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Effects of stochastic noise on dynamical decoupling procedures
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Dynamical decoupling is an important tool to counter decoherence and dissipation effects in quantum systems
originating from environmental interactions. It has been used successfully in many experiments; however, there
is still a gap between fidelity improvements achieved in practice compared to theoretical predictions. We propose
a model for imperfect dynamical decoupling based on a stochastic Ito differential equation which could explain
the observed gap. We discuss the impact of our model on the time evolution of various quantum systems in finite-
and infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Analytical results are given for the limit of continuous control, whereas
we present numerical simulations and upper bounds for the case of finite control.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamical decoupling is a well-established technique to
suppress the effects of an unwanted Hamiltonian interaction
on a quantum system, whereby the Hamiltonian can describe
inner-system interactions as well as interactions with an
environment [1-4]. The method works by asserting active
control over the system: at certain times unitary operations
are performed on the system and rotate it in its quantum state
space such that over time the effects of the Hamiltonian cancel.
Dynamical decoupling has been formally introduced in a gen-
eral way by Viola et al. [1,2], but the basic principle was known
and used before, particularly in the nuclear magnetic resonance
community [5-8], and the spin-echo effect [5] is probably the
best-known example of a simple decoupling procedure.

For an arbitrary quantum system the sequence of unitary
operators needed to protect it can become fairly complex, and
in general dynamical decoupling works only approximately
in that it decouples the acting Hamiltonian only up to the
first order in the Magnus expansion [9] of the average
time evolution Hamiltonian. While the pioneering studies
described dynamical decoupling with equidistant deterministic
pulse sequences, a variety of approaches to the original
idea were developed in order to optimize these sequences
further [10—-15]. The concept of randomly chosen pulses was
introduced as well [16,17], and it was shown that under certain
conditions random dynamical decoupling could outperform
the deterministic approach [18]. A hybrid scheme combining
the advantages of both approaches allows for additional
improvements [19]. In the case of the protected system being
a simple two-state quantum system, i.e., a qubit, dynamical
decoupling techniques were applied with success in many
experimental works [20-28].

Dynamical decoupling schemes are particularly promising
in the field of quantum computing where decoherence poses a
serious hurdle in experiments. Decoupling techniques are able
to drastically improve the coherence time of qubit states and of
single- or two-qubit operations over the unprotected case. In
theory, the achievable fidelity is limited only by the strength of
the uncorrected higher orders of the average Hamiltonian and
the time between decoupling pulses. In practice, however, we
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have to expect an additional fidelity decay from experimental
realities, such as additional interactions on the qubits outside
of the studied Hamiltonian interaction or imperfections in the
measurement. Furthermore, we also have to consider imperfect
decoupling controls. In theory it is often assumed that the
decoupling pulses are perfect and happen instantaneously
(infinitesimal width), which is an assumption that cannot
hold in practice. In [29], the effects of finite-width pulses
were studied. The article also introduced a jitter pulse with
uniformly distributed random parameters and examined its
effects on a concatenated dynamical decoupling sequence.

In this paper we propose a different model for imperfect
dynamical decoupling control described by a linear quantum
stochastic differential equation with a standard Wiener pro-
cess. We conduct arigorous analysis of its effects on dynamical
decoupling performance. In particular, we derive the generator
of the time evolution and study its form in the limit of
continuous control, which allows us to predict the robustness of
different decoupling sequences against decoherence in our er-
ror model. Numerical simulations for finite numbers of pulses
and upper bounds on the rate of convergence are also provided.
While the model is phenomenological in nature, it is our hope
that the results can help gain a deeper understanding of real-
world decoupling procedures. Our work is particularly inspired
by arecent experimental publication [30] which demonstrated,
for different pulse sequences, that individual pulse imperfec-
tions can accumulate, but also compensate each other. Our
model offers one possible explanation of these findings.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we briefly
review the dynamical decoupling method and introduce our
stochastic noise model. We derive the resulting time evolution
with the help of Ito calculus by using an approach similar
to, but more general than, the idea developed in [31]. In
Sec. III we explore the effects of our noise model on a few
exemplary systems in both finite- and infinite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces. We present upper bounds for the convergence
of our model depending on the number of pulses employed.
Detailed derivations and proofs which support the main text
are collected in two Appendixes.

II. DECOUPLING SCHEMES WITH STOCHASTIC NOISE

In the general formulation of dynamical decoupling we
consider a closed quantum system under the influence of
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a constant Hamiltonian. The goal is to control or protect
a subpart of the full system, with the rest being treated
as an environment. This is usually done by eliminating the
interaction between the considered subpart and the rest of the
system, while the free evolution of the subpart remains intact.
In order to achieve this purpose we assume that, after fixed
times nt, a unitary pulse u, can be applied to the subsystem
instantaneously (bang-bang control [1]). With the right choice
of pulses it is possible to drastically improve the lifetimes of
quantum states in the subspace, and in the limit of continuous
control 7 — 0 we find perfect coherence preservation.

In the following we will model imperfect pulses u, to
account for the fact that perfect instantaneous unitary pulses
are not available in actual experiments. In our model we
assume that the apparatus implementing the decoupling pulses
u, causes a stochastic error over time to the controlled system.
Mathematically we introduce this error by means of an Ito
stochastic differential equation for the applied unitary pulses:

duy (1) = (—ngdt - iﬁBdW,)un(t), 1, (0) = u,,
(1)

where u,,(0) is the original ideal pulse, the parameter y stands
for the strength of the disturbance, and W; is a classical
Wiener process. The operator B stands for a physical quantity,
i.e., a self-adjoint operator, which describes the nature of the
disturbance. B? is always a positive operator [32]. W, is defined
as a Gaussian random variable with expectation value 0 and
variance ¢:

E[W,]=0, E[W]-E[W] =1 )

In order to work with this equation we employ the quantum Ito
rules [33] in the sense that the differential equation deals with
operators; however, the Wiener process used is still a classical
and not an operator-valued process.

We need to ensure that the differential equation (1) always
results in a unitary operator for ¢ > 0. Using the properties of
the Wiener process

d*W, = dt,

AW, =0, n>2, 3)

a straightforward calculation yields

dlul () u, ()] = dul (t) u, (t) + ul (t) du, (1) + dul () du, (1)
=0
= d[u,(t)ul ()], 4)

which means that the solution u,(¢) is unitary for all # > 0.

Our model ensures that the distance between the ideal
pulse u, and the average of u,(t) (over a large sample size)
increases with ¢. From the property E[d W;] = 0 it follows for
the averaged pulse that

dE[u, ()]

_Ype
o B Efu, ()], ®)

The equation clearly describes a decaying effect, due to the
fact that B? is positive. As an example, consider B2 to be
the identity operator and the distance to be quantified by the
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operator norm,

[ Allop = lSllP I[Ax]], A € B(H), (6)

[lx]|=1
where B(H) is the set of all bounded linear operators on the
Hilbert space ‘H, and the vector norm || - || is generated by the
inner product. In this case we have

etn — ELun (]l lop = |I(1 — €77 Py |lop = 1 — 77"/,
(7N

We now derive the time evolution of the full system
generated by a Hamiltonian H and N decoupling pulses,
applied evenly over the whole interaction time ¢ with a distance
between pulses of T = ¢/N and their imperfection governed
by Eq. (1). After time ¢ the time evolution is governed by the
unitary operator

N-1
Uvy =] uwk<%)e_””. 8)
k=0

z

The time parameter of  for the pulses is a mathematical
consequence of our intended noise model and should not
be understood as the physical implementation time of the
pulses. We want to study a global noise induced by the pulse-
generating device which is governed by W,. Mathematically
we express the error by partitioning it over the N pulses applied
to the system, and due to the particular rescaling properties of
the Wiener process we have W, = 1//aW,; for a > 0 and
therefore

oW —iNW,

=e = (e~ Wum)N, 9)

Our model is phenomenological in nature. Since all pulses
share the same random variable W,, they will introduce the
same error to the system during a single run of the experiment.
However, the error will be different for subsequent repetitions
of the experiment. As such, this model captures imperfections
due to changing conditions between experimental runs, which
cannot typically be avoided perfectly or might even happen
deliberately, e.g., through necessary recalibrations of the
experimental apparatus.

Our aim is to calculate the derivative dUy(t) in order to
determine the time evolution of the system with N stochastic
pulses applied. We apply the Ito formula for an N-term
product, which states

d(AiAy---Ay)
=dADAy- Ay + -+ A1Ar---d(Ay)
+ 3 Ad(A)---d(A)--- Ay, (10)

all possible pairings
We introduce the operators

n—1

gn(t) = gun_k<%)ei”’, gn = gu(0), go(r) =1,
(11)

and find
dUy(t) = (—iHN(t)dt —i/yBy(@t)dW, — gCN(t)dt>

x Un(1), (12)
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where
Hy(t) = —ng 1(Dun— k+1<N)HuN k+1<%)gl_1(f),
(13)
N—
By(t) = — Z (1) Bgj (7). (14)

2

k=0

N—
Cv(D) = 53 Z (1) B2 (1)
=0

2 N-2 N-1
N—Z Y gi(mBgl(mg(r)Bgl(r).  (15)

=j+1

Hy(t) is the Hamiltonian operator generating the error-free
time evolution. The operators By(f) and Cy(f) express the
error due to the stochastic noise and are related as

Cy(1)+ CL(1)
2

We are particularly interested in the limit of N — oo, the
limit of continuous control. The time evolution in this limit,

= B3(1). (16)

dU(t) = —iHUdE — iy BU@)dW, — ngu(t)dt, (17)

with

N—1
UG =0)= lim g UN -k (18)
defines the time evolution of any observable O(r) =
UT(1)OU(t) and of any density matrix p(t) = U(t)pU'(t). The
initial condition U(¢ = 0) is a unitary operator due to the fact
that unitary operators are closed under multiplication. Most
of the experiments are designed such that U/(r = 0) = 1. We
introduced the following notations:

U@ = lim Un(@), H= lim Hy(@), (19)
B= Nlim By(1), B = Nlim Cy(1). (20)

Using the Ito rules, a straightforward calculation for the
dynamical evolution of the density matrix yields

dp(t) = Lpt)dt —i/y [B,p(t)]dW,, 1)

where the Kossakowski-Lindblad generator [34,35] is given
by
Lo =—i[H.pl+yBpB — %(sz +oBY. (22
The most interesting scenario for both theoretical and
experimental studies is the case of finite decoupling sequences
repeatedly applied in cycles. We consider the sequence length
to be M > 0 and gy = U. The number of cycles is taken to
be L and N = LM. Now, in the N — oo limit, the generator
of Eq. (17) can be expressed as the limit of a sequence of
Cesaro means. This can be easily seen if we take 7 — 0
in Egs. (13)—(15). Therefore, we can associate the limiting
procedure for the generator to von Neumann’s mean ergodic
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theorem which describes the limit as a projection operator (see
Appendix A).

If H and B are bounded operators, the formulas for H and
B in the limit N — oo result in

(23)

where P is the projector onto the set {X € B(H)|[UX = XU}.

In the special case gy, = 1 and generally g, = g, mod M, the
projection operator P is simply the identity map on B(H), and
we get

M
1
H:MZnggj. (24)
j=1

This is the common decoupling condition due to Viola et al. [2].
The limit of the error operator also simplifies to

1 M
j=1

The structure of H and B is formally equivalent and suggests
the possibility that a carefully designed decoupling scheme
may eliminate both operators.

Another special case is a single decoupling operator U.
Now, we have the following simplified equations:

‘H ="P(H), B=7P(B). (26)

This case is widely used with the condition U? = 1.

If the operators are unbounded, their domain must be
taken into consideration. Equation (21) can be defined only
on the overlap A = Dom(H) N Dom(B), and now H,B €
{X|Dom(X) C A,UX = XU}.

III. EXAMPLES

In this section we study the effects of our imperfect
decoupling pulses on various quantum systems. First we look
at two qubits coupled by a Hamiltonian interaction. Despite
this system’s simplicity we are able to derive a number of
properties of our noise model which carry over to more
complex systems. This is demonstrated in our study of an
electron spin coupling to a nuclear spin bath. Finally, we briefly
look at two coupled harmonic oscillators as an example of a
quantum system in an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space.

A. Two coupled qubits

We consider two coupled qubits with energy eigenstates |0);
and |1); (i € {1,2}) under the influence of the Hamiltonian
hw hw
H= 701(” ®1? + 7]1” ®ac?+g0"®@c?, (27)
with hw the energy difference between the levels of the
qubits and g the coupling constant between the two qubits.
We also introduced the notations aﬁ’) = |1);;(0] 4+ |0);; (1] and
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oD = [1);;(1] —0);;(0| (i € {1,2}). By means of dynamical
decoupling we want to protect the evolution of qubit 1
against the effects of the interaction with qubit 2, which
induce transitions between the energy eigenstates of the two
qubits. Although this model is very primitive from a physical
viewpoint, it is very useful to showcase quite a few properties
of our noisy decoupling. These properties can then directly be
applied to more sophisticated systems.

For our decoupling scheme we choose a single unitary pulse
of the form

U=0c"®1?, (28)

resulting in two scheme operators g = U and g, = 1. In the
limit of N — oo it follows from Eq. (24) that

H= %wo;” ® 1@ + %‘”ﬂm ® o, (29)

which is the original model Hamiltonian minus the interaction
between the two qubits, just as we intended.

For the self-adjoint error operator B we consider the most
general form:

B=BVg B(2)’
B = (aoﬂ(l) + axa)gl) + ozya_il) + otzozfl)) ,
B® = (Bo1® + .o + Byo? + B.0?)
a()vax’ayaabﬂo’ﬂxaﬂy’ﬂz € R (30)

Let us first study the effects of the error operator B in the limit
of continuous control N — oo. Substituting B into Eq. (25)
we obtain

B = (opl" + o,0") ® B®. (31)

This implies the time evolution
dp = —i[H.pldt — %[B,[B,p]]dt i JYIB.pldW,.  (32)

We assume an initially separable state p(0) = p; ® p»,
where we try to protect the free evolution of p;(t) governed
by the first term of the Hamiltonian (27). In the case of ideal
unitary pulses (B = 0) the whole system dynamics is governed
by the Hamiltonian of Eq. (29) (in the limit of N — 00), so
this is indeed achievable. With active errors, the dynamics
for pi(t) = Tro{p(¢)}, with p(¢) a solution of Eq. (32), will
depend on the nature of B, and may display a complicated
time evolution.

First, we note that in the case of a specific subset of initial
conditions, namely,

p0) =p1 @ p2, ¥ p1 € {pllp,0:] =0}, (33)

there is no effect induced by the imperfections. This is a
direct consequence of Eq. (32) and the form of B in Eq. (31).
02 is taken as an arbitrary density matrix of system 2. In
the following we consider a simple example for the initial
condition:
p(0) = [W)(¥| @ pa.  [W) = (I0)1 + [1)1)/V2,

L) 34)
p2 = 717,
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FIG. 1. (Color online) Dependence of fidelity F on yt. The first
figure shows the average over 1000 realizations of Eq. (32), where
the dashed line gives the analytical result. The second figure shows a
single realization of Eq. (32), plotted as a solid line. The thick solid
line corresponds to the average over 1000 realizations and the thick
dotted lines define the standard deviation of the averaged fidelity. The
parameters of Eq. (31), describing the nature of the error, are set to
beag=HF =B =By =B, =1landa, =1/2.

which does not fall into the definition of Eq. (33). We determine
the fidelity between the ideal evolution of the pure state

(W) = e % 210}y + 11)1)/v/2 (35)
and the mixed state Trp{p(¢)} given by
F(t) = /(W ()| Tra{p()} W (1)) (36)

In Fig. 1, numerical results are presented for characterizing
the fidelity as a distance measure of the ideal state evolution
and the state emerging from the imperfect decoupling scheme.
The average fidelity describes the average over many runs,
which must be prepared similarly. From an ensemble of
realizations the average fidelity is determined by

) 1 J
Foy = 2 Y VOO OIvo).  67)

where p;(¢) is one realization of Eq. (32) and M is the size
of the ensemble. The corresponding standard deviation oy is
given by

1 < =)\
of = - 2 (VOMalplv@) - F0)) . (38)

Instead of using algorithms for stochastic evolution, we simply
generated several realizations of the Wiener process W, and
substituted into the integrated form of Eq. (32). We found that
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Dependence of fidelity on number of
pulses. Plotted is the fidelity F' over the number of decoupling pulses
N. The initial state of qubit 1 is p; = |0)(0], and the error is chosen to
be B = o) ® 0». The remaining parameters are chosen as wt = 10
and yt € ’{0,50,100,500}, where the values of y¢ are in the order of
the highest to the lowest graph in the plot.

for 1000 different realizations the average fidelity coincides
with the analytical solution of

dp . 4
= [H.p] =3 [B.15,p]l. (39)

The figures tell us that even in the limit N — oo there is
a decay of fidelity over time due to the error B which is not
present in the ideal decoupling scenario. However, as we see in
Eq. (31), only those parts of the error operator B survive which
commute with U. If we choose a different decoupling operator
U =0o® @15, then we would find H = 0 and B = (a1 +
ayo (") ® B?. Depending on the actual parameter values ; of
B this offers one explanation for fidelity differences between
different decoupling operators as observed in experiments.

So far we have studied only the limit N — oo which is
obviously not achievable in experimental implementations of
a dynamical decoupling scheme. In the following, we look at
finite numbers of pulses where the noncommuting terms of
the error operator B do play a role and reinduce transitions
between the two qubits, with a decreasing contribution by the
increase of N. We conducted a series of numerical simulations
to capture the effects of the stochastic error for finite numbers
of pulses. For the initial state of the first qubit we looked
at an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian, |¥) = |0);, and at the
superposition |W) = %ﬁ(|0)1 + |1)1). The state of qubit 2 is
the totally mixed state. We investigated cases of commuting
and noncommuting error operators, B = 0" ® 0* and B =
oV ® 0, respectively. Figure 2 shows results for the case
of the eigenstate and a noncommuting error. Plotted is the
achieved fidelity (averaged over 1000 runs) after a fixed time
t depending on the number of pulses N applied during that
time. We can see that for large N the fidelity approaches 1,
which is in agreement with our analysis of the limit N — oo.
For smaller N, however, there is a drop in the fidelity which
depends on the strength of the error.

Figure 3 shows results for the simulations which were
conducted with the superposition as the initial state. The two
depicted plots show the achieved fidelity after a fixed time ¢
depending on the number of pulses N for a noncommuting and
a commuting B, respectively. In the noncommuting case we
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FIG. 3. (Color online) Dependence of fidelity on number of
pulses. Plotted is the fidelity F over the number of decoupling pulses
N. The initial state of qubit 1 is p; = %(lO) + [1))((0] + (1]), and the
error is chosentobe B = 0" ® o* (upper curve) or B = 6V ® 0¥
(lower curve). The remaining parameters are chosen as w/g = 10,
ot = 10, and yr = 50.

approach fidelity 1 with increasing N as expected; however,
the drop in fidelity for lower numbers of pulses is stronger
than in the case of the eigenstate. In the case of the commuting
error we see a constant drop of the fidelity independent of N
which is expected, since the decoupling scheme has no effect
on the commuting error.

The case of a commuting error B acting on an initial
eigenstate was not depicted because in this case the error has
no effect on the qubit state.

The simulation results show that, with increasing N, we
approach the dynamics of the continuous control limit which
we studied earlier. As a final step in our analysis we would
like to get a sense for the rate of convergence, which would
allow us to predict the necessary number of pulses to reach
a good approximation of the limit N — oo. Let py(t) be the
state emerging after time ¢ and the application of N decoupling
pulses. In the following, we look at the distance between py (¢)
and py12(t), the latter resulting from applying one additional
cycle of our decoupling scheme. (The cycle length is 2 as
U? =1.) As a distance measure we use the operator norm
[|Allop. Our goal is to derive an upper bound for the averaged
distance E[||pn(t) — pn42(¢)]lop] that can tell us how many
pulses are needed to approach the limit N — oo.

For the case of ideal, deterministic pulses, we found (see
Appendix B for details of the derivation)

l1on(0) = P2l lop < 1100 [op(eIHllrt/N — 1)
+21100)]lop(@ /N 1), (40)

where

N-1 N—1 i
on(t) = (]’[ UefH’/N> 0(0) <]_[ UeiH’/N> . (41
k=0 k=0

In the case of stochastic decoupling pulses, the state of the
system after N pulses is of the form

pn () = Un(0)pO)U (1),

Un(t) = [U(t/N*)e HINN (42)
U(t/N?) = e V"BV,
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We were able to derive the following inequality (see Ap-
pendix B for details of the derivation):

Elllon (@) = pn-2(D)]lop]
2 2
< 1191 op (€110t /N g 2g21H lop/N+27 1B, /(N +2)h

4 AVVINFD/(NAD)Blloy _ 4). 43)

As expected, the upper bound goes to 0 for N — oo.
Unfortunately, it turns out that the upper bound is still far
above the actual average distance we retrieved from numerical
simulations, particularly for the rather large values of wt and
yt we used in our simulations for Fig. 2. This means that
the approximations used in the derivation of this upper bound
are too rough to capture all the relevant details of the state
evolution. Although the current upper bound is of limited
practical use, we present it as a first step and hope to build
on it in future work to improve on the upper bound.

B. A spin interacting with a bath of nuclear spins

We now regard a system-environment model where a single
electron spin qubit is coupled to a number K of nuclear spins.
We consider an interaction Hamiltonian which is given by the
Fermi contact hyperfine interaction [36,37]. Formally we can
describe both the electron spin and the nuclear spins as simple
qubits, where we label the electron spin with the index (1)
and the nuclear spins with indices from (2) to (K + 1). The
Hamiltonian of our model is of the form

K+1 K+1 ho
1 1 1 k
H= Y A (0000 + o0l 4 oVo) 4 37 2o,
k=2 k=1

(44)

where the hyperfine coupling constant with index k is given by
Ax ~ W ()% ¥(ry) is the electron envelope wave function,
evaluated at ry, the position of the kth nuclear spin. wy is
the split frequency for each individual spin qubit. From our
perspective we consider the electron spin qubit as the system
we want to protect, whereas the nuclear spins should be
regarded as an environment whose influence on the electron
spin we want to eliminate. Interactions between the nuclear
spins are not considered as they have no direct effect on the
electron spin.

This model is a natural extension of the two-qubit case
we studied in the previous section. The difference is that our
system qubit is now coupled to more than one other qubit, and
the interaction involves an additional o, ® o, term which we
did not consider before. Despite these differences, the results
we obtained for the two-qubit case generalize in a natural
way. Analogously to Eqs. (28) and (30), we choose for the
decoupling operator U and the error operator B

U= Uz(l) R19g...@ 1K+, (45)

B=BV®B?g...@ BK+D, (46)

As we know from the two-qubit model, only those terms in H
and B which commute with U survive in the limit N — oo.
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Dependence of fidelity on number of
pulses for an electron spin coupled to five nuclear spins. Plotted
is the fidelity F over the number of decoupling pulses N. The
upper curve depicts the behavior of the fidelity for the electron
spin in the initial state p; = |0)(0|, whereas the lower curve starts
with the electron spin in the state p; = %(lO) + [1))({0] + (1]). The
error is chosen to be B=0"®0c?® ®--- ® c ¥V with yr =5.
The remaining parameters are chosen as wt = 2 and (compare [37])
Ao = exp[—(k/5)3].

Therefore, we find for the effective Hamiltonian

K+1 heo K+1
k
H=Y" - o+ AwNo®, (47)
k=1 k=2

which, compared to Eq. (29), includes the surviving interaction
term o, ® o,. The effective error B s still equivalent to Eq. (31)
and is given by

B=(xl"+a0")®@B?® - @ BXTD.  (48)

As before, initial states of the form of Eq. (33) remain
unaffected over time in the limit. However, if the electron
spin is in a superposition, it will be affected by the surviving
0, ® o, coupling to the nuclear spins, which means that the
achievable state fidelity is limited by this interaction. We ran
numerical simulations for an electron spin coupled to five
nuclear spins for both cases with finite numbers of pulses. As
we can see from the results depicted in Fig. 4, the eigenstate
approaches fidelity 1 for larger numbers of pulses, as predicted
for the limit N — oo. The fidelity of the superposition state,
however, is severely limited by the remaining coupling.

In order to get rid of the remaining nuclear spin interaction
in ‘H, we need a two-pulse decoupling sequence. This new
sequence consists of alternating applications of any two Pauli
pulses, e.g., o, and o, or o, and o, on the electron spin. We
choose the sequence

oV ®@1%% 5 oV 1% - oV 1% - ... 19

which means that the cycle length is 4. Looking at the limits
and using Egs. (24) and (25) (M = 4), we now find

H=B=0, (50)

which is independent of the choice of error operator B.

This can be easily understood if we consider the following
simple example: Consider an arbitrary operator A = aol +
a.o, + a,oy + a.o; and pulse sequences o, and 0. The order
of application is the same as above: o, — 0, = g, —> - -
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Dependence of fidelity on number of
pulses for an electron spin coupled to five nuclear spins. Plotted is the
fidelity F' over the number of decoupling pulses N for the case of the
two-pulse decoupling scheme. The lower (blue) curve shows results
for an eigenstate, whereas the upper (purple) curve corresponds to a
superposition state. All parameters are chosen identically to Fig. 4.

Equation (23) for U = 0,0, results in

A =P (0 Ac, + A), 51)

where P projects onto {X € My|o,X = Xo,} (M is the set
of all 2 x 2 complex matrices). First, we observe that

orAoy + A =2apl 4 2a,0, 52)

and now applying the projection map we obtain

P Rapl + 2a,0,) = 2ap1. (53)
If we switch the order of pulses to o, — o, — o, — --- then
we arrive at

P Lapl + 2a,0,) = 2ap1, (54)

which shows that the order is irrelevant.

This means that, in the limit N — oo, this decoupling
scheme not only eliminates the influence of the nuclear spins
on the electron spin completely, it is also robust against our
stochastic noise model. Figure 5 shows the performance of
this scheme for both an eigenstate and a superposition state,
depending on the number of pulses N. As we see, the new
scheme is a vast improvement in the superposition case and
is able to achieve a fidelity close to 1. For the eigenstate it
also approaches a fidelity of 1; however, compared with the
single-pulse decoupling, it is not an improvement. The lesson
here is that it is beneficial to keep decoupling schemes as
simple as possible for a specific application.

We also derived an upper bound for the averaged distance
Elllon(t) — pn+a(t)llop] for this two-pulse scheme, where
N + 4 accounts for the fact that, this time, the length of the
cycle is 4. Using the results of Appendix B, the following
averaged inequality can be derived for # > 0:

Elllon (1) = pn+a(®llop]
2 2
< 1101 op[ €110 /N - 42U1H lop/ N+27 I1BIG, /(N +4)k

4 SVVINFD/(N+4)Bllop _ 6]. (55)
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C. Two coupled harmonic oscillators

So far we have discussed in detail the effects of our noise
model on systems in finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, and
we were able to use the full arsenal of tools derived in
the Appendixes. In the following, we consider an infinite-
dimensional Hilbert space. Due to the added complexity of
dealing with infinite Hilbert spaces, we restrict ourselves to
investigating the limit of large N only.

Let us consider a model of two coupled quantum har-
monic oscillators, which are defined on a countable-infinite-
dimensional Hilbert space, i.e., a tensor product of two
symmetric Fock spaces [38]. Furthermore, the domains of
creation and annihilation operators are dense in the Hilbert
space of the harmonic oscillator and also equal, so none of
the basis is excluded in the ergodic limiting procedure (see
Appendix A). We model the system by the Hamiltonian

H = hwsa'a + hogh'b + hga" +a)®' +b),  (56)

where w, (wp) is the frequency of oscillator A (B) and g is the
strength of the interaction. a (a") and b (b') are the creation
(annihilation) operators of oscillators A and B.

To decouple system A from system B, we can use a
decoupling pulse of the form

U=e"""gly, ¢e,r], (57)

a result taken from [39]. Here we restrict ourselves to the
special case ¢ = m, so that the decoupling pulse is equal to
Pa ® 1, with P, the parity operator [4] acting on system
A. At the limit N — oo, the joint system is governed by the
Hamiltonian [see Eq. (24)]

H = hwaa'a + hwgh'h. (58)

Next, we define the nature of the error by the self-adjoint
operator:

B=(@'a+a' +a)®1;. (59)
Substituting B into Eq. (25), we find
B=d'a®1p. (60)

One observes that in the limit N — oo system B evolves
completely freely and system A is governed by

dps = —iwalata,paldr — %[a*a,[a*a,mndr

—iyld'a.paldW,. (61)
Considering the expansion of the density operator into photon-
number states |n) 4,

[ee]

pa=Y_ Pum(®In)aim|a, (62)

n,m=0

and averaging over all realizations, the time evolution results
in the model of a phase-damped oscillator,

dp . 14
— = —iwala'a,pa] — Zla'a,la'a,pall,  (63)
dt 2
which has the solution
Prm(t) = eTIOABTII = I Y2 (0), (64)
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The coherence between photon-number states is damped,
whereas diagonal terms are not affected by the error of the
pulse. This shows that prepared photon-number states can be
protected in the context of this model. Despite the fact that two
harmonic oscillators are decoupled for large numbers of pulses,
initially prepared coherent states of system A are dephased by
the imperfectness of the pulses.

The model of two coupled harmonic oscillators can be
extended to a model where a harmonic oscillator (subsystem)
interacts with a collection of independent harmonic oscillators
(environment) [40]. For the case of N — oo the environment
and the subsystem can be decoupled completely by repeated
application of the unitary pulse defined in Eq. (57). As
already seen, the pulse error affects only states which are
superpositions of photon-number states.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In the context of dynamical decoupling procedures we
presented a model of imperfect pulses. An imperfect pulse is
modeled by a linear quantum stochastic differential equation
with a standard Wiener process, and this proposal allows us to
impose an overall decoherence on every system subjected to an
imperfect dynamical decoupling sequence. This technical tool
allowed us to derive the time evolution for any quantum system
under the influence of such imperfect decoupling schemes and
to study the limit of continuous control. The latter can be
connected to von Neumann’s mean ergodic theorem which
describes the limit as a projection operator. The projection op-
erator projects the generator of the decoupling-free evolution
on the commutant of the ideal pulse. Our stochastic model
is considered such that each imperfect pulse would yield the
ideal pulse if the time difference between their application
is zero. This construction is the main idea behind relating
robust decoupling sequences to cases when the projection
of the generator results in an error-free unitary evolution. If
the projection does not give an error-free evolution, then the
imperfectness will accumulate in time. However, experimental
setups work with finite numbers of pulses, and therefore we
made an attempt to quantify the convergence towards the
projection operator with inequalities.

The motivation for this particular model can also be under-
stood from the point of view of an open quantum system, where
the pulse generator apparatus may be considered as an ancillary
system coupled to the joint system of the protected and of the
irrelevant quantum system. It is assumed that a Markovian
model is obtained during the elimination of the ancillary
system and therefore a mathematically equivalent dynamics
of stochastic evolution is considered for each individual pulse.
This implies that the self-adjoint error operator B is directly
originating from the interaction Hamiltonian between the
ancilla system and the rest (protected plus irrelevant). It
is worth mentioning that our model contains an important
assumption, namely, that the stochastic equation describing
the imperfection of the pulse gives rise to dynamics on a
coarse-grained time axis, which cannot resolve effects on the
time scale of the ancillary system’s correlation time. However,
when increasing the number of pulses, the time between
two consecutive pulses decreases. Therefore, at some point
the time scale of the ancillary system’s correlation time is
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reached. This case is beyond the scope of our model. Thus
the limit of an infinite number of pulses, N — oo, has to be
understood strictly as a mathematical limit because N is upper
bounded by the ratio of the available decoupling time divided
by the correlation time of the ancillary system. For example,
in Ref. [20] the total decoupling times are 5 and 30 ms and
the ancillary system is an optical microwave system, whose
correlation times are on the order of nanoseconds. Therefore,
the critical number of pulses is around several thousand. The
highest number of pulses used in this experiment was 1000,
which is below that threshold. In general, recent experiments
employ a number of decoupling pulses in the range of 10
to 1000, for which our Markovian error model should be
sufficiently detailed.

We carefully investigated the effects of our imperfect
control pulses in a qubit-qubit model and presented analytical
results in the limit of continuous control. We also studied
the case of finite numbers of pulses and presented numerical
simulation results demonstrating how different types of errors
influence the evolution of different initial states. These results
were then applied to a more complex model of an electron spin
coupling to a nuclear spin bath. We also briefly discussed the
case of infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces using the example
of two coupled harmonic oscillators.

It is our hope that both this model and its application to
the presented systems can shed some light on experimental
findings which are not in agreement with the theory of ideal
dynamical decoupling.
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APPENDIX A: ERGODIC THEOREM

In this appendix we reconsider and make more rigorous the
proof of Ref. [31] given for the convergence of the decoupling
procedures. We begin with some general and well-known
statements. Let H be a Hilbert space and define a bounded
linear operator 7 on H. The null space and range of Z — 7,
with 7 being the identity operation acting on H, is given by

Ran(Z —7) = {Y|Y = X = T(X), ¥ X € H},
Ker(Z —T) = {Y|Y = T(Y),Y € H).

Now, we prove an elementary but useful property of these sets
in the following proposition.
Proposition 1. If U : 'H — 'H is unitary, then

Ker(Z —U) = Ran(Z — U)*. (A2)
Proof. Let U’ : H — "H be the adjoint of I/ defined by
UCOY) = (XUY), VXY eH, (A3

(AL)

implying (Z — U)" = I — U", where (- ,-) is the inner product
on H. An element Y € Ker(Z — U") fulfills (Z — U")(Y) = 0,
which implies that (X,(Z — U')(Y)) = 0 for all X € H. The

last equation satisfies the relation
0= (X.(T -UND)) = (T - U)X).Y), (A4)

which is equivalent to the statement Y € Ran(Z — U/)*. Thus
Ker(Z — U") = Ran(Z — U)* .
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The operator Z — U is a normal operator,
CT-WT - =T -UT-U', (AS)
which is equivalent to (see Theorem 12.12 in Ref. [32]),
Ker(Z — U) = Ker(Z — U"). (A6)

Theorem 1 (von Neumann’s ergodic theorem). Let U be
a unitary operator on the Hilbert space H. Let P be the
orthogonal projection onto Ker(Z — Uf). Then, for any X € 'H,

N—1
lim ZZ/{"(X) P(X). (A7)
=0
Proof. First let Z = X —U(X) € Ran(Z — U). Using the
norm || - ||,

IX]] = (X.X);*, Y X e H, (A3)
where (-,-)3 is the inner product of H, we have
Zuk(z) I1X — U (X)) < [1X[] + 1LY (X))
N h N ’
(A9)

where we used the subadditivity and the positive homogeneity
properties of the norm. The statement that I/ is unitary is
equivalent to ||{U/(X)|| = ||X|| for all X € H. By a repeated
application of this statement, we can now conclude that

N—1
1 2|1X1|
— E ULz < ——
Nk:O ( ) N

as N — oo for any Z € Ran(Z — U). ||X]|| is finite, be-
cause H is a normed space, too. By Proposition 1,
Ker(Z —U) = Ran(Z — U)™, then it follows that

H = Ker(Z — U) ® Ran(Z — U). (Al1)

We require that the derivation in Eq. (A10) holds for all
elements Z € Ran(Z — U). Using the definition of set closure,
we have thatV € > 0 there exists an X € Ran(Z — /) such that
[|Z — X|| < €. Now, choose an N’ such that forany N > N’

-0 (A10)

N-1

§:ww>

<e, (A12)

then forall N > N’
| v
k
5 2 U@
k=0

1 N-1
5 U@ =]+

1 N—-1
— > U
N k=0

k=0
| V=t
k
<5 LUz =Xl +e. (A13)
k=0
U is a unitary operator, which implies that [[U/(X)]|| = || X]].
Then
| v N—1
NZZ/{"(Z) ZHZ X||+e=2 (Ald)
k=0
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This shows that

(A15)

Jim H Z U2l =

and proves the statement of the theorem for the orthogonal
complement of Ker(Z — Uf), thereby supposing that Z €
Ker(Z — U). Then,

N-1

%Zuk(Z) —

k=0

Z =P(2). (A16)

Thus, the strong convergence holds on the whole H.

Next, we will apply the theorem for dynamical decoupling
schemes. Let us consider the lowest order in the Taylor
expansion of the Hamiltonian, which generates the time
evolution of a system subject to multiple-pulse control. We
consider an arbitrary number M of pulses applied repeatedly.
Using Eq. (13) for t — 0, the following limiting procedure:

| LM j—1 T A

n=0

ul 1, u, € B(H), Vne{l,2,...

M}, (A7)

M

iy
-1

U= l—[ UM—n,
n=0

needs to be evaluated.
We consider the normed space of Hilbert-Schmidt opera-
tors, defined as

B>(H) = {X € B(H)|

Xl = [ l1Xeil,
i

where H is a separable Hilbert space, || - || is the norm of H,
and (e;) is an orthonormal basis of H. B(H) is the set of all
bounded linear operators defined on H. We recall from basic
operator theory (see Theorem VI.22 in Ref. [41]) the fact that
B,(H) with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product

> (XeiYe;)

i

H' = H

[1X]]2 < oo},
(A18)

(X,Y) = =Tr{X'Y}, VX,Y € B,(H) (A19)

is a Hilbert space. In the case of a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space ‘H the two sets 3,(H) and B(H) coincide; furthermore
B(H) is the set of all linear operators.

We define the linear operator U : B,(H) — B,(H) used in
Theorem 1 by U(X) = UXU' [U being unitary, defined in
Eq. (A17)], which is a unitary operator due to the relation

UXUY)) =TH{UXTUTUYUT) = Tr{UXTYUT)
=Tr{X'Y} = (X,Y), V X.Y € Bo(H). (A20)

Immediately from Theorem 1 we observe that the limit in
Eq. (A17) is equal to

j-1 j-1 f
(]_[ u_,-_n> H (]_[ uj_n) , (A21)

n=0 n=0
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where P is an orthogonal projection onto the set {X €
B>(H)|UX = XU}. We remark that if X' = X, then P(X)! =
P(X), an important property in the case of Hamiltonians.

So far, we gave a proof for the case of Hilbert-Schmidt
operators and unitary operators with an arbitrary spectrum.
Now, we extend the proof for bounded linear operators;
however, we assume that U has only a point spectrum,

U=Y aP Iul=1, Y P=T,
k k

and P, are orthogonal projections. We consider the following
limit:

(A22)

N-1

lim — ZU HUHT,

N—oo N

H e B(H). (A23)

Since U is unitary then Ran(U) = H, which implies that

H= @ Ran(Py),
k

(A24)
Ran(P;) NRan(Py) = @, k # j.
Choosing x; € Ran(P;) Eq. (A23) yields
1 N—1 1 N—1
lim — Z U'HUY x = Jim Z(Uk*)‘ Hx. (A25)

N—oo N

We apply Theorem 1 for UL} = U being unitary and for
Hx;, = X € H, the latter being true because H is bounded.
Let P be the orthogonal projection on Ker(Z — 1) and we
have

N-1
. 1 *\Q
ngr}x)ﬁ E_O(U)»k) Hx;

= P(Hxp). (A26)

The set Ker(Z — i) contains all those Hilbert space elements
which fulfill the equation

Ur)y =,

Allowing that U can have a degenerate spectrum, we define
the index set I} = {i|Ax = A;, k # i}, and then

y € H. (A27)

Ker(Z —UA) ={y e HIP,y =1y, i€ L U{k}}. (A28)

The collection of Ran(Py) are orthogonal subspaces on H, so
the limit in Eq. (A23) results in

N—1

Jim ZU HUH

—ZPkHPk—i-ZPHP, i #j, A=A

iJj

Thus, the limit is an element of the set {X € B(H)|UX =
XU}.

In the case of an unbounded operator H, the domain
Dom(H) C ‘H. Theorem 1 is applied to each x; € Ran(P;) N
Dom(H) # (). We get the same result as in Eq. (A29),
excluding those orthogonal projections P; which satisfy
Ran(P;) N Dom(H) = . Now, the limit is an operator H’

(A29)
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which obeys the relation

UH'x = H'Ux, VY x € Dom(H). (A30)

In summary, we proved the convergence for 5,(H). We were
able to extend the result to B(H) and to some unbounded opera-
tors with the condition that the unitary operator, implementing
the pulse, has only a point spectrum.

We leave the problem open in the case when the unitary
operators have a mixed spectrum (see the characterization of
these unitaries in Ref. [42]). These mathematical subtleties do
not play a role in the examples we present in the main text.

APPENDIX B: INEQUALITIES

Here, we derive two inequalities in order to analyze the rate
of the decoupling convergence as a function of applied pulse
number. We begin with some basic notions. For a Hilbert space
‘H, the set of all bounded linear operators B(7) has a special
property

IAIIZ, = [IATAllop. ¥ A € B(H), (B1)
where ||Al[op = supj = ||Ax|| is the operator norm and || - ||
is the norm of the Hilbert space, induced by the inner product.

A consequence is that the operator norm is a unitarily invariant
norm: for any unitary operator U; and U, defined on H

[Allop = [[U1AUs]lop, ¥ A € B(H). (B2)

This can be briefly proved by using the norm-preserving
property of any unitary operator U,

[AUllop = sup [|AUx|| = sup ||Ax'|| = [|Allop, (B3)

[lx]|=1 [Ix"]|=1
in the equation
IAI12, = [|AU2|2, = U AT AU, ||op

= (U ATUDUI AU |op = U1 AUL|Z,. (B4)

Theorem 2. Let H be a Hilbert space and (u,),cN+ a set of
unitary operators defined on . Consider the unitary operator
N1
Un() = [ Tun-ne ™™, 1R, (BS)
n=0
with self-adjoint H € B(H). Then, for any p € B(H)

on(®) = pv1llop < 211 p]op(eHlnllIN — 1)

Fllon (@) — uns1px @Ol lops

pn(1) = Un()pUL (). (B6)
Proof. Using the definition of Uy (¢) we have
N
UN+1([) — l_[ uN+l_”efth/NeiHI/(NLFN). (B7)
n=0

Since H € B(H), then we know from basic operator theory

that
oo
2

n=0

n

(B8)

OO H

because the infinite series ) ~_ converge absolutely. We

shall now express eiH!/(N*+N) by its infinite series. Let us
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define the unitary operator

i
—iHt/N.
Xj,i = Hune / s
n=j

then we have

N(N +1)

PHYSICAL REVIEW A 89, 062327 (2014)

(B9)

. N
_ it .
ont1(t) = unsre N py () Ny jv+1 + (XN+1,1[H,P]X,TVH,1 + E XN+1,;+1[H,Xi,l/OX,-T,l]XjVJrl,iH)

2
* 2IN2(N + 1)?

where the binary operation [-,-] is the commutator.

For any p,A € B(H)
A" [lop < A5
VnmeN,

A" 0 A™ [lop < 1o 1lopll Allgy ™,

(B11)

op’

where the submultiplicative property of the operator norm was
used. Now, using the positive homogeneity

[1AAllop = [A[[[Allop, V4 €C, (B12)
and the subadditivity
[|A+ Bllop < l|Allop + [I1Bllop, VY A,B € B(H) (B13)

with the aid that the operator norm is also unitarily invariant
[see Eq. (B2)], we have

lon(#) = pNn+1(0)lop

(IlH || M y
<llp ||op2 o)’ + lon () = unyre™ N py (1)

x ele/NuLHHop, (B14)

which is a direct consequence of Eqs. (B10) and (B11).
Now expressing e/ #!/N by its infinite series, we have the
following inequality:

—iHt/N iHt/N T

[lon() —unsie pn(t)e MN+]||op

(IlH || &
<llp ||OPZ (18l 7 )" +low(®) = un 1oy Oty 4 llop-

(B15)
It follows immediately that
lon (@) — prnr1(Dlop < 2110l [op(e21Nel/N 1)

Fllon (@) — uns1on @Ol lop-
|

L1
on(@) — (l_[ uyipne ¥

n=0

L—-1
I{/) PN(t) (1_[ MN+L—neiiHﬁ

n=0

21| L—1 T
L||p||op2 ”"" f + pN(n—(]_[uMn) pn (1) (HuN+Ln> = L||p||op(e? M lnlVN ),

n=0

— Xy alHLHpNXY = Y X DL X p XD IX oy +
i=1

i=1

)+---, (B10)

The result can be used in two different ways. First, p is a

state and Uy (1) pU ]T\,(t) describes the time evolution. A positive
operator p with the property

D leipeihn =Tr(p) = 1

i

(B16)

is called a state. (e;) is an orthonormal basis of the separable
Hilbert space H with inner product (-,-).

Second, the inequality also holds for the case when
on() = UZT\,(t)OUN(t) and now O = O is an observable
(self-adjoint operator). The latter describes the time evolution
of an observable O.

Corollary 1. Let 'H be a Hilbert space and (u,,),cNn+ a set of
unitary operators defined on H, such that for L € N

L—1

]_[ ugsrn =1, VkeN. (B17)
n=0
Consider the unitary operator
N—1
Un(t) = [Juy-ne N, teR (B18)
n=0
with self-adjoint H € B(H). Then, for any p € B(H)
[lon(t) — pN+L(t)||op ||:0||0p(62LHHH0p|t|/N -+ L||:0||0p
x (2N Hllplt VN _ 1.
pn (1) = Un(0)pUL (). (B19)
Proof. Immediate from Theorem 2 after using
N+L-1
UN+L(t) — 1_[ MN+L7ne_iHZ/NelHL[/(N2+LN) (BZO)
n=0
and the inequality
op
-1
(B21)

n=0
op
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Remark. Any two norms are equivalent in the case when
‘H is finite dimensional, so convergence can be shown with
respect to any norm. Furthermore, any Schatten p-norm || - ||,
(see Ref. [43]) is unitarily invariant. This implies that the
operator norm in the above inequalities can be replaced by
an arbitrary Schatten norm.

As an example we demonstrate that the above results are
essential in the derivation of an inequality for the case of
random unitary pulses which are modeled by Eq. (1). We also
show how to deal with the Wiener process W; in order to get an
inequality for the averaged distance between density operators
in a large generated ensemble. We consider the case with cycle

J

A H lopt /N

||pN(t)_pN+2(t)||op ||10||0p(e

Vn(t) = U2(t/(N + 2)2) [U(t/(N + 2)2) —th/N]

= 1)+ 2l op(e? ot/

PHYSICAL REVIEW A 89, 062327 (2014)

length 2 (U? = 1), and the state of the system after N steps of
decoupling has the form

o (1) = Un(0)pU (1),

Un(t) = [U(@t/N?)e MY, (B22)
U(t/N*) = e VBV y
The unitarily invariant property of the operator

—iHt/(N+2)  into

2iHt/(N>*42N) by

norm is exploited by dissociating e
e~ iHI/N g2iH1/(N*+2N) We express the terms e
its infinite series. Using the properties of the operator norm
and the result of Corollary 1, we obtain

— D)+ [lpn(0) = V@ p Vi @)l lop,

U*(t/(N +2)*)Up(t) (B23)

Outside the Nth-power-raised braces, i,e, Uy (¢), there is a squared term. Replacing e ~IVYBW, w22 by its infinite series and using

the property U? = 1 we have

llow(®) = V@p Vi ()llop <

Next we analyze the difference between the unitary operators
Un(t) and Uy (z). The corresponding inequality is more
complicated than the inequalities derived before since the
Wiener process is distributed in the N-term product and the
error operator B does not commute with either the ideal
pulse U or the Hamiltonian H. Hence it is convenient to
investigate the difference between the random processes W, x>
and W,/(N+2)2.

We recall the definition of the Wiener process, where it is
stated that the probability distribution of the random variable
Wy, — Wy, fort; >t > 0is

1

B — —x2/2(t1—12) B25
ﬁl 5] (x) m ( )
and the moments are
n 0, n is odd,
E{(W = We)'] = {(n — DI — )", nis even,
(B26)

where (n — 1)!!' =1 x 3 x --- x (n — 1). In our special case
t1 =t/N?and t, = t/(N + 2)?, s0

N +1

hH—tb=4———.
e N2(N +2)?

B27)

low (@) — U@ pUN@)]lop + 21101 lop(e>7 1Bl Wz 1),

(B24)

(

Hence, we can write for the case 1 /N® <« 1 that the probability

VN +1

P W, W, 2| X
<| t/N? — t/(N+2)| \/_N(N+2)

) ~1. (B28)

Therefore we can estimate W, ;.2 by its upper bound

Wi n2 i2ﬁN—%, and expressing every exponential

e~V B2VINTD/(N*+2N) by its infinite series, we have

Elllon (1) = Ug)pUN(0)llop]

< 1pllop(e P EN ARy — 1) (B29)

We finally turn to the main inequality, and taking an average
over the Wiener process yields fort > 0

Elllon @) — pn+2(Dllop]

2
< ||'O||0 ( A Hlopt /Ny 2 211 Hllop/N+2y || Bl| op/ (N+2)%1t

+ HVYINFD/(N4D1Bllop _ 4). (B30)

We note that in the limit N — oo the right-hand side of the
inequality tends to 0. From a practical point of view this means
that for large enough numbers of applied random pulses N >
[|Bllop~/VE, || H]|opt the state of the system py(f) remains
unchanged after the application of new cycles of pulses.
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