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We propose a fault-tolerant quantum error correction architecture consisting of a linear array of
emitters and delay lines. In our scheme, a resource state for fault-tolerant quantum computation is
generated by letting the emitters interact with a stream of photons and their neighboring emitters.
In the absence of delay line errors, our schemes have thresholds ranging between 0.32% and 0.39%
against the standard circuit-level depolarizing error model. Depending on the number of emitters
ne, we study the effect of delay line errors in two regimes: when ne is a small constant of order
unity and when ne scales with the code distance. Between these two regimes, the logical error rate
steadily decreases as ne increases, from an exponential decay in η−1/2 to an exponential decay in
η−1. We also carry out a detailed study of the break-even point and the fault-tolerance overhead.
These studies suggest that the multi-emitter architecture, using the state-of-the-art delay lines, can
be used to demonstrate error suppression, assuming other sources of errors are sufficiently small.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental discoveries in quantum compu-
tation is the theory of fault-tolerant quantum computa-
tion [1–6]. While realistic quantum computers are noisy,
if their noise rate is below the fault-tolerance threshold,
one can simulate the behavior of a noiseless quantum
computer arbitrarily well using a noisy quantum com-
puter.

Recently, rapid progress in quantum computing tech-
nology led to an explosion of works on fault-tolerant
quantum computing architectures [7–16]. These studies
aim to develop protocols tailored to specific hardwares,
with the goal of maximizing the efficiency of the under-
lying error correction protocols. One of the most well-
studied architecture is the surface-code based architec-
ture, which are well-suited for planar array of supercon-
ducting qubits [17]. Recent advances led to novel archi-
tectures suitable for implementing quantum low-density
parity check codes [18–21]. These theoretical advances
were also accompanied by recent experimental milestones
that demonstrate quantum error correction [22–25].

However, near-term quantum computers are still not
powerful enough to carry out commercially useful quan-
tum computations. A commonly cited commercial appli-
cation of quantum computation is the study of challeng-
ing molecules such as FeMoCo [26]. However, in spite of
the progress made in quantum algorithms, the number
of T -gates — the most expensive fault-tolerant gate due
to the costly magic state distillation — is still estimated
to be between 109 and 1010, with the number of logical
qubits estimated to be at least 103 [27, 28].
Manufacturing and controlling such large number of

qubits can pose a significant challenge. However, it
is possible to mitigate this challenge by exploiting the
unique physics provided by certain platforms. One such
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approach is to use a single-photon emitter such as quan-
tum dot. With photons, a promising approach is to build
a cluster state, which is a resource state for measurement-
based quantum computation (MBQC) [29, 30] as an av-
enue for doing quantum computation quite distinct from
those based on unitary circuits. Preparation of cluster
state using photons is a well-studied subject. Many pro-
tocols have been studied both theoretically and experi-
mentally [31–48].
For instance, it is well-known that an emitter can be

used to create a one-dimensional cluster state [33]. By
using a single delay line, a single emitter can prepare
a two-dimensional cluster state [38, 43], which can be
used for universal measurement-based quantum compu-
tation [30].
With an additional delay line, one can even prepare

a three-dimensional cluster state [41], which is a re-
source state for universal fault-tolerant quantum compu-
tation [44, 49–51]. In this scheme, all that is required for
building a fault-tolerant logical qubit is a single emitter,
two delay lines, and a single-photon detector. Compared
to the alternatives which would require controlling hun-
dreds if not thousands of physical qubits, the demand on
the number of experimental components is more modest.
However, there is an important caveat. The error rate

one needs to demonstrate error suppression puts a chal-
lenging demand on the quality of the delay line. Assum-
ing that the error rate per unit length in the delay line
is η, it was shown in Ref. [41] that the logical error rate

decays exponentially with η−
1
2 , provided that the other

error rates (e.g., two-qubit gates between the emitter and
the photon) smaller than a threshold. Unfortunately, as-
suming the circuit-level noise is a depolarizing noise of
strength of 0.1%, the existing state-of-the-art (loss) error
rates reported in the commercial delay lines [52] were be-
low the break-even point [41]. More precisely, if one were
to use such a delay line, logical error rate after error cor-
rection is expected to be strictly higher than the circuit-
level error. As such, while the approach of Ref. [41] was
conceptually appealing, it did not seem practical consid-
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FIG. 1: Schematic description of our scheme, which is
a linear array of emitters and delay lines. Each emitter
is connected to two delay lines, designated as navy and
blue lines, through which the photons propagate. The
detectors and the interactions between neighboring
emitters are depicted using triangles and thunder signs,
respectively. Each emitter is responsible for construct-
ing a thin “slab” of cluster state that corresponds to a
hexahedron. Entanglement between these slabs, repre-
sented by red lines connecting them, can be generated
by applying an entangling gate between neighboring
emitters.

ering the current experimental capabilities.

The main purpose of this paper is to study a general-
ization of the scheme in Ref. [41] that can mitigate this
issue. Our scheme involves emitters that are arranged on
a linear array. What we envision is a scheme similar to
the one proposed in Ref. [41], but including extra emit-
ters that can interact with their neighboring emitters. A
schematic description of our approach is shown in Fig-
ure 1. We note that such a gate can be applied between
a pair of quantum dots, for instance [53–57].

Generally speaking, as the number of emitters increase,
the performance of our scheme (quantified in terms of the
lowest logical error rate one can achieve) improves. We
discuss these improvements on three fronts. First, if the
number of emitters ne is a constant of order unity (e.g.,
2 or 3), the logical error rate decays exponentially with√
ne/η. While this may seem like a modest improvement

over the η−
1
2 scaling in Ref. [41], we emphasize that the

logical error rate decays exponentially with these num-
bers. Therefore, increasing ne by a factor of few can
lead to a factor of few orders of magnitude change in
the logical error rate. We observe this phenomena in our
numerical studies.

Second, if the number of emitters is large, we obtain
a more favorable scaling form for the logical error rate.
If ne is linear in the code distance d, we find the logical
error rate to decay exponentially with m−1η−1 (instead

of η−
1
2 ), where m = d/ne. Between this regime and the

regime in which ne = O(1), the logical error rate steadily

improves as ne increases.

Our improvement stems from the fact that the time
each photon experiences in the delay line can be reduced
as we increase the number of emitters. Thus by increas-
ing the number of emitters, one effectively reduces the
amount of error each photon is experiencing in the delay
line. This explains why, as we increase the number of
emitters, the logical error rate improves. This suggests
that increasing the number of emitters is generally favor-
able, provided that the two-qubit error rates between the
neighboring emitters are sufficiently low.

Experimentally, while two-qubit gate fidelities exceed-
ing 99% have been demonstrated in a small number of
quantum dots [53–56], scaling this to a larger number
may lead to a lower fidelity. (However, see Ref. [57] for
the recent advance in scaling the system to up to six
quantum dots.) Therefore, a potential concern for our
scheme is the practical challenge in scaling the system
whilst ensuring high two-qubit gate fidelities.

However, we show in this paper that the two-qubit er-
ror rate one can tolerate is significantly higher than what
one might naively expect. We consider an anisotropic
error model in which the ratio between the two-qubit er-
ror rate between the emitters and the other gates can
be varied. When ne = O(1), we find that the thresh-
olds of our schemes remain practically unchanged even
if we assume that the two-qubit error rate between the
emitters is almost ten times larger than the other error
rates. When ne is large, the thresholds of our schemes
do depend on the error ratio, though still in the range of
2.5× 10−3 ∼ 4.0× 10−3, similar to the thresholds of the
single-emitter protocols [41]. Thus our scheme is tolerant
against such experimentally motivated noise models.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we provide an executive summary of a cluster
state preparation protocol which involves a single emit-
ter and two delay lines. This is similar to the one pro-
posed in Ref. [41], but modified in a way that is suitable
for the generalization presented in Section III. In Section
III, we propose several cluster state preparation proto-
cols using multiple emitters and delay lines. In Section
IVA, we study the threshold of our scheme by varying
the number of emitters over several different error mod-
els, in the absence of delay line error. We find the thresh-
old to remain largely intact, independent of the number
of emitters, even if the gates between the emitters are
far noisier than the other gates. In Section IVB, we ex-
tend the analysis in Section IVA to the setup in which
the delay line error is present. In Section IVC, we ad-
dressed the improvement of a multi-emitter protocol in
comparison to a single-emitter protocol. In Section V,
we conclude with a discussion. In particular, we focus
on the prospect of achieving error suppression using re-
alistic experimental parameters, using the multi-emitter
architecture we propose.
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II. SINGLE EMITTER PROTOCOLS

In this Section, we provide an executive summary of a
protocol for preparing a three-dimensional (3D) cluster
state using a single emitter. While the main body of
our work follows that of Ref. [41], we also make some
changes that are suitable for our generalization to the
multi-emitter protocols in Section III.

Physically, the emitter can be an atom or a quantum
dot. However, our exposition will simply view them as a
qubit, interacting with photons, which can be viewed as
another qubit. To differentiate the two, we shall refer to
the emitter as the ancilla qubit and the photons as data
qubits. From this perspective, the operations enacted on
the emitter and the photons are simply the oft-used gates
such as controlled-Z (CZ), controlled-NOT (CNOT), and
Hadamard. (Note, however, that the entangling gate is
only applied between the ancilla and a data qubit, not
between data qubits.) For the details on the experimental
implementation, see Ref. [41].

The main purpose of using these gates is to ultimately
prepare some cluster states, also known as graph states.
This state is defined in terms of a graph G = (V,E). Here
V is a set of vertices and E is a set of (undirected) edges.
We will represent the edge between vertices i, j ∈ V as
{i, j} = {j, i}. Then the cluster state |ψG⟩ is defined as

|ψG⟩ =
∏

(i,j)∈E

Zi,j

⊗
i′∈V

|+⟩i′ , (2.1)

where Zi,j is the CZ gate on the {i, j} edge. Note that the
vertices in the graph only involve the data qubits. The
ancilla qubit only assists in creating the target cluster
state |ψG⟩; it is not part of the qubits that constitute
|ψG⟩. The cluster state can be described also in terms
of the stabilizers. The canonical generating set of the

stabilizer group is
{
Xi

∏
j:{i,j}∈E Zj : {i, j} ∈ E

}
, where

we denoted Pauli-X and Pauli-Z on vertex i as Xi and
Zi, respectively.

A. Cluster state construction from a single emitter

Here we explain a general approach to prepare a clus-
ter state, following the discussion in Ref. [41]. A con-
ventional approach is to prepare all the qubits in the |+⟩
state and apply CZ gate over every edge [29, 30]. How-
ever, in our physical setup we cannot apply such gates
directly because it is difficult to directly apply an entan-
gling gate between two photons.

One of the key technical observations in [41] is that
such CZ operation can be mediated through an ancilla
qubit. Here is the key identity:

Zi,j |+⟩Q ⊗ |+⟩i ⊗ |+⟩j
= SWAPQ,iZQ,j |+⟩Q ⊗ |+⟩i ⊗ |+⟩j , (2.2)

where Q is the ancilla qubit and SWAPa,b is the SWAP
gate acting on qubits a and b. The protocols we describe
below are based on the repeated use of Eq. (2.2).
To that end, define a sequence of subgraphs G[k] ⊂ G

and a quasi-subgraph G[k]′ of the graph G as follows:

G[k] ≡ ([k], E[k]),

G[k]′ ≡ ([k] ∪ {Q}, E[k] ∪ {{Q, k}}), (2.3)

where [k] = {1, · · · , k} is a subset of data qubits whose el-
ements are labeled by a non-negative integer, and E[k] =
{{i, j} ∈ E : i, j ∈ [k]} is the set of edges among the
data qubits in [k]. The quasi-subgraph G[k]′ contains,
in addition to the vertices and edges in G[k], a vertex
corresponding to the ancilla qubit Q and an additional
edge between Q and the k-th qubit.

We can repeatedly apply Eq. (2.2). Without loss of
generality, the cluster state obtained at the k-th step is
related to the one at the (k − 1)-th step as follows [41]

|ψG[k]′⟩ =

ZQ,kSWAPQ,kZQ,k−1

[ ∏
i:{i,k}∈E[k]

ZQ,i

]
|ψG[k−1]′⟩ ⊗ |+⟩k .

(2.4)

While the operation ZQ,i can be easily applied in our
setup, the SWAP gate is not. This difficulty can be cir-
cumvented by using another key identity [41]:

ZQ,jSWAPQ,j |ϕ⟩Q ⊗ |+⟩j = HQXQ,j |ϕ⟩Q ⊗ |0⟩j ,
(2.5)

whereXQ,j is a CNOT gate with the ancilla as the control
qubit and |ϕ⟩Q is an arbitrary state of Q. With this

identity, the operations in Eq. (2.4) be realized entirely
in terms of the Hadamard on Q, CNOT and CZ gates
between Q (as the control) and a data qubit. Thus we
can sequentially build up the cluster state, arriving at
|ψG[|V |]′⟩. (Here |V | is the number of vertices.)
To that end, we introduce a unitary Uk:

Uk = HQXQ,kZQ,k−1

[ ∏
i:{i,k}∈E[k]

ZQ,i

]
, (2.6)

and rewrite |ψG[k]′⟩ in Eq. (2.4) as

|ψG[k]′⟩ = Uk |ψG[k−1]′⟩ ⊗ |0⟩k

=
[ k∏
j=1

Uj

]
|+⟩Q

k⊗
i=1

|0⟩i . (2.7)

The state |ψG[k]′⟩ is obtained by applying U1 through Uk

on the initial product state |+⟩Q
⊗k

i=1 |0⟩i. At the very
end, we apply ZQ,|V | to disentangle the ancilla from the
data qubit and obtain |ψG⟩:

ZQ,|V | |ψG[|V |]′⟩ = |+⟩Q ⊗ |ψG⟩ . (2.8)

This completes the generation of the desired cluster state
|ψG⟩.
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B. Protocols

Protocol S1 Cluster state construction with one
emitter

1: initialize Q in |+⟩
2: for k = 1 to |V | do
3: initialize qubit k in |0⟩
4: if {k − 1, k} ∈ E then ▷
5: apply HQXQ,k

∏
i ̸=k−1&{i,k}∈E[k] ZQ,i ▷

6: else ▷
7: apply HQXQ,kZQ,k−1

∏
i:{i,k}∈E[k] ZQ,i ▷

8: end if ▷
9: end for

10: apply ZQ,|V |

Protocol S2 Cluster state construction with one
emitter and its measurement and reinitialization

1: initialize Q in |+⟩
2: for k = 1 to |V | do
3: initialize qubit k in |0⟩
4: apply HQXQ,k

∏
i<k−1&{i,k}∈E[k] ZQ,i ▷

5: if {k, k + 1} /∈ E or k = |V | then ▷
6: apply ZQ,k ▷
7: measure Q in the Z-basis ▷
8: re-initialize Q in |+⟩ ▷
9: end if ▷

10: end for

There were several protocols proposed in Ref. [41] for
cluster state preparation. We found that some of those
are readily generalized to the multi-emitter setup whereas
some are not. We introduce two protocols — Protocol S1
and Protocol S2— that are easily adaptable to the multi-
emitter case.1 (Here the Roman letter S stands for the
single emitter.) The main difference between the two
protocols is that Protocol S1 is purely unitary whereas
Protocol S2 involves measurements and re-initialization
of Q.
We remark that the conditional statement in the pro-

tocols are included to minimize redundant operations,
thereby avoiding extra unnecessary errors. More pre-
cisely, if {k−1, k} ∈ E belongs to the graph E, Uk in Eq.
(2.6) involves the application of ZQ,k−1 twice. This is be-
cause the qubit k − 1 is linked to the ancilla qubit Q in
the quasi-subgraph |ψG[k−1]′⟩. Consequently, executing
the optimized version of Uk (lines 4-8 in Protocol S1) re-
sults in fewer errors. In Protocol S2, lines 4-9 correspond
to the optimized Uk for that protocol.

1 For the readers familiar with Ref. [41], we remark that our Pro-
tocol S1 is in fact Algorithm 2 of Ref. [41]. Also, Protocol S2 is a
slight variant of Protocol B in Ref. [41]; here we apply ZQ,k prior
to measuring Q in the Z-basis whereas in Ref. [41], they apply
Zk after the measurement, specifically when the measurement
outcome is |1⟩.

At first, one might worry that these protocols involve
interaction of the ancilla qubit with an extensive number
of data qubits. This can potentially lead to a single error
on the ancilla qubit propagating to an extensive number
of qubits. However, a remarkable fact first discovered
in Ref. [41] is that their protocols do not lead to such
adverse propagation of errors. A similar analysis can be
carried out for our protocols. Also in our protocols one
can find that the circuit-level one- or two-qubit errors
propagate to, up to stabilizers, errors of constant weight.

C. Fault-tolerant error correction
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FIG. 2: Part of the 4 × 4 × 4 3D cluster state under
periodic boundary condition is depicted. Numbering of
the data qubits reflect the way the 3D cluster state is
constructed by successively entangling additional data
qubits.

Once a (noisy) 3D cluster state is prepared, one can
measure all the qubits in the X-basis. These measure-
ment outcomes can be then fed into a decoder, which
returns a correction. By studying whether the error and
the correction form a logical operator or not, one can de-
cide whether a logical error occurred or not [49–51, 58].
We carried out such a numerical simulation using Proto-
cols S1 and S2, the result of which is presented below.
(We assumed periodic boundary condition for both Pro-
tocols S1 and S2.) Throughout this paper we used the
minimum-weight perfect matching (MWPM) decoder,
employing the open source code PyMatching [59] and
Stim [60].

1. Circuit-level noise

We first study the performance of Protocol S1 and S2
under the standard circuit-level depolarizing noise. This
is the standard model in which a single- and two-qubit
depolarizing noise is applied after a single- and two-qubit
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gate is applied:

D(p)
a (ρ) = (1− p)ρ+

p

3

∑
P∈{X,Y,Z}

PaρPa

D(p)
a,b(ρ) = (1− p)ρ+

p

15

∑
P,P ′∈{I,X,Y,Z}
(P,P ′ )̸=(I,I)

P ′
bPaρPaP

′
b,

(2.9)
where Ia, Xa, Ya, and Za are the identity and the three

Pauli gates acting on the vertex a. Here D(p)
a is the single-

qubit depolarizing channel of strength p applied to qubit

a and D(p)
a,b is the two-qubit depolarizing channel over

qubit a and b.
Against this noise model, we estimated the logical error

rate p for a 3D cluster state of size L × L × L, where
L is even to satisfy periodic boundary condition. We
averaged over 105 realizations for each choice of p and L.
We estimate the logical error rate by fitting the data to
a quadratic scaling ansatz

p = α+ β(p− µ)d1/ν + γ(p− µ)2d2/ν , (2.10)

where d = L/2 and (α, β, µ, ν) are determined by fitting
the data.
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FIG. 3: Logical error rate (p) versus circuit-level noise
(p) for (left) Protocol S1 and (right) Protocol S2 with
solid curves from fits to Eq. (2.10). The threshold val-
ues for Protocol S1 and S2 extracted from the curve
crossing are 0.324% and 0.390%, respectively.

The results of these simulations are shown in Figure 3.
The threshold values pth of 0.324% and 0.390% were ob-
tained for Protocols S1 and S2, respectively. We remark
that the threshold value of 0.390% for Protocol S2 is the
same as that of Protocol B in the Ref. [41], as expected.
However, the logical error rates of Protocol S2 we ob-
tain are higher than those obtained in [41]. This is likely
due to the different boundary conditions employed in our
calculations. (We used the periodic boundary condition
whereas Ref. [41] used an open boundary condition.)

2. Delay line error

The study in Section IIC 1 excludes an important
source of error. Recall that the data qubits are photons,
which at times propagate through a delay line. Each

photon experiences an error for each unit of length they
travel. We include the effect of such delay line error,
following the discussion in Ref. [41].
The error associated with each delay line — from the

emission of the data qubit into the delay line to the even-
tual measurement — is proportional to the time the pho-
ton spends in the delay line. This is equal to the time
it takes to apply Uk, which will constitute a convenient
unit of time. We assume that each Uk operation con-
sumes an equal amount of time. Throughout this paper,
we will assume that there is a fixed error rate associated
with this unit time, denoted as η with an appropriate
subscript, as we describe below.
There are two primary sources of errors in the delay

line: dephasing and (heralded) loss error. Dephasing er-
ror is a stochastic application Pauli-Z errors on the data
qubit a with error rate ηz:

Z(ηz)
a (ρ) = (1− ηz)ρ+ ηzZρZ. (2.11)

The errors are repeatedly applied for every unit of time
to every data qubit traveling in the delay line.
For the loss error, instead of applying the loss error

for every unit of time, we consider a phenomenological
noise model in which a loss error proportional to the total
length of the delay line is applied at the very end of the
protocol. This time is proportional to L2 in the leading
order, and as such, the error model can be described as
follows:

Z(ηloss)
a (ρ) = (1− L2ηloss)ρ+ L2ηloss

I

2
. (2.12)

(We will justify this phenomenological noise model fur-
ther later in this Section, while discussing Table I.)
Under the error models in Eq. (2.11) and (2.12), there

cannot be a threshold because the error rate increases
with L. The optimal choice of L is proportional to
η−

1
2 (with appropriate subscripts, depending on the er-

ror model) [41, 61], whose precise value can be obtained
by increasing L for a fixed value of η until logical error
rate starts to increase.
For the readers’ convenience, we briefly review the

heuristic reason behind this scaling. While the strength
of the circuit-level noise remains as a constant, indepen-
dent of the system size, the delay line error on each qubit
scales with L2. If the circuit-level error is smaller than
the threshold, there is a constant amount of error budget
for the delay line such that, if we are below this bud-
get, the total amount of error is still below the threshold,
ensuring error suppression. This means that, insofar as
ηL2 is smaller than some constant, the logical error rate
is exponentially small in L. The best possible choice of
such L is clearly proportional to η−

1
2 . Consequently, the

optimal logical error rate (denoted as p∗) becomes [61]:

log(1/p∗) ≃ c′η−1/2 + c′′ (2.13)

for some constants c′, c′′ > 0.



6

4 6 8 10

10
-5

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

L=8

L=10

L=12

L=14

L=16

L=18

L=20

L=22

4 6 8 10

10
-5

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

L=8

L=10

L=12

L=14

L=16

L=18

L=20

L=22

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

L=4

L=6

L=8

L=10

100 120 140 160 180

0.01

0.02

0.03

100 120 140 160 180

0.002

0.005

0.01

60 70 80 90 100

0.001

0.005

0.01

FIG. 4: Top panel: logical error rates p versus (left) dephasing error rate (ηz) for Protocol S1 (middle) dephasing
error rates for Protocol S2 (right) loss error rates (ηloss). Bottom panel: p∗ and its ansatz in Eq. (2.13) versus (left)

η
−1/2
z for Protocol S1 (middle) η

−1/2
z for Protocol S2 (right) η

−1/2
loss . The legend represents log p∗. The y-axis are on

a logarithmic scale.

Now let us discuss the simulation results for Protocols
S1 and S2 under these error models. For the dephas-
ing error [Eq. (2.11)], the circuit-level noise discussed
in Section IIC 1 remains the same. For the loss error
[Eq. (2.12)], we have removed the circuit-level noise and
used the decoding algorithm in Ref. [62]. (As we said
already, though this noise model may seem overly sim-
plistic, we will justify this error model further.)

For the dephasing error model [Eq. (2.11)], we aver-
aged over 105 samples for each choice of (ηz, L), fixing
the circuit-level noise as p = 10−3. For both Protocols
S1 and S2, Eq. (2.13) describes our data points well, as
expected; see the bottom left plots of Figure 4. The same
conclusion applies to the loss error model [Eq. (2.12)] as
well; see the rightmost figures in Figure 4.

It is interesting to see what kind of error rate (η) is
needed to achieve a desired logical error rate p∗. We have
listed these values in Table I (top) for the target logical
error rate of p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15. The same set
of values was obtained in Ref. [41] using Protocol S2 and
we listed them in Table I (bottom) to compare against
ours.

Let us first compare the result obtained for the dephas-
ing error model. One can see that, in order to achieve
the same logical error rate, our scheme requires a lower
dephasing error than that of Ref. [41]. We expect this
discrepancy to be stemming from the different choice of
boundary conditions; we used periodic boundary condi-
tion whereas the in Ref. [41] they used open boundary
condition. This suggests that it will be more advanta-

geous employ the open boundary condition.

p∗

η
Protocol S1 (ηz) Protocol S2 (ηz) Loss errors (ηloss)

10−3 1.25× 10−5 2.48× 10−5 1.27× 10−4

10−5 3.32× 10−6 6.52× 10−6 4.04× 10−5

10−10 6.92× 10−7 1.33× 10−6 9.23× 10−6

10−15 2.91× 10−7 5.53× 10−7 3.99× 10−6

p∗

η
Dephasing errors (ηz) Loss errors (ηloss)

10−3 6.5× 10−5 7.4× 10−4

10−5 1.4× 10−5 1.4× 10−4

10−10 2.5× 10−6 2.4× 10−5

10−15 1.0× 10−6 9.5× 10−6

TABLE I: (top) The requisite dephasing error rates for
Protocols S1 and S2, and the requisite loss error rates
to achieve targeted logical error rates of
p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15 are listed. (bottom) The
same set of numbers obtained in Ref. [41] using
Protocol S2 is listed.

Now we discuss the results obtained from the loss error
model. As one can see in Table I, in order to achieve the
same logical error rate, the physical loss error rate needed
in our scheme is lower compared to that of Ref. [41].
Therefore, our estimate on the requisite loss error rate
to achieve the target logical error rate can be viewed as
a conservative lower bound on what is actually needed.
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The discrepancy between our result and the result in
Ref. [41] is due to the choice of different boundary con-
ditions and loss error model.

Recall that the scheme in Ref. [41], even applied to
the state-of-the-art loss error rate delay line [52], does
not yield any error suppression. Because the scheme
discussed in this Section performs worse than that of
Ref. [41], this scheme will also not yield any error sup-
pression. However, the schemes discussed in Section III
will be tantalizingly close to achieving error suppression,
assuming the delay line error is equal to the one reported
in Ref. [52]; see Section IV. Accounting for the improve-
ment in logical error rate one can have upon employ-
ing the open boundary condition (as in Ref. [41]), we
anticipate error suppression to be well within the reach
by using the multi-emitter approach delineated in Sec-
tion III, applied to the periodic boundary condition; see
Section V.

III. MULTI-EMITTER PROTOCOLS

In this Section, we introduce a generalization of the
protocols in Section II to the one that involves multiple
emitters. A schematic description of our setup is shown
in Figure 1.

At a high level, our approach can be explained as fol-
lows. Instead of using the single emitter to build up the
entire cluster state, we distribute this task to multiple
emitters and delay lines. Each emitter is connected to
two delay lines as before, and the emitters form a linear
array, as shown in Figure 1. Each emitter is responsible
for building up a thin “slab” of 3D cluster state, whose
thickness is L/ne for the cluster state of size L× L× L,
where ne is the number of emitters.

Of course, as it stands the state being created will be
simply a set of disconnected 3D cluster states on different
slabs. In order to build an isotropic 3D cluster state of
size L×L×L, we need to further generate entanglement
between these slabs. Happily, such entanglement can be
generated by a simple modification of the single-emitter
protocol [Section II], by intermittently applying an en-
tangling gate between the neighboring emitters without
having to entangle the data qubits belonging to different
slabs.

We will first go through a simple example illustrating
this idea in Section IIIA. The general procedure shall be
explained in Section III B.

A. Two emitters: an example

Before we describe our protocol in its full generality,
let us start with an instructive example, focusing on the
part of the protocol that differs the most from the single-
emitter protocol [Section II]. Without loss of generality,
suppose our goal is to prepare a cluster state associated
with a graph G = (V,E). Assume that this graph can

be partitioned into two subgraphs G1 = (V1, E1) and
G2 = (V2, E2) so that (i) V = V1 ∪V2 and (ii) E1 and E2

are edges inherited from V1 and V2, respectively. Note
that there are additional edges connecting the vertices
across V1 and V2; we will denote the set of these edges as
E12.
By running the single-emitter protocol for G1 and G2

concurrently, it is straightforward to create a tensor prod-
uct of cluster states, each associated with G1 and G2.
However, we also need to generate entanglement associ-
ated with the edges in E12. How can we do that?

FIG. 5: An example for a graph G = (V1 ∪ V2, E1 ∪
E2 ∪ E12) where G1 = (V1, E1) and G2 = (V2, E2). The
edges in E12 are represented by red lines.

Consider an example of a graph G shown in Figure 5.
If we grow the cluster state associated with the graph G
by adding one vertex and the edges connected to that ver-
tex at a time following the numbering convention, there
will be two steps in which we would need to generate an
entanglement associated with edges in E12: {21, 22} and
{31, 42}. (Here the subscripts 1 and 2 represent the ver-
tices in V1 and V2, respectively.) Because the underlying
procedure is similar, we will focus on the latter. Suppose
we have already created a cluster state associated with
all the vertices in Fig. 5 except 31 and 42. When we add
31 and 42 to the existing cluster, we need to add new
edges, some of which are in E1 ∪E2 and the rest in E12.
If we were to only add the edges in E1 ∪ E2, we can

simply follow the single-emitter protocol [Section II]. For
each subgraph G1 and G2, we can introduce an ancilla,
denoted as Q1 and Q2, respectively. We can apply the
CZ gate between Q1 and the vertices in V1 connected
to 31. Similarly, we can apply the CZ gate between Q2

and the vertices in V2 connected to 42. Then, we can
apply the CX and H to effectively swap the state of the
ancilla qubits to some data qubits [Eq. (2.5)], followed
by a procedure that disentangles the ancilla qubits from
the rest.

However, before we swap the states, notice that we
have an opportunity to apply a CZ gate between the an-
cilla qubits. By doing so, we can generate an entangle-
ment between the two ancilla qubits. If we then follow
the rest of the procedure, e.g., swapping the state of the
qubits and dientangling the ancilla qubits, we end up ex-
actly with the cluster state we want. Therefore, the mod-
ified protocol simply involves adding a single additional
CZ gate between the ancilla qubits prior to swapping the
state of the ancilla and the data qubits.
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We now discuss the overall procedure in more detail.
First, consider the situation where the vertices have been
connected to form a cluster state except that a graph as-
sociated with all the vertices 31 and 42 as well as the two
ancillas Q1 and Q2 are decoupled from the data qubits
[Figure 6 (a)]. Then we apply the gate between the an-
cilla qubits as well as the gates between the ancilla and
the data qubits [Figure 6 (b)]. Next, we apply an entan-
gling CZ gate between the ancilla qubits [Figure 6 (c)].
Lastly, applying the procedure in Eq. (2.5), we obtain a
cluster state involving two additional data qubits 31 and
42 [Figure 6 (d)]. The two ancilla qubits can be disentan-
gled from the rest of the cluster state by either applying
CZ gates or measuring the ancilla qubits in the X-basis.

FIG. 6: A procedure for generating the cluster state on
the graph in Figure 5 using two emitters. Two more
data qubits 31 and 42 are incorporated into the cluster
state after the procedure.

B. Generalization

The main difference between the single-emitter proto-
col [Section II] and the examplary two-emitter protocol
in Section IIIA is the presence of an additional emitter
and the CZ gate between the emitters. The prescription
of adding such CZ gates generalizes straightforwardly to
the generation of arbitrary cluster states, using arbitrary
number of emitters, provided a certain condition is met.
We discuss this generalization (as well as the condition
we need) below.

Because the multi-emitter case is a simple generaliza-
tion of the two-emitter case, we focus on the protocol
for two emitters. As before, we consider a partition of
a graph G = (V,E) into two subgraphs G1 = (V1, E1)
and G2 = (V2, E2), so that V = V1 ∪ V2. The edges be-
tween V1 and V2 are denoted as E12. For our protocol,
we demand the following condition: each vertex in V1 is
connected to at most one vertex in V2, and vice versa.
In analogy with our discussion on the single-emitter

protocol [Eq. (2.3)], let us define a subgraph G[i1, j2] and
a quasi-subgraph G[i1, j2]

′ of the graph G as follows:

G[i1, j2] ≡ ([i1] ∪ [j2], E1[i1] ∪ E2[j2] ∪ E12[i1, j2]),

G[i1, j2]
′ ≡ ([i1] ∪ [j2] ∪ {Q1, Q2}, E1[i1] ∪ E2[j2]∪

E12[i1, j2] ∪ {{Q1, i1}, {Q2, j2}}). (3.1)

Here [i1(2)] = {11(2), · · · , i1(2)} is the numbered set of
data qubits in G1(2), and E12[i1, j2] = {{k1, l2} ∈ E12 :
k ∈ [i1], l ∈ [j2]} is the set of edges connecting the two
subgraphs G1 and G2. The quasi-subgraph G[i1, j2]

′ con-
tains, in addition to the vertices and edges in G[i1, j2],
two vertices Q1, Q2 and edges {Q1, i1}, {Q2, j2}.
The construction of the cluster state is based on a se-

quential generation of a cluster state associated with a
quasi-subgraph G[i1, j2]

′, incrementing indices (i1 or j2)
by one at each step. Incrementation of i1 and j2 are me-
diated by the ancilla qubits Q1 and Q2, respectively. If
neither (i+ 1)1 nor (j + 1)2 are connected by an edge in
E12, we will employ the single-emitter protocol [Section
III]. Since we have two ancilla qubits, both indices can be
simultaneously increased by one, without affecting each
other.

If (i + 1)1 is connected by an edge in E12 while (j +
1)2 is not, we will utilize the single-emitter protocol to
increment the index j2. This means the incrementation of
i1 should be interrupted. Conversely, if (j +1)2 is linked
by an edge in E12 but (i + 1)1 is not, we will employ
the single-emitter protocol to increase the index i1, and
incrementing j2 must be interrupted. If both (i+1)1 and
(j + 1)2 are connected by an edge in E12, we apply the
procedure analogous to the one appearing in Figure 6(a-
d).
This entails applying the following sequence of gates:

1. We begin with a cluster state associated with a
quasi-subgraph G[i1, j2]

′.

2. In order to disentangle Q1 and Q2 from i1 and j2
respectively, we apply ZQ2,j2 and ZQ1,j1 .

3. By applying
[∏

k1:{(i+1)1,k1}∈E1[i+1] ZQ1,k1

]
and[∏

l2:{(j+1)2,l2}∈E2[j+1] ZQ2,k2

]
, we entangleQ1 and

Q2 with the qubits in V1 and V2 that (i + 1)1 and
(j + 2)2 must be entangled with.

4. Apply ZQ1
, Q2 to entangle Q1 and Q2.

5. Apply XQ1,(j+1)1 followed by HQ1 , and similarly,
XQ2,(j+2)1 followed by HQ2 .

Note that the last step [Step 5] realizes a swap between
Q1 and (i + 1)1 followed by a CZ gate between the two
(and the same set of gates between Q2 and (j + 1)2)
[Eq. (2.5)].

Thus the overall procedure can be described as follow:
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|ψG[(i+1)1,(j+1)2]′⟩ = HQ2
XQ2,(j+1)2HQ1

XQ1,(i+1)1ZQ1,Q2

[ ∏
l2:{(j+1)2,l2}∈E2[j+1]

ZQ2,l2

][ ∏
k1:{(i+1)1,k1}∈E1[i+1]

ZQ1,k1

]
× ZQ2,j2ZQ1,i1 |ψG[i1,j2]′⟩ ⊗ |0⟩(i+1)1

⊗ |0⟩(j+1)2
. (3.2)

Repeating this procedure, we can obtain the cluster
state associated with the quasi-subgraph G[|V1|1, |V2|2]′.
We can then apply ZQ1,|V1|1 and ZQ2,|V2|2 to disentangle
the ancilla qubits from the data qubits, obtaining |ψG⟩.
An extension of this method to the multi-emitter case

is straightforward. Provided that each vertex in each
subgraph is connected to at most one vertex in another
subgraph, the exact same procedure works. Generaliza-
tion of our approach to the one that does not require the
connectivity constraint is left as a future work.

C. Optimized protocol for 3D cluster state

Building upon the multi-emitter protocol discussed in
Section III B, we now discuss the protocols tailored to cre-
ating the 3D cluster state, called M1 and M2.2 (Here M
stands for themulti -emitter protocol.) We optimized this
protocol (compared to the one discussed in Section III B)
by removing the redundant gates; see the if statements
therein. The operations Oi1(2) and O′

i1(2)
are defined as:

Oi1(2) =
[ ∏
j1(2):{i1(2),j1(2)}∈E1(2)[i]

ZQ1(2),j1(2)

]
ZQ1(2),i1(2)

O′
i1(2)

=
[ ∏
j1(2) ̸=(i−1)1(2)&j1(2):{i1(2),j1(2)}∈E1(2)[i]

ZQ1(2),j1(2)

]
.

(3.3)

The main difference between the two protocols is the
way in which we implement Uk for vertices that are not
connected to vertices in the other subgraphs; M1 uses the
one in Protocol S1 while M2 uses the one in Protocol S2.

As an example, an explicit partition of the graph asso-
ciated to the 3D cluster state (under periodic boundary
condition) is shown in Figure 7. Here G1 and G2 corre-
sponds to the left and the right graph and the blue (red)
data qubits correspond to the blue (red) face on the other
graph. Note that each vertex in G1 is connected to at
most one vertex in G2 and vice versa, as we demanded.
We chose the number of qubits in G1 and G2 to be

the same and labeled the vertices in such a way that the
edges in E12 are represented by pairs of qubits labeled by
the same integer (e.g. {11, 12}, {41, 42} · · · ∈ E12). This

2 We stated these protocols under the assumption that |V1| = |V2|
and all edges in E12 are represented as {i1, i2}.

implies that when beginning with the cluster state as-
sociated with G[01, 02]

′ and considering the construction
procedure [Section III B], two newly introduced vertices
are either both unconnected by an edge in E12 or both
connected by an edge in E12. Therefore, we can achieve
a simplified delay line structure and optimize construc-
tion time, as the entire construction procedure proceeds
without interruption.

1 2 3 4

5
6

7 8 9 10

11
12

13
14

25 26 27 28

1234

5
6

78910

11
12

13
14 25262728

FIG. 7: A part of the 3D cluster state over 8×8×8 lat-
tice under periodic boundary condition.

We can generalize the conditions for optimizing the 3D
cluster state construction procedure using ne emitters,
which does not allow for interruption. Firstly, consider-
ing the fact that two emitters should interact to entangle
the qubits in two different subgraphs, we need an even
number of emitters; if not, an incrementation of one in-
dex for the subgraph has to be interrupted. Secondly,
L/ne must be an integer to ensure that the number of
qubits in different slabs is the same. In Section IV, we
simulated all the 3D cluster state construction procedure
satisfying these two conditions.

IV. FAULT-TOLERANT ERROR CORRECTION
USING MULTIPLE EMITTERS

In this Section, we report the results of a numerical
simulation of M1 and M2.

A. Threshold

In this Section, we study the thresholds for Protocols
M1 and M2. Note that the main difference between these
protocols and the single-emitter protocols [Section II] is
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Protocol M1, M2 Cluster state construction with two ancilla qubits

1: initialize both Q1 and Q2 in |+⟩
2: for i = 1 to |V1| do
3: initialize qubits i1 and i2 in |0⟩
4: if i1 /∈ V12 then
5: apply the Uk in Protocol S1 to |ψG[(i−1)1,(i−1)2]′⟩ using Q1 and Q2 // Protocol M1

or
apply the Uk in Protocol S2 to |ψG[(i−1)1,(i−1)2]′⟩ using Q1 and Q2 // Protocol M2

6: else
7: if {(i− 1)1, i1} ∈ E1 then
8: if {(i− 1)2, i2} ∈ E2 then
9: apply HQ2XQ2,i2HQ1XQ1,i1ZQ1,Q2O

′
i2O

′
i1

10: else
11: apply HQ2XQ2,i2HQ1XQ1,i1ZQ1,Q2Oi2O

′
i1

12: end if
13: else
14: if {(i− 1)2, i2} ∈ E2 then
15: apply HQ2XQ2,i2HQ1XQ1,i1ZQ1,Q2O

′
i2Oi1

16: else
17: apply HQ2XQ2,i2HQ1XQ1,i1ZQ1,Q2Oi2Oi1

18: end if
19: end if
20: end if
21: end for
22: apply ZQ1,|V1|1 and ZQ2,|V2|2

the presence of CZ gate between the ancilla qubits. We
will employ the standard depolarizing noise model for
this gate as well [Eq. (2.9)].

Physically, the entangling gate used between the emit-
ters may use a physical mechanism different from the
one used for the gate between the emitter and the pho-
ton. For instance, the gate between the emitters may be
based on an exchange interaction [63] whereas the the
gate between the emitter and the photon involves an op-
tical interaction that exploits quantum dot’s ability to
emit and absorb single photon [64–68]. Therefore, it is
reasonable to study an anisotropic error model that treats
the entangling gate between the emitters differently from
the rest. For this reason, we tune the ratio between the
two sources of error. More precisely, we denote the noise
strength of the gate between the emitters as pe and the
noise strength of the rest as p [Eq. (2.9)]. We studied the
threshold under different ratios of pe/p.
Here are the details of our numerical study. We chose

a range of values of 1 ≤ pe/p ≤ 10 for different number of
emitters, using Protocol M1 and M2. Each data point is
averaged over 105 samples. The thresholds were obtained
by fitting the data to the ansatz in Eq. (2.10). The re-
sults are shown in Figure 8. The top figure shows the
threshold when the number of emitters is a constant in-
dependent of the code distance. The bottom figure shows
the threshold when the number of emitters scales linearly
with the code distance.

The most striking conclusion from Figure 8 is that the
threshold value barely changes even if the the ratio pe/p
approaches 10, provided that ne is a constant indepen-
dent of the code distance [Figure 8, top]. This suggests
that our scheme can tolerate a significantly higher error
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FIG. 8: (top) threshold values versus pe/p for 2, 4, 6
emitters (bottom) threshold values versus pe/p for
L/2, L/4, L/6 emitters are depicted. The results asso-
ciated with Protocols M1 and M2 are illustrated in the
blue series and red series, respectively. In the legends,
the subscripts denote the number of emitters.
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FIG. 9: Top tpanel: logical error rates versus dephasing error rates for (left) 2 emitters (middle) 4 emitters (right)
6 emitters, employing Protocol M1; the numbers in the subscript represent the number of emitters. Bottom panel:

p∗ and its ansatz in Eq. (4.1) versus η
−1/2
z for (left) 2 emitters (middle) 4 emitters (right) 6 emitters, employing

Protocol M1. The legend represents log p∗. The y-axis are on a logarithmic scale.

rate for the entangling gate between the emitters com-
pared to the other sources of error. Our result is consis-
tent with a recent study which also demonstrated a high
tolerance against an error at the interface in a modular
approach to fault-tolerantly correcting errors using the
surface code [69]. While the underlying error model is
not identical, the analytical arguments in Ref. [69] can
explain our observation qualitatively.

When the number of emitters scales linearly with the
code distance, we do observe a decrease in threshold as
pe/p increases. Nonetheless, the order of magnitude of
the threshold remains the same.

B. Delay line error

We now include the effect of the delay line errors. The
error model associated with this error is identical to the
one used in Section IIC 2. For the CZ gate between the
ancilla qubits, we assume the error rate is equal to the
error rate of the other circuit-level noises, i.e., pe = p.
As we discussed already in Section II, in the presence of

a delay line error, there is no threshold. A more relevant
question was how one can optimally choose the length of
the delay line, given the error rate per unit length η, and
what the corresponding optimal logical rate p∗ is.

Here, we aim to understand the same question but in-
stead focusing on how to obtain the logical error rate in
terms of ne and η. There are two regimes of interest,
depending on whether the number of emitters is small or

large, compared to L.
For a fixed ne, the strength of the delay line error on

each qubit scales linearly with ηL2/ne. Therefore, in
order to ensure that the amount of accumulated error
is smaller than the threshold (which is necessary for er-
ror suppression), the maximum length one can have is

L ∝
√
ne/η. Recalling that the logical error rate decays

exponentially with L, we expect the optimal logical error
rate to be

log(1/p∗) ≃ c′n1/2e η−1/2 + c′′, (4.1)

where c′ and c′′ are positive constants. On the other
hand, we can also consider the case in which ne scales lin-
early with L, i.e., ne = L/m for some integer m. In this
case, the maximum length one can have is L ∝ m−1η−1.
Then the optimal logical error rate would be

log(1/p∗) ≃ c′m−1η−1 + c′′. (4.2)

Now we discuss the results of our simulations. We will
primarily focus on the effect of dephasing error, and only
briefly mention about the loss error simulation at the very
end of this Section. We first comment on the case of ne =
O(1) [Eq. (4.1)]. We considered ne = 2, 4, 6 using 105,
106, and 107 samples per data point, using the circuit-
level depolarizing noise of p = 10−3. (Larger number of
ne required larger sample size because the logical error
rates obtained is lower.) All these data points were well-
described by the values of c′ ≈ 2.0×10−2 and c′′ ≈ 1.4 for
M1 and c′ ≈ 3.0×10−2 and c′′ ≈ 1.7 for M2, respectively;
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p∗

M1
ne = 2 (ηz) ne = 4 (ηz) ne = 6 (ηz)

10−3 2.91× 10−5 5.66× 10−5 8.32× 10−5

10−5 8.81× 10−6 1.65× 10−5 2.45× 10−5

10−10 1.95× 10−6 3.57× 10−6 5.34× 10−6

10−15 8.35× 10−7 1.51× 10−6 2.27× 10−6

p∗

M2
ne = 2 (ηz) ne = 4 (ηz) ne = 6 (ηz)

10−3 6.37× 10−5 1.43× 10−4 2.10× 10−4

10−5 1.76× 10−5 3.91× 10−5 6.29× 10−5

10−10 3.69× 10−6 8.13× 10−6 1.38× 10−5

10−15 1.55× 10−6 3.41× 10−6 5.89× 10−6

TABLE II: The requisite dephasing error rates for (top)
Protocol M1 employing 2, 4, 6 emitters (bottom) Pro-
tocol M2 employing 2, 4, 6 emitters to achieve targeted
logical error rates of p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15 are
listed.

see Figure 9 and 10.3 We remark that the values of c′ and
c′′ for algorithms M1 and M2 are similar to those in S1
and S2, respectively (corresponding to the ne = 1 case).

3 More precisely, for M1, we obtained c′ = 0.0215, 0.0204, 0.0204
for ne = 2, 4, 6, respectively. For M2, we obtained c′ =
0.0288, 0.0302, 0.0329 for ne = 2, 4, 6, respectively.

Therefore, we can conclude that the ansatz in Eq. (4.1)
adequately describes the scaling behavior of the logical
error rate. Using this equation, we listed the requisite
dephasing error rates to achieve targeted logical error
rates of p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15 are summarized in
Table II (top), (bottom).

For the case of ne = L/m, we chose m = 4, 6, 8 and
employed Protocol M1 [Figure 11].4 Examining the plots
presented in Figure 11 (bottom), we observe a linear rela-
tionship between log p∗ and η−1

z for ne = L/4, L/6, L/8.
The values of c′ and c′′ obtained were c′ ≈ 2.1 × 10−3

and c′′ ≈ 1.7 for all the cases.5 The requisite dephas-
ing error rates to achieve targeted logical error rates of
p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15 are summarized in Table
III.

We remark that for m = 2, the result of our simulation
was inconsistent with Eq. (4.2); see Figure 12 (left). More
precisely, we obtained c′ ≈ 4.1× 10−3, which is different
from the other values of m (which were c′ ≈ 2.1× 10−3).
We believe this discrepancy is coming from the fact that
there are no qubits lying in the interior of the slab for

4 While we carried out the same simulation for Protocol M2 as
well, even with 107 samples we could not determine the minimum
logical error rate p∗. In particular, we could not obtain the
constants in Eq. (4.2). Nonetheless, we found the break-even
point with n = L/2 to be greater than 2.9× 10−3.

5 More precisely, we obtained c′ = 0.002104, 0.002256, 0.002008 for
m = 4, 6, 8.
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m = 2 (unlike m = 4, 6, 8).

p∗

M1
ne = L/4 (ηz) ne = L/6 (ηz) ne = L/8 (ηz)

10−3 1.07× 10−4 6.83× 10−5 4.87× 10−5

10−5 5.52× 10−5 3.72× 10−5 2.57× 10−5

10−10 2.50× 10−5 1.74× 10−5 1.18× 10−5

10−15 1.62× 10−5 1.13× 10−5 7.66× 10−6

TABLE III: The requisite dephasing error rates for Pro-
tocol M1 employing L/4, L/6, L/8 emitters to achieve
targeted logical error rates of p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10,
10−15 are listed.

Lastly, let us briefly mention the result of our loss error
simulation. To that end, we considered the phenomeno-
logical noise model in Eq. (2.12), employing the decoding
algorithm in Ref. [62]; see Figure 12 (right). Each data
point is obtained from 104 samples. The only result we
present here are the case of ne = L/2, which yields the
lowest possible logical error rate out of all possible choice
of ne we discuss; see Section IVC.

C. Comparison: single- vs. multi-emitter

In this Section, we discuss what kind of improve-
ments the multi-emitter protocol [Section III] provides
over the single-emitter protocol [Section II]. Recall that
the optimal logical error rate improves as ne increases

[Section IVB]. Since the largest possible value of ne is
ne = L/2, we focus on comparing this case to the single-
emitter protocol.

p∗

ne = L/2
dephasing error(ηz) loss error(ηloss)

10−3 3.77× 10−4 6.85× 10−4

10−5 2.05× 10−4 3.97× 10−4

10−10 9.58× 10−5 1.94× 10−4

10−15 6.25× 10−5 1.28× 10−4

TABLE IV: The optimal requisite dephasing error
rates for Protocol M1 and the optimal requisite loss
error rates to achieve targeted logical error rates of
p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15 are listed.

In Table IV, we listed the dephasing and loss error
rates needed to achieve the target logical error rates of
p∗ = 10−3, 10−5, 10−10, 10−15. Comparing these results
to the simulation results for the single-emitter protocol
[Table I (top)], we observe an approximately a ten-fold
improvement (for the dephasing error) and a five-fold
improvement (for the loss error) for achieving the break-
even point (defined as p∗ = 10−3). Even greater improve-
ments are achieved for lower target logical error rates.
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V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we propose protocols for constructing a
cluster state using a linear array of emitters. Our key
observation is that the the protocol in Ref. [41] can be
generalized to a protocol involving multiple emitters with
a simple modification: an intermittent application of CZ
gates between pairs of emitters.

Such a modification reduces the amount of time each
photon travels in the delay line, thereby improving the
logical error rate overall. Although having a larger num-
ber of emitters may be more challenging than having only
a single emitter, there are several reasons to prefer the
multi-emitter protocol over the single-emitter protocol.
The primary reason is the improved logical error rate. If
one compares the delay line error rate needed to achieve
the same logical error rate, the multi-emitter protocol
[Table IV] outperforms the single-emitter protocol [Ta-
ble I] by a factor of at least 5 ∼ 10, depending on the
error model and the target logical error rate. Second,
our protocol enjoys a high tolerance against two-qubit
gates applied between the emitters. The thresholds for
such gates were shown to be at least ten-fold larger than
the threshold for the other gates [Figure 8]. Lastly, the
number of emitters is a tunable parameter in our scheme,
and even a modest improvement in the number of emit-
ters immediately yield improvements in the logical error
rate [Section III B].

An interesting question is whether an error suppres-
sion can be demonstrated using our scheme in a realis-
tic experiment. More specifically, we would define error

suppression as an outcome in which the logical error rate
after the error correction is lower than the physical error
rate. Setting the physical error rate of p = 10−3, assum-
ing the dominant source of error in the delay line is loss,
we would obtain the break-even point (p∗ = 10−3) of
ηloss = 6.85×10−4. This is lower than what the state-of-
the-art delay line can achieve, e.g., ηloss = 9.6×10−4 [52].
Therefore, our scheme, in the form presented in this pa-
per, will not be able to achieve error suppression, even if
we assume we used the state-of-the-art delay lines.

However, we think there are a few simple modifica-
tions in the protocol that can make the break-even point
(for the delay line error) higher. Most importantly, we
think simply changing our boundary condition to the
open boundary condition will improve the result substan-
tially. To see why, let us remark that our setup differs
from that of Ref. [41]; the latter used an open boundary
condition whereas we used a periodic boundary condi-
tion. The details about the loss error model is also dif-
ferent. While we obtained a similar threshold in spite of
these differences, their sub-threshold behaviors are more
markedly different; we found the loss error rates needed in
our protocol to achieve specific target logical error rates
were lower than that of Ref. [41] by a factor of 3 ∼ 5.

What would happen if we change the boundary con-
dition to the open boundary condition? We conjecture
that the scaling form of the optimal logical error rate
[Eq. (4.1) and (4.2)] would be still valid even under such a
condition, though with different constants. Let us briefly
justify it. First, we remark that we are assuming that
the circuit-level noise remains at p = 10−3, which is be-
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low the threshold (in the absence of other error sources).
The additional error comes from the qubit loss, which
is proportional to L2/ne for every qubit, for both error
models. While the details about this loss error model
is different, this difference only causes a few additional
gates for each data qubit. More precisely, in Ref. [41], the
loss can occur during the construction of the cluster state
whereas in our case the loss occurs at the very end of the
protocol. When qubit loss occurs during the construc-
tion of the cluster state, all subsequent operations acting
on the lost data qubit become identity operators [41].
Therefore, in the entire procedure of gate operations, the
loss error model where qubit loss occurs at the very end
of the protocol requires only a few additional gate op-
erations compared to the model where qubit loss occurs
during the construction of the cluster state. While these
are clearly different error models, they can be both de-
scribed by some local error model. As such, we do not
expect the logical error rate scaling form to be different.

The constants in Eq. (4.1) can be inferred from the
Ref. [41]. The scaling relation in Ref. [41] would corre-
spond to the ne = 1 case in Eq. (4.1), yielding c′ = 0.096
and c′′ = 3.37. Then, even with the use of two emit-
ters (ne = 2), the requisite loss error rate to reach the
break-even point becomes ηloss = 1.47 × 10−3, which is
strictly larger than the reported error rate of ηloss =
9.6×10−4 [52]. Therefore, provided that our assumption
on the error scaling is correct, we are led to the conclusion
that error suppression can be demonstrated with just two
emitters and four delay lines. This is more demanding

than what was originally envisioned in Ref. [41], but only
barely.

Of course, the picture we described so far is too simplis-
tic. For one thing, there can be an additional insertion
error occurring as the photon moves in and out of the de-
lay line. Moreover, there are other schemes, such as the
one using concatenation, which were shown to improve
the noise tolerance [70]. In order to more accurately as-
sess the experimental prospect of our multi-emitter pro-
tocol, it is important to accurately model these sources
of error and employ the error correction schemes that are
adept at correcting such errors.
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