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Abstract

Quantum computing tries to exploit entanglement and iaterfce to pro-
cess information more efficiently than the best known ctadsolutions.
Experiments demonstrating the feasibility of this applohave already
been performed. However, finding a really scalable and tofpuantum
computing architecture remains a challenge for both, exyanalists and
theoreticians. In most setups decoherence becomes ntigiolegwhen
one tries to perform entangling gate operations using theremt con-
trol of qubit-qubit interactions. However, in this procésgs we show that
two-qubit gate operations can be implemented even withahbit-gqubit in-
teractions and review a recent quantum computing schemerbyedal.
[Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 030505 (2005)] using only single photon sources
(e.g. atom-cavity systems, NV colour centres or quanture)dotd photon
pair measurements.

1 Introduction

There are many practical limitations to the implementatdrguantum com-
puting. One problem is dissipation, i.e. the loss of infotiovadue to unwanted
interactions with the environment. Another one is the gersmsitivity of phys-
ical processes to parameter fluctuations. For exampleg iuthplitude of an ap-
plied laser field fluctuates by a few percent, this should esalt in a failure of
the computation. One solution to these problems is to usesunements: They
can be used to project a quantum system into any desiredsiditere commonly
used for state preparation in quantum optics experiments.

However, measurements can also play a much more subtlenrglgaintum
computing. They can provide the main ingredient for the enptntation of en-
tangling two-qubit gate operations (see e.g. Rﬁ_afs:: [1-d]raferences therein).
Together with single-qubit operations, entangling twdpitjgates are universal
for quantum computing. To avoid the destruction of qubitss inot allowed
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to measure the qubits directly. Measurements should benpeet on ancil-
las which have interacted and are therefore entangled wittcomputational
qubits [_$]. In order to implement a quantum gate, a measunest®uld be per-
formed on the ancillas in a basis that is mutually unbiafg'kvj/lj% respect to the
computational basis. This ensures that nobody learns isgy#ibout the qubits
and the relevant information might remain in the computer.

The most famous example of such a measurement-based quaorymting
approachis the linear optics scheme for photonic qubitstiit,K aflamme and
Milburn [:gl:]. However, ancillas and qubits do not have to béhefsame physical
nature. For example, if the qubits are atoms in a cavity, tigdlas can be the
quantised cavity field r_nodé:[S], a common vibrational md_dg'::ﬂj_i], or newly
generated photons [12,13]. Vice versa, one can use coliegtomic states as
ancillas for photonic qubits [14, 15]. Quantum computinghaiybrid systems
should help to overcome some of the most pressing problemsisting non-
hybrid proposals, including the difficulty of scaling comtienal stationary qubit
architectures and the lack of practical means for storinglsiphotons in linear
optics setups.

In the following, we describe such a hybrid system contajrstationary
and flying qubits and discuss the idea of Repeat-Until-Ssxc¢RUS) quantum
computing by Limet al. [:_L'Ci]. Each stationary qubit is obtained from two stable
ground states of a single photon source. To perform an elimignigvo-qubit
gate operation, photons should be created in each of theagapsources. Af-
terwards, the photons should pass simultaneously throligka optics setup,
where a two-photon measurement is performed. This measmtenasults ei-
ther in the completion of the desired two-qubit gate or irefutwo correctable
single-qubit gates. In the latter case, no quantum infdonas lost and the gate
operation can beepeated until success.

This paper is organised as follows. In Secti_d)n 2, we disdusdasic fea-
tures of quantum optical photon interference experimehistallow two pho-
ton sources to communicate with each other very efficiertlySection 3 we
describe the possible realisation of an eventually detsstic two-qubit entan-
gling gate between two distant single photon sources. Ihiswve that RUS
guantum computing requires only interference and photompeasurements in
a carefully chosen basis. Finally we summarise our resrm&ttion'_h.

2 A two-atom double-slit experiment

In 1982, Scully and Driihl proposed a simple quantum eragaerénent con-
cerning delayed choice phenomena in quantum mecha_ﬁ_ics'[hé]setup they
considered is shown in Figu?_é 1. It consists of two two-leateims trapped at

a fixed distance: from each other inside the same free radiation field. The par-
ticles are continuously driven by a resonant laser field gah®neously emit
photons. Each emitted photon causes a “click” at a certaiim po a screen far
away from the particles. These “clicks,” when collected] ag to an interfer-
ence pattern with a spatial intensity distribution simttathe one found in clas-
sical double-slit experiments. This was verified experitakiy by Eichmann
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et al. in 1993 [_1_7]. Since then the interpretation of this expeninattracted
continuous interest (see e.g. Refs; [18-20] and refereheesin).

In this section, we give a short description of the above rdesd two-atom
double-slit experiment following the discussion by Schimd Beige [20, 21].
They showed that the time evolution of the quantum mechhn@aponents,
namely the atoms, the free radiation field and the applieat laght can be mod-
elled with the help of the interaction Hamiltonian

X X ,
Hi=~ e
i=1;2 k

ikr;
Yoo oa Sy tHxit Hpserer: (1)

Heres, = jliyh2jis lowering operator for atoriwith ground stateili; and the
excited statepi;. The energy difference between both levels equalswhile

! is the frequency of a photon with wave vectorMoreover,a,,  is the anni-
hilation operator for a photon witk and polarisation. The coupling strength
between the atomic dipole moments and the photon migle) is given by the
coupling constandy, .

The final term in Eq.:_(l) is the laser Hamiltonian. Its role asré-excite
the particles after each photon emission. The first two ténnis). {_i) describe
the interaction between the atoms and the free radiatioth flMhenever there
is some population in the excited stat@s;, energy can be transferred into the
photon modegk; ). The result is the dissipation of energy from the atoms into
the surrounding field modes. In other words, the Hamiltor(h'jé)rentangles the
state of the atoms with the free radiation field.

laser field "click" on the screen

free radiation field

two two-level atoms
at a fixed distance

Figure 1. Experimental setup. Two two-level atoms are glatea fixed distance from
each other. Both are coupled to the same free radiation fielchee continuously driven
by a resonant laser. This leads to spontaneous photon ermdsdtach photon causes a
“click” at a point on a screen.

Figure 2. Coordinate system with the spatial anglesd’ characterising the direction
of the wave vectok. Here we assume that the atomic dipole monteris perpendicular
to the line connecting both atoms.
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However, the setup shown in Figu'_r’.e 1 cannot be describedéygahtinu-
ous solution of a Schrodinger equation. To take the pdi#gibif spontaneous
photon emissions into account, we also have to considem¥ieoament. The
experimental observation of radiating atoms suggests tieithe environment
by assuming rapidly repated measurements whether a phatbden emitted
or not [22]. In case of a click, the directidhof the emitted photon is registered
on the screen. In Ref, [20] we showed with the help of Eg. (&) the state of
two atoms prepared i iequals, up to normalisation,

Jegi Reji (2)
with
1=2
3A . )
Rp= — sh# e ¥, +e Fo2g, 3
andk, = @ !,=c)k immediately after the emission of a photon in the

direction. In the derivation of EqE:(B), it was assumed thatatoms both have a
dipole momenb orthogonal to the line connecting them, as shown in Finure 2.
Moreover,r;, r, anda denote the positions and the spontaneous decay rate of
the particles.

Eq. {_$) is the key ingredient for the analysis of the intexfere pattern in
the two-atom double-slit experimer‘.\_f_[l?]. Let us assumetliermoment that
the atoms are again and again prepared in the same initial sta We now
ask the question, what is the probability density to obsari@ick” in a certain
directionk. This probability densityr; ( ) is given by the norm squared of the
state in Eq.:_GS),

I ()= kR J ik : 4)

Since the reset operatéj (3) is the sum of the reset opedtths cases, where
there is either only atom 1 or only atom 2,

1)

@) .
¢ TR ®)
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Figure 3. Density plot of the emission ratg ( ) for two continuously driven two-level
atomsr= 10 oand = 03A.White areas correspond to spatial angles with maximal
intensity and the definition of the anglesand# is as shown in Figurk_l 2.
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the probability densityi{4) is of the form

L() = kR 3i+ R 34K

(1

= kR 1)
k

"Jik*+ kR P 5 ik +h RIORP+ RPR Y 5 i
i3 £ £ £ 3
(6)

This equation shows that the intensity of the light emitieaif two atoms is not
the same as the sum of the light intensities from two indepetatoms (first two
terms in Eq.(6)). The difference is thererference term (third term in Eq.1(6))
which causes the photon emission in some directions to be fikety than the
emission into others. If one replaces the pure staiéhy the stationary state
of the atoms in the presence of continuous laser excitaEqn(_é) can be used
to calculate the interference pattern for the experimesgalp in Figuré_ll:IZjO].
The result is shown in Figur:_é 3 and agrees very well with theeokation in the
experiment by Eichmaner al. [17].

The origin of the spatial modulations in the interferencttgra of the atoms
is the wave behaviour of the excitation in the photon moggs ) prior to the
detection of the photons. A photon does not really existl itrig actually ob-
served on the screen. The laser field leads to a continuogwcitation of the
particles. The coupling between the atoms and the freetradifield then re-
sults in the transfer of energy into the free radiation figdiantum mechanics
tells us that it is only possible to detect an integer numbphotons at any given
point on the screen (c.f. Figu'r_é 1). However, prior to theedebn there can be
more or less than one photon in each mode of the free radition

Each detected photon is in general created by both atomseder, each
photon leaves a trace in and contains information abousatspective sources.
This is, of course, well known. Heisenberg wrote alreadydB8Q, Iz is very dif-
ficult for us to conceive the fact that the theory of photons does not conflict
with the requirements of the Maxwell equations. There have been attempts to
avoid the contradiction by finding solutions of the latter which represent ‘nee-
dle’ radiation (unidirectional beams), but the results could not be satisfacto-
rily interpreted until the principles of the quantum theory had been elucidated.
These show us that whenever an experiment is capable of furnishing informa-
tion regarding the direction of emission of a photon, its results are precisely
those which would be predicted from a solution of the Maxwell equations of the

needle type (...) [2-35]
3 Repeat-until-success quantum computing

If the photons emitted from the atoms do not exist until tideitection and each
detected photon leaves a trace in and contains informatioutall its respective
sources, then photon emission should be a very useful tquiowess informa-
tion between distant stationary qubits. To show that thiadged the case we
now describe a quantum computing scheme based on this itieacohsidered
setup consists of a network of stationary qubits which candsal to generate
single photons on demand. In such a setup, read-out measoteand single
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qubit rotations can be performed using laser pulses andatdmuantum optics
techniques as employed in recent ion trap experiménts 84, 2

More concretely, we now consider an atom-cavity like singjieton source
as shown in Figur§:4. It consists of a single atom with-8ike level config-
uration trapped inside a resonant optical cavity. Altduedy, the atom can be
replaced by an “artificial atom” like a quantum dot or a defamttre in a solid.
To generate a single photon on demand, the atom shouldlinb@prepared in
jliand alaser pulse with a relatively slowly increasing Radujfrency should be
applied. Such a pulse transfers the atom ifitband places exactly one photon
into the cavity [2_'6::2_'9]. From there it leaks out through tiwcoupling mirror.
Repumping the atom into its initial state results in the allaperation

ai 0 Jilpni: (7)

The role of the cavity is to fix the direction of the spontanggemitted photon
so that it can be easily processed further.

Suppose each atom within a large network of single photorcesicontains
one qubit consisting of the two ground statesand 4.1 (c.f. Figure:_h). Then it
is possible to generate a single photon on demand such that

Pi+ i ! P;Ei+ J;Lic: (8)

Here £idenotes an early anfli denotes a late photon. One way to implement
the encoding ste;i_:(8) is to first swap the atomic stgieand jLi Then a laser
pulse with increasing Rabi frequency should be applied ttopm the operation
(-j). Afterwards, the state$i and 4.1 should be swapped back and the photon
generation process (7) should be repeated at a later timae Ifinal state:(8),
the atom isentangled with the state of the newly generated photon. The qubit
is now double encoded in the state of the source as well asisttie of the
photon.

The encoding:_GB) is the main building block for the realigatof an even-
tually deterministic entangling gate operation betweea gubits. It requires
the simultaneous generation of a photon in each of the ieebkingle pho-
ton sources. Afterwards, the photons should pass, witlgim toherence time,
through a linear optics network which performs a photon paasurement on
them (c.f. Figuré_IS). Suppose, the two qubits involved inghte operation are

i atom-cavity

s e
i like system . 5
: . emitted  : laser \ photon
j ( * > photon : ' :
T qubit states — 2 1 uo
i laser pulse L —0 :

Figure 4. Experimental setup and atomic level configurdiomhe generation of a single
photon on demand.
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initially prepared in the arbitrary two-qubit state
j mi= POi+ Pli+ F0i+ li: 9)
Using Eq. '(B), we see that the state of the system equals
J enci= PO;EEi+ PL;ELi+ JO;LEi+ J1;LLi (10)

after the creation of the two photons. If the detectors iaica photon pair
measurement of a state of the form

j i= EEi+ &' F£Li+ "2 LEi+ & ° 1Li; (11)
then the final state of the photon sources equals
j ai= Poite ¥ Plite ¥z J0i+ e ¥ q1i: (12)

This state differs from the one in Eo]_l (9) by a unitary operathamely a two-
gubit phase gate. As we see below, if the sté_ltée (11) is a mélyimatangled
state, then this phase gate is one with maximum entanglingipadr his means
that the described process can transform a non-entangbeldigirstate into a
maximally entangled one.

However, the above photon pair measurement can only be ageetfiorm
an eventually deterministic gate operation, if a completeo$ basis states can
be found with each of them being of the forini(11). That suctebasist is
well known. They are called mutually unbiase';'d [9], sincartbbservation does
not reveal any information about the computational stat¥batever state the
photons are found in, the coefficients , and remain unknown. Below we
give an example of a mutually unbiased basis for two time booded photons.
The problem with linear optics is that it does not allow fongaete Bell mea-
surements[3(), 31]. At most two maximally entangled statebeadistinguished.
We therefore consider the basis states [13]

I B vl dixd s Jai daxdi Jai dawvi (13)
with
Joi= e it 3i; dni= =5 B $d
Joi= s Fit+ $i; dpi=e5i Fi Fi: (14)

K .] I\/\/\/\/\/\/\ Line-dr F
[ .] I\/\/\/\/\/\/\ Optics F

Figure 5. The experimental realisation of a universal twibitjgate requires the genera-
tion of a photon within each of the sources involved. The tlotpns then pass within

their coherence time through a linear optics network, wiietiorms a photon pair mea-
surement on them in a carefully chosen basis.




8 Quantum Computing without Qubit-Qubit Interactions

This definition implies
jipi= fe '™ EEi iELi ifEi JLi;
FEi+ FLi+ LEi+ {Li ;

i ¥Ei F£ILi 4Ei+ 1Idi : (15)
A comparison with Eq.:_@l) shows that tHe;i are indeed mutually unbiased.

To find out which quantum gate operation belongs to which oreasent out-
come, we write the encoded stafei (10) as

X4
Jenci= 3 Jiij s (16)
=1
with
jaii = ei=4Z1% Z3 % Ucz J mi;
Jo2i = e ™21 % 7,1 UczJuii
Jsi = Jwni;
Jj4ai = i27()Z22() 3 mi: (7)

Herez, (' ) describes a one-qubit phase gate that changes the phasatofan
if it is prepared inil4,

Z;( )= diag O;e *): (18)
Moreover,U. ; denotes the controlled two-qubit phase gate
Ucy = diag 0;1;1; 1) (19)

which changes the state of two atoms when they are prepargtiinThe above
equations show that a measurementjofi or j ,1 results in the completion

of the universal phase gaﬂ_é_'-(19) up to local operations wteechbe easily per-
formed on the atom. A measurementptior § 4iyields the initial qubits up

to local operations. Since the quantum information storethé system is not
lost at any stage of the computation, the above described stn beepeared

until success. On average, the completion of one RUS quantum gate requires
two repetitions.

Finally, we comment on the experimental realisation of threppsed quan-
tum computing architecture. More details can be found irsREf3,32]. One
possibility to realise the above described photon pair oreasent is to convert
the time bin encoding of the photonic qubits into a polaigaencoding. It is
known that sending two polarisation encoded photons thr@beam splitter
results in a measurement of the states vhi, hhiand jvi. Measuring the
statesj ;itherefore only requires passing the photons through a beétres
after applying the mapping

U; = hihxi+ ihy;] (20)
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on the photon coming from souréeThe statesk;iandiy;iare givenin Eq.:_@l4)
(c.f. Figureib(a)).

Alternatively, the photons could be send through a Bell ipatt beam split-
ter, as shown in Figur:_é 6(b). An early (late) photon from seut should enter
input port 1 (3) and an early (late) photon from source 2 stheater input port
2 (4). If ¥ denotes the creation operator for a photon in outputpoone can
show that the network transfers the basis statessuch that;[13]

3.1 1 oL Y B ac;

Jooi ! e Bl b Jaci;
it 2B B aci;
341 ! 1 p? b? jaci: (21)

Here jvaciis the vacuum state with no photons in the setup. Eg (21) shiost
detecting two photons in the same output port indicates ssurement of the
statej s;iandj ,i, respectively. Finding the two photons in different output
ports indicates a measurementjofior j ,i

When we use photon detectors with finite efficiencies and whemphoton
generation is not ideal, a failure of the two-qubit gate agien does not always
leave the qubits undisturbed. Consequently, the RUS pureddils occasion-
ally. However, RUS quantum gates can still be used for quaamputing. As
recently shown by Barrett and KoEElZ], it is possible to ustaagling oper-
ations with arbitrarily high photon losses and finite suscedes to efficiently
generate graph states for one-way quantum compd_ting [Bhb@dng the loss-
tolerant mechanism described in R¢fa[12] with the RUS quiargate [13] leads
to a quantum computer architecture that is scalable andstalgainst inevitable
losses but, most importantly, does not require the cohereritol of qubit-qubit
interactions.

4 Conclusions

In the first part of this manuscript, we discussed a recentatems double-
slit experiment [16, 17]. This experiment showed that spoebusly emitted
photons carry the information about and are entangled Wlitihair respective
sources (see also Refs.1[33,34]). In the second part, wethseidterference

Pl e Ho- 1
: P 3 - multiport - 3
P2 U P i

: -2 g _| beam splitter] 4

Figure 6. Two possible experimental setups for the re@isaif the photon pair mea-
surement in a mutually unbiased basis.
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of spontaneously emitted photons within a linear opticagé perform entan-
gling gate operations between distant qubits. More coalyretre described the
idea of Repeat-Until-Success (RUS) quantum computing. [RJS quantum
gates do not require the use of apriori created entanglenugrdoes it require
to feed a photon back into a photon source. It also does itinredjue coher-
ent control of a direct qubit-qubit interaction. We are #@fere optimistic that
RUS quantum computing opens new perspectives for findirty ie@alable and
robust quantum computing architectures.
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