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G alvanic coupling of ux qubits:
sim ple theory and tunability
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Abstract

G alvanic coupling of an allarea (three—junction) ux qubits, using shared large Jossphson jinc—
tions, hasbeen shown to yield appreciable interaction strengthsin a exible design, which doesnot
com prom ise the junctions’ intrinsic good coherence properties. For an introduction, I recapiulate
an elem entary derivation of the coupling strength, which is subsequently generalized to the case of
tunable coupling for a current-biased shared junction. W hilke the ability to vary coupling constants
by, say, 20% would be usefiill in experim ents, sign-tunabilty (inplying sw ichability) is highly
preferable for several quantum -com puting paradigm s. T his note sketches two ideas: a \crossoar"
design w ith com peting ferro—and antiferrom agnetic currentbiased tunable couplings, and a \m e-
diated" one involving an extra loop between the qubits. The latter is a variation on proposals
for tunable capacitive coupling of charge qubits, and tunabl Inductive coupling of largearea ux
qubits.
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The design philbsophy of the sihglke three—junction (3JJ) qubit is to obtain a bistable
system w ithout relying on m agnetic energy, by using m ultiple Jossphson janctions 1]. This
revives as old idea for using m ultistable m ulti-jinction loops 1] and generalizes it to the
quantum regin e, In the presence of an arbitrary (out typically nearly half-nteger) ux bias.
As shown by Levitov et al. 1] and apparently rediscovered by Butcher [[1], the coupling
of ssveral such qubits can be In plem ented analogously, using large Jossphson junctions
Inserted into the shared kegsofad-pcent qubits. In thisway, an appreciable coupling strength
should be easier to achieve than using inductive coupling, especially since the 3JJ loops
typically have a small area (if anything, for a circuit of this type the design challenge will
be to avoid the coupling strength being too large). In Levitov et al’s preprint, only the
order of m agnitude of the coupling strength is estin ated (correctly). In Butcher’'s report
(Section 3.5.1), it is stated that the H am iltonians for Jossphson and inductive coupling are
dentical. However, the fom er is not given lt alone derived, whik the correct form for
the latter [!] has eluded the D elft group (overestin ation by a factor two) both In Butcher’s
thesis Eqg. (3.3)] and for som e tin e thereafter 1].

In this note, therefore, rst the coupling strength w illbe derived, recapitulating a result
m eanw hile published in [1]. Both the resul and the derivation tum out to be very sin ilar
to the inductive cass, con m ing Butcher’s statem ent. H owever, the calculation is decidedly
easier, since the lrading answer is found by studying the classical potential for vanishing
Inductance (as opposed to expanding the fullH am iltonian to st order In the inductances).
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FIG.1l: Two Jossphson-coupled 3JJ qubits.

Thechrcuit is shown in Fig.l. The relevant part of the Ham iltonian reads sin ply
Uy = -0 Ejcos 4. For vanishing inductances, this is subfct to ux quantization
1+ 2+ 3+ o= 2and 4+ s+ 0o = 2 (note the m inus sign in the latter

relation), where 2= 2 2= | are extemal ux biases in phase units. W e focus on the
sinplst case 3= ,Eigu6=E,E;s= E G< <1),E; E,so thatthe potential
becom es

Us( )= Eycos g+E[ s o©oss+ os( 1+ 3t o)
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The wells, corresponding to the classical qubit states, are partly characterized by @,Ugs =
@QUs; = @QUy; = @QUy; = QUy = 0. Like for a singke 3JJ qubi, the relevant solutions
corresoonding to actualm nin a are readily veri ed to have
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Jleaving one w ith three nontrivial extrem um equations.
Two solutions are readily found as

=05 M= Mo arccos —— 3)
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C karly, these correspond to ferrom agnetic FM ) con gurations, In which the sense of su-
percurrent rotation is the sam e in both loops. In this sym m etric device, the currents in the
central leg therefore cancel, so there is no phase di erence across this kg and the ram aining
Junctions are in the sam e state as for degenerately biased free 3JJ qubits.

O n the other hand, for the antiferrom agnetic AF) con gurations, one has

iT= 1T 5)

T he ram aining equations
Eosin {7 = 2E sh %% ; (6a)
sh 2= sn@ 2T+ AF) (6b)

have to be solved perturbatively in E =E 3. Since the lowest order corresoonds to free qubits,
one has
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Substitution into Eq. M) readily yields
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In temn s of the classical equilbbrium persistent current I, (~ = 1). Subsequently, Eq. [ )
kadsto = [@ 4%)=@ 2 1)]L=2€E . However, this cancels in the expansion (around

a potentialm ininum ) of Eg. M), and one nds
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an AF coupling equivalent to amutualinductanceM . = 1=4€’E, | precisely the Jossphson
Inductance of the coupling Junction. It should be feasbl to m anufacture deviceswith M .
ranging from typicalm agnetic values to values corresponding to a dim ensionless coupling of
order one.

The analogy to the magnetic case [] is complkte: in Eq. W), the energy increase
(over the FM state and to leading order) %E o ( BF)? = I§=2e2E o In the central junc—
tion is overcom pensated by the decrease in energy of the \qubit" junctions 2 ¥ @ XUIJ“'“,
where @ U™ = I=2e. In fact, the coupling’s AF character can be understood w ith-
out doing the detailed expansion (and, hence, w thout requiring E o to be large). Consider

O= (M, M, EM. M. M), i thisperhaps counter-ntuitive AF state, the two loop
currents have opposite senses, yet there isno phase drop over the central junction . H ow ever,



this m erely m eans that the state is non-stationary (the T shaped islands get charged), but
it is a wellde ned point in the potential landscape, with Us( 9 = Us( ™) by Eq. ).
T herefore, one necessarily has U ( %) < Uy ( ™) or the AF mininum state, as is also
Seen num erically.

For added exibility, lt us consider currentbiasing the central kg [1]. This can be
described by the potential
U()= Foms, I, Efos;+cs s+ os(2 1 3 o)
+ C0s 4+ COS ¢+ oos ( 2 4 ¢t O)]; (10)

w here the phase frustrations w illbe speci ed shortly. The bias current is I, = 2el; t may
be large com pared to the loop currents but shouldn’t exceed the critical one, so L j< Eg.
Tt may look asymm etric to couplk the bias to the m ddke kg only, but the phases in the
di erent legs are not independent. Pending a dynam ic analysis ofthe fullH am iltonian, here
we sin ply use [ to sce what it predicts. A gain m inin izing w rt.the phases, one sees that
W) stillapplies. A s expected, the central kg has to carry m ost of the bias, viz.,

= arcsin T + w5 (Z)E—2+O[CE=E )’1; 11
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it is m ost consistent to retain éz) when evaluating the (arge) rst two termm s of [ll) to
O [E=E,), although itsactualvalue cancels. Theneed to have a stable solution unfortunately
linitsusto joj< =2in ).

To lading order, the outer am s should behave like degenerate 3JJ qubits, so we have to
com pensate for the contridbution of ; to the totalphase bias:

a . I b . I
<= *tTarsn — = arcsin — @ 12)
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In the FM con gurations, the loop currents again cancel: ( ) = (4) = 0, whie

7% are still given by W). For the AF ones, % areasin M) and W) (though wih a

di erent &i), yilding
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U sing these to expand the potential ), one nds the proper generalization of W),
2
Us( *F)y=us( ™) —plpj+om~:=Eo)2]: 14)
2¢ EZ P

Increasing the current bias decreases the e ective E o, increasing the coupling energy: as
expected, a nearcritically biased central junction is m ore sensitive to changes in current
direction in the outeramn s. T hus, tunability ofthe coupling strength (utonly up) asin [l
requires an extra currentias lead for I itself, plus the generation ofa ux-bias asymm etry
as in ). W hile the latter is a comm on resource in two— ux-qubi experiments [, 0],
presently a substantial relative detuning of the coupling strength would require a ux-bias
asymm etry of a signi cant fraction ofa ux quantum .



In practical tem s, the prediction is an interaction Ham itonian Hye = J 2 °, with
coupling J = (~=2e)I’= I3, F, I tem s ofthe critical current of the shared junction Iy
and thefpjas L . Equivalently, the e ective AF mutual hductance has absolute valueM . =
(~=2e)= 1% F,which again equals the Jossphson inductance of the coupling janction at
the working point. Linearizing these relations, we can sketch how an I, noise translates nto

a Jmnoise. One nds the width of the coupling energy as

_T4T2
J= i3 Sy Q) ; 15)
42 (13, E)
R il
where the biasnoise power is S, (! ) = dte"*h T () I (0)i. T his concludes the treatm ent

of the coupling; further details depend on the circuit into which it is lncorporated.

G eneralization to asym m etric devices and/or biases presents no trouble. Ik seem s m ore
Interesting to further investigate coupling tunability. The standard ploy of a ux-biased
com pound central junction seem s feasble, though it again doesnot directly lead to switchablk
coupling, which here would require Eqg ! 1 notEy ! 0; also, ux lakage to the qubit
loops is a possibl problan .

An attem pt In this direction is presented i F ig.l. The \qubi" junctions 1{6 are taken
the sam e as before, whilke the \ocoupling" junctions 7{10 are all large, w ith Jossphson en—
ergy E . It is further assum ed that no ux is threading the \crossoar" part of the circuit,
that is, the legs which are drawn diagonally for clarity should actually lie alm ost on top
of each other. This xes 10 = 7 g t o (for a convention in which positive phases
corresoond to a clockw ise current In the a—-loop) . A sbefore, also ;5 are readily elin inated,
whilke all stationary con gurationshave ; = 3 and 4= 4. In tem s of the ram aining
variables, the potential can be w ritten as

U()= ERcs 1+ cos(2 2, ;5 o) +2c0s 4+ cos(2 2, g+ o]
Egploos 7+ cos g+ cos g+ cos( 7 gt o)1 L 7 T g+ (I3+I4) o: (16)

T he counterpart to [ll) becom es that, to leading order in E =E , degenerate bias should
be In plm ented as
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FIG .2: A \crossoar" circui in which 3JJ qubits are coupled w ith tunable strength and sign.
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The four bias lads enablk a bew ildering degree of tunability, sub fEct to §=1 I,= 0.

However, only two oneparam eter fam ilies w ill be considered, which are thought to be the
most useful: @A) I; = L = L =1I,=I,and B) I, = I, = L = L =I.In

biasing scheme @A) one trivially nds 7(0) = éo) = arcsin (I=E,) and éO) = 0: the extemal

current ow s through the horizontal legs. Converssly, In scheme B), 7(0) = QO) = 0 and

9(0) = arcsin (I=E ;) so thatthebias ow sthrough theverticallegs. M inin izingU in M), the
Jleading corrections to these phases due to the qubit currents are readily found. Substituting
these back into U, one cbtains the energies of the various stationary con gurations.

Bias scheme @A) favoursthe FM states:

AAF AGFM _ Iif 1 1 .
T he interpretation is clear: the vertical, unbiased jinctionsm ediate an AF interaction as In
Fig.M. The horizontal junctions m ediate a \tw isted" FM interaction, which overcom es the
AF one due to the current bias. Compared to M) and ), Eq. ) is a factor 2 an aller:
the two janctions in parallkel in F ig.ll have a coupling energy which is tw ice as Jarge, and
therefore an e ective inductance tw ice as an all, as the single shared Junction in Fig.H.

O n the other hand, bias scheme B) favoursthe AF states, w th a coupling energy which
is the exact opposite of the one in [l). In fact, if one envisions ipping the right part of
F ig.M it becom es clear that, when changing from scheme @) to schene ®B), the role of FM
and AF states is sin ply reversed.

FIG . 3: Sign—tunabl galvanic coupling of \black-box" qubits a and c via an interm ediate b-loop.

A nother schem e for sign-tunable coupling, m ore sim ilar to the devices described in [,

Iy isshown in Fig.lM. W e generalize and at the sam e tim e sin plify the analysis by taking
the two qubits as \black boxes", which m ay be asym m etric, biased away from degeneracy,
and/or of a di erent design than 3JJ. T his stresses that the crucial elem ent In the analysis
is the coupler, not the qubits. T he potential reads

Us()=U.(2 1)+Uc(S+ 3) Eocos; Eoos(2 ; 3) Eos 3: (19

Here, the qubit potential U, is already m inim ized over its intemal degrees of freedom ; we
denote U2( 2)= I.=2eand UP( 2)= _=4&’,where , isthe qubit susceptbility. These
have two values depending on the qubit state, with I,, having two di erent signs; sin ilarly
for the cqubit. The schem e is analogous to its m agnetic counterpart n 1], which m eans



that E, is a varable of order one. W e expand to second order In tem s of only El:L and
E,', in plm enting the coupling per se.

Forthispurmposs, wewrite ; = l(l) + 1(2) and 3= 3(1) + 3(2) .M Inin izing Uy, one nds
E, )= 12’;; E,sih 2 ; 20)
Es 3‘”=%+Ezsjn§; @1)
E, = l‘”é + (8 ME,c0s B 22)
E; 3(2) = 3(1) 4;2 + l(l) 3(1))Ezoos i 23)

Substituting these nto M) ©rU; is straightorward. ToO E 1;23) one nds trivial constants,
tem s / Io,; representing am all shifts in e ective bias, tem s / I[fa,.c representing am all
(Josephson) inductances, and som e sm all corrections /  ,,.. M ost interesting for us is the

coupling
b

U-= E& H . (24)
J 4e2E 1E3 IpaIpc int -
This is the expected result: expressng (9) in 1] for the magnetic case as H y =

MM e pLhalpe Which, incidentally, generalizes to the quantum case), M) ©lows un-
derM 4, 7 1=4€’E;, M. 7 1=4€’E; [, and 2 7 4€’E, cos 2, the susoeptbility of an
rfFSQU ID of vanishing inductance. Com pared to the \crosdbar" design, the proposal of
Fig.llm ay be easier to in plem ent. It also avoids realizing a an all coupling as the di erence
of two larger ones, which m ay be sensitive to control errors. T he restriction E, Eiz In
the above can be lifted [[]; the corresponding closed—form generalization of [ll) will be
presented elssw here shortly.

T he derivations in thisnote have, hopefully, stressed transparent results and clarity rather
than detailed m odeling. For the Jatter, one should rst of all study the classical potential
nonperturbatively, since real coupling strengthsw illnot be in nitesim al. O ne can (i) calcu—
late the actual (coupling) energies at the codegeneracy point (symm etry point in param eter
space) from a potential such as M), as is relevant to eg. spectroscopy or at  nite tem pera—
tures. A tematively, one can (ii) calculate the classical stability diagram s ( ), indicating
which ux state (si;s) = (1; 1) etc. prevails as a function of the biases; this is usefiil for,
eg. Inpedance m easuram ent 1, [2]. W hile (i) and (ii) are not equivalent outside the range
w here the energy {bias relation can be linearized, both are special cases of the classical \band
structure" U (s; ), which is readily calculated whenever needed.

A lso, the classical derivation of ) etc. is a sinpli cation. A fiill quantum analysis
could be perturbative in the coupling or not, since its relevance depends on the junction
capaciances, not on the classical interaction strength. Such an analysis can be transcribed
from itsm agnetic counterpart ], but this w ill not be pursued here.

E xtending the above designs to a linear qubi chain looks straightforward; a possble
adaptation to 2D qubit lJattices rem ains to be investigated.
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