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Abstract

By taking advantage of the laws of physics it is possible Wolgionize the way

we communicate (transmit), process or even store infoomatit is now known

that quantum computers, or computers built from quantumhaugical elements,
provide new resources to solve certain problems and perfemain tasks more
efficiently than today’s conventional computers. Howewerthe road to a com-
plete understanding of the power of quantum computers therentermediate
steps that need to be addressed. The primary focus of thssstisethe under-
standing of the possibilities and limitations of the quamtphysical world in the

areas of quantum computation and quantum information gebcg.

First | investigate the simulation of quantum systems onantjum computer
(i.e., a quantum simulation) constructed of two-level quamelements or qubits.
For this purpose, | present algebraic mappings that allogvtorefficiently ob-
tain physical properties and compute correlation fundiofifermionic, anyonic,
and bosonic systems with such a computer. By studying theiahad resources
required for a quantum simulation, | show that the compyexijpreparing a quan-
tum state which contains the desired information is cruaighe time of evalu-
ating the advantages of having a quantum computer over g&ontaonal one. As
a small-scale demonstration of the validity of these resukshow the simulation
of a fermionic system using a liquid-state nuclear magmesonance (NMR) de-
vice.

Remarkably, the conclusions obtained in the area of quastomalations can
be extended to general quantum computations by means ofotienrof gen-
eralized entanglement. This is a generalization based @md#a that quantum
entanglement (i.e., the existence of non-classical arogls) is a concept that
depends on the accesible information, that is, relativehéodbserver. Then |
present a wide class of quantum computations that can beéeaffic simulated
on a conventional computer and where quantum computerotherclaimed to
be more powerful. The idea is that a quantum algorithm, peréal by applying



a restricted set of gates which do not create generalizenhgletd states relative
to small (polynomially-large) sets of observables, canngated using a similar

amount of resources with a conventional computer. Howevsimilar statement
cannot be obtained when generalized entangled statetVedia these sets) are
involved, because this purely quantum phenomena cannoasily eeproduced

by classical-information methods.

Finally, 1 show how these concepts developed from an infdomaheory
point of view can be used to study other important problennsany-body physics.
To begin with, | exploit the notion of Lie-algebraic purity identify and charac-
terize the quantum phase transitions present in the Lipashkov-Glick model
and the spin-1/2 anisotropic XY model in a transverse magfietd. The results
obtained show how generalized entanglement leads to usefalfor distinguish-
ing between ordered and disordered phases in quantum sydtéoneover, | dis-
cuss how the concept of general mean field hamiltonians algt@wmerges from
these considerations and show that these can be exactlyndired by using a
conventional computer.

In brief, in this thesis | apply several topics developedia tontext of quan-
tum information theory to study the complexity of obtainirejevant physical
properties of quantum systems with a quantum computer, @astutly different
physical processes in quantum many-body systems.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

...there is plenty of room to make computers smaller..ingtthat |
can see in the physical laws...

R. P . Feynman, Caltech (1959).

During the last few decades, the theory of Quantum Inforomarocessing
(QIP) has acquired great importance because it has beemghawinformation
based on quantum mechanics provides new resources thatygodbothe tradi-
tional ‘classical information’. It is now known that cemaguantum mechanical
systems, named quantum computers (QCs), can be used tp sas# certain
problems which are difficult to solve using today’s convenél or classical com-
puters CCs. Having a QC would allow one to communicate inesd&B884]
(quantum cryptography), perform a variety of search atbors [Gro97], factor
large numbers [Sho94], or simulate efficiently some physigatems[[OGKOI,
ISOGO2]. Additionally, it would allow us to break securitydas used, for ex-
ample, to secure internet communications, optimize a leagety of scheduling
problems, etc., which make of quantum information an exgitind relevant sub-
ject. Consequently, the science of quantum informationasiy focused on bet-
ter understanding the foundations of quantum mechanicifwadre different of
classical mechanics) and the physical realization of quamontrollable physical
devices. While the first allows clever and not so obvious vedyaking advantage
of the quantum world, the latter will let us achieve our masportant goal: the
building of a QC.

When one looks for the woridformationin the dictionary one finds many def-
initions: i) a message received and understood, ii) knogéeacquired through
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study or experience, iii) propagated signal through a gisteannel, iv) broad-
casted news, and more. Information is then the basis of aldmknowledge and
we usually base our behavior on it. It always requires a @aysepresentation
to be able to use it, propagate it, or store it, such as a tetegka computer disk,
etc. Depending on the physical representation, informati&n beclassicalor
quantum

We define aglassical informatiorthe one that is manipulated and stored by
today’s CCs. Irclassical information theorthe basic unit is théit. A bit’s state
can be in one of two states represented by the numbers 0 artuch gonstitute
the logical basis. A possible physical representation dffia Qiven by a system in
which the state is determined by the distribution of, forrapée, electrical charge.
The idea is then to process information through the manijpunaf the state of
a set of bits (i.e., bit sequence) by performing elementatggy These gates are
different processes that depend on the particular physedization of the CC.

Examples of one-bit gates are thet andreset gates, and of two-bit gates
is thenand gate. Their action over logical initial states are shown ig. E1.
They suffice for implementing arbitrary state transformasi. That is, any classi-
cal algorithm can be implemented through a circuit that sie®f applying these
elementary gates to a bit sequence. In fact, this metho@mgstoday’s comput-
ers, where thgrogramsets up a particular order for performing the elementary
gates and thehipsimplement them physically. Finally, one reads the finalestat
where the required information is supposed to be encodgd {ke solution to a
problem).

The idea of quantum information processing is similar td tifaclassical in-
formation but under the laws of the quantum world. One defipnestum infor-
mationas the one which is stored and manipulated by physical dewbeying
the laws of quantum physics; that is, satisfying the Scimg@el evolution equation

L d
in ) = HIY), (1)

where H is the Hamiltonian describing the interactions that one imaates to
perform the desired evolution, afhd) is some pure state (i.e., wave function) of
the system. Such devices constitgtentum computers

In the conventional model @fuantum information theor§QIT) the basic unit
is the quantum bit ogubit. A qubit’s pure state can be in any superposition of the
logical states and is expressed@(® + b|1), where the complex numbedsandb
are the probability amplitudes of being in the statesand|1), respectively. They
are normalized to the unityu|* + |b|> = 1. A possible physical representation
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Figure 1.1: Logical action of the single bit gatest andreset, and the two-bit
gatenand. Here is and fs denote the initial and final bit states, rebyy.

of a qubit is given by any two-level quantum system (Eig]l E@¢h as a spin-
1/2, where the state represented®y(|1)) corresponds to the state with the spin
pointing up (down), or a single atom. Bohm’s rule_ [Boh51]deane that such
state corresponds to having probabilitie and|b|? of being in the state with the
spin pointing up and down, respectively.

Due to the superposition principle of quantum physics, & gtate of a set of
N qubits (register) is expressed@$0 - - - 00)+a1[0 - - -01)+- - -4aon 4|1 ---11).
Again, the complex coefficients are the corresponding probability amplitudes,
and)_. |a;]* = 1. The idea is then to perform computation by executing a quan-
tum algorithm that consists of performing a set of elemgntates in a given
order (i.e., a quantum circuit). The action of thegeantum gatess rigorously
discussed in Chajil 2 and requires some previous knowledljeerr algebra.
As in classical information, these gates involve singleigaihd two-qubit opera-
tions. In order to preserve the features of quantum phyiese operations must
be reversible (i.e., unitary operations), and are usuatygomed by making the
register interact with external oscillating electromaigmgelds.

The great advantages of having a QC are two-fold: First, imgriat the
guantum level allows one to make these computers extremedyl and, if scal-
ablée [Div95], it would allow one to process a large number of gslait the same

1A computer is said to be scalable if the number of resourcedetscale almost linearly with
the problem size.
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Figure 1.2: Different physical representations of the Emgubit state|y) =
a|0) + b|1). The red dot on the surface of the sphere (left) represermts au
linear combination of states. Hefg) and|e) denote the ground and an excited
state of a certain atom.

time. Second, a computer ruled by the laws of quantum phgs$iosld contain
certain features that go beyond those of classical infaonasince the latter can
be considered a limit of the first oheFor example, one immediately observes that
the superposition principle gives one more freedom whenipodating quantum
information, in the sense that many different logical Sat&n be carried simulta-
neously (parallelism).

To analyze the computational complexity to solve a certanblgm one needs
to determine the total amount of physical resources redustech as bits or qubits,
the number of operations performed or number of elementaigsg the number
of times that the algorithm is executed, etc. While nobodgvks yet the power
of quantum computation, certain algorithnis [SA094, Grra@rjgest that QCs
are more powerful than their classical analogues. All trdgerithms share the
feature that they not only make use of the superpositiorcymi@ (which is not
sufficient to claim that a QC is more efficient), but also of tloa-classical corre-
lations between different quantum elements in the QC. ifietence phenomena
also plays an important role in the efficiency of quantum atgms.) Such cor-
relations are inherent to quantum systems [Sch35, EPR3bPamot exist in
classical systems. They are usually referredj@sntum entangleme(®E), an
emerging field of QIT.

2Any classical algorithm can be simulated efficiently with @ {NCO0]



In order to access the quantum information, one needs tonpedmeasure-
ment This is defined as the extraction of some classical infaongrom the
quantum register. Due to the features of quantum physitey, afmeasurement
process the state of the registecadlapsednto the logical state corresponding to
the outcome, with statistics given by Bohm's rule (Figl 1.Bhis process could
destroythe efficiency of the computation. For example, if after tkecaition of
the quantum algorithm the state of two qubita&0) + a,|01) + a2 |10) +a3|11),

a measurement process in the logical basis has the effectiapsing the state to
|00) with probability |a|?, to |01) with probability |a; |?, to |10) with probability
la»|?, and to|11) with probability |a3|?. Therefore, a single measurement does not
give the whole information about the state of the registerasually one needs to
run the quantum algorithm repeatedly many times to obtaireraocurate statis-
tics to recover the state of the register. This is a main iiffee with the case of
classical information, where such measurement or colmreidinot necessary.

7

Extraction of <
=

classical information '

R\
4 ¥

Unitary

operators

Figure 1.3: Circuit representation of a quantum algorittdnpure statef) is
evolved by applying elementary gates. The evolution obeysdlinger’'s equa-
tion (Eq11). After the evolution, a measurement collagke evolved state with
statistics given by Bohm's rule.

The simplest case of an entangled state is the pure two-sgaibét (Fig[T}4)

1
w>=7§

or similar states obtained by flipping or by changing the phafsa single qubit.

[|10) + [01)], (1.2)
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Equatior_LLP states that if one qubit is measured and pegjentthe logical ba-

sis, the other qubit is automatically projected in the samgid) Moreover, if

the outcome of a measurement performed in one qubit is OH@&)putcome of a

post-measurement performed on the other qubit will be 1 R@markably, sim-

ilar results are obtained for such state if the measurenaetperformed in a
basis other than the logical one. These correlations betwatkomes cannot be
explained by a classical theory.

Figure 1.4: Maximally entangled two-qubit state. The quamtorrelations can-
not be represented by any classical state.

During the last few years, several authors [EHK04] GK, SQRGEZ [Vid03]
have started to study the relation between different defimstand measures of QE
and quantum complexity. Naturally, they mostly agreed tia¢never the QE of
the evolved state in a quantum computation is small enowgdh, algorithms can
be simulated with the same efficiency on a CC. However, thie ¢da unique
computable measure of entanglement that could be appliadytgquantum state
and quantum system is the main reason why the power of QCHl isattfully
understood.

One of the purposes of my thesis is to show the computatiamalptexity
(i.e.., the number of resources and operations needed)uwe sertain problems
with QCs and to compare it with the corresponding classicadexity. In par-
ticular, 1 will first focus on the study of the simulation of ydical systems by
quantum networks or quantum simulations (QSs) [OGKOI, SBGOKO3]. As
noticed by R. P. Feynmah [Fe)|82] and Y. Manin, the obviouiadity with de-
terministically solving a quantum many-body problem (ecgmputing some cor-



relation functions) on a CC is the exponentially large bastmneeded for its sim-
ulation. Known exact diagonalization approaches like thedzos method suffer
from this exponential catastrophe. For this reason, it {geeted that using a
computer constructed of distinct quantum mechanical efésn@g.e., a QC) that
‘imitates” the physical system to be simulated (i.e., simulates theratctions)
would overcome this difficulty.

The results obtained by studying the complexity of QSs caexbended to un-
derstand the complexity of solving other problems. For gxandifferent quan-
tum search algorithm$ [GroB7] admit a Hamiltonian représt@an and can be
equivalently considered as a particular QS. But most ingmhy, | will show how
these simulations lead to the definition of a general measuggiantum (pure
state) entanglement, so callgdneralized entangleme(®E), which can be ap-
plied to any quantum state regardless of its nature. Rerbltkhis measure is
crucial when analyzing the efficiency-related advantagéseing a QC.

This report arises from the studies and novel results obteiogether with my
colleagues atos Alamos National Laboratorfi SA) andinstituto Balseiro(Ar-
gentina) during my PhD studies. For a better understandiegmain results are
presented in chronological order. In ChEp. 2, | analyze thblpm of simulating
different finite physical systems on a QC using determioigtiantum algorithms.
The corresponding computational complexity is also stidfes a proof of prin-
ciples, | present the experimental simulation of a paréictérmionic many-body
system on a liquid-state nuclear-magnetic-resonance (NMR

In Chap B, | introduce the concept of quantum generalizédngfement, a
notion that goes beyond the traditional quantum entangie¢owcept and makes
no reference to a particular subsystem decomposition. wshat important re-
sults are obtained whenever a Lie algebraic setting exisitsnd the problem
under consideration. In particular, | apply this novel agwh to the study of
quantum correlations in different quantum systems, rdgssdof their nature or
particle statistics, including different spin and fermimoaystems.

In Chap[# | compare the effort of simulating certain quanaystems with a
QC or a CC. In patrticular, I show that the concept of genesdligntanglement is
crucial to the efficiency of a quantum algorithm and can bel@sea resource in
guantum computation. Moreover, generalized entangleaiknwts one to make a
connection between QIT and many-body physics by studyifigrdint problems

3In general, the QC used to perform a QS is built of quantum efgsthat are different in
nature of those that compose the system to be simulated. \owthis is not a drawback in a
simulation because usually one can perform a one-to-oreias®n between the quantum states
of the QC and the quantum states of the physical system torhdated.
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in quantum mechanics, such as the characterization of gogphase transitions
in matter or the study of integrable quantum systems. Thesdts are presented
in Chap[5.

Finally, in Chap[Bb, | present the conclusions, open questiand future di-
rections related to this subject.



Chapter 2

Simulations of Physics with
Quantum Computers

Since Richard P. Feynman conjectured that an arbitraryetscuantum system
may besimulatedoy another ong [Fey82], the simulation of quantum phenomena
became a fundamental problem that a quantum computer (@C)aisystem of
universally controlled distinct quantum elements, mayeptally solve in a more
efficient way than a classical computer (CC). The main probAgth the simula-
tion of a quantum system on a CC is that the dimension of thecegsd Hilbert
space grows exponentially with the volume of the system tgibmilated. For
example, the classical simulation of a system composed qgtibits requires, in
general, an amount of computational operations (additmasproducts of com-
plex numbers) that is proportional 0 = 2V, whereD is the dimension of the
Hilbert space given by the number of different logical stdigis - - -iy), with

i; = {0,1}. Nevertheless, a QC allows one to imitate the evolution efdtrre-
sponding quantum system by cleverly controlling and mdaing its elements.
This process is calledguantum simulatiofQS). It is expected then that the num-
ber of resources required for the QS increases linearlyt(oost, polynomially)
with the volume of the system to be simulated [AL97]. If trégthe case, we say
that the QS can be performed efficiently.

To be able to perform a QS, it is necessary to make a conndmtioveen the
operator algebra associated to the system and the opelgebrawhich defines
the modelof quantum computatioh [OGKD1]. The existence of one-te-orap-
pings between different algebras of operators and onewortappings between
different Hilbert spaces [BOOL,_ SOKO3], is a necessary irequent to simulate
a physical system using a QC built on the basis of anotheesy§fig[2.1). For
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example, one can simulate a fermionic system on a liquigk-staclear magnetic
resonance (NMR) QC by making use of the Jordan-Wigner toamsftion [JW2B]
that maps fermionic operators onto the Pauli (spin-1/2)atpes. Although these
mappings can usually be performed efficiently, this is ndficgant to establish
that any system can be simulated efficiently on a QC. It is tlem@ssary to prove
that all steps involved in the QS, including the initialipat, evolution, and mea-
surement, can be performed efficienfly [SOG02].

<=( Liquid NMR\\\ Helium 4 ?

— =
IS g
Physical
S Systems
‘F\\ A\
A

Figure 2.1: Relationship between different models of cotaton (with their as-
sociated operator algebras) and different physical syst&uestion marks refer
to the present lack of a quantum computer device using thiesmonding elemen-
tary physical components indicated in the box. Diamondsstarrows represent
the natural connection between physical system and opeaatguage, while ar-
rows on the circle indicate the existence of isomorphismsalfjebras, therefore,
the corresponding simulation of one physical system byrarot

This chapter will explore the theoretical and experimergsiies associated
with the simulations of physical phenomena on QCs. In B&&;.|I5tart by de-
scribing different models of quantum computation. In pautar, | rigorously in-
troduce theconventional moddby means of the Pauli operators, where a natural
set of elementary gates (i.e., set of universal operatigr#)tained. This model,
roughly described in Chafal 1, is the one generally needetthéopractical imple-
mentation of a QS. In SeC. 2.2, | present a class of quantuaritdgis (QAS) in
the language of the conventional model, for the computatfaelevant physical
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properties of quantum systems, such as correlation fumgtienergy spectra, etc.
In Sec[ZB, | explain how the QS of quantum physical systdmyiag fermionic,
anyonic, and bosonic patrticle statistics, can be perforared QC described by
the conventional model, presenting some mappings betweedifferent opera-
tor algebras. As an application, in SEC]2.4 | show the QS by a classical
computer) of a particular fermionic system: The two-dimenal fermionic Hub-
bard model. Itis expected that such simulation gives agimsnto the limitations
of quantum computation, showing that certain issues rengabe solved to as-
sure that a QC is more powerful than a CC (9ed 2.5). In Sek.l 2&scribe
the experimental implementation on an NMR QC of the QS of laerdfiermionic
system: The Fano-Anderson model. For this purpose, an akanyantroduction
to the physical processes on an NMR setting is describeddrZS8. Finally, |
summarize in Se€.2.8.

2.1 Models of Quantum Computation

When performing a quantum computation, the quantum eleswemth constitute
the QC can be universally controlled and manipulated by ratithg and chang-
ing their interactions. This quantum control model assuthes the existence of

a control HamiltoniarH p, which describes these interactions. The control possi-
bilities are used to implement specific quantum gates, &igwne, for example,

to represent the time evolution of the physical system tarnelated [OGKOL].

In order to define a model of quantum computation it is necgdsagive a
physical setting together with its initial state, an algebf operators associated to
the system, a set of controllable Hamiltonians necessatgfine a set of elemen-
tary gates, and a set of measurable operators (i.e., olmesyaln this way, many
different models of quantum computation can be describet{ds historic rea-
sons and practical purposes | will focus mostly ondbaventional mod¢NCO0].

2.1.1 The Conventional Model of Quantum Computation

As mentioned in Chajl 1, in the conventional model of quardamputation, the
fundamental unit of information is the quantum bitqubit. A qubit’s pure state

|a) = a|0) + b|1) (with a,b € C and|al? + |b]* = 1), is a linear superposition
of the logical stateg0) and|1), and can be represented by the state of a two-
level quantum system such as a spin-1/2. Assigned to eachagalihe identity
operatorl (i.e., the no-action operator) and the Pauli operaiQrsr,, ando. In
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the logical single-qubit basi8 = {|0), [1)}, these are

10 0 1 0 —i 1 0
]1:<0 1)"”:(1 0)’%:(7; o)’“zz<o —1)' (2.1)

Because of its action over the logical states, the operatas usually referred as

theflip operator:
10) = (1),
Oy { 1) = [0) . (2.2)

For practical purposes in this thesis, it is also useful finéethe raising (+) and
lowering (-) Pauli operators. = %(aw + i0,), and the eigenstates of the flip
operatori+) = —[|0) +[1)] and|—) = —5[|0) — [1)], satisfying

oy |£) = £|4). (2.3)

The Pauli operators form thei(2) Lie algebra and satisfy the commutation
relations (i, v, A = {z,y, z})

[0, 00] = 12€,00), (2.4)

where[A, B] = AB—BA ande,,, is the total anti-symmetric Levi-Civita symbol.
They constitute a complete set of local observables, that limsis for th& x 2
dimensional Hermitian matrices with, = (o,,)". The symbol denotes the
corresponding complex conjugate transpose.

Any qubit’s pure state can be represented as a point on tliacsuof the
unit sphere (Bloch-sphere representation) by paramedritie state as) =
al0) +b|1) = cos(0/2)]0) + € sin(6/2)|1) (Fig.[Z2). In order to process a single
gubit, a complete set of single-qubit gates has to be givees@ operations con-
stitute then, any rotation in the Bloch-sphere represemtatvhich are given by
the operatorsk, () = e~"?/29% = cos(9/2)1 — isin(d/2)a,; that is, a rotation
by an angle} along theu axis. These rotations are unitary (reversible) operations
satisfying R, (9)[R,.(9)]" = 1 (i.e., no-action), wher,(J)" = R,(—1). This
reversibility property allows one to perform these gateghwio thermodynami-
cal cost. In Fig[Zl13, | present these elementary singlaetgattes in their circuit
representation.

Similarly, a pure state of & -qubit register (quantum register) is represented
as theket|y) = Zfio‘l a,|n), where|n) is a product of states of each qubit in the
logical (or other) basis, e.g., its binary representatjop € |0,05---0y), |1) =
|0102 SR 0N—11N>7 |2> = |0102 s 1N—10N>a etC.), an@zial |an|2 =1 (an € C)

n
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Figure 2.2: Bloch-Sphere representation of a one qubi gatametrized gs) =
cos(0/2)]0) + e*¢sin(6/2)|1). The curved arrows denote rotatioRg along the
corresponding axis. The (arrow) color conventior{is:— blue;|1) — red; other
linear combinations» magenta.

Assigned to thgith qubit of the quantum register are, together with the ident
operatorl’, the local Pauli operato&sL (with 4 = x, y, or 2); that is

n factors

Ui:ﬂ®ﬂ®---® o ®- @1,
—~—
jth factor

where® represents a Kronecker tensorial product. Their matriraggntation in
the basis ordered &= {|0;---On_10n), (01 On_11n), -, |11 - Iy_11n)}
is just the matrix tensor product of the corresponding 2 matrices defined by
Eq.2. For two different qubits, these operators commute:
(07,05 =0Vj # k. (2.5)

In order to describe a generic operation on the quantumteggiisis also nec-
essary to consider products of the Pauli operab(g'r.s Remarkably, every uni-
tary (reversible) operation acting on the quantum registgr be decomposed
in terms of single qubit rotationB{L(ﬁ) — 739 and two-qubit gates, such
as the Ising gateR,,,«(w) = e '37%F = cos(w/2)1 — isin(w/2)cdc*, with
w € R ([BBC95,[DIV9E]). The operations?,;.-(w) are also unitary, satisfy-
ing R.i.x(w)[R.i.x(w)]T = 1, with [R,;.«(w)]" = R.;.«(—w). Together with the
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k

Figure 2.3: Circuit representation of the elementary gatethe conventional
model. The top picture indicates a single-qubit rotatiorilevthe bottom one
indicates the two-qubit Ising gate. Any quantum algoritran be represented by
a circuit composed of these elementary gates.

single-qubit rotations they definauaiversal set of quantum gateBheir quantum
circuit representation is shown in HigR.3.

Every (logical) state of the quantum register has assatiatmathematical
object denoted dsra in the following way

In) <> (n|, (2.6)

and can be linearly extended for a general stajeby conjugation as
D anln) > anin, (2.7)

wherea; denotes the complex conjugatespf The product between a logical bra
and a logical ket defines the inner-product in the associdtlxrt space given
by

(m|n) = (m|n) = dpn, (2.8)

with 6,,,,, being the Kronecker delta. In this vectorial space, two mec{states)
|1)) and|¢) are orthogonal if theioverlap that is, their inner product)|¢) given

by EqLZ38, vanishes. Moreover, the bra-ket notation allomesto represent every
(Pauli) operator. For example, the single qubit flip oparatois represented as
o = |0)(1] + |1)(0]. This notation is very useful when computing, for example,
expectation values.
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A measuremeris defined as the action that gives some classical informatio
about the state of the quantum register. In quantum mechamimeasurement
is considered to be a probabilistic process ttwtapseghe actual quantum state
of the system[[Per98]. For example, a measurement of theipatian in the
logical basis of every qubit (i.e., the measurement of theeokabless?) when
the state of the register j8) = > a,|n), projects it onto a certain logical state
|m) with probability|a,,|* (Bohm'’s rule). This is a von Neumann measurement.
In particular, in a generalon Neumanmeasurement of an observabié (=
M), the probabilityp,, that the outcome is obtained, wherer is one possible
eigenvalue of\/, is given by [NCOD]

P = (G| MM, |¢), (2.9)

where ]V, is the projector onto the subspace of states with quantunbatim.
Moreover, ifm is the actual outcome, the state after the measurementas giv

vy = " |))). (2.10)
(| M M, |

For example, when measuring the operatprfor a single qubit staté0), the
two possible outcomes are = +1 (i.e., the eigenvalues af,). Since|0) =
%[Iﬂ + |—)], the corresponding probabilities are

p1=p_1=1/2, (2.11)

and if the outcome is-1 (—1), the state is projected onte-) (|—)). Therefore,
to obtain accurate information about the actual state ofjtle@tum system, one
needs to prepare many copies of the state and perform mé&eyedif measure-
ments.

The expectation value of a measurement outcome is the etecof the
outcomes of many measurement repetitions. It can also hessqd in the bra-
ket notation. If the state of the quantum syster/is the expectation value aff
is given by

(M) = (| M). (2.12)

In the conventional model, any observable can be written as a combination
(sums and/or products) of the identity and Pauli operatditserefore, if|y) is
known, the expectatio(M ) can be algebraically computed by obtaining first the
statth/;), and by projecting it onto the bra| using the inner-product relations
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of Eq.LZ8. For example, if a two-qubit state is giveniby = —[/0,02) +[1115)],
then

(Ylot|v) = = ((0102] + (1112]) (|0102) — [111)) = 0, (2.13)

1
2
and

(€0102] + (1112]) (|1112) 4 ]0102)) = 1. (2.14)

DO —

(]ogozliy) =

Equation§ 213 arld 2114 have been obtained by noticingrtiatl,) = —|1;15),
0;05‘0102> = ‘1112>, andO';/,O'g‘1112> = |0102>, together with ECMS

Nevertheless, certain quantum computations and QSs aee ljorvolving
mixed states instead of pure states. A quantum register inkapilistic mixture
of pure states can be described in the bra-ket notation byhsitglenatrixp =
> Psps, With p, = |1),) (1] representing the quantum register being in the pure
state|,), with probabilityp, (>, ps = 1;ps > 0). Equivalently, every density
operatorp can also be written as a combination (sums and/or produttsgjeo
Pauli operators’, (o« = x,y, z) and the identity operatat. These mixed states
are useful when performing quantum computation with devgtech as the NMR
QC, where the state of the quantum register is approximatédebaverage state
of an ensemble of molecules at room temperature; that isx@aneely mixed
state. The expectation value of a measurement outcome ovexeal state is
given by

(M) = Tr(pM), (2.15)

where M is the measured observablethe density operator of the mixed state,
andTr denotes the trace.

In brief, the conventional model allows one to describe ygtep in a QS by
means of Pauli operators. The idea is to represent any quaadggorithm (QA)
as a circuit composed of elementary single and two-qubésyabgether with the
measurement process. The complexity of a QA is then detedrbg the amount
of resources required, given by the number of qubits negtiechumber of uni-
versal single and two-qubit operations (Figl2.3), and timalper of measurements
needed to obtain an accurate result (e.g., the number o$ tiha¢ the algorithm
needs to be performed). For this purpose, a procedure torgexse an arbitrary
operation in terms of elementary gates has to be explaimeithelfollowing sub-
section, | present some useful techniques and examples.
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2.1.2 Hamiltonian Evolutions

When simulating a physical system on a QC it is necessargneml, to perform
a Hamiltonian (unitary) evolution to the quantum regist&@GK01,[SOG0O?], of
the form

: 1
U(t)=e ' =1—iHt+ 5(—z’Ht)2 + (2.16)

whereH = H' is a physical Hamiltonian andis a real parameter (e.g., time). A
commonH is given by

j—1 j—1
H=H,+H,=ao, <Ha;> 0i+50; <Ha;> UZ, (2.17)
=2 i=2

wherea andg are real numbers. From Eqs12.4 2.5 one obfalpsH,| = 0,
and thereforel/ (t) = e~ i=tetHyt,

To decomposé/(t) into single and two-qubit operations, the following steps
can be taken. First, the unitary operator

. 1
U, = ei% = Ne [1+io)] (2.18)

takeso! — 0!, i.e.,UlclU; = o}, soU/ei®7: 1], = ¢'®=. Second, the operator

takessl — olo?, soUje': U, = ¢@%u7%. Then,

takeso 02 — —oj0l02. By successively similar steps the required string of
1

operators can be easily builttlo? - -- 077107 and alsoexpliaclo?- - -0l o))
(up to a global irrelevant phase):

Ul USUT e 00U, - Uy = exp [iaoto? - 077 o] (2.19)

where the integek scales linearly withj. The evolutione=#+* can be decom-
posed similarly s@/(t) is decomposed as the product of both decompositions.
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2.1.3 Controlled Operations

Alternatively, one can use the well known Controlled-NatCINOT, gate instead
of the two-qubit Ising gate. Its action on a pair of qubits (U &) is

|0102> — |0102> s |0112> — |0112> ,

CNOT

{ |1102> — |1112> s ‘1112) — ‘1102) .
Here, qubit 1 is the control qubit (the controlled operatiorits statel,) is repre-
sented by a solid circle in Fig.2.4). If the state of qubit 10is nothing happens
(identity operation) but if its state id,), the state of qubit 2 is flipped. The de-
composition of the CNOT unitary operation into single and-mubit operations
is

2 1,2
z%x

CNOT: eli e 5% ¢ 5% 157272 (2.20)

3

which was obtained by noticing that="27: = o2, i.e., the spin-flip operator
acting on qubit 2 (EQ21):

|$102) = |s112)
ai { [112) — |5102) . (2.21)

By using the techniques described in §ec. 2.1.2, the CNOTatipa in terms of
single and two-qubit Ising gates is
CNOT: ¢l 5% ¢ 57 ~i39y (2.22)

The circuit representation of this decomposition is showirig.[Z4. Five ele-
mentary single and two-qubit Ising gates are required ttopmarthe CNOT gate.

These results can be extended to other controlled unitaeyatipns like the
CU operation defined as

CU: [0),(0] ® 1, + |1),(1] ® Us. (2.23)

The unitary operation above performs the transformatiprfalso unitary) over
a set of qubits; if the state of the control qubit is |1), and does not act other-

wise. For the transformatiobi, = U(t) = ¢~ with Q = Qf, the operational
representation of the CU gate is

U(t/2)U(t)2)7%, (2.24)
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Figure 2.4: CNOT gate decomposition and its matrix repriedem. The control
qubit is 1. Note that the last circuit realizes the CNOT nxatperation up to a
global phase 7.

(a)

%

VA
|11
-
=
N—

) Ut/2U(t/2)""

(b)

:

VA
|11

Ut) = U/2)U(t/2)"

Figure 2.5: (a) CU operation with the state of the controliabeing in|1), and
(b) CU’ operation controlled with the stal@) ..
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whereU(t/2)~°% = ¢9®°% [Fig. ZB(a)]. Equivalently, one can define another
controlled operation, CU’, on the state, [Fig. ZB(b)]: U(¢/2)U(t/2)°=.

Controlled operations are widely used in quantum algorgthim general, their
decomposition into single and two-qubit gates require gelarumber of these
elementary operations, so they should be avoided whenlpessi

2.2 Deterministic Quantum Algorithms

Ina QS, a QC performs certain tasks which are expected tsgive information
about the physical system being simulated. These tasksoamenanicated by
means of gprogram or quantum algorithm(QA), which can be schematically
represented as a quantum circuit. In this section, | presgodrticular type of
QA that can be used to obtain relevant properties of a quaphysical systems,
using the conventional model (S&€c.]2.1). Neverthelesssdhee techniques can
be used to simulate physical systems with other partictessts (e.g., fermionic
or bosonic systems), if they can be described by Pauli opesratter an algebraic
mapping.

A deterministic QA is based on three different steps: i) theppration of a
pure initial state, ii) its evolution, and iii) the measuremh of certain property of
the evolved state, in which the result of the algorithm isoetecl. To preserve the
features of the quantum world, the evolution step is peréatimrough a unitary
operation and the measurement step is described by a celiservable (i.e.,
Hermitian operator). Here, | present only the class of QAst #illows one to
determine, in a register ¥ qubits, physical correlation functions of the form

G = (¢|Wy|8), (2.25)

wherelV, is a unitary (reversible) operator associated to the systelbe simu-
lated; that is)V, W] = 1 (s refers to the system).

Indirect measurement techniques can be used to obtain saahation func-
tions on a QC. In addition to the qubits usedrépresenthe physical system
to be simulated (i.e., the qubits-system) extra qubit$edaincillas are required.
These ancillas constitute the probes that contain infaomatbout the qubits-
system. In the following section | describe different measwent techniques.
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2.2.1 One-Ancilla Qubit Measurement Processes

In this case a single ancilla qubit allows one to obtain theetation functions of
Eq.[ZZ5, withiV, = UV, andU, V unitary operators acting on[OGKO1]. For
this purpose, the ancilla quiits first initialized in the statet), = —5(|0)a+[1),)
by applying, for example, the unitary Hadamard gate to theest),!. Second,
one makes it interact with the qubits-system, initially &rtain pure statép),
through two controlled unitary operations and U, associated to th&” and U
operations, respectively. The first operatinevolves the system by if the
ancillais in the statél): V = |0),(0| ® 1, 4 |1),(1| ® V. The second operatidy
evolves the system b if the ancilla state i$0): U = |0),(0| @ U + [1),(1| ® 1.
Notice thatl” andU are reversible and commute with each other.
After such evolution, the final state of the quantum registey), is

L
V2

Interestingly, the expectation value of the Pauli operatdr = o3 +io; associated
with the ancilla qubit, in this state, gives the desired elation function:

W) = VU[+)al¢) = —=[10)a @ U|$) + [1)a @ V|9)] . (2.26)

G = (Yylos +iog|vy), (2.27)

where | have used the orthogonality property (EeC.P.Tha}s,(0[1), = (1]0), =
0, (0]0), = (1|1), = 1, and the action of the operator} over the state of the an-
cilla qubit given by EqZ]1. The corresponding circuit foistquantum algorithm
is shown in FigCZJ6. Due to the probabilistic nature of quamimeasurements,
the desired expectation value is obtained with varia@¢e) for each instance.
That is, in order to get an accurate value {@v3 ), repetition must be used to
reduce the variance below what is required (§ec.1.1).

Nevertheless, sometimes it is necessary to compute thetxtioa value of
an operatofV’ of the form

M
W=> aUV;, (2.28)

i=1

In principle, this expectation value can be computed by gmieg M different
circuits as the one represented in Higl 2.6, such that eaghrithim computes

whereU; andV; are unitary operators,; > 0 € R (with no loss of generality).

1The Hadamard gate in terms of single qubit rotationg i$% v ¢ —#3 7=
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Figure 2.6: Quantum algorithm for the evaluation of the elation G =

(@UTV]6).

(U1V;). However, in most practical cases, the preparation of thialistate|¢)

is a very difficult task. This difficulty can then be reducedusyng a particular
QA that requires only one circuit, but with ancilla qubits, wheré, = J + 1 and
J > log, M. Such QA has been described in REf. [SOIG02]. The idea is emdxt
the results described above using controlled operatiotts nespect to different
ancilla qubits.

2.2.2 Quantum Algorithms and Quantum Simulations

Based on the indirect-measurement methods described iB3€L, | now present
certain QAs for QSs. These are useful for obtaining relepamperties of quan-
tum systems, like the evaluation of the correlation furrctio

G(t) = (9| TTAITB)|¢). (2.29)

Here, A; and B; are unitary operators (any operator can be decomposed i a un
tary operator basis a4 = Y «a;A4;, B = . 3;B;), T = e I is the time evo-

lution operator of a time-independent HémiltoniHnassociated to the physical
system to be simulated, afng) is a particular state of the physical system. Notice
that EQ[Z.2DP is a particular case of EQ.2.25. In partictierevaluation of spatial
correlation functions can be obtained by replacing thewgiah operatofl” by the
space translation operator.

The quantum circuit for the evaluation 6f(¢) is shown in FigL[Zl7. It is
equivalent to the one shown in FIg-R.6 by choosifig= 7" 4; andV = T'B;.
This particular selection allows one to reduce the compjexd the problem in
the sense that the operatidmeed not to be controlled by the state of the ancilla
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Figure 2.7: Quantum algorithm for the computation of spaina time-correlation
functions. In this case(20}) = (¢|TTAITB;|¢). Notice the simplification
achieved by reducing the controlled-T operations. The saoreention of
Fig.[Z8 has been used.

qubit ((SOGOP]). As mentioned in Séc. Z]1.3, controlledrafiens require a large
number of elementary gates, so they must be avoided wheibfess

In brief, the computation of7(¢) is performed as follows: First, the ancilla
qubita is prepared in the state-),, and the system is prepared in the state
Second, a controlled evolution on the stitg, given by C-B= |0),(0| ® 1, +
|1)a(1| ® Bj, is performed. Third, the time evolutidh is performed. Fourth, a
controlled evolution on the stat@),, given by C-A= [0),(0| ® A; + 1), (1] ® 1,
is performed. Finally the observables?) = (o2 +io;) = G(t) is measured.

Sometimes one is interested in obtaining the spectrumrfesdges) of a given
observabl&) ( Hermitian operator), associated with some physical pityjué the
system to be simulated. Techniques for getting spectratnmition can be used
on the quantum Fourier transform [Kii95, CEM98] and can baied to physical
problems[[AL99]. Nevertheless, the idea here is to use thtbads developed in
Sec[Z211.

For some Hermitian operat«i}, such as the HamiltoniaH of the system to
be simulated, a common type of problem is the computationisoéigenvalues
or, at least, the lowest eigenvalue (related, for examplthe ground state of the
system). For this purpose, the qubits-system needs to ti@lized in a certain
state|¢), that has a non-zero overlap with the eigenstates corregppro the
eigenvalues that need to be computed. Such a state can dwagsomposed as
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: (20%)
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Figure 2.8: Quantum algorithm for the computation of thecsjen of an observ-
able(. In this case{202) = (¢|e~|¢).

a linear combination of eigenstates@f

16) = Yo [thn), (2.30)

where~,, are complex coefficient$y,,) are the eigenstates of, and)\,, the cor-
responding eigenvalues. If interested in computlyg it is then required that
|| # 0 in Eq.LZ3D.

For this purpose, the correlation function

S(t) = (@[Ut)|9), (2.31)

with U(t) = e~'?!, needs to be computed for different values of the real parame
ter¢ (usually related with time). For a particulgrthe measurement ¢f(¢) can
be performed using the one-ancilla method (Eec2.2.1)lsvia First, the ini-
tial state|+), ® |¢) is prepared. Second, the unitary evolutiom[iQot/2] is
performed. Finally, the expectatid@o? ) = S(t) is measured. The circuit rep-
resentation of this QA is shown in Fig—2.8. It is equivalemthie one shown in
Fig.[ZB by replacing/t = VV = ¢=7%%/2,

For a particular value of, the functionS(t) is

St) = |yl* e (2.32)

n

Then, the eigenvalues, can be obtained by performing a classical Fourier trans-
form to Eq[Z3P (i.e.5(A\) = [ S(t)e™dt)

SN = 2m|l?5 (A = A) - (2.33)
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However,S(t) is only obtained for a discrete set of values ot is needed, in-
stead, to calculate the corresponding discrete Fouriesfivam (see AppendixIA)
to obtain information about thi,’s.

2.3 Quantum Simulations of Quantum Physics

In the most general case, a QS requires the simulation oémsgswith diverse
degrees of freedom, like fermions, anyons, bosons, etc. asheciated Hilbert
spaces (space of states) differ from the one defined for theecdional model.
For example, in the case of fermionic systems, fermionitestare governed by
Pauli’s exclusion principle. Then, at most a single spslés two spin-1/2)
fermion can occupy a certain (atomic) quantum state at theedame. There-
fore, all the features associated with the physical systebetsimulated must be
preserved when transforming its operators to the operdessribing the compu-
tational model of the QC.

In this section, | present isomorphic mappings that allow tmsimulate ar-
bitrary quantum systems, regardless of their particlassieg, by using the QAs
defined for the conventional model (SEC]2.2). Fortunaseigh mappings can be
easily performed without breaking the efficiency of a QA.

2.3.1 Simulations of Fermionic Systems

The systems considered here consist mainly of a lattice Witthodes (sites),
where spinless fermions can hop between sites. Thesesesultbe easily ex-
tended for the case of spin-1/2 fermions or higher spin fens

In the second quantization representation, the (spinfesslionic operators
c;f. andc; are defined as the creation and annihilation operators efeda in the
j-thmode ( = 1,---, N), respectively. Due to the Pauli’s exclusion principle and
the antisymmetric nature of the fermionic wave functionerttie permutation of
two fermions, the fermionic algebra is given by the follogianticommutation
relations

{Ci, Cj} = 0, {CI, Cj} = 5ij (234)

where{, } denotes the anticommutator (i.€A, B} = AB + BA).
The Jordan-Wigner transformatidn [JW28] is the isomorphapping that al-
lows the description of a fermionic system by the convergionodel. It is per-
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formed in the following way:

j—1
¢ — (H —ai,) ol (2.35)

=1

7j—1
c;r» — (H —ai) O’i, (2.36)
=1
where the Pauli operatotg, were previously introduced in SECP.1. If these op-
erators satisfy theu(2) commutation relations (EqE_2.4 andl2.5), the operators
c} andc; obey the anticommutation relations of Egs. 2.34. This issamiorphic
mapping between operator algebras and is independent bfaimétonian of the
fermionic system to be simulated.

Different Hamiltonians establish different connectioosr(nectivity) between
fermionic modes. Historically, Eq$._2]135 and 2.36 corresptw lattices in one
space dimension. Nevertheless, it is also valid for lagiggtems in any dimen-
sion, when the set of modesis countable. In particular, the set of all ordered
p-tuples of integers can be placed in one-to-one correspmadeith the set of
integers. For example, the simulation of a two dimensioaahfonic lattice sys-
tem can be done by re-mapping each moden) into a new set of modes as
j=m+ (I —1)N,, where[l =1---N,|and[m = 1---N,] are integer numbers
that refer to the position of a site in the lattice, aNigd and N, are the number of
sites (modes) in the andy direction, respectively.

In order to compute physical properties of a fermionic systen a QC de-
scribed by the conventional model, every step of the quargiomulation has to
be expressed in terms of Pauli operators. For a (spinless)deic system with
N modes, a QC must contain, besides the ancilla qybN qubits to represent
the system. In the following, | describe how certain ferniganitial states can be
prepared and how they can be evolved under a particular darmHamiltonian
evolution.

Preparation of Initial Fermionic States

Associated to each fermionic mode, there are two levelslwtaecrespond to the
mode being empty or being occupied by a spinless fermion.stdte-state map-
ping is then trivial. Basically, the logical stafte;) is associated to thgh mode if
it is empty, and the logical staté;) (up to a phase) is associated if tftt mode
is occupied. In this way, the vacuum or no-fermion sfate), which satisfies
¢;lvac) = 0V, is mapped to the logicaV-qubit statg1;15 - - - 1x).
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However, when simulating a fermionic system, more comptates need to
be prepared. A general stdtg) of N, fermions is a linear combination of Slater
determinants (i.e., fermionic product states),

L
|¢> = Zga ‘Qba)a (237)

where the Slater determinants,) are

|pa) = Hc;' lvac). (2.38)

Due to the anticommutation relations of EGS.2.34, the fenigioperators satisfy
cj-c;'- = —c}c;' if i £ 7, (2.39)

implying that the Slater determinants,) are antisymmetric wave functions under
the permutation of an even number of fermions.

Every statgo,) can be prepared on a QC made of qubits, by noticing that the

quantum gate (i.e., unitary operator)
U, = ¢'3(emteh) (2.40)

creates a particle in the.-th mode when acting on the vacuum state. In other
words,U,,|vac) = e’z ¢! |vac). Then, making use of the Jordan-Wigner transfor-
mation (Eqs[Z35 arld 2136), the operatdysin the spin language are

m—1

iy m ‘7
- igoy [ —oi

U,=¢’ " = . (2.41)

The operator#/,,, can easily be decomposed into elementary single and twit-qub
gates as described in S€c.211.2. The successive applicHtiy, similar uni-
tary operators to the staté 1, - - - 1) generates the mapped stabg), up to an
irrelevant global phase.

The general fermionic state of Hg.2.37 can be prepared mgusiancilla
qubits, performing unitary controlletf;, evolutions on the state of the ancillas,
and finally, performing a measurement (projecting) on thellas. For example,
if one is interested in preparing the state = %Hgbﬁ + |¢2)], one needs to add
an extra ancilla to the system. This ancilla is prepared éndtate|+), and a
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controlled evolution to obtain the sta%ﬂo)a ® |p1) +]1)a @ |¢2)], is performed
later. If the Hadamard gate is applied to the ancilla, thasesévolves into

0)2® sllon) + 2] + D@ Z=llon) + o)), (242)

V2 V2
Therefore, the ancilla qubit is measured and projectedy pribbability 1/2, into
|0), or |1),. If the former is obtained, the desired state is preparedveder, if
the ancilla is projected intfd )., the whole method needs to be applied again from
the begining.

In general, the probability of successful preparationdf (Eq.[Z3¥) using
this method isl/L. Then, the order of. trials need to be performed before a
successful preparation. A detailed description of thishoétcan be found in
Ref. [OGKO1].

Nevertheless, an important case consists of the preparattiSlater determi-
nants (product statégs) in a different basis mode than the one given before:

Ne
|6g) = [ [ i |vac). (2.43)
j=1

The fermionic operatorﬁ;'.’s are sometimes related to the operat@rthrough the
following canonical transformation

rARYLe ] (2.44)

with @' = (dl,di,--.dl), @t = (c,ch, -, cl), and i being aN x N
Hermitian matrix. (Sometimes the operatatisare combinations of both, the
creation and annihilation operatoﬂsandci.)

Thouless’s theorem states that one Slater determinantes/wito the other as

[98) = Ul¢a), (2.45)

where the unitary fermionic operator
—T -
U=eiC e (2.46)

can be written in terms of Pauli operators using the Jord&mev transformation
(SedZ31), and can also be decomposed into elementay gstdescribed in
Sec[Z1P.
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In brief, the described fermionic product states can begrexpon a QC de-
scribed by the conventional model, if the Jordan-Wignemndfarmation is per-
formed. Interestingly, the preparation can be done effiliethe number of el-
ementary single-qubit and two-qubit gates required sqadggomially with the
system sizéV. In Chap[#, | present another class of fermionic statesctiraglso
be prepared efficiently.

Fermionic Evolutions

The evolution of a quantum state is the second step in theagiah of a QA. The
goal is to decompose a generic evolution into the elemeg&tBs?, (V) andR,; .- (w)
(Sec[Z11). Sometimes, the evolution step is associatetitomitian operatof]
which is, for example, the Hamiltonial of the fermionic system to be simu-
lated in terms of Pauli operators after Hgs. P.35[and 2.36 heen performed. In
this case, the corresponding evolution unitary operatdk(ig = e~ (i.e, the
solution to the Schrodinger’s evolution equation).

In general, a fermionic Hamiltonian can be decomposed as K +V ,where
K represents the kinetic energy of the fermions &ntieir potential energy. Usu-
ally, [/, V] # 0 and the decomposition d@f (¢) in terms of elementary gates is
a complicated task. To avoid this difficulty this operatoagproximated by, for
example, using a first order Trotter decompositlon [SLiz98ht is,

N

Uty = [Ju(aw, (2.47)
g=1

U(At) = AL _ Gi(KHV)AL _ KAt VAL O(A), (2.48)

whereK andV are the termg< andV in Pauli operators, respectively. Therefore,
for At — 0, U(At) ~ e/KALVAL

The potential energy’ is usually a sum of commuting diagonal terms, and
the decomposition af?"2* into elementary gates is simple. However, the kinetic
energyK is usually a sum of noncommuting hopping terms of the fo}qurchj
(bilinear fermionic operators), and its decompositionggia approximated. A
typical kinetic terme’©e+eie)At (j < 1) when mapped onto the spin language
gives

k—1 k—1 k—1

—i(oloktolok) TI (=ob)  —iodek I (=ob) —iolek I (=ob)
e I=jt1 =e I=yt1 e =i+t . (2.49)
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The decomposition of each term on the right hand side of & iBto elementary
single and two-qubit gates was previously discussed inBS&&. The amount of
elementary gates required depends on the distgnek|, and scales polynomially
with that distance. Moreover, sindé represents a physical system, it is a linear
combination of a polynomially large (witv') amount of fermionic operators.
Then,U(t) can be performed efficiently by applying a polynomially kxamount

—
of elementary gates. In the same way, the unitary operation 6—27 ue of
Eq.[2.4 can also be efficiently implemented.
Obviously, the accuracy of approximating¢) using the Trotter decomposi-

tion increases aAt decreases. Then, a large amount of gates might be required to

perform the desired evolution with small errors. To overedins problem, one
could use a Trotter approximation of higher ordeAin[Suz93]. All these approx-
imation methods do not destroy the efficiency of the QA. Mueegpthe evolution

step induced by fermionic physical Hamiltonians with higbeder products of
creation and annihilation operators can also be efficiantlemented using the
same techniques.

2.3.2 Simulations of Anyonic Systems

The concepts described in SEC.A.3.1 can be extended toasttienore general
particle statistics, namelyard-coreanyons|[BOOIL]. These are particles that also
obey the Pauli’s exclusion principle: At most one (spinjeas/on can occupy a
single mode. Assigned to each mode of the lattice are thé@neand annihilation
anyonic operatora} anda;, respectively. Their commutation relations are given

by (G < J)

[a;,a,]g = [a}, a},]g =0,
laj,al]_y = (1 — (e +1)ny) (2.50)
[nj, CL;[»/] = 5jj/a}, s

wheren; = a},aj, is the number operatofA, Bly = AB — ¢ BA, andf is
the statistical angle. In particulat,= = mod@r) represents canonical spinless
fermions, while = 0 mod@~) represents hard-core bosons.

In order to simulate this problem on a QC described by the eathonal
model, the following isomorphic mapping between algebeasleze performed:

—i0 1 —iG_l )
al = H[e i T oLl ol

2 2 ?
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16 1 iG_l )
a; = H[e; 4 S 5 ol o, (2.51)

1<j

1 .
ng = 5(1 _'_O-g)u

where the Pauli operators, were introduced in Se€21.1. Since they satisfy
the commutation relations of Es. P.4 2.5, the comnuutaglations for the
anyonic operators (Eq8.Z]50) are satisfied.

As in the fermionic case (SeC_2.B.1), an anyonic evolutiperator can be
written in terms of Pauli operators using Q. 2.51, and caddmmposed into
single and two-qubit elementary gates. Therefore, the sgaomedure described
in the previous section can be followed.

Anyon statistics have fermion and hard-core boson stegisss limiting cases,
satisfying always the Pauli’s exclusion principle. In tlextsection this hard-core
condition is relaxed and the important case of canonicabih®ss considered.

2.3.3 Simulations of Bosonic Systems

Quantum computation is based on the manipulation of quasyistems that pos-
sess a finite number of degrees of freedom (e.g., qubits)m Rhis point of
view, the simulation of bosonic systems appears to be iniiplessince the non-
existence of an exclusion principle implies that the Hitlsgrace used to represent
bosonic quantum states on a lattice is infinite-dimensidhat is, there is no limit
to the number of bosons that can occupy a given modeowever, sometimes
it is necessary to simulate and study properties such tbaigh of the complete
Hilbert space is unnecessary, and only a finite sub-bastatefssis sufficient. This
is the case forV-mode (e.g./V sites) lattice systems with interactions given by
the boson-preserving Hamiltonian

N

Jy'=1

where the operatodg (b;) create (destroy) a boson at sjteandn; = b}bj is the
number operator; that is

b;|’fl1,n2,“',nj,"‘,n]\[> - \/nj+1|n17n27“'7nj+17“'7n]\7>7
bj|n17n27“'7nj7‘“7n]\7> - an ‘nlan%‘“?nj_la“'?n]\/%

7CLj|n17n27"'771]'7"'771]\/) = 1 |n17n27"'7nj7"'7nN>7 (253)
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where the bosonic state;, no, - - -, n;,---,ny) represents a quantum state with
n; bosons in thg-th mode (site).

The space dimension of the lattice is encoded in the parasnete andj;
of the Hamiltonian. Sincél contains pairs of creation and annihilation operators,
the total number of boson$y in the system is preserved and the idea is to work in
this finite sub-basis of states (where the dimension of tee@ated Hilbert space
depends on the magnitude d%).

The corresponding bosonic commutation relations (in anibefidimensional

Hilbert space) aré [CDG98]
[b;,bir] = 0, [bj,bl] = &;5r. (2.54)

7273

However, if the operator&} are restricted to the finite basis of states represented
by {|n1, na, - - -, nx) with max(n;) = Np}, thatis,Np is the maximum number
of bosons per site, they acquire the following matrix repngation (see EqE_Z153)

_ .
b=1® -0l b ole---ol (2.55)
jth factor

where the symbok indicates the usual tensorial product between matrices, an
the (Np + 1) x (Np + 1) dimensional matrices andb' are given by

1 00 - 0 O 0 0 -~ 0 0
010 --- 0 1 0 0 -~ 0 0

1=]0 01 -~ 0f,5t=]0 v2 0 -~~~ 0 0]. (256)
00 0 1 0 0 0 -+ /Np 0

It is important to note that in this finite basis, the commiotatelations of the)!
differ from the standard bosonic ones (EqQ._2.54) [BO02]

- - Np+1
_ s 122
[b;,0;] =0, [b;,0]] =65 |1 N

17 7] 17 7]

(O ()N | (2.57)

and clearly(b))Vr+! = 0.

Since the goal is to simulate the bosonic system on a QC tesidy the con-
ventional model, a corresponding mapping between bothatprealgebras must
be given. Nevertheless, E4s.2.57 imply that the linear sptre operatoré} and
Bj is not closed under the commutator, and a mapping betwedyogaic oper-
ators and the Pauli operators like the Jordan-Wigner toamsftion (Sed_2.311)
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is not possible. Therefore, such isomorphic mapping neade tfound by first
mapping quantum bosonic states onto quantum logical states conventional
model (i.e., a Hilbert space mapping).

The idea is to start by considering only thi#th mode in the chain. Since
this mode can be occupied with at md@gt bosons, it is possible to associate an
(Np + 1)-qubit quantum state to each particle number state, in flenfimg way:

0); < [OoLily---1n,);
11); < 10011y 1n,);
12); < [1o1102- -+ 1np); (2.58)

INp);j > [lolila---Onp);

where|n); denotes a quantum state witlbosons irjth mode. Thereforey (Np+
1) qubits for the simulation (wherd' is the total number of modes) are needed.
An example of this mapping for a quantum state with 7 bosores ¢hain of 5
sites, where the maximum number of bosons per sit¥is= 3, is shown in
Fig.[Z0.

By definition (see Eqd_ZbB 2155, and 2.56)n); = vn+ 1 |n+ 1);, and
this operator in the conventional model maps to

Np—1

b bl = Z Vn+1o™ett, (2.59)

where a paif(n, j) refers to thenth qubit in the chain of qubits representing the
jth bosonic mode. The Pauli creation and annihilation opesat} were previ-
ously defined in Se€_3.1. The operaﬁﬁnacts then on théNp + 1)-qubit chain
representing thgth bosonic mode as

7);[|10 s 1n—10n1n+1 .. ‘1Np>j = \/7l+1 |10 s 1n0n+11n+2 . ‘1Np>j> (260)

so its matrix representation in this basis is analogouseantatrix representation
of b} in the basis of bosonic states.
Similarly, the number operator is mapped as

Np o 4 1
n; —n; = Zn 2+ , (2.61)
n=0
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Figure 2.9: Mapping of the bosonic statg,), of a chain with 5 sites and 7 bosons
(Np = 3), into a four-spin-1/2 (or four-qubit) state. The conventis|t;) = |0;)
and|l;) = [1;).

S0 its action over the corresponding logical states is
1|10 1n10plpgr - - Inp)y =0 (1o - 1n0pg1lngo - - Ing) (2.62)

Since the commutatdb!, """ 7] = 0 the operators! (b;) always keep states

n=0"z

within the same subspace.
The Hamiltonian of EQZ.52 in terms of Pauli operators isithe

N
H=">" ajyblb, + By fijiny, (2.63)

Jy'=1

where the operators (b;) are given by Eqs[Z59, and by Eq.[ZEL. In this
way, physical properties of the bosonic system such as teetrspn of 4 can
be obtained using a QC made of qubits. The same methods casetdemhnen
simulating any other type of boson-preserving quantunmesyst
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Preparation of Initial Bosonic States

As in the fermionic case, the most general bosonic state of-amode lattice sys-
tem with a maximum ofVy bosons per site can be written as a linear combination
of bosonic product states like

[@a) = K(01)™ (b)) - (bj)"™ |vac), (2.64)

whereK is a normalization factor;; is the number of bosons at sjt¢max(n,;) =
Np), and|vac) is vacuum or no-boson state, thattigyac) = 0 Vj.

Using the mapping described in Hq. 2.58, the vacuum stakeindnventional
model maps as

lvac) = [0ply - Inp)1 @ - @ |0ply -+ - Inp ), (2.65)
and the product state of Hq. 2164 maps as
|6a) =10 0ny - Inp)1 @+ @ 1o+ 0y - Inp)w (2.66)

(see Fig[ZZP for an example).

The preparation of the mapped bosonic statg on a QC made of qubits
is then performed by flipping the states of the correspondurgjts from a fully
polarized state (i.e., the logical state with all qubitsliy), using for example the
flip operationss™7. Nevertheless, more general bosonic states like

L
) = ga |6a) (2.67)
a=1

can also be realized as in the fermionic case. Again, theigd®aaddl ancillas
(extra qubits), perform controlled evolutions on theirtasa and finally perform
measurements on the state of the ancillas. The state isssfigltye prepared with

probability1/L [OGKO1].

Bosonic Evolutions

Again, the idea is to represent certain bosonic unitarywian operatoil/ (¢) =
e~ it whereH is some boson-preserving Hermitian operator such as théltdam
nian of the system to be simulated (Eq.22.52), in terms ofi@aerators (Eq_2.63).
Usually, a first order Trotter approximatidn [Suz93] alsed®to be performed to
separate those terms kh that do not commute.
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Ingeneral H = K +V (Eq.[Z52), wherés is a kinetic term and’” a potential
term. The kinetic term is a linear combination of terms bk + bb,. Therefore,

. . sl T . .
a single-step evolution operatgf’:+b%)At is mapped onto Pauli operators as

Np—1
exp [ Y /(n+ 1)/ + 1) [(opFol T 4 ophopt Ry (or o T
n,n'=0
U;L,’lo';;,—’_lJ) _|_ (O.;L,k’o.;t-l-Lk’ _ 0.;17k0_;7,+17]§)(0_2”l0_;z’+1’l . U;L,vlo-g,"'lvl)]] (268)

whered = At/8 and Np is the maximal number of bosons per site. The terms
in the exponent of EQ_2Z.68 commute with each other, so therdposition into
elementary gates can be done using the methods described.IZE.P2. As an
example, consider a system of two sites with maximal onebpso site (Vp =

1). Thus,2(1 + 1) = 4 qubits are needed for the simulation, and [EEZ 59 implies
thath] = o>'ol! andb} = ¢>201%. The mapped bosonic operatgit:tbib)At

in terms of Paull operators is

exp(iVolt ol o020 ?) x exp(ivoltal o™ ol ?) x (2.69)

y Ty
0,1 _1,1_02 1,2 0,1 _1,1_0,2 1,2 0,1 _1,1_02 1,2

exp(ido, 0, 0,7°0,7) X exp(io, 0, 0,%0,%) x exp(iVo, 0, 0,70,7) X

exp(—idoy’ 101 'o2%0,%) x exp(—idoy 101 100 201 ?) X exp(idoy'oy 100 20,7),

and the decomposition of each of the terms in EQ.]2.69 in terhséngle and
two-qubit elementary gates can be done, again, using thieatetdescribed in
Sec[ZTP. An example of the decomposition of the term( %02 o) 1o 0 1 2t),
where the qubits were relabeled(@sj) = n+2j—1 (e.g.,(0,1) — 1) is shown
in Fig.[ZT0.

Contrary to the fermionic case, the number of elementaryatjpas involved
in the decomposition is not related to the distance betwites, & — [|. Neverthe-
less, a physical bosonic operafd; such as the Hamiltonian of Elq. 2152, involves
a polynomially large number (with respectAd of bosonic terms. Therefore, the
corresponding evolutioﬁf(t) = e "t can be efficiently performed on a QC by
applying a polynomially large number of elementary singid &vo-qubit gates.
Again, when using approximate methods like the Trotter dgmmsition, the num-
ber of operations needed increases with the desired agcusdaevever, such an
approximation does not destroy the efficiency of the sinnuhat
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@

Figure 2.10: Decomposition of the unitary operalttfit) = ¢ :7:%°: into ele-
mentary gates as described in §ec.2.1.2. The labeling ntawmds (0,1) = 1,
(1,1) =2,(0,2) = 3,and(1,2) = 4.

2.4 Applications: The 2D fermionic Hubbard model

To clarify the methods described previously, in this setlipresent, as an ex-
ample, the QS of the finite two-dimensional fermionic Hulgbarodel by using
a CC that imitates a QC; that is,quantum simulatar Since this is a classical
simulation, the CC must keep track of an exponentially lamgeber of quantum
states, associated with the Hilbert space of the quantutaray®Nevertheless, this
simulation provides a good example for understanding tharstdges and results
that can be obtained when using a real QC.

The physical system to be simulated consists of a rectanigttiae (Fig Z.TI1),
with N, x N, sites, where spin-1/2 fermions hop from site to site undeirter-
action Hamiltonian

_ T T
H= - Z [trc(i,j);oc(i-i-l,j);a T 1yC )0 Clig+ e T HC)l+U Zn(i,j)ﬁn(i,j);i ;

(i,5)s0 (4,5)
(2.70)
where the operatoz%’i,j);o (cqi,j):0) create (annihilate) a fermion with spin compo-
nent denoted by (=1 or ), at the site located &t = i,y = j). ¢, andt, are the
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Figure 2.11: Two-dimensional lattice in the Hubbard model.

hopping terms in the andy directions, respectively, and; ., = CJ(ri,j);aC(i,j);o

is the corresponding number operatof.(. denotes the Hermitian conjugate).
Periodic boundary conditions (PBC) are assumédj); o] == [(i+N,,j); 0] =
(i, + Ny o).

To use the QA for the obtention of the spectrunthfdescribed in Se€2.2.2,
it is necessary first to map the fermionic operators ontoifg@erators using, for
example, the Jordan-Wigner transformation (§ec.P.3.bns@ering that these
are spin-1/2 fermions, the QA nee?ldV, x N,) qubits to represent the system
(qubits system), plus the ancilla qubit.

Assuming that one is mainly interested in obtaining the kwenergy of
Eq.[Z70, the prepared initial state should be the grourtd sfaEq.[Z7D. How-
ever, since no algebraic methods exist to exactly diagos&g 27D for largeV,
andN,, such a state is not known, and therefore impossible to peepeverthe-
less, the ground state of the associated mean-field Hanaitton

H]\/IF = — Z [tl’czi,j);ac(iﬁ‘l,j);tf + tyCJ(ri,j);gC(i,j—rl);a + HC] +
(i.9)s0

U [ ptInag + naprnai) — (napa) (nep)] . (2.71)
(4,9)

is known to be a fermionic product state (Slater determinjant, and its corre-
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sponding state in the conventional model can be efficiendpg@red by using the
methods described in Séc. 2]3.1; that is, it can be preparagfilying a polyno-
mially large (with respect toV, x IV,) set of elementary gates to the fully polarized
state. For finite small lattice§ps) is a good approximation to the ground state of
Eq.2Z-Z0 and can be used to obtain the ground state energy.

The second step of the QA is to apply the unitary operatay = ¢ifot/2
using single and two-qubit gates (see [Eg] 2. 8doe= H)), where, in this case,
H is the Hamiltonian of EJ_ZYO0 in terms of Pauli operatoris a real (fixed)
parameter, and? is the Pauli operator associated with the ancilla qubitc&ii
is a linear combination of non-commuting terms (Eq.R. 7168, dperatof/ (¢) =
I U(At) can be approximated by using, for example, the first ordettdirde-
composition[[Suz93]. That id{ = K4 + K| + V, whereK, denotes the kinetic
energy associated with the fermions of spiandV denotes the potential energy.
Then,

~ _.~ a _<~ a _.~ a _.~ a
U(At) —e iHolAL/2 e iK;03At/2 X e 1K 03 At/2 X e zVozAt/27 (272)

where K, andV are the corresponding terms in Pauli operators. Also, threesa
approximation can be used to decompose each tetfir?:2t/2, Such approxi-
mation leads to operators that can easily be decomposeds t& elementary
gates by using the methods described in Bec.]2.1.2.

The energy spectrum of the Hubbard model fot & 2 lattice is shown in
Fig.[ZI2. It has been obtained after running the classioalilation for many
different values ot, and performing the Fourier transform on the data. The peaks
show the eigenvalues and the results are compared to theseexact diagonal-
ization method.

The algorithm described allows one to easily obtain thegnspectra of a
finite small lattice. Nevertheless, the spectra of a largeE&acannot be efficiently
obtained using the same methods. The problem is that thendrstate of the
mean-field approximation differs more from the ground stdt&q.[Z.70 as the
system increases, and the QA needs to be performed an exjadigearge num-
ber of times (with respect t&/, x N,) to obtain the desired properfy [SOG02].

2.5 Quantum Algorithms: Efficiency and Errors

A QA for a physical simulation is considered efficient if tio¢etl number of opera-
tions involved for the initial state preparation, the evmn, and the measurement
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Figure 2.12: Energy spectrum of the Hubbard model obtaimadlating the QA

of Fig.[Z8 on a CC. The lattice hds« 2 sites (which requires 16+1 qubits). Here,
t, = t, = 1, andi/ = 4. The time steps used in the Trotter approximation to pre-
pare the initial state and apply the evolution &g = At, = 0.05, respectively.
The numbers in brackets are the results obtained from thet di@gonalization
using the Lanczos method.
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process, scales at most polynomially with the system sidenath 1 /¢, wheree
is the maximal tolerable error in the measurement of a ratgwmaperty.

While the decomposition of the operafdft) = e~** can be done efficiently
(e.g., when using the Trotter approximation}fis a physical operator, the prepa-
ration of a general initial state could be inefficient. Sunéfiiciency would arise,
for example, if the state)) defined in EQCZ37 or EQ. 267 is a linear combina-
tion of an exponentially large number of elementary produates. In this case,
L ~ zV, with N the number of modes in the system and- 1, so an exponen-
tially large number of trials need to be performed beforecessful preparation.
However, if L < poly(N), it can be prepared efficiently. This construction gen-
eralizes to more general coherent states (see Chap. 4).

The three main reasons for the existence of errors the outcome of the
quantum computation are gate imperfections, the use of tb#ef approxima-
tion in the evolution operator, and the statistics in meaguthe polarization
of the ancilla qubit (Sed_22.2). Gate imperfections ang/ w®@mmon in quan-
tum information because, contrary to classical infornatiQuantum gates are
usually dominated by a continuous parameter. This problembe solved by
using quantum error correction methods and fault tolerantum computa-
tion [Ste96[ Kif97 [ NCO0, Gof97]. According to the accurdegeshold theorem,
provided that the physical gates have sufficiently low giitas possible to quan-
tum compute accurately in an efficient way.

The type of error introduced by the discretization of theletron operator
U(t) (e.g., by using the Trotter decomposition or other appratioms) is very
similar to the error obtained when performing a classicalgation, such as when
using Monte Carlo methods. This error can be estimated byaalel# analysis of
the discretization and can also be arbitrarily reduced iafacient way.

Finally, when using the QAs described in Sec.2.2.2, the stepesponding
to the measurement process can also be performed effickdhuse it only in-
volves the measurement of a single (ancilla) qubit, regasdbf the number of
qubits needed for the simulation. Nevertheless, repeatedhy same-simulations
need to be performed to get an accurate value of such measuirehiis is an in-
herent property of the quantum mechanichs where a singlsungaent projects
the quantum state (Sdc. 211.1) and does not give sufficitarhmation. If the rel-
evant signal at the end of the quantum computation is snialwWhen obtaining
the spectra of the two-dimensional Hubbard model on a latjed (Sed_214), it
is necessary to run the algorithm a larger number of timeslmeéfficiency can
be destroyed.

In brief, a QC can only be more efficient than a CC when simugatjuan-
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tum physical systems if the three main steps of the correipgnQA can be
performed efficiently. For example, the evaluation of dartarrelation functions
over a quantum state that can be easily prepared, can betijcdone with a
QC. In general (i.e., for non-integrable Hamiltoniansgrthis no known way to
evaluate such correlation efficiently with a ACTSOG0Z, SGKO

2.6 Experimental Implementations of Quantum Al-
gorithms

In this chapter, | have shown that if a large QC existed todage simulations
of quantum systems could be performed more efficiently dmaibton a CC. Nev-
ertheless, | did not discuss how the corresponding QAs doelexperimentally
implemented. Although numerous proposals for implemeguantum informa-
tion processors (QIPs) are found in the literatiire [GZ95K0M, [KLMOT], only
few of them have been successfully implemented to process than one qubit.
In particular, liquid-state NMR devices allow one to sintalaeveral systems by
manipulating, nowadays, up to ten qubits [RBCO04].

The physical implementation of a large scale QC still rermaine of the most
important challenges for today’s physicists. The problera QC should be de-
signed such that the interaction between its constituemdstae environment is
small enough to keep coherence of the quantum state. Butlif isieraction is
too small, the manipulation and control processes usirgyeat sources becomes
impracticable. For this reason, quantum decoherence reas dree of the most
important subjects of study during the last decade. In ggneecoherence phe-
nomena is hard to predict due to the infinite degrees of fr@edssociated with
the environment. Nevertheless, a QC is reliable wheneeetithe required to
perform a certain task is much smaller than the correspgriiicoherence time.

In this section, | describe the experimental setting of aitlestate NMR QIP
and show how such devices can be used to execute the QAstaebpreviously.
Later on, | will show the experimental NMR simulation of a fpaular fermionic
system, where some correlation functions and energy spleatte been obtained.

2.6.1 Liquid-State NMR Quantum Information Processor

Liquid-state NMR methods allow one to physically implemarslightly different
version of the conventional model of quantum computatioith) wespect to the
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initial state preparation and the measurement processidisét-up the quantum
register is represented by the average state of the nugeafl® of an ensemble
of identical molecules. Each nuclear spin is a two-levelgatgl system and can
then be considered a possible qubit. Thus, the idea is tonpeingle and two-

qubit elementary gates by external radio-frequency (rfsgaithat interact with

the nuclear spin state. In the following, | present a basadyens about how these
processors can be used as possible QCs.

In a liquid NMR setting, the molecules are placed in a stroragnetic field
B(%2) ~ 10 T, so that the spin of th¢-th nucleus of a single molecule precesses
at its Larmor frequency; (Fig.[ZI3). In the frame rotating with thgh spin, its
qubit state can then be rotated by sending rf pulses in thelXiYepat the resonant
frequencyy, ~ v;. If the duration of this pulse i&t, the corresponding evolution
operator in the rotating frame is [LKCD2]

U = p—iHsot _ e—z’A(coS(@)"i+sin(¢)a§)5t7 (2.73)
whereA is the amplitude of the RF-pulse andis its phase (i.e., orientation) in
the XY plane i = 1). Then, one can induce single spin rotatibasound any
axis in that plane by adjusting ande.

Single-qubit rotations around theaxis can be implemented with no exper-
imental imperfection or physical duration simply by chamgihe phase of the
abstract rotating frame with which one is working. One hantto keep track of
all these phase changes with respect to a reference phasesesd with the spec-
trometer. Nevertheless, these phase tracking calcutatiom linear with respect
to the number of pulses and spins, and can be efficiently domectassical com-
puter. Together with the rotations around any axis in the Xane, the: rotations
can generate any single qubit rotation on the Bloch sphere.

Two-qubit gates, like the Ising gat®,;..(w) (Sec[ZI1), can be performed
by taking advantage of the spin-spin interactions (i.ecleiunteraction) present
in the molecule, and then achieve universal control. To dirder in perturbation,
this interaction, named thé-coupling, has the form

Hyp= % gh (2.74)

J 4 272

wherey, k denote the corresponding pair of qubits ahglis their coupling strength.
Under typical NMR operating conditions, these interactemms are small enough

20ne actually is restricted to 90 and 180 degrees rotatiansxoerimental calibration issues.
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Figure 2.13: Bloch’s sphere representation of a singlegaucdpin-1/2 state pre-
cessing around the quantization axis determined by there{teagnetic fields.
The precession frequency is given by = ., B, with ;; the magnetic moment
of the jth nucleus. Due to the chemical environment, each nucleacepses at a
different Larmor frequency;.

to be neglected when performing single-qubit rotationswfipulses of short du-
ration. Nevertheless, between two pulses they are driiegetolution of the
system. By cleverly designing a pulse sequence, i.e., assmn of pulses and
free evolution periods, one can easily apply two-qubit gate the state of the
system. Indeed, the so-callegfocusing techniques’ principleonsists of per-
forming an arbitrary Ising gate by flipping one of the couptgans (r-pulse),
as shown in FigZ14. The interaction evolutions before dtat ¢he refocusing
pulse compensate, leading to the effective evolution

. J. . N J i & _J
i ik gk ] _;2dk J K —i%glgk
ze 1= O 025t26 ZUIW/QQ 1= 0 Uzétl = e 240—2027 (275)

U]ef,g = ¢'2”
where the effective coupling strength= .J;;,(6t; — dt,) is being determined by
the difference between the duratiafis anddts.

Although the physics on a single molecule has been analyiopdd-state
NMR uses an ensemble of abdf* molecules in a solution maintained at room
temperature£ 300K). For typical values of the magnetic field, this thermalestat
is extremely mixed. Clearly, this is not the usual state inclwlone initializes
a guantum computation since qubits are nearly randomly anix¢evertheless,
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1%8%> -

| I I .
0 At, Aty + At, me

Figure 2.14: Circuit representation for the refocusingesct to control/ cou-
plings. The Ising-like coupling/;;, between spins can be controlled by perform-
ing flips on one of the spins at timeés = At; andt, = t; + At,, respectively.
The effective coupling isv = oy — ax = Jj(Aty — Aty), and vanishes when
Atl - Atz

known NMR method<[LKC02] can be used to prepare the soapleudo-pure
state(ppp)®

-9y,
Pop = 27]\[]1 + €Ppures (2.76)
wherel is the identity operatop,.. is a density operator that describes a pure
state, and is a small real constant (i.e=,decays exponentially with the number
of atoms in the solution due to the Boltzmann’s distribu}ion

Under the action of any unitary evoluti@n, this state evolves as

. 1—¢€
Pg;al = UpppU' = : 2N€) 1+ Uéppure U (2.77)

The first term in EQLZ2.47 did not change because the iderpityaior is invariant
under any unitary transformation. Therefore, performingrfum computation

3Even though efficient techniques to prepare a pseudo-pate exist in theory[[SV98], they
are very hard to implement in practice, and one instead usesfiicient methods that suffer an
exponential decay of the observed signal with respect totimeber of qubits in the pseudo-pure
state.
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on the ensemble is equivalent to performing quantum contipataver the initial
state represented only by,..

At the end of the computation, the orthogonal componenth®&ample po-
larization in the XY plane)M, = Tr(pfr! 3= 57), andM, = Tr(pfna S, o)
are measured (EGZI15). Note that the invariant comporigsifd does not con-
tribute to the signal sinc@r(]lag,y) = 0. Because the polarization of each single
spin, M7 = Tr(pfrelol) and MJ = Tr(pin?'o7), precesses at its own Larmor fre-
quencyv;, a Fourier transformation of the temporal recording (chf¢D, for
Free Induction Decay) of the total magnetization needs tpestormed. By do-
ing so, one obtains the expectation value of the polarinati@ach spin (averaged
over all molecules in the sample).

Summarizing, a liquid-state NMR setting allows one to alitie a register of
qubits in a pseudo-pure state, apply any unitary transfbomao this state by
sending controlled rf pulses or by leaving free interac@niods, and measure
the expectation value of some quantum observables (i®sghn polarization).
Hence, these systems can be used as QIPs.

2.7 Applications: The Fano-Anderson Model

I now present the experimental QS of the fermionic one-dsieral (1D) Fano-
Anderson model using a liquid-state NMRINS®05], by maragping the state of
the spin nuclei as described in Sec.32.6.1. Such simulationsthen how reliable
these experimental methods are and how well the elemerdsey (Sed. Z.11.1) can
be implemented using NMR techniques.

The 1D fermionic Fano-Anderson model consists ofiasites ring with an im-
purity in the center (Fid_2.15), where spinless fermionsioap between nearest-
neighbors sites with hopping matrix element (overlap irabg-, or between a site
and the impurity with matrix element/,/n. Taking the single-particle energy of
a fermion in the impurity to be, and considering the translational invariance of
the system, the Fano-Anderson Hamiltonian can be writtethenwave vector

representation a5 [OGKD1]

n—1

H=> eych e, +eblb+ V(e b+ble,), (2.78)

=0

where the fermionic operato@l and b (c;, andd) create (destroy) a spinless
fermion in the conduction mode and in the impurity, respectively. Here, the
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Figure 2.15: Fermionic Fano-Anderson model. Fermions cgrbetween nearest
neighbor sites (exterior circles) and between a site andntipairity (centered
circle), with hopping matrix elementsandV'//n, respectively. The energy of
localization in the impurity is.

wave vectors (modes) afg = 27’” (Il =0,..,n — 1]) and the energies per mode
areey, = —27 cos ky.

In this form, the Hamiltonian in E@._2¥8 is almost diagonad @an be exactly
solved: There are no interactions between fermions inrdiffemodes:;, except
for the modek,, which interacts with the impurity. Therefore, the relemalnysics
comes from this latter interaction, and its spectrum canxXaetey obtained by
diagonalizing & x 2 Hermitian matrix, regardless aefand the number of fermions
in the ring, N.. Nevertheless, its simulation in a liquid-state NMR QIPhs t
first step in QSs of quantum many-body problems and conssitaitproof of the
principles described throughout this thesis.

In order to successfully simulate this system in a liquatstNMR QIP, the
fermionic operators need to be mapped onto the Pauli operg@ec[Z2.3]1). This
is done by using the following Jordan-Wigner transfornmmatio

b=o! b = o
_ 1.2 T 1.2
Cpy = —0,02

Cho = —0,074

: | (2.79)
oy = (Mo —o) o™ e, = (T —ot) o
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impurity

U‘L [Rigl L|—|J‘L|—|J ]

=

b1c10c112|vac) > [Titadatals) < |0102150415)

Figure 2.16: Mapping of the fermionic product sta‘td;ocJ,QQ |vac) into a five-qubit
state, using the Jordan-Wigner transformation. The cdiens |1,) = [0,)
(filled) and||;) = |1;) (empty).

In this language, a logical staf&;) (with |0) = |1) in the usual spin-1/2 notation)
corresponds to having a spinless fermion in either the iibpufr j = 1, or in the
modek;_,, otherwise (Figi_Z6). (Again, the fermionic vacuum state) maps
onto|vac) = [1;1y- - 1n41).)

The algorithms described in S&c.212.2 can be used, for dratopevaluate
the probability amplitude of having a fermion in moélg at time¢, if initially
(t = 0) the quantum state is the Fermi sea state WitHermions; that is|FS) =

Ne—1
IT cLl|vac>. This probability is given by the modulus square of the failag
=0

dynamical correlation function:

G(t) = (FS|b(t)bt (0)[FS) | (2.80)
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whereb(t) = Tb(0)T, T = e~ " is the time evolution operator, ant(0) = b,
Basically, G(t) is the overlap between the quantum st&{@)|FS), which does
not evolve, and the staté(t)|FS), which does not vanish unless the evolved state
T|FS) already contains a fermion in the impurity sité(#))? = (b1(0))? =

0), i.e., contains the fermion which initially was in ttig mode. In terms of
Pauli operators (see Eq._2179), this correlation functexfuces to a two-qubit

problem [OGKO1]: -
G(t) = (9|0  Toi|e) (2.81)

whereT = e~ js an evolution operator arising from the interaction teimisqg.
278, with
A= gl Shog2y K(0102 +0lo?) (2.82)
D) z D) z D) T y“y/) o
and|¢) = |1,02) in the logical basis (i.e., the initial state with one fermia the
ko mode).

In order to use the quantum circuit depicted in [igl 2.7, pkrators in Eq.
.81 must be unitary. Because of the symmetrie& puch as the globat /2-~
rotation that mapsgo’, o)) — (07, —0), leaving the statép) invariant (up to a
phase factor), thetw|T oL To}|¢) = (¢|T o, Toy|¢) = 0 and(¢|T1o, To,|¢) =
(¢|T'0,To,|p). Therefore, EQCZB1 can be written in terms of unitary ofmesa
as

G(t) = (¢letote gl |). (2.83)

Figure[ZIV shows the quantum circuit used to ob@in). It is derived from
Fig.[ZT by making the following identificationg: — ¢~ ', A, — ¢!, andB; —
ol. The corresponding controlled operations C-A and C-B f@ns into the
well-known controlled-not (CNOT) gates (S€c.211.3). Aktunitary operations
appearing in Fi.Z.17 were decomposed into elementary N&&sgsingle qubit
rotations and Ising interactions). In particular, the deposition ofe~#* can be

found in Ref. [OGKOL], obtaining
e—if{t — Ue—i)\loite—i)\gcrztUT ’ (284)

where) sy = 1(E F VA2 + V2), with E = 6+§’“°, andA = “=*. The unitary
operatorUU is decomposed as (Fig—2117)
U= ei%oie—i%oie—i%o‘

. (2.85)
with the parametef satisfyingcos 6 = 1/v/1 + 62, andd = (A+VA2 +V?2)/V.
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Figure 2.17: Quantum circuit for the evaluation @f¢) (Eq.[28D) in terms of
elementary gates directly able to be implemented with tiegiate NMR methods.
The controlled operatior8/": andA”= correspond to the operations C-B and C-
A of Sec[Z.ZP, respectively.
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The CNOT gates C-A and C-B can also be decomposed into elameyates,
as explained in SeE.2.1.2. Therefat&;) can be obtained using an NMR QIP by
applying the appropriate rf pulses (SEC.2.6.1). Remaykably three qubits are
required for the simulation (Fig—ZIL7): The ancilla quhibne qubit representing
the impurity site (qubit-1), and one qubit representingihenode (qubit-2).

Similarly, the algorithm depicted in Fig._2.8 can be usedterested in ob-
taining the spectrum of the Hamiltonidi of Eq.[ZZ8, replacing) — H. In
particular, whem = 1 (one site plus the impurity), EQ_ZI78 in terms of Pauli
operators reduces @ = =" + /7, with [I defined in EGCZE2. In this case, the
two eigenvalues\; (i = 1,2) of the one-particle subspace can be extracted from

the correlation function

S(t) = (pleg) = e~ (T (gle M), (2.86)

which can be obtained by measuring the polarization of tledlamqubit after the
quantum circuit shown in Fi. 2.8 has been applied. Sjpge= |1,0,) is not an
eigenstate of/, it has a non-zero overlap with the two one-particle eiggest
called|1P;) (see AppendikB).

Again, the operatar'’*:*/2 (Fig.[ZB) needs to be decomposed into elementary
gates for its implementation in an NMR QIP. Noticing that, H] = [¢2, U] = 0,
then

6iﬁa;t/2 _ Uei)qaiagt/Qei)\gagazt/ZUJrei(e-i—akO)ogt/Z’ (2.87)

where the unitary operatéf is decomposed as in Hq. 2185. Figlire .18 shows the
corresponding circuit in terms of elementary gates. Agajts 1 and 2 represent
the impurity site and thé, mode, respectivelya denotes the ancilla qubit. Since
the idea is to perform a DFT on the results obtained from thasmement (see
AppendixXB), this circuit needs to be applied for severaliealof the parameter
(SecZIR).

2.7.1 Experimental Protocol and Results

The NMR setting used for the evaluation@tt) and.S(t) is based on an ensem-
ble solution of trans-crotonic acid and methanol dissoivescetone (Fig—2.19).
This molecule can be used as a seven-qubit register, whetteanwa is used to
perform rf-power selection and accurately calibrate thautses. In this way, the
decoherence timelf) is in the range from several hundreds of milliseconds to
more than a second, allowing one to perform around 1000esiggbit gates and
around 100 two-qubit (Ising) gates.
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Figure 2.18: Quantum circuit for the evaluationtit) [Eq.[Z88]. The parameters
A1 and)\, are defined in Se€. 3.7, and= (¢ + ¢;,)/2. The decomposition of the
operatorU/ in NMR gates is shown in Fig.Z117.

01 CQ 03 04 M Hl H2
C,|—1914.06 40.5 1.5 7 127 3.9 6.3
Cs —18115.10 69.9 1.3 -7.1 155.1 —-0.6
Cs —15157.41 73.2 6.6 -1.8 163
Cy —21148.90| —0.9 6.5 3.6
M 230.43 6.9 -1.7
H; —2370.80] 15.5
H, D —1774.47

Figure 2.19: The transcrotonic acid molecule is a seventoegister. The methyl
group is used as a single quiit [KLMOO]. The table shows tteesaof the chem-
ical shifts (main diagonal) and thecouplings (off-diagonal) between every pair
of nuclei or qubits, in hertz.
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The relevant nuclei of the molecule are denoted g%, C;, and G, corre-
sponding to the Carbon atoms; Hnd H, corresponding to the Hydrogen atoms,
and M corresponding to the methyl group. Although this is\esequbit register,
the simulation of the Fano-Anderson model requires onlgetgubits. Consid-
ering different practical issues, such as the nuclei-nuaderaction, the selection
has been made as follows: The spin nucleysdpresents qubit-1, the spin nu-
cleus M represents qubit-2, and the spin nucleusepresents the ancilla qubit
a.

The ideais then to apply the desired elementary gates byrggaplpropriate rf
pulses. Nevertheless, designing a pulse sequence to iraptexactly the desired
unitary transformation would require very long refocussaofpemes to cancel out
all the unwanted naturally occurring couplings (free evolutions). Then, the
overall duration of the pulse sequence increases and dexulgeeffects could
destroy the signal. Therefore, a pulse sequence compileseild to approximate
the evolution and numerically optimize the delays betwadsgs to minimize the
error introduced by such approximation.

The approximate evolution is then applied to the correspmnahitial state
Pinit = 3 [(]lC2 + 0—52)1010'\" , Which is the density operator corresponding to

the pure staté+),|1,02). Since the identity par]lC2 is not an observable, the
pseudo-pure stajg. .. = 0—52 1010'\", with 1 = |1)(1]| and0 = |0)(0|, can be used
equivalently. Thery! .., which is a deviation of the completely mixed state due
to the high temperature of the ensemble (§ec.12.6.1), cély bagprepared using
already developed NMR techniqués [LKCO02].

As mentioned in Se€2.2.2, the desired result of the QA is@ed in the po-

larization(20*) of the nucleus €(i.e., ancilla qubit). This component precesses
at the G-Larmor frequency/C2. To measure it, a Fourier transformation on the
measuredree induction deca¥ID (i.e., the decay in the polarization due to the
contribution of different Larmor frequencies) must be peried, integrating only
the peak located a- . Nevertheless, the absolute value of this signal is iresiév
since it depends on many experimental parameters such asltiteon concen-
tration, the probe sensitivity, and the gain of the amplifigne relevant quantity
is its intensity relative to a reference signal given by theeayvation of the ini-
tial statep;,i;. To get a good signal-to-noise ratio, each experimens¢ar) was
done several times and the corresponding experimentahdataadded. More-
over, to average over small magnetic fluctuations occumilgin the duration

of the whole experiment the scans of the reference expeti(nen the measure-
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ment of the reference signal) are interlaced with scanssodthual complete pulse
sequence. To increase the spatial homogeneity of the fieldtbe sample, sev-
eral automated shimming periods, consisting of fine tunmglsadditional coils
located around the sample, have been inserted.

In Fig.[Z20, | show the experimental results obtained fer ¢kaluation of
G(t) forey, = —2,¢ = =8, V = 4, ande,, = —2,¢ = 0,V = 4, and for
different values oft. The duration of the optimized pulse sequences from the
beginning of the initialization step to the beginning of theta acquisition, was
97 ms. For comparison, the analytical form @f¢), as well as the simulated
data points (i.e., data points obtained by simulating thentium algorithm on a
conventional computer) are also shown in the figure.

In Fig. 221, | present the experimental results obtainedte evaluation
of S(t), to obtain the corresponding eigenvalues for the Hamitonvithe,, =
—2, ¢ = =8, andV = 0.5. The pulse sequence applied is the one corresponding to
the quantum circuit shown in Fig_2]18 with the correspogd&focusing pulses.
In Fig.[221, | also show the analytical and simulated datatpo The DFT of
the experimental data is shown in Hig.2.22, revealing thpeeted peaks at the
frequency corresponding to the two one-particle eigemsabf Eq[2.78, for the
above parameters.

The close agreement between the experimental results armbthesponding
simulations, using the refocusing pulses, suggests tleaintin contribution to
errors comes from the incomplete refocusing scheme useldeirptimization
procedure. Therefore, increasing the number of refocysitges might have led
to more accurate results even if they would have increasedwérall duration of
the pulse sequence.

2.8 Summary

Throughout this chapter, | have addressed several broaesisssociated with the
simulation of physical phenomena with QCs. In particulgrrdsented efficient
ways to map the algebras of operators associated to thecphgsistem to be
simulated onto the algebra of Pauli operators. These mgpp@re sufficient to
establish the equivalence of the different physical motietsuniversal model of
guantum computation: The conventional model.

| also explored various issues associated with simula(i8es[2Z.B), remark-
ing that every step in a QA must be performed efficiently toeham efficient
simulation. Although a QC can simulate some quantum phlsistems more
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Figure 2.20: Real and imaginary parts of the correlatiortiom G (¢) of Eq.[2Z80.
The top panels show the results when the parameters [NEa&7,, = —2,¢ =
—8,V = 4. The corresponding parametexs \,, f can be determined using Egs.
284 andZ85. The bottom panels show the resultsfor= —2,¢ = 0,V = 4.
The (black) solid line is the analytic solution, the red lgscare obtained by the
numerical simulation (including the refocusing pulsesy éhe blue circles with
the error bars are experimental data.
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Figure 2.21: Real and imaginary parts 8ft), for ¢, = —2, ¢ = —8, and

V = 0.5in Eq.[ZZ8. The (black) solid line corresponds to the amabalution.
The red circles correspond to the numerical simulatiom@iseéfocusing pulses)
and the blue circles with the error bars are experimental.d&tt) has been
measured using the network of FIg. .18 with= (¢ + 4,) /2.
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Figure 2.22: Discrete Fourier transform of the real parthef ¢xperimental data
of Fig.[ZZ1. The position of the two peaks corresponds tdwloeeigenvalues of
the Hamiltonian of EqCZ2T8 for,, = —2,¢ = —8, andV = 0.5. Numbers in
parentheses denote the exact solution. The size of the elatssenting experi-
mental points is the error bar (see Apperidix B). An upper dadorthe error in
the frequency domain isc 0.5, which was determined by the resolution of the
spectrum due to the time sampling of the simulation.
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efficiently than its classical analogue, | showed that mdrajlenges still remain
to prove this statement in a general way (€€d. 2.5). As an gheahpresented the
QS of the two-dimensional fermionic Hubbard model, wheerd¢hs no known
way to obtain its ground state energy efficiently using a QC.

Finally, | described the experimental implementation ofA @@ing a liquid-
state NMR QIP (Sed2.7). This experiment allows one to wtdad the advan-
tages and disadvantages of simulating physical systerhdedtay’s QCs, and, in
particular, to understand the power of quantum computation



Chapter 3

Quantum Entanglement as an
Observer-Dependent Concept

“...Maximal knowledge of a total (Qquantum) system does ruEes-
sarily include total knowledge of all its parts, not even wiigese are
fully separated from each other and at the moment are notantiing
each other at all”

E. Schibdinger (1935).

Quantum Entanglement (QE) is referred to the existence rbdioecorrela-
tions in a quantum system that have no classical interpoatathis concept was
first introduced by E. Schrodingér[Sch35] as the essengea@fitum mechanics,
and is responsible for many counterintuitive physical peses like the violation
of the local realism. Naturally, it has been the main focuphufosophical dis-
cussions since the early days of quantum mechanics, anaawsknown that
entanglement is the defining resource that allows one taopartertain proto-
cols like quantum cryptography, quantum teleportatiord enen more efficient
computation. For this reason, QE has been one of the mostiamcubjects of
study in QIT during recent years. Nevertheless, its anahgsjuires a good under-
standing of the conceptual foundations of the quantum théanr this purpose, a
historical introduction to the subject is given in the feliog sections.

The EPR Paradox

In 1935, Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen designed an expetitmenso called
EPR paradoX[EPR35], to prove that quantum mechanics wascamplete de-
scription of physical reality. Neither they nor others agt¢hat the (probabilistic)
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outcome of a measurement performed on a quantum system wasigoely de-
termined by its quantum state). They believed, instead, that the result of a
measurement was a property associated with the quantuensyigiht before the
measurement was performed.

To prove this statement, they considered a system compd$ead guantum
particles where, although the position and momentum of gacticle were not
well defined (uncertainty), the sum of their positions anel difference of their
momenta were. For pedagogical purposes, | consider hera@esiversion of
this experiment by means of the conventional mddel[Bbh3igne the qualitative
results are equivalent to those of the EPR paradox. Thislgiegbmodel consists
of two qubits initially prepared in some state (Hig.]3.1)

b
V2

[Such a state represents, for example, the singlet statd §join 0) of two-spin
1/2.] Assuming that a measurement (in the logical basisgiiBopmed on qubit,
guantum mechanics says that the outcome of such measurprogtts the state
|Bell) onto the stateé0 415) with probability 1/2, and onto the state,05) with

the same probability (SeC.21.1). Thus, a measurementloib .4uprojects also

the state of qubiB, such that the outcome of a later measurement performed on it
can be predicted with certainty.

(1

Bell) = — [|0415) — [1408)] (3.1)

1
7, [Bell) = EHO.AlB) —[1.405)] 7!
2,
' 'T |
M & = Mg

Figure 3.1: Bohm’s representation of J. Bell's experiméito qubits in a pure
quantum state are separated and their polarizations aadlylaneasured along
three different directions. The measurement outcomesté@dhe Bell inequality
of Eq.[38. Herell denotes the polarizers.

What worried Einstein and others is the fact that, in prifgipoth particles
(qubits) could be very far apart in physical space. Theegfarperson located
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close to qubit4 could gain information about the state of qubitalmost im-
mediately, violating the principle of locality; that is,se information could be
propagated at infinitely large speed. If such were the chsegtistence of these
quantum correlations would be against the relativity theand the understand-
ing of the physical world would be completely different. Metheless, a deeper
analysis shows that such violation does not exist and thattgu mechanics is
right. Below, | present the experiments suggested by Bedhtmwv that quantum
correlations exist in nature and cannot be explained by seadassical theory.

Bell's Inequalities

The idea of existence of hidden variables which determieeotitcome of a
measurement in a quantum system was proved to be inconguatfittl quantum
mechanics by J. Bell[[Bel64] in 1964. Basically, he propassinilar experiment
to the one described above but such that the measuremeidsbeoperformed in
any direction, that is, in a possible basis different to tiggdal one. For example,
when working with photons, such measurements could be meeid by using
polarizers rotated by different angles.

Assuming that qubit4 is measured in some basis denoted by the vegtor
and qubitB is measured in the basis denotedBy, such measurements project
the state of either qubit in the corresponding directiomwiggenvalues-1 (Sec[Z.111).
In other words, the state after the measurement oftthgubit can be represented
as a vector pointing in the direction’; (+1) or in the opposite direction7;
(-1).

The idea of Bell was to obtain the functioh(7,, 775), which denotes the
average product of the outcomes of the corresponding merasuts for different
directions7”;. It can be proved that if*; = 775, thenA(7,, 7,) = —1 for a
Bell state of the form of Eq_3.1. This is because such statdeanritten in the
same form for other locally rotated basis. For example

1 1

7 [11405) — [0415)] = 7 |+a—5) — |—a+s)] (3.2)
where|£;) = %HO]) +|1,)] are the eigenstates of the Pauli flip operatbwith

eigenvaluet1. Then, a local measurement of the Bell state in thdirection
shows the same results as a measurement in direction (logical basis).
Equivalently, for the Bell statéBell) one obtainsA(7,,—7;) = +1, and
for arbitrary directionsA(7 1, 75) = — 7.7 5; that is, the usual scalar product
between vectors in real space. Interestingly, such a nssagsociated with the ex-
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istence of correlations of quantum nature and cannot benaatdoy any classical
theory, including hidden variables.

To show this, J. Bell first assumed that the complete stat®tbf ubits was
characterized by the existence of uncontrollable hiddeiabkes, denoted by.
He also assumed that the measurement outcome of fulds independent of
the orientation7”; where qubit4 is measured (i.e., locality). Therefore, there
exist two functionsM 4 (7, A) and Mz(7 3, \), which correspond to both mea-
surements outcomes, with values

Ma(T1,\) = £1; Mp(79,\) = 1. (3.3)
In particular, both functions satisfy the desired resultif = 7, (see Eq3]1):
MA(?lv )\) - _MB(?lv )‘) VA (34)

Nevertheless, iH(\) is the probability distribution for the hidden variable,thvi
[ p(\)dX = 1, the average of the product of both outcomes should be

A(?l, ?2) = /p(A)M_A(?l, )\)MB(?Q, )\)d)\, (35)
and from EqC3H,
AL = = [ POMAT L) Ma(T2 N (3.6)

Considering another unit vectar’, and considering that the three integéfg =
+1 satisfy

Mua(T1)[Ma(T2) — Ma(T5)] = £[1 — Ma(T2) Ma(75))], (3.7)

and after some simple algebraic manipulations of Ed. 3g&tteer with M 4 (71, \)]? =
1, the following Bell inequality is obtained:

|A(T1, T2) — A(T1, Th)| < 1+ A(T2, 75). (3.8)

Remarkably, this Bell inequality sometimes is violated iuantum mechan-
ical system due to the existence of non-classical coroglatiFor example, if the
vectors7; and 7, are orthogonal, and", lies between them making/a° angle
(Fig.[3), then for the quantum state of EQ] 3.1

A(?l, ?2) = 0 s A(?l, ?3) = A(?g, ?3) = — COS(7T/4), (39)
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and
cos(m/4) £ 1 — cos(m/4). (3.10)

Interpretation

The violation of Bell's inequalities was experimentallyoped in the 1980s
using photon atomic transitions [AGR82]. The results algdiwere in excellent
agreement with the predictions of quantum mechanics, agsthrat no hidden
variable theory could overcome the problem of nonlocalitgwever, an analysis
of the measurement process tells one that the existenceneflassical correla-
tions does not imply a violation of causality, as Einstein,a., stated. In other
words, the almost instant influence of the measurement méad one qubit in
the measurement outcome of the other, cannot be regardéx a&xistence of
some sort of communication (i.e., travelling informatidrétween both qubits:
The outcome of the measurement (projection) is completaigaom.

Many different analysis about the nonclassical propedfegiantum systems
are discussed in almost any book about quantum mechaniecaodhcases, the
problem of measurement, which is not analyzed in detail expgfesent work, is
also considered. In this chapter, | mainly focus on the stfdiiese nonclassical
correlations which define QE. In the first place, | review teaal (or traditional)
notion to prepare for a more general concept denoted as ajzeer entangle-
ment, which is also presented here. Finally, | present soaeples to show how
generalized entanglement can be used in a more generaWaikne

3.1 Quantum Entanglement

The standard setting for studying entanglement usuallyl@s a quantum system
S composed of two distinguishable subsystermé¢for Alice) and B (for Bob),
with Hilbert spaces denoted ¥ 4 and?# 3, respectively. Then the total Hilbert
space for the joint system s = H 4 ® Hp, with ® the usual tensor product. A
quantum state (i.e., its density operator) is said to be separable if arig ibn

p=> ppt@pk, (3.11)

where) " p, = 1, with p, (> 0) being the corresponding probabilities. The
density operators?! = [1%) (5| andp? = [¢) (|, which describe pure states
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of Alice and Bob, respectively, need not describe orthofstades for different
integerss. A quantum state of the joint system is then separable wlegriev
can be written as a probabilistic (convex) combination origtune of product
(separable) states. For example, if bgtland B are single qubits, the pure state

V) = = [|0408) +0415) + |1405) + [1415)] (3.12)

N =

is separable because it can be rewritten as

00+ [ 05+ [

V2 V2

Interestingly, separable states can be prepared by medasabfoperations
(e.g., rotations, local measurements, etc.) and classocamunication between
the different parties of the system. Then, they do not pessa@selations of quan-
tum nature and cannot be distinguished from classicalsstatas property leads
to the following definition: A quantum stajeof a composite system is said to
be entangled if it is not separable and unentangled otherviisr example, the
Bell state of Eq[Z3]1 is entangled because there is no bassewhcan be writ-
ten as a product state. Naturally, this definition of entangint applies not only
to bipartite systems but to all systems composed of many (here than two)
distinguishable subsystems.

Finding a decomposition like EG._3]11 for a given quantuntestaof a joint
system, or even showing thatdescribes an entangled state (i.e., no such decom-
position exists) is, in general, a very difficult task. Intfaglgebraic methods to
check if p is entangled or not only exist for the case of bipartite systeand for
Alice and Bob being single qubits or two level subsystemsweier, if the state
is pure (i.e.p = |[¢)(¥|), simple methods to check separability exist.

) = (3.13)

3.1.1 Separability and von Neuman Entropy

The Schmidt decomposition of a pure quantum stajeprovides a useful tool to
check its separability. When using this decomposition,state|)) of a bipartite
guantum system can be written s [Pér98]

R

) = cilely) @ |6%), (3.14)

i=1
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where the pure statég’,) and|¢y) are orthonormal states of subsysterand
B, respectively; that is

(Ul d0) = (ohldk) = 6;; Vi, 5 € [1---R]. (3.15)

Without loss of generality, the coefficients # 0 of Eq.[31% are real (i.e., the
phases have been absorbed in the corresponding state$)oandhe normaliza-
tion of |¢), they satisfyz:jil(cj)2 = 1. If d, andd, denote the dimensions of the
Hilbert space${ 4 andH s, respectively, the integek satisfies

R < min{d,, dy}. (3.16)

Obviously, the pure state’) is entangled wheneve? > 1 in the decompo-
[ ) is entangled whenever
it looks mixed from the point of view of either observer (Adior Bob). In other
words, when obtaining the reduced density operator of ohsystiem by tracing
out the other, such density operator describes a mixed sta¢® |¢)) is non-
separable or entangled. This is only valid for pure statehefoint system. For
example, the reduced density operatdrassociated to Alice is

R R

=Tra(p) = > _(Bl)(0leh) =Y _(c;)*[dL) (@] (3.17)

j=1 7j=1

Then, if (¢;)? < 1Vj (or equivalentlyR > 1), the reduced density operatof
describes a mixed state apg) is entangled. Similar results are obtained from the
point of view of Bob.

A useful way to quantify the entanglement of a pure bipastigge|+)) is given
by the von Neuman entropys of eitherp™ or p®. Its definition is

log2 cJ

M:u

Es(1p) = =Tr (p*.logy p*) = =Tr (p°.log, p°)
j=1
’ (3.18)
Es is zero (minimal) for a product state and takes its maximuhnevéfs = 1)
for maximally entangled states, such as the Bell state oBEl. Moreover,Es
remains invariant or decreases under any operatiop/pperformed locally by
Alice or Bob. As | will show, this is an important property far measure of
entanglement.
All the concepts described in this section can be naturafigreled for mul-
tipartite systems. Then a pure quantum stateis entangled whenever it looks
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mixed to, at least, one of the observers associated to orteegarties. A von
Neuman measure can be defined accordingly, by measuringnthegéement of
every single party with the rest of the system.

3.1.2 Mixed-State Entanglement and the Concurrence

As mentioned, checking the separability of a mixed quanttatess a difficult
task because of the many equivalent ways that the densitgtopean be decom-
posed. Nevertheless, certain (classical) algorithms ltutzde the entanglement
of a mixed state exist, but their complexity scales with timehsiondg of the
Hilbert spaceH associated to the joint quantum system. Such dimensioroiskn
to scale exponentially with the system size. Thus, thesaridthgns can only be
applied to study the entanglement of small systems.

For a mixed state of a bipartite system= > _p;|v,) (¢, that is, the system
being in the pure state,;) with probabilityp, < 1, the entanglement of formation
E(p) is defined as

E(p) = min [Z psEs(v)] (3.19)
where Es(1),) is the von Neuman entropy defined in [EQ."3.18. Each possible
decomposition op corresponds to a certain amount of entanglement, so the min-
imum needs to be obtained. (Equatfon8.19 is trivially estshfor multipartite
systems.) For example, the mixed state of a two-qubit system

1 1
p = 5 Bell) (Belll, + 5 |Bell)z(Belll, (3.20)

where|Bell); = [0405) + |1415) and|Bell)y = [0405) — |1415) are maximally
entangled states (i.e., Bell states), seems to be maximatdngled. Howevep,
is actually separable and thus unentangled :

1 1
p= §\OAOB><0AOB\ + 5\1A18><1A18\7 (3.21)

that is, a mixture of product states.

As mentioned, the entanglement for a mixed state of two qdiind3) can
be exactly computed without calculating the minimal valti&€q.[319 [Woo098].
For this purpose, the time reversal operation needs first tpplied. That is, ip
is the state of the two-qubit system, then

p = (o7a8)p" (008), (3.22)
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wherep* is the complex conjugate of, is the corresponding spin-flipped state.
Remarkably, the entanglement of formation (Eq.1B.19) f& slystem can be ex-
pressed as

E(p) = E(C(p)), (3.23)

where the real functio& (C') is monotonically increasing witl’, and C'(p) is
denoted as theoncurrenceof p [W0098]. (Due to this property, one can use
the concurrence as a measure of entanglement in the twosygbem, instead.)

Defining the operator
R=\/\ppvp, (3.24)

the concurrence is defined by
C(p) = maX{O, )\1 — )\2 — )\3 — )\4}, (325)

where the\;s are the eigenvalues &fin decreasing orden\; > 0). Then,C(p)
takes its maximum value[(p) = 1] for Bell states (E_3]1) and vanishes for any
separable (mixed) state.

3.1.3 Measures of Quantum Entanglement

A good measure of entanglemdsip) for a multipartite quantum system, such
as the entanglement of formation of HQ."3.19, needs to gatetain require-
ments [VidOD]. First, such a measure must take its minimuhaey&(p) = 0,
wheneverp describes a separable state. Second, unitary local opesatocal
measurements, and classical communication betweenatffparties in the sys-
tem (usually referred to LOCC operations) cannot incrd&gge. It is reason-
able that LOCC operations do not transform, for example parsdle state into
a nonseparable one. Moreover, local measurements prbgstdte lowering its
entanglement.

Other requirements also have to be considered when defigpgémeasure
of entanglement. These include continuity, convexity,itdty, and subadditiv-
ity. For example, if two density operators describe almbstdame state, they
must have similar amounts of entanglement. Thakig) must be a continu-
ous function ofp. Also, the entanglement of a linear combination of two dgnsi
operatorg; andp,, thatis,p = pp; + (1 — p)p2 (with 0 < p < 1) must satisfy

E(p) < pE(p1) + (1 — p)E(p2). (3.26)
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A function satisfying Eq_3.26 is said to be convex. Basicdlie reason for such
convexity is because an operator likeends to have less entanglement than the
corresponding operators andp,.

It is not very clear how important the requirements of additiand subad-
ditivity are. The additivity property states that if the t® is composed ofn
identical subsystems, all being in the state given by thaitieaperatorr, then

E(p) = E(®™,7) = mE(7). (3.27)

The subadditivity property states, however, that if thesitgroperatorp of the
total (multipartite) system can be expresse@ asm; ® 7., then

E(p) < E(m1) 4+ E(n). (3.28)

In fact, the entanglement of formation for multipartite t&yss, as defined by
Eq[3.19, does not satisfy the additivity property.

3.2 Generalized Entanglement

The main purpose ajeneralized entangleme(GE) is to extend the concepts of
traditional entanglement to a more general setting by definew measures that
can be applied to any quantum system, even when a nontribalystem decom-
position exists. In this way, GE is considered as an obsal@pendent property
of a quantum state and, as in the usual case, it is determinagbteferred set of
observables of the quantum system under study. It is exghélede this new con-
cept allows for a better understanding of non-classicaletations in quantum
mechanics.

In this section, | rigorously define GEBKO03, BKO04] in tesrof reduced
states and | analyze the important case where the prefeeteof ®bservables
belong to a certain Lie algebra (i.e., an algebra closednoawamutation). Some
examples to show how GE works in different quantum systeridwipresented
and, in particular, I will show how the traditional notionrche recovered.

3.2.1 Generalized Entanglement: Definition

Assume thap is a finite set of observables; that is= {01,02, OM} with
O = OT the Hermitian operators that linearly map quantum states lefibert
spaceH |nto guantum states of the same space. Such set of observahkually
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intrinsically associated to the quantum syst8mnder study and depends on its
nature, control access, superselection rules (e.g.cfgartumber conservation),
etc. For a quantum state with corresponding density matex > p,|ts) (1]

(ps > 0; >, ps = 1), its h-state (reduced state) is defined to be a linear functional
A on the operators df according to

A

A(0;) = Tr(p0;) = (O;) Vi € [1--- M], (3.29)

with O, € b, and(O,) its expectation value over the state In particular, ifh
denotes the set of all linearly independent observablexeged to the quantum
system, the set df-states completely determine the state of the system, gince
can be exactly recovered from those expectations.

Considering the set of alj-states, it can be shown that such set is closed
under convex (or probabilistic) combination. In other ward A, are h-states
associated to different density matriggsthen) , p, A, is also a possiblg-state
for any probabilistic distributiop;, (p, > 0, >, pr = 1). If the seth is compact
then all h-states can be obtained as combinations of extremal st&esemal
states are those defined as the reduced states that canndttbe as a convex
combination or mixture of two or morg-states. In general, extremal states are
least uncertainty states so they are also referrédpore states.

With these definitions and properties, a pure stajdi.e.,p = |¢)(¢|) is said
to be generalized unentangled relative to the distingdisie¢ of observabldsif
its reduced state, that is, the state defined by the expacsadf the operators in
b, is pure or extremal. Otherwispy)) is said to be generalized entangled relative
to h.

Although such definition can be applied to any set of obsdegalyelevant
physical applications are usually found when thehssta Lie algebra of operators.
In the following, | describe this important case while giyia short description of
Lie algebra theory.

3.2.2 Generalized Entanglement and Lie Algebras

I now focus on the case whén= {O,, Os, - - -, O, } is afinite real\/-dimensional
Lie algebra of observables acting irreduciblyXrithe Hilbert space), with bracket
given by

~

0,0, =1 (0,0, - 0,0,) =13 70 (3.30
k=1
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(Here, no distinction between the abstract Lie algebra @gpinic toh, and the
concrete matrix Lie algebra of observables acting on the Hilbert spaieis
made.) The corresponding induced Lie group @ given by the mapy — ¥,
with X € h. Also, b is usually assumed to be semi-simple, that is, with no
commutative ideals

The projection map of a quantum state, with density mairigntoh can be
uniquely defined by the trace inner product as

M

p = Pylp) = Y _(0,)0;, (3.31)

j=1

Where(Oj> = Tr(pOj) is the corresponding expectation value. Notice that only
theh-state associated pomust be known to buil®,,. Similarly, the relative purity
or h-purity is defined as the squared length of the projectioat; ith

Py(p) = Tr (Py(p)) , (3.32)

and if the operators are Schmidt orthogonal satistné@@) = 0,1, then

N

Py(p) = K> (0;)*. (3.33)

Jj=1

HereK is a real constant for normalization requirements. Bipirity as defined
by Eq.[3:3B is a group invariant function:

Py(p) = Py(eXpe™™); X €. (3.34)

Interesting consequences from the definition of the redgiiwity are obtained
when the matrix Lie algebri acts irreducibly on the Hilbert spaéé¢ associated
to the system, that is, the representatiorha$ irreducible. In such a case, a
pure quantum state)) is extremal orh-pure if and only if theh-purity takes
its maximum value[[BKOU3]. Such states are the so-cajkekeralized coherent
stateg GCSs) offy and are constructed as

|GCS) —expl Zgj ]\ref (3.35)

!Anideal of} is a subalgebra C b invariant under the commutation with any element of
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where(; € R, and|ref) is a reference state corresponding to the highest (or
lowest) weight state off. GCSs are a generalization of the traditional coherent
states of the harmonic oscillator or the radiation field [2ZWhere in those cases
[ref) is the vacuum or no-excitation state. (The first term on thketriand side of
Eq.[33% is a general displacement operator.)

In general, the reference statef) is a well defined object in finite semi-simple
Lie algebras, after a particular Cartan-Weyl (CW) decontmosis performed. In
a CW basis, the algebra is written as

b={bp,b+,b-}. (3.36)

Here,bp = {hi, ha, -+, h.}, with h; = hl, is a Cartan subalgebra (CSA) bf
defined as the blggest set of commutlng operatoﬁjsamd the integer deflnes the
rank ofy. The set$, = {Ea,, Fuy, -+, Eo Jandh_ = {E_o,, E_ay, -+, E_q,},

t
with Eaj = (E_a]) , are usually referred to the sets of raising and Iowerlng op-

erators, respectively. By notation+ 2[ = M, the dimension ofy. The corre-
sponding commutation relations are

[izk,fzk/: _— (3.37)

[ﬁk,Eaj: = B, (3.38)

[Eaj,E_aj: - iozfizk, (3.39)

By Bay| = NijoBayra, Yoy #—ay, (3.40)

where the vectors;; = (aj,a7,---,a}) € R" are defined as theoots of the

algebra, andV;;, depends on the corresponding roots.

Equation[3.37 states that the operatorg)jncan be simultaneously diago-
nalized. Their eigenstates in a given representation aedhrespondingveight
states A weight statg¢”) of h satisfies the eigenvalue equation

hilé?) = e21¢7) Vk € [1-- 1), (3.41)

where the eigenvalued € R are defined as thereights Moreover, the vectors
eP = (el,eh, -+, e?) € R" are defined as theeight vectors

Due to the commutation relations of £q."3.38, a raising dpewcting over a
weight state either annihilates it (i.é?% |¢?) = 0) or maps it to a different weight
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state:
P By | 8) = (Eojhi + 0§ Eo )| 67) = (of + €§) En|6). (3.42)

Similar results are obtained for the lowering operatBL@j from Eq.[339. The
simplest case is given by the algeltg2) = {0.,0,,0_}, where the spin-1/2
representation is given by the Pauli matrices defined il Eh. 2

A weight vectore? = (! b, - - e?) is said to bepositiveif the first non-
zero component is positive. Then, a weight vectt is said to be larger than a
weight vectore™? if they differ on a positive weight vector. In particulargthoot
vectorsa; = (oj, a3, ---, o) in Eq.[336 are weight vectors of a representation
of h calledadjoint representatiofAppendixT). With no loss of generality, these
vectors have been chosen to be positive (or equivalently,to be negative) in
the CW decomposition.

The definition of positivity naturally extends to any weigfeictor in any rep-
resentation of. Therefore, dighest weight statgi\W) of hy is defined as the state
with highest weight vectoe’” in the representation. Similarly,lawest weight
state|LW) is defined as the state with lowest weight vector in the regragion.
These states are annihilated by every raising and lowepegabor, respectively:

E,,|HW) = E_, |LW) = 0. (3.43)

Both, |[HW) and|LW), are possible reference states) to generate the GCSs or
generalized unentangled statesydeq.[3.35). With no loss of generality, | will
mainly use|HW) as the reference state. Since its weight vector is positive,
state is then the unique ground state of a Hamiltonian

H=> ~h;m€R, (3.44)

k=1

where the sign of the coefficienis depends on the weight. Therefore, every GCS
is the unique ground state of some Hamiltoniafh {BKOO3].
A common uncertainty measure for the algelia given by

M

(AF)> = (03) — (0;)%. (3.45)

Jj=1

Remarkably, GCSs df are also minimal uncertainty states. Whgmcts irre-
ducibly onH, the first term on the rhs of EG_3145 is a Casimir, i.e. invaria
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while the second term is thgpurity. Because GCSs have maximum purity, the
corresponding uncertainty is minimal.

It is important to realize that the relationships just meméd between max-
imal purity, generalized coherence, and generalized angigment established
for a pure state relative to an irreducibly represented Igelaral do not automat-
ically extend to the case wheheacts reducibly or#. In fact, for a semi-simple
Lie algebray, a generic finite dimensional representatiof) afay be decomposed
as a direct sum of irreducibly invariant subspadés= $,H,, with each of the
‘H, being in turn the direct sum of its weight spaces. Then, thelah acts irre-
ducibly on eacl,, with the corresponding irreducible representation fiyreén
particular, every irrep appearing in the decompositionanagyhest (and lowest)
weight state, and for each of these irreps there is a marofo®RICSs constructed
as the orbit of a highest weight state for that irrep. Theeefthese GCSs will not
satisfy in general the extremality property that definesegalized unentangled
states. Indeed, the extremal weight vectors, which coore$po generalized un-
entangled states, need not all have the same lebhgphrity). Also, the minimal
uncertainty property could be lost. Maximal purity remaihen as a sufficient,
though no longer a necessary, condition for generalizesitanglement. Nev-
ertheless, all the statements obtained for the irreduciase still apply for the
examples and problems presented in this thesis.

3.2.3 Generalized Entanglement and Mixed States

For mixed states ofi, the direct generalization of the squared length of the pro-
jection ontoh as in Eq. [3:3R) doerot give a GE measure with well-defined
monotonicity properties under appropriate generalizatiof the LOCC set trans-
formations as explained in SEc._311.3[BKMO03]. A proper esien of the quadratic
purity measure defined by Hg. 3132 for pure states to mixddsstaay be natu-
rally obtained via a standard convex roof construction.p = > ps|is) (¥,

with > p, = 1 and>_p? < 1, the latter is obtained by calculating the maxi-

mum f;-purity (minimam entanglement) over all possible convegatapositions
{ps, |¥s)} of the density operatgr as a pure-state ensemble. In general, similarly
to what happens for most mixed-state entanglement measheesequired ex-
tremization makes the resulting quantity very hard to cofmpievertheless, the
cases studied in this thesis are always related with puiesstad no extremization
process is required.
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3.3 Relative Purity as a Measure of Entanglement
in Quantum Systems

In order to understand its meaning as a measure of entangiéon@ure quantum

states, | now apply the definition of relative purity to thadst of non-classical

correlations in different physical systems. First, | witiclis on spin systems,
showing that for particular subsets of observableshtperity can be reduced to
the usual notion of entanglement: The pure quantum stagesc#m be written

as a product of states of each party are generalized unéathinghis case. For

this purpose, and because they will also be needed in fuas@sc| introduce the
following representative quantum states foispins of magnitudé:

N
1
WN = T = S,"',S, S_livsv"'vs )
WY = DI S S )

GHZg) = S =)

28
1
——— > S—1,5-1,
V25 +1 4

where|Sy, Ss, -+, Sy) = |S1)1 ® |S2)2 ® -+ ® |Sy)n IS @ product state, and
|S;); denotes the state of thih party with z-component of the spin equal 1
(defining the relevant computational basis for ttiesubsystem).

However, for other physically natural choices of obsergaglts a different no-
tion of QE is obtained. In this way, one can go beyond the uglistinguishable)
subsystem partition. For this reason, | will focus later loa $tudy of they-purity
as a measure of entanglement for fermionic systems. Thiga®d starting point
to understand how such a measure can be applied to quanttemsysbeying
different particle statistics and/or described by différeperator languages.

3.3.1 Two-Spin Systems

The simplest system to study a measure of entanglement ipased of two
spins. For simplicity, | begin by studying the GE of a two-guystem (two-
spin-1/2,A and B), where the most general pure quantum state can be written as
|t) = a|0.405) +b|0415) 4 ¢|1405) +d|1 415), with the complex numbers b, c,

andd satisfying|a|?+|b]? +|c|* + |d|? = 1. For a spin-1/2 system the associations
0) = 1) = |) and|1) = [|) = |—3) are commonly considered. The traditional
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measures of pure state entanglement in this case are waltstodd (Sed31),
indicating that the Bell staté&HZ3 ) = 5 [|0.405) + [1.415)] [EPR35] (and their
local spin rotations such as the state of Eql 3.1) are makireatangled with re-
spect to the local Hilbert space decompositiin @ Hz. On the other hand,
calculating the purity relative to the (irreducible) Lieggabra of alllocal observ-
ablesh = su(2)4 @ su(2)s = {0o’; i : A, B; a = x,y, 2} classifies the pure
two-qubit states in the same way as the traditional meagbg43.2). Here, the
operatorsr! = 0, ® 1ando® = 1 ® o, are the Pauli operators acting on qubits
A andB, respectively. In this case, Hq._3 32 simply gives

Pll) = 5 S4oi? (3.47)

i,Q

where Bell's states are maximally entanglet} & 0) and product states of the
form ) = |p4) 4 ® |¢5)5 (GCSs of the algebr = su(2) 4 @ su(2)z) are gen-
eralized unentangled, with maximum purity. Therefore,ribemalization factor

K = 1/2 may be obtained by setting, = 1 in such a product state. As ex-
plained in Sed_3. 212 is invariant under group operations, i.e., local rotations
in this case. Since all GCSs bfbelong to the same orbit generated by the ap-
plication of group operations to a particular product stateeference state like
0.405) = |3, 3)), they all consistently have maximulmpurity (7, = 1).

Another important insight may be gained by calculating thetp relative to
the algebra ofill observablesh = su(4) = {0’ 02 ® ag; 1= AB; o, =
x,y, z} in the case of two-qubit system. One finds thay two-qubit pure state
|4) (including the Bell’s states of E@._3.1) is generalized uaegled @, = 1;
See Fig[(3R). This property is a manifestation of the redaiature of GE, since
considering the set of all observables as being physicaligssible is equivalent
to not making any preferred subsystem decomposition. Atiegly, in this case

any pure guantum state becomes a GC&10f).

In Fig.[32 | also show the GE for systems of two parties of spirelative to
different algebras. It is observed that the purity redugsgsrato the traditional
concept of entanglement for higher spin if it is calculatethtive to the (irre-
ducible) Lie algebra oéll local observable§ = su(2S + 1) 4 @ su(2S + 1)3.
For example, when interested in distinguishing productestdrom entangled
states in a two-spin-1 system, the purity relative to theediucible) algebrg =
su(3)4 @ su(3)g = M@ 15,14 @ A2 (1 < a < 8)}, needs to be calculated.
Here, the3 x 3 Hermitian and traceless matricksare the well known Gell-Mann
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Figure 3.2: Purity relative to different possible algebi@sa two-spins system.
The quantum statd&HZ%) and|F%) are defined in EqE_3.16.
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which satisfyTr[A\,\g] = d,,5. In this basis, the spin-1 states are represented by
the 3-dimensional vectors

1 0 0
) = (0) 110) = (1) and|—1) = (0) . (3.48)
0 0 1

Then, the relative purity for a generic pure stateé becomes

Pyllu)) = 530S 00, (349)

where (X!} denotes the expectation value &f in the state|y)). In this way,
product states like)) = | 4) 4®|op) s are generalized unentangled, (= 1) and
states likdGHZ?) (and states connected through local spin unitary opersjtiane
maximally entangled in this algebr&y = 0).

Different results are obtained if the purity is calculatelhtive to asubalgebra
of local observablesFor example, the two-spin-1 product stite)) = |0) ® |0),
where both spins have zero projection alondgecomes generalized entangled
relative to the (irreducible) algebsa(2) 4 © su(2)5 of local spin rotations, which
is generated byS’; i : A, B; o = z,y, 2}, the spin-1 angular momentum oper-
atorsS,, for each spin being given by

0
0 )(3.50)
—1

L [0 10 L (0 =i 0 1
Sp=— |10 1),8=—(i 0 —i],5 =10
V2o 1 0 v2lo i o 0

Notice that access to local angular momentum observabiigsesLto operationally
characterize the system as describable in terms of twolparticles (by imagin-
ing, for instance, the performance of a Stern-Gerlach-tfpexperiment on each
particle). Thus, even when a subsystem decomposition caatheally identified
from the beginning in this case, states which are manifegtparable (unentan-
gled) in the standard sense may exhibit GE (see also AppEidi©On the other
hand, this is physically quite natural in the example, sithege are no SU(2x
SU(2) group operations (local rotations from exponemigi = su(2) 4Psu(2)g)
that are able to transform the stafe0) into the unentangled product statel).
In fact, |0, 0) is maximally entangled with respect4a(2) 4 @ su(2)z (i.e., P, =
0).

The examples described in this section together with otkemeles of states
of bipartite quantum systems are shown in [Eig] 3.2. It isrcthat calculating

o O O
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the purity relative to different algebras gives informatebout different types of
guantum correlations present in the system.

3.3.2 N-Spin Systems

The h-purity distinguishes pure product states from entanglessaf it is calcu-
N
lated relative to the (irreducible) algebra of local obsétesh = P su(25 + 1);

=1
(see AppendikD) because of the group invariance of thei\velparity (Eq[33h),
which, in this case, constitutes all local rotations. Hgenotes every subsys-
tem (spin) of the total system. For example, in the previacsien | denoted the
subsystem 1 to bel (or Alice) and the subsystem 2 to Be(or Bob). Therefore,
product states are GCSs and generalized unentangledediatine set) of all
local observables.

For example, the usual concept of QE in &rqubit quantum state can be
N
recovered if the purity is calculated relative to the lodgearah = € su(2), =

7=1
{ol,0),0L,--- 0,0, 0}, where the Pauli operatorg, (o = =,y, z) were

x? y) z Y xT )

introduced in Sed_2.1.1. The local purity is then

Pl = 30 Dol (351)

a=x,Y,% le

where the normalization factdr/ N was obtained by setting, = 1 in any prod-
uct state of the forny)) = [p1)1®|p2)2®@- - -®|on) N (i.€., 2 GCS of this algebra).
With this definition, states likéGHZY'), [(|01) — [10))/+/2]®" (with obvious no-

tations), and the well known cluster statés - introduced in Ref.[[BR0O1], are
maximally entangled#, = 0). Also, Eq[3.5Il can be shown to be equivalent to
the measure of QE introduced by Meyer and Wallach in Ref. [MJVO0

In Fig.[33, | present some examples of the purity relativinéolocal algebra

N
h = P su(2); foraN-spin-S system. | also show the purity relative to the algebra
j=1

of all observablesu([2S + 1]V), where any pure quantum state is a GCS, thus
generalized unentangle@®( = 1).
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1] su@2@- @su2)y su(2V)
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|GHz~;">
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[W§) |GHZ); -
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Figure 3.3: Purity relative to different algebras foNaspin-S system. The quan-
tum statesGHZZ ), |WY), and|FY) are defined in Eq§_3.16.

3.3.3 Fermionic Systems

The case of fermionic systems is important because it sh@msthe concept

of GE can be widely used. The system considered here con$idfgspinless)
fermionic modeg, where each mode is described in terms of canonical creation
and annihilation operatore.}, ¢, respectively, satisfying the anti-commutation
rules of Eqd2.34. For instance, different modes could beaated with different
sites in a lattice, or to delocalized momentum modes rel@tele spatial modes
through a Fourier transform (i.e., wave vectors). In gelnéwaany N x N unitary
matrix V' = |[|v;||, any transformation; — >, v;;c; maps the original modes
into another possible set of fermionic modes (Bogolubovdfarmation[BR86]).
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The commutation relations of quadratic fermionic opeatan be obtained

using Eqs[2.34, finding that
[cjcj, che] = dcle, — 5ilczcj . (3.52)

Thus, the set of bilinear fermionic 0perath§cj,; 1<y,7/ < N} provides are-
alization of the Lie algebra(/N)? in the2"-dimensional Fock spad .. of the
system. The latter is constructed as the direct sum of subspg, correspond-
ing to a fixed fermion numbet = 0,..., N, with dim(X,,) = N!/[n!(N — n)!].
Here, it is more convenient to expres§V) as the linear span of a Hermitian,
orthonormal operator basis, which can be chosen as

(cley+ ;) with1<j<j/ <N

u(N) = i(c}cv — c},cj) withi1<j<j/ <N , (3.53)

J
V2(cle; —1/2) with1 <j <N
(the large left curly bracket means “is the span of”). Thécewof u(N) onH rocr
is reducible, because any operaton{iV) conserves the total number of fermions
n = (Ej.vzl c;r-cj>. It turns out that the irrep decompositiomdfV) is identical to
the direct sum into fixed-particle-number subspakgseach irrep thus appearing
with multiplicity one.

Using Eq[3.3P, thé-purity of a generic pure many-fermion state relative to

u(N)is

5 N g N
Py(|¥)) = N Z [(c}cj, + c},cj)2 — <c}cj, — c},cj)Q] + N Z(c}cj —1/2)2.

J<j’=1 j=1
(3.54)

For reasons that will become clear shortly, the normabizefictor was chosen to
beK = 2/N. In this case, the fermionic product states (Slater deteants) of

the form
16) =[] clulvac), (3.55)

with |vac) denoting the reference state with no fermions anthbeling a partic-
ular set of modes, are the GCSs of tH{éV) algebral[Gi[74/ Per85].

Because a Slater determinant carries a well defined numhmartoéles, each
GCS belongs to an irrep spakg, for somen; states with different. belonging to

2A basis for the matrix Lie algebna( V) is given by all realV x N matrices.



3.4 Summary 81

different orbits unden (V). A fixed GCS has maximur-purity when compared

to any other state within the same irrep space. Remarkalaiso turns out that
any GCS ofy = u(N) gives rise to a reduced state which is extremal (thus gener-
alized unentangled) regardlessrgfthe h-purity assuming the same (maximum)
value in each irrep. Using this property, the normalizafactorK = 2/N was
calculated by setting’, = 1 in an arbitrary Slater determinant. Thus, the purity
relative to theu(N) algebra is a good measure of entanglement in fermionic sys-
tems, in the sense th#&}, = 1 in any fermionic product state, and, < 1 for

any other state, irrespective of whether the latter has & dedihed number of
fermions or not.

Due to the invariance aP, under group transformations (Eqg._3.34), the prop-
erty of a state being generalized unentangled is indepe¢déme specific set of
modes thatis chosen. Thatis|dh = [[; c;f.|vac) is generalized unentangled with
respect tai(N), so is the statgy’) = [],, cf, lvac), with ¢, = 3~ Umsc}. There-
fore, theu(NV)-purity is a measure of entanglement that goes beyond aplanti
subsystem decomposition in this case and only distingsif¢r@nionic product
states from those which are not.

For example, if the system has only = 4 sites (modes), then a fermionic
state like|¢) = %(c{c; + cheh)|vac) is maximally entangled relative to the alge-
brau(4) (that is, P,4) = 0) because there is no basis where it can be written as
a fermionic product state. However, the state = J5(cic} + c|c})|vac) is un-
entangled with respect to(4) (i.e., P,y = 1) because it can also be written in a

certain basis as the fermionic product sfate= cic/|vac), with ¢ = Z5(c} +c).

3.4 Summary

In this Chapter | have introduced a generalization of erfeangnt which provides
a unifying framework for defining entanglement in an arlstrphysical setting.
For this purpose, | first presented the usual notion of em¢éamgnt which referres
to a particular subsystem decomposition of the total syst€he usual concept
can be naturally extended to a more general case by meansefadjeed entan-
glement. The latter is regarded as an observer-dependepenty of quantum
states, being definable relative to any physically relesahbf observables for the
system under study.

In particular, | implemented some steps for the purpose sb@&ating the
theory of entanglement with the theory of generalized cemhtestates in the Lie
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algebraic setting. | have shown that whenever the prefese¢adf observables
constitutes a Lie algebra acting irreducibly on the Hillsgy&ce associated with
the system under study, GCSs are unentangled relative koasset, and possess
minimal uncertainty. Such properties are also obtainedhénusual framework
with respect to local observables. That is, the usual natio@E is recovered
from GE when choosing the algebra of all local observablesgesponding to a
particular subsystem decomposition.

Finally, some useful examples were presented to realizdythamics of this
innovative approach.



Chapter 4

Generalized Entanglement as a
Resource in Quantum Information

Because of the interesting non-classical features of gtearent, physicists have
been studying this quantum mechanical property almosedine early years of
quantum mechanic§ [ScA35, EPR35]. Entanglement is caesid®owadays to
be a fundamental resource in quantum information procgssihere it can be
exploited to perform certain tasks like quantum cryptogsamuantum telepor-
tation, quantum simulations, etc., which are difficult opimssible in a classical
setting. Nonetheless, it is not yet fully understood how bewQE can be used to
perform more efficient computation. In Chap. 2, for exampleave shown that
certain properties related with the simulation of physsyatems, can be obtained
more efficiently using a QC than a CC. As | will explain latéristis valid only
if entangled states are involved in the simulation. Howg¥ero entanglement is
created at any step of a deterministic QA (i.e., preparatica pure initial state,
evolution, and measurement), the quantum state carriedtibgaevhole process
remains a product state (unentangled) and such simulaiobe performed on a
CC using the same amount of resources.

On the other hand, it is also known that the creation of eriangnt is not a
sufficient condition to claim that there is no classical alidnon able to perform the
simulation efficiently [GK['Vid0B]. In fact, certain QSs vt involve entangled
states can be imitated on a CC with the same efficiency. Sahwitbblems can
be solved more efficiently using a QC? The answer to this qrest not yet
known: The lack of a general theory of QE that can be appliedntp system
and any pure or mixed quantum state is the principal reasbimté¢he difficulty
of understanding and comparing quantum with classical ¢exity in a general
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case.

In Chap B, | introduced the notion of GE which constitutesamstep to-
wards the developing of a general theory of QE. In the follaysections | will
show how this novel concept leads to a better understandiogtavhen QE can
be used as a resource for more efficient computation. Inqodati | will show
that the creation of generalized entangled states relatiwyery small dimen-
sional Lie algebra is a necessary condition for a QA to be mfirgient than the
corresponding (known) classical one. This result goeseyioe idea of creating
entangled states in the traditional way to gain efficiency.

This chapter is organized as follows: First, | present howo@i be exploited
to perform interesting protocols in quantum informatiogessing. Second, |
focus on the study of the relation between the concept of Gk elassical and
quantum complexity, showing that a wide class of problenti@antum mechan-
ics can be easily solved with a CC. The problem of efficienegtaeparation is
also considered.

4.1 Quantum Entanglementand Quantum Informa-
tion

Here | present some examples of how the usual notion of QE eaxjploited to
perform interesting tasks in quantum information. Thes&ganvolve the well
known processes of quantum cryptography and quantum teéejn. For sim-
plicity, the setting used here usually involves two qubitsrhany copies of it).A

and 3 for Alice and Bob, which are initially prepared in some maaliyp entan-
gled Bell state.

4.1.1 Quantum Cryptography

Quantum cryptography [BB84] is the process that allowséhlad Bob to share
a secret conversation through the encryption of their ngessa Such an idea
has been widely used in classical protocols. In a classiaaldéwork, the secret
conversation between Alice and Bob is done by sending areiviag arrays of
0s andls. The encryption and decryption of these arrays are donsibg a key
which is assumed to be known only by them. This key is a randwoimgsof 0s
andls and its length is usually the same that the length of the ages® be sent.
For example, assume that Alice wants to send Bob the binanpeu 10’. Then
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Alice creates a random key, such as the artay; and sends to Bob the encrypted
messagel0’ + ‘11" = ‘01’ (i.e., sum of binary numbers). Bob then receives the
encrypted message and by using the key it proceeds to itgatenr by adding
them:‘01’+‘11" = “10’, corresponding to the original message. This cryptography
method is trivially extended to longer messages.

The type of encryption described is more secure if the keg issehanged in
every sent message. Otherwise, a potential eavesdrép@r Eve) could easily
gain information about the key and therefore ‘hear’ the eosation betweeml
and B. Nevertheless, more secure efficient methods exist in atgoeeetting
by using entangled states. The reason is simple: If Eve toidgure out the
key, which is now an entangled state, she needs to performagurement, and
therefore destroys the entangled state by projectingatdatme other unentangled
one.

In more detail, the scheme for quantum cryptography cansis source that
creates maximally entangled two-qubit Bell statesll) = %HOAO@ + |1415)]
(e.g., entangling photon polarizations, etc.), where ar#tgs given to Alice and
the other is given to Bob (Fif.-4.1). In addition, each pasy measure the state of
the corresponding qubit in a different basis, if they warnf the logical one. (As
mentioned in Chajhl 3, such freedom is necessary to take &deaof the quantum
correlations.) The source then emits many copies of thedatié and the parties
measure their corresponding qubits several times andeliff@rientations. After
the measurements are performed, Alice and Bob have a dhssinversation
where they tell each other about the chosen orientationthbytnever talk about
the results of the measurements. Because of the nature Béthstate, whenever
they choose the same orientation, the results of the camelspg measurements
are the same. For example, if Alice measureg in the logical basis and Bob
measures in the same basis, Alice knows that Bob measurepliiitestatel 1).

In this way, they only keep the results obtained whenevemikasurement is
performed in the same orientation. Such results constihéekey, which was
never discussed between them, for the encryption and demmyqf the message.

Although the scheme presented seems simple and successéayesdropper
could still hear the conversation by, for example, steatintangled qubits used to
build up the key. Many different cryptography protocols édéeen designed for
different situations and can be found in the literature. eHeonly discussed the
basics of quantum cryptography to show that entangledsspdés an important
role in information processes.
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1
|Bell) = EHOAOQ +[Lalg)]
> & 2
/2 /2
w/ m/4 .
Key:10010.. 0 0 Key:10010..
@D 5>
Message Encrypt.
Encrypt. ':{> ':{> ':{> ':{> Message

Figure 4.1: Quantum cryptographic protocol. A soukaamits pairs of maximally
entangled photons. Alice and Bob measure their polarizatioandom bases and
they only keep those measured in the same direction. In tysthey build a key
used to encrypt their message.

4.1.2 Quantum Teleportation

Quantum teleportation [BBCY3] consists of the processleptating the state of
a distant quantum system by means of local quantum opesaiiociuding mea-
surements, and classical communication (LOCC). The sishpese considers the
teleportation of the state of a single qubit. For this pugorassume that Alice pos-
sesses two qubits denoted [y and.A,, and Bob possesses only one, denoted
by B. Moreover, assume that qubits, andB are in a maximally entangled state
which was given by an external source. Such an entanglezlcdatthen be used
to teleport the state of quhit; to qubit5.

The idea is the following: The global three-qubit state oicAland Bob to-
gether is given byy)) = (a|04,) + b|14,)) ® %(|0A203> + |14,15)). This state
can also be written as

) = % [[6%)(al0s) 4+ b15)) +1¢~)(al0p) — b[1g))+ (4.1)
€Y (al1) + b]05)) + €7 ) (al1s) — bl0s))]

where Alice’s statesp®) and|¢*) are the Bell states

6%y = %(\0A10A2> - 1y 14,)) and .2)
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€)= —5(0a1) % L)),
respectively. Remarkably, in this basis (Eql 4.2) the stBBob’s qubit looks very
similar to the state to be teleported (i.e., the statélgf Then, Alice performs a
measurement in her two qubits projecting them into one ofdhe possible Bell
states. (Such a measurement can be done using local opsratity but | do not
describe it here.).

The state obtained by Alice corresponds to one of the fousipiisies shown
in Eq.[42. Alice then contacts Bob and tells him about thelted the measure-
ment, after which Bob acts on its qubit to recover the statdofFor example, if
Alice projects its two-qubit state intg™), then she tells this result (by means of a
classical communication) to Bob. He thereby transformssthee of his qubit by
using a flip operation transforming

CL|1B> + b|03> — a|03) -+ b|13>, (43)

which is the desired teleported state. Similar operatiamsoe done for any other
state measured by Alice.

4.2 Quantum Entanglement and Quantum Compu-
tation

Perhaps the most important practical case where QE can deasseresource is
in computational tasks. As mentioned before, parallelswne of the properties
of the quantum world that needs to be exploited in a quantumpecation, and
such a property is naturally associated to QE. Shor’s famjalgorithm [Sho94]
constitutes a nice example where entangled states area$iad the prime fac-
tors of a whole number. It has been shown that using a QC, kigitam can
be efficiently performed; that is, with a number of steps Htales at most poly-
nomially with the integer” to be factorized. However, it is not known how to
perform such an algorithm efficiently on a CC: In order to fihd factors ofP it
is necessary to divide it by all the whole numbers betweemd P42, and so on,
constituting a time consuming task.

To demonstrate Shor’s algorithm, | present the factowzradf the number
P = 15. (Although the solution to this problem is immediately foy® = 15 =
3 x 5, this method can be extended to the factorization of largenbers like
P’ = 12319, where finding the solution is more complicateld: = 97 x 127.)
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As | will show, the problem of finding the factors éf is equivalent to the order-
finding problem. Thus, a random whole numbeibetween 1 and® — 1 needs
to be chosen first. Assume that this numbemis= 8. Second, a QA needs to
be performed to find therder n of m, moduloP. Such order is defined as the
least positive integer such that* = 1( mod P), wherea = b( mod P) if a — bis
divisible by P.

Then, the first step of the QA consists of performingadamard gates to the
initial (r 4 4)-qubit polarized stat#), - - - 0,.) ® |0,0,0.0,). The number of extra
qubits has to be big enough to find the ordewith high accuracy(IShao94]. Here,
r = 11. The other 4 qubits are necessary to encode informationt dbedactors
of 15 (i.e.,2* = 16 > 15).

After the Hadamard gates have been applied (i.e., the gastgsransform
|0) — |+)), the evolved state is

2" —1
1
= ) ©104050.04), 4.4
) ﬁ;m 1020,0:04) (4.4)
where|j) is the state corresponding to the binary decompositionefriteger;
in the logical basis; for exampléj = 3) = |0, ---1,_10,). The next step of the
algorithm is to apply a unitary operation that transforms

17) ©1040,0.04) — |5) ® |m?( mod P)). (4.5)

This operation can be efficiently performed using conttbigerations on the
state of the- qubits, but | will not explain it here. After this evolutiothhe evolved
state is

271
1

) = ﬁjz:;Iﬁ@Imj(mOdP» (4.6)

1
NG
where again | have chosen the integer representation otdkessn the logical
basis. The state of EQ.4.6 is a highly entangled state bettiwe: = 11 qubits
and qubitsz, b, ¢, andd.

By defining the stateg.,) for qubitsa, b, ¢, d, as

[10) @ [1) +[1) @[8) +[2) @ |4) +[3) ©|2) + -],

1 —i2mqk
) = =S exp { } m*( mod P)), @7)
NLD kZ:o n
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where agaim is the not yet known order, EQ.4.6 can be written as

2mqj

1 n—12"-1 - ‘
= g 2 e [ 10 ) @9

A (inverse) quantum Fourier transforin [NCO00] performedtiet qubits in the
above state maps itto

1 2 orqj -
S exp [ }UH\K:q/m, (4.9)

where the staté” = ¢/n) of ther qubits is a product state which depends on the
coefficientq/n as in the usual Fourier transform. This transformation daa a
be efficiently implemented in a quantum circuit. Therefdhe, transformed state
reads

1 n—1
= =q/n : .10
[¥) \/ﬁ;IK q/n) @ |pq) (4.10)

In this way, the register af qubits is measured in the logical basis to project the
state|y)) and obtain one possible staf€ = ¢/n) ® |u,). After applying the same
algorithm several times and by applying a continued-foaialgorithm, it is pos-
sible to obtain the ordet from the statistics of the measured statEs= ¢/n).

In this case one would obtain = 4, such tha8* = 4096 = 1( mod15). Such

a solution could be obtained if the result of the measurenretite register of

r qubits gives, for example X' = ¢/n) = |1536) (in the binary representation),
where | have used again the integer representation of steiies logical basis. If
this is the casey/n = 53° = 3, resulting inn = 4. From this information, one
can obtain that5 = 3 x 5 as itis explained in Ref[ [ShobP4].

A factoring QA such as the one presented is more efficient thalassical
one only because entangled states have been created attepm®therwise, no
advantages can be gained, in general, from using a detstmiQC. As a simple
example, suppose (with no loss of generality) that theahfture state of a register
of N qubits is the usual polarized stdtg - - - 0y ), and that the QA never does
create QE. That is, the set of unitary gatgsapplied to the initial state are only
single qubit rotations transforming product states intudpict states. Therefore,

9. 500 ,
Uj = "i%x() = cos + i sin 90:((;)), (4.11)
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wherer(j) = [1---N] denotes the qubit rotated at thith step, andx(j) =
[z, vy, 2] is the axis of rotation. The evolved state is then

[T vsl0:---0n). (4.12)

After the evolution is performed, certain qubit(s) is(ar@asured in, for example,
the logical basis. As usual, this is the last step of a detastic QA (Sec[ZR). If
the kth qubit is measured, the result obtained is

(%) = (01 - O (H U}) ol (H UJ) 01 -+ On). (4.13)

The fact is that such QA can be simulated classically andxpecatation value
of Eq.[4IB can be computed in a CC with the same amount of res®(i.e., same
efficiency). The idea is to only keep track of the informatadout[f;, a(j)] if
7(j) = k, because the other qubits are not measured. If the QA isrpezfb
efficiently, only a polynomially large number of paifs, «(j)] are kept. A clas-
sical algorithm to obtain the result of Hq. 4113 would consfaupdating at each
step the state of theth qubit only. For example, if at thgth step the state is
a;|0x) + b;|1,) and the gatd/;,, = €3 is performed after, the evolved state
becomes

[cos(m/4) + i sin(m/4)0¥] (a;10) + bj111)) = aj108) + bja|Li),  (4.14)
and sincer} is the corresponding flip operatiom;.; = J5(a; + ib;) andb;, =
%(z’aj + b;). Updating the values of the complex coefficientsandb; can be
easily done with a conventional computer. At the end of thal tevolution the
state of theith qubitisay,|0x) + bar|1x). Therefore, the result of EGZ113 is

(%) = lam]* — |bm]?, (4.15)

which can be efficiently computed with a CC.

However, if some of the gatds; create entanglement, there is no known way,
in general, to classically evaluate K£q.4.13 efficiently.tuxally, the elementary
two-qubit gates, like the?_; .»(w) or the CNOT gate introduced in Sdc.2]1.3,
are responsible for creating entanglement. For examptbeifnitial state is the
product (unentangled) stag%|0 + 1) ® |0), applying the CNOT gate evolves it

into %(|OO>+|11)), which is known to be one of the Bell states, that is, maxiynall
entangled. Nonetheless, | will show in the next sectiondhedtion of QE is not a
sufficient condition to claim that EG_4J13 cannot be obtdiefficiently by using

a classical algorithm.
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4.3 Efficient Classical Simulations of Quantum Physics

The purpose of this section is to generalize the conceptsrided previously,
presenting a wide set of problems which can be solved eftigievith both, a
QC or a classical one. To show this, | will exploit the notidnGE, which was
presented in Se€_3.2. Again, an algorithm is said to be efficvith respect to
a certain variableV, whenever the amount of resources required to perform it is
bounded by a polynomial iv. Otherwise, the algorithm is said to be inefficient.
It is important to remark that here |1 only make a comparisotwben efficient
and inefficient algorithms, with the previous definitiondaso not compare the
total amount of resources needed. For example, if a QA carelfermed in
N operations and the corresponding classical on&3roperations then, despite
being more convenient to use the former, both are considsfietent.

In most cases, the type of problems one encounters in quantehanics are
related with the evaluation of a certain expectation valueoorelation function

(W) = (¢|W]8), (4.16)

wherell’ is an operator acting on a finite quantum sys&in some statép) € H.
(H is the Hilbert space associated89 In Sec[2Z.P, | presented some QAs that
allow one to compute EG._Z16 in a QC described by the cormealttimodel,
whenever the operator algebra associated to the sySteould be mapped onto
the Pauli operators (Sdc.2.3). The main steps of those Qiésistof the prepa-
ration of the statéy) = |+), ® |¢), from some initial (boot-up) reference state
like |0), ® |0---0), then an evolution, and finally the measurement of the ancill
qubita. Similarly, in the rest of this section | assume that the latgef operators
used to describe the quantum computational model and/@&ld¢jebra associated
to the systensS are not necessarily described by the conventional modéla bu
one-to-one efficient mapping between both exists.

Since | am mainly interested in comparing the efficienciesbt@ining EqLCZ.116
using a QC or a classical (conventional) one, the efficieaajefined relative to
a certain variabléV which here is, in general, the number of quantum mechan-
ical elements that compose the systSml assume that there exists a QA that
evaluates Eq.4.16 efficiently, that is, using at most p¥lyresources. These are
the so-callecbounded polynomial quantum algorithtBPQA). This is usually
valid whenever the QC can be efficiently initialized and g\&ep, including the
preparation ofl¢), can be efficiently performed. These results were prewousl
discussed in SeE2.5.
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The most common classical algorithm to evaluate[EqQl 4.18istsof writing
the matrix representation &, and obtaining the corresponding matrix element.
This is usually a hard task because of the dimension of thHeektispacé{ grow-
ing exponentially withV. However, in some cases this complexity can be highly
reduced. The simplest case is when the stateof Eq.[4I6 is known to be an
eigenstate ofi/, so that the corresponding expectation is simply the kndgere
value.

Nonetheless, a more general result can be obtained in adébrlic frame-
work. For this purpose, | start by pointing out that, with neg of generality, the
state|¢) € H of Eq.[4I6 can be obtained by transforming any referende sta
[ref) € H; thatis

|p) = Ulref), (4.17)

whereUT = U~! (unitary). Moreover, the reference state can be chosen to be
the highest (or Iowest) weight stgtéW) of certain finite semi-simple Lie algebra
b = {01,0,,---, 0y}, with O; = O! (Sec[ZZP). In this cass,also admits
a Cartan-Weyl decomposmon{j = {hD, h.,bh_}, with b the Cartan subalgebra
(CSA) ofh, andh . andh_ the set of raising and lowering operators, respectively
(Sec[3ZPR).

Now suppose that the transformatiohof Eq.[41Y is a group operation in-

duced byh; that is
M
U = exp lz > gjéj] . (4.18)
j=1

Then|y) is a GCS and generalized unentangled state (extremal) Mdbreover,
suppose thai” of Eq.[4.16 can be decomposed as

W = ZlijOAj, (419)

wherer; € C Yy, andOj € b. In generalJV does not have the form of Eiq. 4119
and it belongs to a Lie algebra other thianThen,h must be considered as the
Lie algebra that contains both. (The important case wiies H = ¢, i.e. the
group induced by, is discussed in the next section.)

In this way, computing classically EQ. 4116 is equivalentvaluating

E CJ J A Z CJ J
Z/@ (HWle =7 Oz =0 HW). (4.20)
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The operators

~ —i Z CJ J A i E CJ
O, =e ; = Z e (4.21)

are also elements tnbecause they are transformed by a group operation. The co-
efficientsy,;, of Eq.[4.Z1 can be computed by means of the representatiorythe
A matrix representationf h is the mappingp : h — C? such that

o(0;) = O, (4.22)

N

©([0;,0;]) = ‘I)(Oj)a‘b(@j')] = [0;,05],

where[A, B] is the commutator and the complex matricgsarep x p dimen-
sional. A representatios is said to befaithful when maps linearly independent
elements i to linearly independent x p matrices. If the Lie algebriis com-
pact, one can always find a faithful representation satigftie inner product

with Tr[Q] being the trace of). For example, the well known adjoint represen-
tation (Appendi L), which associates ah x M matrix to every operator if)

(M is the dimension of), is faithful and satisfies EQ_4P3. Nevertheless, smaller
dimensional faithful representations € M) can usually be found. Then, df is
faithful,

M
_ —i 3 GO; _ i Z O
O;» —e 1 Oje 7= = Z vy O, (4.24)

which is the matrix representation of E{ﬂ.Zl. Since thig matrix operation,
the matrice®)’ of Eq.[ZZ2% can be classically computed wily?) computational
operation$ (addition and multiplication of complex numbers). Eachftioient
v;;» is then classically obtained by using the inner product gqogathat is

Vjjr = TI’[O_;OJ'/], (425)

which also require®(p*) computational operatiofs

IHere® denotes the order of required operations.

2To obtainv;;, at accuracy the order of poly1 /) operations are needed. Nevertheless, in this
section | consider that the calculation is done at the coatjmutal accuracy given by the particular
type of CC used.
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Similarly, in the CW basis,

T l
0; = Z Vikhe + Z tij By + iy Ema, (4.26)
k=1

=1

wherehy, € hp (CSA), E., € by, andE_, , € h_ (Sec[3ZR). The coefficients
7,1 ande;; of Eq.[Z2Z® can also be obtained classically witfp?) computational
operations by the trace inner product: The operatQrs, ,, andE_aj, are usu-

ally a simple linear combinations of the operat(ik,s
By definition,|HW) is an eigenstate of the operators in the CSA, that is

i [HW) = e, [HW), (4.27)
where the eigenvalues are assumed to be known. Then,
(HW|E, ,[HW) = (HW|E_, ,|HW) = 0 Vj". (4.28)

In other words, Ed. 4.20 can be classically computed by oegpkng the elements
of O} (Eq.[A21) belonging t :

(HW[OF[HW) = " (HW| 7y [HW) = >~ ey, (4.29)
k=1 k=1
and
R M r
(W) =D mivmer. (4.30)

j=1 k=1

Since the coefficients, are assumed to be known, and the coefficientand-;;
can be classically obtained with(p?), Eq.[Z30 can be computed with( M rp?)
computational operations. If/ < poly(N), thenr < poly(N). Also, the exis-
tence of the adjoint representation (Apperidix C) guarantieat one can always
find p such thapy < M < poly(N). Therefore, EJ_4.30 can be efficiently com-
puted with a conventional computer. A more detailed proafudtihe number
of operations required, including the approximation of éponential matrix, is
given in the AppendikE.

In brief, when the statép) of Eq.[416 is a GCS of a polynomially large
dimensional Lie algebrg, and the operatdii’ is an element off, Eq.[Z_I$ can be
efficiently computed with both, a classical and a quantumagev
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However, in some casé$ or U (Eq.[ZIT) are associated with an exponen-
tially large dimensional Lie algebra and the correspondiagsical simulation is
inefficient. Nevertheless, itis important to remark thairfoxed states of the form

L
pP="> Daps: (4.31)
s=1

wherep; = |¢,) (5|, and|¢,) being GCSs and generalized unentangled states of
a polynomially large dimensional Lie algebra, the compatadf

(W) = Tr(pW), (4.32)

can also be efficiently performed with a CCIif< poly(N).

4.3.1 Higher Order Correlations

The previous results can be extended to the computatiorgbehiorder correla-
tions. For simplicity, | start by studying the case of twadgaorrelations of the
form

(W) = (o|W1V2]g), (4.33)
wherelV is the product of the observablélg = W, andW, = ;. Again, ¥,
and W, are considered to be elements of a Lie algepra {O4,---,0,,}, and

|¢) is assumed to be a GCS lgfthat is
|¢) = U[HW), (4.34)

with U = exp [z Zj QOJ, and|HW) the highest weight state ¢f In this way,
Eq.[43B reads
<¢‘W1W2‘¢> = (HW|UTW1W2U‘HW>- (4.35)
SinceUUT =1, o o
(Q|W1Wale) = (HW[W T, HW), (4.36)
wherelV! = UTW,U.
Equation[£.3B can be efficiently computed with a classicahmater if the

dimension)M of h scales at most polynomially with the variabl& i.e. M <
poly(N). To show this, | first decompose the corresponding operasrs

M
Wi =>_ki0;, (4.37)
7j=1
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M
Wy =Y #50;, (4.38)
j=1

which transform under the action bfas
M
W =UWU=> k0;i=12 (4.39)
j=1
In a CW basis ofy, the transformed observabl% = U'O,U can be decom-
posed as in Eq_4.26. Such decomposition can be done effjcieitih a CC (i.e.,

computing the coefficients,;;, and¢,;) by working in low-dimensional faithful
representation df (Appendix@). Then,

M
(W) = > klkZ (HW]O0)[HW), (4.40)
i,j=1
with

r A

<HW|OA§OA;-| HW) = > %’k%’k’(ilkﬁk'ﬂ' > [Lii’bjj’<EA|ai/Eoz~/>

k=1 i"j7=1 !

+ C.Cot ity By B ) + Uity (B Ea ,>}

r 1 PN A~ A
Yy [%kbjj,mkEw ity (o) +c.c.] . (4.4)
k=1

j=1

where C.C. denotes the complex conjugate, and the expettaiues are now
taken over the highest weight state, i(el) = (HW|A|HW). Since raising oper-

ators annihilateHW) only a few expectations do not vanish in Eq.4.41. These

are

<hkilk/> = €k, (442)

(EayB_o,) = (E_a,Eo, +> o)=Y ale (4.43)
k=1

k=1

where the coefficienta are the components of the root vecter (Sec [32ZP)
andey, are the known weights dHW).
In brief, Eq[4.3B takes the form

M r l T
(O| W1 Wa|g) = Z ﬁ}/ﬁ? Z VikVik ERER + ZZLier;j,af,ek , (4.44)

i,5=1 kk'=1 §'=1 k=1
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which can be efficiently computed with a CCAf < poly(V).
Higher order correlation functions of the form

(W) = (g|WP - W'|¢) (4.45)

can also be computed efficiently for a fixed integgemwhenever there is a polyno-
mially large dimensional Lie algebfaassociated to the problem. Obviously, the
complexity of this problem increases asloes. Again, the idea is to keep only
the nonzero expectations of the transformed opefidtor= UTW? ... WU =
W...W", where|¢) = U|HW). For this purpose, all the raising operators
Eaj appearing i/’ must be taken to the right side, by using the commutation
relations of the algebra, so that they destroy the gtd#®). This problem is
analogous to the one given by Wick’s theorém [Wic50] for femnic operators.

In Appendix[®, | describe an efficient method for the cladsimemputation of
Eq.[445.

4.4 Generalized Entanglement and Quantum Com-
putation

In Sec[4.B | presented a class of classical algorithms tleatgone to efficiently
obtain certain correlation functions of quantum systema gonventional com-
puter. Here, | analyze some advantages of having a QC. Fonggaassume
then that one is interested in the evaluation of the coiogldtinction of Eq[Z.T6,
when there is no polynomially large dimensional Lie algebrassociated with
the problem. That is, eithdp) is not a GCS ofy or IV is not an element or
group element induced Wy, Then, if abounded polynomial quantum algorithm
(BPQA) like the ones introduced in Séc.12.2 exists in thiec&s [41b can be
efficiently computed using a QC. Usually, no known classatgbrithm can be
used to compute such a correlation efficiently and this sapres, in some cases,
an exponential speed-up of the quantum simulation witheetsio the classical
one.

In Sec.[Zb, | discussed the complexity of simulating phaisgystems us-
ing QCs. Although certain QSs have been shown to be effioi¢hers, like the
obtention of the ground state properties in the two-dimamai Hubbard model,
remained inefficient. The problem relied in the complexitypoeparing the de-
sired initial statel¢). When simulating quantum systems, this state is usually
not completely known (e.g., it is the ground state of somesauable Hamilto-
nian) and an approximated state, having a non-zero oveithp ¢y, needs to be
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prepared. The purpose of the following section is then tavshavide class of
quantum states that can be prepared efficiently by quantimwories. Again, the
results obtained are independent of the physical reprasemtof the QC when-
ever an efficient mapping between the operators used toibeshe system to be
simulated and the operators describing the computationdkeexists.

4.4.1 Efficient Initial State Preparation

| start by describing the simple case when the initial stateet prepared is given
by
|¢) = UHW), (4.46)

where|HW) is the highest weight of some Lie algebyaand is considered to
be the boot-up state of the computer, which can be efficientiialized. If the
operatorU of Eq.[Z4® is a group operation induced pythat is,U = ¢4 and
Aebh={0,---,0x}, andM < poly(N), then|s) can be prepared efficiently
with arbitrary accuracy by using, for example, a first ordestfer decomposi-
tion [Suz93]. In this case, the stdts is generalized unentangled and GCS)of
Then,A = >, ¢;0; and

¢ =TT e, (4.47)
~ M ~
Sl e (4.48)
j=1

Assuming that every operatiof'iCjOfAt is either an elementary gate or can be
performed by applying a small number of them, the evolutibhcan be then
approximated by applying a polynomially large number ofthgates. Particular
examples were discussed in 9ec] 2.3.

Another interesting case is when the state is not given in the form of
Eq.[44% but some information, like the expectation valulea eet of observ-
ables (i.e., its reduced statéf)j), is known or can be easily obtained. hif=
{Oy,---,0,} is asemi-simple Lie algebra, with’ < poly(XN'), and|¢) is shown
to be a GCS ofy by calculating, for example, thgpurity (Sec[3:2]2), then it can
be prepared efficiently with a QC. To show this, one needs taioliirst the op-
eratorA = 3| (;0; such that/ = e is the transformation of EG_ZU6.
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For this purpose, | define the fictitious Hamiltonian

M

Hp=-Y (0,)0;, (4.49)

j=1
whose expectation value over the statgis

M

(| HElp) == (0;)% (4.50)

j=1

If |¢)) = V|¢) is another GCS off, with V a unitary group operation that trans-
forms as

M
j'=1
then
~ ~ J\/[ A A
(| Hpld) == > (05)v:(0y). (4.52)

Gq'=1
Since theM x M matrix defined by the real coefficients;: is orthogonal, one
obtains (Schur’s inequality)

(O Hp|) > (|Hplp). (4.53)

Therefore | is the unique GCS and ground state that minimizes such expect
tion value.
Assume now that/ » can be efficiently diagonalized with a conventional com-
puter, obtaining
Hp = UH,UT, (4.54)

whereU is a unitary group operation and
Hy = yh, (4.55)
k=1

is an unperturbed Hamiltonian (i.61, are elements in the CSA ¢f). Such a
diagonalization algorithm is described in SEc.8.2.1. De§m)) = Uf|y), one
obtains

(V|Hp|w) = (V| Hol9)), (4.56)
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which takes its minimum value, by definition, for a certainigi state|¢). In
particular, the coefficients, of Eq.[Z£5b can be chosen such that = |[HW) (see
Chap[®). Therefordy)) = U|HW), andU is the desired group operation. Again,
U can be approximated by applying a polynomially large nundfeziementary
gates sdv)) can be prepared efficiently with a QC.

4.5 Summary

In this chapter | have addressed several issues relatingotieept of GE with
quantum and classical complexity. | have shown that thetioreaf GE relative
to every polynomially large dimensional Lie algebra is agssary requirement to
gain efficiency over the known classical algorithms. Othsewefficient classical
simulations exist, which realize the computation by wogkin low-dimensional
representations of the algebra. This result goes beyonédugrement of creating
entangled states in the usual sense. For example, a qualgarithen involving
gates induced by the Lie algebya= so(2NV), which is presented in detail in the
next chapter, creates entangled states in the standarel Gensnon-separable).
However, since the dimension pis polynomially large, such quantum computa-
tion can be efficiently simulated with a CC.

The efficient preparation of a wide class of states by quamtatworks has
also been studied. Again, any GCS or generalized unenthstiée of a polyno-
mially large dimensional Lie algebra can be efficiently anel on a QC.



Chapter 5

Generalized Entanglement and
Many-Body Physics

Information is inevitably physical.
Rolf Landauer

Every QC has associated certain physical representatigngpin-1/2 system,
etc.). The fact that information is not just an abstracttgrand is always linked
to a physical system, implies that it must be governed by alaes lof physics.
In Quantum Information Theory, for example, the manipolatand control of
information is based on the foundations and laws of the gqumamhechanics. On
the other hand, many concepts, such as QE, have been deVelolyefrom an
information-theory point of view. It is expected then thHag¢$e concepts are also
useful for the analysis of physical phenomena. In this drapapply the notion
of GE (Chap[B) to the study of different problems in many3pbpHysics.

First, | will focus on the characterization of quantum phiiaasitions (QPTS)
in matter. QPTs are qualitative changes occurring in thpgmges of the ground
state of a many-body system due to modifications either imtieeactions among
its constituents or in their interactions with an externallge [Sac99], while the
system remains at zero temperature. Typically, such clsaageinduced as a pa-
rameterg in the system Hamiltoniaf/ (¢) is varied across a point at which the
transition is made from one quantum phase to a different @feen some cor-
relation length diverges at this point, in which case theetas called aguantum
critical point. Because thermal fluctuations are inhibited, QPTs are ypdrelen
by quantum fluctuations. Thus, these are purely quantumgrhena: A classical
system in a pure state cannot exhibit quantum correlatiBneminent examples
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of QPTs are the quantum paramagnet to ferromagnet tramsiticurring in Ising
spin systems under an external transverse magneticfieMelISPfe 70 BM71],
the superconductor to insulator transition in hijhsuperconducting systems, and
the superfluid to Mott insulator transition originally pretgd for liquid helium
and recently observed in ultracold atomic gages [GMEO02].

Since entanglement is a property inherent to quantum stat@ésntimately
related to quantum correlations (Chhab. 3), one would exihettin some appro-
priately defined sense, the entanglement present in thexgrstate undergoes a
substantial change across a point where a QPT occurs. THausphcept of GE
becomes specially well suited for this study because itrextly applicable to any
algebraic language associated to the system under study.

Another important problem in quantum mechanics is to eyatiigonalize
and obtain the spectrum of a Hamiltonian of a many-body syste this case, no
approximate methods (e.g., mean field theory) are neededrantias complete
knowledge of the physical properties of the system throdghaaic methods.
By using information-theory concepts such as the ones thestfor the efficient
simulation of physical systems (S&€c.J4.3), | will show thaewever there is a Lie
algebraic structure behind a problem in quantum physia$,the dimension of
the associated Lie algebra is small enough, such problembeaolved easily
by using a CC. This constitutes the final part of my thesisraftech come the
conclusions (Chajl 6).

5.1 Entanglement and Quantum Phase Transitions

In this section, | characterize the QPTs present in the bipkeshkov-Glick
(LMG) model and in the anisotropic XY model in an external meiic field
through the GE notion, relative to a particular subset okolebles which will
be appropriately chosen in each case. Interestingly, for bbthese models the
ground states can be computed exactly by mapping the setseiable opera-
tors involved in the system Hamiltonian to a new set of omesatvhich satisfy the
same commutation relations; thus, preserving the uncheylgigebraic structure.
In the new operator language, the models are seen to comtiaia symmetries
that make them exactly solvable, allowing one to obtain tloeigd state proper-
ties in a number of operations that scales polynomially withsystem size. It is
possible then to understand which quantum correlatiors igge to the QPTs in
these cases.

Several issues should be considered when looking for ab@gef observ-
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ables that may make the corresponding relative purity a gutdidator of a QPT.
First, one observes that in each of these cases a prefegaigeabra exists, where
the respective ground state would have maxintupurity independently of the
interaction strengths in the Hamiltonian. The purity nekato such an algebra re-
mains constant, therefore it does not identify the QPT.H&sé cases, this algebra
is in fact the Lie algebra generated by the parametrizedlyaohimodel Hamil-
tonians, as the parameters are varied.) Thus, one need$r&otex subalgebra
relative to which the ground state may be generalized efgdngepending on
the parameters in the Hamiltonian. A second, closely rélateservation is that
the purity must contain information about quantum correfeg which undergo a
gualitative change as the transition point is crossed:, ttingscorresponding de-
gree of entanglement, as measured by the purity, must depetite interaction
strengths governing the phase transition. Finally, whenavdegeneracy of the
ground state exists or emerges in the thermodynamic lirpityaical requirement
is that the purity be the same for all ground states.

Although these restrictions together turn out to be suffiicfer choosing the
relevant algebra of observables in the following two mod#igy do not pro-
vide an unambiguous answer when solving a non-integrabbieinehose exact
ground state solution cannot be computed efficiently. T3lpicin the latter cases
the ground states are GCSs of Lie algebras for each of wheeklithension in-
creases exponentially with the system size. Choosing teergable subalgebra
that contains the proper information on the QPTs (such asrrdtion on critical
exponents) then becomes, in general, a difficult task.

A concept ofgeneral mean-field Hamiltoniar(&MFH) emerges from these
considerations. Given a Hilbert spaieof dimensiorp” (with p an integer> 1),
| define a GMFH as the Hermitian operator

Hyr = Zﬁjéj ,  Kj € R, (51)

which is an element of an irreducibly represented Lie alg@tbiHermitian opera-
torsh = {Oy,---, Oy}, whose dimension scales at most polynomiallpirthat
is, M < poly(N). When the ground state éfy is non-degenerate, it turns out to
be a GCS ofy [BKOO3], while the remaining eigenstates (some of which miap
be GCSs) and energies can be efficiently computed. The chon&éetween Lie-
algebraic mean-field Hamiltonians and their efficient sbiNty deserves careful
analysis in its own right, and will be presented in the folilegvsection.
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5.1.1 Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick Model

Originally introduced in the context of nuclear physiEs [(34@5], the Lipkin-
Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model is widely used as a testbed fodgtag critical phe-
nomena in (pseudo) spin systems. This model was shown todutlysolvable

in Ref. [OSDO5]. In this section, | investigate the critipabperties of this model
by calculating the purity relative to a particular subsebb$ervables, which will
be chosen by analyzing tlebassicalbehavior of the ground state of the system.
For this purpose, | first need to map the model ®rglespin, where it becomes
solvable and where the standard notion of entanglement istmoediately appli-
cable.

The model is constructed by consideriNgermions distributed in twav-fold
degenerate levels (termed upper and lower shells). Ther ke separated by an
energy gajp, which will be set here equal to 1. The quantum number +1 (1 or
J) labels the level while the quantum numidedenotes the particular degenerate
state in the level (for both shell&, € {k,...,kx}). In addition, | consider a
“monopole-monopole” interaction that scatters pairs afipies between the two
levels without changing. The model Hamiltonian may be written as

| Vv
H=Hy+V+W= 5 kz: ocl e + N Z o el custs  (5.2)

kK o

+ — E C;E], C]L Crr o Cp
o~k'c~k'oc“ko
2N o

whereg = —o, and the fermionic operatoc§g (ci,) create (annihilate) a fermion
in the level identified by the quantum numbefs o) and satisfy the fermionic
commutation relations given in S&¢._213.1. Thus, the ict&ya V scatters a pair
of particles belonging to one of the levels, and the intéoadt” scatters a pair of
particles belonging to different levels. Note that thedadt/ N must be present in
the interaction terms for stability reasons, as the eneegyarticle must be finite
in the thermodynamic limit.
Upon introducing the pseudospin operators

T = > e, s (5.3)

k
Jo = Zczicm, (5.4)
k
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1 1
J, = 3 ,; ock o = 5 (”T - ”i) , (5.5)

which satisfy thesu(2) commutation relations of the angular momentum algebra,

()., Jx] = +Js, (5.6)
[J-i-v‘]—] = J., (5.7)

the Hamiltonian of E.B]I2 may be rewritten as

H = Jz+%(Ji+Jf)+%(J+J_+J_J+). (5.8)

As defined by EJ.BI8H is invariant under th&, inversion symmetry operation
K that transformgJ,, J,, J.) — (—J., —J,, J.), and it also commutes with the
(Casimir) total angular momentum operafr= J2 + J2 + J2. Therefore, the
non-degenerate eigenstatestbfare simultaneous eigenstates of batkand J?,
and they may be obtained by diagonalizing matrices of dimoars/ +1 (whereby
the solubility of the model). Notice that, by definition df as in Eq[&b, the
maximum eigenvalue of, and.J = |J|is N/2. In particular, for a system witly
fermions as assumed, both the ground digtand the first excited state) belong
to the largest possible angular momentum eigenvdlue N/2 [LMGE5] (so-
called half-filling configurations); thus, they can be congouby diagonalizing a
matrix of dimensionV + 1.

The Hamiltonian of EJ.5I8 does not exhibit a QPT for finifelt is important
to remark that some critical properties of the LMG model ia thermodynamic
limit N — oo can be understood by using a semiclassical approach (nate th
the critical behavior is essentially mean-field): first,pleece the angular momen-
tum operators i /N (with H given in Eq[&.B) by their classical components
(Fig.[51); that is

J=(Jp, Jy,J.) — (Jsinfcos¢, Jsinfsing, Jcosh) , (5.9)
H/N — he(j,0,9), (5.10)
whereh,. is the resulting classical Hamiltonian apd= J/N, j = 0,...,1/2. In

this way, one can show that in the thermodynamic limit (AppeR3)

lim 91Hl9) = lim Ly = meighc(j,e,qﬁ) , (5.11)
5.6,

N—o0 N N—oo N
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so the ground state energy per partielg’ N can be easily evaluated by minimiz-

ing
. . K 2 .9 22 .2
h(j,0,%) = jcosf + 5 )" sin 0 cos(2¢) + Wj“sin“ 0 . (5.12)
A J
Z fu
6
Y
—
x lllllllllllllllllllllllll »

Figure 5.1: Angular momentum coordinates in the three-dsimnal space.

As mentioned, the ground and first excited states have mamiamgular mo-
mentum; = 1/2. In Fig.[52 | show the orientation of the angular momentum
in the ground states of the classical Hamiltonklanrepresented by the vectaFs
J1, andJ., for different values o andWW. WhenA = |V| — W < 1 we have
# = 7 and the classical angular momentum is oriented in the negatiirection.
However, whenA > 1 we havecos® = —A~! and the classical ground state
becomes two-fold degenerate (notice thais invariant under the transformation
¢ — —¢). In this region and fol” < 0 the angular momentum is oriented in the
XZ plane ¢ = 0) while for V' > 0 itis oriented in the YZ planef{ = +7/2). The
model has a gauge symmetry in the liie= 0, W < —1, where¢ can take any
possible value.

First and Second Order QPTs, and Critical Behavior

For the Hamiltonian of EJ._H.2, the quantum system undergosscond order
QPT at the critical boundang, = |V,.| — W. = 1, where forA > A, the ground
and first excited stateg) and|e) become degenerate in the thermodynamic limit,
and the inversion symmetrf breaks. The order parameter is given by the mean
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Figure 5.2: Representation of the classical ground statieedf MG model.

number of fermions in the upper shétl;) = 1/2 + (J,)/N, which in the ther-
modynamic limit converges to its classical value,

, 1+ cosd
]\}1_I>I(1)O<HT> =— - (5.13)
Obviously, forA < A.one hagn,) = 0, and(n;) > 0, otherwise (Fig.5]2). The
critical exponents of the order parameter are easily coatply making a Taylor
expansion near the critical pointd (— 17). Defining the quantities =V, — V
andy = W, — W, one obtains

li =
Al {nr)

(y*—aP)/2 forV >0
(y*+2°)/2 forV <0 °

where the critical exponents atie= 1 andj = 1.

In Fig.[5.3 | show the exact ground state energy per parfigleV (with E, =
(g|H|g)) as a function of” andW in the thermodynamic limit (EqE-51L1). One
can see that also in the broken symmetry regiainX 1) the system undergoes
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a first order QPT at’ = 0; that is, the first derivative of the ground state energy
with respect td/ is not continuous in this line.

Figure 5.3: Ground state energy per particle in the LMG model

Purity as an Indicator of the QPTs in the LMG Model

The standard notion of entanglement is not directly appleto the LMG model
as described by E§. 3.8, as this is a single spin system ant@iysically natural
partition into subsystems is possible. Therefore, usiedtpurity as a measure
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of entanglement becomes an advantage from this point of, wigwe the latter
only depends on a particular subset of observables and tibgaof the system
is necessary. The first required step is the identificatiom i@levant Lie algebra
of observables relative to which the purity has to be catedla

Since both the ground and first excited states of the quantd@ model may
be understood as states of a system carrying total angulamemom./ = N/2, a
first possible algebra to consider is thg N + 1) algebra acting on the relevant
(N + 1)-dimensional eigenspace. Relative to this algefrais generalized un-
entangled for arbitrary values &f andV/, thus the corresponding purity remains
constant and does not signal the QPTs. However, the famitaofiltonians of
Eq.[538 do not generate this Lie algebra, but rathendn) algebra.

Thus a natural choice, suggested by the commutation redtips of EqQ4. 516
andR.Y, is to study the purity relative to the spifi2 representation of the angular
momentum Lie algebra = su(2) = {J,, J,, J. }:

4
T N?

where the normalization facté¢ = N?/4 is chosen to ensure that the maximum
of P, is equal to 1 (Ed_3.32). With this normalization factBg,can be calculated
exactly in the thermodynamic limit by relying on the sermasagical approach de-
scribed earlier (Appendik]lG and EQ. b.9). For= 0 and arbitraryiV > 0,
lg) = |J. = —N/2) which is a GCS ofu(2) and has’, = 1. For generic interac-
tion values such thak < 1, the classical angular momentum depicted in Eigl. 5.2
is oriented along the direction and is not degenerate: Becausg = (J,) =0,
only (J,) contributes ta?,. By recalling thatimy_,..(.J./N) = —1/2, this gives
Py = 1, so thatas far as relative purity is concerned the ground state bekav
asymptotically like a coherent state in the thermodynaimdt.| Physically, this
means that with respect to the relevant fluctuations, GCSs.(@f) are a good
approximation of the quantum ground state for large patitimbers, as is well
established for this moddl[[GE78]. However, in the reglon- 1 the ground state
(both classical and quantum) is two-fold degenerate inthe> oo limit, and the
value of P, depends in general on the particular linear combinatioregkderate
states. This can be understood from Eigl 5.2, where difféireegar combinations
of the two degenerate vectafs andJ, imply different values of J,,) for V< 0
and different values ofJ,) for V' > 0, while (.J,) remains constant. With these
features, the purity relative to tlse(2) algebra will not be a good indicator of the
QPT.

An alternative option is then to look at a subalgebrawaR). In particular, if

o)) = o5 | (o) + (12 + ()2 (5.14)
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| only consider the purity relative to the single observdpte so(2) = {J.} (i.e.,
a particular CSA ofu(2)), and retain the same normalization as above, then

4

= WUZ)Q : (5.15)

Py(l))
This new purity will be a good indicator of the QPT, sinEg= 1 only for A <1
in the thermodynamic limit, and in additiaf, does not depend on the particular
linear combination of the two-fold degenerate states inréggon A > 1, where
Py < 1. Obviously, in this casé is straightforwardly related to the order param-
eter (Eq[5.1B); the critical exponents Bf — 1 are indeed the same (= 1 and
g =1).

In the regionA < 1 whereP, = 1, the quantum ground state of the LMG
model (Eq[5B) does not have a well definedomponent of angular momentum
except atV = 0 ([H, J.] # 0if V # 0), thus in general it does not lie on a
coherent orbit of this algebra for finit€. However, as discussed above, it behaves
asymptotically (in the infinitéV limit) as a GCS (in the sense th&f — 1).

In Fig.[5.2 | show the behavior df, as a function of the paramete¥sand
W. The purity relative to/, is then a good indicator not only of the second order
QPT but also of the first order QPT (the lile= 0, W < —1).

5.1.2 Anisotropic XY Model in a Transverse Magnetic Field

In this section, | exploit the purity relative to thg V) algebra (introduced in
Sec.[3331) as a measure of GE which is able to identify thanpagnetic-to-
ferromagnetic QPT in the anisotropic one-dimensional 4pthXY model in a
transverse magnetic field and classify its universalitypprtes.

The model Hamiltonian for a chain of sites is given by (Fid. 5l5)

N N
H=—g3 [(1+)aioit + (1= y)oioit! | + 3ot (5.16)

i=1 =1

where the operators!, (o« = z,y, ) are the Pauli spin-1/2 operators on site
(Sec[Z1)g is the parameter one may tune to drive the QPT,(ardy < 1 is the
amount of anisotropy in the XY plane. In particular, for= 1, Eq.[5T6 reduces
to the Ising model in a transverse magnetic fi€ld [Pfe70],levfir v — 0 the
model becomes isotropic. Periodic boundary conditionsansidered here, that
isoitN =g foralli anda.
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Figure 5.4: Purity relative to the observablgin the ground state of the LMG
model.

Wheng > 1 andy = 1 the model is Ising-like. In this limit, the spin-spin
interactions are the dominant contribution to the Hamibtiar(Eq[5.16), and the
ground state becomes degenerate in the thermodynami¢ értitbiting ferro-
magnetic long-range order correlations in thdirection: M? = limN_>oo<aglcaiV/2> >
0, where), is the magnetization in the direction. In the opposite limit where
g — 0, the external magnetic field becomes important, the spimg te align
in the 2 direction, and the magnetization in thedirection vanishes:M? =
limy_oo(olot/?) = 0. Thus, in the thermodynamic limit the model is subject

to a paramagnetic-to-ferromagnetic second order QPT atieatipoint g. that
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Figure 5.5: Anisotropic one-dimensional XY model in an eng transverse mag-
netic field B.

will be determined later, with critical behavior belongitggthe two-dimensional
Ising model universality class.

This model can be exactly solved using the Jordan-Wignestoamation[[JW?28],
which maps the Pauli (spin 1/2) algebra into the canonicaiifen algebra through
(Sec[Z31)

j—1
c} = |](-c!)ol . (5.17)
=1

In order to find the exact ground state, | first need to writeHlaeniltonian
given in EqQ[E.TD in terms of these fermionic operators,

N-1
H = —2g Z(cchl+yczcz+1+h.c.)+2gK(cjvcl+70j\,cJ{+h.c.)+2N , (5.18)
i=1

N
where K = [](—o?) is an operator that commutes with the Hamiltonian, and
j=1

A

N
N =3 cj-cl- is the total number operator (here, | chodgeao be even). Then,
i=1
the eigenvalue of( is a good quantum number, and noticing that= ¢, one
obtainsK' = +1(—1) whenever the (non-degenerate) eigenstatd @ a linear
combination of states with an even (odd) number of fermidngarticular, the
numerical solution of this model in finite systems (witheven) indicates that the
ground state has eigenvalie= +1, implying anti-periodic boundary conditions
in Eq.5I8.
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The second step is to rewrite the Hamiltonian in terms of énefonic opera-
torséZ (¢,), defined by the Fourier transform of the opera@rérj):

N
1 o
~t —ikj 1
¢ = — e el 5.19

where the sel’ of possiblek is determined by the anti-periodic boundary con-
ditions in the fermionic operatorsy = V, + V. = [+Z £37 ... L1,
Therefore,
H+N=-2> (~1+2gcosk)elé, +igysink(él cf + ¢ ,8,).  (5.20)
keV

The third and final step is to diagonalize the Hamiltonian @fiz20 using the
Bogolubov canonical transformatidn [BR86]

A o
{ ’)/]; = UrCy T— EC_y,
’)/_k = ukc_k — ’kack

where the real coefficients, andv, satisfy the relations

U = U_f, Vp = —V_j , and Uz + U,z =1 s (521)
with
U = Cos (%) , U = sin (%) , (5.22)
andg¢, given by
2gvysink
t - 2
an(@x) —1+42gcosk (5.23)

In this way, the quasiparticle creation and annihiIatiomzra;IJorsﬂy,TC and-,,
also satisfy the canonical fermionic anti-commutatiomtiehs of EqCZ.34, and
the Hamiltonian may be finally rewritten as

H=> &in—1/2), (5.24)

keV

whereg;, = 24/(—1 + 2gcos k)2 + 4¢g2y2sin® k is the quasiparticle energy. Since
in general, > 0, the ground state is the quantum state with no quasipasticle
(BCS state[[Tak@9]), such that|BCS) = 0. Thus, one finds

IBCS) = H (ug + ivgclél | )|vac) | (5.25)
keV
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where|vac) is the state with no fermiongy|vac) = 0).

Excited states with an even number of fermiohS £ +1) can be obtained
applying pairs of quasiparticle creation operatyi,[mo the|BCS) state. However,
one should be more rigorous when obtaining excited statissamiodd number of
particles, sincd{ = —1 implies periodic boundary conditions in £q. 3.18, and the
new set of possiblé’s (wave vectors) i§/ = [—7,---, —2% 0,21 ... 20D
(different fromV").

QPT and Critical Point

In Fig.[58 | show the order paramet&f?> = limy_,.(clon’?) as a function

of g in the thermodynamic limit and for different anisotropie§BM71]. Then,
M? = 0forg < g.andM? +# 0 for g > g., so the critical point is located at
g. = 1/2, regardless of the value of The value ofg. can also be obtained by
settingé, = 0 in Eq.[52%, where the gap vanishes.

1
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— v=0.25
— =00
0.6
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Figure 5.6: Order parametaf? in the thermodynamic limit as a function gffor
different anisotropies. The critical pointis ay. = 1/2.

The Hamiltonian of Eq.5.16 is invariant under the transfation that maps
(0k;09:08) = (—ol; —al; 0F) (Z, symmetry), implying thato’) = 0 for all

) Yy Yz z

g. However, since in the thermodynamic limit the ground steteomes two-fold
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degenerate, fof > g. , it is possible to build up a ground state where the discrete
Z, symmetry is broken, i.e(c’) # 0. This statement can be easily understood
if we consider the case of = 1, where for0 < g < g. the ground state has no
magnetization in the: direction: Forg = 0, the spins align with the magnetic
field, while an infinitesimal spin interaction disorders gystem and\/, = 0.

On the other hand, foy — oo the statesg:) = —5[|—, -+, =) + [« -+ )]

and|ga) = [l=, . =) = [« ) with [=) = Z5[|1) + [1)] and|«) =
%[m — |J)], become degenerate in the thermodynamic limit, and a gretatd

with (o%) = 0 can be constructed from a linear combination.

Remarkably, this paramagnetic-to-ferromagnetic QPT dagsexist in the
isotropic limit (y = 0). In this case, the Hamiltonian of EQ. 5116 has a con-
tinuousu(1) symmetry; that is, it is invariant under arnyrotation of the form
explif ) ol]. Since the model is one-dimensional, this symmetry caneot b
spontaneously broken, regardless of the magnitude of thpliog constants.
Nevertheless, a simple calculation of the ground stateggnedicates a diver-
gence in its second derivative at the critical paint= 1/2, thus, a second order
non-broken symmetry QPT. Fgr < ¢. all the spins (in the ground state) are
aligned with the external magnetic field, with total magration in thez direc-
tion M. = >~ .(0l) = —N, and the quantum phase is gapped. §-or g., the total
magnetization in thé direction isM, > — N, the gap vanishes, and the quantum
phase becomes critical (i.e., the spin-spin correlatioctions decay with a power
law), with an emergent(1) gauge symmetry [BO04]. Then, in terms of fermionic
operators (E4.5.18), an insulator-metal (or superfluld econd order QPT ex-
ists atg. for the isotropic case, with no symmetry order parametes. dtLifshitz
transition.

u(N)-Purity in the BCS State and Critical Behavior

The |BCS) state of EqLE.A5 is a GCS of the algebra of observablesso(2NV).
This is spanned by an orthonormal Hermitian basis which msttacted by ad-
joining to the basis ofi( V), given in EqQ[3.58B, the following setof number-non-
conserving fermionic operators:

7.9 777

T ; ; % )

fel LC. ‘ <j< i<
r:{ EECC Tope) WILS<J SN oN) = u(V)or. (5.26)

Then, the|BCS) state is generalized unentangled with respect tas#2/NV) al-
gebra and its purity?, contains no information about the phase transitibyn:=
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1Vg,~. Therefore, in order to characterize the QPT one needs kodbthe pos-
sible subalgebras afo(2N). A natural choice is to restrict to operators which
preserve the total fermion number, that is, to considen{t¥é) algebra defined in
Sec[33 R, relative to which th8CS) state may become generalized entangled.
(Note that as mentioned in Séc.313.3, tl{éV) algebra can also be written in
terms of the fermionic operatoE% andc;, with k& belonging to the sét’.)
In the |BCS) state,(¢é,,) # 0 only if k = &/, thus using EqC354 the purity
relative toh = u(V) is:
4 4
Py(|BCS)) = 5 D (eha — 1/2)* = 5 > (R — 1/2)°, (5.27)
keV keV
where the coefficients, can be obtained from EqE_5]122 dnd’$.23. In particular,
for ¢ = 0 the spins are aligned with the magnetic field and the fullyapaéd
IBCS),—0 = |{,4,...,]) state is generalized unentangled in this limit (a GCS of
u(N) with Py = 1). In the thermodynamic limit, the purity relative to théN)
algebra can be obtained by integrating EQ.5.27:

2w
Py(IBCS)) = 2 / (02 —1/2)%dk, (5.28)
s
0
leading to the following result:

,\{2

1
5|1 —
P(IBCS)) = { 1=y [ £—492(1—72)

T+

] if g <1/2

5.29
if g>1/2 5:29)

Although this function is continuous, its derivative is raoid has a drastic change
atg = 1/2, where the QPT occurs. Moreovd?, is minimum forg > 1/2
implying maximum entanglement at the transition point anthe ordered (ferro-
magnetic) phase. Remarkably, #pr- 1/2 and N — oo, where the ground state
of the anisotropic XY model in a transverse magnetic fieldvs-told degener-
ate, P, remains invariant for arbitrary linear combinations of the® degenerate
states.

As defined, for largey the purity P, approaches a constant value which de-
pends ony. It is convenient to remove such dependence in the orderasiepby
introducing a new quantityy = P, — ﬁ (shifted purity). Thus,

v

/ 1—+2 |:1 - Z 2 ]
Py(IBCS)) = g \61—49 (1-7?)

if g<1/2
if g>1/2

(5.30)
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The new function; behaves like aisorder parametefor the system, being zero
in the ferromagnetic (ordered) phase and different frono aethe paramagnetic

(disordered) one. The behavior 6f as a function ofy in the thermodynamic

limit is depicted in Fig[Rl7 for different values ef In the special case of the
Ising model in a transverse magnetic field£ 1), one has the simple behavior
Py=1/2—-2g*forg <1/2andP; =0if g > 1/2.
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Figure 5.7: Shifted purityPl’l(N) of the [BCS) as a function ofg for different
anisotropiesy, Eq..Pl’l(N) behaves like a disorder parameter for this model,
sharply identifying the QPT af. = 1/2.

The critical behavior of the system is characterized by agrdew divergence
of thecorrelation lengthe, which is defined such that fgr< 1/2,

lim |{oh07)| ~ exp(—: - il (5.31)

[i—jl o0

Thus,e — oo signals the emergence of long-range correlations in theredd
regiong > 1/2. Near the critical point{ — 1/27), the correlation length behaves
ase ~ (g.—g)~", wherev is a critical exponent and the value= 1 corresponds to
the Ising universality class. Let the parameter= e~'/¢. The fact that the purity
contains information about the critical properties of thedal follows from the
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possibility of expressing’; for g < 1/2 as a function of the correlation length,

, 9 g
Py(IBCS) = 1= Wi (5.32)

where a known relation between v, and X\, has been exploited [BM71]. Per-
forming a Taylor expansion of EJ._5I32 in the regipn— 1/2~, one obtains

(Fig.[=8)
Py~2(ge—9)"/v v=1,7v>0. (5.33)

Thus, the name disorder parameter Rjiis consistent.

y=a+vin|g— gl

Figure 5.8: Scaling properties of the disorder parametaarisotropyy = 1. The
exponenty = 1 belongs to the Ising universality class.

Some physical insight into the meaning of the ground-statéypmay be
gained by noting that E@. 5.P7 can be written in terms of thetdlations of the
total fermion operatoN

Py(|BCS)) =1 — %((N?) - (2, (5.34)

where the|BCS>-property<é£ék,> = d»vi has been used. In general, the pu-
rity relative to a given algebra can be written in terms of tiations of observ-

ables[[BKOO3].
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Since fluctuations of observables are at the root of QPTs,nbt surprising
that this quantity succeeds at identifying the criticalmoilnterestingly, by re-
calling thatPy,2ny (|BCS)) = 1, theu(N)-purity can also be formally expressed
as

Pyw(IBCS) =1 ) (44)?, (5.35)

Aq€t

where the sum only extends to the non-number-consesviffjV)-generators be-
longing to the set specified in EC5.26. Thus, the purity is entirely contréuliby
expectations of operators connecting diffenef¥)-irreps, the net effect of corre-
lating representations with a different particle numbesuteng in the fluctuation
of asingleoperator, given byV = 3", &lé,. In Fig.[59, | show the probability
2(n) of havingn fermions in a chain ofV = 400 sites fory = 1. Forg > 1/2
the fluctuations remain almost constant, and so does thgypuri

9="0 =10
Q(n) !

0.8 1

0.6 | 1

x

fi 9=0.25
0.2 4

g=049:051 g=1 ¢g=10

0 100 200 300 ,,  40C

Figure 5.9: Distribution of the fermion number in tH&CS) state for a chain of
N = 400 sites and anisotropy = 1.

Again, the isotropic casey(= 0) is particular in the sense th&t, = 1
(or Py = 0, see Fig[32l7), without identifying the corresponding rhétaulator
QPT. The reason is that in this limit, the Hamiltonian of Edl&contains only
fermionic operators that preserve the number of partidles € u(N)), and
the ground state of the system is always a GCS oftlié) algebra. Therefore,
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in order to obtain information about this QPT, one shoulklabalgebras other
thanu(V), relative to which the ground state is generalized entahghe more
detailed analysis can be found in R&f. [SOB04].

5.2 General Mean-Field Hamiltonians

A Lie-algebraic analysis of many-body problems leads towgytul tool for find-
ing the spectrum and eigenstates of the Hamiltonian thatibes the interactions

in the system:
M

H = ZlijOAj, Rj € R, (536)
j=1

where the Hermitian operato[éj are linearly independent Schmidt-orthogonal
elements of a Lie algebita= {O;, - - - Oy} (Sec[ZZR). Each operator, corre-
sponds to @ x d matrix acting on the Hilbert spa@é (of dimension/) associated
with the physical system. In generaljs infinite or scales exponentially with a
certain variableV, like the volume of the system, etc. For example, fo¥-spin-
1/2 system one obtaink= 2"V. However, if the system is bosonic or is composed
of harmonic oscillators, theth— oo. Throughout this section, | will assume that
N < poly[log(d)].

Without loss of generality, one can considieio be a semi-simple Lie algebra
acting irreducibly or{: The Casimir elements iff behave as constants (Symme-
tries) and do not change the physics. If the dimensidngatisfies\/ < poly(N),
thenH is defined to be general mean field Hamiltoniaand is denoted aH ;.
Sinceh admits a CW decomposition (see Sec.3.2.2), one obtains

T

l
Hyp =Y whi+ > tiEa, + ]E_q,, (5.37)
k=1 j=1
wherey;, € R and:; € C are known (or can easily be computed) coefficients,
hy, € bp (i.e., the CSA oh), E.,, are ladder operators, afid /) < poly(NV).
The eigenstatgs?) of b, (i.e., the weight states of the standard representation
given by#) and the corresponding eigenvalugéssatisfying

hi|@F) = eb|oP), (5.38)

are assumed to be known with high accuracy. In particul@ryeweight state can
always be obtained by the (efficient) successive applicatfdowering operators
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to a highest weight statelW) € #:
|¢P) = N, HE HW), (5.39)

whereN, € R is a normalization factor; € Z). If (eq,---,e,) is the highest
weight vector (associated withHW)), then

hulg?) = [ek—zm ]W’ (5.40)

Therefore, all the information about the weight stateg§ can be obtained from
|[HW), its weights, and the root vectoss. This applies to every irreducible rep-
resentation ofy.

The diagonal formH , € b of Eq.[R3Y is the Hermitian operator

Hp =) ephy=UHUT, (5.41)

whereUU = €' is a unitary operator{ = FT). In principle, U and Hp can
be obtained by a simple matrix diagonalization algorithnrkireg in some low-
dimensional faithful representation f However, this is not sufficient to show
that the eigenvectors and eigenvalues obtained corredpoadjroup operation
and an element ihp, respectively. Nevertheless, an important result in Leotly

states that an operator such{@scan always be chosen to be a group operator

induced by, that is
M
F =Y (0;.€h. (5.42)
j=1

Becausdd), € hp, its eigenstates are the weight stdtes of Eq.[5.39. Then,
9Py = UT|¢P) = N,UT HE [HW) (5.43)

are the eigenstates @&f. In particular,/’ can be chosen such thgtW) is the
ground state of Eq_5.&&nd

|G) = UT[HW) (5.44)

1Equivalently, one can choode such that the lowest weight stalaV) is a ground state of
Hp.
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is the ground state of EQ.5]37. Therefol€) is generalized unentangled and
GCS ofh. Moreover, considering thaf is a similarity transformation, the spec-
trum of Eq[E3V is then given by

H|¢P) = [Z awﬁ] ), (5.45)
k=1

where the weights] can be obtained from the highest weight vector as iflEq] 5.40.
In brief, Eq.[53V is diagonalized if the coefficientsof Eq.[5:41 and; of
Eq.[5.42 are obtained. This can be done in any faithful remtesion off. To
show this, assume that; is any faithful matrix representation associated to the
operatorOj. From the definition of the exponential mapping, one obtains

, , 1 LI
e He V' = H 4+ i[F, H| — SIBIRH] + - = > erh, (5.46)
k=1
and, equivalently,
o) S N = T S ~
eMHe ' = H+i[F,H] - 5 [F, [P H]) +- =) ethe, (547
k=1

which is the matrix representation of HEq. 3.46. Sidce< poly(N), thenH ¢
can be exactly diagonalizédsing the classical algorithm given in the following
section.

5.2.1 Diagonalization Procedure

Any elementH of a real semi-simple Lie algebfacan be diagonalized through
a similarity group transformation induced lpy Based on Ref[[Wil93], in this
section | introduce a classical algorithm for the diagaralon whenh is also a
compact Lie algebra. This algorithm is a generalizatiomefwell known Jacobi’s
algorithm [PTV92] used for general matrix diagonalization

Assume then thab is a faithful matrix representation 6f= {O;,---, Oy},
satisfying

Tr [O_jéj/} = (5jj/, (548)

with O; = ®(0;). Equatior 548 is always satisfied in the case of compact Lie
algebras if working with the adjoint representation. Ingmh an orthogonal basis

2By exact diagonalization, | mean efficient diagonalization



5.2 General Mean-Field Hamiltonians 123

is given by the Hermitian matricés,, [E., + E_, ], andi[E,, — E_,] (up to
normalization factors), which are representations of fherators in the CSA df

and in the set of ladder operators, respectively. Theretbestrace inner product
of Eq.[5.48 allows one to project any operatoljinnto the set$p, h,, andh_.
That is, the coefficients,, and.; of Eq.[5.3Y can be obtained by projecting the
matrix H,,r, associated tdf,;r, onto the representations of the corresponding
operators.

To find the group operatioti of Eq.[5.41, one starts by searching classically
the indext such that|,;] > |¢;| Vj € [1---1]. Second, one needs to perform a
particular group (unitary) operatidii, such that the transformed operafét =
U,HU/, with H® = Hyp, is

T l
H =S bh+ Y B, + () By, s 4 =0 (5.49)
k=1 j=1
The operatol; can be obtained by noticing the existencdiof the su’(2) Lie
algebra
S = [Zk(af)z}_l EAam
al(2)¢ St =[] B, (5.50)

St = (a7 [ Spabh] .
where o’ are the components of the associated root vector. The opergt
and S| are obtained from the relatior, = ;[S. + iS!]. Sincehy, E.,, and

E_,, satisfy the commutation relations defined in $C.B.2.2offegatorss?, Sy,
and S’ satisfy thesu(2) commutation relations of EQE_2.4 (i.e., spin operators).
Equatiorf 5317 can then be written as

H=H, + H}, (5.51)

whereH, = V.S, + v, S} + V.St € su'(2), v}, € R, andH;" is an element of the
orthogonal complement(2)+ as defined by Eq.5.18.

Therefore,U, is defined as the operator in the grofp*(2) = ¢ that
diagonalizedd; € su’(2). Thatis,

Us = exp [i(pSy + 11, Sy + 11557)] (5.52)

wherey!, € R, and
UHU x St € hp. (5.53)
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This is a diagonalization problem i1(2) and the defining coefficientg!, of
Eq.[552 can be obtained through the diagonalizationZoka matrix®.
Remarkably[J; leaves invariant the decomposition

b= su'(2) bl @b’ (5.54)

whereh’;" andh’;" are the sets of operators i, and (b, @ b_), respectively,
which are orthogonal teu’(2). To show this, | first notice that

[5ut(2), bt;] —0, (5.55)

or otherwise a group operation $U/*(2) = ¢ could transform operators
in h’5" into operators irsu’(2). This is not allowed due to the orthogonalization
property of Eq[’5.48. For the same reason,

[mﬁ(z), hgﬁ] cpht. (5.56)

Equation§5.95 arld5.66 are sufficient to guarantee theiamae of the decompo-
sition in Eq[5.54 under the action bf. Then, sucl/; anihilates thé-component
of H,,r and transforms it as in EG.5]49.

The sameu(2)-diagonalization procedure is applied# and so on, to ob-
tain H?2,---, H?. In each step, a certain componens eliminated as described
above. Thereforefi? gets closer to a diagonal form and

lim H” C hp. (5.57)
pP—r00
To show this, | first writef{/? as
r . l . .
H? = Phe+ Y P Ey, + (8) B, (5.58)
k=1 j=1

where H = Hyp andry = 7, ¢ = 1;. The square distance éf” to b is
defined as

l
do(H?) =) 4P, (5.59)
j=1

3In fact, different sets of coefficientg, can be used to diagonalize this problem allowing one
to choose the sign of the proportionality coefficient
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which is equivalent to count for the off-diagonal elemenstggthe Jacobi’s diago-
nalization algorithm for symmetric matricés [PTV92]. Inrpeular, d-(H?) = 0
whenH? € bp. If t denotes the index of the biggés;t_l\ in thep — 1 iteration,

then l

SOETE <l (5.60)

J=1

Moreover, sincé/, leavesh’;" invariant (Eq[5.54), then

Z ) = Z I (5.61)

J=1(#1) J=1(#t)
Therefore,
-1\
N Zw’ Pops (S S 662
J=1(#t) j=1
that is,
—1
i) < (S ) et (5.69)
Since(1) < 1, then
lim de(H?) = 0. (5.64)
p—00
The group operatiofy of Eq.[5.4] is then
= I;EEOHUt(p (5.65)

wheret(p) is the index for the biggest’| at stepp. Nevertheless, E. 553 as-
sures a rapid convergence africcan be well approximated by a finite product of
operators (i.e.P < oo). If the desired accuracy is denoted dyyhe number” of
required iterations is defined by

de(HT) < e, (5.66)
which is satisfied if (see Hq5163)

I P
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Naturally, the larger the dimensianl of b is (i.e., the larget is), the larger the
numberP of iterations required to obtain such an accuracy.
To obtainP as a function of\/, | start by rewriting EqC5.87 asW{ = 21 + r)

10g€ Z PlOg(l — 1/l) + lOg(dc(H]\/[F)) ~ —P/l -+ log(dC(HMF)) (568)
SinceHr € b, the following approximation can be performed:
do(Hyr) ~ Mde: (M > 1), (5.69)

whered}. € R referres to some characteristic reference distance. fdrere
Eq.[56T reads

P>l [logM _log dio}; (5.70)
C

that is, the desired accuraeyn the diagonalization is guaranteedifsatisfies Eq.
B.70. In particular, if\/ > 1, the integerP is bounded above by a polynomial of
second order i/ (i.e., M > log M for M > 1).

Equation[5.70 is necessary but not sufficient to assure fimeety of this
diagonalization method. It remains to be shown then fhatcan be obtained ef-
ficiently. For this purpose, | consider a simple classiogbathm based mainly on
standard matrix multiplication. The idea is to work in a aérty x ¢ dimensional
and faithful representation &f such as the adjoint representation (Appeiidix C).
In brief, the algorithm is based on two main steps: The sefanrctine biggest:/|
and the diagonalization su‘(2). These steps are repeatedimes to diagonalize
H. If P (wherep € [1---P]) is the matrix representation @f”, the biggest
17| is found by projecting the corresponding matrix onto therines £, and
E_aj, with j € [1---{] (i.e., the representations of the ladder operators). Tdms c
be done with a conventional computerd{¢*/) computational operations (i.e.,
addition and multiplication of complex numbers). Ongehas been found, the
correspondingu’(2)-rotation has to be performed. This operation is also repre-
sented by a x ¢ matrix and the representatidii*! of H?*!' can be obtained
with O(¢?) computational operations.

In brief, the coefficients defining/” in Eq.[5.58 can be obtained with com-
putational accuracy id(Plg*) computational operations. From HEq.3.70 and if
M < poly(N) andgq satisfies; < M, thenH” can be efficiently obtainédn, at
most, polyf N) operations.

4This evaluation is done at the computational accuracy giwethe CC. Such an accuracy
decreases polynomially in the number of computational apmrs, so the method is efficient.
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5.2.2 Example: Fermionic Systems

Consider a fermionic lattice system with Hamiltonian gimn

N
H=>" Xpcley, (5.71)

J3'=1

whereN is the size of the lattice);;; = (\;;)*, andcj (c;) the fermionic creation
(annihilation) operators for site Such a Hamiltonian is known to be exactly solv-
able and can be diagonalized through a Bogolubov transtasmfiBR86]. Nev-
ertheless, it constitutes a simple example to apply the odstdescribed above.

For this purpose, | start by noticing thdte u(/N), whereu(N) = {c}cj/; J,j C
[1---NJ} is the Lie algebra of dimensiof/ = N? introduced in Sed—33.3.
Therefore, it can be efficiently diagonalized by working ihoa/-dimensional,
faithful, representation af( V) such as the one given by

C;[er VAN Tjj’a (572)

whereTj; are theN x N matrices with +1 in thgth row and;’th column, and
zeros otherwise. In this representatiéhhas associated the following matrix:

) An Az o Ay
H=1 : : N (5.73)
ANT ANz 0 ANN

which can be easily diagonalized in a conventional compaoteaining

€1 0 0

_ - 0 .0

Hp=UHU = | | 7 .y (5.74)
0 0 ce- EN

whereU is aN x N unitary matrix. In this representatiofi;;; span the whole set
of N x N matrices, and any possilléis directly associated with a group element
induced byu(N). For this reason, the diagonalization procedure desciibed
the previous section to assure a group transformation neetdbe performed.
Therefore, E.5.14 defines the diagonal forntthrough

N N
HD = Za?kak g Zekczck = HD, (575)
k=1 k=1
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wheres,, the eigenvalues off, are now the single-fermion energies.

In this case, the diagonalization method used turns out éxaetly equivalent
to the one based on the Bogolubov transformation for ferrmiquadratic Hamil-
tonians. It is also directly applicable to diagonalize ageigfamily defined by the
fermionic operators of the algebsa(2/V) (Sec[5.1R). Additionally, this method
can also be used to diagonalize more complex problems inhwdniBogolubov
transformation is not straightforward to implement.

5.3 Summary

In this chapter, | have addressed two important problemeridensed matter the-
ory through a quantum information theory point of view: Th@a@acterization of
qguantum phase transitions and the efficient diagonalzatienany-body Hamil-
tonians. It has been shown that the concept of GE, which besormry useful
when there is a Lie algebraic structure associated with tbkl@m, plays a sig-
nificant role in these cases.

First, since QE is related to the existence of quantum ctiogls and these
dominate the different phases, | have shown that by cho@sietevant set of ob-
servables, the relative purity contains information alibatcritical exponents of
the phase transitions in two models of interest. Second pdisated by the results
of Chap[#, | have shown that whenever an interaction Hamdtois an element
of a low-dimensional semi-simple Lie algebra, it can be draized efficiently
through algebraic methods. This constitutes a major raéswdondensed matter
theory and, in principle, it could be extended for the casmfirite dimensional
Lie algebras which are generated by a finite set of functiQ¥05].



Chapter 6

Conclusions

When is a quantum computer useful?; Which problems can wedahore ef-
ficiently with a quantum computer than with a conventiona@®rAlthough not
known yet, finding the answer to these questions constitb&emain reason that
makes the science of quantum information a prospering grd-growing field.
In this thesis, | have addressed various subjects in quamtigmation theory,
including the quantum simulations of physical systemsnta entanglement,
and quantum complexity, to prove some of the capabilitieguaintum compu-
tation. The main idea can be briefly stated as follows: Toiefiity simulate a
physical system with a quantum computer, the laws of quantechanics need to
be exploited to our advantage. Quantum entanglement, alassical property,
is at the core of many tasks in quantum information and, ibeglked states are
created in a quantum simulation, such phenomena cannotsig egproduced
with a conventional computer. Therefore, it is expected thaomputer which
imitates the system to be simulated, i.e., a quantum compwik be the most
efficient device for this purpose. In the following, | preséme principal results
and conclusions from each chapter of this thesis.

In Chap.[2, | addressed several broad issues associatedheigimulation
of physical phenomena by quantum networks. 1 first introdube conventional
model of quantum computation (Sé€c.211.1) as the main maz to perform
these simulations. | studied the implementation of deteistic quantum algo-
rithms (Sec[Z]2) which allow one to obtain relevant phylgicaperties, usually
related with the evaluation of some correlation functiothef system under study.
In general, the physical system one is interested in sinmglas expressed by
some operator algebra that may differ from the operatorbaégassociated with
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the quantum computer (i.e., Pauli operators). | pointedimattefficient mappings
between these two sets of operators exist in many casesdS¢@nd are suffi-
cient to establish the equivalence of the different physiwadels to a universal
model of quantum computation such as the conventional mddeSec[Z.B, |
explained how these mappings can be used to perform quarntoutasons of
fermionic, anyonic, and bosonic systems, respectively guantum computer
made of qubits.

| also explored various issues associated with efficienttyuna simulations. A
simulation is said to be efficient when the amount of resaurequired is bounded
above by a polynomial in some variabl such as the size of the physical sys-
tem to be simulated. The main topics | addressed were hovdta@esthe number
of qubits and elementary quantum gates needed for the diowland how to
increase the amount of physical information measurablbéowed that the eval-
uation of some correlation functions in efficiently premhi@tial quantum states,
like fermionic product states (Sdc.213.1), can be effityethone on a quantum
computer. In some cases, this presents an exponential-speedh respect to
the corresponding classical simulation (§ed 2.5), wherknown efficient algo-
rithms exist (i.e., it would require an exponentially larg@ount of resources).
However, it remains to be shown wether other tasks relatéu piysical simu-
lations on quantum computers can be performed efficientlyobr For example,
there is no known efficient quantum algorithm to obtain treugd state energy of
the two-dimensional Hubbard Hamiltonian. This is due to gpo@ential decay
of the overlap between the efficiently prepared initialestad the actual ground
state of the model (Selc.2.4).

As a proof of principles, in Se€ 2.6 | presented the simafatf a quantum
many-fermion system, the Fano-Anderson model, using alligtate NMR based
guantum information processor. Relevant correlation tions were obtained
by executing the quantum algorithms described in Eet. 208.tHts purpose, a
pulse sequence consisting of rf pulses acting on an ensevhibdtans-crotonic
acid molecules was performed. Moreover, different appnation and refocus-
ing schemes were used to optimize such pulse sequence amdineitthe errors
of the simulation. The results obtained were very accuratabse the overall
duration of the simulation was much smaller than the deeoiua time of the
system. This quantum simulation was performed efficienty, with polynomial
complexity in the system size.

Although the studies on efficiency were done by considetiegcbnventional
model of quantum computation, the results obtained areiengent of the actual
physical representation of the quantum computer. A geizatan of these re-



131

sults can be obtained by means of the notion of generalizeshglement, which
was presented in Chad. 3. This generalization of entangiegues beyond the
standard subsystem-based approach, and is a feature dfiqustates relative to a
preferred set of observables of the system under studyaiit ebserver-dependent
concept. To understand the main differences with the usatadm | described the
main properties of quantum entanglement in §ed. 3.1. INGER | tied together
the theory of entanglement and the theory of coherent statesever the pre-
ferred set of observables is a semi-simple Lie algebra. ttapbresults were
obtained in this case, where generalized unentangledsstatee defined as the
extremal states of the algebra or generalized coheremisst&urthermore, these
states present least uncertainty and can be considered a®#t classical states
in some sense. Some examples were presented i Skec. 3.3.

The main conclusion of Chafl 3 is then that conventionalrgyiéement is a
special case of a much more general theory, and this shoulédy@y analyzed
to take advantage of the quantum world in different quantoformation proto-
cols like quantum teleportation, quantum computation, €ar this purpose, in
Chap ¥, | studied some of the capabilities of generaliz¢drgfilement. Since
traditional entanglement is known to be a resource for sg¢vasks in quantum
information (Sed4]1), including quantum computationc(8E2), one would ex-
pect that a more general theory of entanglement would allog/to better un-
derstand the reasons lying behind the power of quantum ctargouTherefore,
in Sec[4.B | presented a wide class of problems that can kedsefficiently on
both, a quantum computer and a conventional one. Thesegonskdre related
with the evaluation of a particular type of correlation ftion. In these special
cases, the corresponding quantum simulation involves gemeralized unentan-
gled states relative to a certain polynomially large (orypomially bounded) set
of observables (SeE3.4). | showed that if no generaliz¢ainghed states, with
respect to these sets, is created at some step of the quanturatson, this task
can be efficiently reproduced with a conventional computer.

This important result indicates that although entangledest (in the usual
sense) could be involved in the quantum simulation, thisotsansufficient con-
dition to state that a quantum computer is more powerful thahassical one
for these simulations. Nevertheless, if generalized @i@hstates relative to
all polynomially large sets of observables are createdemgiiantum simulation,
such phenomena cannot be easily reproduced with a conmahtiomputer, and
no known efficient classical algorithms exist in this cashisTepresents, again,
an exponential speed-up with respect to the classical atmul

In Chap[2, | discussed some issues related with efficietialisiate prepara-
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tion when simulating a physical system with a quantum coerputade of qubits.
These results have been generalized in Eecl4.4.1 from theqfoview of Lie
algebras. Again, if the initial state to be prepared is theegalized coherent state
of a Lie algebra with polynomially large (or polynomially imeded) dimension,
such a state can be prepared efficiently; that is, it can gaped by applying a
polynomially large number of elementary gates. The typeabég depend on the
physical representation of the quantum computer but th&ence of one-to-one
mappings makes this result independent of such represemtat

In Chap[5, | addressed two important topics in condensetentheory: The
characterization of broken-symmetry quantum phase tiansiand the exact di-
agonalization of Hamiltonians, from the point of view of gealized entangle-
ment. In Sed 511, | showed that the relative purity, whichstibutes a measure
of generalized entanglement in the Lie algebraic caseessbally distinguishes
between the different phases present in the LMG model arfeeianisotropic XY
model in a transverse magnetic field. In these cases, thespannding ground
states can be exactly obtained, so choosing the preferteaf ebservables that
contains the relevant correlations in the different phase®mes relatively easy.
Nevertheless, applying these concepts to a more geneeataase done, in prin-
ciple, by following the same strategy. However, deterngrima systematic way
the minimal set of observables whose relative purity is &blggnal and charac-
terize the quantum phase transition requires, in generalaborate analysis.

Finally, in Sec[&P | introduced the general mean-field Hammians as those
operators that are elements of polynomially large (or pomgially bounded) di-
mensional Lie algebras. This is a generalization of the kmowan-field Hamil-
tonians such as the one composed by quadratic fermionicsmmibooperators. |
pointed out that the existence of low-dimensional faitmégdresentations guaran-
tees the existence of efficient classical algorithms far tiagonalization (Se€5.3.1).
In particular, the Bogolubov transformation is a speciakoaf this type (SeE. 5.2.2).

Much remains to be done to really understand the power oftgoganomput-
ers. As is the case for other investigators in the field, Idwelithat a complete
understanding of quantum entanglement for pure and miegdssis the key that
will unlock such power. | hope that this thesis has been arasting approach
to the subject. In the following section, I list a set of prls that may deserve
further investigation but are out of the scope of the presenmk.
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6.1 Future Directions

Most of the results about efficiency in quantum simulatiohply/sical systems
(Chap.[2) were based on the implementation of a particulae tf algorithms.
Nowadays, adiabatic quantum computatlon [FGIG00] has exdexrg an important
topic in which it is expected that certain quantum statesh ss the ground state
of the two-dimensional Hubbard model, could be efficientiggared by slowly
changing some Hamiltonian interactions. It is importaetitho investigate wether
there is a connection between the quantum complexity as®alcio both types of
algorithms.

Regarding the theory of generalized entanglement, seissaés related to
mixed-state entanglement also need further investigakiost, the natural exten-
sion makes any measure, such as the relative purity, ved/tbacompute and
more efficient ways for its evaluation need to be studied.oBegit is important
to extend the results about efficiency to the mixed-state.c&®r example, the
simplest case would be to consider mixed states which aréa ¢ionvex combi-
nation of generalized unentangled states relative to anpotyally large dimen-
sional Lie algebra. Here, the computation of some corlatiinctions would
still be tractable (efficient) on a conventional computer.

The classical algorithms described in Chdp. 4 were useddw #hat certain
tasks, like the evaluation of some correlation functiomas, lse done with polyno-
mial complexity on a conventional computer. However, it rbaypossible to find
even more efficient classical algorithms for this purposel iawould be worth-
while to compare their complexity with that of the corresgioig quantum one.
In fact, many quantum algorithms found in the literaturg IGrover’s algorithm,
do not have an exponential speed-up with respect to theisiclal simulation.

In Chap[®, | analyzed some quantum phase transitions frempdht of view
of generalized entanglement. It yet remains to be undaigtow to choose the
set of observables that captures the most relevant caomtatvhich distinguish
different quantum phases, in a more general case. Thatjigsbyerforming a Lie
algebraic analysis of the interaction in the Hamiltoniaam we always distinguish
the preferred set of observables that characterizes tree gransition?

Finding the solution to these and other problems, like attarzing a bigger
set of exactly-solvable systems in a Lie algebraic fram&noonstitute, together
with the results obtained throughout this thesis, an advaowards the unifica-
tion of Physics and Information Processing Theory. At thd,enformation is
physical.
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Appendix A

Discrete Fourier Transforms

In practice, to evaluate the discrete Fast Fourier Trans{®@FFT) one uses dis-
crete samples, therefore EqQ. .33 must be modified accdydifigm Fig 2 TP it
is observed that instead of haviagunctions (Dirac’s functions), there are finite
peaks in some range of energies, close to the eigenvalules bifamiltonian. Ac-
cordingly, one cannot determine the eigenvalues with theesaccuracy as other
numerical calculations. However, there are some methaatsgikie the results
more accurately than the DFFT.
As a function of the frequency;, the DFFT G(nl)) is given by:

= At Z S(t;)emt (A.1)

wheret; = jAt are the different times at which the functiris sampled (Eq_Z32),
nm = A}’Zt are the possible frequencies to evaluate the FEJ(of, and M/ is the
number of samples.

Since one is interested §(¢) = > |7,|? e~ (Eq.[Z32), then

N-1
) =AY |l Y et (A-2)
n 7=0

and
i(m—An)AtN _ 1

2 (&
Ath\ AT (A.3)

1Only a discrete set of frequenC|es can be obtained from thkiation of the DFT over a

discrete sample. In this case, the Nyquist critical freqyes given byv, = %.
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If n, is close to one of the eigenvalugg, and these are sufficiently far apart
to be well resolved, all terms in the sum of EQ.JA.3, other thartan be ne-
glected. Takingy andn, .1 = n + %, both close to\, in such a way that

1S(m)|, |S(ms1)| > 0, then

S(msr)  emar —1

Slmy @S] (A4

After simple algebraic manipulations (and approximatitigy =>4 ~ 1 +i(n, —
An)At and the same for the denominator in Eq.JA.4) the correctidghéanergy

IS
with ~
A, ~o— P Re Sl ) (A.6)
MAtLS(m) — S(ms)



Appendix B

Discrete Fourier Transform and
Propagation of Errors

Theoretically, the functiory () of Eq. (288 is a linear combination of two com-
plex functions having different frequenciesi(t) = |y1]2e™™! + |y|?e~ P2,
where \; are the eigenvalues of the one-particle eigenstates, defigélP;),

in the Fano-Anderson model with = 1 site and the impurity (Se€_2.7), and
A = [(¢]1P;)|?, with |¢) = ||112). However, the liquid-state NMR setting used
to experimentally measurg(t) adds a set of errors that cannot be controlled, and
the functionS(¢) shown in FigLZ2l is no longer a contribution of only two dif-
ferent frequencies.

As mentioned in Se€_2.5,(t) was obtained experimentally for a discrete set
of valuest; = jAt, with j = [1,---, M = 128] andAt = 0.1 s. Its DFT is
given by Eq[AL. Since one is evaluating the spectrum of aighy (Hermitian)
Hamiltonian, the imaginary part of(1;) is zerd. In Fig.[Z22, | showS (1)
obtained from the experimental point$t;) of Fig.[ZZ]. Its error bars (i.e., the
size of the line in the figure) were calculated by considetivegexperimental error
bars ofS(¢,) in the following way: First, | rewrite Eq_AI1 as

M
S(m) = ZQ”’ (B.1)

with Q;; = M~'[Re(S(t;)) cos(mit;) — Im(S(t;)) sin(nit;)] (real). Then, the ap-
proximate standard deviatidnS; of S(r;) depends on the errofs);; of Q;; as

Due to experimental errors, the imaginary partSgfy;) could be different from zero. How-
ever, | only consider its real part because it contains alldisired information.
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(considering a normal distribution [Tay|97])

M
[ES)? ~ > [EQ,) (B.2)
j=1
On the other hanQ);; is calculated ag [Tay97]
2 _ 8Qlj ’ 2 anj ’ 2
B0 = ot B oot B ®9

whereEg andE, are the standard deviations of the real and imaginary pérts o
S(t;) (see FigCZ21), respectively. For experimental reasoas[EZ1l) these er-
rors are almost constant, haviBg ~ E, ~ Es independently of; (see FigLZ21),
whereEs is taken as the largest standard deviation. Combining[EgsaBlB.B,

we obtain

u 1/2
ES, = [M‘2ES2 ZH cos(mtj)|2 + | sin(m@)ﬁ]] = \/E—SM (B.4)

j=1
In the experimentM = 128 andEg ~ 0.04, obtainingESl ~ 0.0035, which
determines the (constant) error bars (i.e., the size of the presenting data
points) shown in Fig—Z.22.

The standard deviatioBr, in the frequency domain is due to the resolution
of the sampling time\¢. This resolution is related to the error coming from the
implementation of the rotations in the refocusing procedure. A bound for this
error is given by the resolution of the spectrum; that is,

27

En, <
= AL

~0.5. (B.5)



Appendix C

The Adjoint Representation

The adjoint representation of ai-dimensional abstract Lie algetiya= {O, - - - Oy}
is the transformation that maps every operatob imto a M/ x M dimensional
complex matrix given by the structure factorshoiGea99]. If

10,05 = zi ££,0x, (C.1)

where[, | is the antisymetric form (e.g., the commutator) afgijd are the structure
factors, the matrice®; given by the elements

Ol = —if}5 4,5 k=[1---M] (C.2)

define the adjoint representationtpfln other words
(0;,,04] =i > f£:0x (C.3)
k=1

where[A, B] = AB — BA is the usual commutator between matrices. Since the
operatorst are Hermitian, the factorﬁj’.}, are real and the adjoint representation
is pure imaginary.

The Killing form is the bilinear formi : h x h — R given by the following
mapping: o

K(0;,04) = Tr[O;0]. (C.4)

This mapping defines a convenient inner produét im particular, ify is compact
one can always choose a linear transformation of the operat§ such that

K(0;,05) = b5 (C.5)
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In this case, the observabléys are said to be Schmidt-orthogonal. Moreover, if
the algebrd is semi-simple and E@._Q.5 is satisfied, the adjoint reptasen is
a faithful representation df; that is, every operatd@j has associated a unique,
linearly independent}/ x M matrix.

A group operation induced Ryis a linear unitary transformation of the form

U=¢H, (C.6)
. . M . ‘
whereH = H' = Y (;0; € b, and(; € R. The exponential mapping” is
j=1
defined by

. R [:[ 2 f[ 3
e’H:]l+iH+<12') +(13,) TR (C.7)
Then, its action over an element of the algebra is given by
0}:am0ﬂmzxz—ipioj—g[H[H¢4}+-~, (C.8)

. M .
which also belongs to the algebra, thatd, = > v,;0; € h. The real
J'=1
coefficientsy;; define an)M x M dimensional matrix,, whose properties are
given by the nature of the adjoint representatiory ofTo see this, consider the

following decomposition:

U=]JUa=][e" (C.9)
where the infinitesimal group operatiéi can be approximated by

Un ~ 1+iAH; A= 0. (C.10)

Naturally, this infinitesimal transformation induces dratinfinitesimal transfor-
mation ovet given by the matrix

v 1+ Ap, (C.11)

wherey is anM x M dimensional matrix with real coefficients; .
Keeping the first-order terms in Hq.C.8, one obtains

M
Oj —iA. |:I:I, OJ] = Oj + A. Z ij/éj/. (C12)

j'=1
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The matrixy is then given by the adjoint representatifinof the element as
defined by EqCI2:

H =ipu, (C.13)
and the infinitesimal transformation is given by
14+ Ap =B, (C.14)
SinceU is obtained after the successive applicatio/@f one obtains
0, ) Oy ) O
: = i : el = i : , (C.15)
M Oum Oum

~

where theM x M dimensional matrix*? is obtained by exponentiating the ad-
joint representation off. EquatiorLC.Ib is usually referred to the adjoint action
of the group. In many caskghe matrixe! defines the adjoint representation of

the group induced by.

That is, only valid for simply connected Lie algebras.



142 The Adjoint Representation




Appendix D

Separability, Generalized
Unentanglement, and Local Purities

For a quantum systei whose pure statels)) belong to a Hilbert spacel of
dimension dinfH) = d, the purity relative to the (real) Lie algebra of all tracsle
observableg = su(d) spanned by an orthogonal, commonly normalized Hermi-
tian basis{A,, - - -, Ay}, M = d® — 1, is, according to EG_3.32, given by:

M

Py(lv)) = K> (A, (D.1)

i=1

The normalization factoK depends o and is determined so that the maximum
purity value is 1. IfTr(AZ-Ai/) = ¢;» (as for the standard spihGell-Mann matri-
ces), therk = d/(d — 1), whereas in the casi(A; A;;) = do,; (as for ordinary
spin-1/2 Pauli matrices)K = 1/(d — 1). Recall that any quantum stgte) € H
can be obtained by applying a group operéfdo a reference statesf) [a highest
or lowest weight state afu(d)]; that is

) = Ulref) | (D.2)

with U = ¢'Z:64i and(; € R. Therefore, any quantum state) is a GCS
of su(d), thus generalized unentangled relative to the algebral obakrvables:

Py([¢)) = 1 forall [).

Let’s now assume that is composed ofV distinguishable subsytems, cor-
responding to a factorizatio” = &, H;, with dim(H,) = d;, d = [, d;.
Then the set of allocal observables o becomes) = b, = EB]. suw/(d;). An
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orthonormal basis which is suitable for calculating thealqaurity Py may be ob-
tained by considering a collection of orthonormal basegd;) = {4}, - -, AJLJ_ H
L; = d? — 1, each acting on thgth subsystem; that is,
~ factors
Al=1ele o A o 21V, (D.3)
~~
jtn factor

wherel’ = 1/,/d;. Then for any pure stafe)) € H one may write
N A -
K'Y [Z(Agﬂ . (D.4)
j=1 =1

By letting h; = spar{fl{} be the Lie algebra of traceless Hermitian operators
acting on#; alone, the above equation is also naturally rewritten as

§:K_ b, ([¥)) Ki=7a—71- (D.5)
=1 j

Theb;-purity P,, may be simply related to the conventional subsystem purét.
p; = Triz;({]¥)(¥|}) be the reduced density operator describing the state of the
jth subsystem. Because the latter can be represented as

Lv
1 A
J i=1
Eq.[0.4 can be equivalently expressed as

N
Pyl =K' S [T~ ] 0.7)
=1 !

thatis, Py, (|v)) = (d;Trp? — 1)/(d; — 1). Clearly, the maximum value of either
Eqgs. [0 of DI will be attained if, and only if, each of the wentional purities
Trp; = 1+ Py, = 1forall j, which allows one to determine th&-normalization
factor as ) ) )

= = : (D.8)

K' = I 1
2w N-Xig N(l—izjdi])

J
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Accordingly,

Phloc (

and the equivalence with the standard notions of sepasahbitid entanglement
are recovered. Note that for the caseNdfqubits considered in SeL_3.B.2, the
above value simplifies t§’ = 2/ which in turn gives the purity expression of
Eq.[351 once the standard unnormalized Pauli matricessa® @/ = o7 /v/2,
thus removing the overall factor 2).

Y)) =max=1<«[¢Y) =[¢1) ® - @ |Pn) , (D.9)
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Appendix E

Approximations of the exponential
matrix

To classically compute the correlation function
(HW[e T e |HW), (E.1)

one works in a low dimensional representation of the alggjsach as the adjoint
representation. Heré¢tHW) is a highest weight state @fin some representation
associated with the Hilbert spad¢e, and H and W € § are operators that map
states irnH into states in the same space. As before, | consider suclgahralto
be compact semi-simple. Thenjit= {O, - - -, Oy}, there is a Killing form (for
the adjoint representation) such that

K(OZ‘,O_]') — 52']'7 (E2)

whereO, is the matrix representation of the operathy.
In order to approximate a matrix, it is necessary to defineitatsle norm.
Here, | use the second norm defined by

|A| = max |Ax| (E.3)

whereA is an x n matrix andz € C” is a unit vector. IfA can be diagonalized,
this norm is equivalent to the largest eigenvalue. Nevésdise the results and
proofs of this appendix apply to any definition of matrix norm

The first step is to obtain, with the best possible method @ g@proximation
to the exponential matrix, whereH is the representation of the operafér In
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Ref. [MLO3], the authors state that the best method to etakiech an exponential
is the so calledcaling and squaring methodhich uses Padé approximants. This
method is the one used in software like MatLab, etc. (Howeéfene is interested
in evaluating=* for different values of, the method of obtaining the eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of the Hermitian matfikmight be more efficient.)

A Padé approximation te* (A € C?") is defined by

et ~ Ry(A) = [qu(A)]_leq(A) (E.4)
with
= ta=W
Ml )= 2 G i — E9
and
o~ e
qu(A>_; TETTICETAN (50

Interestingly, Padé approximants can be usddljfis not too large. In this
case, choosing = ¢ gives the best approximation. To calculate the matrices
N,, or D,, takes the order ofn?® flop operations, defined as the computational
operatiorn — ax + y. The idea is then to use the property

et = (eMmym, (E.7)

Therefore,,m must be chosen such that it is a power of two and for whib
can be efficiently computed. Then, the final matrix is obtdibgm, matrix mul-
tiplications.

A common criteria for choosing: is given by

Al /m < 1. (E.8)

This is a criteria that might be too restrictive, but | willeu here. Themn = 2°,
wheres will be given by EqCEB. In this way, the matrix'/™ can be efficiently
computed by using a Taylor expansion or a Padé approximant.

In particular, ife#/%" is approximated by?,,(A/2%), theng must be chosen
such that the approximation has a small error. In the folhawi present some
proofs obtained in the Appendix of the mentioned paper anidiwhdo not de-
scribe in detail here.

First, if A is a matrix with|A| < 1, then

4]
1— A}

[log(1+ A)] < (E.9)
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Second, ifiA| < 1/2andp > 0, then

| Dpo(A)~H| < (g +p)/p- (E.10)
Third, if |A| < 1/2, then
Rp(A) = A (E.11)
where -
|F| < 8|ApFat! s (E.12)

P+alp+q+1)
Then x n matrix F' can be shown to commute with the matrx This is because
F must be a function ofl, since the Padé approximants are functiond afoo.

Then, ifp = ¢, |A|/2° < 1/2, | obtain
[qu(A/T)]QS = e (E.13)
with
£ AN (¢)? N (g)?
0 (5) aten=(G) et €9

Naturally, a low ratio between norms would give a good appnation. In
the following, | relate these results with the specific pewblof evaluating the
correlation functions of Eq.H.1. i

As mentioned before, | am interested in the approximatiothefmatrixe”
(i.e., A = iH), where d is some low-dimensional matrix representation of the

operator
M

H=> (0;: GER Heb. (E.15)
j=1
Here, M denotes the dimension of the compact semi-simple Lie atgebif a
Killing form exists for the representation, | obtain

(E.16)

Then, if each(;| < dy, whered, is some bound for the coefficients that build the
operatorH, | obtain

A = [H] <,/¢ < VM. (E.17)
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Assuming thatA|/2® < 1/2, then

VMdy2® < 1/2, (E.18)
yielding to
s > logy(VMdy) + 1. (E.19)
Equivalently,
m = 2° > 2vMd. (E.20)

Equatior E.ZD tells one that the exponential can be apprateidby an amount of
products of matrice®,, (i H /m) ~ e1/™ efficiently in M.
The error of the approximation is given by

0 = |[Ryg(iH /2°)[* W [Ryy(—iH /2°)] = W| = [ ("W eP' — W)e ],
(E.21)
Because of the properties of the norm (i|elB| < |A||B| and|A + B| < |A| +
| B|), one obtains

o < |ElPNW el 4 el W || ET el (E.22)
and considering that

W=> g0, (E.23)

M
W<\ |D <2 < VMdy. (E.24)
j=1

Evenmore, becaudé can be diagonalized (it commutes with) we obtain|£| =
|ET|. (This property might be satisfied for every matrix). Then,

with ¢; < d,, then

o < |E|2FIVMd,. (E.25)

EquatioTEZb tells one that for small valued Bf, the approximation can be
performed with high accuracy. Then, if

E| |E|
= < (E.26)
Al AT
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| obtain
o< €1|I:I|€251|H|\/Mdo < €1Md(2)6261md0 < e Md2e* Mo < ¢ (E.27)

wheree is the maximum tolerable error in the approximation. Thi®edeter-
minese;, which determines the integerf Eq.[ET4. In fact, for a constant error
¢, the higher)M is, the smallee;. Theng increases and the approximation needs
to be done by higher order Padé approximants.

Since | am interested in the case wheh< poly(N), whereN < log(d) is
an integer that depends on the dimensiaf the Hilbert spacé-, it remains to
be shown that for fixed, the integey scales at most polynomially with/ or V.
First, EqLEZY tells one that for fixed| can consider

M =74, (E.28)

wherer. 4, > 0 is the coefficient of proportionality. Then (see Eq._E.14)

(l)zq_g @y T (E.29)
2 ¢+ = M- '

[The previous analysis did not consider roundoff errors thiede might be taken
into account if needed. Nevertheless, one can consideevlay step was done at
the accuracy given by the number of bits of our computer (igunachine). Also,
some bounds to the errors can be improved.]

E.1 Scaling of the Method

In this section, | am interested in obtaining the number arapons required to
obtaino < ¢ as a function of norms of operators, etc. First, EQ.E.14 @n b
bounded as follows:

|E] 8
IS E.30
7 = o (£:30)
Since
o < 2|E[XEW|, (E.31)
| obtain B B
16|H| wm _  16|H| -
O] ey < XUy < (E£.32)

7= (2q)% (29)%
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where | have assumed thak (126(1‘)2l < 1. Since
2qlogy(2q) > 2q, (E.33)
| obtain B B
2q > 4+ log, e + log, |H| + log, [W| + log,(1/€) (E.34)

for the desired accuracy.

Because calculating,, or D,,, takesq)M? flop operations in the adjoint rep-
resentation, calculating the approximated exponentiatirntakes(2q + m)M?
flops. Then, to obtain the approximated matrix? We# one needs ~ O[(2¢+
m + 2)M?] operations. That is,

n ~ [(logy 1/€ + logy |H| + log, |W]) + \[:[\/Q]M?’ (E.35)

flops, where | have considered< 1.



Appendix F

Efficient Classical Evaluation of
High-Order Correlation Functions

In this case, | am interested in the evaluation of corretefiimctions of the form
(HW| TP - . TV HW) (F.1)

where|HW) is the highest weight state of a compact semi-simple Lietalye
h = {O1,---,0u}, where each Hermitian operator maps states of the Hilbert
spaceH into states in the same space.

In a Cartan-Weyl decomposition, each operatdi can be decomposed as

r l
W= S i+ SN B, + () B, (F2)

k=1 j=1

Again, the rootsy; are considered to be positive so that the StdW) satisfies

E,,|HW) = 0vj, (F.3)

hieHW) = e [HW). (F.4)
Assume thatS —= (s1,---,S4) IS @ vector whosg components can take an
integer value in the sét, - - - | [] (wherel is the number of positive roots). Then, |

want to show that

~ 59
EgB_o, -+ Eo HW)= | > a2 B, - B, +

J1dq=1
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l
> xfl’?»lf?_ -~-E_aqu+-~-+xﬁ’? IHW), (F.5)

El 7.7(1 ajl
jly"'vjqflzl

wheref is also a positive root. To show this | use an inductive methemt this
purpose, some commutation relations are needed. These are

[Eﬁ, E_asl] - Z ok if B = a,, (F.6)
k=1
[EB, E_asl] = Npo Ep o, if B#ay,. (F.7)

Then, forg = 1, the desired result is satisfied:

EgE_o, [HW) = > af ex[HW)if 8 = a,, (F.8)
k=1

EsE_,, |[HW) = 0if 8 > ay, (F.9)

EBE—asl |HW> = NB,—Ocsl E—(a51—5)|HW> if 5 < Oy (FlO)

where EqsEI3 arld .4 have been used here>(«; if they differ in a positive
root.)

| now assume that EQTF.5 is valid for some valug.ofrhen, | need to show
that it remains valid for + 1. In the latter case, | need to obtain

JiysJq+1 Qg Xjgr1

!
Do B W) = | S @0 T B B 4
1, g 1=1

J

1
S T B B, T | W)L

Jq
J1de=1

whereq; is also a positive root and’ — (4,51, -, 54). Again, one can show the
validity of Eq.[ET1 using the commutation relations of Hg3. and ED.
Consider then that = «;. Therefore,

HW) = (E_o, Eo, + Y _ ofhi)E_, -+ E_o, [HW),

k=1

Ea-E—a-E—asl T E—asq

7 7

(F.12)
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where each operatdr, behaves as the constafat, — > i = ¢é, when
acting over the corresponding weight states. The valldil&q)[EIL is obtained
by noticing that the operatdy_,,, acting on the state of EQ. .5 increases the order

qin 1. For this case, the coefficient§” can be obtained from the coefficients

2. inthe following way:

xﬁ’? = 22:1 €k
va? — @? (F.13)
5T o ?

Tiityon — L Vn e [1---ql,

while the other coefficients remain zero.
Consider now that > «;. Then,

HW>7
(F.14)
wherea,, = 8 — «; is a positive root. Because of HQ.JF.5, the first term on the rhs
is a linear combination of states with ordet 1 in £_,,, while the second term is

of orderq. Then, EqQCEIN is satisfied for this case, too. The coeffisiean now

be obtained by the following recursion:

EgE 0B, - E o |HW) = (E_o,Es + Ns_0,Eo )E_o, - F_,,
6 7 s1 Sq 2 6 67 7 k 1 q

( .’1767? — Nﬁ,—aixah?;
.’L‘ﬁ’? o xﬁvﬁ
5’7 ? ’ (F.15)
%?an = ]\% ., for H?E [1---ql,j1 # 1,

e g = O +Na o forn e (1],

while the other coefficients remain zero.
Similar results are obtained for the casec «;. Then,

EsE_ o B o - E_o [HW) = (E_o.Es+ Ng_o0,FE_o)E o, -+ F_q.
B i s1 sq i B B, i k 1 q

HW),
(F.16)
wherea, = 8 — «; is a positive root. Again, EQ_B.5 tells one that the first term
on the rhs is a linear combination of states of orgerl in E_,, while the second
term is just a weight state of order+ 1 in £_,. Therefore, Eq_HS5 is satisfied
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and the coefficients can be obtained as

5T 55

L Y
x@;] - fﬁfﬁjn forn ell,---,q], (F.17)
xg:SL'“,Sq = NB,—QN

while the others remain zero.

For a fixed value of, the numberf of coeﬁicient&f{?jn VB, S is given by

Z(I-‘rl -1

f=7=
and considering that € [1---p — 1], wherep is the order of the correlation in
Eq.[E], the total number of coeﬁicients:rfl’? VB, S satisfies

)]

1ot (F.18)

lp-l-l

F< pf—lllm'l < poly(1). (F.19)

These coefficients can be computed easily, in polynomiag tivith respect ta,
by using EqdEJ3, E15, abdH17. The calculation of eveefficient is needed
for the following results.

Remarkably, EJ_H5 yields to the same results for the actidhe operators
W' as defined by Eq_H.2:

l
W W HW) = Z 231,---7qu—asl . .E_asq+
S1,:8q=1
l
Z 2217...75q71E—a51 o E_Olsq7 + T Zq |HW> (FZO)

1
81,8g-1=1

The idea is then to update the coefficietfts . whenever one of the operatdig’
is multiplied by the left of ECEZO0 until = p (see EqCEIL). The result is then

(HW|IW™ - TV HW) = 22 (F.21)

For this purpose, one needs to present a recursive methopdtateuthese co-
efficients. First, if the operatoy’™'h,, acts on the staté/”e - .. W' |HW), the
coefficients can be easily updated as

1
{ 21t WZJF erzd,

1 F.22
Zgl—i:'l“ysn - ryl(ﬁ]:—‘r (ek - Z?:l Oégi)’zgl,---,sn? ( )
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wheren € [1-- - ¢|. For afixed value of, the number of computational operations
to update all the coefficients’ due to the action of a single operat%“hk is
given by

lq-i-l(q — 1) N j9t2 _ |
I—1 (—1)2

q
Fi=2+4) 1g+2)=2+

n=1

(F.23)

However, if the operatofA!*')*E._,, acts on the staté/"e - - - 17"!|HW), the
coefficients need to be updated as

{ z?“ — ()\;]-H)*zq,
2z

q+1 q+1\x g
Grensn (AT

(F.24)

1,7"58n’

while the other coefficients need not be updated or remam ZEne number of
operations to update all the coefficients in this case is

9+ _ 1
[—1

F1=1+ (F.25)

Finally, when the operatok!*' £, acts on the stat@l”? - - - W' |[HW), the
coefficients need to be updated, too. For this purpose, révatite Eq[EZD as

W W HW) = ZZ 2o smEag o Elagy) + 27| [HW),
m= 1? " "
(F.26)
where the vecto@ (Sk, -+ S™) hasm components which can take values
in the set1---1]. Therefore

a]gm/\ A~

A~ ~ A~ . l .
Eaj W/q T W/1|HW> - ?n:l Z? Zgrlnv"'ysm [Zjh'“,jm:l le7"'7jm E_ajl Y E_ajm+

O‘JS

! m w5
. . . .. “ . J0 m
ZJL"'Jm 1=1 xh “Jm E_O‘Jl E_ajmfl + +x ]

(F.27)
Then, the coefficients are updated as

PR SN )\;”1 - Z? Zg1 . gm@T :
(F.28)
0,5

q+1 3 q+1 q j 5
Zsl,---,sn )\ m>n Z E; Zs}m...,smxslf"ysn .
m
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Efficient Classical Evaluation of High-Order Correlation Functions

K

Given that the coefficients;’”~ ™ are known, the calculation of the coefficients

in Eq.[EZB také’ 7! + =" computational operations. Therefore, the number

of operations to update all the coefficients in this casevsrgby

NI e R Vs R
[ _ . F.29
* -1 (1 —1)2 (F.29)

In brief, to update the coefficients due to the action of theraforil/ s+ over
the statg?’ - - - W' |HW) it takes

Fi=7rF!+I(F+ FY) (F.30)

computational operations (assuming that the coeffichej‘rj_t_g ™ are known). There-
fore, the total number of computational operatiofigo obtain the coefficients
z, forthe statéV’” ... W' |HW) satisfies

F < pl?, (F.31)

that is, it takes at most a polynomially large amount of opens, with respect
to [ andr, to classically compute the correlation of EQ]F.1. (Thqubk same is
not true with respect tp. In fact, the complexity of the method described here
increases exponentially wigh the order of the correlation function.)

If M =r =2l (i.e., the dimension af) satisfies

M < poly(N), (F.32)

and N ~ log(d), whered is the dimension of the associated Hilbert space, the
method presented here allows one to comput&ER. F.1 efficeamt conventional
computer.



Appendix G
Classical Limit in the LMG Model

As | mentioned in Sed_5.1.1, some critical properties of NG, such as the
order parameter or the ground state energy per particleartitbrmodynamic
limit, may be obtained using a semi-classical approach.eHesketch a rough
analysis of why such approximation is valid (for a more egiem analysis, see

Ref. [SOB04)).

Defining the collective operators

E(O’,O”) — CLO'CIC0'/7 (G.l)

WE

k=1

whereo, o’ =1 or | and the fermionic operatorég (¢,) have been defined in
Sec[Z311. The collective operators satisfyitfi® commutation relations; that is

|:El(0.’0./)7 E(o’”,o’”’)] = 50”0'”E(0',o"”) — 50.0.///E(0.H70J), (GZ)

If the number of degenerate levelsis very large, it is useful to define the
intensive collective operators, . = E,,)/N, with commutation relations

A

. 1 ~ ~
|:E|(U’U/)7 E(O-N’Um)i| = N (50"0”E(0'7o"”) — 500///E(0.//70./)> . (G3)

Therefore, the intensive collective operators commutéénlimit N — oo, they
are effectively classical and can be simultaneously diatiped. Similarly, the
intensive angular momentum operatoks'N = (Eq.y) + Eq0)/2, J,/N =
(E(Tyi) — E(in))/2i’ andJZ/N = (E(mﬂ — EA'(LU)/Q (W|th g defined in Eqd:5]3,
B.4, and5b) commute with each other in the thermodynami,Iso they can be
thought of as the angular momentum operators of a clasgistdrs.
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Classical Limit in the LMG Model

Since the intensive LMG Hamiltoniad /N, with H given in Eq. [&B), can
be written in terms of the intensive angular momentum opesatt can be re-
garded as the Hamiltonian describing a classical systera.gitund state of the
LMG model|g) is then an eigenstate of such intensive operators when oc:
(Jo/N)lg) = jalg), jo being the corresponding eigenvalue. In other words, when
obtaining some expectation values of intensive operatwh as.J,/N or H/N
the ground statéy) can be pictured as a classical angular momentum with fixed
coordinates in the three-dimensional space (sed Elg. 5.1).

This point of view makes it clear why such operators oughtddrtensive.
Otherwise, such a classical limit is not valid and term&xt ) (order 1) would
be important for the calculations of the properties of the@khodel. Obviously,
all these concepts can be extended to more complicated téamihs such as
the extended LMG model, or even Hamiltonians includingrixtéons of higher

orders as in[GII81].
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