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The creation of complex entangled states, resources thateequantum computation, can be achieved via
simple ‘probabilistic’ operations which are individuallikely to fail. However, typical proposals exploiting
this idea carry a severe overhead in terms of the accumnlafi@rrors. Here we describe an method that
can rapidly generate large entangled states with an ercamadation that depends only logarithmically on
the failure probability. We find that the approach may be ficatfor success rates in the stib% range,
while ultimately becoming unfeasible at lower rates. Theuagptions that we make, including parallelism and
high connectivity, are appropriate for real systems inicigdneasurement-induced entanglement. This result
therefore shows the feasibility for real devices based ah sm approach.

The problem of scalability continues to be a key chal- Creating a network-wide graph state though the use of
lenge in the field of quantum information processing (QIP).failure-prone EOs is actually quite straightforward if bda-
Whereas many physical systems have successfully embodiedl subsystem of the network contains two or more qubits;
a few qubits, a clear route toward large scale universal conthen we can use one complete subset to store the growing
puters has yet to be demonstrated. One promising solution graph state, while the other set is involved in ‘brokeringin
distributedQIP, where small systems (such as trapped atomentanglemenﬂiﬂ 9]. Unfortunately, many physical systems
or solid state nanostructures [1]) are networked together tmay be limited to embodying only a single qubit. Given only
constitute the entire machine. While this may resolve the isone qubit at each network site, it is inevitable that the nace
sue of scaling, it introduces the problem of how to entartigge t graph state will be damaged repeatedly during its creation:
physically remote subsystems. Solutions were folind [1-3]i every time we wish to entangle two specific qubits, there is
volving the use of optical measurements that simultangousla significant risk that the EO will fail and therefore the two
monitor two, or more|__[]4], such systems. There are now expergubits in question will need to be reset, losing any prior en-
imental demonstrations of such approaches in both ensembianglement they had acquired with third party qubits. At firs

systemsl__[l5] and with individual ators [6]. glance it may seem that it will not be possible to grow a large
Typically a remote entangling operation (EO) has two keystate efficiently unless the probability of success is aitlea
characteristics: First, it may fail outright, but this faié will ~ (say). However, previous publications have shown that one

beheralded meaning that the failure will be registered by the can indeed achieve positive growdh averagefor any finite
apparatus. Failure is destructive, leaving the qubitsweae  ps [@,Eiml]ﬂq. Generally the solution involves small
acted upon in an uncertain state so that they will need to-be réesource states (see FIg. 1(b)) which are created by ‘brute
set. We should assume that such failures are common, ite. théwrce’, i.e. suffering the cost of repeated failures. Theese
the success probability, may be very low in real systems. small graph states are added to the primary graph state. When
For example, in the work of Monroet al. impressive proof- a small state is successfully connected to the primary graph
of-principle experiments have achieved entanglement kar me the several qubits that are thus adaedre than make up for
surement of two remote atoms, but the success rate is belofsose which are lost though failures.
one in a million [6] 7]. The second characteristic of a réfglis ~ This kind of strategy has two drawbacks, both of which we
EO will be some finite probability ofin-herladederrors, in-  address in the present manuscript. Firstly, the time cost of
cluding all imperfections in the operation that are unrdedr  creating the smaller ‘resource’ object will be very high whe
by the apparatus. ps is small. This cost cannot be ignored, since (for a finite
The challenge is then to create a large scale entangled statember of physical qubits) it dictates the maximum rate at
across the network using a basic EO of this kind. To be spewhich the primary graph can be grown; if this rate is too low,
cific one might aim to create a so-callgthph state(Fig.[).  decoherence will destroy the primary graph before it can be
These states are conveniently represented diagramnhgticalcompleted. While one cannot avoid this time cost, we believe
with nodes corresponding to qubits and lines (or ‘edgeg) re that the approach that we report here is the most efficient to
resenting phase entanglement between them. Graph statesve been described to-date. The second drawback of the use
with certain topologies can enable quantum computing beef resource objects, often overlooked in earlier works,-con
cause they incorporate all the entanglement required to pecerns the accumulation of errors. Such errors are broadly of
form an algorithm; Figl11(a) shows one suitable example, awo kinds: The complexity of the resource states is in itself
square lattice called@uster state A cluster state is therefore a source of errors, since imperfections in the ‘successful’
an example of the kind of large entangled state one might wiskanglement operations will accumulate in the resourceatdje
to create; we refer to such targets generically as ‘the pgima and ultimately lead to degradation of the primary graprestat
graph state’. Furthermore, the large time cost associated with the resour
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qubits of order /pg so that the effort to join the resource into
the primary graph state can suffer multiple failures pricthte
success. Regrettably the primary graph will ultimatelyuacc
mulate errors corresponding to this redundant structitiesre
during the process of attaching the resource graph state or i
subsequent ‘pruning’ of the remaining redundant strucafte
ter success. Here we employ a different topology; it is sympl
0000000 - hS . . .

c0 00006 .{— a balanced binary tree but we refer to it asrmwflakesince
we find it helpful to envisage it as roughly circular (see Hly.
This structure is chosen because (a) it is efficient to grad, a
moreover (b) only a logarithmic fraction of imperfectiongd
ing growth eventually afflict the primary graph state.

It is efficient to grow the snowflake structure in phases. In
the Phase |, we begin from product state qubits and aim to
create a snowflake incorporatingpg qubits in total. The
‘ i ik ! strategy which proves the most efficient is to fuse snowflakes
00000 dada 2 R / in pairs, each pair being matched in size. Note that this is

| \ | | \ |\ in the spirit of the MODESTY/GREED approaches identified

Time by Eisertet alfor growth of linear graph statelﬂlS], however

.
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‘cese e |ee R T ) step here we assume that the physical technology is capable-of per
e® 0@ o ‘oo oo "{ "{ S+ forming multiple operations in parallel (as would be theecas
:: : : : ‘e oo || i — . for optical measurement-based entanglement). Snowflakes
00000 | oo oo 0-{ "{ 3>—I—<3 are fused at their core (see iy 1(c)). In the figure we de-
00000 || pict the kind of fusion that results from @arity projection

: : : : :, o0 oo "{ "{ 3}'1'{3 i.e. a projector into the two-qubit subspace of given parity

since this is the type of EO that has been mostly commonly
proposedlﬂﬁﬂﬂ@@ 21]. If the fusion fails, then we
FIG. 1: The figure showgraph states nodes correspond to qubits, choose to reset the complete structure back to product state
and connections (‘edges’) correspond to phase entangte@The g pits. This guarantees that the eventual $jze; object will

cluster state is a resource to permit general quantum irafom pro- . : e
cessing. (b) Several kinds of graph state have been condidar be a perfect binary tree, since it is the result of an unbroken

‘building blocks’ including starl[12], lineaf [11] and cre413] ge- c_hain of successes. It may seem Was_teful to dispard thg rela-
ometries. However, the ‘snowflake’ that we introduce (migbst) of-  tively complex graph states that remain after a single feilu
fers superior error suppression. (c) When we attempt tovgigawo ~ But we have found that the use of recycling, whereby one at-
qubits (blue) from two independent snowflakes, we eithecesed  tempts to reuse such fragments, is not helpful in this Phase:
to form a single new snowflake (green arrow), or we fail and com we would obtain the target/ps object only very slightly
pletely reset all qubits (red arrow). (d) An example of thevsftakes  re rapidly, with the cost that there are now a random num-

that will exist within our device in twaonsecutivdime steps. At . .
each step we pair up snowflakes of equal size, and attempgecail ber of errors accumulated in the structure (seelHig. 2).

such pairs in parallel (specific qubits to be involved in agtament Itis interesting to note that the process depicted in[Hig. 1 i
operations are marked blue). making aggressive use of parallelism: pgr< 1, in a typical
time step the majority of qubits must be in either the separa-
ble state or the two-qubit snowflake (the left most blocks in
preparation may imply that passive decoherence (as oppos#te Figure). Thus most of these qubits will be designated for
to errors from active operations) will significantly degeatie =~ an entanglement attempt in the next round of (simultaneous)
resource during its formation, and again the primary graprentanglement operations.
would inherit this noise. In the protocol we describe heoghb We find that it is important to employ a buffer, i.e. the to-
forms of errors accumulate only as a logarithmic function oftal number of qubits available in the device should be larger
1/ps. We believe that our protocol is the first to have a log-than the target sizé/ps. Otherwise, the growth process will
arithmic error accumulation, whereas in previous appreach repeatedly ‘get stuck’ while one waits for the emergence of
errors accumulate linearly. In this sense the present sefiem a snowflake to match the size of the present largest. To mit-
considerably more practical. igate this effect, it suffices to have a buffer equal to the siz
As with previous proposals, our protocol is based on theof the desired snowflake, i.e. total number of qubits should
creation of relatively small resource graph states, whieh a be> 2/pg. However, there are advantages to using far larger
fused together to create the primary graph state. Earligbuffers, as noted presently.
schemes have used linear, star or cross-shaped topologies f Having obtained snowflakes of sizéps, we then proceed
the resource objects (Fid 1). All these topologies have théo a Phase Il where these snowflakes are combined into larger
property of redundancy: the structure contains a number dfut more loosely defined objects that we cadireowballs A
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external nodes of each component object is allocated toatleeof

fusing to a specific partner object. On success, the newyertit-
FIG. 2: Upper graph: The time steps required to produce a fsaksv Fains significantly more qupits. Pandlgo 4 depict sucqessive steps
of size1/ps as a function ofs. The uppermost line (green) is the N growing a snowball that is large enough for a use in a sulesetq
case of no buffer, i.e. we insist on placing all physical ¢wilito cluster state synthe3|s (sge text.). In §te;w0.sno.wflakes of sizé/p
the snowflake. Introducing a buffer of equal size dramdgica- are fused to obtaln_ an object with55/p qubits; in sybsequent_ steps
proves the performance (middle line, red), however theihiction the resultant contairis27/p, 3.15/p and4.07/p qubits respectively.
of recycling does not provide significant further improverngower
line, blue). Middle graph: the ‘age’ of the oldest entangbainbe-
tween qubits within a snowflake, at the time the snowflake imeso
complete, as a function of the size of total number of physjahits.

For devices consisting of at Iea(s})[log2 5] qubits, the age is sim-

snowball is created by attempting, in parallel, to fusegafr
perimeter nodes of two snowflakes (or, smaller snowba#g), s
ply [log, 2] where[z] is a ceiling function to denote a minimum flg.lﬁb.(uptper). If at Ieasft ﬁne such qul,ot?] sutchceeds, tg:.n the
integer which is not less than Lower graph: desired device size WO objects a'fe successg YCO””ec ed; l‘!S_ e probofli

read as a cost factor to enable QIP with a probabilistic telcyy, as ~ be obtained by numerical optimization. As shown in Figdre 3,
compared to a completely deterministic machine. we find that a snowball comprised ¢f07/ps qubits can be

obtained froml6 snowflakes of sizé /ps with a probability
of at leas.31% that is independent gfs. A snowball of this
size is a resource that enables the final phase.

Finally, in Phase lll the large snowballs are fused to form
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the ultimate graph state. There are several tactics that oran equally sized partner emerges, it is possible that pérts o
could employ here, depending on the desired target stat¢he eventual large snowflake will be very ‘old’ and may there-
To take a concrete example we assume that the target isfare have suffered significant decoherence while ‘waiting’
canonical two-dimensional square cluster state (as d=pict This would indeed be the case if a small fixed set of physical
in Fig.[(a)). We employ a very basic strategy for generatingjubits were committed to the production of each snowflake.
such a cluster: fuse snowballs in a square lattice, and #ten rHowever, in reality rather than ‘walling off’ parts of the-de
move extraneous nodes. Specifically, we take snowballs sizéce to produce individual snowflakes, instead all physieal
of 4.07/ps as described in the previous Phase, and commit aources associated with snowflake growth would be shared.
quarter of all nodes to the task of fusing to each of the fouiThus in a full scale quantum computer, there would be nu-
neighboring snowballs. Then we find that the probability of merous snowflakes of each size in existence simultaneously —
achieving at least one successful fusion between two specifthen, it will never be the case that a specific snowflake waits
adjacent snowballs 8.639. Since this is significantly above for a partner, and the age of the oldest entanglement refatio
the perculation threshold 0} it follows from the treatment ships within a given snowflake is only a logarithmic function
in Ref. ] that the resulting imperfect cluster state with-  of the snowflake’s size —i.e. it is onliog(1/ps)
bed a perfect cluster state of somewhat smaller size (the sca The overall error accumulation in the ultimate graph state
factor, being independent ok, does not affect our claim of (e.g., cluster state) is then merely a logarithmic functién
logarithmic error scaling). 1/ps, so that there is no fundamental difficulty with errors
To track error accumulation, we first note that graph stateso make this approach impractical. It only remains to assess
can be defined as states stabilized by the Pauli operatote resource scalinty/ps in order to gauge what values p§
XiIl;eNbgh) Zi» Where Nbgki) denotes the neighbour- might be tolerable in a realistic system. In the lowest graiph
hood of vertexi in the graph labeling that specific graph Fig.[2 we show the size of device needed to produce one com-
state. A direct result of this definition is that measuremment plete snowflake of sizé/ps per time stepThis is the thresh-
of Pauli operators made on graph states must result in oth@ld where the error accumulation due to ‘age’ of snowflakes
stabilizer states, which are equivalent up to local openasti becomes merely logarithmic ih/pgs, and therefore one can
to smaller graph states. The relevant transformation rulemterpret this aghe scaling cost needed in order to make a
were discovered independently by Heit al23] and by  probabilistic machine function similarly to a determiriistle-
Schlingemann[24]. Of particular consequence to graple statvice. As can be readily seen, the factor necessary to support
growth schemes are the effects¥of and Z-basis measure- ps < 1/8 is already high, in excess d000. While such
ments.Y -basis measurements complement the edges betweanmbers might be achievable with a sufficiently dense tech-
neighbours of the measured vertex, which is removed alongology, below theps = 1/32 level the cost rapidly becomes
with any edges connected to it, whife-basis measurements unfeasible, exceeding)!? for ps = 1/64.
alter the graph simply by removing the measured vertex and In conclusion, we have introduced an error-minimising pro-
any edges attached to iZ measurements can be used to re-tocol for creating large entangled states using singldtqub
move unwanted qubits, leaving only connected paths, while nodes together with entangling operations (EOs) that satce
measurements can then be used to contract the path betweely with probabilityps < 1. This protocol makes efficient
two nodes, removing the intermediate qubits to leave a tireause of parallelism and bounds the error accumulation wihin
edge between the two nodes. logarithmic function ofl /ps. We show how large a machine
The large resource overhead required to deal with nonusing failure-prone EOs must be, in order to compete with a
deterministic entangling operations can cause error ageum machine based on deterministic EOs.
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the maximum path length between nodes in the final graph
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graphs, in order to disentangle all unwanted branches -t suf

fices to perform & measurement at the cutting points, which

scale linearly with the path length, leading to only a polyno [1] S. C. Benjamin, B. W. Lovett, and J. M. Smith, Laser and-Pho
mial decrease in success probability. Even in the worst,case _ [Onics Reviews (2009).

the maximum path length between nodeS(]ﬂ;ogQ(piS). [2] gé\??ggo’lg'zg'(rla;é; Garcia-Ferandez, and P. ZoRys.

Concerning error accumulation from decoherence during[s] S. Bose, P. Knight, M. Plenio, and V. Vedral, Phys. RewtLe
snowflake growth (see Fifl] 1), one might have the following 83, 5158 (1999).

concern: since our strategy is to store a small snowflaké unti [4] S. C. Benjamin, J. Eisert, and T. M. Stace, New J. Piiy$94



5

(2005). [16] S. L. Braunstein and A. Mann, Phys. RevbA R1727 (1995).
[5] C. W. Chou, H. D. Riedmatten, D. Felinto, S. V. Polyakov, [17] T. B. Pittman, B. C. Jacobs, and J. D. Franson, Phys.&Ré¥,
S. J. V. Enk, and H. J. Kimble, Natu#Aa8, 828 (2005). 062311 (2001).
[6] D. L. Moehring, P. Maunz, S. Olmschenk, K. C. Younge, D. N. [18] T. B. Pittman, B. C. Jacobs, and J. D. Franson, Phys.&R&8,
Matsukevich, L.-M. Duan, and C. Monroe, Natu4d9, 68 257902 (2002).
(2007). [19] E. Knill, R. Laflamme, and G. J. Milburn, Natur409, 46

[7] D. N. Matsukevich, P. Maunz, D. L. Moehring, S. Olmschenk (2001).
and C. Monroe, Physical Review Lettei@0, 150404 (2008). [20] D. E. Browne, M. B. Plenio, and S. F. Huelga, Phys. Ret Le

[8] W. Dur and H.-J. Briegel, Phys. Rev. Le®0, 067901 (2003). 91, 067901 (2003).
[9] S. C. Benjamin, D. E. Browne, J. Fitzsimons, and J. J. Lr-Mo [21] S. D. Barrett and P. Kok, Phys. Rev.7A, 060310 (2005).
ton, New J. Phys3, 141 (2006). [22] D. E. Browne, M. B. Elliott, S. T. Flammia, S. T. Merkel,
[10] Y. Lim, A. Beige, and L. Kwek, Phys. Rev. Le85, 1 (2005). A. Miyake, and A. J. Short, New J. PhyK), 023010 (2008).
[11] S. D. Barrett and P. Kok, Phys. Rev.74, 1 (2005). [23] M. Hein, J. Eisert, and H. J. Briegel, Phys. Rev6®, 062311
[12] M. Nielsen, Phys. Rev. Let@3, 040503 (2004). (2004).

[13] L.-M. Duan and R. Raussendorf, Phys. Rev. L@%.1 (2005). [24] D. Schlingemann (2003), quant-ph/0305170.
[14] P. P. Rohde and S. D. Barrett, New J. P1§s198 (2007).
[15] D. Gross, K. Kieling, and J. Eisert, Phys. Rev74 1 (2006).



