arXiv:2311.10413v2 [hep-ph] 30 Jul 2024

Quantum Enhancement in Dark Matter Detection with Quantum Computation

Shion Chen,^1 Hajime Fukuda,^2 Toshiaki Inada,^1 Takeo Moroi,^{2, 3} Tatsumi Nitta,^1 and Thanaporn Sichanugrist^{2, ∗} 1International Center for Elementary Particle Physics (ICEPP), The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 2Department of Physics, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 3QUP (WPI), KEK, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0801, Japan

We propose a novel method to significantly enhance the signal rate in qubit-based dark matter detection experiments with the help of quantum interference. Various quantum sensors possess ideal properties for detecting wave-like dark matter, and qubits, commonly employed in quantum computers, are excellent candidates for dark matter detectors. We demonstrate that, by designing an appropriate quantum circuit to manipulate the qubits, the signal rate scales proportionally to n^2_q, with nq being the number of sensor qubits, rather than linearly with nq. Consequently, in the dark matter detection with a substantial number of sensor qubits, a significant increase in the signal rate can be expected. We provide a specific example of a quantum circuit that achieves this enhancement by coherently combining the phase evolution in each individual qubit due to its interaction with dark matter. We also demonstrate that the circuit is fault tolerant to de-phasing noises, a critical quantum noise source in quantum computers. The enhancement mechanism proposed here is applicable to various modalities for quantum computers, provided that the quantum operations relevant to enhancing the dark matter signal can be applied to these devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum devices, which rely on fundamental quantum properties, play pivotal roles in modern physics. The advancements and applications of these quantum devices remain essential for further progress in our field. Presently, one major motivation for the development of quantum devices is to realize quantum computers, where quantum bits (qubits) are utilized for quantum computations. Additionally, the remarkable sensitivity to external fields, particularly, electric and magnetic fields of certain quantum devices including qubits, makes them invaluable as high-precision quantum sensors.

Such quantum sensors can be utilized even for the detection of fields which have never been observed before (for review, see Ref. [1]). Particularly, recent studies have pointed out the potential use of quantum sensors, such as the superconducting qubit, trapped electrons, and nitrogen vacancy centers, in detecting a specific type of dark matter (DM), referred to as “wave-like DM” [2–5] (see also Refs. [6–8]). Although various cosmological and astrophysical observations strongly suggest the presence of DM in our universe, its particle physics properties remain largely unknown. Detection of DM is an essential endeavor for comprehending the history of the universe and for advancing our understanding of physics beyond the standard model.

In a recent publication [2], we have argued that the transmon qubit [9] has ideal properties for the detection of a certain type of wave-like DM, such as hidden-photon DM. The wave-like DM may induce the excitation of the qubit, providing a distinct signal of the DM. It has been shown that the search for the hidden photon DM with

∗ Corresponding author.

the transmon qubit can probe the parameter regions that have remained unexplored. Quantum sensors introduce innovative avenues for the DM detection.

To further improve the detection sensitivity, experiments with a larger number of qubits offer a clear advantage. With multiple qubits, one can independently observe the excitation of each qubit. In such a procedure, the signal rate (i.e., the probability of observing at least one qubit excitation) is roughly proportional to the number of qubits (denoted as n_q), assuming that the excitation probability of each qubit is much smaller than n^{−1}_q . Such a scaling is however drastically changed with the quantum-enhanced parameter estimation technique [10– 12]. With a proper set of quantum operations, the signal rate can become proportional to n^2_q, which provides a significant improvement of the sensitivity in the DM detection.

The purpose of this Letter is to demonstrate the protocol to achieve such quantum enhancement. The key idea is to coherently sum up the phase evolution inscribed by the DM in each qubit, using a quantum circuit with a set of single- or two-bit gate operations. The entanglement between a large number of qubits plays a vital role. We provide an explicit example of quantum circuits and elucidate the core concept behind the enhancement of the DM signal. Notably, platforms hosting a large number of qubits and such gate operations are already realized in the cutting-edge noisy intermediate-scale quantum computer machines based on superconducting transmon qubits [13, 14] or trapped ions [15], which are even on the way of scaling up in terms of both quantity and quality. This implies that the future or even the present quantum computer machine may be ideal hardware for the DM detection experiment of our proposal.

Throughout the Letter, we assume a system consisting of an array of superconducting transmon qubits. However, the enhancement protocol should apply also to the other qubit modalities (e.g., ion trap, Rydberg atoms, etc.) if they can be embedded into quantum circuits.

II. QUBIT EXCITATION BY DM

We start with discussing the evolution of a single qubit under the influence of DM. We denote the ground and excited states of the qubit as |g⟩ and |e⟩, respectively, and the energy difference between the ground and the excited states as ω. We consider the case that the DM field is oscillating with the frequency equal to its mass m_X and that such an oscillating DM field results in the following effective Hamiltonian of the qubit: Ĥ = ω |e⟩ ⟨e| − 2η cos(m_X t − α)(|e⟩ ⟨g| + |g⟩ ⟨e|). (1) Here, η is a constant and α is a phase parameter in association with the DM oscillation. As discussed in Ref. [2] in detail, for the DM search with a transmon qubit, an important example is the hidden photon DM. The hidden photon DM induces an effective ac electric field via its kinetic mixing with the ordinary photon, which results in the effective Hamiltonian given in Eq. (1). Denoting the kinetic mixing parameter as ϵ, the η parameter for the case of the hidden photon DM is given by η = 1 2 ϵκd √ Cωρ_{DM} cos Θ. (2)

Here, d and C are parameters characterizing the transmon qubit; d is the effective distance between two conductor plates while C is the capacitance of the conductor. In addition, κ is the “package coefficient,” parameterizing the effect of the cavity surrounding the qubit, ρ_{DM} is the energy density of the DM, and Θ is the angle between the hidden photon polarization and the normal axis of the capacitor plate of the transmom qubit. The value of Θ is expected to be approximately constant within the coherence timescale of DM, and an average cos^2 Θ → 1/3 should be taken for the numerical estimation due to its randomness.

The DM oscillation can induce the excitation process |g⟩ → |e⟩. Thus, the DM search can be performed by observing such an excitation. For the DM search, the case of ω = m_X , i.e., the resonant limit, is of particular importance because the excitation rate is resonantly enhanced in such a limit. In the following, we concentrate on the resonant limit. Denote the single qubit as |ψ(t)⟩ = ψ_g(t) |g⟩ + e^{−iωt}ψ_e(t) |e⟩ , (3) which evolves as i^d_{dt} |ψ(t)⟩ = Ĥ |ψ(t)⟩. For the time interval of 0 ≤ t ≤ τ, where τ is the coherence time of the system and is the longest time interval during which the coherence of the system is maintained, the state experiences the unitary evolution as ( ψ_g (τ) ψ_e(τ) ) = U_{DM} ( ψ_g (0) ψ_e(0) ) . (4)

With the rotation wave approximation, we can obtain

U_{DM} ≃ ( cos δ ie^{−iα} sin δ ie^{iα} sin δ cos δ ) , (5)

with δ ≡ ητ. (6) The eigenvalues of the unitary operator U_{DM} are given by e^{±iδ}, for which the eigenstates are |ψ_±⟩ ≡^{1√}_2 (|g⟩ ± e^{iα} |e⟩). Note that, although we assume this particular form of U_{DM} in this Letter, our result can be easily generalized to arbitrary interaction between a qubit and the DM. For convenience, we simply included evolution factor e^{−iωt} in the definition of excited state |e⟩, which also apply hereafter.

In the DM search with transmon qubits, a simple procedure to detect a DM signal is to observe the excitation of the qubit due to the DM oscillation. Taking the initial condition of |ψ(0)⟩ = |g⟩, the excitation probability from the ground state to the excited state is given by | ⟨e| ψ(τ)⟩|^2 ≃ sin^2 δ ≃ δ^2, where, in the last equality, we have assumed that δ ≪ 1. If there is no noise nor readout error, observation of the excitation of the qubit is a striking signal of the DM coupled to the qubit. The process of the DM search proposed in Ref. [2] is as follows. Assuming n_q qubits are available, all the qubits are set to the ground state, are left for evolution for time interval t = τ, and are read out to find the DM signal; such a cycle of the reset, evolution, and readout processes is repeated as many times as possible to enhance the sensitivity. Then, the search is repeated for different qubit frequencies.

In order to enhance the sensitivity, it is better to have a large number of sensor qubits. In the above-mentioned procedure, the number of signals scales as ∝ n_q, assuming that each qubit is individually readout; the probability to observe at least one excited qubit after each cycle is given by

P^{(indiv. readout)} g→e ≃ n_qδ^2, (7)

where n_qδ^2 ≪ 1 is assumed.

III. QUANTUM CIRCUIT

Now, we discuss how the signal rate can be significantly enhanced when n_q ≫ 1. We consider a quantum circuit consisting of n_q sensor qubits which interact with DM oscillation. The state can be expressed by a linear combination of states of the following form: |Ψ⟩ = |ψ_1⟩ ⊗ |ψ_2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψ_{nq} ⟩, (8) where |ψ_i⟩ denotes the state of ith qubit. The frequencies of the sensor qubits are assumed to be all equal. In our discussion, we consider the case that qubits used sensors, |g⟩^{⊗nq} UDM H UDM H UDM H UDM H UDM ti t1 t2 t_f

FIG. 1: Quantum circuit for the DM detection. The gate with H represents the Hadamard gate, while that with “•” and “⊕” connected by the line is the CNOT gate (where “•” is the control qubit). The U_{DM} represents the evolution with the effect of DM.

for the DM detection can be initialized, measured, and evolved through standard gates like the Hadamard gate and CNOT gate. (See Appendix A for the gate operations used in our analysis.)

An example of quantum circuits for detecting the DM signal is shown in Fig. 1. This is a quantum circuit for quantum-enhanced parameter estimation [10–12]. Our circuit consists of only one-dimensional nearest neighbor interaction between qubits with O(n_q) gates. We assume that t_1 − t_i ∼ t_f − t_2 ≪ t_2 − t_1, so that the effect of DM is mainly in time interval t_1 ≤ t ≤ t_2. We also assume that the coherence time of the qubits is long enough, so that the coherence time of the system, τ, is determined by the coherence of the DM and does not scale with n^{−1}_q . We expect that the coherence time of the qubit system longer than that of DM is achievable in future quantum computer platforms with sizable n_q. The entangled qubit system is usually more fragile than the individual nonentangled ones and the coherence time of the entangled state may be ∼ τ_q/n_q, where τ_q is the coherence time of a single qubit [16]. Even in such a case, the following discussion holds as far as n_q ≲ τ_q/τ_{DM} (with τ_{DM} being the coherence time of the DM).

In order to understand the enhancement mechanism of the signal, it is instructive to consider the case that α = 0. For α = 0, the eigenstates of U_{DM} are |+⟩ and |−⟩, satisfying U_{DM} |±⟩ = e^{±iδ} |±⟩, where |±⟩ ≡ 1 √ 2 (|g⟩ ± |e⟩). (9) Thus, considering the states with n_q qubits, |±⟩^{⊗nq} , they evolve as |±⟩^{⊗nq} → U^{⊗nq}_{DM} |±⟩^{⊗nq} = e^{±inqδ} |±⟩^{⊗nq} ; the phases from n_q qubits coherently add up. Our quantum circuit measures this phase as the relative phase between |+⟩^{⊗nq} and |−⟩^{⊗nq} by using the superposition of these states.

With the circuit, the state evolves as follows. First, all the qubits are prepared in the ground state at t = t_i. At t = t_1, the state of sensor qubits is given by

|Ψ(t_1)⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( |+⟩^{⊗nq} + |−⟩^{⊗nq} ) . (10)

With the effect of the DM, the state at t = t_2 becomes

|Ψ(t_2)⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( e^{inqδ} |+⟩^{⊗nq} + e^{−inqδ} |−⟩^{⊗nq} ) . (11)

The quantum operation from t = t_2 to t_f brings the phase information to the first qubit:

|Ψ(t_f )⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( e^{inqδ} |+⟩ + e^{−inqδ} |−⟩ ) ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−1)} = [cos(n_qδ) |g⟩ + i sin(n_qδ) |e⟩] ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−1)} . (12)

The probability to observe the excitation of the first qubit is P^{(α=0)} g→e = sin^2(n_qδ) ≃ n^2_qδ^2, (13)

where, in the last equality, we have used n_qδ ≪ 1. Notably, the probability is proportional to n^2_q, indicating a possible enhancement of the signal using the quantum properties of the qubits.

We can use our circuit even in actual situations where α is unknown. Concentrating on the case that δ ≪ 1, we may expand the evolution operator for n_q qubits as

U^{⊗nq}_{DM} ≃ 1 + iδ

n_q∑

i=1 (X_i cos α + Y_i sin α) + O(δ^2), (14)

where the summation is over the operators acting on all the qubits. For any i, the following relation holds: X_i |±⟩^{⊗nq} = ± |±⟩^{⊗nq} , (15) with which we obtain

|Ψ(t_2)⟩ ≃ 1 √ 2 (1 + in_qδ cos α) |+⟩^{⊗nq} + 1 √ 2 (1 − in_qδ cos α) |−⟩^{⊗nq} + · · · , (16)

where terms irrelevant to our discussion are neglected. The relevant part of Eq. (16) is obtained from Eq. (11) with replacing δ → δ cos α; the excitation probability of the first qubit is found to be

P^{(α:unknown)} g→e ≃ n^2_qδ^2 cos^2 α + O(n_qδ^2). (17)

In the proposed DM detection experiment [2], the cycle of the reset, evolution, and readout processes is repeated many times. At each cycle, α, the phase of the DM oscillation, is unknown and can be regarded as random. We can thus take the average over α; for n_q ≫ 1, the excitation probability is P_{g→e} ≃ 1 2 n^2_qδ^2. (18)

One can see that P_{g→e} vanishes for the case without the DM (i.e., δ = 0). Thus, the detection of the excitation of the first qubit can be regarded as a signal of the DM. More importantly, the signal rate is proportional to n^2_q as opposed to n_q thanks to the coherent phase evolution of the entangled state.

Lastly, we make a few comments about our quantum circuit. First, our circuit requires O(n_q) steps to prepare the initial state, Eq. (10). However, with additional qubits, we may prepare the initial state with O(1) steps. The detail is discussed in Appendix B and C. Second, the quantum circuit between t_2 ≤ t ≤ t_f can be regarded as the parity measurement of |Ψ(t_2)⟩, where the parity P ≡ ∏ i Z_i is the product of the Z operator of each qubit. (Notice that, under the parity operation, |+⟩^{⊗nq P}↔ |−⟩^{⊗nq} .)

IV. EFFECT OF NOISES

Next, we evaluate the tolerance to noises in our quantum circuit. The quantum noises can be associated with either the gate operations or the evolution and may result in dark counts. Thermal noise may also mimic the signal. When the noise rate is low enough, the number of dark counts is expected to scale linearly with the number of qubits and gate operations in the circuit, i.e., O(n_q), where the impact of the dark counts on the signal-to-noise ratio is subdued with a sufficiently large n_q. The assumption is not always trivial when a large number of qubits are involved in an entangled state since it is generally more susceptible to decoherence through de-phasing errors. In the following discussion, however, we find that our sensor qubits are robust against de-phasing errors, while other errors such as de-excitation or bit-flip remain inevitable.

We first consider the case without U_{DM} to study what type of noises mimic the signals, yielding dark counts. Noises during t_1 < t < t_2 are analyzed with a given state Eq. (10) at t = t_1. As discussed in Appendix B, noises are described as a set of Kraus operators {E_k}, where k indicates the type of operators; an initial pure state |ψ⟩ is mapped onto a classical mixture of states {E_k|ψ⟩}, where we ignore normalization factors in this section for simplicity. Assuming the noise influences each qubit independently, E_k is an operator on a single qubit space. In the following, we focus on noises described by a single Kraus operator E.

First, we consider E = X_i, which corresponds to a bitflip noise. With this error, the state at t = t_2 becomes

X_i |Ψ(t_1)⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( |+⟩^{⊗nq} − |−⟩^{⊗nq} ) , (19)

which is indistinguishable from the real excitation signals by the DM. The state at t = t_f is therefore

|Ψ(t_f )⟩ = |e⟩ ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−1)} , (20)

faking the signals with the first qubit being excited. Note that the quantum error correction algorithms do not ameliorate this problem since the error and the signal are reduced to the same state. Similarly, errors involving X_i or Y_i, such as de-excitation channel, E = X_i +iY_i, mimic the DM signal and cannot be corrected. The result is not surprising because these errors matter even when the entanglement of qubits is not used [2].

Next, we consider E = Z_i. This corresponds to the de-phasing noise. The state at t = t_2 is

Z_i |Ψ(t_1)⟩ = 1 √ 2 [ |+⟩^{⊗(i−1)} ⊗ |−⟩ ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−i)} + |−⟩^{⊗(i−1)} ⊗ |+⟩ ⊗ |−⟩^{⊗(nq−i)} ] , (21)

where i-th qubit is transformed as |±⟩ → |∓⟩, resulting in: |Ψ(t_f )⟩ = |g⟩ ⊗ [ |+⟩^{⊗(i−2)} ⊗ |−⟩ ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−i)} ] . (22)

One finds the first qubit remains in the ground state, indicating that the error Z_i does not induce the dark counts.

The discussion almost applies in the same way when U_{DM} is taken into account. We elaborate on the dephasing channel which is nontrivial among noises given above. For simplicity, let us assume α = 0 and that only one shot of error E = Z_i occurs at t = t^′ ∈ [t_1, t_2]. The state at t = t_2 is:

|Ψ(t_2)⟩ = 1 √ 2 [ e^{inqδ′} |+⟩^{⊗(i−1)} ⊗ |−⟩ ⊗ |+⟩^{⊗(nq−i)} +e^{−inqδ′} |−⟩^{⊗(i−1)} ⊗ |+⟩ ⊗ |−⟩^{⊗(nq−i)} ] , (23) where n_qδ^′ ≡ n_qητ^′ + (n_q − 2)η(τ − τ^′) and τ^′ = t^′ − t_1. While the signal rate is penalized according to the number of qubits affected by the de-phasing noise, it is remarkable that it does not break the multi-bit coherence, and that the O(n^2_q) excitation probability is still maintained. This de-phasing error insensitivity can be understood by seeing this quantum circuit as an error correction code, the details of which we elaborated in Appendix C. There, we also show that we can even identify and correct de-phasing errors, which is helpful when a large number of qubits are affected by the error during t_1 ≤ t ≤ t_2.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

We present a signal enhancement method for the DM detection experiment using qubits proposed in our earlier work [2]. Employing a tailored kernel of a quantum circuit, the signal rate can be made proportional to n^2_q as opposed to n_q, reflecting the nature of quantum interference. We have provided a specific example of the circuit (see Fig. 1) that realizes such an enhancement. The circuit is feasible with the architecture of a one-dimensional chain of qubits, and found to be fault tolerant against the de-phasing noise.

One of the promising candidate platforms to host such an experiment is the superconducting quantum computer with an array of transmon qubits, as discussed in Ref. [2]. While it allows probing the unexplored parameter region of hidden photon DM even without the proposed quantum enhancement, a significant improvement is expected with the enhancement. With the current best superconducting qubit technology, a longitudinal coherence time of τ_q ∼ 1 ms and a two-qubit gate error rate of ∼ 0.5 % are achieved. Given that the coherence time of the entangled n_q-qubit system scales as ∼ τ_q/n_q and that the DM coherence time is τ_{DM} ∼ 0.1 ms for the case of our interest, we may use n_q ∼ 10 entangled qubits with satisfying τ_{DM} ≲ τ_q/n_q. The two-qubit gate error rate defines the level of dark count. Assuming n_q = 10, a two-qubit gate error rate of 0.5 %, and other circuit parameters adopted in Ref. [2], ϵ down to O(10^{−13}) can be probed with the proposed entanglement scheme. To go further, improvements are required in the coherence time of the qubits and also in gate fidelities (particularly for two-qubit gates like CNOT). The requirements above are shared with the future fault-tolerant quantum computers (FTQCs), and hence we expect that the technical challenges will be significantly lowered on the way towards FTQCs being realized. Assuming that τ_q = 10 ms and a two-qubit gate error rate of 0.1 % can be realized, the sensitivity reaches ϵ down to O(10^{−14}) using n_q ∼ 100. These specifications can be further improved, and the gain is open-ended.

Towards the practical implementation, one challenge may be that the qubit frequencies have to be aligned to the DM mass within their intrinsic widths, and be able to scan over multiple-GHz range. Since this is a highly anomalous configuration for quantum computers to operate, it is not likely possible to experiment in a parasitic manner during normal operation. However, with a frequency tunable computer (e.g., Google Sycamore [14]) the frequency alignment and the scan are technically feasible.

The other consideration involves the package coefficient κ in Eq. (2). In conventional superconducting quantum computers, the quantum processor chips are typically covered with a hermetic metal shield to minimize qubits’ spontaneous radiation as well as the external radiation noises, which can greatly suppress κ below 1.

Quantum computers using other modalities, especially trapped ions and Rydberg atoms, can potentially circumvent these issues. Although their coupling with photons is generally weaker than that of superconducting qubits, they are advantageous in that the frequency alignment is ensured by nature, and that they are free from the shielding issue. The better frequency alignment also allows us to entangle a larger number of qubits using the proposed quantum enhancement, which can compensate for the disadvantage in the signal rate due to the weaker coupling. These factors enable the potential of the DM detection experiment to be performed on the same hardware as the current or future quantum computer machines.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

S. C. was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grants No. 23K13093. T. I. was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grants No. 23H04864 and JST PRESTO Grant No. JPMJPR2253, Japan. T. M. was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grants No. 22H01215 and No. 23K22486. T. N. was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grants No. 23K17688, No. 23H01182, and JST PRESTO Grant No. JPMJPR23F7, Japan. T. S. was supported by the JSPS fellowship Grant No. 23KJ0678.

Appendix A: Notation

The following are definitions adopted for gates that appeared in this Letter.

• Hadamard gate H: ( |g⟩ |e⟩ )_H −→ 1 √ 2 ( 1 1 1 −1 ) ( |g⟩ |e⟩ ) . (A1)

• X, Y , and Z gates: ( |g⟩ |e⟩ )_{X,Y,Z} −−−−→ σ_{X,Y,Z} ( |g⟩ |e⟩ ) , (A2)

where σ_X , σ_Y , and σ_Z are Pauli’s σ matrices. X, Y , and Z are also used for operators acting on qubits.

• Controlled NOT gate (CNOT): |g⟩ ⊗ |g⟩ |g⟩ ⊗ |e⟩ |e⟩ ⊗ |g⟩ |e⟩ ⊗ |e⟩ CNOT −−−−→ 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

|g⟩ ⊗ |g⟩ |g⟩ ⊗ |e⟩ |e⟩ ⊗ |g⟩ |e⟩ ⊗ |e⟩ , (A3)

where the first qubit is the control qubit and the second is the target qubit.

For more details about quantum gates and quantum circuits, see, for example, Ref. [17].

Appendix B: Quantum operation and quantum noise

We review the basics of quantum operation and how quantum noises are taken into account as quantum operations. Good reviews are found in Refs. [17, 18].

A state in quantum mechanics can be described by a density matrix operator, ρ. Any evolution of the state is described by an operation called the quantum operation, E; a quantum state ρ is mapped into E(ρ). Elementary examples of E include unitary evolution and measurements. As the mapped operator E(ρ) is also a density matrix, E must satisfy three conditions. First, it must conserve the trace. Second, the map of a classical mixture of density matrices ρ_i with probability p_i must be equal to a classical superposition of the mapped density matrices E(ρ_i) with probability p_i. Lastly, the eigenvalues of the mapped operator E(ρ) must be positive; in addition, if we introduce an additional system R and perform a composed quantum operation I_R ⊗ E, where I_R is the identity operation in R, on a density matrix ρ of the composed system, the eigenvalues of (I_R ⊗ E)(ρ) must also be positive.

With these conditions, it is known that any quantum operation can be written as the operator sum representation; any E can be written as E(ρ) = ∑ k E_kρE^†_k, (B1)

where operators {E_k} are called the Kraus operators. The set of Kraus operators conserves the trace of density matrices; ∑ k E^†_kE_k = 1. (B2)

Unitary evolution and measurements have the operator sum representation. Note that the operator sum representation is not unique, as F_i = U_{ij} E_j , where U is a unitary matrix, describes the same map on density matrices.

Let us get an insight into the physical meaning of the quantum operation and Kraus operators. Without loss of generality, we may start with a pure state, ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| for some state |ψ⟩, as mixed states are a classical mixture of pure states. After a quantum operation E, the state is mapped to ∑ E_k|ψ⟩⟨ψ|E^†_k . The state is understood as a classical mixture of states {_{Ek |ψ⟩} |E_k|ψ⟩| } with probabilities {|E_k|ψ⟩|^2}. Thus, we can interpret that a quantum operation E maps a state ρ into a state ρ_k ≡ E_kρE^†_k/Tr(E_kρE^†_k) with a probability Tr(E_k ρE^†_k).

As any map on a density matrix can be written using a quantum operation, quantum noises on a qubit are also written as quantum operations. In general, any Kraus operator on one qubit can be expanded in I, X, Y , and Z, where I is the identity operator:

E_k = c^k_I I + c^k_X X + c^k_Y Y + c^k_Z Z. (B3)

Among various errors on one qubit, the de-excitation and de-phasing channels are of particular importance; the sets of Kraus operators of the de-excitation and de-phasing are E^A_0 = ( 1 0 0 √ 1 − p_A ) = 1 + √ 1 − p_A 2 I + 1 − √ 1 − p_A 2 Z, (B4)

E^A_1 = ( 0 √ p_A 0 0 ) = √ p_A 2 X + i √ p_A 2 Y, (B5) and E^{P ′}_0 = ( 1 0 0 √ 1 − p_P ′ ) , (B6)

E^{P ′}_1 = ( 0 0 0 √ p_P ′ ) , (B7)

respectively, where p_A and p_P ′ governs the damping probability of the amplitude and phase, respectively, and satisfy 0 ≤ p_A, p_P ′ ≤ 1. By the unitary transformation described above, the Kraus operators of the phase damping can be rewritten as

E^P_0 = √ 1 − p_P I, (B8)

E^P_1 = √ p_P Z, (B9)

with the relation p_P = (1 − √ 1 − p_P ′ )/2. Therefore, the channel is also called the phase flip channel.

Appendix C: Error correction

We describe that our circuit can be regarded as an error correction code, illustrating why the enhanced signal is protected by de-phasing errors. First, let us suppose that α = 0. The states evolve in the Hilbert subspace spanned by {|+⟩^{⊗nq} , |−⟩^{⊗nq} }, and this is invariant under the group of operations of S = {X_1X_2, X_2X_3, . . . , X_{nq−1}X_{nq} }. Such a subspace corresponds to a stabilizer code with the generating set S and can also be regarded as one column of surface code [19– 21]. This implies that we can even identify and correct

|ψi⟩|ψ^{i+1}⟩ ancilla, |0⟩ H H

FIG. 2: Quantum circuit for the syndrome X_iX_{i+1} measurement.

de-phasing errors without breaking the coherence, which is helpful when a large number of qubits are affected by the error during t_1 ≤ t ≤ t_2. To identify the errors, we repeatedly measure the eigenvalues of “error syndrome operators” {X_iX_{i+1}} during t_1 ≤ t ≤ t_2, and examine the change of outcomes between each cycle of measurements. The measurement of X_iX_{i+1} can be performed with an ancilla qubit using, e.g., the circuit shown in Fig. 2. All the syndrome operators return +1 without the de-phasing error, while two syndromes, X_{i−1}X_i and X_iX_{i+1}, return −1 in case of a single E = Z_i being in action. Subsequently, we recover the state by applying Z gates accordingly. (We assume that the gate and measurement errors are negligible.)

In reality, due to the effect of the DM with unknown phase α, the state is not completely confined within the subspace {|+⟩^{⊗nq} , |−⟩^{⊗nq} } even without the Z_i error, i.e., the state is not an eigenstate of the syndrome operators. However, the coherence within the subspace {|+⟩^{⊗nq} , |−⟩^{⊗nq} } is maintained and Eq. (17) still holds even with the error correction.

Finally, we comment that, with syndrome measurement and subsequent feedback, we can prepare the state at t = t_1, Eq. (10), in O(1) steps of gate operations. This can be seen as follows. For simplicity, let us assume that n_q is odd. Suppose that initially all qubits are prepared in the ground state. Using |g⟩ =^{1√}_2 (|+⟩ + |−⟩), as well as Z |+⟩ = |−⟩ and Z^2 = 1, we can rewrite the state as:

|g⟩^{⊗nq} = ( 1 √ 2 )_{nq} ∑ {q_i =0,1} Z^{q1}_1 Z^{q2}_2 ...Z^{qnq}n_q |+⟩^{⊗nq}

= ( 1 √ 2 )_{(nq−1)} ∑ i q_i <n_q/2 ∑ {q_i =0,1} Z^{q1}_1 Z^{q2}_2 ...Z^{qnq}_{nq} ( |+⟩^{⊗nq} + Z_1Z_2...Z_{nq} |+⟩^{⊗nq} √ 2 )

= ( 1 √ 2 )_{(nq−1)} ∑ i q_i <n_q/2 ∑ {q_i =0,1} Z^{q1}_1 Z^{q2}_2 ...Z^{qnq}_{nq} ( |+⟩^{⊗nq} + |−⟩^{⊗nq} √ 2 ) . (C1)

Notice that all syndrome operators return +1 for 1√ 2 (|+⟩^{⊗nq} + |−⟩^{⊗nq} ) and that X_iX_{i+1} anticommutes with Z_i and Z_{i+1}. Thus, all states in the linear combination in the last line of Eq. (C1) are distinguished by the eigenvalues of the syndrome operators. This implies that, with the syndrome measurement, the state collapses into one of the states in the following form:

Z^{q1}_1 Z^{q2}_2 ...Z^{qnq}_{nq} ( |+⟩^{⊗nq} + |−⟩^{⊗nq} √ 2 ) , (C2) of which the value of all q_i is known by the measurement outcome. By applying Z gates accordingly we can prepare the desired state at t = t_1, Eq. (10). The argument applies similarly when n_q is even.

[1] A. Chou et al. (2023) arXiv:2311.01930 [hep-ex]. [2] S. Chen, H. Fukuda, T. Inada, T. Moroi, T. Nitta, and T. Sichanugrist, (2022), arXiv:2212.03884 [hep-ph].

[3] X. Fan, G. Gabrielse, P. W. Graham, R. Harnik, T. G.

Myers, H. Ramani, B. A. D. Sukra, S. S. Y. Wong, and Y. Xiao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 261801 (2022), arXiv:2208.06519 [hep-ex].

[4] S. Chigusa, M. Hazumi, E. D. Herbschleb, N. Mizuochi, and K. Nakayama, (2023), arXiv:2302.12756 [hep-ph].

[5] G. Engelhardt, A. Bhoonah, and W. V. Liu, (2023), arXiv:2304.05863 [hep-ph].

[6] C. J. Kennedy, E. Oelker, J. M. Robinson, T. Bothwell, D. Kedar, W. R. Milner, G. E. Marti, A. Derevianko, and J. Ye, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 201302 (2020), arXiv:2008.08773 [physics.atom-ph].

[7] A. V. Dixit, S. Chakram, K. He, A. Agrawal, R. K. Naik, D. I. Schuster, and A. Chou, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 141302 (2021), arXiv:2008.12231 [hep-ex].

[8] A. Agrawal, A. V. Dixit, T. Roy, S. Chakram, K. He,

R. K. Naik, D. I. Schuster, and A. Chou, (2023), arXiv:2305.03700 [quant-ph].

[9] J. Koch, T. M. Yu, J. Gambetta, A. A. Houck, D. I.

Schuster, J. Majer, A. Blais, M. H. Devoret, S. M. Girvin, and R. J. Schoelkopf, Phys. Rev. A 76, 042319 (2007).

[10] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Science 306, 1330 (2004), https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.1104149.

[11] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Nature Photon 5, 222 (2011).

[12] T. Tanaka, P. Knott, Y. Matsuzaki, S. Dooley, H. Yamaguchi, W. J. Munro, and S. Saito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 170801 (2015).

[13] IBM Quantum: https://quantum-computing.ibm.com. [14] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, D. Bacon, J. C. Bardin, R. Barends, R. Biswas, S. Boixo, F. G. Brandao, D. A.

Buell, et al., Nature 574, 505 (2019).

[15] IonQ Trapped Ion Quantum Computing:

https://ionq.com.

[16] S. F. Huelga, C. Macchiavello, T. Pellizzari, A. K. Ekert, and J. I. Cirac, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 3865 (1997).

[17] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press, 2012).

[18] J. Preskill, http://theory.caltech.edu/~preskill/ph229/. [19] S. B. Bravyi and A. Y. Kitaev, (1998), arXiv:quant-ph/9811052.

[20] E. Dennis, A. Kitaev, A. Landahl, and J. Preskill, J. Math. Phys. 43, 4452 (2002), arXiv:quant-ph/0110143.

[21] A. G. Fowler, M. Mariantoni, J. M.

Martinis, and A. N. Cleland, Physical Review A 86 (2012), 10.1103/physreva.86.032324.