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The unification of general relativity and quantum theory is one of the fascinating problems of modern physics.
One leading solution is Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG). Simulating LQG may be important for providing pre-
dictions which can then be tested experimentally. However, such complex quantum simulations cannot run
efficiently on classical computers, and quantum computers or simulators are needed. Here, we experimentally
demonstrate quantum simulations of spinfoam amplitudes of LQG on an integrated photonics quantum proces-
sor. We simulate a basic transition of LQG and show that the derived spinfoam vertex amplitude falls within 4%
error with respect to the theoretical prediction, despite experimental imperfections. We also discuss how to gen-
eralize the simulation for more complex transitions, in realistic experimental conditions, which will eventually
lead to a quantum advantage demonstration as well as expand the toolbox to investigate LQG.

I. INTRODUCTION.

We are currently in the era where the first devices which
exhibit a quantum advantage have become available, i.e., de-
vices which outperform a classical supercomputer at some
well-defined computational task [1–4]. Ultimately, quantum
computing promises orders of magnitude speedup in solving
problems of practical interest. Although some of these prob-
lems are connected to classical tasks [5–7], many problems
are concerned with solving the quantum dynamics of com-
plex systems [8]. In the early 1980’s, both Manin and Feyn-
man independently conjectured that quantum dynamics can-
not run efficiently on classical computers, but could be effi-
ciently simulated on quantum systems [9–11]. If the desired
quantum dynamics are such that they can be simulated on
a particular quantum system, implementation of a full-scale
quantum computer may not be necessary. While universal,
fault-tolerant quantum computers are possibly decades away,
the timeline towards large-scale quantum simulators is poten-
tially much shorter, making this an approach of interest for
near-term applications of quantum computing.

Integrated quantum photonics is one of the most promising
platforms for quantum information processing protocols. Its
small footprint and high stability make it a promising route
for building large scale quantum systems [12]. Various quan-
tum protocols have been suggested and demonstrated on pho-
tonic chips [13]. In quantum communication, a few types
of quantum key distribution have been realized on photonic
chips [14–16]. In quantum computing, cluster states have
been generated [17], also with error-protected logic qubits
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[18], for one-way quantum computing [19]. And in quan-
tum simulation, photonic chips have been used for boson sam-
pling [6, 20–22], Gaussian boson sampling [4, 7], and quan-
tum chemistry [23, 24]. Additionally, quantum simulations
have been proposed for fundamental science [25], suitable for
a photonic chip architecture [26].

Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) is a background-
independent and non-perturbative approach to the theory of
quantum gravity [27–29]. As the LQG analog of the Feynman
path integral for quantum gravity, the spinfoam amplitude
is the transition amplitude for the evolution of the LQG
quantum geometry state [30–32]. The spinfoam amplitude
plays the central role in the covariant dynamics of LQG in
3+1 dimensions. The spinfoam amplitude is made of quantum
gates that defines quantum transitions of quantum geometry
states within Planck-scale volume regions (see Fig. 1) [26].
Matrix elements of these quantum gates are called vertex
amplitudes. This feature of the spinfoam amplitude shares a
similarity with systems in quantum computation and allows
spinfoams to be demonstrated on a quantum simulator device
[26, 34–36].

Recently, a proposal was put forward for simulation of the
spinfoam LQG on a linear-optical quantum simulator [26].
The key idea in this design is to map LQG quantum tetra-
hedron geometries (see Fig. 1(b)) to optical modes, and to
encode the spinfoam vertex amplitude in an optical quantum
circuit as a chain of linear-optical unitary operations followed
by post-selection.

In this work, we experimentally simulate a spinfoam ver-
tex amplitude on a quantum photonic processor based on sil-
icon nitride waveguides. The spinfoam vertex amplitudes are
simulated on chip by encoding them in the unitary matrix U
that relates the input to output modes. The simulation not
only encodes the vertex amplitude in a linear optical system,
but also displays the semiclassical relation between the ver-
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FIG. 1: Concept of Loop Quantum Gravity. a) A sphere is triangulated with a finite number of triangles, demonstrating
triangulation of a simple geometry. In LQG the idea is to tile space-time with cells, called 4-simplices. b) Illustration of

discretization of continuous space-time into a complex, made of 4-simplices. A line between two 4-simplices indicates a shared
tetrahedron, which is the 3D-hypersurface shared between two 4-simplices. c) A single 4-simplex has 5 boundary tetrahedron

states. In this work, a 4-simplex is simulated with a linear photonic chip.

tex amplitude and the geometry of a 4-simplex. When scal-
ing this experiment up to many modes, our experiment per-
mits the simulation of spinfoam amplitudes with many ver-
tices (4-simpleces), due to the inherent scalability of linear-
optical quantum photonic processors and the generated path
entanglement.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Our experimental setup (see Fig. 2) is based on linear quan-
tum optics, a non-universal platform for quantum simulations.
In this model, bosonic interference between indistinguishable
photons is used to process information encoded in the spatial
degree of freedom of the photons. More specifically, we use a
quantum photonic processor to implement the quantum simu-
lation, and a single-photon source and single-photon detectors
to test the quality of our implemented simulation.

The optical path of this experiment is as follows: her-
alded single-photon states (Fock states) are produced in a
spontaneous parametric down-conversion (SPDC) [37] source
on periodically-poled potassium titanyl phosphate (ppKTP).
These single photons are then fed into our large-scale inte-
grated quantum photonic processor, in which linear optical
quantum interference occurs. Finally, the photons are mea-
sured at the output of the interferometer by superconducting
nanowire single photon detectors (SNSPDs).

The single-photon source consists of a Ti:Sapphire pulsed
laser (Tsunami), producing pulses duration of ∆τ ≈ 100 fs
centered at λ = 775 nm and with a width of ∆λ = 5.6 nm
(full witdth at half maximum) at a repetition rate of 80 MHz.
The laser is used to pump a 2 mm ppKTP non-linear crys-
tal. Inside this crystal, a pump photon is spontaneously down-
converted into a pair of single photons with degenerate spec-
tra, centered at λ = 1550 nm. A spectral bandpass filter of
∆λ = 12 nm (full width at half maximum) is used to remove
any residual spectral correlations between the photons, and

thus guaranteeing maximum indistinguishability. The pho-
tons are collected into polarization-maintaining single-mode
optical fiber by fiber couplers, and fed into the chip at the de-
sired input modes. The temporal overlap of the photons can
be continuously tuned by a fibercoupler placed onto a motor-
ized linear displacement stage. The Hong-Ou-Mandel (HOM)
effect is used as a benchmarking tool to measure the degree of
two-photon wave function overlap x = 〈ψphoton1 |ψphoton2〉 ac-
cording to x2 ≥ V , where V is the visibility of the HOM dip
[38]. In our experiment we measure x = 0.9899 ± 0.0015,
which showcases the high quality of our source.

The photonic processor is a 12-channel integrated linear
interferometer based on silicon nitride (Si3N4) waveguides,
with an overall optical loss of 2.2 − 2.7 dB, corresponding
to a transmission of 54-60%, depending on the optical chan-
nel [39] [40]. The linear network consists of an array of unit
cells arranged in a square mesh architecture, whose geometry
guarantees universality on the space of linear-optical trans-
formations [41]. Each unit cell of the interferometer corre-
sponds to a Mach-Zehnder interferometer (MZI) between ad-
jacent modes, and is tunable by the thermo-optic effect. For a
full 12-mode transformation, the average amplitude fidelity is
F = 0.98.

Detection of the photons after the interferometer is achieved
using standard single-photon threshold (click) detectors. The
output channels of the chip are connected via single-mode
polarization-maintaining optical fiber to a bank of 12 su-
perconducting nanowire single-photon detectors (SNSPDs),
which are read out using conventional correlation electronics.

When performing measurements, the pump laser is oper-
ated at relatively low power (≈ 5 mW), to avoid introducing
cross-correlations between different experimental runs, since
the dead time of the detctors is longer than the repetition rate
of the source. At these power levels, with a photon-generation
probability of ∼0.1% per pulse, we achieve single photon
rates of 19.6 ± 0.16 kHz and two-photon coincidence rates
of 2.56±0.11 kHz, where the errors correspond to Poissonian
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FIG. 2: Setup. A pulsed laser is used to generate pairs of photons in a ppKTP crystal. The generated photons have orthogonal
polarizations and are separated by a polarizing beam splitter (PBS) and subsequently coupled into a polarization maintaining

fibers which are connected to the optical network. After the optical network, the photons go through a single mode fiber to the
single-photon detectors via a fiber polarization controller (not shown). The experiment requires proper indistinguishable

photons. Hence, a 12 nm bandpass filter (BPF) is placed to remove spectral correlations between the photons. Furthermore, one
of the fiber couplers is placed on a linear stage to guarantee temporal overlap of the photons. A beam sampler is used to

monitor the power using a calibrated photo diode and the pump beam is filtered out after the ppKTP crystal (both not shown).

noise.

III. RESULTS

We implement a non-unitary 4× 8 quantum gate of two in-
put qubits to three output qubits corresponding to a specific
4-simplex [26]. The four-simplex is the analog of a vertex
amplitude in a Feynman diagram. The vertex amplitude in
QED is not unitary, although the full transition amplitude is.
In LQG, a 4-simplex quantum gate converts boundary states
into spinfoam amplitudes (complex numbers). This is analo-
gous to process amplitudes in quantum mechanics, which is
equal to the scalar product of the input states and the output
states separated by the process operator. The boundary of a
4-simplex is made by five quantum tetrahedra (see Fig. 1(c)).
This gate is unitarized to a 12 × 12 transformation [42] and
programmed on our processor [39, 41].

To ascertain the quality with which we have done so, we
must characterize the fidelity of our experimentally produced
transition amplitude matrix with the target matrix. To mea-
sure this, we use the fact that a linear-optical transformation
can be characterized with only one and two-photon measure-
ments [43, 44]. We measure 12 single-photon transmission
measurements and 21 HOM dip measurements were carried
out to infer amplitudes and phases of the unitary transforma-
tion respectively. We run the experiment for 60 seconds per
one-photon measurement, and 25 minutes per HOM dip mea-
surement.

Figure 3 shows the results of the matrix characterization of
the experimentally measured matrix Uexp against the target
(theory) matrix Uth. In Figs. 3(a) and (b) the normalized am-
plitudes of the matrix elements |Ui,j | are plotted using a color
scheme, for the experiment and theory matrices respectively.
Each one of the colored blocks represents a matrix element
of the unitary transformation that relates specific inputs and
outputs of the photonic processor. A good agreement can be

seen between the experiment and theory, as evidenced by the
high amplitude fidelity F = 1

N Tr(|U†target||Uexp|) = 0.878 for
the entire 12× 12 matrix and F = 0.894 for the 8× 4 subma-
trix of interests corresponding to the 4-simplex. In Figs. 3(c)
and (d) the phases of the matrix elements |Ui,j | are plotted
using a color scheme, for the experiment and target matrices
respectively. Each one of the colored blocks represents a ma-
trix element of the unitary transformation that relates specific
inputs and outputs of the photonic processor.

To assess the quality of our implemented 4-symplex sim-
ulation from an LQG perspective, we choose a class of spe-
cific boundary states where all the face spins are 1/2 and the
quantum tetrahedra are independent of each other. Thus, these
boundary states are tensor products of five single-qubit states
[34]. Now, to estimate the degree of similarity between theory
and experiment we compare the spinfoam amplitudes, com-
puted with the chosen boundary states and the experimental
and theoretical quantum gates. The 4-simplex is projected
to a theoretical amplitude function, Ath(θ1, φ1 · · · θ5, φ5), de-
pending on five pairs of inclination angle θi and azimuth an-
gle φi on the Bloch spheres of the single-qubit states of the
boundary state. Similarly, the experimental 8 × 4 reduced
matrix defines an amplitude function, Aexp(θ1, φ1 · · · θ5, φ5).
We use these functions to compute spinfoam amplitudes for
three types of boundary setups. In the first setup, we let all the
inclination angles and azimuth angles equal to θ and φ. The
contour plots of the experimental and theoretical amplitude
functions are presented in Figs. 4(a) and (b). The shared fea-
tures of the two contour plots indicate the agreement between
theory and experiment, e.g., there is a ”Y”-shape valley in the
upper part of both plots, the positions of the peak in both plots
are nearly the same. The second setup sets four out of five
quantum tetrahedra as regular quantum tetrahedra, i.e., their
angle pairs are either (π/2, π/2) or (π/2, 3π/2) depending on
the orientation of the 4-simplex. In this setup, Ath and Aexp

are functions depending on the θ and φ of the fifth tetrahe-
dron. Figures 4(h) to (l) and (c) to (g) are the contour plots of
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FIG. 3: Reconstructed Matrix. The top row shows the
matrix amplitudes for the experimentally observed matrix (a)

and for the target matrix (b). The second row shows the
matrix element’s phases for the experiment (c) and target (d),

respectively.

|Ath| and |Aexp| given by varying a different quantum tetrahe-
dron. In the third setup, the five boundary quantum tetrahedra
are random states given by circular unitary distribution. The
expectation value of Ath is 0.0196 + i0.000146, and the ex-
pectation value of Aexp is 0.0204+i0.0000521, which results
in a percentage difference around 4.10%.

Furthermore, by LQG theory and given our boundary state
class, Ath(θ1, φ1 · · · θ5, φ5) is invariant under the transforma-
tion of swaping between label 1 and label 2, and the per-
mutations of labels 3, 4, and 5. Fig. 4 (h) to (l) show this
symmetry clearly. Fig. 4 (c) to (g), except the large error in
Fig. 4(d), show that ourAexp(θ1, φ1 · · · θ5, φ5) approximately
reproduces this symmetry.

IV. DISCUSSION

Both the fidelity F and the comparison between the ampli-
tude functions, Ath and Aexp, show agreement between ex-
periment and theory expectations with tolerable errors. When
we set the boundary states as random states, the small dif-
ference between the theoretical and experimental expectation
values supports this overall agreement from a different point
of view, showing that the experimental operation of the chip
carries physical information about the LQG of one vertex. In
addition, the contour plots of Fig. 4 show that one of the
most important physical information is captured by our ex-
perimental matrix. In LQG, the saddle points where the am-

plitude reaches its extremum values carries the geometry in-
formation which is crucial to link the quantum theory to the
gravity theory. In both Fig. 4(b) and (c), the maximum value
of the |Aexp| appears around (θ, φ) = (π/2, π/2). Although
with some error, Fig. 4(d) to (g) also show a tendency that the
maximum value would appears around (θ, φ) = (π/2, π/2)
or (θ, φ) = (π/2, 3π/2). In LQG [34], the expectation val-
ues of the geometric operators on a qubit state with (θ, φ) =
(π/2, π/2) or with (θ, φ) = (π/2, 3π/2) indicate the quan-
tum tetrahedron can be interpreted as a regular tetrahedron.
This means that our experimental results show a trend that the
most possible boundary configuration is given by the one that
all boundary tetrahedra are regular. In classical simplicial ge-
ometry, five regular tetrahedra make the boundary of a regular
4-simplex. By this means, the quantum gate in our chip carries
the proper physical information which makes the most possi-
ble boundary state as the one matches the classical simplicial
geometry.

Aside with the aforementioned achievements, there are as-
pects yet to be improved. When setting all boundary tetrahe-
dra to be regular, the resultant amplitude is Aexp = −0.363−
i0.183. Compared to Ath = −0.287− i0.497, the percentage
error of the absolute value of these quantities is around 29%.
The peaks in Fig. 4(d) to (g) deviate from the one giving reg-
ular tetrahedra. All deviations come from the errors in some
elements of the matrix Uexp. Decreasing these element-wise
errors can be done by circuit optimization algorithms [45, 46]
possibly by embedding the 12-mode chip in a larger chip, but
this improvement is left for future research.

Scaling the experimental demonstration to larger number
of vertices with more chips requires implementation of the
vertices’ connection. In general, this connection corresponds
to a scalar product of two tetrahedra, applied by a projec-
tion of two quantum states. We highlight the question of im-
plementing connections in an arbitrary encoding as a prob-
lem of interest. Since we implement the quantum states
with spatial modes of single photons, the required projection
involves photon-photon interaction, potentially using HOM
two-photon interference [47]. Intuitively, the error is scaled
linearly with the number of vertices. This is because the
number of elements is linear in the number of vertices and
although the transition amplitude is a nonlinear function of
these elements since the error is small only the linear terms
contribute and thus result in linear dependence. Further nu-
merical investigation supports the above intuition.

Another interesting topic is to analysis the computing com-
plexity when we have a fixed triangulation with N vertices.
The recent interesting models in LQG include, e.g., a model
of a black hole with N = 14 [48] and a few models with
N = 3, 5, 6 on the semiclassical analysis [49–51]. Denoting
C as the complexity of a gate representing one vertex with
spin-1/2, the total complexity of the spin foam in this case is
CN . The vertex amplitudes become more complicated, when
spin is greater than 1/2. In this case, two types of factors
are introduced into the total complexity. One is caused by the
fact that each quantum tetrahedron ∆ becomes a qudit whose
complexity is bounded by M∆. The other factor Jf describes
the effect caused by the summing over the spin of the internal
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FIG. 4: Contour Plots The contour plots of the absolute values of the vertex amplitude given by different boundary states. θ
and φ parameterize the boundary quantum tetrahedra states. (a) is calculated based on the experimental matrix and (b) by the
theoretical matrix. The shapes of the contours in (a) and (b) share some common features, e.g., the Y-shape valley in the top

half and the trough in the bottom-left corner. The maximum values in both plots are marked by red dots. The positions where
these maximum values appear are nearly the same in both plots. (c)-(l) show the contour plot where 4 tetrahedra are regular (i.e.
(θ, φ) = (π/2, π/2) or (θ, φ) = (π/2, 3π/2)) and we change (θ, φ) of the fifth tetrahedron. (c)-(g) are calculated based on the

experimental matrix and (h)-(l) by the theoretical matrix

triangle f . Thus, in this case, the total complexity is bounded
by CN

∏
∆M∆

∏
f Jf where the

∏
∆ products over all the

tetrahedra and
∏

f is done over all the bulk triangles [26].
The spinfoam model is a special case of tensor-network

models [52]. The tensor-network models are generally made
of quantum gates of qubits [53], similar to the spinfoam am-
plitude that we study here. Thus, our experimental method
should have wide applications to other tensor-network mod-
els.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In conclusion, we have demonstrated that we can simulate
a single 4-simplex using a linear optical quantum system. We
have shown that both by metrics current in the field of lin-
ear optics and by metrics oriented specifically towards the ap-
plication of these systems in loop quantum gravity, we have
faithfully implemented the properties of this 4-simplex in lin-
ear optics.

This demonstration, simulating a simple LQG transition
with linear optics, is the first step towards full-scale simula-
tions of loop quantum gravity, which is currently intractable
with classical computers. The rapid growth in integrated pho-
tonic technology [39] is moving towards demonstration of
quantum advantage. Using our method, this quantum advan-
tage can be used as a tool for investigating LQG which is not
available in today’s classical computing toolbox.
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[49] P. Donà, F. Gozzini, and G. Sarno, Numerical analysis of spin
foam dynamics and the flatness problem, Phys. Rev. D 102
(2020), no. 10 106003, [arXiv:2004.12911].

[50] M. Han, Z. Huang, H. Liu, and D. Qu, Complex critical points
and curved geometries in four-dimensional Lorentzian
spinfoam quantum gravity, 10, 2021. arXiv:2110.10670.

[51] S. K. Asante, B. Dittrich, and J. Padua-Arguelles, Effective
spin foam models for Lorentzian quantum gravity, Class.
Quant. Grav. 38 (2021), no. 19 195002,
[arXiv:2104.00485].

[52] M. Han, Z. Huang, and A. Zipfel, Emergent four-dimensional
linearized gravity from a spin foam model, Phys. Rev. D 100
(2019), no. 2 024060, [arXiv:1812.02110].

[53] R. Orus, A Practical Introduction to Tensor Networks: Matrix
Product States and Projected Entangled Pair States, Annals
Phys. 349 (2014) 117–158, [arXiv:1306.2164].

http://arxiv.org/abs/1208.2868
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.06876
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.12911
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.10670
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.00485
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.02110
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.2164

	Experimental Simulation of Loop Quantum Gravity on a Photonic Chip
	Abstract
	I Introduction.
	II Experimental setup
	III Results
	IV Discussion
	V Conclusion and outlook
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


