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1 Introduction

The circuit model of quantum computatidn [1,2, 3] has beeowepful tool for the devel-
opment of quantum computation, acting both as a framewarkhieoretical investigations
and as a guide for experiment. In the circuit model (alsaedalhe network model), unitary
operations are represented by a network of elementary gunegeaites such as the CNOT gate
and single-qubit rotations. Many proposals for the impletaton of quantum computation
are designed around this model, including physical prpsoris for implementing the ele-
mentary gates. By formulating quantum computation in aed#iit way, one can gain both a
new framework for experiments and new theoretical insigBte-way quantum computation

[4] has achieved both of these.

Measurements on entangled states play a key role in manyiuiquanformation proto-
cols, such as quantum teleportation and entanglementspsntum key distribution. In
these applications an entangled state is required, which baugenerated beforehand. Then,
during the protocol, measurements are made which converjulantum correlations into,
for example, a secret key. To repeat the protocol a fresmgled state must be prepared.
In this sense, the entangled state, or the quantum cometatimbodied by the state, can be
considered a resource which is “used up” in the protocol.

In one-way quantum computation, the quantum correlatioraientangled state called
acluster state [B] or graph state [[7] are exploited to allow universal quantum computation
through single-qubit measurements alone. The quantumitdgois specified in the choice
of bases for these measurements and the “structure” of taaglement (as explained below)
of the resource state. The name “one-way” reflects the resmature of the graph state. The
state can be used only once, and (irreversible) projecteasmrements drive the computation
forward, in contrast to the reversibility of every gate ie $tandard network model.

In this chapter, we will provide an introduction to one-wayagtum computation, and
several of the techniques one can use to describe it. Inekitos we will introduce graph
and cluster states and develop a notation for general sindi#é measurements. In sectidn 2
we will introduce the key concepts of one-way quantum comfpan with some simple ex-
amples. After this, in sectidd 3, we shall investigate how-aray quantum computation can
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Figure 1: One way quantum computation consists of singlatgquneasurements in certain
bases and in a certain order on an entangled resource shasterGtates have a square lattice
structure (a) while the freedom of choosing specific gergnagbh states such as illustrated in
(b) can reduce the number of qubits needed for a given coripuigignificantly.

be described without using the quantum circuit model. Te¢id, we shall introduce a num-
ber of important tools including the stabilizer formalisting logical Heisenberg picture and
a representation of unitary operations especially wetkesitio the one-way quantum compu-
tation model. In sectiofll 4, we will briefly describe a numbEpmposals for implementing
one-way gquantum computation in the laboratory. In sedfleve5will conclude with a brief
survey of some recent research developments in measurérased quantum computation.

A different perspective of one-way quantum computation rxedsurement-based com-
putation in general can be found in these recent revielig] [ Bomprehensive tutorial and
review on the properties of graph states can be found.n [10].

1.1 Cluster states and graph states

Cluster states and graph states can be defined constrydtividle following way [6,[10].
With each state, we associate a graph, a set of vertices ayg$ @dnnecting vertex pairs.
Each vertex on the graph corresponds to a qubit. The}ggnnelkpg)“graph state” may be
generated by preparing every qubit in the stgte = (1= 2) (Pi+ ili) and applying a
controlled , (CZ) operationpih0j 1+ jlihlj , onevery pair of qubits whose vertices are
connected by a graph edge. Cluster states are a sub-classpbfgfates, whose underlying
graph is am dimensional square grid. The extra flexibility in the entangent structure
of graph states means that they often require far fewer gjavitmplement the same one-
way quantum computation. However, there are a number ofipddymplementations where
the regular layout of cluster states means that they can bergied very efficiently (see
sectior[h).



1.2 Single-qubit measurements and rotations

Single-qubit measurements in a variety of bases play a Keyim@ne-way quantum compu-
tation, so here we introduce a convenient and compact wagdorihe them. Using a Bloch
sphere picture, every projective single-qubit measuréicembe associated with a unit vec-
tor on the sphere, which corresponds to theeigenstate of the measurement. We can then
parameterize observables by the co-latitudand longitude of this vector (illustrated in
figurel2). We shall write this compactly as a pair of angles ).

Unitary operations corresponding to rotations on the Blsphere have the following
form. A rotation around th& axis (wherek is x, y, or z) by angle can be written

Ue()=e 7 * (1)

For brevity and clarity, we will use the notation «» etc. in the rest of this chapter. We
also adopt standard notation for the eigenstates anhdX :

zPi= Pi
7 4i= i
XFi= Fi sL(Di+ 1d) (2)

Xji=ji @i 39

A measurementwith anglgs; ) correspondsto a measurement of the observable+
=2)Ux ( )ZUyx ( )U( =2). One way of implementing such a measurementis to ap-
ply the single-qubit unitary, ( U, ( =2) to the qubit before measuring it in the
computational basis.

2 Simple examples

Many of the features of one-way quantum computation canlbstifted in a simple two-
gubit example. Consider the following simple protocol; difjis prepared in an unknown
statej i= i+ i A second qubitis prepared in the statel = pl—E (Pi+ 1i). ACZ
operation is applied on the two qubits.The state of the gubithen

1
P (Pifri+ 34 9 (3)

The first qubit is now measured in the basie=p§) (Pi e qi)g, where is a real
parameter. Using the notation introduced in sedfioh 1<2ttdasurementis denoted=2; ).
This corresponds, in the Bloch sphere picture, to a unitoréntthe x-y plane at angle to
the x axis. There are two possible outcomes to the measuremeitt) whcur with equal
probability. If the measurement returns the eigenvalue, the second qubit will be projected
into the state

#i+ et g i: 4)
Ifthe 1 eigenvalue is found the state of qubit two becomes

#i et i (5)



Figure 2: Single-qubit projective measurements will berespnted by the pair of angles
( ; ) of the co-latitude and longitude of their + 1 eigenstate on the Bloch sphere. This
corresponds to a measurement of the observaple+ =2)U, ( )ZU, (  )U, ( =2).

We can represent both possibilities in a compact way if weéhice the binary digihn 2
£0;1g to represent a measurement outcome of )® . The state of qubit two can then be
written, up to a global phase,

XMHU, ()] i: (6)

We see that the unknown input state which was prepared orrshgtibit has been trans-
ferred to qubit two without any loss of coherence. In additmthis it has undergone a unitary
transformationx ™ H U, ( ). Notice that the angle of the rotatien, ( ) is set in the choice
of measurement basis. The unitary transformatian, ( ) is accompanied by an additional
Pauli transformationy ) when the measurement outcome is. This is a typical feature of
one-way quantum computation; due to the randomness of tlsumnement outcomes, any
desired unitary can be implemented only up to random but knBauli transformations.
Since these Pauli operators are an undesired by-productgémenting the unitary in the
one-way model, we call them “by-product operatofs’[4, 5% we shall see below, these ex-
tra Pauli operations can be accounted for by altering this lbdtater measurements, making
the scheme deterministic but introducing an unavoidabie-brdering.

In figure[d (a), this protocol is represented using a grapmotation that we will use
throughout this chapter. The input qubit is represented byuare, and the output qubit
by a lozenge, a smaller square tilted4at. The CZ operation applied to the two qubits is
represented by a line between them. This is an example of-waggraph and measurement
pattern, or “one-way pattern” for short, a convenient reprgation which specifies both the
entanglement graph for the resource state and the measuserequired to implement a
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Figure 3: The one-way graph and measurement patterns fbeagingle-qubit operation
H U, ( ) and b) an arbitrary single-qubit operatian, ( )U, ( )U, ( ), when the measure-
ment anglesareset, = , , = ( 1) and 3 = ( 1)™2 , andm, is the binary
measurement outcome of the measurement on guhlitote that this imposes an ordering
in the measurements of this pattern. This second patteradery composing three copies
of the pattern (a) with differing measurement angles asrde=st in the text. Pattern (c)
implements a CZ operation. Input and output qubits coinfodéhis pattern.

unitary operation (always up to a known but random Paulidfiammation) in the one-way
model. As an alternative to this graphical approach, anbaéje representation of one-way
patterns called the “measurement calculus” has been deelecentlyl[12].

So far, the protocol described above seems rather différemt the description of one-
way quantum computation as a series of measurements onialgrgangled resource state.
We shall see below how the two pictures are related. Firsielrewy we show how one-way
patterns may be connected together to perform consecyiemtons.

2.1 Connecting one-way patterns - arbitrary single-qubit @erations

Due to Euler’s rotation theorem any single-qubit SU(2) tiotacan be decomposed as a prod-
uct of three rotations, ( )U, ( )U, ( ). Thus, by repeating the simple two-qubit protocol
three times, any arbitrary single-qubit rotation may beaot®td (up to an extra Hadamard,

which can be accounted for). Two one-way patterns are cozdtas one would expect, the

output qubit(s) of one pattern become the input qubit(shefriext. The main issue in con-

necting patterns together is to track the effect of the Haulproduct operators which have

accumulated due to the previous measurements.

Concatenating the two-qubit protocol three times, witedént angles ;, , and ;s
gives the one-way pattern illustrated in figlile 3 (b). To demeffect of the by-product
operators from each measurement, let us label the binacpme from each .. The unitary
implemented by the combined pattern is therefore

U=H2Z"U,(3)H2"2U,(,)HZ™'U,(1): (7)
SinceH ZH = X andH U, ( )H = U, ( ) this can be rewritten

HZ" U, (3)X™?Ux (2)2770, (1): (8)



We can rewrite this further using the identitiesy, ( ) = U, ( )X andz U, ( )= U, ( )Z,

XM3zMex "IH U, (((1)™2 5)Uyg ((( 1) 5)U, ( 1): 9

Now we have split up the operation in the same way as the tviit-guample, a unitary
plus a known Pauli correction. In this case, however, thisagnis not deterministic — the
sign of two of the rotations depends on two of the measuresndlgvertheless, if we perform
the measurements sequentially and choose measuremesgangl , = ( 1)"* and

3= ( 1)™2 ,we obtain deterministically the desired single-qubitaryi.

The dependency of measurement bases on the outcome of ygewmasurements is a
generic feature of one-way quantum computation, occufangll but a special class of oper-
ations, the Clifford group (described below). This deperyaneans that there is a minimum
number of time-steps in which any one-way quantum compartatan be implemented, as
discussed further in secti@h 3.

The Pauli corrections remaining at the end of the implentkot®-way quantum compu-
tation are unimportant and never need to be physically agpihey can always be accounted
for in the interpretation of the final measurement outconm@. éxample, if the final state is
to be read out in the computational basis any exti@perations commute with the measure-
ments and have no effect on their outcome. Anyperations simply flip the measurement
result, and thus can be corrected via classical post-psoaes

2.2 Graph states as a resource

It is worth discussing how the above description of one-walyguns relates to the descrip-
tion of one-way quantum computation in the introductiornedy as measurements on an
entangled resource state. The first observation is thagngivone-way pattern, all of the
measurements can be made after all the CZ operations hamdrbpkemented. Secondly,
guantum algorithms usually begin by initializing qubitsatfiducial starting state. This state
is usually i on each qubit, but the state i would be equally suitable. When the input
gubits of a one-way graph measurement pattern are prepared,ithen the entangled state
generated by the CZ gates is a graph state. Thus the grapltatabe considered a resource
for this quantum computation. We shall see in sediibn 4 tbatértain implementations,
such as in linear optics, the resource description is ealheapt.

2.3 Two-qubit gates

So far we have seen how an arbitrary single-qubit operatiaidcbe achieved in one-way
guantum computation in a simple linear one-way pattern. &l@w for universal quantum
computation, entangling two-qubit gates are necessary.sS0ch gate is a CZ gate. Thereis a
particularly simple way in which the CZ can be implementethimi the one-way framework.
This is simply to use the CZ represented by a single grapk-stige to implement the CZ
directly. This leads to the one-way pattern illustratedguifel2 (c). Notice that here the input
gubits are also the output qubits. This is indicated by tipesmposed squares and lozenges.



2.4 Cluster-state quantum computing

In a number of proposed implementations of one-way quantmpeitation (see secti@h 4)
square lattice cluster states can be generated efficiendlawbitrarily connected graph states
are hard to make. The simple method outlined above for thetagstion of one way pat-
terns will usually lead to graph state layouts which do nateha square lattice structure.
Nevertheless, a cluster state on a large enough squace lafttwo or more dimensions is
still sufficient to implement any unitariZl[4]. A number of ngemement patterns for quantum
gates designed specifically for two-dimensional squatiéatluster states can be found in

5.

3 Beyond quantum circuit simulation

We have shown that the one-way quantum computer can implesteégrministically a uni-
versal set of gates and thus any quantum computation. Hoywmwe of the power of one-way
guantum computation derives from the fact that unitary apens can be implemented more
compactly than a naive network construction would sugdEHt [In fact we shall see in the
following sections that other ways of decomposing unitgrgrations are more natural and
useful. The main tool we shall use in our investigation ostheroperties is thetabilizer
formalism.

3.1 Stabilizer formalism

The stabilizer formalisni]13,14] is a powerful tool for umgianding the properties of graph
states and one-way quantum computation. Stabilizer fasmails a framework whereby
states and sub-spaces over multiple qubits are descriliechamacterized in a compact way
in terms of operators under which they are invariant. Inddéad quantum mechanics one
uses complete sets of commuting observables in a similadfiassuch as in the description
of atomic states by “quantum numbers” (see é.gl [17]).

An operatok stabilizes a subspace when, for all stateg 12 s,

Kji= j i: (10)

In other words,j iis an eigenstate af with eigenvaluer 1.

In the stabilizer formalism one focuses on operators whichddition to this stabilizing
property, are Hermitian members of the Pauli group, i.esd@eproducts of Pauli and identity
operators. The key principle of the stabilizer formalisrtoigdentify a set of such stabilizing
operators which uniquely defines a given state or sub-spaeethere is no state outside the
sub-space (for a specified system) which the same set oftopeedso jointly stabilizes. The
sub-spaces (and states) which can be defined uniquely usibidjzang operators from the
Pauli group are callegtabilizer sub-spaces (or stabilizer states).

Stabilizer states and sub-spaces occur widely in quantiormiration science and include
Bell states, GHZ states, many error-correcting codes,@rahurse, graph states and cluster
states. Note that there are other joint eigenstates of #idligtng operators with some 1
eigenvalues. However, only states with eigenvalue are “stabilized”, by definition. This



set of operators then embodies all the properties of the atat can allow an easier analysis,
for example, of how the state transforms under measuremeniritary evolution. Since the
product of two stabilizing operators is itself stabilizjithe set of operators which stabilize
a sub-space has a group structure. It is calledstidda!izer group or simply thestabilizer of
the sub-space. The group can be compactly expressed bifydena set of generators. For
ak-qubit sub-space in am qubit systemn  k generators are required (see exercise 2).

We do not have enough space here for a detailed introduaiiafl of the techniques
of stabilizer formalism — excellent introductions can berfd in [3,[13] — but instead we
will focus on those which are useful for understanding orag~guantum computation. Most
will be stated without proof but can be verified using the grbjes of Pauli group operators
described in[IB].

A simple example of a stabilizer state is the st@te Its stabilizer group is generated by
X alone. The stabilizer for the tensor product staté ” is then generated by operators
K, = X, acting on each qubit. From this we can derive the stabilizer generators for
graph states. Consider a stabilizer state transformedédwnitary transformatiown . The
stabilizers of the transformed state are then giver ky,v Y. Since the CZ gate transforms
X Itox 2z underconjugation, we find that the stabilizer generatargfaph states have
the form %

K.= X, 7y (12)
b2N (a)

for every qubita in the graphN (a) is the neighbourhood &f, i.e. the set of qubits sharing
edges witha on the graph (this corresponds to nearest neighbours irsteclstate).

3.2 Alogical Heisenberg picture

We are going to use the stabilizer formalism to understaadtte-way patterns which im-
plement unitary transformations in the one-way model. Wl stee that it is convenient to
describe logical action of a one-way pattern ifogical Heisenberg picture [L4].

The Schrodinger picture is the most common approach toritdésg the time-evolution
of quantum systems. Temporal changes in the system areteeflecchanges in the state
vector or density matrix, e.g. for unitary evolutigni 7 U @)j ior T U (©j i U V.
The observables which characterize measurable quanstiel as Pauli observablgs v
andz, remain invariant in time. In the Heisenberg picture, ondtieer hand, time-evolution
is carried exclusively by physical observables which egolvt) 7 U ©)Y0U (). States and
density matrices remain constant in time.

A logical Heisenberg picture, also called a “Heisenberg representation of quantum com-
putation” [14], is a middle-way between these two approacbentaining elements of both.
We shall introduce it with an example, starting in the Sdm@er picture with a single-qubit
density matrix () evolving in time. Since the-qubit Pauli-group operators form a basis in
the vector space af-qubit Hermitian operators, we can writeat timet= 0 as

(t= 0)= all+ bX + cY + dz (12)

wherea, b, candd are real parameters which define the state.



At time t, the state has been transformed through unitaty). In the usual Schrodinger
picture one would reflect this in a transformation of the inadlements of the state, or,
equivalently, of the parametessh, canddto a (t), b(t), etc.. However, one can also write

©=U@® UE=al+bU ©XU Y+ cU OYU ©Y+ dU ©2U @Y : (13)

By introducing time-evolving observablgs (t) = U )X U (t)Y and similar expressions
fory (t) andz (), we can express this as

©=al+bX ©+cY ©+dz © : (14)

The time evolution is thus captured by the evolution of thieggcal observables, and the
parameters, b, candd remain fixed. Sinc& (), Y (), etc. define the logical basis in which
is expressed, we call thelngical observables.

SinceY ) = iX )z (t), determiningk (t) andz () specifies the evolution ) com-
pletely. More generally, an-qubit unitary is defined in this picture by the evolutiorxofit) .
andz (t), for each qubita. It is important to emphasise that the logical observakles),

Y (t), and so forth, are no longer equal to the physical obsersabler etc. which remain

constantin time. Here time evolution is characterized leyetvolution ofiogical observables.

In analogy to the (standard) Heisenberg picture, wipbgsical observables evolve in time,
we call this aogical Heisenberg picture?.

The logical Heisenberg picture can be illustrated with s@ingple examples. First, let
us consider a Hadamard (t) = H . This is represented in the logical Heisenberg picture
throughX ) = z andz &) = x . Second, let us look at the representation of the SWAP
gate in this picture. We find that, (t) = X , andX , (t) = X ; (similarly for thez variables).
The logical Heisenberg picture clearly encapsulates thieraof these gates; in the case of
the Hadamard, we see andz interchanged and for SWAP, the operators on the two qubits
are switched round. In the one-way quantum computer logjita evolution is discrete and
driven by single-qubit measurements, so in the followingwit often suppress the time
labellingt.

A logical Heisenberg picture becomes particularly usefaéw describing thencoding
of quantum information. As well as density matrices, onealan represent the evolution of
pure state vectors in a logical Heisenberg picture. The éimodution is carried by thiagical
basis states, the joint eigenstates ft), with phase relations fixed by (),. Consider a
statej i= i+ Jliimagine we encode it via some unitary transformationVe would
write § i= UPi+ Ugi= P%+ 4% whered% and % are the new (encoded)
logical basis states. Thus “encoding” implicitly adoptsogital Heisenberg picture. The
state coefficients remain constant while logical basisorsctre transformed.

3.3 Dynamical variables on a stabilizer sub-space

This formalism can be combined with the stabilizer fornmalts track the evolution of logical
observables on a sub-space of a larger system. The stalgtizep then defines the logical

1In geometric terms, evolution in the Schrodinger pictuceresponds to an active transformation of a state.
A logical Heisenberg picture corresponds to a passive foemstion — the state remains fixed with respect to a
changing logical basis.



sub-space, and the dynamical logical operators track thkigan of this sub-space. The
logical operators act only to map states around the subesplaerefore they must commute
with the stabilizers of that sub-space.

Let us use the well-known three-qubit error correcting casl@an example. In this code,
the logicalDiis represented byipipiand-liby fijlijli The stabilizer group for this
sub-space is generatedby z Tlandll 2z Z. The logical observables associated
with thisbasisaré = z 1 TlandXx = X X X . One can easily verify that these
operators have the desired action on the logical basisstate

However, even though the logical basis is entirely symroetrider interchange of the
qubits, the logicakz is not. Due to the symmetry of the situation one would expleat t
1 z Tandl 1 2z wouldbe equivalentto the physical representation afie have
chosen above. That these operators have the same action yital basis states is easy
to confirm and it reflects an important characteristic of ¢adjioperators on a sub-space,
namely that they are not unique. Given a stabilizer opefatdhe sub-spacg . and logical
operatorL, the produck .1 has the same action on the logical sub-space.aBhus there
are a number of physical representations for a given logibaérvable. Formally this set is
in fact a coset of the stabilizer group. In order to define $leis only one member of the set
need be specified. When we write a particular physical opecatrresponding ta. this is
just a “representative” of the whole coset.

3.4 One-way patterns in the stabilizer formalism

We introduced the term “one-way pattern” to describe a laypdwubits, graph state edges
and measurements which implements a given unitary in thea@yemodel. More specifi-
cally, the patterns contain a set of qubits labelled inpbitgand a set labelled output qubits,
a set of auxiliary qubits and a set of edges connecting thabésy We will now show
how, using the rules for transforming stabilizer sub-sgag&er measurement, that the one-
way pattern will lead to the transformation of the logicakegitorsx ., 7 UX ,UY and
7.7 UZ.,UY. Thisis alogical Heisenberg picture representation ofsired unitary
U, plus the displacement of the logical state from input (shi to output qubit(sk®. The
extra factor 1 reflects the presence of by-product operators (due to thdoraness of the
measurement outcomes) sirc& x = 7 andzxXz = X.

3.5 Pauli measurements

Before we consider one-way patterns with general one-auibitsurements, let us first con-
sider patterns consisting solely of Pauli measurementssd measurements change the log-
ical variables’ encoding according to the desired evoiutibthe logical state. As the logical
evolution is unitary, each measurement must reveal nonmdition about the logical state. By
considering commutation relations, one can show that thexpgirements are equivalent to
demanding that the measured observable anti-commute tWéhst one stabilizer generator.
The effect of performing a measurement of a (multi-qubit)lPabservable on a sub-

space is as follows (such methods are described in mord ih@l). If does not commute
with the complete stabilizer group, one can always constrget of stabilizer generators such
that only one of the generatoks, anti-commutes with . The stabilizers which commute

10



n input < > n output
qubits N qubits

Figure 4: Anyn-qubit Clifford group operation may be implemented (up tcdbClifford
corrections) by a one-way pattern withh-qubits. Dotted lines represent possible edges in
the patterns.

with  must also stabilize the transformed sub-space after theume@ent, which will be
an eigenspace of with eigenvalue 1. Thus will itself belong to the new stabilizer.
We can thus construct a set of generators for the stabilizivearansformed sub-space, by
simply replacing ., which anti-commutes with , with

The logical observables transform in a similar way. Thisgtjijust one member of the
coset for each logical observable needs to be found whichrages with . If the represen-
tative logical operator. commutes with it remains a valid representative logical operator
after the measurement (the full coset will be different tffodue to the changed stabilizer).
If L does not commute with, then the produatx , does commute, so logical operators for
the transformed sub-space are easy to find.

A final step involves finding a reduced description of theesiahich ignores the now
unimportant measured qubit. This is achieved by choosiegaf stabilizer generators where
all but one ( itself) act as the identity on the measured qubit. This isened by multi-
plying all the generators not already in this form with . In the same way representative
logical operators can be chosen that are also restrictdéettortmeasured qubits.

After all but the designated output qubits in a pattern haenbmeasured, the one-way
pattern has been completed. The reduced description ofutpeitoqubits has a stabilizer
group consisting of the identity operator alone and loga@érators have become, =

UXoUYandz, = UZz.UY. We interpret this in the logical Heisenberg picture. The
one-way pattern has implemented the unitary transformatiplus known Pauli corrections
and the logical sub-space has been physically displaced fine input qubitsa to output
qubitsa®.

This method can be used to design and verify one-way pat{ergs see Exercise 3). It

11



No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. 4
1 1 1 1
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1 1 1 1
2?%4 4/4 24/4 2@4
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Ozxz >42 /4
3 3
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Figure 5: The full orbit of locally equivalent four-qubit gph states. Each graph state is
obtained from the previous one by application of the “locainplementation rule”. This
figure is taken from M. Hein, J. Eisert and H.J. Briegel, Phiggv. A 69, 062311 (2004)
CAPS.

may seem complicated for such simple examples, but its pbegin its generality. In the
next section, we show how measurement patterns for anpi@hiford operations may be
evaluated using these techniques.

3.6 Pauli measurements and the Clifford group

In the previous section, all of the transformations of thgidal observables keep their phys-
ical representations within the Pauli group. Unitary oparawhich map Pauli group op-
erators to the Pauli group under conjugation are known dfo@ligroup operations. The
Clifford group is the group generated by the CZ, Hadamardwand =2) gates. Since all of
these gates can be implemented by one-way patterns withrRaasurements only (i.e. by
choosing = 0or = =2infigure[3 (a)) any Clifford group operation can be achieved b
Pauli measurements alone.

The Clifford group plays an important role in quantum congpioh theory. Clifford
group circuits are the basis for most quantum error cowaathemes, and many interesting
entangled states (including, of course, graph states)egeherated via Clifford group oper-
ations alone. However, Gottesman and Kinlll[14] showed tioavithstanding this, Clifford
group circuits acting on stabilizer states (such as thedsi@hinputpi * ) can be simulated
efficiently on a classical computer [15,116]. This is becapfsthe simple way the logical
observables transform (in the logical Heisenberg pictungler such operations.

Let us consider the effect of the by-product Pauli operaggaerated every time a mea-
surement outcome is 1, when Clifford operations are implemented in the one-wagrmum
computer. Given a Clifford operatian, by the definition of the Clifford groug; c¥=°
where and Care Pauli group operators. Therefare = % meaning that interchanging
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the order of Clifford operators and Pauli corrections wélave the Clifford operation un-

changed. This means that there is no need to choose meastfsases adaptively. We thus
see that in any one-way quantum computation all Pauli measemts can be made simulta-
neously in the first measurement round.

These results imply that Pauli measurements on stabiliaersswill always leave behind
a stabilizer state on the unmeasured qubits. Additionaly, stabilizer state can be trans-
formed to a graph state by local Clifford operatidng [19, Z]rthermore, this graph state is
in general not unique, by further local Clifford operatiang/hole family of locally equiva-
lent graph states can be achievied 4, 20]. The rules foradlssl lequivalence are simple — a
graph can be transformed into another locally equivaleaplgiby “local complementation”
[20] which is a graph-theoretical primitive[R1]. In locamplementation, a particular vertex
of the graph is singled out and the sub-graph given by allaestconnected to it is “comple-
mented” (i.e. all present edges are removed and any misdigeseaare created). The set of
locally equivalent four-qubit graph states is illustrabedigurel3.

This theorem allows us to understand the effect of Pauli oreasents on a graph state
in a new way. Any Pauli measurement on a graph state simpigfivbems it (up to a local
Clifford correction) into another graph state. A graphidakcription of how the graph is
transformed and which local corrections must be appliecediound in[[7[1B]. The rule for
Z -measurements is simple, the measured qubit and all edgescied to it are removed from
the graph. If the -1 eigenvalue was measured, extia@nsformations on the adjacent qubits
must be applied to bring the state to graph state form. Roles fandy measurements are
more complicated and can be foundlih [7].

Since the effect of Pauli measurements is to just transfaegtaph, given any one-way
pattern containing Pauli measurements, the transformatiles can be used to find a one-
way pattern which implements the same operation with fewsbitg. The local corrections
can often be incorporated in the bases of remaining measutsm|If not they lead to an
additional local Clifford transformation on the output dguitSince the Pauli measurements
correspond to the implementation of Clifford group openag, this leads to a stronger result
than the Gottesman-Knill theorem. All Clifford operatiomserever they occur in the quan-
tum computation are reduced to classical pre-processitigeobne-way pattern. A further
consequence is that anyqubit Clifford group operation can be implemented (up ®ltcal
Clifford corrections) on @n qubit pattern, as illustrated in figurk 4.

3.7 Non-Pauli measurements

The method above does not yet allow us to treat non-Pauliumeaents, specified by mea-
surement directions other than along the Y - or z -axis. However, one can still treat such
measurements within the stabilizer formalism. The statilieigenvalue equations (equa-
tion (I0)) can be rearranged to generate a family of noniRaitary operations which also
stabilize the sub-spadé [5]. Consider the statestabilized by operatat  x . We rearrange
the stabilizer equation as follows

Z Xji=Ji
Zz IT3i=101 X3ji (15)
@ 0 oL x)ji=o0
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thus for all

expiE(Z I I X) ji= j i: (16)
Thus we have aunitany, () U, ( ) which itself stabilizesj i This implies that
U,() Dji=1 Uy()ji: (7)

Similar unitaries and similar expressions can be genefabad any stabilizer operator.
We will show in the next section, how this technique allowsae analysis of the one-way
pattern for general unitaries diagonal in the computatibaais, and in fact, the technique
allows one to understand any one-way pattern solely withedtabilizer formalism and
was used to design and verify many of the gate patterns pgesbém [5]. This indicates
that the effect of non-Pauli measurements in a one-way goacbmputation can always
be understood as the implementation @jeaeralized rotation exp[ i( =2) ]Jwhere can
be anyn-qubit Pauli group operator. We shall discuss the consempseaf this further in

sectior3.P.

3.8 Diagonal unitaries

Earlier in the chapter we saw that a CZ gate can be implemesigdthat the input qubit is
also the output qubit. Coinciding input and output qubitgione-way pattern reduces the
size of the pattern so it is natural to ask which unitariesteaimplemented this way and one
can show (see exercise 4) that it is only those unitariesodialgn the computational-basis.
In fact, there is a simple one-way pattern for any diagon#ébupntransformation. Any such
n-qubit operator can be written (up to a global phase) in thieviang form

Y
Dn=  expli— @)" @) W27 (18)
n
where @ ,)™ = is equal to the identity ifh , = 0andz acting on qubia whenm , = 1, and
the sum is over all binary vectors of lengthn.

Each element of this product is a generalized rotation gatim a subset of the qubits
and has a very simple implementation in the one-way quantumpater. To illustrate this,
consider the two-qubit transformatienz? 2 . This can be implemented on a one-way
pattern with three qubits as illustrated in figlile 6. In thidgtern the qubits labelled 1 and
2 are the joint input-output qubits, and quhiis an ancilla. The entanglement graph has
two edges connectingto 1 and 2. A measurement in basis ; =2), i.e. of observable
Uy ( )2Ug (), implementse z2:%2 on the input state, with by-product operaforz ,.

To see this, we recall that the stabilizer for the sub-spaceesponding to such a graph
iSX .Z1%Z,. The corresponding eigenvalue equation can be transforasedescribed in the
previous section, to generate the stabilizing unit@ry ( )1e!z2:22, Measuring qubit in
basis( ; =2)is equivalent to performingJ, ( )1 and then measuring,, hence the
one-way pattern implements the logical unitary=2:22,
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Figure 6: The one-way pattern which implements the unitaiguble-z rotation’e 72 2 |

Note that input and output qubits coincide.

O
o ) b3
Kt -3

Figure 7: Arbitrary diagonal unitaries, may be implemernited single round of measure-
ments by measurement patterns with coinciding input angludgjubits. This example shows
an arbitrary diagonal three-qubit unitasyp [Ei (12 0 I+ ,0 Z I+ 30 1 2z+

42 N Z2+ 52 2z T+ ¢0 Z 2zZ+ 72 Z 7)1 Forexample, by setting the
anglesto ;= ,= 3= ;= =4and , = 5= 4= =4, we obtain a control-control

Z gate or “Toffoli-Z gate”. Se€e |5] for a cluster-state implentation of this gate.
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We can generalize this pattern to quite genergubit diagonal unitaries. (Verify this in
exercise 5). For example, the pattern for an arbitrary diagtihree-qubit unitary is given in
figure. This is a highly parallelized and efficient implertation of the unitary.

Since the by-product operators for these patterns are dé@goemselves they commute
with the desired logical diagonal unitaries. Thus thereasdependency in the measure-
ment bases on the outcome of measurements within this pattet all measurements can
be achieved in a single measurement round. Thus, not onlg galantum circuit consisting
of Clifford gates alone be implemented in a single-time stehis is true for any diagonal
unitary followed by a Clifford network.

3.9 Gate patterns beyond the standard network model — CD-deenposition

We have seen that one can construct one-way patterns tormaptea unitary operation de-
scribed by a quantum circuit by simply connecting togettatgons for the constituent gates.
Furthermore, such patterns can be made more compact byatuglthe graph state trans-
formations corresponding to any Pauli measurements preghis can change the structure
of the pattern such that the original circuit is hard to retng (see for example, the quantum
Fourier transform patterns inl[7]).

We have also seen that non-Pauli measurements in a measutingatiern lead to gen-
eralized rotations on the logical state of the foestp[ (i=2) 1where is some Pauli
group operator. The implementation of any non-Cliffordtani on the one-way quan-
tum computer is thus best understood as a sequence of aeodtihis form. Two such
operatorsexp[ (=2) Jandexp[ (=2) ° “Imay, if [ ; °] = 0 begombined to give
exp[ (=2)[ + © ° Ingeneral, any operators of the foeRp [(i=2)[ _, . .l Where
[ 2; a0]1= 0, can be diagonalized by a Clifford group elemento cD c ¥, whereD is a
diagonal unitary. Composing two operations this form,@,0 ;C; andc,D ,C 3 will give
C1D1C{C,D ,CY = C1D1C3D ,CJ wherec; = c{C,, and we call the casting of a unitary
in this form aCD-decomposition.

There are several observations to be made about such desiiomp®n We have already
seen that both diagonal unitaries and Clifford group opanathave compact implementa-
tions in one-way quantum computations. This means that E&hpositions are very use-
ful in the design of compact one-way patterns. One simplyltoss te one-way patterns for
diagonal unitaries presented above with patterns foratfbperations, which we have seen
require at mosen qubits for am-qubit operation and which can be constructed either by em-
ploying Pauli transformation rules on a pattern for a nelwafrCZ, Hadamard and , ( =2)
gates, or by inspection of the logical Heisenberg form ofdperation. In[[5] this decompo-
sition, together with stabilizer techniques describedvebaas used to design cluster-state
implementations for several gates and simple algorithieladting controlled Z-rotations and
the quantum Fourier transform (QFT).

A further advantage in working with a CD-decomposition iattlhimmediately provides
an upper bound in the number of time steps needed for the mpitation of the one-way

2This is reminiscent of the results reported [inl[22] regagdine parallelization of diagonal unitaries, where,
however a different definition of parallelization is usede Ykeat the CZ operations generating the graphs state as
occurring in a single time-step. Physically this is enyinlasonable as operations generated by commuting Hamil-
tonians can often be implemented simultaneously as we siin our discussion of optical lattices in secfibn 4.
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pattern. This is simply the number of “CD units” in the decarsition. We saw in sectidn 3.8
that a single CD unit can be implemented in a single time $@gh CD unit in turn will cre-
ate by-product operators, which may need to be accounted tbe choice of measurement
bases for following diagonal unitaries. A decompositionigiminimised the number of CD
units would give a (possibly tight) upper bound on the midimamber of time-steps and
would be one measure of how hard the unitary is to implemettierone-way model. For
example, Euler’s rotation theorem tells us that the opti@i2ddecomposition for an arbitrary
rotation consists of three CD units and correspondinglyireg three measurement rounds
for implementation on the one-way quantum computer.

Note that there is considerable freedom in choosing a CD .fdfor example, one can
construct the decomposition such that all the diagonalsgate solely local, single-qubit
operations and only the Clifford gates are non-local. Thisga degree of flexibility in the
design one-way patterns.

Quantum circuits described in terms of Clifford group ggtéss rotations can readily
cast in CD form by decomposing the rotations iatexis rotations and Hadamards. One can
then reduce the size of the corresponding pattern by appthi@ Pauli measurement trans-
formation ruled. Quantum circuits for the simulation of general Hamiltorsiare usually
expressed using the Trotter formula (s€e [3]) which leadmitaries which are a sequence
of generalized rotations which can be cast in CD form in aigitéorward manner. Thus
the one-way quantum computer is very well suited to Hamidtoisimulation (see e.d.123]),
which will be an important application of quantum computers

4 Implementations

4.1 Optical lattices

Beyond its theoretical value, there are a number of physigalementations where one-way
guantum computation gives distinct practical advanta@eee of these is in systems where
graph states or cluster states can be generated efficisntly, as “optical lattices”. In an
optical lattice, cold neutral atoms are trapped in a lattitecture, given by the periodic
potential due to a set of superposed laser fields. The patéséien” by each atom depends
on its internal state. This means that neighbouring atonakff@rent states can be brought
close together by changing the relative positions of theimmanof the periodic potentials,
leaving an interaction phase on the atoms’ sfatk [24]. #ithtimed such that this interaction
phase is 1the process implements, essentially, a CZ gate betweewthatoms. However,
every atom in the lattice will be affected when these possitnove and thus CZ gates can
be implemented between neighbouring qubits across thedaimultaneously. Thus, by
preparing all atoms in a superposition of these intern&tstaeforehand, a very large cluster
state can be generated very efficiently. In recent yearg th@s been much progress in the
generation and manipulation of ultra-cold atoms in opfiatiices in the laboratory [25], and
a number of schemes for the generation of arbitrary grapbssia these systems have been

3t is important to note, however, that the Pauli measuremalds alone do not usually provide a CD-
decomposition which is optimal in the sense of consistinghefsmallest number of CD units. An optimal CD-
decomposition will allow the construction of a one-way eaitfor the unitaries with fewer measurement rounds,
and often a more compact entanglement graph, than appticatithe Pauli transformation rules alone.
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proposed[[26]. Possibly the most difficult obstacle to oware for the implementation of
one-way quantum computation in optical lattices is the diffy in addressing individual
atoms in the lattice.

4.2 Linear optics and cavity QED

Photons make excellent carriers on quantum informatioreaadelatively decoherence free.
A key difficulty in implementing universal quantum compisgatusing photons is that two-
qubit gates such as CZ cannot be implemented by the sim@arlioptical elements of the
optics laboratory (e.g. beam-splitters and phase shifédosie. By employing photon num-
ber measurements, non-deterministic entangling gatepaasble. Most times, however,
the gate fails, and this failure leads to the measuremerteofjubits’ state which disrupts
the computation. Naively, one would expect that scaling tip into a circuit would lead
to an exponential decrease in success probability, butsimgwa combination of techniques
including gate teleportatioh [27] and error correctiorglable quantum computation is in-
deed possiblé [28]. A key disadvantage of this particul@ragch, however, is that each gate
requires a large number of ancilla photons in a difficulptepare entangled state.

A much more efficient strategy is to use the non-determmngsties to build an entangled
resource state for measurement-based quantum compy2@i¢80d]. Cluster states can be
generated efficiently [31] using so-called “fusion opeyas”, which can be performed (non-
deterministically) with simple linear optics. Fusion ogeons [31[.3R] are implementations
of operators such a®ih00j+ -Lih11§ which when applied to two qubits in different graph
states, replace both qubits by a single one which inhellithalgraph state edges of each,
thus “fusing” the two graph states together. Recently,gtaed four-qubit graph states have
been created in the laboratory using methods based on domresxsion and post-selection
[33] and fusion measuremenits|34]. Single-qubit measun¢sran these states demonstrated
many of the key elements of one-way quantum computafioh [38pre details of linear
optical quantum computation can be found in other chaptethi® book and in a recent
review [35].

Quantum computation with photons is not the only scenarierelyates are inherently
non-deterministic. Similar techniques can be used to impl& non-deterministic gates be-
tween atoms or ions trapped in separate cavities. Cavity @ffilementations of the one-
way quantum computer is a fast-developing area and rectivghe have been a number of
promising experimental proposalls [36].

5 Recent developments

In addition to these developments toward the implemematfane-way quantum computa-
tion there have been a number of interesting papers exglisitheoretical structure. The re-
lationship between the one-way quantum computer and otbdels of measurement-based
guantum computation [B8F, 7] has been exploredin|[3B[-3¢3ZPand an algebraic repre-
sentation of one-way graph measurement pattérns [12] leasdeveloped. The simulability
of one-way quantum computations with one-way patterns obua depths and geometries
has been investigated [41, 8]. Looking beyond qubit impletaigons, an analogue of graph
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states in continuous-variable harmonic oscillator systHl] has been investigated and gen-
eralizations of one-way quantum computationdttevel systems[[43] have been explored.
A version of one-way quantum computation based on thredé-gueractions has been pro-
posed[l44].

Any practical quantum computation proposal must be ablaitztfon in the presence
of a degree of experimental noise and decoherence. Staagprdaches to fault-tolerant
guantum computation have been firmly rooted in the networkiehand it was not clear
whether they would translate to the one-way model. It wasvshim [45] and later[[456]
that physical errors in the one-way quantum computer woalthbnifested as logical errors
quite different from those that one would expect in a statidate network implementation.
Nevertheless for a number of physically reasonable inddg@moise models there is an error
threshold below which fault-tolerant quantum computai®possible[[4b,_46]. A simple
proof of this for both Markovian and non-Markovian local@s is presented il [47]. The
implementation of these techniques in linear optical quartomputation has been simulated
[48], leading to estimated error thresholds of aroungbo1 for depolarisation errors and
0:003 for loss.

Recently, a different approach to fault-tolerance in the-army model has been taken.
Most quantum error correcting code-words are stabilizaiest and as we have seen, every
stabilizer state is locally equivalent to a graph states thierefore natural to look for error
correction schemes which make use of the natural error ctorgeproperties of the graph
state. It has been demonstrated that one-way quantum caftiggutvith a high degree of
robustness against qubit loss errors (the most significemtgource in linear optical quantum
computation) can be acheived by using a graph states witkealike structure[[49]. This
scheme tolerates losing up to half of the qubits in the grégle sand can be applied to deal
with photon loss errors in linear optical proposals [50].

Most recently, it was show [51] that a three-dimensionalboentred cubic lattice clus-
ter state has the properties of a topological surface cogeoBibining ideas from topolog-
ical quantum computation with the observation that quarfReed-Muller code<[52] allow
fault-tolerant non-Pauli measurements of logical qulbtdé implemented by local mea-
surements, a fully fault-tolerant scheme was presehiejdfih estimated error thresholds
between 0.001 and 0.01.

6 Outlook

In this chapter, we have given an introduction to the keysddane-way quantum computa-
tion and some of the most useful mathematical techniqueddscribing and understanding
it. The one-way approach has provided a new paradigm fortgoganomputation which is
casting many questions of quantum computation theory imaligt. It is leading to exper-
imental implementations that are radically different frearly ideas about how a quantum
computer would operate. In addition, it is likely that thevidl be further physical systems
in which the one-way model offers the most achievable patjuemtum computation. Not
least, the success of the one-way approach illustratesativerpf novel representations of
guantum information processing and should encourage wokofbr other new and distinct
models of quantum computation.
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Exercises

1. There are only two topologically distinct three-qubiah states. In one, the qubits
form a linear three qubit cluster state, in the other, thdtquve connected in a trian-
gle. Write down the stabilizer generators for these twoestaind hence also the full
stabilizer group for each. Now show that one can transfortwéen these two states
by a local Clifford operator.

2. Prove that, to generate the stabilizer group far@ubit stabilizer sub-space in an
qubit system,n k) generators are required.

3. Consider the one-way pattern illustrated in figlre 3(ahwangle set to zero. Show
that after the entangling CZ operation, but before the nmeasent, the logical opera-
torsx andz have physical representations z andz  Irespectively. Find the
stabilizer and hence the full coset of each logical obsdevalyhen observablg is
measured on the first qubit, how are the stabilizer and lbgltservables transformed?
Hence verify that this pattern implements a Hadamard gate.

4. Show that one-way patterns where all input and outputtgabincide can only imple-
ment diagonal unitaries. What can one say about patternsewaindy some of the input
and output qubits coincide?

5. Using the decomposition of an arbitraryqubit diagonal unitary ,, in equation[1B)
and by generalising the methods in secfiofl 3.8 describe avageattern which im-
plementD ,, requiring a total oh + 2" 1) qubits.

6. Verify the effect of applying the “fusion” operatgrit0 05+ -lihl filjto two qubits,
each of which belong to seperate graph states. What hapgers avprojection onto
the even-parity sub-spageiPin0 105+ jlijlihl hiljis applied instead?

7. Consider a qubit that is prepared in an unknown state, amealimensional cluster
state. What is the effect of applying a fusion operator onuthienown qubit and the
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qubit at one end of the cluster state. How can the fusion ¢@eb@ used to “input”
externally provided states into a one-way quantum comjautat
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