arXiv:2407.03096v1 [quant-ph] 3 Jul 2024

Collective advantages in qubit reset: effect of coherent qubits

Yue Liu,^∗ Chenlong Huang,^† Xingyu Zhang,^‡ and Dahai He^§ Department of Physics and Jiujiang Research Institute, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, Fujian, China (Dated: July 4, 2024)

The Landauer principle sets a lower bound on the thermodynamic cost of qubit reset, which is only attainable for the quasistatic process. In this Letter, we explore the collective advantage of qubit reset of coherent qubits in three aspects. First, for the quasistatic process, the thermodynamic cost of collective reset is remarkably lower than parallel reset because of the reduced Hilbert space dimension due to entanglement effects. Second, for the finite-time qubit reset, we prove that the error probability fades away and per-qubit heat production tends the Landauer bound for initially continuous protocols in the thermodynamic limit. Third, we show that qubit reset performance enhances with the increase in the number of qubits. Our results, illustrated by different protocols, provide a blueprint for future quantum device fabrication.

Introduction.—Qubit reset, which guarantees the qubit returns to the ground state, is a fundamental component in quantum computing and algorithms. The Landauer principle [1–3], a cornerstone of the thermodynamics of information, establishes a limit on the thermodynamic cost to reset a single qubit

Q ≥ β^{−1} ln 2, (1)

which is universal in the sense that it is independent of the physical system or hardware. Here, β denotes the inverse temperature β = 1/(k_BT ) of the environment. The Landauer principle has been experimentally confirmed in various platforms [4–11], such as trapped ultracold ions [7] and quantum dots [11]. Unfortunately, it is important to recognize that the Landauer bound in Eq. (1) is unattainable since it requires an infinitely long quasistatic process and perfect reset. In practice, qubit reset takes place in a finite time, which inevitably causes an undesirable increase in heat production and a decrease in accuracy. In real life, devices are required to be high-speed and accurate, which has led to a lot of research aimed at obtaining the finite-time Landauer bound. Some of these studies have obtained minimal heat production and the corresponding optimal protocol by studying specific models and thermal environments by using the variational method or thermodynamic geometry [11–17]. Some other studies, based on some thermodynamic inequalities such as the speed limit, have investigated finite-time Landauer bounds for more general situations [18–20].

The Landauer principle has also been extensively studied in the quantum regime [15, 21–23], due to the development of micromachining technology and nano-devices. In particular, the quantum coherence between eigenstates is regarded as “quantum friction”, which generates the additional thermodynamic cost of resetting the single qubit [15, 23]. Additionally, collective effects are also crucial to be considered in the quantum regime. When evaluating the efficiency of quantum devices, it is common to analyze the relationship between their performance and the number of qubits. It has been shown that the collective effects can enhance device performance for heat engines [24, 25], heat transfer efficiency [24, 26], and the charging power of quantum battery [27–30]. Recently, for the slow-driving regime and perfect reset, a collective advantage that a faster convergence to Landauer bound has been discovered in qubit reset via minimizing the dissipation [31], which can be explained by the interplay between interactions and dissipation to the thermal bath. Resetting entangled qubits, which is also a collective process, play a pivotal role in high-precision quantum measurements and computations, and particularly in quantum error correction [32–34]. However, how quantum entanglement affects qubit reset is still unclear.

In this Letter, we study the collective advantages of qubit reset in the coherent N-qubit systems which is described by the Dicke state, a specific type of quantum entanglement. Considering the benchmark of transitioning the N-qubit from being in the ground state and excited state with equal probability to a fully ground state, we find the collective advantages to be significant in three main aspects. First, for the quasistatic process, the thermodynamic cost of N qubits resetting grows logarithmically with N [cf. Eq. (7)], which suggests that the heat production required to reset per qubit is remarkably lower than that of reset separately. Second, in the thermodynamic limit, the error probability of a given finite-time protocol decreases with O(N^{−1}) behavior [cf. Eq. (9)], and per-qubit heat production approaches ℏω(0^+)/2 [cf. Eq. (10)]. It means that the perfect reset can be achieved and the per-qubit heat tends to Landauer bound for a large class of finite-time protocols in the thermodynamic limit. Third, the lower bound of the reset factor decreases as N increases [cf. Eq. (12)], indicating that the performance of qubit reset is enhanced with increasing N.

Setup.—Let us consider a N-qubit system, for which

FIG. 1. Schematic for qubit resetting of N-qubit system. (a) The parallel reset, for which each qubit is reset independently. (b) The collective reset, for which N qubits are reset together.

the Hamiltonian can be written as H(t) = ℏω(t) N∑ j=1 |e, j⟩⟨e, j|, (2) where the ground state and the excited state of the jth qubit are denoted by |g, j⟩ and |e, j⟩. To study the qubit reset process, the Hamiltonian can be rewritten as H(t) =ℏω(t) ∑ C |eg..g⟩⟨eg..g| + 2ℏω(t) ∑ C |ee..g⟩⟨ee..g| (3) + ... + Nℏω(t)|e...e⟩⟨e...e|, where C refers to all combinations of characters corresponding to the state. The reduced Planck constant is taken as ℏ = 1 hereafter for brevity.

Many quantum algorithms require a lot of repetition to get reliable statistical results. Therefore, qubits need to be reset efficiently and precisely at each repetition. The purpose of the qubit reset is to restore each qubit to its ground state. The qubits reset process is designed as follows. Initially, the energy-level spacing is set to ω(0) ≈ 0 and the probability of finding each qubit in either the ground state or the excited state is equal. Then, in order to reduce the population of the excited state, we employ a protocol ω(t) to increase the energy-level spacing from t = 0 to t = τ. The corresponding evolution of the density matrix satisfies the Lindblad equation ρ̇ = L[ρ] = − i[H, ρ] + Γ_↓[LρL^† − 1 2 {L^†L, ρ}] + Γ_↑[L^†ρL − 1 2 {LL^†, ρ}]. (4) where L = ∑ j σ^−_j = ∑ j |g, j⟩⟨e, j| denotes the collective decay operator, and Γ_↓ = Γ_0(1 + exp (−βω))^{−1} represents the corresponding decay rate. The rates obey the detailed balance condition Γ_↑/Γ_↓ = exp (−βω). The heat generation for erasing N qubits can be calculated by Q_N = ∫_τ 0 Tr(ρ̇H)dt. Finally, the energy-level spacing is quenched back to zero. Although the Hamiltonian is the same as that of the beginning moment, the density matrix changes to an almost pure state ρ(τ) ≈ |gg..g⟩⟨gg..g| with an error probability that we will discuss later. The work done on the system is dissipated into the environment as heat production since the internal energy of the final state is equal to that of the initial state, namely, the work done is equal to the heat production.

The interatomic coherence effects occur if qubits are distributed at very short spacings, leading to “quantum lubrication” [24], which provides an opportunity for collective advantages in qubit reset. The Dicke state can be used to describe the related phenomenon, such as superradiance, where atoms emit photons in a coherent manner, leading to a collective emission that is more intense than the sum of individual emissions [35]. We adopt the Dicke state for further discussion |D^n_N ⟩ = 1 √ C^n_N ∑ C | e...e n g...g⟩, (5) which represents a N-qubit Dicke state with n excitations. Here, C^n_N is the binomial coefficient. Utilizing the Dicke state, the density matrix will be of the form ρ = ∑ n p_n|D^n_N ⟩⟨D^n_N |. In the basis of energy eigenstates, the density matrix of the Dicke state can be written as the form of the block diagonalized matrix, where the elements within a block are equal, which refers to a special form of the coherence between degenerate energy eigenstates. When we use the Dicke state for N-qubit reset, we call it the collective reset (see Fig. 1(a)). However, due to the presence of environment and noise, the coherence between qubits can be easily broken and thus become independent qubits. When each qubit is reset independently of the other, which corresponds to the strictly diagonal form of the density matrix in the energy representation, the thermodynamic cost of qubit reset is N times that of the single qubit and the error probability remains unchanged. This is called parallel reset (see Fig. 1(b)).

According to Eq. (4), the evolution of p_n(t) satisfies ṗ_n =k_{n,n−1}p_{n−1} + k_{n,n+1}p_{n+1} − (k_{n−1,n} + k_{n+1,n})p_n, (6) where we set p_{−1} = p_{N+1} = 0 for convenience. The master equation (6) means that we can transform the Nqubit model into a (N +1)-state birth and death process, where the particles only jump between nearest-neighbor states with transition rates k_{n−1,n} = (N − n + 1)nΓ_↓, k_{n,n−1} = (N − n + 1)nΓ_↑, k_{n+1,n} = (N − n)(n + 1)Γ_↑ and k_{n,n+1} = (N − n)(n + 1)Γ_↓. For qubit reset, the corresponding initial state is p_n = 1/(N + 1) for any n, i.e., each qubit has an equal probability of being in the ground and excited states. According to the detailed balance condition, k_{n+1,n}/k_{n,n+1} = exp (−βω) indicates that the energy-level spacing between two nearest-neighbor states equals to ω. For simplicity, one sets the energy of the first state to zero, then the energy of the nth state is nω.

In the case of quasistatic perfect reset, the cost of collective resetting reads

Q_N = k_BT ln (N + 1), (7)

due to the reduction in the dimension of the Hilbert space (from 2^N to N + 1), which corresponds to the Landauer bound in this case. It is the entanglement effect in the Dicke state that acts as the “quantum lubrication”, making the collective reset less costly than the parallel reset. The properties of finite-time collective reset are related to the special details of the equivalent (N + 1)-state system, such as topology and transition rate, which is totally determined by the Dicke state. In the following, we will investigate the collective advantages of the finitetime collective reset process.

First main result.—In practice, the qubit reset must be operated in a finite duration, which ineluctably induces the additional thermodynamic cost and error probability. Previous studies find that for a given reset time τ there exists a minimal error probability ε_{min} = exp (−Γ_0τ)/2 for quantum dot [12]. However, the definition of the error probability for the N-qubit system is not clear, especially for the collective reset. We argue there are two requirements for the error probability (both for the parallel and collective reset). First, the error probability should be consistent with the single-qubit system. In other words, for the parallel reset where each qubit has the same error probability, the overall error probability should be the same as that of each qubit. Second, for the initial state of the N-qubit system, the error probability should be 1/2. To meet these requirements, we define the error probability as the proportion of qubits in the excited state ε := N_e/N, where N_e denotes the number of qubits in the excited state. The error probability is consistent with the definition of the single-qubit system and equal to 1/2 for the initial state [36]. For the collective reset where N_e = ∑ np_n, the error probability can be rewritten as ε = 1 N N∑ n=0 np_n. (8) With this definition, we prove that for any protocol monotonically increasing in an arbitrary operating time τ > 0, the error probability satisfies

ε = O(N^{−1}) for N → ∞, (9)

which suggests the error probability decreases as N increases. A sketch proof of Eq. (9) is given at the end of the Letter. This result implies that the error probability vanishes in the thermodynamic limit, which is a collective advantage. A similar result has been found in quantum computing, where the error probability in information transfer is also reduced by increasing the number of qubits [37].

Furthermore, we prove [36] that the per-qubit heat production (Q = Q_N /N) in the thermodynamic limit for any protocol is given by lim N→∞ Q = ω(0^+) 2 . (10)

It implies that, for the large-N limit, the per-qubit heat production is related to the initial continuity of protocols and tends to zero for protocols that are continuous initially. Equations (9) and (10) are our first main result, which reveals the collective advantages in the thermodynamic limit. This collective advantage can be understood by the superradiance effect [35] of the Dicke state, which implies that, in the thermodynamic limit, the qubit reset is finished within a vanishing duration, namely, almost at the initial moment. Therefore, the error probability tends to zero and the per-qubit heat generation is ω(0^+)/2. This result suggests that, in the thermodynamic limit, perfect reset can be achieved in finite time and the corresponding per-qubit heat production approach Landauer bound (see Fig. 2(b)).

FIG. 2. The error probability as a function of N for the quench protocol ω(t) = β^{−1} (red line), the linear protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}Γ0t (green line) and the exponential protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}[exp (Γ0t)−1] (blue line) in log-log scale. The black dashed line is drawn for ε ∼ N^{−1} as a reference. (b) The perqubit heat generation for resetting per qubit as the function of N for for the same three protocols. The black line denotes the Landauer bound for per-qubit reset β^{−1} ln(N + 1)/N. Here, the parameters are set as β = 1, Γ0 = 1 and τ = 1.

To demonstrate the above results, we chose three different protocols, namely, the quench protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}, the linear protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}Γ_0t, and the exponential protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}[exp (Γ_0t) − 1]. As depicted in Fig. 2(a), the error probability becomes smaller as N increases and exhibits N^{−1} scaling behavior as predicted by Eq. (9) in large-N limit. In other words, the error probability can be reduced by increasing the number of qubits. As one can see in Fig. 2(b), for the linear protocol and the exponential protocol that are continuous at the initial moment, the thermodynamic cost of resetting per qubit tends to zero with the increasing of N. Nevertheless, for the quench protocol that is discontinuous at the initial moment, the thermodynamic cost of resetting per qubit tends to the value predicted by Eq. (10). Note that, in the small-N regime, the per-qubit heat production of some protocols may fall below the Landauer bound. This occurs because the perfect reset is not achieved when N is insufficient. As one can see, in the small-N regime, the per-qubit heat increases as the error probability decreases. Consequently, to comprehensively characterize the performance of qubit reset, the introduction of a reset factor becomes necessary.

Second main result.—In the following, we discuss the performance of resetting finite N qubits. According to the speed limit [18], we get Qτ (1 − 2ε)^2 > 1 βΓ_0

, (11)

which gives a trade-off between the heat production of the single qubit reset, the duration time and the error probability. This allows us to define F := Qτ/(1 − 2ε)^2 as the reset factor for qubit reset, which can be considered a modified version of “action” in Ref. [38]. where smaller means better reset performance. The quasistatic protocol is considered as the worst performance since the reset factor tends to infinity. The perfect performance is that the reset factor can be arbitrarily close to zero. However, the inequality (11) sets a lower bound on the reset factor, making the perfect performance of a single qubit unattainable.

For the case of the N-qubit Dicke state, the lower bound of the reset factor can be obtained by employing the speed limit F > 2 βΓ_0N(N + 1)^2

, (12)

which is the second main result of this Letter, suggesting that the lower bound of the reset factor becomes smaller as N increases and tends to zero in the thermodynamic limit. Its sketch proof is given at the end of the Letter. The inequality (12) can be considered as the trade-off between heat production of per qubit reset, the duration time, the error probability and the number of qubits, implying that the performance of qubit reset can be enhanced by increasing the number of qubits.

To illustrate and verify this bound, we also use the three protocols. For each protocol, we vary the number

FIG. 3. The reset factor as the function of N for quench protocol ω(t) = β^{−1} (red line), linear protocol ω(t) = β^{−1}Γ0t (green line) and ω(t) = β^{−1}[exp (Γ0t) − 1] (blue line). The black solid line represents the right-hand side of inequality (12). The black dashed line denotes the bound of N = 1. The parameters are given the same as that for Fig. 2.

of qubits N and calculate the reset factor. It can be observed from Fig. 3 that the reset factor decreases with increasing N. The reset factor of the linear protocol and the exponential protocol can be arbitrarily close to zero as N increases. Moreover, the performance can break the bound of the single qubit (Eq. (11)).

Sketch proof of Eq. (9).—Here we provide the proof briefly. One can see the Supplementary material [36] for details. For any monotonically increasing protocol, one can prove that p_n(t) > p_{n+1}(t). By defining

ζ = N∑ n=1 n^2 N^2 p_n, (13)

it can be proven that 0 < ζ < ( 2 3 + 1 3N ) ε. (14)

According to the master equation (6), one can obtain the evolution equation of the error probability

ε̇ =

Γ_0 − Δ 2 − Γ_0ε − NΔ(ε − ζ), (15)

where Δ = Γ_↓ − Γ_↑. Using Eq. (14) and the Laplace’s method, we have

Γ_0 − Δ 2NΔ + o ( 1 N ) < ε < 3(Γ_0 − Δ) 2NΔ + o ( 1 N ) . (16)

The inequality (16) leads to 1 e^{βω} − 1 ≤ lim_{N→∞} Nε(t) ≤ lim_{N→∞} Nε(t) ≤ 3 e^{βω} − 1 , (17)

with which one can obtain Eq. (9).

Sketch proof of inequality (12).—The speed limit given in Ref. [39] reads

D^2 2Σ⟨A⟩_τ τ ≤ 1 k_B

, (18)

where the total entropy production Σ < NQ/T . Here, D is the 1-norm distance D := ∑ i |p_i(τ) − p_i(0)| that measures the distance between the initial and final states, and ⟨A⟩_τ refers to the time-averaged dynamical activity that characterizes the timescale of the thermal relaxation. For a given error probability, one can prove there exists a lower bound for the 1-norm distance

D ≥ 1 − 2ε, (19)

where the equal sign holds for N = 1. Moreover, in terms of the Dicke master equation (6), there exists an upper bound for the time-averaged dynamical activity ⟨A⟩_τ ≤ Γ_0(N + 1)^2 4 . (20)

Substituting Eqs. (19) and (20) to Eq. (18), the desired result inequality (12) can be obtained. By the way, Eq. (11) can also be obtain by taking D = 1 − 2ε and ⟨A⟩_τ ≤ Γ_0/2 from Eq. (18).

Summary—We study the effect of coherence between qubits for the qubit reset with the N-qubit Dicke state. In the benchmark of transitioning the N-qubit system from being in the ground state and excited state with equal probability to a fully ground state, collective reset has advantages over parallel reset. For the quasistatic process, the collective advantage is manifested by the fact that the thermodynamic cost of collective reset is less than the parallel reset, which can be explained by the entanglement effect as the “lubrication”. Moreover, we prove the error probability vanishes in a way of O(N^{−1}), and the per-qubit heat generation tends to ω(0^+)/2 in the thermodynamic limit. This indicates that the per-qubit heat generation tends to the Landauer principle for some finite-time protocols. In order to measure the performance of qubit reset, we define the reset factor and find that the lower bound of the reset factor decreases with increasing N. The above results are verified and illustrated by three typical protocols. Our results show that in quantum measurements and quantum computation, the entanglement between qubits needs to be maintained by overcoming the effects of environment and noise when qubit resets are required. Our study may provide new pathways for the design of energy-efficient electronic devices and shed light on critical aspects of quantum computation.

This work was financially supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grants No. 12075199, No. 12247172 and No. 12347151), Natural Science Foundation of Fujian Province

(Grant No. 2021J01006) and Jiangxi Province (No.20212BAB201024).

∗ yueliu@xmu.edu.cn; These authors contributed equally to this work.

† These authors contributed equally to this work. ‡ zhangxingyu49@xmu.edu.cn § dhe@xmu.edu.cn [1] R. Landauer, IBM J. Res. Dev. 5, 183 (1961). [2] C. H. Bennett, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 21, 905 (1982). [3] J. M. R. Parrondo, J. M. Horowitz, and T. Sagawa, Nat. Phys. 11, 131 (2015).

[4] A. Bérut, A. Arakelyan, A. Petrosyan, S. Ciliberto, R. Dillenschneider, and E. Lutz, Nature 483, 187 (2012).

[5] Y. Jun, M. Gavrilov, and J. Bechhoefer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 190601 (2014).

[6] J. Hong, B. Lambson, S. Dhuey, and J. Bokor, Sci. Adv. 2, e1501492 (2016).

[7] L. L. Yan, T. P. Xiong, K. Rehan, F. Zhou, D. F. Liang, L. Chen, J. Q. Zhang, W. L. Yang, Z. H. Ma, and M. Feng, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 210601 (2018).

[8] R. Gaudenzi, E. Burzurí, S. Maegawa, H. S. J. van der Zant, and F. Luis, Nat. Phys. 14, 565 (2018).

[9] S. Dago, J. Pereda, N. Barros, S. Ciliberto, and L. Bellon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 170601 (2021).

[10] S. Dago and L. Bellon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 070604 (2022).

[11] M. Scandi, D. Barker, S. Lehmann, K. A.

Dick, V. F. Maisi, and M. Perarnau-Llobet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 270601 (2022).

[12] G. Diana, G. B. Bagci, and M. Esposito, Phys. Rev. E 87, 012111 (2013).

[13] K. Proesmans, J. Ehrich, and J. Bechhoefer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 100602 (2020).

[14] K. Proesmans, J. Ehrich, and J. Bechhoefer, Phys. Rev. E 102, 032105 (2020).

[15] T. Van Vu and K. Saito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 010602 (2022).

[16] Y.-H. Ma, J.-F. Chen, C. P. Sun, and H. Dong, Phys. Rev. E 106, 034112 (2022).

[17] T. Van Vu and K. Saito, Phys. Rev. X 13, 011013 (2023).

[18] Y.-Z. Zhen, D. Egloff, K. Modi, and O. Dahlsten, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 190602 (2021).

[19] Y.-Z. Zhen, D. Egloff, K. Modi, and O. Dahlsten, Phys. Rev. E 105, 044147 (2022).

[20] J. S. Lee, S. Lee, H. Kwon, and H. Park, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 120603 (2022).

[21] J. Klaers, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 040602 (2019). [22] A. M. Timpanaro, J. P. Santos, and G. T. Landi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 240601 (2020).

[23] H. J. D. Miller, G. Guarnieri, M. T. Mitchison, and J. Goold, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 160602 (2020).

[24] H. Tajima and K. Funo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 190604 (2021).

[25] S. Kamimura, K. Yoshida, Y. Tokura, and Y. Matsuzaki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 090401 (2023).

[26] S. Kamimura, H. Hakoshima, Y. Matsuzaki, K. Yoshida, and Y. Tokura, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 180602 (2022).

[27] F. Campaioli, F. A. Pollock, F. C. Binder, L. Céleri, J. Goold, S. Vinjanampathy, and K. Modi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 150601 (2017).

[28] D. Ferraro, M. Campisi, G. M. Andolina, V. Pellegrini, and M. Polini, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 117702 (2018).

[29] D. Rossini, G. M. Andolina, D. Rosa, M. Carrega, and M. Polini, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 236402 (2020).

[30] J.-Y. Gyhm, D. Šafránek, and D. Rosa, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 140501 (2022).

[31] A. Rolandi, P. Abiuso, and M. Perarnau-Llobet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 210401 (2023).

[32] K. Geerlings, Z. Leghtas, I. M. Pop, S. Shankar, L. Frunzio, R. J. Schoelkopf, M. Mirrahimi, and M. H. Devoret, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 120501 (2013).

[33] P. Magnard, P. Kurpiers, B. Royer, T. Walter, J.-C. Besse, S. Gasparinetti, M. Pechal, J. Heinsoo, S. Storz, A. Blais, and A. Wallraff, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 060502 (2018).

[34] C. M. Diniz, R. J. de Assis, N. G. de Almeida, and C. J.

Villas-Boas, Phys. Rev. A 108, 052605 (2023). [35] M. Gross and S. Haroche, Phys. Rep. 93, 301 (1982). [36] See Supplemental Material for more details of proofs. [37] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum computation and quantum information (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge/New York, 2000).

[38] L. Buffoni and M. Campisi, Quantum 7, 961 (2023). [39] N. Shiraishi, K. Funo, and K. Saito, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 070601 (2018).