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W e discuss a few current developm ents in the use of quantum m echanically coherent system s for
Inform ation processing. In each of these developm ents, R olf Landauer has played a crucial role in
nudging us and otherworkers in the eld into asking the right questions, som e ofw hich we have been
lucky enough to answer. A general overview of the key ideas of quantum error correction is given.
W ediscuss how quantum entanglem ent is the key to protecting quantum states from decoherence in
am annerwhich, in a theoretical sense, is ase ective as the protection ofdigitaldata from bit noise.
W e also discuss ve general criteria which m ust be satis ed to in plem ent a quantum com puter In
the laboratory, and we illustrate the application of these criteria by discussing our ideas for creating
a quantum com puter out of the soin states of coupled quantum dots.

I.PERSONAL NOTE ON ROLF LANDAUER

W e are extrem ely pleased to be able to add our contrbution to this collection ofworks, by m any em inent authors
In a wide spectrum of elds, in honor ofR olf Landauer’s lifetim e of contributions to our understanding of the physical
world. W e will say a lot m ore about what those contrbutions have m eant for us below , but we m ight note one
In portant m otivation which we have been given by R olf's m any battles w ith the producers of conference books and
special volum es such as this one! R olf believes strongly that the w ritten word should be taken seriously, and that
contrbutions, seriously w ritten, should not languish on an edior’s shelfwaiting for slaggart authors or testy co-editors
to do their neglected duty. So we have, rst and forem ost, been assiduous in delivering this contrdbution to P rof.
D atta by the announced deadline!

A swillbe evident In our technicaldiscussion below , we are lJargely m athem aticalphysicists. W e would say that R olf

generally takesa pundiced view ofsuch creatures; orhim , there isan absolute need forexplanation and understanding
of scienti ¢ truths in the fullhum an sense, not In the purely form aland m athem atical sense w ith which those ofour
species often content them selres. Rolf has challenged us throughout our careers, from our G reen function studies
(@s m ere children) of conductance uctuations and Aharanov-Bohm e ects In m esoscopic conductors, to our very
recent brazen assertions about the e cacy of error correction techniques in quantum inform ation prooessjng| he has
challenged us to explain, wih as much clariy and insight as we could m uster, the basic underlying reasons why
the assertions that we were m aking were really true. And, as we feel we have com e to understand better as we
struggle towards our own scienti ¢ m aturiy, it is in the answers to these questions, posed relentlessly to everyone
(W e suspect) whose article appears in this volum e, and not the successfiil sum m ations of a diagram serdes, from which
true, signi cant scienti ¢ progress is produced. So, we thank R olf greatly for these prom ptings which he has given to
our own work.

II.QUANTUM ERROR CORRECTION

A s one speci ¢ illustration of the rem arkable owering of scienti ¢ progress w hich has resulted from the Landauer
way of thinking, we would lke to tell the story, in which one ofus O DV ) hasbeen a player, of the developm ent of
the theory of quantum error correction. T his theoretical area, which today hasm any ardent practitioners (som em ore
about them below ), is rem arkable in that i was believed to be a strictly non-existent sub fct as little as two years
ago (at this w riting, Septem ber 1997).

To appear in Superlattices and M icrostructures. Special Issue on the occasion of Rolf Landauer’s 70th B irthday, ed. S.
D atta. See |oond—m at/971025ﬂ.
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R olf contributed to the belief that quantum error correction could not be done ﬂﬂ], as indeed it could not In
the original conceptions of quantum com puting. H is m essage seem ed to be com peJJjng| quantum nform ation is
a form of analog inform ation. In m any respects this statem ent is entirely correct: what we mean by a qubi is a
tw o-state quantum system which, unlike the conventionalbit, can be a continuum of possible states as speci ed by
its wavefunction:

= Pi+ i 1)

Here and are arbitrary com plex numbers, apart from the nom alization condition. @A ctually, the pem issble
state of a qubit ism ore general; it can be In a m ixed state described by a density operator.) T he availability of this
continuum of states is intrinsic to quantum com putation; it appears that any attem pt to restrict the qubit to one of
a discrete set of states w il nullify the great potential capabilities of quantum algorithm s. Tt would m ake no physical
sense to do so in any case, since the unitary evolution of the quantum state under the action of a Ham ittonian is
naturally a continuous-tin e process.

N oting this feature in the earliest speculations about quantum ocom putation, Landauer challenged the workers in
this Infant comm unity w ith the statem ent that quantum com putation could not be error corrected, and thus lacked
a crucial elem ent that de nes com putation iself. He based these criticiam s on the well known defect of classical
analog com puting: Since all states of such a device, and of the quantum com puter, are legal com putational states, it
is argued that there would be no way to distinguish a state to which som e noise had been added. T hus, there is no
correction m echanisn , and the com putation inm ediately starts to drift o track. The in agery which has been used
by Landauer of the situation in digital com putation isthat ofa particle m oving along a track ofthe \standard" digital
state, w ith very high potentialenergy walls continually \restandardizing" the state as the com putation proceeded (oy
the m ovem ent of the ball in this potentiatenergy m aze).

Rolf quite correctly saw no hint of restandardization in any of the quantum com puter im plem entations which
were Initially discussed, and he o ered up detailed criticiam s of several of the schem es; for instance [ﬂ], in a com -
putation schem e proposed by Benio in which the com putation advanced by the propagation of a wavepacket in a
one-dim ensional periodic potential, Landauer pointed out that the phenom enon of one-din ensional localization m ade
it exponentially likely that before com plting, the wave packet/com putation would be tumed around by localization
and relection.

T hus Landauer’s criticisn hung as a bit of a pall over the earlier days of quantum com putation, sorinkling a little
raln on the otherw ise cheerfiil and naive quantum com putation parade. But Landauer’s criticism s had an extrem ely
In portant e ect; it got a couple of very originalm inds like Peter Shor and Andrew Steane to think about whether
restandardization could, despite appearances, be perform ed in quantum ocom putation. @Berthiaume et al E] and
Bennett et al EE] were also pursuing lines which was not too far distant from what tumed out to be the correct
one.)

Part of the discovery which Shor @], Steane ﬂ], and then m any others developed was a relatively ocbvious one,
nam ely that quantum states could be enaoded. In classical inform ation theory, coding just refers to the use ofa string
ofbits to stand in for the value of one bit (or perhaps a am aller block ofbits). The idea is that the redundancy in
this encoding allow s errors (at least som e errors) to be caught and repaired; such is the standard practice in digital
com m unications.

Tt should, of course, be not at allobvioushow redundancy can be ofany use in quantum com putation. R edundancy
is apparently not very usefiilin conventionalanalog com putation; in addition, since quantum states cannotbe \cloned"
or copied EE], it would seem that even the sin plest kind of redundancy is not even possble in principle. W hat Shor
and Steane discovered was an Ingeniousway to use an entirely di erent fiindam entalquantum property, entangkm ent,
In the service of redundancy and error correction.

Entanglem ent, introduced Into quantum physicsby Schrodinger @,@] in 1935, isat one kvela fairly prosaicm ath—
em atical feature of the wavefiinction oftwo (orm ore) particles. Ik refers to the fact that the com posite w avefunction
m ay not be expressible as the product of the states of the two individual particles. For exam ple, for two qubits one
m ay have a state lke
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This Inescapabl feature of the fundam ental principles of quantum physics has a variety of consequences which,
depending on your point of view , are deep, profound, bizarre, ridiculous, or som e com bination of the four. (Indeed,
Schrodinger recognized the peculiarity of all this; we highly recom m end his brilliantly w ritten articles @] from

1935-6 on the sub £ct.) O ne sin ple consequence w as touched on above: the state of an individual particle cannot be
described by a pure state , in general; the density operator is given by tracing the fullstate 5§ ih  joverthe other



part of the quantum system . It m ay be said that all random ness in quantum physics, as described by the probability
am plitudes In the density operator, arises from entanglem ent.

So, what Shor and Steane started w ith was the idea that the logical Pi; and jli; ofa qubit could be coded astwo
orthogonalentangled quantum states; the sin ple exam ple which is centralto both oftheir analyses is the coding into
the threequbit states

Pi;, = PO0i+ P1li+ L01i+ L10i; @ 3)
4 = 411i+ §L00i+ PL0i+ POLi: @ 4)

(we will leave out nom alization factors here and elsswhere.) A few elem entary cbservations about this coding are
In order: Since the two coded states are orthogonal, this is in fact a good coding for the entire qubit spanned by Pi
and jli; that is, Pi+ Jli iscoded as Pi; + Jlip . The second, m ore in portant point has to do w ith the role
of the entanglem ent of these states. It is easy to see that the density operator of any one of the three qubits in the
codew ord is an equalm ixture of Pi and i, whether the coded qubit is In the Pi; or Jli; state. A s Steane says i,
the inform ation about which state the coded qubit lies in is not contained in any single one of the coding qubits; it is
soread out Into a \m ultiparticle interference," which is set up as a result of the entanglem ent of the encoded state.

One would lke to think that this lJack of nform ation In any one particle m eans that the coded qubi could be
recovered after any interaction by the environm ent w ith one of the three coded qubits, since the way that a qubi
gets disturbed is by a successfill extermalm easurem ent of its state. This tums out not to work for the threequbit
exam ple above, but it is very de niely on the right track. In fact, this reasoning lads us to what's w rong w ith the
three-qubit code; it is easy to see that, whilke a dem on m aking m easurem ents on one qubit cannot leam whether the
coded qubit isa Pi; ora jli; , it can easily leam whether the coded qubit is in the state Pi; + jli; or Pip e
T his is so because of the sim ple algebraic fact that

Pip Ji =30 1O 1O 1)i: @2.5)

T hus, the coding of these states Involves product states rather than entangled states, and is therefore quite ne ective
at hiding the state of the coded qubit from the environm ent which is \m easuring" in this diagonalbasis.

T his result suggests that a quantum code which is com pletely e ective against single-qubit error m ust be abl to
m ake the nform ation about the coded state suitably recondite n any basis; one m ight presum e that this w ill work
by m aking the state appropriately entangled in any basis. O ne m ight also have a brief worry that there will som e
fundam ental feature of quantum m echanics w hich m akes the right kind of entanglem ent unavailable. Fortunately this
is not the case, and indeed there was no point in the history of the sub fect when this worry held sway, as Shor and
Steane both Inm ediately found solutions ingpired by the threequbit entangled states. T heir discoveries, how ever,
nvolved the Invention of new form s of m ultiparticle entangled states, In Shor’s case a pair of ninebi entangled
states, and in Steane’s case a pair of seven-bit states. Just in case the reader would lke to contem plate these new
sorts of entangled states explicitly, we would like to w rite down a pair of states w hich were discovered som e tin e after
by La amme et al ] and independently by us E]; they are vequbit states, and they are the sn allest states for
w hich onebit error correction is fully e ective:
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These new states tum out not only to have the in portant features we have m entioned for error correction, but they
also all appear to exhibit a type of quantum non-locality which is of great Interest in the foundations of quantum
theory, and m ay Indeed be viewed as the natural extension of the work starting w ith the sem inal paper of E instein,
Podolsky and R osen, and continuing to the discovery of the G reenbergert ome-Zeilinger states E].

A rem arkable feature of the error-correcting properties of these states is that, despite Landauer’s and other’s
expectations, the process of error correction has an essentially digital rather than analog character @]. W em ean this



In a rather straightforward operational sense: we nd (@O & incenzo and Shor E] give the details for the vequbit
code) that error detection involves the perform ance of a serdes of binary-valuied quantum m easurem ents. T hen these
bit values provide an instruction for an error detection step, which involves a discrete rotation of a speci ¢ one of
the ve qubit states. It seem s that we can say that the reason for this essentially digital character, despie the
analog structure of the state space, is that the code states arrange that any error which the environm ent can cause
by operating (in any arbitrary way) on a single qubit acts in a subspace orthogonal to the state space of the coded
qubit itself. Thus, the com plex coe cients are, to very high accuracy, com pltely untouched by the error process,
and all the error detection and correction steps can work in a way which is oblivious to their values. T hus, Landauer
has tumed out to be w rong on this point; but by his challengings, he has opened up an entirely unanticipated line of
Investigation in the fiindam ental properties of quantum m echanics.

W ew illnot pursue the detailshere ofhow this story has further developed, although we have told Jjust the beginning
ofwhat has been a trem endous developm ent in the last two years: T he form al conditions have been constructed for
entangled states to be e ective as correctable code states [E,E], which In tum Jled to the discovery of a powerfil
group-theoretic fram ew ork which pem ited the classi cation of essentially all interesting quantum codes of arbitrary
block size E,@]; it has been found how error correction can be im plem ented faul tolerantly @], that is, in such
a way that it is insensitive to errors that occur during the error detection operations them selves; nally, this has in
tum led to a discovery of protocols that pem it fully general quantum com putation to be perform ed in the presence
of errors and decoherence @].

A1l of this has am ounted to a revolution in the way we theorists think about the future prospects for quantum
com putation. A s of this writing, we would say that Rolf, whik being quite In pressed by these developm ents, and
being convinced that they really m ake quantum com puting not such a hopeless enterprise as he once had thought,
takes a slightly jaundiced view of these developm ents. He w illm ake sure that we don’t loose sight of the fact that
this theoretical developm ent em phatically does not solve all (or perhaps even any) ofthe problem swhich stand in the
way ofm aking progress in the laboratory today on the construction of a quantum com puter. W e expect that Rolf’s
wry comm entaries on our e orts w ill continue to nudge ourm athem aticale orts in the direction of realprogress.

III.THE QUEST TO EMBODY QUANTUM INFORMATION PHYSICALLY

W e would lke to tum now to a di erent aspect of quantum inform ation and is physical em bodin ent, which also
has is roots In the prom ptings of R olf Landauer. Early In the developm ent of the theory of quantum com putation,
Benio @], Feynm an ], and D eutsch E] suggested, by way of existence proofs, som e abstract m odels of quantum
system s whose dynam ics would result In the execution of som e com putation. Landauer criticized this work very
pointedly; he em phasized that com puters are m ade out of physical apparatus and not out of Ham iltonians. And he
m ade the point, as we discussed above, that it does not constitute a seriousm odel of com putation ifthe in perfections
In these apparatuses are not deal w ith In the analysis{he showed how severalofthe abstract system swhich had been
proposed, if taken seriously, would exhibit very severe aw swhich would preclude their being a serious physicalbasis
for com putation.

So the situation sat n around 1994, when Shor revolutionized the eld @] and raised to an altogether higher
level of signi cance the question ofw hether quantum inform ation really could be em bodied physically | ifa quantum
com puter to do factoring really could be built. W e believe that the existing com m entaries w hich had been put in the
literature by Rolfm ade the exploration of possble physical em bodin ents a m uch soberer and realistic undertaking
than it would have been. M odels which were current at that timn e included the spinpolym er conospt of L loyd E],
and the atom ic force m icroscope \clockw ork" com puter of D & incenzo @]. Both were m otivated by the Landauer
criterion ofproposing actualphysicalem bodin ents of Instrum ents which could m anipulate quantum inform ation, and
which were thus sub fctable to realistic critician s based on the criteria of experim ental physics.

However, both the Lloyd and D iV ilncenzo e orts look, at the rem ove of three years, very naive and incom plete
com pared w ith the m uch m ore In pressive recent proposals to realize quantum com putation in the laboratory. O ne
enom ously In pressive stream of ideas and proposalshave owed forth from the group ofZoller and C irac [@]. These
workers, am ed w ith a very deep understanding of the state of the art in atom ic physics and quantum optics, and
nform ed by the very perceptive general form ulations of quantum inform ation processing as conditional dynam ics
produced by A rtur Ekert at a very In portant conference in 1994 @], have, we think, largely passed the Landauer
test of giving a thoroughly com plete, analyzable, and testable scenario (actually severaldi erent ones) for quantum
com putation.

Here would not be the place to give a Iong technical description of the C iracZoller proposals. H owever, we would
like to describe an exercise @] which we went through subsequent to their work, and partly m otivated by it: we
have tried to codify, in a com prehensive but generalway, a set of su cient criteria that any physical system should



satisfy if it isto be suiable as a realization ofa quantum com puter. W e would like to review our ve criteria, discuss
brie y how Cirac and Zoller have sucoeeded in m eeting these criteria, and nally discuss a new proposalwhich we
havem ade @] for in plem enting quantum com putation in a coupled quantum dot system , discussing how we envision
the criteria could be m et in this arena.

Here, then, arethe veessentialcriteria which we perceive forthe physicalim plem entation ofquantum com putation:

1) Hibert space control. T he available quantum statesm ust be precisely enum erated, and it m ust be known how
to con ne the state vector of the quantum system to this part ofH ibert space. In addition, the H ibert space should
be extendable, preferably w ith a sin ple tensorproduct structure, by adding particles to the system . For exam pl, n
soin-1/2 particles have a sin ple spin H ibert space of 2" dim ensions.

2) State preparation. W ithin this H ibert space, it m ust be possible to set the state vector initially to a sinple

ducial starting state. A sin ple exam ple of this, In the spin system , would be to set all the spins in the spin-down
state. Frequently this only requires being able to bring the system to su ciently low tem perature that it is in its
ground state. This ism ore di cul in som e exam ples than in others.

3) Low decoherence. T his is the criterion m ost closely tied to the topic ofthe rst part ofthispaper. T he coupling
to the environm ent (ie., to all the rest of the H ibert space of the world) should be su ciently weak that quantum
Interference in the com putational H ibert space is not spoiled. G iven our current understanding of error correction
and faul tolerant quantum ocom putation, and given fairly benign assum ptions about the nature of the decoherence
(eg., that i acts Independently on each quantum bit) reliable com putation is possble if the decoherence tin e exceeds
the sw itching tin e by 10° E]. M ore clever fault-tolerant techniques @] may well sucoeed In m aking this rather
dem anding threshold num ber m ore relaxed in the future.

4) Controlled unitary transform ations. This is the fairly obvious central requirem ent of quantum com puting: it
m ust be possble to sub gct the com putational quantum system to a controlled sequence of precisely de ned unitary
transform ations. T he precision requirem ents are closely related to the decoherence threshold; In precision of uniary
operations is a form of decoherence. For convenience of program m ing, it is very desirable that the elem entary unitary
transform ations be in plem entable as discrete one-and tw o-qubit operations.

5) State-speci ¢ quantum m easurem ents. The readout of a quantum com putation, which would consist of som e
ordinary bit string, is to be the result of a sequence of quantum m easurem ents perform ed on the com putational
quantum system . It is very desirable (although not necessary) that these m easurem ents be the textbook progction
m easuram ents of individual quanta. It is essential that these m easurem ents can be m ade on speci ¢, identi ed
subsystem s of the com putational state; in the sin plest case, thism eans that it should be possbl to do a pro fction
m easurem ent on each qubi individually. Recent work in nuclearm agneticresonance com putation has shown that
certain aspects of this criterion can be relaxed @]: ifm any identical copies of the quantum com puter are available,
then weaker, ensem ble m easurem ents, rather than proction m easuram ents, are adequate. It is still necessary that
these ensam ble m easurem ents be subsystem -speci ¢, though.

T he C iracZollerproposalofthe ion-trap quantum com puter E] hasdone a beautifil pb of satisfying these criteria:
1) TheH ibert space w hich they em ploy, the low -lying electronic and soins states ofthe ions, and the quantized states
of vbration of the ions in the trap, have been thoroughly m apped out by atom ic physicists in a serdes of carefiill
experin ents spanning m any years. Extendbility is achieved by adding m ore atom s in a line to the trap. 2) Laser
cooling techniques have enabled experim entalists to place this system in the ground state. (T here are questions about
how well this can be done when m any ions are added to the trap.) 3) Long coherence tin es are well known for the
Intemal states of the ions (although coherence tim es are a bit m ore problem atic for the vibrational states of the ions,
and the recent m odi cations of the proposalsm ade by C irac, Zollker, and collaborators have been partly designed to
circum vent this decoherence problem ). 4) P recision spectroscopic m anjpulation of the ion’s intemalplisvibrational
states is thoroughly dem onstrated, and a com plete set of quantum logic operations is known to be achievable. 5) The
availability of quantum —jum p spectroscopy in plies that virtually ideal, strong, quantum -speci ¢ m easurem ents are
available BJl.

Tt would appear from all this that the Landauer plea, that quantum com puting be considered at the level of real-
world devices, has been com pltely satis ed. Not quite, though: despite its plausbility, the C iracZoller device is a
great extrapolation | In scale, and in its sin ultaneous achievem ent of a variety of experin ental capabilities | from
any existing experim ent in ion-trap physics, and som e have questioned w hether these extrapolations, especially to very
large scale quantum com putation (c. 1000 qubits) w ill really be possible. T here are other technical ob ections having
to do wih the fact that the m achine as envisioned does not pem i parallel operations, quantum gate operations
perform ed sin ultaneously on di erent parts of the device. This is In portant because, from the theoretical point of
view , all the pow erfil results of fault-tolerant quantum com putation need this parallel capability @,@]

So, despite the brilliance of the ion-trap proposal, we have rem ained m otivated to propose other platfom s, from
very di erent areas of physics, that have the potential for satisfying the ve criterdia for the im plem entation of a
quantum com puter. It is often speculated that a solid-state physics approach w illbe the only plausble arena for the
m assive scaleup of quantum com putation which w illultim ately be desirable. T his is indeed a debatable proposition :



our current ability to hold and process untold m illions of ordinary bits on a silicon chip In no way translates into a
corresponding capability to have and hold a Jarge num ber of qubits. Still, it is a fact that there is a great dealofbasic
research, pro cting forth from the fabulous successes of m icroelectronics, to understand the quantum properties of
an all solid state devices, and it is on this fact that we hang our hopes.

W e have thus been encouraged to work on a proposal for a solid-state quantum com puter, one based on quantum
dots @]. W e are sure that the quantum behavior of such structures w illbe the sub fct ofm any other articles in this
volum e, as the whole topic of quantum interference in m esoscopic structures is another one w hich sprang largely from
the brain ofRolf Landauer. But we think that the proposalw hich we have m ade prescribbes a m uch deeper use of the
quantum properties of these structures than has had been contem plated before.

O ur proposalhas been outlined In detail elsew here @], and we will just give a summ ary here, but wih a couplke
of added features which have com e to light recently. W e w ill give this outline by discussing how we envision our ve
criteria for the realization of quantum com putation to be satis ed. For pedagogical reasons, we w ill visit these ve
item s out of their order above.

1) Hibert space: W e propose using the real spin states of electrons con ned in an array of quantum dots. G aining
control over this H ibert space requires, rst, that the num ber of excess electrons con ned to each quantum dot be
precisely controlled, and in particular that the electron num ber be odd so that the dot has an excess spin-1/2. At this
stage In developm ent of experim ents in this area, m any groups have sucoeeded In m aintaining som e electron num ber
In a dot exactly; faw er groups have the capability of xing the absolute num ber of excess electrons, but we hope that
this w ill be readily doable in m any of the quantum dot experin ents which are envisioned. W e also require that the
electrons populate, w ith reasonable probability, the low est-lying electron orbital; in other words, we want only spin
degrees of freedom to be available, but not charge degrees of freedom . T his should be achievable by a com bination of
strong con ning potentials (ie., sn alldots) and low tem peratures. It seem s that for dots substantially below 100nm
In size, conventional cryogenics (hecessary for m any other aspects of the proposal) should be su cient.

2) State preparation: N ot m uch need be said on this point: any conventionalm ethod of preparing the set of spins
In a highly spin-polarized state (as sinple, for exam ple, as cooling the spins In a strong m agnetic eld) would be
satisfactory.

5) Strong quantum m easurem ent: It is necessary (unless we adopt the ensem ble approach introduced in nuclear-
m agneticresonance quantum com puting) to be able to m easure whether the soin of any individual dot is up or
down wih respect to som e quantization axis. Single-spin m easurem ents In the solid state are still n the future,
but such m easurem ents have been the holy grail of quantum m agnetisn experim ents for m any years, and we feel
con dent that eventually such a m easurem ent w ill be achieved by som e m eans. W e m ight highlight one suggestion
which we have m ade @] for how to do this which Integrates well w th the technology of single-electron quantum —
dot experim ents. Suppose a tunneling barrier could be introduced Into the system whose barrier potential is spin
dependent; such barriers are wellknown in som e areas ofm agnetic physics, although it hasnot yet been contem plated
how to ncorporate them into the processing used to create quantum dots. T he gating of such a barrier between two
quantum dots, one containing the spin state to be m easured, and the other containing no excess electron, could, at
som e desired instant In tin €, m ake it possible for the electron to tunnel through the barrier only if it is in one of the
two spin states. Then, the presence or absence of the excess electron in the second dot, which can be done by well
understood and perfected single-electron electrom etry techniques, would serve as the desired m easurem ent of w hether
the electron had been in the spin up or spin down state. If this technique tums out to be Infeasble, we are con dent
that experin entalists w i1l use their Ingenuiy to solve this problem in a much m ore practicalway than we can ever
envision.

4) G ate operations: T his is at the heart of our quantum dot proposal; we discuss a few recent further advances
In our thinking on this In Sec. IV. W e envision a variety of m echanisn s for e ecting onequbi and two-qubit
gate operations on the spin qubits of the quantum dots. O ur proposals begin w ih the recent developm ent of the
experim ental capability to controllably couple or decouple the states of neighboring dots by extemally controlling an
electric potential barrier between them @]. In the present experin ents, this capability is used only to dem onstrate
that the dots can go from a regin e where a single added electron enters one of the two dots (the decoupled situation)
to a regim e iIn which an added electron goes into a delocalized state of the two dots (the coupled situation). W e
propose using this capability in a m ore subtle way: it is wellknown that virtual tunneling of electrons between two
soin-degenerate sites leads to an e ective exchange coupling between the spins of the two electrons. By tuming on
tunneling (py lowering the potentialbarrier) for a controlled length oftim e, a speci ¢ two-qubit gate operation could
be achieved. T he exchange interaction leads to a quantum gate of the \swap" type; or a particular duration of the
Interaction (or any odd m ultiple of the fuindam ental duration), the exchange is com plete and gate is jist a com plete
sw apping or interchange of the two spin states. T his does not constitute a very useful twoqubit quantum gate; but if
the Interaction is left on for half of this fuindam ental sw apping tin e, the resulting \square+root of swap" operation, in
con junction w ith other gates w hich we w ill discuss next, would provide an e cient basis for program m ing any desired
quantum com putation.



Square-root-of-swap is stillnot aspowerfiilla quantum gate as is needed theoretically, because it respects rotational
symm etry In spin space. Thus, i laves the totalangular m om entum of the soin system , and is profction on any
quantization axis, unchanged. But In quantum com putation it is desirable to be able to rotate the state vector from
any state to any other state. For this reason, it is very desirable to supplam ent the two-bit swap-type gate w ith other
gates w hich break the spin-sgpace rotationalsym m etry. T his is very easy to do from a theoreticalpoint ofview , it just
requires adding a sin ple fam ily of one-qubit gates. Unfortunately, the experin ental In plem entation of such gates is
surprisingly problem atic, as i involves the application of m agnetic elds locally to an individual spin (and not to
the surrounding ones). T his is a daunting technical requirem ent, which, we readily adm it, would require quite heroic
experim entale ortsto achieve; we hope that there would be otherw ays to achieve thiswhich we are still nvestigating,
perhaps if it were possible to perform local electron-spin-resonance operations on the system .

But for the tin e being, we o era few tentative ideas for how this application ofa localized m agnetic eld m ight be
conceivable, w ith apologies for not having been able to see how to m ake it any sin pler. Since, In the m easurem ent
schem e w hich we have proposed above, we have suggested the Incorporation ofm agnetic m aterials into the system (to
m ake the spin-dependent tunneling barrier), we could envision using such m aterials to accom plish the onebit gates.
For exam pl, ifa piece of such a m agnetized m aterialw ere placed near the quantum dot, such that by lowering a gate
potential, the electron could bem ade to, at som e desired tin e, partially penetrate the m agnetized barrier, the electron
soin would precess around this Intermalm agnetization and the onebit operation could be achieved. A m agnetized
dot which the spin state could be swapped into and out of could have the sam e e ect. Ifm agnetic m aterials were
undesirable, one could envision various local coil arrangem ents or m agnetized probe tips which could also give the
desired onebi operations. H opefiilly, m ore Ingenuiy w ill lead to m ore elegant solutions to this problem .

3) Coherence tin es: C onsideration ofthis criterion for quantum com putation also leadsus into speculative territory,
but one which we are reasonably hopefiil about. In the usualm esoscopic experin ental regin es, i was rare to nd
decoherence tin es even as long as one nanosecond; in m esoscopics, how ever, it was alw ays the decoherence of a charge
degree of freedom which was being studied. T here is every reason to believe, from a theoretical point of view, that
the ocoherence of electron spin states should, under favorable circum stances, be m uch longer. G enerally speaking, the
coupling of the environm ent to soin is weaker than to charge. There is as yet very little experin ental indication of
how long these spin coherence tim es could be. K kkawa et al @] have observed free iInduction decay for a population
of photoexcited electron spins in a quantum well. The T, measured in this decay, which is a lower lim it on the
decoherence tin e for the spins, was seen to be several nanoseconds. W e m ay in addition consider the decoherence
tin e for the spins of itinerant electrons n a 2D quantum wellto be a lower Iim it on the tin e for electrons in a sin ilar
m aterialbut con ned to a zero-din ensional structure. For these reasons, we believe that the K ikkawa observations
should be just considered a very early starting point in the search for long soin coherences, and that increases In these
tin es of m any orders ofm agniuude would not be out of the question. It would Indeed be extrem ely desirable to nd
a system w ith a decoherence tin e of, say 10 ° sec., sihce the speed of the desired gate operations would be scaled to
this tin e; In any foreseeable experim ent it would be very interesting to m ake the gate tin esa few orders ofm agnitude
faster than the decoherence tim e. This would m ean gate operations going at a M H z rate, which would we think be a
fairly com fortable regin e or AC m anipulations of low tem perature electronic system s.

W e hope very m uch to engage in a dialog, In the Landauer style, w ith experin entalists and other Interested parties
to In prove this quantum dot proposal through critical discussion. W e are certain that the solutions which we have
proposed for satisfying the criteria of quantum com putation are not optin al, and perhaps on further exam ination
they will prove to be laughable; but we cannot see any \show stoppers" at this point, and we rem ain optim istic
that solid state quantum com putation w ill indeed be possible and w ill indeed be a very exciting line for fundam ental
experim ents in quantum physics.

IV.RECENT RESULTS ON COUPLED QUANTUM DOTS

To obtain a m ore quantitative understanding of the origin of the exchange coupling occurring In the e ective two—
spin Heisenberg m odel and to determ ine its m agnetic and electric eld dependence, we have begun recently @] to
Investigate coupled quantum dots from a m ore m icroscopic view point. In the follow ing we wish to report on these
prelin nary ndings.

O ur Investigations have been m otivated by recent advances in the physics of sem iconductor quantum dots that were
fabricated n a 2DEG G aA s system by Tarucha et al. @] T hese experin entalists have dem onstrated that such dots
are welldescribed by a parabolic con nem ent potential (ofenergy h! = 3m €V ) and that one can 1lin one electron
after the other (starting with an em pty dot) in a controlled way.

A m ed w ith this Inform ation it isnow reasonable to expect that it should bew ithin experin entalreach (asenvisioned
in point (4) of Sec. III) to couple two such dots (containing only a few electrons) via a tunable or non-tunable barrier



(@s has already been achieved in bigger dots @]) . The physics of such a system can then be described by adopting
the lines of reasoning used In m olecular theory. To put i in other words, In the sam e way as one can consider an
isolated quantum dot as an arti cialatom that obeys eg. analogs of Hund’s rule when electrons are added to the
shells, one can now consider the problem of coupled quantum dots as the problem of arti cialm olecules, or m ore
generally as the problem of \quantum dot chem istry." Like in ordinary chem istry, we can use techniques such as the
Heitler1.ondon m ethod orm ore re ned approaches such asthe Hund-M ullkan ansatz, hybridization etc. to cbtain the
Jow -lying energies. O ne ofthem ain di erencesbetw een ordinary atom s and quantum dots is that the attractive forces
between nuclei and electrons are now replaced by the parabo]jcfpon ning potential that can be controlled extemally
by changing the gate voltage. T he associated Bohrradiusag = h=m ! (m isthe e ective electron m ass) is typically
In the range of tens of nanom eters and thus m uch larger than in realatom s. O ne In portant consequence of this is
that (coupled) quantum dots are much m ore sensitive to extermalm agnetic and electric elds. A swe w ill see below
it isthis eld sensitivity which allow s one to tune the exchange \constant" to zero as a function of uniform ly applied
extemal elds, the strengths ofwhich are easily accessible in standard set-ups.

To be speci ¢ ket us consider the sin plest case, nam ely two circularquantum dotsofradiusa lying In the sam eplane
and whose centers are separated by 2a. Each dot contains one electron of spin 1/2 which interact via the (possbly
screened) Coulom b interaction. It is then straightforward to write down an explicit Ham iltonian that captures the
physics jist describbed and that will allow us to perform som e m ore concrete evaluations:
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T he gauge potential A (r) = ( yB=2;xB=2;0) describes the e ect of the constant m agnetic eld B = (0;0;B), and

E = (€ ;0;0) issom eelctric eld applied along the x-axis connecting the dots. Thesedotsare located ata; = (a;;0;0).
T he coupling of the dots is describbed in tem s of an x*potentialw ith h! given by the parabolic con ning energy of
a single isolated dot. T he change of barrier height between the dots can then be described by changing the interdot
distance 1 azJj= 2a.The last term In h; isthe Zeem an temm . The Coulomb interaction is described by vy w ith
being som e e ective screening param eter. T he m otion of the electrons is assum ed to be planar, ie. r= (x;y;0).

This Ham iltonian cannot be solved exactly but we can m ake progress w ith the help of variational (or num erical)
techniques to nd for instance the exchange constant given by the di erence between singlet and triplt energies. In
particular, in the H eitleri.ondon approxin ation and m aking use of the D arw In-Fock solution for the isolated dotswe

nd (om iting alldetails of the calculation @]),
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where c= = 2 (e°=ap )=2h! is the ratio of Coulomb energy to con nem ent energy, and I, the th-order B essel

function. Forh! = 3mev @]wehaveag = 19nm and thusc= 2#4. Further, the param eterb= 1+ !f=!2,wjth
1, being the Lam or frequency, describes the e ect of the orbial diam agnetisn , i becom es appreciable in the Tesla
range since !;=! = 03 B/T).The din ensionless distance betw een the dots is given by 2d = 2a=ag . Forthem om ent

we have set E = 0 and assum ed a bare Coulom b interaction which is a reasonable assum ption for the tw o{electron
system ). N ote that the energy scale of the exchange coupling is given by the con nem ent energy h! .

A pbt ofJ=h! versusmagnetic el isgiven in Fig. 1 (ford 0:7). The m ost interesting feature of the Heitler-
London resul isthe fact that due to the in uence ofthe orbitaldiam agnetism the exchange J passes through zero (@t
a el value ofabout 1 T) and thus changes from antiferrom agnetic (J > 0) to ferrom agnetic (J < 0) coupling. T his
suggests again a novelm echanisn w ith which one can tune the exchange coupling J to zero. O foourse, J can also be
tuned to zero asym ptotically. W e stress that the m agnetic eld is not localbut extends uniform ly over the two dots,
and such a uniform eld can be easily accounted for in the XOR operation. F inally we note that for vanishing B— eld
and forcvaluleswih c< 28 Which is in the range of experin ental interest) J is positive for alldistances d (ie. the
singlet state is lower In energy than the triplet state), as it m ust of course be the case for a two-electron system on
general grounds. The H eitlerI.ondon approxin ation for J breaksdown (ie. J becom es negative even forB = 0) or
certain d’swhen c exceeds 2.8.



Next, adding an electric eld E will lead to a sin plk shift ofJ,

3h!=2 eEa °
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T his expression is valid for not too large electric eldsw ih e;;:!a not exceeding one. T hus, w thin the H eitler-I.ondon
approxin ation we nd that such a eld (orbiasing volage) can then be used to also tune the exchange constant. B oth
of these tuning m echanisn s could be used altematively to or in conjunction with a gate between the dots by which
one can tune the barrier height by varying the gate voltage (in ourm odel, this tuning m echanism can be accounted
for by varying the dot distance d).

Tt is Interesting to exam ine the m agnetization M (along the z-axis) of the coupled dots, as this quantity can
give Independent inform ation about Intrinsic param eters such as the exchange coupling but also about the interplay
between orbital diam agnetism and spin param agnetian . T his quantity can also be calculated in the Heitleri.ondon
approxin ation @]. H owever, we shallnot w rite dow n the lengthy expression here and content ourselvesw ith a plot of
the m agnetization versusB- eld, see F ig. 2, where we stay in the low tem perature regin e ofRef. @] wih h! = 170
kg T, which corresponds to an electron tem perature of T= 200m K . T he strking fature to be noted here is the initial
diam agnetic response W ith the soins being antiparalle]l) ollowed by a sudden jum p at about 1 Tesla. Indeed, this
Jmp can be traced back to the change of sign in the exchange constant. A fter the jum p, the response becom es
diam agnetic again (w ih the spins being now parallel) and nally approaches saturation asym ptotically. T hus the
Heitler1.ondon approxin ation suggests that the sudden sw itch around 1 Tesla allow s one to get direct inform ation
about the exchange constant from the m agnetization.

Tt does not need to be stressed of course that it will be rather di cult to m easure the m agnetization of only two
electrons, as the m agnetization isonly ofthe orderofa few Bohrm agnetons. Still, in a rst set ofexperim ents one can
again envision (as in @]) a scaling up to m any independent system s of two coupled quantum dots. A 1so, the present
status of cantilever technology is capable of m easuring m agnetic m om ents on the order of a single Bohr m agneton!
Tt would be interesting to explore the possbility whether one could use m agnetic force m icroscopes etc. to m easure
such m agnetization e ects.

The above analysis can (@nd should !) be re ned by m aking use of the Hund-M ullkan (or LCAO ) m ethod and
by including sp-type of hybridization e ects which however are balanced by orbital eld e ects). T hese calculations
becom e rather nvolved @], and we w ill report on them elsewhere. In principle, it is possible to solve this problem
to arbitrary accuracy by m aking use of pow erfiil num erical techniques developed in m olecular physics. [t is am using
to m ention parenthetically that in these num erics one approxin ates the atom ic wave functions by G aussiansm ainly
for technical reasons; here In our case of quantum dots w ith parabolic con nem ent this would in fact be exact and a
m uch better convergence can be expected.]

Tt isworth m entioning that spin-orbit e ects can essentially be neglected in the case ofonly very few electrons per
dot. Indeed, the spin-orbit interaction in a quantum dot w ith parabolic con nem ent takes the form H o = %L S,
where L is the angular m om entum of the con ned electron which is of the order ofh. Thus we can estim ate that
Hso=h! h!=mc 10 7 ©rabove values and with an e ective electron m ass found in G aA s.

Tt is clear by now that the above analysis can be extended to siuations with m ore than one electron per dot,
although the com plexity of the problem increases rapidly. W e hope to report soon on our progress in this direction.

F inally, it isa m ost rew arding aspect ofthis area of research, w hich we have the privilege to bring to R olf Landauer’s
attention, that even apart from ourulim ate goalofbuilding a working quantum com puter there isplenty of fascinating
and novel physics to be discovered on our way that w ill keep us (and hopefilly our experim ental colleagues !) quite
busy for a whik.
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FIG.1. Exchange coupling j = J=h! versus m agnetic eld B in units of Tesla as calculated within the Heitleri.ondon
approxim ation, Eq. @) . The ratio of Coulomb energy to con nem ent energy is c= 2:42, and the the din ensionless interdot
distance d = a=ap is set to 0.7. For interpretation see m ain text.
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FIG .2. M agnetization M = M  versus B — eld in units of Tesla, as calculated w ithin the H eitler{.ondon approxim ation.
Here, s denotesthe Bohrm agneton. N ote that them axin um am plitude ofM isabout 25 5 (cand d arethe same asin Fig.
1). For further interpretation see the m ain text.
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