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The ability to connect distant qubits plays a fundamental role in quantum computing. Therefore, quantum
systems candidates for quantum computation must be able to interact all their constituent qubits. Here, we
model the quantum dot spin qubits by a spin chain with nearest-neighbors interaction. Within this model,
we can perform the interaction of distant qubits by the action of consecutive SWAP gates. The SWAP gate
exchange the information of two different qubits and it is obtained by a time-dependent interaction of nearest-
neighbors qubits that is switched on and off as the quantum information is propagated through the system.
By using this scheme, we also are able to implement the CNOT gate, which is a fundamental gate to obtain
universal quantum computation. These gates are probed in a system free from decoherence, which provides a
very efficient connection between distant qubits. Furthermore, we analyze the situation when the dissipation is
present. To perform such a task, we consider dephasing and amplitude-damping types of errors in each site of
the spin chain. We found that the order of the SWAP and CNOT gates is important and it can lead to a relevant
difference in fidelity when the number of qubits is large.

I. INTRODUCTION

Silicon quantum dot (QD) semiconductor spin qubits are a
promising candidate for a quantum computer’s architecture1

because of the advantages of long coherence times and the
possibility of scaling found in this platform. Si-based systems
also have the advantage of been easily integrated into the cur-
rent semiconductor industry. One of the leading difficulties
related to this platform for universal quantum computing is
the ability to connect distant spin qubits. A potential solution
to overcome this challenge is the quantum network, where
the connectivity of qubits is achieved either by charge inter-
action2,3 or by interfacing nodes via optical links4,5. When
dealing with the connectivity employing the charge interac-
tion, the wave function of electrons localized in neighbor sites
must overlap, which leads to only nearest-neighbor qubits in-
teraction. This short-range spatial interaction restricts the con-
nection of long-distance qubits and represents a significant
barrier to implementing error correction6,7, quantum random
access memory8, and some quantum algorithms9,10. Nonethe-
less, the quantum information can be shuttled across the de-
vice through SWAP gates, that expands the connection be-
tween distant qubits3.

In this paper, we model the QD qubits by a spin chain,
where the charge interaction between neighbors is described
by a Heinsenberg Hamiltonian. Moreover, the flow of infor-
mation within the spin chain is carried by the SWAP gate,
which is achieved by switching on and off the interaction be-
tween nearest-neighbors. Thus, the interaction between qubits
is controlled by a time-dependent Gaussian pulse, whose pa-
rameters are optimized to implement the quantum gates. We
are using a specific type of pulse, but this approach can be use-
ful in real systems if optimal control theory is employed to en-
gineer the pulses11,12. When the system is free from noise, the
fidelity related to the transport of quantum information in the
spin chain is very robust. Moreover, we include a dephasing
or an amplitude-damping channel in each site of the spin chain
to describe the decoherence throughout the quantum network.
Very recently, a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian was adopted to

probe effects of dissipation and gate timing errors on the fi-
delity of a sequence of SWAP gates on a chain of interact-
ing qubits13. In this paper, we consider the SWAP and the
CNOT gates, which are very important two-qubit gates be-
cause the SWAP transport the information along the chain and
the CNOT is fundamental to achieve universal quantum com-
puting14. Moreover, we investigate the role of exchanging the
order of CNOT and SWAP gates when noise is taken into ac-
count. We find that the order of the quantum gates application
is important and can result in a relevant difference of fidelity
when the number of qubits is large.

II. THEORETICAL MODEL

A. Heisenberg spin chain model

We map the QD spin qubits in a spin chain contain-
ing N spin-1/2 particles coupled to each other by nearest-
neighbors interactions, which are accordingly tuned through
pulses that implement quantum gates. Therefore, we have a
time-dependent Hamiltonian

H(t) =

N−1∑

n=1

Hn,n+1(t), (1)

where the interaction between the n-th and the (n+ 1)-th par-
ticles is provided by

Hn,n+1(t) =
∑

i,j

J i,jn (t)σinσ
j
n+1, (2)

where

σinσ
j
n+1 = I⊗n−1 ⊗ σi ⊗ σj ⊗ I⊗N−n−1, (3)

and σi represents the respective Pauli operator with i, j ∈
{0, x, y, z}. Also, we intend to analyse the influence of noise
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on the performance of the quantum gates. The noise is in-
cluded via the Lindblad quantum master equation

∂ρ

∂t
= −i[H, ρ] +D(ρ), (4)

where ρ is the density matrix and D is the dissipator operator
given by

D(ρ) =

N∑

n=1

(
LnρL

†
n −

1

2
{L†nLn, ρ}

)
. (5)

We consider the qubits subjected to the dephasing and the
amplitude damping types of noise, where the Lindblad op-
erators are Ln =

√
γσzn and Ln =

√
γσ−n , respectively.

The decay rate γ is assumed to be constant for all qubits and
σkn = I⊗n−1 ⊗ σk ⊗ I⊗N−n for k=z,−. In the amplitude
damping noise the lowering operator σ− = (σx − iσy)/2 de-
scribes the process of spontaneous emission.

B. Implementation of SWAP and CNOT gates

In this section, we discuss two important gates related
to quantum computing, the SWAP and CNOT gates. The
SWAP gate swaps the information between two qubits and
it is very useful to transport quantum information around the
spin chain. On the other hand, the CNOT gate is fundamental
to implement universal quantum computing. To implement
these gates, we model the time-dependent coupling between
nearest-neighbors in eq. (2) by Gaussian pulses. Because
these gates act only on two qubits, it is enough to search for
pulses such as

J i,jG (t) = Ai,jG exp

(
− (t− τ)2

W i,j
G

)
, (6)

where Ai,jG is the peak amplitude, W i,j
G is the width, τ is the

center position of the pulse, and G=SWAP or CNOT. Our first
goal is to find H(t) for two qubits, such that the initial input
state |ψin〉 evolves to the final output state |ψout〉, given by
|ψout〉 = U(t0, T ) |ψin〉, where U(t0, T ) is the unitary time
evolution operator and t0 (T ) is the initial (final) evolution
time. Moreover, the final output state must corresponds to a
desired state |ψd〉 = G |ψin〉, where G represents the quan-
tum gate. To probe the equivalence between the evolved state
ρout = |ψout〉 〈ψout| and the desired state ρd = |ψd〉 〈ψd|, we
employ the fidelity

F (ρout, ρd) =

(
Tr
√√

ρoutρd
√
ρout

)2

. (7)

For a two qubit system with an initial state as |ψin〉 =
|q1〉|q2〉, the SWAP gate acts in the following way

SWAP (|q1〉|q2〉) = |q2〉|q1〉, (8)

where |q1〉 and |q2〉 are arbitrary states For two qubits, we
found by inspection that the Hamiltonian able to implement
such a gate is

HSWAP(t) = JSWAP(t) (σxσx + σyσy + σzσz) , (9)

with the time-dependent pulse

JSWAP(t) = ASWAP exp

(
− (t− τ)2

WSWAP

)
. (10)

Similarly, the CNOT gate for the initial state |ψin〉 =
|q1〉 |q2〉 acts as

CNOT (|q1〉 |q2〉) = |q1〉 |q̃2〉 , (11)

where |q1〉 is the control qubit and |q2〉 is the target qubit.
The CNOT gate flips the target qubit if and only if the control
qubit is |1〉. By inspection, we find that the Hamiltonian able
to implement the CNOT gate has the following form

HCNOT(t) = J1
CNOT(t) (Iσx + σzI)

+ J2
CNOT(t) (σzσx) ,

(12)

where,

JkCNOT(t) = AkCNOT exp

(
− (t− τ)2

W k
CNOT

)
k = 1, 2. (13)

The CNOT Hamiltonian in eq. (12) can be written in a more
familiar form, by rotating the first qubit in π/2 around the
y−direction. Thus, the rotated initial state becomes |ψ̃in〉 =
Ry|q1〉|q2〉 = (Ry ⊗ I) |ψin〉 and the rotated Hamiltonian is

H̃CNOT = J1
CNOT(t) (Iσx − σxI)

J2
CNOT(t)σxσx,

(14)

where Ry = ei
π
2 σy . The terms of both Hamiltonians that ap-

pear in eqs.(9) and (12) were found by inspection. The struc-
ture of the SWAP Hamiltonian is easy to guess, but the CNOT
Hamiltonian is more complicated and it was found after many
trial and error. In ref.15 there is another kind of structure for
the CNOT gate, but we could not implement such a form by
using the optimization of the Gaussian pulses parameters.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To numerically solve the time evolution equation (4), we
first need to define some parameters. We adopt the time
scale τ0, which coincides to the one pulse duration time, if
not mentioned otherwise. In this case, the center position
of the pulse is τ = τ0/2 in eqs. (10) and(13). All other
variables can be written in terms of ω0 = 1/τ0 and/or ~.
Both SWAP and CNOT gates for a two qubit system were
found by means of numerical optimization of the parame-
ters related to the Gaussian pulses and the time evolution
operator considering the unitary evolution, i.e., removing
the dissipator term in eq. (4). We search for parameters
that maximize the fidelity (eq. (7)) between the desired state
resulting from the action of the gate G =SWAP or CNOT
and the time evolved state considering the set of initial states
{|ψ1〉 = | ↓↓〉, |ψ2〉 = | ↓↑〉, |ψ3〉 = | ↑↓〉, |ψ4〉 = | ↑↑〉, |ψ5〉},
where |ψ5〉 = (|ψ1〉+ |ψ2〉+ |ψ3〉+ |ψ4〉)/2, which accounts
for avoiding undesirable phase errors11,16,17. Because the
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Hamiltonian of eq. (1) is time-dependent, we numerically
employ a time discretization with step ∆t to perform
the time evolution through the following approximation
U(t, t+ ∆t) ≈ exp{−iH(t+ ∆t)∆t}, which is successively
applied from the initial time t = 0 up to the final time
t = T . Through the Hamiltonians defined in eqs. (9) and
(12), it is possible to find parameters for amplitudes and pulse
widths described in eqs. (10) and (13), such that the evolution
operator corresponds to the quantum gates. The parameters
numerically found are shown in TABLE I and the obtained
fidelity exceeds 99.9999% at the final time, when noise is
absent.

In fig. (1), we plot the fidelity for the SWAP gate as a func-
tion of time, considering three different initial states of the first
qubit |q1〉 = |0〉, |q1〉 = |1〉, and |q1〉 = |+〉 = (|0〉+|1〉)/

√
2,

and keeping fixed the second qubit |q2〉 = |0〉. By using the
optimized parameters found for the Gaussian pulse, which is
shown as a grey dashed curve fig. (1), it is possible to see that
for all three initial input states the final fidelity approaches
one with an error of 10−4% at the final time. Similarly, in
fig. (2), we plot the fidelity for the CNOT gate and the re-
spective Gaussian pulses (grey dashed curves) as a function
of time. At the final time of evolution, the fidelity exceeds
0.999999 for the same initial states employed in the SWAP
case.
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FIG. 1: Fidelity F as a function of time t/τ0 (left axis) for a SWAP
gate considering the first qubit |q1〉 = |1〉, |0〉 and |+〉 and the second
qubit |q2〉 = |0〉. Gaussian pulse JSWAP as a function of time t/τ0
(right axis).

ASWAP 9.36309696 ~ω0

WSWAP 0.020165τ20
A1

CNOT 9.33360747~ω0

W 1
CNOT 0.02029270τ20

A2
CNOT 3.11530553~ω0

W 2
CNOT 0.02023955τ20

TABLE I: Amplitude and width values for the pulses of SWAP and
CNOT gates.
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FIG. 2: Fidelity F as a function of time t/τ0 (left axis) for a CNOT
gate considering the first qubit |q1〉 = |1〉, |0〉 and |+〉 and the second
qubit |q2〉 = |0〉. Gaussian pulses J1

CNOT (higher amplitude) and
J2

CNOT as a function of time t/τ0 (right axis).

A. Noise effects

This section aims at understanding the effects of noise dur-
ing the time evolution of the Gaussian pulses that implement
the quantum gates. By numerically solving eq. (4), it is pos-
sible to calculate the fidelity at the final time for different de-
cay rates. We also probe these effects by analyzing the final
time dependence of the fidelity. To do so, we must rescale
the one-pulse duration, center and amplitude such that the
fidelity would give one in the absence of noise at the final
time. Thus, the parameters in TABLE I must be replaced
by A → A/α and W → Wα2, where the one-pulse du-
ration is T=ατ0 and the center position is τ = ατ0/2. In
fig. (3), we plot the fidelity F for different final times, con-
sidering the dephasing type of noise, which is described by
the Lindblad operator Ln =

√
γσzn. Also, we consider the

implementation of SWAP and CNOT gates over the initial
state |q1〉 |q2〉 = |+〉 |0〉, whose fidelity is given by solid and
dashed curves, respectively. When the final time is T=τ0, the
fidelity for the SWAP (CNOT) decays to 0.9996 (0.99987),
0.996 (0.9987), and 0.967 (0.987) for γτ0 = 0.001, 0.001,
and 0.1, respectively. As expected, the fidelity decreases as
the pulse duration increases, but for γτ0 = 0.1, the fidelity
converges to approximately F = 0.6 (F = 0.5) for the SWAP
(CNOPT) gate and long pulse duration. This behavior is re-
lated to the reaching of the stationary states for both cases.
Similarly, in fig. (4) we plot the fidelity F as a function of the
final time T/τ0, but now for the amplitude damping type of
noise, where the Lindblad operator is Ln =

√
γσ−n , consider-

ing the same initial state |q1〉 |q2〉 = |+〉 |0〉. Also, the fidelity
decays as the final time increases. However, the SWAP gate
experiences a higher robustness when compared to the CNOT
gate. For example, the fidelity converges to approximately
F = 0.7 for the SWAP gate, while it goes to zero for the
CNOT gate when T=100τ0 and γτ0 = 0.1.
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FIG. 3: Fidelity F as a function of the final time t/τ0 for different
decay rates γτ0 = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.1, considering the dephasing
type of error. The solid curves correspond to the SWAP gate and
the dashed curves correspond to the CNOT gate. The input state is
|q1〉 = |+〉 and |q2〉 = |0〉 for both gates.
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FIG. 4: Fidelity F as a function of the final time t/τ0 for different
decay rates γτ0 = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.1, considering the amplitude-
damping type of error. The solid curves correspond to the SWAP
gate and the dashed curves correspond to the CNOT gate. The input
state is |q1〉 = |+〉 and |q2〉 = |0〉 for both gates.

B. N-qubit system

Here, we explore the connection between different qubits
through the implementation of a sequence of gates. The gen-
eral state for the N-qubit system can be written as |ψ〉 =
|q1〉 |q2〉 . . . |qN−1〉 |qN 〉. We use the first two qubits |q1〉 |q2〉
as the input state and all other qubits |q3〉 . . . |qN−2〉 as auxil-
iary qubits. Therefore, the gate implementation will result in
a output state that will be at the end of the chain |qN−1〉 |qN 〉.
When the dynamics is unitary, we can write |φin〉 as the input
state and |φout〉 as the output state, which are explicitly given
by

|ψin〉 = |φin〉 |φN−20 〉 , (15)

and

|ψout〉 = |φN−20 〉 |φout〉 , (16)

where |φN−20 〉 = |0〉 |0〉 . . . |0〉 |0〉. First, we spatially arrange
the qubits in a 1D spin chain, which is a possible design of
QDs18. A two qubit gate is implemented over the state |φin〉,
followed by a sequence of SWAP gates that propagates the in-
formation from one side to the other of the 1D chain of qubits.
To perform this sequence of gates, we use the final time for
each pulse as T = τ0 and the center of the n-th pulse obeys
the following relation: τn/τ0 = n − 1/2. To exemplify this
arrangement of qubits, we consider three qubits in a 1D spin
chain, as represented by the top panel of fig. (5). In this sit-
uation, a CNOT gate is implemented between qubits |q1〉 and
|q2〉 at the final time τ1 and this information is propagated for-
ward by using a SWAP gate between qubits |q2〉 and |q3〉, that
occurs at the final time τ2, as depicted in the bottom panel of
fig. (5). Finally, a SWAP gate between qubits |q2〉 and |q3〉
at the final time τ3, yields the two-qubit output state mapped
onto qubits |q2〉 |q3〉. If one more qubit is added to the three
qubit system, as depicted in fig. (6), it is necessary to include
two more SWAP gates between qubits |q3〉 and |q4〉 and |q2〉
and |q3〉 in order to propagate the information to the end of the
chain. In conclusion, for N qubits arranged in 1D spin chain,
2(N − 2) SWAP gates are needed to forward the information
from an initial state to the output state |φout〉 = |qN−1〉 |qN 〉,
when the dynamics is unitary. Of course, when noise is taken
into account, eqs. (15) and (16) must be replaced by the re-
spective density matrix for N-qubits ρNin and ρNout. The fi-
delity is evaluated by tracing out all auxiliary qubits, thus
ρout = Tr[1,...,N−2]{ρNout} in eq. (7). In fig. (7), we plot

|q1〉
|q2〉
|q3〉

|φin〉
{

}
|φout〉

τ1 τ2 τ3

HCNOT

1,2 HSWAP

2,3 HSWAP

1,2

|q1〉 |q2〉 |q3〉

FIG. 5: (top panel) Three qubits arranged in a 1D spin chain. (bottom
panel) Quantum circuit where a CNOT gate is applied to the first two
qubits, |q1〉 and |q2〉, in the final time τ1, followed by two SWAP
gates applied in the qubits |q2〉 and |q3〉 in the final time τ2 and qubits
|q1〉 and |q2〉 in the final time τ3.

the fidelity F as a function of the number of qubits N for
different decay rates considering the dephasing type of noise.
The qubits are arranged in a 1D spin chain (see fig. 5) and the
initial state is |q1〉 = |+〉 and |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N . We
also analyze the cases where a CNOT gate comes first and it is
followed by 2(N − 2) SWAP gates and the opposite order, i.
e., 2(N − 2) SWAP gates followed by a CNOT gate. For both
cases, the total time T is proportional to the number of gates
and consequently to the number of qubits. When the dynam-
ics is unitary, the fidelity always approaches one (results not
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|q1〉
|q2〉
|q3〉
|q4〉

|φin〉
{

}
|φout〉

HCNOT

1,2 HSWAP

2,3 HSWAP

1,2 HSWAP

3,4 HSWAP

2,3

τ1 τ2 τ3 τ4 τ5

|q1〉 |q2〉 |q3〉 |q4〉

FIG. 6: (top panel) Four qubits arranged in a 1D spin chain. (bottom
panel) Quantum circuit where a CNOT gate is applied to the first
two qubits, |q1〉 and |q2〉, followed by SWAP gates that shuttle the
quantum information to the last two qubits in the chain. In this case,
the k-th pulse occurs at the the final time τk, where k = 1, . . . , 5.

shown here). On the other hand, the fidelity decreases with
the increasing of the number of qubits for γτ0 = 0.001, as
shown in fig. (3). As expected, the fidelity decay is stronger
for γτ0 = 0.01 and γτ0 = 0.1. Moreover, the fidelity is differ-
ent if the application of a CNOT gate occurs at the beginning
(solid curves) or at the end (dashed curves) of the N-qubits
1D chain. This result is interesting because it shows that or-
der of gates plays an important role when the information is
transmitted along the chain, when noise is present.
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0.8

0.9

1.0

F

γτ0 = 0.001

γτ0 = 0.01

γτ0 = 0.1

FIG. 7: Fidelity F as a function of the number of qubits N for dif-
ferent decay rates γτ0 = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.1 and the dephasing er-
ror. The solid curves correspond to a initial CNOT gate followed
by 2(N − 2) SWAP gates and the dashed curves correspond to a
2(N − 2) SWAP gates followed by a final CNOT gate considering
the qubits in a 1D spin chain. The input state is given by |q1〉 = |+〉
with all other qubits |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N .

For N even, the N-qubit system can also be spatially ar-
ranged in a 2D square spin chain of qubits. For example,
considering four qubits as depicted in the fig. (8), we have
the input state |φin〉 = |q1〉 |q2〉, about which a CNOT gate
is applied at the final time τ1. Two SWAP gates are applied
between qubits |q2〉 and |q4〉 at time τ2 and between qubits
|q1〉 and |q3〉 at time τ3. Because these SWAP gates occur

between different qubits, they can be consecutively imple-
mented; thus, we can have τ3 = τ2. The two-qubit output
are provided by |φout〉 = |q3〉 |q4〉. For a general case of
a 2D square spin chain of N qubits, N/2 SWAP gates are
needed to forward the information to |φout〉 = |qN−1〉 |qN 〉.
Therefore, the 2D square spin chain configuration of qubits
requires a smaller number of gates to propagate the informa-
tion and consequently a smaller total time. In fig. (9), we plot

|q1〉
|q2〉
|q3〉
|q4〉

|φin〉
{

}
|φout〉

HCNOT

1,2 HSWAP

2,4 HSWAP

1,3

τ1 τ2 τ3

|q1〉 |q3〉

|q2〉 |q4〉

FIG. 8: (top panel) Four qubits arranged in a 2D square spin chain.
(bottom panel) The quantum circuit where a CNOT gate is applied
between the qubits |q1〉 and |q2〉 in time τ1, followed by a SWAP gate
applied between the qubits |q3〉 and |q4〉 in the final time τ2. The last
SWAP gate is applied between qubits |q1〉 and |q3〉 in the final time
τ3.

the fidelity F as a function of the number of qubits N for
different decay rates and the dephasing type of noise. The
qubits are arranged in the 2D square spin chain and the ini-
tial state is also |q1〉 = |+〉 and |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N .
Likewise, we consider the situation where a CNOT gate is
followed by N/2 SWAP gates (solid curves) and vice-versa
(dashed curves). Because the SWAP gates are independent
in pairs, we can set the time evolution for each pair of pulse
respecting the following relation τk+1 = τk. Therefore, the
total time for propagating the information through the SWAP
gates is proportional to N/2. Because of this fact, the fidelity
for a decay rate γτ0 = 0.1 for 12 qubits is equivalent to 6
qubits in a 1D spin chain system. This result demonstrates
that the 2D arrangement is preferable over the 1D spin chain.
Similarly, in fig. (10), we plot the fidelity as a function of the
number of qubits using the 2D square spin chain for the am-
plitude damping type of noise and same initial state. For small
values of the decay rate, γτ0 = 0.001 and 0.01, the fidelity is
more robust against noise and the fidelity diminishes less than
5% for N = 12. For γτ0 = 0.1, the fidelity presents a lin-
ear behavior and the lowest value is approximately F = 0.76.
By the results shown in figs. (9) and (10), we verify that the
fidelity is lower when the CNOT gate is applied at the final of
the chain for both types of errors and initial state |q1〉 = |+〉
and |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N .
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FIG. 9: Fidelity F as function of the number of qubitsN for different
decay rates γτ0 = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.1, considering the dephasing er-
ror. The solid curves correspond to an initial CNOT gate followed by
N/2 SWAP gates and the dashed curves correspond to N/2 SWAP
gates followed by a final CNOT gate, considering a 2D square spin
chain of qubits. The input state is given by |q1〉 = |+〉 with all other
qubits |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N .
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FIG. 10: Fidelity F as function of the number of qubits N for differ-
ent decay rates γτ0 = 0.001, 0.01 and 0.1, considering the amplitude-
damping error. The solid curves correspond to an initial CNOT gate
followed by N/2 SWAP gates and the dashed curves correspond to
N/2 SWAP gates followed by a final CNOT gate, considering a 2D
square spin chain of qubits. The input state is given by |q1〉 = |+〉
with all other qubits |qi〉 = |0〉 for 1 < i ≤ N .

C. Initial States

In this section, we intend to explore the initial state influ-
ence on the fidelity when the order of quantum gates is distinct
and noise is taken into account. To accomplish such a task, we
choose the initial input state as |φin(θ, ϕ)〉 = |+〉 |q2(θ, ϕ)〉,
where

|q2(θ, ϕ)〉 = sin(θ/2) |0〉+ eiϕ cos(θ/2) |1〉 , (17)

with θ ∈ [0, π] and ϕ ∈ [0, 2π]. To be able to evaluate the
fidelity for several initial states, we choose a 2D square spin
chain composed of 4-qubits, as depicted in fig. (8). Further-
more, we calculate the difference of the fidelity evaluated for
a CNOT gate followed by two SWAP gates and vice-versa;
thus, ∆F = F1CNOT–2SWAP − F2SWAP–1CNOT. In fig. (11) we
plot ∆F as a function of θ and ϕ in a colormap for decay rate
γτ0 = 0.1 considering the amplitude-damping noise. One
can see that the fidelity variation ∆F is predominantly less
than zero, which implies that the 2SWAP-1CNOT order pro-
vides a higher fidelity than the one obtained for the 1CNOT-
2SWAP order. The solid white curve indicates the angles
where ∆F = 0, which can be approximated by the follow-
ing relation θ(ϕ) ≈ a cos (2ϕ) + b. In fig. (12), we plot ∆F

0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π
ϕ

0

π/4

π/2

3π/4

π

θ

−0.040

−0.032

−0.024

−0.016

−0.008

0.000

0.008

0.016

∆
F

FIG. 11: Fidelity difference considering a CNOT followed by two
SWAP gates and vice-versa as a function of θ and ϕ, which are re-
lated to the initial state |φin(θ, ϕ)〉 = |+〉 |q2(θ, ϕ)〉 for decay rate
γτ0 = 0.1 and the amplitude-damping error. In this case, four qubits
are spatially arranged in a 2D square spin chain. The white line rep-
resents the values where ∆F = 0.

as a function of θ and ϕ, considering the dephasing type of
noise. One can see in fig. (12) that the fidelity variation de-
pends only on θ. Also, the solid withe curves indicate where
∆F = 0 and define a small region between approximately
θ = π/2 and 3π/5 where the value of the difference ∆F
is positive. In this case, the order 2SWAP-1CNOT provides a
higher fidelity for the majority of initial states when compared
to the order 1CNOT-2SWAP. Although the difference between
the orders of gates implementation are small in both consid-
ered cases, it might be much bigger when a large number of
qubits are taken into account.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a scheme to connect long dis-
tance QD qubits by using a spin chain with nearest-neighbors
interaction considering a Heisenberg type Hamiltonian with
time dependent pulses. We employ this approach to obtain
the SWAP and the CNOT gates, although other gates could be
tested. When the system is free from decoherence, we achieve
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FIG. 12: Fidelity difference considering a CNOT followed by two
SWAP gates and vice-versa as a function of θ and ϕ, which are re-
lated to the initial state |φin(θ, ϕ)〉 = |+〉 |q2(θ, ϕ)〉 for decay rate
γτ0 = 0.1 and the dephasing error. In this case, four qubits are spa-
tially arranged in a 2D square spin chain. The white line represents
the values where ∆F = 0.

a fidelity of 0.999999 for both type of gates. We also consider

the most important types of noise, dephasing and amplitude-
damping, by using the master equation approach. Moreover,
we propose two different spatial arrangements for the physical
qubits, the 1D chain and the 2D square chain. The 2D chain
provides a better performance than the 1D chain, because we
can apply pairs of gates at the same time. Furthermore, we
investigate the role of the order of gates implementation when
decoherence is taken into account, thus, we simulate the ac-
tion of a CNOT gate followed by a sequence of SWAP gates
that transport the quantum information and vice-versa. We
found that the order of application of these gates is relevant
and depends on the initial state of the system. This differ-
ence of order of gates can be very large when the system is
composed of a large number of qubits, which is the case in a
quantum computer.
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