Relational quantum computing using only maximally mixed initial qubit states
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In [1] we showed that the (non-destructive) 2-qubit singlet/triplet (s/t) measurement is universal for quantum
computing, given only an initial Haar-twirled qubit ensemble of the form
Z
 †
U (Ω)⊗3N . (1)
dΩ U (Ω)⊗3N ρ⊗N
⊗ ρ⊗N
⊗ ρ⊗N
a
c
b

Here N grows polynomially in the computation size. The
Bloch vectors of ρa , ρb , ρc needed only to satisfy the constraints that they are non-zero and linearly independent.
Universality of s/t measurements under other assumptions was considered recently in [2]. Here we will show
that in fact replacing (1) with even a resource of only
maximally mixed single-qubits suffices to make the s/t
measurement universal.1
There are two steps to the procedure. The first is to
note that we can efficiently prepare a state exponentially
close to the maximally mixed state over the symmetric
subspace of N qubits, ρsym
N . The second will be to convert several copies of ρsym
to (1) using a procedure known
N
as measurement-induced relative localisation [3].
Creating the maximally mixed state in the
symmetric subspace: Suppose that we start with K
qubits prepared in ρsym
K . We bring in a new qubit in
the maximally mixed state and randomly pick pairs of
qubits2 to undergo a polynomial number of s/t measurements. If we only ever find triplet outcomes, we
perform an exponentially good approximate projection
[2] into the state ρsym
K+1 . This occurs with probability
P (K) = (K + 2)/(2K + 2) > 1/2. If we ever find a singlet
outcome we discard those two qubits and the remaining
K − 1 qubits are left in ρsym
K−1 .
We can interpret the protocol as a 1-d random walk
process where we begin at K = 1, and have a probability
P (K) of stepping to the right, and 1 − P (K) of stepping
to the left. The boundary at K = 0 is absorbing (fail,
for
restart) and let us consider our target is to create ρsym
N
some fixed N . The solution to this problem can be found
in [5]. Note that the particle must eventually be absorbed
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Almost any resource of qubits can be turned into such by repeatedly performing the s/t measurement, keeping singlet outcomes,
and discarding a member of each pair.
More efficient choices than random pairings exist - for example
interpreting the switches of the networks in [4] as s/t measurement locations.

at one or the other boundaries. Eq. (2.7) of [5] for our
case yields that the probability it is absorbed at the right
hand boundary is (N + 1)/2N , i.e. slightly higher than
1/2. Thus we have finite probability of eventual success.
To ensure the resources consumed (qubits/time steps)
are polynomial we need to compute the conditional mean
for the number of steps before stopping (absorption at a
boundary). This can be found by solving the recurrence
relations (3.1)-(3.3) in [5]. For starting at K = 1 we
find the expected number of steps before absorption is
(N 2 +3N −4)/6, which grows polynomially with N . (The
method we have outlined may possibly be improved using
a variant, with an appropriate input state, of the splitting
protocol of [2].)
Relative Localization: The second step is to see how
two sufficiently large maximally mixed symmetric states
can be converted into an ensemble equivalent to a Haartwirled product state over pure states with fixed overlap,
i.e. a state of the form:
Z


⊗N
⊗N
U † (Ω)⊗2N
⊗ |bi hb|
dΩ U (Ω)⊗2N |ai ha|
for some arbitrary (but known) |ai, |bi with 0 <
|ha|bi|2 < 1.
This can be done by using a “measurement induced localization” of the relative angle between initial (mixtures
of) spin coherent states, in full analogy with the cases for
optical phase, Bose-Einstein condensate phase, and particle position studied in detail in [3]. (If we can localize
two such ensembles then we can use the same procedure
to relationally localize further ensembles to the first two).
The basic intuition is simple: we start with two sources
sym
ρsym
N +M ⊗ ρN +M , as created in the first step, and interpret
each as an ensemble of N + M copies of a randomly
selected pure state. We pair up M of the spins from
each source and perform the singlet/triplet measurement
on each pair, enabling us to get a good estimate of the
overlap between the two (random) pure states. We then
use the remaining 2N qubits for computation, under the
assumption that the overlap is the estimated one [6]. As
we now demonstrate, a fixed overall error across the 2N
qubits requires M to grow only polynomially in N .
Because of the collective unitary freedom, we are free
to decide that the first symmetric state is actually a
source of |0i⊗N +M , and the second state |θi⊗N +M is
specified by the relative angle θ ∈ [0, π) its Bloch vector makes with the first source state, where θ has p.d.f

2
sin(θ)/2. An s/t measurement on |0i ⊗ |θi gives a
triplet outcome with probability q = (1 + cos2 (θ/2))/2 =
(3 + cos(θ))/4. The total probability over the M measurements of obtaining n1 triplet outcomes is
Z π  
M n1
sin(θ)
P (n1 ) = dθ
q (1 − q)M−n1
2
n
1
0
 Z 1
M
=2
dq q n1 (1 − q)M−n1
n1
1/2
This has the convenient interpretation that the probability of seeing a given number of triplets is described by a
Bernoulli trial with a uniformly chosen q in the interval
[1/2, 1]. Estimating θ corresponds to estimating q given
the observed M , n1 , so we will also write |qi := |θi.
Considering the function
Z 1
T (a, b) =
dq q a (1 − q)b
1/2


a 
X
a!b!
1
a+b+1
=
(a + b + 1)! 2a+b+1 j=0
j

we can use standard identities (e.g here) for partial sums
of binomial coefficients to see that T (a, b) is exponentially

−1

a+b
close (in M = (a + b)) to
(a
+
b
+
1)
when
a
a > (a + b)/2. Applying this to P (n1 ) we find that it is
exponentially close to 2/(M + 1), which means that with
high probability on any given run of the procedure we
will observe n1 > M/2 triplet outcomes, and from now
on, we consider only situations where this has occurred.
The probability density of q given n1 triplet outcomes
is (over the domain q ∈ [1/2, 1]):
Pr(q|n1 , M ) =

q n1 (1 − q)M−n1
,
T (n1 , M − n1 )

from which we wish to bound the goodness of our estimated value of q (and hence θ). The mean and variance
for this inference problem are given by
T (n1 + 1, M − n1 )
n1 + 1
≈
T (n1 , M − n1 )
M +2
(n1 + 1)(M + 1 − n1 )
T (n1 + 2, M − n1 )
≈
,
σ2 = =
T (n1 , M − n1 )
(M + 2)2 (M + 3)

mated state and the actual one, and so we wish to bound
this.
To make things simpler we first ask, for any pair of
q1 , q2 with a fixed value of |q1 − q2 |, what is the largest
possible trace distance between the corresponding quantum states |q1 i, |q2 i? Elementary considerations [7] yield:
p
(2)
k |q1 i hq1 | − |q2 i hq2 | k ≤ 2 8|q1 − q2 |

We can use this to bound the overall error via:
Z
⊗N
⊗N
k |µi hµ|
− dq Pr(q|n1 , M ) |qi hq|
k
Z
⊗N
⊗N
≤ dq Pr(q|n1 , M )k |µi hµ|
− |qi hq|
k
Z
√
≤ N − 1 dq Pr(q|n1 , M )k |µi hµ| − |qi hq| k
Z
p
p
≤ 2 8(N − 1) dq Pr(q|n1 , M ) |q − µ|
sZ
p
dq Pr(q|n1 , M )|q − µ|
≤ 2 8(N − 1)

r
r
p
p
1
2
≤ 2 8(N − 1)
+ hσ ≤ 2 8(N − 1)
h2
M 1/3

where the first inequality is the triangle inequality, the
second is√because for pure states it holds that kψ ⊗N −
φ⊗N k ≤ N − 1kψ −φk, the third is from the bound (2),
the fourth is concavity of the square root, the fifth is from
the largest probabilities (and |q − µ| values) consistent
with the Chebyshev
√ inequality, and the last is obtained
by using σ ≤ 1/ M and picking h = M 1/6 .
We deduce that given target overall error of ǫ, we can
choose M ∼ (N/ǫ2 )3 , which is a polynomial cost.
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where ≈ denotes exponential closeness. A simple upper
bound on the variance is then σ 2 < 1/M .
Now, we are roughly in the following situation: we
will operate as if q = µ, i.e. the state of the second N qubits is |µi⊗N (by collective rotational freedom
a state in the right semicircle of the XZ plane in the
Bloch sphere), but with a low probability (≤ 1/h2 by
the Chebyshev inequality) the actual value of q could be
further than hσ from this. In later calculations we will
pick h = M 1/6 . The error we want to understand will
ultimately arise from the trace distance between the esti-
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