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Multi-qubit photonic graph states are necessary for quantum communication and computation.
Preparing photonic graph states using probabilistic stitching of single photons using linear optics
results in a formidable resource requirement due to the need of multiplexing. Quantum emitters
present a viable solution to prepare photonic graph states, as they enable controlled production of
photons entangled with the emitter qubit, and deterministic two-qubit interactions among emitters.
A handful of emitters often suffice to generate useful photonic graph states that would otherwise
require millions of single photon sources using the linear-optics method. But, photon loss poses an
impediment to this method due to the large depth, i.e., age of the oldest photon, of the graph state,
given the typically large number of slow and noisy two-qubit CNOT gates required on emitters.
We propose an algorithm that can trade the number of emitters with the graph-state depth, while
minimizing the number of emitter CNOTs. We apply our algorithm to generating a repeater graph
state (RGS) for all-photonic repeaters. We find that our scheme achieves a far superior rate-vs.-
distance performance than using the least number of emitters needed to generate the RGS. Yet,
our scheme is able to get the same performance as the linear-optics method of generating the RGS
where each emitter is used as a single-photon source, but with orders of magnitude fewer emitters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum information processing has the potential to
revolutionize cryptography, computation, communica-
tions, sensing and imaging. Highly entangled states,
called graph states, are a key resource for various quan-
tum information applications spanning cryptography,
computation [1–4], communications [5, 6] and sensing [7].

Graph states of photonic qubits are being pursued for
measurement-based linear optical quantum computation
(LOQC), where single photons are used as qubits—often
generated using a nonlinear optical process such as her-
alded spontaneous parametric downconversion (SPDC),
whereas gates and measurements are performed using lin-
ear optical elements and photon detection. A hindrance
to generating photonic graph states using single photons
and linear optics is that two-qubit gates and measure-
ments are inherently probabilistic, which makes creating
graph states a very resource intensive process [8–10].

Graph states of atomic qubits, such as trapped-ions
and color centers, are also of interest. Applications in-
clude measurement based quantum computing, quantum
repeaters and entanglement assisted sensing [11]. We re-
fer to this genre of matter qubits as emitters as they can
emit a photonic qubit that is entangled with its internal
(e.g., spin) qubit, henceforth referred to as an emitter
qubit or simply as an emitter. One way a graph state
can be realized among emitters [12, 13] is by entangling
emitters pairwise by first having each emitter emit a pho-
ton entangled with the respective emitter qubit, and a
photonic Bell State Measurment (BSM) performed on

∗ These authors contributed equally.

the two photonic qubits using linear optics [14]. Even
though the photonic BSM is probabilistic, one can use
a ‘shelving qubit’ to which an emitter qubit has arbi-
trary (deterministic) two-gate gates available, to realize
any two-qubit deterministic gate, such as a CNOT gate,
between two emitter qubits, deterministically. But such
a deterministic CNOT gate between two emitters can
take much longer than it takes to perform a single-qubit
gate on an emitter, as it relies on repeated probabilistic
photonic BSM attempts (See Appendix A for a detailed
discussion of how this works and the relevant timescales).
Examples of shelving qubits for emitters include: the
29Si nuclear spin qubit for a silicon vacancy in diamond
color center where the silicon atom’s electron spin is the
emitter qubit [15], and the long-lived optically-inactive
171Yb+ ion in the case of a dual-species ion trap where
the 138Ba+ ion is the optically-active emitter qubit [16].

Our work concerns with the problem of preparing a
photonic graph state using emitters as a resource. Two
naive approaches to this are: (a) first prepare the re-
quired graph state on an array of emitters and then trans-
duce the graph state onto photons using single emitter-
photon interactions, and (b) use each emitter as a single
photon source, followed by (probabilistic) linear optical
operations to build up the graph state. In method (a),
the number of emitters required is equal to the number
of qubits in the photonic graph state, or a constant fac-
tor larger if a percolation-based approach is used [13].
In method (b), the number of emitters required is much
larger than the number of qubits in the photonic graph
state if a deterministic production of the photonic graph
state is desired, due to the need of multiplexing to com-
bat the probabilistic linear optical operations. The two
properties of emitter qubits we discussed above, are: (1)
the ability to deterministically generate photons (possi-
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bly entangled with the emitter), and (2) deterministic
two-qubit gates on a pair of emitters. The naive ap-
proaches mentioned above do not effectively leverage the
second property. Motivated by getting around the need
to have n emitters to prepare an n qubit photonic graph
state, Refs. [17, 18] proved an equivalence between D-
dimensional matrix product states with open boundary
conditions, and states that are generated sequentially
and isometrically via a D-dimensional ancillary system
which decouples in the last step. This effectively restricts
the number of emitters required to generate photonic
graph states according to the entanglement property of
the graph. They further gave the isometries needed for
certain multi-qubit states such as GHZ, W state and
graph state. Ref. [19] further explored the generation of
1D-graph states incorporating noise in their generation
model. An experimental demonstration of such states
was presented in [20, 21]. In Ref. [22], the authors gave a
proposal to produce 2-dimensional photonic graph states
by leveraging both of the aforesaid properties of emitter
qubits. The idea of entangled emitters emitting entan-
gled photons has been exploited in further proposals of
generation of photonic graph states in [23–27], for vari-
ous resource states – such as repeater graph states, one-
way quantum computing. [25, 28], allowed for reinterfer-
ence of photons with emitters after emission. In [29], the
authors used matter qubits to produce photonic graph
states and analyzed in detail the trade-off between re-
sources and performance, as characterized by the achiev-
able secret key rate per matter qubit. In [30], the authors
gave a circuit to generate a general photonic graph state
defined by graph G with the minimal number of emitters
– as defined by the height function, h(G).

While applying CNOT gates on two emitters, lever-
aged by the aforesaid schemes, is deterministic, the time-
scale required to implement a CNOT can be quite large,
as discussed earlier. Thus, reducing the circuit depth
would be vital. This is because, if we use the minimal
number of emitters as quantified in [30] to generate a
large photonic graph state, and the application requires
the entire graph state to be available for it to work, the
oldest photons in the graph state could accrue too much
loss for the graph state to be useful for the application.

In this paper, we first expand on the work of [30] to give
a method to generate an n-qubit photonic graph state de-
fined by graph G using k emitters, where k ∈ [h(G), n]
can be chosen as needed based on the desired age gap
between the oldest and the newest photon in the graph
state. We give a circuit decomposition for generating
the graph states in terms of Clifford gates and compu-
tational basis measurements on emitters. If k < n, the
photons of the graph state are not released in the same
time step. Between the time of release and the time of
usage, the photons will undergo loss, introducing noise in
the graph state. Our second contribution is an applica-
tion of our scheme to generating a repeater graph state
(RGS) for an all-photonic quantum repeater architecture
studied in [10], and an associated resource-performance

tradeoff analysis when our scheme is employed with a
chosen number of emitters at each repeater node. We
find that if k emitters are used to generate the RGS, the
k = h(G) extreme from [30] results in suboptimal per-
formance because of the accumulated photon losses. On
the other hand, the other extreme of using each emitter
as a single-photon source followed by probabilistic lin-
ear optical operations, i.e., the scheme studied in [10],
results in requiring a very large number of emitters to ob-
tain a desired rate-versus-distance performance with the
repeater architecture. Our scheme can be employed in a
way such that even though the number of emitters used
at each repeater is larger than h(G), it could still be or-
ders of magnitude smaller than when using each emitter
as a single photon source.

II. NOTATION

Consider a graph G ≡ (V,E), where V represents the
set of vertices and E represents the set of edges. To define
a graph state, we associate each vertex of the graph with
a qubit. The graph’s edges are associated with the action
of controlled-phase (CZ) gates. Mathematically, for a
given graph G, the graph state is defined as:

|G⟩ =
∏

i,j∈E

CZi,j |+⟩⊗|V |
, (1)

where CZi,j represents a CZ gate with vertex i as the
control qubit and vertex j as the target qubit. Here,

|+⟩⊗|V |
denotes the initialization of |V | qubits in the |+⟩

state.
Alternatively, a graph state can be described using the

stabilizer formalism. For each vertex j, we define an
operator Sj = Xj

∏
k∈N(j) Zk, where N(j) denotes the

neighborhood of vertex j in the graph G. Then, the
graph state is defined as the simultaneous eigenstate with
eigenvalue +1 of the operators {Sj}j∈V .

We note that the graph state can accommodate pho-
tonic or matter qubits. We use dual-rail encoding for the
photonic qubits. We name the qubits in the graph state
as follows: the notation kp represents photonic qubits,
where k is a positive integer. We use the notation je to
represent emitter qubits, where j is a positive integer.
We utilize the algorithm developed in this work to an-

alyze the properties of repeater graph states [6, 31]. The
repeater graph states (RGS) were primarily introduced
to give way to an all-photonic quantum repeater architec-
ture. To achieve this Ref. [6] replaced the matter-based
quantum memories in [32], by the optical graph states
along the lines of [31]. These optical graph states, can
be thought of as photonic quantum memories, paving the
way for an all photonic repeater architecture. The RGS

are then characterized by two parameters m and b⃗. Here,
m is connected to the multiplexing in the architecture,
i.e. m physical qubits are sent to the two nodes on either
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FIG. 1. This figure shows construction of a RGS with m = 2,

and b⃗ = {3, 2}. (a) Start with a clique graph state with
2m qubits. Attach a qubit (pink qubits) and a tree with

branching vector b⃗ to every qubit of the clique graph state. (b)
Performing X measurements on the green nodes on the graph
state in (a) gives the RGS. The pink qubits depict the flying
qubits, which are sent to the two adjacent nodes, and the
dark blue nodes remain at the repeaters and mimic quantum
memories.

side of the repeaters. The physical qubit is loss-error
protected by a regular tree described by the branching

vector b⃗ ≡ {b0, b1, · · · , bd}, which signifies that the root
of the tree has b0 children nodes, and each of those nodes
have b1 children nodes, till we reach the (d + 1)th level.
An illustrative example is depicted in FIG. 1.

III. OVERVIEW AND MAIN RESULTS

We are given a graph state |G⟩ and n quantum emit-
ters. Each quantum emitter can emit photons. The
emission process can be modeled as a CNOT gate. The
emission process modelled as the CNOT gate is the
only allowed interaction between the emitters and the
photons. We also have access to the following opera-
tions: arbitrary single-qubit (including Pauli, Hadamard
and non-Clifford) gates on both the emitter and the
photon qubits, CNOT gates between two emitters, and
single-qubit measurement of the photonic and the emit-
ter qubits. We note here that the application of CNOT
gates between emitters, while deterministic, is hard to

implement (see Appendix A).
We now pose the following question:

Given n emitters and a desired (photonic)
graph state |G⟩, what is the algorithm to gen-
erate the graph state using the emitters, keep-
ing in mind the restrictions in the architec-
ture delineated above?

The optimality of the algorithm is highly dependent
on the objective function. One could in principle, seek to
minimize the circuit depth for CNOT gates, minimize the
number of CNOT gates used in the circuit, or minimize
the number of emitters as done in [30]. One could also
anticipate an application-based objective function.
Graph state generation is also challenging due to the

limited architecture of the platform, which prohibits any
further interactions between the emitted photons and
emitters. All entanglement in the graph state must be
created solely by the CNOT gates modeling the emit-
ters and the photon emission process. Consequently, the
sequence in which the photons are released needs to be
carefully designed. Additionally, the time required to
emit photons is significantly shorter than the time needed
to implement CNOT gates between the emitters. There-
fore, it is crucial to parallelize and minimize the applica-
tion of CNOT gates.
In this work, we do not consider an optimal objective

function, but rather give an algorithm which can gener-
ate the graph state keeping in mind the limitations of
the platform. We then give an algorithm to calculate
the CNOT depth and give the time at which each pho-
ton in the graph state is generated accounting for realis-
tic time frames of Clifford gates, measurements, CNOT
gates and emission processes. We refer to the time at
which a photon is emitted as its emission time. We take
the emission time of the first emitter photon as a refer-
ence point and and calculate the emission times of the
remaining photons accordingly. The emission times are
a function of the implementation times of Clifford gates,
measurements, and CNOT gates.
Our algorithm draws inspiration from a previous work

[30]. First, we use time-reversed sequences from [30],
which means that given a graph state, we obtain the cir-
cuit that converts the graph state to a product state.
In this time-reversed context, the photon emission is
replaced with (a hypothetical) photon absorption. By
time-reversing the sequence, we obtain an emission se-
quence that returns the product state to the target state.
The task of reversing quantum gates is straightforward
except for measurements. To this end, we borrow the
time-reversed measurement technique introduced in [30].
To convert any graph state to a product state, it is

sufficient to apply CNOT gates between the qubits con-
nected by the edges. The main challenge is that two-
qubit gates are unavailable between photons. Therefore,
the removal of entanglement needs to be mediated by
the photon absorption process or CNOT gates between
emitters. Our algorithm works as follows: we swap the
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emitters and photons using time-reversed measurements.
Then, we remove entanglement through the photon ab-
sorption process and two-qubit CNOT gates. That is,
we can eliminate the edges in two ways: via the pho-
ton absorption process or the application of CNOT gates
between emitters. However, the time required for these
two processes differs significantly, with photon absorp-
tion/emission being more favorable in current experi-
mental platforms. Consequently, we prioritize removing
entanglement through the absorption process whenever
possible in lieu of applying CNOT gates between emit-
ters.

Our second contribution is the application of our
method to the performance evaluation in the context of
all-photonic quantum repeater chain using the standard
RGS method [10]. We compare the resource requirements
of the following three methods for each repeater node to
prepare the RGS:

1. Method 1 uses the least, i.e., h(G) number of emit-
ters,

2. Method 2 uses each emitter as a single photon
source, and probabilistic stitching of the photons
into the RGS, and

3. Method 3, our method, where we can increase the
number of emitters used (above h(G)), to trade
with lowering the resulting circuit depth (and hence
reducing the photon loss and the number of emitter
CNOTs).

We compare the three schemes in terms of the number of
emitters required per repeater node to obtain a desired
rate-versus-distance performance.

We observe that:

• In general, in the context of our method (3) above,
increasing the number of emitters used to gener-
ate the RGS improves the rate-vs.-distance perfor-
mance,

• For an assumed parameter regime of a generic emit-
ter system, we show that our scheme’s emitter-
array size and CNOT-depth can be calibrated such
that under identical loss conditions, our scheme
(3) is able to achieve the same performance as the
linear-optics method (2) [10], but with orders of
magnitude fewer emitters,

• Using the method (1) of using the least-possible
number of emitters [24] performs worse than the
other two methods, given the extreme losses in-
curred by the photons in the generated RGS.

IV. ALGORITHMIC BUILDING BLOCKS

Given a graph state |G⟩ with m photonic qubits and

n emitters prepared in state |0⟩⊗n
. Taking inspiration

from [30], the goal of our algorithm is to convert the

graph state and emitters into |0⟩⊗n+m
. We begin by

introducing the three primitives used in our algorithm:

• Swapping by the free emitter (SFE) - Absorb
a photon when the emitter is in the (unentangled)
state |0⟩.

• Photon absorption - Absorb a photon when the
emitter is entangled with photonic qubits in |G⟩
under certain condition explained in Section IVB.

• Emitter interaction - Remove the edges between
the emitter nodes.

We then combine the three primitives to yield the final
algorithm.

A. Swapping by the free emitter

Let |G⟩ be an arbitrary graph state consisting of pho-
tonic and emitter qubits. If an emitter ke is in the |0⟩ke

state – called a free emitter, we give a circuit to imple-
ment the following action:

SWAPjp↔ke |G⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ke
, (2)

where SWAPjp↔ke
corresponds to swapping the photonic

qubit jp in |G⟩ with the emitter qubit ke, j ∈ [1,m] and
m is the total number of qubits in the graph state. This
action replaces the jp qubit in the vertex set V of the
graph G by the ke qubit.
The circuit given in FIG. 2(a) implements this above

action. In a state of the form |G⟩⊗|0⟩ke
, the ke qubit does

not share any edge with the graph state |G⟩. The stabi-
lizer generator associated with this state can be expressed
as the left-hand corner of Eq 3. Pj represents a Pauli

acting on the jth qubit, and PV \{jp}, P̃V \{jp} denote the
tensor product of Pauli operators acting on all vertexes
of the graph except jp. The Hadamard and CNOTc,t

operations transform the stabilizers as follows [33]:

X
H−→ Z Z

H−→ X

XcIt
CNOTc,t−−−−−−→ XcXt IcXt

CNOTc,t−−−−−−→ IcXt

ZcIt
CNOTc,t−−−−−−→ ZcIt IcZt

CNOTc,t−−−−−−→ ZcZt

We then express the action of the circuit given in Fig-
ure 2(a) on the stabilizer generator.

PV \{jp} Zjp Ike

P̃V \{jp} Xjp Ike

IV \{jp} Ijp Zke

Hke−−→
PV \{jp} Zjp Ike

P̃V \{jp} Xjp Ike

IV \{jp} Ijp Xke

CNOTke,jp−−−−−−−→

PV \{jp} Zjp Zke

P̃V \{jp} Xjp Ike

IV \{jp} Xjp Xke

Hke⊗Hjp−−−−−−→
PV \{jp} Xjp Xke

P̃V \{jp} Zjp Ike

IV \{jp} Zjp Zke

CNOTke,jp−−−−−−−→

PV \{jp} Ijp Xke

P̃V \{jp} Zjp Zke

IV \{jp} Zjp Ike

Ijp ⊗Hke−−−−−−→
PV \{jp} Ijp Zke

P̃V \{jp} Ijp Xke

IV \{jp} Zjp Ike

(3)



5

The final stabilizer is equivalent to applying the swap
gate on jp qubit of the graph state |G⟩ and qubit ke
associated with the free emitter.

The time-reversed implementation of Eq 3 is given in
FIG. 2(b). The first CNOT gate, corresponds to the
emitter emitting the photon. To implement the second
CNOT gate, we would require an interaction between the
photon and the emitter after the photon has been emit-
ted. However, this interaction is not allowed according to
the architecture constraints. FIG. 2(c) shows an equiva-
lent implementation of the circuit given in FIG. 2(b). To
observe this, note that after the completion of the cir-
cuit in FIG. 2(b), the emitter is in the |0⟩ke

state. This
constraint allows us to model the CNOTke,jp ⊗Hke

by a
computation measurement on the emitter followed by a
controlled X rotation on the photon. That is, if the emit-
ter measurement outcome is one, then apply a Pauli X
on the photon. The Pauli-X gate on the photonic qubit
affects only the phase of the stabilizer of |G⟩. As a result,
it is not necessary to physically apply the Pauli-X gate if
we keep track of the phase of the stabilizers using classi-
cal post-processing. We call this primitive the swapping
by the free emitter (SFE). This implementation is similar
to the time-reversed measurement introduced in [30].

To implement this primitive, we need to specify the
qubit in the graph that the emitter needs to replace. This
specification is given to the algorithm under the initial
conditions. Finding the optimal initial conditions are
beyond the scope of this work.

The impact of the replacement by the free emitter on
the graph can be represented pictorially as well, as given
in FIG. 3.

B. Photon absorption

Next, we delineate the conditions under which an emit-
ter can absorb a photon. For each case, we write the
initial and final stabilizer and pictorially give the impact
of the absorption on the graph state.

1. Case 1

Let |G⟩ be an arbitary graph state consisting of pho-
tonic and emitter qubits. Consider ke, jp ∈ V (G), and
N(ke) = {jp}. That is, the neighborhood of the emitter
qubit ke consists of just a photonic qubit jp. Then, we
apply a Hadamard gate on ke followed by CNOTke,jp .
The CNOTke,jp gate is equivalent to the absorption of
the jp photon by the ke emitter. The transformed graph
is denoted by G1. The aforementioned action performs
the following transformation on the stabilizer generator:

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 2. Time reversed circuit for swapping of photon in the
graph state by a free emitter. |G⟩ke

corresponds to the ke
emitter in the graph state |G⟩ and |G⟩jp corresponds to the

jp photon in the graph state |G⟩. (a) Circuit for implemen-
tation of Eq 2 (b) Time-reverse circuit for FIG. 2(a). The
shaded CNOT corresponds to the emission process. (c) Plat-
form compatible implementation of Eq 2.

IV \{jp,ke} Xke Zjp

PV \{jp,ke} Zke
Xjp

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ike
Zjp

Hke−−−−→
IV \{jp,ke} Zke

Zjp

PV \{jp,ke} Xke
Xjp

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ike
Zjp

CNOTke,jp−−−−−−−→
IV \{jp,ke} Ike Zjp

PV \{jp,ke} Xke
Ijp

P̃V \{jp,ke} Zke
Ijp
(4)

Note that the emitter ke has an edge only with the jp,
while the jp qubit shares an edge with the ke emitter and
possibly other qubits in the graphs. Then, each stabilizer
in the generator would have the form given on the left-
hand side of the Eq 4.

Let EG(i) be the set of edges incident on vertex i
of the graph G. Then for the graph G1, E

G1(ke) =
EG(jp)\{(ke, jp)}, where jp refers to the jth photon in
the graph state and ke refers to the kth quantum emit-
ter. The stabilizer representation of the final graph state
|G1⟩ implies that the jp photon is in the state |0⟩, the
edge between ke and jp has been removed, and the re-
maining edges of jp have been transferred to ke. That is,
EG1(ke) = EG(jp)\{(ke, jp)}.For a pictorial representa-
tion of the transformation of the graph state, see FIG. 4.
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0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

7p
8p

9p

10p

11p
12p

13p

14p1e

(a)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

7p
8p

9p

10p

11p
12p

13p

14p
1e

(b)

FIG. 3. Pictorial representation of swapping of photon by an
emitter (a) State before SFE (b) State after the implementa-
tion of SFE

2. Case 2

Let |G⟩ be an arbitary graph state consisting of pho-
tonic and emitter qubits. Let jp, ke ∈ V (G) and let
N(jp) = {ke}. Then, we apply a Hadamard gate on
jp and a CNOTke,jp gate. The aforementioned action
performs the following transformation on the stabilizer
group.

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

7p8p

10p

11p 12p

13p

14p

1e

(a)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

7p

8p

10p

11p

12p

13p

14p

1e

(b)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

7p

8p

10p

11p

12p

13p

14p

1e

(c)

FIG. 4. Pictorial representation of photon absorption (a) Ini-
tial state for case 1 (b) Final state for case 1, initial state for
case 2 (c) Final state for case 2
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IV \{jp,ke} Xjp Zke

PV \{jp,ke} Zjp Xke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

Hjp−−→
IV \{jp,ke} Zjp Zke

PV \{jp,ke} Xjp Xke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

CNOTke,jp−−−−−−−→
IV \{jp,ke} Zjp Ike

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Xke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

(5)

To obtain the initial stabilizers, note that the jp has an
edge only with ke, while the ke qubit shares an edge with
the jp and possibly other qubits in the graphs. Then,
following the procedure for stabilizer representation of a
graph state, we obtain the initial stabilizer. After the
actions specified above, we see that the jp qubit is in the
state |0⟩. We also see that the edge set of ke is trans-
formed to EG(ke)\{(ke, jp)}. For a pictorial representa-
tion of the transformation, see FIG. 4(c).

3. Case 3

Let |G⟩ be an arbitary graph state consisting of pho-
tonic and emitter qubits. Let ke, jp ∈ V (G), andN(ke) =
N(jp). Then, we apply the Hadamard gate to ke and
jp, followed by CNOTke,jp . The aforementioned action
performs the following transformation on the stabilizer
group:

PV \{jp,ke} Xjp Ike

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Xke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Zjp Zke

P̄V \{jp,ke} Ijp Ike

Hjp⊗Hke−−−−−−→

PV \{jp,ke} Zjp Ike

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Xjp Xke

P̄V \{jp,ke} Ijp Ike

CNOTke,jp−−−−−−−→

PV \{jp,ke} Zjp Zke

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Xke

P̄V \{jp,ke} Ijp Ike

≡

IV \{jp,ke} Zjp Ike

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Xke

P̄V \{jp,ke} Ijp Ike

Hke−−→

IV \{jp,ke} Zjp Ike

PV \{jp,ke} Ijp Xke

P̃V \{jp,ke} Ijp Zke

P̄V \{jp,ke} Ijp Ike

(6)

After the aforementioned actions, we observe that the
photon is in the |0⟩jp state. With this action, all the edges

in the set EG(jp) can also be removed. For a pictorial
representation of the transformation on the graph, see
FIG. 5.

C. Emitter interaction

The goal of this primitive is to disentangle as many
emitters as possible. This can be achieved by performing
CNOT gates between the emitters and Hadamard gates
on the emitters. We now outline the conditions under
which to perform the two-qubit interaction.

1p

2p

3p

1e

(a)

1p

2p

3p

1e

(b)

FIG. 5. Pictorial representation of case 3 for absorption of
a photon by an emitter (a) Initial graph for case 3 (b) Final
graph for case 3

0p

1e

2e

4e

3e

5e6e

(a)

0p

1e
2e

4e

3e

5e

6e

(b)

FIG. 6. Pictorial representation of emitter disentanglement,
Case 1. (a) Initial graph, Case 1 (b) Final graph, Case 1

1. Case 1

We perform CZje,ke
gate between the je and ke emitter

if an edge exists between je and ke emitter. A pictorial
representation of this action is given in FIG. 6.

2. Case 2

Let je, ke ∈ V (G) and N(je) = N(ke). Then follow-
ing the steps in Subsection IVB3, we apply the gate
CNOTje,ke

, observe that the emitter ke is in the state
|0⟩. This action removes |N(ke)| edges from the graph
state.
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V. FINAL ALGORITHM

We combine the three primitives outlined in Sec-
tion IVA,IVB, IVC to obtain the final algorithms. We
note here that, in principle, a variety of ways exist to
combine the above primitives to absorb the graph state
completely. Our numerics show that with the objective
to minimize the CNOT depth of the circuit for repeater
graph states, the following two algorithms yield the min-
imal CNOT depth. The choice of the algorithm depends
on the initial number of emitters. Further optimization
on the ordering of the primitives is left for future work.

Both the algorithms take as input the number of emit-
ters, the initial condition, and the graph state. The initial
condition gives the preferred order for choosing photons
for SFE. Recall that for the SFE, we have to specify
which photon the free emitter should absorb. This speci-
fication is given by the initial conditions – an ordered list
of photons in the graph state.

The goal of the algorithm is to convert the graph state
|G⟩ with m photon qubits and n emitters prepared in

the state |0⟩⊗n
to |0⟩⊗n+m

. The output of the algorithm
is the sequence of operations that achieve the goal. We
can then time reverse the output to obtain the sequence
of operations which starting from |0⟩⊗n+m

gives a state

|G⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗m
.

A. Algorithm 1

1. Absorb as many photons as possible via the quan-
tum emitters using the steps outlined in IVB. If no
more photons can be absorbed, move to Step 2. If
no quantum emitter exists in the graph state, move
to Step 2. Remove the absorbed photons from the
initial condition.

2. Use the primitive of SFE given in Section IVA to
swap a photon with a free emitter. The initial con-
ditions give the photon to be swapped. Remove the
swapped photon from the initial condition. Repeat
1. If no more free emitters exist, move to Step 3.

3. Perform the steps laid out in Section IVC to re-
move entanglement between the emitters.

4. Repeat steps 1-4 till all photons have been ab-
sorbed.

In Algorithm 1, we repeatedly remove the absorbed
photons from the initial conditions. The reason being
that once the photon has been absorbed, it cannot be
swapped with a free emitter. If the number of emitters
entered into the algorithm is insufficient, then not all
photons will be absorbed.

We also note that with this algorithm, there is an up-
per limit on the number of emitters that can be used.
This algorithm gives a preference to photon absorption
over SFE. This implies that the emitter absorbs as many

photons as possible. Then, after a point, there are no
more photons left for the emitter to replace. To incor-
porate more emitters, we would need a different ordering
of the primitives, as depicted in Algorithm 2. The Al-
gorithm 2 gives preference to replacing the photons with
quantum emitters over photon absorption.

B. Algorithm 2

1. Absorb as many photons as possible via the quan-
tum emitters using the steps outlined in Sec-
tion IVB. If no more photons can be absorbed,
move to Step 2. If no quantum emitter exists in
the graph state, move to Step 2. Remove the ab-
sorbed photons from the initial condition.

2. Use the primitive of SFE given in Section IVA to
swap photons by all possible free emitters. The
initial conditions give the photons to be swapped.
Remove the swapped photons from the initial con-
dition.

3. Absorb as many photons as possible via the quan-
tum emitters using the steps outlined in Sec-
tion IVB. If no more photons can be absorbed,
move to Step 4. Remove the absorbed photons from
the initial condition.

4. Perform the steps laid out in Section IVC to re-
move entanglement between the emitters.

5. Repeat Steps 1-4 till all photons are absorbed.

The main point of difference between Algorithm 1 and
Algorithm 2 is as follows: In Algorithm 1, after swapping
the photon with an emitter, the emitter tries to absorb as
many photons as possible. The algorithm tries to swap
another photon with a free emitter if no more photons
can be absorbed by the existing emitters in the graph.
The Algorithm 1 prefers absorbing photons over swap-
ping with free emitter. In Algorithm 2, the preference
is given to swapping photons with free emitters. The
Algorithm will first swap photons with all available free
emitters and then try to absorb photons.
Now, consider that the number of emitters equals the

number of photons in the graph state. Then, the Algo-
rithm 2, first prepares the graph state on the emitter and
transduces the state to the photons. In this case, all the
photons are emitted in one time step.

C. Example for Algorithm 1

We illustrate Algorithm 1 with the following example.

Two parameters m and the branching vector b⃗ describe a
repeater graph state. For this example, we choose m = 2

and b⃗ = {3, 2}. We choose the number of emitters as
twelve. The initial xconditions are given as a list of the
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end nodes of the attached tree, implying that the emitters
can replace these photons if the other emitters have not
absorbed them.

The initial graph state is given in FIG. 7(a). The
emitter 1e replaces 10p via SFE to yield the graph in
FIG. 7(b). The N(1e) = 7p, then the emitter 1e can
absorb 7p to yield FIG. 7(c). The N(11p) = 1e, then
the emitter 1e can absorb 11p to yield FIG. 7(d). Next,
N(1e) = 6p, implying that the emitter 1e can absorb
6p to obtain the graph in FIG. 7(e). We next see that
the emitter 1e can absorb no further. At this point, we
use the initial conditions, and the emitter 2e replace the
photon 12p. We can then, by looking the photon absorp-
tion criterion given above, see that the emitter 2e can
absorb 8p and 13p to yield the graph given in FIG. 7(g).
Now, the emitter 1e, 2e can absorb no further photons.
The emitter 3e replaces the 14p photons and absorbs 9p
and 15p photons to yield the graph given in FIG. 7(h).
In this manner, we use the 12 emitters to start by ab-
sorbing at the end nodes. This gives us the graph in
FIG. 7(i). Next, we no longer have any free emitters
available, and we start with emitter disentanglement. All
the edges between the emitters are removed by the ap-
plication of CNOT gates between quantum emitters to
yield the graph given in FIG. 7(j). The absorption pro-
cess continues until all the photons have been absorbed
to yield the graph in FIG. 7(o). Then, the emitters are
disentangled to yield a completely unentangled state.

D. Circuit depth

In both the algorithms presented above, only in the
emitter disentanglement step, we apply CNOTs between
quantum emitters. The CNOTe,e is the most time-
consuming resource that we have in this architecture. To
this end, we seek to calculate the circuit depth in terms
of CNOTe,e.

In the algorithm specified above, the application se-
quence of CNOTe,es is not fixed in the emitter disentan-
glement step. In principle, we would like to parallelize the
CNOTe,es in order to reduce the depth. This work uses
the following algorithm to calculate the depth without
claiming optimality. We are given the list of CNOTe,es
applied during the emitter disentanglement step. The
CNOTe,es in this list can be applied in any sequence.

For each emitter disentanglement step, the algorithm
is as follows:

1. From the list of CNOTe,es, choose CNOTs that act
on independent emitters. These CNOTs can be
applied in one-time step or in parallel.

2. Remove the chosen CNOTs from the list of applied
CNOTe,es.

3. Repeat steps 1-2 till no CNOTs are left in the list
of applied CNOTe,es.

4. The number of repetitions gives the CNOT depth
for the emitter disentanglement circuit.

Then, the sum of the CNOT circuit depth for each
emitter disentanglement step gives us the CNOT circuit
depth of the entire state generation circuit.
Note that in the above algorithm, in the first step,

there are multiple ways to choose between the indepen-
dent CNOTs. We do not optimize for this choice of
CNOTs.

1. Example: Calculation for CNOT Depth

FIG. 8, shows the CNOT depth vs. the number of
emitters for various repeater graph states. Note that, in
general, an increase in the number of emitters does not
imply a decrease in the CNOT depth. For example, one
can generate a n-qubit GHZ state with a single emitter,
making the circuit’s CNOT depth zero. However, when
given n-qubits, we can first prepare the graph state on
the quantum emitters, transfer the state to the photons
and then measure the emitters, also called as transducing
the state of emitters on the photons. The CNOT depth
of the circuit is two. For FIG. 8, we only use the extra
emitter if this decreases the CNOT depth.
We see here the impact of the objective function on

the choice of algorithm. If the goal is to reduce the time
difference between the generation of the initial photons
and final photons, then the transducing would be prefer-
able. However, if the goal is reduce the CNOT depth,
then sequential emission is preferable.

VI. EMISSION TIMES OF PHOTONS

To the algorithm given in Section V, we can associate
a circuit composed of the following gate-set:

• Hadamard gate on the emitter (He). Time required
to perform He - tHe

.

• CNOT gate with the emitter as the control and
the photonic qubit as the target (CNOTe,p). Time
required - tCNOTe,p

. This gate models the emission
of the photon.

• CNOT gate between two emitters (CNOTe,e).
Time required tCNOTe,e

.

• Measuring an emitter in the computational basis.
Time taken tmeas.

• While not a part of gate set, after each measure-
ment, we need to initialize the emitter in the |0⟩
state. Time required - tinit.

We evaluate these timescales for SiV in Appendix A.
We also outline the procedure for calculating the emission
time of each photon in the graph state in Appendix B.



10

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p
7p

8p9p

10p

11p

12p
13p14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p 35p 36p
37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

(a)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p
7p

8p9p 11p

12p

13p14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p
35p 36p

37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

(b)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

8p
9p

11p

12p

13p
14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p
35p 36p

37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

(c)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

6p

8p

9p 12p

13p

14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p
35p 36p

37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

(d)

0p

1p
2p

3p

4p

5p

8p

9p
12p

13p

14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p
35p 36p

37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

(e)

0p

1p
2p

3p

4p

5p

8p

9p
13p

14p15p

16p17p

18p

19p

20p

21p22p

23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p

35p 36p
37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

2e

(f)

0p

1p2p

3p

4p

5p

9p

14p

15p

16p
17p

18p
19p

20p

21p22p
23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p

35p 36p
37p

38p
39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e
2e

(g)

0p

1p
2p

3p

4p

5p

16p

17p

18p19p

20p

21p
22p23p

24p

25p

26p

27p

28p
29p

30p 31p

32p

33p

34p

35p 36p
37p

38p

39p

40p

41p

42p

43p
44p

45p

46p

47p

48p

1e

2e

3e

(h)

0p

1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

16p

27p

38p

1e 2e

3e

4e

5e

6e

7e
8e

9e
10e

11e

12e

(i)

0p 1p

2p

3p

4p

5p

16p

27p

38p

1e

4e

7e

10e

(j)

0p
1p

2p

4p

5p

16p

27p

38p

1e

4e

7e

10e

(k)

1p

2p

4p

5p

16p

38p

1e4e

7e

10e

(l)

1p

4p

5p

38p

1e

4e

7e

10e

(m)

1p

5p

1e

4e

7e
10e

(n)

1e

4e

7e

10e

(o)

FIG. 7. In this figure, we show the progression of the graph state as the available emitters absorb the photons. The initial
state is given in (a).

This information is useful in modeling the losses on the
photons before they can be used for the desired applica-
tion, as shown in Section VIIC.

VII. ALL-PHOTONIC QUANTUM REPEATER
ARCHITECTURE

One of the primary applications of photonic graph
states is as the resource state for the all-photonic quan-
tum repeaters. Each repeater in this architecture is
equipped with photonic dual-rail graph states. Each
qubit of the graph state is a logical qubit encoded in
a tree code [6, 10, 34]. In dual-rail photonic encod-
ing, photon loss results in qubit loss error. The tree
code protects the qubits of the graph state from losses,
mimicking a quantum memory. Entanglement distri-
bution rates and the maximum key rates over a lossy
bosonic channel such as an optical fiber or free space
link are known to drop exponentially with loss [35]. The
all-photonic quantum repeater architecture with tree-
encoded graph state (referred to as repeater graph state
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(RGS) onwards) outperforms the maximum key rate ob-
tained without using repeaters or the repeaterless rate
given by Rdirect = − log2(1 − η) [36], (see also [37] for a
strong converse bound). Here, η is the transmissivity of
the optical fiber and is proportional to the length of the
fiber, L and its loss coefficient α (η = e(−αL)).

In [10], first, single photons are generated using emit-
ters. Then, they are entangled using linear optical Bell
state measurements (BSMs) that are probabilistic and
multiplexed to create the RGS. The probabilistic en-
tangling operation results in a massive overhead in the
number of emitters required to produce one copy of the
RGS. This section compares the performance of the RGS,
created deterministically using our algorithm, with the
RGS generated using probabilistic BSMs and multiplex-
ing (hereafter referred to as the multiplexing method) in
terms of (1) entanglement generation rate and (2) the
number of emitters used per repeater.

A. The protocol

We begin by reviewing the all-photonic quantum re-
peater protocol. FIG. 9(b) shows a chain of n all-
photonic quantum repeaters placed equidistant between
the users Alice and Bob with m parallel optical chan-
nels connecting each pair of repeaters. We refer to m as
the degree of multiplexing. In an all-photonic quantum
repeater protocol, once the repeater graph state (RGS)
(see FIG. 9(a)) is generated at every repeater, the grey
qubits or the link qubits from the RGS are sent over the
optical channels. The link qubits from the neighboring
repeaters meet at the minor nodes, placed halfway be-
tween the neighboring repeaters, and undergo a photonic
Bell state measurement (BSM). This measurement suc-
ceeds with probability p. If the users are placed distance
L apart, p = η1/(n+1).pBSM, where pBSM is the success
probability of the linear optical BSM and η = exp(−αL).
In other words, the BSM at the minor nodes succeeds if
both the qubits undergoing BSM reach the minor node
and the BSM itself is successful. For a simple linear op-
tical system, pBSM = 50%, which can be boosted using
ancilla single photons. If a BSM between the link qubits
is successful, we say a link was established. The success
or failure outcomes of the BSMs are classically commu-
nicated to the respective neighboring repeaters.

Once the repeaters receive the classical communication
regarding the BSM outcomes, every repeater performs X
measurements on a pair of logical qubits with successfully
heralded links on the opposite sides of the repeater and Z
measurements on the remaining 2m− 2 logical qubits in
the graph state. These measurements are probabilistic as
they are performed on lossy photonic qubits. If all mea-
surements at every repeater are successful and at least
one BSM succeeds at every minor node, users Alice and
Bob end up with a shared Bell state. The entanglement

generation rate is given by [10]

R =
P 2n
X P

2(m−1)n
Z [1− (1− p)m](n+1)

2mτ
ebits/s (7)

Here, PX and PZ are the probabilities of success of the
logical single qubit X and Z measurements at the re-
peaters, respectively, and τ is the repetition time of the
protocol. Eq. 7 assumes that qubits in all repeaters have
identical PX and PZ . The success probabilities of the
Pauli measurements depend upon the shape and the size
of the tree code used as we discuss in the following sec-
tion.

B. Tree code

In this section, we derive the success probabilities of
Pauli measurements on the logical qubit of a tree code as-
suming the qubits in the tree code have non-uniform loss
probabilities. As discussed in Section II, we define a tree

graph state using branching vector b⃗ ≡ {b0, b1, · · · , bd}.
We define the root (labeled as qubit 0) of the tree as the
qubit on level 0 of the tree as shown in FIG. 10(a). Let
li be the probability of loss of qubit i of the tree and
C(i) be the set of children of i, i.e., the qubits one level
below i. Similarly, i is the parent of qubits in C(i). In
order to encode a physical qubit into a tree code, a tree
graph state is first attached to the physical qubit using
a CZ gate as shown in FIG. 10(b). X measurements on
the tree’s root and the physical qubit encode the physical
qubit into the logical qubit.
The tree code protects the logical qubit from loss us-

ing the counterfactual error correction scheme [34]. This
scheme aims to infer a Pauli measurement result in the
event a qubit of a graph state is lost by performing mea-
surements on the other qubits in the graph state. For ex-
ample, consider a graph state stabilizer ZiXj

∏
k∈C(j) Zk.

If the Pauli operators in this stabilizer are measured, the
product of all measurement outcomes is 1. Using this
property, if qubit i is lost, the Z measurement outcome
of i can be inferred from the outcomes of X measurement
on j and Z measurements on the set of qubits in C(j).
This is an indirect-Z measurement. Note that, direct-Z
measurement succeeds if the qubit is not lost. For qubit
i, the probability of success of direct or indirect-Z mea-
surement is given by [6, 10],

PZi
= (1− li) + liξi (8)

Here, ξi is the success probability of indirect-Z mea-
surement. We perform indirect-Z measurement on a
qubit i in a tree graph state using stabilizers of the form
ZiXj

∏
k∈C(j) Zk, j ∈ C(i). Out of the |C(i)| possible at-

tempts of an indirect-Z measurement on i, at least one
must succeed. The success probability of an attempt is
(1− lj)

∏
k∈C(j) PZk

. Here, (1− lj) is the success proba-

bility of X measurement on j. If i is not on the (d+1)th
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FIG. 9. All-photonic quantum repeater architecture (a) The repeater graph state with tree encoded logical qubits (blue circles)
and link qubits (grey circles) (b) A chain of n repeater with multiplexing m = 3, placed between the users - A and B. The link
qubits are sent over the optical channel and they meet at the minor nodes (denoted by ‘x’) to undergo a linear optical BSM
(c) The solid black lines showing links generated from the successful BSMs at the minor nodes.

(last) level of the tree, using recursion, we can write:

ξi = 1−
∏

j∈C(i)

[
1− (1− lj)

∏
k∈C(j)

PZk

]
(9)

We set ξi = 0 if i is on the (d+1)th level of the tree, as i
does not have any children, and indirect-Z measurement
cannot be performed without children.

The probabilities of successful logical Z and X mea-
surements are [6, 10],

PZ =
∏

i on level 1

PZi
(10)

PX = ξ0 (11)

i.e., the Z measurement probability of the logical qubit
is the product of Z measurement probabilities on all the
level 1 qubits and the X measurement probability of the
logical qubit is the indirect-Z measurement probability
on the root qubit.

FIG. 10. Tree code (a) Tree graph state with node 0 as the

root and the branching vector b⃗ = {3, 2}. (b) A logical qubit
encoded in a tree code (shown as a blue circle) is created by
first attaching the qubit to be encoded to a tree graph state
using CZ gate, followed by X measurements on the qubit to
be encoded and the root of the tree.

This paper considers tree code with a branching vec-
tor of length two. The following section discusses an
all-photonic quantum repeater architecture with RGSs
generated using the algorithm described in Section V.

C. Emitter-based repeater architecture

As the entanglement rate is inversely proportional to
qubit loss, designing a repeater architecture that reduces
the losses becomes essential. When quantum emitters are
used as single photon sources, the multiplexing method
generates the RGS in time tinit, in the limit that initializ-
ing emitters is much slower than the photonic chip that
performs linear optical operations. The entire RGS is
created in the same time step, resulting in identical loss
probability for every qubit. The emitter-based method
emits qubits of the RGS at different times. This sec-
tion discusses the photonic qubit measurement sequence
on the RGS that minimizes the loss and calculates the
loss probability of the RGS’s qubits for the emitter-based
method. It also derives the number of emitters required
for the emitter-based method to attain a given repetition
time.

1. Photonic qubit measurement sequence

In an all-photonic architecture, the photon loss proba-
bility is directly proportional to the lifetime of the pho-
ton, i.e., the time between photon generation and mea-
surement. In this section, we outline some properties
of the generation scheme that help mitigate the photon
loss. Consider a quantum circuit to generate a graph
state using two emitters as shown in FIG. 11(b). From
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Section IV, Hadamard, Pauli-X, and identity are the only
operations performed on the photonic qubits of any graph
state after they are emitted. In FIG. 11(b), the photonic
qubits are measured in the Pauli basis after generating
the entire graph state. Since the measurements commute
with operations on other qubits commute, the order of
the measurements does not matter. FIG. 11(c) shows an
equivalent quantum circuit, s.t. the photonic qubits are
measured as soon as the emitter emits the photons. We
eliminate the conditional Pauli-X gate as it only affects
the phase of the generated state, which can be tracked
using classical post-processing. Moreover, we rotate the
measurement bases of the photonic qubits instead of per-
forming the Hadamard gates.

Note that we have assumed above that the measure-
ment bases of all qubits are pre-decided. If the mea-
surements are adaptive, i.e., the measurement basis of
a qubit depends upon the measurement outcome of an-
other qubit, we must modify the measurement sequence
accordingly. For example, consider qubits 2 and 4 from
FIG. 11(a) such that the measurement outcome of qubit
2 determines the measurement basis of qubit 4. In this
case, we would have to measure qubit 4 after qubit 2, even
if it is emitted earlier. This increases the loss probability
of qubit 4. Consequently, an all-photonic repeater with
fewer adaptive measurements performs better. In the fol-
lowing section, we outline the measurement sequence on
the emitted RGS and calculate the loss introduced on
each photon.

2. Loss calculations

At the beginning of our protocol, the quantum emit-
ters in all repeaters simultaneously start generating the
RGS. The repeaters send link qubits to the minor nodes
as soon as they are emitted. Let τl = L/(2cf (n + 1))
be the time for the link qubits to reach the minor nodes.
Here, cf is the speed of light in the optical fiber, and
L is the distance between the end nodes. Each minor
node performs BSM immediately after it receives a pair
of qubits from both sides and classically communicates
the BSM outcome to the neighboring repeaters. Let Tl
be the time the last link qubit is emitted. The repeaters
have all BSM outcomes at time Tl+2τl. This is when the
repeaters know the measurement bases of all the logical
qubits and, hence, all physical qubits in the tree codes.
At this point, the logical X and Z measurements start
at the repeaters. Note that, in our architecture, we as-
sume that the indirect-Z measurement is non-adaptive.
If we require a Z measurement outcome of a qubit at
the repeater, irrespective of whether or not it is lost, we
perform the indirect-Z measurement sequence on its chil-
dren. This design choice avoids the delays in measure-
ment caused by adaptive measurements, as discussed in
Section VIIC 1.

We now calculate the time at which the physical qubits
of the tree code are measured. These times determine the

loss probability of the qubits. Consider a qubit i emit-
ted at time Ti. If Tl + 2τl < Ti, the photon is measured
immediately. This is because the basis in which the re-
peater needs to measure qubit i is known prior to the
emission of the photon. If Tl + 2τl > Ti, qubit i has to
wait for time Tl +2τl − Ti before measurement. In other
words, it is measured at Tmi = max(Tl + 2τl, Ti). The
amount of time the qubit waits before being measured or
its measurement wait time is Twi = Tmi − Ti.
The qubits emitted from the qubit chip with the spin

emitters are first coupled into an optical fiber with ef-
ficiency ηc. These qubits keep undergoing losses in the
optical fiber for their measurement wait times. The loss
probability (l) of qubit i with measurement wait time Twi

is 1−ηc exp(−αcfTwi). Note that, unlike the all-photonic
repeater protocols studied earlier [6, 10], the qubits in the
RGS generated using the algorithm in Section V have
different loss probabilities due to different wait times.
We derive Pauli measurement success probabilities for
tree code with non-uniform qubit loss probabilities using
Section VIIB.

3. Resource requirements

The RGS generation event starts with initializing the
emitters and ends after all the photonic qubits have been
generated and measured. Let Tne

be the time required
to generate one copy of the RGS using ne emitters. Let
τ be the repetition rate required by the protocol. We
now calculate the number of emitters one would require
to support the repetition rate τ < Tne

. Here, we use the
concept of staggered generation, wherein to maintain the
repetition rate τ , the repeater needs to start creating a
new copy of the RGS at an interval of τ seconds.
The first RGS is generated using ne emitters and the

quantum repeater protocol starts at Tne
. Up to time Tne

,

the repeater needs to employ Ne = ⌈Tne

τ ⌉ne number of
emitters for the staggered generation of RGS. At Tne

, ne
emitters are measured, and the total number of emitters

the repeater is actively using drops to Ne−ne = ⌊Tne

τ ⌋ne.
The measured ne emitters then begin another round of

RGS generation at time ⌈Tne

τ ⌉τ , increasing the number
of emitters being used to Ne. To summarize, the repeater
requires Ne emitters to produce an RGS every Tne

+ kτ
seconds (k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . }), and attain the repetition time
τ . This process is outlined in FIG. 12.

D. Results and discussion

In this section, we calculate the entanglement genera-
tion rate of our emitter-based all-photonic quantum re-
peater architecture and compare it with [10]. The RGS

parameters are b⃗ = {7, 3} and m = 4 and we set τ = tinit.
At the minor nodes, we use linear optical BSM whose suc-
cess probability is boosted to 3/4 using ancilla qubits and
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FIG. 11. Quantum circuit for graph state generation (a) tree graph state with b⃗ = {2, 2} (b) the quantum circuit to generate
tree graph state on (a) using two emitters followed by measurement of photonic qubits in arbitrary Pauli bases. Operations
between two dashed vertical lines are concurrent. (c) Simplified quantum circuit in (b) to minimize the qubit losses. The blue
rectangles denote Hadamard-rotated measurements on the emitted photons. These measurements are instantaneous. The time
needed to perform operations on the emitters between two dashed lines is noted below the lines.
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FIG. 12. Timing diagram for the number of emitters used at a
repeater. One copy of the RGS is generated every τ seconds.
The time required to generate the RGS using ne emitters is
Tne > τ .

assume that the detectors are perfect. The emitter pa-
rameters are tcnote,e = 180ns, tmeas = 45ns, tH,n = 15ns,
and tinit = 15ns. It is worth noting that these values are
not specific to any particular hardware. They were cho-
sen as an example to highlight the benchmarks needed
for time scales before the emitter-based schemes improve
upon the rates achieved without repeaters [15, 38–46].

For a given ne, we first calculate the measurement wait
times of all qubits in the RGS, followed by their loss prob-
abilities as per the discussion above. The qubit emis-
sion times and measurement wait times are functions of
ne. Unlike the multiplexing method, the emitter-based
method generates an RGS with different loss probabili-
ties and, hence, different Pauli measurement probabilities
for every logical qubit. As a result, we cannot use Eq 7
to calculate the entanglement generation rate. Instead,
we perform a Monte Carlo simulation to calculate the

average rate for the emitter-based protocol. We begin by
fixing ne which in turn fixes Ne. For each L, we vary the
number of repeaters n, and calculate the entanglement
generation rate using Monte Carlo simulation. Then, to
each L and ne, we associate an entanglement generation
rate maximized over n. In Fig .13, for each L and ne, we
plot the maximum entanglement generation rate – also
called the rate envelope. For the hardware parameters
chosen, if the repeater generates RGS using the mini-
mum number of emitters, given by the height function
of the state [30], the entanglement rate is less than the
repeaterless rate. In other words, it is better not to use
repeaters altogether than to use only ne = 3 emitters in
the chosen parameter regime. However, if we increase
ne, our protocol beats the repeaterless rate as shown in
FIG. 13.

Our protocol outperforms the multiplexing-based
method (dotted red line in FIG. 13.) when ne ≥ 40.
We calculate the number of emitters used by the mul-
tiplexing method to generate the RGS with probability
≈ 1 using the ‘improved multiplexing scheme’ from [10].
Note that, for this method, Ne = ne. For the chosen
hardware parameters, our emitter-based protocol is sig-
nificantly more resource-efficient as it uses 1/40th of the
emitters required by the multiplexing-based method to
achieve an equal entanglement rate.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this study, we have developed an algorithm for gen-
erating multi-qubit graph states using ne-quantum emit-
ters, where ne is greater than the minimum number of
emitters required. This algorithm delineates a sequence
of Clifford operations, computational measurements, and
photon emissions necessary for preparing specified graph
states. The foundational elements of the algorithm are
detailed in Section IV. Our algorithm is general for any
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Parameter Symbol Value

Fiber loss coefficient α 0.046km−1

Speed of light in the optical fiber cf 2× 105 km/s
Chip-to-fiber coupling efficiency ηc 0.99

TABLE I. Assumed hardware parameters

FIG. 13. Rate vs distance envelopes for when the RGS with

b⃗ = {7, 3} and m = 4 is generated using emitters and mul-
tiplexing. ne is the number of emitters used to generate one
copy of the RGS, and Ne is the number of emitters required
per repeater to achieve the repetition rate τ = tinit.

graph state.
Another primary contribution is the assessment of re-

source requirements for generating repeater graph states.
We demonstrate a trade-off between the CNOT circuit
depth and the number of emitters, as illustrated in
FIG. 8. This balance is crucial for understanding the
efficiency of various graph states generation protocols.

A significant focus of our work is on the entanglement
generation rates in all-photonic quantum repeaters. We
introduce a new protocol tailored to graph states gen-
erated from quantum emitters, aiming to minimize the
waiting time between photon emission and measurement.
By integrating the timing dynamics of photon release
from quantum emitters with this protocol, we calculate

entanglement generation rates under various parameters.
In FIG. 13, we plot the envelopes the entanglement gen-
eration rates between Alice and Bob separated by a dis-
tance L. Our analysis emphasizes the necessity of opti-
mizing both the graph state generation algorithm and the
repeater protocol to surpass existing entanglement gen-
eration limits. Interestingly, our findings suggest that
using a minimal number of emitters, such as three, is less
effective. Our protocol, given specific experimental pa-
rameters, shows improved resource efficiency compared
to multiplexing protocols. In conclusion, our work lays
the groundwork for enhancing quantum repeater graph
state generation, keeping in mind resource efficiency and
entanglement rate optimization.

Looking ahead, we identify several avenues for further
optimization. The ordering of primitives would be de-
pendent on the objective function. We leave the opti-
mality of the primitives for future work. In Section VD,
we outline an algorithm to calculate the CNOT depth of
the circuit obtained from the algorithm. The results are
shown in Fig 8. Optimizing this algorithm for efficiency
and effectiveness is a goal for subsequent research. An
exciting line of work to explore would be to design an al-
gorithm specifically for RGS that optimizes for the time
of release of photon such that the loss experienced by the
photon before being measured is minimized. This would
involve not only optimizing for the order of primitives
but also adding delays on the emitters in order to time
the release of the photons to minimize loss.
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Appendix A: Implementation timescales in SiV color
center emitters

In this section, we outline the method for applying a
CNOT gate between two quantum emitters. We consider
an electronic-nuclear spin system, where the nuclear spin
serves as a deterministic long-lived memory qubit, such
as SiV color centers. Each SiV color center consists of
an electronic nuclear spin system. The electronic spin
serves as the emitter and is used to emit photons of the
graph state. From Section IV, CNOT on two emitters
is a necessary operation to generate a graph state. In
the SiV systems, the CNOT gate cannot be applied di-
rectly between two electronic spins. Moreover, the state
of the nuclear spins cannot be measured. Taking these
constraints into account, we outline the steps to apply
a CNOT gate between two emitters in the state |ψ⟩e1e2 ,
mediated through the nuclear spins, along with the pa-
rameterized time scales (refer FIG. 14):

1. The electronic spin states are stored in the corre-
sponding nuclear spin states by applying a nuclear-
electron swap gate [15], with time scales tSWAP.
This changes the state of the system to |ψ⟩n1n2
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2. The electronic spin is initialized in the ground state,
with the time scales given as tinit. This changes the
state of the system to |ψ⟩n1n2

⊗ |00⟩e1e2 .

3. Apply a Hadamard gate to the electronic spin. This
is equivalent to rotating the electronic spin to a
superposition of a ground state (|0⟩) and an ex-
cited state (|1⟩). To apply a Hadamard gate, a
microwave pulse is applied to the electronic spin.
The time scales are tH,e. This changes the state of
the system to |ψ⟩n1n2

⊗ |++⟩e1e2 .

4. Apply a laser pulse on the electron to obtain

the state |ψ⟩n1n2
⊗
⊗

j=1,2

(
|01⟩ejpj,1

+ |10⟩ejpj,1

)
,

where j ∈ [1, 2], and takes time tex. Here, pj,1 rep-
resents the photon emitted by electronic spin j and
is in the single-rail encoding.

5. Apply anX gate to the electronic spin. The state of
the electron-photon system is |11⟩ejpj,1

+ |00⟩ejpj,1
.

The time scales are tX,e.

6. Apply another laser pulse on the electron to obtain
the following electron-photon state |110⟩ejpj,1pj,2

+

|001⟩ejpj,1pj,2
.

7. The state of the full system is now
given as |ψ⟩n1n2

⊗
j=1,2 |110⟩ejpj,1pj,2

+

|001⟩ejpj,1pj,2
. We rewrite the above state as

|ψ⟩n1n2

⊗
j=1,2 |10⟩ejpjL

+ |01⟩ejpjL , where we

have used the dual rail encoding for the photonic
qubits. The photons from each electronic system
undergo a Bell state measurement (BSM) on the
beamsplitter. Pauli X,Z corrections are applied to
the electronic spins conditioned on the outcomes of
the BSM. Entangling photons on the beamsplitter
is probabilistic and instantaneous. To combat
the probabilistic process, this whole process,
starting from the initialization of the electronic
spin is repeated till the Bell state measurement
(BSM) succeeds. One attempt of photonic BSM
takes time tph = tinit + tH,e + 2tex + tX,e. If
pBSM is the probability of success of the photonic
BSM, the average number of trials required to
get the first success is given by 1/pBSM. The
detector inefficiencies can be folded into pBSM [47].
The average time required to get the first BSM
success is tBSM = tph/pBSM + max(tX,e, tZ,e).
Here, max(tX,e, tZ,e) is the time taken to apply
Pauli corrections on the electronic spin, and tZ,e
is time to apply Pauli-Z gate on the electronic
spin. If |ψ⟩n1n2

⊗ |?⟩e1e2 is a stabilizer state,
Pauli corrections affect only the phase of the state
and can be tracked using classical computation.
During this process, shown as the blue box in
FIG. 14, the original state is stored in the nuclear
spins and is not impacted by the failure of the Bell
measurements.

|e⟩1

|e⟩2
=

X

Z

|n⟩1

|e⟩1 H X X

|p⟩1,1

BSM

|p⟩1,2

|p⟩2,2

|p⟩2,1

|e⟩2 H X Z

|n⟩2

FIG. 14. The quantum circuit to perform CNOT between
electronic spins of SiV centers, mediated through nuclear
spins. The blue highlighted box represents generation of sin-
gle photons using electronic spins, followed by BSM on the
dual-rail photonic qubits (steps 2-7 in the text). As the pho-
tonic BSM is probabilistic, all processes in the blue box are
repeated until the BSM succeeds.

8. Perform a CNOT gate on one of electron-nuclear
spin pairs with nuclear spin as the control
(tCNOTn,e

) followed by Z measurement of the elec-
tronic spin that takes time tmeas, z.

9. Perform a CNOT gate on the second nuclear-
electron spin pair with the electron as the con-
trol qubits, with time scale given as tCNOTe,n fol-
lowed by theX measurement on the electronic spin,
which takes tmeas, x.

10. Swap the state of the nuclear spins with the elec-
tronic spins using swap gates.

The time taken to implement the CNOT gate between
two quantum emitters tCNOTe,e using the SiV vacancy
center is given by -

tCNOTe,e = tSWAP + tBSM +max(tCNOTn,e + tmeas,z,

tCNOTe,n + tmeas,x) + tSWAP

Appendix B: Emission times of photons

After setting up the circuit for the graph state gener-
ation, we assign a counter to each emitter cke

to keep
track of the time of emission of the photon from each
emitter and a pointer to keep track of the location in the
circuit. Initialize all the time counters to 0 and initialize
the pointer to the beginning of the circuit. The pointer
moves along the circuit and encounters gates. Then, per-
form the following operations depending on the gate en-
countered by the pointer:
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• Let cke
= t. The pointer associated with the kthe

emitter encounters a He gate. Then the counter
would be updated to cke

= t + tHe
. That is, the

time taken to implement the He gate is added to
the time stored in the counter cke

.

• Let cke = t. The pointer associated with the kthe
emitter encounters a measurement of the emitter.
Then the counter would be updated to cke = t +
tmeas + tinit.

• The pointer associated with the kthe emitter en-
counters a CNOTe,e gate, where the CNOT gate
is between the kthe and the jthe emitter. Then,
wait till the pointer associated with the jthe emit-
ter also encounters the CNOTe,e between the kthe

and the jthe emitter. Let cke
= t1 and cje = t2,

and let tmax = max(t1, t2). Then, the counters
are updates as follows: cke

= tmax + tCNOTe,e
and

cje = tmax + tCNOTe,e
. The reason for introducing

the variable tmax is that for the application of the
CNOTe,e both the jth and kth emitters need to be
ready.

• Let cke = t. The pointer associated with the
kthe emitter encounters CNOTe,p gate. Then the
counter would be updated to cke = t + tCNOTe,p .
At this point, we associate the time stored in cke

with the emission time of the emitted photon.

The above steps output the time when the photons in
the graph state are emitted.
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