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1. A grand challenge for the Millennium

Here is the title of one of many recent books dedaib quantum computing:
“Quantum Computation: A Grand Mathematical Challefigethe Twenty-First
Century and the Millenniutn S. J. Lomonaco, Jr., ed. American Mathematical
Society, Providence, Rhode Island (2002).

There are some points worth noticing: first, thatave supposed to work on
guantum computing not only during the current centbut also for the next 900
years, and second, that the challenge we faceéypuathematical

A thousand years is quite a lot of time, and itvésy probable that the
guantum computing business will be terminated meatier. The curious reader
who digs out this book in the year 3002, will |lcatkit as we today would consider
the title: ‘Philosopher's Stone (Lapis Philosophorum): A Gra&hallenge for
the Eleventh Century and the MillenniynRoman Philosophical Society, Pisa
(1002).

Meanwhile, the activity in the field of quantum cpating remains quite
high with a tendency towards saturation, see Figrot how long will this rate of
one article per day continue?
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Figure 1. Number per year of articles in arXiv containing the words
“quantum computation” in abstract



The existing literature can be divided into threequal groups: Experiments,
Proposals, and Theory. Roughly speaking, for eagerénentally manipulated
qubit there are 3 proposals and 30 proved theorklmse, | will present a very
brief review of the first two groups, as well as analysis of the existing
theoretical approach. Based on this analysis, phaspects for quantum
computing remain uncertain.

2. The general ideas of quantum computing

The idea of quantum computihgs to store information in the values of 2
complex amplitudes describing the wavefunctioNdfvo-level systemsgubits,
and to process this information by applying unitérgnsformations quantum
gatey, that change these amplitudes in a precise antiadied manner. The value
of N needed to have a useful machine is estimated ttOber more. Note that
even 2°%°~ 10 is much greater than the number of protons irthiserse.

Since the qubits are always subject to variopggyof noise, and the gates
cannot be perfect, it is widely recognized thagéascale, i.e. useful, quantum
computation is impossible without implementing ercorrection. This means that
the 13 continuously changing quantum amplitudes of thengravavefunction
describing the state of the computer must closellpwW the desired evolution
imposed by the quantum algorithm. The random dfifthese amplitudes caused
by noise, gate inaccuracies, unwanted interactiets, should be efficiently
suppressed.

It is not obvious at all that error correction dadone, even in principle, in
an analog machine which state is described byaat 3% continuous variables.
Nevertheless, it is generally believed (for exampsee Ref. 2) that the
prescriptions for fault-tolerant quantum computatid using the technique of
error-correction by encodifig® and concatenation (recursive encoding) give a
solution to this problem. By active interventiomfags caused by noise and gate
inaccuracies can be detected and corrected duréngamputation.

The so-called “threshold theorer** says that, once the error per qubit per
gate is below a certain value estimated ag-1®* indefinitely long quantum
computation becomes feasible, at a cost of sulalignhcreasing the number of
qubits needed. However, very luckily, the number quibits increase®nly
polynomiallywith the size of computation.

Thus, theorists claim that the problem of quan&mor correction has been
solved, at least in principle, so that physicistd angineers need only to work on
finding the good candidates for qubits and on apginog the accuracy required
by the threshold theorem: “As it turns out, it isspible to digitize quantum
computations arbitrarily accurately, using relatManited resources, by applying
quantum error-correction strategies developed Hisr purpose™?. All the hopes
for scalable quantum computing rely entirely onttireshold theorem.



3. ARDA Experts Panel roadmap

Ten years ago, in 2002, at the request of the AcB@dRResearch and Development
Activity (ARDA) agency of the United States govemmh a team of
distinguished experts in quantum information esshled a roadmap for quantum
computing (updated in 2004), with the following five- andh{gear goals:

“by the year 2007, to

e encode a single qubit into the state of a |dgigdit formed from several
physical qubits

« perform repetitive error correction of the lagicubit, and

« transfer the state of the logical qubit into gtate of another set of physical
qubits with high fidelity, and

by the year 2012, to
< implement a concatenated quantum error-corrgctide.”

The 2007 goal requires “something on the ordetenfphysical qubits and
multiple logic operations between them”, while @12 goal “requires on the
order of 50 physical qubits, exercises multipladagqubits through the full range
of operations required for fault-tolerant QC in erdo perform a simple instance
of a relevant quantum algorithm”.

While a benevolent jury could consider the firgbtof the 2007 goals to be
partly achieved by now (see Section 3), the expiect for the third 2007 goal,
and especially for the 2012 goal, are wildly ofetmark. So are some other
expectations: “As larger-scale quantum computeesdaveloped over the next
five and ten years, quantum simulation is likelyctmtinue to be the application
for which quantum computers can give substantigdraovements over classical
computation> Apparently, there is a qualitative difference begw doing
experiments with 5 qubits and with 50 qubits, amel teasons for this should be
understood.

Referring to the threshold theorem, the ExpertsePalso claimed: “It has
been established, under certain assumptions,ftaahreshold precision per gate
operation could be achieved, quantum error cowectiould allow a quantum
computer to compute indefinitely”.

As we shall see, here, the key words anmeder certain assumptiohseven
though other publications do not even mention agumptions or restrictions at
all, e.g. Ref. 12. However the Experts Panel ditdaduress the crucial point of
whether these assumptions can be realized in theigath world. We will take a
closer look at this issue in Sects. 6 and 9, ai&l \hil help us to distinguish
between what has been established and whatdi&é&en established.

It would be quite interesting to see an updatedineap for the next decade.



4. Experiments

Experimental studies related to the idea of quantomputing make only a tiny
part of the whole QC literature. They representribe plus ultraof the modern
experimental technique, they are extremely difficahd inspire respect and
admiration.

The goal of such proof-of-principle experimentd¢dsshow the possibility of
manipulating small numbers of two-level quantumtesys serving as qubits, to
realize the basic quantum operations, as well adetoonstrate elements of the
Shor’s factoring algorithi and error correction by encodifg.

Factoring 15.The first experiment reporting factoring 15 by Shas done
by Vandersypen et 4l using the liquid nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR)
technique. All the gates were implemented by miewevpulses applied within
about 1s, which is less than the nuclear decoheréme. The obtained NMR
spectra corresponded very well to the predictidri8hor’s procedure.

Lanyon et df performed the same task in an optical experimsiriguthe
polarization of 4 photons, while Lucero efalsed Josephson qubits: “...we run a
three-qubit compiled version of Shor's algorithmfactor the number 15, and
successfully find the prime factors 48% of the time

An aside about the “compiled version” of Shorigoaithm is in order. The
full algorithm can factor &-bit number using 72 elementary quantum gates;
e.g., factoring 15 requires 4608 gates operating2d qubits?’ Ref. 17
introduced a compiling technique which exploits gedies of the number to be
factored, allowing exploration of Shor’s algorithmith a vastly reduced number
of resources. One might say that this is a softnmfocent) cheating: knowing in
advance that 158, we can take some shortcuts, which would notdssiple if
the result were not known beforehand.

All the existing experimental testing of Shor’s @ighm use this simplified
approach. Recently, in a very remarkable work afrtit-Lopez et af? this
approach allowed for the first tinbe factor 21 in an optical experiment, where an
iterative procedure of recycling a single qubit wascessfully implemented.

The demonstration of thiill Shor’s algorithm for factoring 15 is stiell
beyondthe reach of experimental possibilities (see tlegjotion in Ref. 19).

As to the liquid NMR quantum computing technigiteseems that it should
rather be regarded as a classical simulation ofjtietum algorithm¥® This was
also pointed out in Refs. 15 and 20. “The ability describe the correlations
observed in NMR experiments in terms of classiaalralations between the
qubits casts doubt on the “quantumness” of the imeats”*°

Error correction Several recent outstanding experimé&rfts(references to
some earlier work can be found therein) demonstratementary error correction
with 3 to 8 qubits in the line of the Experts P&2D07 goals.

Schindler et & implement multiple quantum error correction cycfes
phase-flip errors in a system of three trappedgohits. Each cycle consisted of
(i) encoding one qubit and two auxiliary (ancilig)bits into an entangled state,



(ii) error incidence, (iii) detecting and corregithe error, and (iv) resetting the
ancillas.

Reed et &F realized three-qubit quantum error correction with
superconducting circuits by implementing the thgebit Toffoli gate. They
performed both bit- and phase-flip error correciavith fidelity around 80%.

Yao et & reported the first experimental demonstration wipbdlogical”
error correction with a polarization-encoded eightton cluster state (see Refs.
23-25 for an explanation of the idea of topologidakter state computing). They
have demonstrated that (i) if only one physicaligsbffers an error, the noisy
qubit can be located and corrected, and (ii) if qubits are simultaneously
subjected to errors with equal probability, thecefive error rate is significantly
reduced by error correction.

The artificial errors introduced and then corrdcie such experiments are
strong basically the state s changed to }1 Using classical language, the error
consists in reversing the direction of some vedior rotating it by 96).

However, the relevant errors, with which we arpmased to fight, areveak
the noise transforms the statg §@a|0)+b|1), with |b|<<1 (the vector is rotated by
a small angle). Error correction consists in détgcthe unwanted admixture of
state |1 and eliminating this admixture. This task is esalgcdifficult because in
any experimental setup one will always have sonwemtnolled admixture of state
|2) from the start (see Section 8).

So, we will have to wait until somebody demonstsathe possibility to
prepare his qubit in the staté {0ith a precision of 13-10"* to detect an error of
the same order of magnitude, and then correcttht thie same precision. (In the
eventual quantum computer such repetitive cycles saupposed to be done
simultaneously with at least a thousand qubits).

5. Proposals. Quantum computing with...

The multitude of proposals of different ways togl@antum computing, as well as
of various physical objects that can serve as guisittruly amazing. A simple list
of such proposals would require the entire spdoeatied for this article. To show
just the tip of the iceberg, below is a small numtserandomly picked proposals
(sourcearxiv.org, references can be easily found there). For mdogeration the
reader is invited to google “quantum computing Wvith

Quantum computing with:

« non-deterministic gates

« bosonic atoms

« highly verified logical cluster states

- Pfaffian qubits

» hyperfine clock states

« four-dimensional photonic qudits

« quantum-dot cellular automata in dephasing-fresgate



« generalized binomial states

« 1D projector Hamiltonian

« quantum-dot spin qubits inside a cavity

« graphene nanoribbons

- alkaline earth atoms

« Jaynes-Cummings model

« doped silicon cavities

+ Read-Rezayi states

« electron spin ensemble

- ultra narrow optical transition of ultracold nelitaéoms in an optical lattice

«  p-wave superfluid vortices

« railroad-switch local Hamiltonians

« global entangling gates

« semiconductor double-dot molecules

« decoherence-free qubits

« superqubits

- defects

« devices whose contents are never read

- alkaline-earth-metal atoms

« ionic Wigner crystals

« nanowire double quantum dots

- waveguide-linked optical cavities

« orbital angular momentum of a single photon

- probabilistic two-qubit gates

« non-deterministic gates

« small space bounds

« interaction on demand

« perpetually coupled qubits

« only one mobile quasiparticle

« moving quantum dots generated by surface acoustiesv

« para-hydrogen

« programmable connections between gates

« incoherent resources and quantum jumps

« nu=5/2 fractional quantum Hall state

« spin ensemble coupled to a stripline cavity

- vibrationally excited molecules
Kerr-nonlinear photonic crystals

- atoms in periodic potentials

« Heisenberg ABAB chain

« endohedral fullerenes

« harmonic oscillators

Isn't this wonderfulApparently, there is nothing at all that is NOTtahble
for quantum computing!



Let us consider just one of the proposals listédve, “quantum
computing with they = 5/2 fractional quantum Hall staté® The experimentally
observedv = 5/2 Hall plateau is unlike all the others (fonieh the denominator
of the filling factor v is odd) and it does not fit into the composite fieorm
concept. Some people think that this is a manifiestaof anyons,hypothetical
particles intermediate between bosons and fermitwas may exist in two
dimensions. (See also thenyon theory of high Tsuperconductivity! now
completely forgotten). Others think differently,danobody really knows.

Hence theobviousproposal: to use these anyons for quantum congputin
We must move them around one another producing lexmppological
structures, so that knot theory may be used. Theatgadvantage is that
topological structures are intrinsically protecégginst noisé®

The disadvantages are mostly on the practical side quantum Hall
plateaus are observed in high magnetic field withoaghly 3x6mm sample
immersed in liquid Helium. The sample has seveigtsvattached, typically 6, to
apply and measure voltages and currents. The nuab@D electrons in the
sample is about 1f) and presumably it contains a similar number gfoas. So
how are we supposed to create topological strustwi¢h these hypothetical
anyons, just by applying voltages to the 6 (oQri€ insists, even 6000) wires at
our disposal?

However, this is an old story by now. Currently,ist supposed that the
Majorana fermion$] rather than anyons, are responsible for the 5i2pHsteau.
Consequently, it became obvious that quantum cangputith Majorana fermions
is extremely promising. The Majorana fermion theowyf high T
superconductivity is likely to emerge in the na#ufe.

The reader might have an immediate impulse to @epopological
insulators of which we have recently heard so much, for togical quantum
computing, simply because both are “topologicalikgl “quantum dots for
quantum computing”). Too late! This has been daineady™

A by-product of this frenetic activity is that eyephysical object has become
a qubit, independently of whether it is regardethanquantum computing context,
or not:

Electron spin qubit

Hole spin qubit

Nuclear spin qubit

Josephson superconducting qubit
Cavity photon qubit

Trapped ion qubit

Para-Hydrogen qubit

Heisenberg ABAB chain qubit
etc.

This looks pretty, like some modern poetry, Bstead of saying like in the
good old days, “We are studying nuclear spin reso@g one should now say:



“We are studying decoherence of nuclear spin qybitais implying that this
work is directly related to the big problems of ttey.

6. Theory. Assumptions (axioms) underlying the threhold theorem

Like any theorem, this one also completely reliesaonumber of assumptions,
considered aaxioms

1. Qubits can be prepared in the |00000..6¥ate. New qubits can be
prepared on demand in the state |0

2. The noise in qubits, gates, and measurementscisrrelated in space and
time,

3. No undesired action of gates on other qubits,

4. No systematic errors in gates, measuremendsgait preparation,

5. No undesired interaction between qubits,

6. No “leakage” errors,
. Massive parallelism: gates and measuremenispgied simultaneously to
many qubits,

and some others.

~

While clearly stated in the original work, the seince of these assumptions
was largely ignored later, especially in preseatstito the general public (Ref. 12
is one of many examples).

One would expect that the above assumptionsetilesst axioms (i.e. as being
exac), would undergo a close scrutiny to verify thaeythcan be reasonably
approached in the physical world. Moreover, thentéreasonably approached”
should have been clarified by indicating with wimaecision each assumption
should be fulfiled. So far, this has never beemealdassumption 2 being an
exceptiof™ %3, if we do not count the rather naive responsesiged in the early
days of quantum error correctidh>®

It is quite normal for a theory to disregard sneffects whose role can be
considered as negligible. But not when one spedificeals with errors and error
correction. A method for correctingomeerrors on the assumption that other
(unavoidable) errors aneon-existenis not acceptable, because it uses fictitious
ideal elements as a kind of gold stand®rd.

7. Precision of continuous quantities and the bas&xiom

Below are some trivial observations regarding malaifion and measurement of
continuous variables. Suppose that we want to kti@adirection of a classical
vector, like the compass needle. First, we nevemkaxactly what our coordinate
system is. We choose thiey, zaxes related to some physical objects withzhe



axis directed, say, towards the Polar Star, howaeéher this direction, nor the
angles between our axes can be defined with anitefprecision. Second, the
orientation of the compass needle with respecth#&dhosen coordinate system
cannot be determined exactly.

So, when we say that our needle makes an ahgld5’ with the z axis, we
understand that ca® is not exactly equal to the irrational numbév'2, rather it
is somewhere around this value within some intedesérmined by our ability to
measure angles and other uncertainties. We alserstattd that we cannot
manipulate our needles perfectly, that no two reedan ever point exactly in the
same direction, and that consecutive measureméritee airection of the same
needle will give somewhat different results.

In the physical world, continuous quantities can rieither measured nor
manipulated exactly. In the spirit of the purelytheamnatical language of the
gquantum computing theory, this can be formulatetthénform of the following

Axiom 1. No continuous quantity can have an exact value.
Corollary. No continuous quantity can be exactly equal to .zero

To a mathematician, this might sound absurd. Nbelrss, this is an
unquestionable reality of the physical world weeliin®"* 3® Note thatdiscrete
quantities, like the number of students in a cla@sr or the number of transistors
in the on-stategan be known exactly anthis is what makes the great difference
between the digital computer and an analog computer

Axiom 1 is crucial whenever one deals with continsi variables. Thus if we
devise some technical instruction, each step shoaidain an indication of the
needed precision. Do not tell the engingdvtake this angle 45and then my
proposed vehicle will run as predicted, under thgueption that the road is flat”.
This makes no sense! Tell him insteaiake this angle 45:0.01°, and then my
proposed vehicle will run as predicted, provided tbughness of the road does
not exceed 10nm” (or 10cm, whatever the theory)sayaly then the engineer
will be in a position to decide whether this is gibfe or not.

All of this is quite obvious, and nobody is goitg believe that even in a
thousand years somebody will manage to make thie axactly 48 and provide
an absolutely flat road to implement our invention.

8. Precision of quantum amplitudes

Apparently, things are not so obvious in the magicld of quantum mechanics.
There is a widespread belief that thedfd|1) states “in the computational basis”
are somethingbsolute akin to the on/off states of an electrical switoh of a
transistor in a digital computét,but with the advantage that one can use quantum
superpositions of these states, see Fig. 2. duficient to ask: “with respect to
which axis do we have a spin-up state?” to seettiesié is a serious problem with
such a point of view.
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Figure 2. The theorist’s image of a qubit

It should be stressed once more that the coorlisgitem, and hence the
computational basis, cannot be exactly defined, thimlhas nothing to do with
guantum mechanics. Suppose that, again, we hawsewhbez axis towards the
Polar Star, and we measure therojection of the spin with a Stern-Gerlach
beam-splitter. There will be inevitably some (unkmd error in the alignment of
the magnetic field in our apparatus with the choderction. Thus, when we
measure some quantum state and get (0), we newer éxactly to what state the
wavefunction has collapsed.

Presumably, it will collapse to the spin-down statith respect to the (not
known exactly) direction of the magnetic field iardoeam-splitter. However, with
respect to the chosen axis (this direction is not known exactly eithehet
wavefunction will always have the fora0) + b|l), where hopefully|b|<<1.
Another measurement with a similar instrument oroasecutive measurement
with the same instrument will give a different \alofb.

Quite obviously, the unwanted admixture of fig state is an error that
cannot be correctedsince (contranto the assumption 1 above) we can never
have the standarekact|0) and|1) statesto make the comparison.

Thus, with respect to the consequences of imptofes; the situation is quite
similar to what we have in classical physics. Thessical statement “the exact
direction of a vector is unknown” is translatedimuantum language as “there is
an unknown admixture of unwanted states”. The mmiege |0) can never be
achieved, just as a classical vector can never &dento pointexactlyin the z
direction, and for the same reasonsafter all quantum measurements and
manipulations are done with classical instruments.

Clearly, the same appliesaoydesired state. Thus, when we contemplate the
“cat state” [0000000 +|1111113)/v'2, we should not take th&2 too seriously,
and we should understand ttatme (maybe small) admixture of all other 126
possible states of 7 qubits must be necessarigepte

Exact quantum states do not exist. Some admsxafre
all possible states to any desired state are aitable.

This fundamental fact described by Axiom 1 (noghoan beexactlyzero!)
should be taken into account in any prescripti@rsguantum error correction.
Note, that the “digitization” of noise, which isettcornerstone of the existing
error-correcting schemes, is based ondppositeassumption, that the exacy |0
and |2 statescanbe prepared.

10



At first glance, it may seem that thene possibilities for achieving a desired
state with an arbitrary precision. Indeed, usindsrend glue, or a strong magnetic
field, we can fix the compass needle so that it mat be subject to noise. We still
cannot determine exactly the orientation of thedie®ith respect to our chosen
coordinates, but we can take the needle’s dire@®thez axis. However: 1) we
cannot align another fixed needle in exactly theesalirection and 2) we cannot
use fixed needles in an analog machine; to do ttinésy; must be detached to allow
for their free rotation.

Quite similarly, in the quantum case we can agpitrong enough magnetic
field to our spin at a low enough temperature, amit long enough for the
relaxation processes to establish thermodynamidilegum. Apparently, we will
then achieve a spin-dowWd) state with any desired accuracy (provided thermis
interactionwith other spins in our system, which is hardly gibte).

However, “spin-down” refers to the (unknown exgctbirection of the
magnetic field at the spin location. Because ofitlesitable inhomogeneity of the
magnetic field, we cannot use the direction of fieéd at the spin location to
define the computational basis, since other spittimthe same apparatus will be
oriented slightly differently. Moreover, if we watd manipulate this spin, we
must either switch off the magnetic field (durirgst process the spin state will
necessarily change in an uncontrolled manner)pplyaa resonant ac field at the
spin precession frequency, making the spin levetgederate in the rotating frame.
The high precision acquired in equilibrium will mlemediately lost.

Likewise, an atom at room temperature may be kigh accuracy considered
to be in its ground state. Atoms at different Iomad will be always subject to
some fields and interactions, which mix the textbgoound and excited states.
Also, such an atom is not yet a two-level systanorider for it to become a qubit,
we must apply a resonant optical field, which wiluple the ground state with an
excited state. The accuracy of the obtained staiteslepend on the precision of
amplitudes, frequencies, and duration of opticdbem This precision might be
quite sufficient for many applications, but certgiiht can never bénfinite. Thus,
Axiom 1 applies tall continuous variables, quantum amplitudes included.

9. The fundamental trouble with the error-corredion theory

The trouble lies in not respecting Axiom 1, i.eassuming that all the numerous
assumptions (axioms) behind the threshold theonenfudfilled exactly This is
not possible, not in our worfd.

Of course, if the assumptions underlying the threshold theoreerew
approached with &igh enough precisignthe prescriptions for error-correction
could indeed work. So, the real questionvi$rat is the required precision with
which each assumption should be fulfilled to makalable quantum computing
feasible? How small should be the undesired, budvoidable: interaction
between qubits, influence of gates on other qibisgstematic errors of gates and
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measurement¥, leakage errors, random and systematic errors épgpation of
the initial |0) states, etc.?

Quite surprisingly, not only is there no answethiese most crucial questions
in the existing literature, but they have neverrelleen seriously discussed! Had
this problem been realized, the threshold theoresualdvnot be formulated in
terms of“error per qubit per gdteonly, but also by indicating the required
precisionwith which various assumptions should be fulfill&bviously, this gap
must be filled, and the required precision for eassumption should be specified.

Until this is done, one can only speculate abbatfinal outcome of such a
research. The optimistic prognosis would be thatesadditional threshold values
&1, &2... for corresponding precisions will be establghend that these values will
be shown neither to depend on the size of the ctatipo nor to be extremely
small. In this case, the dream of factoring largenbers by Shor’s algorithm
might become reality in some distant future.

The pessimistic view, which | share, is that tleguired precision must
increase with the size of computation, and this ldidae a farewell to quantum
computing.

Classical physics gives us some enlightening elesmegarding attempts to
impose a prescribed evolution on quite simple cattiis systems. Consider some
number of hard balls in a box. A0 all the balls are on the left side and have
some initial velocities. We let the system run fmme time, and at=t, we
simultaneously reverse all the velocities. Cladsioachanics tells us that &t2t,
the balls will return to their initial positions ihe left side of the box. Will this
ever happen in reality, or even in computer sinnoiest?

The known answer is: Yeprovidedthe precision of the velocity inversion is
exponential in the number of collisions during tme 2,. If there is some slight
noise during the whole process, it should be expigty small too. Thus, if there
are only 10 collisions, our task is difficult btistill might be accomplished. But if
one needs 1000 collisions, it becomes impossilde pacause Newton Laws are
wrong, but rather because the final state is styongstable against very small
variations of the initial conditions and very smadirturbations.

This classical example is not directly relevantie quantum case (see Ref.
41 for the relation between classical and quantbans). However it might give a
hint to explain why, although some beautiful andywifficult experiments with
small numbers of qubits have been done (see Segtionrecent results with 3 to
8 qubits), the goal of implementing a concatenaaghtum error-correcting code
with 50 qubits (set by the ARDA Experts Panér the year 2012!) is still
nowhere in sight.

To summarize, | reiterate my main points:

1. The hopes for scalable quantum computing aveded entirely on the
“threshold theorem”: once the error per qubit pategis below a certain value,
indefinitely long computations are possible.

2. The mathematical proof of the threshold theotemavily relies on a
number of assumptions supposed to be fulfidgdctly as axioms.
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3. In the physical world nothing can be exactrmvbae deals with continuous
quantities. For example, it is not possible to hzem interaction between qubits,
it can only besmall

4. Since the basic assumptions cannot be fulfiledctly the question is:
What is the requiregdrecisionwith which each assumption should be fulfilled?

5. Until this crucial question is answered, thegpects of scalable quantum
computing will remain uncertain.

10. Mathematics and physical reality

Besides having an enormous intrinsic value, mathiemas indispensable for
understanding the physical world, as well as fdrpahctical human activities.
However, there are many ways of abusing mathematics

For example, you want to discuss the very complganomenon olove If
you are a poet or a sexologist or, better stifjoifi have some experience of your
own, you may have chances to say something reasond&ut if the only thing
you have up your sleeve is to write the Hamiltoro@the couple abl = H; + H,
+V, with V being a sum of products of operators belongintpéosubspaces 1 and
2, and thenunder certain assumptiongou prove some theorems, quite obviously
your rigorous results will be both wrong and irkglet. And the reason is that you
simply have no idea even abdty and still less aboutl, not to mentiorV. As a
consequence, whatever your assumptions are, teayranndless?

Another example, nearer to our subject, can bedon Jaroslav HaSek's
masterpiecé® The good soldier Svejk spends some time in a mathowhere
one of the professors among the patients trieomwince everybody that “Inside
the terrestrial globe there is another globe ouamgreater diameter”.

In fact, that mad professor’s claim is consisteitlh the well-known fact that,
in certain metric spaces, a ball of a bigger radiay be properly contained in one
of a smaller radius. Another (perfectly rigorousult, which he also anticipated
in a way is the famousBanach-Tarski paradox that was discovered 10 years
later®* see the very clear article in Wikipedra.

A version of the Banach-Tarski theorem states tiaen a small ball and a
huge ball in the usual 3D Euclidean space, either can be partitioned into
pieces and then reassembled into the other. Natettie number of pieces is
finite, and the reassembly process consists in moving #a®und, using only
translations and rotations (but no stretching). sTras Wikipedia puts it, "a pea
can be chopped up and reassembled into the Sun".

The interested reader must learn about metricespaonmeasurable seand
other mathematical technicalities in order to ustierd how it is possible that a
rigorously proved theorem contradicts our commarsegand whether we should
revise our common sense accordingly. (The shorivenss no, because our
common sense is based on the structure of thewimy physical world, while
the axioms behind the theorem are not.)
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Now, imagine some society on another planet, wiaerermy of scientific
journalists not familiar with the technicalitiestas the distinguished experts,
affirming (quite correctlyjn some sen3ethatit has been provedhat one can
build a full-scale skyscraper on the basis of @@ 1 model without using any
additional material, and more importantly, that 8@ne applies to a tank or a
submarine. Scientists in top-secret labs are dpird the technical procedures,
and many promising materials have been alreadyosexh such as endohedral
fullerenes, ionic Wigner crystals, and some others.

That's what is happening in some places of our gilanth respect to the
threshold theorem: “The theory of fault-toleranfaigtum computation establishes
that a noisy quantum computer can simulate an idpsntum computer
accurately. In particular, the quantum accuracgghold theorem asserts that an
arbitrarily long quantum computation can be exetdutdiably, provided that the
noise afflicting the computer’s hardware is weakan a certain critical value, the
accuracy threshold.*® In other words, the possibility of scalable quamtu
computing has been rigorously provéd we have seen, this is not true.

No theorem can be proved without a set of axiomwbich it relies. It is not
the mathematician’s concern whether his axioms riesdahe physical reality
correctly or not. However, this should be thain concern for those who want to
apply the theorem to the physical world. This goesties outside mathematics
and the only way to solve it is to consult experiand the “engineers”. They
will ask some hard questions, because “decoherieeee-subspaces” and
“approaching with arbitrary precision any unitargrisformation om qubits by an
appropriate number of gates from the universalisatbt in their vocabulary.

Dorit Aharonov, one of the authors of the thredhibleorem, wrote in 1998:
“In a sense, the question of noisy quantum comiautas theoretically closed. But
a question still ponders our minds: Are the assigmpton the noise correct?

And indeed, the question is closedthe sensehat, based on a number of
axioms, the theorem is proved. However, if by “pbisve meanall sort of
uncertainties and undesired disturbances inevitabturring in reality, then the
assumptions on the noise amet correct, becauseome unavoidable noise is
assumed to be absent, awmmegquantum states are assumed tekect

In thisother sensgthe question remains wide open. Until somebodygifies
the required precision with which various assumpstishould be approached, the
prospects of scalable quantum computing will bdrfam clear.

11. More powerful in doing what?

Suppose that, in spite of the above argumentsaatqon computer will be built
one day. Why should anyone need it?

Fifteen years ago, John Preskill wréteBut suppose | could buy a truly
powerful quantum computer off the shelf todawhat would | do with it? | don’t
know, but it appears that | will have plenty of éinbo think about it! My gut
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feeling is that if powerful quantum computers wavgilable, we would somehow
think of many clever ways to use them”.

At the same time, Andrew Steane put it somewhi#réntly": “The idea of
‘Quantum Computing’ has fired many imaginations pinbecause the words
themselves suggest something strange but powestil,the physicists have come
up with a second revolution in information procegsito herald the next
millenium? This is a false impression. ... If large quantomputers are ever
made, they will be used to address just those ap&rsks which benefit from
quantum information processing.”

So, after 15 years of thinking, what are thoseerlevays and those special
tasks? Apparently, just like fifteen years ago,r¢hare only two of therf
factoring very large numbers by Shor’s algorithnd aimulation of quantum
systems, which was the original idea of Feynthamo started the whole field 30
years ago. Let us discuss the utility of these patential applications.

Factoring. Some (but not all) of existing cryptographic systedepend on
the difficulty of factoring very large numbers (pkects of two or several very
large primes). This means that Shor’s algorithmiadtdmeak cryptography codes.
In turn, this implies the need for quantum crypsgy.

Thus we encounter the following logic: 1) We willild quantum computers,
then we will be able to know our enemies’ secratsl this is good. 2) However,
after some time our enemies will also manage tddbtheir own quantum
computer, therthey will be able to knowour secrets, this would be very bad. 3)
Anticipating this occurrence, we should develop tmethods of quantum
cryptography now, even before the first quantum poater is built.

So, it appears that the justification for impletieg large scale Shor's
algorithm is solely in opening the need for quantamgptography, because
otherwise the existing cryptography methods aréeggéfe. This logic would be
understandable, from a certain point of view, hadot been for the existence of
several cryptography systems, thdb notdepend on factoring, anchnnot be
broken by a quantum computer, at least no methbdsing this are knowrf

Thus there seems to be no practical sense inrparfg factoring with a
guantum computer. In my opinion, this does not dishi the importance of Shor’s
outstanding theoretical achieveméht.

Simulating quantum systemsn 1996 Lloyd® proved that Feynman's
conjecture’! that quantum computers can be programmed to sienalay local
guantum system, is correct. Some people believie iegause of this, quantum
computing will make a revolution in physics, chetmyisand biology.

The last statement seems too strong, since soufaerical calculations and
simulations, while useful, were never of primarypomntance for these fields.
However, obviously many theorists would like to @aa device that could
efficiently solve quantum problems of strongly nateting particles, when no
simplifying approximations can be justified. Sintte dimension of the Hilbert
space increases exponentially with the number diges N, making numerical
calculations foN=50 is usually impossible and one has to be contithtsmall
values ofN, up to 10 or 15, and extrapolate the results ¢olithit N=<. This is
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not always easy, so it would be really nice if ieres possible to do such
calculations, say, up thi=1000 (see the recent revidwor existing ideas and
algorithms for quantum simulation).

In summary, it appears that simulation of strongiyeracting quantum
systems is the only meaningful possible applicatibithe hypothetical quantum
computer. Certainly, this would be an interestimgl aiseful achievement, but
hardly revolutionary, unless we understand thisiter some very narrow sense.

12. Quantum computing as a sociological problem

| believe that, in spite of appearances, the quamomputing story is nearing its

end, not because somebody proves that it is implesdbut rather because 20
years is a typical lifetime of any big bubble iniesce, because too many
unfounded promises have been made, because pestpteegl and annoyed by

almost daily announcements of new “breakthroughdiecause all the tenure

positions in quantum computing are already occumed because the proponents
are growing older and less zealous, while the yeurgeneration seeks for

something new.

The brilliant works of Feynmatt, Deutscht® Shor®, and some others, will
certainly remain for a long time because new andaeious ideas are always
valuable, whether they lead to practical resultspat. However, this does not
apply to the major part of the huge QC literature.

In fact, quantum computing is not so much a sifientas a sociological
problem which has expanded out of all proportiore da the US system of
funding scientific research (which is now being iedpall over the world). While
having some positive sides, this system is unstagpgnst spontaneous formation
of bubbles and mafia-like structures. It pushes dlierage researcher to wild
exaggerations on the border of fraud and sometipeg®nd. Also, it is much
easier to understand the workings of the fundingtesy, than the workings of
Nature, and these two skills only rarely come thget

The QC story says a lot about human nature, tletific community, and
the society as a whole, so it deserves profoundhasgociological studies, which
should begin right now, while the main actors dileadive and can be questioned.

A somewhat similar story can be traced back to 188 century when
Nasreddin Hodj¥ made a proposal to teach his donkey to read atainell a 10-
year grant from the local Sultan. For his firstogphe put breadcrumbs between
the pages of a big book, and demonstrated the gankeing the pages with his
hoofs. This was a promising first step in the ridinéction.

Nasreddin was a wise but simple man, so when ableftiends how he
hopes to accomplish his goal, he answered: “My &dlws, before ten years are
up, either | will die or the Sultan will die. Orsel, the donkey will die.”

Had he the modern degree of sophistication, hédcsay, first, that there is
no theorem forbidding donkeys to read. And, siride tloes not contradict any
known fundamental principles, the failure to ackigkis goal would reveal new
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laws of Naturé® So, it is a win-win strategy: either the donkegries to read, or
new laws will be discovered.

Second, he could say that his research may, withesmodifications, be
generalized to other animals, like goats and shaepvell as to insects, like ants,
gnats, and flies, and this will have a tremendoatemtial for improving national
security: these beasts could easily cross the eflieas; read the secret plans, and
report them back to us.

The modern version of these ideas is this love-dongmilitary sponsors:
“The transistors in our classical computers areob®eg smaller and smaller,
approaching the atomic scale. The functioning tdirfs devices will be governed
by quantum laws. However, quantum behavior caneagfficiently simulated by
digital computers. Hence, the enormoys power ohtyuia computers will help us
to design the future quantum technology.”

This may look good to a project manager, or in eostience digest
magazine, but for anyone who understands somet#thngt simulation, quantum
laws, transistors, and atoms, this does not makeemse at all.

The saga of quantum computing is waiting for apdseciological analysis,
and some lessons for the future should be leawnt this fascinating adventure.

Acknowledgement.| thank Konstantin Dyakonov for very useful dissioss and
suggestions.
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