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We present an exact rate analysis for a secret key that can be shared among two parties employing
a linear quantum repeater chain. One of our main motivations is to address the question whether
simply placing quantum memories along a quantum communication channel can be beneficial in a
realistic setting. The underlying model assumes deterministic entanglement swapping of single-spin
quantum memories and it excludes probabilistic entanglement distillation, and thus two-way classical
communication, on higher nesting levels. Within this framework, we identify the essential properties
of any optimal repeater scheme: entanglement distribution in parallel, entanglement swapping as
soon and parallel quantum storage as little as possible. While these features are obvious or trivial
for the simplest repeater with one middle station, for more stations they cannot always be combined.
We propose an optimal scheme including channel loss and memory dephasing, proving its optimality
for the case of two stations and conjecturing it for the general case. In an even more realistic setting,
we consider additional tools and parameters such as memory cut-offs, multiplexing, initial state and
swapping gate fidelities, and finite link coupling efficiencies in order to identify potential regimes
in memory-assisted quantum key distribution beyond one middle station that exceed the rates of
the smallest quantum repeaters as well as those obtainable in all-optical schemes unassisted by
stationary memory qubits and two-way classical communication. Our analytical treatment enables
us to determine simultaneous trade-offs between various parameters, their scaling, and their influence
on the performance ordering among different types of protocols, comparing two-photon interference
after dual-rail qubit transmission with one-photon interference of single-rail qubits or, similarly,
optical interference of coherent states. We find that for experimental parameter values that are
highly demanding but not impossible (up to 10s coherence time, about 80% link coupling, and state
or gate infidelities in the regime of 1-2%), one secret bit can be shared per second over a total
distance of 800km with repeater stations placed at every 100km – a significant improvement over
ideal point-to-point or realistic twin-field quantum key distribution at GHz clock rates.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recent progress on quantum computers with tens of
qubits led to experimental demonstrations of quantum
devices that are able to solve specifically adapted prob-
lems which are not soluble in an efficient manner with the
help of classical computers alone. These devices are pri-
marily based upon solid-state (superconducting) systems
[1, 2], however, there are also photonics approaches [3].
While these schemes still have to be enhanced in terms
of size, i.e. the number of qubits (scalability), their error
robustness and corresponding logical encoding (fault tol-
erance), as well as their range of applicability (eventually
reaching universality), this progress represents a threat
to common classical communication systems. Eventu-
ally, this may compromise our current key distribution
protocols.

Although there are recent developments in classical
cryptography to address the threat imposed by such
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quantum devices (“post-quantum cryptography”), quan-
tum mechanics also gives a possible solution to this by
means of quantum key distribution (QKD) [4, 5]. Many
QKD protocols have been proposed such as the most
prominent, so-called BB84 scheme [6]. Indeed among
the various quantum technologies that promise to en-
able their users to fulfil tasks impossible without quan-
tum resources, quantum communication is special. Un-
like quantum computers there are already commercially
available quantum communication systems intended for
costumers who wish to communicate in the classical, real
world in a basically unconditionally secure fashion – in-
dependent of mathematically unproven assumptions ex-
ploiting the concept of QKD. QKD systems are naturally
realized for photonic systems using non-classical optical
quantum states such as single-photon, weak [7, 8] or even
bright coherent states [5].

A. Previous works and state of the art

Current point-to-point QKD systems, directly con-
necting the sender (Alice) and the receiver (Bob) via an
optical-fiber channel, are limited in distance due to the
exponentially growing transmission loss along the chan-
nel. Typical maximal distances are 100-200km. A very
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recent QKD variant, so-called twin-field (TF) QKD[9],
allows to push these limits farther (basically doubling
the effective distance) by placing an (untrusted) middle
station between Alice and Bob. Remarkably, TF QKD
achieves this loss scaling advantage in an all-optical fash-
ion with no need for quantum storage at the middle sta-
tion and at an, in principle, unlimited clock rate with
no need for two-way classical communication. It further
inherits the improved security features of measurement-
device-independent (MDI) QKD schemes [10, 11]. How-
ever, the original TF QKD concept is not known to be
further scalable beyond the effective distance doubling.

In classical communication, the distance problem is
straightforwardly overcome by introducing repeater sta-
tions along the fiber channel (about every 50-100km) in
order to reamplify (and typically reshape) the optical
pulses. On a fundamental level, the famous No-Cloning-
theorem [12, 13], prohibits such solutions for quantum
communication.

As a possible remedy, the concept of quantum re-
peaters has been developed [14–16]. With the help of suf-
ficiently short-range entanglement distributions, quan-
tum memories, entanglement distillation and swapping,
in principle, scalable long-distance, fiber-based quantum
communication becomes possible, including long-range
QKD. The original quantum repeater proposals assumed
small-scale non-universal quantum computers at each re-
peater node in order to perform the necessary gates for
the entangled-pair manipulations, and hence clearly ap-
peared to be technologically less demanding than a fully-
fledged fault-tolerant and universal quantum computer.
Related to this, for QKD applications including those
over large distances, there are very powerful, classical
post-processing techniques which allow to relax the min-
imal requirements on the experimental states and gates.
Nonetheless, as a whole, these original quantum repeater
systems would still have high experimental requirements.

This led to some quantum repeater proposals specif-
ically adapted to certain matter memory systems and
light-matter interfaces. Probably the most prominent
such proposal is the “DLCZ” quantum repeater [17, 18],
based upon atomic-ensemble nodes that no longer rely
upon the execution of difficult two-qubit entangling
gates, but instead only require linear-optical state manip-
ulations and photon detectors. Other schemes rely upon
single emitters in solid-state repeater nodes, especially
colour centers in diamond [19, 20]. Alternative proposals
employ optical coherent states and their cavity-QED in-
teractions with single-spin-based quantum memory nodes
[21].

These proposals made a possible realization of a large-
scale quantum repeater more likely, but as a complete
implementation, they would still be fundamentally lim-
ited in their achievable (secret) key rates per second. The
reason for this is the need for two-way classical commu-
nication on all, including the highest “nesting” levels in
order to conduct entanglement distillation and confirm
successful entanglement swappings when these are prob-

abilistic.

Today this type of quantum repeater schemes are
referred to as 1st-generation quantum repeaters. A
memory-assisted QKD scheme was proposed in Ref. [22],
extending the TF concept to memory-based quantum
repeaters. In principle, this scheme achieves an effec-
tive distance doubling compared with standard quantum
repeaters or, equivalently, it exhibits the standard loss
scaling with about half as many memory stations as in
a standard quantum repeater (while the other half are
all-optical stations with beam splitter and photon detec-
tors). Apart from a certain level of memory assistance,
this repeater scheme also relies upon two-way classical
communication (between the nearest stations) and hence
can operate only at a limited clock rate determined by
the classical signalling time per segment. Moreover, for
its large-scale operation the scheme would require an ad-
ditional element for quantum error correction.

Alternative schemes circumventing the fundamental
limitations are the so-called 2nd- and 3rd-generation
quantum repeaters that exploit quantum error correc-
tion codes to suppress the effect of gate and memory er-
rors or channel loss, respectively [23]. A 3rd-generation
quantum repeater no longer requires quantum memories
and two-way classical communication and so it can be,
in principle, realized in an all-optical fashion at a clock
rate only limited by the local error correction operations.

It is important to stress that all these quantum re-
peaters are designed to allow for a genuine long-distance
quantum state transfer. In the QKD context, this means
that the intermediate stations along the repeater chan-
nel may be untrusted. If instead sufficiently many trusted
stations can be placed along the communication channel
between Alice and Bob, and the quantum signals can be
converted into classical information at each station (as a
whole, effectively corresponding to classically connected,
independent, sufficiently short-range QKD links), large-
scale QKD is already possible and being demonstrated
[24].

Conceptually, this also applies to long-range links en-
abled by satellites [25, 26]. It is only the genuine quantum
repeater that incorporates two main features at the same
time: long-distance scalability and long-distance privacy.

From a practical point of view, it is expected that
global quantum communication systems will be a com-
bination of both elements: genuine fiber-based quantum
repeaters over intermediate distances (thousands of km)
and satellite-based quantum links bridging even longer
distances (tens of thousands of km; the earth’s circumfer-
ence is about 40000km). While such truly global quan-
tum communication may eventually lead to some form
of a “quantum internet” [27], only the coherent long-
distance quantum state transfer as enabled by a genuine
quantum repeater allows to consider applications that go
beyond long-range QKD. In fact, the original quantum
repeater proposals were not specifically intended for or
adapted to long-range QKD. They can be used for any
application that relies upon the distribution of entangled
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states over large distances including large-scale quantum
networks. Obvious applications are distributed quantum
tasks such as distributed quantum computing, coherently
connecting quantum computers which are spatially far
apart. These ultimate long-distance quantum commu-
nication applications will then impose much higher de-
mands on the fault tolerance of the experimental quan-
tum states and gates. In particular, QKD-specifc classi-
cal post-processing will no longer be applicable. In this
work, we shall consider small to intermediate-scale quan-
tum repeaters that allow to do QKD or coherently con-
nect quantum nodes at a corresponding size and at a
reasonably practical clock rate.

B. This work

In this work, we will focus on small-scale or medium-
size quantum repeater systems beyond a single middle
station and without probabilistic entanglement distilla-
tion on higher “nesting levels”. This class of quantum
repeaters is of great interest for at least two reasons.

(i) There are now first experiments of memory-
enhanced quantum communication basically demonstrat-
ing memory-assisted MDI QKD [28, 29]. Therefore the
natural next step for the experimentalists will be to con-
nect such elementary modules to obtain larger repeater
systems with two or more intermediate stations, thus
bridging larger distances and, unlike memory-assisted
MDI QKD, ultimately relying upon classical communi-
cation between the repeater stations [30].

These next near-term experiments will aim at a dis-
tance extension still independent of additional and more
complicated schemes such as entanglement distillation
on “higher nesting levels”. Restricting the entangle-
ment manipulations to the level of the elementary re-
peater segments will also help to avoid the use of long-
distance two-way classical signalling like in a fully scal-
able 1st-generation quantum repeater, and hence allow
for still limited but reasonable repeater clock rates. In
this regime, comparing (secret key) rates per second of
the quantum repeaters with those of an (ideal) point-to-
point link or TF QKD scheme is in some way most fair
and meaningful.

While the current experimental repeater demonstra-
tions with a single repeater station [28, 29] would still
suffer from too low clock rates and link coupling effi-
ciencies before giving a practical repeater advantage, an
urgent theoretical question is whether, under practical
realistic circumstances, it really helps to place memory
stations along a quantum communication channel and ex-
ecute memory-assisted QKD without extra active quan-
tum error correction. In principle, placing a middle sta-
tion between Alice and Bob allows to gain a repeater
advantage per channel use [30–32].

Omitting the non-scalable all-optical TF approach, is
there a practical benefit also in terms of secret bits per
second when using a two-segment quantum repeater?

Moreover, and this is the focus of the present work, is
there even a further advantage when adding more sta-
tions beyond a single middle station under realistic as-
sumptions and with no extra quantum error correction?
We will see that for up to eight repeater segments, cov-
ering distances up to around 800km, the quantum re-
peaters treated in this work, assuming experimental pa-
rameter values that are demanding but not impossible
to achieve in practice, can exceed the performance limits
of the other schemes. For larger distances, the attain-
able absolute rates of point-to-point quantum communi-
cation become extremely small. However, for quantum
repeaters, additional elements of quantum error correc-
tion will be needed, as otherwise the final rates would
vanish and no gain can be expected over point-to-point
communication.

(ii) The second point refers to the theoretical treat-
ment. Typically, the repeater rates can be calculated ei-
ther numerically including many protocol variations and
(experimental) degrees of freedom [33] or approximately
in certain regimes [18] (there are also semi-analytical ap-
proaches, see Refs. [34, 35]).

If errors are neglected an exact and even optimized raw
rate calculation is possible even for non-unit (but con-
stant) entanglement swapping probabilities using the for-
malism of Markov chains and decision processes [36, 37]
(see also Refs. [38, 39]). This approach works well for re-
peaters up to about ten segments; for too many repeater
segments the resulting linear equation systems become
intractable. Nonetheless, for the smallest repeaters with
only a single middle station, it was shown how to calcu-
late secret key rates even including various experimental
parameters, though partially also employing approxima-
tions for the raw rates [31, 32]. In this work we will go
beyond the case of a single middle station and present
exact calculations of secret key rates obtainable with re-
alistic small and intermediate-scale quantum repeaters.
The theoretical difficulty here is, even already when only
channel loss and memory dephasing is considered, that
for repeaters beyond a single middle station there are
various distribution and swapping strategies and so it
becomes non-trivial to determine the optimal ones. The
usual treatment in this case is based upon the so-called
doubling strategy where for a repeater with a power-of-
two number of segments only certain pairs of segments
will be connected in order to double the distances at each
repeater level. As a consequence, sometimes entangle-
ment connections will be postponed even though neigh-
boring pairs may be ready already, thus unnecessarily
accumulating more memory dephasing errors. With re-
gards to memory dephasing, the best strategy appears
to be to swap as soon as possible and here we will show
how this type of repeater strategy can be exactly and an-
alytically treated. This element is the crucial step that
enables us to propose optimal quantum repeater schemes.

On the hardware side, memory-based quantum re-
peaters require sufficiently long-lived quantum memories
and efficient, typically light-matter-based interfaces con-
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verting flying into stationary qubits. In the context of
our theoretical treatment, the stationary qubits are as-
sumed to be represented by single spins in a suitable
solid-state quantum node such as colour (NV or SiV)
centers in diamond, usually separately treated as short-
lived electronic and long-lived nuclear spins [40, 41]. As
for efficient quantum emitters and short-lived quantum
memories semiconductor quantum dots may be consid-
ered too [30]. Alternatively, various types of atom or ion
qubits could be taken into account [30].

While all these different hardware platforms have their
own assets and disadvantages (e.g. the required temper-
atures which range from room or modestly low temper-
atures for atoms/ions/NV to cryogenic temperatures for
NV/SiV/quantum dots), and every one eventually re-
quires a specifically adapted physical model, to a cer-
tain extent the quantum repeater performance based on
these elements and assuming only a single repeater sta-
tion can be assessed (or at least qualitatively bounded
from above) using a fairly simple physical model that in-
cludes three experimental parameters: the link coupling
efficiency, the memory coherence time, and the experi-
mental clock rate [30].

In order to incorporate an appropriate experimental
memory coherence time into the model, qubit dephas-
ing errors can be considered where the stationary qubit
is never lost but subject to random phase flips with a
probability exponentially growing with the storage time.
Already this rather simple model is theoretically non-
trivial, because it leads to two distinct impacts on the
final secret key rates. On the one hand, a finite link
coupling efficiency (including all constant inefficiencies
per segment from the sources, detectors, and interfaces)
and a segment-length-dependent transmission efficiency
affect the raw rate of the qubit transmission (which, if
expressed as rate per second, also directly depends on
the repeater clock rate). Thereby, in logarithmic rate-
versus-distance plots (like those frequently shown later
in this article), a finite link coupling leads to an offset to-
wards smaller rates at zero distance, while a finite chan-
nel transmission results in a certain (negative) slope. On
the other hand, a finite memory coherence time influ-
ences the final Alice-Bob state fidelity or QKD error rate
(which also indirectly depends on the repeater clock rate,
i.e. the time duration per entanglement distribution at-
tempt per segment, determining the possible number of
distribution attempts within a given memory coherence
time). This becomes manifest as an increase of the (neg-
ative) slope for growing distances, moving from an ini-
tially repeater-like slope towards one corresponding to a
point-to-point transmission.

There are interesting concepts to suppress this latter
effect by introducing more sophisticated memory models
such as memory buffers or cut-offs. Especially a memory
cut-off [42] has turned out to be useful without the need
for additional experimental resources. It means that a
maximal storage time is imposed at every memory node
and any loaded stationary qubits waiting for a longer du-

ration will be reinitialized. As a result, state fidelities can
be kept high at the expense of a decreasing raw rate due
to the frequently occurring reinitializations (which im-
plies that a memory cut-off must neither be set too low
nor too high). Theoretically, including memory cut-offs
into the rate analysis significantly increases the complex-
ity (becoming manifest in e.g. quickly growing Markov-
chain matrices) [36].

For small quantum repeaters, especially those with
only one middle station, a secret key rate analysis re-
mains possible [30, 32]. For larger quantum repeaters,
the effective rates may be calculated via recursively ob-
tained expressions [43], via different kinds of approxima-
tions and assumptions [44] or with the help of numeri-
cal simulations [33]. Nonetheless, in our treatment, we
shall explicitly include a memory cut-off in some pro-
tocols allowing us to extrapolate its positive impact on
other schemes.

We choose to incorporate random dephasing as the
dominating source of memory errors. While memory de-
phasing is generally an error to be taken into account,
it is particularly important for those stationary qubits
encoded into single solid-state spins, e.g. for colour cen-
ters or quantum dots [30]. We omit (time-dependent)
memory decay (loss) which additionally becomes relevant
for atomic memories, either as collective spin modes of
atomic ensembles or in the form of an individual atom
in a cavity (generally, atoms and trapped ions may be
subject to both dephasing and decay) [17, 21, 29, 45].
It turns out that the effect of memory dephasing can be
accurately included into the statistical repeater model,
since the total, accumulated dephasing in the final Alice-
Bob density operator follows a simple sum rule [22].
Thus, the statistical averaging can be applied to the final
state, for which we derive a recursive formula that also
includes depolarizing errors from the initially distributed
states and from the imperfect Bell measurement gates in
every entanglement swapping operation. The main com-
plication will be to determine the correct dephasing vari-
ables for the different swapping strategies and identify
the optimal schemes. As a result, we extend the simple
model of Ref. [30]

not only with regards to the repeater’s size, but also
to include additional experimental parameters: besides
the above three parameters we then have one or two ex-
tra parameters for the initially distributed states (taking
into account initial dephasing or depolarization errors de-
pending on the protocol) and one extra depolarization
parameter for the local gates and Bell measurements.

Our analytical treatment enables us to identify the
scaling of the various parameters, their specific impact
onto the repeater performance (for QKD, affecting either
the raw rate or the error-dependent secret key fraction),
and the resulting trade-offs. Most apparent is the trade-
off for quantum repeaters with n segments and n− 1 in-
termediate memory stations leading to an improved loss
scaling with an n-times bigger effective attenuation dis-
tance compared with a point-to-point link (n = 1), but a
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final state fidelity parameter decreasing as the power of
2n−1 (assuming equal gate and initial state error rates).
We will then be able to consider repeater protocol vari-
ations with an improved scaling of the basic loss and fi-
delity parameters. Based upon the above-mentioned TF
concept with coherent states or basically replacing two-
photon by one-photon interferences at the beam splitter
stations, these repeaters exhibit a 2n-times bigger effec-
tive attenuation distance while keeping the 2n− 1 power
scaling of the final state fidelity parameter for n−1 mem-
ory stations. However, they are subject to some extra in-
trinsic (dephasing) errors even when only channel loss is
considered, which will turn out to be an essential compli-
cation that prevents to fully exploit the improved scaling
of the basic parameters in comparison with the standard
repeater protocols that do not suffer from intrinsic de-
phasing.

Comparing different repeater protocols and incorpo-
rating the optimized memory dephasing from our sta-
tistical model into them, we find that for experimental
parameter values that are highly demanding but not im-
possible (up to 10s coherence time, 80% link coupling,
and state or gate infidelities in the regime of 1-2%), one
secret bit can be shared per second over a total distance
of 800km. This represents a significant improvement
over ideal point-to-point or realistic TF QKD at GHz
clock rates. In particular, the repeaterless, point-to-point
bound [46], for e.g. 800km is 3× 10−16 bits per channel
use or 0.3µbits per second (at GHz clock rate). We will
see that, in order to clearly beat this with those reason-
able experimental parameters from above, the number of
repeater stations must neither be too high nor too low,
and so placing a station at every 100km will work well.

As mentioned before, our schemes are generally inde-
pendent of the typically used doubling strategies in quan-
tum repeaters (which are most suitable to incorporate en-
tanglement distillation in a systematic way and which are
included as a special case in our sets of swapping strate-
gies). Instead we will consider general memory-assisted
entanglement distribution with possible QKD applica-
tions. Compatible with our analysis are also schemes that
aim at an enhanced initial state distribution efficiency or
fidelity as, for example, in multiplexing-assisted or the
above-mentioned 2nd-generation quantum repeaters. In
any case, the subsequent steps after the initial distribu-
tions in each repeater segment are simple entanglement
swapping steps combined with quantum storage in single
spins. For the entanglement swapping we assume unit
success probability. This assumption is experimentally
justified for systems where Bell measurements or, more
generally, gates can be performed in a deterministic fash-
ion, for instance, with atoms or ions or solid-state-based
spin qubits [30]. For a linear quantum repeater chain,
this system is still remarkably complex.

The assumption of deterministic entanglement swap-
ping will allow us to calculate the exact (secret key) rates
in a quantum repeater up to eight segments. We will dis-
tinguish schemes with sequential and parallel entangle-

ment distributions and also consider different swapping
strategies. Based on two characteristic random variables,
the total repeater waiting time and the accumulated de-
phasing time of the final state, and their probability gen-
erating functions, we will be able to determine exact,
optimized secret key rates. In principle, this gives us
access to the full statistics of this class of quantum re-
peaters. Optimality here refers to the minimal dephasing
among all parallel-distribution (and hence maximal raw-
rate) schemes. For three segments and two intermediate
stations, we show that the resulting secret key rates are
optimal among all schemes. For more segments and sta-
tions we conjecture this to hold too, however, there is the
loophole that sequential-distribution schemes (generally
exhibiting smaller raw rates) may accumulate less de-
phasing and as a result, in combination, lead to a higher
secret key rate. We conclude that our treatment gives
evidence for any optimal scheme to distribute entangled
pairs in parallel, to swap as soon as possible, and to si-
multaneously store qubits as little as possible. However,
here the first and the third property are not compatible,
which leads to another trade-off between high efficiencies
(raw rates) and small state fidelities (high error rates)
as commonly encountered for entanglement distribution
and quantum repeaters. The (partially or fully) sequen-
tial schemes have the advantage that parallel storage of
qubits can be avoided to a certain (or even a full) ex-
tent. However, since the sequential schemes are overall
slower, their total dephasing may still exceed that of the
fastest repeater schemes with parallel storage. For up
to eight repeater segments, our optimal scheme, exhibit-
ing the smallest total dephasing among all fast repeater
schemes, also exhibits a smaller total dephasing than the
fully sequential scheme.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II we will
first review the known results and existing approaches to
analyze secret key rates for the smallest possible quan-
tum repeater based upon a single middle station, includ-
ing calculations of the repeater raw rate and physical
error models to describe the evolution of the relevant
density operators. The methods for the statistical anal-
ysis – probability generating functions, and the figure of
merit to quantitatively assess the repeater performance
– a QKD secret key rate, will be introduced in Sec. III.

In Sec. IV we will then start introducing our new, gen-
eralized treatment for quantum repeaters beyond a sin-
gle middle station. For this, we present two subsections
on the two characteristic random variables – the waiting
time and the dephasing time, which contain the entire
statistical information of the class of quantum repeaters
considered in our work. In order to be able to take into
account optimal strategies for the initial entanglement
distribution and the subsequent entanglement swapping
in more complex quantum repeaters with two or more
intermediate repeater stations, we discuss in detail in
various subsections sequential and parallel distribution
as well as optimal swapping schemes. Still in Sec. IV,
we show how these optimizations can be applied to the



6

statistics of various quantum repeaters, explicitly calcu-
lating the probability generating functions of the two ba-
sic random variables for two-, three-, four- and eight-
segment quantum repeaters. In particular, for the four-
and eight-segment cases we will show how and to what
extent our optimized and exact treatment of the memory
dephasing will improve the relevant quantities of the fi-
nal state density operators as compared with the usually
employed, canonical schemes such as “doubling”. The
interesting case of a three-segment repeater and its opti-
mization will be discussed in more detail in an appendix.

Finally, in Sec. V we will analyze the secret key rates
of all proposed schemes and compare them for various
repeater sizes with the “PLOB” bound [46]. For this, we
will explicitly consider the extended set of experimental
parameters and insert experimentally meaningful values
(representing current and future experimental capabili-
ties) for them. A particular focus will be on the initial
state and gate parameters and their impact on the re-
peater performance. We shall compare the performances
of different schemes, discuss the possibility of including
multiplexing, and examine what influence a memory cut-
off and what (scaling) advantages the different types of
encoding for the flying qubits can have. For the latter, we
discuss in more detail schemes based on the TF concept
and, for the comparison between different schemes and
encodings, the final secret key rates per second. Sec. VI
concludes the paper with a final summary of the results
and their implications. Various additional technical de-
tails can be found in the appendices.

II. QUANTUM REPEATERS WITH ONE
MIDDLE STATION

A small quantum repeater composed of two segments
and one middle station, as schematically shown in Fig. 1,
is pretty well understood and it is known how to ob-
tain the secret key rates in a QKD scheme assisted
by a single memory station, even including experimen-
tal imperfections [22, 30–32], including memory cutoffs
[30, 32, 36, 42], and for general, probabilistic entangle-
ment swappping [36]. First experimental demonstrations
of memory-enhanced quantum communication are also
based on this simplest repeater setting [28]. In such a
small quantum repeater, there is only a single Bell mea-
surement on the spin memories at the central station, and
so the entanglement swapping “strategy” is clear. Later
we will briefly discuss the two-segment case as a special
case of our more general rate analysis treatment, easily
deriving the statistical properties of the two basic ran-
dom repeater variables, the total waiting and dephasing
times, and obtaining the optimal scheme [22, 30].

The smallest, two-segment quantum repeater also
serves as a basic building block for general, larger quan-
tum repeaters. In the scheme of Fig. 1, each segment dis-
tributes an entangled pair of (mostly) stationary qubits
by connecting its end nodes through flying qubits. The

1 2 3 4
µ

mL0, p,N1

%̂12

L0, p,N2

%̂34

1 4
L = 2L0

%̂14 = S(%̂12 ⊗ %̂34)

1
FIG. 1: A two-segment quantum repeater. Each
segment has length L0 and is characterized by a

distribution success probability p, a (geometrically
distributed) random number of distribution attempts N

(with expectation value N̄ = 1/p), and a “final”
two-qubit state ρ̂ (subscripts denote segments or qubits
at the nodes). “Final” here means that the, in general,
imperfectly distributed states may be further subject to

memory dephasing for a maximal number of m time
steps (distribution attempts). After an imperfect

swapping operation S (error parameter µ), the repeater
end nodes share an entangled state over distance 2L0.

goal is to share entanglement between the two qubits at
the end nodes of the whole repeater. The specific entan-
glement distribution scheme in each segment depends on
the repeater protocol and it may involve memory nodes
sending or receiving photons [30].

In the notation of Fig. 1, from an entangled state %̂12

of qubits 1 and 2 and an entangled state %̂34 of qubits
3 and 4, we create an entangled state %̂14 of qubits 1
and 4. Here the states %̂12 and %̂34 subject to the Bell
measurement for the entanglement swapping operation
are those quantum states present in the segments at the
moment when the swapping is performed. If, for exam-
ple, segment 1 generates an entangled state earlier than
segment 2, then %̂12 enters the swapping step in the form
of the initially, distributed state (which is not necessarily
a pure maximally entangled state) after it was subject
to memory dephasing while waiting for segment 2. Thus,
our physical model includes state imperfections that orig-
inate from the initial distribution as well as from the stor-
age time, as we shall discuss in detail below. In addition,
we will include an error parameter for the swapping gate
itself.

A. Raw rate

The entanglement distribution in an elementary seg-
ment is typically not a deterministic process and several
attempts are necessary to successfully share an entan-
gled pair of qubits among two neighboring stations. If
the probability of successful generation in each attempt
is p, then the number of time steps until success is a
geometrically distributed random variable N with suc-
cess parameter p. We denote the failure probability as
q = 1−p. The parameter p is primarily given by the prob-
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ability that a photonic qubit is successfully transmitted
via a fiber channel of length L0 connecting two stations,
exp(−L0/22 km). It also includes local state prepara-
tion/detection, fiber coupling, frequency conversion, and
memory “write-in” efficiencies. The random variables for
different segments (in Fig. 1 denoted as N1 and N2 for
the first and the second segment, respectively) are in-
dependent and identically distributed geometric random
variables. Only when both segments have generated an
entangled state, we perform a swapping operation on
the adjacent ends (nodes 2 and 3) of the segments and,
when successful, we will be left with an entangled state
of qubits 1 and 4.

In general, the swapping operation is also non-
deterministic, but here we consider only the case of deter-
ministic swapping. Under this simple assumption we can
still cover a large class of physically relevant and realistic
repeater schemes and obtain exact and optimized rates
for them. Moreover, especially for larger repeaters (still
with no entanglement distillations), this assumption al-
lows to circumvent the need for classical communication
times longer than the elementary time τ (as defined be-
low) in order to confirm successful entanglement swap-
ping operations on “higher” repeater levels beyond the
initial distributions in each segment. Physically, this as-
sumption requires that in our schemes the Bell measure-
ments for entanglement swapping (including the mem-
ory “read-out” operations) can be performed determin-
istically. Nonetheless, the swapping operations can still
be imperfect, introducing errors in the states, as will be
described below.

Due to the non-deterministic nature of the initial en-
tanglement generation, the whole process of entangle-
ment distribution is also non-deterministic and fully de-
scribed by the number of attempts up to and includ-
ing the successful distribution (so, this number is always
larger than zero). The real, wall-clock time needed for
entanglement generation or distribution can be obtained
from the number of attempts by multiplying it with an
elementary time unit, typically τ = L0/cf , where again
L0 is the length of the segment and cf = c/nr is the speed
of light in the optical fiber (c is the speed of light in vac-
uum and nr is the index of refraction of the fiber, and
depending on the specific distribution protocol there may
be an extra factor 2). The elementary time unit is actu-
ally composed of the classical (and quantum) signalling
time per segment τ and the local processing time. How-
ever, for typical L0 values as considered here, the former
largely dominates over the latter, and so we may neglect
the local times, as they would hardly change the final
secret key rates [30].

If one of the two segments generates entanglement ear-
lier than the other, then the created state must be kept
in memory. The exact technique employed to implement
this quantum memory is irrelevant for our analysis. The
simplest model assumes that the state can be kept in
memory for arbitrarily long. A useful assumption in the
realistic setting with imperfect quantum memories is to

set a certain limit of m time units on the memory storage
time, thus restarting the creation process whenever this
threshold is reached.

B. Errors

When the quantum repeater is employed for long-range
QKD, errors will become manifest in terms of a reduced
secret key fraction, as introduced in the subsequent sec-
tion. In order to compute this secret key fraction, we
need to know the finally distributed state (density oper-
ator) of the complete repeater system, and for this we
require a more detailed physical model. We shall estab-
lish a relation between the finally distributed state as a
function of the initial states in each segment and various
errors that appear in the process of entanglement distri-
bution. The physical model is rather common and has
been used before in several works, both analytical and
numerical. Especially, a two-segment quantum repeater
can be treated analytically based on simple Pauli errors
representing memory dephasing and gate (Bell measure-
ment) errors.

We address the effect of imperfect quantum storage at
a memory node via a dephasing model where the stored
quantum state is waiting for an adjacent segment to suc-
cessfully generate or distribute entanglement. This kind
of memory error can be modelled by a one-qubit dephas-
ing channel,

Γλ(%̂) = (1− λ)%̂+ λZ%̂Z, (1)

where Z is a qubit Pauli phase flip operator. We as-
sume that 0 6 λ < 1/2, and any such number can be
represented as λ = (1 − e−α)/2 for some α > 0. We de-
note the map in Eq. (1) also as Γα. To avoid confusion,
throughout this work we use the following definition:

Γα(%̂) =
1 + e−α

2
%̂+

1− e−α
2

Z%̂Z. (2)

The definition for a dephasing two-qubit channel is ob-
tained from Eqs. (1)-(2) by the replacement Z → Z ⊗ I
if the dephasing acts on the first qubit and by Z → I⊗Z
if the dephasing acts on the second qubit.

Errors may also occur when a Bell state measurement
is performed. This kind of errors is modelled by a two-
qubit depolarizing channel,

Γ̃µ(%̂) = µ%̂+ (1− µ)
1̂
4
. (3)

We do not consider dark counts of the detectors, since
the optical propagation distances L0 after which a detec-
tion attempt takes place remain sufficiently small in any
quantum relay or repeater. Thanks to recent technologi-
cal developments typical dark count rates can be reduced
far below 1 dark count per second. In Ref. [47] they were
shown to be in the range of mHz. Dark counts of such
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a low frequency have no significant impact on the secret
key rate in our schemes.

Let us now apply this to the case of a two-segment
quantum repeater. The Bell measurement of qubits 2
and 3 produces from a pair of states %̂12 and %̂34 a state
%̂14, see Fig. 1. The initial state %̂1234 = %̂12 ⊗ %̂34 of all
four qubits 1, 2, 3 and 4 is the product of the states of
qubits 1, 2 and qubits 3, 4. After the measurement the
state %̂14 of qubits 1 and 4 becomes

%̂14 ≡ S(%̂1234) =
Tr23(P̂23Γ̃µ,23(%̂1234)P̂23)

Tr
(
P̂23Γ̃µ,23(%̂1234)P̂23

) , (4)

where µ describes the imperfection of the measurement
and P̂23 = |Ψ+〉23〈Ψ+| is one of the four measurement
operators in the two-qubit Bell state basis of the central
subsystem (qubits 2 and 3), {|Φ±〉23〈Φ±|, |Ψ±〉23〈Ψ±|},
where |Φ±〉 = (|00〉± |11〉)/

√
2, |Ψ±〉 = (|10〉± |01〉)/

√
2,

for qubits defined via the two Z eigenstates |0〉, |1〉 (for
any one of the other three Bell measurement outcomes,
the analysis below is similarly applicable). In this case,
Eq. (4) reduces to

%̂14 ≡ S(%̂1234) =
23〈Ψ+|Γ̃µ,23(%̂1234)|Ψ+〉23

Tr
(

23〈Ψ+|Γ̃µ,23(%̂1234)|Ψ+〉23

) . (5)

A simple way to compute the right-hand side of this re-
lation for an arbitrary density operator %̂1234 is given in
App. B.

In general, states of the form

%̂0 = Γ̃µ0

(
F0

∣∣Ψ+
〉〈

Ψ+
∣∣+ (1− F0)

∣∣Ψ−〉〈Ψ−∣∣) (6)

play an important role in the full theory presented below.
It is easy to verify that

(I ⊗ Z)%̂0(I ⊗ Z) = (Z ⊗ I)%̂0(Z ⊗ I), (7)

so it does not matter whether Γα acts on the first or sec-
ond qubit of %̂0 and either application we simply denote
as Γα(%̂0). An easily checkable relation is

Γα(%̂0) = Γ̃µ0

(
F
∣∣Ψ+

〉〈
Ψ+
∣∣+ (1− F )

∣∣Ψ−〉〈Ψ−∣∣), (8)

where the new parameter F is expressed in terms of the
original one, F0, as

F =
1

2
(2F0 − 1)e−α +

1

2
. (9)

The initial fidelity parameter F0 (describing an initial
dephasing of the distributed states) combined with the
µ0-dependent initial depolarization are both included in
the initial ρ̂0 in Eq. (6), because later this will allow for
an elegant recursive state relation for larger repeaters. It
will also allow to switch between different initial physical
errors depending on the specific repeater realization. In
general, the maps in Eq. (2) satisfy the relation Γα◦Γβ =
Γα+β . In particular, we have Γα ◦ . . . ◦ Γα = Γkα, where

Γα is used k times on the left-hand side. So, applying Γα
to the state %̂0 given by Eq. (6) several times, we have to
multiply α in Eq. (9) by this number of times.

In a two-segment quantum repeater, if we start with
the distributed states %̂12 and %̂34 of the special form
(similar to Eq. (6))

%̂12 = Γ̃µ1

(
F1|Ψ+〉12〈Ψ+|+ (1− F1)|Ψ−〉12〈Ψ−|

)
,

%̂34 = Γ̃µ2

(
F2|Ψ+〉34〈Ψ+|+ (1− F2)|Ψ−〉34〈Ψ−|

)
,

(10)

then the “swapped”, finally distributed state %̂14, given
by Eq. (5), is also of the same form,

%̂14 = Γ̃µd
(
Fd|Ψ+〉14〈Ψ+|+ (1− Fd)|Ψ−〉14〈Ψ−|

)
, (11)

where µd = µµ1µ2 and Fd reads as

Fd =
1

2
(2F1 − 1)(2F2 − 1) +

1

2
. (12)

We see that the form of the state is preserved by the total
distribution procedure of a two-segment repeater. The
same conclusion will be applicable to larger repeaters as
well — if all segments start in a state of the form given
by Eq. (6), then the finally distributed state will also be
of the same form.

For the two-segment repeater, let us now assume that
both segments generate the same state as in Eq. (6),
but not necessarily simultaneously, and so generally only
after some waiting time we perform the entanglement
swapping and distribute entanglement over the two seg-
ments. If the first segment generates entanglement after
N1 time units, and the second segment after N2 time
units, and we perform the entanglement swapping after
N time units, with N > N1, N2, then the states %̂12 and
%̂34 prior to swapping will be of the form in Eq. (10) with
µ1 = µ2 = µ0 and

F1 =
1

2
(2F0 − 1)e−(N−N1)α +

1

2
,

F2 =
1

2
(2F0 − 1)e−(N−N2)α +

1

2
.

(13)

The final, distributed state is then given by Eq. (11)
where, according to Eq. (12), the parameters are µd =
µµ2

0 and

Fd =
1

2
(2F0 − 1)2e−(2N−N1−N2)α +

1

2
. (14)

This distributed state is subject to less dephasing when
we swap as early as possible, thus N = max(N1, N2), so
the integer term in front of α is equal to 2 max(N1, N2)−
N1 − N2 = |N1 − N2|. Extra factors depending on the
number of spins subject to dephasing in one segment (in
particular, a factor of 2 for one spin pair) can be ab-
sorbed into α. The precise physical meaning of α will be
discussed later when we calculate the memory-assisted
secret key rates in a quantum repeater. Furthermore,
here we omitted explicit factors depending on the num-
ber of memory qubits that are subject to dephasing in a
single repeater segment (in our model this will be one or
two spins).
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III. METHODS AND FIGURE OF MERIT

Before we move to the more general case of more than
two segments and more than just one middle station,
we need some general methods and tools from statistics.
This will enable us to derive an analytic, statistical model
for larger quantum repeaters beyond one middle station
(the physical model remains basically the same as for
the small, elementary two-segment quantum repeater),
where we calculate average values or moments of two
random variables: the total repeater waiting time Kn

and the total (i.e., the totally accumulated) memory de-
phasing time Dn. As a quantitative figure of merit, it
is useful to consider the secret key rate of QKD, as it
combines in a single quantity the two typically compet-
ing effects in a quantum repeater system: the speed at
which quantum states can be distributed over the entire
communication distance and the quality of the totally
distributed quantum states. These two effects are nat-
urally related to the above-mentioned two random vari-
ables. For our purposes here, throughout we shall rely on
asymptotic expressions for the secret key rate omitting
effects of finite key lengths. Of course, alternatively, one
could also treat the total state distribution efficiencies
and qualities (fidelities) separately and individually, and
then also consider quantum repeater applications beyond
long-range QKD.

A. Probability generating function

The method of probability generating functions
(PGFs) plays an important role in our treatment of sta-
tistical properties of quantum repeaters. For any random
variable X taking integer non-negative values its PGF
GX(t) is defined via

GX(t) = E[tX ] =

+∞∑
k=0

P(X = k)tk. (15)

The series on the right-hand side converges at least for all
complex values of t such that |t| 6 1. The PGF contains
all statistical information about X, which can be easily
extracted if an explicit expression for GX(t) is known.
For example, the average value of X, E[X] ≡ X, and its
variance V[X] ≡ σ2

X = E[(X − X)2], are expressed as
follows:

E(X) = G′X(1),

V(X) = G′′X(1) +G′X(1)−G′2X(1).
(16)

For any α > 0 the random variable e−αX has a finite
average value, which can be computed as

E[e−αX ] = GX(e−α). (17)

Note that for this random variable, besides the mean or
average value, any statistical moment can be easily ob-
tained and the kth-moment simply becomes E[e−αkX ] =
GX(e−kα).

Two kinds of random variables appear in our model
of quantum repeaters where one is related to the raw
rate and the other to the secret key fraction of QKD as
introduced below. It is not always possible to get a com-
pact expression for the PGF of these random variables
explicitly, but when it is, we use the equations above to
obtain statistical properties of the corresponding random
variables.

B. Secret key rate

The main figure of merit in our study is the quan-
tum repeater secret key rate, which can be defined as the
product of two quantities,

S = Rr, (18)

where R is the raw rate and r is the secret key fraction.
The raw rate is simply the inverse average waiting time,

R =
1

T
, (19)

where T = E[K] is the average number of steps K needed
to successfully distribute one entangled qubit pair over
the entire communication distance between Alice and
Bob (giving an average time duration in seconds when
multiplied with an appropriate time unit τ). The secret
key fraction of the BB84 QKD protocol [5, 6], assuming
one-way post-processing, is given by

r = 1− h(ex)− h(ez), (20)

where ex and ez are the quantum bit error rates
(QBERs),

ez = 〈00|%̂n|00〉+ 〈11|%̂n|11〉,
ex = 〈+− |%̂n|+−〉+ 〈−+ |%̂n| −+〉, (21)

and h(p) is the binary entropy function,

h(p) = −p log2(p)− (1− p) log2(1− p). (22)

The QBERs ex and ez in Eq. (21) are obtainable from
the final, distributed state %̂n of an n-segment quantum
repeater, which in our case will depend on the dephas-
ing random variable, and so we have to insert average
values in Eq. (20) as indicated by the bars. We thus
need a complete model of quantum repeaters to compute
the statistical properties of the relevant random variables
associated with the number of steps to distribute entan-
glement or the density operator of the distributed state.
Given such a model, the aim of our work is to compute
and analyze secret key rates of quantum repeaters with
an increasing size, up to eight segments, considering and
optimizing different distribution and swapping schemes.
Besides the most common BB84 QKD protocol, alter-
natively, we may also consider the six-state protocol [48]
which would slightly improve the secret key rate. Assum-
ing again one-way post-processing, the secret key fraction
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r of the six-state protocol is given by 1−H(λ) [49, App.
A] where H(·) is the Shannon entropy and the vector λ
must contain the corresponding weights of the four Bell
states in the final density operator %̂n. Throughout this
work all secret key rates are calculated from their asymp-
totic expressions and hence effects of finite key lengths are
not included here. This simplifies the analytical treat-
ment of a quantum repeater chain, which, as we will see,
quickly becomes rather complex for a growing number of
stations, involving many distinct choices and strategies
for the entanglement manipulations. Moreover, our rate
analysis shall also be useful to assess and compare the
performances of different quantum repeaters in applica-
tions beyond QKD.

IV. QUANTUM REPEATERS BEYOND ONE
MIDDLE STATION

Larger repeaters with more than two segments and one
middle station can now be modeled in a way similar to
the two-segment case discussed above. However, the ex-
tended, more general case is also more complex and there
are both different ways to perform the initial entangle-
ment distributions in all elementary segments and dif-
ferent ways to connect the successfully distributed seg-
ments via entanglement swapping. For the initial dis-
tributions we make a distinction between sequential and
parallel schemes, where the former refers to a scheme in
which, according to a predetermined order, the distribu-
tions are attempted step by step starting from e.g. the
first segment. In a parallel scheme, the distributions are
attempted simultaneously in all segments, which obvi-
ously leads to a smaller total repeater waiting time than
for the sequential distribution schemes. Nonetheless,
since the sequential schemes do make use of the quan-
tum memories, they do already offer the repeater-like
scaling advantage over point-to-point quantum communi-
cation links. Even for a two-segment quantum repeater,
we may choose a sequential scheme, where we first only
distribute e.g. the left segment and only once we suc-
ceeded there we attempt to distribute the right segment.
Experimentally, this can be of relevance for those realiza-
tions where only a single short-term quantum memory is
available at every station for the light-matter interface
and another quantum memory for the longer-term stor-
age (e.g., respectively, an electronic and a nuclear spin
in colour-center-based repeater nodes) [41, 50]. Theoret-
ically and conceptually, there are at least two advantages
of a (fully) sequential distribution approach [22].

First, the two basic random variables of a quantum
repeater are very simple and so the secret key rates are
fairly easy to calculate. Second, always only at most one
entangled qubit pair (or even only a single spin if e.g.
Alice measures her qubit immediately) may be subject
to memory dephasing during all distribution steps.

For the entanglement connections via entanglement
swapping, the two-segment case is special, as there is

only one swapping to be performed at the end when
pairs in both segments are available. However, already
with three segments and two repeater stations there is
no unique swapping order anymore, and we may either
fix the order or “dynamically” choose where we swap as
soon as swapping is possible for two neighboring, success-
fully distributed segments. In a fixed scheme, two neigh-
boring segments, though ready, may have to wait before
being connected. Thus, the choice of the entanglement
swapping scheme has a significant impact on the totally
accumulated dephasing time. In a worst-case scenario,
we could wait until all segments have been distributed
and then do all the entanglement connections at the very
end; for deterministic entanglement swapping, like in our
model, this would not affect the raw waiting times, but
it would lead to a maximal total dephasing. In this case,
a sequential distribution where entanglement swapping
takes place immediately when a new, successfully bridged
segment is available can lead to a higher secret key rate
than a combination of parallel distribution and swapping
at the end (where the rates of the latter scheme may still
only be obtainable approximately) [22]. The crucial in-
novation in our analytical treatment here is that we will
be able to obtain the exact secret key rates for schemes
that combine fast, parallel distributions with fast, imme-
diate swappings (and hence a suppressed level of parallel
storage). In other words, among all parallel-distribution
schemes we will calculate the exact rates that are opti-
mized with regards to the total repeater dephasing.

A. Waiting times

The average total waiting times in a quantum repeater
or even the full statistics of the waiting-time random
variable can be, in principle, obtained via the Markov
chain formalism, even when the swapping is probabilistic
[36, 37]. More generally, the PGFs as introduced earlier
contain the full statistical information, and for determin-
istic swapping, we can obtain the PGF of Kn through
combinatorics. In order to minimize the total waiting
time, the distributions should occur in parallel. How-
ever, there is no unique way to perform the entangle-
ment swapping, and so let us briefly consider this aspect
in the context of the waiting times. For example, for a
four-segment repeater, two possible swapping strategies
are shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Both schemes are for a fixed
swapping order, while we may distribute the individual
segments in parallel. In the first scheme, typically re-
ferred to as “doubling”, we swap the two halves of the
repeater independently and only when both are ready, we
swap them too. In the second scheme, we swap the seg-
ments one after the other starting in one of the repeater’s
ends (here the left end); we may refer to this scheme as
“iterative” swapping. Other schemes are possible, and
the more segments the repeater has, the more possibili-
ties for performing swappings there are. The raw rate of
a repeater is characterized by the number of steps, Kn,
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1
FIG. 2: “Doubling” swapping scheme for a four-segment quantum repeater. This is the most common swapping

strategy which allows to systematically include entanglement distillation at each repeater “nesting level”. Without
extra distillation, however, “doubling” is never optimal: combined with fast, parallel distributions it exhibits

increased parallel storage times and hence memory dephasing (while combined with sequential distributions the
repeater waiting times become suboptimal). Memory cut-off parameters are omitted in the illustration.
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1
FIG. 3: “Iterative” swapping scheme for a four-segment quantum repeater. The swapping operations are performed
step by step (here from left to right). Also this scheme, when executed with parallel distributions in each segment,
leads to an increase of the total dephasing. However, if combined with sequential distributions, the accumulated

dephasing times can be reduced (with always at most one spin or spin pair being subject to a long dephasing) at the
expense of a growing repeater waiting time. Memory cut-off parameters are omitted in the illustration.

needed to successfully distribute an entangled pair, and
this random variable can be expressed in terms of the
geometric random variables Ni associated with each seg-
ment. For example, for the swapping schemes shown in
Figs. 2 and 3, when combined with parallel distributions,
we have K4 = max(N1, N2, N3, N4), so the two schemes
have the same raw rate. In general, the waiting times of
all such schemes that distribute in parallel are of a similar
form. Those schemes that we later classify as “optimal”
in terms of the whole secret key rate are assumed to be
parallel distribution schemes. Conversely, combining it-

erative swapping with sequential distribution can lead to
a reduced accumulated dephasing time at the expense of
an increased total repeater waiting time. We shall discuss
the accumulated dephasing times next.

B. Dephasing times

In order to treat the total dephasing time in a quantum
repeater with more than two segments, we have to gen-
eralize the methods and the model that led to the result
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for the distributed state for two segments, Eq. (11) and
Eq. (12), and the discussion below, to larger repeaters
with, in pinciple, an arbitrary number of segments n. In
fact, we did the two-segment derivations in such a way
that an n-segment extension is now straightforward. We
obtain the following expression for the final, distributed
state in the general case:

%̂n = Γ̃µn

[
1 + (2F0 − 1)ne−αDn

2

∣∣Ψ+
〉〈

Ψ+
∣∣

+
1− (2F0 − 1)ne−αDn

2

∣∣Ψ−〉〈Ψ−∣∣], (23)

where µn = µn−1µn0 and Dn = Dn(N1, . . . , Nn) is a ran-
dom variable describing the total number of time units
that contribute to the total dephasing in the final out-
put state. For n = 2, the expression for D2(N1, N2) =
|N1−N2| has been obtained before, for larger n the value
of Dn now depends on the swapping scheme. As before,
we omitted explicit factors depending on the number of
memory qubits that are subject to dephasing in a single
repeater segment (one or two spins in our model) which
also depends on the application and the specific execution
of the protocol. Such factors can always be absorbed into
α. The precise physical meaning of α will be discussed
later when we calculate the memory-assisted secret key
rates in a quantum repeater.

The QBERs for the state in Eq. (23) are easy to com-
pute,

ez =
1

2
(1− µn−1µn0 ),

ex =
1

2
(1− µn−1µn0 (2F0 − 1)ne−αDn).

(24)

For one of the averages, we have ez = ez, and in order to
obtain the other average ex we need to calculate the ex-
pectation value E[e−αDn ]. This average can be obtained
with the help of Eq. (17) if we know the PGF of Dn.
Again, in principle, we can get the full statistics of Dn

(and functions of it) from this PGF. More specifically,
according to Eq. (17), for the random variable e−αDn

we can easily obtain all statistical moments of order k,
E[e−αDnk]. This may be useful for a rate analysis that
includes keys of a finite length, though here in this work
we shall focus on asymptotic keys. The PGF of Dn, how-
ever, is generally harder to obtain than that of Kn. For
example, the PGF of Dn is not obtainable via the absorp-
tion time of a Markov chain (unlike that of Kn, which
is obtainable even when the entanglement swapping is
probabilistic) [36, 37]. Nonetheless, at least without con-
sidering the more complicated case including a memory
cut-off, we can calculate the relevant PGF of Dn by an-
alyzing all permutations of the basic variables (there are
also other, more elegant, but still not so efficient and well
scalable methods to treat the statistics of Dn, e.g. based
on algebraic geometry).

We see that in order to compute the secret key rate
of a quantum repeater we need to study the two integer-
valued random variables Kn and Dn. The former de-
scribes the number of steps to successfully distribute en-
tanglement and is responsible for the repeater’s raw rate.
The latter describes the quality of the final state and
strongly depends on the swapping scheme. For example,
for a four-segment repeater with a predetermined swap-
ping order like the iterative scheme in Fig. 3, we could
actually also choose to adapt the initial entanglement dis-
tributions to the swapping strategy and hence wait with
every subsequent distribution step until the correspond-
ing connection from the left has been performed. Since
this is no longer parallel distribution (it is “sequential”
distribution), we would obtain an increased total waiting
time. However, the accumulated dephasing time may be
reduced this way, as we discuss in the next subsection.

In general, we may also consider schemes with a mem-
ory cut-off, where we put a certain restriction of m time
units on the maximum time a qubit can be kept in mem-
ory. So, in this case, we study four variables — the to-
tal number of distribution steps and the total dephasing,
both with and without cut-off. In order to maximize
the secret key rate we need a scheme with small E[Kn]
and large E[e−αDn ]. In the following subsections, we will
introduce different schemes for performing the entangle-
ment swapping and, where possible, compute the PGFs
of the corresponding random variables. The PGF of Kn

is denoted as Gn(t) and that of Dn as G̃n(t). For the
corresponding quantities with cut-off m we use the su-

perscript [m], e.g. K
[m]
n . We will see and argue that

there are three basic properties that a quantum repeater
protocol (unassisted by additional quantum error detec-
tion or correction) should exhibit: distribute the entan-
gled states in each segment in parallel, swap the initially
distributed states as soon as possible, and avoid parallel
storage of already distributed pairs as much as possi-
ble. It is obvious that all these three “rules” cannot be
fully obeyed at the same time. In particular, parallel dis-
tribution will ultimately lead to some degree of parallel
storage.

C. Sequential distribution schemes

In what we refer to as a sequential entanglement distri-
bution scheme, the initial, individual pairs are no longer
distributed in parallel but strictly sequentially according
to a predetermined order. If this order is chosen in a
suitable way, it is possible that at any time during the
repeater protocol at most one entangled pair is subject to
dephasing (apart from small constant dephasing units for
single attempts), because once a new pair is available an
entanglement connection can be immediately performed
and only then another new segment starts distributing.
This may lead to a reduced accumulated dephasing time.
Moreover, from a secret key rate analysis point of view,
an appropriate sequential scheme can allow for a straight-
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forward calculation of the statistics of both random vari-
ables, the total waiting and the accumulated dephasing
times, even when a memory cut-off is included.

Let us consider a simple, sequential distribution and
swapping scheme where the above discussion applies and
the secret key rate can be computed exactly by means
of elementary combinatorics. In this scheme, we start by
distributing entanglement in segment 1 (most left seg-
ment), and only after a success we start to attempt dis-
tributions in segment 2. As soon as we succeed there
too, we immediately swap segments 1 and 2 and start
to distribute entanglement in segment 3. As soon as we
succeed with the distribution in segment 3, we swap seg-
ment 3 with the first two, already connected segments,
start distributing in segment 4, and so on, repeating this
process until entanglement has also been distributed in
the most right segment followed by a final entanglement
swapping step. This scheme, for n = 4, is also illustrated
by Fig. 3. The variables Kn and Dn for this scheme and
general n are thus defined as

Kseq
n = N1 + . . .+Nn, Dseq

n = N2 + . . .+Nn. (25)

The PGFs of these random variables are just powers of
the PGF of the geometric distribution:

Gseq
n (t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)n
, G̃seq

n (t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)n−1

. (26)

In App. C we derive the following expressions for the
PGFs of the random variables with memory cut-off. We
assume an accumulated, global cut-off where the total
storage (dephasing) time across all segments must not

exceed the value m. The PGF of K
[m]
n is given by

G[m]
n (t) =

pntn
∑m−n+1
j=0

(
j+n−2
n−2

)
qjtj

1− qt− p∑n−2
i=0

(
m
i

)
piqm−itm+1

, (27)

and the PGF of D
[m]
n becomes

G̃[m]
n (t) =

tn−1
∑m−n+1
j=0

(
j+n−2
n−2

)
qjtj∑m−n+1

i=0

(
m

i+n−1

)
piqm−n+1−i

. (28)

Because it takes at least one time step for each segment

to succeed, we have the inequalities n 6 K
[m]
n and n−1 6

D
[m]
n 6 m, which agree with the PGFs of these quantities

presented above. Moreover, for m→ +∞ we have

G[+∞]
n (t) = Gseq

n (t), G̃[+∞]
n (t) = G̃seq

n (t). (29)

These relations are easy to prove, just note that

m−n+1∑
i=0

(
m

i+ n− 1

)
piqm−n+1−i

=
1

pn−1

[
1−

n−2∑
i=0

(
m

i

)
piqm−i

]
.

(30)

The binomial coefficient
(
m
i

)
is polynomial in m of i-th

degree, and thus
(
m
i

)
qm → 0 when m → +∞ for all

i = 0, . . . , n− 2, which proves the relations of Eq. (29).
There are also variations of the above sequential cutoff

scheme. In the previous scheme we only abort a round
when we already waited m time units. Now consider the
case where we already waited m/2 time units, but only a
small number of segments succeeded. Hence, it is highly
unlikely that we will succeed in all segments within the m
time steps. Therefore, it is better not to waste time and
already abort the current round to start from scratch. A
very simple strategy following this idea makes use of an
individual (local) cutoff in each segment. However, it is
beneficial to use a different cutoff in every segment; one
should choose a smaller cutoff in the first segments and
then increase the cutoff for later segments. The ratio-
nale behind this is that in the first segments we have not
invested much effort and can discard rather aggressively,
whereas later we should discard less aggressively since we
already consumed lots of resources.

The advanced protocol is uniquely defined by a vector
of cutoffs m = (m1, . . . ,mn−1) and the random variables
Kn and Dn for this protocol and general n are given by

Kseq,m
n = Ñ (mn−1)+(Tn−1−1)mn−1+

Tn−1∑
j=1

Kseq,m
n−1,j , (31)

where Kseq,m
1 is geometrically distributed with parame-

ter p, Ñ (mn−1) follows a truncated geometric distribution
with cutoff mn−1, and Tn−1 is a geometric random vari-
able with parameter (1 − qmn−1) describing the number
of starts of the protocol. For the dephasing we have

Dseq,m
n = Ñm1 + . . .+ Ñmn−1 . (32)

The PGF of Kseq,m
n is calculated in App. C and given

recursively by

G[m]
n (t) = G̃

[mn−1]
2 (t)t−mn−1P (mn−1)

(
G

[m]
n−1(t)tmn−1

)
,

(33)

where P (m)(t) = (1−qm)t
1−qmt and G

[m]
1 = Gseq1 . The PGF of

Dseq,m
n is simply given by

G̃[m]
n (t) =

n−1∏
j=1

G̃
[mj ]
2 (t) , (34)

since the sum of independent random variables translates
to a product for PGFs. As the state quality only depends
on the total dephasing time, the best sequential proto-
col would count the total number of storage steps and
would discard following a cutoff which is a function of
the number of already succeeded segments, and one may
also make use of the early aggressive discarding.

D. Parallel distribution schemes

A more efficient class of schemes is constructed when
we do not wait for some segments to finish before we start
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others. In these schemes we start all segments indepen-
dently and distribute in parallel. It follows that for these
schemes without cut-off we have

Kpar
n = max(N1, . . . , Nn), (35)

which means that all such schemes give the same raw
rate. In App. A we derive the following expressions for
the PGF of Kn:

Gpar
n (t) = t

n∑
i=1

(−1)i+1

(
n

i

)
1− qi
1− qit

= 1 + (1− t)
n∑
i=1

(−1)i
(
n

i

)
1

1− qit .
(36)

The two expressions are identical, since their difference
reduces to (1 − 1)n = 0. From the first expression it
is clear that the values of Kn start at 1, as it must be,
because it takes at least one time unit to distribute entan-
glement. In the other expression the necessary property
of all PGFs becomes manifest, Gn(1) = 1. From the
first relation of Eqs. (16) we get the well-known expres-
sion for the average waiting time of a quantum repeater
with parallel distribution and deterministic entanglement
swapping (at any time when possible, e.g. at the very
end)

Kpar
n =

d

dt
Gpar
n (t)

∣∣∣
t=1

=

n∑
i=1

(−1)i+1

(
n

i

)
1

1− qi , (37)

which has been obtained in Ref. [51] (but the full wait-
ing time probability distribution has not). Importantly,
however, all other relevant expressions, the total number
of distribution steps including memory cut-off as well as
the finally distributed quantum state including memory
imperfections, both for the model with and without mem-
ory cut-off, depend on the particular swapping strategy
chosen (e.g. unnecessarily postponing some or even all
entanglement swapping steps until the very end maxi-
mizes the amount of parallel storage and hence the total
dephasing in the final state). For this, there is a growing
number of choices for larger repeaters, and in the fol-
lowing we shall derive an optimal swapping scheme that
results in a minimal total dephasing time (while sharing

the high raw rates, i.e. the minimal total waiting times,
with all parallel distribution schemes).

1. Optimal swapping scheme

Because all schemes (without cut-off) considered in
this subsection have equal raw rates, the best secret key
rate is determined by the optimal scheme with regards
to the secret key fraction. In this subsection we shall
present this scheme. In contrast to the schemes presented
in Figs. 2 and 3, which are fixed, the optimal swapping
scheme is dynamic. In a fixed scheme the order of swap-
pings is fixed at the beginning and does not depend on
the order in which the segments become ready. For ex-
ample, for the “doubling” scheme as shown in Fig. 2 for
n = 4, we never swap segments 2 and 3, even if they are
ready and segments 1 and 4 are not. We always wait for
segments 1 and 2 or segments 3 and 4 to become ready,
swap these pairs, and then swap the larger segments to
finish the entanglement distribution over the whole re-
peater. In a dynamical scheme we do not follow a pre-
scribed order and can swap the segments based on their
state. Of course, we can freely mix and match fixed and
dynamic behaviours. For example, for n = 8, we can first
swap four pairs of segments in a fixed way and then swap
the four new, larger segments dynamically. We now show
that the fully dynamic scheme, where we always swap the
segments that are ready, is the optimal one.

To prove this statement, we give two characterizations
of this fully dynamic scheme. One is the straightforward
translation of the description to the definition, but this
definition is not explicitly optimal. The other one is opti-
mal by construction, but it is not fully dynamic explicitly.
We then show that the two constructions coincide, which
will demonstrate the validity of our statement.

Swapping an earliest pair of segments means that we
choose an index i for which max(Ni, Ni+1) is minimal
(there can be several such indices), swap the pair of seg-
ments i and i + 1, and recursively apply this procedure
to the other segments (if there are several such pairs,
choose one of them arbitrarily). If we denote the dephas-

ing random variable of this scheme as D̃n, then its formal
definition reads as

D̃n(N1, . . . , Nn) = |Ni0 −Ni0+1|+ D̃n−1(N1, . . . , Ni0−1,max(Ni0 , Ni0+1), Ni0+2, . . . , Nn), (38)

where i0 = argmini max(Ni, Ni+1). This definition is a
greedy, locally optimal scheme, which optimizes only one
step. As it is known from algorithm theory, greedy al-
gorithms do not always produce globally optimal results.
By doing only locally optimal steps, we may miss an op-
portunity for a much better reward in the future if we

make a non-optimal step now. Fortunately, in this case
the greedy, locally optimal scheme expressed by Eq. (38)
does give the globally optimal result, as we show below.

In any scheme, the first step will be to swap a pair of
neighbouring segments, let us say segments i and i + 1.
We do this at the time moment max(Ni, Ni+1), and the



15

contribution of these segments to the total dephasing is
|Ni −Ni+1|. After this swapping, we are left with n− 1
new segments, one of which is the combination of two
original ones. Any initial segment j, where j 6= i, i + 1,
generates an entangled state after Nj time units, and
the combined segment “generates” entanglement after
max(Ni, Ni+1) time units. If we swap these n − 1 seg-
ments in any way in Dn−1 time units, then the total
swapping takes Dn = |Ni−Ni+1|+Dn−1 time units. To
find the minimal dephasing we simply take the minimum
over i = 1, . . . , n − 1 of this expression, and recursively
apply it for the new segments. If we denote the dephas-
ing random variable corresponding to this scheme as D?

n,
then this description translates into the following defini-
tion:

D?
n(N1, . . . , Nn) = min

i=1,...,n−1

[
|Ni −Ni+1|

+D?
n−1(N1, . . . , Ni−1,max(Ni, Ni+1), Ni+2, . . . , Nn)

]
.

(39)

The base case of this recursive definition is D?
2(N1, N2) ≡

D2(N1, N2) = |N1 − N2|. This definition by construc-
tion gives the globally minimal number of dephasing time
units required to distribute long-distance entanglement if
it takes Ni time units for segment i to generate entangle-
ment.

We now have two quantities, the locally optimal one,
given by Eq. (38), and the globally optimal one, given
by Eq. (39). The former has semantics of swapping the
earliest, but may not be globally optimal. The latter is
optimal by construction, but does not necessarily corre-
spond to the swapping earliest strategy. It turns out that
the two quantities coincide, at least for all n = 2, . . . , 8.
A straightforward way to check this is to consider all pos-
sible inequality relations between Ni. There are n! such
relations, which correspond to the permutations of Ni in
the following inequality

N1 6 . . . 6 Nn. (40)

For any given inequality relation between Ni we can com-
pute both quantities explicitly in terms of Ni. For exam-
ple, for the relation in Eq. (40) both quantities reduce to

the same expression, D̃n = D?
n = Nn −N1. For all other

possible relations we have

D̃n(N1, . . . , Nn) = D?
n(N1, . . . , Nn), (41)

for all n = 2, . . . , 8. This can be easily verified with the
help of a computer algebra system. Our conjecture is
that the statement is valid for all n > 2, but in this work
we consider repeaters with up to eight segments only, and
for such n we have verified this statement directly.

In contrast to the sequential scheme introduced earlier,
there is no compact expression for the PGF of the opti-
mal scheme here. Each case will be considered separately
in the next subsections. Where possible, we present ex-
plicit expressions of the PGFs of the quantities in ques-
tion. The main difficulty is encountered for those schemes

with memory cut-off, and hence when including a cut-off,
even for smaller repeaters (but n > 2) we only consider
the fully sequential scheme, for which we have got the
exact expressions. In the following subsections, we dis-
cuss quantum repeaters for n = 2, 3, 4, and 8 segments.
Although the case n = 2 is rather well known and there
is no set of different swapping strategies to choose from
in this case, it will be briefly reproduced based on the
formalism introduced in this work. The case n = 3 is
interesting, as it represents the simplest, nontrivial case
beyond one middle station, already requiring a choice
regarding distribution and swapping strategies (here, in
the main text, the focus remains on schemes with an op-
timal dephasing for parallel distribution; in App. E, we
discuss the full secret key rate for n = 3 including all pos-
sible distribution schemes). Finally, the cases n = 4 and
n = 8 are chosen, as they allow for a comparison with
“doubling” (see Fig. 2). Larger quantum repeaters with
n > 8 become increasingly difficult to treat (in terms of
the optimized total dephasing). We will later also see
that for n = 8, without additional methods of quantum
error detection or correction, the necessary experimen-
tal parameter values in our model become already highly
demanding.

2. Two-segment repeater

This is the simplest kind of a quantum repeater. The
PGF G2(t) of K2 = max(N1, N2) is given by Eq. (36)
with n = 2 and in this case reads as

G2(t) =
p2t(1 + qt)

(1− qt)(1− q2t)
. (42)

As we noted before, there is only one choice for the de-
phasing variable, D2 = |N1 −N2| (parallel distribution).
In Appendix D, we derive the following expression for the
PGF of this variable:

G̃2(t) =
p2

1− q2

1 + qt

1− qt . (43)

There we also show that the PGFs of the variables with
cut-offs are

G
[m]
2 (t) =

p2t(1 + qt− 2(qt)m+1)

(1− qt)(1− q2t− 2p(qt)m+1)
,

G̃
[m]
2 (t) =

p

1 + q − 2qm+1

1 + qt− 2(qt)m+1

1− qt .

(44)

It is obvious that we have the same consistency relations
as for the sequential distribution scheme:

G
[+∞]
2 (t) = G2(t), G̃

[+∞]
2 (t) = G̃2(t). (45)

3. Three-segment repeater

For three segments there are various ways how to dis-
tribute entanglement. One could use a fully sequen-
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tial scheme, start at one end and distribute entangle-
ment in concurrent segments. Alternatively, one could
consider schemes where pairs of segments generate en-
tanglement in parallel and the remaining segment goes
last or, the other way around, it goes first. There are
also combined distribution schemes with “overlapping”
parallel and sequential distributions. Finally, there are
those schemes which attempt to generate entanglement
in all segments at once and thereby use different swap-
ping schemes. Among the latter here only the potentially
optimal scheme is of interest, as it minimizes the accu-
mulated dephasing, while having the same total waiting
time as any other parallel distribution scheme.

However, it could still be the case that a scheme from
the other, slower class of schemes performs better in
terms of the full secret key rate. This is possible, because
there is typically a trade-off between the raw rate and
the dephasing or, more generally, the QBER. In particu-
lar, the fully sequential distribution scheme is interesting,
since its total dephasing becomes minimal, as there is
basically always only one segment waiting at every time
step. On the other hand, for the fully parallel schemes
the raw rate is optimal.

In App. E we present all possible schemes for n = 3 and
calculate the PGFs of their total waiting and dephasing
times. Then we use these results to obtain the secret
key rate for each scheme and to compare the different
schemes. We also show in the appendix that the PGF
of the optimal dephasing random variable, equivalently
defined by Eqs. (38) and (39), reads as

G̃?3(t) =
p3

1− q3

1 + (q + 2q2)t− (2q2 + q3)t3 − q4t4

(1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− qt2)
.

(46)

It turns out that with regards to the full secret key
rate the parallel-distribution optimal-dephasing scheme
is indeed optimal in all relevant regimes and especially in
the limit of improving hardware parameters, which can
be seen in Fig. 22 and Fig. 23 for two different memory
coherence times. In the same section one can also find a
more detailed discussion of the figure. In addition, aim-
ing at the most general treatment of the n = 3 case, we
also consider the scenario where Alice and Bob measure
their qubits immediately, thus suppressing their memory
dephasing, and we apply this to all possible schemes. The
comparison of these “immediate-measurement” schemes
is shown in Fig. 20 and Fig. 21, again for two different co-
herence times. The conclusion remains the same: overall
“optimal” is optimal. However, note that the option with
immediate measurements for Alice and Bob only exists
when they operate the quantum repeater for the purpose
of long-range QKD. More advanced quantum repeater
applications may require quantum storage for the qubits
at each end (user) node. In any case, the memory qubits
at each intermediate repeater node are (jointly) measured
as soon as possible when the two adjacent segments are
filled with an entangled pair (or even later, depending on
the particular swapping strategy, but in App. E we only

consider swap-as-soon-as-possible schemes that minimize
the dephasing).

The above discussion leads us to the conclusion that
there are three basic properties that a quantum repeater
protocol (unassisted by additional quantum error detec-
tion or correction) should exhibit: distribute the entan-
gled states in each segment in parallel, swap the initially
distributed states as soon as possible, and avoid parallel
storage of already distributed pairs as much as possible.
It is obvious that all these three“rules” cannot be fully
obeyed at the same time. However, our optimal scheme
has the optimal balance with regards to these rules for
three segments. We conjecture that this also holds true
for larger n > 3-segment repeaters.

4. Four-segment repeater

Of particular interest to us is the case of a four-segment
repeater which is commonly operated via “doubling”.
Here we are now able to discuss more general schemes, es-
pecially those that would always swap as soon as possible,
unlike doubling where the second and third segments may
not be immediately connected even when they are both
ready. Overall there are many more schemes than in the
previous n = 3 case, and here for n = 4 we focus on the
parallel-distribution schemes. All these schemes (without
cut-off) have identical K4 = max(N1, N2, N3, N4), whose
PGF is given by Eq. (36) for n = 4. The dephasing
variable D4 and its PGF become different for different
schemes. One such scheme, the common “doubling”, is
illustrated in Fig. 2, where we first swap the pairs of seg-
ments 1, 2 and 3, 4 independently and then swap the
two larger segments. Note that the swappings will typi-
cally take place at different moments in time - one pair
of segments will usually swap earlier than the other. The
state of the faster pair that goes into the final swapping
operation is the state of these segments after their con-
nection and at the moment when the final swapping is
done, and so the state has been subject to a correspond-
ing memory dephasing. For example, if the swapping of
segments 1 and 2 is done first, the state of the distributed
state over segments 1 and 2 just after the swapping is
%̂14 = S(%̂12 ⊗ %̂34). If k time units later segments 3 and
4 swap, producing the state %̂58 = S(%̂56 ⊗ %̂78), the for-
mer state becomes Γkα(%̂14), and the state distributed
over the whole repeater is

%̂18 = S(Γkα(S(%̂12 ⊗ %̂34))⊗ S(%̂56 ⊗ %̂78)), (47)

instead of just %̂18 = S(S(%̂12 ⊗ %̂34) ⊗ S(%̂56 ⊗ %̂78)).
Again, as before, we omitted any extra factors that de-
pend on the number of spins subject to dephasing in a
single repeater segment. So, Fig. 2 shows just a work-
flow of swapping operations, while the exact expressions
should be adjusted according to the respective time dif-
ferences. The dephasing variable D4 in this doubling
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scheme is defined as follows:

Ddbl
4 = |N1 −N2|+ |N3 −N4|

+ |max(N1, N2)−max(N3, N4)|. (48)

The first two terms are due to the possible time differ-
ence for generating entangled states within each pair of
segments. The last term is due to the time difference
between the pairs (e.g. the difference of the two maxima
is k time steps in Eq. (47)). Note that this particular
form of Ddbl

4 is consistent with the commonly used ”dou-
bling” where the initial distributions happen in parallel,
but the swapping strategy is fixed and sometimes disal-
lows to swap as soon as possible. In Appendix D, we
derive the PGF of this random dephasing variable,

G̃dbl
4 (t) =

p4

1− q4

P dbl
4 (q, t)

Qdbl
4 (q, t)

, (49)

where the numerator and denominator are given by

P dbl
4 (q, t) = 1 + (q2 + 3q3)t+ (3q + 3q2 − q5)t2

− (q3 − q5)t3 + (q3 − 3q6 − 3q7)t4

− (3q5 + q6)t5 − q8t6,

Qdbl
4 (q, t) = (1− q2t)(1− q3t)(1− qt2)(1− q2t2).

The dephasing variable corresponding to the iterated
scheme as shown in Fig. 3 differs from that of the dou-
bling scheme. In the iterative scheme we first distribute
entanglement over segments 1 and 2, then extend it over
segment 3, and finally over segment 4. Note that the fig-
ure can be understood to illustrate both sequential dis-
tribution and iterated swapping. In the sequential distri-
bution scheme, we would start to generate entanglement
in each segment only when all previous segments (e.g.
from left to right) have successfully generated entangle-
ment. In the iterated swapping scheme, all segments may
start simultaneously (parallel distribution), thus increas-
ing the chances to swap sooner, but also the number of
qubits potentially stored in parallel. The variable Ditr

4

for this scheme is

Ditr
4 (N1, N2, N3, N4) = |N1 −N2|+ |max(N1, N2)−N3|

+ |max(N1, N2, N3)−N4|.

The PGF of this random variable is rather large and reads
as

G̃itr
4 (t) =

p4

1− q4

P itr
4 (q, t)

Qitr
4 (q, t)

, (50)

where the numerator and denominator are given by

P itr
4 (q, t) = 1 + 3q3t+ (4q2 − q4 − 2q5)t2

+ (q − q2 − 3q3 − 6q4 + 2q5 + q6)t3

+ (−2q2 − 5q3 + q4 + 2q5 − q6 − 3q7)t4

+ (−2q2 + 4q4 − 4q6 + 2q8)t5

+ (3q3 + q4 − 2q5 − q6 + 5q7 + 2q8)t6

+ (−q4 − 2q5 + 6q6 + 3q7 + q8 − q9)t7

+ (2q5 + q6 − 4q8)t8 − 3q7t9 − q10t10,

Qitr
4 (q, t) = (1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− q3t)(1− qt2)

× (1− q2t2)(1− qt3).

We present an example for another, mixed swapping
strategy in App. G.

For the dephasing random variable D?
4 , corresponding

to the optimal swapping scheme given by Eq. (39) for
n = 4, we derive the following PGF:

G̃?4(t) =
p4

1− q4

P ?4 (q, t)

Q?4(q, t)
, (51)

where the numerator and denominator read as

P ?4 (q,t) = 1 + (q + 2q2 + 3q3)t+ (q + 2q2 + q4)t2

− (3q2 + 4q3 + 4q4)t3 − (4q5 + 4q6 + 3q7)t4

+ (q5 + 2q7 + q8)t5 + (3q6 + 2q7 + q8)t6 + q9t7,

Q?4(q,t) = (1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− q3t)(1− qt2)(1− q2t2).

5. Eight-segment repeater

As before, again all parallel-distribution schemes
(without cut-off) have identical total waiting times, K8 =
max(N1, . . . , N8), whose PGF is given by Eq. (36) for
n = 8. For the dephasing variable there are many more
possibilities now. We shall consider and compare five dif-
ferent schemes – the doubling and the optimal schemes,
and three less important schemes, which nevertheless ex-
hibit an interesting behavior. The somewhat less impor-
tant ones are described and discussed in App. G.

The optimal dephasing D?
8 is defined equivalently by

Eqs. (38)-(39) for n = 8 and the doubling dephasing Ddbl
8

is defined recursively as

Ddbl
8 (N1, . . . , N8) = Ddbl

4 (N1, . . . , N4)

+Ddbl
4 (N5, . . . , N8)

+ |max(N1, . . . , N4)−max(N5, . . . , N8)|,
(52)

with Ddbl
4 defined as in Eq. (48). The comparison of

the five different schemes can be found in App. G. In
this appendix, App. G, we present some figures show-
ing the ratios between the average dephasing of the four
sub-optimal schemes and the optimal scheme, with and
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without exponentiation. We can then compare the rela-
tive positions of the curves in Fig. 26 with those of the
curves of the ratios

E[Dsch
8 ]

E[Dopt
8 ]

=
G̃sch′

8 (1)

G̃opt′
8 (1)

, (53)

which are shown in Fig. 27. Looking at the two figures,
we see that

E[Ddbl
8 ] > E[D44

8 ], E[e−αD
dbl
8 ] < E[e−αD

44
8 ]. (54)

This behavior is in full agreement with the properties of
the exponential function: if x > y > 0 and α > 0, then
e−αx < e−αy. But for the other pair of schemes we have

E[D242
8 ] > E[D2222

8 ], E[e−αD
242
8 ] > E[e−αD

2222
8 ]. (55)

Nonetheless there is no contradiction here. This is a
known property of nonlinear functions of random vari-
ables. This property can be observed even in the simplest
case of random variables X and Y each taking two val-
ues only. One can easily construct an example such that
E[X] > E[Y ] and E[e−αX ] > E[e−αY ]. However, the in-
equalities (55) show that it is not necessary to consider
artificial constructions. This property can be observed
for simple and natural schemes.

The important conclusion is that the optimal scheme
by construction minimizes E[D], but to have the high-
est fidelity of the distributed state we need to maximize
E[e−αD]. For an ordinary nonnegative function f(x) and
a positive parameter α > 0 the minimum of f(x) is the
maximum of e−αf(x) and vice versa, but for random vari-
ables this is not necessarily true. Strictly speaking, in
general, we know only the scheme that minimizes E[D],
but not the scheme that maximizes E[e−αD]. The two
schemes seem to be identical, but there is no strict proof
of this statement. We have to rely on evidence based
on computing the properties of some schemes explicitly
and comparing them. For the examples for n = 8 given
in this section and in the appendix, we see that dividing
the exponentiated dephasing of all other schemes by that
of the optimal scheme gives a number smaller than one,
whereas the same ratios without exponentiation give a
number greater than one. Thus, minimal dephasing cor-
responds to minimal dephasing errors, and the optimal
dephasing scheme exhibits the smallest fraction of de-
phasing errors.

To summarize, our optimization of the secret key
rates obtainable with different distribution and swap-
ping strategies is based on three steps. First, we can
rely upon the proof of the minimal dephasing variable
for up to n = 8 segments given in Sec. IV D 1 assum-
ing parallel initial distributions (it is already non-trivial
to extend this proof to larger n > 8). Second, in order
to compare the average dephasing errors in the final den-
sity operators, we need to consider the average dephasing
exponentials for the different schemes. Finally, in order
to assess the optimality of the secret key rate over all

possible schemes, we have to take into account also those
schemes where the initial distributions no longer occur in
parallel which generally leads to smaller raw rates, but at
the same time can result in a smaller dephasing by (par-
tially) avoiding parallel storage. For the first non-trivial
case beyond a single middle station, we have explicitly
gone through all these three steps, namely for the case of
a three-segment repeater with two intermediate stations
(App. E), and found that “optimal” is optimal. For larger
repeaters beyond eight segments, n > 8, we conjecture
that our “optimal” scheme also gives the best secret key
rate. This includes conjecturing that our minimized de-
phasing is minimal also for n > 8, that it minimizes the
dephasing errors in the final density operator, and that
overall the dephasing-optimized parallel-distribution ap-
proach is superior to any partially or fully sequential dis-
tribution scheme. Especially the last point cannot be
taken for granted. In App. F we present some rate cal-
culations for n = 8 where, beyond a certain distance,
“optimal” can be beaten by a sequential scheme. How-
ever, there we allow for immediate measurements at an
end node only for the sequential scheme (for which this
is easy to include), but not for “optimal”; a comparison
which is slightly unfair and also only relevant for QKD
applications. In the case of non-immediate-measurement
schemes including potential beyond-QKD applications,
“optimal” remains optimal.

V. SECRET KEY RATE ANALYSIS

A useful and practically relevant figure of merit for
quantifying a quantum repeater’s performance is its se-
cret key rate in long-range QKD, which determines the
amount of secret key generated in bits per channel use
or second. As briefly reviewed in Sec. III B, the secret
key rate consists of two parts: the raw rate or yield and
the secret key fraction. The former quantifies how long it
takes to send a raw quantum bit or to (effectively) gener-
ate entanglement, independent of the quality of the final
state; the latter then determines the average amount of
secret key that can be extracted from a single raw bit,
depending on the particular QKD protocol chosen and
including the corresponding procedures for the classical
post-processing.

Here we will focus on the asymptotic BB84 secret key
rate S = Rr = r/T with one-way post-processing. In
the most general scenario of long-range memory-assisted
QKD, i.e. including a finite swapping probability a and a
memory cut-off parameter m, this secret key rate is given
by

S(p, a,m) =
1− h(ex(p, a,m))− h(ez(p, a,m))

T (p, a,m)
, (56)

where h is the binary entropy function, T the average
number of steps needed to successfully distribute long-
distance entanglement, and ex, ez are the QBERs of
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Eq. (24). The probability of successful entanglement gen-
eration in a single attempt in a single elementary segment
is p, as introduced in Sec. II A. The denominator of S,
T = E[K], is basically the total raw waiting time of the
repeater which generally depends on p and a where a is
a finite success probability of the entanglement swapping
using the same notation as in Refs. [36, 37] (where it was
shown how to compute [36] and optimize [37] T = E[K]
for arbitrary a). The dependency on the cut-off parame-
ter m means: the smaller m becomes, the longer it takes
to distribute an entangled state. The numerator of S,
r, generally also depends on p, a, and m through the
QBERs. Recall that we have to take the averages here,
ez = ez and ex obtainable via E[e−αDn ]. A smaller m
can lead to a higher state quality with a smaller total
dephasing and thus to a larger secret key fraction r. It
is generally hard to optimize S over general p, a, and
m. Our approach here is based on the simplifying (and
experimentally still relevant) assumption a = 1 (deter-
ministic entanglement swapping) and the idea that the
highest secret key rates will be obtainable with the fastest
schemes (parallel distributions minimizing the total wait-
ing time) and, among these, with those that swap entan-
glement as soon as possible (minimizing the total de-
phasing time, see Sec. IV D 1). While for a two-segment
repeater the cases of deterministic and non-deterministic
swapping can be treated similarly, for repeater chains
with more than a single middle station (n > 2) our re-
sults for optimizing distribution and swapping strategies
only hold for the deterministic swapping case. Using the
results of all previous sections the secret key rate can
then be calculated. Therefore, in what follows we always
have a = 1.

The above secret key rate S is expressed in terms of bits
per channel use. For a rate per second, the average total
number of distribution attempts T must by multiplied
with the duration of a single attempt in seconds, i.e. the
elementary time unit τ = L0/cf . Note that a single at-
tempt or channel use is uniquely defined only for direct
channel transmission in a point-to-point link, whereas
the channel in a quantum repeater is used directly only
between neighboring memory stations. Since our model
always assumes that the interfaces at each station con-
nect a single channel (to the left or to the right) with
a single memory qubit (unit memory “buffer”), those
channel segments that belong to already successfully dis-
tributed pairs remain unused until new attempts in these
segments will be started (e.g. when the memory cut-off
has been exceeded or when a long-distance pair has been
finally created). Nonetheless, at every attempt, we shall
always count a full channel use over the entire distance
despite the growing number of unused channel segments
during memory-assisted long-distance entanglement dis-
tribution. Thus, strictly speaking, we underestimate the
secret key rate per channel use and one could continue
distributing pairs in all channel segments provided suffi-
cient memory qubits are available.

The parameter values as given in Tab. I have been

used to obtain the quantitative results discussed in this
section. Most parameters there have been introduced in
the previous sections in the context of our physical model.
The resulting probability to distribute entanglement over
one link in terms of the parameters of Tab. I now includes
a zero-distance link-coupling efficiency

p(L0) = plink · e−
L0
Latt , (57)

with p(0) = plink and where plink = ηc · ηd · ηp incor-
porates various efficiencies of the experimental hardware
independent of the channel transmission itself, especially
wavelength conversion, fiber coupling, preparation, and
detector efficiencies.

In the context of our statistical and physical model the
memory coherence time τcoh in Tab. I, an experimentally
determined parameter that describes the average speed
of the memory dephasing, can be converted into a (di-
mensionless) effective coherence time in units of the re-
peater’s elementary time unit, τcoh/τ . Equivalently, we
can say that the (number of) dephasing time (steps) Dn

is to be multiplied with an elementary time τ before it
can be divided by τcoh in E[e−Dnτ/τcoh ]. In any case, we
absorb both τ and τcoh in our dimensionless α dephasing
parameter,

α(L0) =
τ

τcoh
=

L0

cfτcoh
. (58)

Thus, α can be referred to as an inverse effective coher-
ence time. Note that in order to count the dephasing
times appropriately in a specific protocol, we may have
to add an extra factor of 2 (depending on the number
of spins dephasing at each time step in a certain ele-
mentary or extended segment) and a constant dephasing
term ∼ 2n that takes into account memory dephasing
that occurs even when the first distribution attempt in a
segment succeeds. Any missing factors in the dephasing
can be reinterpreted in terms of α or τcoh, e.g. a missing
factor of 2 corresponds to a coherence time twice as big.

In Tab. I, two sets of current and improved parame-
ter values are listed, which specifically refer to τcoh and
plink for which we choose 0.1s or 10s and 0.05 or 0.7,
respectively. The other state and gate fidelity param-
eters will be either set to unity or close to but below
one (in some of the following plots we will also treat
them as a free parameter). We will see that in memory-
assisted QKD without additional quantum error detec-
tion or correction, the fidelity parameters must always be
above a certain threshold value which (obviously) grows
with the number of stations (and which generally de-
pends on the particular QKD protocol and the classical
post-processing method).

To compare the performance of each repeater protocol
with a direct point-to-point link over the total distance
L, we will use the PLOB bound [46], which is given by

SPLOB(L) = − log2(1− e− L
Latt ). (59)
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Constant Meaning Current value Improved value

a swapping probability 1 1

τcoh coherence time 0.1 s 10 s

µ gate depolarisation (Bell measurement) 0.97 1

µ0 initial state depolarisation 0.97 1

F0 initial state fidelity (dephasing) 1 1

Latt attenuation length 22 km 22 km

nr index of refraction 1.44 1.44

ηp preparation efficiency * *

ηc
photon-fibre coupling efficiency ×

wavelength conversion
* *

ηd detector efficiency * *

plink := ηc · ηd · ηp total efficiency 0.05 0.7

TABLE I: Experimental parameter values used to calculate secret key rates. The star symbols * allow for various
choices. The exact choices vary for each experimental platform. Some of the “improved values” are the ideal values

which allow to consider idealized, fundamental scenarios such as “channel-loss-only” or
“channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-only” (for which we may also set plink = 1).

It represents an upper bound on the number of secret
bits that can be shared per channel use. For example,

for e−
L

Latt = 1/2 corresponding to L = 15km, we have
SPLOB = 1, and so at most one secret bit can be dis-
tributed per channel use (per mode) independent of the
optical encoding. It will also be useful to consider an
upper bound on the number of secret bits that can be
shared with the help of a quantum repeater [52],

SPLOB,QR(L0) = − log2(1− e−
L0
Latt ), (60)

corresponding to the PLOB bound for one segment (in
the case of equal segment lengths L0). For a point-to-
point link, n = 1 with L = L0, we thus use the notation
SPLOB = SPLOB,QR. The rates we will focus on first in
the following are to be understood as secret key rates per
channel use. Later we shall also discuss secret key rates
per second.

A. Two-segment repeater

Let us start with the rates for the simplest case: a two-
segment quantum repeater with one middle station. We
shall only consider one scheme, the “optimal” scheme,
with and without a memory cut-off. First, we address
the question whether and when it is possible to overcome
the PLOB bound with a two-segment repeater given the
(current and improved) parameter values from Tab. I. We
stick to F0 = 1 and, for illustrative clarity, we set µ = µ0

(while, first, µ is not fixed). Physically, this means that
the repeater states when initially distributed in each seg-
ment and then manipulated at the middle station for the
Bell measurement are subject to the same depolarizing
error channels (and there is no extra initial dephasing).
The cut-off parameter m is chosen most appropriately

such that the final secret key rate is close to optimal over
the entire range.

In Fig. 4 one can see various contour plots of the se-
cret key rate. For convenience, we translated the error
parameter µ into a fidelity, F = (3µ + 1)/4. The plots
clearly indicate the minimal fidelity values below which
the rates drop below the PLOB bound or even to zero
rates, for different total repeater distances L. The re-
sulting contours are color-coded such that a particular
color represents the secret key rate to be e.g. twice the
rate of the PLOB bound. Thus, one can see that in cer-
tain parameter regimes it becomes impossible to beat the
PLOB bound with a two-segment repeater. However, if
both the memory coherence time τcoh and the link effi-
ciency plink take on their improved values, it is possible
to reach secret key rates as high as 500-times the rate
of the PLOB bound, and beyond, in a certain distance
regime.

In Fig. 5, we show the resulting secret key rates for
the experimental parameters from Tab. I, for both the
scheme with and without a memory cut-off. This time
the error parameter µ = µ0 is fixed, and it either takes on
its “current” or its “improved” (ideal) value. For com-
parison, as a reference, we also included the raw rates in
each case. The loss scaling of the rates in all schemes is,

as expected, proportional to plink e
− L

2Latt = plink

√
e−

L
Latt

(corresponding to a linear decrease with distance due to
the log scale representation). The effect of the differ-
ent experimental parameter values is clearly visible. The
choice of plink = 0.05 or plink = 0.7 determines the offset
along the y-axis (rate axis) at zero distance. A higher
plink allows to cross the PLOB bound at a smaller dis-
tance. Note that the PLOB bound itself can arbitrarily
exceed the value of one secret bit towards zero distance;
in our schemes we always distribute qubits and so one se-
cret bit per channel use is the maximum (and depending
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on the number of modes to encode the photonic qubits
there could be extra factors, “per mode”). The choice
of τcoh = 0.1 s or τcoh = 10 s determines when (at which
distance) the (negative) slope of the secret key rate in-

creases such that the repeater switches from a
√
e−

L
Latt

to a e−
L

Latt (PLOB-like) scaling, or even worse. This ef-
fect is an effect of the memory dephasing that occurs even
when µ = µ0 = 1. If, in addition, µ = µ0 = 0.97 < 1, the
secret key rates can drop abruptly down to zero, since
then the QBERs have nonzero contributions both in ez
and ex, see Eq. (24). Note that this effect happens also
when either of the two parameters, µ or µ0, drop below
one, i.e. when either the gates or the initial states become
imperfect. Also note that non-unit µ or µ0 in addition
lead to an increased y-axis offset which will become more
apparent for larger repeaters with larger n.

However, a memory cut-off can significantly change the
picture, and it can increase the achievable distance com-
pared to the scheme without a cut-off (compare the solid
yellow with the solid green curves in Fig. 5). More specif-
ically, beyond distances when the rates of the no cut-off
scheme drop dramatically, the cut-off scheme still scales
proportional to the PLOB bound. Note that for the
scheme with cut-off, even the raw rates (dashed green
curves) can switch from an L/2 to an L scaling (like
PLOB), because a finite cut-off value “simulates” an im-
perfect memory in the raw rate (whose loss scaling resem-
bles the scaling without a quantum memory, i.e. that of
the PLOB bound, in the limit of m = 1) [42].

Again, one can also see that with “current” parameter
values, see Fig. 5(a), it is impossible to beat the PLOB
bound (here even when µ = µ0 = 1, see Fig. 5(b)), but
with improving values for the coherence time and the link
efficiency, it becomes possible. This holds even when only
one of the two parameters, plink or τcoh, is improved, as
long as we can cross PLOB at a sufficiently small distance
or maintain the repeater’s slope for sufficiently long, re-
spectively.

In the next section we will turn to a four-segment re-
peater (a three-segment repeater is discussed in great de-
tail in App. E).

B. Four-segment repeater

As we have seen in Sec. IV D 4, there are various swap-
ping strategies possible for a four-segment repeater in
contrast to a simple two-segment repeater. Our conjec-
ture is (see also App. E for the case n = 3) that the
“optimal” scheme is optimal in the regimes of increas-
ingly good hardware parameters. Thus, let us first again
focus on the minimal fidelities to overcome the PLOB
bound for this scheme, similar to our analysis for two
segments, but now without cut-off only. The results are
shown in Fig. 6. It becomes apparent that now a much
higher fidelity or equivalently µ is needed, but in turn also
much higher secret key rates, 104-times the PLOB rate

and beyond, are possible. Since we have n = 4 now, non-
unit µ values have a stronger impact on the QBERs, see
Eq. (24). At the same time, however, the loss scaling be-

comes proportional to plink e
− L

4Latt = plink

4
√
e−

L
Latt . Fur-

thermore, note that a different scaling of the contours is
observable. This effect is due to the lack of a memory
cut-off.

Next, we consider the secret key rates for a particular
choice of the experimental parameters including µ = µ0

according to Tab. I. Besides the “optimal” scheme, now
we also include the sequential and the doubling schemes
in the rate analysis (sequential/iterative swapping to-
gether with sequential distributions and doubling with
parallel distributions). In Fig. 7, one can see the PLOB
bound and the secret key rates for the sequential scheme
with and without a cut-off, for the doubling scheme and
for the optimal scheme (both without a cut-off). In ad-
dition, again the raw rates are shown as a reference, and
the corresponding three dashed curves are the raw rates
for (equivalently) doubling and “optimal”, and for the
sequential scheme with and without cut-off. Compared
to the previous two-segment repeater, it is now easier to
overcome the PLOB bound, but the crossing happens at
longer distances, since the four-segment repeater starts
with a lower rate at L = 0 km.

C. Eight-segment repeater

In comparison with the usual treatment of quantum
repeaters via doubling the links at each repeater level,
the next logical step is to consider an eight-segment re-
peater. For eight segments, there is an increasing number
of possible distribution and swapping strategies, and for
the swapping we have discussed this in more detail in
Sec. IV D 5. Here we will only consider the sequential,
the doubling, and the optimal schemes (the former one
with sequential distributions, the latter two with parallel
distributions). Again, in Fig. 8, we present limitations
on the error parameter µ to overcome the PLOB rate at
different distances. The regions are color-coded as be-
fore. Compared to the limits observed for a two-segment
repeater they exhibit a different behaviour now, but this
is again due to the fact that we do not consider a cut-
off scheme here. The requirements for the fidelity or µ
are higher, but this was expected, since the secret key
fraction includes terms ∝ µ2n−1, again setting µ0 = µ.
Nevertheless, for sufficiently high fidelities, the attainable
secret key rates are much higher than for any of the pre-
viously considered repeater schemes, becoming as high
as 108-times the rate of the PLOB bound, and beyond.

Finally, we have also evaluated the performance of an
eight-segment repeater for our experimental parameter
set. Now caution is required when these plots are com-
pared directly with the previous ones, as we had to im-
prove the “current”, non-unit value of µ to µ = 0.99.
Without this fidelity adjustment, it would be impossible
to achieve a non-zero secret key rate for an eight-segment
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(a) τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = 0.05, m = 10
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(b) τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = 0.7, m = 50
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(c) τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.05, m = 3000
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(d) τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.7, m = 5000

FIG. 4: Contour plots illustrating the minimal fidelity requirements to overcome the PLOB bound by a two-segment
repeater for different parameter sets. In all contour plots, µ = µ0 and F0 = 1 has been used.

repeater (see next section). The µ-scaling with n in the
QBERs prohibits to scale up a realistic quantum repeater
to arbitrarily large distances and n values, as long as
no extra elements for quantum error detection or cor-
rection are included. For example, in a 2nd-generation
quantum repeater, the effective µ0 and µ values could
be kept close to one, at the expense of extra resources
for quantum error correction and a typically decreasing
initial distribution efficiency p (for instance, due to an ex-
tra step of entanglement distillation for the distributed,
encoded memory qubits). In principle, our formalism
could be also applied to such a more sophisticated sce-
nario by considering the effective changes of µ, µ0, and p
(and possibly α too). Nevertheless, our plots presented

in Fig. 9 show that an eight-segment quantum repeater in
a memory-assisted QKD scheme is, in principle, already
able to cover large distances by reaching usable rates up
to 1000 km or even 1200 km, provided that µ = 0.99 or
µ → 1, respectively. Apart from this, the behaviour of
an eight-segment repeater is very similar to that of the
previous four-segment repeater.

D. Minimal µ values

We have already seen that the secret key rate of
memory-assisted QKD is highly sensitive to the depolar-
izing errors that we use to model the imperfect gates and
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FIG. 5: Rates (secret key or raw) for a two-segment repeater over distance L for different experimental parameters.

the imperfect initial states in the quantum repeater. Here
let us explicitly give some minimal values for the error
parameter µ which at least have to be achieved in order to
obtain a non-zero secret key fraction for QKD protocols
restricted to one-way post-processing (see Tab. II). More
generally, in principle, much higher error rates can be
tolerated by allowing for two-way post-processing in the
QKD protocols [53]. However, in this work, we primarily
utilize the secret key rate as a practical and useful quanti-
tative figure of merit to assess a quantum repeater’s per-
formance. Nonetheless, the quantum repeater schemes
that we consider may also be employed for other, more
general quantum information and communication tasks.
Thus, we decided not to include schemes with two-way
post-processing, as this would certainly lead to a nar-

rower specialization towards QKD applications. Clearly,
in the context of long-range QKD, we believe that consid-
ering schemes with two-way post-processing will be very
valuable, since potential, future large-scale quantum re-
peaters will be rather noisy and therefore protocols which
still work for large error rates are very useful. Such a fur-
ther optimization of our schemes with a special focus on
long-range QKD is possible and we leave this option for
future work.

It is easy to check that the concatenation of two depo-
larizing channels with parameters µ1 and µ2 is equivalent
to a single depolarizing channel with parameter µ1µ2.
Thus, for an n-segment repeater, we would expect a total
depolarizing channel with parameter µn = µn0µ

n−1. We
have carefully and systematically checked and confirmed
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FIG. 6: Contour plots illustrating the minimal fidelity requirements to overcome the PLOB bound by a
four-segment repeater for different parameter sets. In all contour plots, µ = µ0 and F0 = 1 has been used.

this in the first part of the paper including other param-
eters too, such as constant initial and time-dependent
memory dephasing.

For the BB84 and the six-state protocols, the amount
of tolerable noise, such that a secret key can still be
obtained with one-way post-processing, has been exten-
sively studied. For BB84 the error threshold lies at
Q = 11.0% and for the six-state protocol it is Q = 12.6%
[49, App. A]. Since a maximally mixed state results in
an error rate of 50%, this gives us a constraint on the
minimal values of µn ≥ 1− 2Q.

More specifically, the BB84 secret key fraction of
Eq. (20) on which we focus here vanishes when the two
QBERs both exceed Q = 11%. This is the case for

µn < 1−2Q even when all other elements are perfect, i.e.
even when there is no memory dephasing at all (α→ 0).
In this case, the two QBERs as described by Eq. (24) co-
incide (also assuming zero initial dephasing F0 = 0) and
neither includes a random variable. These two constant
QBERs then express the sole faultiness of the repeater
elements without any time-dependent quantum storage
(i.e., only the initial states and the gates) which can suf-
fice to prevent Alice and Bob from finally sharing a non-
zero secret key.
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FIG. 7: Rates (secret key or raw) for a four-segment repeater over distance L for different experimental parameters.

n
µ0 = 1,

BB84

µ0 = µ,

BB84

µ0 = 1,

6-state

µ0 = µ,

6-state

2 0.780 0.920 0.748 0.908

4 0.920 0.965 0.908 0.959

8 0.965 0.984 0.959 0.981

TABLE II: Minimal values of µ required for a non-zero
secret key rate in one-way post-processing protocols.

E. Comparisons

1. Sequential vs. doubling vs. optimal schemes

In the previous sections (together with the appendix)
we have presented our results for the obtainable se-
cret key rates of two-, three-, four- and eight-segment
quantum repeaters based on various entanglement dis-
tribution and swapping strategies. While it is generally
straightforward to include a memory cut-off for the case
of two segments, for more than two segments, we have
achieved this only for the fully sequential scheme. This
was depicted in green in the (non-contour) plots for four
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FIG. 8: Contour plots illustrating the minimal fidelity requirements to overcome the PLOB bound by an
eight-segment repeater for different parameter sets. In all contour plots, µ = µ0 and F0 = 1 has been used.

and eight segments. The memory cut-off allows to main-
tain a scaling proportional to the PLOB bound even be-
yond the distance where the scheme without cut-off drops
more quickly. As a consequence, the cut-off can signif-
icantly increase the achievable distance. However, it is
hard to obtain an exact result for the secret key rate for
the more complicated swapping strategies. Nonetheless,
for larger distances, one could extrapolate the behaviour
of the doubling and optimal schemes including a cut-off
by simply continuing the curves with lines parallel to
the PLOB bound after the drops. Alternatively, infer-
ring from our plots, at larger distances one can rely on a
continuation of the curves that behaves exactly like the
sequential scheme with memory cut-off. Both approaches

give us a fairly good picture of the behaviour of the dou-
bling and optimal schemes including the cut-off.

Nevertheless, the optimal scheme outperforms all other
schemes without a cut-off before each one drops com-
pletely. The doubling scheme achieves almost similar
rates, although it starts earlier to decline. The secret
key rates are similar thanks to the equivalent, high raw
rates of the doubling and optimal schemes (both being
based upon parallel entanglement distributions), and due
to our general assumption of deterministic entanglement
swapping with a = 1 [37] [54].

Thus, for the doubling scheme one could addition-
ally incorporate nested entanglement distillations in the
usual, well-known way, which would allow to reduce the
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FIG. 9: Rates (secret key/raw) for an eight-segment repeater over distance L for different experimental parameters.

QBERs at the expense of the effective raw rates and with
the need of extra physical resources. While the differ-
ences between the doubling and optimal schemes may not
be so large for the repeater sizes mainly considered here
(n ≤ 8), our exact statistical treatment enabled us to
determine the optimal swapping scheme (optimizing the
dephasing) and thus allows for a rigorous, quantitative
comparison with the non-optimal doubling and possible
other (including “mixed”) schemes. The fully sequential
scheme, based on sequential entanglement distributions,
leads to the lowest raw rate. The longer total waiting
times of this scheme also contribute to an increased ac-
cumulated dephasing. On the other hand, the dephasing
of the fully sequential scheme remains limited, as only

one segment is waiting at any time step. Thus, although
theoretically the sequential scheme is the easiest to calcu-
late, experimentally it would typically result in the lowest
secret key rate. Nonetheless, the fully sequential scheme
is conceptually special and serves as a very useful refer-
ence for comparison with the other schemes.

2. Two- vs. four- vs. eight-segment repeaters

In this section, let us finally address one of the main
questions that motivates the exact secret key rate anal-
ysis that we have presented: is there an actual benefit
of additional (memory) stations and repeater segments
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compared with schemes that work entirely without quan-
tum memories (such as point-to-point links or twin-field
QKD) or compared to schemes with a smaller number
of memory stations? More specifically, is it useful to re-
place a simple two-segment repeater by a four- or eight-
segment repeater in a realistic setting, i.e. even when
the extra quantum memories are subject to additional
preparation and operational errors and contribute to an
increased accumulated memory dephasing? In the pre-
ceding section with Tab. II we saw that the sole faultiness
of the memory qubit initial states and gates, even with
no time- and distance-dependent memory dephasing, can
make the secret key rate completely vanish, and this ef-
fect grows with the segment number n. In the last section
of the paper, we shall also look at schemes that minimize
the actual number of memory stations by combining the
twin-field QKD and repeater memory concepts, for in-
stance, in a four-segment scheme with only one of the
three intermediate stations being equipped with memory
qubits.

Now here we only consider the “optimal” scheme (gen-
erally and rigorously only without memory cut-off, as
discussed before), since this ensures we always consider
the highest possible secret key rates. By adding extra
repeater stations the requirements on the initial state
preparations and the Bell measurements become much
higher, where the corresponding terms scale as ∝ µn−1µn0
in the QBERs. We stress again that in order to achieve
a non-zero secret key rate for the eight-segment repeater,
we had to alter the non-ideal value of µ of Tab. I to a suf-
ficiently large value, µ = 0.99, see also Tab. II. For a fair
comparison, this value is then also used here to obtain
the curves of the two- and four-segment repeaters.

The resulting secret key rates can be seen in Fig. 10.
As one would expect, for example, the scaling changes

from
√
e−

L
Latt to

8
√
e−

L
Latt when the transition from a

two-segment to an eight-segment repeater is considered.
However, the rate at L = 0 km decreases when increasing
the number of segments. This effect occurs for the raw
rates (and the secret key rates assuming µ = 1), but it
becomes more apparent for µ = 0.99. Still, at long dis-
tances, eight segments are superior to a smaller number
of segments. Therefore, acknowledging that the neces-
sary µ requirements are extremely demanding but not
entirely impossible to achieve in practice, we conclude
that it is indeed beneficial to add repeater stations. In
particular, the effect of the memory dephasing alone (be-
sides channel loss), for possible coherence times like those
in Tab. I and used throughout the plots, will not prevent
the benefit of adding more stations. Even when both
plink and τcoh take on their lowest of the two considered
values as shown in Fig. 10(b), by placing seven memory
stations along the channel it is in principle still possible
to exceed the PLOB bound significantly. However, realis-
tically, when µ < 1 like in Fig. 10(a), all secret key rates
stay below the PLOB bound. In this case it becomes
crucial that either plink (Fig. 10(c)) or τcoh (Fig. 10(e)) is
sufficiently large such that the curves can cross PLOB at

a sufficiently small distance (thanks to the small y-axis
offset) or they can maintain their repeater loss scaling
for sufficiently long distances, respectively. Recall that
all rates shown and discussed here are per channel use.
Further it should be stressed here that we did not explic-
itly include time-dependent memory loss (assuming that
the memory imperfections are dominated by the time-
dependent memory dephasing), which can additionally
jeopardise the benefits of adding more, in this case lossy
memory stations [55]. (If this loss is detectable it may
lead to a non-deterministic entanglement swapping like in
the “DLCZ” quantum repeater, which is harder to accu-
rately analyze and optimize even for a constant swapping
probability [37]; if the loss remains partially undetected
at each station, it can lead to a reduced final state fidelity
and thus an increased QBER.)

Let us discuss the comparison of repeaters with dif-
ferent segment numbers in a little more detail. It is
indeed quite subtle and for this we shall also take into
account larger repeater systems, far beyond the n = 8
case. For the general discussion, it is helpful to first con-
sider the fully sequential scheme, as in this case we have
access to all relevant (physical and statistical) quantities
even for large repeaters, see Tab. III. If we only con-
sider channel loss or, equivalently, if we only look at the
raw rates, there is an optimal number of segments for
a given total distance. In Tab. III, among the possibil-
ities considered there, this is n = 80 for L = 800km,
and so we should put stations every L0 = 10km. If
we include the memory dephasing (“channel-loss-and-
memory-dephasing-only case”), we observe that not only
the average (number of) waiting time (steps) E[Kn],
but also the average (number of) dephasing time (steps)
E[Dn] is minimized for n = 80 when L = 800km. In
fact, these two averages, n/p and (n− 1)/p, respectively,
become identical for larger n, and both grow in the two
limits of many and very few segments, L0 → 0 (n→∞)
and L0 → L/2 (n → 2), respectively. However, when
changing the segment length L0, also the inverse effective
coherence time α = L0/(cfτcoh) will change, where now
α is simply maximal at L0 = L/2 and it steadily becomes
smaller when L0 → 0 at fixed τcoh. Note that below a
certain L0 value the repeater’s elementary time unit is no
longer dominated by the classical communication times
and instead the maximal local processing times must go
into α which we refer to as αloc. This effect implies
that in order to maximize the effective coherence time
τcoh/τ , one should simply use as many stations as pos-
sible, eventually approaching the limitation given by the
local processing times at each station. For these we may
typically assume αloc

1 = τ/τcoh = MHz−1/0.1s = 0.00001
and αloc

2 = τ/τcoh = MHz−1/10s = 0.0000001.

However, the first really relevant quantity to assess
the effect of the memory dephasing is the effective av-
erage dephasing time αE[Dn] that is related to the
memory dephasing channel evolution. Interestingly, for
the fully sequential scheme, this quantity, αE[Dn] =
(L/n)(n − 1)/(cfτcohp), converges for growing n (small
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FIG. 10: Comparison of secret key rates of the two-, four-, and eight-segment repeaters at total distances L for
different experimental parameters.

L0) to L/(cfτcohp) with p→ 1. For example, in Tab. III,
for L = 800km, we have L/(cfτcohp) = 0.0374 for τcoh =
0.1s and L/(cfτcohp) = 0.0004 for τcoh = 10s. These lim-
its are attainable for about n = 8000 and for n = 800,
respectively. With τcoh = 10s the limit is also almost
attainable for n = 80, so again L0 = 10km, and there is
no further benefit by further increasing n. However, we
also have αloc

1 E[Dn] = 0.00001 × (n − 1)/p = 0.0804 for
n = 8000 and αloc

2 E[Dn] = 0.0000001×(n−1)/p = 0.0001
for n = 800.

Next let us consider the relevant quantities for the op-
timal scheme as presented in Tab. IV. In this case we
no longer have access to all exact values for larger re-

peaters n > 8. However, there is a distinction between
the waiting times Kn and the dephasing times Dn. For
the total waiting times or the raw rates R we can calcu-
late the numbers for small and also for larger n according
to the exact analytical expression in Eq. (37). There are
also good approximations for both small n (small p) and
larger n (p closer to one) which may be easier to calcu-
late [36, 44, 56]. Importantly, unlike the case of the fully
sequential scheme, the raw rate R now grows with all n
(though slowly for larger n) thanks to the fast, parallel
distributions in all segments together with the loss scal-
ing that improves with n. This behaviour even matches
that of the repeater-assisted capacity bounds for increas-
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n 1 2 4 8 80 800 8000

L0[km] 800 400 200 100 10 1 0

E[Kn] ∼ 1016 ∼ 108 35497 754 126 837 8036

R ∼ 10−16 ∼ 10−8 ∼ 10−5 0.0013 0.0079 0.0012 0.0001

E[Dn] - ∼ 108 26623 659 124 836 8035

α1 - 0.0192 0.0096 0.0048 0.0005 ∼ 10−5 ∼ 10−6

α1E[Dn] - ∼ 106 256 3.1674 0.0598 0.0402 0.0386

α2 - 0.0002 0.0001 ∼ 10−5 ∼ 10−6 ∼ 10−7 ∼ 10−8

α2E[Dn] - 15131 2.5576 0.0317 0.0006 0.0004 0.0004

E[e−α1Dn ] - ∼ 10−7 ∼ 10−6 0.0729 0.9420 0.9606 0.9621

E[e−α2Dn ] - ∼ 10−6 0.1573 0.9689 0.9994 0.9996 0.9996

r1(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−13 ∼ 10−12 0.0038 0.8106 0.8603 0.8646

r2(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−9 0.0179 0.8843 0.9961 0.9972 0.9973

r1(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0 0 0 0

r2(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0.2203 0 0 0

S1(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−21 ∼ 10−17 ∼ 10−6 0.0064 0.0010 0.0001

S2(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−17 ∼ 10−7 0.0012 0.0079 0.0012 0.0001

S1(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0 0 0 0

S2(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0.0003 0 0 0

SPLOB,QR(L0) ∼ 10−16 ∼ 10−8 0.0002 0.0154 1.4530 4.4921 7.7846

TABLE III: Overview of the relevant quantities for the fully sequential scheme: segment number n, segment length
L0[km], average (number of) waiting time (steps) E[Kn], raw rate R, average (number of) dephasing time (steps)

E[Dn], inverse effective coherence time α1 = L0/(cf0.1s), effective average dephasing time α1E[Dn], inverse effective
coherence time α2 = L0/(cf10s), effective average dephasing time α2E[Dn], average dephasing fractions E[e−α1Dn ]
and E[e−α2Dn ], secret key fractions and rates, r and S, for different µ = µ0 (subscript corresponds to the choice of
α1 or α2, µ = 1 is the channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-only case), and the (repeater-assisted) capacity bound
SPLOB,QR(L0). We further assumed plink = F0 = 1 for the link coupling efficiency and the initial state dephasing.

ing n, as given in the last row of Tab. IV. However, recall
that for our qubit-based quantum repeaters the raw rate
can never exceed one secret bit per channel use, whereas
SPLOB,QR(L0) can, for decreasing L0.

For the average total dephasing we can calculate the
exact values up to n = 8. Comparing these values in
Tabs. III and IV, we see that the optimal scheme accu-
mulates less dephasing than the fully sequential scheme
when n = 4, 8. The two competing effects in the fully
sequential scheme, long total waiting time versus min-
imal number of simultaneously stored memory qubits
per elementary time unit, overall result in a larger de-
phasing rate in comparison with our optimal scheme for
n ≤ 8. We extrapolate this relative behaviour to larger
n and therefore assume that the dephasing values of the
fully sequential scheme may serve as upper bounds on
those for the optimal scheme when n > 8 in Tab. IV.
We make the same assumption for the other dephasing-
dependent quantities, in particular, the secret key frac-
tions, for which the fully sequential values then serve
as lower bounds. Looking at the entries of Tab. IV for
the optimal scheme, as a final result, we conclude that
while for µ = 1 (“channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-
only” case) it may be best to choose as many segments as
n = 80 (i.e. stations are placed at every 10km), similar to

what is best for the fully sequential scheme (Tab. III), for
µ = 0.99 < 1 we must not go to segment numbers higher
than n = 8. In fact, for µ = 0.99, both for the sequential
and the optimal schemes, effectively the only non-zero
secret key rate is obtainable for n = 8 and the larger of
the two coherence times considered, with a factor-three
enhancement for the optimal scheme over the sequen-
tial one. If n > 8, the faulty states and gates make S
vanish, if n < 8 the small raw rates and the high effec-
tive average dephasing times do not permit practically
usable secret key rates. Note that the entire discussion
here in the context of Tabs. III and IV is for a total dis-
tance of L = 800km. We may infer that an elementary
segment length of L0 ∼ 100km is not only highly com-
patible with existing classical repeater and fiber network
architectures, but also seems to offer a good balance be-
tween an improved memory-assisted loss scaling and an
only limited addition of extra faulty elements. This con-
clusion here holds for our repeater setting based upon
heralded loss-tolerant entanglement distribution, deter-
ministic entanglement swapping, and a memory dephas-
ing model. Similar elementary lengths have been used
before for schemes with probabilistic entanglement swap-
ping and memory loss [17, 18]. For schemes with deter-
ministic entanglement swapping, but a less loss-tolerant



31

n 1 2 4 8 80 800 8000

L0[km] 800 400 200 100 10 1 0.1

E[Kn] ∼ 1016 ∼ 108 18487 255 5.4 2.9 2.2

R ∼ 10−16 ∼ 10−8 ∼ 10−5 0.0039 0.1841 0.3490 0.4646

E[Dn] - ∼ 108 22923 488 < 124 < 836 < 8035

α1 - 0.0192 0.0096 0.0048 0.0005 ∼ 10−5 ∼ 10−6

α1E[Dn] - ∼ 106 220 2.3484 < 0.0582 < 0.0391 < 0.0376

α2 - 0.0002 0.0001 ∼ 10−5 ∼ 10−6 ∼ 10−7 ∼ 10−8

α2E[Dn] - 15131 2.2022 0.0235 < 0.0006 < 0.0004 < 0.0004

E[e−α1Dn ] - ∼ 10−6 ∼ 10−5 0.1552 > 0.9420 > 0.9606 > 0.9621

E[e−α2Dn ] - ∼ 10−4 0.2215 0.9769 > 0.9994 > 0.9996 > 0.9996

r1(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−13 ∼ 10−11 0.0174 > 0.8106 > 0.8603 > 0.8646

r2(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−9 0.0357 0.9090 > 0.9961 > 0.9972 > 0.9973

r1(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0 0 0 0

r2(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0.2323 0 0 0

S1(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−21 ∼ 10−15 0.0001 > 0.0064 > 0.0010 > 0.0001

S2(µ = 1) - ∼ 10−17 ∼ 10−6 0.0036 > 0.0079 > 0.0012 > 0.0001

S1(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0 0 0 0

S2(µ = 0.99) - 0 0 0.0009 0 0 0

SPLOB,QR(L0) ∼ 10−16 ∼ 10−8 0.0002 0.0154 1.4530 4.4921 7.7846

TABLE IV: Overview of the relevant quantities for the optimal scheme: segment number n, segment length L0[km],
average (number of) waiting time (steps) E[Kn], raw rate R, average (number of) dephasing time (steps) E[Dn],

inverse effective coherence time α1 = L0/(cf0.1s), effective average dephasing time α1E[Dn], inverse effective
coherence time α2 = L0/(cf10s), effective average dephasing time α2E[Dn], average dephasing fractions E[e−α1Dn ]
and E[e−α2Dn ], secret key fractions and rates, r and S, for different µ = µ0 (subscript corresponds to the choice of
α1 or α2, µ = 1 is the channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-only case), and the (repeater-assisted) capacity bound
SPLOB,QR(L0). For the cases n > 8, not all exact values are available and hence we inserted approximate values or
(lower or upper) bounds. We assumed plink = F0 = 1 for the link coupling efficiency and the initial state dephasing.

entanglement distribution mechanism, [21] smaller seg-
ment lengths may be preferable. We will include such
schemes, exhibiting an intrinsic channel-loss-dependent
dephasing, into the discussion in a later section. Let us
now consider a simple form of multiplexing in order to
improve the repeater performance, provided sufficient ex-
tra resources are available.

F. Multiplexing

Operating M repeater chains in parallel automatically
leads to an enhancement of the overall rates by a fac-
tor of M . However, since in this case the corresponding
number of channels grows as well by a factor of M , the
rates per channel use remain unchanged. The situation
becomes different though when the chains can “interact”
with each other. In particular, the loss scaling of heralded
entanglement distributions can be improved, at least for
small systems in an MDI QKD setting (even without the
use of quantum memories but with the need for a non-
destructive heralding) [57]. For memory-based quantum
repeaters, memory imperfections may be compensated
via multiplexing techniques [42, 58–60].

Experimentally, multiplexing can be realized through
various degrees of freedom. Apart from spatial multi-
plexing with additional memory qubits at each station
that can be coupled to additional fiber channels, this can
be forms of temporal or spectral multiplexing where a
single fiber may be employed sequentially at a high clock
rate [61] or at the same time with multiple wavelengths,
respectively.

In this section, we shall incorporate a simple form of
multiplexing into our formalism and our repeater models
and systems. We have seen that either high total effi-
ciencies or sufficiently long coherence times are needed to
achieve usable secret key rates at long distances. We will
now see that multiplexing can be understood as a means
to effectively enhance the memory coherence time. In
the following we will describe in more detail which kind
of multiplexing we consider and why it indeed effectively
increases the coherence time.

The simplest way to include multiplexing in our re-
peater models is by using M memories simultaneously
to generate entanglement. These memories can either
be connected to the same fiber by a switch or they may
each be coupled to their own fiber channel. For sim-
plicity, we consider the switch to be perfect such that
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FIG. 11: Multiplexing in a two-segment repeater.

both approaches become equivalent (and where the ad-
ditional channel uses take place either in time or in
space). A lossy switch could be easily incorporated into
our model by using an additional parameter which is
included in plink (note that the loss from the switch is
time-independent and so always the same). A possi-
ble setup for a two-segment repeater with multiplexing
is shown in Fig. 11. Here all entanglement distribu-
tion attempts happen simultaneously. Since we have M
replica of all memories and channels, this setup acts as if
p 7→ 1− (1−p)M , provided that memory qubits from dif-
ferent chains can talk to each other in the middle station
so that we may again swap as soon as possible.

For an M -multiplexing let us thus define the effective
distribution probability peff = 1 − (1 − p)M . For small
p, only keeping linear terms, we have peff ≈Mp. As the
expected waiting time in a single segment is then given
by 1

Mp , we can already gain insight on the possibility

that multiplexing increases the effective coherence time
by a factor of M . More specifically, for example, for the
fully sequential scheme the expectation value of Dn is
(n − 1)/p, thus the transition p 7→ peff ≈ Mp reduces
the number of dephasing steps, on average, by a factor of
1/M . This is equivalent to an increase of the coherence
time by a factor M . In the following, let us be more
precise and show what ‘small’ p really means in terms of
the corresponding segment length L0. In fact, including
multiplexing, the secret key rates in dependence of the
repeater distance behave in a more complicated way and
one can see that for small distances the rate is nearly
constant and only for larger distances the rates behave
as we would expect from the non-multiplexed schemes.

In the general, exact model using peff = 1−(1−p)M , it
becomes clear that the above-mentioned behaviour orig-
inates from this general expression for peff . In Fig. 12(a)
one can see that peff can be divided in three regimes. In
the first regime of small L0, peff is a constant. In the
second regime of large L0, peff is a simple exponential
decay, while in between it has a more complicated form

interpolating both regimes. In the first regime, the effec-
tive probability is nearly constant, because in our simple
multiplexing protocol we only make use of a single ‘en-
tanglement excitation’ in each segment of the parallelized
repeater chains, but for small L0 we would typically have
multiple excitations in each segment. Thus, increasing L0

decreases the number of excitations, but as we anyway
only make use of a single one, this barely matters (making
use of more excitations and keeping the ‘residual entan-
glement’ could potentially further enhance the rates [62];
however, here our focus is on a simple and clear interpre-
tation of the impact of the multiplexing on the coherence
time and the memory dephasing in our statistical model).
In the second regime of rather large L0, the contributions
of multiple excitations can be neglected and therefore the
rates behave exactly like in the M = 1 case. Hence, this
regime two is exactly that where we can increase the ef-
fective coherence time by a factor of M with the help of
multiplexing. We can give a rough rule of thumb for the
minimal length of L0 when one may use the simple ap-
proximation of increasing the coherence time by a factor

of M . For this we assume p = exp
(
− L0

Latt

)
[63] and take

the minimizing argument of ∂
2 ln(peff )
∂L2

0
for a given M in or-

der to estimate the midpoint of the interpolating regime.
For general M this expression can be nicely fitted to an
expression of the form c1 ln (c2M + c3) + c4, as one can
see in Fig. 12(b). One should then consider L0 to be
slightly larger for the approximation to hold.

Let us give another, more rigorous derivation of the
effective coherence time in the presence of multiplexing.
The coherence time primarily characterises the increasing
decline of the secret key rate with distance. However, a
massive drop actually happens when the secret key frac-
tion r reaches zero, which is possible when ez > 0, i.e.
when µ < 1 or µ0 < 1. Thus, let us determine the prob-
ability at which r = 0 holds with multiplexing and from
that deduce an equivalent coherence time without mul-
tiplexing. Since the QBER ez is constant (ez = ez), we
have to solve for the expectation value of ex such that

1− h(ez)
!
= h(ex). (61)

In order to find the probability p or equivalently the dis-
tance at which the drop happens, let us use the Taylor
series of the binary entropy function at x = 1

2 ,

h(x) = 1− 1

2 ln(2)

∞∑
n=1

(1− 2x)
2n

n (2n− 1)
, ∀ 0 < x < 1. (62)

Then one finds for ex up to first order:

ex =
1

2
−
√

ln(2)h(ez)

2
, (63)

where only the negative root is possible, as 0 ≤ ex ≤ 1
2 .

Inserting ex and solving for E[e−αDn ] gives

E[e−αDn ] =

√
2 ln(2)h(ez)

µn−1µn0 (2F0 − 1)
n . (64)
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 12: (a) peff for M = 10 (b) rule of thumb: the
orange points show the numerical minimization for

different M and the blue line shows the fitted function.
It was obtained by fitting the numerical function for all
values in the interval (3,1000)a. However, it also works

well for larger M like e.g. 104 up to some small
deviations at high M probably due to the numerical

precision. For the meaning of the fitting parameters, see
main text. As always we assumed Latt = 22 km.

a For M = 2 our algorithm has convergence problems.

If µ = µ0 = 1, including especially the channel-loss-and-
memory-dephasing-only case (for which also F0 = 1),
we have h(ez) = 0 and so the requirement becomes
E[e−αDn ] = 0, which is impossible. However, as soon
as ez > 0, i.e. µ < 1 or µ0 < 1, a sufficiently small
non-zero (average) dephasing fraction E[e−αDn ] leads to
a zero secret key fraction. As we can always calculate
this expectation value by our previously derived PGFs,
we now have an accurate and systematic way to derive
the probability p (or the total distance L = nL0) at
which the drop takes place for given values of n, τcoh,
µ, µ0, and F0. Recall that the inverse effective coher-
ence time α = L0/(cfτcoh) typically also depends on L0.

On the other hand, we may use the above relation to
determine an (inverse) effective coherence time by cal-
culating the drop for a repeater with multiplexing and
then the equivalent α, which would be needed to achieve
the same distance without any multiplexing. From this
α one can recover the coherence time τcoh and finds the
approximate relation

τcoh 7→M · τcoh, (65)

when a multiplexing of M is used and the remaining
setup is kept the same. Thus, one can achieve an M -
times longer effective coherence time with the help of
multiplexing.

In Fig. 13, we show the rates of two- and four-segment
repeaters using a multiplexing of M = 10 in red. Note
that because we use the SKR per channel use, the rates
are obtained including a division by M . The rates of
the same repeaters without multiplexing are presented
in orange. Furthermore, a repeater without multiplex-
ing, but with the equivalent ‘effective’ coherence time
of τeff = Mτcoh is shown in dashed black. One can
see that for small distances, i.e large probabilities, the
multiplexed repeater does not quite behave like its non-
multiplexed counterpart with an effectively increased co-
herence time. A clear splitting between the red and black
curves is visible. However, for larger distances, espe-
cially after crossing the PLOB bound, the multiplexed
repeater behaves exactly the same as if simply memories
with an effectively longer coherence time were used. For
smaller link efficiencies, the splitting becomes much less
pronounced, as can be seen in the plots on the right of
Fig. 13. All this holds for both two and four segments,
according to Fig. 13. In particular, for small link ef-
ficiencies, the secret key rate of an equivalent repeater
with τeff = Mτcoh is almost indistinguishable from a re-
peater with multiplexing. This is in agreement with the
above discussion on the occurrence of single versus multi-
ple ‘entanglement excitations’ in each segment where the
latter are then highly suppressed even at short distances
due to the small value of plink. Thus, for practical pur-
poses, in all our discussions, we may treat several cases
equivalently, for instance, a repeater with τcoh = 10s and
M = 1 would be equivalent to a repeater with τcoh = 1s
and M = 10.

G. Secret key rate per second

In a real-world application, the important figure of
merit is not the rate per channel use, it will be the rate
per second. In particular, a memory-asissted QKD sys-
tem or generally a memory-based quantum repeater, as
typically based upon light-matter interactions and clas-
sical communication at least between neighboring sta-
tions, has a limited ‘clock rate’. Classical communication
is needed to declare successful transmission of photons
for the entanglement distribution. In general, also extra
communication would be needed to signal any successful
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(a) Two segments with τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = 0.7, µ = µ0 = 0.97
and M = 10 for multiplexing.
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(b) Two segments with τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.05, µ = µ0 = 0.97
and M = 10 for multiplexing.
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(c) Four segments with τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = 0.7, µ = µ0 = 0.97
and M = 10 for multiplexing.
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(d) Four segments with τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.05, µ = µ0 = 0.97
and M = 10 for multiplexing.

FIG. 13: Rates (secret key/raw) of (a,b) two- and (c,d) four-segment repeaters using multiplexing M = 10 at
distances L for different experimental parameters. The rate of a repeater without multiplexing, but with the same

coherence time is shown in orange, whereas the rate of a repeater using multiplexing is shown in red. Additionally, a
repeater without multiplexing, but with an equivalent effective coherence time is presented in dashed black. All

rates are expressed per channel use and hence include a division by M .

entanglement swapping, but as we assumed determinis-
tic swapping no such communication is needed in our
repeater models.

As we already discussed frequently throughout the pa-
per, a repeater’s performance generally depends on an
elementary time unit τ , which is contained in the in-
verse effective coherence time α = τ/τcoh, where gener-
ally τ = τclock + L0/cf including the experimental lo-
cal processing time τclock. We have mostly argued that
in the relevant distance regimes, this quantity is dom-

inated by the (quantum and classical) communication
times between neighboring stations, thus τ = L0/cf and
α = L0/(cfτcoh). Already with segment lengths above
10 km, one can neglect the local clock rates, since these
are much higher than the rates given by the transmis-
sion times. An extra factor of two could be included
in τ for some protocols due to the L0-transmission of a
photon entangled with a memory qubit and the classical
answer (sent back over L0) heralding its successful trans-
mission. However, this would depend on the specific pro-
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tocol and so we have chosen the simplest, minimal form
τ = L0/cf . Only for very short segment lengths do we

have α ≈ αloc = τclock/τcoh = MHz−1/τcoh assuming
experimental clock rates τ−1

clock typically of the order of
MHz.

However, there are repeater schemes that are indepen-
dent of additional classical communication and the deci-
sion to keep or reinitialize a memory state can be made
at the memory station. These schemes may be referred
to as “node receives photons” (NRP) as opposed to the
class of schemes with “node sends photons” (NSP) [30].
An NRP protocol and application that circumvents the
need of extra signal waiting times can be realized with
two “segments” and a middle station in memory-assisted
MDI QKD [30].

Such a scheme, when treating it as an elementary quan-
tum repeater unit or module many of which a large-
scale repeater can be made of, may be referred to as a
“quantum repeater cell”, actually composed of two half-
segments [30, Fig. 6b]. In this case, even for large (half-
)segment length L0, we have α = αloc = τclock/τcoh.
For completeness, we show the rates of such an NRP-
based two-segment scheme in the form of contour plots
in App. H. By circumventing the need for extra classi-
cal communication and thus significantly reducing the
effective memory dephasing, the minimal state and gate
fidelity values can even be kept constant over large dis-
tance regimes. However, as soon as the NRP concept is
applied to repeaters beyond a single middle station effec-
tively connecting complete repeater segments, [30, Fig.
6a] the need for extra classical communication to initi-
ate an entanglement swapping operation can no longer
be entirely avoided (though there are ideas to still par-
tially benefit from the NRP concept) [61]. A quantum
repeater cell can also be considered employing the NSP
protocol [31] and one such cell (two half-segments) or
the corresponding complete segment can then be used as
an elementary quantum repeater unit [30, Fig. 4]. For
the NSP concept, the extra signal waiting time is gener-
ally required at every distribution attempt. In any case
or protocol, the repeater’s elementary time unit τ deter-
mines the effective coherence time τcoh/τ and as such,
even when the rates per channel use are considered, it
determines how many distribution attempts are possible
within a given τcoh and hence how big the effective de-
phasing time αDn becomes.

Compared with memory-assisted quantum communi-
cation schemes, a big asset of an all-optical point-to-
point quantum communication link is that it can operate
at a very high clock rate, typically of the order of GHz,
only limited by the speed of Alice’s laser (quantum state)
source and Bob’s (quantum state) detector. For such a
direct state transmission, no extra classical communica-
tion is required as for heralding the successful transfer
of entangled photons between repeater links. Thus, the
rate per second is simply given by the two local clock
rates, especially the time it takes to generate the pho-
tonic qubit states or any other quantum states in QKD

based on different types of encoding (however, thanks
to the known linear bounds on the key distribution via
a long and lossy point-to-point quantum communication
channel [46, 64], it is clear that the rate scaling of qubit-
based QKD cannot be beaten by any form of non-qubit
encoding).

Other all-optical schemes such as MDI QKD or twin-
field QKD, which are no longer point-to-point and do in-
clude a middle station between Alice and Bob, also ben-
efit from such high clock rates. The remarkable feature
of twin-field QKD is that it shares both advantages: the
high clock rate with point-to-point quantum communi-
cation and the L → L/2 loss scaling gain with memory-
based two-segment quantum repeaters. In order to as-
sess whether there is a real benefit of employing a two-
segment quantum repeater or even adding extra repeater
stations, we must eventually consider the rates per sec-
ond and take into account the corresponding clock rates
in all schemes. As a consequence, comparing clock rates
of MHz with those of GHz (of memory-based versus all-
optical quantum communication), there is a penalty of a
factor of about 1000 from the start for the memory-based
approach. In the regime where α ≈ L0/(cfτcoh), this
penalty even gets worse. In this case, when τ ≈ L0/cf ,
there are at least two disadvantages of τ growing with L0:
a reduced effective coherence time τcoh/τ and a reduced
raw rate per second R/τ . Beating the PLOB bound for
the rates per channel use is only a necessary criterion
that a quantum repeater can be beneficial. In order to
confirm a real benefit, we have to consider the secret key
rates per second S/τ = rR/τ . Thus, even with perfect
memories τcoh → ∞, the different τ values matter. The
situation is similar to throwing two or more dices at once
at a fast rate. To get all dices showing six eyes this may
still be faster than throwing them very slowly while be-
ing allowed to only continue with the unsuccessful dices
in each round. The final raw and secret key rates per sec-
ond obtainable with our two most prominent and mostly
discussed repeater schemes, the fully sequential scheme
and the optimal scheme, are given in Tabs. V and VI,
respectively.

H. Application and comparison of protocols

Let us now consider various quantum repeater proto-
cols based on different types of the optical encoding and
calculate their corresponding secret key rates per sec-
ond using the methods developed in the preceding sec-
tions. We shall look at (i) a kind of standard scheme
employing two-mode (dual-rail, DR) photonic qubits dis-
tributed through the optical-fiber channels (either emit-
ted from a central source of entangled photon pairs and
written into the spin memory qubits or emitted from the
repeater nodes employing spin-photon entangled states
and utilizing two-photon interference in the middle of
each segment), [30] (ii) a scheme based upon spin-photon
(spin-light-mode) entanglement and one-photon interfer-
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n 1 2 4 8 80 800 8000

L0[km] 800 400 200 100 10 1 0.1

R/τ ∼ 10−14 Hz ∼ 10−6 Hz 0.0293 Hz 2.8 Hz 165.2 Hz 248.7 Hz 259.1 Hz

S1(µ = 1)/τ - ∼ 10−18 Hz ∼ 10−14 Hz 0.0106 Hz 133.9 Hz 213.9 Hz 224.0 Hz

S2(µ = 1)/τ - ∼ 10−14 Hz 0.0005 Hz 2.4 Hz 164.5 Hz 248.0 Hz 258.4 Hz

S1(µ = 0.99)/τ - 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz

S2(µ = 0.99)/τ - 0 Hz 0 Hz 0.6086 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz

SPLOB,QR(L0)/τ ∼ 10−7 Hz 18.3 Hz 0.2 MHz 15.5 MHz 1.5 GHz 4.5 GHz 7.8 GHz

TABLE V: Overview of the relevant quantities for the fully sequential scheme of Tab. III calculated per second
(shown are only those entries that change, but again with segment number n, segment length L0[km]): raw rate
R/τ , secret key rate S/τ for different µ = µ0 (again subscript corresponds to the choice of α1 or α2, µ = 1 is the

channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-only case), and the (repeater-assisted) capacity bound per elementary time unit
SPLOB,QR(L0)/τ where we choose τ = GHz−1 for the cases n = 1, 2, i.e. the bounds, expressed per second, on

all-optical point-to-point and twin-field QKD. Note that for realistic but still GHz-clock-rate twin-field QKD we
rather have S/τ ∼ 1Hz. In any of the other, memory-based scenarios, we choose τ = τclock + L0/cf with

τclock = MHz−1. We again assumed plink = F0 = 1 for the link coupling efficiency and the initial state dephasing.

n 1 2 4 8 80 800 8000

L0[km] 800 400 200 100 10 1 0.1

R/τ ∼ 10−14 Hz ∼ 10−6 Hz 0.0563 Hz 8.2 Hz 3.8 kHz 72.7 kHz 967.2 kHz

S1(µ = 1)/τ - ∼ 10−18 Hz ∼ 10−12 Hz 0.1423 Hz > 3.1 kHz > 62.5 kHz > 832.1 kHz

S2(µ = 1)/τ - ∼ 10−14 Hz 0.0020 Hz 7.4 Hz > 3.8 kHz > 72.4 kHz > 964.5 kHz

S1(µ = 0.99)/τ - 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz

S2(µ = 0.99)/τ - 0 Hz 0 Hz 1.9 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz 0 Hz

SPLOB,QR(L0)/τ ∼ 10−7 Hz 18.3 Hz 0.2 MHz 15.5 MHz 1.5 GHz 4.5 GHz 7.8 GHz

TABLE VI: Overview of the relevant quantities for the optimal scheme of Tab. IV calculated per second (shown are
only those entries that change, but again with segment number n, segment length L0[km]): raw rate R/τ , secret key

rate S/τ for different µ = µ0 (again subscript corresponds to the choice of α1 or α2, µ = 1 is the
channel-loss-and-memory-dephasing-only case), and the (repeater-assisted) capacity bound per elementary time unit

SPLOB,QR(L0)/τ where we choose τ = GHz−1 for the cases n = 1, 2, i.e. the bounds, expressed per second, on
all-optical point-to-point and twin-field QKD. Note that for realistic but still GHz-clock-rate twin-field QKD we

rather have S/τ ∼ 1Hz. In any of the other, memory-based scenarios, we choose τ = τclock + L0/cf with

τclock = MHz−1. We again assumed plink = F0 = 1 for the link coupling efficiency and the initial state dephasing.

ence with an encoding similar to that introduced by
Cabrillo et al. [65] effectively using one-mode (single-
rail, SR) photonic qubits, (iii) a scheme that extends
the concepts of twin-field QKD with coherent states to a
specific variant of memory-assisted QKD, i.e. a kind of
twin-field quantum repeater [22]. We refer to scheme (ii)
as the Cabrillo scheme and discuss it in more detail in
App. I. For all three schemes we consider a quantum re-
peater with n = 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 segments matching the size of
the repeater systems that we have formally/theoretically
treated in great detail in the first parts of this paper. We
always use the previously derived “optimal” quantum re-
peater protocol that belongs to the fastest schemes and
gives the smallest dephasing among all fast schemes.

The two schemes (ii) and (iii) share the potential bene-
fit that for quantum repeaters with n segments and n−1
intermediate memory stations (not counting the memo-
ries at Alice and Bob or assuming immediate measure-

ments there) they lead to an improved loss scaling with a
2n-times bigger effective attenuation distance compared
with a point-to-point link (unlike the standard scheme
(i) that only achieves an n-times bigger effective attenu-
ation distance), but a final state fidelity parameter still
decreasing as the power of 2n − 1 (assuming equal gate
and initial state error rates) like the standard scheme
(i). However, scheme (ii) has an intrinsic error during
the distribution step due to the initial two-photon terms
in combination with channel loss. Similarly, scheme (iii)
is more sensitive to channel loss exhibiting an intrinsic
loss-dependent dehasing error, because the optical state
is a phase-sensitive continuous-variable state [21]. The
two models of channel-loss-induced errors for schemes (ii)
and (iii) thus slightly differ, while the transmission loss
scaling is identical. As a consequence, for both (ii) and
(iii), we have the constraint that the excitation ampli-
tudes (the weights of the non-vacuum terms) must not
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become too large. Despite the above-mentioned benefits
compared with scheme (i) it will turn out that the intrin-
sic errors of schemes (ii) and (iii) represent an essential
complication that prevents to fully exploit the improved
scaling of the basic parameters in comparison with the
standard repeater protocols.

For a fair comparison, assuming similar types of initial
state imperfections in all three schemes, we set µ0 = 1
with F0 = 0.99, 0.98 and so replace the initial depo-
larizing error for scheme (i) by an initial dephasing er-
ror. Thus, in the expressions of the QBERs as given by
Eq. (24), the contribution of µn0 to the initial error scal-
ing from the analysis of the preceding sections (where
F0 = 1) is now replaced by a corresponding scaling with
F0 < 1. The gate error scaling with µn−1 remains un-
changed in all schemes. Of course, our formalism also
allows to focus on specific schemes including initial state
errors with µ0 < 1. In this case, the specific contri-
butions of the different elements in each elementary re-
peater unit (segments, half-segments, “cells”) [30] to the
link coupling efficiency plink and the initial state error
parameters µ0 or F0 depend of the particular protocol
[30].

For example, zooming in on an NSP segment, [30] we
have a squared contribution from the two spin-photon
entangled states on the left and on the right, µ2

sp,ph,
and another possible gate error factor, µOBM, coming
from the optical Bell measurement in the middle of the
segment. In this scenario, already in a single segment,
we effectively have one imperfect entanglement swapping
operation (acting on the two photons in the middle of
the segment) connecting two initially distributed, depo-
larized entangled states (the two spin-photon states), to
which our physical model directly applies replacing our
initial µ0 for one segment according to µ0 → µ2

sp,phµOBM.
This overall initial distribution error will most likely be
dominated by the imperfect spin-photon states, assum-
ing near-error-free (though probabilistic) photonic Bell
measurements, thus µ0 ∼ µ2

sp,ph.

In a full NRP segment, the memory write-in may be re-
alized via quantum teleportation using a locally prepared
spin-photon state and an optical Bell measurement on the
photon that arrives from the fiber channel and the local
photon. In this scenario, already in a single complete
segment, we may effectively have three initial entangled
states (two local spin-photon states on the left and on
the right together with one distributed entangled photon
pair emitted from a source in the middle of the segment)
and two optical Bell measurements, [30, Fig. 6a] with
our model resulting in a µ0 ∼ µph,phµ

2
sp,phµ

2
OBM scal-

ing of the initial error parameter for one segment (i.e.,
similar to the effective final scaling of a three-segment
repeater in our more abstract model, with µ0 → µsp,ph

and µ→ µOBM, and setting for this simplifying analogy,
quite unrealistically, µsp,ph = µph,ph). Assuming near-
error-free Bell measurements, and near-perfect (though
possibly only probabilistically created) photon pairs, we
would again arrive at an overall scaling of µ0 ∼ µ2

sp,ph for

the initial error parameter. In case of an entangled pho-
ton pair source that deterministically produces imperfect
photon-photon states (such as a quantum dot source), we
would have µ0 ∼ µph,phµ

2
sp,ph instead. There is also the

option of a heralded memory write-in that no longer relies
on the generation of local spin-photon states and optical
Bell measurements [29]. In this case, our physical model
has to be slightly adapted to such a scenario and a de-
composition of the different error channels, including an
imperfect memory write-in operation, into one effective
initial error channel should be considered.

Thus, zooming in on our general initial-state error
parameters µ0 or F0 for a specific implementation is
straightforwardly possible, but it will eventually lead to
even stronger fidelity requirements for the individual ex-
perimental components that contribute to µ0 or F0. The
different contributions to the link coupling efficiencies
plink can be similarly decomposed into the different ex-
perimental elements, also including some differences for
the different types of quantum repeater units and proto-
cols [30]. However, note that for our comparison in this
section, especially assuming that two photonic states are
combined in the middle of each segment (i.e. in a kind
of NSP scenario), the two-photon interference of scheme
(i) results in a quadratic disadvantage not only for the
channel transmission but also in terms of the link cou-
pling efficiency plink in comparison with the protocols
based on one-photon interference (schemes (ii) and (iii)),
plink,(i) = p2

link,(ii) = p2
link,(iii). For this let us write in

short plink,DR = p2
link,TF, given the similarity of schemes

(ii) and (iii).
In Fig. 14 we compare the secret key rates for the

dual-rail scheme (i) (DR), the Cabrillo scheme (ii), and
the twin-field repeater (iii) (TF). The two twin-field-type
schemes include a free parameter describing the number
of excitations. More excitations lead to a higher trans-
mission rate at the expense of a lower state quality. In
the plots we optimize this parameter for each data point
to obtain the maximal secret key rate. Recall, for the
DR scheme, we introduce a small dephasing via the pa-
rameter F0 < 1 in order to avoid comparing perfect ini-
tial entangled states with noisy ones. When comparing
schemes (ii) and (iii) one can see that for µ ≈ 1 (iii)
performs better while for lower µ (ii) is the better per-
forming scheme. This is because the probability of an
error is smaller for the Cabrillo scheme, but the error
would affect both QBERs of the BB84 protocol, signifi-
cantly reducing the secret key rate. For the TF scheme
(iii) we have an effect on only one of the two error rates.
When µ gets smaller, all schemes have a non-vanishing
error rate in both bases and therefore the lower error rate
of the Cabrillo scheme is helpful.

Figure 14 shows that, although the DR scheme has
a scaling disadvantage in comparison to both other
schemes, it is often highly competitive, since both twin-
field-type schemes suffer from their low initial probabili-
ties of success when only weak excitations can be used to
avoid introducing too much noise from the loss channel.
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Considering a memory coherence time of 10 seconds, a
gate error parameter µ ≥ 0.97, and coupling efficiencies
as plink,TF = 0.9, one can already overcome the PLOB
bound with only three memory stations using either the
DR scheme (i) or the TF protocol (iii). For this com-
parison in terms of secret bits per second, we assume a
source repetition rate of 1 GHz for an ideal point-to-point
link as associated with the PLOB bound per channel use.
Note that we do not include an extra factor of 1/2 for
the final rates which would strictly be needed in the DR-
based scheme in comparison with the PLOB bound for
a single-mode loss channel. Here the parallel transmis-
sion of the two modes for a DR qubit does not change
the rates per second and this optical encoding does not
cause an extra experimental resource overhead (in fact,
it even simplifies the optical transmission circumventing
the need for long-distance phase stabilization as for the
TF-type schemes). Moreover, an optical point-to-point
direct transmission would most likely be based on DR
qubit transmission as well. The other, previously men-
tioned factor 2 that occurs in front of the effective inverse
coherence time α when the two spins of a two-qubit spin
pair simultaneously dephase while waiting in one seg-
ment has now been included here for each segment (i.e.
a small improvement would be possible when Alice and
Bob measure their spins immediately).

In Fig. 14, we always assume a coherence time τcoh =
10 s, plink,TF = 0.9, and M = 1. Recall from our dis-
cussions of the possibility of multiplexing that we may
equivalently consider schemes for which, for instance,
τcoh = 1 s and M = 10 according to Eq. (65). The
plots lead to the following observations. The two TF-
type schemes (ii) and (iii) more heavily rely upon suffi-
ciently good error parameters than the DR scheme (i).
In Figs. 14(a) and (b) for two different initial dephas-
ing fidelities (which is only relevant for DR), we see that
only the TF scheme (iii) performs as good as DR with
a gate error as low as µ = 0.999. In this case, for the
given parameters, TF even allows to reach slightly larger
distances compared with DR, both going well above
L = 1200 km giving more than a hundredth of a secret
bit per second at such distances. Note that in order to
achieve this, the TF scheme requires a loss scaling with a
16-times bigger effective attenuation distance compared
with a point-to-point link, whereas the DR scheme only
has to exhibit an 8-times bigger effective attenuation dis-
tance (“n = 8 TF” vs. “n = 8 DR”). The number of
memory stations is the same for both, namely seven (not
counting those at Alice and Bob).

With increasing gate errors µ ≤ 0.99, as shown in
Figs. 14(c)-(g), only the DR scheme allows to reach dis-
tances above or near L = 1000km. If both error pa-
rameters, that for the gates, µ, and that for the initial
states, F0, are no longer sufficiently good (both or in com-
bination), also the DR scheme ceases to reach large dis-
tances and barely beats the PLOB bound (see Figs. 14(f)
and (g)). For the two TF-type schemes (ii) and (iii), we
generally checked both types of detectors, on-off as well

as photon-number-resolving (Fig.14 shows the results for
on-off detections), and we did not see a significant dif-
ference in the logarithmic plots of the secret key rates
for both schemes. The reason is that for larger distances
the two-photon events at either of the two detectors (de-
tectable via PNRDs) get increasingly unlikely compared
with one-photon detection events coming from the two-
photon terms in combination with the loss of one photon
during transmission (causing errors which remain unde-
tectable via PNRDs).

The practically most relevant situation is shown in
Figs. 14(c)-(e). In particular, for the numbers chosen
there, i.e. state and gate errors of the order of 1-2%, the
DR scheme reaches a distance of L = 800km with about
one secret bit per second, and even beyond with a lower
rate. The link coupling efficiency for this scenario, like
in all others, is plink,DR = p2

link,TF = 0.81; the coherence
time is τcoh = 10 s. The number of segments is n = 8
(“n = 8 DR”, dotted yellow curve) corresponding to a
memory station placed at every L0 = 100km. The result
for this scheme is consistent with the results obtained for
S2(µ = 0.99) and especially S2(µ = 0.99)/τ in Tabs. IV
and VI, respectively, for n = 8. However, note that for
the values in Tabs. IV and VI we chose plink = F0 = 1 and
µ = µ0, slightly different from the parameter choice for
Fig. 14(c) where µ0 = 1 and F0 = 0.99 playing the role of
an imperfect state parameter instead of µ0 (in addition,
we have plink = 0.81 for DR, and also two spins dephas-
ing at any time step included). Reiterating the previ-
ous discussions in Secs. V E 2, the choice of L0 ∼ 100km
seems not only highly compatible with existing classical
repeater and fiber network architectures, but also offers
a good balance between an improved memory-assisted
loss scaling and an only limited addition of extra faulty
elements. Here now we found, in particular, that the
standard DR scheme (i) provides another good choice in
order to really benefit from these well balanced parame-
ters.

Finally, we also considered the six-state QKD protocol
[48] instead of BB84, but this only improved the final
rates marginally. In the case of µ = 0.98 and µ0 = 1, the
rate could be, in principle, improved significantly for n =
8, but for these parameters, in practice, it is easier to use
BB84 and n = 4 instead. When considering sufficiently
good error parameter values like µ = 0.99, such that
n = 8 outperforms n = 4, then again there is only a
minimal improvement by employing the six-state QKD
protocol.

VI. CONCLUSION

We presented a statistical model based on two ran-
dom variables and their probability-generating functions
(PGFs) in order to describe, in principle, the full statis-
tics of the rates obtainable in a memory-based quantum
repeater chain. The physical repeater model assumes a
heralded initial entanglement distribution with a certain
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(a) µ = 0.999, F0 = 0.99
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(b) µ = 0.999, F0 = 0.98
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(c) µ = 0.99, F0 = 0.99
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(d) µ = 0.99, F0 = 0.98
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(e) µ = 0.98, F0 = 0.99
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(f) µ = 0.98, F0 = 0.98

0 200 400 600 800 1000
L in km

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

102

104

106

108

1010

Ra
te

 p
er

 se
co

nd

n=1 TF
n=2 TF
n=3 TF
n=4 TF
n=8 TF
 

n=1 Cabrillo
n=2 Cabrillo
n=3 Cabrillo
n=4 Cabrillo
n=8 Cabrillo
 

n=1 DR
n=2 DR
n=3 DR
n=4 DR
n=8 DR
PLOB

(g) µ = 0.97, F0 = 0.99

FIG. 14: Secret key rates per second. We always assume a coherence time τcoh = 10 s, plink,TF = 0.9, and M = 1.

elementary probability for each repeater segment (includ-
ing fiber channel transmission and all link coupling effi-
ciencies), deterministic entanglement swapping to con-
nect the segments, and single-spin quantum memories at
each repeater station that are subject to time-dependent
memory dephasing. No active quantum error correction
is performed on any of the repeater “levels”, while our
model does not even rely upon the basic assumption of
any nested repeater level structure. The two basic sta-
tistical variables associated with this physical repeater
model are the total repeater waiting time and the total,
accumulated dephasing time.

In the context of an application in long-range quan-
tum cryptography, our model corresponds to a form of

memory-assisted quantum key distribution, for which we
calculated the (asymptotic, primarily BB84-type) secret
key rates as a figure of merit to assess the repeater perfor-
mance against known benchmarks and all-optical quan-
tum communication schemes. Apart from the theoretical
complexity that grows with the size of the repeater (i.e.,
the number of repeater segments), it was clear from the
start that experimentally the memory-assisted schemes
of our model cannot go arbitrarily far while still produc-
ing a non-zero secret key rate. One motivation and goal
of our work was to quantify this intuition and to provide
an answer to the question whether it is actually benefi-
cial, in a real setting, to add faulty memory stations to a
quantum communication line. Existing works had their
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focus on the smallest repeaters with only two segments
and one middle station. So, the aim was to further ex-
plore these smallest repeaters and then extend them to
repeaters of a larger scale, answering the above question.

Within this framework, we determined an optimal re-
peater scheme that belongs to the class of the fastest
schemes (minimizing the average total waiting time and
hence maximizing the long-distance entanglement distri-
bution “raw rate”) and, in addition, minimizes the aver-
age accumulated memory dephasing within the class of
the fastest schemes. We have achieved this optimization
for medium-size quantum repeaters with up to eight seg-
ments. In particular, for the minimal dephasing, this led
us to a scheme to “swap as soon as possible”. The tech-
nically most challenging element of our treatment is to
determine an explicit analytical expression for the ran-
dom dephasing variable of the fast schemes and its PGF.
In order to confirm the correspondence of the minimum of
the dephasing variable with the minimal QKD quantum
bit error rate (for the variable related to memory de-
phasing), we calculated the relevant expectation values
and compared the optimal scheme with schemes based
on other, different swapping strategies. More generally,
our formalism enables one to also consider mixed strate-
gies in which different types of entanglement distribution
and swapping can be combined, including the tradition-
ally used doubling strategy that allows to systematically
incorporate methods for quantum error detection (entan-
glement distillation).

Our new results especially apply to quantum repeaters
beyond one middle station for which an optimization of
the distribution and swapping strategies is no longer ob-
vious. For the special case of three repeater segments,
assuming only channel loss and memory dephasing, we
showed that our optimal scheme gives the highest se-
cret key rate among not only all the fastest schemes but
among all schemes including overall slower schemes that
may still potentially lead to a smaller accumulated de-
phasing. We conjecture that our optimal scheme also
gives the highest secret key rate for more than three seg-
ments under the same physical assumptions. A rigorous
proof of this is non-trivial, because the number of distinct
swapping and distribution strategies grows fast with the
number of repeater segments. Moreover, in a long-range
QKD application, some of the spin qubits may be mea-
sured immediately which is generally hard to include in
the statistical analysis and the optimization for all possi-
ble schemes; for three segments though we did include
this additional complexity of the protocols. Towards
applications beyond QKD, this extra variation may no
longer be relevant.

We identified three criteria that should be satisfied by
an optimal repeater scheme: distribute entanglement in
parallel as fast as possible, store entanglement in paral-
lel as little as possible, and swap entanglement as soon
as possible. It is not always possible to satisfy these
conditions at the same time, and we discussed specific
schemes that are particularly good or bad with regards

to some of the criteria. For example, a fully sequential
repeater scheme is particularly slow, but avoids parallel
storage of many spin qubits. Nonetheless, since it is over-
all slow, the fully sequential scheme can still accumulate
more dephasing. We presented a detailed analysis com-
paring such different repeater protocols and approaches.

With regards to a more realistic quantum repeater
modelling, we considered additional tools and parame-
ters such as memory cut-offs, multiplexing, initial state
and swapping gate fidelities in order to identify potential
regimes in memory-assisted quantum key distribution be-
yond one middle station where, exploiting our optimized
swapping strategy, it becomes useful to add further mem-
ory stations along the communication line and connect
them via two-qubit swapping operations. Importantly,
we found that the initial state and gate fidelities must
exceed certain minimal values (generally depending on
the specific QKD protocol including post-processing), as
otherwise the sole faultiness of the spin-qubit prepara-
tions and operations prevents to obtain a non-zero secret
key rate even when no imperfect quantum storage (no
memory dephasing) at all takes place and independent
of the finite channel transmission. This effect becomes
stronger with an increasing number of repeater nodes,
scaling with the power of 2n − 1 for the error parame-
ters in the QKD secret key rate. Once this minimal state
and gate fidelity criterion is fulfilled and when the other
experimental imperfections are included too, especially
the time-dependent memory dephasing, it is essential to
consider the exact secret key rates obtainable in opti-
mized repeater protocols in order to conclude whether
a genuine quantum repeater advantage over direct trans-
mission schemes is possible or not. This is what our work
aimed at and achieved based on the standard notion of
asymptotic QKD figures of merit.

By quantifying the influence of (within our physical
model) basically all relevant experimental parameters on
the final long-range QKD rate, we were able to deter-
mine the scaling and trade-offs of these parameters and
analytically calculate exact, optimal rates. A quantum
repeater of n = L/L0 segments is thereby characterized
by the parameter set (p, a, α) where p is the entangle-
ment distribution probability per segment (including the
n-dependent channel transmission and zero-distance link
coupling efficiency per segment), a is the entanglement
swapping success probability, and α is the inverse effec-
tive memory coherence time which, in most protocols, de-
pends on n via the quantum and classical communication
times per distribution attempt (we also considered small-
scale two-segment protocols without this dependence and
ideas exist to minimize the impact of the inevitable signal
waiting times for the elementary units of larger repeaters
in combination with high experimental source and pro-
cessing clock rates [61]). In addition, we have introduced
a set of initial state and gate parameters (µ0/F0, µ) where
µ0 and F0 can be adapted to the specific protocols. Addi-
tional memory parameters can be collected as (m,M,B)
where m is the memory cut-off (maximal time at which
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any spin qubit is stored), M is the number of simultane-
ously employed memory qubits in a simple multiplexing
scenario with M repeater chains used in parallel, and B
is the “memory buffer” (the number of memory qubits
per half station in a single repeater chain). In our work,
we focussed on schemes with a = 1 and B = 1. The
use of B > 1 memories at each station would allow to
continue the optical quantum state transfer even in seg-
ments that already possess successfully distributed states
and to potentially replace the earlier distributed lower-
quality pairs (subject to memory dephasing) by the later
distributed pairs. We also did not put the main emphasis
on the use and optimization of m, though we did include
this option in some schemes. We found that M > 1
leads to an effective improvement of the memory coher-
ence time by a factor of M .

In this setting, the three essential experimental pa-
rameters that have to be sufficiently good are the link
coupling efficiency (via p), the memory coherence time
(via α), and the state/gate error parameter µ0/µ. While
the latter must not go below the above-mentioned lim-
its, generally two of these three parameters should be
sufficiently good as a rule of thumb in order to exceed
the repeaterless bound and obtain practically meaning-
ful rates. If this is the case, or even better, if all three
are of high quality, memory-assisted quantum key distri-
bution based on heralded entanglement distribution and
swapping without additional quantum error correction or
detection is possible to allow Alice and Bob to share a
secret key at a rate orders of magnitude faster than in
all-optical quantum state transmission schemes. For in-
stance, for a total distance of 800km and experimental
parameter values that are highly demanding but not im-
possible (up to 10s coherence time, about 80% link cou-
pling, and state or gate infidelities in the regime of 1-2%),
one secret bit can be shared per second with repeater sta-
tions placed at every 100km, providing the best balance
between a minimal number of extra faulty repeater ele-
ments and a sufficient number of repeater stations for an
improved loss scaling.

Acknowledgement: We thank the BMBF in Germany
for support via Q.Link.X/QR.X and the BMBF/EU for
support via QuantERA/ShoQC.

Appendix A: Derivation of Eq. (36)

In this section we derive the PGF Gn(t) of the random
variable Kn defined via

Kn = max(N1, . . . , Nn), (A1)

where Ni are the geometrically distributed random vari-
ables with parameter p. We have

Gn(t) =

+∞∑
k1,...,kn=1

pqk1−1 . . . pqkn−1tmax(k1,...,kn)

= pntFn(q, t),

(A2)

where the function Fn(x, t) is defined as

Fn(x, t) =

+∞∑
k1,...,kn=0

xk1+...+kntmax(k1,...,kn). (A3)

The series on the right-hand side of this definition con-
verges for all |x| < 1 and |t| 6 1, since we have

|Fn(x, t)| 6
+∞∑

k1,...,kn=0

|x|k1+...+kn =
1

(1− |x|)n . (A4)

The function Fn(x, t) can be written in a compact form,
having only a finite number of terms. We have

Fn(x, t)

1− t =

+∞∑
k1,...,kn=0

+∞∑
k=max(k1,...,kn)

xk1+...+kntk

=

+∞∑
k=0

tk
k∑

k1,...,kn=0

xk1+...+kn =

+∞∑
k=0

tk
(

1− xk+1

1− x

)n
.

(A5)

Expanding the n-th power on the right-hand side and
applying simple algebraic transformations, we obtain the
following compact expression:

Fn(x, t) =
1− t

(1− x)nt

n∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
n

i

)
1

1− xit . (A6)

From Eq. (A2) we derive the following expression for the
PGF of Kn:

Gn(t) = (1− t)
n∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
n

i

)
1

1− qit

= 1 + (1− t)
n∑
i=1

(−1)i
(
n

i

)
1

1− qit ,
(A7)

which is exactly the expression presented in the main
text.

Appendix B: Trace identities

We have

23〈Ψ+|Γ̃µ,23(%̂1234)|Ψ+〉23

= µ · 23〈Ψ+|%̂1234|Ψ+〉23 +
1− µ

4
Tr23(%̂1234).

(B1)

Here we show how to compute the quantities on the right-
hand side of this equality. A simple way is to work with
density matrices. We use the order of basis elements
induced by the tensor product. From the one-qubit basis
(|0〉, |1〉)T we obtain the two-qubit basis

(
|0〉
|1〉

)
⊗
(
|0〉
|1〉

)
=


|00〉
|01〉
|10〉
|11〉

 . (B2)
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Taking the tensor product once again, we obtain the or-
dering of four-qubit basis vectors |0000〉, |0001〉, |0010〉,
|0011〉, |0100〉, |0101〉, |0110〉, |0111〉, |1000〉, |1001〉,
|1010〉, |1011〉, |1100〉, |1101〉, |1110〉, |1111〉. If a four-
qubit state is described by a density operator %̂1234 which
has a 16× 16 density matrix % in the standard basis or-
dered as described above, then two-qubit partial diagonal
states have the following matrices in the basis (B2):

23〈00|%̂1234|00〉23 = ρ[1, 2, 9, 10]

23〈01|%̂1234|01〉23 = ρ[3, 4, 11, 12]

23〈10|%̂1234|10〉23 = ρ[5, 6, 13, 14]

23〈11|%̂1234|11〉23 = ρ[7, 8, 15, 16],

(B3)

where %[I], I being a set of 1-based indices, is the sub-
matrix of % with row and column indices in I. For the
off-diagonal states we have

23〈01|%̂1234|10〉23 = ρ[3, 4, 11, 12|5, 6, 13, 14]

23〈10|%̂1234|01〉23 = ρ[5, 6, 13, 14|3, 4, 11, 12],
(B4)

where %[I|J ] is the submatrix of % with row indices in I
and column indices in J .

The state of the form given by Eq. (10)

%̂ = Γ̃µ
(
F |Ψ+〉〈Ψ+|+ (1− F )|Ψ−〉〈Ψ−|

)
(B5)

has the following density matrix in the basis (B2):

% =
1

4


1− µ 0 0 0

0 1 + µ 2µ(2F − 1) 0

0 2µ(2F − 1) 1 + µ 0

0 0 0 1− µ

 . (B6)

Taking the Kronecker product of two states of this form,
Eq. (B1) together with the relations Eqs. (B3)-(B4)
lead to the final form of the distributed state given by
Eq. (11).

Appendix C: Computing PGFs of the sequential
scheme

In the sequential scheme the number of steps Kn and
the dephasing Dn are given by

Kn = N1 + . . .+Nn, Dn = N2 + . . .+Nn. (C1)

Their PGFs are thus the n-th and (n − 1)-th power of
the single-segment PGF:

Gn(t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)n
, G̃n(t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)n−1

. (C2)

In the case of cutoff, the process of entanglement distri-
bution is visualized in Fig. 15. There are zero or more
failure parts, with number of steps generating function

B
[m]
n (t), and one and only one success part, with gen-

erating function A
[m]
n (t). The total PGF G

[m]
n (t) of the

number of steps K
[m]
n is thus given by

G[m]
n (t) =

A
[m]
n (t)

1−B[m]
n (t)

. (C3)

We start with the derivation of the failure parts’s PGF.
The PGF of the top line is clearly

G0(t) =
pt

1− qt . (C4)

Among the rest n− 1 lines there are i lines that succeed,
where 0 6 i 6 n−2, so we have to put i p’s into m places
and the rest m − i places will be taken by q’s. We thus
have

B[m]
n (t) = G0(t)

n−2∑
i=0

(
m

i

)
piqm−itm. (C5)

For the success part’s PGF we have

A[m]
n (t) = G0(t)

m∑
j=n−1

(
j − 1

n− 2

)
pn−1qj−n+1tj , (C6)

since the length of the success part can vary from n−1 to
m (we need to put at least n− 1 p’s there). The position
of the last p is fixed, so we need to place n−2 p’s into j−1
places and the rest j−n+1 will be taken by q’s. Making
substitution j → j − n + 1, we arrive to the expression
(27) of the main text.

The random variable for the waiting time of the scheme
involving multiple cutoffs is given by

Kseq,m
n = Ñ (mn−1) −mn−1 +

Tn−1∑
j=1

(Kn−1,j +mn−1) .

(C7)
Exploiting that sums of independent random variables
correspond to products of their PGFs and using [66, Satz
3.8] for the sum one immediately obtains the result in the
main text.

Appendix D: Computing dephasing PGFs for
parallel schemes

In this section we derive explicit expressions for the
PGFs of the dephasing random variables Dn for different
schemes considered in the main text. All these schemes
have the same property — if the order of Ni’s is known
then one can obtain an analytical expression for the cor-
responding random variable Dn explicitly. Having an
explicit expression for Dn, we can compute a part of its
PGF corresponding to a given order of arguments. Com-
bining these parts for all possible ordering of arguments,
we get the expression for PGF of Dn.
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(a) The general structure of failure periods (if any) and the success period.
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(b) A detailed view of the failure part generating function B(t).
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(c) A detailed view of the success part generating function A(t).

FIG. 15: A visualization of the entanglement distribution process with the sequential scheme for n = 4.

More formally, the space Ω = Nn of elementary events
consists of all n-vectors N = (N1, . . . , Nn) of positive
integers. The components Ni are independent identi-
cally distributed (i.i.d.) random variables with geomet-
ric distribution with success probability p, so Ni is the
number of attempts (including the last successful one) of
the i-th segment to distribute entanglement. The fail-
ure probability we denote q = 1 − p. To every point
N = (N1, . . . , Nn) ∈ Ω we assign the probability

P(N) = pqN1−1 . . . pqNn−1 = pnqN1+...+Nn−n. (D1)

The sum of these probabilities is obviously 1, so we have
a valid probability space (Ω,P).

The PGF of every component Ni is given by the fol-
lowing simple expression:

gNi(t) =
pt

1− qt . (D2)

To find PGFs of more complicated random variables in-
volving several components, we appropriately partition
Ω, compute the partial PGF on each part and then com-
bine these partial results into the full expression. For
every permutation π ∈ Sn we define a subset of Ω which
is determined by the corresponding relations between n
arguments. For n = 2 we have two permutations (12) and
(21) with corresponding relations N1 6 N2 and N2 < N1.
For n = 3 we have six permutations and six correspond-
ing relations

N1 6 N2 6 N3 N1 6 N3 < N2 N2 < N1 6 N3

N2 6 N3 < N1 N3 < N1 6 N2 N3 < N2 < N1.
(D3)

To make all these subsets non-overlapping, we use strict
inequality between an inversion and non-strict inequality
in other positions between numbers in permutations. We
thus have the following decomposition:

Ω =
⊔
π∈Sn

Ωπ, (D4)

where Ωπ is the subset determined by the relations cor-
responding to π. For any point N ∈ Ωπ we can obtain
an explicit expression for Dn for any scheme. In Ta-
ble VII we show all possible relations between four argu-
ments and the expression corresponding to the optimal
and doubling schemes in the case of n = 4. Expressions
corresponding to different π might be the same, as can
be seen for the doubling scheme.

The PGF of Dn is defined as

G̃n(t) =

+∞∑
d=0

P(Dn = d)td =
∑
N∈Ω

P(N)tDn(N). (D5)

Using the decomposition in Eq. (D4), we introduce the
partial PGFs via

G̃n(π|t) =
∑

N∈Ωπ

pnqN1+...+Nn−ntDn(N1,...,Nn), (D6)

where Dn(N1, . . . , Nn) is given explicitly as an appropri-

ate linear combination of Ni’s. The total PGF G̃n(t) is
then just the sum of all of these partial PGFs:

G̃n(t) =
∑
π∈Sn

G̃n(π|t). (D7)

We demonstrate computing these sums by an example
for n = 4. We have the correspondence

π = (2134)→ N2 < N1 6 N3 6 N4 (D8)

and the explicit expressions

D?
4(N1, N2, N3, N4) = N4 −N2,

Ddbl
4 (N1, N2, N3, N4) = 2N4 −N2 −N3.

(D9)

For the partial PGFs we have
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G̃?4(π|t) =

+∞∑
N2=1

+∞∑
N1=N2+1

+∞∑
N3=N1

+∞∑
N4=N3

p4qN1+N2+N3+N4−4tN4−N2 =
p4

1− q4

q3t

(1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− q3t)
,

G̃dbl
4 (π|t) =

+∞∑
N2=1

+∞∑
N1=N2+1

+∞∑
N3=N1

+∞∑
N4=N3

p4qN1+N2+N3+N4−4t2N4−N2−N3 =
p4

1− q4

q3t

(1− q2t)(1− q3t)(1− qt2)
.

(D10)

Summing up the expression for all π ∈ S4, we obtain the
expressions for G̃?4(t) and G̃dbl

4 (t) presented in the main
text. For completeness, we also give the optimal PGFs
for n = 2 and n = 3:

G̃?2(t) =
p2

1− q2

1 + qt

1− qt ,

G̃?3(t) =
p3

1− q3

1 + (q + 2q2)t− (2q2 + q3)t3 − q4t4

(1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− qt2)
.

The size of the expressions grows rather quickly with n,
so we do not present them explicitly for n > 4.

We see that obtaining G̃n(t) reduces to computing
sums of many geometrical series, which is a rather triv-
ial task. The only nontrivial part of this algorithm is its
superexponential n!-complexity. So, this algorithm is ap-
plicable only for small n; we used it up to n = 8, which
is of practical relevance.

Appendix E: Optimality for three segments

Here we will compare all possible schemes for a 3-
segment repeater, when swapping is applied as soon as
possible. We will not consider any scheme, which swaps
only at the end or delays the entanglement swapping,
as this increases the dephasing even further. For each
scheme we calculate the random variables for the wait-
ing time and the dephasing. In case of the dephasing the
probability generating function is most useful, whereas
for the waiting time we will only state the expectation
value.

Moreover, we will consider two different types of
schemes. The first type, which we will indicate by “imm”,
describes schemes where Alice and Bob measure their
qubits immediately. This scenario is especially useful
in QKD applications. The second type of schemes we
consider is indicated by a subscript “non” and describes
schemes, where Alice and Bob do not measure immedi-
ately and these types of schemes are important in non-
QKD applications. A possible case of usage for those
schemes is transferring quantum information between
quantum computers by exchanging entangled photons.
Here Alice and Bob will not measure their qubits until
they share entanglement between each other.

Permutation D?
4(N) Ddbl

4 (N)

N1 6 N2 6 N3 6 N4 N4 −N1 2N4 −N1 −N3

N1 6 N2 6 N4 < N3 2N3 −N1 −N4 2N3 −N1 −N4

N1 6 N3 < N2 6 N4 N2 +N4 −N1 −N3 2N4 −N1 −N3

N1 6 N3 6 N4 < N2 2N2 −N1 −N3 2N2 −N1 −N3

N1 6 N4 < N2 6 N3 2N3 −N1 −N4 2N3 −N1 −N4

N1 6 N4 < N3 < N2 2N2 −N1 −N4 2N2 −N1 −N4

N2 < N1 6 N3 6 N4 N4 −N2 2N4 −N2 −N3

N2 < N1 6 N4 < N3 2N3 −N2 −N4 2N3 −N2 −N4

N2 6 N3 < N1 6 N4 N4 −N2 2N4 −N2 −N3

N2 6 N3 6 N4 < N1 N1 −N2 2N1 −N2 −N3

N2 6 N4 < N1 6 N3 2N3 −N2 −N4 2N3 −N2 −N4

N2 6 N4 < N3 < N1 N1 +N3 −N2 −N4 2N1 −N2 −N4

N3 < N1 6 N2 6 N4 N2 +N4 −N1 −N3 2N4 −N1 −N3

N3 < N1 6 N4 < N2 2N2 −N1 −N3 2N2 −N1 −N3

N3 < N2 < N1 6 N4 N4 −N3 2N4 −N2 −N3

N3 < N2 6 N4 < N1 N1 −N3 2N1 −N2 −N3

N3 6 N4 < N1 6 N2 2N2 −N1 −N3 2N2 −N1 −N3

N3 6 N4 < N2 < N1 N1 −N3 2N1 −N2 −N3

N4 < N1 6 N2 6 N3 2N3 −N1 −N4 2N3 −N1 −N4

N4 < N1 6 N3 < N2 2N2 −N1 −N4 2N2 −N1 −N4

N4 < N2 < N1 6 N3 2N3 −N2 −N4 2N3 −N2 −N4

N4 < N2 6 N3 < N1 N1 +N3 −N2 −N4 2N1 −N2 −N4

N4 < N3 < N1 6 N2 2N2 −N1 −N4 2N2 −N1 −N4

N4 < N3 < N2 < N1 N1 −N4 2N1 −N2 −N4

TABLE VII: Explicit expressions for the optimal and
doubling dephasing for all possible relations between

arguments in the case of n = 4.

1. Sequential schemes

Let us start with sequential schemes, where entangle-
ment generation only takes places in one segment after
another. There are three possibilities. First, one starts
generating entanglement in Alice’s or Bob’s segment and
always connects adjacent segments after the previous one
has finished successfully. Note that here entanglement
swapping is performed as soon as possible. We will call
this scheme “sequential a”, see Fig. 16a.

The second possibility is given by starting with the left
or right segment, followed by the segment on the oppo-
site side. Thus, no entanglement swapping is possible.
Finally, the middle segment is connected. Let us call this
scheme “sequential b”, see Fig. 16b.

The third possible arrangement is given by starting in
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1 2 3

1

(a) Sequential a

1 3 2

1

(b) Sequential b

2 1 3

1

(c) Sequential c

FIG. 16: Sequential arrangements of entanglement
generation in a three-segment repeater. The number in
each segment corresponds to the moment when it starts.

the middle, continuing with the left or right segment and
finishing of with the remaining segment on the opposing
side, see Fig. 16c. All other sequential arrangements for
three segments are equivalent to those three schemes.

These three sequential schemes share the same waiting
time, which is

Kseq
3 = N1 +N2 +N3, (E1)

and has the expectation value

E[Kseq
3 ] =

3

p
. (E2)

Obviously, the dephasing of the schemes differs, and
we also have to distinguish between schemes measuring
immediately and non-immediately. At first, let us con-
sider immediate schemes, as it will turn out the random
variables of the non-immediate schemes are just scaled
by a factor of two, although it might not be the random
variable of the same scheme. We find

Dseq,a
3,imm = N2 +N3,

Dseq,b
3,imm = 2N2 +N3,

Dseq,c
3,imm = 2N1 +N3.

(E3)

Since N2 and N3 are i.i.d., the probability generating
function (PGF) of Dseq,a

3,imm is given by

G̃seq,a
3,imm(t) = gN2

(t) · gN3
(t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)2

. (E4)

Due to the general relation

g2X(t) = E[t2X ] = E[(t2)X ] = gX(t2) (E5)

valid for any discrete random variable X, we have

G̃seq,b
3,imm(t) = gN2(t2) · gN3(t) =

p2t3

(1− qt)(1− qt2)
. (E6)

The same holds true for the PGF of the immediate mea-
surement scheme “sequential c”, because N1 and N2 are
i.i.d.. Thus, its PGF is also given by

G̃seq,c
3,imm(t) =

p2t3

(1− qt)(1− qt2)
, (E7)

which shows, that this scheme is actually equivalent to
“sequential b” and will not be considered separately in
the later comparison.

On the other hand, for non-immediate measurements
we find the random variables to be

Dseq,a
3,non = 2Dseq,a

3,imm = 2 (N2 +N3) ,

Dseq,b
3,non = 2Dseq,b

3,imm = 2 (2N2 +N3) ,

Dseq,c
3,non = 2Dseq,a

3,imm = 2 (N1 +N3) .

(E8)

By using the same argument as before, we find the
corresponding PGFs

Gseq,a
3,non(t) = Gseq,a

3,imm(t2),

Gseq,b
3,non(t) = Gseq,b

3,imm(t2),

Gseq,c
3,non(t) = Gseq,a

3,imm(t2).

(E9)

Again, the scheme “sequential c” is equivalent to another
scheme, but now it is “sequential a”. Therefore, the non-
immediate version of “sequential c” will not be treated
separately from “sequential a”.

2. Two segments simultaneously at the start

1 1 2

1

(a) Two segments simultaneously at the start a

1 2 1

1

(b) Two segments simultaneously at the start b

FIG. 17: Possible arrangements of entanglement
generation in a three-segment repeater, when two

segments start simultaneously. The number in each
segment corresponds to the moment when it starts.

When we generate entanglement in two segments si-
multaneously, we can do that by starting with these two
segments or by finishing with these two. Here we will con-
sider the case where one starts with them and we only
have two different arrangements. However, we still have
to distinguish between measuring immediately or not.

For the first scheme in consideration, the middle and
the left (or equivalently right) segment start generating
entanglement at once. They swap as soon as both are
done and then the last segment starts generating entan-
glement, see Fig. 17a. Let us call this scheme “start a”.
The dephasing random variables in this case are

Dstart,a
3,imm =

{
N2 −N1 +N3 N1 ≤ N2

2 (N1 −N2) +N3 N2 < N1

,

Dstart,a
3,non = 2|N1 −N2|+ 2N3.

(E10)
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The PGF of Dstart,a
3,non is obviously reads as

G̃start,a
3,non (t) = G̃2(t2) · gN3

(t2) =
p3t2(1 + qt2)

(1− q2)(1− qt2)2
.

(E11)
For immediate measurements use the methods presented
in the previous section and derive the PGF of Dstart,a

3,imm

G̃start,a
3,imm (t) =

p3t(1− q2t3)

(1− q2)(1− qt)2(1− qt2)
. (E12)

The second scheme is realised when we start with both
the left and the right segment at once. As in the second
sequential scheme there is no swapping possible, when
both segments finished and one has to wait for the middle
segment. We will call this scheme “start b”. In pictures,
it can be seen in Fig. 17b. Here we have for the dephasing
random variables

Dstart,b
3,imm = |N1 −N3|+ 2N2,

Dstart,b
3,non = 2|N1 −N3|+ 4N2 = 2Dstart,b

3,imm .
(E13)

We can simplify the calculation, by considering the im-
mediate scheme first and using g2X(t) = gX(t2). The
PGF is given by

G̃start,b
3,imm (t) = G̃2(t) · g2N3(t) =

p3t2(1 + qt)

(1− q2)(1− qt)(1− qt2)
.

Hence, the PGF of the non-immediate version is simply

G̃start,b
3,non (t) = G̃start,b

3,imm (t2). (E14)

The waiting time is the same for both schemes in this
subsection and amounts to

Ksimult.
3 = max(N1, N2) +N3, (E15)

with an expectation value of

E[Ksimult.
3 ] =

5− 3p

(2− p)p . (E16)

3. Two segments simultaneously at the end

Finally, the last possible arrangement of two simultane-
ous segments is to start them in the last step. The wait-
ing time stays the same as in the previous case, but again,
there are two possibilities for the dephasing and two to
perform measurements,i.e. immediate or non-immediate.
The first scheme is realised, when we start with the seg-
ment in the middle and when it finishes, the left and
right segment start generating entanglement simultane-
ously. We will call this scheme “end a” and it is shown
schematically in Fig. 18a. In this case the dephasing ran-
dom variables are given by

Dend,a
3,imm = N1 +N3,

Dend,a
3,non = 2 max(N1, N3),

(E17)

2 1 2

1

(a) Two segments simultaneously at the end a

1 2 2

1

(b) Two segments simultaneously at the end b

FIG. 18: Possible arrangements of entanglement
generation in a three-segment repeater, when only one

segment starts and the rest finishes simultaneously. The
number in each segment corresponds to the moment

when it starts.

with the PGFs

G̃end,a
3,imm(t) = G̃seq,a

3,imm(t) =

(
pt

1− qt

)2

,

G̃end,a
3,non(t) = Gpar

n (t2) =
p2t2(1 + qt2)

(1− qt2)(1− q2t2)
.

(E18)

The second possibility is to start with the left or
right segment and after it finished generate entangle-
ment simultaneously in the remaining segments. The
schemes and random variables are equivalent indepen-
dent whether one starts with the left or right segment.
We will call this scheme “end b” and its schematic repre-
sentation, when starting with the left segment, is shown
in Fig. 18b. Similarly to the scheme “start a”, the de-
phasing random variables depended on the order of suc-
cessful entanglement generation.

Let us consider the scheme where we do not mea-
sure immediately as an example. First, assume that we
started with the left segment and it finished successfully
after N1 attempts. Then both the middle and the right
segment start generating entanglement simultaneously.
If the middle segments succeeds first after N2 attempts,
we can swap immediately and again have only one seg-
ment waiting. Eventually, the right segment will succeed
after N3 attempts, and we can also swap it. In total the

dephasing will equal Dend,b
3,non = 2N3, because 2N2 cancels

out. This is the optimal case of this scheme.
Alternatively, it could also happen that the right seg-

ment finishes first, and we have two segments wait-
ing for the middle to succeed. In this case, we have

Dend,b
3,non = 4N2 − 2N3. Hence, in total the dephasing is

Dend,b
3,non =

{
2N3 N3 ≥ N2

4N2 − 2N3 N3 < N2

. (E19)

A similar consideration yields the dephasing random vari-
able of the immediate measurement scheme to be

Dend,b
3,imm =

{
N3 N3 ≥ N2

2N2 −N3 N3 < N2

. (E20)

As mentioned a few times so far, we can exploit that
g2X(t) = gX(t2), and thus we calculate the PGF of the
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immediate scheme first, which reads as

G̃end,b
3,imm(t) =

p2t
(
1− q2t3

)
(1− qt) (1− q2t) (1− qt2)

. (E21)

Therefore, the PGF of of Dend,b
3,non is given by

G̃end,b
3,non(t) = G̃end,b

3,imm(t2), (E22)

and we have covered all possibles schemes of this subsec-
tion.

4. Overlapping schemes

Before, considering fully parallel schemes, we turn
our attention to a mixture of the previous simultaneous
schemes. We will call the schemes of this section over-
lapping schemes. The procedure is as follows, we start
generating entanglement in two segments simultaneously
and as soon as one of the two segments finishes, we start
with the remaining one as well. Thus, the two processes
of entanglement generation are overlapping, explaining
the naming. In Fig. 19 a schematic version of the over-
lapping schemes can be seen.

1 1 2∗

1

(a) Overlapping a

1 2∗ 1

1

(b) Overlapping b

FIG. 19: Possible arrangements of entanglement
generation in a three-segment repeater, when two
segments start simultaneously and the remaining

segment starts as soon as one is successful. The number
in each segment corresponds to the moment when it

starts and the star indicates that this segment starts as
soon as one of the others finished.

There are two different possible arrangements pre-
sented in Fig. 19a and Fig. 19b. In the former one the left
(or equivalently the right) and the middle segment start
from the beginning. This scheme will be called “over-
lapping, a”. The latter scheme starts with both outer
segments and will be called “overlapping, b”.

For the scheme “overlapping, a” we find with immedi-
ate measurements the dephasing random variable to be

Dover,a
3,imm =


N3 Ω1

2(N2 −N1)−N3 Ω2

N1 −N2 +N3 Ω3

(E23)

where we have chosen the partition Ω = N3 = Ω1tΩ2tΩ3

given by the following inequalities:

Ω1 = N1 ≤ N2, N2 −N1 ≤ N3,

Ω2 = N1 < N2, N2 −N1 > N3,

Ω3 = N2 < N1.

(E24)

The dephasing varies depending on the order in which
the segments finish, since one cannot swap or measure
depending on which segment is done first. Thus, we have
three different cases. One can calculate the full PGF of
the dephasing in a similar way to the previous schemes
and finds

G̃over,a
3,imm(t) =

p3t(1 + q − 2q2t− qt2 + q4t4)

(1− q2)(1− qt)2(1− q2t)(1− qt2)
. (E25)

For the non-immediate version of the scheme “overlap-
ping, a”, we do not have to take the measurements into
account, but this still does not result in more symmetries
simplifying the expression. Hence, one has to consider all
possible orders separately and we find the dephasing to
be

Dover,a
3,non =


2N3 Ω1

2 (2 (N2 −N1)−N3) Ω2

2N3 Ω3

2 (N1 −N2) Ω4

(E26)

where the partition in this case is given by

Ω1 = N1 ≤ N2, N2 −N1 ≤ N3,

Ω2 = N1 < N2, N2 −N1 > N3,

Ω3 = N2 < N1, N1 −N2 ≤ N3,

Ω4 = N2 < N1, N1 −N2 > N3.

(E27)

The resulting PGF reads as

G̃over,a
3,non (t) =

p3t2(1 + 2q − q(1 + q)t4 − q3t6)

(1− q2)(1− qt2)(1− q2t2)(1− qt4)
.

The other overlapping scheme possesses more symme-
try, thus we find more compact expressions for the ran-
dom variables. It mainly depends on the relative differ-
ence of steps between the outer segments. We find for
the immediate and non-immediate scheme

Dover,b
3,imm =

{
2N2 − |N1 −N3| |N1 −N3| < N2

|N1 −N3| |N1 −N3| ≥ N2

,

Dover,b
3,non =

{
4N2 − 2|N1 −N3| |N1 −N3| < N2

2|N1−N3| |N1 −N3| ≥ N2

.

(E28)

By case analysis we derive the PGFs

G̃over,b
3,imm(t) =

p3t(t+ q(2− t2(1 + q + q2t)))

(1− q2)(1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− qt2)
,

G̃over,b
3,non (t) = G̃over,b

3,imm(t2).

(E29)

Finally, the only missing piece is the waiting time of
the overlapping schemes and its expectation value. The
random variable of the waiting time is

Kover
3 = min(N1, N2) + max(|N1 −N2|, N3). (E30)

Its expectation value is found to be

E[Kover
3 ] =

8− 3p (3− p)
p (2− p)2 . (E31)
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5. Parallel schemes

Here we only consider the potentially optimal scheme,
since all parallel schemes posses the same raw rate, but
differ in dephasing. In the optimal scheme the dephasing
is minimized, such that it has the best secret key rate of
all schemes of this class.

Domain D?
3,non D?

3,imm

N1 6 N2 6 N3 2(N3 −N1) N3 −N1

N1 6 N3 < N2 2(2N2 −N1 −N3) 2N2 −N3 −N1

N2 < N1 6 N3 2(N3 −N2) N1 +N3 − 2N2

N2 6 N3 < N1 2(N1 −N2) N1 +N3 − 2N2

N3 < N1 6 N2 2(2N2 −N1 −N3) 2N2 −N3 −N1

N3 < N2 < N1 2(N1 −N3) N1 −N3

TABLE VIII: The values of D?
3,non and D?

3,imm on the
domains of the partition.

The waiting time is Kpar
3 = max(N1, N2, N3) and fol-

lowing (37) or Appendix A its expectation value is

E[Kpar
3 ] =

1 + q (4 + 3q (1 + q))

1 + q − q3 − q4
. (E32)

The dephasing PGF can be computed with our parti-
tioning approach. The six domains and the values of the
dephasing variables in these domains are given in Ta-
ble VIII. The final result reads as

G̃?3,non(t) =
p3

1− q3

1 + q(1 + 2q)t2 − q2(2 + q)t6 − q4t8

(1− qt2)(1− q2t2)(1− qt4)

G̃?3,imm(t) =
p3

1− q3

1 + q2t− 2q3t2 − 2q2t3 + q3t4 + q5t5

(1− qt)2(1− q2t)(1− qt2)

6. Comparisons

Finally, as we have calculated all necessary statisti-
cal quantities we are able to compare the previously dis-
cussed schemes. Again as a remark, we only considered
schemes here, which swap as soon as possible, as delay-
ing the entanglement swapping increases the dephasing,
which in turn decreases the SKR.

First, we consider the immediate measurement
schemes. In Fig. 20 (τcoh = 0.1 s) and Fig. 21 (τcoh =
10 s), one can see a comparison of all immediate mea-
surement schemes for a three-segment repeater using the
previously discussed schemes. In both figures the SKR of
the “optimal” scheme is represented in orange. As men-
tioned earlier, the scheme “seq, c” is equivalent to “seq,
b” in this setting and thus not considered separately.
For both coherence times the optimal schemes outper-
forms all other schemes. Especially for shorter distances,
the optimal scheme performs clearly better than others.
Only for longer distances, where the rate of any three-
segment repeater drops, the schemes “over, b”, “over,

a” and “end, b” catch up, but do not surpass it. Typi-
cally, one would not use this regime of a repeater, as the
rates are too low. Additionally, in the limit of increas-
ing hardware resources, i.e. plink → 1, µ → 1, µ0 → 1,
the optimal scheme keeps performing the best. Thus, we
conclude that the immediate measurement version of the
optimal scheme is truly optimal for n ≤ 3.

Next, in Fig. 22 (τcoh = 0.1 s) and Fig. 23 (τcoh = 10 s)
one can see the same comparison of different swapping
schemes using non-immediate measurements. Again, the
“optimal” scheme is presented in orange. This time the
sequential schemes “seq, a” and “seq, c” are equivalent
and thus are not considered separately. As one can see,
the optimal scheme outperforms all other schemes in the
ideal case when µ = µ0 = 1 for all choices of τcoh and
plink. Furthermore, it also provides the highest secret key
rate in the non-ideal case until close to the drop-off. The
scheme “end a” surpasses it only at those distances either
close to or after both start declining dramatically, thus
increasing the achievable distance. As discussed before,
one typically would not use the regime of an repeater.
However, if the main goal is to achieve the longest achiev-
able distance possible, then the scheme “end a” performs
the best.

In the end, the optimal scheme provides the best secret
key rate under most realistic use scenarios. Moreover, it
is truly optimal in the limit of increasing hardware pa-
rameters, i.e. plink → 1, µ → 1, µ0 → 1. Thus, it
will be beneficial to use the “optimal” scheme as tech-
nology progresses and the hardware resources increase.
Hence, our conclusion for non-immediate schemes is that
the “optimal” scheme is optimal under improving hard-
ware parameters for n ≤ 3.

We conjecture that the same is true for both immediate
and non-immediate measurement schemes for all n ≥ 3-
segment repeaters. This should be investigated in future
research.

Appendix F: Comparison of “optimal” with fully
sequential and Alice immediately measuring (n=8)

The fully sequential scheme, in which repeater seg-
ments are sequentially filled with entangled pairs from,
for example, left to right is the overall slowest scheme
leading to the smallest raw rates. However, a potential
benefit is that parallel qubit storage can be almost en-
tirely avoided. More specifically, when the first segment
on the left is filled and waiting for the second segment to
be filled too, the first segment waits for a random num-
ber of N2 steps, whereas the second segment always only
waits for one constant dephasing unit (for each distri-
bution attempt in the second segment). Thus, omitting
the constant dephasing in each segment, the accumulated
time-dependent random dephasing of the fully sequen-
tial scheme has only contributions from a single memory
pair subject to memory dephasing at any elementary time
step. On average, this gives a total dephasing of (n−1)/p
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(e) τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = µ = µ0 = 1

FIG. 20: Comparison of secret key rates of three-segment repeaters performing immediate measurements for a total
distance L and different experimental parameters. For all figures, a coherence time of τcoh = 0.1 s has been used.

which is the sum of the average waiting time in one seg-
ment for segments 2 through n, as discussed in detail in
the main text.

In a QKD application, Alice’s qubit can be measured
immediately (and so can Bob’s qubit at the very end
when the entangled pair of the most right segment is be-
ing distributed). This way there is another factor of 1/2
improvement possible for the effective dephasing, since
at any elementary time step there is always only a sin-
gle memory qubit dephasing instead of a qubit pair. In
Fig. 24, for eight repeater segments, we compare this fully
sequential scheme and immediate measurements by Alice
and Bob with the “optimal” scheme (parallel distribution
and swap as soon as possible) where Alice and Bob store
their qubits during the whole long-distance distribution
procedure to do the BB84 measurements only at the very
end. We see that a QKD protocol in which Alice and Bob
measure their qubits immediately can be useful in order
to go a bit farther. However, note that in the “optimal”
scheme Alice and Bob may also measure their qubits im-
mediately, resulting in higher rates but also requiring a
more complicated rate analysis.

Appendix G: Mixed strategies for distribution and
swapping

In this appendix we shall illustrate that our formal-
ism based on the calculation of PGFs for the two basic
random variables is so versatile that we can also obtain
the rates for all kinds of mixed strategies. This applies
to both the initial entanglement distributions and the
entanglement swappings. In fact, for the case of three re-
peater segments (n = 3), we have already explicitly cal-
culated the secret key rates for all possible schemes with
swapping as soon as possible, but with variations in the
initial distribution strategies, see App. E. This enabled
us to consider schemes that are overall slower (exhibiting
smaller raw rates), but can have a smaller accumulated
dephasing. While swapping as soon as possible is opti-
mal with regards to a minimal dephasing time, it may
sometimes also be useful to consider a different swap-
ping strategy. The most commonly considered swapping
strategy is doubling which implies that it can sometimes
happen that neighboring, ready segments will not be con-
nected, as this would be inconsistent with a doubling of
the covered repeater distances at each step. A concep-
tual argument for doubling could be that for a scalable
(nested) repeater system one can incorporate entangle-
ment distillation steps in a systematic way. A theoretical
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(e) τcoh = 10 s, plink = µ = µ0 = 1

FIG. 21: Comparison of secret key rates of three-segment repeaters performing immediate measurements for a total
distance L and different experimental parameters. For all figures, a coherence time of τcoh = 10 s has been used.

motivation to focus on doubling has been that rates are
more easy to calculate – a motivation that is rendered
obsolete through the present work, at least for repeaters
of size up to n = 8. Nonetheless we shall give a few exam-
ples for mixed strategies for n = 4 and n = 8 segments.

For n = 4 segments, in addition to those schemes dis-
cussed in the main text, let us consider another possibil-
ity where we distribute entanglement over the first three
segments in the optimal way and then extend it over the
last segment. Note that this scheme is a variation of the
swapping strategy, while the initial distributions still oc-
cur in parallel. As a consequence, it can happen that
either segment 4 waits for the first three segments to ac-
complish their distributions and connections or the first
three segments have to wait for segment 4. This part of
the dephasing corresponds to the last term in the next
equation below. The scheme serves as an illustration of
the rich choice of possibilities for the swapping strategies
even when only n = 4. We have

D31
4 (N1, N2, N3, N4) = D?

3(N1, N2, N3)

+ |max(N1, N2, N3)−N4|.
(G1)

The PGF of this random variable reads as

G̃31
4 (t) =

p4

1− q4

P 31
4 (q, t)

Q31
4 (q, t)

, (G2)

where the numerator and denominator are given by

P 31
4 (q,t) = 1 + (q2 + 3q3)t+ (q + 3q2 − q4 − q5)t2

+ (−2q2 − 4q3 − 4q4 + q5 + q6)t3

+ (−q2 − 3q3 − q4 − 3q6 − 3q7)t4

+ (−2q2 − q3 + 2q4 − 2q6 + q7 + 2q8)t5

+ (3q3 + 3q4 + q6 + 3q7 + q8)t6

+ (−q4 − q5 + 4q6 + 4q7 + 2q8)t7

+ (q5 + q6 − 3q8 − q9)t8 − (3q7 + q8)t9 − q10t10,

Q31
4 (q,t) = (1− qt)(1− q2t)(1− q3t)(1− qt2)

× (1− q2t2)(1− qt3).

If we take the derivatives (see Eq. (16)), we can obtain
the following relation,

E[Ddbl
4 ] = E[D31

4 ]. (G3)

This means that the two random variables have the same
expectation values, even though their distributions are
different. For the secret key fraction we need the aver-
ages of the exponential of these variables, which essen-
tially leads to the values of the corresponding PGFs (see
Eq. (17)). These do differ, as Fig. 25 illustrates. It shows
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(e) τcoh = 0.1 s, plink = µ = µ0 = 1

FIG. 22: Comparison of secret key rates of three-segment repeaters performing non-immediate measurements for a
total distance L and different experimental parameters. A coherence time of τcoh = 0.1 s has been used throughout.

the ratio

E[e−αD
31
4 ]

E[e−αD
dbl
4 ]

=
G̃31

4 (e−α)

G̃dbl
4 (e−α)

, (G4)

as a function of α. The two random variables have the
same average, but the average E[e−αD

31
4 ] is larger than

the other, so in the scheme corresponding to the random
variable given by Eq. (G1), the distributed state has a
higher fidelity than the final state in the doubling scheme.

For the case n = 8, among a large number of other pos-
sibilities to swap the segments, we consider the following
three (in addition, the doubling and optimal schemes are
discussed in the main text). The first scheme is to swap
the two halves of the repeater in the optimal way (for
four segments) and then swap the two larger segments.
We loosely denote the dephasing variable of these scheme
as D44

8 , whose definition reads as

D44
8 (N1, . . . , N8) = D?

4(N1, . . . , N4)

+D?
4(N5, . . . , N8)

+ |max(N1, . . . , N4)−max(N5, . . . , N8)|.
(G5)

Another possibility is to divide the repeater in four pairs,
swap them and then swap the four larger segments opti-
mally. The expression for this dephasing variable D2222

8

is a straightforward translation of this description:

D2222
8 (N1, . . . , N8) = |N1 −N2|+ . . .+ |N7 −N8|

+D?
4(max(N1, N2), . . . ,max(N7, N8)).

(G6)

Finally, we can divide the segments into three groups,
consisting of two, four, and two segments. The middle
group we swap optimally (for four segments), and then
we swap the three larger segments in the optimal way
(for three segments). The definition of the corresponding
random variable D242

8 reads as

D242
8 (N1, . . . , N8) = |N1 −N2|+ |N7 −N8|

+D?
4(N3, . . . , N6) +D?

3(max(N1, N2),

max(N3, . . . , N6),max(N7, N8)).

(G7)

The PGFs of all these variables have all the same form,

p8

1− q8

P (q, t)

Q(q, t)
, (G8)

with appropriate polynomials P (q, t) and Q(q, t). The
numerator polynomials P (q, t) are quite large and con-
tain around one thousand terms, so we do not present
them here.

We can compare the performances of different schemes
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0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
L in km

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

Ra
te

PLOB
SKR seq. a/c
SKR seq. b
SKR start a
SKR start b
SKR end a
SKR end b
SKR over a
SKR over b
SKR optimal

(c) τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.7, µ = µ0 = 0.97

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
L in km

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

100

Ra
te PLOB

SKR seq. a/c
SKR seq. b
SKR start a
SKR start b
SKR end a
SKR end b
SKR over a
SKR over b
SKR optimal

(d) τcoh = 10 s, plink = 0.7, µ = µ0 = 1
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FIG. 23: Comparison of secret key rates of three-segment repeaters performing non-immediate measurements for a
total distance L and different experimental parameters. A coherence time of τcoh = 10 s has been used throughout.

by plotting the ratios

E[e−αD
sch
8 ]

E[e−αD
opt
8 ]

=
G̃sch

8 (e−α)

G̃opt
8 (e−α)

, (G9)

similar to Eq. (G4), for sch = dbl, 2222, 242, 44. We see
that among the five schemes the doubling scheme is the
worst with regards to dephasing, and the scheme 44 is the
closest to the optimal scheme, see Fig. 26. This means
that the commonly used parallel-distribution doubling
scheme, though fast in terms of K8, is really inefficient
in terms of dephasing D8 by disallowing to swap when
neighboring segments are ready on all “nesting” levels
[37].

Appendix H: Two-Segment
“Node-Receives-Photon” Repeaters

Figure 28 shows the BB84 rates in a two-segment quan-
tum repeater based on the NRP concept with one mid-
dle station receiving optical quantum signals sent from
two outer stations at Alice and Bob. By circumventing

the need for extra classical communication and thus sig-
nificantly reducing the effective memory dephasing, the
minimal state and gate fidelity values can even be kept
constant over large distance regimes. For the experimen-
tal clock rate we have chosen τclock = 10 MHz, limited by
the local interaction and processing times of the light-
matter interface at the middle station.

Appendix I: Calculation for Cabrillo’s scheme

First, we consider two entangled states of a single-rail
qubit with a quantum memory (γ ∈ R)

1

1 + γ2
[|↑, ↑, 0, 0〉+ γ |↑, ↓, 0, 1〉

+ γ |↓, ↑, 1, 0〉+ γ2 |↓, ↓, 1, 1〉
]
. (I1)

After applying a lossy channel with transmission param-

eter η = plink exp
(
− L0

2Latt

)
to both optical modes, we ob-

tain the following state after introducing two additional
environmental modes
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FIG. 24: Comparison of eight-segment repeaters for a total distance L and different experimental parameters. The
“optimal” scheme (red) performing BB84 measurements at the end is compared with the fully sequential scheme

(orange without memory cut-off, green with cut-off) performing immediate measurements on Alice’s / Bob’s sides.

1

1 + γ2

[
γ2 |↓, ↓〉 ⊗

(
η |1, 1, 0, 0〉+

√
η(1− η) (|1, 0, 0, 1〉+ |0, 1, 1, 0〉) + (1− η) |0, 0, 1, 1〉

)
+ γ |↑, ↓〉 ⊗

(√
η |0, 1, 0, 0〉+

√
1− η |0, 0, 0, 1〉

)
+ γ |↓, ↑〉 ⊗

(√
η |1, 0, 0, 0〉+

√
1− η |0.0, 1, 0〉

)
(I2)

+ |↑, ↑, 0, 0, 0, 0〉
]
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FIG. 25: The ratio given by Eq. (G4) as a function of α
for p = 0.01 (corresponding to a segment length of

100km for ideal link coupling).
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FIG. 26: The ratio in Eq. (G9) for sch = dbl (blue),
2222 (orange), 242 (green) and 44 (red), as a function of

α and for p = 0.01 (100km segment length).

We apply a 50:50 beam splitter to the (non- environmental) optical mode and obtain the state
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1

1 + γ2

[
γ2 |↓, ↓〉 ⊗

√
η(1− η)

2
(|1, 0, 0, 1〉+ |0, 1, 0, 1〉+ |1, 0, 1, 0〉 − |0, 1, 1, 0〉)

+ γ2 |↓, ↓〉 ⊗ η

2
(|2, 0, 0, 0〉 − |0, 2, 0, 0〉)

+ γ2 |↓, ↓〉 ⊗ (1− η) |0, 0, 1, 1〉

+γ |↑, ↓〉 ⊗
(√

η

2
(|1, 0, 0, 0〉 − |0, 1, 0, 0〉) +

√
1− η |0, 0, 0, 1〉

)
(I3)

+γ |↓, ↑〉 ⊗
(√

η

2
(|1, 0, 0, 0〉+ |0, 1, 0, 0〉) +

√
1− η |0, 0, 1, 0〉

)
+ |↑, ↑, 0, 0, 0, 0〉

]
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FIG. 27: The ratio in Eq. (53) for sch = dbl (blue), 2222
(orange), 242 (green) and 44 (red), as a function of p.

We can obtain entangled memory states by post-selecting
single photon events at the detectors. If we detect a
single photon at the first detector and no photon at the
other, we obtain the following (unnormalized) 2-memory
reduced density operator (see [22, App. E])

γ2η

(1 + γ)2

[∣∣Ψ+
〉 〈

Ψ+
∣∣+ γ2(1− η) |↓, ↓〉 〈↓, ↓|

]
. (I4)

When using simple on/off detectors instead of photon
number resolving detectors (PNRD) two-photon events
will also lead to a detection event. The two-memory state
after a two-photon event is given by

γ4η2

4(1 + γ2)2
|↓, ↓〉 〈↓, ↓| . (I5)

Thus, the probability of a successful entanglement gen-

eration is given by pPNRD = 2γ2η
(1+γ2)2 (1+γ2(1−η)), when

using PNRD, and pon/off = 2γ2η
(1+γ2)2 (1+γ2(1− 3

4η)), when

using on/off detectors. The factor 2 comes from the pos-
sibility to detect the photon at the other detector in-
stead, although in this case the memory state differs by
a single-qubit Z-operation. After a suitable twirling, we
can find a one-qubit Pauli channel which maps the state
|Ψ+〉 〈Ψ+| to the actual memory state, i.e. we can claim
that the loss channel acting on the optical modes induces
a Pauli channel on the memories. We can parametrize
this Pauli channel by the tuple of error probabilities
(pI , pX , pY , pZ) and for the case with PNRDs this tuple
is given by

1

1 + γ2(1− η)

(
1,
γ2

2
(1− η),

γ2

2
(1− η), 0

)
(I6)
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FIG. 28: Contour plots illustrating the minimal fidelity requirements to overcome the PLOB bound by a
two-segment NRP repeater for different parameter sets. In all contour plots, µ = µ0, τclock = 10 MHz and F0 = 1 has

been used.

and for on/off detectors it is given by

1

1 + γ2(1− 3
4η)

(
1,
γ2

2
(1− 3

4
η),

γ2

2
(1− 3

4
η), 0

)
. (I7)

When we consider an n-segment repeater, we have to
consider a concatenation of n such Pauli channels and
we finally obtain the error rates

ex =
1

2

(
1− µn−1µn0

(2F0 − 1)nE[e−αDn ]

(1 + γ2(1− η))n

)
, (I8)

ez =
1

2

(
1− µn−1µn0

(
1− γ2(1− η)

1 + γ2(1− η)

)n)
(I9)

in the case of PNRDs. When we consider on/off detec-
tors, we can simply replace η by 3

4η in the error rates.
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M. Dušek, N. Lütkenhaus, and M. Peev, The security
of practical quantum key distribution, Rev. Mod. Phys.
81, 1301 (2009).

[50] F. Rozpedek, R. Yehia, K. Goodenough, M. Ruf, P. C.
Humphreys, R. Hanson, S. Wehner, and D. Elkouss,
Near-term quantum-repeater experiments with nitrogen-
vacancy centers: Overcoming the limitations of direct
transmission, Physical Review A 99, 052330 (2019).

[51] N. K. Bernardes, L. Praxmeyer, and P. van Loock, Rate
analysis for a hybrid quantum repeater, Phys. Rev. A 83,
012323 (2011).

[52] S. Pirandola, End-to-end capacities of a quantum com-
munication network, Communications Physics 2, 51
(2019).

[53] D. Gottesman and H.-K. Lo, Proof of security of quan-
tum key distribution with two-way classical communica-
tions, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 49, 457
(2003).

[54] For a < 1, regimes exist where in terms of the raw rates
“doubling” performs strictly worse than “swap as soon
as possible” [37], similar to regimes here for the full se-
cret key rates with a = 1 when the dephasing becomes
dominant.

[55] R. Laurenza, N. Walk, J. Eisert, and S. Pirandola, Rate
limits in quantum networks with lossy repeaters (2021),
arXiv:2110.10168.

[56] B. Eisenberg, On the expectation of the maximum of
iid geometric random variables, Statistics & Probability
Letters 78, 135 (2008).

[57] K. Azuma, K. Tamaki, and W. J. Munro, All-photonic
intercity quantum key distribution, Nature Communica-
tions 6, 10171 (2015).

[58] W. J. Munro, K. A. Harrison, A. M. Stephens, S. J.
Devitt, and K. Nemoto, From quantum multiplexing to
high-performance quantum networking, Nature Photon-
ics 4, 792 (2010).
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