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Abstract

Within quantum information, many methods have been proposed to avoid or
correct the deleterious effects of the environment on a system of interest. In this
work, expanding on our earlier paper (Paz-Silva et al 2012 Phys. Rev. Lett. 108
080501), we evaluate the applicability of the quantum Zeno effect as one such
method. Using the algebraic structure of stabilizer quantum error correction
codes as a unifying framework, two open-loop protocols are described which
involve frequent non-projective (i.e. weak) measurement of either the full
stabilizer group or a minimal generating set thereof. The effectiveness of the
protocols is measured by the distance between the final state under the protocol
and the final state of an idealized evolution in which system and environment
do not interact. Rigorous bounds on this metric are derived which demonstrate
that, under certain assumptions, a Zeno effect may be realized with arbitrarily
weak measurements, and that this effect can protect an arbitrary, unknown
encoded state against the environment arbitrarily well.

PACS numbers: 03.67.—a, 03.65.Xp, 03.67.Pp, 03.65.Yz

1. Introduction

Decoherence of a quantum system of interest through interaction with an uncontrolled
environment is a key obstacle to realizing practical quantum information processors. A number
of methods have been proposed to help deal with this problem, including error avoidance
methods such as decoherence free subspaces [2—4], closed-loop suppression methods such as
quantum error correction (QEC) [5-7], and open-loop suppression methods such as dynamical
decoupling (DD) [8-10] and the quantum Zeno effect (QZE) [11-14]. The typical setting for
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the QZE is a sequence of frequent projective measurements of an observable. When the
frequency of measurements is high enough, this has the effect of forcing the evolution to
remain within the eigenspaces of the observable. With appropriate choices of the observable,
the QZE can be exploited to decouple the system from the environment [15, 16].

In spite of the fact that one method uses fast unitary operations while the other uses
frequent measurements, there is a conceptual similarity between DD and QZE protection of
quantum states, in that both are feedback-free methods. Indeed, in the ‘bang-bang’ limit of
arbitrarily strong and fast pulses or measurements, it has been shown that DD and the QZE
are formally equivalent [13, 17]. However, strong projective measurements are an idealization
of more realistic, generalized measurements, and likewise, real dynamical decoupling pulses
are subject to constraints of finite bandwidth. It has been shown that DD can work to suppress
decoherence while allowing for universal quantum computation even with pulses constrained
by finite width and repetition rate [18-20]. Until recently, an analogous result was lacking for
the QZE.

In our earlier paper [1] we showed how the assumption of projective measurements
can be relaxed and replaced with weak, non-projective, measurements. Weak measurements
extract less information from the system than the corresponding projective measurements,
and consequently do not fully collapse the state [21, 22]. In the present work, significantly
expanding on our earlier paper [1], we analyze protocols for realizing a QZE using frequent,
weak measurements that are also non-selective, meaning that outcomes are not recorded, with
the effect that the state after measurement is the ensemble average over all of the possible
outcomes. We will show that these protocols can be used to protect arbitrary, unknown states
encoded within a stabilizer QEC code, arbitrarily well. This will be referred to as the weak
measurement quantum Zeno effect (WMQZE). Since our protocols involve measuring the
stabilizers of QEC codes—a capability that is taken for granted in QEC theory [23, 24]—but
we do not assume that we can observe or use the measured syndrome, our assumptions are
weaker than those of QEC, and hence the ability to perform QEC implies the ability to perform
our protocols.

Weak measurements are in some sense the analogue of finite bandwidth DD and are both
more realistic and more general than strong, projective measurements. They capture a large
variety of experimental imperfections and uncertainties [25]. However, here, as in our earlier
analysis, the measurements are treated as instantaneous, and a generalization to measurements
of finite duration is still lacking.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives essential background on weak
measurements, reviews the WMQZE protocols introduced in [1], and states the main result we
prove in the paper: theorem 1, a distance bound quantifying the performance of the protocols.
Section 3 describes some algebraic structures associated with stabilizer QEC codes and the
behavior of weak measurements of the stabilizer elements with respect to these structures.
Section 4 is concerned with proving theorem 1. In section 5, some trade-offs are considered,
between the number of measurements M and the final time t, as well as between M and
the measurement strength €. Conclusions are presented in section 6. Several appendices offer
additional supporting mathematical details.

2. Background and statement of main result

2.1. Weak measurements

Consider a system with Hilbert space Hg coupled to a bath with Hilbert space Hg. The Hilbert
space of the system-bath composite is denoted H = Hs ® Hp. Let B(H) denote the space
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of bounded linear operators on . A measurement of the system can generally be expressed
as a positive operator-valued measure (POVM), comprising a set of ‘measurement operators’
{Mje B(Hs) ® 1 C B(H)} acting on the system and satisfying the sum rule Z_/ M;Mj =1,
which map a state 9 to o; = M jQMj /p; with probability p; = Tr(M jQM;). The observables
that are to be measured in the encoded WMQZE protocols will be elements of the stabilizer
group of a given quantum error correcting code (QECC). As such, they are unitary involutions,
i.e. unitary operators S € U(Hs) ® 1 C U(H) such that S?> = 1, and therefore have only two
possible outcomes (eigenvalues): £1. The weak measurement of such an observable on a state
© may be parametrized by the measurement strength € as [25]

Ps.c(@) = Ps(€)oPs(€) + Ps(—€)oPs(—¢) (1
where
Ps(€) = a1 (€)Ps + a_(e)P—g, (2a)
ax(€) = /(1 £ tanh(e))/2, (2b)
and

are orthogonal projections onto the 1 eigenspaces of S. Since Ps(€)? + Ps(—e)? = 1, the
sum rule is satisfied, and Ps. is a well-defined POVM for every ¢ € (0, c0). Moreover,
Ps . describes a parametrized curve through POVM space that interpolates between projective
measurement of S at € = 0o, and no measurement at ¢ = 0. These weak, non-selective
measurements will form the building blocks of the WMQZE protocols to be described herein.
It may also be observed that this two-term POVM is unitarily equivalent [23] to the three-term
POVM with measurement operators

M= Yl = Ea s, ms = i @)
where ¢ = 204 (e)a_(e) = sech(e). This three-term POVM may be interpreted as a
measurement with a particularly simple classical error, in which, with probability ¢, no
measurement takes place, and with probability 1 — ¢ a projective measurement of S is
performed. It is a completely equivalent description of the non-selective weak measurement
Ps.e, although the selective measurements corresponding to these two POVMs are not
equivalent.

2.2. The WMQZE protocols

Previous WMQZE work applied mostly to particular states [26—29], with some exceptions [30].
In order to protect an arbitrary, unknown k-qubit state, as well as to facilitate the analysis that
is to come and to allow this WMQZE method to dovetail easily with other protection schemes
like QEC, we encode the state into an [[n, k, d]] stabilizer QECC [7, 23], with stabilizer group
S = {S[}iQ:O, and where Sy = 1. We assume that the cod_e distance d > 2, i.e. the code is at least
error-detecting, with minimal generating set S = {S_,-}l.Q=1 C S, where Q = n — k. Then every
stabilizer element can be uniquely decomposed as S; = ]_[VQ:1 SC where r;,, € {0, 1}, i.e. th_e
stabilizer elements are given by all possible products of the generators, whence Q + 1 = 29.
The encoded initial state oo commutes with all stabilizer elements, and so is supported on the
simultaneous +1 eigenspace of all the elements of S. For a given measurement strength, a
weak measurement operator Pg. may be generated for each S € S as in equation (1). Since
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the stabilizer group S is Abelian, the measurements can be performed simultaneously, and
simultaneous measurement of the full stabilizer group can be described by the POVM

Pe =[] Pse. (5)

SeS

Similarly, we could measure just the generators S, whence we define

Pe:=[]Ps.. (6)
SeS
Thus we can now define a weak stabilizer group measurement protocol in which M evenly-
spaced measurements of the full group are performed over a time interval [0, t]. The state of
the system—environment composite then evolves as (P.U (t /M ))M (osB),

(PUT /M)W := PU, T )P (i1, Tj2) - - P (11, 0), (7

where gsg is the initial state of the system—bath composite, {7; = jt/M }1}4: , are the instants
at which the measurements are applied, U/ (¢, ') is the unitary evolution superoperator of free
evolution over [t, 1], i.e.

Ut 1) () =T exp (/ L(s) dS> () =U@)OU @, 1), (®)

where U(z,t") is the solution of the differential equation %U @t t) = —iHNOU @, 1),
with the boundary condition U(z,¢t) = 1, and 7 denotes time-ordering. Here H () is the
Hamiltonian of the system—bath composite, i.e. H(¢) € B(H), and the superoperator generator
is L(t) = —i[H (t), -]. Note that P, in equation (7), and more generally S, has non-trivial action
on the system only.

In QEC one measures not the full stabilizer group, but rather its generators, in order
to extract an error syndrome [7]. It has been recognized that these syndrome measurements
implement a QZE [31, 32]. A weak stabilizer generator measurement protocol comprises M
evenly-spaced measurements of the generating set over a time interval [0, t], so that the state
evolves as (755U(I/M))M (00),

(PUT /MO = P (t, ty-1) P (tj-1, Tj-2) - - - Pl (11, 0). 9)

This can obviously be an important saving over a full stabilizer group measurement (Pe).
If the measurement is performed, e.g., by attaching an ancilla for each measured Pauli
observable (as in a typical fault-tolerant QEC implementation [23]), then this translates into
an exponential saving in the number of such ancillas. We shall consider both protocols in our
general development below.

2.3. Distance bounds

To quantify the behavior of these protocols, we use a distance metric as the figure of merit:
Dlos (). 05(0)] = 3llos(z) — 5Dl (10)

where the norm is the trace norm (sum of the singular values), os(t) = Trgloss(T)] is
the reduced density matrix of the system at time t after application of one of the two
WMQZE protocols and Qg(‘f) = TI‘B[QgB(T)] is the final state of the system under the
idealized circumstance that the system retains its internal Hamiltonian evolution, but does not
interact with the environment. We shall also require the Schatten oo operator norm || - || (the
maximal singular value).

The principal results in this paper will be the proof and analysis of the following upper
bound on D[os(7), 02(7)].
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Theorem 1. Assume an arbitrary pure state os = |¥s)(¥s| is encoded into an [[n, k, d]]
stabilizer QECC with stabilizer group S. Assume further that the (possibly time-dependent)
Hamiltonian H = Hs + Hp + Hsp, where Hg and Hp represent the system and bath
Hamiltonians and Hsg the system—bath interaction, is such that Hy = Hs + Hp commutes
with the stabilizer (i.e. is a linear combination of stabilizer elements and logical operators)
and that the interaction term Hsg = 3y Hy is a linear combination of error terms detected
by the code. Let Jy = 2||Hy || and J, = 2||Hsgl||, where Jy and J| are assumed to be finite.
Finally, let Q = 2% — 1 and g = (Q + 1)/2. Then the stabilizer group measurement protocol
(PU(t /M) protects os up to a deviation that converges to 0 in the large-M limit:

I'-um
Dlos(t), 03(0)]1 < [1 + Ty (MM — T EMi [1+ T DM + T (M)A M)y (M)
+ T (M)A_ M)y ' (M) — e =: B, (11)

where the bound B can be expanded in powers of 1 /M as

o (2521 | e QTN SR 1
B_|:e ( 2 +e 7 (1+TJm)]_§-q M+0 ) (12)
where
¢ = sech(e) (13a)
_ta)  Jy =
BM) = {Fg(M) Jo < Jy (13b)
Py M) = — e (e “) — 1 13
i ( )’_Q+1e (e + Qe ) — (13¢)
FM) = — e (% e 13d
o )._Q+1e (e —e W) (13d)
1 1
yr(M) := 5(1 +B+ 1 +0B)T) = E\/(l + B8 — (14 0B)¢9)? +40p%¢4 (13e)
AL (M) = 0Bty +B8)+ A+ B[+ B) — vl (13f)
By — vs)
Jn = max{Jy, J;} (13g)
_)Ta) Jo =y
Iy = {Fg(M) Jo < i (3
[T Jo >0 .
= {Fi M) Ty <y (13)

For the generator measurement protocol (552/{ (t/M ))M, replace q by 1 in equations (12), (13e)
and (13i). In the strong-measurement limit (¢ — 00), both protocols yield the distance bound

Jit no\ M
. Qe v +em
Dlos(t), 05(1)] < e” (T)_l ' o



J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 46 (2013) 075306 J M Dominy et al

3. Stabilizer QECCs and induced structures

A large class of QECCs can be described by the stabilizer formalism [7, 23], which we briefly
review. A stabilizer S is an Abelian subgroup of the Pauli group G, on n qubits that does
not contain the element —1. The Pauli group consists of all possible n-fold tensor products
of the Pauli matrices o* = X, 0¥ =Y, 0° = Z together with the multiplicative factors +1,
=+i. All elements of G, are unitary and either Hermitian or skew-Hermitian. Since —1 ¢ S,
all elements of S must be unitary and Hermitian, and therefore are involutions [S2 = 1 for
all S € S]. The stabilizer code C corresponding to S is the subspace of all states |¢) which
are invariant under the action of every operator in S (S|¢) = [¥), VS € S). The stabilizer of
a code encoding k logical qubits into n physical qubits has Q = n — k generators, and S has
0 = 29 elements. A set of errors {E;} in G, is correctable (detectable) by the code if and only
if EZ’E ; (E;) anticommutes for all i and j (for all j) with at least one element of S, or otherwise
belongs to S. The normalizer N(S) := {N | NS = SN VS € S} C G, is the set of logical
operations on the code.

We now fix a minimal set S = {5, ..., S’Q} of generators of the stabilizer group. This
generating set defines a group isomorphism B : ZZQ — SbyB(by, ..., by) = HJQ=1 S_I;.f, where
Z, = {0, 1} is the additive group of integers mod 2. The inverse function B~'(S) identifies
the subset of generators whose product comprises S, namely generator S j participates in the
product iff b; = 1. Define for each g € S a group homomorphism o, : S — Z, by

0,(S) == (B7'(S),B7'(g)) (mod 2), (15)

where (-, -) denotes the dot product of the two binary vectors. This homomorphism o, then
counts (mod 2) the number of generators shared by S and g. It is symmetric in that

0s5(8) = 04(S). (16)

We recall some basic properties of homomorphisms of finite groups [33]. First, a group
homomorphism ¢ : G — H is a map satisfying the property ¢(g182) = ¢(g1)9(g2). This
implies, in particular, that ¢ (1g) = 1. Both the kernel K = ¢ ' (1) C G and the image
¢(G) C H of a homomorphism are subgroups of their respective groups. If ¢(g;) = ¢(g2)
then ¢(g1g51) = 1y, so if ¢! (h) is nonempty for some & € H, then ¢ ' (h) = Kg for any
g € ¢~'(h). In other words, all non-empty fibers of ¢ are cosets of the kernel K. Therefore

all non-empty fibers have the same cardinality as the kernel, so either |¢p~!(h)| = |K| or
¢~ ()] = 0.
Lemma 1.

os(g) =0VgeS iff S=1, a7n
and for S # 1,

o5 O] = log (DI = 18I/2 =207 = ¢q. (18)

Consequently, os = oy if and only if S = §'. So {(=1)%") : S e S} is the set of all 20
complex irreducible representations of S [34].

Proof. Since B(0, ...,0) =1, B~'(1) = (0, ..., 0), which yields zero when dotted with any
binary vector B~1(g). So o (g) = 0 for all g. If § # 1, then S = S_jl .- 'Sjk for some subset
of distinct generators Sj], e Sjk' Then as(gji) =1forall 1 <i < k. Soos(g) =0 forall
g € Sif and only if § = 1. In the case S # 1, the image of oy is all of Z,. Then, the fibers
K =og 1(0) and oy '(1) are both nonempty and therefore are cosets of the kernel K [33] and
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partition the group S. Thus, |K| = |og ' (0)| = |og ' (1)| and [S| = |og ' (0) Uag ' (1)| = 2|K].
Finally, if 05(g) = oy (g) for all g € S, then

oss () = 04(SS) = 04(S) + 0,(S) = 05(8) +05(g) =0 (19)
for all g € S, which, by the arguments above, holds if and only if S§’ = 1, i.e. if and only if
s=5. O

3.1. Isotypical decompositions

The fact that the homomorphisms {(—1)%") : g € S} are the irreducible representations of
S ~ ZZQ leads to a natural and well known orthogonal decomposition of the state space H into
code subspaces [7].

Lemma 2. The isomorphism B : Zzé — S is a faithful unitary representation of ZZQ in terms of
operators on H = Hs® Hp, where Hg ~ C?'. There is then a unique isotypical decomposition
[34] of H into subspaces

H=PV.. Vo=V a,=2"dim(Hp). (20)
geS

where each V, is an invariant subspace of the representation B and the projection of B onto
any one-dimensional subspace \Z, thereof is the irreducible representation (—1)%"), i.e. Sfor
any |¥) € V,, S|Y) = (=1 |y). Since each ‘A/g is one-dimensional (because S =~ ZZQ
is Abelian), the exponent ag is the dimension of the subspace V,. With Tr(1) = 2" and all
other elements of S traceless, a, = 20 dim(Hp) = 2% dim(Hp) for all g. The 2* dim(Hp)-
dimensional subspaces V, are all orthogonal, and Vy is the subspace stabilized by S.

Proof. The isotypical decomposition is a standard result in representation theory, following
from Schur’s lemma [34]. If |[y) € V,, then S|y) = (—=1)%S|y) because (—1)%") is the
irreducible representation associated to V,. By [34, corollary 2.16],

ag = ziQ g Tr($) (—1)7® =22 dim ()
= 2Fdim(Hp) (21)

using the fact that S = 1 has Tr(1) = 2", and all other S € S have zero trace. If |[,) € V, and
|Y,) € Vy, then since S € U(H),

(Yol W) = (Sl Synn) = (= 1) S ()
= (=) (Yry|Y) (22)

forall S € S. If gh # 1, i.e. if g # h, then by lemma 1, |ag711(1)| = |S|/2, so there exists
S € S such that 0,,(S) = 1. Therefore (e|v;,) must be zero and the subspaces V, form an
orthogonal decomposition of H. O

In the language of QEC [7], each of the subspaces V, can be thought of as encoding
k qubits, but only Vj is stabilized by S (i.e. S|¢) = (=1)%S|y) = |¢) VS e S iff
0,(8) =0VS €S & g =1bylemma 1). Hence Vj is typically chosen as the stabilizer
QECC. With this choice, the remaining isotypical subspaces are interpreted as ‘syndrome’
subspaces, where g labels the syndrome. Namely, after an error that is detectable by the code
takes place, it maps Vy to one of the other subspaces V,. A measurement of all the stabilizer
generators reveals the label g, in that g = B(by, ...,bQ-), where b; € Z, is 0 (1) if the
measurement of generator S ; yielded eigenvalue +1 (—1), with j € {1, ..., 0).
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Using the group action of conjugation by S, the space B(H) of all linear operators
(complex matrices) on H = Hg ® Hp and the space M (H) of Hermitian operators may be
similarly decomposed into isotypical subspaces indexed by S which are orthogonal under any
inner product invariant under conjugation by S (such as the Hilbert—Schmidt inner product).
Then

BH) =P WS MH)=PW.. (23)
geS geS
where, for any g € S, the subspace Wg(C (respectively W,) is the space of all operators (resp.
Hermitian operators) A, with the defining property that they satisfy SA,S = (—1)%® A, for
all S € S. From this description, it is clear that W, C Wg(C for all g € S. For more on these
decompositions, see appendix A.

Lemma 3. The isotypical decompositions in equation (23) impart to B(H) the structure of
an S-graded associative algebra [35] and to M (H) the structure of an S-graded Lie algebra
(under the Lie bracket A, B — i[A, B]).

Proof. For any g, h € S and any A, € W and A;, € W,
SAARS = SASSALS = (—1)% TS 4,
= (=D AAp, 24)
so that A Aj, € Wg(c, and therefore Wg(CWh(C C ng. Likewise for any A, € W, and A, € W},
S(i[Ag, Ap])S = i[SAS, SALS]
= (=) OTDi[A, Ay
= (=D Vi[Ag Ay], (25)
so that i[A,, A,] € W, and therefore i[W,, W] C Wy, O
Finally, we can define the orthogonal projections into these isotypical subspaces as follows.

Lemma 4. For any g € S, the operator 73 :B(H) — Wg(C defined by

P(A) := Z( 1% 5AS (26)

|S| SeS
is the orthogonal projection into the subspace Wg(c. Restricted to M(H), this same operator
defines the orthogonal projection into Wy,

Proof. For any A € B(H), and any g S €S

S (Py(A))S = S0 Z( 1) ®§'SAS'S
| | SeS
o Z( 1)%E9SAS
| | SeS
= (D™ <31 Osas
| | SeS
= (=) P (A), 27

so that 75g(A) € W‘C. Moreover, we find

ZP A) = 5 Z <Z(—1)%(S>)SAS=A, (28)
gesS SeS

geS
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since by lemma 1, des(—l)%(s) = 0 for S # 1 and equals [S| when S = 1. Therefore,
since the subspaces Wg(C are mutually orthogonal, the operators 75g are orthogonal projections.

Finally observe that if A is Hermitian, then 75g (A) is Hermitian as well, so 75g also describes
the orthogonal projection M (H) — W,. O

Note that equation (27) shows that 75g (A) coincides with the defining property of the
operators A, (Hermitian or not), so that we can equivalently define A, := P, (A).

3.2. Measurement operators

With respect to these isotypical decompositions, the actions of the measurement operators
defined in section 1 take particularly simple forms. Recalling equations (1) and (2a), for any
S € S and € > 0, the effect of the weak measurement of the stabilizer S is given by

Ps,e(A) := Ps(e)APs(€) + Ps(—€)APs(—e¢) (29)
= Y Y o (be)as, (be)Py sAP,s

b=+l s1,5=%
for any A € B(H). Then
Lemma 5. Forany g, S € S, any A, € Wg(c, and any € > 0,
Ps.c(Ag) = A, (30)
where { = sech(e), and therefore, using equation (28),

Pse=» ("OPy= Y Pt Y P

geS g€og ' (0) geog (1)

=Ps00 + (1 = Pso0) = (1 = §)Ps,00 + ¢ 1. (€20)

Proof. Observe first that, from the definition of Wg‘c,
AgPszS = %Ag(]l + 5,8) = %(]1 + 52(_1)05(g)S)Ag
~ Facursoste 32)

so that, using the facts that Pis = Pyg, PsP_s = P_gPs = 0 (in equation (33¢)), Ps+ P_s = 1,
oci (€) +ai (—e) =1,and o4 (€)a_(€)+ay(—€)a_(—€) = sech(e) = ¢ (in equation (33¢)),

PS,e (Ag) = Z Z Ay, (bG)Olsz (be)PYISP_SQ(*l)US(g)SAg (33a)
b==1s1,5=%
= Z Z Ay, (bf)asz(—l)"s”‘) (be)Py,sPy,5A4 (33b)
b==+1s51,5=%
= Z Zo‘s(b6)as(—1)"s<g> (be)PsAg (33¢)
b=%1s=+
Y Y a2(be)PsA, if o5(g) =0
_ J=t1s=% ) (33d)
Yo o (be)a_(be) Y PsA, if os(g) =1
b==+1 s=%
Ag US(g) =0
= , 33
{ng os(g) =1 5

A

which proves equation (30). Equation (31) follows from the observation that dea,s—l(o) P
is the projection into the subspace of operators that commute with S (the commutant or
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centralizer of §), which is precisely the strong (von Neumann) non-selective measurement
of S, Ps co- ]

We are now ready to see the effect of the complete POVM defined in equations (5) and (6).

Lemma 6. Forany g € S, A, € Wg(c, and € > 0, the weak measurement P, of the full stabilizer
group has the effect

_ A g=1
Pe(d) = {i"Ag else. (34)
so that the weak measurement may be written as
P 27311 +qu7sg=75]1 + i1 —ﬁﬂ)
g#l
= =¢DPr+¢1 =01 —¢") P +¢71. (35
Proof. Since 75875;1 =0forg+#h,
P, = l_[PS,E _ 1_[ Z ;.as(gs)']sgs — Z Hé-ag(S)']Sg
SeS SeS gseS geS SeS
— Z;\ag”(l)lﬁg, (36)
geS
and from lemma 1,
-1 _ 0 8= 1
o (D] = {q S (37)
which proves equation (34). Equation (35) follows from the same reasoning as used for
equation (31) in the previous lemma. ]

Lemma 7. Forany g € S, Ag € Wg(c, and € > 0, the weak measurement P, of the generators
of the stabilizer group has the effect

— Q -1
Pe(Ag) = ¢ DiA, (38)
so that the generators-only weak measurement may be written as

) St (1
Pe="Py+y_ ¢S OIp,
s#ll

0
=Pi+) ¢ > Py
c=1

gelheS 1 1Sno, ! (1)]=c}

= 75]1 + Z ¢ Z 735/1 S (39)

=l 1gji<<j.<0

Proof. Since 75875;, = 0for g # h,

Po= [TP = [T X e P= L[],

SeS SeS 85€8 8€S §eS
S N
— Z §|Sﬂo'g (l)|7)g7 (40)
geS

10
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and from lemma 1 and the definition of o,

e{l,...,0} else. 41)

|%gmﬂ

O

We note that the result of lemma 7 is stronger than that reported in our earlier work [1],
where we used the lower bound 1 for g # 1 in place of equation (41).

4. Analysis of the distance upper bound

In this section, we analyze the behavior of the distance D[os(7), Q(S) (7)] (equation (10)) and
show that it converges to 0 in the limit of large numbers of measurements. The Hamiltonian is
orthogonally decomposed as H(t) = Y ges He (1), where Hy(1) is the component of H (r) lying
in the isotypical (error syndrome) subspace W,. This yields the superoperators £, = i[H,, -].
We also write Hsp = Z#H H,, and define Jy = 2||Hy ||« and J; = 2||Hspl|, Where || - [«
denotes the Ly, norm, ie. |Hyllow = ess sup,co|Hy (0] in which ess sup denotes the
essential supremum and || - || denotes the Schatten co norm, i.e. the maximum singular value.
This guarantees that ||[Ly[lee < Jo and [[Lglle < Ji for all g # 1 in S. These finite bound
conditions may also be shown to imply rapid decay of the noise spectrum at high frequencies,
guaranteeing an effective spectral cutoff; conversely, an insufficiently rapidly decaying noise
spectrum implies that our finite bound conditions are not satisfied (see appendix E).

LetN ={1,2,3,...}andNy = {0, 1, 2, .. .} and observe that the unitary superoperator (8)
describing the joint system—bath evolution between successive measurements can be written
as

L it ooy
Uu <iz, ir) =1 +/ L(t) dt +/ L(t)L(ty)dty dty + - - - (42a)
M M ic 1o Jiq
=YY @ (42b)
k=0 geSk

by the Dyson expansion and by the isotypical decomposition £ = Y ¢eS L,, where S* is the
set of all k-tuples of stabilizer group elements, S‘]). =1, and for any k > 0 and any &@ € S,

ﬁf 4] tk—1
£h@) = ﬁil ﬁil "'[71 Loy (t1)Lay(B2) -+ -+ Lo, (t) dty - - - drp dty. (43)
Lemmas 3 and 6 imply that
i alj i I, -
,PE/SA}JA,,‘],...,,‘J (Ol]) e £M+1,,'l,m,iu (an)(QSB)
Pl l/ —i l” .y
=¢ IMJ£M+17,'I,...,,'J. (aj) T £M+1,,‘],...,,‘n (an)(QSB)v 44)

where p; = U[(a{ .- -oq’;_) o (af - “Z)] and v : S — {0, 1} is defined by
v(g) =0 forg#1 and v(l)=1. (45)

This follows from the fact, implied by lemma 3, that a composition of Hamiltonian
superoperators Ly, - - - L4, Will map the initial density matrix (an element of the isotypical
space Wy) to the isotypical space W,,..q,, and that this space, by lemma 6, determines the
action of the measurement P,. Then it is found that
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-2 M-1 1
t)PJ/{( i T, i ‘L')"'PJ/((O,M‘L’)QSB

—QSB+Z Z Yoo > PR @ P (@) (osp)

zeN” @l eSli
i <M j=1,..m

M —
oss(1) = PJJ<

(46a)
ot (77
Y Y XY
n=11,...L,=1 N aicsl
lilh<M  j=1...n
- I .
X S @S0 @) (osB), (46b)
where /i € {0, 1)", jt; = v(gy&y-1--- &), and g; = ] -- -] Then
Dlos(1), 03(r)] = 3| Trs[ese (1) — 0% (]|,
=W+ S|, (47)
where
M ad o+l (=
wem LYY L 0
n=1 =1 s dicsli
lii<M  j=1,...,n where ji0
= I -
xSy @D Ly (Ol")(QSB):| (48)
and
M (o]
setlety ¥ Y X
n=11,..., =1 zeN” Giesli
lili<M  j=1,...,n where =0
S @)Ll @) (oss) — uo(r)(gsw}, (49)

with U° () the system-bath unitary evolution superoperator generated solely by Hj.

4.1. The ‘weak’ term

The ‘strong’ term S represents the strong-measurement limit of the norm argument, i.e. the
limit as € — oo. The behavior of ||S||; will be analyzed in section 4.3 and shown to vanish as
M — oo. In the remainder of this section, we study the behavior of the ‘weak’ term || W||;.
To that end, observe that for any 1 < j < M and any & € Sk,

ﬁ.f 3l -1
4@ < Wl 1l [ / [ e
Gre Gt

(z/M)*

= Larlloo - 1 £ay oo~

(50)

12
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where || L, lloo = esssupg<, . [ Lo, ()], s0 that

Wil < fj 5 Yo 5

n=11,...1,=1

ieN a'es'i
lili<M  j=1,...,n where i#0
= I =
||£5f4,i1+1 @hH--- (BT YRR @l (51a)
3 (i) N~ (@Mt i
DD MRS LD SR S § ()
=l fent gefoay ety =1 glimgyeS I
lih<m 0 v(gy-g)=1;
51b)
where y;(g) is defined by
!
l _
Yo Ml el <wig) =) (S>Jgfi *fios(9), (52)
@€0,...,0) =0
Sy Sey =8

in which f;(g) denotes the number of ways of generating ¢ € S from / non-identity group
elements (i.e. g = Sy, ---Sy). We have used in equation (51) the triangle inequality and
submultiplicativity

IAB| < AlIlIBII, (53)
(for any pair of operators A and B) and the fact that if o is a normalized state then | o||; = 1.
We have also used the norm inequalities

IABIl1 < IAINIBIy and [ Trg [A] 1 < [IAll1, (54)

valid for any operators A and B acting on Hg ® Hp [36, 37].

To find a closed expression for f;(g), first note that f;(g) is constant over all g # 1. Then
for any g = S,, - -+ Sy, # 1 it may be observed that g = S,, - - - So,_, can be anything other
than g (otherwise S,, = 1, which is forbidden) and then g’ and g uniquely define S,,. One such
choice of ¢ is ¢ = 1, the other Q — 1 choices are non-identity. The same logic applied to the
case g = 1 shows that all Q possible choices for g’ are non-identity. It follows that the quantity
fi1(g) satisfies

i@ =) fin(@)=(Q—Dfi1 () + fia (D) (55a)
g#8

HID =" fia(€) = 0fici (). (55b)
g#1

Therefore f;(g) satisfies the linear recurrence (see appendix B)

fi(g) = (Q = D fi-1(8) + @fi-2(9). (56)

The characteristic polynomial of this recurrence, x> — (Q — 1)x — Q = 0, has roots —1 and
0, so fi(g) has the general form f;(g) = AQ' + B(—1)'. It is easily seen that fy(g) = 0 and
fi1(g) = 1, so A and B may be found by solving the linear system

A+B=0 (57a)
AQ—B=1, (57b)

13
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which yields
A= L B=——_ (58)
0+1 0+1
so that
_ o' — (1) _ 0" +0(-1)
fl(g)—ﬁ forg#1 fl(]l)—?~ (59
Now, since
i
> (i)JSJ{“‘al_S = (Jo+al), (60)
s=0

for any fixed a € R, it is readily seen that
(Jo+ 0" = (Jo— 1)

= for 1 6la
yi(8) 011 g§F (6la)
(Jo+ 0" + 0o — 1)
1) = . 61b
yi(D) or1 (61b)
Defining
— (/M) yi(g)
. I
Te(r/M) =" — (62)
=1
we have
0y i
Py = |2 " " liorg#1 (63a)
g = 0+ 1 8
J erg% + Qe_%
Cy(t/M)=en | — =~ 7 |, 63b
1(t/M) [ 011 :| (63b)
Observe that for g # 1,
TUg=Jp)

Cy(x/M) —Te(r/M)=¢e" 7 —1
>0 forall >0 when Jy=>J;
<0 forall >0 when Jy<J;.

In addition, for a given binary vector i € {0, 1}", the cardinality of the set of n-tuples

(g1,...,8y) such that v(g, ---g;) = p; forall jis QA because gj must equal g, - - - gjt1
when u; = 0, and g; may be any of the Q other elements of S when p; = 1. Therefore,

(64)

o (.L,/M)ll+"'+l,7 " i
> T > JIner= > [JIre@m (65a)
ey =1 ! 81,-8nES J=1 81,8y €S J=1
v(gygj)=M; v(gygj)=M;
QI (e /M)[Dy e /M) o = 4, 655)
SV [Ty /m] Jo <1,
since each product in the sum contains at least one I', (g # 1). Let
M
oMy =) Byt Yoy el (66)
n=1 fef0,1)1 e
A#0 il <M

14
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Figure 1. Example partition of six elements into three sets by choosing the positions of two
separators from among the five possible gaps between adjacent elements.

o+1

§:=¢> (67)
Ty (/M) = ghre (e + Qe o) —1 Jo =y

B(t/M) := OH " N ron o
Ty(t/M) = gige e (e —e W) Jo < Jh.

Therefore we have
Wi < Tg(z/M)¢p(M). (69)

A closed form will now be derived for I'y¢ and shown to converge to zero as M ~! for
arbitrary fixed r > O and &€ € (0, 1) as M — oo. To that end, let r represent the number of
non-zero elements in the /i vector, and u represent /£ - i. Then

M—(n—r)

n
iplil _ r( 7 u g ..
Z Z ghiglt ; 0 <r) Z £"#{ordered r-partitions of u}

fe(0,1)7  feN u=r
A#0 il <M

x#{ordered (n — r)-partitions of M — u or less}, (70)

where an ordered k-partition of n is an ordered set of k positive integers that sum to n:
Jj1 + -+ + jr = n. The number of such partitions is (Z:}) as may be seen by casting the
question as an occupancy problem [38] by considering the placing of k — 1 physical separators
between a linear arrangement of n physical objects (see figure 1). Moreover, by the same
reasoning, the number of ordered k-partitions of n or less is (;‘), seen by considering the
placing of k separators between n 4+ 1 objects, yielding j; + --- 4+ jio1 = n + 1, and then

discarding jz4. So

= i n M- ien u—1\/M—u
ATl _ r u -
>y =2l 3 (1)) a
Ae{01y  feN r= =
H#0 lilli <M
and we find that ¢ (M) in equation (66) is equal to
M ! n M- en u—1\/M—u
on =3 s 1o (7) 3 (1) (50) 7
n=1 r=1 u=r
M
. — 1\ /M —
3 Bamy ey (”) (” ) ( “) (72b)
ol r)\r—1 n—r
where the limits have been extended to 1, ..., M since the additional terms are all zeros.

4.2. Linear recurrences

Let @ be the summand of equation (72), i.e.

. 7]—lur77 u—1 M—u
ootunn =g (7)) (5 2)) (73)
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where we regard B as a fixed quantity for the moment (its M dependence will be
reintroduced later). It may be observed that ® is hypergeometric in all four variables,
ie. M + 1,u,n,r)/®M,u,n,r) is a rational function of M, u, n and r; likewise for
the corresponding shift ratios on u#, n and r. As a result, & admits a linear recurrence
relation such that the coefficients are independent of u, n and r, and the recurrence may
be found algorithmically [39]. Wegschaider’s MultiSum package [40, 41] for Mathematica,
implementing a version of Sister Celine’s method [39], yielded the following telescoping linear
recurrence for this summand:

ZAu[ﬂq)(M_ 1,14,7)”'"‘1)+©(M_1,u777+17r+1)

— oM, u,n+ 1L, r+ DI+ A [—§@M =2, u,n,r+ )+ (1 +§)

XOM — 1, u,n,r+1)—dM,u,n,r+ 1)]

+A -0+ BEPM —2,u,n,r)+ (1 +B+8)

XqD(M_l,M, n, r)_q)(Maua n, r)]’ (74)
where A, is the forward shift difference operator on the variable n: A, X(M,u,n,r) =
XM,u,n+ 1,r) — X(M, u,n,r) for any expression X; likewise for A, and A,. The
recurrence (74) may be verified by expanding the A expressions and collecting terms, leading
to the equivalent equation
0=Q,BECD(M_Z»“,U,V)+ﬂ$q)(M_2aua77»V+1)+$¢(M_2’“v77+1,”+1)

_Qﬂsq)(M_ 17M,77,r)_§q>(M_ 17u5n+1’r+1)

—BOWM —1l,u+1,n,r+1)—dM—-1,u+1,n+1,r+1)

+OM,u+1,n+1,r+1). (75)
Dividing equation (75) by Q®(M — 2, u, n, r) and multiplying by the common denominator
r(r+1)(M —u — n+r— 1), equation (74) is then found to be equivalent to
0=B&rr+ )M —u—n+r—1)+BE0—r’w—r)

FBEM + D — )M —u—n+r—1)— BE[r(r+ 1)

+0+ D= NIM —u—1) = B&(n —r)’u

—BE( + Du(M —u— 1 +r—1) + & + DuM —u— 1), (76)
which is easily verified to be true.

Now we wish to turn this recurrence on the summand ® (M, u, n, ) into a recurrence

on the sum ¢(M). Doing this requires summing both sides of equation (74) and using the
fact that the right-hand side leads to telescoping sums: ZZ:I A X)) =X(n+1) —X(1).

This computation, carried out in appendix C, results in the inhomogeneous linear recurrence
relation (with constant coefficients)

(1L+B+0B)5¢M =2) — (1 + B+ (1 + 0B M — 1) + dM) = 0B(1 + pM2¢.

(77
This recurrence for the sum has the characteristic polynomial
=+ B+1+00Ex+ (1+B+0p)E =0 (78)
with roots
2 _
L= 1+ B+ 0+ 0B)§) n VI + B+ 1 +0B)E) —4(1+ B+ 0B)E (79a)

2 2
16



J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 46 (2013) 075306 J M Dominy et al

_U+B+0+0p8) V(I +5—(+0p)%E) +40p%
B 2 2 '
Furthermore, by plugging a sequence of the form ¢ (M) = a(1 + ) into equation (77),
it may be seen that U s g particular solution to the inhomogeneous recurrence. Thus
equation (77) admits the general solution

(79b)

HOM) = A yM! A M - % (80)
for some coefficients A and A_. The initial values of ¢ (M) may be worked out to be

¢(1) = Q¢ (8la)

$(2) =051 +28+ (1+0B)E). (81b)

Thus, we seek A; and A_ suchthat Ay +A_ = Q¢ + (1 + B)/Band ALy, +A_y_ =
Q& (1 + 2B+ (14 QB)E) + (1 4 B)*/B. Solving this linear system for A, and A_ yields
_ 9B8(ys + B+ A+ AU+ B) — ¥4l
Bye — vs)
With these values for A and A_, and now regarding B, y., and A4 all as functions of M,
equation (80) is an exact closed expression for the sum ¢ (M). So we finally conclude that
Io(M)

B (M)

A (82)

Wl < [BMAL M)y~ (M) + BADA_(M)yM (M) — (1 + BM)HM],  (83)

where
|y b = gy
ﬁ(M)_{rg(M) Jo < i,

(84)
4.3. The ‘strong’ term

Following arguments similar to those elaborated thus far, we may now readily compute an
upper bound for the ‘strong’ term ||S||;. Explicitly,

M 00
IS =|Trs D 3, 2. >
n=1l,euly =1 5 sl
lili<M  [i=0 but not all /=1
[ =1 I, —
@) S @) (ose) (854)
1
M 00
I =1 lr] =n
< Z Z Z Z ||£M—i]+1(a )” H£M+l—i1—---—i,7 (@ )”
=11l =1 e
lilh<M  @=0 but not all oz](":ll
(85b)
M [e'¢) L4+, U
(z/M)" " i+,
<2 > X G| no-5m (850)
=1l =1 I n =1
Nl <M
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YoM
=> (n>[F;{(r/M) — (M — 1)1 (85d)
n=1
= [+ Ty /m]" —eh (85¢)
(42 _u\M
— et <—e ! Q++Qf M) = 850)

4.4. Total distance upper bound

Combining the results for the ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ terms, and recalling that AL (M) and y+ (M)
depend on the form of 8(M)

0Jp

a2y _h
w|em +Qe m

'iM)y=ew | ———— -1 Jy=J
1 (M) 0+ 1 0 1
BM) = 0/ _th (86)
rMy e | &2 —¢ " Jo<J
8 Q+1 0xVYI,

withg = |S|/2 = (Q + 1)/2, J,, = max{Jy, J;}, and

roo D@ =0 T Jo =
AT Jo<h T | DM S < U,

we obtain, using equations (83) and (85¢), the upper bound on the distance metric

87)

1 '-mM
Dlos(r). e8] < 5 (ISl + W) < 1+ ryon]” - » EM; [1+T,n]" —e™
+T (M)A (M)~ (M) + To(M)A_(M)y™ " (M) (88a)
ad 1
= ZBjM, (88b)
j=1
where
R Q":zjlz T Ot/ _gq
B1_|:e ( ) et (1+r1,,,)1_§q . (89)

The detailed asymptotic analysis leading to equations (88b) and (89) is carried out in
appendix D. This completes the proof of theorem 1. It may be observed that the rate of
convergence (i.e. the coefficient of M~") blows up as T — oo and also as ¢ — 1 (i.e. the weak
measurement limit as € — 0).

In the next section we analyze the conditions under which the distance bound converges
to zero.

5. Parameter trade-offs

5.1. Trade-off between T and M

The asymptotic behavior of the distance upper bound, presented in section 4.4 and derived in
appendix D, shows that the bound converges to zero as 1/M when the time t is held fixed.

18
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Here we consider how the number of measurements needed for convergence depends upon the
final time 7. In order to address this question, we consider the convergence of the bound when
7 is allowed to increase with M. If 7 increases too quickly, the distance upper bound will no
longer converge, so we seek the fastest growing function f (M) such that when T = f(M), the
bound still converges to zero.

Lemma 8. Allowing only T and M to vary, the distance upper bound (88b) converges to zero
as M — oo provided

= ]
tJo = alog(M) a< 0 if Jo L (90)
Proof. Suppose that 7Jy = alog(M) for some a > 0. Then defining A = J; /Jo,
eQmAOf(M) 4 Qefhllj\%w)
alog(M
Iy (M) =5 —1
0+1
logM) (1 + 02%)a*log*(M log® (M
_aog()+( 01?) g (o) ©la)
M 2M? M3
e Qhralog(M) e ralog(M)
alog(M) M — M
'yM)=e
M) =e ( or1 )
ralog(M)  (2h 4 (Q — DA%)a® log> (M log* (M
:aog()+( (0 — DA?) g()+0 Og()‘ 1)
M 2M? M3
Repeating the analysis of appendix D with the general form
log(M) log2 (M) log3 M)
M) =X Y (0] 92
(M) e s 92)
yields
Dles(t). 05(7)]
0)2a*log’ (M)  Q 21 2 ¢ 1 log® (M)
f + E()»alog(M) + Aa log (M))m W + 0 M—a
if Jo=>J;
< § [Aa log? (M) 0 (93)
(4]\4—1—0 + |:E (Aalog(M)
or1 3
) % 1 log® (M)
+2%a* log* (M) T Q;,} aioe T 0( A
if Jo < Ji.

Because of the M!~® in the denominator of the leading order terms, the bound for Jy > J
converges to zero as M — oo if a < 1 and diverges if a > 1. In the case Jy < J;, where A > 1,
the bound converges if a < 1/X and diverges if a > 1/A. ]

The closer a is to the cutoff value of either 1 or 1/A, the slower the convergence of the
bound becomes. We can conclude that equation (90) is a sufficient condition for convergence

19



J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 46 (2013) 075306 J M Dominy et al

of the upper bound. Divergence of the upper bound does not preclude the distance D from
converging to zero in the limit of a large number of measurements, and additional analysis is
required to settle whether this is possible. The difference between the Jy < J; and Jy > J;
cases can be understood intuitively in terms of the relative importance of the ‘perturbation’
(coupling of the system to the bath, J;) and the ‘unperturbed’ evolution (Jy). It is to be expected
that protection via the Zeno effect should be more effective when the perturbation is ‘weak’,
and as we have seen, indeed the cutoff value of a is larger in this case.

5.2. Trade-off between € and M

Another important trade-off is between the strength of the measurements € and the number of
measurements required for effective convergence.

Lemma 9. Allowing only € and M to vary, the distance upper bound (88b) converges to zero
as M — oo provided

€ > M2 (94)
for some a > 0.

Proof. Consider the large M, small € regime, where the bound (88b) is approximately B; /M.
Then, since ¢?/(1 — ¢7) is large when € is small (recall that ¢ = 1/ cosh(e)), we can neglect
the constant first term in equation (89),

e”m%(1+fjm) A - zi_l
2B, ¢4 ¢4
~q(l=1¢), 95)
so that
N 0, 9t
~1l—e ﬁ(l—i-ﬂm), (96)
and therefore, since ¢ ~ 1 — €2 /2 in this regime,
B, Lo L e Oty (1+tJy) /q
M M
<M (97)
where in the last line we used equation (94). O

This quantifies the previously mentioned trade-off that the weaker the measurements, the
greater M must be to compensate, i.e. the slower the convergence rate as M — oo. Conversely,
we can interpret equation (94) as saying that the measurement strength may not decline faster
than the inverse square root of the number of measurements.

5.3. Fixed nonzero measurement interval

As an alternative analysis of the time-scaling issue, fix some At > 0 such that the
measurements are separated by an interval At, so that T = MA~7. Under these conditions,
what value of M minimizes the distance upper bound? Let § = JyAt and A = J;/Jy and
consider first the strong-measurement limit:

o 02 +QC—A5>M B
ISIh < fM) :=¢ [<—Q+l 1. (98)
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Then, taking M to be a continuous variable for a moment,

df (eQ“S + Qe

— M
W_Sf(M)+log 011 )(f(M)—i—e ). (99)

Observe that sinceQ:ZQ—l> 1,
€0 4 0t 2 O((=DF + 0FY) (ndy Mk
0e |, 5~ QD+ 0T i
o+1 P o+1 k!
> 1, (100)

the logarithm in equation (99) is positive, as are all the other terms in (99), so df/dM > 0
for all M > 0. Therefore on the domain of positive integers M, f(M) is minimized at M = 1.
Thus, if laboratory conditions dictate a minimum interval between measurements, the upper
bound on the distance indicates that the best strategy for minimizing the distance is not to
let M — oo seeking eventual convergence (which will never come under these assumptions),
but rather to endure only one such interval, terminating with a single measurement event. The
resulting bound (for M = 1) is then

L eQ”—i-Qe‘M)
ISl < f() =e [(—QH _ 1]
on2

2
= %(Jlmz(l +JoAT) + O[(JoAT)*] (101)

so that minimization of the bound can only be accomplished by minimizing either At or J;.
This result does not mean that the Zeno effect fails to provide protection beyond M = 1,
but rather that (our bound on) the protection quality gradually declines as the elapsed time
grows. The relevant yardstick for comparison is then the distance between the ideal and
actual state in the absence of any protection. This distance is easily estimated using first
order perturbation theory (the Dyson series) to be O(J; A1). Since equation (101) shows that
a single measurement already modifies the distance to O[(J; AT)?], protection is achieved
provided J;At < 1. Subsequent measurements, or longer evolution times in the case without
measurement, modify these estimates to O[(J;MA1)?] and O(J;M A1), respectively, so that
the conclusion about the possibility of an advantage from measurements with finite and fixed

At are unchanged.

(8> +8%) + 08"

6. Conclusion

Two protocols have been presented for the protection from the environment of an arbitrary,
unknown state encoded in some stabilizer quantum error correction (or detection) code. These
protocols involved frequent weak non-selective measurement of either all elements of the
stabilizer group of the code, or of just a minimal generating set. Rigorous upper bounds were
obtained on the distance between the final state under these protocols and the idealized final
state in the absence of any interaction with the environment. The bounds demonstrate that the
protocols exhibit the desired protection in the limit of many measurement cycles. Moreover,
the bounds offer information about the degree of protection attainable with finite resources
(e.g., finitely many measurement cycles), as well as trade-offs among the various relevant
physical parameters.

Future research in this area may proceed along different lines. First, while the protocols
based on non-selective measurements presented herein are well-suited to protecting ensembles
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from the environment, they may not be ideal for protecting individual quantum systems. Further
investigation is needed to determine whether (and in what sense) the corresponding protocols
based on weak selective measurements realize a Zeno effect resulting in protection from the
environment. A result in this direction would more directly relate the Zeno effect to traditional
quantum error correction. Additionally, it may be interesting and fruitful to expand the class
of error correcting codes on which the protocols are based, perhaps to include non-Abelian
codes. For example, a Zeno protocol based on the Bacon—Shor code [42] may have advantages
in that the measurements need be only 2-local.
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Appendix A. Isotypical decompositions induced by the stabilizer group

Lemma 10. Let M(H) denote the space of Hermitian operators on H = Hs @ Hp. The
stabilizer group acts on M (H) by conjugation (i.e. the adjoint action Ads(A) + SAS), which
describes a representation of S (=~ ZZQ ). There is then a unique isotypical decomposition of
M(H) into subspaces W,:
MH) = Pw, = Pw", (A1)
gesS geS
where each W, is an invariant subspace of ahe representation, comprising b, copies of the

one-dimensional irreducible representation Wy, such that for any Hermitian matrix A € W,,

SAS = (—1)*®A. Since each Wg is one-dimensional (because S =~ ZZQ is Abelian), the
exponent by is the dimension of the subspace W,. With Tr(1) = 2" and all other elements of
S traceless, by = 2*"2(dim(Hp))? = 2% (dim(Hp))? for all g The 2% 9 (dim(Hp))>-
dimensional subspaces Wy are all orthogonal under any Ad(S ® 1p)-invariant inner product
onW.

Proof. By [34, corollary 2.16],

; _
b= 25 D Tr(Ad (=)™ = 22 (dim(Hy))?
SeS

— 2240 (dim(Hp))? (A2)

under the assumption that only S = 1 has non-zero trace and Tr(1) = dim(H) = 2" dim(H3p),
so that Tr(Ady) = [Tr(1)]? = 22" dim(H3)>.

If A, € W, and A, € W, then, using the Ad(S)-invariance of the inner product (invariance
with respect to conjugation by S), we get

(Ag, An) = (SA,S, SARS) = (= 1)+l A, A,
= (=1)7S(A,, Ap) (A3)
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forany S € S.If g # h, lemma 1 shows that there exists an S € S such that o4, (S) = 1. It must
therefore hold that (A,, A;) = 0, so W, and W, are orthogonal subspaces. O

Appendix B. Solving linear recurrences

In this appendix, we review a simple method for solving a class of second order inhomogeneous
linear recurrences with constant coefficients. Let f; — aifi_1 — a>fr—2» = gi be the linear
recurrence with inhomogeneity g, = bck for real numbers ay, az, b, and ¢, and given initial
conditions fy and f;. Define the characteristic polynomial to be p(x) = x*> — a;x — a,. The
class of problems we will consider are those for which the characteristic polynomial admits
two distinct roots, i.e. where a% + 4a, > 0, and where c is different from both roots. As in the
theory of linear differential equations, we solve such problems by finding all solutions to the
homogeneous problem f; — a; fx—1 — a>fr—>» = 0, then seeking a particular solution for the
inhomogeneous problem, and finally identifying within the resultant affine space of solutions,
the unique solution that satisfies the initial conditions. To that end, let

k| S _|a a
w —|:fki|, and A—|:l 0:|. (B.1)
Then the homogeneous linear recurrence may be written w¢ = Aw ! = A%w°. It may

be noted that the characteristic polynomial of the matrix A is identical to the characteristic
polynomial for the recurrence, p(x), defined above. The assumption that p have distinct roots,
then implies that A has distinct eigenvalues A, with associated eigenvectors v*. It follows
that w° can be decomposed as w° = a¥t + B, yielding w* = A*WO = ark v+ + gk o~
Then fi = w5 = avy A% + Bvy A%, so the solutions to the homogeneous recurrence are of the
form f; = y Ak + y_Ak for some coefficients y..

For the particular solution to the inhomogeneous problem, let us postulate an ansatz of
fi = b'c*. Plugging this into the recurrence and dividing by c*=2 yields #' (¢> —a;c —a,) = bc?.
Since by assumption c is not a root of the characteristic polynomial, ¢ — a;c — a; # 0, so
fi = bk withb' = bc?/(c? —ajc—ay) is a particular solution to the inhomogeneous problem.
Then the affine space of all solutions to the inhomogeneous problem is given by

bck+2

=yl 4yt 4+ 5——— (B.2)
2 —aic—a

for coefficients y.. These two coefficients may now be determined from the given initial
conditions fy and f; by solving the system of equations

bc?
fo=vity-+5——— p— (B.3a)

b3

) (B.3b)
—ac —dap

Hi=virg +y-Ao+ =
C

which may be rewritten
1 1]y Jo— _b];_
— —aic—a , B4
|:)‘+ )‘—:| |:V—:| |:f1 - Lz_éb”% B

1

bc?
=+ —A —(c—Ag)5——mmm). B.5
Y+ A (fl +fo—(c :F)cz e a2> (B.5)

yielding
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Appendix C. Inhomogeneity of the linear recurrence

We seek a simple form for the inhomogeneous term in the linear recurrence for the sum ¢ (M)
(72). This requires summing both sides of (74) and using the fact that the right-hand side leads
to telescoping sums: ZZ:l A X (k) =X+ 1) — X(1). Since the limits of summation are
different for ¢(M — 2), ¢(M — 1), and ¢p(M), we will sum (74) over n,r = 1,..., M and
u=1,...,M — 2, and add in the remaining pieces of ¢(M — 1) and ¢ (M) separately.

A+B+0B)sdM =2) = (1 ++ (1 +0B)5)pM — 1) + (M)

M-2 M M

=D D D MEA+B+0BOM —2,u,n,r) — (1 + B+ (1+0B)%)

u=1 n=1 r=1
XxOM—1,u,n,1r)+®M,u,n,r)

+ Y [~ +B+ 1 +0BE)PM — 1, M —1,7,1)
n,r=1
+OdM,M—1,n,1r)+DSM, M, n,r)] (C.1a)

M M
= S [BOM — M=t ) O~ LM = L L D)

n=1 r=1
—OM,M—1, 4+ 1,7+ 1)]

M M=-2

33 [A+PEPM =2, w0 D) = (14 B+ EOM — L u,n, 1)

n=1 u=1

+ DM, u, 1, 1)]

+ZZ[ 1+ B+ (1+0B)E)OM —1,M —1,7.7)

n=1 r=1
FOM,M—1,n,7) + DM, M, 1, r)] (C.1b)
M-2 M M M—2
— (1+ ) n— l u+1 ( )
Qu:l ;}[ BB ye1

+-(0+8 +$),3"‘1$“n<M_ v 1>ﬂr,_1$un<M— u)}
77—1 ;7_1

= M-2
-y ﬂ”EM‘lQ”n<n B 1) +[-(8+ (1+0B)%)
n=2

- M—2
—1leM—1
gl Q”(n_1>

X
X

1

3
I

ﬂnlnginrI(A:__zz) Z'Bn ls Qﬂ( _11> (C.1c¢)

n=1

M=

+

3
Il
S}
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M-2

=0> BU+PME (U + - &)+ 0pe" = 0p(1+ B¢,

u=1

Appendix D. Asymptotic analysis of the distance bound

Expand 8 = B(M) as
ﬁ<M>=5+i+o<i)
M M? M3
for some constants X > 0 and Y > 0. Then
(1+ﬂ)2=1+2—x+)ﬂ+0<i>
M M? M3
1+B8++0Bs=(10+8)+ (1+08)B

B Aroox (+0ey (1
= (44 CEIOR (40 +o<>

M3

I+ -(0+08)s=(010-8+ (-0

_ 1-06)X (1-08)Y s
=1-8§+ v T Ton +0(M3>

(1 -8§)0d-08)X

2
(148 —(1+0B)E)’ +406% = (1 —6)> + Y

2y2 _ _
Jr(lJrQS)X +i; &) Qé)YJrO(L)'

M3
Then using the fact that

2
X X
\/a+x:ﬁ+2—ﬁ—m+0(x3)

we can compute

X1 -
JO+p—a+0pe) +agep = -5+ L)

, & 1 1
+[Y(1—Q$)+2QX a _g)]WJrO(A?)

=1 { Y )& § L 0(L>
re= +M+|: e (1—s>}M2+ >

e 9XE _ox2 5 | L 1
y- =&+ i +[QY€ (0).¢ (1_5)}M2+0<M3>

which yields

Ve(yy —y-) = y+\/(1 +B— (1+0P)E)’ +40£p2
X(2 - (Q+ 1) +0< 1 >

=(1-§)+ > s

(C.1d)

(D.1)

(D.2a)

(D.2b)

(D.2¢)

(D.2d)

(D.3)

(D.4q)

(D.4b)

(D.4c)

(D.5q)
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=y ==y (14 B — (1 + 0)E)’ +408p2

B XE(Q + 1 —208) 1
= —§1-§) - i +0<M2). (D.5b)
And using the expansion
1 1 x X 3
rasa @tatow R
it may be seen that
1 1 X(2—-(Q+1E) ( 1 >
= - o\ — D.7
-y 1-§  (-&ed O\ (B70
1 1 X(Q+1—20¢) <1>
= - ol—). D.7b
v —vo | g0-5  ea-om O\ 70
Moreover,
0X§& 1
OBE(y+ +B) = o T o <W> (D.8a)
= OXE? 0 ! D.8b
QBE(y-+pB)=——+ <W> (D.8b)
1
I+ B[ +8) —yi] =0<1\7> (D.8¢)
B X2 - (Q+ DE) 1
(1+ﬂ)[(1+ﬁ)—y—]—(1—§)+—M +0<M2>’ (D.8d)
so, assembling the pieces, we get
BA, _ . OXg 1
W ta—eom +O<A7) i
pA- __ Ox¢ Rl
” __(1—§)M+0<M2)' (D.9b)
Turning now to the expressions ¥ and (1 + 8)M, observe that
oo X X ol D.10
e M =1]-— I + e + <1\?) (D.10a)
E_ (25 )| L 1
yie _1+|:Y+X (1_%_ 2)} 2+0<M3> (D.10b)
M,-X _ (96 1\ 1 1
Yee —l+|:Y+X (1_S 2)]M+0<M2) (D.10c¢)

_ox 0 o5 1 1
y e % 1:1+|:QY—X2<—+7>]W+O<A?> (D.10d)
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2
yMe0X M —1+|:QY Xz( Q +Q_>]i+0(#> (D.10e)

1-¢ 2 )M
_Xx X271 1 1
(1+ﬂ)eM=1+[Y—7}W+O<A?> (D.10))
2
(AI+pMe X =1+ [Y— %]AifLo(#) (D.10g)
Then,
2
BALyMT! = ﬁy*yﬁ’_e {1+[Y+Q(X+X2)1§—é—%}ﬁl/l}+0<#> (D.11a)
+ —
M+1
BA_yM! = ’%—‘ﬂ = 0(5 ) (D.11b)
y_ M
v x X171 1
1+ =X {1+ Y—7 I +0 i (D.11¢)
and therefore
_ 1 X n & |1 1
¢(M)_ﬁ(M){[Qe (X+X)I—E:|M+O<M2>}' (D.12)
Then since
| ! Y/X+0<l> (D.13q)
— = = _— _— . a
P oGy M e
1 M Y 1
B:Y_F+O(A7I (D.13b)
and
sty Cy(M) = ghye (e’%" +Qe—%) —1=Th g % +0(s5) Jo=
L) = e (o _e—%)=%+<zfo+w+o( ) a<d,
(D.14)

it follows that

L) (2 10(8) Jo> 0
B0 {1 o< (D.15)
Recalling that £ = ¢ the upper bound on the ‘weak’ term is given by
Wil < Te(M)¢p(M)
= B s apa, oy MA_M)yM (M) — (1 M))™
= Sty [BODALGDYY ) 4+ BODA- (Y () — (1 -+ )]
(D.16a)
Qe (v + Toh) 5 | 3 + O (35) o >
_ (D.16b)

[Qe”‘ (v + 7277) 15;] =+0(5:) Jo <,
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and the upper bound
IBlly < [1+4Ty(z/M)M —e™ (D.17a)

20727 1 1
—_— [%} T 0 (W) ) (D.17b)

Appendix E. Correlation functions, spectral densities and bath norms

Consider the Hamiltonians Hsg = Y. S, ® B, and Hy = I ® By. The pure-bath unitary
evolution operator is Ug(t) = exp(—itBy). The bath-interaction picture bath operators are

B, (t) = Up(t)Bo (0)U, (1), By (0) = B,. (E.1)
Equivalently

By = —ilBy, B4(1)], B,(0) =B, (E.2a)

B! = —i[By, Bl (t)], B!(0)=B!. (E.2b)

It follows that after differentiating n times w.r.t. ¢:
n

d
WBZ () = (—)"[,Bo, B, ()], (E.3)

where [,B, A] := [B, [,—1B, All, [0B, A] := A.
Now consider the correlation function

(B} (t)Bg) := TrlopBY (1)Bg), (E4)
where gp is the initial bath state. The bath spectral density is the Fourier transform
1 R
Sep(w) = — / e (B (1)Bg) dt, (E.5)
27 J_o
so that
o0 .
(B! (t)Bg) = / e Syp(w) do. (E.6)
—0Q
Differentiating both sides n times yields
o0
{[xBo. B}, (1)1Bg) = / " e Sep(w) do, (E.7)
—0o0
and in particular at t = 0:
oo
| Sup@)do = (Lo BBy, E8)
—0Q

This last result allows us to bound the spectral densities in terms of the bath operator
norms. One can show that |(AB)| < ||A|l ||B||, where the norm is the sup-operator norm [43,
appendix D]. Thus

‘ / @"Sep(w) dw‘ = |([.Bo. B}, 1Bg)| (E.9a)
< || L.Bo, B || Bs | (E.9b)
< IBol)" [ BL [Bs | - (E9¢)

Thus, as long as [|Bo|| and || B, || are finite for all «, the bath spectral densities Sqyp(w)
must decay faster than any rational function as |w| — oo. Conversely, divergence of any of the
moments of the spectral density implies the divergence of at least one of the bath operators. For
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example, all the n > 1 moments of a Lorentzian spectral density S(w) =

y .
m dlverge.

This spectral density arises from exponentially decaying correlation functions, i.e. its Fourier
transform is F @ (¢) o exp(—itwy — y|t]).
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