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A bstract

The agenda ofquantum algorithm ic inform ation theory,ordered ‘top-down,’is the quan-

tum haltingam plitude,followed by thequantum algorithm icinform ation content,which in turn

requires the theory ofquantum com putation. The fundam entalatom s processed by quantum

com putation are the quantum bits which are dealtwith in quantum inform ation theory. The

theory of quantum com putation willbe based upon a m odelofuniversalquantum com puter

whose elem entary unitisa two-portinterferom eter capable ofarbitrary U (2)transform ations.

Basic to allthese considerations is quantum theory,in particular Hilbertspace quantum m e-

chanics.

1 Inform ation is physical,so is com putation

The reasoning in constructive m athem atics [17,18,19]and recursion theory,at least insofar as
their applicability to worldly things is concerned,m akes im plicit assum ptions about the opera-
tionalizability ofthe entitiesofdiscourse. Itisthis postulated correspondence between practical
and theoreticalobjects,subsum ed by the Church-Turing thesis,which confers powerto the for-
m alm ethods. Therefore,any �nding in physics concerns the form alsciences;atleastinsofar as
they claim to be applicable in the physicaluniverse. In this sense one m ight quite justifyably
say that the Church-Turing thesis is under perm anent physicalattack.1 Converseley,any fea-
tureofthe(constructiveornon-constructive[90])form alism should correspond to som ephysically
operationalizable[22]property.

Hence,any theory ofinform ation,ifapplicable,hasto dealwith entitieswhich areoperational
[22,60,57,58,62].In Bridgm an’swords(cf.[23],p.V),

\the m eaning ofone’s term s are to be found by an analysis ofthe operations which

one perform s in applying the term in concrete situations or in verifying the truth of

statem entsor in �nding the answersto questions."

1 For an early discussion ofthis topic,see D avis(cf. [29],p.11):

\ :::how can we ever exclude the possibility ofour presented,som e day (perhaps by som e extrater-

restrialvisitors),with a (perhaps extrem ely com plex) device or \oracle" that\com putes" a non com -

putable function?"

A m ain them e ofLandauer’swork hasbeen the connections between physicsand com putation;see,forexam ple,his

1967 article [57]\W anted: a physically possible theory ofphysics," or his m ore recent survey [60]\Inform ation is

physical." See also R osen [81].A sD eutsch puts itm ore recently (cf.[31],p.101),

\The reason why we �nd itpossible to construct,say,electronic calculators,and indeed why we can

perform m entalarithm etic, cannot be found in m athem atics or logic. The reason is that the laws

ofphysics ‘happen to’perm it the existence ofphysicalm odels for the operations ofarithm etic such

as addition,subtraction and m ultiplication. Ifthey did not,these fam iliar operations would be non-

com putable functions. W e m ight stillknow ofthem and invoke them in m athem aticalproofs (which

would presum ably be called ‘non constructive’) butwe could notperform them ."
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In particular,the fundam entalatom ofinform ation,the bit,m ust be represented by whatever
physicaltheoriesareavailableand m ustbeexperim entallyproducibleand m anipulablebywhatever
physicaloperationsareavailable.

Theclassicaldigitalcom puter,atleastup to �nite resources,seem sto bea canonicalexam ple
forphysicalinform ation representation and processing. Classicaldigitalcom puters,however,are
designed to behave classically. That is,iffunctioning correctly,certain oftheir physicalstates
can be m apped one-to-one onto the setofclassicalbitstates. (Thisisachieved by appropriately
�ltering outnoise.) The setofinstructionsim plem entthe classicalpropositionalcalculusand so
on.

In m iniaturizing com ponents,however,one encounters lim its to the quasi-classicaldom ain.
The alternative iseitherto stop m iniaturization before quantum e�ects becom e dom inant,orto
takethequantum dom ain seriously.Thelatteralternative(atleastto theauthor)seem sthe only
progressive one,but it results in a head-on collision with long-held classicalproperties. Several
long-held assum ptionson thecharacterofinform ation havetobeadapted.Furtherm ore,theform al
com putationaltechniquesin m anipulating inform ation haveto be revised.

Thiscan be rathernegatively perceived asa failure ofthe old m odels;butIthink thatweare
justi�ed to think ofitin very posiveterm s:Physics,in particularquantum physics,stim ulatesus
to re-considerourconceptions.W ecould hopethattheoutcom ewillbenew toolsand technologies
in com puting.

Indeed, right now,we are experiencing an attack on the \Cook-K arp thesis," putting into
question the robustness ofthe notion oftractability or polynom ialtim e com plexity class with
respectto variationsof\reasonable" m odelsofcom putation.In particular,factoring m ay require
polynom ialtim eon quantum com puterswithin \reasonablestatistics"[82].Iwould suspectthatit
iswiseofm athem aticiensand com puterscientiststo keep an eyeon new developm entsin physics,
justaswephysicistsarerequired to be open forthe greatadvancesin the form alsciences.

2 H ilbert space quantum m echanics

\Q uantization" hasbeen introduced by M ax Planck in 1900 [76].Planck assum ed a discretization
ofthe totalenergy UN ofN linear oscillators (\Resonatoren"),UN = P � 2 f0;�;2�;3�;4�;:::g,
whereP 2 N0 iszero ora positiveintegerand �standsforthe sm allestquantum ofenergy.�isa
linearfunction offrequency � and proportionalto Planck’sfundam entalconstanth;i.e.,�= h�.

In extension ofPlanck’sdiscretized resonatorenergy m odel,Einstein proposed a quantization
oftheelectrom agnetic�eld.Every �eld m odeoffrequency � could carry a discretenum beroflight
quanta ofenergy h� perquantum .

Thepresentquantum theory isstilla continuum theory in m any respects:forin�nitesystem s,
thereisa continuity of�eld m odesoffrequency !.Also thequantum theoreticalcoe�cientschar-
acterizing them ixturebetween orthogonalstates,aswellasspaceand tim eand othercoordinates
rem ain continuous | allbut one: action. Thus,in the old days,discretization ofphase space
appeared to be a prom ising starting pointforquantization. In a 1916 article on the structure of
physicalphasespace,Planckem phasized thatthequantum hypothesisshould notbeinterpreted at
thelevelofenergy quanta butatthelevelofaction quanta,according to thefactthatthevolum e
of2f-dim ensionalphasespace(f degreesoffreedom )isa positiveintegerofhf (cf.[77],p.387),2

Es best�atigt sich auch hier wieder,da� die Q uantenhypothese nicht aufEnergieele-
m ente, sondern aufW irkungselem ente zu gr�unden ist, entsprechend dem Um stand,
da� dasVolum en desPhasenraum esdie Dim ension von hf besitzt.

The following is a very briefintroduction to quantum m echanics for logicians and com puter
scientists.3 To avoid a shock from a too early exposition to ‘exotic’nom enclature prevalent in
physics{theDiracbra-ketnotation{thenotation ofDunford-Schwartz[37]isadopted.4

2 A gain it is con�rm ed that the quantum hypothesis is not based on energy elem ents but on action elem ents,

according to the factthat the volum e ofphase space has the dim ension hf.
3 Introductions to quantum m echanics can be found in Feynm an,Leighton & M .Sands [39],H arris[50],Lipkin

[64],Ballentine [2],M essiah [70],D irac [36],Peres [75],von N eum ann [94],and Bell[4],am ong m any other expo-

sitions. The history ofquantum m echanics is reviewed by Jam m er [53]. W heeler & Zurek [95]published a helpful

resource book.
4 The bra-ket notation introduced by D irac which is widely used in physics. To translate expressions into the

bra-ket notation,the following identi�cations have to be m ade: for the scalar product,\h� (",\i � )",\;� j".

States are written asj i�  ,operators as hijA jji� A ij.
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Allquantum m echanicalentities are represented by objects ofHilbert spaces [94]. A Hilbert

space is a linear vector space H over the �eld � ofcom plex num bers (with vector addition and
scalarm ultiplication),togetherwith a com plex function (� ;� ),the scalar orinner product,de�ned
on H � H such that (i) (x;x) = 0 if and only if x = 0; (ii) (x;x) � 0 for allx 2 H; (iii)
(x + y;z) = (x;z)+ (y;z) for allx;y;z 2 H;(iv) (�x;y) = �(x;y) for allx;y 2 H;� 2 �;(v)
(x;y)= (y;x)forallx;y 2 H (�standsforthecom plexconjugateof�);(vi)Ifx n 2 H,n = 1;2;:::,
and iflim n;m ! 1 (xn� xm ;xn� xm )= 0,then thereexistsan x 2 H with lim n! 1 (xn� x;xn� x)= 0.

Thefollowing identi�cationsbetween physicaland theoreticalobjectsarem ade(a caveat:this
isan incom pletelist):

(I) A physicalstate is represented by a vectorofthe Hilbertspace H. Therefore,iftwo vectors
x;y 2 H representphysicalstates,theirvectorsum z = x + y 2 H representa physicalstate
as well. This state z is called the coherentsuperposition ofstate x and y. Coherentstate
superpositionswillbecom e m ostim portantin quantum inform ation theory.

(II) Observables A are represented by self-adjointoperatorsA on the Hilbertspace H such that
(Ax;y) = (x;Ay) for allx;y 2 H. (O bservables and their corresponding operators are
identi�ed.)

In whatfollows,unlessstated di�erently,only �nite dim ensionalHilbertspacesare consid-
ered.5 Then,the vectorscorresponding to statescan bewritten asusualvectorsin com plex
Hilbertspace. Furtherm ore,bounded self-adjointoperatorsare equivalentto bounded Her-
m itean operators.They can be represented by m atrices,and the self-adjointconjugation is
justtransposition and com plex conjugation ofthe m atrix elem ents.

Elem entsbi;bj 2 H ofthe setoforthonorm albase vectorssatisfy (bi;bj)= �ij,where �ij is
the K roneckerdelta function.Any state x can be written asa linearcom bination ofthe set
oforthonorm albase vectors fb1;b2;� � � g,i.e.,x =

P N

i= 1
�ibi,where N is the dim ension of

H and �i = (bi;x)2 �. In the Dirac bra-ketnotation,unity isgiven by 1 =
P N

i= 1
jbiihbij.

Furtherm ore,any Herm itean operatorhasa spectralrepresentation A =
P N

i= 1
�iPi,where

thePi’sareorthogonalprojection operatorsonto theorthonorm aleigenvectorsai ofA (non-
degeneratecase).

As in�nite dim ensionalexam ples,take the position operator~x = ~x = (x1;x2;x3),and the

m om entum operator~px = ~

i
~r = ~

i

�
@

@x1
; @

@x2
; @

@x3

�

,where ~ = h

2�
. The scalar product is

given by (~x;~y) = �3(~x � ~y) = �(x1 � y1)�(x2 � y2)�(x3 � y3). The non-relativistic energy

operator(Ham iltonian)isH = ~p~p

2m
+ V (x)= � ~

2

2m
r 2 + V (x).

O bservablesare said to be com patible ifthey can be de�ned sim ultaneously with arbitrary
accuracy;i.e.,ifthey are \independent." A criterion for com patibility is the com m utator.
Two observablesA;B are com patible,iftheir com m utator vanishes;i.e.,if[A;B ]= AB �

B A = 0. For exam ple,position and m om entum operators6 [x;px]= xpx � pxx = x~

i

@

@x
�

~

i

@

@x
x = i~ 6= 0 and thus do not com m ute. Therefore,position and m om entum ofa state

cannot be m easured sim ultaneously with arbitrary accuracy. It can be shown that this
property givesrise to the Heisenberg uncertainty relations�x�p x �

~

2
,where �x and �p x

is given by �x =
p
hx2i� hxi2 and �p x =

p
hp2xi� hpxi

2,respectively. The expectation
value oraveragevalue h� iisde�ned in (V ) below.

Ithasrecentlybeen dem onstratedthat(byan analogem bodim entusingparticlebeam s)every
self-adjointoperatorin a�nitedim ensionalHilbertspacecan beexperim entally realized [78].

(III) The result ofany single m easurem ent ofthe observable A on a state x 2 H can only be
one ofthe realeigenvaluesofthe corresponding Herm itean operatorA.Ifx isin a coherent
superposition ofeigenstatesofA,the particularoutcom e ofany such single m easurem entis
indeterm inistic;i.e.,itcannotbe predicted with certainty. Asa resultofthe m easurem ent,

5 In�nite dim ensionalcases and continuous spectra are nontrivialextensions ofthe �nite dim ensionalH ilbert

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 �ij becom es the D irac delta function �(i� j),which is a generalized function in the continuous variables

i;j.In the D irac bra-ket notation,unity isgiven by 1 =
R
+ 1

� 1
jiihijdi.

6the expressionsshould be interpreted in the sense ofoperatorequations;the operatorsthem selvesacton states.
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the system isin the state which correspondsto the eigenvectoran ofA with the associated
real-valued eigenvalue�n;i.e.,Ax = �nan (no sum m ation convention here).

This\transition" x ! an hasgiven riseto speculationsconcerning the\collapseofthewave
function (state)." But,as has been argued recently (cf. [47]),it is possible to reconstruct
coherence;i.e.,to\reversethecollapseofthewavefunction (state)"iftheprocessofm easure-
m ent is reversible. After this reconstruction,no inform ation about the m easurem entm ust
be left,noteven in principle.How did Schr�odinger,the creatorofwavem echanics,perceive
the  -function? In his 1935 paper \Die G egenw�artige Situation in der Q uantenm echanik"
(\The presentsituation in quantum m echanics" [83],p.53),Schr�odingerstates,7

Die  -Funktion als Katalog der Erwartung::::Sie [[die  -Funktion]]istjetztdas
Instrum entzur Voraussage der W ahrscheinlichkeitvon M a�zahlen. In ihr istdie
jeweils erreichte Sum m e theoretisch begr�undeter Zukunftserwartung verk�orpert,
gleichsam wie in einem Katalog niedergelegt. ::: Bei jeder M essung ist m an
gen�otigt,der -Funktion(= dem Voraussagenkatalogeineeigenartige,etwaspl�otzliche
Ver�anderung zuzuschreiben,die von der gefundenen M a�zahlabh�angt und sich
nicht vorhersehen l�a�t; woraus allein schon deutlich ist, da� diese zweite Art
von Ver�anderung der -Funktion m itihrem regelm �a�igen Abrollen zwischen zwei
M essungen nicht das m indeste zu tun hat. Die abrupte Ver�anderung durch die
M essung :::ist der interessanteste Punkt der ganzen Theorie. Es ist genau der

Punkt,der den Bruch m it dem naiven Realism us verlangt. Aus diesem G rund
kann m an die -Funktion nichtdirektan dieStelledesM odellsoderdesRealdings
setzen. Und zwar nicht etwa weilm an einem Realding oder einem M odellnicht
abrupte unvorhergesehene �Anderungen zum uten d�urfte,sondern weilvom realis-
tischen Standpunkt die Beobachtung ein Naturvorgang ist wie jeder andere und
nichtperseeine Unterbrechung desregelm �a�igen Naturlaufshervorrufen darf.

Ittherefore seem snotunreasonable to state that,epistem ologically,quantum m echanicsis
m ore a theory ofknowledge ofan (intrinsic) observer rather than the platonistic physics
\G od knows." The wave function, i.e., the state of the physicalsystem in a particular
representation (base),isa representation ofthe observer’sknowledge;itisa representation
ornam e orcode orindex ofthe inform ation orknowledgethe observerhasaccessto.

(IV ) Theprobability Py(x)to�nd asystem represented by statex in som estatey ofan orthonor-
m alized basisisgiven by Py(x)= j(x;y)j2.

(V ) The average value orexpectation value ofan observable A in the state x isgiven by hAix =
P N

i= 1
�ij(x;ai)j2.

(V I) The dynam icallaw orequation ofm otion can be written in the form x(t)= U x(t0),where
U y = U �1 (\ystandsfortransposition and com plex conjugation)isa linearunitary evolution
operator.

TheSchr�odinger equation i~ @

@t
 (t)= H  (t)isobtained by identifying U with U = e�iH t=~ ,

where H is a self-adjointHam iltonian (\energy")operator,by di�erentiating the equation
ofm otion with respectto the tim e variable t;i.e., @

@t
 (t)= � iH

~
e�iH t=~  (t0)= � iH

~
 (t).

In term s ofthe set oforthonorm albase vectors fB � 1;b2;:::g,the Schr�odinger equation
can be written as i~ @

@t
(bi; (t)) =

P

j
H ij(bj; (t)). In the case of position base states

 (x;t) = (x; (t)),the Schr�odinger equation takes on the form i~ @

@t
 (x;t) = H  (x;t) =

�
pp

2m
+ V (x)

�
 (x;t)=

h

� ~
2

2m
r 2 + V (x)

i

 (x;t).

7 The  -function as expectation-catalog: :::In it [[the  -function]]is em bodied the m om entarily-attained sum

oftheoretically based future expectation, som ewhat 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 resultobtained,and so cannot be forseen;from which alone it is already quite clear that this

second kind ofchange ofthe  -function hasnothing whateverin com m on with itsorderly developm entbetween two

m easurem ents. The abrupt change [[ofthe  -function (= the prediction catalog)]]by m easurem ent :::is the m ost

interesting point ofthe entire theory. It is precisely the point that dem ands the break with naive realism . For this

reason onecannotputthe  -function directly in placeofthe m odelorofthephysicalthing.A nd indeed notbecause

one m ightneverdare im pute abruptunforseen changesto a physicalthing orto a m odel,butbecause in the realism

point ofview observation is a naturalprocess like any other and cannot per se bring about an interruption ofthe

orderly 
ow ofnaturalevents.
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Forstationary  n(t)= e�(i=~)E n t n,the Schr�odingerequation can be broughtinto itstim e-
independent form H  n = E n  n. Here,i~ @

@t
 n(t) = E n  n(t) has been used;E n and  n

stand forthe n’th eigenvalueand eigenstateofH ,respectively.

Usually,a physicalproblem is de�ned by the Ham iltonian H . The problem of�nding the
physically relevantstatesreducesto �nding a com plete setofeigenvaluesand eigenstatesof
H .M ostelegantsolutionsutilize thesym m etriesofthe problem ,i.e.,ofH .Thereexisttwo
\canonical" exam ples,the1=r-potentialand theharm onicoscillatorpotential,which can be
solved wonderfully by thism ethods(and they arepresented overand overagain in standard
courses ofquantum m echanics),but not m any m ore. (See [30]for a detailed treatm ent of
variousHam iltoniansH .)

Fora quantum m echanicaltreatm entofa two-state system ,see appendix A. Fora review of
the quantum theory ofm ultiple particles,seeappendix B.

3 Q uantum inform ation theory

The fundam entalatom ofinform ation is the quantum bit,henceforth abbreviated by the term
‘qbit’.Asweshallsee,qbitsfeature quantum m echanics‘in a nutshell.’

Classicalinform ation theory (e.g.,[49])isbased on theclassicalbitasfundam entalatom .This
classicalbit,henceforth called cbit,isin one oftwo classicalstatest(often interpreted as\true")
and f (often interpreted as\false").Itiscustom ary to codetheclassicallogicalstatesby ptq= 1
and pfq = 0 (psq stands for the code ofs). The states can,for instance,be realized by som e
condenserwho isdischarged (� cbitstate0)orcharged (� cbitstate1).

In quantum inform ation theory (cf.[1,31,41,74,6,68,32,33]),the m ostelem entary unitof
inform ation is the quantum bit,henceforth called qbit. Q bits can be physically represented by a
coherentsuperposition ofthe two orthonorm al8 statestand f.Theqbitstates

x�;� = �t+ �f (1)

form a continuum ,with j�j2 + j�j2 = 1,�;�2 C.

3.1 C oding

Cbitscan then be coded by

px�;�q = (�;�)= e
i’(sin!;ei� cos!) ; (2)

with !;’;�2 R.Q bitscan be identi�ed with cbitsasfollows

(a;0)� 1 and (0;b)� 0 ; jaj;jbj= 1 ; (3)

wherethecom plexnum bersa and bareofm odulusone.Thequantum m echanicalstatesassociated
with the classicalstates0 and 1 arem utually orthogonal.

Notice that,provided that �;� 6= 0,a qbit is not in a pure classicalstate. Therefore,any
practicaldeterm ination ofthe qbitx�;� am ountsto a m easurem entofthe stateam plitude oftor
f. Any such single m easurem entwillbe indeterm inistic (provided again that�;� 6= 0). Thatis,
theoutcom eofa singlem easurem entoccursunpredictably.Yet,accordingto therulesofquantum
m echanics,theprobabilitiesthattheqbitx�;� ism easuredin statestand f isPt(x�;�)= j(x�;� ;t)j2

and Pf(x�;�)= j(x�;�;f)j2 = 1� Pt(�;�),respectively.
The classicaland the quantum m echanicalconcept ofinform ation di�er from each other in

severalaspects. Intuitively and classically,a unit ofinform ation is context-free. That is,it is
independentofwhatotherinform ation isorm ightbe present.A classicalbitrem ainsunchanged,
no m atterby whatm ethodsitisinferred.Itobeysclassicallogic.Itcan becopied.No doubtscan
be left.

By contrast, quantum inform ation is contextual[55]A quantum bit m ay appear di�erent,
depending on the m ethod by which it is inferred. Q uantum bits cannot be copied or \cloned"
[97,35,67,71,44,26]. Classicaltautologiesare notnecessarily satis�ed in quantum inform ation
theory. Q uantum bits obey quantum logic. And,as has been argued before,they are coherent
superpositionsofclassicalinform ation.

8 (t;t)= (f;f)= 1 and (t;f)= 0.
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3.2 R eading the book ofN ature| a short glance at the prediction cat-
alog

To quoteLandauer[59],\W hatism easurem ent? Ifitissim ply inform ation transfer,thatisdone

allthe tim e inside the com puter,and can be done with arbitrary little dissipation." And,onem ay
add,withoutdestroying coherence.

Indeed,ashasbeen shortly m entioned in (III),thereisreason to believethat| atleastup to a
certain m agnitude ofcom plexity| any m easurem entcan be \undone" by a properreconstruction
ofthe wave-function. A necessary condition forthisto happen isthatallinform ation aboutthe
originalm easurem entis lost. In Schr�odinger’sterm 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
thispage. Then we can open the prediction catalog atanother,com plem entary,page again. By
no way wecan open theprediction catalogatonepage,read and (irreversibly)m em orizethepage,
close it;then open it at another,com plem entary,page. (Two non-com plem entary pages which
correspond to two co-m easurableobservablescan be read sim ultaneously.)

Can wethen in som esense\undo"knowledgefrom consciousobservation? Thisquestion relates
to a statem entby W heeler(cf. [95],p. 184)that\no elem entary phenom enon is a phenom enon

untilitis a[[n irreversibly]]registered (observed) phenom enon." W here doesthisirreversible ob-
servation take place? Since the physicallaws(with the possible exception ofthe weak force)are
tim e-reversible,the act ofirreversible observation m ust,according to W igner [96],occur in the
consciousness,thereby violating quantum m echanics.

4 Q uantum recursion theory

4.1 R eversible com putation and deletion of(q)bits

As a prelude to quantum com putation,we brie
y review classicalreversible com putation [56,7,
42,9,61].Thistypeofcom putation ischaracterized by a single-valued inversetransition function.
Thatis,logicalfunctionsareperform ed which do nothavea single-valued inverse,such asAND or
OR;i.e.,theinputcannotbededuced from theoutput.Also deletion ofinform ation orotherm any
(states)-to-one(state)operationsareirreversible.Reversiblecalculation requiresevery singlestep
to be reversible. Figure 1 (cf. [61]) draws the di�erence between one-to-one and m any-to-one
com putation. This logicalirreversibility is associated with physicalirreversibility and requiresa
m inim alheatgeneration ofthe com puting m achine.

Itispossibletoem bed anyirreversiblecom putation in an appropriateenvironm entwhich m akes
itreversible.Forinstance,the com puting agentcould keep the inputsofpreviouscalculationsin
successiveorder.Itcould savesavealltheinform ation itwould otherwisethrow away.O r,itcould
leave m arkersbehind to identify itstrail,the H�anseland Gretelstrategy described by Landauer
[61]. That,ofcourse,m ight am ount to trem endous overhead in dynam icalm em ory space (and
tim e)and would m erely postpone the problem ofthrowing away unwanted inform ation. But,as
waspointed outby Bennett[7],thisoverhead could be circum vented by m aking the com puterto
eraseallinterm ediate results,leaving behind only the desired outputand the originally furnished
input. Bennett’s trick is to do a com putation reversibly,then copy its output9 and then,with
oneoutputasinputforthe reversiblecom putation,run the com putation backwards.In ordernot
to consum e exceedingly large interm ediate storage resources,thisstrategy could be applied after
every singlestep.Thepriceisa doubling ofcom putation tim e,sinceitrequiresoneadditionalstep
forthe back-com putation.10

4.2 Selected features ofquantum com putation

The following featuresarenecessary butnotsu�cientqualitiesofquantum com puters.

(i) Input,output,program and m em ory areqbits;
9 Copying can bedone reversibly in classicalphysics,ifthem em ory used forthecopy isinitially blank.Q uantum

m echanically,this cannot be done on qbits;cfbelow.
10 Ifan irreversible com puting agent exists which com putes the input from a given output,then itispossible to

translate an irreversible com putation from input to output into one which is reversible and erases everything else

except the �naloutput,including the originalinput;i.e.,that sim ply m aps inputs into outputs. For details,see

Bennett [7,9].
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Figure1:Thelowest\root"representstheinitialstateinterpretableasprogram .Forwardcom puta-
tion representsupwardsm otion through a sequenceofstatesrepresented by open circles.Di�erent
sym bolspi correspond to di�erentinitialstates,thatis,di�erentprogram s. a)O ne-to-one com -
putation.b)M any-to-onejunction which isinform ation discarding.Severalcom putationalpaths,
m oving upwards,m erge into one. c)O ne-to-m any com putation isallowed only ifno inform ation
iscreated and discarded;e.g.,in copy-typeoperationson blank m em ory.
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(ii) any com putation (step)can be represented by a unitary transform ation ofthe com puterasa
whole;

(iii) because ofthe unitarity ofthe quantum evolution operator,any com putation is reversible.
Therefore,adeterm inisticcom putation can beperform ed by aquantum com puterifand only
ifitisreversible,i.e.,ifthe program doesnotinvolve\deletion"ofinform ation or\m any-to-
one" operations(cf.[60]);only one-to-oneoperationsareallowed;

(iv) (in contradistinction to classicalreversible com putation) unless classical, qbits cannot be
copied;they arecontext-dependent(cf.below);

(v) m easurem ents m ay be carried out on any qbit at any stage ofthe com putation. But,un-
lessclassical,a qbitcannotbe m easured by a singleexperim entwith arbitrary accuracy (cf.
(III) and (IV )).The com putation process and the m easurem ent have to be repeated in
orderto obtain su�cientstatistics.{Any such singlem easurem entwillyield m erely a \click"
on som e counter,from which inform ation aboutthe qbit state m ustbe inferred. Thereby,
any single m easurem ent is indeterm inate,and coherence is destroyed. Therefore,it seem s
m ore proper to realize that there is no such operationalconcept of\a single qbit." Be-
cause ofcom plem entarity,single qbitscannotbe determ ined precisely. W hatishenceforth
called \determ ination" or\m easurem ent" ofa qbitis,in e�ect,the observation ofa succes-
sive num berofsuch qbits,one afterthe other,from \sim ilar" com putation processes(sam e
preparation,sam e evolution). By perform ing these m easurem ents on \sim ilar" qbits,one
can \determ ine" thisqbitwithin an "-neighborhood only. The param eter" dependson the
num berofsuccessivem easurem entsm ade;

(vi) quantum parallelism :during a com putation (step),a quantum com puterproceedsdown all
coherentpathsatonce;

(vii) any subroutine m ustnotleave around any qbitsbeyond it’scom puted answer,because the
com putationalpathswith di�erentresidualinform ation can no longerinterfere[13].

In ordertoappreciatequantum com putation,oneshould m akeproperuseofthelatterfeatures{
quantum parallelism ,unerasability ofinform ation,non-copying,context-dependence and im pos-
sibility to directly m easure the atom s ofquantum inform ation, the qbits, related to quantum
indeterm inism .

Stated pointedly: the quantum com putation \solution" to a decision problem m ay yield the
classicalbitvaluesatrandom .Itm ay depend on otherqbitsofinform ation which areinferred.It
cannotbe arbitrarily copied and,in thissense,isunique.

4.2.1 C opying ofquantum bits

Can a non-classicalqbitbe copied? No! | Thisansweram azesthe classicalm ind.11 Inform ally
speaking,the reason isthatany attem ptto copy a coherentsuperposition ofstatesresultseither
in a statereduction,destroyingcoherence,or,m ostim portantofall,in theaddition ofnoisewhich
m anifests itselfas the spontaneous excitations ofpreviously nonexisting �eld m odes [97,35,67,
71,44,26]. Therefore,qbits can be copied ifand only ifthey are (known to be) classical. Only

one-to-one com putation processesdepicted in Fig. 1a)are allowed.

Thiscan beseen by a shortcalculation [97]which requiresm ulti-quantum form alism developed
in appendix B. A physicalrealization12 of the qbit state is a two-m ode boson �eld with the
identi�cations

x�;� = �t+ �f ; (4)

f = j01;12i ; (5)

t = j11;02i : (6)
11Copying ofqbitswould allow circum vention ofthe H eisenberg uncertainty relation by m easuring two incom pat-

ible observables on two identicalqbit copies. It would also allow faster-than-light transm ission ofinform ation,as

pointed out by H erbert [51]. H erbert’s suggestion stim ulated the developm ent of\no-cloning theorem s" reviewed

here.
12the m ostelem entary realization isa one-m ode �eld with the sym bol0 corresponding to j0i(em pty m ode)and

1 corresponding to j1i(one-quantum �lled m ode).
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The classicalbit states are j01;12i(�eld m ode 1 un�lled,�eld m ode 2 �lled with one quantum )
and j11;02i(�eld m ode 1 �lled with onequantum ,�eld m ode2 un�lled).

An idealam pli�er,denoted by A,should be able to copy a classicalbit state;i.e.,it should
createan identicalparticlein the sam em ode

A ij01;12i! A fj01;22i ; A ij11;02i! A fj21;02i : (7)

Here,A i and A f stand forthe initialand the �nalstate ofthe am pli�er.
W hataboutcopying a properqbit;i.e.,a coherentsuperposition ofthe cbitsf = j01;12iand

t = j11;02i? According to the quantum evolution law,the corresponding am pli�cation process
should be representableby a linear(unitary)operator;thus

A i(�j01;12i+ �j11;02i)! A f(aj01;22i+ bj21;02i) : (8)

Yet,the truecopy ofthatqbitisthe state

(�j01;12i+ �j11;02i)
2 = (�a y

2 + �a
y

1)
2 j0i= �

2j01;22i+ 2��j0 1;12ij11;02i+ �
2j21;02i : (9)

Bycom paring(8)with (9)itcan beseen areasonable(linearunitaryquantum m echanicalevolution
foran)am pli�erwhich could copy a qbitexistsonly ifthe qbitisclassical.

A m oredetailed analysis(cf.[67,71],in particular[44,26])revealsthatthecopying(am pli�ca-
tion)processgeneratesan am pli�cation ofthesignalbutnecessarily addsnoiseatthe sam etim e.
Thisnoise can be interpreted asspontaneousem ission of�eld quanta (photons)in the processof
am pli�cation.

O neapplication ofthisfeatureisquantum cryptography [8,10,11].Thereby,theim possibility
to copy qbitsisused fora cryptographiccom m unication via quantum channels.

4.2.2 C ontext dependence ofqbits

Thissection could be skipped at�rstreading.
Assum e thatin an EPR-typearrangem ent[38]onewantsto m easurethe product

P = m
1
xm

2
xm

1
ym

2
ym

1
zm

2
z

ofthe direction ofthe spin com ponentsofeach one ofthe two associated particles1 and 2 along
the x,y and z-axes. Assum e thatthe operatorsare norm alized such thatjm j

ij= 1,i2 fx;y;zg,
j 2 f1;2g. O ne way to determ ine P is m easuring and,based on these m easurem ents,\counter-
factually inferring" [75,69]the three \observables" m 1

xm
2
y,m

1
ym

2
x and m 1

zm
2
z. By m ultiplying

them ,oneobtains+ 1.Another,alternative,way to determ ineP ism easuring and,based on these
m easurem ents,\counterfactually inferring" the three\observables" m 1

xm
2
x,m

1
ym

2
y and m

1
zm

2
z.By

m ultiplying them ,one obtains� 1.In thatway,one hasobtained eitherP = 1 orP = � 1.Asso-
ciate with P = 1 the bitstate zero 0 and with P = � 1 the bitstate 1. Then the bitiseitherin
statezero orone,depending on the way orcontextitwasinferred.

Thiskind ofcontextuality isdeeply rooted in the non-Boolean algebraicstructureofquantum
propositions.Note also thatthe aboveargum entreliesheavily on \counterfactualreasoning," be-
cause,forinstance,only two ofthesix observablesm j

i
can actually beexperim entally determ ined.

Here,theterm \counterfactualreasoning"[75,69]standsforargum entsinvolvingresultsofincom -
patible experim ents,i.e.,experim ents which could never be perform ed sim ultanuously,since the
associated operatorsdo notcom m ute.Theresultsthushaveto be inferred ratherthan m easured,
and the existence ofsuch \elem entsofphysicalreality" thushaveto be tacitly assum ed [38].

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

The \brute force" m ethod ofobtaining a (universal) quantum com puter [5,31]by quantizing
the \hardware" com ponents ofa Turing m achine su�ers from the sam e problem as its classical
counterpart{itseem stechnologicallyunreasonabletoactuallyconstructauniversalquantum device
with a \scaled down" (to nanom etersize)m odelofa Turing m achinein m ind.

W e therefore pursue a m ore fundam entalapproach. Recallthat an arbitrary quantum tim e
evolution in �nite-dim ensionalHilbertspaceisgiven by x(t)= U x(t0),whereU isunitary.

Itiswellknown thatany n-dim ensionalunitary m atrix U can be com posed from elem entary
unitary transform ationsin twodim ensionalsubspacesofCn.Thisisusually shown in thecontextof
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param eterization ofthe n-dim ensionalunitary groups(cf. [72],chapter2 and [78,79]). Thereby,
a transform ation in n-dim ensionalspaces is decom posed into transform ations in 2-dim ensional
subspaces.Thisam ountsto a successivearray ofU (2)elem ents,which in theirentirety form san
arbitrary tim e evolution U (n)in n-dim ensionalHilbertspace.

It rem ains to be shown that the universalU (2)-gate is physically operationalizable. This is
donein appendix D in the fram ework ofM ach-Zehnderinterferom etry.

Thenum berofelem entary U (2)-transform ationsispolynom ially bounded and doesnotexceed�
n

2

�

= n(n � 1)=2= O (n2).

4.4 O ther m odels ofuniversalquantum com putation

Deutsch [32]has proposed a m odel of universalcom putation based on quantum com putation
networks. In a recentpaper,Barenco etal. [3]show thata setofgatesthatconsistsofallU (2)
(one-bit) quantum gates and the two-bit exclusive-or gate (that m aps Boolean values (x;y) to
(x;x � y))isuniversalin the sensethatallunitary operationson arbitrarily m any bitsn (U (2n))
can be expressed ascom positionsofthesegates.

Thereby,thestatesin a 2n-dim ensionalHilbertspaceareconstructed astheproductstateofn
particlesin 2-dim Hilbertspace,whereastheinterferom etricapproach using U (2)-gatesintroduced
before isbased on a single particle state in 2n-dim ensionalHilbertspace. In orderto obtain the
m ixing between di�erentparticlestates,xor-gatesareneeded.The interferom etricapproach does
notneed xor-gatesexplicitly.

Ithasbeen claim ed thatcertain N P -hard problem ssuch asfactoring can besolved in polyno-
m ialtim e [82]on quantum com puters. W e shallnotpursue these m attersfurther[33,34,14,15,
5,27,82].

O ne ofthe m ostcom m on m odels

4.5 N om enclature

Considera (notnecessarily universal)quantum com puterC and itsith program pi,which,attim e
� 2 Z,can be described by a quantum state C (�;pi). LetC (p)= s stand fora com puterC with
program pwhich outputssin arbitrarylongtim e.In whatfollowsweshallassum ethattheprogram
pi iscoded classically. Thatis,wechoosea �nitecodealphabetA and denoteby A � thesetofall
stringsoverA.Any program pi iscoded asa classicalsequenceppiq = s1is2i� � � sni 2 A �,sji 2 A.
W heneverpossible,ppiq willbe abbreviated by pi. W e assum e pre�x coding [49,28,86,24];i.e.,
thedom ain ofC ispre�x-freesuch thatno adm issibleprogram isthepre�x ofanotheradm issible
program .Furtherm ore,withoutlossofgenerality,weconsideronly em pty inputstrings.jpjstands
forthe length ofp.

4.6 D iagonalization

Thisisneitherthe place fora com prehensive review ofthe diagonalization m ethod (cf. [80,73]),
nor su�ces the author’s com petence for such an endeavor. Therefore,only a few hallm arks are
stated. As already G �odelpointed outin his classicalpaper on the incom pleteness ofarithm etic
[45],theundecidability theorem sofform allogic[29](and thetheory ofrecursivefunctions[80,73])
arebased on sem anticalparadoxessuch astheliar[16]orRichard’sparadox.A propertranslation
ofthe sem antic paradoxesresultsin the diagonalization m ethod. Diagonalization hasapparently
�rstbeen applied by Cantorto dem onstratetheundenum erability ofrealnum bers[25].Ithasalso
been used by Turing fora proofofthe recursiveundecidability ofthe halting problem [92].

A briefreview ofthe classicalalgorithm ic argum entwillbe given �rst. Considera universal
com puterC .Forthesakeofcontradiction,consideran arbitrary algorithm B (X )whoseinputisa
string ofsym bolsX .Assum ethatthereexistsa \halting algorithm " HALT which isableto decide
whetherB term inateson X ornot. The dom ain ofHALT isthe setoflegalprogram s.The range
ofHALT arecbits(classicalcase)and qbits(quantum m echanicalcase).

Using HALT(B (X ))we shallconstructanotherdeterm inistic com puting agentA,which hasas
input any e�ective program B and which proceeds as follows: Upon reading the program B as
input,A m akesa copy ofit.Thiscan be readily achieved,since the program B ispresented to A
in som e encoded form pB q,i.e.,asa string ofsym bols.In the nextstep,the agentusesthe code
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pB q as input string forB itself;i.e.,A form s B (pB q),henceforth denoted by B (B ). The agent
now handsB (B )overto itssubroutineHALT.Then,A proceedsasfollows:ifHALT(B (B ))decides
thatB (B ) halts,then the agentA doesnothalt;this can forinstance be realized by an in�nite
DO-loop;ifHALT(B (B ))decidesthatB (B )doesnothalt,then A halts.

TheagentA willnow beconfronted with thefollowing paradoxicaltask:taketheown codeas
inputand proceed.

4.6.1 C lassicalcase

Assum ethatA isrestricted to classicalbitsofinform ation.To bem orespeci�c,assum ethatHALT
outputsthecodeofa cbitasfollows(" and # standsfordivergenceand convergence,respectively):

HALT(B (X ))=

�
0 ifB (X )"
1 ifB (X )#

: (10)

Then,wheneverA(A) halts,HALT(A(A)) outputs 1 and forcesA(A) notto halt. Conversely,
wheneverA(A)doesnothalt,then HALT(A(A))outputs0 and steersA(A)into thehalting m ode.
In both casesone arrivesata com plete contradiction. Classically,thiscontradiction can only be
consistently avoided by assum ing thenonexistenceofA and,sincetheonly nontrivialfeatureofA
isthe use ofthe peculiarhalting algorithm HALT,the im possibility ofany such halting algorithm .

4.6.2 Q uantum m echanicalcase

Recallthata quantum com puterC evolvesaccording to a unitary operatorU such that(� stands
forthe discretetim e param eter)C (�;pi)= U C (� � 1;pi)= U tC (0;pi).

As hasbeen pointed outbefore,in quantum inform ation theory a qbitm ay be in a coherent
superposition ofthetwoclassicalstatestand f.Dueto thispossibility ofa coherentsuperposition
ofclassicalbitstates,the usualreductio ad absurdum argum entbreaksdown. Instead,diagonal-
ization procedures in quantum inform ation theory yield qbit solutions which are �xed points of
the associated unitary operators.

In what follows it willbe dem onstrated how the task ofthe agent A can be perform ed con-
sistently ifA is allowed to process quantum inform ation. To be m ore speci�c,assum e that the
outputofthe hypothetical\halting algorithm " isa halting qbit

HALT(B (X ))= h�;� : (11)

O nem ay think ofHALT(B (X ))asauniversal\watchdog"com puterC 0sim ulatingC and containing
a dedicated halting bit,which itoutputsatevery (discrete)tim e cycle [31]. Alternatively,itcan
beassum ed thatthecom puterC containsitsown halting bitindicating whetherithascom pleted
its task or not. Note that the halting qbit h�;� can be represented by a norm alized13 vector in
twodim ensionalcom plex Hilbertspace spanned by the the orthonorm alvectors\t" and \f." Let
the halting stateh1;0 = t(up to factorsm odulus1)be the physicalrealization thatthe com puter
has \halted;" likewise let h0;1 = f (up to factors m odulus 1) be the physicalrealization that
the com puterhasnot\halted." Note that,since quantum com putationsare governed by unitary
evolution lawswhich are reversible,the halting state doesnotim ply thatthe com puterdoesnot
changeastim eevolves.Itjustm eansthatithassetasignal| thehaltingbit| toindicated thatit
has�nished itstask.�and �arecom plexnum berswhich areaquantum m echanicalm easureofthe
probability am plitudethatthecom puterisin thehalting and thenon-halting states,respectively.
The corresponding halting and non-halting probabilitiesarejaj2 and jaj2,respectively.

Initially,i.e.,att= 0,thehalting bitisprepared to bea 50:50 m ixtureofthe classicalhalting
and non-halting states tand f;i.e.,h

1=
p
2;1=

p
2
. IflaterC 0 �nds thatC converges(diverges)on

B (X ),then the halting bitofC 0 issetto the classicalvaluet(f).
Theem ergenceof�xed pointscan bedem onstrated by a sim pleexam ple.AgentA’sdiagonal-

ization task can be form alized asfollows. Considerforthe m om entthe action ofdiagonalization
on thecbitstates.(Sincetheqbitstatesarem erely a coherentsuperposition thereof,theaction of
diagonalization on qbitsisstraightforward.) Diagonalization e�ectively transform sthecbitvaluet
into f and vice versa.Recallthatin equation (10),thestatethasbeen identi�ed with thehalting
stateand thestatef with thenon-halting state.Sincethehalting stateand thenon-halting state

13 (h�;� ;h�;� )= 1.
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excludeeach other,f;tcan beidenti�ed with orthonorm albasisvectorsin atwodim ensionalvector
space. Thus,the standard basisofCartesian coordinatescan be chosen fora representation oft
and f;i.e.,

t�

�
1
0

�

and f �

�
0
1

�

: (12)

Theevolution representingdiagonalization (e�ectively,agentA’stask)can beexpressed by the
unitary operatorD by

D t= f and D f = t : (13)

Thus,D actsessentially asa not-gate.In the abovestate basis,D can be represented asfollows:

D =

�
0 1
1 0

�

: (14)

D willbecalled diagonalization operator,despitethefactthattheonly nonvanishing com ponents
areo�-diagonal.

Ashasbeen pointed outearlier,quantum inform ation theory allowsa coherentsuperposition
h�;� = �t+ �f ofthe cbitstatestand f.D actson cbits.Ithasa �xed pointatthe qbitstate

h
� := h 1p

2
; 1p

2

=
t+ f
p
2

�
1
p
2

�
1
1

�

: (15)

h� doesnotgiverise to inconsistencies[88].IfagentA handsoverthe �xed pointstate h� to the
diagonalization operatorD ,thesam estateh� isrecovered.Stated di�erently,aslongastheoutput
ofthe \halting algorithm " to inputA(A)ish�,diagonalization doesnotchangeit.Hence,even if
the(classically)\paradoxical"construction ofdiagonalization ism aintained,quantum theory does
notgiveriseto a paradox,becausethequantum rangeofsolutionsislargerthan theclassicalone.
Therefore,standard proofs ofthe recursive unsolvability ofthe halting problem do not apply if
agentA isallowed a qbit.

Another,less abstract,application for quantum inform ation theory is the handling ofincon-
sistent inform ation in databases. Thereby,two contradicting cbits ofinform ation t and f are
resolved by the qbith� = (t+ f)=

p
2. Throughoutthe restofthe com putation the coherence is

m aintained.Aftertheprocessing,theresultisobtained by an irreversiblem easurem ent.Thepro-
cessing ofqbits,however,would require an exponentialspace overhead on classicalcom putersin
cbitbase[40].Thus,in orderto rem ain tractable,thecorresponding qbitsshould beim plem ented
on truly quantum universalcom puters.

Itshould benoted,however,thatthe�xed pointqbit\solution" to theabovehalting problem ,
as far as problem solving is concerned,is ofnot m uch practicalhelp. In particular,if one is
interested in the\classical" answerwhetherornotA(A)halts,then oneultim ately hasto perform
an irreversiblem easurem enton the�xed pointstate.Thiscausesastatereduction intotheclassical
statescorrespondingtotand f.Anysinglem easurem entwillyield an indeterm inisticresult.There
is a 50:50 chance that the �xed point state willbe either in tor f,since Pt(h�)= Pf(h�)=

1

2
.

Thereby,classicalundecidability isrecovered. Stated pointedly: W ith regardsto the question of
whetherornota com puterhalts,the\solution" h� isequivalentto the throwing ofa faircoin.

Therefore,the advance ofquantum recursion theory over classicalrecursion theory is not so
m uch classicalproblem solving but the consistentrepresentation ofstatem ents which would give
riseto classicalparadoxes.

4.6.3 P roper quantum diagonalization

The above argum entused the continuity ofqbitstates as com pared to the two cbit states for a
construction of�xed pointsofthediagonalization operator.O necould proceed a step furtherand
allow nonclassicaldiagonalization procedures.Such astep,albeitoperationalizable,hasnoclassical
operationalequivalent,and thusno classicalinterpretation.

Considerthe entirerangeoftwodim ensionalunitary transform ations[72]

U (2)(!;�;�;’)= e
�i�

�
ei� cos! � e�i’ sin!
ei’ sin! e�i� cos!

�

; (16)
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where � � � �;! � �,� �

2
� �;’ � �

2
,to acton the qbit. A typicalexam ple ofa nonclassical

operation on a qbitisthe \squarerootofnot" gate(
p
not

p
not = D )

p
not =

1

2

�
1+ i 1� i

1� i 1+ i

�

: (17)

Not allthese unitary transform ations have eigenvectors associated with eigenvalues 1 and thus
�xed points.Indeed,itisnotdi�cultto seethatonly unitary transform ationsofthe form

[U (2)(!;�;�;’)]�1 diag(1;ei�)U (2)(!;�;�;’)=

 

cos!2 + ei� sin!2 �1+ e
i�

2
e�i(�+ ’) sin(2!)

�1+ e
i �

2
ei(�+ ’) sin(2!) ei� cos!2 + sin!2

!

(18)
have�xed points.

Applying nonclassicaloperationson qbitswith no �xed points

D
0 = [U (2)(!;�;�;’)]�1 diag(ei�;ei�)U (2)(!;�;�;’)

=

 

ei� cos(!)2 + ei� sin(!)2 e
�i (� + p)

2

�
ei� � ei�

�
sin(2!)

e
i (� + p)

2

�
ei� � ei�

�
sin(2!) ei� cos(!)2 + ei� sin(!)2

!

(19)

with �;� 6= n�,n 2 N 0 gives rise to eigenvectorswhich are not �xed points,but which acquire
nonvanishing phases�;�in the generalized diagonalization process.

5 Q uantum algorithm ic inform ation

Q uantum algorithm icinform ation theory can be developed in analogy to algorithm icinform ation
theory [28,24,63]. Before proceeding, though, one decisive strategic decision concerning the
physicalcharacteroftheprogram hasto bem ade.Thisam ountsto arestriction to purely classical
pre�x-freeprogram s.

The reason for classical program s, as well as for the requirem ent of instant decodability,
is the desired convergence of the K raft sum over the exponentially weighted program length
P

p
exp(jpjlogk) � 1,where jpjstands for the length ofp and k is the base ofthe code (for

binary code,k = 2). Ifarbitrary qbitswere allowed asprogram code,then the K raftsum would
diverge.

Nevertheless,qbits are allowed asoutput. Since they are objects de�ned in Hilbert space H,
the basicde�nitionsofalgorithm icinform ation theory haveto be slightly adapted.

The canonicalprogram associated with an object s 2 H representable as vector in a Hilbert
spaceH isdenoted by s� and de�ned by

s
� = m in

C (p)= s
p : (20)

I.e.,s� is the �rst elem ent in the ordered set ofallstrings that is a program for C to calculate
s.The string s� isthusthe code ofthe sm allest-size program which,im plem ented on a quantum
com puter,outputs s. (Ifseveralbinary program sofequallength exist,the one is chosen which
com es�rstin an enum eration using the usuallexicographicorderrelation \0< 1.")

Letagain \jxj" ofan objectencoded as(binary)string stand forthelength ofthatstring.The
quantum algorithm ic inform ation H (s) ofan object s 2 H representable as vector in a Hilbert
space H isde�ned asthe length ofthe shortestprogram p which runson a quantum com puterC
and generatesthe outputs:

H (s)= js�j= m in
C (p)= s

jpj : (21)

Ifno program m akescom puterC outputs,then H (s)= 1 .
Thejointquantum algorithm icinform ation H (s;t)oftwoobjectss2 H and t2 H representable

asvectorsin a HilbertspaceH isthelength ofthesm allest-sizebinary program to calculatesand
tsim ultaneously.

Therelative orconditionalquantum algorithm ic inform ation H (sjt)ofs2 H given t2 N isthe
length ofthe sm allest-sizebinary program to calculates from a sm allest-size program fort:

H (sjt)= m in
C (p;t�)= s

jpj : (22)
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M ostfeaturesand resultsofalgorithm ic inform ation theory hold forquantum algorithm ic in-
form ation aswell.In particular,we restrictourattention to universalquantum com puterswhose
quantum algorithm ic inform ation content is m achine-independent,such that the quantum algo-
rithm icinform ation contentofan arbitrary objectdoesnotexceed a constantindependentofthat
object.Thatis,forallobjectss2 H and two com putersC and C 0 ofthisclass,

jH C � H C 0j= O (1) : (23)

Furtherm ore,lets and tbetwo objectsrepresentableasvectorsin Hilbertspace.Then (recall
thatt2 N),

H (s;t) = H (t;s)+ O (1) ; (24)

H (sjs) = O (1) ; (25)

H (H (s)js) = O (1) ; (26)

H (s) � H (s;t)+ O (1) ; (27)

H (sjt) � H (s)+ O (1) ; (28)

H (s;t) = H (s)+ H (tjs�)+ O (1) (ifs� isclassical) ; (29)

H (s;t) � H (s)+ H (t)+ O (1) (subadditivity) ; (30)

H (s;s) = H (s)+ O (1) ; (31)

H (s;H (s)) = H (s)+ O (1) : (32)

Notice thatthereexistsetsofobjectsS = fs1;:::;sng,n < 1 whosealgorithm icinform ation
contentH (S)isarbitrarysm allcom pared tothealgorithm icinform ation contentofsom eunpeci�ed
single elem entssi 2 S;i.e.,

H (S)< m ax
si2S

H (si) : (33)

6 Q uantum om ega

Chaitin’s
 [28,85,24]isa m agicnum ber.Itisa m easureforarbitrary program sto takea �nite
num berofexecution stepsand then halt.Itcontainsthesolution ofallhaltingproblem s,and hence
ofquestionscodable into halting problem s,such asFerm at’stheorem . Itcontainsthe solution of
the question ofwhetherornota particularexponentialDiophantine equation hasin�nitely m any
or a �nite num ber ofsolutions. And,since 
 is provable \algorithm ically incom pressible," it is
M artin-L�of/Chaitin/Solovay random . Therefore,
 isboth: a m athem aticians\faircoin," and a
form alist’snightm are.

Here,
 isgeneralized to quantum com putations.14

In the orthonorm alhalting basisft;fg,the com puterC with classicalinputpi can be repre-
sented by C (�;pi)= t(t;C (�;pi))+ f(f;C (�;pi)).

Recallthat initially,i.e.,at tim e � = 0,the halting bit is in a coherent 50:50-superposition;
i.e.,in term s ofthe halting basis,C (0;pi) = (t+ f)=

p
2 for allpi 2 A �. This corresponds to

the factthatinitially itis unknown whether ornotthe com puterhalts on pi. W hen during the
tim eevolution thecom puterhascom pleted itstask,thehalting bitvalueisswitched to tby som e
internaloperation. Ifthe com puter never halts,the halting bit value is switched to f by som e
internaloperation.O therwiseitrem ainsin the coherent50:50-superposition.

Alternatively,the com putercould be initially prepared in the non-halting state f.Aftercom -
pletion ofthe task,the halting bitisagain switched to the halting statet.

In analogy to the fully classicalcase [28,84,24],the quantum halting am plitude15 
 can be
de�ned asa weighted expectation overallcom putationsofC with classicalinput pi (jpijstands
forthe length ofpi)


 �
X

C (pi)2H

2�jp ij=2(t;C (pi)) : (34)

14The quantum om ega wasinvented in a m eeting ofG .Chaitin,A .Zeilingerand the author in a V iennese co�ee

house (Caf�e Br�aunerhof) in January 1991. Thus,the group should be credited for the originalinvention,whereas

any blam e should rem ain with the author.
15 The de�nition of
 and � di�erslightly from the ones introduced by the author previously [89].
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Likewise,the halting am plitude fora particularoutputstate s,

�(s)�
X

C (pi)= s

2�jp ij=2(t;C (pi)) : (35)

Fora setofoutputstatesS = fs1;s2;s3;:::;sng which correspond to m utually orthogonalvectors
in Hilbertspace,

�(S)�
X

C (pi)2S

2�jp ij=2(t;C (pi)) : (36)

Term s corresponding to di�erent program s and states have to be sum m ed up incoherently.
Thus,the corresponding probabilitiesare

j
j2 =
X

C (pi)2H

2�jp ijj(t;C (pi))j
2 (37)

P (s) � j�(s)j2 =
X

C (pi)= s

2�jp ijj(t;C (pi))j
2 (38)

P (S) �
X

C (pi)2S

j�(s)j2 =
X

C (pi)2S

2�jp ijj(t;C (pi))j
2

: (39)

The following relationshold,

�(S) =
X

si2S

�(s i) ; (40)


 = �(H)=
X

si2H

�(s i) : (41)

Fors� S � H,
0 � P (s)� P (S)� j
j2 � 1 : (42)

Alternatively,thequantum halting probability and thequantum algorithm ic inform ation by the
quantum algorithm icinform ation content.Thatis,

P
�(s) = 2�js

�
j= 2�H (s) (43)

P
�(S) =

X

si2S

P
�(s)=

X

s2S

2�H (s) (44)

P
�(H)= j
�j2 =

X

n2H

2�H (n)
: (45)

j
�j2 � j
j2 ; (46)

P
�(s) � P (s) ; (47)

P
�(S) � P (S) : (48)

Thefollowing relationsareeithera directconsequenceofthede�nition (43)orfollow from the
factthatforprogram sin pre�x code,the algorithm ic probability isconcentrated on the m inim al
sizeprogram s,oralternatively,thatthere arefew m inim alprogram s:

H (s) = � log2 P
�(s) ; (49)

H (s) = � log2 P (s)+ O (1) : (50)

Notice again that,because ofcom plem entarity,single qbits cannot be determ ined precisely.
They just appear experim entally as som e clicks in a counter. W hat we can e�ectively do is
to observe a successive num ber ofsuch qbits,one after the other,from \sim ilar" com putation
processes (sam e preparation,sam e evolution). By perform ing these m easurem ents on \sim ilar"
qbits,onecan \determ ine" thisqbitwithin an "-neighborhood only.

For nontrivialchoices ofthe quantum com puter C ,severalrem arks are in order. (In what
follows,we m ention only 
,butthe com m entsapply to � aswell.) Ifthe program isalso coded
in qbits,theabovesum becom esan integralovercontinuously m any statespercodesym bolofthe
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program s.In thiscase,the K raftsum needsnotconverge.Justasforthe classicalanalogue itis
possible to \com pute" 
 as a lim it from below by considering in the t’th com puting step (tim e
�)allprogram soflength � which havealready halted.(This\com putation" su�ersfrom a radius
ofconvergence which decreasesslowerthan any recursive function.) The quantum 
 iscom plex.
j
j2 can be interpreted asa m easureforthe halting probability ofC ;i.e.,the probability thatan
arbitrary (pre�x-free)program haltson C .

Finally,any irreversiblem easurem entofj
j2 causesa statecollapse.SinceC (�;pi)m ay notbe
in a purestate,theseriesin (34)and (35)willnotbeuniquely de�ned even for�nite tim es.Thus
the nondeterm inistic characterof
 is not only based on classicalrecursion theoretic argum ents
[28]butalso on the m etaphysicalassum ption thatG od playsthe quantum dice.

A ppendices

A T wo-state system

Having setthe stageofthe quantum form alism ,an elem entary twodim ensionalexam pleofa two-
state system shallbe exhibited ([39], p. 8-11). Let us denote the two base states by 1 and
2. Any arbitrary physicalstate  is a coherentsuperposition of1 and 2 and can be written as
 = 1(1; )+ 2(2; )with the two coe�cients(1; );(2; )2 C.

Letusdiscusstwo particulartypesofevolutions.
First,letusdiscusstheSchr�odingerequation with diagonalHam ilton m atrix,i.e.,with vanish-

ing o�-diagonalelem ents,

H ij =

�
E 1 0
0 E 2

�

: (51)

In thiscase,the Schr�odingerequation decouplesand reducesto

i~
@

@t
(1; (t))= E 1(1; (t)) ; i~

@

@t
(2; (t))= E 2(2; (t)) ; (52)

resulting in
(1; (t))= ae

�iE 1t=~ ; (2; (t))= be
�iE 2t=~ ; (53)

with a;b2 C,jaj2 + jbj2 = 1.Thesesolutionscorrespond to stationary stateswhich do notchange
in tim e;i.e.,the probability to �nd the system in the two statesisconstant

j(1; )j2 = jaj2 ; j(2; )j2 = jbj2 : (54)

Second,letusdiscusstheSchr�odingerequation with with non-vanishing butequalo�-diagonal
elem ents� A and with equaldiagonalelem entsE ofthe Ham iltonian m atrix;i.e.,

H ij =

�
E � A

� A E

�

: (55)

In thiscase,the Schr�odingerequation reads

i~
@

@t
(1; (t)) = E (1; (t))� A(2; (t)) ; (56)

i~
@

@t
(2; (t)) = E (2; (t))� A(1; (t)) : (57)

Theseequationscan besolved in anum berofways.Forexam ple,takingthesum and thedi�erence
ofthe two,oneobtains

i~
@

@t
((1; (t))+ (2; (t))) = (E � A)((1; (t))+ (2; (t))) ; (58)

i~
@

@t
((1; (t))� (2; (t))) = (E + A)((1; (t))� (2; (t))) : (59)

The solution areagain two stationary states

(1; (t))+ (2; (t)) = ae
�(i=~)(E �A )t

; (60)

(1; (t))� (2; (t)) = be
�(i=~)(E + A )t

: (61)
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Figure2:The two equivalentgeom etricarrangem entsofthe am m onia (NH 3)m olecule.

Thus,

(1; (t)) =
a

2
e
�(i=~)(E �A )t +

b

2
e
�(i=~)(E + A )t

; (62)

(2; (t)) =
a

2
e
�(i=~)(E �A )t �

b

2
e
�(i=~)(E + A )t

: (63)

Assum e now that initially, i.e., at t = 0, the system was in state ;1) = ; (t = 0)). This
assum ption correspondsto (1; (t= 0))= 1 and (2; (t= 0))= 0. W hatisthe probability that
the system willbe found in the state 2 atthe tim e t> 0,orthatitwillstillbe found in thestate
1 atthe tim e t> 0? Setting t= 0 in equations(62)and (63)yields

(1; (t= 0))=
a+ b

2
= 1 ; (2; (t= 0))=

a� b

2
= 0 ; (64)

and thusa = b= 1.Equations(62)and (63)can now be evaluated att> 0 by substituting 1 for
a and b,

(1; (t)) = e
�(i=~)E t

�
e(i=~)A t+ e�(i=~)A t

2

�

= e
�(i=~)E t cos

At

~
; (65)

(2; (t)) = e
�(i=~)E t

�
e(i=~)A t� e�(i=~)A t

2

�

= ie
�(i=~)E t sin

At

~
: (66)

Finally,theprobability thatthe system isin state;1)and ;2)is

j(1; (t))j2 = cos2
At

~
; j(2; (t))j2 = sin2

At

~
; (67)

respectively.Thisresultsin an oscillation ofthe transition probabilities.
Let us shortly m ention one particular realization ofa two-state system which,am ong m any

others,hasbeen discussed in the Feynm an lectures[39]. Consideran am m onia (NH 3)m olecule.
Ifone �xes the plane spanned by the three hydrogen atom s,one observes two possible spatial
con�gurations ;1) and ;2),corresponding to position ofthe nitrogen atom in the lower or the
upperhem isphere,respectively (cf.Fig.2).The nondiagonalelem entsofthe Ham iltonian H 12 =
H 21 = � A correspond to a nonvanishing transition probability from one such con�guration into
theother.Iftheam m onia hasbeen originally in state;1),itwillconstantly swing back and forth
between the two states,with a probability given by equations(67).

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

The quantum form alism introduced in the m ain text is aboutsingle quantized objects. W hat if
one wantsto considerm any such objects? Do we have to add assum ptionsin orderto treatsuch
m ulti-particle,m ulti-quanta system sappropriately?
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The answer is yes. Experim ent and theoreticalreasoning (the representation theory ofthe
Lorentzgroup [93]and thespin-statisticstheorem [54,66,20,52])indicatethatthereare(atleast)
two basic types ofstates (quanta,particles): bosonic and ferm ionic states. Bosonic states have
whatiscalled \integerspin;" i.e.,sb = 0;~;2~;3~;:::,whereasferm ionic stateshave\half-integer
spin;" sf = 1~

2
;3~
2
;5~
2
:::. M ostim portant,they are characterized by the way identicalcopiesof

them can be \broughttogether." Considertwo boxes,one foridenticalbosons,say photons,the
other one for identicalferm ions,say electrons. For the �rst,bosonic,box,the probability that
anotheridenticalboson isadded increaseswith the num berofidenticalbosonswhich arealready in
thebox.Thereisa tendency ofbosonsto \condensate"into thesam estate.Thesecond,ferm ionic
box,behavesquite di�erently. Ifitisalready occupied by one ferm ion,anotheridenticalferm ion
cannotenter. Thisisexpressed in the Pauliexclusion principle: A system offerm ionscan never
occupy a con�guration ofindividualstatesin which two individualstatesareidentical.

How can the bose condensation and the Pauliexclusion principle be im plem ented? There are
severalform sofim plem entation (e.g.,ferm ionic behaviorvia Slater-determ inants),butthe m ost
com pactand widely practiced form usesoperatoralgebra. In the following we shallpresentthis
form alism in the contextofquantum �eld theory [50,64,54,66,20,52,43].

A classical�eld canberepresentedbyitsFouriertransform (\� "standsforcom plexconjugation)

A(x;t) = A
(+ )(x;t)+ A

(�)(x;t) (68)

A
(+ )(x;t) = [A (�)(x;t)]� (69)

A
(+ )(x;t) =

X

ki;si

aki;siuki;si(x)e
�i! ki

t
; (70)

where � = !ki=2� standsforthe frequency in the �eld m ode labeled by m om entum ki and si is
som e observable such asspin orpolarization.uki;si standsforthe polarization vector(spinor)at
ki;si,and,m ostim portantwith regardsto thequantized case,com plex-valued Fouriercoe�cients
aki;si 2 C.

From now on,the ki;si-m ode willbe abbreviated by the sym boli;i.e.,1 � k1;s1,2 � k2;s2,
3� k3;s3,:::,i� ki;si,:::.

In (second16)quantization,the classicalFouriercoe�cientsa i becom ere-interpreted asopera-
tors,which obey the following algebraic rules(scalarswould notdo the trick). Forbosonic �elds
(e.g.,fortheelectrom agnetic�eld),thecom m utatorrelationsare(\y" standsforself-adjointness):

h

ai;a
y

j

i

= aia
y

j � a
y

jai = �ij ; (71)

[ai;aj] =
h

a
y

i;a
y

j

i

= 0 : (72)

Forferm ionic �elds(e.g.,forthe electron �eld),the anti-com m utatorrelationsare:

fai;a
y

jg = aia
y

j + a
y

jai = �ij ; (73)

fai;ajg = fa
y

i;a
y

jg= 0 : (74)

The anti-com m utatorrelations,in particularfayj;a
y

jg = 2(ayj)
2 = 0,are just a form alexpression

ofthePauliexclusion principlestating that,unlikebosons,two orm oreidenticalferm ionscannot
co-exist.

The operators ayi and ai are called creation and annihilation operators,respectively. This

term inology suggestsitselfifoneintroducesFock statesand the occupation num berform alism .ayi
and ai areapplied to Fock statesto following e�ect.

TheFock spaceassociated with a quantized �eld willbethedirectproductofallHilbertspaces
Hi;i.e., Y

i2I

Hi ; (75)

where Iisan index setcharacterizing alldi�erent�eld m odeslabeled by i.Each boson (photon)
�eld m ode isequivalentto a harm onicoscillator[43,65];each ferm ion (electron,proton,neutron)
�eld m odeisequivalentto the Larm orprecession ofan electron spin.

16ofcourse,there isonly \the one and only" quantization,the term \second" often refersto operator techniques

form ultiquanta system s;i.e.,quantum �eld theory
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In what follows, only �nite-size system s are studied. The Fock states are based upon the
Fock vacuum . The Fock vacuum is a direct product ofstates j0ii ofthe i’th Hilbert space Hi

characterizing m ode i;i.e.,

j0i =
Y

i2I

j0ii = j0i1
 j0i2
 j0i3 
 � � �

= j
[

i2I

f0igi= jf01;02;03;:::gi ; (76)

where again Iisan index setcharacterizing alldi�erent�eld m odeslabeled by i.\0i" standsfor
0 (no)quantum (particle)in the state characterized by the quantum num bersi. Likewise,m ore
generally,\N i" standsforN quanta(particles)in thestatecharacterized by thequantum num bers
i.

The annihilation operatorsai aredesigned to destroy onequantum (particle)in statei:

aj j0i= 0 ; (77)

aj jf01;02;03;:::;0j�1 ;N j;0j+ 1;:::gi=

=
p
N j jf01;02;03;:::;0j�1 ;(N j � 1);0j+ 1;:::gi : (78)

The creation operatorsayi aredesigned to createonequantum (particle)in state i:

a
y

j j0i= jf01;02;03;:::;0j�1 ;1j;0j+ 1;:::gi : (79)

M oregenerally,N j operators(a
y

j)
N j createan N j-quanta (particles)state

(ayj)
N j j0i/ jf01;02;03;:::;0j�1 ;N j;0j+ 1;:::gi : (80)

For ferm ions,N j 2 f0;1g because ofthe Pauliexclusion principle. For bosons,N j 2 N0. W ith
propernorm alization [which can m otivated by the(anti-)com m utatorrelationsand by j(X ;X )j2 =
1],astate containingN 1 quanta(particles)in m ode1,N 2 quanta(particles)in m ode2,N 3 quanta
(particles)in m ode 3,etc.,can be generated from the Fock vacuum by

j
[

i2I

fN igi� jfN 1;N 2;N 3;:::gi=
Y

i2I

(ayi)
N i

p
N i!

j0i : (81)

Ashasbeen stated by G lauber([43],p.64),

:::in quantum theory,there isan in�nite setofcom plex num berswhich speci�esthe
stateofa singlem ode.Thisisin contrastto classicaltheory whereeach m odem ay be
described by a single com plex num ber. Thisshowsthatthere isvastly m ore freedom
in quantum theory to inventstates ofthe world than there is in the classicaltheory.
W ecannotthink ofquantum theory and classicaltheory in one-to-oneterm satall.In
quantum theory,thereexistwholespaceswhich haveno classicalanalogues,whatever.

C Q uantum interference

In whatfollows,weshallm akeuseofasim ple\toolbox"-schem eofcom bininglosslesselem entsofan
experim entalsetup forthetheoreticalcalculation [48].Theelem entsofthis\toolbox" arelisted in
Table1.These\toolbox"rulescan berigorouslym otivated bythefullquantum opticalcalculations
(e.g.,[98,91])butarem uch easierto use.In whatfollows,thefactoriresulting from a phaseshift
of�=2 associated with the re
ection ata m irrorM isom itted. However,ata half-silvered m irror
beam splitter,therelativefactoriresultingfrom aphaseshiftof�=2iskept.(A detailed calculation
[21]showsthatthisphaseshiftof�=2isan approxim ation which isexactly valid only forparticular
system param eters).T and R =

p
1� T 2 aretransm ission and re
ection coe�cients.Notice that

the \generic" beam splittercan be realized by a half-silvered m irrorand a successive phase shift
of’ = � �=2 in the re
ected channel;i.e.,a ! (b+ ic)=

p
2 ! (b+ ie�i�=2 c)=

p
2 ! (b+ c)=

p
2.

Note also that,in the \second quantization" notation,fori< j,

jiijji� a
y

ia
y

j j0i= jii
 jji= j01;02;03;:::;0i�1 ;1i;0i+ 1;:::;0j�1 ;1j;0j+ 1;:::i : (82)
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physicalprocess sym bol statetransform ation

re
ection atm irror a ! b= ia
a

b

M

\generic" beam splitter a ! (b+ c)=
p
2

P P P

� � �a
b

c

transm ission/re
ection a ! (b+ ic)=
p
2

by a beam splitter a ! Tb+ iRc,
(half-silvered m irror) T 2 + R 2 = 1,T;R 2 [0;1]

b

c

S1

a

phase-shift’ a ! b= aei’
’

a b

param etricdown-conversion a ! �bic

N L

b

c

a

param etricup-conversion aijb! �c

N L
ca

b

am pli�cation A ia ! jb;G ;N i
G ;N

a b

Table 1:\Toolbox" oflosslesselem entsforquantum interferencedevices.
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Figure 3: M ach-Zehnder interferom eter. A single quantum (photon, neutron, electron etc) is
em itted in L and m eets a lossless beam splitter (half-silvered m irror) S1,after which its wave
function isin a coherentsuperposition ofband c.In beam path ba phaseshiftershiftsthe phase
ofstate b by ’. The two beam s are then recom bined at a second lossless beam splitter (half-
silvered m irror)S2. The quantisdetected ateitherD 1 orD 2,corresponding to the statesd and
e,respectively.

In present-day quantum opticalnonlineardevices(NL),param etric up-ordown-conversion,i.e.,
theproduction ofa singlequant(particle)from two �eld quanta (particles)and theproduction of
two �eld quanta (particles)from a singleoneoccursatthe very low am plitude rateof�� 10�6 .

In what follows,a lossless M ach-Zehnder interferom eter drawn in Fig. 3 is discussed. The
com putation proceedsby successivesubstitution (transition)ofstates;i.e.,

S1 : a ! (b+ ic)=
p
2 ; (83)

P : b ! be
i’

; (84)

S2 : b ! (e+ id)=
p
2 ; (85)

S2 : c ! (d+ ie)=
p
2 : (86)

The resulting transition is

a !  = i

�
ei’ + 1

2

�

d+

�
ei’ � 1

2

�

e : (87)

Assum ethat’ = 0,i.e.,thereisno phaseshiftatall.Then,equation (87)reducesto a ! id,and
the em itted quantis detected only by D 1. Assum e that ’ = �. Then,equation (87)reducesto
a ! � e,and theem itted quantisdetected only by D 2.Ifonevariesthephaseshift’,oneobtains
the following detection probabilities:

PD 1
(’)= j(d; )j2 = cos2(

’

2
) ; PD 2

(’)= j(e; )j2 = sin2(
’

2
) : (88)

Forsom e\m indboggling" featuresofM ach-Zehnderinterferom etry,see [12].

D U niversal2-port quantum gate

The elem entary quantum interference device T bs
21 depicted in Fig. (4.a) is just a beam splitter

followed by aphaseshifterin oneoftheoutputports.Accordingtothe\toolbox"rulesofappendix
C,the processcan be quantum m echanically described by17

P1 : 0 ! 0ei�+ � ; (89)

17 A lternatively,the action ofa lossless beam splitter m ay be described by the m atrix

�
T(!) iR (!)

iR (!) T(!)

�

=

�
cos! isin!

isin! cos!

�

. A phase shifter in twodim ensionalH ilbert space is represented by either

�
ei’ 0

0 1

�

or

�
1 0

0 ei’

�

.The action ofthe entire device consisting ofsuch elem ents iscalculated by m ultiplying the m atrices

in reverse orderin which the quanta pass these elem ents [98,91].
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Figure 4: Elem entary quantum interference device. An elem entary quantum interference device
can be realized by a 4-portinterferom eterwith two inputports0;1 and two outputports00;10.
Any twodim ensionalunitary transform ation can berealized by thedevices.a)showsa realization
by a single beam splitterS(T)with variabletransm ission tand three phaseshiftersP1;P2;P3;b)
showsarealization with 50:50beam splittersS1(

1

2
)and S2(

1

2
)and fourphaseshiftersP1;P2;P3;P4.
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P2 : 1 ! 1ei� ; (90)

S : 0 ! T 10+ iR 00 ; (91)

S : 1 ! T 00+ iR 10 ; (92)

P3 : 0
0 ! 00ei’ : (93)

If0 � 00 �

�
1
0

�

and 1 � 10 �

�
0
1

�

and R(!) = sin!,T(!) = cos!,then the corre-

sponding unitary evolution m atrix which transform sany coherentsuperposition of0 and 1 into a
superposition of00 and 10 isgiven by

T bs
21(!;�;�;’) =

�

e
i�

�
iei(�+ ’) sin! ei� cos!
ei’ cos! isin!

���1

= e
�i�

�
� ie�i(�+ ’) sin! e�i’ cos!

e�i� cos! � isin!

�

: (94)

The elem entary quantum interferencedevice T M Z
21 depicted in Fig.(4.b)isa (rotated)M ach-

Zehnder interferom eterwith two input and output ports and three phase shifters. According to
the \toolbox" rules,the processcan be quantum m echanically described by

P1 : 0 ! 0ei�+ � ; (95)

P2 : 1 ! 1ei� ; (96)

S1 : 1 ! (b+ ic)=
p
2 ; (97)

S1 : 0 ! (c+ ib)=
p
2 ; (98)

P3 : c ! ce
i!

; (99)

S2 : b ! (10+ i00)=
p
2 ; (100)

S2 : c ! (00+ i10)=
p
2 ; (101)

P4 : 0
0 ! 00ei’ : (102)

W hen again 0 � 00 �

�
1
0

�

and 1 � 10 �

�
0
1

�

,then the corresponding unitary evolution

m atrix which transform sany coherentsuperposition of0 and 1 into a superposition of00 and 10

isgiven by

T M Z
21 (�;�;!;’)= � ie �i(�+ !

2
)

�
� e�i(�+ ’) sin !

2
e�i’ cos!

2

e�i� cos!
2

sin !

2

�

: (103)

Thecorrespondencebetween T bs
21(T(!);�;�;’)with T

M Z
21 (�0;�0;!0;’0)in equations(94)(103)

can be veri�ed by com paring the elem entsofthese m atrices.The resulting fourequationscan be
used to elim inate the fourunknown param eters!0 = 2!,�0 = �� !,� 0 = �� �=2,� 0 = �� !

and ’0= ’ � �=2;i.e.,

T bs
21(!;�;�;’)= T M Z

21 (��
�

2
;�� !;2!;’ �

�

2
) : (104)

Both elem entary quantum interference devices are universalin the sense that every unitary
quantum evolution operator in twodim ensionalHilbert space can be brought into a one-to-one
correspondence to T bs

21 and T M Z
21 ;with corresponding values ofT;�;�;’ or�;!;�;’. This can

be easily seen by a sim ilarcalculation asbefore;i.e.,by com paring equations(94)(103)with the
\canonical"form ofaunitary m atrix,which istheproductofaU (1)= e�i� and oftheunim odular
unitary m atrix SU (2)[72]

T (!;�;’)=

�
ei� cos! � e�i’ sin!
ei’ sin! e�i� cos!

�

; (105)

where� �� �;! � �,� �

2
� �;’ � �

2
.Let

T (!;�;�;’)= e
�i� T (!;�;’) : (106)
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A properidenti�cation ofthe param eters�;�;!;’ yields

T (!;�;�;’)= T bs
21(! �

�

2
;� �� ’ �

�

2
;�+ �+

�

2
;’ � �+

�

2
) : (107)

Let us exam ine the realization ofa few prim itive logical\gates" corresponding to (unitary)
unary operations on qbits. The \identity" elem ent I is de�ned by 0 ! 0,1 ! 1 and can be
realized by

I= T
bs
21(�

�

2
;�

�

2
;
�

2
;
�

2
)= T

M Z
21 (� �;�;� �;0)=

�
1 0
0 1

�

: (108)

The \not" elem entisde�ned by 0 ! 1,1 ! 0 and can be realized by

not = T
bs
21(0;0;0;0)= T

M Z
21 (�

�

2
;0;0;�

�

2
)=

�
0 1
1 0

�

: (109)

The next elem ent, \
p
not" is a truly quantum m echanical; i.e., nonclassical, one, since it

convertsa classicalbitinto a coherentsuperposition of0 and 1.
p
not isde�ned by 0 ! 0 + 1,

1 ! � 0 + 1 and can be realized by

p
not = T

bs
21(�

�

4
;�

�

2
;
�

2
;
�

2
)= T

M Z
21 (� �;

3�

4
;�

�

2
;0)=

1
p
2

�
1 � 1
1 1

�

: (110)

Notethat
p
not�

p
not = not� diag(1;� 1)= not(m od1).Therelativephasesin theoutputports

showing up in diag(1;� 1)can be avoided by de�ning

p
not

0
= T

bs
21(�

�

4
;0;

�

4
;0)= T

M Z
21 (�

�

2
;
�

2
;�

�

2
;�

�

2
)=

1

2

�
1+ i 1� i

1� i 1+ i

�

: (111)

W ith thisde�nition,
p
not

0p
not

0
= not.

It is very im portant that the elem entary quantum interference device realizes an arbitrary
quantum tim eevolution ofatwodim ensionalsystem .Theperform anceofthequantum interference
deviceisdeterm ined by fourparam eters,corresponding to the phases�;�;’;!.

R eferences

[1] D.Z.Albert,Phys.Lett.98A ,249 (1983).

[2] L.E.Ballentine,Q uantum M echanics (Prentice Hall,Englewood Cli�s,1989);for a short
expose,seealso L.E.Ballentine,Rev.M od.Phys.42,358 (1970).

[3] A.Barenco,C.H.Bennett,R.Cleve,D.P.DiVincenzo,N.M argolus,P.Shor,T.Sleator,
J.Sm olin and H. W einfurter, Elem entary gates for quantum com putation, e-print quant-
ph/9503016 (URL:http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/quant-ph/9503016).

[4] J.S.Bell,Speakable and Unspeakable in Q uantum M echanics(Cam bridge University Press,
Cam bridge,1987).

[5] P.Benio�,J.Stat.Phys.29,515 (1982);Phys.Rev.Lett.48,1581 (1982).

[6] P.Benio�,AnnalsNew York Academ y ofSciences480,475 (1986).

[7] C.H.Bennett,LogicalReversibility ofCom putation,IBM J.Res.Dev.17,525-532 (1973);
reprinted in:M axwell’sDem on,ed.by H.S.Le� and A.F.Rex (Princeton University Press,
1990),pp.197-204.

[8] C.H.Bennett,G .Brassard,S.BreidbartandS.W iesner,Quantum cryptography,orunforgable

subway tokens,in Advancesin Cryptography:ProceedingsofCrypto ’82 (Plenum Press,New
York,1982),pp.78-82.

[9] C.H.Bennett,The Therm odynam ics of Com putation{A Review,Int.J.Theor.Phys.21,
905-940 (1982);reprinted in: M axwell’sDem on,ed.by H.S.Le� and A.F.Rex (Princeton
University Press,1990),pp.213-248.

24

http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9503016
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9503016
http://xxx.lanl.gov/abs/quant-ph/9503016


[10]C.H.Bennett and G .Brassard,Quantum Cryptography: Public key distribution and coin

tossing,in Proceedings ofthe IEEE InternationalConference on Com puters,System s,and
SignalProcessing,Bangalore,India (IEEE,New York,1984),pp.175-179.

[11]C.H.Bennett,F.Bessette,G .Brassard,L.Salvailand J.Sm olin,Experim entalQuantum
Cryptography,J.Cryptology 5,3-28 (1992).

[12]C.H.Bennett,Nature 371,694 (1994).

[13]C.H.Bennett,E.Bernstein,G .Brassard,U.V.Vazirani,Strength and W eaknessesofQ uan-
tum Com puting.

[14]E.Bernstein and U.Vazirani,Q uantum com plexity theory,in Prpc. 25th ACM Sym p.on

Theory ofCom putation,p.11 (1993).

[15]A.Berthiaum e and G .Brassard,The quantum challenge to structuralcom plexity theory,in
Proc.7th IEEE Conf.on Structurein Com plexity Theory,p.132 (1992).

[16]The Bible containsa passage,which refersto Epim enides,a Crete living in the capitalcity
ofCnossus:\One ofthem selves,a prophetoftheir own,said,‘Cretans are always liars,evil
beasts,lazy gluttons.’" | St.Paul,Epistle to Titus I(12-13).For m ore details,see A.R.
Anderson,St.Paul’sepistle to Titus,in The Paradox ofthe Liar,ed.by R.L.M artin (Yale
University Press,New Haven,1970).

[17]E.Bishop and D.S.Bridges,ConstructiveAnalysis(Springer,Berlin,1985).

[18]D.Bridges and F.Richm an,Varieties ofConstructive M athem atics (Cam bridge University
Press,Cam bridge,1987).

[19]Com putability (Springer,New York,1994).

[20]N.N.Bogoliubov and D.V.Shirkov,Introduction to theTheory ofQ uantized Fields(W iley-
Interscience,New York,1959).

[21]M .Born and E.W olf,PrinciplesofO ptics:Electrom agneticTheory ofPropagation,Interfer-
enceand Di�raction ofLight,(6th edition)(Pergam on Press,O xford,1993).

[22]P.W .Bridgm an,A PhysicistsSecond Reaction to M engenlehre,Scripta M athem atica 2,101-
117;224-234 (1934);TheLogicofM odern Physics(New York,1927);TheNatureofPhysical
Theory (Princeton,1936);The Nature ofSom e ofO urPhysicalConcepts(PhilosophicalLi-
brary,New York,1952).

[23]P.W .Bridgm an,Re
ectionsofa Physicist(PhilosophicalLibrary,New York,1950)

[24]C.Calude,Inform ation and Random ness | An Algorithm ic Perspective (Springer,Berlin,
1994).

[25]G .Cantor,G esam m elte Abhandlungen ,eds.A.Fraenkeland E.Zerm elo (Springer,Berlin,
1932).

[26]C.M .Caves,Phys.Rev.D 26,1817 (1982).

[27]V.�Cern�y,Phys.Rev.A 48,116 (1993).

[28]G .J.Chaitin,Inform ation,Random ness and Incom pleteness,Second edition (W orld Scien-
ti�c,Singapore,1987,1990);Algorithm ic Inform ation Theory (Cam bridge University Press,
Cam bridge,1987);Inform ation-TheoreticIncom pleteness(W orld Scienti�c,Singapore,1992).

[29]M .Davis,Com putability & Unsolvability (M cG raw-Hill,New York,1958).

[30]A.S.Davydov,Quantum M echanics(Addison-W esley,Reading,M A,1965).

[31]D.Deutsch,Proc.R.Soc.Lond.A 400,97 (1985).

[32]D.Deutsch,Proc.R.Soc.Lond.A 425,73 (1989).

25



[33]D.Deutsch and R.Jozsa,Proc.R.Soc.Lond.A 439,553 (1992).

[34]D.Deutsch,June1992 issueofPhysicsW orld.

[35]D.Dieks,Phys.Lett. A 92,271 (1982).

[36]P.A.M .Dirac,The Principles ofQ uantum M echanics (O xford University Press,O xford,
1947).

[37]N.Dunford and J.T.Schwartz,LinearO peratorsI& II(Interscience Publishers,New York
1958,1963).

[38]A.Einstein,B.Podolsky and N.Rosen,Phys.Rev.47,777 (1935).

[39]R.P.Feynm an,R.B.Leighton and M .Sands,The Feynm an Lectures on Physics,Vol.III,
Q uantum M echanics(Addison-W esley,Reading,1965).

[40]R.P.Feynm an,InternationalJournalofTheoreticalPhysics21,467 (1982).

[41]R.P.Feynm an,O pt.News11,11 (1985).

[42]E.Fredkin and T.To�oli,Conservative Logic,Int.J.Theor.Phys.21,219-253 (1982).

[43]R.J.G lauber,Q uantum TheoryofCoherence,in Quantum Optics:ProceedingsoftheScottish

Universities’Sum m erSchoolin Physics,1969 ,ed.by S.M .K ay and A.M aitland (Academ ic
Press,London,1970).

[44]R.J.G lauber,Am pli�ers,Attenuatorsand theQ uantum TheoryofM easurem ent,in Frontiers
in Q uantum O ptics,ed.by E.R.Pikesand S.Sarkar(Adam Hilger,Bristol1986).

[45]K .G �odel,M onatsheftef�urM athem atik und Physik 38,173 (1931);English translation in [46]
and in Davis,ref.[29].

[46]K .G �odel,Collected W orks,Volum e I,Publications 1929-1936,ed.by S.Feferm an,J.W .
Dawson,Jr.,St.C.K leene,G .H.M oore,R.M .Solovay,J.van Heijenoort(O xford University
Press,O xford,1986).

[47]D.B.G reenbergerand A.YaSin,Foundation ofPhysics19,679 (1989).

[48]D.B.G reenberger,M .Horneand A.ZeilingerPhysicsToday 46,22 (August1993).

[49]R.W .Ham m ing,Coding and Inform ation Theory,Second Edition (Prentice-Hall,Englewood
Cli�s,New Jersey,1980).

[50]E.G .Harris,A Pedestrian Approach to Q uantum Field Theory (W iley-Interscience,New
York,1971).

[51]N.Herbert,Foundation ofPhysics12,1171 (1982).

[52]C.Itzykson and J.-B.Zuber,Q uantum Field Theory (M acG raw-Hill,New York,1980).

[53]M .Jam m er,The Philosophy ofQ uantum M echanics(John W iley,New York,1974).

[54]J.M .Jauch,The Theory ofPhotonsand Electrons(Addison-W esley,Cam bridge,M A,1955).

[55]E.P.Specker,Dialectica 14,175 (1960);S.K ochen and E.P.Specker,Thecalculusofpartial
propositionalfunctions,in Proceedingsofthe1964 InternationalCongressforLogic,M ethod-
ology and Philosophy ofScience,Jerusalem (North Holland,Am sterdam ,1965),p.45-57;S.
K ochen and E.P.Specker, LogicalStructures arising in quantum theory, in Sym posium
on the Theory of M odels, Proceedings of the 1963 InternationalSym posium at Berkeley
(North Holland,Am sterdam ,1965),p.177-189;S.K ochen and E.P.Specker,Journalof
M athem aticsand M echanics17,59 (1967);reprinted in E.Specker,Selecta (Birkh�auserVer-
lag,Basel,1990);Erna Clavadetscher-Seeberger,Eine partielle Pr�adikatenlogik (Dissertation,
ETH-Z�urich,Z�urich,1983);N.D.M erm in [69].

26



[56]R.Landauer,Irreversibility and HeatGeneration in theCom puting Process,IBM J.Res.Dev.
5,183-191(1961);reprinted in:M axwell’sDem on,ed.by H.S.Le� and A.F.Rex (Princeton
University Press,1990),pp.188-196.

[57]R.Landauer,W anted:a physically possible theory ofphysics,in IEEE Spectrum 4,105-109
(1967).

[58]R.Landauer,Fundam entalPhysicalLim itationsofthe Com putationalProcess;an Inform al
Com m entary,in CyberneticsM achineG roup Newsheet1/1/87.

[59]R.Landauer,Com putation, M easurem ent, Com m unication and Energy Dissipation, in Se-
lected Topics in SignalProcessing,ed.by S.Haykin (prentice Hall,Englewood Cli�s,NJ,
1989),p.18.

[60]R.Landauer,PhysicsToday 44,23 (M ai1991).

[61]R.Landauer,Zig-Zag Path to Understanding,Proceedingsofthe W orkshop on Physicsand
Com putation PHYSCO M P ’94 (IEEE Press,LosAlam itos,CA,1994),pp.54-59.

[62]R.Landauer,Advertisem entFora PaperILike,in O n Lim its,ed.by J.L.Castiand J.F.
Traub (Santa Fe Institute Report94-10-056,Santa Fe,NM ,1994),p.39.

[63]M .Liand P.M .B.Vit�anyi,K olm ogorov Com plexity and its Applications,in Handbook of
TheoreticalCom puterSciences,ed.by J.van Leeuwen (ElsevierSciencePublishers,Am ster-
dam 1990).

[64]H.J.Lipkin,Q uantum M echanics,New Approachesto Selected Topics(North-Holland,Am -
sterdam ,1973).

[65]R.Loudon and P.L.K night,JournalofM odern O ptics34,709 (1987).

[66]D.Luri�e,Particlesand Fiels(IntersciencePublishers,New York,1968).

[67]L.M andel,Nature304,188 (1983).

[68]N.M argolus,AnnalsNew York Academ y ofSciences480,487 (1986).

[69]N.D.M erm in,Rev.M od.Phys.65,803 (1993).

[70]A.M essiah,Q uantum M echanics,Volum eI(North-Holland,Am sterdam ,1961).

[71]P.W .M ilonniand M .L.Hardies,Phys.Lett.92A ,321 (1982).

[72]F.D.M urnaghan,The Unitary and Rotation G roups(Spartan Books,W ashington,1962).

[73]P.O difreddi,ClassicalRecursion Theory (North-Holland,Am sterdam ,1989).

[74]A.Peres,Phys.Rev.A 32,3266 (1985).

[75]A.Peres,Q uantum Theory:Concepts& M ethods(K luwerAcadem ic Publishers,Dordrecht,
1993).

[76]M .Planck,Verhandlg.dtsch.phys.G es.2,202;Verhandlg.dtsch.phys.G es.2,237;Annalen
derPhysik 4,553 (1901).

[77]M .Planck,Annalen derPhysik 50,385 (1916).

[78]M .Reck,A.Zeilinger,H.J.Bernstein and P.Bertani,Phys.Rev.Lett.73,58 (1994).

[79]M .Reck and A.Zeilinger,Q uantum phase tracing ofcorrelated photons in opticalm ulti-
ports,in Q uantum Interferom etry,ed.by F.DeM artini,G .Denardo and A.Zeilinger(W orld
Scienti�c,Singapore,1994).

[80]H.Rogers,Theory ofRecursive Functionsand E�ective Com putability (M acG raw-Hill,New
York 1967).

27



[81]R.Rosen,E�ective Processes and NaturalLaw,in The UniversalTuring M achine.A Half-
Century Survey,ed.by R.Herken (K am m erer& Unverzagt,Ham burg,1988),p.523.

[82]P.W .Shor,Algorithm sforquantum com putation:discretelogarithm sand factoring,in Proc.
35th AnnualSym posium ofon Foundations ofCom puter Science (IEEE Press,Novem ber
1994),in press.

[83]E.Schr�odinger,Naturwissenschaften 23,807;823;844 (1935)[English translation in [95]p.
152].

[84]R.J.Solom ono�,Inform ation and Control7,1 (1964).

[85]R.M .Solovay,unpublished m anuscript.

[86]K .Svozil,Random nessand Undecidability in Physics(W orld Scienti�c,Singapore,1993).

[87]K . Svozil, Quantum Com putation and Com plexity the-

ory I,Bulletin ofthe European Association ofTheoreticalCom puter Sciences 55,170-207
(1995);http://tph.tuwien.ac.at/~svozil/publ/qct1.ps;K .Svozil,Quantum Com puta-

tion and Com plexity theory II,Bulletin oftheEuropean Association ofTheoreticalCom puter
Sciences,in press;http://tph.tuwien.ac.at/~svozil/publ/qct2.ps;

[88]K .Svozil,The consistent use ofparadoxes,TU Vienna preprint,M ay 1994;On the com -

putationalpower ofphysicalsystem s,undecidability, the consistency ofphenom ena and the

practicalusesofparadoxes,in Fundam entalProblem sin Q uantum Theory:A ConferenceHeld
in HonorofProfessorJohn A.W heeler,ed.by D.M .G reenbergerand A.Zeilinger,Annals
oftheNew York Academ y ofSciences755,834-842(1995);How realare virtualrealities,how

virtualis reality? The constructive re-interpretation ofphysicalundecidability,Com plexity,
in press.

[89]K .Svozil,Haltingprobability am plitudeofquantum com puters,JournalofUniversalCom puter
Science1,nr.3 (M arch 1995).

[90]K .Svozil,Settheory and physics,TUW preprint,M ay 1995.

[91]R.A.Cam pos,B.E.A.Saleh and M .C.Teich,Phys.Rev.A 42,4127 (1990).

[92]A.M .Turing,Proc.London M ath.Soc.(2),42,230 (1936-7),reprinted in [29].

[93]R.U.Sexland H.K .Urbantke,Relativit�at,G ruppen,Teilchen (Springer,Vienna,1976).

[94]J.von Neum ann,M athem atische G rundlagen derQ uantenm echanik (Springer,Berlin,1932)
[English translation:M athem aticalFoundationsofQ uantum M echanics(Princeton University
Press,Princeton,1955)].

[95]J.A.W heelerand W .H.Zurek,eds.,Q uantum Theory and M easurem ent(Princeton Univer-
sity Press,Princeton,1983).

[96]E.W igner,Rem arkson them ind-body question,in TheScientistspeculates,ed.by.I.J.G ood
(Heinem ann,London,1961;BasicBooks,New York,1962);reprinted in [95],pp.168{181.

[97]W .K .W ootersand W .H.Zurek,Nature299,802 (1982).

[98]B.Yurke,S.L.M cCalland J.R.Clauder,Phys.Rev.A 33,4033 (1986).

28

http://tph.tuwien.ac.at/
http://tph.tuwien.ac.at/


C ontents

1 Inform ation is physical,so is com putation 1

2 H ilbert space quantum m echanics 2

3 Q uantum inform ation theory 5
3.1 Coding .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 5
3.2 Reading the book ofNature| a shortglanceatthe prediction catalog . .. . .. . 6

4 Q uantum recursion theory 6
4.1 Reversiblecom putation and deletion of(q)bits .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 6
4.2 Selected featuresofquantum com putation . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 6

4.2.1 Copying ofquantum bits . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 8
4.2.2 Contextdependence ofqbits . . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 9

4.3 Universalquantum com puterbased on the U (2)-gate .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 9
4.4 O therm odelsofuniversalquantum com putation . . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 10
4.5 Nom enclature . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 10
4.6 Diagonalization .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 10

4.6.1 Classicalcase . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 11
4.6.2 Q uantum m echanicalcase . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 11
4.6.3 Properquantum diagonalization .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 12

5 Q uantum algorithm ic inform ation 13

6 Q uantum om ega 14

A ppendix 16

A T w o-state system 16

B From single to m ultiple quanta | \second" �eld quantization 17

C Q uantum interference 19

D U niversal2-port quantum gate 21

29


