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Quantum logic using correlated one-dimensional quantum
walks
Yoav Lahini1,2, Gregory R. Steinbrecher3, Adam D. Bookatz1 and Dirk Englund3

Quantum Walks are unitary processes describing the evolution of an initially localized wavefunction on a lattice potential. The
complexity of the dynamics increases significantly when several indistinguishable quantum walkers propagate on the same lattice
simultaneously, as these develop non-trivial spatial correlations that depend on the particle’s quantum statistics, mutual
interactions, initial positions, and the lattice potential. We show that even in the simplest case of a quantum walk on a one
dimensional graph, these correlations can be shaped to yield a complete set of compact quantum logic operations. We provide
detailed recipes for implementing quantum logic on one-dimensional quantum walks in two general cases. For non-interacting
bosons—such as photons in waveguide lattices—we find high-fidelity probabilistic quantum gates that could be integrated into
linear optics quantum computation schemes. For interacting quantum-walkers on a one-dimensional lattice—a situation that has
recently been demonstrated using ultra-cold atoms—we find deterministic logic operations that are universal for quantum
information processing. The suggested implementation requires minimal resources and a level of control that is within reach using
recently demonstrated techniques. Further work is required to address error-correction.
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INTRODUCTION
Quantum walks (QWs) are unitary processes describing the
propagation of quantum particles on lattice potentials.1–3

Originally described as a quantum-mechanical analog of the
classical random walk, QWs were found to exhibit faster
propagation and enhanced sensitivity to lattice parameters due
to their coherent nature.3 These properties generated broad
interest in applying QWs to quantum information processing
tasks.4

Experimentally, QWs have been implemented using a wide
array of platforms, including photonics,5–12 trapped ions,13,14 and
ultra-cold atoms.15–17 The current degree of experimental control
of these systems is remarkable: it is possible to prepare an initial
state with single-site and single-particle resolution, to control
almost every aspect of the lattice potential, and to directly
monitor the evolving wave function. Early experiments demon-
strated the behavior of single-particle QWs; however, these
dynamics can be desribed by classical wave equations (indeed,
some of these experiments were performed with coherent light)5–
7,9), and thus cannot display non-classical features. Non-classical
behavior can be observed when several indistinguishable particles
participate in the QW simultaneously, as was shown both
theoretically7,12,18–20 and experimentally.8,21 Here, non-classical
spatial correlations—i.e., non-trivial dependencies between the
positions of different walkers—emerge due to quantum (bosonic
or fermionic) statistics.7,19,22 Recent work has investigated the role
of interactions in the two-particle quantum walk, finding that they
give rise to even more complex correlated dynamics.23,24 These
‘strongly correlated’ QWs were recently observed experimentally
in a system of ultra-cold atoms.17

Can the spatial correlations that emerge between several
quantum co-walkers be useful for quantum information proces-
sing? Recent theoretical work by Childs et. al. demonstrated that,
in principle, multi-particle QWs could be used to implement
universal quantum computation.25 However, the geometry and
complexity of the required lattice potential in the proposed
scheme are far beyond current experimental capabilities.
In this work, we show how controlling the lattice potential of a

QW can impose certain spatial correlations between walkers.
Using this approach, we design quantum logic gates on a simple
one-dimensional array of potential wells using minimal resources:
one quantum walker and a small number of lattice sites per qubit.
For non-interacting bosons (such as photons in waveguide
lattices) we find that this approach yields high-fidelity probabilistic
logic gates with a similar success rate to those found previously—
but with a much simpler physical design. For interacting bosonic
quantum walkers (e.g., ultra-cold atoms in optical potentials or
photons in non-linear devices) we find that a complete set of high-
fidelity quantum logic gates can be realized using a linear array of
potential wells with nearest-neighbor coupling and only two sites
per qubit, demonstrating the universality of this architecture for
quantum computation.
While our analysis is general to any system that can support

quantum walk dynamics, here we focus on two physical systems
in which our results can be implemented using existing
experimental capabilities: non-interacting, indistinguishable
photons in waveguide lattices and interacting ultra-cold bosonic
atoms trapped in an optical lattice. In the tight-binding limit,
both systems can be described by the same time-independent
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Bose-Hubbard equation:7,23
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where in the atomic (photonic) case, Em is the on-site energy
(index of refraction) of site m, aymnam is the creation/annihilation
operator for an atom (photon) at site m, n̂m ¼ aymam is the number
operator, and Jl,m≤ 0 is the tunneling rate between nearest sites.
Finally, Γ is the on-site interaction energy, i.e., an energy cost for
the occupancy of two or more bosons on the same site; in the
linear photonic case discussed below, Γ = 0, while in the atomic
case this value is usually nonzero and can be adjusted
experimentally. While the atomic system evolves in time accord-
ing to the unitary operator U(atomic) = e−iHt, the photons also evolve
in space along the z direction U(photonic) = e−iHz (see Fig. 1d).

RESULTS
Defining qubits on a lattice
The continuous-time QW is described by the unitary evolution
under the Hamiltonian described in Eq. (1).2,6,7,23 However, the
basic element of interest for quantum gates of the type discussed
here is the quantum bit or qubit. To define our qubits on the
lattice, we use a so-called dual-rail encoding where a qubit is
physically implemented by a single boson in a pair of neighboring
potential wells (see Fig. 1), with the states 0j i and 1j i of the qubit
defined by the particle being in the left or right well. A single
quantum particle can occupy the two sites in a superposition,
encoding a qubit without the need for additional degrees of
freedom. In this way, a system of n qubits can be realized in one
dimension using n bosons and N = 2n lattice sites, with one boson
in the first two sites (representing the first qubit), one boson in the
next two sites (representing the second qubit), and so forth. As we
discuss below, in some cases the implementation requires
additional auxiliary sites (typically one per qubit). Note that in
this geometry, many physically permitted lattice states (e.g., those
with more than one particle on the same site) are not members of
the logic space (i.e., the multi-qubit tensor-product space).
Nevertheless, we show that it is possible to engineer the lattice
parameters such that, at time t = tfinal = 1, the transformation U =
e−iH maps logic states to other logic states with high fidelity.

Implementing quantum gates
Having defined our qubits, we turn to the task of designing a
universal set of quantum gates, i.e., finding lattice parameters that
yield desired unitary transformations on the logical space.
Designing and building quantum logic gates remains one of the
most difficult aspects of quantum computing, and our case is no
exception. The reason for this difficulty is simple: from the physical
description of a given device—in our case, the lattice parameters
—it is straightforward to write down the many-particle Hamilto-
nian H and from it to calculate the unitary evolution operator U =
e−iH that fully describes the operation of the device. The inverse
problem, however, is hard: given a desired multi-particle unitary U,
it is difficult to find a corresponding Hamiltonian that meets the
physical and geometrical constraints of the device, e.g., the one-
dimensionality of the lattice. Beyond these restrictions, the
primary difficulty from a theoretical perspective is the lack of an
analytic inverse to the matrix exponential or to the transformation
function from single-particle behavior to multi-particle behavior.
Even for a given unitary U there are an infinite number of
Hermitian matrices H satisfying e−iH = U; it is unclear how to
determine constructively which of these satisfies the other system
constraints. Furthermore, if the logical quantum states are only a
subset of the full Hilbert space, then the quantum gate operation
is only a sub-matrix of the overall evolution operator U. In this
case, U is not even uniquely defined by the desired gate
operation. As described below, we tackle these difficulties using
a combined analytical and computational approach that finds
appropriate lattice parameters to achieve a given ideal gate
operation with high fidelity.
There are many options for the choice of a universal set of

gates. One useful choice is the gate set of the controlled-NOT
(CNOT) operation, along with either all single-qubit rotations
(exactly universal) or the Hadamard and phase-shift single-qubit
gates (approximately universal).26 We first discuss the single-qubit
gates, which are straightforward to calculate analytically. These
gates are applicable to both interacting and non-interacting
systems. We then elaborate on the construction of the CNOT gate.

Single-qubit gates
We present the exact construction for a set of single-qubit gates.
Since these are one-qubit operations, they are implemented using

Fig. 1 Quantum-walk-based quantum logic gates for cold atoms and for photons. a A qubit in the state 0j i. b Implementation of a single-
qubit gate. c Schematic of a two-qubit system on a lattice. d Schematic of the implementation of a quantum-walk-based photonic CNOT gate
in waveguide lattices
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a single particle in two lattice sites. As such, the interaction (Γ) is
irrelevant and the matrix of lattice parameters

G ¼ E1 J12
J12 E2

� �

(with J12≤ 0) can be directly interpreted as the single-particle
Hamiltonian. The unitary gate, obtained by evolving with G for a
time tfinal = 1, is then U = e−iG.
One simple universal quantum gate set includes the Hadamard

gate, the phase-shift gate, and the CNOT gate.26 The phase-shift
gate is the simplest to implement. It is composed of two
decoupled lattice sites in which the on-site energy between the
sites is detuned. Specifically, to implement the single-qubit phase-

shift operator Rθ ¼ 1 0
0 eiθ

� �
:, one may apply the single-qubit

Hamiltonian

GRθ ¼
0 0

0 �θ

� �
: (2)

Next in complexity is the single-qubit Hadamard gate

H ¼ 1ffiffi
2

p 1 1
1 �1

� �
. The Hamiltonian and propagation time that

generates the Hadamard transformation can be solved analyti-
cally, and is given by

GH ¼ π

2
ffiffiffi
2

p
ffiffiffi
2

p � 1 �1

�1
ffiffiffi
2

p þ 1

 !
: (3)

Note that a simple tunneling between two identical wells for
half the tunneling time is not exactly analogous to the operation
of a beam-splitter in linear optics, as it does not reproduce the
Hadamard gate. Under our Hamiltonian dynamics the splitting is
symmetric in phase and therefore modified tunneling rates and
additional diagonal terms are required to adjust the output
phases. As a result, the operation of the CNOT gate constructed
using integrated waveguide beam-splitters27 is not identical to
previous implementations that used the same design in bulk
optics.28 The difference between these implementations becomes
apparent when comparing the complex values of the unitary
operations rater then the transition probabilities.
An alternative (exactly) universal gate set includes the CNOT

together with all single-qubit unitaries. Any single-qubit unitary, U,
can be implemented by first decomposing it in the form26

U ¼ eiαRzðβÞRxðγÞRzðδÞ ¼ eiαRzðβÞHRzðγÞHRzðδÞ

where the z-rotation RzðθÞ ¼ e�iθ=2 0
0 eiθ=2

� �
can be implemen-

ted with the Hamiltonian

GRzðθÞ ¼
θ

2

1 0

0 �1

� �
;

and the x-rotation RxðθÞ ¼ exp
0 �iθ=2

�iθ=2 0

� �
can be imple-

mented either with the Hamiltonian

GRxðθÞ ¼
4π � θ

2

0 �1

�1 0

� �
(4)

or by conjugating Rz(θ) by the Hadamard operation H described

earlier. The phase eiα can be implemented with Gα ¼ �α
1 0
0 1

� �
.

CNOT gate using interacting QWs
We first consider the case in which the quantum-walking particles
interact when occupying the same lattice site, i.e., Γ ≠ 0. To design
the two-qubit CNOT gate using the dual-rail encoding, we
consider a lattice with four sites and two bosons. This problem

then is defined by eight lattice parameters: four on-site potential
terms (Em in Eq. (1)), three tunneling terms (Jl,m), and the
interaction parameter (Γ). The complete two-body Hamiltonian H
is described by a 10 × 10 matrix (the size of the Hilbert space for
two bosons in four modes). To perform the logical gate operation,
the system evolves according to U = e−iH. The CNOT gate
operation is then given by a 4 × 4 sub-matrix of U over the logical
states 1010j i, 1001j i, 0110j i, 0101j i (presented here in the photon
occupation-number basis); the other six basis states, while
physically allowed, are not members of the logical basis.
As mentioned above, finding the physical lattice parameters

from the desired gate is a non-trivial inverse problem. Using non-
linear optimization techniques29–32 (detailed in the methods
section), we optimized the eight parameters of the system to
maximize the fidelity of the gate when acting on the logical input
states under the constraints that the parameters represent a
physical one-dimensional lattice, meaning that the on-site
parameters are real, that the tunneling parameters are real, non-
positive, and connect only nearest-neighboring sites, and that the
values of the on-site, tunneling, and interaction terms are within
experimentally relevant bounds. Specifically, we demand that 0≥
Jl,m≥ −Jmax, −Jmax≥ Em≥ Jmax, and Γ≤ Γmax, where Jmax and Γmax

are the largest allowed tunneling rate and interaction level in the
optimization protocol. In our optimization we set Jmax = 4π,
limiting the maximal number of tunneling events (or Rabi-
oscillations) to 4. In practice, this experimental bound is dictated
by the loss and decoherence rate of the system, determining the
maximal relevant propagation time. We also set Γmax = 10Jmax.
An example of a resulting lattice that yields the two-qubit CNOT

gate is given (to two decimal places) by

GCNOT ¼ π

0:40 0 0 0

0 1:82 �1:03 0

0 �1:03 �0:37 �3:80

0 0 �3:80 �0:66

0
BBB@

1
CCCA (5)

with interaction strength Γ = 21.68π. Here, the diagonal and off-
diagonal entries of GCNOT represent the parameters Em and Jl,m,
respectively, of the Hamiltonian H. Eq. (5) represents a recipe for a
four-site lattice that yields a CNOT gate with fidelity (as defined in
the methods section) of 99.6%. This gate’s operation is
summarized in Fig. 2.
If the bounds on the parameters are relaxed, the fidelity moves

even closer to 100%. Figure 3 summarizes the optimization results.
Figure 3a shows the convergence of independent runs with
random starting points to the same final result. Figure 3b presents
the expected gate fidelity vs. the maximally allowed values of the
interaction Γmax. For a fixed maximal tunneling of Jmax = 4π, the
fidelity achieves a value close to 0.95 at Γmax/Jmax = 0.5 and then
slowly approaches unity as this value is further increased. In a
system with a given Γmax, it is still possible to improve the fidelity
further by increasing the rate of the coupling between sites, i.e.,
increasing Jmax; see Fig. 3c.
Based on a basic analysis of the effect of imperfections and

noise, we found that within the experimental parameters, these
are expected to have a negligible effect on the fidelity of the
CNOT gate. These results are presented in the Supplementary
Information. We therefore expect the main reduction in fidelity to
occur between the application of sequential gates, when the
parameters of the system are modified—encouragingly, an
experimental demonstration of high-fidelity switching between
potentials was reported recently.33

CNOT gate for non-interacting QW
A related procedure can be derived to generate a new type of
QW-based photonic logic gates. The use of single photons in
linear-optical setups for implementing quantum gates is a fast-
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developing branch of quantum information science.28,34 As
photons do not easily interact, the devices are usually linear,
and as a result can perform quantum operations only probabil-
istically, i.e., with a non-zero probability of having an output
that does not correspond to a valid logical state. However, as
shown by Knill et al.,35 by combining these probabilistic gates with
effective non-linearities induced by measurement, it is in principle
possible to build a quantum computation device that scales
efficiently.
In linear optics, the entries of the multi-particle unitary can be

calculated as functions of the single-particle unitary that describes
the evolution of one particle in the device.20 Given this single-
particle unitary, Reck et al. showed how to configure a network of
beamsplitters and phase-shifters to implement the unitary
physically. Following this finding, current quantum photonic
gates—whether using bulk or integrated optics—are usually
based on the beamsplitter architecture. For example, Ralph et al.36

proposed a probabilistic CNOT gate for photons with a success
probability of 1/9, based on the beamsplitter architecture. This
gate was successfully implemented using bulk optics.28 Later, the
same design was reimplemented in integrated photonics,27 where
a different hardware (waveguide couplers) was used to implement
the same beamsplitter arrangement on a chip. However, in the
case of integrated photonics, mimicking the beamsplitter
architecture is not obviously the best choice: it utilizes only
pairwise waveguide couplings, and it introduces bends to the

Fig. 3 Optimization of the CNOT gate fidelity. a Convergence of
different optimization runs to the optimal gate fidelity. The solid
black line and the shaded area represents the average and the
standard deviation values over 512 runs. Seven example runs are
shown in the background (dotted lines). b Gate fidelity versus the
maximum allowed interaction level Γmax, at a constant Jmax= 4π. c
Gate fidelity for different maximal tunneling rates Jmax at a constant
maximal interaction level of Γmax= 20π

Fig. 2 An implementation of the controlled-NOT (CNOT) gate according to the recipe in Eq. (5). a The real part and b the imaginary part of the
two-particle unitary transform, U. The CNOT gate operation corresponds to the sub-matrix of the logic states, shown in solid-color bars and
marked with red axis labels. Plots c–f show the position (in terms of the lattice sites, 1–4) of the two-boson particle density as a function of
time, t, revealing the operation principle of the gate on each logical state ( 00j i, 10j i, 01j i, and 11j i respectively). One observes that the target
qubit (in sites 3–4) performs Rabi-oscillations that are perturbed by the state of the control qubit (in sites 1–2): the target qubit performs one
fewer Rabi-flip if the control qubit is in the 1j i state
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waveguide design, and as the bends cannot be too sharp, this
results in longer devices with increased losses.
In this section we show how to implement the quantum CNOT

gave using the QW of photons on a small lattice. In photonics,
continuous-time QWs are implemented on a waveguide lattice in
which all the waveguides are straight and laid out in parallel (see
Fig. 1d).6,7 Photons are injected into lattice sites and hop between
the waveguides as they propagate along the lattice, according to
Eq. (1). One-dimensional photonic walks are especially versatile, as
this approach for integrated photonic devices allows for various
additional components to be added, such as integrated sources,
detectors, and modulators.
Since we expect that only a probabilistic CNOT gate is

attainable, we allow for vacuum ancilla lattice sites. Thus, our
Hamiltonian H defines a one-dimensional QW of 2 particles in n
sites, and is described by n on-site terms and n − 1 coupling
coefficients, where n may exceed the four sites defining two
qubits. The multi-particle unitary evolution operator U = e−iHT is an
nðnþ1Þ

2 ´ nðnþ1Þ
2 matrix that, as before, contains the CNOT gate as a

4 × 4 sub-matrix.
Using both global and local non-linear optimization procedures

(see Methods), we optimized the gate fidelity and success
probability over a space of lattice parameters, restricted to
physically reasonable values, that would yield the correct many-
particle operation. The results of this optimization for the CNOT
gate are presented in Fig. 4. The curve shows the maximum
fidelity of the obtained gate operation as a function of required
success probability. Here our lattice contains six sites—the 4 sites
required for two qubits, as well as two auxiliary sites—as sketched
in Fig. 1d. A 100.00% fidelity gate can be found for a success
probability of 1/9 (as in the beamsplitter approach), with the
lattice (to two decimal places):

h ¼ π

0 �1:27 0 0 0 0

�1:27 �0:73 0 0 0 0

0 0 0:67 �0:51 0 0

0 0 �0:51 0:01 �1:69 0

0 0 0 �1:69 �1:01 �0:52

0 0 0 0 �0:52 �1:67

0
BBBBBBBB@

1
CCCCCCCCA

(6)

Again, the diagonal and off-diagonal entries of hCNOT represent
the parameters Emand Jm,l, respectively, for the six-lattice sites, and
sites 1 and 6 are the auxiliary sites. The gate operation and
expected output probabilities are depicted in Fig. 5. It is
interesting to note that while the peak of the curve in Fig. 4 is
found at 1/9, the fidelity starts to fall significantly only at around 2/
9, suggesting the possibility of systems that trade single-gate
fidelity for higher success probabilities. The gate operation at the
highest fidelity is presented in Fig. 5, depicting the real and
imaginary matrix entries in the logical basis (Fig. 5a, b), as well as
the photon density evolution (Fig. 5c–f).

Compiling a three-qubit primitive
Implementing a quantum algorithm using the scheme presented
in this paper will involve several lattice configurations operating in
sequence, as gates are sequentially applied in the algorithm. In
principle, because the gate set presented in this work is universal,
any multi-qubit operation can be broken down into a sequence of
single-qubit and two-qubit gates, and thus implemented using
the gates already presented. However, compiling common multi-
step operations into a single primitive based on a single, time-
independent Hamiltonian could reduce the possibility of errors
arising from dynamic changes to the lattice. As an example, we
constructed a three-qubit gate, shown in Fig. 6. This gate is useful,
for instance, in the 2-bit Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm,37 performing
the oracle for the function f(x,y) = x⊕ y. (All other oracles for the 2-

bit Deutsch-–Jozsa algorithm are either a simple variation of this
oracle or require only single-qubit gates plus at most one CNOT
gate.) Our computational approach allowed us to find a set of
lattice parameters that realizes the complete three-qubit opera-
tion in a single gate. We focus on the interacting boson case; as
linear optical gates are post-selected, finding a multiparticle gate
that is of high fidelity and also satiesfies unknown post-selection
criteria requires a non-trivial amount of work beyond the scope of
this article. Figure 6 presents an implementation of this three-
qubit operation, at a fidelity of 99.8%, using a single, one-
dimensional six-site lattice:

G ¼ π

5:98 0 0 0 0 0

0 7:13 �1:21 0 0 0

0 �1:21 0:14 �12:04 0 0

0 0 �12:04 0:18 �1:37 0

0 0 0 �1:37 11:69 0

0 0 0 0 0 �8:03

0
BBBBBBBB@

1
CCCCCCCCA

(7)

with interaction strength Γ = 108.24π. In this case as well, the
fidelity could be improved by allowing larger tunneling rates.

DISCUSSION
We have shown that multi-particle continuous-time QWs in one
dimension can implement quantum logic gates. For QWs of
interacting bosons—a situation that arises for ultra-cold atoms in
optical potentials—QWs yield universal deterministic quantum
logic gates. For non-interacting photonic walks, our approach
yields physically simpler probabilistic quantum logic gates than
previously found. Our results can be implemented in integrated
quantum photonic devices and ultra-cold atom systems that allow
for single-particle manipulation and detection.

METHODS
In this section, we detail the numerical methods used to find the gates
presented in this work. We used a free-software implementation of a
variety of numerical optimization algorithms.29 This software provides
black box optimizers; this enabled us to, with a single specification of cost
function and constraints, compare the success and computational cost of a
number of different optimization approaches. We found that a randomly
seeded global optimization algorithm30,31 combined with a gradient-free

Fig. 4 Fidelity of the photonic CNOT gate as a function of success
probability. The Fidelity peaks at 1 for success probability of 1/9
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local algorithm32 gave the best performance, both in terms of number of
iterations and computational run-time.
Careful selection of the cost function was crucial to the success of this

work, and interacted with the choice of optimization algorithms,

particularly the local optimizer. Throughout the paper, we define the
fidelity of the gate in terms of the Hilbert–Schmidt inner-product between
the target unitary gate operation U0 and the unitary operation U generated
by the Hamiltonian at a given step of the optimization (restricted to the

Fig. 6 A 3-qubit operation of 2 CNOT gates (inset), compiled into a single gate U. a The real and b imaginary parts of our implementation of U.
Only the logical basis states are shown

Fig. 5 A quantum-walk-based photonic CNOT gate. a, b The real and imaginary values of the relevant sub-matrix of the two-particle unitary
generated by the Hamiltonian in Eq. (6), yielding a photonic CNOT gate with success probability of 1/9. Plots c–f show the photon amplitudes
as a function of time
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logical subspace). Specifically, the fidelity is defined to be

FðU0;UÞ ¼ U0;Uh iC
�� �� (8)

with

U0;Uh iC¼
TrðUy

0UÞ
N

;

where N is the dimension of the logical space (4 for two-qubit gates). This
fidelity can be interpreted as a lower-bound average fidelity of the gate.
To be specific about the iterative numerical process, at each step we

generated U from a vector corresponding to lattice parameters and
calculated F(U0, U). Numerically, we found that minimizing the function 1 −
F2, rather than 1 − F, gave superior performance. In the case of the
algorithm given in ref. 32 the reason for this is clear: the algorithm assumes
a quadratic cost function. However, we found that even with algorithms
designed for linear cost functions (e.g., 38), convergence was much slower
than for the quadratic cost function.
Finally, in order to ensure that U has the same global phase as U0 (this is

for esthetic purposes, as F(U0, U) is invariant under multiplication by a global
phase), we placed a cost on the phase of the matrix element u1,1. We found
this to be most efficiently implemented by adding the term sin(arg(u1,1))

2 to
the cost function. This function is quadratic when perturbed about zero, is
non-negative, and is symmetric about nπ for all n 2 Z, making it an ideal
candidate function. We verified that the introduction of this additional cost
both yielded a U with appropriate phase (see Fig. 2) and did not result in a
decreased fidelity compared to optimization without this constraint.

Data availability
Source code and data are available from the authors upon reasonable request.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We acknowledge helpful discussions with Terry Orlando, William Oliver, Philipp Preiss
and Markus Greiner’s group. Y.L. acknowledges support from the Pappalardo program in
Physics. G.R.S. was supported by the Department of Defense (DoD) through the National
Defense Science & Engineering Graduate Fellowship (NDSEG) Program. D.E. acknowl-
edges support from AFOSR MURI program under grant number FA9550-14-1-0052.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Y.L. initiated the project, G.R.S. developed the simulation and optimization code, Y.L.
and G.R.S ran the code and analyzed the results, A.D.K. performed theoretical analysis
and D.E. supervised the work. All authors participated in writing the manuscript.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Supplementary information accompanies the paper on the npj Quantum
Information website (https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-017-0050-2).

Competing interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.

Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims
in published maps and institutional affiliations.

REFERENCES
1. Aharonov, Y., Davidovich, L. & Zagury, N. Quantum random walks. Phys. Rev. A 48,

1687–1690 (1993).
2. Farhi, E. & Gutmann, S. Quantum computation and decision trees. Phys. Rev. A 58,

915–928 (1998).
3. Kempe, J. Quantum random walks: an introductory overview. Contemp. Phys. 44,

307–327 (2003).
4. Salvador, E. V.-A. Quantum walks: a comprehensive review. Quantum Inf. Process.

11, 1015–1106 (2012).
5. Do, B. et al. Experimental realization of a quantum quincunx by use of linear

optical elements. J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 22, 499–504 (2005).
6. Perets, H. B. et al. Realization of quantum walks with negligible decoherence in

waveguide lattices. Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 170506 (2008).
7. Bromberg, Y., Lahini, Y., Morandotti, R. & Silberberg, Y. Quantum and classical

correlations in waveguide lattices. Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 253904 (2009).
8. Peruzzo, A. et al. Quantum walks of correlated photons. Science 329, 1500–1503

(2010).
9. Broome, M. A. et al. Discrete single-photon quantum walks with tunable deco-

herence. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 153602 (2010).
10. Schreiber, A. et al. Photons walking the line: a quantum walk with adjustable coin

operations. Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 050502 (2010).

11. Regensburger, A. et al. Photon propagation in a discrete fiber network: an
interplay of coherence and losses. Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 233902 (2011).

12. Rohde, P. P., Schreiber, A., Stefanak, M., Jex, I. & Silberhorn, C. Multi-walker dis-
crete time quantum walks on arbitrary graphs, their properties and their pho-
tonic implementation. New. J. Phys. 13, 013001 (2011).

13. Schmitz, H. et al. Quantum walk of a trapped ion in phase space. Phys. Rev. Lett.
103, 090504 (2009).

14. Zahringer, F. et al. Realization of a quantum walk with one and two trapped ions.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 100503 (2010).

15. Weitenberg, C. et al. Single-spin addressing in an atomic mott insulator. Nature
471, 319–324 (2011).

16. Fukuhara, T. et al. Microscopic observation of magnon bound states and their
dynamics. Nature 502, 76–79 (2013).

17. Preiss, P. M. et al. Strongly correlated quantum walks in optical lattices. Science
347, 1229–1233 (2015).

18. Omar, Y., Paunkovic, N., Sheridan, L. & Bose, S. Quantum walk on a line with two
entangled particles. Phys. Rev. A. 74, 042304 (2006).

19. Lahini, Y., Bromberg, Y., Christodoulides, D. N. & Silberberg, Y. Quantum corre-
lations in two-particle anderson localization. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 163905 (2010).

20. Aaronson, S. & Arkhipov, A. in Proceedings of the 43rd Annual ACM Symposium on
Theory of Computing, STOC ’11, 333–342 (ACM, San Jose, California, USA, 2011).

21. Poulios, K. et al. Quantum walks of correlated photon pairs in two-dimensional
waveguide arrays. Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 143604 (2014).

22. Bromberg, Y., Lahini, Y. & Silberberg, Y. Bloch oscillations of path-entangled
photons. Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 263604 (2010).

23. Lahini, Y. et al. Quantum walk of two interacting bosons. Phys. Rev. A 86, 011603
(2012).

24. Ahlbrecht, A. et al. Molecular binding in interacting quantum walks. New. J. Phys.
14, 073050 (2012).

25. Childs, A. M., Gosset, D. & Webb, Z. Universal computation by multiparticle
quantum walk. Science 339, 791–794 (2013).

26. Nielsen, M. A. & Chuang, I. L. Quantum computation and quantum information.
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, NY, 2000).

27. Politi, A., Cryan, M. J., Rarity, J. G., Yu, S. & O’Brien, J. L. Silica-on-silicon waveguide
quantum circuits. Science 320, 646–649 (2008).

28. O’Brien, J. L., Pryde, G. J., White, A. G., Ralph, T. C. & Branning, D. Demonstration of
an all-optical quantum controlled-NOT gate. Nature 426, 264–267 (2003).

29. Johnson, S. G. The NLopt nonlinear-optimization package (2007-2017) http://ab-
initio.mit.edu/nlopt.

30. Rinnooy Kan, A. & Timmer, G. Stochastic global optimization methods part i:
clustering methods. Math. Program. 39, 27–56 (1987).

31. Rinnooy Kan, A. & Timmer, G. Stochastic global optimization methods part ii:
multi level methods. Math. Program. 39, 57–78 (1987).

32. Powell, M. The BOBYQA algorithm for bound constrained optimization without
derivatives. Technical Report DAMTP 2009/NA06 (Centre for Mathematical Sci-
ences, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, England, 2009). http://www.damtp.
cam.ac.uk/user/na/NA_papers/NA2009_06.pdf.

33. Islam, R. et al. Measuring entanglement entropy through the interference of
quantum many-body twins. arXiv preprint arXiv:1509.01160 (2015).

34. Kok, P. et al. Linear optical quantum computing with photonic qubits. Rev. Mod.
Phys. 79, 135–174 (2007).

35. Knill, E., Laflamme, R. & Milburn, G. J. A scheme for efficient quantum compu-
tation with linear optics. Nature 409, 46–52 (2001).

36. Ralph, T. C., Langford, N. K., Bell, T. B. & White, A. G. Linear optical controlled-NOT
gate in the coincidence basis. Phys. Rev. A. 65, 062324 (2002).

37. Deutsch, D. & Jozsa, R. Rapid solution of problems by quantum computation.
Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A Math. Phys. Sci. 439, 553–558 (1992).

38. Powell, M. J. D. Direct search algorithms for optimization calculations. Acta
Numer. 7, 287–336 (1998).

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2018

Quantum computing through quantum walks
Y Lahini et al.

7

Published in partnership with The University of New South Wales npj Quantum Information (2018)  2 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-017-0050-2
http://ab-initio.mit.edu/nlopt
http://ab-initio.mit.edu/nlopt
http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/na/NA_papers/NA2009_06.pdf
http://www.damtp.cam.ac.uk/user/na/NA_papers/NA2009_06.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Quantum logic using correlated one-dimensional quantum walks
	Introduction
	Results
	Defining qubits on a lattice
	Implementing quantum gates
	Single-qubit gates
	CNOT gate using interacting QWs
	CNOT gate for non-interacting QW
	Compiling a three-qubit primitive

	Discussion
	Methods
	Data availability

	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS




