arXiv:2106.13825v1 [quant-ph] 25 Jun 2021

Creation of Entangled Photonic States Using Linear Optics

Sara Bartolucci, Patrick M. Birchall, Mercedes Gimeno-Segovia, Eric Johnston, Konrad Kieling,^∗ Mihir Pant, Terry Rudolph, Jake Smith, Chris Sparrow, and Mihai D. Vidrighin PsiQuantum, Palo Alto, USA (Dated: June 29, 2021)

Using only linear optical elements, the creation of dual-rail photonic entangled states is inherently probabilistic. Known entanglement generation schemes have low success probabilities, requiring large-scale multiplexing to achieve near-deterministic operation of quantum information processing protocols. In this paper, we introduce multiple techniques and methods to generate photonic entangled states with high probability, which have the potential to reduce the footprint of Linear Optical Quantum Computing (LOQC) architectures drastically. Most notably, we are showing how to improve Bell state preparation from four single photons to up to ps = 2/3, boost Type-I fusion to 75% with a dual-rail Bell state ancilla and improve Type-II fusion beyond the limits of Bell state discrimination.

PACS numbers:

I. ENTANGLEMENT – THE FINAL FRONTIER

The possibility of performing universal quantum computation efficiently using only single photons, linear optics and photon number detection [1] relies on the interplay between two primitives (i) the generation and manipulation of entanglement by interferometers and (ii) feedforward/adaptivity – varying the interferometer on unmeasured modes depending on intermediate measurement outcomes.

The paradigm of Fusion-Based Quantum Computing (FBQC) [2] provides a compelling framework for the use of those linear optics primitives for fault-tolerant quantum computation. In that framework, the fundamental primitives needed are:

• entangling measurements, called fusions, which directly correspond to some entangling operations available in linear optics,

• small, constant-sized entangled states, called resource states, which can be built with linear optics by applying sequences of fusions to seed states, such as Bell states.

In the context of linear optics, those seed states in turn are produced by entangling measurements, such as a Bell state generator, acting on single photons.

The majority of the entangling measurements of interest are probabilistic using linear optics, and while feedforward has not been proven strictly necessary, there are advantages to overcoming the probabilistic nature of the entangling gates in linear optics. The core issue adaptivity overcomes is that unitary evolution of single photons through interferometers generates only a limited class of entangled states. Measurement on some of the entangled systems (modes) of such states can, however, probabilistically collapse other modes into a much wider class of states. Adaptivity allows for post-selecting events where such measurement is successful. Particularly useful is multiplexing, wherein a probabilistic operation is

∗Electronic address: konrad@psiquantum.com

repeated multiple times in parallel and successful events selected out by suitable switching. In this paper we will present a variety of scenarios where we have found methods for the creation and/or manipulation and/or measurement of useful photonic entanglement that are significantly more effective than previously known protocols. The majority of these rely on judicious use of adaptivity. By “useful” entanglement we refer to dual-rail encoded photonic qubit states, and our focus is on stabilizer states and measurements (such as Bell or GHZ states) since these underpin the best understood routes to fault tolerant quantum computing [2]. Nevertheless, one theme of our results is that making use of states and operations more natural to photons at intermediate steps can be very powerful. We first consider generation of dual-rail Bell states from four single photons, starting with the standard method in Sec. III. After this, we discuss some extensions to ballistic Bell state generation in Section IV, showing that:

• Adding more single photons can slightly improve the success probability.

• Using larger interferometers Bell states can be generated using four single photons that are input into random modes. This is particularly useful for Bell state generation from probabilistic sources of (heralded) photons.

Despite considerable numerical investigation, the most advanced recent work being that of [3] and [4], no method for creating Bell states with probability higher than 1/4 from four single photons and using arbitrary adaptivity was found. In Sec. V we introduce a technique we term “bleeding” that uses adaptivity during Bell state generation. Using this we show:

• Bell states can be created with probability approaching 2/3 from four single photons.

Linear optical photonic architectures have generally been considered for protocols that involve probabilistic generation of stabilizer states, followed by the use of stabilizer measurements to create even larger states. In Sec. VI we introduce a technique we call “primates” that demonstrates the power of using intermediate adaptivity, that is adaptivity involving nonstabilizer states that are specific to photonics. As an example of the potential for this protocol we show:

• Multiplexed GHZ state generation with a reduced number of photon sources compared to known multiplexed qubit-based scheme.

It is possible to do an entangling CP map on two photonic qubits which destroys one of the qubits – the entangling Kraus operator takes a generic form |0⟩⟨00| + |1⟩⟨11|. This operation (termed Type-I fusion in [5]) allows for the creation of larger entangled states from smaller ones. To date it has only been known how to perform Type-I fusion using linear optics in a way such that the probability of success for fusing (i.e., performing a maximally entangling operation on) two initially independent qubit states is 1/2. In Sec. VII B we show:

• The success probability of Type-I fusion on two independent qubits can be boosted to 3/4 by using an ancillary Bell pair. From this we can deduce that it is possible to create a percolated cluster state ballistically using only Bell states, answering an open question in [6].

It is known that there is no method using linear optics to perform a complete Bell basis measurement. It is possible, however, to do a measurement that probabilistically projects onto two elements of a Bell basis or onto product states. Such partial Bell basis measurements can be boosted using two single photon ancillae to a probability of 5/8, or to success probability 3/4 with either an ancillary Bell pair [7] or four ancillary single photons [8].

Partial Bell basis measurements can also be a useful operation for creating larger entangled states from smaller ones (termed Type-II fusion in [5]), as well as for other protocols such as teleportation. For these uses, however, there is no apriori need for the measurement to comprise projections onto orthogonal Bell basis states. In particular any POVM with outcomes that are proportional to (possibly non-orthogonal) maximally entangled states is equally useful. In Sec. VII C we use this insight to show:

• Type-II fusion of independent qubits can be achieved with a success probability of 7/12 using a single photon as a boosting ancilla, and to probability 2/3 using two single photon ancillae.

Each of the topics we analyze can be understood in much more depth and generality than we will present here – in what follows we discuss only the simplest nontrivial variations that illustrate the key ideas.

II. PRELIMINARIES

The linear optical schemes we will present below will make use of different ways to represent logical qubits by states of single photons: single-rail means that the presence (or absence) of a photon in a single optical mode encodes the qubit state and in dual-rail the qubit is represented by the photon being in either of two modes. To distinguish between, qubit levels and photon numbers, their states are written differently, for example |10⟩ = |0110⟩⟩ for a pair of dual-rail qubits using the mode pairings (1, 2) and (3, 4).

Dual-rail encoding acts as an error-detecting code, both loss and multi-photon contamination of a qubit can be detected by measuring the total number of photons across the two qubit modes locally. Many examples in the literature encode dualrail qubits into the polarization degree of freedom of a single photon, which lends itself naturally to this application. But it is also well known that any linear optical scheme using polarization can be translated into other degrees of freedom by appropriate replacements of optical elements. For simplicity of display we will use here an exclusively path-encoded picture – all “modes” are distinguished by the position of e.g. a waveguide on a chip.

All linear optical schemes for generating dual-rail entangled qubits from single photons rely on obtaining a set of detection patterns upon measurement of a subset of modes; only certain patterns yield the desired state thus making the protocol inherently probabilistic. The success probability of the protocol can be increased by using some of the techniques described in this document, however the inherent stochasticity remains. To bring the entanglement generation scheme closer to an on-demand protocol, we can use multiplexing [9, 10] (dubbed muxing). This amounts to repeating a probabilistic protocol multiple times (in space and/or time or exploiting other degrees of freedom such as the photons’ frequency), using classical logic to select a successful instance and a reconfigurable switch network to route the outcome to a predefined set of modes. There are a number of multiplexing schemes that enable efficient usage of the successful entanglement generation events [11]. For the purpose of this paper it is enough to assume that the probability of any entanglement generation scheme described can be pushed to near unity by using an appropriate multiplexing scheme.

A note of caution: we are going to show diagrams describing linear optical circuits with interferometers depicted not unlike controlled phase gates in the world of qubits. Besides allowing for very compact diagrams this also allows us to easily follow optical modes through the circuit.

In this convention, horizontal lines are optical modes and beam splitters between two modes are • • where “reflection” occurs when photons move from the lower mode to the upper one (or vice versa) and “transmission“ occurs when photons stay in the same mode. Those are 50:50 beam splitters and if not mentioned otherwise, we will assume real, symmetric ones (referring to their real and symmetric transfer matrices). They are described by a 2 × 2 Hadamard matrix H^{(2)} – the superscript indicating the dimensionality. We will use the convention that the modes as shown in the diagrams index the rows and columns of the corresponding transfer matrix (1-indexed) from top to bottom.

Similarly, interferometers with unbiased transition amplitudes between more than two modes may be shown as

3 |1⟩⟩ • |1⟩⟩ • signal |1⟩⟩ • modes |1⟩⟩ • • • • • • • • •

˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙˙ m

˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙ M ancilla modes

FIG. 1: Schematics of a Bell state generator. m are the measurements acting on the ancilla modes (thus entangling four pairs of (|01⟩⟩ + |10⟩⟩)/ √ 2) and M the measurements on the signal modes (initialized in the state |1⟩⟩^{⊗4}).

• • • • where the default will be a 4 × 4 Hadamard-type transfer matrix H^{(4)}. Depending on the context this may be describing a discrete Fourier transform (DFT) transfer matrix as well (but we’ll make sure to mention when the difference is really relevant).

The presentation below will be mainly focussing on the “ideal” behavior – in the absence of imperfections and losses. In this context, the operation of a state generation or fusion circuit is defined by input states, the transfer matrix of linear optical elements and photon numbers in the detectors (“detection patterns”). In contrast, the actual physical setup used to implement this transfer matrix is of no relevance. Note that this is a simplification, as errors in the outcomes will depend strongly on e.g. the physical realizations of beam splitters or the specific decomposition used to implement an arbitrary transfer matrix with a fixed set of primitive phases and beam splitters.

III. THE STANDARD BELL STATE GENERATOR

A universal example for discussing some of the effects in the following sections is a Bell state generator (BSG). Among the many BSG variations, we will consider one amenable to modifications that will be introduced later (see Fig. 1). The operation of this BSG is simple – four unentangled single photons are injected into the device and, depending on probabilistic detection events involving two photons, a dual-rail Bell state is generated at the output. It is based on [12], freed of any polarization. We are presenting its operation in detail, which will allow us to discuss extensions and improvements easily later on.

|n⟩⟩ • signal mode

ancilla mode • m ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙˙ M

˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙

FIG. 2: Photon subtraction primitive used to subtract a photon from a signal mode. The ancilla mode is in a vacuum state before interacting at a 50:50 beam splitter with the signal. The boxes labeled M and m enclose the measurement devices described by Eq. (1). We will refer to the beam splitter between signal and ancilla as coupling beam splitter.

A. Measurement Operators

In order to illustrate the principles at work in the BSG, we will first consider the toy model shown in Fig. 2.

Here, the collection ⟨m_{(i)}| describe the projective measurement due to the photon number resolving detector on the ancilla mode and M̂_{(i)} the measurement operators (Kraus operators) representing the effect of the entire device acting on the signal mode. Here we are using the convention that indices in brackets refer to detection patterns. The detections of zero and single photons are described by

M̂_{(0)} = 2−n̂/2 ⟨m_{(0)}| = ⟨⟨0| M̂_{(1)} = Â 2−n̂/2 ⟨m_{(1)}| = ⟨⟨1| = ⟨⟨0|â (1)

where n̂ is the signal mode’s photon number operator and Â and â the annihilation operators on the signal and ancilla modes, respectively.

The BSG consists of four copies of the photon subtraction primitive introduced above, connected via a 4-mode Hadamard interferometer. ⟨m| can be generalized as per the outline in Fig. 1 by backpropagating the annihilation operators used to describe the photon detectors through the fourmode Hadamard. Some examples of these states projected onto are

⟨m_{(1100)}| = ⟨⟨0000|(H_1 · â)(H_2 · â)

= 2^{−1/2} ⟨ϕ^−| + 2^{−3/2} ( ⟨⟨2000| − ⟨⟨0200| + ⟨⟨0020| − ⟨⟨0002| ) ⟨m_{(2000)}| = ⟨⟨0000|(H_1 · â)^2/ √ 2 = √ 3/2 ⟨W_{4,2}| + 2^{−2} ( ⟨⟨2000| + ⟨⟨0200| + ⟨⟨0020| + ⟨⟨0002| ) where â is the vector of annihilation operators on the ancilla modes, H_i denotes the i-th row vector of a real, normalized Hadamard matrix H^{(4)}, and |W_{4,2}⟩ is a W -type state of 2 photons on 4 modes as defined in Appendix A. |ϕ^−⟩ is the Bell state on dual-rail qubits defined on modes (1, 2) and (3, 4). We can now picture the BSG as a projective measurement acting on a collection of single-rail Bell states |ψ_1⟩^{⊗4} (with |ψ_1⟩ = (|10⟩⟩ + |01⟩⟩)/ √ 2) created by the four initial single photons |1⟩⟩^{⊗4} and the coupling beam splitters.

The corresponding operators M̂ acting on the |1111⟩⟩ input in the signal modes are

M̂_{(1100)} = (H_1 · Â)(H_2 · Â) 2^{−n̂/2} (2)

M̂_{(2000)} = (H_1 · Â)^2 2^{−(n̂+1)/2}

where Â is the vector of annihilation operators on the signal modes and n̂ is the number operator for the total number of signal photons. Note that these measurement operators are still described by products corresponding to two independent photon subtractions from the signal modes.

These operators can be simplified if we constrain each signal mode to contain at most a single photon. We truncate M̂ and ⟨m| by applying the projection to the {|0⟩⟩, |1⟩⟩}- subspace, P̂ = (|0⟩⟩⟨⟨0| + |1⟩⟩⟨⟨1|)^{⊗4}: ⟨m^′_{(1100)}| = ⟨m_{(1100)}| P̂ = 1 √ 2 ⟨ϕ^−| M̂^′_{(1100)} = M̂_{(1100)}P̂ = 1 8 (Â_1Â_3 − Â_2Â_4)

⟨m^′_{(2000)}| = ⟨m_{(2000)}| P̂ = √ 3 2 ⟨W_{4,2}| M̂^′_{(2000)} = M̂_{(2000)}P̂ = 1 8 √ 2 (Â_3Â_4 + Â_2Â_4 + Â_2Â_3

+Â_1Â_4 + Â_1Â_3 + Â_1Â_2)

By applying the M̂^′ to the single-photon input states, we get for example

M̂^′_{(1100)} |1111⟩⟩ = −2^{−5/2} |ϕ^−⟩

M̂^′_{(2000)} |1111⟩⟩ = √ 3/8 |W_{4,2}⟩

B. Success probabilities

The probability of two photons ending up in the first two detectors is

p(1100) = ‖M̂^′_{(1100)} |1111⟩⟩‖^2 = 1/32

All of the six M̂^′ corresponding to two single photon detections cause production of maximally entangled states with the same probability, resulting in an overall probability of 3/16. The four events where two photons are detected in the same ancilla mode can also occur with the same overall probability,

p(2000) = ‖M̂^′_{(2000)} |1111⟩⟩‖^2 = 3/64

in which case the measurement operators M̂^′ produce nonmaximally entangled W -type states. An intuitive explanation goes as follows:

In order to herald a two-qubit state in the signal modes, two photons need to be detected. After the coupling beam splitters, there are 2^4 equally probable terms, of which

(_4 2 ) = 6 have two photons in the detector modes. They give us an upper bound on the probability of successfully generating a Bell state of 6/2^4 = 3/8. Given an equal superposition of these six terms after the coupling beam splitters, the maximally entangled ⟨m^′| amount to 50% of the detection events – the 3/16 we saw before.

C. Corrections

While there are six patterns indicating generation of maximally entangled qubit states, not all of them are equal: Being totally symmetric with respect to the four signal modes, the BSG does not distinguish any mode pairings for dual-rail encoding and can be expected to produce a dual-rail Bell state in all six possible mode permutations. For any given choice of assigning the four output modes to two dual-rail qubits, those six permutations are manifested in the fact that the BSG produces ± |ϕ^−⟩ = ±(|0101⟩⟩ − |1010⟩⟩)/ √ 2 ± |ψ^−⟩ = ±(|0110⟩⟩ − |1001⟩⟩)/ √ 2 (the qubit Bell states) and ± |χ^−⟩ = ±(|1100⟩⟩ − |0011⟩⟩)/ √ 2 (a non-qubit maximally entangled state of two photons on four modes). Depending on operations downstream those outcomes may need to be cast into one specific choice of the three types of states above by applying mode swaps (equivalent to a bit flip if the qubit mode allocation does not change).

This feed-forward correction depends on the detection outcomes of the BSG but may be subsumed in later operations without the need for additional active switching elements, as is the case with Pauli corrections in many applications. There are examples in [11] of how downstream MUX networks can be exploited for this purpose.

D. Distillation

As discussed above, half of the two-photon detection events (where two photons end up in a single detector) produce – up to local phases – non-maximally entangled W -type states (see Appendix A).

Seen as (symmetrized) two-partite states, it is clear that a procrustean distillation scheme can be used to yield maximally entangled states [13, 14]: As any quadratic form can be turned into a sum of squares by a linear (even unitary) transformation, a linear optical network can be found to turn |W_{4,2}⟩ into the Schmidt decomposition √ 3/4|2000⟩⟩ + √ 1/12|0200⟩⟩ + √ 1/12|0020⟩⟩ + √ 1/12|0002⟩⟩ All coefficients can be made equal by damping the first Schmidt coefficient by coupling a vacuum ancilla to the first mode and then post-selecting on detecting vacuum in it. Applying another linear optical network allows to turn those states back into dual-rail qubits, more specifically maximally entangled Bell pairs.

The probability of this process is dictated by the amplitude lost during damping – 1/3 in this case. Note that while the distillation network will depend on the local phases of the W - type states, all of those states may be distilled to Bell states with the same probability. Thus, distillation can be used to improve the overall success probability of the BSG to 3 8 ( 1 2 + 1 2 × 1 3 ) = 1 4 .

E. Avenues for generalization

The formalism depicted above allows for a variety of interpretations, each amenable to different generalisations and enhancements in the sections to follow:

• Steering on maximally entangled states |ψ_1⟩ using projective measurements described by the ⟨m| as shown in Eqs. (A1-A7)).

• Two-fold photon subtraction of photons spread evenly over four modes from |1⟩⟩^{⊗4} as described by M in Eq. (2). This interpretation shows the way towards “bleeding” (Sec. V).

• Four-partite “fusion” of single-rail Bell states |ψ_1⟩ (or just think of PEPS) with the projective measurements ⟨m|. Bell states can also be represented as outcomes of a four-way fusion on different states, with an enhanced success probability (Sec. IV B). The same single-rail four-way fusion applied to one rail each of four dualrail Bell pairs results in 6-GHZ states with the same probability of p = 3/16.

• A similar point of view is to interpret Bell state generation as a kind of “teleported” measurement of ⟨m^′|. As is the case with all teleportations, the resource entanglement (here embodied by the four single-rail bell pairs) is consumed. Enhancing the probability of performing ⟨m^′| leads to improvements in Bell state generation (Sec. IV A).

IV. EXTENSIONS TO THE BSG

A. Boosting

As we can see in Eqs. (A1-A7), four of the six “success” outcomes correspond to projections onto dual-rail Bell states. In fact, m in Fig. 1 is a probabilistic Bell state measurement on the subspace where the input modes are occupied by dualrail qubit states. “Boosting” of the success probability of those types of state discrimination has been previously shown in [6– 8]. In contrast to those state discrimination tasks, in the BSG context, the circuit acts on a larger space, effectively projecting onto the dual-rail two-qubit space and performing a BSM on those qubits.

|1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • 0/π • |1⟩⟩ • 0/π • |1⟩⟩ • 0/π • |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • FIG. 3: Bell state generator using 8 single photon inputs. All detection patterns of 6 photons indicate successful creation of a maximally entangled state of 2 photons in the 4 signal modes. The 0/π phase shifters are set dependent on outcomes of the detectors in the ancilla modes.

Replacing m by e.g. the single-photon boosted Bell state discriminator from [8] (which improves Bell state discrimination from 50% to 75%), the success probability increases to 7/32 = 21.875% (with four ancilla photons) or 13/64 = 20.3125% (with two ancilla photons).

This comes at the cost of adding another state |χ^+⟩ = 2^{−1/2}(|1100⟩⟩ + |0011⟩⟩) to the set of possible output states. While the improvement looks like a small one compared to selecting a Bell state from two parallel BSGs, it shows a simple example of how results from state discrimination can be exploited in the context of state preparation.

B. More photons

Bell states can also be generated using four |20⟩⟩ + |02⟩⟩ resources (instead of single-rail Bell states), obtained by injecting single photons in all eight input modes of the BSG circuit (see Fig. 3). Similar to how subtracting three photons from a state ( |10⟩⟩+ |01⟩⟩ )_{⊗4} leaves a single photon in a balanced superposition of being in one of four modes, detecting six photons here results in a state |2000⟩⟩+ |0200⟩⟩+ |0020⟩⟩+ |0002⟩⟩ (up to phases depending on the exact detection pattern). These states can be converted into Bell states by applying (1) corrective phase shifts that depend on detection outcomes and (2) two beam splitters between pairs of the signal modes. Such a 6-photon detection results from one bunched two-photon term staying in the signal modes while the other three are detected in the ancilla modes. Thus, the probability of getting maximally entangled states is the same as choosing one bunched pair out of four – 25%.

C. Random inputs

A description of the BSG by ⟨m^′| acting on |ψ_1⟩^{⊗4} is independent of how these input states are produced. So far we have considered those |ψ_1⟩ as outcomes from single photons

1 • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 • 6 • 7 • 8 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • H^{(8)}

˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙

FIG. 4: Duplicating the BSG circuit and adding pairwise beam splitters between the ancilla modes leads to circuit of eight coupling beam splitters between signal and ancilla followed by an eight-mode Hadamard on the ancilla.

injected into the signal modes of the coupling beam splitters. In fact, sending a photon into an ancilla mode of a coupling beam splitter also generates a |ψ_1⟩, albeit up to a flip of the relative phase. The changed relative phase of any of the inputs will translate into a potential flip of the generated Bell states’ phases.

Depending on the physical platform used for implementation, preparation of single photons could be a probabilistic process, e.g. multiplexed pumped & heralded pair sources. Thus, instead of considering only a single input state, it can be helpful to allow for any of the 2^4 = 16 possible inputs to the BSG where one single photon enters each coupling beamsplitter either in the signal or the ancilla mode. Instead of having to multiplex a number of sources down to a single mode, it is sufficient to output the photon in either of two modes, thus potentially reducing the size of the multiplexing network. This comes only at the cost of having to correct for phases in the produced Bell state – something that can be taken care of by already existing active elements in the qubit path downstream.

D. Accepting even more randomness

We can further expand the BSG by duplicating the complete network and adding four 50:50 beam splitters between the network’s ancilla modes, as shown in Fig. 4.

It is worth noticing that the overall interferometer on the ancilla modes is now an 8-mode Hadamard (described by a transfer matrix H^{(8)}).

Now there are 8 beamsplitters coupling the signal to the

|1⟩⟩ • |1⟩⟩ • |1⟩⟩ • |1⟩⟩ •

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • H^{(8)}

˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙˙

FIG. 5: Input of single photons in 4 of the signal modes may lead to those photons effectively ”seeing” a BSG with some additional detector fan-out.

ancilla and we can inject single photons in any 4 of them to produce Bell states. Depending on which modes the photons enter, there are two possible situations:

• There exists a decomposition of H^{(8)} into H^{(4)} and additional beam splitters H^{(2)}, such that it is easy to identify a standard 8-mode BSG circuit in the forward light cone of those photons (see Fig. 5). For those input patterns the same measurement operators as in Sec. III A are applied and Bell states are produced in the four chosen input modes with p = 3/16. This happens for all patterns where the bit-wise sum (mod 2) of the input mode numbers (minus 1) adds up to 0, (1, 4, 6, 7) being an example.

• There exists no such decomposition, in which case Bell states are still produced, albeit with a 50% reduced success probability. An example for a configuration of input modes where this happens is (1, 5, 6, 7).

Every input pattern of four single photons can thus be used to generate Bell states. This construction can be generalised to yield BSG circuits with 2^k signal modes.

Depending on the process used to generate single photons, a circuit that forgiving may help in reducing the size of the multiplexing networks required. The trade-off here is that the resulting Bell states will populate a random subset of 4 of the > 4 signal modes. Having said that, for a given set of input modes, the output modes are fixed – the result is produced in the same four signal modes occupied by the initial single photons. If it is required by an application that the Bell state has support on four specific modes, this can be achieved easily using one of the switch networks presented in [11].

7

|ψ⟩_{in} = |1⟩⟩^{⊗4} N = 0 apply M̂ n: number of detected photons

N = N + n N ≥ 2? N = 2?

success failure

noyes noyes

FIG. 6: Protocol for bleeding off two photons from a four-photon input state: Repeated attempts to subtract photons (“stages”) finish when the total number of detected photons N reach (success) or exceed (failure) 2.

It is important to note that, as it is the case with the basic Bell state generator described in Sec. III C, different detection patterns lead to Bell states that may need mode swap and/or phase corrections.

V. BLEEDING

A. Deterministic photon subtraction

In Sec. III B we saw that there is an upper limit to the BSG success probability of 3/8 based on the consideration that exactly 2 photons need to end up in the detector modes. But this is not where the BSG story ends. In fact, the probability of measuring in the 2 photon subspace can be pushed from 3/8 to 1 (and conditional measurement probabilities for specific patterns scaling accordingly) without using any additional photons. All this requires is the ability to perform feed-forward, essentially to repeat “weak” photon subtraction until two photons are detected – a process we will refer to as “bleeding” of two single photons from the signal.

0246810 00.1 0.20.3 0.40.5 Number of stages S pBell optimal equal spread

FIG. 7: Change of success probability with increased number of “bleeding” stages (without distillation). Coupler reflectivities for an equal “spread” over all stages are given by Eq. (3). The point at S = 1 corresponds to the standard Bell state generator p(S = 1) = 3/16 and both choices of reflectivities converge to p(S → ∞) = 1/2.

The ability to implement the bleeding protocol follows from two observations: Firstly, we note that the measurement operators in Eq. (2) are products of commuting operators of the form H_i · Â. In fact, M̂_{(1000)} is the action of M (Fig. 1) given the detection of a single photon. By applying M twice and post-selecting on single photon detection events in each of the two stages, we end up with the same operator (up to normalization) as if we detected both photons in a single stage. Secondly, we note that upon detection of no photons at all, the state in the signal mode is not changed. It is merely “damped” due to the finite success probability of this event occurring: M̂_{(0000)} = 2−n̂/2. M̂_{(0000)} can be applied arbitrarily often and commutes with any single-photon subtraction operators [24], such as M̂_{(1000)}. With these ingredients, we can construct the algorithm presented in Fig. 6.

By making the beamsplitter reflectivities that couple the signal to the detector modes smaller, detections of higher photon numbers are suppressed. For the input state |1111⟩⟩, single-photon events are suppressed linearly (probability of M̂_{(1000)} now scaling with r(1 − r)3), two-photon events are

suppressed quadratically (probability of M̂_{(1100)} scaling with r^2(1 − r)^2) and so on. In the limit of infinitesimal coupler reflectivities (and potentially infinitely many stages), there is virtually no risk of subtracting multiple photons in a single stage. Zero-photon events on the other hand, which become the dominating outcomes (the probability of M̂_{(0000)} scaling with (1−r)^4), are removed from the consideration due to subsequent retries – the only remaining operations that change the signal state being the single photon subtraction events. This retry-until-success mode of operation [25] allows us to re-attempt the “bleeding” of single photons until exactly two are subtracted.

• • → 0/π

FIG. 8: By replacing the BSG’s four coupling beam splitters with these switchable couplers, we obtain switchable bleeding stages. The open-circled couplers left and right are real, symmetric ones with reflectivity sin^2(arcsin( √ r)/2). In the “on” state (phase set to π), the effect is that of a coupler with reflectivity r, in the “off” state it has unit transmissivity.

The probability of succesfully bleeding two photons in a given number of stages S depends on the exact choice of reflectivities, and so does lim_{S→∞} p. A natural choice is to spread an equal amount of the initial amplitude over all detector stages and the signal,

r_k = 1 S − k + 2 (3) with k = 1, . . . , S being the stage index. Summing up (see Appendix B for details) the probabilities for all possible twophoton events results in (see Fig. 7) p(S) = S(1 + S + S^2)

(1 + S)^3 and lim_{S→∞} p(S) = 1 .

As we have seen earlier, within those two-photon patterns half herald a Bell state and the other half |W_{4,2}⟩, which can be distilled to a Bell state with a 1/3 probability.

This protocol hence allows for Bell state generation from 4 single photons with a probability of 50% (without distillation) or 2/3 (with distillation).

B. Cost of classical control

As always, after realizing the potential gains of a protocol, the “no free lunch” theorem strikes – there’s a non-negligible cost to achieving this improvement. Repeated feed-forward comes with the price of repeated application of the potentially most lossy operation in this scheme: switching. In order to recover the photon-subtracted state, subsequent bleeding stages have to be de-activated, or the state has to be switched in between stages to some output ports. Either way, the signal state passes up to S switches on its way to the output. The gain of scaling up the probability with more stages seems to be counteracted by the accumulation of giant losses. In fact, in practical implementations of linear optics circuits on chip, losses are considered to be the dominant source of imperfection – measures to reduce losses would require picking protocols with low switch depth to start with.

There are various ways to ensure a favorable scaling, depending on the characteristics of switches in the exact physical platform used for implementation. Good scaling can be

|1⟩⟩ M(r1) · · · M(rn) |1⟩⟩ · · · |1⟩⟩ · · · |1⟩⟩ · · · 0 + · · · +

FIG. 9: A “temporal” bleeding circuit: measurements M(r_k) (M from Fig. 1 with coupling reflectivities switchable between 0 and r_k) are applied repeatedly to |1⟩⟩^{⊗4}. The number of measured photons is added up and upon success (total of two photons detected), the switchable reflectivities in the remaining stages are turned off.

obtained by making the four coupling beam splitters in M switchable: Each of the reflectivity-r couplers in M̂(r) is replaced by an Mach-Zehnder-interferometer (MZI) made by two couplers with reflectivity sin^2(arcsin( √ r)/2) sandwiching an active π/0 phase shifter (a controllable phase using e.g. thermo-optic or electro-optic effects) in one arm (Fig. 8), the effect of which is the ability to switch between M̂(r) and M̂(0) = ^1.

Combining multiple instances of the measurement circuit M with stage-dependent reflectivities r of the coupling beam splitters, we can construct the full bleeding circuit shown in Fig. 9.

In order to find the total loss rates due to switches in bleeding circuits with large number of stages, let ϵ be the loss rate of an active phase shifter used in those switchable reflectivities. Then, up to first order in r and ϵ, the effective loss of this switch is r ϵ/4, and its reflectivity is tunable between 0 and r(1 − ϵ/2). Using constant reflectivities r^′_k = 1/S results in a constant switch depth, where the total loss due to switches in the bleeding stages is ϵ/4, independent of S. For the previously discussed equal-spreading reflectivities from Eq. 3, we can conclude (see Appendix C) that the total loss rate is below a single switch loss ϵ for bleeding schemes with up to 81 stages. It should be noted that those two choices, however, have different limits for the success probability, so a small price may have to be paid to trade success probability for lower loss. Also, the toy model discussed here is by no means complete as it only considers the dominant switch loss and neglects any losses due to other optical circuit elements, such as the unavoidable delays required for any feed-forward based protocol.

Note that this is one possible arrangement and depending on the physical platform available, other setups with similar scaling are conceivable.

C. Through space and time

Instead of bleeding off small portions of the state’s amplitude repeatedly, we can also “spread” it into all the possible measurement modes (S +1 per signal mode) in one initial step (see Appendix D). Measurements are performed in switchable

|1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • . . |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • |1⟩⟩ • • • • • • • • • • · · ·_{• • • •} FIG. 10: A circuit to produce n-GHZ states from 2n single photons. For n = 2 this coincides with the standard BSG circuit discussed above with re-arranged beam splitters, up to a H ⊗ H correction on the output qubits.

stages on 4 modes each as before. Whenever the total of two photons have been detected in stage k, the output state is still spread over 4 × (S + 1 − k) modes. Now, obtaining the 4- mode output requires “de-spreading” S + 1 − k modes into a single one. This can be done probabilistically by passive interferometers or using switch-like reconfigurable networks. Ultimately, combining switch networks in the detection and de-spreading stages allows to reduce “switch depth” and complexity of the circuits further.

In this “spatial” variant of bleeding switch requirements are different such that it might be preferable over the “temporal” version given a specific hardware platform.

VI. PRIMATES

In this section we are going to present a scheme to generate n-photon GHZ states from 2n single photons. The scheme allows intermediate states generated during the creation of the GHZ states to be multiplexed and can also utilize the deterministic photon subtraction method, presented in Sec. V, to increase the state generation probability.

A. GHZ generation

Before presenting the new scheme, we want to remind the reader of how n-GHZ states can be produced by linear optical means. The circuits we consider here (see Fig. 10) are based on those presented in [15] for n = 3 and generalized to n > 3 qubits in [16] [26]. Table I shows the probability of generating an n-qubit GHZ state from 2n single photons.

In the case of n = 2 we can make some comparisons to the Bell state generation schemes presented earlier. Without bleeding, the success probability for this scheme of 1/8 is equal to the one from standard Bell state generation when only detection outcomes which leave the state in a set of predetermined dual rails are accepted, i.e. using only four of the six detection outcomes described in Sec. III C. This alludes

Bleeding Success probability

No 1/2^{2n−1} Yes 1/2^{n−1}

TABLE I: Success probabilities for generating n-qubit GHZ states from 2n single photons. The probability presented with bleeding is in the limit of a large number of stages.

to the fact that the beam splitters can be rearranged into the same layout used in the earlier section, with the addition of beam splitters acting on the vacuum inputs (with no effect) and those implementing transfer matrices H^{(2)} ⊕ H^{(2)} on the output modes (which perform the qubit-level unitary H ⊗ H on the output states, the effect of which is a permutation of the generated Bell states).

B. Non-qubit intermediate states

The scheme shown in Fig. 10 can be decomposed into smaller steps which correspond to fusing states of the form |π^{λ,±}_n ⟩ = √ λ |2⟩⟩|01⟩⟩^{⊗n−1} |0⟩⟩ ± |0⟩⟩|10⟩⟩^{⊗n−1} |2⟩⟩ √ 2 + √ 1 − λ|0⟩⟩|ζ⟩⟩|0⟩⟩, (4)

which we refer to as n-primates. n-primates are a set of states for λ ∈ [0, 1] and arbitrary normalized |ζ⟩⟩. The specifics of |ζ⟩⟩ play no role in the scheme.

The circuit used to fuse primates is shown in Fig. 11 together with the circuit required to generate a 1-primate deterministically from two single photons. From a pair of n_1- and n_2-primates, the bigger n-primate (with n = n_1 + n_2) can be generated by applying the fusion operation on an outermost mode of each of the input states as shown in Fig. 12. An nprimate can be turned into an n-qubit GHZ state by applying the same fusion operation on the outermost modes of a single state. The fusion operation succeeds when one photon is detected at either detector. If no photons are detected, the fusion operation can be retried until a single photon is detected, similar to the bleeding schemed presented in Sec. V. Performed in this way, the fusion can succeed with the probability that there is at least one photon in the modes undergoing fusion. In Appendix E we compute the success probabilities of these fusion operations in terms of λ. It is important to note that the transmissivity of the beam splitters used in the fusion determines the λ of the resultant primate. Specifically, a lower transmissivity will yield a higher λ which in turn will have a higher success probability in subsequent fusions. One should also note that the success probabilities of these fusions are not independent from one another.

C. Bleeding

It is interesting also to compare the success probabilities for Bell state generation using the bleeding strategy described

10 |1⟩⟩ • |π1⟩ |1⟩⟩ • t • t • F (t)

˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙ ˙˙

FIG. 11: Elementary circuits used to generate GHZ states in Fig. 10. The first circuit shows the generation of a 1-primate from two single photons. The second circuit shows the circuit used to fuse primates together (see Appendix E for explicit measurement operators for F (t)). The transmissivity of the two labeled beam splitters can be any equal value (emphasized by using open circles instead of 50:50 beam splitters) and the unlabeled beam splitter is a 50:50 beam splitter. The fusion operation succeeds when one photon is detected at either detector.

in this section to that of the previous sections. The success probability in the limit of a large number of stages is equal at 1/2 as well, but the scheme presented in this section will leave the Bell-state in a predetermined set of modes, unlike the strategy presented earlier. The difference is that in the previous section all four modes are bled together until four photons are detected, whereas here pairs of modes are bled independently until one photon from each pair is detected.

D. Multiplexing

We have been deliberate in presenting the scheme in a modular way such that it is clear that intermediate stages can be multiplexed to discard intermediate states involved in failed fusions. Multiplexing can be used to increase the resource utilization in between two subsequent fusions of different primates. Nothing can be gained by multiplexing in between the final two fusions as they occur on the same pair of primates. It is worthwile noting that the concept of multiplexing here is the same as for qubit states and the same switching networks can be employed.

To provide an example of the possible resource savings offered by this intermediate multiplexing, we are going to use the notion of perfectly resource efficient multiplexing[27]: This describes the process where from a reservoir of N probabilistic resources (each being present with probability p_0) not a single, but M > 1 copies are selected. In a situation where e.g. a fusion operation is to be performed on multiple pairs in parallel, all those fusions can be fed by the same MUX. In the limit N → ∞, Np_0 resources are present. By choosing M = Np_0, all available resources can be utilized downstream.

We now compare the average number of single photons required to produce a 4-qubit GHZ state with and without using perfectly resource efficient multiplexing in between successive fusions. This allows us to compute the number of single photons needed to obtain a particular state recursively: With N being the number of single photons required to generate

F |πn⟩ . . F |GHZn+m⟩ |πm⟩ . . F |πn+m⟩

˙˙Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø˙˙

FIG. 12: Fusions between primates and subsequently conversion into a GHZ state.

the input to a fusion operation, p_0 the probability of the fusion succeeding and N^′ = N/p_0 is the number of single photons required to generate the post fusion state.

We consider four ways of generating a four GHZ state none of which utilize bleeding:

1. Generation from 8 single photons without intermediate multiplexing (p = 1/128).

2. Generation from 10 single photons, 6 of which are converted to a 3-GHZ state (p = 1/32), and 4 of which into a Bell state (p = 1/8) on a pre-determined set of modes. GHZ states and Bell pairs are then multiplexed before being fused into a 4-GHZ state with a Type-I fusion (p = 1/2).

3. Generation from 12 single photons, via 3 Bell pairs.

Those are fused using a Type-I fusion in two steps, first to obtain a 3-GHZ and a Bell pair, and finally a 4-GHZ.

4. Generation from 8 single photons via 2-primates which are then multiplexed into the final fusions which form the GHZ state. The optimal transmissivity used to generate the 2-primates is t = √ 2 − 1. The value of t is chosen to maximize the success probability of the entire protocol, it is not the transmissivity which maximizes the success probability for that stage. In the final fusion stage the optimal transmissivity is always t = 1/2 as it maximizes success probability and there is no post fusion λ to consider. The full calculation for the photon consumption of this scheme is shown in Appendix E.

The average number of single photons required to generate a 4-GHZ state with each of these methods is presented in Table II. As can be seen in the table, the primates scheme offers significant resource savings. We note that the states produced by these methods will have other distinguishing features when imperfections are taken into account, which must be considered to assess their true efficacies.

For multiplexing schemes that are not perfectly resource efficient, reductions in the required resources can sometimes be obtained by prioritizing states with higher λ. The variations in λ can be introduced by using a set of different fusion transmissivities at a particular fusion stage but will also be

Scheme Num. Single Photons

|1⟩⟩^{⊗8} → |GHZ4⟩ 1024 |1⟩⟩^{⊗10} → |GHZ2⟩ |GHZ3⟩ → |GHZ4⟩ 448 |1⟩⟩^{⊗12} → |GHZ2⟩^{⊗3} 320 → |GHZ3⟩ |GHZ2⟩ → |GHZ4⟩ |1⟩⟩^{⊗8} → |π2⟩^{⊗2} → |GHZ4⟩ 128(1 + √ 2) ≈ 309

TABLE II: Average number of photons required to generate a four qubit GHZ state. While the costs of the third and fourth schemes do not differ that much in this comparison, it should be noted that with realistic (finitely-sized) multiplexing, the scheme with the lower resource consumption per attempt (primates with only 8 photons) will be advantageous. Also, a lower number of input per attempt reduces the errors (due to imperfect sources or misalignments in the network itself) accumulated in the output state.

caused by bleeding due to successes at different stages. For example, consider a situation where a multiplexing scheme is used to increase the probability that an n-primate is present. The multiplexing scheme selects one post-fusion state from two preceding fusion operations, |π^{λ1} ⟩ and |π^{λ2} ⟩. Those are present when the first or second fusions succeed, respectively. If the scheme always selects the post-fusion state |π^{λ1} ⟩, then this state should be produced with higher λ_1. This can be achieved by altering the transmissivity of the fusions, at the cost of reducing the probability of producing this state, but in turn increasing the resource efficiency of the entire scheme.

Finally we want to mention that one main driver for GHZ state generation is the application of those states in fusionbased schemes for building larger resource states for quantum computing. We note that it is not necessary to fully form a GHZ state before performing subsequent qubit operations such as Type-I and Type-II fusions. As an example, a Type-I fusion could be performed between modes from two primates provided that none of the modes entering the Type-I fusion are the outer modes of either of the primates. With the remaining primate fusions occurring after the Type-I fusion, the resulting state (upon success) will be the same as if Type-I had occurred between two GHZ states.

VII. BOOSTING FUSION

A. Background

Fusion [5] was initially introduced as a linear optical operation which allowed to probabilistically “stick together” pieces of cluster state [17]. For the purposes of more general faulttolerant photonic quantum computing, wherein we are not creating cluster states per se [2], it is useful to define fusion in terms of POVMs that have (subsets of) outcomes which reveal nontrivial stabilizer-valued correlations (e.g. Pauli XX and ZZ outcome bit values) between dual-rail qubits .

From the perspective of underlying photonic protocols, however, this latter way of thinking can potentially be too limiting. Therefore, we consider a more Hilbert-space focused way of thinking about fusion. For pedagogical clarity, imagine we single out two qubits, each maximally entangled with distinct subsets of qubits labeled A, B: 1 √ 2 (|A_0⟩|0⟩ + |A_1⟩|1⟩) ⊗ 1 √ 2 (|B_0⟩|0⟩ + |B_1⟩|1⟩) (5)

A successful fusion is a two-qubit measurement outcome that leaves the A, B qubits entangled in a desirable way. An example would be a non-destructive two-qubit parity measurement given by projectors,

Π_E = |00⟩⟨00| + |11⟩⟨11| , Π_O = |01⟩⟨01| + |10⟩⟨10|

which will collapse the whole system to a state of the form |A_0B_0⟩|00⟩ + |A_1B_1⟩|11⟩ or |A_0B_1⟩|01⟩ + |A_1B_0⟩|10⟩.

In photonics the simplest measurements are fully destructive, but as shown in [5] – wherein the operation is termed Type-II fusion – destroying the two measured qubits and obtaining entangling outcomes of the form |A_0B_0⟩ ± |A_1B_1⟩ or |A_0B_1⟩ ± |A_1B_0⟩ (with any finite probability) is sufficient to achieve full quantum computational universality, with this joint measurement as the only non-trivial (i.e. 2-qubit) primitive.

Type-II fusion can be achieved by any measurement that has at least some outcomes which project onto Bell states. There is a long history of studying how well a linear optical measurement containing outcomes that project into the four standard dual rail Bell basis can be performed. It was shown early on [18] that such Bell state measurements (BSMs) will achieve at most a 50% efficiency in distinguishing the four Bell states if only vacuum ancillae are allowed. Significant improvements [7, 8] can be made by using ancillary photonic states to boost the efficiency past the 50% threshold. In Sec. VII C we present a scheme for boosted Type-II fusion that is not a BSM, and that has a higher success probability than the scheme of [8] for the same ancillary resources.

Type-I fusion involves destruction of only one qubit. Using the example given above, a successful Type-I fusion outcome would be one that projected the qubits of Eq. (5) into a state of the form |A_0B_0⟩|0⟩ + |A_1B_1⟩|1⟩, or |A_0B_1⟩|0⟩ + |A_1B_0⟩|1⟩ (or similar states with a Pauli operation on the qubit that has survived the fusion). Type-I fusion typically facilitates considerable resource savings, not only because it destroys one fewer qubit, but because the qubit that remains is entangled in such a way that it is a useful substrate onto which larger entangled states can be fused. It is worth noting that the advantage of destroying only one qubit during Type-I fusion comes at the cost of losing the loss tolerance that Type-II fusion offers, a benefit stemming from the fact that the latter exploits the error-detecting properties of dual-rail encoding by counting the photons in all rails belonging to the qubits it acts on.

In the next section we present a scheme for boosting Type-I fusion, a primitive previously unknown to be boostable, and then discuss one of its implications, namely that it essentially resolves in the affirmative the open question of whether there exists a “ballistic with Bell pairs” percolation scheme [6, 19, 20] for generation of large cluster states.

1 2 • output qubit 3 4 • qubit 1

qubit 2

FIG. 13: A standard Type-I fusion: One mode each from a pair of input qubits is subjected to a collective measurement. The remaining two modes are considered the output qubit in case of success (projection of the measured modes onto |10⟩⟩ ± |01⟩⟩).

B. Boosted Type-I fusion

1. Unboosted Type-I fusion

Unboosted Type-I fusion is performed by the circuit in Fig. 13.

To understand why it works, we expand the initial state in Eq. (5), explicitly writing the qubit states as dual rail encoded photonic states: 1 2 ( |A_0⟩|B_0⟩|10⟩⟩|10⟩⟩ + |A_1⟩|B_1⟩|01⟩⟩|01⟩⟩ + |A_0⟩|B_1⟩|10⟩⟩|01⟩⟩ + |A_1⟩|B_0⟩|01⟩⟩|10⟩⟩ ) Modes 2 and 4 undergo a 2-Hadamard measurement, which projects onto |10⟩⟩ ± |01⟩⟩, |00⟩⟩ and |11⟩⟩. We see the |10⟩⟩ ± |01⟩⟩ outcomes do an unbiased projection into the last two terms of the above equation, leaving a fused state |A_0B_1⟩|10⟩⟩ ± |A_1B_0⟩|01⟩⟩. Note the the two modes 1,3 of the fused qubit each originate from a different original qubit. The |00⟩⟩ and |11⟩⟩ outcomes are failures that project into unentangled states of the form |A_0⟩|B_0⟩|11⟩⟩ or |A_1⟩|B_1⟩|00⟩⟩. Success occurs with probability 1/2.

2. Boosting Type-I fusion to success probability 3/4

The key to boosting the success probability of the Type-I fusion is to find a suitable ancilla to render indistinguishable the two distinguishable failure outcomes of the unboosted protocol. However, the states |00⟩⟩ and |11⟩⟩ have different numbers of photons. While it is possible to use ancillary photonic states such as |00⟩⟩ + |11⟩⟩ to do measurements with some outcomes that render these states indistinguishable, doing so creates overall states of indefinite total photon number. This is typically undesirable because detection of photon loss is much easier if we know the total number of photons we are expecting.

The way to boost without generating states of indefinite photon number is to use an ancillary photonic state of the form |χ^+⟩ = 2^{−1/2}(|11⟩⟩|00⟩⟩ + |00⟩⟩|11⟩⟩). Note that this ancilla is simply a dual rail Bell state with modes permuted. Boosted Type-I fusion can then be achieved via the photonic circuit shown in Fig. 14.

1 2 • 3 4 • 5 • 6 • 7 8

qubit 1

qubit 2

ancilla |χ^+⟩

FIG. 14: A “boosted” Type-1 fusion: The collective measurement includes also two modes from a four-mode ancilla state which can increase the rate of successful outcomes from 1/2 to 3/4.

The Kraus operators describing the effects of the circuit in Fig. 14 are √w_j K_j where K_{1±} = |1011⟩⟩⟨01| ± |0111⟩⟩⟨10| K_{2±} = |1000⟩⟩⟨01| ± |0100⟩⟩⟨10| K_{3±} = |1100⟩⟩⟨00| ± |0011⟩⟩⟨11| K_4 = |0000⟩⟩⟨11| K_5 = |1111⟩⟩⟨00| , and w_{1±} = w_{2±} = w_{3±} = 1 4 , w_4 = w_5 = 1 2 . Each of these operators corresponds to a subset of the 42 possible successful detection patterns of this protocol. The circuit succeeds whenever we obtain any of the first six outcomes, noting that K^†_{1±}K_{1±} = K^†_{2±}K_{2±} = Π_O, K^†_{3±}K_{3±} = Π_E .

The input states for this measurement are two dual-rail qubits, however the output states are given in the Fock basis because not all outputs are qubits. As per the figure, the four output modes are 1,3,7,8. If outcomes K_{1±} or K_{2±} are obtained, then modes 1 and 3 contain an output dual-rail qubit, while modes 7,8 factorize out (into non-qubit states |00⟩⟩ or |11⟩⟩). If outcomes K_{3±} are obtained then we can combine modes 1,7 into one dual rail qubit, and modes 3,8 into a different one. We see that in this latter case we have performed Type-I fusion and actually left two entangled qubits in the state. To summarize, with probability 1/2 we fuse to |A_0B_1⟩|0⟩ + |A_1B_0⟩|1⟩ and with probability 1/4 we fuse to |A_0B_0⟩|00⟩ + |A_1B_1⟩|11⟩. The total success probability of 3/4 matches the success probability for Type-II fusion based on the boosted BSM of [7]. Both schemes use a single Bell pair as an ancilla.

To understand why this circuit works note that the 4- Hadamard measurement explained in Sec. III is performed on modes 2,4,5,6. In the unboosted case failure occurred when modes 2,4 were in |00⟩⟩ or |11⟩⟩. However, with the ancilla now part of the measurement, there is a part of the total input state where these two terms combine with the two measured ancilla modes into two photon terms of the form |00⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ and |11⟩⟩|00⟩⟩. Looking at the effective POVM for the 4-Hadmard we see that all of the measurement operators involving two input photons project unbiasedly onto |00⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ ± |11⟩⟩|00⟩⟩. This becomes a successful fusion (operators K_{3±}). Parts of the input state with |00⟩⟩|00⟩⟩ or |11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ in modes 2,4,5,6 will lead to failure. Thus we have converted some fraction of previously unsuccessful outcomes into successful ones.

It is also important to confirm that bringing in an ancilla and doing a different interferometer has not turned the previously successful outcomes into failures. In the unboosted case modes 2,4 contained |10⟩⟩ or |01⟩⟩ when the protocol succeeded. When combined with the two measured modes of the ancilla, this part of the input state involves either one or three photons. Consider the case where the input is of the form |10⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ or |01⟩⟩|11⟩⟩. Once again looking at the measurement operators for the 4-Hadamard in Appendix A we see that all of the three-photon outcomes project unbiasedly onto |10⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ ± |01⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ (K_{1±}), thus leading to the same success outcomes as for unboosted fusion. A similar reasoning can be applied in the case where no ancilla photons are present in the measured modes, giving rise to K_{2±}. The unboosted protocol succeeded when only one photon was detected. The boosted protocol succeeds when one (K_{2±}) or three photons (K_{1±}) are measured (corresponding to the same outcomes as the unboosted case) or when two photons (one from the state, one ancilla) are detected (K_{3±}). In the latter case, we entangle an extra ancilla photon with the state, which can later be used as an anchor for future fusion operations.

In the scheme presented, the final evolution, for either success or failure, can be understood purely as a (dual-rail qubit) stabilizer CP map. However, at intermediate stages we necessarily made use of the “single rail W-type” outcomes from the 4-Hadamard effective POVM, in addition to the “single rail stabilizer state” outcomes. The latter, in the case of Bell state generation, are actually the most interesting/useful. Boosting Type-I fusion is therefore a cautionary tale: when targeting fault-tolerant computation the general obsession with stabilizers does make it tempting to prematurely focus attention on (easily understood) parts of circuits that are “stabilizer like”.

If we wish to “double boost” Type-I fusion we need a way of rendering the states |0000⟩⟩ and |1111⟩⟩ indistinguishable. This can be done using a 4-GHZ state as an ancilla with a success probability of 7/8. This highlights a general principle for boosting that is somewhat algorithmic, namely look at the failure modes of an operation, and try to “lift” them into successes via bringing in an ancilla with similar structure. The subtlety is that the process of doing so needs to preserve the successful outcomes that have already been attained.

3. Implications for ballistic generation of cluster states

Early approaches to photonic quantum computing used either “gate teleportation + post-selection” [1] or “repeat until success” [5], or a combination of both [21], as the underlying mechanisms whereby probabilistic photonic protocols were rendered effectively deterministic so as to create extensive entanglement.

Such architectures make heavy use of active photonic elements, such as switches and quantum memories. Active elements are much more difficult to build (and more lossy) than passive elements, such as interferometers. In [19] it was shown that starting with small photonic cluster states, a single non-adaptive step of applying passive fusion gates simultaneously could be used to generate extensive entanglement. This scheme was improved upon in various ways [2, 6, 22, 23], however to date the smallest size of the initial cluster state for which such a “ballistic” scheme was known to be possible was a 3-GHZ state.

Using boosted Type-I fusion (which requires only a Bell state as an ancilla) we can perform fusion of three qubits with probability (3/4)^2 ≈ 56%. That is, we can fuse qubits 1 and 2 and then if successful fuse in qubit 3. There are trivalent graphs (such as a tree) with site percolation thresholds lower than this, though no simple lattices with such low threshold are known to us. Regardless, it is not difficult to see that by placing Bell states on the edges of such graphs (e.g. graphs built from suitably interlinked trees) and performing threeway boosted Type-I fusions we can create, via a single percolation event, extensive entanglement that can be re-normalized into a computationally universal cluster state.

The caveat to this observation is that it does not fully play by the rules of a completely ballistic protocol as defined in [19]. This is because in the boosted Type-I some of the outcomes require a permutation of modes in order to define where the output qubit is. Abstractly one may think this can be achieved via passive re-labeling, however since we are concatenating two Type-I’s an active element must be used to select which output modes from the first boosted fusion are sent into the second. This requires one step of (local) adaptivity.

C. Type-II fusion vs. Bell state measurement

For the purposes of fusion as a quantum computational primitive it is frequently the case that fusion into a more general state of the form |A_0B_0⟩ + e^{iϕ} |A_1B_1⟩ is sufficient, as long as ϕ is known. This is because the structure of the |A_i⟩ or |B_i⟩ states often allows for correction of the phase ϕ via an easily performed linear optical unitary. A measurement outcome described by a Kraus operator of the form √ w ( ⟨00| + e^{iϕ} ⟨11| ) / √ 2, for example, would implement this fusion on the qubits of Eq. (5) with probability w/4.

To understand why this observation can be useful, consider the interferometer of Fig. 15 (left). We are interested in the measurement performed when the four input modes indicated are restricted to being dual rail qubit states. A simple, but tedious, calculation reveals that the effective measurement opancilla|1⟩⟩ • 1 • • • 2 • • • 3 • • • • 4 • • • • 5 • ancilla|1⟩⟩ • qubit 1

qubit 2

ancilla|1⟩⟩

FIG. 15: “Boosted” Type-II fusions: In these minimally boosted versions, single-mode ancilla states are used to increase the success probability from 1/2 to 7/12 (left) and 2/3 (right). The single-mode ancillae are interfered with two of the signal modes each via 3 × 3 multiports defined by DFT transfer matrices (simply termed 3-DFT). Also, the “success” outcomes are no longer those of a Bell state measurement.

erators on the two input qubits take the form √ w_i ⟨M_i| where |M_j ⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( |01⟩ + e^{iϕj} |10⟩ ) j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, ϕ_1 = π, ϕ_2 = π/3, ϕ_3 = −π/3 |M_k⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( |00⟩ + e^{iϕk} |11⟩ ) k ∈ {4, 5}, ϕ_4 = 0, ϕ_5 = π |M_l⟩ = 1 2 ( |00⟩ + e^{iϕl} |01⟩ + e^{−iϕl} |10⟩ + |11⟩ ) l ∈ {6, 7, 8}, ϕ_6 = 0, ϕ_7 = 2π/3, ϕ_8 = −2π/3 |M_9⟩ = |01⟩ |M_{10}⟩ = |10⟩ and w_1 = w_2 = w_3 = 2/9

w_4 = 2/3 w_5 = 1 w_6 = w_7 = w_8 = 2/9

w_9 = w_{10} = 1/2.

The first three outcomes all project onto maximally entangled states, however the states they project into are not orthogonal, nor are they stabilizer measurements. This POVM, if used for standard BSM, would have a success probability below 50% (because (w_1 + w_4 + w_5)/4 < 1/2). However, in terms of performing successful Type-II fusion on a state of the form Eq. (5), this POVM has a success probability of

w_1 + w_2 + w_3 + w_4 + w_5 4 = 7/12 ≈ 58.3%

We have therefore demonstrated an operational distinction between Type-II fusion and BSM - the latter should be viewed as only one of many possible methods for achieving the former.[28]

To understand the operation of the circuit above, it is helpful to look at the effective measurement on modes 3,4 performed by the 3-DFT and detectors indicated by the dashed box. In the subspace wherein only one photon enters modes 3,4 the 3-DFT projects onto unbiased states of the form |10⟩⟩ + e^{iϕ} |01⟩⟩ with ϕ ∈ {0, ±2π/3}. In the subspace with two photons in modes 3,4 the effective measurement is given by the seven Kraus operators √ w_i ⟨L_i| where |L_j ⟩ = 1 √ 2 ( |20⟩⟩ + e^{iϕj} |02⟩⟩ ) j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, ϕ_1 = π, ϕ_2 = π/3, ϕ_3 = −π/3 |L_k⟩ = 1 2 ( |20⟩⟩ + e^{iϕk} |02⟩⟩ ) + e^{−iϕk} √ 2 |11⟩⟩ k ∈ {4, 5, 6}, ϕ_4 = 0, ϕ_5 = 2π/3, ϕ_6 = −2π/3 |L_7⟩ = |11⟩⟩ and w_1 = w_2 = w_3 = w_4 = w_5 = w_6 = 4/9 w_7 = 1/3.

The important feature of this measurement is that the first three outcomes are unbiased projectors onto |20⟩⟩, |02⟩⟩ that do not have any weight on the |11⟩⟩ state. Achieving this is not possible without using a non-vacuum ancilla of some form.

It is the assistance of the single photon ancilla that is ultimately responsible for boosting the efficacy of this particular Type-II fusion protocol over the 50% barrier. Standard BSMs are not known to be boostable above 50% using a single photon.

It is, however, possible to boost BSM using two single photon ancillae. The best known such boosting protocol was given in [8] where the success probability achieved was 5/8 = 62.5%. To enable a direct comparison to this result, consider the case in Fig. 15 (right) where we use single photon ancilla to implement the 3-DFT measurement just described on modes 1 and 2 as well on modes 3 and 4. In that case we find we have boosted the probability of performing the Type-II fusion to 2/3, which is above the boosted BSM probability.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Primitives for quantum computing such as preparation of small entangled dual-rail qubit states, as well as entangling multi-qubit measurements are inherently probabilistic in linear optics. Using small examples, we have laid out a series of techniques that are able to improve those success probabilities significantly.

For the examples of Bell and GHZ state generators, variations range from using ancillary vacuum modes in conjunction with elaborate feed-forward, boosting by means of additional single photon states, to intertwining the state generation circuits with multiplexing. It should be noted that for actual implementations, aspects of several of the above variations may be combined in order to make the most of the restrictions dictated by the physical platform, such as a loss budget, cost (speed and loss) of feed-forward, and others. A comprehensive analysis is needed to establish appropriate trade-offs between system constraints such as footprint (physical size of the circuit), time needed for a specific task (thus limiting clock rates), energy consumption and deposition (for example due to pump processes), among others. The scope of this paper has been to show protocols for generation of entangled photonic states with the potential of reducing resource requirements without analysing error propagation or discussing trade-offs due to any such errors.

The advantage of the schemes we present can be seen in that even the most naïve approach using a single variation is able to achieve a substantial reduction in resources: Consider a BSG that needs to produce Bell states with a probability of 90%. Building it from independent “traditional” BSGs succeeding with probability 18.75% [3], requires about 11 copies of a BSG. Using a BSG with five bleeding stages, this number shrinks to about 5, while not requiring more photon sources. When multiple Bell states are combined in order to build resource states (as needed for FBQC [2]) such differences will become even more pronounced and will manifest in a footprint reduction of the whole quantum computer of roughly the same amount. However, the cost of feed-forward, sources of errors such as losses due to active and passive components, etc. need to be carefully considered in any attempt to find the best “operating point”.

Similarly, we were able to show ways to “boost” success probabilities of fusion circuits. In the realm of percolationbased resource state generation and allowing for a local correction step, this means that arbitrarily sized cluster states can be built starting from Bell states alone. With fusions being a central ingredient to FBQC, “boosting” manifests in substantially reduced requirements for resource state multiplexing and thus in a lower overall footprint.

What all the results above have in common is a way of looking at linear optics protocols less with a focus on qubits, but more on operations that are “natural” in linear optics. Thus one may venture to expect that more techniques and formalisms tailored to the constraints of linear optics may open up even more avenues to improve linear optics-based quantum circuits.

How improvements of single stages like Bell state generation affect whole linear optical system architectures is outside the scope of this paper. We refer the reader to discussions of multiplexing schemes [11] and the framework of fusion-based quantum computing [2] for more details.

IX. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank Hector Bombín, Jacob Bulmer, Hugo Cable, Axel Dahlberg, Chris Dawson, Andrew Doherty, Megan Durney, Nicholas Harrigan, Isaac Kim, Daniel Litinski, Ye-hua Liu, Kiran Mathew, Ryan Mishmash, Sam Morley-Short, Naomi Nickerson, Andrea Olivo, Sam Pallister, Fernando Pastawski, William Pol, Sam Roberts, Karthik Seetharam, Jordan Sullivan, Andrzej Pérez Veitia and all our colleagues at PsiQuantum for useful discussions. Terry

Rudolph is on leave from Imperial College London, whose support he gratefully acknowledges.

Appendix A: H^{(4)}-measurement

⟨m^′_{(1100)}| = − ⟨m^′_{(0011)}| = 2^{−1/2} ⟨ϕ^−| (A1)

⟨m^′_{(1010)}| = − ⟨m^′_{(0101)}| = 2^{−1/2} ⟨χ^−| (A2)

⟨m^′_{(1001)}| = − ⟨m^′_{(0110)}| = 2^{−1/2} ⟨ψ^−| (A3)

⟨m^′_{(2000)}| = √ 3/2 ⟨W_{4,2}| (A4)

⟨m^′_{(0200)}| = √ 3/2 ⟨W_{4,2}| Φ̂_1Φ̂_3 (A5)

⟨m^′_{(0020)}| = √ 3/2 ⟨W_{4,2}| Φ̂_3Φ̂_4 (A6)

⟨m^′_{(0002)}| = √ 3/2 ⟨W_{4,2}| Φ̂_1Φ̂_4 (A7)

Here,

|W_{4,2}⟩ = 6^{−1/2}(|1100⟩⟩ + |1010⟩⟩ + |1001⟩⟩ +|0110⟩⟩ + |0101⟩⟩ + |0011⟩⟩)

and Φ̂_i a π-phase on detector mode i,

Φ̂_i = (−1)^{n̂}i .

The |m^′⟩ are a basis for the space of two single photons distributed across four modes: ∑ ∑ i n_i=2

|m^′_{(n)}⟩⟨m^′_{(n)}| = ^1_{4,2}

Appendix B: Bleeding probabilities

For subtracting two photons from a signal of four photons in four modes (as in the Bell state generator), there are two types of successful outcomes. By introducing the effective reflectivity and transmissivity of stage k, r_{eff} (k) = r_k reflection in

stage k k−1∏ i=1 (1 − r_i)

transmission in the first k − 1 stages

and

t_{eff} (k) = k∏ i=1 (1 − r_i)

transmission in all k stages

,

we can express those outcome probabilities easily:

• Detection of two photons in stage k. While two-photon events are completely suppressed in the limit S → ∞, they have an effect on bleeding with a finite number of stages.

p_2(k, S) = ( 4 2 ) r^2_{eff} (k)t^2_{eff} (k)

• Detection of one photon in stage k_1 and one in k_2 > k_1

p_1(k_1, k_2, S) = ( 4 1 ) r_{eff} (k_1) ( 3 1 ) t^2_{eff} (k_2)r_{eff} (k_2)

Summing over all possible k and (k_1, k_2), we get the total probability for two-photon detections, p(S) = ∑ 1≤k≤S p_2(k, S) + ∑ 1≤k_1 <k_2≤S p_1(k_1, k_2, S)

For reflectivities causing equal spreading between the bleeding stages (3), those sums can be evaluated explicitly and we obtain p(S) = S(1 + S + S^2) (1 + S)^3 .

Appendix C: Bleeding losses

The lowest order approximation for switch losses r ϵ/4 (from Sec. V B) is independent of the switch state, so the same whether the switch is turned on or off. To lowest order in ϵ, the total loss incurred in a bleeding circuit would be the sum of losses in all stages, so L(S) = ϵ 4 S∑ k=1 r_k . In order to compare the effective loss due to switching in a bleeding scheme with the loss due to a single active phase shifter injection loss, we are looking for the number of stages S below which the single active phase shifter is more lossy,

S_1 = max_{L(S)≤ϵ} S .

In the case of equal spreading (Eq. 3), L(S) increases logarithmically with the number of stages and S_1 = 81.

Appendix D: Spatial bleeding

In Fig. 16 we present an example how the bleeding protocol introduced in Sec. V can be implemented by “bleeding” into spatially separated modes rather than successive attempts of photon subtraction on the same signal modes.

Appendix E: Primate Expressions

In this appendix we present mathematical expressions for (1) the probability of fusing two primates, (2) the post fusion primate state and (3) the probability of turning a primate into a GHZ state. We then use these expressions to compute the number of single photons required to produce a 4-GHZ state as presented in Table II.

By backpropagating Fock states from the detectors and an identity on the output modes, we can obtain an explicit form for the fusion operation F (t) as a set of Kraus operators F (t) = {M̂_{(qr)}}. The elements corresponding to successful fusion are:

M̂^{ij}_{(10)}, M̂^{ij}_{(01)} = 1√ 2 (â_i ± â_j ) [ t^{n̂ij −1}(1 − t) ]_{1/2} .

where n̂_{ij} is the total photon number operator for modes i and j. Now we can compute the unnormalized post-fusion state to be:

M̂^{2n1,2n1+1}

(10) |π λ_1 ,± n_1 ⟩|π λ_2 ,± n_2 ⟩ = √ t(1 − t) 2 [√ λ_2λ_2 2 ( |2⟩⟩|01⟩⟩^{⊗n1+n2 −1}|0⟩⟩ ± |0⟩⟩|10⟩⟩^{⊗n1 +n2−1}|2⟩⟩ )

+ |0⟩⟩ (√ λ_1(1 − λ_2) |ϕ_1⟩ + √ λ_2(1 − λ_1) |ϕ_2⟩ + t √ λ_1λ_2 |ϕ_3⟩ ) |0⟩⟩ ]

where the Kraus operator has acted on the last mode of |π^{λ1 ,±}_{n1} ⟩ and the first mode of |π^{λ2 ,±}_{n2} ⟩ and |ϕ_1⟩ , |ϕ_2⟩ , |ϕ_3⟩ are normalized orthogonal states. Applying M̂^{ij}_{(01)} yields a state of the same form so we can compute the probability of obtaining either success outcome to be:

p_p(λ_1, λ_2) = t(1 − t) [ λ_1 + λ_2 − (1 − t^2) ] and the normalized state is a primate |π^{λ′ ,±}_n′ ⟩ with

λ^′(λ_1, λ_2) = λ_1λ_2 / [ λ_1 + λ_2 − λ_1λ_2(1 − t^2) ] and n^′ = n_1 + n_2. Similarly, we can compute the probability of turning two primates into a GHZ state by applying fusions between pairs of outermost modes, as depicted in Fig. 12, to be: p_G(λ_1, λ_2) = λ_1λ_2/8

17 |1⟩⟩ • ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|1⟩⟩ • ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´ output

|1⟩⟩ • ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´ modes

|1⟩⟩ • ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´

|0⟩⟩ ˚¯˘ǐȷ`´ |0⟩⟩ • m |0⟩⟩ • de-spreading |0⟩⟩ • |0⟩⟩ • |0⟩⟩ • m |0⟩⟩ • 1^{st} and 2^{nd}

|0⟩⟩ • stage switching |0⟩⟩ • |0⟩⟩ • m |0⟩⟩ • 1^{st} stage

|0⟩⟩ • switching |0⟩⟩ •

˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙˙

˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙˙

˙ ˙ ˙˙ Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø

Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø Ø ˙ ˙ ˙˙

FIG. 16: A “spatial” implementation of the bleeding protocol as shown in Figs. 6 and 16 for S = 3 stages. The first four passives “spread” the input photons into superpositions on 4 modes each. For an equal-amplitude spread over all stages (see Fig. 7), unbiased S-mode multiports (such as Hadamards or DFTs) can be used.

After each stage’s detections using m (as defined in Fig. 2), the remaining modes will be switched out to be de-spread if a total of two photons was detected (the two-mode elements with squares are switches, for example MZI-based as in Fig. 8 with r = 1). The final step of “de-spreading”, which may be an active switch-like network or a passive interferometer for probabilisitc operation, concentrates the photon-subtracted states back in the four signal modes. De-spreading here can be thought of as applying a 3-mode DFT to each of the four mode triplets if the first stage succeeded, a 2-mode DFT (50:50 beam splitter) if the second stage succeeded, or the identity if the third stage succeeded.

when using two fusion operations both with t = 1/2, which maximizes the success probability for all primates.

We can then compute the number of single photons required to produce a 4-GHZ state using the perfect MUX construction introduced in Sec. VI D. The number of single photons used to produce a 2-primate from deterministic 1-primates (λ = 1) is: N_2 = 4 p_p(1, 1) = 4 (t − t^2)(1 + t^2) such that the number of photons required to produce a 4-GHZ state from two 2-primates is: N = 2N_2 p_G(λ^′(1, 1), λ^′(1, 1))

= 64

1 + t^2 t − t^2 where t is the transmissivity used to form both of the 2- primates and the final fusions have been set to t = 1/2. N(t) is minimized with t = √ 2 − 1 yielding N( √ 2 − 1) = 128(1 + √ 2) ≈ 309 which is the number given in Table II.

[1] E. Knill, R. Laflamme, and G. Milburn, Nature 409, 46 (2001),

arXiv:quant-ph/0006088 .

[2] S. Bartolucci, P. Birchall, H. Bombin, H. Cable, C. Dawson,

M. Gimeno-Segovia, E. Johnston, K. Kieling, N. Nickerson, M. Pant, F. Pastawski, T. Rudolph, and C. Sparrow, “Fusionbased quantum computation,” (2021), 2101.09310 .

[3] S. Stanisic, N. Linden, A. Montanaro, and P. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. A 96, 043861 (2017), arXiv:1702.05209 .

[4] S. A. Fldzhyan, M. Y. Saygin, and S. P. Kulik, (2021), 2105.06306 .

[5] D. E. Browne and T. Rudolph, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 010501 (2005), arXiv:quant-ph/0405157 .

[6] M. Gimeno-Segovia, P. Shadbolt, D. E. Browne, and T. Rudolph, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 020502 (2015), arXiv:1410.3720 .

[7] W. P. Grice, Phys. Rev. A 84, 042331 (2011).

[8] F. Ewert and P. van Loock, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 140403 (2014), arXiv:1403.4841 .

[9] F. Kaneda and P. G. Kwiat, Sci. Adv. 5, eaaw8586 (2019), arXiv:1803.04803 .

[10] M. Gimeno-Segovia, H. Cable, G. J. Mendoza, P. Shadbolt, J. W. Silverstone, J. Carolan, M. G. Thompson, J. L. O’Brien, and T. Rudolph, New J. Phys. 19, 063013 (2017), arXiv:1701.03306 .

[11] PsiQuantum, “Switch networks for photonic quantum technologies,” (2020), to be published.

[12] Q. Zhang, X.-H. Bao, C.-Y. Lu, X.-Q. Zhou, T. Yang, T. Rudolph, and J.-W. Pan, Phys. Rev. A 77, 062316 (2008), arXiv:quant-ph/0610145 .

[13] J. Joo, P. L. Knight, J. L. O’Brien, and T. Rudolph, Phys. Rev. A 76, 052326 (2007), arXiv:0707.4664 .

[14] K. Kieling, Linear optics quantum computing – construction of small networks and asymptotic scaling, Ph.D. thesis, Imperial College London (2008).

[15] M. Varnava, D. E. Browne, and T. Rudolph, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 060502 (2008), arXiv:quant-ph/0702044 . [16] M. Gimeno-Segovia, Towards Practical Linear Optical Quantum Computing, Ph.D. thesis, Imperial College London (2015).

[17] R. Raussendorf and H. J. Briegel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 5188 (2001), arXiv:quant-ph/0010033 . [18] J. Calsamiglia and N. Lütkenhaus, Appl. Phys. B 72, 67 (2001), arXiv:quant-ph/0007058 .

[19] K. Kieling, T. Rudolph, and J. Eisert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 130501 (2007), arXiv:quant-ph/0611140 .

[20] T. Rudolph, APL Photonics 2, 030901 (2017), arXiv:1607.08535 .

[21] M. A. Nielsen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 040503 (2004), arXiv:quant-ph/0402005 .

[22] M. Pant, D. Towsley, D. Englund, and S. Guha, Nat. Commun. 10, 1 (2019), arXiv:1701.03775 .

[23] S. Morley-Short, S. Bartolucci, M. Gimeno- Segovia, P. Shadbolt, H. Cable, and T. Rudolph, Quantum Sci. Technol. 3, 015005 (2017), arXiv:1706.07325 .

[24] Those operators are commuting in the sense that the normalized output state does not depend on the order those operators are applied in. But normalization depends on it and so does the probability of getting outcomes in a specific order.

[25] In contrast to other repeat-until-success protocols in linear optics, here subsequent attempts act on the same set of photons.

[26] Similar to the BSG where the projective measurement of the ancillae turned out to be a Bell state measurement, the ancilla projection in a GHZ generator is a GHZ state discrimination circuit which can be used as a dual-rail n-partite fusion.

[27] An extensive review of switching schemes can be found in [11]. [28] There are other protocols (such as teleportation) where an effective POVM such as this works and so is possibly preferable to the unboosted BSM.