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W e Investigate the In uence of m em ory errors in the quantum repeater schem e for long-range
quantum comm unication. W e show that the com m unication distance is lim ited In standard oper-
ation m ode due to m em ory errors resulting from unavoidable waiing tin es for classical signals.
W e show how to overcom e these lim ftations by (1) In proving localm em ory, and (ii) introducing
two new operationalm odes of the quantum repeater. In both operationalm odes, the repeater is
run blindly, ie. without waiting for classical signals to arrive. In the rst schem e, entanglem ent
puri cation protocols based on one-way classical com m unication are used allow Ing to com m unicate
over arbitrary distances. H ow ever, the error thresholds for noise in local control operations are very
stringent. T he second schem e m akes use of entanglem ent puri cation protocols w ith two-way classi-
calcom m unication and inherits the favorable error thresholds of the repeater run iIn standard m ode.
One can increase the possble com m unication distance by an order of m agnitude w ith reasonable
overhead in physical resources. W e outline the architecture of a quantum repeater that can possibly
ensure Intercontinental quantum com m unication.

PACS numbers: 03.67Hk, 03.67M n,03.67 .4

I. NTRODUCTION

From all eldsof quantum inform ation science, quan-—
tum comm unication is m ost lkely to reach a comm er—
cial application rst. For long-distance com m unication
one faces the problem that quantum channels like opti-
cal bers are noisy and lossy, and both the output and
the delity ofthe quantum inform ation sent decrease ex—
ponentially with distance. Since quantum infom ation
can not be am pli ed, standard techniques from classi-
cal com m unication technology can not directly be used
to overcom e this problem . In principl, quantum error
correction technigues can protect the quantum inform a—
tion while it is sent through a channel [1]. H ow ever, the
an all tolerable error rates lim it the length of the chan—
nel drastically before error correction m ust be applied.
Hence, one would need a large number of segm ents to
cover a certain distance. T he requirem ents on the qual-
ity of m easurem ents and local operations are also very
stringent (10 ), farbelow experin entally achievable ac—
curacy today.

E ntanglem ent can be a resource to overcom e this prob—
Jem . Ifparty A holds one part ofa m axin ally entangled
pair of qubits, and party B the other part quantum in—
formm ation can be transferred by teleportation [Z]. W hen
these parties are far away from each other, and channels
and localoperations are noisy, the problem arisesshow to
distribute the entangled pairs am ong them .

T he quantum repeater [3,14] (see also [G,16,19,18,19,110,
11]) is a solution to this problm based on entanglem ent
puri cation [12,/13,114,115,11€,117%,118,/19] and entangle—
m ent swapping [2,/20]. The distance L. between the par-
ties A and B is divided into sm aller segm ents such that
one can send parts ofm axin ally entangled pairs through
the channelthat do em erge w ith su ciently high deliy
forentanglem ent puri cation. N oisy localoperationsand

m easurem ents do not allow to purify one single m axi-
m ally entangled pair from severalcopies, but the delity
can be Increased for rem arkably high errors in the local
operations and m easurem ents on the order of percent [4].
V ia entanglem ent sw apping, segm ents are connected, es—
tablishing entangled pairs over larger distances. O bserve
that the connection process again decreases the delity
such that onem ay connectonly a few segm entsbefore the
entanglem ent can no longer be increased by puri cation.
T he key Ingredient of the quantum repeater is to use the
com bination of puri cation and entanglem ent swapping
In a nested scheam g, ie. on di erent repeater levels. A fter
few connections are m ade, the resulting pair is again pu—
ri ed by several copies obtained in the sam e way. T hen
the sequence \connection/repuri cation" is repeated un—
til one has reached the desired distance betw een the par-
ties. M ost In portantly, the physical and tem poral re—
sources needed for the quantum repeater scale only poly—
nom ially w ith the distancebetw een partiesA andB . The
details naturally depend on the errors, the speci cpuri -
cation protocol, and the repeater m eta-protoco], ie. the
distrdbution and num ber of repeater stations and their
Individual setup. T he repeater protocols range from the
standard protocol [1Z,113], where allpairs needed in the
process are created nitially as an ensemble Mmaxinal
physical, m inin al tem poral resources), over the \Inns-
bruck protocol” 4] (physical resources scale logarithm i-
cally with the distance) to the \Harvard protocol" [E]
w ith m Inim alphysical resources (tw o qubits per repeater
station) but m axin al tem poral resources. For practical
purposes m inin al physical resources are desirable since
it is hard to control or even establish a large num ber of
Interacting quantum system s. In this light, one would
tend to prefer the last two of the protocols above.

W hile in previous investigations the in uence of noise
In channels and in local control operations has been ex—
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tensively studied, m em ory errors have not been included
In the analysis so far. Tt was In plicitly assum ed that (@
m ost perfect) localm em ory is available by som e m eans.
If this assum ption is valid, as can eg. be ensured by
using local encoding to actively m aintain quantum in—
form ation, one obtains a scalable schem e that allow s for
quantum comm unication over arbitrary distances wih
polynom ial overhead. H owever, all repeater schem es re—
quire the storage of pairs before they are further pro—
cessed, and the in uence of In perfect m em ory needs to
be studied. In particular, at high repeater levels when
long-distance pairs are processed, the waiting tim es can
be signi cant. E stim ated tin es to establish an entangled
pair over, say, intercontinental distances are of the or-
der of the decoherence tim es of the best known m em ory
system s today, m aking the consideration ofm em ory er—
rors a necessity. In this paper we address the problem
ofm em ory errors in quantum repeaters. Speci cally we
dem onstrate

() the lim its of the quantum repeater wih m em ory
errors when run in standard m ode (error detection
m ode), where we show that m em ory errors lead to
a lin ited com m unication distance.

(i) ways to reduce or overcom e m em ory errors by us—
Ing decoherence free subspaces or localencoding for
storage.

(iil) a noveloperationalm ode forthe quantum repeater,
the error correction m ode, which in principle allow s
one to overcom e the 1m iations ofm em ory errors,
however su ers from low error thresholds.

(Iv) a blind operation m ode and hybrid architectures
that allow one to increase the possible communi-
cation distance by an order of m agnitude, w ithout
changing favorable error thresholds.

T he paper is organized as follows. In the next sec—
tion we brie y describe the building blocks of a quan-
tum repeater, entanglem ent puri cation and swapping.
W e sketch di erent repeater protocols and present the
errorm odelwe w ill use. In section we apply the er-
rorm odel, especially m em ory errors, to the quantum re—
peater. W e derive the lim is for com m unication distance
when nom em ory-enhancing technigques are used and dis—
cuss error thresholds. As a possble way to overcom e
the lim itations due to m em ory errors, a direct solution
is to reduce or even elin inate them , which we discuss in
Sec.[IV]. Ifno perfect quantum m em ory is available, we
show in Sec.] that blind m ode is an altemative way to
relax the lim itations of the quantum repeater. W e then
outline possibl architectures for a quantum repeater n
section [V 3, and sum m arize our resuls in Sec.f 1.

II. BASIC PRINCIPLES

W e start w ith som e notations, present puri cation pro—
toools, entanglem ent sw apping and repeaterprotocols for

both a repeater in error detection aswellas in error cor-
rection m ode [21], and iIntroduce the errorm odelwe are
going to use.

A . N otation

T hroughout the paper we w ill speak of two spatially
separated parties A and B, who share certain entangled
pairs of qubits between them . W e denote these pairs
by A1Bi;u5Ay By , ie. A holds the qubis A ;A ,
while B holdsBi;:;3By . W henever it is not clear fom
the context on which system an operator is acting, we
specify i wih a sub- or superscript. An operation is
called local if it acts only on A’s or only on B ’s qubits,
eg. U?ﬁé?z is a local cnot-operation with qubit A,
as control and A, as target RZ2]. By P we denote a
progctor onto the states j i. Furthem ore, ; denote
the Pauli operators, explicitl: o = I; 1 = 4; 2 =

yi 3= z.TheBellgatesaredenoted by j ji= 1
53 tiwih 3 Ti= 1= 2(Poi+ J1i).

Instead of the usual Bell states we offen take their
graph state equivalents R3], which we call graph Bell
states. The graph state basis for two qubits de ned in
the basis i,, jli, (elgenbasis of the Pauli ,-operator)
and In the basis i, jli, (eigenbasis of the Pauli x-
operator) is

POi, = 2 TP (Poi, + H1i )
Pliy, = 2 TP Py, + 10i,)
J0i; =2 TE@O0L,,  J1i,,)
Jli, =2 P (P1i,  H04,,):

Expressions lke 0i,, mean Pi, i, . Thegraph state
basis is related to the standard Bellbasis %;;k;ig by a
Hadam ard operation in B . W hen the basis is clear from
the context wew illom it the labelG . If such a state is for
exam ple the rst pair shared between A and B we w rite
.A1B

P01 .

W e w ill consider density m atrices that are diagonalin
the graph state basis,

Xl
= ki ke K1ike ik jko 3
ki k2= 0
. . . Py
and we will sometines write = Kyko= 0 Kiik2Pkiiks

w ith a progctor
Py ik, = KiskeotksjkoJ:

W edenoteby @ 1;m ,) a possble shift ofthe basis, ie.
a pem utation of the basis vectors. T hat is,
X
= . k. K1
ki k2

mi;ky moik; mi;ky moJ;

where willalwaysm ean addition m odulo 2. W e rem ark
that, w thout loss ofgenerality, any density m atrix can be



brought to a graph-diagonal form w ithout changing the
diagonal coe cients by applying appropriate sequences
of (probabilistic) local operations. To be precise, these
operations correspond to the stabilizing operators of the
given graph, n ourcaseK 1;K ,;K 1K ;lwith K, = 4

Ko = x R24]. Pem utations of basis vectors
can be achieved by local unitary operations of the form

o1 7%, Note that the state results from sending one
part of a graph state k;;k,i through a Paulidiagonal
channel

X3
E ()= Pi i ii

i=0

withpo = o0/P1= 10/P2= 11,andp3= o1-
Later, we w illuse the W emer states R3]
w X) = xj)OiG h00j+ 1 x)=41
X
= F P0i h00j+ 1 F)=3 Jigi, higy @)
i;36 0;0
wih F = (@8x+ 1)=4, which are uniquely de ned by the

quantity F , the delity, whereas m ore general graph di-
agonal states are usually only fully speci ed by all di-
agonal coe cients. W e call the largest of these the -

delity, and we will often om i the other coe cients in

the discussion. This sim pli cation is justi ed since the
puri cation protocolwe w ill use produces states close to
particular graph diagonal states, so called binary m ix—
tures go :DOJ'G hOOj+ 10 j]_OlG hloj. Here, 19 = 1 00
such that binary m ixtures are also speci ed by only one
coe cient.

B . Entanglem ent puri cation

E ntanglem ent puri cation allow s one to produce from
several noisy coples of an entangled state a few copies
w ih high delity by m eans of local operations and clas—
sical com m unication. For perfect operations, the delity
can, In principle, be brought arbitrarily close to uniy.
However, m any puri cation steps are required for nearly
perfect pairs, so that, In practice, only som e nie delity
is achievable (\ nite" m eaning an aller than one). If the
local operations required in the puri cation process are
noisy them selves, then even In principle no perfect pairs
can be obtained. At this stage, what m atters to us is
that In practice no protocolw ill produce perfect, m axi-
m ally entangled pairs. Besides the maximal delity we
can reach, there isalso somem Inin al delity we need for
the puri cation process. Thism ininal delity depends
on the protocolw e use forthepuri cation, and it iscalled
the puri cation threshold.

A num ber of di erent protocols exist, which di er in
their puri cation range (ie. the set of states they can
purify), the e ciency, and the number of copies of the
states they operate on R4]. W e present two-way entan—
glem ent purd cation, ie. a puri cation protocol using

two-way classical com m unication, nam ely the dejmps—
protocol [L3], and also onew ay entanglem ent puri cation
based on C alderbank-Shor-Steane codes.

1. Two-way entanglem ent puri cation

W e take a recurrence protocol for puri cation, where
we oconsider the dejmpsprotocol [L3] since i has a
very good e clency in tem s of convergence soeed and
robustness. Rem arkably, the delity of states can be
signi cantly increased even if errors in operations and
m easuram ents are on the order of percent. For the
m om ent, however, we consider perfect operations and
m easurem ents, and generalize the form ulae later when
we w ill have introduced our error m odel. The protocol
operates on two entangled pairs, and can be viewed
as a generalization of the recurrence entanglem ent
puri cation protocol introduced In Ref. [12]. W e slightly
m odify the protocol as com pared to the original work
such that it puri es graph diagonal Bell states rather
than Bell states. T his corresponds, how ever, to a sin ple
change of localbasis w hich does not m odify the protocol
as such. T he protocol consists of the follow iIng steps.

(1) depolarization of the densiy m atrix to graph diag-—
onal form ; In fact this step need not be executed since
o -diagonalelem ents do not in uence the change in the
diagonal elem ents and converge to zero upon iteration
of the protocol.

(i) bcalbasis change Pi; ! #5 Pl idin); R !

s (i, iPi) N A and Pic ! e Pie+ 1380 T4 !

1@1—E (fliy + iPiy) n B . The e ect of this basis change

on two graph Bell states is, om itting an irrelevant phase

factor,
Kiixeidniyei! Fiixe Xeldniva yei:

(iil) application of bilateral local cnot-operations

A;! A, B,! B
Ucnor Ucnor rSuch that

Kiixoiiived! X1 viikeiviixe yoi:
(7) localm easurem ent of qubit A, B, ]I the eigenbasis
of , [x] wih corresponding resul ( 1)2 [( 1)2],

where ,; » 2 £0;1qg.

(v) decision: keep the state a,s, if the measurement
results indicate a successful puri cation round. This
decision requires two-way classical comm unication
between the partiesA and B .

W e lt the protocol act on the tensor product of
two graph diagonalstates a,s,, a,s, Wih coe clents
Kk, and 5 ;5, respectively, which have bases shifted



by mi;m;,),and (ni;n,) resgpectively, ie. on

Xl
= ki k2
kik2;i31732=0

352 FPki miks moih niik nagt @)

A fter steps (D) { (iv), qubitsA; and B; willbe In the state

Xl
0 = . . . .
- kiskz Jiide 2 2k ke h o J2

ki1k27i31732=0

mi mz ni N2

P, 4 mi miki k2 m1 mo

where is the Kroneckerdelta. The condition for a
successfilpuri cation step relates the m easuram ent out—
comes ,, 2 and the basis shifts in the Pllow ng way:
2 2 = m1 m, ni n,. In case this condi-
tion is ful lled, we arrive at a sinple expression for
( O)il e T (i)l ;ip ¢ T1EM ely

0 — 1 Xl o
4 mi nijl mi, m, N_ kiski I ki ka4 Lo
k1=0

3)
where N = (oo*t 11)Co0+ 11)+ (o1t

1 712
10)( o1 + 10) Is @ nom alization constant that quan-—
ti es the probability to obtain the corresponding m ea—
surem ent results. The nom alization is independent of
the basis shifts. W hik the basis shifts do not play a rok
In the present discussion of the de mpsprotocol, they
w illbecom e crucialwhen running the repeater in a blind
operationalm ode, sec.[\].
Thedejnpsm ap, aftera successfiil step, alw aysdrives
the states closer to a binary m ixture ke o9 01003 +
10 J1ON103, . Themap is also most e ective on binary
m xtures, and last e ective on W emer states ) =
x PON00Y + (1 x)=4L.
T here are tw o distinct puri cation strategies for which
we can use the demps-protocol], regular entanglem ent
puri cation and entanglem ent pum ping.

(@) Regular entanglem ent puri cation

F irst, we could In agine to have an ensem ble consisting
of several copies of som e elem entary, noisy pair of qubits.
W henever we perform a successful puri cation step on
tw o such pairs, the resulting pair ofhigher delity goesto
the next puri cation round, otherw ise it is discarded. In
thede mpsm ap we have in thiscase j(f:) = j(lr:) in every
round n, and the (@ttractive) xed point of the map is
a perfect graph Bell state. In practice, we can not do
In nitely many steps to reach this xed point, ket alone
that errors are present that prevent one to approach this

xed point even in principle. W e call this puri cation
strategy \regular entanglem ent puri cation". The
drawback of this strategy are the many qubi pairs
we need to prepare and keep ready-to-use during the
process. The number of pairs is exponentially grow ing
w ith the num ber ofpuri cation stepswew ish to perfom .

(o) Entanglem ent pum ping

Second, we can always use identical, elem entary pairs
In each round to further purify the pairwe obtained from
a previous successfiil step. If at any tine we are not
successful], the whole protocol m ust be restarted w ith
two fresh elem entary pairs. This strategy is called en—
tanglem ent pum ping B]. The advantage clearly is that
the physical resources (qubit pairs to be stored sinul-
taneously) stay constant. W e need not count elem en—
tary pairs because they do not have to be stored but are
consum ed at once. The elam entary pairs can rather be
recreated on dem and. W ih entanglem ent pum ping, we
have j(lr:) 6 J.(;), exoept In the rst round, and the J.(Jr:)
are the sam e in every round n in the dejmpsmap [3).
Even in nite fteration willnot lead to m axin ally entan—
glkd pairs, but in practice (w ith errors in the operations),
the xed point ofthe m ap can even be closer to a m ax—
In ally entangled pair than for the reqular entanglem ent
puri cation [4]. Because one saves physical resources at
the expense ofonly a polynom ialoverhead In tin e, entan—
glem ent pum ping was favored in the m ost recent designs
of quantum repeaters [5,/€6]. The realdrawback of using
entanglem ent pum ping In the quantum repeater show s
up when we later include m em ory errors, where an { al-
beit polynom ial { overhead in tin e becom es a problem .

W e ram ark that this is also the reason why we do
not consider nested entanglem ent pum ping [2€]. N ested
entanglem ent pum ping has the same xed point of the
puri cation map as regular entanglem ent puri cation.
T he num ber of pairs grow s only linearly w ith the nesting
Jevel at the expense of a tem poral overhead exponential
In the number of puri cation steps one perform s on
each nesting level. A tfhough the xed point is (hearly)
reached for about 3 nesting levels, the additional tem po-—
ral overhead m ake this puri cation schem e unfavorable
In the presence ofm em ory errors.

2. Oneway entanglkm ent puri cation

In his PhD thesis R1], A schauer Introduced a gen-—
eralschem e to construct entanglem ent puri cation proto—
cols from quantum error correction codes. In particular,
for each Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) code that uses
n physical qubits to protect k qubits, one can construct
an entanglem ent puri cation protocolthat operateson n
niial copies of twoqubit states and produces k puri ed
pairs as output. A s described in R1], the puri cation
protocols can either be run (i) in error correction m ode,
or (i) in error detection m ode. In case of (i), output
pairs are kept determ inistically and m easurem ents on re—
m aining pairs are used to determ ne the required error
correction operation. T his operation m ode only requires
oneway classical com m unication. For (i), the Inform a-
tion gathered In them easuream ent of (0 k) pairs isused
to decide whether the rem aining pairs should be kept or



discarded. T he ones that are kept have a higher delity
than before. T his operationalm ode is the standard m ode
for recurrence protocols as discussed above. Here, we w il
concentrate on (i), entanglem ent puri cation run in the
error correction m ode.

In the ollow ngwebrie y review thework by A schauer
21]. W e consider the situation where the sender, A -
ice, wants to send quantum inform ation to the receiver,
Bob. To this ain , A lice m ight either send a system , Ay,
prepared In an arbirary state j i to Bob or she m ight
prepare a m axim ally entangled state between two sys—
tem s, send one to Bob and use the other to teleport the
state j 1 to Bob. To protect the quantum inform ation
from the errors that occur during the transm ission pro—
cess, quantum error correction is used In the rst and
entanglem ent puri cation in the second scenario.

In a quantum error correction protocol (we consider
here the case where the state of a single qubit is pro—
tected) A lice prepares n auxiliary system s (denoted by
A) In a state @;:iiani, , with a3 2 £0;1g. Then
she applies the encoding operation Ua.a, to A and
the system Ay, prepared in the state ji and carry—
Ing the quantum informm ation, and sends all system s to
Bob. In the sim plest case, where no errors occur during
the trananm ission, Bob receives the system s in the state
Upm, P1iiiiandy iy - He app]jesUB;30 = Ug;BO to
decode the quantum inform ation and m easures the auxilk-
iary system s In the com putationalbasis. F lnally, he w i1l
be left with a system in the state j i.

Let us now consider an entanglem ent-based version
of this protocol. W e m ake use of the fact that U,

Iy j "4, = Ta Ug j "i,, Prany operatorU. The
idea isthat A lice preparesBob’s systam at a distance us—
Ing an entangled state. Suppose that A lice and B ob share
n + 1 maximally entangled states, j +iA; 3T s,
where A B ) denotes the rstn system s of A lice Bob)
regpectively, and Ay (B) denotes the (n + 1)-th system
of Alice Bab). Alice applies Uy, ~and telports the
state jito Bob wih the help of the (n + 1)-th pair.
Tt is straightforw ard to verify that the rem aining system
is then described by the state Us;s,J "1y 33 ip,
where j depends on A lice sm easurem ent outcom e. T hus,
if A lice m easures her auxiliary system s in the com puta—
tionalbasis and tells Bob the value of j, Bob can apply

?" to be left w ith exactly the sam e state as in the quan-
tum error correction m odel.

In order to include the errors that occur during the
transn Js§10§1 we descrjbe the ghannelby them ap E; w ith
Ei1() = —obi * ‘"where pi= 1;p; 0 (see sec-
tion [IIAD) . W e nvestigate the case, where all the errors
occur independently on each of the sent qubji's T hus,
themap we consider sE = E; " = ;pi * %, where
i= (3;:::4n), wih iy 2 £0;:::3g and p; = py i, P
In the st scenario the encoded m essage is sent through
this channel. R eceiving the system s, Bob appliesUY and
m easures the auxiliary system s. A lice sendsB ob the clas-
sical inform ation about fa;g which allow s Bob to deter—
m ine the error syndrom e w ith which he can correct the

error. In the second scenario one qubit of each m axi-
m ally entangled state is sent through the channel. Then
the pairs are puri ed to one pair which is highly entan—
glkd. Thispair is then used by A lice to teleport the state
j 1ito Bob. Considering theEpuri catq'on ofthe in age of
themap, E, ie. Ug J i= ;0 Pi ] ijid; , such that
tr Py,5 i) = E® ), wih someauxiliary system R, itis
straightforw ard to show that applying entanglem ent pu-—
ri cation and then teleportation isequivalent to quantum
error correction, where the m essage is sent through the
sam e channel. Them Inim al required delity for this en-
tanglem ent puri cation protocol, the puri cation thresh—
old, tums out to be more stringent than for two-way
classical com m unication [12,121] & & 0:8 as com pared
to F > 05 for a protocol using two-way classical com —
m unication) . H ow ever, the advantage of error correction
protocols is that they are determ inistic. Note that the
l-way puri cation protocols in [21] are based on the Bell
j * istate. O ne could easily m ake them consistent w ith
our graph basis by applying localbasis changes.

C . Entanglem ent swapping

E ntanglem ent sw apping R(0] is the operation on twom ax—
In ally entangled qubit pairs, where a Bellm easurem ent
isperform ed on one qubit ofeach pairw ith the result that
the ram aining two qubits are afterwards m axim ally en—
tangled. If the m axin ally entangled pairs are the graph
Bell statesA1B; and B,C,, a Bellm easurem ent on the
qubisBi, B, iseg. realized eg. by a cnot-operation
U?ﬁé}“ followed by ,-m easurem ents on qubits B, B>
wih outcomes g1, 2, aving A;, C; In the desired
m axin ally entangled state up to a localbasis change that
depends on the m easurem ent outcom es. W e rem ark that
classical com m unication is required to perform a proper
adjistm ent of the local basis at the nal state. Entan-
glem ent swapping can be viewed as a teleportation ofthe
state ofqubi B; to C;. Ifwe assum e that qubi C; isat
som e distance from A, and B, B, are som ew here In the
m iddle, we w ill often call this swapping process a \con—
nection” or a \1Ink" because the goalofthe quantum re—
peater is to establish entanglem ent over larger distances,
here between partiesA and C .

If both pairs are not m axin ally entangled, the tele—
portation w ill be that of an iIn perfect pair by im perfect
m eans, resulting in a decreased or even vanishing entan—
glem ent of the nalpairbetween A and C . W e callthis
an im perfect connection or in perfect link, and i is easy
to understand that the delity ofa pairafter . im perfect
connections is decreasing exponentially wih L. To see
this, consider non-m axin ally entangled pairs of W emer
form , eq. [d). Connecting two such pairs by m eans of a
Bellm easurem ent asoutlined above results in a state that
is diagonal in the graph state basis, and has a reduced

delity. A fter depolarization of the resulting state and
perform ing the required basis change depending on the
m easurem ent outcom e, one cbtains again a W emer state



w &% with x%= x?, ie.the delity F %= (3x°+ 1)=4 is
reduced quadratically. T he connection of L pairs yields
x%= x", ie. an exponentialdecrease with L.

If we consider two graph diagonal pairs of the form
Eq. [@), the resulting pair after the Bell m easurem ent

has coe cients
Xl

g1/l m2 ny s2 T ki i ike
k1 k2=0

i mi n, i kike /s
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where y1; g2 denote the outcom es of the Bell m ea—
surem ents leading to a pem utation of the output vector
(W hich could be undone by perform ing appropriate local
unitary operations ofthe form ,**' ,®2?).Again, the re—
sulting state is graph diagonal, but the basis is shifted by
fm; n; pi1;my Ny p2),an expression that depends
on the initialbasis shifts and them easurem ent outcom es.
A s In the puri cation protocol, these random basis shifts
do notm atterbecause one sin ply can keep track ofthem
w ithout the need to actually correct them . In fact, the
sam e sequences of operations (ie. the sam e protocol for
entanglem ent swapping) can be applied, only the basisof
the resulting densiy m atrix changes.

T he scaling of the delity w ith the number of sin ul-
taneous links becom es even worse w ith in perfect opera—
tions, which we have not considered yet. W e w illdescrbe
the m ap resulting from im perfect connections later after
Introducing our error m odel. For the m om ent we have
seen that even with perfect local operations we could
only connect a f&w pairs before the entanglem ent would
vanish. This is where the quantum repeater com es into
play, whose repeater protocol determ ines w here to inter—
rupt the connection process and to repurify the involved
states. W e tum to repeater protocols in the ollow Ing.

D . Repeater protocols

The repeater protoocol govems which puri cation
protocol to use (g. dejmps), which pur cation
strategy (regular; pum ping), and which \geom etry". By
geom etry we m ean w here to place repeater stations and
w ith which resources to equip them depending on the
puri cation protocol, the purdi cation strategy, and the
Iinking strategy, ie. how m any stations to link after one
puri cation round is com plete. W e will describe som e
repeater protocols w ith 2-way puri cation protocols that
have been developed to dem onstrate functionality ofthe
quantum repeater (@nd which are not optim ized for any
speci ¢ physical in plem entation).

1. Standard repeater protocol

The origihal repeater protocol [12Z, [13] uses regular
entanglem ent puri cation where all required pairs are
stored In parallel and the number of puri cation steps

on each level is constant, say M . The total distance is
divided nto N = 2" segm ents, and after each puri ca—
tion round two segm ents w illbe connected such that we
have n repeater levels. The tin e for the com pltion of
the whole repeaterprocess isM (2°*! 1) in units ofthe
tin e we need for the st purd cation step, and we have
neglected gate operation tin es and the tin eswe need for
connections. W hile the totaltin e is already determm ined
by the standard repeater protocol, the physical resources
depend on the Iniial, elem entary pairs, the puri cation
protocol, and the errors. In this schem e the physical
resources are very dem anding since all pairs ever used In
the process are created right at the begihning and the
required resources (ie. totalnumber of pairs) are given
by R = M + 1)". Despite the fact the the required
resources (le. paralkel channels or pairs to be stored)
grow only polynom ially with the distance, shce R can
be rewritten as R = N ©%M +*1  the overhead can be
substantial.

2. Innsbruck protocol

The Innsbruck protocol (] is based on entanglem ent
pum ping using the de mps-puri cation protocol. As In
the standard repeater protocol the total distance is di-
vided into N = 2" segments. On the lowest repeater
level, elem entary pairs are puri ed, and once they have
reached som e su ciently high \working" deliy, always
two adpoent pairs are connected throughout the chain.
The resulting pairs of ower delity must be stored, so
every second repeater station needs an extra qubit for
storage. On the lowest level the process of puri ca—
tion/connection is repeated and the resulting low delity
pair is used to purify the one that is stored. Tteration
leads to a high delity pair over twice the initial dis—
tance. The whole scham e is repeated on higher and
higher repeater levels, and we need again extra storage
qubits on every 4%, 8% etc. repeater station. T he phys—
ical resources hence grow logarithm ically w ith the dis-
tance. Com pared w ith the standard repeater protocol,
the physical resources have been drastically reduced at
the expense of a polynom ialoverhead in tine M4]. Puri —
cation now takes place sequentially, where new elem en-
tary pairs at each repeater level need to be recreated
using the sam e physical resources, and one hence needs
to wai until the new elem entary pair arrives. In addi-
tion, a ailure in the puri cation process on any repeater
Jevelm eansthat the pair in question has to be discarded,
and the stochastic process to rebuild i m ust be started
again from the lowest level. Note that this m eans extra
waiting tin es for pairs on higher repeater levels that de—
pend on the supply ofpairs from the levelwhere the il
ure occurred. A s pointed out above, these waiing tin es
becom e signi cant when we include m em ory errors.



3. Harvard protocol

From a practical point of view i is desirable to use
them inim um ofphysical resources sincem any qubits are
hard to controland to store. In that respect the H arvard
protocol [B], a varant of the Innsbruck protocol, is the
m ost advanced since it uses the m inin um possble num -
beroftw o qubits at each repeater station. T his reduction
ofphysical resources com pared to the Innsbruck protocol
is possble because the capacities of som e repeater sta—
tions were not filly used in the Innsbruck protocol, but
are now fully activated by an ingenious setup. W e will
not describe this setup here In detail, but m erely note
that the price form Inin al resources is: (@) connection of
up to 5 pairs at once (am ong them 3 elem entary ones),
(o) even Iongerwaiing tin es for high-Jlevelqubits in case
of ailure. Point (@) im plies that we need tighter error
thresholdsbecause otherw ise 5 connectionsm ay lad to a

delity below the puri cation threshold. From point (o)
follow s that the Iim its of the Innsbruck protocol], which
we are going to derive when we Inclide m em ory errors,
also hold for the H arvard protocol.

4. P rotoools using puri cation by error correction

In principle the above protocols could also use entan—
glem ent puri cation by error correction. But the puri —
cation range determ ined in R1] isalready am all forproto—
cols run In a concatenated way, w hich is the equivalent of
regular entanglem ent purdi cation in the error detection
m ode. An equivalent to entanglem ent pum ping was not
discussed, but the puri cation rangeswould certainly be
very am all if not vanishing. M em ory errors would thus
render both approaches useless very soon. Later, we w 111
show that we can get rid ofthe problem w ith m em ory er—
rors for the case of a concatenated, error correction type
puri cation. Hence, we w ill only consider the equivalent
of the standard repeater protocol later.

E. Errorm odeland puri cation and connection
w ith im perfect m eans

1. Errormodel

W e conclide the section by presenting the errorm odel
we are golng to use in the rest of the paper. W e en—
phasize that the results we obtain and in particular the

i mi npd; mai omp

conclusionswe draw are independent ofthe details ofthe
errorm odel, but are rather a consequence ofunavoidable
waiing tin eswhen using the quantum repeater in one of
its standard operationalm odes. W hat m ay how ever dif-
fer slightly are the actualnum bers, w here the white noise
m odelwe assum e tums out to provide a rather conserva-
tive estin ate of the noise threshold, In particular when
com pared to situationsw here one particular kind ofnoise
(eg. phase noise) is dom inant and m uch better perfor-
m ance and error thresholds can be obtained. W e m odel
In perfect operations on two qubis x; and x; asam x—
ture of perfect operations and white noise:

Oxl;xz ()= PO ;:ie;i_( )+ @ p)%]]xl;xz trxl;xz (); ©)

where O ﬁeii , the ideal two—-qubit operation, has prob-
ability p and the two-qubi white noise has probabil-
ity 1 p. The measurem ents are based on im perfect
pro gctions described by positive operator valied m ea—
sure elements P = P0G+ (@ ) lihljand P, =

inli+ @ ) PHo3

F inally, we use local depolarizing channels to describe
m em ory errors, ie. localwhite noise. On a shglk qubi
the depolarizing CP -m ap reads

X3
OB =qlb) + 1 aq)=4 Kk ks (6)
Ki=0
with qtt) = e * and is the inverse decoherence

ting, On a graph-diagonal, two-qubit density m atrix
l L) .
= kijko=0 Kiikz :kl;kzhkl;kz]; themap is
Xl
D [2]) 1) = (q2 K, + (@
k1 kz=0
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Now, we rederive the dejnps-m ap and entanglem ent
swapping for in perfect operations and m easurem ents of
the above fom .

2. Puri cation with im perfect operations and m easurem ents

W hen we Inclide the errors In operationsand m easure-
m ents, the demps-m ap, equation [3, ism odi ed. Intu-
itively it is clear that the errors in the m easurem ents, ,
willm ix the results of a successfiil step w ith those of an
unsuccessfiil step, while the errors in the operations, p,
w il Introduce white noise. Them odi ed form ula is

a 2 2
2 @ )) kiki B ki bk @ L a



Again, ,, ; arethem egsurem ent outcom esofstep ().
Thenom alizationN = . %representsthe probabil-
ity for a successfiil puri cation step, where the criterion
for success, » ,=mi m, n; np,also ramains
the sam e.

A s before, initial basis shifts of the two pairs simply
Jead to a di erent basis shift on the resulting pair. This
fact rem ained true because we can stillcom m ute the local
basis shifts through the C 1i ord operationsand the Pauli
errors. In this sense, localbasis shifts still only lead to
a re-Interpretation of what successfiilm easurem ent out—
com es are.

3. Entanglkm ent swapping with in perfect operations and
m easurem ents

So far we have concentrated on entanglem ent puri -
cation. T he second part of the repeater protocols is the

1
X 2 (a_b)

; . = +
L mg3 ng Blsl2 M2 N2 B2 4 p

ajb=0

where g1, gy arestillthe outcom esofthe Bellm easure-
ment, and _ is the logicalor, © the logicaland. Note
again that nitialbasis shifts ofthe pairsm erely result in
a di erent basis shift of the linked pair, where the shift
isnow random ized by the m easurem ent outcom es.

III. LIM ITSOF THE QUANTUM REPEATER

In this section we show how uncorrected errorsin m em —
ory lin it the m axim al distance over which entangled
pairs can be created. First, we study the repeater in
standard m ode, then in error correction m ode.

A . Lim its of the quantum repeater in standard
m ode

A s m entioned, the standard schem e for the quantum
repeater uses tw o-way classical com m unication to reveal
w hether puri cation steps have been successfiil or not,
and only In the rst casethe resulting pair is kept for fur-
ther processing. O therw ise, the process m ust be started
anew . The classical signal needs tin e to cover the dis-
tance between the repeater stations, and this tine in—
creases on higher repeater levels, where the stations are
further apart. O n higher repeater levels the signaltin e
dom nates by far all other tin escales such as the gate
operation tin e. D uring the tim e needed for the classical

linking of farther apart stationswhen stations in betw een
perform (in perfect) entanglem ent sw apping on tw o pairs
of graph diagonal states. W ith the error m odel from

above, we expect that the m easurem ent errors lead to an
adm ixture of the resuls of the other m easurem ent out—
com es, and that the errors in the operations lead to an
adm ixture of white noise. Them odi ed version of equa—
tion [@) is

a b 2 a’b S
ca a ) ki & aks

ki1k2=0
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com m unication, the quantum system shave to be kept In
som e quantum m em ory where they are sub fct to m em —
ory errors. If this quantum m em ory is not perfect, there
isa distance between partiesA and B that can notbe ex—
ceeded in the standard quantum repeater schem e because
during the tin e the classicalsignalsneed to coverthisdis—
tance the delity of the entangled pairs drops below the
puri cation threshold. N aturally, thism axim al distance
depends on m em ory errors, but also on the errors and
the repeater protocol, where now protocols needing less
tem poral resources are favored.

In previous work, repeater protocols were developed
In a kind of \bottom -up" strategy. W ith chosen error
m odels (except m em ory errors) and puri cation proto—
cols one created a certain base m odule that ensured the
functionality ofpurdi cation and entanglem ent swapping,
and m ade sure that this m odule could be repeated on
higher Jevels w ith polynom ial scaling of tin e and physi-
cal resources. O ne can keep this point of view when one
Includes strategies to reduce or elin inate m em ory errors.
This, wew illdiscuss in Sec.[IV]. O n the otherhand, when
m em ory errors are present, then them axim aldistance is
a constraint and i ism ore naturalto adopt a \top-down"
approach. G iven a distance betw een the partiesA and B
the question is, can we reach i and what resources does
i cost us?

Our goal In this section is to detem ne the m axim al
distance that di erent repeater protocols can achieve.
Asa st step, we ook at the puri cation range of the
dejnps protocol on di erent repeater levels. W e will



assum e throughout that the distance between two re—
peater stations is 10 km , such that a classicalsignalneeds
0:333 10 * sto travel. Further, each higher repeater
leveldoubles this distance and hence also the signaltim e.
W e nclide allerrorspresented in the last section into the
analysis of the puri cation range. In a second step, we
sim ulate the full quantum repeater, where we concen—
trate on the standard and Innsoruck protocol having in
m ind that the H arvard protocol can not perform better
than the Innsboruck protocol In tem s of thresholds and
reachable distance.

1. Limits of dejmps puri cation protocolon di erent
repeater evels

In the standard schem eswem ust wait for the classical
signals to cover the distance between the repeater sta—
tions In question before we can do the next puri cation
step.

W e want to determm ine the puri cation range of the
dejmpsm ap, equation [g), on di erent repeater levels
when m em ory errors are present. T he puri cation range
lies between a Iower xed point ofthismap [27], which
we call the purd cation threshold, and som e upper xed
point.

Thepuri cation range ofthism ap ishard to determ ine
analytically. For xed param eters, a num erical analysis
is straightforward, and can be used to analyze the per-
form ance of the protocol and in particular the In uence
ofm em ory errors. N ote that we are not considering the
w hole repeater in the follow ing, but isolated repeater lev—
els. To detem ine the puri cation range on som e level
we iterate the map several tin es (strictly speaking one
would need an In nite number of tin es). Between each
application ofthem ap we let the involved states decohere
for a certain am ount of tine. W e also choose som e Ini-
tial state, and the puri cation threshold depends on that
state. For regular entanglem ent puri cation, the upper

xed point of them ap is lndependent of the iniial state,
w hile for entanglem ent pum ping it strongly depends on
the niial state.

Here, we do a general treatm ent of the quantum re—
peater, and hence we do not use param eters of any spe—
ci ¢, physical set-up. Since we would lke to obtain tol-
erable errors for local operations/m easurem ents on the
order of percent we choosep= = 0:99. A s coherence
tineweassume ! = 1 s. The coherence tine has a
strong In uence on the puri cation range and even m ore
on the whole quantum repeater, and we w illdem onstrate
this fact in the discussion ofthe repeater. W ith repeater
stations that are about 10 km apart, such that the signal
tin e on repeater kevell isty = 0:333 10 ? s, thewait-
ing tin e Hra signalon the n™ levelis 27 ty sheewe
assum e that each leveldoubles the distance. Themem —
ory error, equation [1), willhence act forat least a tine
28 1ty on the n™ repeater levelbetween every puri —
cation step. W e neglect gate operation tim es that, on
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higher levels, are dom inated by the classical signaltin es.
To test the pur cation ranges of the dejmnps-map on
di erent repeater levels we are going to use thism Inim al
waling tin e.

As Iniial states for the dejmpsprotocol we take
W emer states y (x), eq. [Il), on each repeater level. W e
m ake this choice here and in the rest of the section, be-
cause we want to stay consistent w ith our error m odel,
ie., we also assum e the channels through which we es-
tablish pairs to be sub fcted to white noise processes.
Usually this is not true, eg. In optical berswe nd a
dom inance of dephasing noise, but it is the worst choice
we can m ake for the dejmps-protocol, so we are def-
niely not being over-optin istic. Note that any noise
m odel for channels can be brought to white noise form
w ithout changing the channel delity [28].

In Tablk [0 we give puri cation regines for di erent
repeater levels. The second column lists the puri ca—
tion threshold for regular entanglem ent pum ping. The
third colum n gives the m axim alreachable delity in this
case, whereas in the ourth colum n we give the m axin al
reachable delity using entanglem ent pum ping w ith ini-
tialW emer states of delity 0:8. Naturally the data w ill
vary if one puts the actual param eters of som e physical
setup, but there will always be som e m axin al distance,
which, w ith the chosen param eters, liesbetw een repeater
level 1l and 12, corresponding to about 1020 thousand
kilom eters between the m ost rem ote stations. That the
m axin al distance corresponds to these repeater levels is
intuitively clear, since the signaltin e on the 12% level
is2'? ¢ 0:d4swhich approaches the order of the de—
coherence tine ! = 1s. The m axin al distance w ill go
down drastically for a repeater using the Innsbruck pro—
tocol (or other qubi-saving but tin e-consum ing) proto—
cols. But thisdistance w illalso go dow n for the standard
repeater protocolw hen there are only a nite num ber of
purdi cation steps and im perfect links between repeater
stations.

W hen we relate these results to the whole quantum re—
peater we realize the ©llow ing:

(@) The standard repeater protocol uses regular entan—
glem ent puri cation, but only a few steps on each level
as opposed to the in nitely m any steps we apply to de—
term Ine the puri cation range. Hence, there will be a
dependence on the initial, lowest level state. But this
dependence is weak and becom es less and less signi cant
on higher levels, where m ore and m ore puri cation steps
have been executed. Since the upper xed point of the
puri cation m ap for regular entanglem ent puri cation is
Independent of the initial state it translates into a gen—
eral upper bound for the m axim al reachable delity of
any repeater run in error detection m ode { w ith the ex-—
ception ofblind operation, see section [V].

(o) R epeater protocolsbased on entanglem ent pum ping,
eg. the Inndoruck protocol, start w ith som e iniial state
on the lowest level, and, again, the dependence on that
Iniial state becom es weaker on higher levels. N ote how —
ever, that in the repeater process the de mps-m ap drives



rep. levellm in. delity max. delity [m ax. d. (um ping)

1 0.5276 0.985870 0.882761
2 0.5276 0.985778 0.882689
3 0.5278 0.985595 0.882545
4 0.5280 0.985227 0.882257
5 0.5284 0.984491 0.881682
6 0.5292 0.983017 0.875948
7 0.5310 0.980056 0.878236
8 0.5344 0.974090 0.873666
9 0.5417 0.961958 0.864609
10 0.5575 0.936728 0.846823
11 0.5965 0.880294 0.812544
12 - - -

TABLE I:Puri cation regines. The rst column displays
the repeater level where we assum e a doubling of distance
w ith each level. T he second colum n contains the lowest pos—
sble delities of W emer states that can still be puri ed and
the third colum n contains the delity to which they can be
puri ed. The last colum n show s the m axin al achievable -
delities of states that are puri ed by entanglem ent pum ping
w ith W emer states of delity 0:8.

the states closer to binary m ixtures, on which i after-
wards operates m ore e ciently. T hat is, higher repeater

Jevels get states close to binary m ixtures as their iniial
pum ping states. T he situation can be com pletely di er—
ent when we determ ine the xed points of the puri ca—
tion m ap and always use the sam e Iniial pum ping state
that is far from a binary m ixture and closer to W emer
states. Hence, these xed points do not say m uch about
the repeater, but they still ilustrate the In uence ofthe
m eam ory errors In a sinple way.

2. M axim aldistance of di erent repeater protocols

Now we have assam bled all tools to analyze the quan-—
tum repeater operated in error detection m ode w ith dif-
ferent repeater protocols. W e do not sinulate the re—
peater, but use the success probabilities of the puri ca—
tion steps to estin ate the physical or tem poral resources
we need. In this way we obtain average values for the
perform ance ofthe repeater and do not explore the worst
cases when the puri cation on som e level fails unusually
m any tim es.

For the standard repeater protocolw here all pairs are
Initially prepared and then processed in paralelwe ex—
pect to get a m axim al distance close to the one where
puri cation is no longer possible (see tabk[l). On the
one hand, there is the advantage that puri ed pairs from
Iower levels are already closer to a binary m ixture such
that the puri cation threshold is better than for W emer
states. O n the other hand, the i perfect linking of pairs
is additionally decreasing the delity. W ith the same
choices for the param eters as above, and executing 3 pu-—
ri cation steps on each lkvel, we cbtain table [ show ing
the repeater levels, the resources (qubit pairs) needed,
and the maximal delity we reach. The resources are
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easy to com pute. Let p.l[l] be the probability to sucoeed in
the i® puri cation step on the 1™ repeater level. T hese
probabilities correspond to the nom alization factor in
the deJmpsmap, Eq. [B). On average we need 2=p.1[l]
pairs to get one puri ed pair or round i+ 1. For 3 steps,
we need 23= i ) p.l[l] pairs on Jevel ], and or the whole

. m Q0 Q3 m .
repeaterw ith n kevelsweneed 2°"=( _; _;p; ) qubi
pairs. W e see that the m axin al distance corresoonds to
repeater levelll, ie. about2'' 10km 2 iGkm where
we get a delity ofabout 0:87. This distance is halfway
around the globe, but the resources required are ridicu—
Jously high (undreds of billions), and no optin ization
can change this order of m agnitude signi cantly.

rep. level] resources |m ax. delity

1 15 0.956246
2 151 0.981122
3 1480 0.983974
4 144 19| 0.983830
5 140 10| 0.983086
6 137 19| 0.981557
7 136 10| 0.978481
8 136 1B| 0.972266
9 142 19| 0.959568
10 161 1¥| 0.932962
11 219 18| 0.873666
12 - -

TABLE II: Quantum repeater with standard repeater pro-
tocol and operational and m em ory errors included. For the
param eters of errors and initial states see the text. The rst
colum n displays the repeater level. Level 1 corresponds to
about 10 km , and we assum ed a doubling of distance w ith
each lvel. The second colum n contains the resources, ie.
the qubit pairs, needed to reach the corresponding level. T he
values In the third colum n are the delitieswe obtain on these
Jevels.

The Innsbruck protocol, which uses entanglem ent
pum ping for the puri cation, willpro t even m ore from
the fact that the states used to pum p are close to binary
m xtures on higher levels as com pared to the pum ping
w ith W emer states worst case, see tablke[I). However,
the protocol saves physical resources (logarithm ic scaling
w ith distance) at the expense of polynom ial tem poral
overhead []. Thism eans that pairs on higher levels do
not only have to wai for the classical signals that deter-
m ine w hether they have undergone a successfulpuri ca—
tion step, but also for all lower levels to produce a pair
they can be puri ed with. W hile the tem poral resources,
the waiting tin es, scale polynom ially w ith distance, any
waiting tin e enters in the exponent of the decoherence
m ap, equation @), so this poses a severe restriction on
the m axin aldistance.

Ih Fig.[l we plotted the error rates (I p) = (L )
against the m axin al repeater level (L1 to L6, and L1
toL 10 regoectively) and the m aximal delity F thereon
for the Innsbruck protocol (solid curves). The upper
curve (dark, solid) corresoonds to a decoherence tim e

1 = 1s, the owerto ! = 0:is (light, solid). The



Initial states were W emer states of delity 0:8. Bebre
we go Into details, ket us exam ine the key features of
these curves. a) On the kft, we are In a regin e that is
dom inated by the errors in operations (1 p) and mea—
surem ents (1 )y wherewesstp= foroonvenience. In
this regin €, a decrease in the error rate quickly leads to
higher repeater levels that we can reach. b) O n the right,
w here the errorsare already an all, the curve isdom inated
aln ost entirely by the decoherence tine  '. Naturally,
a larger decoherence tim e allow s for higher m axin al re—
peater levels. In this regin e we can decrease the error
rates by orders ofm agniude and still gain alm ost noth—
Ing. Note, however, that once the error rates are below
10 ? other schem es (concatenated C SS codes, quantum
repeater In error correction m ode) becom e available.
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FIG .1: [coloronline]M axin alrepeater leveland delity F as
function ofthe operational/m easurem ent errors (1 p=1 ).
T he distance on repeater levell is 10 km , every level (L2 to
L12) doubles this distance. D ark lines have decoherence tin e

! = 1, light lineshave ' = 0: s. Solid lines are a ower
bound on the m axim al distance for a repeater run w ith the
Innsbruck protocol and w ith initial W emer states of delity
0:8 on levell. D ashed lines show the lin its ofthe puri cation
m ap, which are an upperbound on any repeater run in error
detection m ode (w ith the exception ofblind m ode, section &7 .
For a m ore detailed discussion see text.

In the ollow Ing we explain the details ofthe sin ulation
and rulesunder which the plot was created. F irst, we es—
tin ated the waiting tines In a conservative way. The
waiting tin e ofa qubit pair on som e repeater kevel is the
tin e this pair has to wait either until the classical signal
arrives telling us w hether a puri cation step was sucoess—
fuu], or until the lower kevels have produced the next pair
for puri cation (W hichever takes longer). In our conser—
vative estin ate we sin ply add both times, that is, we
wai untilwe get the signal, then start to build up a new
pair. Deoocherence a ects the qubi pairs during these
waiting tin es. W ith our conservative estin ate we estab—
lish a ower bound on the m axin ally reachable distance
and delity telling us that we can expect to reach these
levels w ith certainty for the Innsbruck protocol. Better
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estin ates of the waiting tim es w ill shift the solid curves
upw ards, but not very much: W e usually gain at most 1
¥evelw ith a better estin ate. W hen we change the iniial
state on the lowest level (from the W emer states w ith

delity 08 we used) we a ect the curves only slightly.
A higher delity for the lnitialW emer state (or a shape
closerto a binary m ixture) shifts the curvesupward, and
the di erence becom es an aller iIn the region where the
decoherence tin e dom inates the plot. A lower deliy
shifts the curves downwards, and there will be a point
where we lose the whole curve when we drop below the
puri cation threshold of the rst level. Second, for each
point in the plot, we optin ized the num ber ofpuri cation
steps executed on each level. W e callthis the puri cation
strategy In the ollow Ing. The ain of the optim ization is
to reach the highest levelpossble. The rulewhen a jum p
from some levellto a levell+ 1 occurs is the follow ing.
A ssum e that by som e puri cation strategy X that is op—

tinal for kvel 1 we have reached a certain delity F .
T hen we connect two pairsw ith this delity and get som e

pairw ith reduced deliy FX[H " on the next evelw ithout
doing any puri cation on levell+ 1. Ifby som e, usually
di erent, puri cation strategy Y, which really does pu—
ri cation on levell+ 1,we can produce a kevell+ 1 pair
with delity F™ 7 > £ then the point in the plot
m oves to at least level1+ 1, where we repeat the test. If
wecan not ndsuch ayY ,then thepoint isdrawn on level
lwih delity FXD] . Consider such a evel--point obtained
by strategy X . Another technical restriction is that we
do not allow to execute m ore puri cation steps on level
lthan wedid on kevell 1 in the strategy X . The rea—
son is that once we can not go to a higher level, we do
not have to try to save tim e anym ore and we could in
principle do In nitely m any puri cation steps on levell,
but thiswould { whil increasing the delity { drastically
din inish the rate with which we create pairs. C hanging
the above rules would alter the jum ping points and -
delities, but for every reasonable restrictions the e ects
would not m atter much. W e ram ark that sin ilar opti-
m ization strategies of the num ber ofpuri cation stepsat
the di erent repeater levels were perform ed by the Har-
vard group [B0].

The dashed lines in Fig[l are the xed points of the
defmpsmap cbtained In the way discussed in subsec—
tion [IIIA 1, w here the dark, dashed line corresoonds to

1 = 1s, and the light, dashed Ineto ! = 0:ls. Take
eg. the pont at 1 p) = 001 in the upper dashed
curve. There we nd the value of kevel 11 from tabkl[].
A s explained in subsection [IIIA 1], these curves are abso-
lute upper bounds on any repeater run in error detection
m ode { w ith the exogption ofblind m ode that we discuss
later. G enerally speaking, when we run the repeaterw ith
the standard repeater protocol, ie. w ith regular entan—
glem ent puri cation, wew illbe close to the upperbound,
when we run it w ith the Innsoruck protocolusing entan—
glem ent pum ping, we w ill be close to the lower bound.
O ther entanglem ent pum ping protocols, like the H arvard



protocol, can, and lkely will be, even below the lower
bound valid for the lhnsbruck protocol.

W hen we look at the delities in Fig [I] we see that
they can be very low, and we m ight ask whether this
isnot a drawbacdk . H ow ever, there are two things to say
about this. First, even nalpairsw ith these Iow delities
can be used, eg. fOr comm unication purposes. Under
certain conditions, an eavesdropper is factored out by
the purdi cation process [31] such that the pairs, though
of ow delity, are private. Second, we sin ply did not
ask forpairsofhigher delity and optin ized for distance
only. If, say for quantum teleportation, we need pairs of
higher delity, we add this requirem ent to the rules. In
F ig.[Jwe added the rule that on any leveland on all levels
below i the delity must nally have been above 09.
For the sam e initial conditions com pared to Fig [l this
additional restriction would m ean that the curves would
m ove downw ards. Th F ig.[J we changed the initial delity
ofthe W emer states to 0:9 to com ply w ith the new rule,
so we can not assert this clain by directly com paring the
two plots. However, w ith the changed initial delity we
support the clain that such a change does not have a
strong in uence on the curves. This, we can check by
com paring the plots.

F o ,
% — ,
F88- - -8
i y .
8- . Lo
F 885> / LS
F gigg:j s L4
F 882: s L3
OB
0.01 0.001 0.0001
(1-p)

FIG . 2: [color online] M axim al repeater level and delity F
as function of the operational/m easurem ent errors (1 p =
1 ). The distance on repeater levell is 10 km , every level
(L2 to L10) doubles this distance. T he decoherence tim e is

=11 s, the curve is a a Iower bound on the m axin al
distance for a repeater run w ith the Innsbruck protocol and
with initialW emer states of delity 0:9 on levell, show ing a
weak dependence on the initial delity as com pared to F ig.[d.
A dditionally the delity was required to nally be above 0:9
on every leveland all its lower levels in the repeater.

Let us sum up the key m essage. If we use a repeater
protocol w ith entanglem ent pum ping, which we do to
avoid unm anageably large qubit num bers, and dem and
tolerabl errors of one percent, then we can not reach
intercontinental distances. From Fig.[d, at a value of
1l p= 001, werad o amaximal levelof5 for a de-
coherence tine of 1 s, and 3 or 0:1 s. If we assume
better nitial states and better estim ates of the waiing
tin es than our conservative ones, we m ight reach, say,
kvel7 in the rstcase.But2’ 10 km = 1280 km is still
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not intercontinental. There are two ways to overcom e
this problem : T rivially, one can try to im prove the error
rates or the deccherence tin e (see Sec.[IV]) . O ne reaches
Intercontinentaldistances, eg., ©or a decoherence tim e of
1s and error rates Increased by one order of m agnitude,
nam ely 0:001. Second, one can combine protocols. On
higher levels one can eg. sw itch from the Innsbruck pro—
toool to the standard repeater protocol at the expense
of larger physical resources. W e w ill com e back to the
question of such repeater architectures in a later section.

Note that decreasing the errors by another order of
m agniude, to 10 4, does not give us much further ad—
vantage. However, at this error rate di erent strategies
becom e available, and we willnow tum to one of these,
the repeater In error correction m ode.

B. Lim its of the quantum repeater in error
correction m ode

In error correction m ode, the repeater is lim ied both
by the m em ory errors and the very stringent thresholds
for operation delities. The rst lim it can be com pltely
rem oved (see section [V]) and we discuss it only shortly.
T he second 1im it rem ains, and we present the resuls for
thresholds below .

1. Lim its by m em ory errors

If we use puri cation via error correction in som e re—
peater protocol Instead of puri cation via error detec—
tion we still have to wai for the classical 1-way signal
to arrive In order to know which correction operation to
apply. Conceming waiting tin es during which m em ory
errorsoccurw e gain nothing in thisway. O n the contrary,
since puri cation ranges are m uch am aller than for error
detection schem es R1], we have the llow ing situation.
W eneed higher delities in operationsand m easuram ents
(@t least 10 ?) and are still sooner out of the gam e than
In the error detection repeater protocols. T his seem s like
a loseJose situation, but we will show in section [V] that
w e can overcom e the problem ofwaiting tin es com pletely
for a repeater in (concatenated) error correction m ode,
while this is not true for a repeater in error detection
m ode. Forthe discussion ofthreshold lim tswew illhence
already assum e that m em ory errors are absent, or, m ore
precisely, absorbed into lowered operation delities.

2. Threshold lim its

E ven when m em ory errors do not have to be taken into
acoount explicitly, the threshold lim its of operation and
m easurem ent delities for the whole repeaterm ust be de—
rived from the thresholds for entanglem ent puri cation
and connection. A s pointed out in section [IIB J, one can
construct entanglem ent puri cation protocols from CSS



codes using only oneway classical com m unication (ie.
the protocols run in error correction m ode). Tranam it—
ting several copies of an entangled state through noisy
channels and purifying them using a single step of such
an entanglem ent puri cation protocol results n a sin—
gle copy w ith increased delity, which can then be used
to tranam i quantum inform ation via teleportation. As
shown in section.[IIB J, this procedure is in fact equiva—
lent to encoding quantum nform ation into severalqubits
using this CSS code, tranam itting the encoded state
through the noisy channel and perform ing error correc—
tion (decoding) at the receiver station.

Ifweperform severalpuri cation steps, ie. use output
states of the previous puri cation round as input states
for the next puri cation round, we can establish a sin i~
larequivalence, this tim e to concatenated error correction
C SS codes. Thenumberofpuri cation steps corresponds
to the num ber of concatenation levels of the code. This
equivalence also holds when taking noise (ofthe form we
consider here) in local control operations into account.
A's a consequence, entanglem ent puri cation protocols
In error correction m ode and quantum error correction
QEC) scham eshave the sam e thresholdsw ith respect to
tolerable channel noise and noise in local control opera—
tions. In particular, thresholds for tolerable noise in local
control operations for Q EC have been estim ated to be of
the order of 10 4, leading to the sam e threshold for the
corresponding one-way entanglem ent puri cation proto—
cols. Thisnum berhasto be com pared to a tolerable noise
of the order of several percent for entanglem ent puri —
cation protocols w ith two-way classical com m unication,
ie. run in error detection m ode. A schauer R1] explicitly
Investigated the perform ance of entanglem ent puri ca—
tion protocols constructed from goeci ¢ CSS codes in the
presence ofnoisy local controloperations for a sin pli ed
errorm odel. He ndsthat the threshold fornoise in local
control operations (in his errorm odel) is alm ost ten per—
cent when using tw o-way classical com m unication, while
it is of the order of 0.5 percent for oneway puri cation
protocols. A lso the tolrable channel noise (le. m ini-
m al required delity) is signi cantly lower for oneway
puri cation protocols as com pared to tw o-w ay protocols.

N otice that thresholds for entanglem ent puri cation,
together wih the in uence of noise on the connection
process, detem Ine the m axin al length of the elem en—
tary segm ents In the quantum repeater, and also the
threshold for the total repeater protocol. This thresh—
old is even m ore stringent than the threshold for entan-
glem ent purd cation. In particular, when using one-way
entanglem ent puri cation protocols, one needs to use el
em entary segm ents w ith an aller distance (ie. m ore re—
peater stations), and the threshold for the repeater pro—
tocolw ill be signi cantly m ore stringent (oy a factor of
about 20-100) as com pared to thresholds for the quan—
tum repeater based on two-way entanglem ent puri ca-—
tion. W e nally remark that the equivalence between
entanglem ent puri cation protocols and QEC schemes
based on CSS codes carries over to the whole repeater
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protoool, where also entanglem ent swapping is involved.
Tt tums out that establishing an entangled pairusing the
repeater protoco], ie. by a nested sequence of entan-
glem ent purd cation and entanglem ent swapping opera-—
tions, and using the pair to telport an unknown quan-—
tum state is in fact equivalent to tranan itting the quan-—
tum state in an encoded form through the noisy channel
using a speci ¢ concatenated CSS code. Strictly speak-—
ing, this equivalence only holds for noise channels w hich
are diagonal in the Pauli basis, however this is exactly
the noisem odelw e consider here. T he essential property
one uses is that coding and decoding operations for CSS
codes, and hence also all involred operations in the en-
tanglem ent puri cation protocol, are C 1i ord operations.
Tt ©ollow s that P auli operators can be com m uted through
the coding and decoding operationsasw ellas through the
noise m aps (if they are Pauli diagonal) and sim ply be—
com e a di erent P auli operation corresponding to a (cor—
rectable) basis change. These Pauli operations appear
either due to di erent outcom es In Bell m easurem ents
of the connection process, or due to required correction
operations after establishing the error syndrom e in a cer-
tain puri cation step. The com m unication schem e that
is equivalent to the quantum repeater corresponds to us—
Ing a concatenated CSS code. Concatenation com es, on
the one hand, from severalpuri cation steps perform ed
at a xed repeater lkevel, and, on the other hand, from
the concatenated schem e of the quantum repeater to es—
tablish entangled pairs over larger and larger distances.
T he latter concatenation translates to a speci c way in
w hich error correction is perform ed at di erent repeater
stations. At certain repeater stations, eg. at the nal
station error correction at allnesting levels is perform ed,
w hile at interm ediate repeater stations error correction is
doneonly up toa xed concatenation level. For instance,
at the second repeater station, only error correction at
the lowest concatenation level is executed, whilke at the
m iddle repeater station (at half the distance) error cor-
rection is applied up to the second highest concatenation
evel.

Iv. REDUCING M EMORY ERRORS

A swehave seen in the previous section, m em ory errors
lim it the possible com m unication distance when using a
quantum repeater run In standard m ode. The actual
achievable distance crucially depends on the quality of
localm em ory, characterized by the coherence tin g, as is
evidenteg. from Fig.[l. Ifone aim s to achieve quantum
com m unication over som e xed distance, say interconti-
nentaldistance, then it is su cient to ensure that quan—
tum m em ordes of su ciently high quality are available.
There are various strategies known to increase coher—
ence tin es, Including quantum system s with extrem ely
weak coupling to the environm ent, decoherence free sub—
spaces [32], dynam icaldecoherence free subspaces [33], or
topologically protected quantum m em ory [34]. Som e ex—



perin ental proposals for a quantum repeater take these
strategies into account [, 1§, |9], where eg. a quantum
repeater w ith qubits In a decoherence free subgpace has
been proposed In Ref. [@]. Coherence tin es ofup to 20 s
have been dem onstrated experim entally [35] for qubits in
decoherence free subspaces. A though coherence tin es
are Iong in this case and m ight be su cient for practi-
cal purposes, they are not in nitely long, which would
be required for com m unication over arbirary distance.
Further reduction ofm em ory errorsm ay be possbl, at
the price of increased com plexiy and eventually reduced
error thresholds of the repeater protocol.

T he com plete elin ination of the in uence of m em ory
errors seam s only possble when using strategies from
fault tolerant quantum error correction, where concate—
nated error correction codes are used to obtain a perfect
quantum mem ory [36], lading to error threshold esti-
m ates of the order of 10 3. Notice that the problm of
storage of quantum inform ation is less dem anding than
the problem of processing (encoded) quantum inform a—
tion as it is required In fault tolerant quantum com pu-—
tation. W hen using concatenated CSS codes, only C lif-
ford operations are required for storage, and thus one
m ight expect less stringent error thresholds. The whole
repeater protocolas such can stillbe applied In the stan—
dard fashion, and the distance betw een repeater stations
isthe sam e as In the case wherem em ory errors are disre—
garded. T his distance is essentially given by them inim al
required delity of the two-way entanglem ent puri ca-
tion protocol C karly the thresholds on noisy local con—
trol operations for the whole repeater schem e are now
determ ined by the m ore stringent thresholds for quan-—
tum m em ory. H owever, not at all repeater levels perfect
quantum m em ory is required. At lower repeater levels,
no quantum m em ory is needed. At higher repeater lev—
els, the required storage time (and hence the required
coherence tin e) gets larger, and high delity quantum
m am ory is needed, where the e ort to produce the re—
quired delity increases with the repeater levels. The
com plexity of the protection m echanism also increases,
and so does the requirem ent on the delity of local con—
trol operations. F nally, at a certain repeater level, con—
catenated error correction codes need to be used that
provide perfect quantum m em ory, and threshold results
for such schem es can then apply.

W hen concatenated error correction codes are used for
localm em ory, it is in portant to note that the repeater
protocolbased on tw o-w ay entanglem ent puri cation (er-
ror detection m ode) is still inequivalent to sending en-—
coded quantum inform ation through a noisy quantum
channel by using again som e concatenated code. For
Instance, the repeater stations need to be much closer
In the latter case, kading to a signi cant overhead and
possbly also to m ore stringent thresholds.
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V. QUANTUM REPEATER IN BLIND M ODE

In this section we consider a blind operationalm ode
for the quantum repeater to overcom e or lessen the lin —
Tations due to m em ory errors. Blind operation of the
quantum repeater works for both error detection m ode
as well as error correction m ode. In the rst case, blind
m ode can add som e additional repeater levels on top of
the ones possible otherw ise w th reasonable overhead, in
the second case it enablesthe quantum repeaterto create
entanglem ent over arbitrary distances, abeit with lower
thresholds.

A . B lind error detection m ode

W e show that the dejmpsprotocol can be executed
blindly R9], ie. without waiting for classical com m uni-
cation, at the price of an exponentially decreasing suc—
cess probability. Entanglem ent swapping can also be per—
form ed blindly such that the whole repeater can run in
blind m ode, at least on a few levels w here the additional
resources, w hich are required to counteract the exponen-—
tially decreasing success probability, stay reasonably low .

1. Blind puri cation

Blind 2-way puri cation is a variant of the standard
entanglem ent puri cation in error detection m ode. T he
only di erence is that one does not wait for any classi
cal signal to arrive, which would tell whhether a puri ca—
tion step was successfiil, and thus eventually operates on
\bad" pairs. In fact, any basis shift of input states only
lads to (i) a re-interpretation of what is called a suc—
cessfulpuri cation step and (il) a new basis shift of the
resulting density m atrix. In this sense, the basis shifts
do not m atter, and the sam e sequence of operations (ie.
the sam e protocol) can be used, regardless of the niial
basis shifts.

This is m ost evident in Eq. [3), where entanglem ent
purd cation w ith perfect local control operations is de—
scribed. It is straightforward to see that also for noisy
JIocal operations (of the form we consider here), these
properties are kept, Eq. [8), because basis shifts (cor-
resoonding to ,-operations) can be com m uted through
noise m aps that are diagonalin the Paulibasis.

This inplies that, in principle, several puri cation
steps can be perform ed without know ing the required
correction operations. Only the interpretation of the
obtained m easurem ent outcom e, and hence the decision
w hether the puri cation step was successfil or not, re—
quires know ledge ofbasis shifts, and hence classicalcom —
m unication. C learly, if severalpuri cation steps are per—
form ed blindly in such a way, the resulting pair is only
usefiill if i tums out that in fact all steps correspond to
successfil puri cation steps. T he success probability for
the total procedure thus goes down exponentially w ith



the num ber of puri cation steps. If the operations were
perfect, the success probabilities would converge to one
since also the delity converges to one, and the total suc—
cess probability need not necessarily go down exponen—
tially. W ith errors in the operations/m easurem ents, on
the otherhand, them axin um reachabl delity and thus
the m axin um succoess probability for a puri cation step
isbounded away from one, and exponential decay of the
total succoess probability follow s.

2. Blind swapping

Them aps for connection (entanglem ent swapping) do
not require any speci ¢ form of the input states. A lso
In perfect connection processes can be perform ed on two
pairs w ith arbitrary basis shifts, leading to a new pair
with a new basis shift depending on m easurem ent out—
com es and the initial basis shifts. A gain, this is evident
from the description ofthe connection processwhen local
operations are perfect (see Eq.[4). The property is kept
fornoisy operations ifthe noise isP aulidiagonal, Eq. [9),
since then we are again dealing w ith C 1i ord operations

only.

3. Blind repeater protocol

Sihce both entanglem ent puri cation and swapping
can be done blindly In the 2-w ay, error detecting scenario
the w hole repeater can be operated in blind m ode. O per-
ating the repeater blindly, one can sidestep the problem
ofm em ory errors due to the long waiing tin es for clas—
sical signals. A new lim it is set by the gate operation
tin e, which, for entanglem ent pum ping, still accum u—
lates. W hilke in principle the new m axin al distance is
In nie when operating the repeater w th standard en-—
tanglem ent puri cation where all pairs are avaibbl In
paralle], and very large for the protocols based on entan—
glem ent pum ping, the success probability ofthe whole re—
peater goes dow n exponentially with distance. C onsider
the ollow ing exam ple. W e assum e that three purd ca—
tion steps at each repeater kevel are required, M = 3,
and consider the scaling of the required resources when
operatingm repeater levelsblindly. W e also assum e that
only two pairs are connected before repuri cation. T his
Jeads to an increase of the distance by a factor of 2™ .
For simplicity we say that each puri cation step suc—
ceeds with a certain  xed success probability pgyc (the
success probability depends on the delity of the nitial
pairs and hence is strictly speaking di erent for di erent
puri cation steps; however, we neglect this e ect since
the overall scaling behavior w ill not be a ected by this
sim plifying assum ption). In this case, the total success
probability that all nvolved purd cation processes up to
repeater levelm were successfiil is given by

_ @t My,
Ptot = psuc ’
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and thuson average 1=p.+ copiesofthewhole set-up (ie.
parallel channels) are required to obtain on average a sin—
gl pair at the end of the procedure. A ltematively, one
can say that the rate of the resulting pairs is decreased
by a factor por. The follow Ing table illustrates that up
to three additional repeater levels, m = 3, kead to a rea—
sonable overhead, whilk form > 3 the overheadsexplode
and becom e com pletely in practical. Form = 3, the pos—
sble com m unication distance is increased by a factor of
8, ie. alm ost an order ofm agnitude.

| | Psuc = 0:95 | Psuc = 0:9 |
= Pror = 117 Peor = 137
o[ p- s [ poi- e

1
2

= 3] p.i=254%6 |p. =87 10°
4|lpi= 27 10" |p.t= 44 107

21888
|

TABLE III: Table of required additional resources ptolt when
operating the quantum repeater n blind operational m ode
under the assum ption that M = 3 puri cation steps with
constant success probability psuc are required. N um ber of ad—
ditional repeater levels is given by m , and the com m unication
distance is increased by a factor of 2" .

W e ram ark that when fewer puri cation steps M at
each repeater kvel are required, or m ore than only two
elem entary pairs can be connected before repuri cation,
one can increase the comm unication distance even fur-
ther. One m ay even design the repeater schem e in such
a way that at higher repeater levels where blind m ode
isused) fewer purd cation stepsM  are required. In this
case in principle m ore additional repeater levels can be
added w hile keeping the overhead m oderate (for sm aller
M ), and each additional repeater level not only allow s
one to doublk the distance but to increase it by a factor
of L. (ifL elem entary pairs can be connected), lkeading to
a totalgain ofa factor of L™ . For nstance, ifM = 2 and
L = 3, three repeater kevels, m = 3, yield an overhead
factor of about 40 if pgyc = 0:95, whilke the com m unica—
tion distance is increased by a factor of 3> = 27. Thus
a gain of about an order of m agniude in distance w ith
overhead of order 10? seem s possible, where in som e fa—
vorable situations even higher gains can be expected.

B ecause ofthe exponentially sn all success probability,
blind m ode is not a solution for the whole repeater in
error detection m ode. However, for practical purposes
one may still use blind mode on a few of the topm ost
repeater levels at the cost of a reduced production rate
of entangled pairs. In this sense, the param eterm above
corresponds to the additional repeater levels that are op—
erated blindly, while low repeater levels are operated in
the standard way. T hese last levels should be run In the
paralle], standard repeater m ode, since for protocols us—
Ing entanglem ent pum ping the classical signals w ill usu—
ally have arrived before a new pair is ready from lower
Jevels, and it would be disadvantageousto operateblindly
and to ignore the inform ation available.



B . B lind error correction m ode

In this subsection we describe a possble solution to
overcom e the 1im itation of com m unication distance due
to m em ory errors. This solution is due to the fact that
the repeater can be unconditionally run blindly in er-
ror correction m ode, ie. there is no exponentially sm all
success probability, when goecial error correcting codes,
C alderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) codes, are used.

1. Blind puri cation and entanglem ent swapping

A gain, the key point is that the entanglem ent puri —
cation protocols can also be used if the initial bases of
the pairs are shifted. M ore precisely, since the coding
and decoding netw orks are based on CSS codes, alluni-
tary operations applied in the puri cation protocol are
C i ord operations. T herefore, any basis shift (described
by som e P auli operation applied to the state before cod—-
ing/decoding) can be commuted through the network,
still leading to a (di erent) P auli operation correspond-
Ing to a (di erent) basis shift. Only the interpretation
ofm easurem ent outcom es when attem pting to detect an
error syndrom €, and the nalbasis shift, may di er. In
this sense, the classical informm ation on m easurem ent out—
com es are not really required w hen perform ing the proto-
o], as the required operations are independent of even—
tualbasis shifts. O nly at the end ofthe procedure, w hen
a nal basis shift or correction operation needs to be
determ ined, the classical signals containing allm easure—
m ent outcom es are needed. T hat is, the puri cation pro—
tocolcan be run blindly.

T he connection process by entanglem ent swapping is
the sam e as In the 2-way, error detecting scenario and
can hence be perform ed blindly.

2. Blind repeater protocol

Since both entanglem ent purd cation by error correc—
tion and the connection process by entanglem ent swap—
ping can be executed blindly the whole repeater can be
run in blind m ode. The m ain di erence to the error de—
tection m ode is the follow ing. Recall that in the error
detection m ode the puri cation process is probabilistic,
and the total success probability hence goes dow n expo—
nentially w ith the num ber of puri cation steps, whereas
In error correction m ode the puri cation is determ inistic.
Since entanglem ent swapping is also detem inistic, the
w hole repeater can be run in blind error correction m ode
w ithout restrictions. In particular this m eans that there
are no true w aiting tin es if concatenated error correction
isused, where, sin ilarly as in the standard repeater pro-
tooo], all pairs involved in the process are created in the
very beginning. W ith true waiting tin eswem ean tim es
other than gate operation tin es because m em ory errors
occurring during gate operations can be absorbed into a
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Iowered gate delity. Hence, entangled pairs over arbi-
trary distances can be generated In this way. However,
the Im iting factorsare the very stringent errorthresholds
(see @B 2) and the huge number of qubits one would
need.

W e rem ark that despite the equivalence ofthe repeater
run In (plind) error correction m ode w ith direct tranam is-
sion ofquantum inform ation using a certain concatenated
C SS code, there is an advantage of the quantum repeater
In a di erent respect. In particular, when one considers
the tin e required to establish an entangled pair over dis—
tance N , the repeater schem e allow s one to do this in
Iog, N tim e steps where each tin e step corresponds to
the tin e required for quantum com m unication over the
distance ofan elem entary segm ent, . A lthough the pair
produced in thisway is unknown at this stage until clas-
sical inform ation arrives which requires a tim e of order
N tg, where ty is the tim e for classical com m unication
over one segm ent), it can nevertheless already be used
for teleportation or for key distrbution as outlined be-
Jow . O n the other hand, using error correction to protect
tranamn ited quantum nform ation correspondsto sending
the Inform ation sequentially through quantum channels,
lrading to a com m unication tim e ofN 4.

The di erence in the com m unication tin e can be sig—
ni cant. Even when taking the additional classical com —
munication into account, the repeater schem e may of-
fer still advantages, in particular in situations where

0 > tp. This is already the case when tranam itting pho-—
tons through optical bers and using free—space classi-
cal com m unication, how ever the e ect ism uch m ore ev—
ident when considering quantum nfom ation transport
eg. by m eans of electron tranam ission. Such a repeater
schem e is discussed in R ef. [33], where entanglem ent be—
tween distant quantum dots is generated by transporting
electrons via charge control, connecting entangled pairs
and repurifying them . In this case, entanglem ent can
be used to perfom teleportation-based gatesbetween far
distant qubits, providing an in portant elem ent fora scal-
able faul tolerant quantum com puter architecture based
on charge controlled quantum dots.

C . Using unknown entangled pairs

In both blind m odes, error detection as well as error
correction m ode, the basis shift and hence the correct in—
terpretation or the required correction operation rem ains
unknow n as long as allthe m easurem ent resuls from pu-—
ri cation steps and connection processes are not know n
at the end node. Still, the entangled pairs produced In
such a way can be usefi1], despite the lack of know ledge,
w hich state is actually at hand. This can only be deter—
m ined at a later stage after all classical signals arrive.

F irst, onem ay assum e that m em ory errorsare only rel-
evant at Interm ediate repeater stations and otherwaysof
protecting quantum inform ation are available at starting
and end points. Such an assum ption isin som e sense nat—



ural, as keeping produced entangled pairs as a resource
requires a quantum m em ory anyway. In addition, even if
(@In ost) perfect m em ories are availble, technologically
they m ight be di cult to realize and thus one m ay as—

sum e that at Intem ediate repeater stationsm em ory er—
rors play a role, whilk at end nodes m em ory errors can
be avoided.

Second, one m ay use the resulting entangled pair for
teleportation of an unknown quantum state, thereby re—
alizing high— delity quantum com m unication. H owever,
the correction operations required in the teleportation
protocol now do not only depend on the m easurem ent
outcom es In the teleportation process, but also on the
basis of the used Bell pair (and hence on all interm edi-
ate m easurem ent outcom es in the generation of the Bell
pair). In this sense, a quantum m em ory is required again
(@t least at the end node), such the the teleported quan-—
tum state can be restored and further processed.

Third, one may use the resulting pair for quantum
cryptography, ie. to establish a secret key between A
and B . In this case, m easurem ents are perform ed to ei-
ther run a teleportation based version of a protocol such
as the BB 84 protocol [37], six-state protocol [38], Singa—
pore protocol [A0], or altematively the E 91 protocol [39].
From now on, all nform ation is classical, and storage of
quantum Inform ation is no longer required. The addi-
tional nform ation about the basis of the involved entan—
glkd pair (ie. the outcom es ofallm easurem ents involved
In the repeater protoool) m ay arrive at any later stage,
and only lead to a re-Interpretation of the m easurem ent
outcom es (1e. the used m easurem ent basis) . Eventually,
the yield ofthe key-distribution protocols is reduced since
not allm easurem ent bases can be used to establish a key,
how ever key generation w ill still be possible.

W e rem ark that the possbility to operate the repeater
In such a blind mode may also have consequences on
the practical realization of such a device. For the re—
peater operated In standard m ode, i is usually argued
that there should be ying qubits (usually photons) that
are m apped on static qubis (atom s, ions, solid state
devices, atom ic ensembles) and vice versa. The yihg
qubits are used to distribute entanglem ent over noisy
quantum channels, whike static qubits are used to store
and process quantum inform ation at di erent repeater
stations. However, as for a repeater operated In such a
blind m ode there is no Ionger a ne=ed to store qubits, the
procession (ie. error correction, m easurem ents) m ight
be perform ed right away on the ying qubis. In this
way, one could avoid the (technically dem anding) inter—
faces between ying and static qubits. W hat rem ains is
the requirem ent to process the qubits, ie. to perform ap-—
proprated uniary operations for coding, decoding and
m easurem ents.
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VI. REPEATER ARCHITECTURE

W hile the quantum repeater In error correction m ode
o ers a solution to achieve in nite comm unication dis-
tance, the stringent error thresholds and huge physical
resources needed m ake i unfavorable for practical im -
plem entations.

The most reasonable architecture of a quantum re—
peater, sokly using error detection m ode, could be the
ollow ing. O n the lowest levels, w here classical signalling
tin e is still short, one should em ploy a repeater proto—
colusing entanglem ent pum ping for puri cation. In this
way, one saves physical resources. W hich protocol to
use exactly depends on the physical resources available,
and one should always fully use the available resources
to save tin e. O nce one can not go further w ith this rst
protocol, one can sw itch to a protocol that operates on
m any copies In paralkl, ke the standard repeater pro-—
tocol. In addition, techniques to reduce m em ory errors
can be applied at higher repeater kvels. Finally, when
even the capabilities of that protocoland in proved quan—
tum m em ordes are exhausted, onem ay change to operate
the second protocol in blind m ode on the topm ost levels.
T he requirem ents for the physical resources becom e very
dem anding for the last two stages.

T he principal constraints are the distance over which
one w ants to establish an entangled pair, the physical re—
sources available, and the param eters of the errors that
w ill occur. G wven these, the building of the quantum re—
peater is then an intricate engiheering and optin ization
problem that hasto dealw ith questions like: W hich pu-—
ri cation protocoldo we use? W hich working delity is
best or how m any puri cation steps do we perform on
som e repeater level? W hich repeater protocoldo we use
and when do we sw ich to another? In theory this op—
tin ization can be very com plicated since all these ques—
tions are dependent on each other, but in practice one
w illm ost likely also be 1im ited in the ways one can opti-
m ize the working processes.

W e want to m ake one last rem ark on the reuse of
qubits. In the standard repeater schem e, m ost qubits,
w hen they have been m easured, do nothing until the re—
peater has com pleted its cycle. But one can Inm ediately
reuse any qubits that are no longer Involred in the re-
peater process. A ssum e we add one m ore qubit at each
repeater level, say n qubits, then we can run a \second
wave" right after operations on the lowest level are per—
form ed underthe sam e initial conditionswe found before.
Ifweaddn 1 qubitson each repeater level, ie.nh 1)
qubits In total, then the \ rst wave" will be com plkte
when we start the n®, since the repeater in standard
m ode needs n tin e steps for com pletion when there are
n repeater kvels. Then, thewaven+ 1 can use again the
qubits of the st wave. In this way all qubits are used
at all tim es, and for the price of the very dem anding re—
sources we get at least a very high birate that is only
lim ited by the gate operation tin e.



VII. SUMMARY

W e have studied the quantum repeater sub fct to
m em ory errors. W e have shown that m em ory errors im -
ply that the standard operation m ode of the repeater,
error detection m ode, can establish entangled pairs only
over som € m axin al distance. To overcom e this restric-
tion, a direct solution is to reduce or correct m em ory
errors by using m ethods to increase coherence tin es or
a local quantum m em ory based on concatenated error
correction codes. However, the com plexity and require—
ments on accuracy of local control operations increase
w ith the distance, and the error thresholds for quantum
m em ory determm ne the error thresholds of the quantum
repeater. A fematively, one can run the repeater in error
correction m ode. W e showed that this operation m ode is
equivalent to the protection of quantum nform ation w ith
concatenated quantum codes and has again unfavorable
error thresholds. If one wants to bene t from the much
higher thresholds of the standard m ode using two-way
entanglem ent purdi cation and does not have the capa-
bility to correct m em ory errors, one has to acogpt som e
m axin al distance and questions lke scalability are no
Ionger an issue (top down view ). In their place are now
questions about engineering and optin ization. A san ad—
ditionaltoolofpractical in portance, we described a new
operation m ode forthe repeater called blind m ode, w hich
can help to push the lim is for the m axin aldistance far-
ther. In particular, one can increase the com m unication
distance by an orderofm agnitude w ith only m odest over—
head In physical resources. W ith a given errorm odelwe
analyzed di erent repeater protocols, the resources they
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require, and the m axin al distance over which they can
distrdbute entangled pairs. W e suggested a generalarchi-
tecture for the quantum repeater that sw itches protocols
according to dem and.

We nally also mention that freespace, satellite
based quantum com m unication [41] over long distances
has been discussed as an altemative approach to the
(ground-based) quantum repeater. At present it is not
clear whether technological di culties can be overcom e
In this proposed schem e. N otice, how ever, that elem ents
of the quantum repeater and the new schem es discussed
here m ay be adopted to enhance satellite-based schem es
aswell. Very recently, the problem ofm em ory errors in
a quantum relay [A2] has been addressed in Ref. 3],
where it was shown how to use multiplexing to increase
the yield. However, this Investigation does not solve the
problem ofm em ory errors in the full quantum repeater
as discussed here. To sum m arize, while Intercontinental
quantum comm unication wih entangled pairs, created
by the quantum repeater, seem s to be out of reach
today, the perspective that this goal can be realized in
the foreseeable fiture is still very prom ising.
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