then copy its outputﬂ and then, wih
one output as nput for the reversble com putation, run the com putation backw ards. In order not
to consum e exceedingly large Interm ediate storage resources, this strategy could be applied after
every single step. T he price is a doubling of com putation tin e, since it requires one additional step
for the back-com putation B

42 Selected features of quantum com putation

T he follow ing features are necessary but not su cient qualities of quantum com puters.

() Input, output, program and m em ory are gbis;

% C opying can be done reversibly in classicalphysics, if the m em ory used for the copy is initially blank. Q uantum
m echanically, this cannot be done on gbits; cfbelow .

10 If an irreversible com puting agent exists which com putes the input from a given output, then it is possble to
translate an irreversible com putation from input to output into one which is reversible and erases everything else
except the naloutput, incliding the original input; ie., that sim ply m aps inputs into outputs. For details, see
Bennett [}, H].
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Figurel: T he lowest \root" representsthe initial state interpretable asprogram . Forw ard com puta—
tion represents upwardsm otion through a sequence of states represented by open circles. D i erent
sym bols p; correspond to di erent initial states, that is, di erent program s. a) O ne-to-one com —
putation. b) M any-to-one junction which is inform ation discarding. Several com putationalpaths,
m oving upw ards, m erge into one. c) O ne-to-m any com putation is allowed only if no inform ation
is created and discarded; eg., In copy-type operations on blank m em ory.



(il) any com putation (step) can be represented by a unitary transfom ation of the com puter as a
whole;

(iii) because of the uniarity of the quantum evolution operator, any com putation is reversible.
T herefore, a determ inistic com putation can be perform ed by a quantum com puter ifand only
if it is reversible, ie., if the program does not involve \deletion"of nform ation or \m any-to—
one" operations (cf. @]); only one-to-one operations are allowed;

(iv) (In contradistinction to classical reversible com putation) unless classical, gbits cannot be
copied; they are context-dependent (cf. below );

(v) measurem ents m ay be carried out on any gbit at any stage of the com putation. But, un-
Jess classical, a gbit cannot be m easured by a single experin ent w ith arbitrary accuracy (cf.
(ITI) and (IV )). The com putation process and the m easurem ent have to be repeated in
order to obtain su clent statistics.{Any such single m easurem ent w ill yield m erely a \click"
on som e counter, from which Inform ation about the gbit state must be inferred. T hereby,
any single m easurem ent is indeterm inate, and coherence is destroyed. T herefore, it seem s
m ore proper to realize that there is no such operational concept of \a single gbit." Be-
cause of com plem entarity, single gbits cannot be determ ined precisely. W hat is henceforth
called \detem ination" or \m easurem ent" of a gbit is, In e ect, the observation of a succes—
sive num ber of such gbits, one after the other, from \sin ilar" com putation processes (sam e
preparation, sam e evolution). By perform ing these m easurem ents on \sin ilar" gbits, one
can \detem ne" this gbit w ithin an "-neighborhood only. T he param eter " depends on the
num ber of successive m easurem ents m ade;

(vid) quantum parallelism : during a com putation (step), a quantum com puter proceeds down all
coherent paths at once;

(vil) any subroutine m ust not leave around any gbits beyond it’s com puted answer, because the
com putational paths w ith di erent residual inform ation can no longer interfere [B].

In order to appreciate quantum com putation, one should m ake proper use ofthe latter features(
quantum parallelism , unerasability of nform ation, non-copying, context-dependence and in pos—
sbility to directly m easure the atom s of quantum inform ation, the gbits, related to quantum
Indeterm inisn .

Stated pointedly: the quantum com putation \solution" to a decision problem m ay yield the
classicalbit values at random . t m ay depend on other gbits of inform ation which are Inferred. Tt
cannot be arbitrarily copied and, in this sense, is unique.

42.1 Copying ofquantum bits

Can a non-classical gbi be copied? No! | This answer am azes the classicalm jndH Inform ally
goeaking, the reason is that any attem pt to copy a coherent superposition of states results either
In a state reduction, destroying coherence, or, m ost in portant ofall, in the addiion ofnoise which
m anifests itself as the spontaneous excitations of previously nonexisting eld m odes @, @, E,
71, 44, B§1. Therefore, doits can be copied if and only if they are (known to be) classical. Only
one-to-one com putation processes depicted in F ig. a) are albwed.

T his can be seen by a short calculation @] which requiresm ultiquantum form alisn developed
In appendix El A physical reahzatjonﬁ of the gbi state is a twom ode boson eld wih the
identi cations

X ; = t+ £ 4)
f = 301121 ; 5)
t = 311;0,1 : (6)

11c opying of gbits would allow circum vention of the H eisenberg uncertainty relation by m easuring two incom pat—
ible observables on two identical gbit copies. It would also allow faster-than-light transm ission of inform ation, as
pointed out by H erbert @]. H erbert’s suggestion stim ulated the developm ent of \no-cloning theorem s" reviewed
here.

12the m ost elem entary realization is a onem ode eld w ith the symbol0 corresponding to j0i (em pty m ode) and
1 corresponding to jli (onequantum lled m ode).



The classicalbit states are P1;12,1 (edmode 1 un lled, eld mode 2 lled wih one quantum )
and J:;0,i (edmodel lled wih onequantum, eld mode 2 un led).

An ideal am pli er, denoted by A, should be abl to copy a classical bit state; ie., i should
create an identical particle in the sam e m ode

AsPi;1i! AeDi;2,1 5 Aily;02i! AfPy;021 (7)

Here, A; and A ¢ stand for the nitial and the nalstate ofthe am pli er.

W hat about copying a proper gbit; ie., a coherent superposition of the doits £ = P;;1,1 and
t= 1,;0,i? A ccording to the quantum evolution law, the corresponding am pli cation process
should be representable by a lnear (unitary) operator; thus

Ai(Pr;loit J1;021) ! Ar@Pri22i+ bPy;021) @®)
Yet, the true copy of that gbit is the state
(P1iloi+ d1;00% = (af+ al)? 30i= Pi;2i+ 2 P 1;lpifls;0,i+ 2 P1;0,1 Q)

By com paring ﬁ) w ith @) 1 can be seen a reasonable (inearunitary quantum m echanicalevolution
foran) am pli er which could copy a gbit exists only if the gbit is classical.

A m ore detaild analysis (cf. @, IE], In particular @,@]) reveals that the copying (@m pli ca—
tion) process generates an am pli cation of the signalbut necessarily adds noise at the sam e tim e.
T his noise can be interpreted as soontaneous am ission of eld quanta (photons) in the process of
am pli cation.

O ne application ofthis feature is quantum cryptography , @, @]. T hereby, the In possibility
to copy gbits is used for a cryptographic com m unication via quantum channels.

4.2.2 Context dependence of gbits

T his section could be skipped at rst reading.
A ssum e that in an EPR -type arrangem ent @] one wants to m easure the product

- plo2 1 2 1 2
P=mm;m mym;m;

of the direction of the spin com ponents of each one of the two associated particles 1 and 2 along
the x, y and z-axes. A ssum e that the operators are nom alized such that in fj= 1,12 fx;vy;zg,
j 2 f1;2g. One way to determm ine P is m easuring and, based on these m easurem ents, \counter—
factually nferring” [79, 6d] the three \cbservables" m lm 2,mym? and mm?. By multiplying
them , one ocbtains + 1. Another, altemative, way to determ ine P ism easuring and, based on these
m easurem ents, \counterfactually inferring” the three \observables"m ;m 2, m ;m 2 andm [m 2. By
m ultiplying them , one obtains 1. In that way, one has obtained eitherP = 1 orP = 1. Asso—
ciate with P = 1 the bi state zero 0 and with P = 1 the bit state 1. Then the bit is either in
state zero or one, depending on the way or context it was inferred.

T his kind of contextuality is deeply rooted in the non-B oolean algebraic structure of quantum
propositions. N ote also that the above argum ent relies heavily on \counterfactual reasoning,” be-
cause, for Instance, only two of the six cbservablesm i can actually be experim entally determ ined.
Here, the term \counterfactual reasoning" @, @] stands for argum ents nvolving results of incom -
patblk experin ents, ie., experim ents which could never be perform ed sin ultanuously, since the
associated operators do not com m ute. T he resuls thus have to be inferred rather than m easured,
and the existence of such \elem ents of physical reality" thus have to be tacitly assum ed @].

4.3 Universal quantum com puter based on the U (2)-gate

The \brute force" m ethod of obtaining a (universal) quantum com puter E, EI] by quantizing
the \hardware" com ponents of a Turing m achine su ers from the sam e problem as its classical
counterpart{ it seem stechnologically unreasonable to actually construct a universalquantum device
w ith a \scaled down" (to nanom eter size) m odelofa Turing m achine in m ind.

W e therefore pursue a m ore fiindam ental approach. Recall that an arbirary quantum time
evolution In nite-dim ensional H ibert space is given by x (t) = Ux (ty), where U is unitary.

Tt iswellknown that any n-dim ensional uniary m atrix U can be com posed from elem entary
unitary transfomm ations in tw odim ensional subspacesofC" . T his isusually shown in the context of



param eterization of the n-dim ensional unitary groups (cf. @], chapter 2 and E, ]) . Thereby,
a transform ation in n-din ensional spaces is decom posed into transform ations In 2-din ensional
subspaces. This am ounts to a successive array of U (2) elem ents, which in their entirety form s an
arbitrary tim e evolution U (n) In n-din ensionalH ibert space.

Tt rem ains to be shown that the universalU (2)-gate is physically operationalizable. This is
done in appendix El in the fram ew ork of M ach-Zehnder interferom etry.

T he num ber ofelem entary U (2)-transform ations is polynom ially bounded and does not exceed

n

_ —n 2
5 =n@nh 1)=2=0 ).

44 Otherm odels of universal quantum com putation

D eutsch @] has proposed a m odel of universal com putation based on quantum ocom putation
networks. In a recent paper, Barenco et al E] show that a set of gates that consists 0ofallU 2)
(onebit) quantum gates and the two-bit exclusive-or gate (that m aps Boolan values (X;y) to
(x;x y)) isuniversal in the sense that all unitary operations on arbitrarily m any bitsn U "))
can be expressed as com positions of these gates.

T hereby, the states In a 2" -din ensionalH ibert space are constructed as the product state ofn
particles iIn 2-din H ibert space, w hereas the interferom etric approach using U (2)-gates Introduced
before is based on a single particle state in 2" din ensional H ibert space. In order to cbtain the
m ixing between di erent particle states, xorgates are needed. T he interferom etric approach does
not need xorgates explicitly.

Tt hasbeen clain ed that certain N P -hard problem s such as factoring can be solved in polno-
mialtine @] on quantum com puters. W e shall not pursue these m atters fiirther E,, @, @,

B B B2

O ne ofthe m ost com m on m odels

45 N omenclature

Considera (not necessarily universal) quantum com puterC and its ith program p;, which, attin e

2 Z, can be described by a quantum state C ( ;pi). Let C (o) = s stand ora computer C wih
program p w hich outputs s in arbitrary long tin e. In w hat ©llow sw e shallassum e that the program
p;i is coded classically. That is, we choose a nite code alphabet A and denote by A the set ofall
strings over A . Any program p; is coded as a classical sequence ppiq = S1iSzi ni& A ,s8512 A
W henever possble, pp;q w illbe abbreviated by p;. W e assum e pre x coding @, @, @, Q]; ie.,
the dom ain ofC ispre x-free such that no adm issble program is the pre x of another adm issble
program . Furthem ore, w thout loss of generality, we consider only em pty Input strings. pjstands
for the length ofp.

4.6 D iagonalization

T his is neither the place for a com prehensive review of the diagonalization m ethod (cf. @, ]),
nor su ces the author’s com petence for such an endeavor. T herefore, only a few hallm arks are
stated. A s already G odel pointed out In his classical paper on the incom pleteness of arithm etic
@], the undecidability theorem s of form allogic @] (and the theory of recursive functions E,E])
are based on sam anticalparadoxes such as the liar @] orR ichard’s paradox. A proper translation
of the sem antic paradoxes results in the diagonalization m ethod. D iagonalization has apparently

rst been applied by C antor to dem onstrate the undenum erability of realnum bers E]. Tt hasalso
been used by Turing for a proof of the recursive undecidability of the halting problem @].

A brief review of the classical algorithm ic argum ent w illbe given 1rst. Consider a universal
com puter C . For the sake of contradiction, consider an arbitrary algorithm B X ) whose lnput isa
string of symbols X . A ssum e that there exists a \haling algorithm " HALT which is able to decide
whether B tem inates on X ornot. The dom ain of HALT is the set of legal program s. T he range
of HALT are cbits (classical case) and gbits (quantum m echanical case).

Using HALT B X )) we shall construct another determ inistic com puting agent A , which has as
Input any e ective program B and which proceeds as follow s: Upon reading the program B as
nput, A m akes a copy of it. This can be readily achieved, since the program B is presented to A
in som e encoded orm pB g, ie., as a string of sym bols. In the next step, the agent uses the code
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PB g as Input string for B itself; ie, A form s B (©B q), henceforth denoted by B B ). T he agent
now handsB (B ) overto is subroutine HALT. Then, A proceeds as follow s: if HALTB B )) decides
that B B ) halts, then the agent A does not halt; this can for instance be realized by an in nie
DO—loop; f HALTB (B )) decides that B B ) does not halt, then A hals.

The agent A willnow be confronted w ith the follow ing paradoxicaltask: take the own code as
Input and proceed.

4.6.1 C lassicalcase

A ssum e that A is restricted to classicalbits of inform ation. To bem ore speci ¢, assum e that HALT
outputs the code ofa cbit as ollow s (" and # stands for divergence and convergence, respectively) :

0 ifB "
HALT®B X)) = l:ifBg;# : 10)

Then, whenever A @) halts, HALT@A A )) outputs 1 and forces A A ) not to halk. Conversly,
whenever A @A) does not hal:, then HALT @A A& )) outputs 0 and steers A @) Into the haling m ode.
In both cases one arrives at a com plete contradiction. C lassically, this contradiction can only be
consistently avoided by assum ing the nonexistence of A and, since the only nontrivial feature of A
is the use of the peculiar halting algorithm HALT, the in possbility of any such halting algorithm .

4.6.2 Quantum m echanical case

Recallthat a quantum com puter C evolves according to a unitary operator U such that ( stands
for the discrete tim e param eter) C ( ;p;) = UC ( 1;p:) = UC O;p1).

A s has been pointed out before, in quantum nform ation theory a gbit m ay be In a coherent
superposiion ofthe two classicalstatest and f. D ue to thispossbility ofa coherent superposition
of classical bit states, the usual reductio ad absurdum argum ent breaks down. Instead, diagonal-
Ization procedures in quantum inform ation theory yield gbi solutions which are xed points of
the associated unitary operators.

In what Pllow s it w ill be dem onstrated how the task of the agent A can be perform ed con—
sistently if A is allowed to process quantum inform ation. To be m ore speci ¢, assum e that the
output of the hypothetical \halting algorithm " is a halting gbit

HALT® X ))=h,; : 1)

Onem ay think of HALT B (X )) asa universal\w atchdog" com puter C ? sin ulating C and containing
a dedicated halting bit, which it outputs at every (discrete) tim e cycle @]. A fematively, i can
be assum ed that the com puter C contains its own halting bit indicating w hether it has com pleted
its task or not. Note that the halting gbit h ; can be represented by a nom a]izedﬁ vector In
tw odin ensional com plex H ibert space spanned by the the orthonom alvectors \t" and \f." Let
the haling state h;;0 = t (up to factorsm odulus 1) be the physical realization that the com puter
has \halted;" lkewise let hp; = f (up to factors m odulus 1) be the physical realization that
the com puter has not \halted." Note that, since quantum com putations are govemed by unitary
evolution law s which are reversible, the halting state does not In ply that the com puter does not
change astin e evolves. It jistm eansthat it hasseta signal | thehaltingbit | to indicated that it
has nished itstask. and arecom plex numberswhich area quantum m echanicalm easure ofthe
probability am plitude that the com puter is in the halting and the non-halting states, respectively.
T he corresponding halting and non-halting probabilities are 3§ and aF, respectively.

Initially, ie.,, at t= 0, the halting bit is prepared to be a 50:50 m ixture of the classicalhaling
and non-halting states t and f; ie, h,_P 3473 If later C° nds that C converges (diverges) on
B X ), then the halting bi ofC 0 is set to the classicalvalie t (f).

T he em ergence of xed points can be dem onstrated by a sin ple exam ple. A gent A ’s diagonal-
ization task can be form alized as follow s. C onsider for the m om ent the action of diagonalization
on the doit states. (Since the gbit states arem erely a coherent superposition thereof, the action of
diagonalization on gbits is straightforward.) D iagonalization e ectively transform sthe doit value t
into £ and vice versa. Recall that in equation @), the state t hasbeen identi ed w ith the halting
state and the state £ w ith the non-halting state. Since the halting state and the non-haling state

¥ h, ;h,)=1.
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exclude each other, f£;t can be identi ed w ith orthonom albasis vectors in a tw odin ensionalvector
soace. Thus, the standard basis of C artesian coordinates can be chosen for a representation of t
and f; ie.,
1 0

t 0 and f 1 : 12)

T he evolution representing diagonalization (e ectively, agent A ’s task) can be expressed by the
uniary operatorD by

Dt=fandDf=t : @3)

Thus, D acts essentially as a not-gate. In the above state basis, D can be represented as follow s:
0 1
14

1 0 14)
D willbe called diagonalization operator, despite the fact that the only nonvanishing com ponents
are o -diagonal.

A s has been pointed out earlier, quantum nform ation theory allow s a coherent superposition
h . = t+ f ofthedistatestand £.D actson doits. It hasa xed point at the gbit state

7

t+ £ 1 1

_ > > 1 @5)

h does not give rise to inconsistencies @]. If agent A hands over the xed point stateh to the
diagonalization operatorD , the sam e stateh is recovered. Stated di erently, as long as the output
of the \halting algorithm " to input A @) ish , diagonalization does not change it. Hence, even if
the (classically) \paradoxical" construction of diagonalization ism aintained, quantum theory does
not give rise to a paradox, because the quantum range of solutions is larger than the classicalone.
T herefore, standard proofs of the recursive unsolvability of the halting problem do not apply if
agent A isallowed a gbit.

Another, less abstract, application for quantum inform ation theory is the handling of incon—
sistent inform ation in databases. pT_hereby, two contradicting cbits of inform ation t and f are
resolved by the gbith = (+ f)= 2. Throughout the rest of the com putation the coherence is
m aintained. A fter the processing, the resul is obtained by an irreversible m easurem ent. T he pro—
cessing of gbits, however, would require an exponential space overhead on classical com puters in
doit base @]. T hus, in order to rem ain tractable, the corresponding gbits should be im plem ented
on truly quantum universalcom puters.

Tt should be noted, how ever, that the xed point gbit \solution" to the above halting problem ,
as far as problem solving is concemed, is of not much practical help. In particular, if one is
Interested in the \classical"” answerwhether ornot A @) halts, then one ultin ately has to perfom
an irreversblem easurem ent on the xed point state. T hiscausesa state reduction into the classical
states corresponding to tand £ . Any singlem easurem entw illyield an indeterm inistic result. T here
is a 50:50 chance that the xed point state willbe etther in t or £, shoce P h ) = P ) = %
T hereby, classical undecidability is recovered. Stated pointedly: W ith regards to the question of
w hether or not a com puter hals, the \solution" h is equivalent to the throw ing of a fair con.

T herefore, the advance of quantum recursion theory over classical recursion theory is not so
much classical problem solving but the consistent representation of statem ents which would give
rise to classical paradoxes.

4.6.3 Proper quantum diagonalization

T he above argum ent used the continuiy of gbit states as com pared to the two cbit states for a
construction of xed points of the diagonalization operator. O ne could proceed a step further and
allow nonclhassicaldiagonalization procedures. Such a step, albeit operationalizable, hasno classical
operational equivalent, and thus no classical interpretation.

C onsider the entire range of tw odim ensional unitary transform ations @]
cos ! el sin!
i cos!

) i
U@ ;i =et S,

> ; 16)
e sm . e
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w here H , 3 i -, to act on the gbit. A typical exam ple of a nonclassical

operation on a gbit is the \square root ofnot" gate ( not not = D)

p— 1 1+1i 1 14
not—E 1 i 144 : @7)
Not all these unitary transfom ations have eigenvectors associated w ith eigenvalues 1 and thus
xed points. Indeed, it isnot di cul to see that only uniary transform ations of the form

) 2 i qin 12 l+e’ i(+") Q!

L 1. 4 Ly = cos!“+ e sin! ——e sn@!)
u@ed;;;"l d]ag(l,e Wwe)dt; ;") 1+Zel ei(+,) sn@el) ei COS!2+ s:ln'2
(18)

have xed points.
Applying nonclassical operations on gbits with no xed points

D° = W) Pdiage e U@ ¢; ;) ,
_ e cos(1)’+ e sin(l)? # et & shE!) 19)
P & el osn@!) e cos()i+ et sn()?

2

wih ; & n ,n 2 N ( gives rise to eigenvectors which are not xed points, but which acquire
nonvanishing phases ; in the generalized diagonalization process.

5 Quantum algorithm ic inform ation

Quantum algorithm ic inform ation theory can be developed In analogy to algorithm ic inform ation
theory E, @, E]. Before proceeding, though, one decisive strategic decision conceming the
physical character of the program hasto bem ade. T hisam ountsto a restriction to purely classical
pre x-free program s.

The reason for classical program s, as well as for the requirem ent of instant decodability,
]1;,3 the desired convergence of the K raft sum over the exponentially weighted program Jlength

p €XP (Pjlogk) 1, where Pj stands for the length of p and k is the base of the code (for

binary code, k = 2). If arbirary gbits were allowed as program code, then the K raft sum would
diverge.

N evertheless, gbits are allowed as output. Sihce they are ob £cts de ned in H ibert space H,
the basic de nitions of algorithm ic inform ation theory have to be slightly adapted.

T he canonical program associated wih an ocbct s 2 H representable as vector in a H ibert
space H isdenoted by s and de ned by

s = mih p : (20)
C)=s
Ie., s isthe rst element in the ordered set of all strings that is a program for C to calculate
s. The string s is thus the code of the am allest-size program which, In plem ented on a quantum
com puter, outputs s. (If severalbinary program s of equal length exist, the one is chosen which
com es rst in an enum eration using the usual lexicographic order relation \0 < 1.")

Let again \kJ' ofan ob fct encoded as (binary) string stand for the length ofthat string. The
quantum algorithm ic inform ation H (s) of an obct s 2 H representable as vector in a H ibert
goace H is de ned as the length of the shortest program p which runson a quantum com puter C
and generates the output s:

H@E)= 3 Jj= mih pj : @1)
Cp)=s
If no program m akes com puter C output s,then H (s) =1 .

T he pint quantum algorithm ic inform ation H (s;t) oftwoobctss 2 H and t2 H representable
as vectors In a H ibert space H is the length ofthe am allest—size binary program to calculate s and
t sin ultaneously.

T he relative or conditional quantum algorithm ic inform ation H (s}) ofs 2 H given t2 N isthe
length ofthe sm allest—size binary program to calculate s from a sm allest—=size program for t:

HeP= min Pj : ©2)
C (pit )=s
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M ost features and resuls of algorithm ic infom ation theory hold for quantum algorithm ic in—
form ation as well. Tn particular, we restrict our attention to universal quantum com puters whose
quantum algorithm ic Inform ation content is m achine-independent, such that the quantum algo—
rithm ic inform ation content of an arbitrary ob fect does not exceed a constant independent of that
obfct. That is, Hrallcbfcts s 2 H and two com puters C and C ° of this class,

Hce Heoj=0(@Q) : (23)

Furthem ore, ket s and t be two ob Fcts representable as vectors in H ibert space. Then (recall
that t2 N),

H(E = HEGs)+0@Q) (24)
H@Ep) = 0@Q) ; 25)
HE#EFB) = 00Q) ; (26)
H (s) H@Ep+0@Q) 27)

H (s HE+0@AQ) 5 28)
H(;t) = H @)+ H@Ep )+ 0(@1) (@(fs isclassical) ; (29)

H (s;t) H @)+ H ©+0@0A) (subadditivity) ; (30)
H(j;s) = H@+0Q) ; (31)
H(@;H (@) = H@)+0@Q) = (32)

N otice that there exist setsofocb fcts S = fs1;:::;5,9, n < 1 whose algorithm ic inform ation
content H (S) isarbitrary sm allcom pared to the algorithm ic inform ation content ofsom e unpeci ed
singk elements s; 2 S; ie.,

H (S)< maxH (s;) : (33)
si2 S

6 Quantum om ega

Chaitin’s isamagic number. It is a m easure for arbitrary program s to take a nite

num ber ofexecution steps and then halt. Tt containsthe solution ofallhalting problem s, and hence
of questions codable into halting problem s, such as Fem at’s theorem . It contains the solution of
the question of whether or not a particular exponential D iophantine equation has in niely m any
or a nite number of solutions. And, shce is provable \algorithm ically lncom pressble," it is

M artin-Lof/Chaitin/Solovay random . Therefore, isboth: a m athem aticians \fair conn," and a

form alist’s nightm are.

Here, isgeneralized to quantum com putatjons.H

In the orthonom alhaling basis ft; fg, the com puter C w ith classical nput p; can be repre—
sented by C ( ;pi) = £ (&C (;pi)) + £ (£;C ( ;pi)).

Recall that niially, ie., at tine = 0, the halting bi is in a ocoherent 50:50-superposition;
ie. In tem s of the halting basis, C O;p;) = @+ £)= 2 for allp; 2 A . This corresgoonds to
the fact that nidally it is unknown whether or not the com puter halts on p;. W hen during the
tin e evolution the com puter has com pleted its task, the halting bi value is sw itched to tby som e
intermal operation. If the com puter never halts, the halting bi value is switched to £ by some
Intemal operation. O therw ise i rem ains in the coherent 50 :50-superposition.

A tematively, the com puter could be initially prepared in the non-halting state £. A fter com —
pltion ofthe task, the halting bit is again sw itched to the haling state t.

In analogy to the fully classical case E, @, @], the quantum halting amp]ji:udeﬁ can be
de ned as a weighted expectation over all com putations of C w ith classical input p; (jp;J stands
for the length ofp;) X

2 P72 Ge ) (34)
C (pi)2H

14T he quantum om ega was invented in a m eeting of G . C haitin, A . Zeilinger and the author in a V ifennese co ee
house (Cafe Braunerhof) in January 1991. T hus, the group should be credited for the original invention, whereas
any blam e should rem ain w ith the author.

15 The de nition of and di er slightly from the ones introduced by the author previously [8
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L ikew ise, the halting am plitude for a particular output state s,

X o
) 2 P2 e ) (35)

C (pi)=s

in H ibert space, X
S) 2 P2 e @) - (36)

C (P:)28

Tem s corresoonding to di erent program s and states have to be summ ed up ncoherently.
T hus, the corresponding probabilities are

X L
iy = 2 PI35ec i) f 37)
C (pi)2H
2 X D]
P (s) i )3 = 2 P50 i) F (38)
C (pi)=s
X . .
P (S) j )3 = 2 PIc e e 39)
C (pi)2S C (pi)2s
T he follow ing relations hold,
X
s) = 1) i (40)
si2 8
= @)= (51) A1)
si2H
Fors S H,
0 P PG jF 1 : 42)

A Fematively, the quantum haling prokability and the quantum algorithm ic inform ation by the
quantum algorithm ic inform ation content. T hat is,

P (s) = 2% 7=2%0 43)
X X
P S) = P (s)= 2 ®® (44)
si2 S s2S
P @)=3 F = 2B @45)
n2H
i f i a6)
P (s) P(s) ; @7)
P () P @©S) : 48)

T he llow ing relations are either a direct consequence of the de nition @) or ollow from the
fact that or program s in pre x code, the algorithm ic probability is concentrated on the m Inim al
size program s, or altematively, that there are few m inin al program s:

H (s) = Iog, P (8) ; 49)
H (s) = Iog, P s)+ O (1) : (50)

N otice again that, because of com plem entarity, single gbis cannot be determ ined precisely.
They jist appear experin entally as som e clicks in a counter. W hat we can e ectively do is
to observe a successive num ber of such gbits, one after the other, from \sim ilar" com putation
processes (sam e preparation, sam e evolution). By performm ing these m easurem ents on \sin ilar"
gbits, one can \determ ine" this gbit w ithin an "-neighborhood only.

For nontrivial choices of the quantum com puter C, several rem arks are In order. (In what
follow s, we m ention only , but the comm ents apply to aswell) If the program is also coded
in gbits, the above sum becom es an integralover continuously m any states per code sym bolofthe
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program s. In this case, the K raft sum needs not converge. Just as for the classical analogue it is
possble to \com pute" asa lim it from below by considering in the t'th com puting step (tim e
) allprogram s of length ~ which have already halted. (T his \com putation" su ers from a radius
of convergence which decreases slower than any recursive function.) The quantum  is com plex.
j 3% can be interpreted as a m easure for the halting probability of C ; ie., the probability that an
arbitrary (ore x-free) program halson C .
F inally, any irreversiblem easurem ent of j j° causes a state collapse. Since C ( ;p;) m ay not be
In a pure state, the series in @) and @) w ill not be uniquely de ned even for nite tim es. Thus
the nondeterm inistic character of is not only based on classical recursion theoretic argum ents
@] but also on the m etaphysical assum ption that G od plays the quantum dice.

A ppendices

A T wo-state system

Having set the stage of the quantum form alism , an elem entary twodin ensional exam ple of a two—
state system shall be exhibited (@], p. 8-11). Let us denote the two base states by 1 and
2. Any arbitrary physical state is a coherent superposition of 1 and 2 and can be w ritten as
=1@1; )+ 2@; )wih thetwo coe cients (1; ); 2; )2 C.

Let us discuss tw o particular types of evolutions.

F irst, let us discuss the Schrodinger equation w ith diagonalH am ilton m atrix, ie., w ith vanish—
ing o -diagonalelem ents,

E 1 0

Hiy= 0 E, (1)
In this case, the Schrodinger equation decouples and reduces to
i~E L =E.:@ ©) i~E 2; @=E22; ©) ; (52)
@t ’ 1 ’ ’ @t ’ 2 ’ ’
resulting in . .
1; ©)=ae®™ ; @; ) =ke® (53)

with a;b2 C, f+ Pf = 1. These solutions correspond to stationary states which do not change
In tin e; ie., the probability to nd the system in the two states is constant

i )F=»f ;0 e ) F=pF - (54)

Second, ket us discuss the Schrodinger equation w ith w ith non-vanishing but equalo -diagonal
elem ents A and with equaldiagonalelem entsE ofthe Ham ilttonian m atrix; ie.,

E A
Hij= A E : (55)
In this case, the Schrodinger equation reads
@
iNa(l; ©) = EL; ©® AE ©) ; (56)
@
iNEC(Z; ©) = EE ©) AL ©) : (67)

T hese equations can be solved In a num ber ofways. For exam ple, taking the sum and the di erence
of the two, one cbtains

@

i~a((l; o+ @2 ©) = €& AL O+ & ©) (58)
@

i~a((l; © @ ©) = E+a)(d ©) € O) : 59)

T he solution are again two stationary states

@ O+ @ ) = ae FE M, (60)
@ ©) @ ©) = ke EETAE 61)
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Figure 2: T he two equivalent geom etric arrangem ents ofthe amm onia (NH3) m olecule.

T hus,
_ @ _ = E At b e +ar
@ ©) = =e + —e H (62)
2 2
e ©) = Ee =) E At }—Je (=) @+A)E ©63)
2 2
Assum e now that nitially, ie., at t = 0, the system was in state ;1) =; (= 0)). This

assum ption correspondsto (1; (= 0))= 1land @; (= 0))= 0. W hat is the probability that
the system willbe found in the state 2 at the tine t> 0, or that i will stillbe found in the state
1l atthetinet> 0? Setting t= 0 in equations @) and @) yields
a+b a b

> =1 3 @; = 0)= =0 ; (64)
and thusa = b= 1. Equations @) and @) can now be evaluated at t> 0 by substituting 1 for
a and b,

G - e emt e(i=~)At+2e (iI=~)At _ e OOSE: ; €
@ @ - ewmr &0 2e O e wme g B 66)

F inally, the probability that the system is in state ;1) and ;2) is
= wf ;e e)f=sn’ ©7)

respectively. T his results in an oscillation of the transition probabilities.

Let us shortly m ention one particular realization of a two-state system which, am ong m any
others, has been discussed In the Feynm an lectures @]. Consider an ammonia (NH3) m olecule.
If one xes the plane spanned by the three hydrogen atom s, one observes two possible spatial
con gurations ;1) and ;2), corresponding to position of the nirogen atom in the lower or the
upper hem isphere, respectively (cf. Fig. E) . The nondiagonal elem ents of the H am ittonian H 1, =
H,1 = A oorresoond to a nonvanishing transition probability from one such con guration into
the other. If the amm onia has been originally In state ;1), it w ill constantly sw ing back and forth
between the two states, w ith a probability given by equations @) .

B From single to m ultiple quanta | \second" eld quanti-
zation

The quantum form alisn introduced In the m ain text is about singke quantized ob cts. W hat if
one wants to consider m any such ob fcts? D o we have to add assum ptions in order to treat such
m ultiparticle, m ultiquanta system s appropriately?
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The answer is yes. Experim ent and theoretical reasoning (the representation theory of the
Lorentz group E] and the spin-statistics theorem @, @, @, E]) indicate that there are (at least)
tw o basic types of states (quanta, particlkes): bosonic and ferm ionic states. Bosonic states have
what is called \integer spin;" ie., s, = 0;~;2~;3~;::; whereas ferm jonic states have \halfinteger
somn;" sf = % ;% ;% :::. M ost in portant, they are characterized by the way identical copies of
them can be \brought together." Consider two boxes, one for identical bosons, say photons, the
other one for identical ferm ions, say electrons. For the rst, bosonic, box, the probability that
another identicalboson is added increases w ith the num ber of identicalbosons w hich are already in
the box. There is a tendency ofbosons to \condensate" into the sam e state. T he second, ferm ionic
box, behaves quite di erently. If it is already occupied by one fermm ion, another identical ferm ion
cannot enter. This is expressed in the Pauli exclusion principk: A system of ferm ions can never
occupy a con guration of ndividual states in which two individual states are identical.

How can the bose condensation and the P auli exclusion principle be in plem ented? T here are
several form s of In plem entation (eg. f£m ionic behavior via Slaterdeterm inants), but the m ost
com pact and w idely practiced form uses operator algebra. In the follow ing we shall present this
form alism in the context of quantum eld theory E, @, Q, @, @, E, @].

A classical eld can be represented by itsFouriertransform (\ " stands for com plex con jugation)

A = AT D+ Al &b (68)
AT &in = )@(\‘ " ki) 69)
A% ) = A, js; Uk, ®)e V115 (70)
kijsi
where = !y, =2 stands for the frequency in the eld m ode labeled by mom entum k; and s; is

som e cbservable such as spin or polarization. ug,;s, stands for the polarization vector (spinor) at
ki;si, and, m ost In portant w ith regards to the quantized case, com pkex—~valied Fourier coe cients
Ak, sy 2 C.

From now on, the kj;s;-m ode willbe abbreviated by the symboli; ie.,, 1 ki;s1,2  kojsz,
3 kszjsz, i i kyjsi, oo

In (seoondﬁ) quantization, the classical Fourier coe cients a ; becom e re-interpreted as opera—
tors, which obey the follow Ing algebraic rules (scalars would not do the trick). For bosonic elds
(eg., forthe electrom agnetic eld), the com m utator relations are (\y" stands for selfad pintness):

h i

ai;aijf = aia;( aij(ai= i (71)
h i
Bijas] = aj;al =0 : (72)

For ferm ionic elds (eg., forthe electron eld), the anti-com m utator relations are:

faj;alg aal + aja;= i (73)

fajjayg = fajjajg= 0 : (74)

T he anticom m utator relations, in particular fag;agg =2 (a}jf)2 = 0, are jist a ©m al expression
ofthe Pauli exclusion principle stating that, unlike bosons, two orm ore identical ferm ions cannot
co-exist.

T he operators aﬁi’ and a; are called creation and annihiltion operators, respectively. This
term Inology suggests itself if one ntroduces Fock states and the occupation num ber form alism . aﬁi’
and a; are applied to Fock states to follow ng e ect.

T he Fock space associated w ith a quantized eld w illbe the direct product ofallH ibert spaces
H ir i.e., Y

Hi (75)
21
where T is an index set characterizing alldi erent eld m odes labeled by i. Each boson (ohoton)
eld m ode is equivalent to a ham onic oscillator [@, @]; each ferm ion (electron, proton, neutron)
eld m ode is equivalent to the Lam or precession of an electron spin.

166f course, there is only \the one and only" quantization, the term \second" often refers to operator techniques
for m ultiquanta system s; ie., quantum eld theory
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In what follows, only nitesize system s are studied. The Fock states are based upon the
Fock vacuum . The Fock vacuum is a direct product of states j0;i of the i'th H ibert space H;
characterizing m ode i; ie.,

Y
j0i = 404 =304  30i 30is
21
= J f0igi=3jf0:;02;03;::91 ; (76)
21

where again I is an index set characterizing alldi erent eld m odes labeled by i. \0;" stands for
0 (o) quantum (particle) in the state characterized by the quantum num bers i. Likew ise, m ore
generally, \N ;" stands forN quanta (particles) in the state characterized by the quantum num bers
i.

T he annihilation operators a; are designed to destroy one quantum (oarticle) in state i:

a; joi= 0 ; a7)
ay J£01;02;03;:::;04 1 ;N 5;044 15::01=
=" Ny 3£0170,;03;:::;05 1 ;05 1);05 152001 = (78)

ag J0i=3f07;02703;:::;05 1 ;147044 172291 (79)

@)% 301/ 3£01;0,;037:::;05 1 N 5050 15::391 = (80)

For ferm ions, Ny 2 £0;1g because of the Pauli exclusion principle. For bosons, N5 2 Ng. W ith
proper nom alization fvhich can m otivated by the (anti)com m utator relations and by jX ;X ) ¥ =
1], a state containing N ; quanta (particles) inm ode 1, N , quanta (particles) in m ode 2, N 5 quanta
(particles) In m ode 3, etc., can be generated from the Fock vacuum by

[ Y Yy
J fNjgi JEN;N,;Ng3;::gi= ‘P? joi (81)
21 21 i

Ashasbeen stated by G lauber (j3], p. 64),

:::dn quantum theory, there is an in nite set of com plex num bers which speci es the
state ofa singlem ode. This is in contrast to classical theory where each m ode m ay be
described by a single com plex number. This show s that there is vastly m ore freedom
In quantum theory to invent states of the world than there is in the classical theory.
W e cannot think of quantum theory and classical theory in one-to-one temm s at all. In
quantum theory, there exist whole spaces w hich have no classical analogues, w hatever.

C Quantum interference

In what follow s, we shallm ake use ofa sin ple \toolbox"-schem e of com bining losslesselem entsofan
experin ental setup for the theoretical calculation @]. T he elem ents of this \toolbox" are listed in
Table[l]. These \toobox" rules can be rigorously m otivated by the fillquantum opticalcalculations
eg. , @]) but arem uch easier to use. In what ©llow s, the factor i resulting from a phase shift
of =2 associated w ith the re ection at am irrorM is om itted. H owever, at a halfsilvered m irror
beam splitter, the relative factoriresulting from a phase shift of =2 iskept. @A detailed calculation
@] show sthat thisphase shift ofp =2 isan approxin ation which isexactly valid only forparticular

system parameters). T andR = 1 T2 are transn ission and re ection coe cients. N otice that
the \generic" beam splitter can be realized by a halfsilv < mjxrorandasuoge_ssjye phase yift
of’ = =2 i the re ected channel; ie,a ! b+ ic)=" 2! b+ i 2= 2! @+ o= 2.

N ote also that, in the \second quantization" notation, for i< j,

jii 33l ajad joi=jii 33i=3017027057:::;05 1 715705 15::3505 151570515224+ (82)
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physical process sym bol state transform ation

re ection at m irror a! b= ia
a M
b
p_
\generic" beam splitter a! b+ o= 2
a = b
— =)
L4 P P
c
P
transm ission/re ection a! b+ o= 2
by a beam splitter a! Tb+ iRc,
(halfsilvered m irror) S T2+ R%2=1,T;R 2 ;1]
NG b
a AN
c
phaseshift ’ , a! b= ae”
a b
param etric dow n-conversion a! bic
a b
N L<
c
param etric up-conversion aijb! c¢
a c
N L
b
am pli cation Aja! G;N i
a G N b

Tabl 1: \Toobox" of Josskss elem ents for quantum interference devices.
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Figure 3: M ach-Zehnder interferom eter. A sihgle quantum (photon, neutron, electron etc) is
em itted in L and meets a lossless beam splitter (halfsilvered m irror) S;, after which its wave
finction is In a coherent superposition ofb and c. In beam path b a phase shifter shifts the phase
of state bby /. The two beam s are then recombined at a second lossless beam splitter (half-
silvered m irror) S, . T he quant is detected at either D ; orD ,, corresponding to the states d and
e, respectively.

In presentday quantum optical nonlinear devices (N L), param etric up— or dow n-conversion, ie.,
the production of a single quant (partick) from two eld quanta (particles) and the production of
two eld quanta (particles) from a single one occurs at the very low am plitude rate of 10 ¢ .

In what follows, a lossless M ach-Zehnder interferom eter drawn In Fig. E is discussed. The
com putation proceeds by sucoessive substitution (transition) of states; ie.,

Si:a ! b+ ic)= 2 ; 83)
P:b ! L ; (84)

P_
S, :b ! e+ id)= 2 ; (85)
S;tc ! d+ de)= 2 (86)

T he resulting transition is
e’ +1 e 1

al =1 d+ e : 87)

2 2

Assum e that ’ = 0, ie., there isno phase shift at all. T hen, equation @) reducesto a ! id, and
the em itted quant is detected only by D;. Assume that / = . Then, equation (B7) reduces to
al e, and the em itted quant is detected only by D , . Ifone varies the phase shift ’ , one obtains
the follow ing detection probabilities:

4

Pp, ()= 3 )f=oos2<5> i Pp, ()= e )f=s:'n2<5> : 88)

For som e \m indboggling" features of M ach-Zehnder interferom etry, see @].

D Universal 2-port quantum gate

T he elem entary quantum Interference device T?ﬁ depicted in Fig. @.a) is just a beam gplitter
follow ed by a phase shifter in one ofthe output ports. A ccording to the \toobox" rules ofappendix
El, the process can be quantum m echanically described by’

P,:0 ! o0&t 89)
17 ) ) , ) T() iR (1)
A Tematively, the action of a lossless beam splitter m ay be described by the m atrix iR (1) T () =
cos'! isin! , ) . ) , , . S
isin ! cos | . A phase shifter in twodin ensional H ibert space is represented by either 0 1 or
1 0
0 & . The action of the entire device consisting of such elem ents is calculated by m ultiplying the m atrices

in reverse order in which the quanta pass these elem ents @, ﬁ].
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Figure 4: E Jlem entary quantum interference device. An elem entary quantum interference device
can be realized by a 4-port interferom eter w ith two input ports 0;1 and two output ports 0%1°.
Any twodin ensional unitary transform ation can be realized by the devices. a) show s a realization
by a single beam splitter S (T ) w ith variable tranam ission t and three phase shifters P1;P,;P5; b)
show sa realization w ith 50:50 beam splittersS; () and S () and fourphase shiftersP1;P,;P3;P4.
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P,:1 ! 1et ; (90)

s:0 ! T1%+ irR0Q° ; (91)
s:1 ! T0%+irR1° ; (92)
P;:0° 1 0% (93)
o 1 0 0 ,
If 0 0 0 and 1 1 1 and R(!) = sin!, T () = cos!, then the corre—

sponding unitary evolution m atrix which transform s any coherent superposition of 0 and 1 into a
superposition of 0° and 1° is given by

bs (1. . .1y — i iett*") sint! &' cos!
T (-r ros ) - S 37 . .

21 i’ | |
e” cos! isin!

e 1) g i !

; ie* sn! e cos!

= et 5 : C ey : (94)
e cos ! isin!

T he elem entary quantum interference device T}, depicted In Fig. @b) isa (rotated) M ach—
Zehnder Interferom eter w ith two Input and output ports and three phase shifters. A coording to
the \toobox" rulks, the process can be quantum m echanically described by

P,:0 ! o0&ttt (95)
P,:1 ! 1 ; (96)
S;:1 ! b+ io= 2 ; ©7)
S;:0 ! (c+ ib)= 2 ; (98)
Py:c ! o ; . (99)
S, :b ! 1% i0%= 2 ; (100)
p_
S,:c ! 0% i19= 2 ; (101)
P,:0° 1t 0% (102)
1 0
W hen again 0 0° oy andl 1° ,  then the corresponding unitary evolution

m atrix which transfom s any coherent superposition of 0 and 1 into a superposition of 0° and 1°
is given by

©s7 : 103)

ei(+')

e

N L smhi e
T}Z/le(;;!;,): le tr ) i | 2 Ll
cos sin &
The correspondencebetween TS5 (T (1); ; ;' )with T %2 (% %1%’ 9% i equations @) @)
can be veri ed by com paring the elem ents of these m atrices. T he resulting four equations can be
used to elin nate the four unknown parameters ! °= 2!, 0= 1, 0= =2, 0= !

and ' 0= =2; ie.,
TS (; 5 ) =T 5% (

; 1;21 ;7 (104)

2 2 )

Both elem entary quantum interference devices are universal in the sense that every unitary
quantum evolution operator in twodin ensional H ibert space can be brought Into a one-to-one
correspondence to T3S and TY%,? ; w ith corresponding values ofT; ; ;' or ;!; ;' . Thiscan
be easily seen by a sin ilar calculation as before; ie., by com paring equations @) @) w ith the
\canonical" form ofa unitary m atrix, which isthe productofaU (1) = e i and ofthe unin odular
unitary m atrix SU (2) @]

i | ir I
TG )= e S (105)
s . e COos .

w here ;! , i 5. Let

T(; ;' )=e® TU;;") : (106)



A proper denti cation ofthe param eters ; ;!;’ yilds

TEi =T RE S it i ) (L07)

N |

Let us exam ne the realization of a few prin itive logical \gates" corresponding to (unitary)
unary operations on gbits. The \identity" element Tisdened by 0 ! 0,1 ! 1 and can be
realized by

10
— bs e e ey =— M Z .. . _
I=T,( Y 2,2,2) T, ( 5 30) 01 (108)
The \not" element isde nedby 0 ! 1,1 ! 0 and can be realized by
not = TF5(0;0;0;0)= TH %2 ( —;0;0; —)= 0 1 (109)
21 21 2 2 1 0

pP—

The next element, \ not" is a truly quantum m echanical; jie. nonclassical, one, since it

converts a classicalbi into a coherent superposiion of0 and 1. not isdenedby 0! 0+ 1,
1! 0 + 1 and can be realized by

—_ 3
not = T, ( 7 )= Tat i (110)

2'2’
p—DpP— . . :

Note that not not = not diag(l; 1)= not modl). The relative phases in the output ports

show ing up In diag(l; 1) can be avoided by de ning

p—o_ bs _ Mz =
nOt—T21( 4,01410)_T21 ( 2’2' 2' 2)_2 1 i 14+ i

(111)
W ith this de niton, © not’ ot = not.

Tt is very im portant that the elem entary quantum Interference device realizes an arbirary
quantum tin e evolution ofa twodin ensionalsystem . T he perform ance ofthe quantum interference
device is determm ined by four param eters, corresponding to the phases ; ;' ;!.
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