arXiv:1204.5917v1 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 26 Apr 2012

Prospects for Spin-Based Quantum Computing

Christoph Kloeffel and Daniel Loss Department of Physics, University of Basel, Klingelbergstrasse 82, CH-4056 Basel, Switzerland

Experimental and theoretical progress toward quantum computation with spins in quantum dots (QDs) is reviewed, with particular focus on QDs formed in GaAs heterostructures, on nanowire-based QDs, and on self-assembled QDs. We report on a remarkable evolution of the field where decoherence – one of the main challenges for realizing quantum computers – no longer seems to be the stumbling block it had originally been considered. General concepts, relevant quantities, and basic requirements for spin-based quantum computing are explained; opportunities and challenges of spin-orbit interaction and nuclear spins are reviewed. We discuss recent achievements, present current theoretical proposals, and make several suggestions for further experiments.

Keywords: quantum computer, spin qubit, quantum dot, decoherence, spin-orbit interaction, nuclear spins

I. INTRODUCTION

The concept of entanglement and non-locality [1], one of the most striking features of quantum mechanics, has been heavily debated since the early days of the field [2]. By now, there is abundant experimental evidence [3] that Nature indeed does possess nonlocal aspects, in stark contrast to our everyday-life experience.

But it was only relatively recently, when Richard Feynman [4, 5], David Deutsch [6], and other researchers in the 1980s, envisioned the idea of exploiting the quantum degrees of freedom for a novel way of information processing. The central question at the time was whether and how it is possible to efficiently simulate any finite physical system with a man-made machine. Deutsch argued that such a simulation is not possible perfectly within the classical computational framework that had been developed for decades [6]. Instead, the universal computing machine should be of a quantum nature, i.e., a “quantum computer”.

Since then, progress in different areas of research and industry tremendously influenced the advent of quantum computing. First, the booming computer industry led to major progress in semiconductor-, nano-, and laser-technology, a prerequisite for the fabrication, addressing, and manipulation of single quantum systems needed in an experimental realization. Second, several algorithms have been developed by now, such as those by Deutsch [6, 7], Grover [8], and Shor [9, 10], which clearly illustrate that quantum computers, exploiting the existence of entanglement, can solve problems much faster than classical computers. A recent review on using quantum computers for quantum simulations can be found in Ref. [11]. In addition, the theories of quantum complexity and entanglement are currently being established, a process which is still far from being complete. The emerging fields of nano- and quantum information science have inspired and motivated each other in various ways, today more than ever.

Shortly after the first quantum algorithms had been developed, setups have been suggested to turn quantum computing into reality. These ideas, among others, are based on quantum dots [12, 13], cold trapped ions [14], cavity quantum electrodynamics [13, 15], bulk nuclear magnetic resonance [16], low-capacitance Josephson junctions [17], donor atoms [18, 19], linear optics [20], molecular magnets [21], spin clusters [22], or color centers in diamond [23–25]. A long list of interesting results has followed, some of which will be reviewed in this article.

In 1997, it was proposed to encode the quantum information in the spin states of single-electron quantum dots [12]. The tunnel barrier between neighboring dots, which can be varied via gates, Fig. 1, induces time-dependent electron-electron interactions and affects the spin states via the Heisenberg exchange coupling. The proposal demonstrates theoretically that such a setup allows for universal and scalable quantum computing, controllable by purely electrical means. Here, we will particularly focus on the experimental and theoretical achievements following Ref. [12], since substantial progress in this field has been made within the past few years. An overview on recent results in other setups can, e.g., be found in Ref. [26].

The review is organized as follows. In Sec. II we introduce the three quantum dot (QD) systems discussed in this report: self-assembled QDs, lateral QDs, and nanowire-based QDs. We also comment on basic requirements for quantum computation and define the spin lifetimes T_1, T_2, and T^∗_2 . Spin-orbit interaction and nuclear spins are covered in Sec. III. These present an undesired (noise) source of relaxation and decoherence for the spin qubits on the one hand, but on the other hand allow for allelectrical spin manipulation via electric-dipole-induced spin resonance, or for strong (effective) magnetic field gradients. In the main part, Sec. IV, recent progress in these QD systems is summarized, compared, and discussed. Newly proposed architectures for long-distance qubit-qubit coupling are reviewed in Sec. V, followed by our summary and final remarks, Sec. VI.

FIG. 1. Basic scheme for the physical implementation of a quantum computer as proposed in Ref. [12]. (a) The qubits are encoded in the spin states of single-electron quantum dots (QDs), where the barrier between adjacent QDs is controllable via electric gates. When the barrier is reduced, the electron wave functions overlap and the spins interact via the Heisenberg exchange coupling J(t)SL · SR, where J(t) is a function of gate voltage and corresponds to the energy splitting of the spin singlet and triplet states. This allows for electrically controlled two-qubit gates with fast operation times [12]. (b) A QD array based on (a), where the qubits in the two right dots are coupled while the others are decoupled. Rotations of individual spins may be achieved by pulling the desired electron down into a region of high magnetization or high g factor via back gates, such that the Zeeman splitting and hence the resonance condition changes for this electron in the presence of a static magnetic field B_⊥. A resonantly applied oscillating magnetic field pulse B^{ac}_‖ hence rotates the addressed qubit (electron spin resonance, ESR), while all others remain unaffected due to off-resonance. Exploiting spin-orbit interaction, the rotations may also be driven fully electrically via electric-dipole-induced spin resonance (EDSR). For details on ESR and EDSR, see Sec. III. Alternatively, fast single-qubit gates may be implemented via exchange-controlled spin rotations [12, 185]. Combination of single- and two-qubit gates results in a universal set of quantum gates, so that the proposed schemes allow for fast and purely electrically controlled quantum computation with electron spins in QDs [12].

II. PROMISING QUANTUM DOT STRUCTURES, DEFINITION OF LIFETIMES, AND ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS

Quantum dots (QDs) confine electrons or holes (missing valence band electrons) in all three dimensions, on length scales which are comparable to the wavelengths of the particles, i.e., typically ∼ 10-100 nm in each spatial direction. There are many possibilities to realize such confinement, which is evident from the variety of systems under study. In this report, we will mainly focus on three of them. The first category is self-assembled QDs. These form naturally during growth, where InGaAs dots within a GaAs matrix are commonly used examples. When InGaAs is grown on GaAs (Stranski-Krastanov mode), islands form spontaneously after a small critical thickness of only a few monolayers due to the mismatch in the lattice constants. These may then be covered with further layers of GaAs. Such QDs are typically lens-shaped, with heights of ∼ 5 nm (growth direction) and diameters ∼ 20 nm, and confinement results from the difference in the conduction and valence band edges of the involved materials. Alternatively, interface fluctuation QDs arise from monolayer fluctuations in thin quantum wells, typically resulting in GaAs dots within AlGaAs [27]. The second category, lateral QDs, is based on two-dimensional electron and hole gases (2DEGs, 2DHGs), which exist in heterostructures from materials with suitable band properties and additional dopants. For instance, AlGaAs/GaAs heterostructures are routinely used to form 2DEGs and 2DHGs within GaAs, strongly confined along the growth direction. Lithographically defined gate electrodes on the sample surface allow to create confinement also in the transverse directions, leading to quasi-2D QDs of ∼ 100 nm in diameter. Finally, semiconductor nanowires naturally provide confinement in two dimensions, due to their small diameters of ∼ 5-100 nm, and repulsive forces along the wire may again be added via nearby gates or via additional layers of barrier material. We note that several other QD implementations exist, which, however, for space reasons will not be discussed here. Prominent examples are QDs in carbon-based systems, like graphene [28] or carbon nanotubes [29, 30], which are highly attractive for implementing spin qubits.

Any setup considered for quantum computation should fulfill a list of essential criteria, such as scalability and the ability to initialize the system in a fiducial state [31]. For quantum error correction schemes to be applicable, it is important that the lifetimes are much longer than the gate operation times. A decade ago, this had been considered a very serious challenge, by now this problem seems to have been overcome in QDs as shown in Sec. IV. Three time scales are of interest in this context, which we illustrate in terms of the electron spin qubit states |↑⟩ and |↓⟩, assuming that these are eigenstates of the Pauli operator σ_z with energy difference Δ. First, the relaxation time T_1 describes transitions |↑⟩ → |↓⟩ due to interactions with the environment, such as the lattice, which leads to relaxation from the excited |↑⟩ to the ground state |↓⟩. A typical measure for T_1 is ⟨σ_z ⟩(t) with initial state |↑⟩. Second, the decoherence time T_2 quantifies the decay of quantum mechanical superpositions, and accounts for transitions of type |↑⟩ + |↓⟩ → {|↓⟩ , |↑⟩} induced by the environment (see inset to Fig. 2). When the state is initially (|↑⟩ + |↓⟩) / √ 2, an eigenstate of σ_x, a typical measure for T_2 is the envelope function of ⟨σ_x⟩(t). We note that ⟨σ_x⟩(t) oscillates between ±1 at angular frequency Δ/h̄ for a perfectly isolated system, but decays to 0 as the state turns into either |↑⟩ or |↓⟩. The envelope function itself may be referred to as |⟨σ_+⟩| (t) = |⟨σ_x⟩(t) + i⟨σ_y⟩(t)|. Finally, in practice it is generally required to average over an ensemble, rather than to measure a single system only. The averaged |⟨σ_+⟩| (t) often decays faster than in each individual case, because the oscillation frequencies may be slightly different from system to system (e.g., small deviations in Δ), which leads to destructive interference and additional damping. The so-called dephasing time obtained from an ensemble measurement is therefore labeled T^∗_2 . The three time scales T_1, T_2, and T^∗_2 are not completely unrelated. One finds that T_2 ≤ 2T_1, and usually T^∗_2 < T_2 and T_2 ≪ T_1 in practice. In QDs, decoherence typically results from the nuclear spins and also the spin-orbit interaction. Commenting on the terminology, the relaxation (T_1), decoherence (T_2), and dephasing (T^∗_2 ) times are only well defined when ⟨σ_z ⟩ or |⟨σ_+⟩|, respectively, decay exponentially, which is the assumed behavior in most quantum error correction schemes. Strictly speaking, one should therefore avoid these terms when the longitudinal or transverse decay is of a non-exponential form. We note, however, that the introduced nomenclature is often being used to characterize any decaying behavior for convenience.

A key criterion for building quantum computers, the one which actually justifies their name, is the presence of a universal set of quantum gates. This may fortunately be realized with one- and two-body interactions only, since any operation can be carried out as a sequence of one- and two-qubit gates. In fact, the implementation of single-qubit rotations for each element, along with only one type of entangling two-qubit gates, e.g., √ SWAP or cNOT, between neighboring qubits would be sufficient for universal quantum computation [31, 32]. We note in passing that entanglement of spin qubits can be created in many different ways and over long distances, for instance, by extracting and separating Cooper pairs from an s-wave superconductor as proposed in Ref. [33] and experimentally investigated recently in Refs. [34, 35]. Nuclear spins and spin-orbit interaction, which present an undesired source of decoherence on the one hand, may prove useful for implementing qubit gates on the other hand, and both mechanisms will therefore be analyzed in more detail in the next section.

III. SPIN-ORBIT INTERACTION AND NUCLEAR SPINS IN QUANTUM DOTS

A. Spin-Orbit Interaction

Spin-orbit interaction (SOI) couples the orbital motion of a charge to its spin and arises in the presence of inversion asymmetry, where two types can be distinguished. Rashba SOI results from structural inversion asymmetry and, for electrons, is typically of the form H_R ∝ E_{eff} ·(σ × p), where the components σ_i are the standard Pauli matrices for spin 1/2, p is the momentum operator, and E_{eff} is an effective electric field determined by the system structure [36]. Dresselhaus SOI is present in materials that lack bulk inversion symmetry, such as InAs or GaAs, and is of the form H_D ∝ p_x′ (p^2_y′ −p^2_z′ )σ_x′ +p_y′ (p^2_z′ −p^2_x′ )σ_y′ +p_z′ (p^2_x′ −p^2_y′ )σ_z′ , where x^′, y^′, and z^′ correspond to the crystallographic directions [100], [010], and [001], respectively [36, 37].

For quasi-2D systems, these Hamiltonians can be reduced further. For strong confinement along the z direction, the Rashba term simplifies to H_R = α(p_xσ_y − p_yσ_x) with Rashba parameter α. The resulting form of the Dresselhaus term strongly depends on the growth direction. For the z axis chosen along the confinement direction, one can substitute p_z → ⟨p_z⟩ = 0, p^2_z → ⟨p^2_z⟩, and all other terms can be neglected because of their smallness compared to terms ∝ ⟨p^2_z⟩ [37]. For example, for z ‖ [100] one obtains H_D = β(p_yσ_y − p_xσ_x), while for z ‖ [110] the spin projection along the confinement direction is conserved, H_D ∝ p_xσ_z . Both these Hamiltonians vary under rotations of the coordinate system about the z axis, so that their exact form is determined by the relative orientation of coordinate and crystal axes. This is different for z ‖ [111], where the effective Dresselhaus term is H_D ∝ p_xσ_y − p_yσ_x, which moreover corresponds exactly to the form of the Rashba term. Therefore, Rashba and Dresselhaus SOI can cancel in lowest order for growth along the [111] direction [38].

We note that the presence of SOI results in small, but finite, anisotropic corrections to the Heisenberg exchange interaction of electron spins, thus affecting the fidelity of quantum gates based on isotropic exchange. Fortunately, strategies have been developed with which the SOI-induced gate errors can be strongly suppressed [39–41]. In general, gate errors can be reduced from first to second (or higher) order in SOI when the coupling strength J(t) is varied symmetrically in time, followed by additional qubit rotations [39, 41]. In particular, the anisotropic corrections can be cancelled completely in the cNOT gate construction of Ref. [12] when the system is pulsed such that the anisotropic terms are linear in J(t) [40]. Additional errors caused by dipole-dipole interactions were found to be negligible for cNOT (in typical situations) [40].

1. Electric-Dipole-Induced Spin Resonance

A rather useful technique for electrically controlled qubit rotations is the electric-dipole-induced spin resonance (EDSR). It is closely related to the well-known electron spin resonance (ESR), which we therefore review first. For this, let us consider an electron in a QD in the presence of magnetic fields. The Hamiltonian H = H_0 + H_Z consists of a spin-independent part H_0 = p^2/(2m^∗) + V (r), where the first (second) term corresponds to the kinetic (potential) energy, and the Zeeman part H_Z = gμ_B B · σ/2 which couples the magnetic field B to the spin. In the following, we assume that a constant magnetic field B_z is applied along the z axis, while a small oscillating field B_x(t) = B_⊥ cos(ωt), B_⊥ < B_z , is applied along the x axis.

For any fixed orbital state |n⟩, with H_0 |n⟩ = E_n |n⟩, the time evolution of the spin is described by the (von Neumann) master equation for the density matrix ρ, d dt ρ = − i h̄ [E_n1_2 + H_Z , ρ] = − i h̄ [H_Z , ρ], (1)

H_Z = h̄ω_z 2 ( 1 0 0 −1 ) + h̄ω_⊥ 4 ( 0 e^{−iωt} e^{iωt} 0 ) + h̄ω_⊥ 4 ( 0 e^{iωt} e^{−iωt} 0 ) , (2)

where we defined h̄ω_z ≡ gμ_B B_z, h̄ω_⊥ ≡ gμ_BB_⊥, and the states of the matrices correspond to {|n, ↑⟩ , |n, ↓⟩} ≡ {|↑⟩ , |↓⟩}. When ω ≈ ω_z, the final term of the chosen representation of σ_x cos ωt, Eq. (2), can be omitted because it only superimposes a fast and negligibly small oscillation to the dynamics. Within this rotating wave approximation, the resulting set of differential equations is exactly solvable. When the spin is originally in the |↑⟩ state and the oscillating field is applied for t ≥ 0, the probability p_↓ of a spin flip oscillates according to

p_↓ = ω^2_⊥ ω^2_⊥ + 4δ^2 sin^2 ( t 4 √ ω^2_⊥ + 4δ^2 ) , (3)

where δ ≡ ω − ω_z is the detuning from the resonance condition ω = ω_z, and 4π/ √ ω^2_⊥ + 4δ^2 is the cycle duration. We note that the resulting spin-flip probability is completely equivalent to Eq. (3) when the spin is initially down.

Remarkably, in the presence of SOI one finds that an oscillating electric field E(t) = E_0 cos(ωt) leads to an effective magnetic field b_0 cos(ωt) with, in general, non-zero components perpendicular to the static magnetic field. Hence, spin rotations can efficiently be driven by purely electrical means (EDSR). This may be achieved by applying ac voltages to nearby gates, at frequencies which are in resonance with the Zeeman splitting, as recently exploited in experiments on nanowire-based InAs and InSb QDs [42–44]. Explicit expressions for b_0 are lengthy, and in the following we therefore comment on important properties found in an analysis for lateral QDs with growth axis z ‖ [100] and harmonic confinement in the x-y plane [45]. First, in contrast to ESR, the EDSR arises from coupling to other orbital states and therefore depends on the level spacing. This can easily be seen, since ⟨n| p_x |n⟩ = ⟨n| p_y |n⟩ = ⟨n| x |n⟩ = ⟨n| y |n⟩ = 0, so that neither the dipolar term eE(t) · r nor H_R or H_D couple the spin states in lowest order. A unitary Schrieffer-Wolff transformation shows that the leading term for EDSR is a combination of Zeeman coupling and SOI. More precisely, the effective magnetic field in the ground state is ∝ B_0 ×Ω(t), where B_0 is the static magnetic field and Ω(t) = Ω_0 cos(ωt) depends linearly on the electric field components in the x-y plane and the parameters α and β [45]. We note that the resulting magnetic field is fully transverse and therefore most efficient. It can be quenched if B_0 ‖ Ω_0. For typical GaAs QDs, EDSR allows spin manipulation on a time scale of 10 ns with the current experimental setups [45]. An analysis for heavy-hole QDs can be found in Ref. [46].

2. Relaxation and Decoherence

SOI, in combination with the phonon field, also leads to spin relaxation, characterized by the relaxation time T_1. For electrons in [100]-grown 2D QDs it has been calculated that this phonon-mediated mechanism results in T_1 ∝ (h̄ω_0)^4 / (gμ_B B)^5 at low temperatures, where gμ_B B is the Zeeman splitting induced by a magnetic field B, and h̄ω_0 is the orbital level spacing [47]. For moderate magnetic fields, this dependence agrees very well with experimental results [37, 48–50]. As the magnetic fields become very large, the wavelengths of the phonons with energy gμ_B B eventually become much smaller than the size of the QD, i.e., the phonon-induced effects average out when integrating over the electron wave function and T_1 increases rather than decreases [51]. Maximal relaxation rates are usually observed when the phonon wavelength matches the dot size [37]. In the other limit, for very small magnetic fields, the derived expression for T_1 diverges. This is because the above theory focuses on single-phonon processes, so that only phonons in resonance with the Zeeman transition can contribute. Kramers’ theorem forbids SOI-induced spin relaxation in the absence of a magnetic field [37, 47], which is also the reason why EDSR requires the presence of a finite magnetic field. When two-phonon processes are included, T_1 converges to a finite value [47, 52, 53].

Holes are an attractive alternative to electrons because of the suppressed contact hyperfine interaction with nuclear spins (see subsection below). Phonon-mediated spin relaxation has also been analyzed in detail for flat [100]-grown heavy-hole QDs with magnetic fields along the confinement axis [54]. For low magnetic fields, one finds T_1 ∝ B^{−5} due to Dresselhaus SOI, which is the same dependence as in the electron case, while the contribution due to Rashba SOI is T_1 ∝ B^{−9}. The analysis shows that the spin relaxation time for heavy-holes can be comparable to or even longer than that for electrons when the QD is strongly 2D, illustrating that holes are very sensitive to confinement [54]. For instance, T_1 > 0.2 ms has been measured for heavy-holes in self-assembled InGaAs QDs [55–57]. In the limit B → 0, the relaxation times are determined by two-phonon processes. These have been included theoretically [53], suggesting times T_1 on the order of milliseconds, in good agreement with values observed in experiments [56, 57].

Notably, it has been shown that the upper limit T_2 = 2T_1 is fulfilled in both the electron [51] and the hole [54] cases discussed above, in contrast to the naively expected relation T_2 ≪ T_1. Furthermore, theory predicts that electron spin relaxation is drastically suppressed for a certain magnetic field direction when |α| = |β| in [100]-grown QDs [51]. [In passing we note that in this special limit, a new symmetry in spin space emerges giving rise to interesting spintronics effects in quasi-2D systems [58, 59].] Tuning the Rashba coefficient via electric fields, this effect should be observable in an experiment with a vector magnet. The analysis of SOI-mediated relaxation has been extended to QDs with two electrons, forming spin singlet and triplet states, where magnetic field orientations with strongly suppressed spin relaxation were found to exist for arbitrary Rashba and Dresselhaus coefficients [60]. The (relative) strengths of α and β may be found via the singlet-triplet anticrossings for magnetic fields applied in growth direction, or by measuring the “magic angles” at which the singlet-triplet anticrossings and thus the corresponding singlet-triplet relaxations vanish in leading order of the SOI [60, 61]. Recently, a formula has been derived for lateral double quantum dots (DQDs), which quantifies the level splitting at the singlet-triplet anticrossing in terms of various parameters [62]. This formula should allow to extract both the spin-orbit parameters and also the hyperfine coupling from transport or charge sensing experiments in such DQDs [62]. Effects of hyperfine interaction will be discussed in following.

B. Nuclear Spins

A QD typically consists of 10^4-10^6 atoms, so that an electron or hole confined to the QD overlaps with a large number of nuclear spins. The nuclear spin bath itself reveals large lifetimes, indicated by the long dipole-dipole correlation time among nuclear spins, ∼ 0.1 ms in GaAs [63, 64], but presents the main source of electron and hole spin decoherence. This is due to the hyperfine interaction among electron and nuclear spins, for which three different mechanisms can be derived from the Dirac equation [65]. The first one is the (isotropic) contact hyperfine interaction, which is the most relevant mechanism for conduction band electrons. For holes, where the Bloch functions are p- as opposed to s-type, the anisotropic hyperfine interaction and coupling to the orbital angular momentum become dominant instead. Below we summarize the effects and opportunities of a nuclear spin bath in more detail.

1. Electron Spin Decoherence

When we assume that the external magnetic field, if present, is oriented along the z axis, the Hamiltonian of an electron spin h̄σ/2 coupled to a bath of nuclear spins h̄I_k reads 1 2 gμ_BB_z σ_z + 1 2 ∑ k A_kI_k · σ = 1 2 ( gμ_B B_z + ∑ k A_kI^z_k ) σ_z + 1 4 ∑ k A_k ( I^+_k σ_− + I^−_k σ_+ ) , (4)

where σ = (σ_x, σ_y, σ_z )^T is the vector of spin-1/2 Pauli matrices, g is the effective electron g factor, B_z is the external magnetic field, A_k (positive for In, Ga, As) are the contact hyperfine coupling constants, and I^±_k = I^x_k ± I^y_k , σ_± = σ_x ± σ_y , are the raising and lowering operators for nuclear and electron spin, respectively [65, 66]. The effects of the nuclear spins on an electron spin in a QD can thus be described in terms of an effective magnetic field ∑ k A_k I_k/(gμ_B), referred to as the Overhauser field. Its component B^z_n along the z axis changes the total Zeeman splitting by the Overhauser shift, while transverse components couple the spin states |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ through electron-nuclear-spin flip-flop processes [66]. To avoid confusion, we mention that the term Overhauser field is typically used both for the 3D effective nuclear magnetic field and its component B^z_n. The largest possible value for |B^z_n|, obtained for a fully polarized bath, is B^{max}_n = IA/(|g|μ_B), where A is the averaged effective hyperfine coupling constant and I is the (average) quantum number for the nuclear spin. For GaAs, A ≈ 90 μeV and I = 3/2, thus B^{max}_n ≈ 5 T for the bulk g factor -0.44, and we note that B^{max}_n is independent of the dot size [65, 66]. Without further preparation, the N nuclear spins inside a QD are in a superposition of states with different fields B^z_n, statistically distributed around a mean value pB^{max}_n , where −1 ≤ p ≤ 1 is the nuclear spin polarization along the z axis. Unless |p| → 1, the width of this distribution is on the order of B^{max}_n / √ N, i.e., a few (tens of) mT for typical GaAs QDs of ∼ 10^4-10^6 nuclear spins [67–69]. These internal fluctuations lead to dephasing and reduce the electron spin coherence time in GaAs dots to a few ns only [64–69]. The associated decay of the transverse spin is Gaussian and the decay time scales ∝ √ N/ ( A √ 1 − p^2 ) , when I = 1/2 and homogeneous coupling are assumed for simplicity [64]. One possibility to prolong the lifetimes, apart from increasing the dot size, is hence to polarize the nuclear spins, which will be discussed in more detail in paragraph III B 3. However, referring to the factor √ 1 − p^2 obtained for I = 1/2, |p| > 0.99 is required to reduce the decoherence by a factor of ten.

A second, attractive approach for lifetime prolongation is to narrow the intrinsic distribution for |p| < 1 [64]. When the nuclear spin bath is initially in a less noisy, “narrowed” state, the electron spin decoherence induced by the finite width of possible B^z_n is suppressed. In particular, this dephasing mechanism is overcome when the system is initially in an eigenstate to a field B^z_n. In this case, the decoherence time is no longer ∝ √ N, but ∝ N, so that the coherence times can be increased by several orders of magnitude [64–68, 70, 71]. The decay dynamics clearly differ from the Gaussian behavior which results from internal dephasing. In fact, an entire zoo of decoherence laws has been found, with a time decay that can proceed through several different stages, Fig. 2 [72]. The reason for this feature is a rather long bath correlation time of order h̄N/A [65–68]. The

FIG. 2. Inset: Decoherence corresponds to the decay of quantum mechanical superpositions due to interaction with the environment. For the prominent example of an electron spin qubit with eigenstates |↑⟩, |↓⟩, decoherence refers to transitions of type “|↑⟩ and |↓⟩” → “either |↑⟩ or |↓⟩”, and can be quantified by the time decay of the transverse spin |⟨σ+⟩| (t) as described in Sec. II. Main: Schematic decay of |⟨σ+⟩| (t) for a quantum dot electron with large Zeeman splitting, assuming that the nuclear spin bath has been prepared in a narrowed state and that echo pulses are absent. The sketch illustrates the variety of decay laws which the system proceeds through. We note that the initial quadratic decay occurs on an ultrashort time scale, while an additional quadratic shoulder appears at the transition from the power law to the exponential loss of coherence. Details can be found in Refs. [64–66, 70–72]. The picture was taken from [72] and is property of Science Magazine (www.sciencemag.org).

dynamics of the isolated electron spin interacting with the nuclear bath are therefore history-dependent (non-Markovian), and a Markov approximation, for which the longitudinal and transverse spin components decay exponentially, is typically invalid. On time scales < 0.1 ms, where the dipolar coupling among nuclear spins can be ignored, this non-Markovian decay has been analyzed in great detail, and we list a few key results in the following. Assuming that the externally induced Zeeman splitting is large, such that |gμ_BB_z| > A for I of order unity, i.e., |B_z| >∼ 3.5 T for GaAs, direct electron spin flips are energetically forbidden, which gives rise to pure dephasing of the electron spin [70]. Under these conditions (perturbative approach possible), the various stages passed through by the transverse electron spin dynamics have been calculated with one unified and systematic method based on expansion of a generalized master equation [64–66, 70, 71]. These stages include an ultrashort quadratic decay and an initial (partial) power law decay, followed by a quadratic shoulder, a dominant exponential decay, and a long-time power law decay. However, the exact behavior depends on various parameters, such as the QD dimensionality [66, 70]. The Markovian regime, which gives rise to the exponential decay, is reached for sufficiently large B_z, and analytic expressions for the decoherence time T_2 ∝ NB^2_z have been found [65, 70, 71, 73]. This analysis was also of interest from a technical point of view, since it verified that calculations based on high-order expansions of a leading-order effective Hamiltonian can have limited validity. In particular, a notable modulation of the decay envelope found at long times cannot be obtained with an effective Hamiltonian (see Ref. [70] and references therein). Observing these additional oscillations experimentally would be a desirable confirmation of the theory. At low magnetic fields, an expansion of the generalized master equation is not possible, and the spin dynamics still are not understood in detail. A list of available approaches allowing for some insight into the low-field regime can be found in Refs. [66, 74]. For instance, the system is exactly solvable in the special case when the nuclear spin bath is initially fully aligned [67, 68]. Independently of B_z, it turns out that both ⟨σ_z ⟩(t) and |⟨σ_+⟩| (t) first perform small oscillations due to coherent exchange with the nuclear spin bath. After the bath correlation time of order h̄N/A, electron spin coherence is irreversibly lost and the spin components converge to constant values, slightly below the initial values only, where the system remains until dipole-dipole interactions among the nuclear spins become relevant [67, 68]. For B_z = 0, assuming a Gaussian envelope wave function, this asymptotic time decay evolves according to ln^{−3/2}(t^′) and ln^{−1}(t^′) for 3D and 2D QDs, respectively, where t^′ ∝ tA/N. At large B_z, this decay is ∝ (t^′)^{−3/2} and ∝ (t^′)^{−1} in 3D and 2D dots, in agreement with the systematic solutions of the generalized master equation [64, 67, 68].

2. Hole Spin Decoherence

The spin dynamics have also been investigated for heavy-holes in quasi-2D QDs [65, 75–77]. Assuming the strong confinement along the z axis, we recall that the states can be classified according to their angular momenta (effective spins) |J, m_J ⟩, where J quantifies the size and m_J ∈ {−J, −J + 1, ..., J} is the z-projection in units of h̄. This results from the strong SOI in the valence band, coupling the electron spin to the p-type Bloch functions. Heavy-holes (HHs) have |3/2, ±3/2⟩, while light-hole (LH) states have |3/2, ±1/2⟩, and the two bands are energetically well separated in 2D-like QDs. Even though the contact hyperfine term is absent, the remaining mechanisms, i.e., anisotropic hyperfine interaction and coupling to the orbital angular momentum, turn out to be rather strong, in typical III-V compounds only one order of magnitude weaker than the contact hyperfine interaction for electrons [75, 78–81]. Remarkably, the coupling of the HH to the nuclear spin bath takes on a simple Ising form in leading order, ∑ k A^h_k I^z_k s_z, where A^h_k is the coupling to the kth nucleus, I^z_k denotes the z component of the kth nuclear spin in units of h̄, and s_z is the HH pseudospin operator with eigenvalues s_z = ±1/2 for m_J = ±3/2 [75, 77]. This clearly differs from the Heisenberg-type contact hyperfine interaction ∑ k A_k I_k · σ/2, Eq. (4), because transverse components are basically absent in the case of holes.

As for electrons, one can distinguish between different initial configurations. In the case of an unprepared, inhomogeneously broadened nuclear spin bath, the transverse hole spin decay depends on the orientation of the external magnetic field B. For zero field or B ‖ z, dephasing results in a Gaussian time decay, as for electrons, with time scales of typically a few tens of ns [75]. However, due to the Ising-type rather than Heisenberg-type HH-nuclear-spin interaction, the situation changes drastically for an in-plane magnetic field B ‖ x. Since the hyperfine fluctuations are now purely perpendicular to the applied field, one finds that the transverse hole spin decays ∝ √ E_{Z,x}/(⟨E^2_{n,z}⟩t) at long times in the limit E^2_{Z,x} ≫ ⟨E^2_{n,z} ⟩, where E_{Z,x} = |g_xμ_B B| is the

externally induced Zeeman splitting, g_x is the in-plane HH g factor, and ⟨E^2_{n,z} ⟩ is the variance of the nuclear field ∑ k A^h_k I^z_k [65, 75]. For typical GaAs QDs and magnetic fields of a few Tesla, the associated decay times are long, around tens of μs [75]. Only a few months after these calculations were published, an experiment on self-assembled InGaAs QDs with B ‖ x confirmed that HH spins in 2D-like QDs are highly coherent, with T^∗_2 > 0.1 μs (T^∗_2 > 1 μs with ∼ 40% probability) reported for the setup under study [57, 82].

For applications which require large Zeeman splittings, an in-plane magnetic field may be inconvenient because g_x is usually much smaller than the HH g factor g_z along the axis of strong confinement. Long coherence times for B ‖ z can be achieved as well, namely by preparing the nuclear spin bath in a narrowed state [76, 77]. When the nuclear spins are initially in an eigenstate of ∑ k A^h_k I^z_k , with B ‖ z, decoherence can only result from additional transverse terms in the HH-nuclear-spin coupling which then allow for flip-flop processes. These additional terms mainly arise from coupling to neighboring bands, i.e., the conduction band, LH band, and split-off band, and are about one to two orders of magnitude weaker than the dominant Ising term [76, 77]. It turns out that the time decay of the transverse spin due to band hybridization is purely exponential, and that the decoherence time T_2 can be tuned over several orders of magnitude via the applied magnetic field. In fact, decoherence due to nuclear spins can be so strongly suppressed that other mechanisms, like the dipole-dipole interaction or the phonon bath, should take over as the dominant sources of transverse spin decay [76, 77]. Calculations on self-assembled QDs showed that the Ising-like form of the hyperfine coupling is preserved for realistic strain distributions [77]. The strain considerably affects the hyperfine-induced hole spin decoherence, largely through coupling to the conduction band, allowing to tune T_2 by an order of magnitude for fixed Zeeman splittings [77].

3. Distribution Narrowing and Dynamic Nuclear Polarization

As summarized above, the electron and hole spin decoherence induced by nuclear spins can be strongly suppressed when the nuclear spin bath is initialized in a narrowed state. Moreover, the effective nuclear magnetic field, up to ∼ ±5 T for electrons in GaAs QDs, allows to realize large magnetic field gradients among neighboring QDs [83] and to tune the resonance energies in optically active QDs over several tens of μeV [84–87]. Therefore, nuclear spins are more and more considered a source of opportunity rather than trouble, leading to enormous experimental efforts in this field. Dynamic nuclear polarization (DNP) schemes are usually based on the isotropic contact hyperfine interaction among electron spin and nuclear spins. As illustrated in paragraph III B 1, Eq. (4), the transverse components of the Overhauser field allow to polarize the nuclei via electron-nuclear-spin flip-flop processes, building up a large nuclear field ∑ k A_kI^z_k with maximum Overhauser shift |g| μ_B B^{max}_n = AI. An example for DNP via the hole spin can be found in Ref. [88].

DNP has been achieved experimentally by optical [84–95], electrical [83, 96–100], and also magnetical [101, 102] driving, where it is impossible to completely list the large variety of approaches. Polarizations 50% < |p| < 70% have been reported so far [89–91], however, achieving |p| > 90% remains a very challenging task. Interestingly, many DNP schemes feature an intrinsic feedback mechanism which drives the system towards fixed, stable nuclear field values, so that the width of the nuclear field distribution is narrowed at the same time [86–88, 101, 102]. Similar effects have been demonstrated using pulsed optical excitation on an ensemble of QDs [103, 104], and it has been shown that efficient feedback loops may also be included intentionally [96]. Further promising approaches for the preparation of narrowed states are based on indirect measurement [105–108].

We mention that all decay properties described earlier in this section correspond to the free-induction decay, i.e., the case where the system evolves in the absence of externally applied control sequences. The dephasing due to inhomogeneous broadening can be undone to a large extent by applying spin-echo pulses, notably increasing the spin coherence times [109–115]. In parallel, an alternative trend is to bypass the interaction with nuclear spins completely by switching to host materials such as Ge and Si, which can be grown nuclear-spin-free. Examples for both approaches will be discussed in the next section, where we review recent progress toward quantum computation with spins in QDs. Finally, we note that an alternative route to reduce the nuclear spin noise (besides narrowing and DNP) would be to polarize the nuclear spins by freezing them out, either by applying a sufficiently strong magnetic field on the order of 15 T at a few mK [116] or by inducing an ordering transition of the nuclear spin system due to RKKY interactions. The latter phenomenon has attracted a lot of interest in recent years, and we refer the interested reader to the literature [117–120].

IV. RECENT PROGRESS IN QUANTUM DOT SYSTEMS

Since the first proposals in the 1990s, researchers worldwide have been working hard toward the ambitious goal of implementing a quantum computer. In quantum dots (QDs), which we focus on in this report, seminal progress has been made within the past few years. In the following, we summarize and discuss some of the key results, where we distinguish between selfassembled, lateral, and nanowire-based QDs. A table at the end of this section, Table I, summarizes relevant information such as the measured lifetimes, and compares T_2 to reported operation times as commented below.

Quantum systems are sensitive, and errors inevitably occur in any realistic device. Therefore, schemes for fault-tolerant quantum computing have been developed, where errors can automatically be corrected as long as they occur with low enough probability. The latter condition can usually be quantified in terms of a threshold rate [121–123]. For instance, standard error correction schemes require that at least ∼ 10^4 gate operations can be carried out within the decoherence time of a qubit [121– 126]. A few years ago, a novel scheme has been presented, referred to as the surface code [127–131]. The logical qubits are encoded within several physical qubits each, all of which are arranged in a 2D lattice with nearest neighbor interactions. Logical single- and two-qubit gates are then performed via a series of projective measurements. This code is probably the most powerful quantum computing scheme presently known, with a remarkably large error threshold around 1% [127–131], so that ∼ 10^2 operations per decoherence time may already be sufficient. When errors for readout become negligible, error correction in the surface code is even possible up to a threshold rate of currently 18.5% [132]. The viability of topological error correction has recently been demonstrated in a first proof-of-principle experiment [133]. For further information on fault-tolerant quantum computation with the surface code we refer to Refs. [127–133]. A general overview on fault-tolerance is provided in [131].

A. Self-Assembled Quantum Dots

As opposed to gate-defined QDs, the confinement in self-assembled dots purely arises from the conduction and valence band offsets of the involved materials, leading to strong confinement on a very small scale in all three dimensions. Therefore, selfassembled QDs are typically operational at 4 K, the boiling temperature of^4He. Moreover, they are optically active and feature strong interband transitions with “almost hard” selection rules [27, 57, 85]. Exploiting this property, self-assembled QDs are primarily studied using optical means, and heterostructures have been designed which allow precise control over the charge states [134, 135].

For a qubit with basis |1⟩ and |0⟩, the general qubit state can be written as |ψ⟩ = cos(θ/2) |1⟩ + e^{iϕ} sin(θ/2) |0⟩, neglecting global phases, where 0 ≤ θ ≤ π and 0 ≤ ϕ < 2π correspond to the polar and azimuthal angle of a point on the Bloch sphere. Prerequisites for the implementation of a quantum computer are the abilities to initialize, to control, and to read out such a qubit state. All of this has been achieved by now. First, the spins of both electrons [136] and holes [56, 137] can be initialized with ≥ 99% fidelity. Second, ultrashort optical pulses, combined with an externally induced Zeeman splitting, have allowed for complete quantum control, i.e., arbitrary rotations on the Bloch sphere, with operation times on the order of only a few ps. Again, this has successfully been demonstrated both on single electrons [112, 138, 139] and single holes [140–142]. Recently, initialization and coherent control have also been reported for two-particle qubits defined by the spin singlet and triplet states of electrons [143] and holes [141] in vertically stacked QDs. The latter, also referred to as QD molecules, form naturally during growth when a second layer of QDs is grown on top of another. Even though the position of the dots in the first layer is arbitrary, the QDs in the second layer will form right on top of the first ones due to strain in the tunnel barrier grown inbetween. Finally, several methods have been developed to read out the spin states. These include time-averaged readout via Faraday rotations [144], Kerr rotations [145], and resonance fluorescence [146]. In addition, time-resolved Kerr rotation spectroscopy has been reported [138, 147], and it has been shown that QD molecules allow to measure the spin state of a single electron in real time via the resonance fluorescence [148]. In the latter case, the presence of a second dot enables to use different optical transitions (laser energies) for the initialization and readout steps [148, 149].

Dephasing and decoherence times have been measured. For single-electron spin qubits, dephasing results in T^∗_2 ≃ 1-10 ns [103, 112, 138, 145, 147, 150] depending on the exact system, while the observed decoherence times are T_2 ≃ 3 μs [103, 112]. However, it has been verified already that T^∗_2 can be significantly prolonged by narrowing the distribution of the nuclear field [88, 103, 104]. For single holes, the reported T^∗_2 = 2-21 ns [140–142] and T_2 = 1.1 μs [140] are similar to those for electrons, hence shorter than initially expected, which is attributed to electrical noise [140, 141]. Measurements based on coherent population trapping, i.e., in the frequency domain as opposed to the time domain, have revealed a much longer hole-spin dephasing time > 0.1 μs [57, 82]. Electrical noise is also the reason for the short T^∗_2 = 0.4-0.7 ns [143] and T^∗_2 ≤ 0.6 ns [141] observed for singlet-triplet qubits from electrons and holes, respectively. When the QD molecule is operated in a regime where the singlettriplet splitting is less sensitive to fluctuating electric fields, T^∗_2 can be increased by several orders of magnitude, and dephasing times up to 200 ns have recently been measured for coupled electrons [151]. Importantly, comparing the listed T_2 to the notably short operation times of a few (tens of) ps illustrates that the threshold factor of ∼ 10^4 for standard quantum error correction schemes has already been exceeded both in electron and hole systems. For reported spin relaxation times T_1, see Table I.

The optical properties make self-assembled QDs highly promising candidates for applications as single-photon sources, and designs for enhanced extraction efficiencies are being developed [152]. Moreover, they may present an interface between “stationary” and “flying” qubits. Recently, interference of single photons from two separate QDs has been demonstrated [153, 154], which is a promising approach for generating entanglement and implementing two-qubit gates between distant spins. Since different QDs, unlike atoms, have different resonance energies, this requires the ability to tune the level structure of a dot for the photon energies to be matchable. Such fine tuning may be achieved via strain [153, 155], via the Stark effect [154, 156], or by polarizing the nuclear spins up to a desired (Overhauser) nuclear magnetic field. Dynamic nuclear polarization in single self-assembled QDs has been studied in detail [84–95]. For instance, schemes exist both for high [86] and low [87] external magnetic fields which allow for continuous, bidirectional tuning of the Overhauser field, fully controlled by the laser wavelength. Both schemes are also capable of narrowing the width of the nuclear field distribution [86, 87].

As an alternative to the widely studied III-V compounds, self-assembled QDs can also be grown from group IV materials. A prominent example are self-assembled Ge QDs on Si substrates. Due to the indirect band gap of Ge and Si, these dots are not as optically active as typical III-V QDs [157]. Self-assembled Ge/Si QDs are subject to large experimental efforts, and detailed knowledge about growth and the electrical and optical properties has been gained [157–159].

B. Lateral Quantum Dots

Substantial progress has been made on implementing gate-controlled qubits within the two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG) of a heterostructure. Experiments have predominantly been carried out on GaAs QDs within AlGaAs/GaAs heterostructures, which therefore should be considered to be the host material in the following, unless stated otherwise. Mainly, two different approaches for encoding the qubit have emerged. The first one follows the original proposal [12], using the spin eigenstates |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ of single electrons. The second scheme uses the singlet |S⟩ = (|↑↓⟩ − |↓↑⟩) / √ 2 and triplet |T_0⟩ = (|↑↓⟩ + |↓↑⟩) / √ 2 states of two electron spins, forming an S-T_0 qubit [160–162]. We summarize the results for both approaches in the following. Alternatively, S-T_+ qubits [163] and qubits from three-spin states [164–167] are currently under investigation.

1. Two-Spin Qubits (S-T0)

In the S-T_0 approach, every qubit is formed by two electrons in two adjacent QDs, where the charge configuration and the overlap of the electron wave functions depend on the shape of the confining potential, which in turn is determined by the applied gate voltages. Within the frame of this review it is sufficient to distinguish the two charge configurations (1,1) and (0,2), which denotes that the electrons are found either in different dots or both in the “right” QD, respectively. Coherent rotations |S⟩ ↔ |T_0⟩ are induced by a magnetic field gradient between the two QDs, typically achieved by dynamic polarization of the nuclear spins [83, 96, 98] or by a nearby positioned micromagnet [99, 100, 168–170]. When the barrier is reduced such that the wave functions strongly overlap, the finite exchange energy gives rise to coherent rotations |↑↓⟩ ↔ |↓↑⟩, i.e., (|T_0⟩ + |S⟩) / √ 2 ↔ (|T_0⟩ − |S⟩) / √ 2, thus allowing for arbitrary rotations on the Bloch sphere [83]. These single-qubit operations can be carried out within a few ns only [83, 96, 109], and two-qubit gates may be implemented by capacitive coupling, where the charge configuration in one double quantum dot (DQD) affects the exchange energy and hence the precession frequency in the other DQD [162, 171, 172]. Charge-conditional phase flips of an S-T_0 qubit have recently been demonstrated in four-dot systems [171, 172], and it was verified experimentally that the resulting cPHASE gate between two S-T_0 qubits is entangling [172].

For initialization, the potential energy in one of the dots is reduced such that both electrons tend to occupy the ground state of the same QD. This sets the qubit in the singlet state, because the symmetric orbital part of the two-electron wave function requires an antisymmetric contribution of the spin. After operation in the (1,1) regime, the same idea also allows for spinto-charge conversion and therefore presents a popular basis for readout schemes. Having reduced the potential energy in one QD, the system changes to (0,2) for |S⟩, but remains in (1,1) for |T_0⟩ due to Pauli exclusion. The charge state can be detected via nearby quantum point contacts (QPCs) [173, 174], which may furthermore be embedded in radio-frequency (rf) impedance matching circuits to allow for faster readout [108, 175, 176]. However, the quality of the outcome (readout visibility, see also Sec. IV D) strongly depends on the triplet relaxation time at the measurement point, which may be clearly reduced in the presence of large magnetic field gradients [98], and implementing schemes for fast and reliable single-shot readout therefore remains an important task. Recently, single-shot measurements with measurement times down to 100 ns have been reported, using an rf sensor QD which is much more sensitive than standard QPCs [177]. As an alternative approach, dispersive readout of spin singlet and triplet states has been demonstrated with an rf resonant circuit coupled to a DQD [178]. Also, readout via spin-dependent tunnel rates has been achieved for the singlet and triplet states in a single QD [37, 179, 180].

Even though the random distribution of the nuclear spins leads to rapid dephasing within ∼ 10 ns [96, 109, 181], two-electron spin states feature very long coherence times. A single echo pulse increases the dephasing time to a few μs already [109, 113– 115], and more sophisticated pulse sequences have demonstrated coherence times on the order of a hundred μs [113–115], where 276 μs currently corresponds to the largest value reported so far [114]. Assuming that the two-qubit gates can be operated on a similar time scale (ns) as the single-qubit gates, the threshold value of ∼ 10^4 operations per decoherence time is hence clearly exceeded. As we summarize in the following, this similarly holds for the case where the qubits are encoded in the spin states of single electrons.

2. Single-Spin Qubits

The two eigenstates of a single electron in a QD, |↑⟩ and |↓⟩, are split by an effective Zeeman energy via coupling to external and internal (Overhauser) magnetic fields. This energy difference gives rise to coherent single-qubit rotations (|↑⟩ + |↓⟩) / √ 2 ↔ (|↑⟩ − |↓⟩) / √ 2. Rotations about the second axis of the Bloch sphere, |↑⟩ ↔ |↓⟩, can be driven by means of E(D)SR, which we introduced in Sec. III of this review. Finally, two-qubit gates such as √ SWAP and SWAP can be implemented by controlling the overlap of the wave functions and hence the exchange energy for neighboring electrons. Thirteen years after publication of the original proposal [12], the elementary unit of an all-electrical “spin-qubit processor” has now been implemented for the first time, demonstrating independently controllable single-spin rotations combined with inter-dot spin exchange in a DQD [170]. An important part of the setup in Ref. [170] is a micromagnet at the sample surface, whose stray field provides a time-independent magnetic field gradient at the QDs. This gradient is useful for two reasons. First, it allows for efficient and electrically driven ESR; an oscillating electric field slightly shifts the position of the electron in the QD, so that the electron “feels” an oscillating magnetic field of the same frequency without the need for SOI [169, 170]. Second, it leads to shifted resonance frequencies in adjacent QDs via a difference in the Zeeman energies, so that neighboring qubits can be addressed individually [99, 100, 168– 170].

Performance of the implemented spin-qubit processor was tested via a time-averaged readout scheme, using a nearby QPC to measure the average charge configuration when the system is tuned to the Pauli spin blockade regime (see also S-T_0 qubits above) [170]. A fully operational unit for quantum computation requires precise initialization and single-shot readout of the individual qubit states, which therefore still needs to be included. Latest developments are promising [168, 174, 177, 182], and independent single-shot readout of two electron spins in a DQD, with fidelities close to 90%, has recently been reported [182]. In the experiments of Ref. [182], a time around 1 ms was required for spin readout and initialization to |↑⟩, slightly shorter than the measured spin relaxation time of ∼ 4-5 ms. The latter strongly depends on the regime of operation, i.e., the applied gate voltages, and can take values T_1 > 1 s [50]. The decoherence times T_2 can be assumed to be much longer than a μs. For a single echo pulse and a magnetic field of 70 mT only, a decay time near 1 μs has been measured, and clearly longer coherence times can be expected at higher magnetic fields and more sophisticated pulse sequences [110].

Comparing T_2 to the typical operation times, we find that the threshold rates of proposed (standard) error correction protocols have already come close within reach, as summarized in the following. Two-qubit gates are fast. For instance, SWAP operations |↑↓⟩ → |↓↑⟩ require a time of order h/ (2J), where h is Planck’s constant and J is the exchange energy. They are routinely carried out within <∼ 10 ns [170, 171], and SWAP times < 0.5 ns have been demonstrated [109]. Furthermore, single-qubit rotations induced by the Zeeman splitting typically occur on a sub-ns time scale. Using the bulk g factor −0.44 for GaAs and B_z = 1 T as the magnetic field along the quantization axis, the π-rotation (|↑⟩ + |↓⟩) / √ 2 → (|↑⟩ − |↓⟩) / √ 2 requires a time of order h/ |2gμ_B B_z| ≃ 0.1 ns. The efficiency of the universal set of qubit gates is therefore limited by the operation time ∼ h/ |gμ_B B_⊥| for coherently driven spin flips |↑⟩ → |↓⟩, where B_⊥ is the amplitude of the oscillating magnetic field perpendicular to the quantization axis (see also paragraph III A 1). Recently reported spin-flip times are on the order of several tens of ns, both for magnetically [63, 110, 183] and electrically [169, 184] driven rotations, corresponding to B_⊥ ≈ 1-10 mT. The efficiency of electrically controlled rotations may, among others, be improved by increasing the magnetic field gradient [169], or even, in a brute-force approach, by switching to host materials with stronger SOI [184] and larger g factors. Alternatively, coherent single-spin rotations about an arbitrary axis may be implemented using an auxiliary spin in a nearby QD with different Zeeman field, which enables a purely exchange-based control without the need for SOI or oscillating fields [12, 185]. Such exchangecontrolled single-qubit gates have not yet been realized experimentally; theoretical results, however, are promising and point toward high fidelities, with gating times ∼ 1 ns [185].

3. Dynamic Nuclear Polarization and Alternative Host Materials

For both qubit encoding schemes, control over the nuclear spin bath is of great benefit. Various methods for dynamic nuclear polarization (DNP) have been developed and demonstrated [83, 96–102], all of which may be used to generate large magnetic field gradients between neighboring QDs. Such gradients can be measured quantitatively via the cycle duration of oscillations |S⟩ ↔ |T_0⟩ [83, 96, 98], and differences > 200 mT in the Overhauser field have been induced and subsequently exploited for coherent rotations on the Bloch sphere [83]. In addition, schemes exist to reduce the width of the nuclear field distribution [96, 101, 102], allowing to strongly prolong the dephasing times [96].

Besides GaAs QDs, other promising host materials are under investigation. In particular, rapid progress has been made on Si QDs within Si/SiGe heterostructures [186–191]. For instance, slow electron spin relaxation T_1 > 1 s has recently been observed in this material via single-shot readout [189]. Also, single-shot measurements have allowed to extract relaxation times T_1 ∼ 10 ms for S-T_0 qubits operated near the (1,1)-(0,2) charge state transition [190]. Moreover, a hyperfine-induced dephasing time T^∗_2 = 360 ns has been deduced from ensemble-averaged measurements on an S-T_0 qubit [191], which is nearly two orders of magnitude longer than the dephasing times measured in GaAs.

As opposed to self-assembled QDs, gate-defined systems cannot confine electrons and holes at the same time and are therefore optically inactive [27]. Currently, experiments are almost exclusively carried out on gated 2DEGs, and new experimental challenges may be encountered when 2D hole gases are used instead [192]. However, considering the long lifetimes predicted for heavy-holes in QDs [54, 75, 76] and the fact that strong magnetic field gradients may be induced via micromagnets [99, 100, 168–170], we think that hole spins can present a valuable alternative to electron spins.

C. Quantum Dots in Nanowires

Semiconducting nanowires attracted a lot of interest as promising platforms for Majorana fermions [193–195], field effect transistors [196], programmable circuits [197], single-photon sources [198], lasers [199, 200], and others. QDs therein form when the confinement in the transverse directions, provided by the wire geometry, is supplemented with an additional confinement in the longitudinal direction, which can be achieved both via electric gates and via structured growth of materials with suitable band offsets. In the first case, coupling between neighboring QDs is easily controllable via the gate voltages, while the second case is highly attractive for optical processes because electrons and holes can be stored at the same time (see also self-assembled QDs). Nanowires are thus versatile and may present a valuable link between “stationary” and “flying” qubits. For instance, similarly to self-assembled QDs [27, 57, 85, 135], voltage-controlled charging and spin-dependent selection rules have been demonstrated on optically active InAsP QDs embedded in InP wires [201–203].

Nanowires have been grown from a variety of materials, all of which feature different properties and advantages. A prominent host material is InAs, which is known for its strong SOI and large g factors. Experiments on electrons in InAs nanowire QDs revealed a spin-orbit length l_{SO} ≃ 130 nm, i.e., a spin-orbit energy E_{SO} ≃ 100 μeV [61], along with g factors |g| ≃ 7-9 [42, 43, 61]. These features allow for fast spin rotations via EDSR [42, 43], and spin-flip times < 10 ns have already been demonstrated on single-electron qubits [42]. On the other hand, the coherence time in Ref. [42] was found to be rather short, only 50 ns for a single echo pulse and < 200 ns for several pulses, which is considered to be attributable to the large nuclear spin 9/2 of In. The relaxation times clearly exceeded the measurement range, i.e., the μs time scale [42], consistent with the theoretically predicted T_1 of several μs to ms [204]. Experiments with singlet-triplet states in an InAs nanowire DQD in the multi-electron regime showed that spin relaxation may be suppressed via tuning of the interdot coupling [205]. Besides InAs, also InSb has recently attracted a lot of attention, where EDSR spectroscopy on the two-electron states of a gate-defined nanowire DQD revealed l_{SO} ≃ 200-300 nm and very large g factors |g| >∼ 30 [44].

A promising alternative to the III-V compounds are Ge/Si core/shell nanowires, which can be grown nuclear-spin-free. The valence band offset at the Ge/Si interface is large, ∼ 0.5 eV, so that holes accumulate naturally in the Ge core without the need for dopants [206, 207]. High mobilities [196] and very long mean free paths [206] have been observed, along with a highly coherent charge transport seen through proximity-induced superconductivity [208]. Progress has also been made on gate-controlled Ge/Si nanowire QDs, even though the single-hole regime has not quite been reached yet [209–211]. Experiments on such QDs have recently revealed spin relaxation times near 1 ms [211]. Furthermore, as illustrated in Fig. 3b, the relative thickness of the Si shell allows to vary the QD level splitting by several meV via the static strain [212]. Remarkably, Ge/Si nanowires were also found to feature strong SOI: theoretical studies of the low-energy hole states showed that direct, dipolar coupling to an electric field gives rise to a SOI of Rashba type (“direct Rashba spin-orbit interaction”) which exceeds the standard Rashba SOI by one to two orders of magnitude [212]. Figure 3c (top) plots the ground state spectrum for a typical nanowire of 5 nm core radius and 2 nm shell thickness in a moderate electric field of 10 V/μm perpendicular to the wire. The corresponding spin-orbit energy is E_{SO} > 1.5 meV, more than 15 times larger than the reported value for InAs [61]. The additional magnetic field in Fig. 3c (top) along the electric field axis opens a gap in the spectrum (|g| ≃ 5 at k_z = 0), illustrating sensitivity to magnetic fields, a prerequisite for efficient qubit manipulation. The hole g factors in Ge/Si nanowire QDs are tunable both via the confinement and the magnetic field orientation [210, 212]. All these properties should allow for electrically controlled qubits with long lifetimes

FIG. 3. Calculated low-energy properties of hole states in Ge/Si core/shell nanowires, following Ref. [212]. (a) Holes accumulate in the Ge core of radius R, surrounded by a Si shell of thickness Rs − R leading to static strain. When the nanowire is supplemented with confinement along the wire axis z, a quantum dot of radius R and (effective) length L forms. (b) Energy gap between the two lowest Kramers doublets in a longitudinal Ge quantum dot of R = 5 nm and different lengths L, as a function of relative shell thickness γ = (Rs − R)/R. The Si shell allows to change the level splitting by several meV, which is particularly useful for implementing spin qubits. (c) Top: Hole spectrum as a function of longitudinal wave number kz for a typical Ge/Si wire of R = 5 nm and Rs = 7 nm in the presence of an electric field Ex = 10 V/μm and a magnetic field Bx = 1.8 T along x (see panel a), illustrating strong spin-orbit interaction and sensitivity to magnetic fields, which are prerequisites for efficient qubit manipulation. The spin-orbit energy ESO > 1.5 meV, resulting from direct, dipolar coupling to Ex, is more than 15 times larger than the reported value for InAs [61]. At kz = 0, Bx opens a Zeeman gap of 0.5 meV, corresponding to |g| ∼ 5. Bottom: Expectation value of the effective hole spin components Jx, Jy, and Jz for the ground state plotted above. When the Fermi level is set within the gap at kz = 0, the wire transports opposite spins in opposite directions, the characterisitic feature of a helical mode. Therefore, Ge/Si nanowires also provide a promising basis for spin filters and Majorana fermions [193–195, 208, 212].

and short operation times. Furthermore, Ge/Si nanowires present an outstanding platform for helical hole states and Majorana fermions [193–195, 208, 212]. Finally, we mention that helical states [30, 213] and Majorana fermions [214] can alternatively be realized in armchair carbon nanotubes without the need for a magnetic field, allowing for purely electrical setups. The required field, on the order of V/nm [30, 213, 214], is stronger than in the case of Ge/Si wires, but still below experimentally achievable limits.

D. Overview

Table I summarizes important information about the systems covered in this section, such as the longest measured lifetimes and shortest reported operation times (as of April 2012). We would like to point out that, even though we studied the literature carefully, the provided summary is not intended to be complete, as further improvements might already have been achieved of which we had not been aware when completing this review. The table also lists established initialization and readout schemes for each system, along with a ratio of the observed decoherence and gating times. The latter illustrates that decoherence no longer presents the massive stumbling block it had been considered years ago.

Typical values for characterizing readout schemes are the measurement fidelities F and the visibilities V . We note that these are not exactly equivalent, as briefly explained in the following. When e_{0→1} denotes the error probability that the qubit state |0⟩ is incorrectly read as |1⟩, the measurement fidelity for state |0⟩ is F_0 = 1 − e_{0→1} [108, 174, 179]. Analogously, the measurement fidelity for the qubit state |1⟩ is F_1 = 1 − e_{1→0}. One may define the readout fidelity for a particular experiment as F = p_0F_0 + p_1F_1 = 1 − p_0e_{0→1} − p_1e_{1→0}, where p_0 (p_1) is the probability that the system is initially in |0⟩ (|1⟩) [148]. Weighting |0⟩ and |1⟩ equally, this results in F = 1 − (e_{0→1} + e_{1→0})/2 [37, 180]. A more general quantity is the visibility V = 1 − e_{0→1} − e_{1→0}, which is independent of p_0 and p_1 and presents a lower bound for the readout fidelity in a system [37, 108, 174, 179]. We note that readout may also be characterized by the measurement efficiency defined in Ref. [215], where various readout schemes have been analyzed theoretically.

TABLE I. Overview on the state of the art for quantum computing with spins in QDs in April 2012. For each of the systems discussed in the main text, the table summarizes the longest lifetimes, the shortest operation times, the highest readout fidelilities (visibilities), and the highest initialization fidelities reported so far in experiments. Information on established schemes for readout and initialization is provided, along with a rating on scalability. All single-qubit operation times correspond to rotations of π (about the z and x axis, respectively) on the Bloch sphere: for a qubit with eigenstates |0⟩ and |1⟩, τZ refers to operations of type (|0⟩ + |1⟩) / √ 2 → (|0⟩ − |1⟩) / √ 2, while τX refers to rotations of type |0⟩ → |1⟩. Two-qubit gates are characterized by the SWAP time τSW, describing operations of type |01⟩ → |10⟩. The ratio T2/τop, where τop is the longest of the three operation times, gives an estimate for the number of qubit gates the system can be passed through before coherence is lost. Referring to standard error correction schemes, this value should exceed ∼ 10^4 for fault-tolerant quantum computation to be implementable. Using the surface code, values above ∼ 10^2 may already be sufficient. Experiments on self-assembled QDs have predominantly been carried out in (In)GaAs. Unless stated otherwise, GaAs has been the host material for gate-defined QDs in 2DEGs. The results listed for nanowire QDs have been achieved in InAs (electrons) and Ge/Si core/shell (holes) nanowires. We note that the experimental conditions, such as externally applied magnetic fields, clearly differ for some of the listed values and schemes. Entries “n.a.” stand for “not yet available”. Finally, we wish to emphasize that further improvements might already have been achieved of which we had not been aware when writing this review.

Self-Assembled QDs Lateral QDs in 2DEGs QDs in Nanowires Electrons Holes Single Spins S-T0 Qubits Electrons Holes

Lifetimes

T1 > 20 ms^a T2 : 3 μs^b T^∗_2 >∼ 0.1 μs^c

T1 : 0.5 ms^d T2 : 1.1 μs^e T^∗_2 > 0.1 μs^f

T1 > 1 s^g T2 : 0.44 μs^h T^∗_2 : 37 ns^h T^{Si}_1 > 1 s^i

T1 : 5 ms^j T2 : 276 μs^k T^∗_2 : 94 ns^l T^{Si}_1 ∼ 10 ms^m T^{∗,Si}_2 : 360 ns^n

T1 ≫ 1 μs^o T2 : 0.16 μs^o T^∗_2 : 8 ns^o

T1 : 0.6 ms^p T2 : n.a. T^∗_2 : n.a.

Operation times τZ : 8.1 ps^q τX : 4 ps^r τSW : 17 ps^s τZ : 17 ps^e τX : 4 ps^e τSW : 25 ps^t τZ : n.a.^u τX : 20 ns^v τSW : 350 ps^w τZ : 350 ps^w τX : 0.39 ns^x τ_{ccpf} : 30 ns^y τZ : n.a.^z τX : 8.6 ns^o τSW : n.a.

n.a.

T2/τop 1.8 × 10^5 4.4 × 10^4 22 9.2 × 10^3 n.a. n.a.

Readout & fidelities F (visibilities V )

F = 96%^A Resonance fluorescence in a QD molecule

Other:

Faraday^B and Kerr^C rotation spectroscopy, resonance fluorescence^D

Absorption^E and emission^F spectroscopy (selection rules)

V = 65%^G V^{Si} = 88%^i Spin-selective tunneling

F = 86%^H Spin-selective tunneling (two spins)

Other:

Photon-assisted tunneling^I

V = 90%^J F = 97%^K Spin-dependent charge distribution (rf-QPC^J/SQD^K)

V = 81%^L Spin-dependent tunneling rates

Other:

Dispersive readout^M

F = 70-80%^N Pauli spin blockade

Spin-dependent charge distribution (sensor dot coupled via floating gate)^O

Initialization & fidelities Fin

Fin > 99%^P Optical pumping

Fin = 99%^Q Optical pumping Fin > 99%^R Exciton ionization

Spin-selective tunneling,^S adiabatic ramping to ground state of nuclear field^T

Pauli exclusion^w Pauli spin blockade^N n.a.

(single-hole regime not yet reached)

Scalability Scaling seems challenging Seems scalable^U (e.g. via floating gates^V)

Seems scalable (e.g. via floating gates^V)

a[48];^b[103, 112];^cMeasured for single electrons in a narrowed nuclear spin bath [88] and for two-electron states in QD molecules with reduced sensitivity to electrical noise [151], both via coherent population trapping. Without preparation T^∗_2 ∼ 0.5-10 ns, see Sec. IV A.;^d[55, 56];^e[140];^f[82]. Measured through coherent population trapping. Other experiments revealed T^∗_2 = 2-21 ns attributed to electrical noise [140, 141].;^g[50];^h[110];^i[189]; j[179, 181];^k[114];^l[96]. Achieved by narrowing the nuclear spin bath, T^∗_2 ∼ 10 ns otherwise [96, 109, 181].;^m[190];^n[191]. Hyperfine-induced.;^o[42]; p[211];^q[112];^r[112, 139];^s[143];^t[141];^uWhile Ref. [110] gets close, we are currently not aware of a Ramsey-type experiment where coherent rotations about the Bloch sphere z axis have explicitly been demonstrated as a function of time. Thus no value is listed. However, τ_Z should be short, on the order of 0.1 ns assuming a magnetic field of 1 T and g = −0.44 as in bulk GaAs.;^v[169];^w[109];^x[83];^y[171]. SWAP gates for S-T_0 qubits have not yet been implemented so far. We therefore list the duration τ_{ccpf} of a charge-state conditional phase flip.;^zIn Ref. [42], rotations about an arbitrary axis in the x-y plane of the Bloch sphere are reported instead, controlled via the phase of the applied microwave pulse.;^A[148];^B[144];^C[138, 145, 147];^D[146]; E[56, 141];^F[55, 140];^G[174];^H[182];^I[168];^J[108]. rf-QPC: radio-frequency quantum point contact [175, 176].;^K[172]. rf-SQD: radio-frequency sensor quantum dot [177].;^L[179]. The paper demonstrates readout of the singlet and triplet states in a single quantum dot.;^M[178]. A radio-frequency resonant circuit is coupled to a double quantum dot.;^N[42]. The readout and initialization schemes in this experiment only determine whether two neighboring spin qubits are equally or oppositely oriented.;^O[211]. The scheme, operated in the multi-hole regime, distinguishes the spin triplet states from the spin singlet.; P[136];^Q[56];^R[137];^S[174, 182, 189];^T[109]. Information about the nuclear field is required for the ground state to be known.;^U[166];^V[216].

V. PROPOSALS FOR LONG-DISTANCE SPIN-SPIN COUPLING

Recently, pairwise control of the exchange interaction via electric gates has been demonstrated in a triple quantum dot [166, 167]. Such control is an essential requirement for most quantum computer architectures (see Fig. 1b), and so the experiments of Ref. [166] present an important proof of scalability. Large-scale quantum computers, however, must be capable of reaching a system size of several thousands of qubits. This poses serious architectural challenges to the exchange-based QD scheme from Ref. [12], Fig. 1, since the large amount of wires and metallic gates needs to be installed and operated on a very small scale. A promising strategy to meet this challenge has recently been proposed [216]; long-distance spin-spin coupling can be achieved capacitively via floating gates, allowing to move the (D)QDs far apart. The effective qubit-qubit coupling J^′ via floating gates can take remarkably large values J^′ ∼ 1-100 μeV [216]. These are comparable to the achievable exchange energies J ∼ 10 - 100 μeV in typical GaAs DQDs [12, 37, 216], where we note that J close to 10 μeV has already been realized [109]. The floating gates may be positioned on top of the sample, as sketched in Fig. 4a, or may even be defined within the 2DEG. Qubit-qubit coupling can be switched on and off by changing the relative positions of the QDs (charges) with respect to the gates, allowing for all-electrical control [216]. Proposed, scalable architectures for a quantum computer with floating gates are shown in Figs. 4b-c. A key feature of the architectures suggested in Ref. [216] is that they all consist of a two-dimensional lattice of spin qubits with nearest neighbor qubit-qubit interactions. Therefore, they all allow for the implementation of the surface code with its strikingly large error threshold around 1% (see also Sec. IV and Refs. [127–133] for further information).

FIG. 4. Long-distance qubit-qubit coupling via floating gates, allowing to place individual qubits far apart [216]. (a) Schematic setup for two spins in separated double quantum dots coupled capacitively via a floating gate (here: simple, symmetric “dog bone” geometry). In the presence of a magnetic field and spin-orbit coupling, the electrostatic interaction of the charges results in an effective spin-spin coupling. Depending on the actual system and the gate geometry, remarkably strong qubit-qubit interactions of 1-100 μeV can be reached [216]. (b) Scalable quantum computer architecture using metallic floating gates on top of a two-dimensional electron gas. (c) An alternative architecture with qubits (black dots) implemented in nanowires (vertical black lines). In both (b) and (c), qubit-qubit interactions can be switched on (off) via gates by moving the qubits close to (away from) the corresponding metal discs. The architectures provide a platform for the powerful surface code [127–133]. All pictures were taken from [216] and are property of the American Physical Society (aps.org).

Another scheme for long-distance coupling between spins uses the photon field of a cavity. The original idea goes back to a proposal from 1999, which suggests that laser-induced Raman transitions can be used to couple the electron spin states of distant QDs when embedded in an optical cavity [13]. A few years later, as an alternative to the standard cavity quantum electrodynamics (QED), 1D superconducting transmission line resonators, which operate as on-chip microwave cavities, have been introduced and have launched the field of circuit QED [217, 218]. Since then, several proposals for long-range spin-spin coupling via circuit QED have been made [204, 219–223]. The direct coupling of a single spin to the magnetic component of the cavity electromagnetic field, however, is weak, and achieving strong interactions between a spin qubit and a cavity thus requires other mechanisms, resulting in a variety of suggested approaches. These, for instance, are based on Raman-type transitions among single-electron states in DQDs [219], on S-T_0 qubits in QD molecules with (nuclear) magnetic field gradients [220, 221], or on the single-electron states in DQDs contacted to ferromagnetic insulators [222]. Relatively recently, it has been proposed to use electron spins in InAs nanowire QDs, which feature a strong SOI and thus enable efficient coupling between the qubits and the electric component of the cavity field [204]. Investigated architectures are shown in Fig. 5, where nanowires with strong longitudinal (transverse) QD confinement are placed parallel (perpendicular) to the transmission line in panel a (b). Rotations of individual qubits can be driven through EDSR [42–45], and two-qubit interactions can be turned on and off by changing the QD confinements with nearby gates, allowing for all-electrical control [204]. For the setup of Fig. 5b, an operation time around 20 ns was estimated for swapping two spins coherently, and further optimization seems clearly possible. Notably, it has been shown that circuit QED also allows for long-range coupling between certain types of molecular magnets [224].

FIG. 5. Architectures for long-range qubit-qubit coupling via microwave cavities as studied in Ref. [204]. The superconducting transmission line resonator is sketched in blue, assuming that the center conductor of length L is separated from the neighboring ground planes by a distance d. Electron spin states (thick green arrows) in InAs nanowire quantum dots (QDs) serve as qubits. The QD confinement, illustrated by brown discs within the nanowires (pink cylinders), can be realized with a suitable barrier material, such as InP, or with electric gates. (a) A large-diameter nanowire is oriented parallel to the transmission line and hosts QDs with strong longitudinal confinement. (b) Smalldiameter nanowires, each hosting a QD with strong transverse confinement, are placed perpendicular to the transmission line. An insulating material separates the wires from the superconducting resonator to prevent a current flow. In both setups, the spin-orbit interaction enables all-electrical operation along with strong long-range interactions mediated by the photon field of the cavity [204]. For the system in (b), the time to coherently swap two spins was estimated to be around 20 ns, and further improvement seems clearly possible. The pictures were taken from [204] and are property of the American Physical Society (aps.org).

VI. OUTLOOK

When electron spins in QDs were proposed for quantum computation, the experimental situation was not encouraging. Gatecontrolled QDs within 2DEGs were limited to around 30 or more confined electrons each, and techniques for single-qubit manipulation and readout were not available [225]. Furthermore, decoherence from interactions with the environment was considered an almost insurmountable obstacle. Within the past decade, the situation has changed dramatically, owing to continuous experimental and theoretical progress. QDs are now routinely controlled down to the last electron (hole), and various schemes have been applied both for qubit initialization and readout. Reducing the occupation number of QDs to the minimum is desirable for high-fidelity quantum computation [226]; however, larger fillings with a well-defined spin-1/2 ground state are also useful [22]. In addition, efficient single- and two-qubit gates have been demonstrated, allowing for universal quantum computing when combined. The achieved gating times are much shorter than measured lifetimes, and it seems that one will soon be able to overcome decoherence to the required extent. This is a major step toward the realization of a quantum computer.

While the field is very advanced for the “workhorse” systems such as lateral GaAs QDs or self-assembled (In)GaAs QDs, rapid progress is also being made in the quest for alternative systems with further optimized performance. First, this includes switching to different host materials. For instance, Ge and Si can be grown nuclear-spin-free, and required gradients in the Zeeman field may be induced via micromagnets. Second, both electron- and hole-spin qubits are under investigation, exploiting the different properties of conduction and valence band, respectively. Finally, promising results are obtained from new system geometries, particularly nanowire QDs.

Future tasks can probably be divided into three categories. The first one consists of studying new quantum computing protocols (such as the surface code) which put very low requirements on the physical qubits. The second category refers to further optimization of the individual components listed in Table I. For instance, longer lifetimes are certainly desired, as well as highquality qubit gates with even shorter operation times. However, as decoherence no longer seems to present the limiting issue, particular focus should also be put on implementing schemes for highly reliable, fast, and scalable qubit readout (initialization) in each of the systems. Finally, since the results in Table I are usually based on different experimental conditions, the third category consists of merging all required elements into one scalable device, without the need for excellent performance. Such a “complete spin-qubit processor” should combine individual single-qubit rotations about arbitrary axes, a controlled (entangling) two-qubit operation, initialization into a precisely known state, and single-shot readout of each qubit. While Ref. [170] presents an important step toward this unit, prototypes of a complete spin-qubit processor could present the basis for continuous optimization.

In summary, considering the impressive progress achieved within the past decade, one may be cautiously optimistic that a large-scale quantum computer can indeed be realized.

Summary Points:

• The experimental situation has dramatically changed since 1998, when the original proposal for quantum computation with quantum dots [12] was published. Quantum dots are now precisely controlled down to the last spin. Single-qubit rotations around different axes, two-qubit operations, and various initialization and readout schemes have successfully been demonstrated (Table I).

• It seems that one can soon overcome decoherence to the required extent, which is a big step toward the implementation of a quantum computer.

• Nuclear spins and spin-orbit interaction, on the one hand, present a source of decoherence and relaxation. On the other hand, they can generate large Overhauser fields and are useful for realizing quantum gates. Schemes exist to narrow the width of the nuclear field distribution.

• A variety of quantum dot systems is currently under investigation, including host materials with or without nuclear spins, operation in the conduction or valence band, and different geometries. Holes in Ge/Si-nanowire-based quantum dots are promising examples [209–212].

• Electrically pulsed, pairwise control of the exchange interaction has been demonstrated in a triple quantum dot [166], i.e., the scalability of exchange-based schemes for quantum computing [12] has now been proven experimentally.

• Long-distance spin-spin coupling via floating gates may be used to overcome architectural challenges of a large-scale quantum computer, and several two-dimensional architectures have been proposed [216]. Alternatively, distant spins may be coupled via the photon field of a cavity [13, 204, 219–224].

• Recent development toward quantum computation with quantum dots has been very positive, and one can be curious about the progress of the next few years.

Future Issues:

• The surface code is a powerful protocol for fault-tolerant quantum computing [127–133]. Can the requirements on the physical qubits be reduced further?

• Can longer lifetimes and more efficient qubit gates be reported? In particular, can schemes for fast and highly reliable single-shot readout and initialization be implemented in each of the discussed systems?

• Schemes for exchange-controlled single-spin rotations (about arbitrary axes) have been proposed as an efficient alternative to rotations driven by oscillating fields [12, 185]. Can this be realized experimentally?

• Electrically controlled single-qubit and two-qubit operations were demonstrated in the setup of Ref. [170]. Can a “complete spin-qubit processor” be reported soon?

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

The authors are not aware of any affiliations, memberships, funding, or financial holdings that might be perceived as affecting the objectivity of this review.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank S. Gangadharaiah, F. Maier, P. Stano, D. Stepanenko, M. Trif, R. J. Warburton, and J. R. Wootton for helpful discussions and acknowledge support from the Swiss NF, NCCRs Nanoscience and QSIT, DARPA, and IARPA.

[1] Schrödinger E. 1935. Naturwissenschaften 23:823-28 [2] Einstein A, Podolsky B, Rosen N. 1935. Phys. Rev. 47:777-80 [3] Aspect A, Grangier P, Roger G. 1982. Phys. Rev. Lett. 49:91-94

[4] Feynman RP. 1982. Int. J. Theor. Phys. 21:467-88 [5] Feynman RP. 1985. Opt. News 11:11-20 [6] Deutsch D. 1985. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 400:97-117 [7] Deutsch D, Jozsa R. 1992. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 439:553-58 [8] Grover LK. 1997. Phys. Rev. Lett. 79:325-28 [9] Shor PW. 1994. Algorithms for Quantum Computation: Discrete Logarithms and Factoring. Proceedings of the 35th Annual Symposium on the Foundations of Computer Science, Santa Fe, NM, pp. 124-34. Los Alamitos, CA: IEEE Computer Society Press [10] Shor PW. 1997. SIAM J. Comput. 26:1484-509 (Preprint: arXiv:quant-ph/9508027) [11] Brown KL, Munro WJ, Kendon VM. 2010. Entropy 12:2268-307 [12] Loss D, DiVincenzo DP. 1998. Phys. Rev. A 57:120-26

The original proposal which proposed spins in quantum dots for quantum computation operated by purely electrical means [13] Imamoglu A, Awschalom DD, Burkard G, DiVincenzo DP, Loss D, et al. 1999. Phys. Rev. Lett. 83:4204-07 [14] Cirac JI, Zoller P. 1995. Phys. Rev. Lett. 74:4091-94 [15] Turchette QA, Hood CJ, Lange W, Mabuchi H, Kimble HJ. 1995. Phys. Rev. Lett. 75:4710-13 [16] Gershenfeld NA, Chuang IL. 1997. Science 275:350-56 [17] Shnirman A, Schön G, Hermon Z. 1997. Phys. Rev. Lett. 79:2371-74 [18] Kane BE. 1998. Nature (London) 393:133-37 [19] Vrijen R, Yablonovitch E, Wang KL, Jiang HW, Balandin AA, et al. 2000. Phys. Rev. A 62:012306 [20] Knill E, Laflamme R, Milburn GJ. 2001. Nature (London) 409:46-52 [21] Leuenberger MN, Loss D. 2001. Nature (London) 410:789-93 [22] Meier F, Levy J, Loss D. 2003. Phys. Rev. Lett. 90:047901 [23] Jelezko F, Wrachtrup J. 2006. Phys. Status Solidi A 203:3207-25 [24] Hanson R, Awschalom DD. 2008. Nature (London) 453:1043-49 [25] Maletinsky P, Hong S, Grinolds MS, Hausmann B, Lukin MD, et al. 2012. A robust scanning diamond sensor for nanoscale imaging with single nitrogen-vacancy centres. Nature Nanotech. doi:10.1038/nnano.2012.50 [26] Ladd TD, Jelezko F, Laflamme R, Nakamura Y, Monroe C, O’Brien JL. 2010. Nature (London) 464:45-53 [27] Gywat O, Krenner HJ, Berezovsky J. 2010. Spins in Optically Active Quantum Dots. Weinheim: Wiley-VCH [28] Trauzettel B, Bulaev DV, Loss D, Burkard G. 2007. Nature Phys. 3:192-96 [29] Bulaev DV, Trauzettel B, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 77:235301 [30] Klinovaja J, Schmidt MJ, Braunecker B, Loss D. 2011. Phys. Rev. B 84:085452 [31] DiVincenzo DP. 2000. Fortschr. Phys. 48:771-83 [32] Barenco A, Bennett CH, Cleve R, DiVincenzo DP, Margolus N, et al. 1995. Phys. Rev. A 52:3457-67 [33] Recher P, Sukhorukov EV, Loss D. 2001. Phys. Rev. B 63:165314 [34] Hofstetter L, Csonka S, Nygård J, Schönenberger C. 2009. Nature (London) 461:960-63 [35] Herrmann LG, Portier F, Roche P, Levy Yeyati A, Kontos T, Strunk C. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104:026801 [36] Winkler R. 2003. Spin-Orbit Coupling Effects in Two-Dimensional Electron and Hole Systems. Berlin: Springer [37] Hanson R, Kouwenhoven LP, Petta JR, Tarucha S, Vandersypen LMK. 2007. Rev. Mod. Phys. 79:1217-65 [38] Balocchi A, Duong QH, Renucci P, Liu BL, Fontaine C, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:136604 [39] Bonesteel NE, Stepanenko D, DiVincenzo DP. 2001. Phys. Rev. Lett. 87:207901 [40] Burkard G, Loss D. 2002. Phys. Rev. Lett. 88:047903 [41] Stepanenko D, Bonesteel NE, DiVincenzo DP, Burkard G, Loss D. 2003. Phys. Rev. B 68:115306 [42] Nadj-Perge S, Frolov SM, Bakkers EPAM, Kouwenhoven LP. 2010. Nature (London) 468:1084-87 [43] Schroer MD, Petersson KD, Jung M, Petta JR. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:176811 [44] Nadj-Perge S, Pribiag VS, van den Berg JWG, Zuo K, Plissard SR, et al. 2012. Phys. Rev. Lett. 108:166801 [45] Golovach VN, Borhani M, Loss D. 2006. Phys. Rev. B 74:165319 [46] Bulaev DV, Loss D. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98:097202 [47] Khaetskii AV, Nazarov YV. 2001. Phys. Rev. B 64:125316 [48] Kroutvar M, Ducommun Y, Heiss D, Bichler M, Schuh D, et al. 2004. Nature (London) 432:81-84 [49] Dreiser J, Atatüre M, Galland C, Müller T, Badolato A, Imamoglu A. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 77:075317 [50] Amasha S, MacLean K, Radu IP, Zumbühl DM, Kastner MA, et al. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100:046803 [51] Golovach VN, Khaetskii AV, Loss D. 2004. Phys. Rev. Lett. 93:016601 [52] Abrahams E. 1957. Phys. Rev. 107:491-96 [53] Trif M, Simon P, Loss D. 2009. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103:106601 [54] Bulaev DV, Loss D. 2005. Phys. Rev. Lett. 95:076805 [55] Heiss D, Schaeck S, Huebl H, Bichler M, Abstreiter G, et al. 2007. Phys. Rev. B 76:241306(R) [56] Gerardot BD, Brunner D, Dalgarno PA, Öhberg P, Seidl S. 2008. Nature (London) 451:441-44 [57] Gerardot BD, Warburton RJ. 2012. The Hole Spin in Self-Assembled Quantum Dots. In Quantum Dots: Optics, Electron Transport and Future Applications, ed. AI Tartakovskii. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press [58] Schliemann J, Egues JC, Loss D. 2003. Phys. Rev. Lett. 90:146801 [59] Duckheim M, Maslov DL, Loss D. 2009. Phys. Rev. B 80:235327 [60] Golovach VN, Khaetskii A, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 77:045328 [61] Fasth C, Fuhrer A, Samuelson L, Golovach VN, Loss D. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98:266801 [62] Stepanenko D, Rudner M, Halperin BI, Loss D. 2012. Phys. Rev. B 85:075416 [63] Koppens FHL, Klauser D, Coish WA, Nowack KC, Kouwenhoven LP, et al. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99:106803

[64] Coish WA, Loss D. 2004. Phys. Rev. B 70:195340 [65] Fischer J, Trif M, Coish WA, Loss D. 2009. Solid State Comm. 149:1443-50 [66] Coish WA, Baugh J. 2009. Phys. Status Solidi B 246:2203-15 [67] Khaetskii AV, Loss D, Glazman L. 2002. Phys. Rev. Lett. 88:186802 [68] Khaetskii AV, Loss D, Glazman L. 2003. Phys. Rev. B 67:195329 [69] Merkulov IA, Efros AL, Rosen M. 2002. Phys. Rev. B 65:205309 [70] Coish WA, Fischer J, Loss D. 2010. Phys. Rev. B 81:165315 [71] Coish WA, Fischer J, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 77:125329 [72] Fischer J, Loss D. 2009. Science 324:1277-78 [73] Cywiński Ł, Witzel WM, Das Sarma S. 2009. Phys. Rev. B 79:245314 [74] Liu RB, Yao W, Sham LJ. 2010. Advances in Physics 59:703-802 [75] Fischer J, Coish WA, Bulaev DV, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 78:155329 [76] Fischer J, Loss D. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:266603 [77] Maier F, Loss D. 2012. Effect of Strain on Hyperfine-Induced Hole-Spin Decoherence in Quantum Dots. Unpublished manuscript.

arXiv:1203.3876 [78] Eble B, Testelin C, Desfonds P, Bernardot F, Balocchi A, et al. 2009. Phys. Rev. Lett. 102:146601 [79] Testelin C, Bernardot F, Eble B, Chamarro M. 2009. Phys. Rev. B 79:195440 [80] Fallahi P, Yilmaz ST, Imamoglu A. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:257402 [81] Chekhovich EA, Krysa AB, Skolnick MS, Tartakovskii AI. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 106:027402 [82] Brunner D, Gerardot BD, Dalgarno PA, Wüst G, Karrai K, et al. 2009. Science 325:70-72 [83] Foletti S, Bluhm H, Mahalu D, Umansky V, Yacoby A. 2009. Nature Phys. 5:903-08 [84] Urbaszek B, Eble B, Amand T, Marie X. 2012. Nuclear Spin Effects in Quantum Dot Optics. In Quantum Dots: Optics, Electron Transport and Future Applications, ed. AI Tartakovskii. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press [85] Urbaszek B, Marie X, Amand T, Krebs O, Voisin P, et al. 2012. Nuclear Spin Physics in Quantum Dots: an Optical Investigation.

Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1202.4637 [86] Latta C, Högele A, Zhao Y, Vamivakas AN, Maletinsky P, et al. 2009. Nature Phys. 5:758-63 [87] Kloeffel C, Dalgarno PA, Urbaszek B, Gerardot BD, Brunner D, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 106:046802 [88] Xu X, Yao W, Sun B, Steel DG, Bracker AS, et al. 2009. Nature (London) 459:1105-09 [89] Bracker AS, Stinaff EA, Gammon D, Ware ME, Tischler JG, et al. 2005. Phys. Rev. Lett. 94:047402 [90] Chekhovich EA, Makhonin MN, Kavokin KV, Krysa AB, Skolnick MS, Tartakovskii AI. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104:066804 [91] Klotz F, Jovanov V, Kierig J, Clark EC, Bichler M, et al. 2010. Phys. Rev. B 82:121307(R) [92] Tartakovskii AI, Wright T, Russell A, Fal’ko VI, Van’kov AB, et al. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98:026806 [93] Maletinsky P, Badolato A, Imamoglu A. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99:056804 [94] Makhonin MN, Tartakovskii AI, Ebbens A, Skolnick MS, Russell A, et al. 2008. Appl. Phys. Lett. 93:073113 [95] Belhadj T, Simon CM, Amand T, Renucci P, Chatel B, et al. 2009. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103:086601 [96] Bluhm H, Foletti S, Mahalu D, Umansky V, Yacoby A. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:216803 [97] Petta JR, Taylor JM, Johnson AC, Yacoby A, Lukin MD, et al. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100:067601 [98] Barthel C, Medford J, Bluhm H, Yacoby A, Marcus CM, et al. 2012. Phys. Rev. B 85:035306 [99] Laird EA, Barthel C, Rashba EI, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99:246601 [100] Laird EA, Barthel C, Rashba EI, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2009. Semicond. Sci. Technol. 24:064004 [101] Danon J, Vink IT, Koppens FHL, Nowack KC, Vandersypen LMK, Nazarov YV. 2009. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103:046601 [102] Vink IT, Nowack KC, Koppens FHL, Danon J, Nazarov YV, Vandersypen LMK. 2009. Nature Phys. 5:764-68 [103] Greilich A, Yakovlev DR, Shabaev A, Efros AL, Yugova IA, et al. 2006. Science 313:341-45 [104] Greilich A, Shabaev A, Yakovlev DR, Efros AL, Yugova IA, et al. 2007. Science 317:1896-99 [105] Stepanenko D, Burkard G, Giedke G, Imamoglu A. 2006. Phys. Rev. Lett. 96:136401 [106] Klauser D, Coish WA, Loss D. 2006. Phys. Rev. B 73:205302 [107] Giedke G, Taylor JM, D’Alessandro D, Lukin MD, Imamoglu A. 2006. Phys. Rev. A 74:032316 [108] Barthel C, Reilly DJ, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2009. Phys. Rev. Lett. 103:160503 [109] Petta JR, Johnson AC, Taylor JM, Laird EA, Yacoby A, et al. 2005. Science 309:2180-84 [110] Koppens FHL, Nowack KC, Vandersypen LMK. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100:236802 [111] Greilich A, Economou SE, Spatzek S, Yakovlev DR, Reuter D, et al. 2009. Nature Phys. 5:262-66 [112] Press D, De Greve K, McMahon PL, Ladd TD, Friess B, et al. 2010. Nat. Photon. 4:367-70 [113] Barthel C, Medford J, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:266808 [114] Bluhm H, Foletti S, Neder I, Rudner MS, Mahalu D, et al. 2011. Nature Phys. 7:109-13

A long coherence time above 0.2 ms is observed for spin qubits in quantum dots [115] Medford J, Cywiński Ł, Barthel C, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2012. Phys. Rev. Lett. 108:086802 [116] Chesi S, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101:146803 [117] Simon P, Loss D. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98:156401 [118] Braunecker B, Simon P, Loss D. 2009. Phys. Rev. B 80:165119 [119] Żak RA, Maslov DL, Loss D. 2012. Phys. Rev. B 85:115424 [120] Governale M, Zülicke U. 2012. Physics 5:34 [121] Aharonov D, Ben-Or M. 1997. Fault-Tolerant Quantum Computation with Constant Error. Proceedings of the 29th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, El Paso, TX, pp. 176-88. New York, NY: ACM [122] Knill E, Laflamme R, Zurek WH. 1998. Science 279:342-45

[123] Preskill J. 1998. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 454:385-410 [124] Awschalom DD, Loss D, Samarth N, eds. 2002. Semiconductor Spintronics and Quantum Computation. Berlin: Springer [125] Steane AM. 2003. Phys. Rev. A 68:042322 [126] Aliferis P, Preskill J. 2008. Phys. Rev. A 78:052331 [127] Raussendorf R, Harrington J. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 98:190504 [128] Raussendorf R, Harrington J, Goyal K. 2007. New J. Phys. 9:199 [129] Fowler AG, Stephens AM, Groszkowski P. 2009. Phys. Rev. A 80:052312 [130] Wang DS, Fowler AG, Hollenberg LCL. 2011. Phys. Rev. A 83:020302(R)

The error threshold exceeds 1% for quantum computation based on the surface code [131] DiVincenzo DP. 2009. Phys. Scr. T137:014020 [132] Wootton JR, Loss D. 2012. High Threshold Error Correction for the Surface Code. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1202.4316 [133] Yao XC, Wang TX, Chen HZ, Gao WB, Fowler AG, et al. 2012. Nature (London) 482:489-94 [134] Drexler H, Leonard D, Hansen W, Kotthaus JP, Petroff PM. 1994. Phys. Rev. Lett. 73:2252-55 [135] Warburton RJ, Schäflein C, Haft D, Bickel F, Lorke A, et al. 2000. Nature (London) 405:926-29 [136] Atatüre M, Dreiser J, Badolato A, Högele A, Karrai K, Imamoglu A. 2006. Science 312:551-53 [137] Godden TM, Boyle SJ, Ramsay AJ, Fox AM, Skolnick MS. 2010. Appl. Phys. Lett. 97:061113 [138] Berezovsky J, Mikkelsen MH, Stoltz NG, Coldren LA, Awschalom DD. 2008. Science 320:349-52 [139] Press D, Ladd TD, Zhang B, Yamamoto Y. 2008. Nature (London) 456:218-21 [140] De Greve K, McMahon PL, Press D, Ladd TD, Bisping D, et al. 2011. Nature Phys. 7:872-78 [141] Greilich A, Carter SG, Kim D, Bracker AS, Gammon D. 2011. Nat. Photon. 5:702-08 [142] Godden TM, Quilter JH, Ramsay AJ, Wu Y, Brereton P, et al. 2012. Phys. Rev. Lett. 108:017402 [143] Kim D, Carter SG, Greilich A, Bracker AS, Gammon D. 2011. Nature Phys. 7:223-29 [144] Atatüre M, Dreiser J, Badolato A, Imamoglu A. 2007. Nature Phys. 3:101-05 [145] Berezovsky J, Mikkelsen MH, Gywat O, Stoltz NG, Coldren LA, Awschalom DD. 2006. Science 314:1916-20 [146] Vamivakas AN, Zhao Y, Lu CY, Atatüre M. 2009. Nature Phys. 5:198-202 [147] Mikkelsen MH, Berezovsky J, Stoltz NG, Coldren LA, Awschalom DD. 2007. Nature Phys. 3:770-73 [148] Vamivakas AN, Lu CY, Matthiesen C, Zhao Y, Fält S, et al. 2010. Nature (London) 467:297-300 [149] Kim D, Economou SE, Badescu SC, Scheibner M, Bracker AS, et al. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101:236804 [150] Xu X, Sun B, Berman PR, Steel DG, Bracker AS, et al. 2008. Nature Phys. 4:692-95 [151] Weiss KM, Elzerman JM, Delley YL, Miguel-Sanchez J, Imamoglu A. 2012. Decoherence-Avoiding Spin Qubits in Optically Active Quantum Dot Molecules. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1112.4710v2 [152] Claudon J, Bleuse J, Malik NS, Bazin M, Jaffrennou P, et al. 2010. Nat. Photon. 4:174-77 [153] Flagg EB, Muller A, Polyakov SV, Ling A, Migdall A, Solomon GS. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104:137401 [154] Patel RB, Bennett AJ, Farrer I, Nicoll CA, Ritchie DA, Shields AJ. 2010. Nat. Photon. 4:632-35 [155] Kuklewicz CE, Malein RNE, Petroff PM, Gerardot BD. 2012. Electro-Elastic Tuning of Single Particles in Individual Self-Assembled Quantum Dots. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1204.4821 [156] Kistner C, Heindel T, Schneider C, Rahimi-Iman A, Reitzenstein S, et al. 2008. Opt. Express 16:15006-12 [157] Wang KL, Cha D, Liu J, Chen C. 2007. Proc. IEEE 95:1866-83 [158] Katsaros G, Spathis P, Stoffel M, Fournel F, Mongillo M, et al. 2010. Nature Nanotech. 5:458-64 [159] Katsaros G, Golovach VN, Spathis P, Ares N, Stoffel M, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:246601 [160] Levy J. 2002. Phys. Rev. Lett. 89:147902 [161] Benjamin SC. 2001. Phys. Rev. A 64:054303 [162] Taylor JM, Engel HA, Dür W, Yacoby A, Marcus CM, et al. 2005. Nature Phys. 1:177-83 [163] Petta JR, Lu H, Gossard AC. 2010. Science 327:669-72 [164] DiVincenzo DP, Bacon D, Kempe J, Burkard G, Whaley KB. 2000. Nature (London) 408:339-42 [165] Laird EA, Taylor JM, DiVincenzo DP, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2010. Phys. Rev. B 82:075403 [166] Gaudreau L, Granger G, Kam A, Aers GC, Studenikin SA, et al. 2012. Nature Phys. 8:54-58

Electrical and pairwise control of the exchange interaction in a triple quantum dot proves scalability of exchange-based quantum computing schemes (Ref. [12]) [167] Koppens FHL. 2012. Nature Phys. 8:5-6 [168] Shin YS, Obata T, Tokura Y, Pioro-Ladrière M, Brunner R, et al. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104:046802 [169] Pioro-Ladrière M, Obata T, Tokura Y, Shin YS, Kubo T, et al. 2008. Nature Phys. 4:776-79 [170] Brunner R, Shin YS, Obata T, Pioro-Ladrière M, Kubo T, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:146801

Experimental realization of a spin-qubit processor following Ref. [12], demonstrating two-qubit interactions and individual single-qubit rotations [171] van Weperen I, Armstrong BD, Laird EA, Medford J, Marcus CM, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:030506 [172] Shulman MD, Dial OE, Harvey SP, Bluhm H, Umansky V, Yacoby A. 2012. Science 336:202-05 [173] Elzerman JM, Hanson R, Greidanus JS, Willems van Beveren LH, De Franceschi S, et al. 2003. Phys. Rev. B 67:161308(R) [174] Elzerman JM, Hanson R, Willems van Beveren LH, Witkamp B, Vandersypen LMK, Kouwenhoven LP. 2004. Nature (London) 430:431-35 [175] Reilly DJ, Marcus CM, Hanson MP, Gossard AC. 2007. Appl. Phys. Lett. 91:162101 [176] Cassidy MC, Dzurak AS, Clark RG, Petersson KD, Farrer I, et al. 2007. Appl. Phys. Lett. 91:222104 [177] Barthel C, Kjaergaard M, Medford J, Stopa M, Marcus CM, et al. 2010. Phys. Rev. B 81:161308(R) [178] Petersson KD, Smith CG, Anderson D, Atkinson P, Jones GAC, Ritchie DA. 2010. Nano Lett. 10:2789-93

[179] Hanson R, Willems van Beveren LH, Vink IT, Elzerman JM, Naber WJM, et al. 2005. Phys. Rev. Lett. 94:196802 [180] Meunier T, Vink IT, Willems van Beveren LH, Koppens FHL, Tranitz HP, et al. 2006. Phys. Rev. B 74:195303 [181] Johnson AC, Petta JR, Taylor JM, Yacoby A, Lukin MD, et al. 2005. Nature (London) 435:925-28 [182] Nowack KC, Shafiei M, Laforest M, Prawiroatmodjo GEDK, Schreiber LR, et al. 2011. Science 333:1269-72 [183] Koppens FHL, Buizert C, Tielrooij KJ, Vink IT, Nowack KC, et al. 2006. Nature (London) 442:766-71 [184] Nowack KC, Koppens FHL, Nazarov YV, Vandersypen LMK. 2007. Science 318:1430-33 [185] Coish WA, Loss D. 2007. Phys. Rev. B 75:161302(R) [186] Borselli MG, Eng K, Croke ET, Maune BM, Huang B, et al. 2011. Appl. Phys. Lett. 99:063109 [187] Thalakulam M, Simmons CB, Rosemeyer BM, Savage DE, Lagally MG, et al. 2010. Appl. Phys. Lett. 96:183104 [188] Shi Z, Simmons CB, Prance JR, Gamble JK, Friesen M, et al. 2011. Appl. Phys. Lett. 99:233108 [189] Simmons CB, Prance JR, Van Bael BJ, Koh TS, Shi Z, et al. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 106:156804 [190] Prance JR, Shi Z, Simmons CB, Savage DE, Lagally MG, et al. 2012. Phys. Rev. Lett. 108:046808 [191] Maune BM, Borselli MG, Huang B, Ladd TD, Deelman PW, et al. 2012. Nature (London) 481:344-47 [192] Grbić B, Leturcq R, Ensslin K, Reuter D, Wieck AD. 2005. Appl. Phys. Lett. 87:232108 [193] Sau JD, Tewari S, Lutchyn RM, Stanescu TD, Das Sarma S. 2010. Phys. Rev. B 82:214509 [194] Oreg Y, Refael G, von Oppen F. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:177002 [195] Gangadharaiah S, Braunecker B, Simon P, Loss D. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107:036801 [196] Xiang J, Lu W, Hu Y, Wu Y, Yan H, Lieber CM. 2006. Nature (London) 441:489-93 [197] Yan H, Choe HS, Nam SW, Hu Y, Das S, et al. 2011. Nature (London) 470:240-44 [198] Reimer ME, van Kouwen MP, Barkelid M, Hocevar M, van Weert MHM, et al. 2011. J. Nanophoton. 5:053502 [199] Yan R, Gargas D, Yang P. 2009. Nat. Photon. 3:569-76 [200] Chu S, Wang G, Zhou W, Lin Y, Chernyak L, et al. 2011. Nature Nanotech. 6:506-10 [201] van Weert MHM, Akopian N, Perinetti U, van Kouwen MP, Algra RE, et al. 2009. Nano Lett. 9:1989-93 [202] van Weert MHM, den Heijer M, van Kouwen MP, Algra RE, Bakkers EPAM, et al. 2010. Appl. Phys. Lett. 96:233112 [203] van Kouwen MP, Reimer ME, Hidma AW, van Weert MHM, Algra RE, et al. 2010. Nano Lett. 10:1817-22 [204] Trif M, Golovach VN, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. B 77:045434 [205] Pfund A, Shorubalko I, Ensslin K, Leturcq R. 2007. Phys. Rev. Lett. 99:036801 [206] Lu W, Xiang J, Timko BP, Wu Y, Lieber CM. 2005. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 102:10046-51 [207] Park JS, Ryu B, Moon CY, Chang KJ. 2010. Nano Lett. 10:116-21 [208] Xiang J, Vidan A, Tinkham M, Westervelt RM, Lieber CM. 2006. Nature Nanotech. 1:208-13 [209] Hu Y, Churchill HOH, Reilly DJ, Xiang J, Lieber CM, Marcus CM. 2007. Nature Nanotech. 2:622-25 [210] Roddaro S, Fuhrer A, Brusheim P, Fasth C, Xu HQ, et al. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101:186802 [211] Hu Y, Kuemmeth F, Lieber CM, Marcus CM. 2012. Nature Nanotech. 7:47-50 [212] Kloeffel C, Trif M, Loss D. 2011. Phys. Rev. B 84:195314

“Direct Rashba spin-orbit interaction” and other attractive features are predicted for holes in Ge/Si nanowires [213] Klinovaja J, Schmidt MJ, Braunecker B, Loss D. 2011. Phys. Rev. Lett. 106:156809 [214] Klinovaja J, Gangadharaiah S, Loss D. 2012. Electric-Field Induced Majorana Fermions in Armchair Carbon Nanotubes. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1201.0159. Accepted for publication in Phys. Rev. Lett.

[215] Engel HA, Golovach VN, Loss D, Vandersypen LMK, Elzerman JM, et al. 2004. Phys. Rev. Lett. 93:106804 [216] Trifunovic L, Dial O, Trif M, Wootton JR, Abebe R, et al. 2012. Phys. Rev. X 2:011006

The paper shows that architectural challenges of large-scale quantum computers may be overcome via floating gates [217] Blais A, Huang RS, Wallraff A, Girvin SM, Schoelkopf RJ. 2004. Phys. Rev. A 69:062320 [218] Wallraff A, Schuster DI, Blais A, Frunzio L, Huang RS, et al. 2004. Nature (London) 431:162-67 [219] Childress L, Sørensen AS, Lukin MD. 2004. Phys. Rev. A 69:042302 [220] Burkard G, Imamoglu A. 2006. Phys. Rev. B 74:041307(R) [221] Taylor JM, Lukin MD. 2006. Cavity Quantum Electrodynamics with Semiconductor Double-Dot Molecules on a Chip. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:cond-mat/0605144 [222] Cottet A, Kontos T. 2010. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105:160502 [223] Hu X, Liu Y, Nori F. 2012. Spin-Photon Coupling in a Double Quantum Dot. Unpublished manuscript. arXiv:1204.4732 [224] Trif M, Troiani F, Stepanenko D, Loss D. 2008. Phys. Rev. Lett. 101:217201 [225] Sachrajda A. 2011. Physics 4:75 [226] Hu X, Das Sarma S. 2001. Phys. Rev. A 64:042312

FURTHER READING [227] Nielsen MA, Chuang IL. 2000. Quantum Computation and Quantum Information. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press [228] Mermin ND. 2007. Quantum Computer Science: An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press [229] Cerletti V, Coish WA, Gywat O, Loss D. 2005. Nanotechnology 16:R27-49 [230] Żak RA, Röthlisberger B, Chesi S, Loss D. 2010. La Rivista del Nuovo Cimento 33:345-99 (Preprint: arXiv:0906.4045) [231] Deutsch D. 1998. The Fabric of Reality. London: Penguin

LIST OF ACRONYMS

2DEG : two-dimensional electron gas 2DHG : two-dimensional hole gas DNP : dynamic nuclear polarization DQD : double quantum dot EDSR : electric-dipole-induced spin resonance ESR : electron spin resonance LH : light-hole HH : heavy-hole QD : quantum dot QED : quantum electrodynamics QPC : quantum point contact rf : radio-frequency SOI : spin-orbit interaction