arXiv:0901.2956v1 [quant-ph] 19 Jan 2009

Synchronous Quantum Memories with Time-symmetric Pulses

Q. Y. He, M. D. Reid, and P. D. Drummond^∗ Centre for Atom Optics and Ultrafast Spectroscopy, Swinburne University, Melbourne VIC 3122, Australia and ∗Email: pdrummond@swin.edu.au

We propose a dynamical approach to quantum memories using a synchronous oscillator-cavity model, in which the coupling is shaped in time to provide the optimum interface to a symmetric input pulse. This overcomes the known difficulties of achieving high quantum input-output fidelity with storage times long compared to the input signal duration. Our generic model is applicable to any linear storage medium ranging from a superconducting device to an atomic medium. We show that with temporal modulation of coupling and/or detuning, it is possible to mode-match to time-symmetric pulses that have identical pulse shapes on input and output.

Quantum memories (QM) are key devices both for quantum information and fundamental tests of quantum mechanics. A QM will write, store then retrieve a quantum state after an arbitrary length of time. QM devices are considered vital for the implementation of quantum networks, quantum cryptography and quantum computing. At a more fundamental level, they could enable one to generate an entangled quantum state in one device, then test its decoherence properties in a different location. This would allow one to test the equivalence of the quantum state description for more than one physical environment. For example, there are proposals that gravitational decoherence may occur beyond the standard model of quantum measurement theory [1]. This would be testable with controlled ways to input, store, then readout a quantum state in differing environments.

The benchmarks for a QM are storage time and inputoutput fidelity. The memory time T must be longer than the duration T_I of the input signal: T > T_I . Otherwise, the memory is more like a phase-shifter than a memory. The final quantum state must also be a close replica of the original. In quantitative terms, the mean state overlap [2] between the intended and achieved quantum states (the mean fidelity F̄ ) must satisfy F̄ > F̄_C . Here F̄_C is the best mean fidelity obtainable with a classical measure and regenerate strategy [3]. Further to this, an ideal QM protocol must enable numerous sequential quantum logic operations to be performed, meaning many input-output “quantum states”, carried on ingoing and outgoing pulse waveforms. This means that the output pulse envelope should be identical to that of the input.

In this paper we propose a new QM protocol (Fig. 1), satisfying all of these constraints, in which the “state” is stored in a dynamically switched cavity-oscillator system. The cavity acts as an input-output buffer which synchronously mode-matches the external input pulse to a long-lived internal quantum linear oscillator. We derive a condition on the time-dependence of the oscillatorcavity coupling required to match to any external pulseshape, including time-symmetric pulses. This contrasts with previous work, in which the coupling was a step function[4], resulting in non-symmetric pulses having different shapes on input and output

An essential feature of our treatment is that we show how a smooth, time-symmetric sech-pulse can be stored for times longer than T_I , and recalled with high quantum fidelity. This means that the output pulse-shape replicates the input pulse. Hence, this type of quantum logic can be cascaded, with interchangeable inputs and outputs. This is a vital feature of all logic devices. Importantly, we do not use a slowly-varying pulse approximation [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10], as was required in earlier proposals. This is essential, to allow the use of fast pulses which can be stored for times much longer than the pulse-duration.

Our theoretical calculations are carried out with simple non-saturating linear oscillator models that are analytically soluble. Crucially, this allows us to calculate pulse-shapes that are dynamically matched in time to the cavity-oscillator system. This strategy can be combined with a variety of other technologies. These include quantum nondemolition (QND) [11, 12, 13, 14] interactions, Raman and electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) [15, 16, 17, 18, 19], inhomogeneous broadening (CRIB) [20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25], superconducting transmission lines and squids [26, 27, 28], magnetic control with a two-level atom [29, 30], nanomechanical oscillator storage [31, 32], and even intra-cavity BEC devices [33]. This opens some exciting experimental possibilities, including comparisons of fidelity in QM devices with different effective masses, as a fundamental test of decoherence in quantum mechanics.

Previous QM experiments were frequently limited by relatively short storage times [34]. Other demonstrations focus on retrieval efficiency at very high photon number [35]. However, these usually have a very low fidelity, since the fidelity at a fixed efficiency decreases exponentially with photon number. As a rule, previous proposals either ignore fidelity, or use criteria only applicable to special known states, like coherent or squeezed states [34, 36, 37]. It is more useful in both applications and fundamental tests to allow for arbitrary input states. Our analysis is not restricted to any class of states, except for an upper bound on the input photon number.

Model. The quantum information in a temporal mode

Figure 1: (Color online) Proposed dynamical atom-cavity QM. The cavity couples to only one ingoing and outgoing mode, u^{in}_0 and u^{out}_0 , and it is the quantum state of this mode that is stored. The pulse shape is optimized for efficient writing and reading of the state onto and from the oscillator medium inside the cavity. A symmetric pulse shape is used, so the time-reversed output is identical to the input.

of the propagating single transverse-mode operator field Âin(t) is first transferred to an internal cavity mode with operator â(t), then written into the oscillator or memory with mode operator b̂(t) up to time t = 0. Subsequently, the interaction is turned off or detuned for a controllable storage time T . The interaction is switched on again after time T , allowing readout into an outgoing quantum field Â^{out}(t) at t > T (Fig. 1). We treat quantum information encoded into single propagating modes that are temporally and spatially mode-matched to the memory device [38, 39]. Here the relevant input and output mode operators are â^{out(in)}_0 = ∫ u^{out(in)⋆} 0 (t)Â^{out(in)}(t)dt, where u^{out(in)} 0 (t) is understood to represent the output (input) temporal mode shape.

We use the positive P-representation [40], in which all operators Â^{out(in)}, â^{out(in)}_0 â, b̂ are formally replaced by c-numbers A^{out(in)}, a^{out(in)}_0 a, b. Using input-output theory[41], the resulting dynamical equations are: ȧ(t) = −(κ + iδ(t))a(t) + g(t)b(t) + √ 2κA^{in}(t) ḃ(t) = −(γ + iΔ(t))b(t) − g(t)a(t) + √ 2γB^{in}(t) .(1) Here κ is the cavity damping (assumed fixed), with detuning δ(t). The internal cavity-oscillator coupling is g(t) (assumed variable), while the damping and detuning of the oscillator are γ, Δ(t) respectively, with an oscillator reservoir B^{in}. These equations can be applied to a range of experiments ranging from solid-state crystals or cold atoms to superconducting cavities or nanooscillators. The completeness of the representation allows us to treat any quantum state or memory protocol. Since the equations are linear, the overall time-delayed input-output relationship must be given by:

a^{out}_o = √ η_M a^{in}_o + √ 1 − η_M a^R. (2)

Here an amplitude retrieval efficiency η_M is introduced for the time-delayed read-out, and a^R represents the overall effects of the loss reservoirs. For simplicity, all reservoirs are assumed here to be in the vacuum state, without excess phase or thermal noise.

Hence, we can solve Eq (1) to obtain √ η_M = a^{out}_o /a^{in}_o by integrating over the positive-P output field A^{out}. This is valid since a^R corresponds to a bosonic operator which only acts on a zero-temperature reservoir, and is therefore equal to zero for the vacuum state in the positive Prepresentation.

We will analyse the mode-matching conditions for two different dynamical models with fixed cavity damping κ. In order to obtain dynamical mode-matching we require an outgoing vacuum state for t < T . In the positive Prepresentation this translates to the simple requirement that A^{out} = √ 2κa − A^{in} = 0, so that A^{in} = √ 2κa. The two models use strategies of either variable coupling or variable detuning to switch on and off the couping between the oscillator and the intra-cavity field. For simplicity, we treat the case of zero internal damping (γT << 1) in the equations, while still including oscillator damping in the graphs to demonstrate that this effect can be made small if necessary. With no loss of generality, we consider units for which κ = 1.

Figure 2: (Color online) Case 1: Cavity input (dashed) and output amplitudes (solid). The dotted line gives the oscillator amplitude. The dashed-dotted cyan line represents the coupling shape in time g(t). Here t0 = −5, T = 5, a0 = 1.

1. Variable coupling (Δ, δ = 0). In this approach, we propose that the cavity decay is fixed, and that g(t), the interaction of the cavity field with the linear medium, is switched. During the input stage, the relation A^{in} = √ 2κa means that a(t) is predetermined for any desired mode-shape A^{in}(t). This gives an expression for g(t) , since from Eq (1), with γ → 0, one has g(t) = −ḃ/a. Hence:

[ȧ − gb]/a = ȧ/a + ˙(b^2)/(2a^2) = 1 . (3)

In order to realize a time-symmetric input mode with a = a_0sech(t − t_0), from Eq (3) we see that the internal field amplitude must be b = a_0e^{t−t0} sech(t − t_0). The optimal shape of the cavity-oscillator coupling in time is therefore g(t) = −ḃ/a = −sech(t − t_0). This is independent of the amplitude a_0 which encodes the quantum information. Here the coupling is synchronized to t_0, which is the pulse arrival time. The quantum memory readout is obtained simply by time-reversal after half the memory storage time has elapsed, so that g(t) = g(T − t). The resulting output mode is also timereversed and is unchanged apart from being inverted: A^{out} = − √ 2a_0sech(T + t_0 − t). A typical result is shown in Fig. 2, from integrating Eq (1).

Figure 3: (Color online) Case 2: Cavity input (dashed) and output amplitudes (solid). Other lines and parameters as in Fig (2). The inset gives the detuning shapes in time: Δ(t) and δ(t).

2. Variable detuning. In this approach, the coupling is changed by varying the detunings Δ(t) and δ(t). We consider the simplest case with g = κ = 1 and a symmetric pulse a = a_0sech(t − t_0). To give a vacuum output during the writing phase we must have: Δ = i(ḃ + a)/b δ = i(ȧ − a − b)/a (4) We suppose that b = b_1 + ib_2, so that δ = i(ȧ − a − b_1)/a + b_2/a, Δ = [(ḃ_1 + a)b_2 − ḃ_2b_1]/|b|^2 + i[(ḃ_1 + a)b_1 + ḃ_2b_2]/|b|^2. Since Im(Δ) = Im(δ) = 0, we find that b_1 = (ȧ − a) = −a_0e^{t−t0} sech^2(t − t_0), and hence that b_2 = a_0e^{t−t0} sech(t − t_0)tanh(t − t_0). Finally, to realize symmetric input and output pulse shapes, we obtain from Eq (4) the required detunings of: Δ = e^{−(t−t0)}tanh(t − t_0) + sech(t − t_0), δ = e^{t−t0} tanh(t − t_0). After a controllable storage time, the interaction is switched back by time reversal of the detunings, so that δ^′ → −δ and Δ^′ → −Δ. The readout is obtained as before, as shown in Fig. 3.

Memory Fidelity. Coherent states have proved useful in quantum applications such as teleportation [42] and quantum state transfer from light onto atoms [11]. It is well known that F̄^c_{n̄} = (1 + n)/(2n + 1) serves as a benchmark for a QM with a gaussian ensemble of coherent states [43, 44] having a mean photon number n̄. For our beam-splitter solution Eq. (2), the output for this protocol is ρ̂_{out}(α) = | √ η_M α⟩⟨ √ η_M α|, and the mean fidelity is F̄_{n̄} = 1/[1 + n(1 − √ η_M )^2]. These fidelities may correspond to quite high efficiencies, since η_M > [1− √ 1/(n + 1)]^2 is needed for a QM. With n = 20, QM should be achieved for η_M > 0.61, provided there is no other decoherence.

For many quantum information applications, a larger class of possible quantum inputs is needed. In the most general case, we can define the input state as any state with a photon number bounded by n_m. This corresponds to an arbitrary state | |⃗Ψ ⟩ of 1 + n_m levels. F_{nm} is then the average fidelity over all possible coefficients satisfying the constraint that | | |⃗Ψ | | | = 1. The fidelity limit for (imperfect) multiple cloning of an arbitrary 1 + n_m level state is F̄^b_{nm} ≤ 2/(n_m + 2) [45, 46]. Since a classical memory can clearly generate any number of copies of a quantum state, it must be constrained by this fidelity bound also.

We can now calculate the fidelity in the case of n_m = 1 and n_m = 2, which allows for arbitrary states with up to 1 and 2 photons respectively. After tracing over the reservoir modes, we obtain the predicted memory fidelities in our beam-splitter model of [4]:

F_1 = η_M + 2 √ η_M + 3 6 F_2 = η^2_M + 2η_M √ η_M + 3η_M + 2 √ η_M + 4 12 . (5)

An arbitrary quantum state fidelity measure gives a better indication of the power of a QM than a measure constrained to the coherent states. For example, any storage device with η_M > 0.23 can potentially be a quantum memory for arbitrary states with up to 2 photons.

Figure 4: (Color online) Case 1 with losses: Cavity input (dashed) and output amplitudes (solid) with various loss ratios during the storage time: γ/κ = 0, 0.0125, 0.05. Other lines and parameters as in Fig (2).

Oscillator Loss: Figure 4 shows the typical inputoutput relation for various loss ratios during a storage time of duration T = 5. For γ/κ = 0, √ η_M = 1, for γ/κ = 0.0125, we find an efficiency of √ η_M = 0.84, while for γ/κ = 0.05, we obtain √ η_M = 0.50. Here we have numerically integrated Eq (1) and used the integral of the mode overlap with the required sech mode function to obtain the value of √ η_M from Eq (2). If γ is larger, the oscillator lifetime is shorter, and the information stored in the medium decays more quickly.

A long storage time T is consistent with high memory fidelity F̄ , provided we use dynamical mode matching, and provided γT ≪ 1. For coherent input states having n = 20, with residual loss γ/κ = 0.01, and storage times 5, 10, 15, 20, respectively, we find average fidelities F = 0.75, 0.63, 0.53, 0.44. All except for the last one are larger than the classical bound F^c_{20} = 0.51 required for a quantum memory. For arbitrary input states of up to two photons, all these storage times give fidelities larger than the classical bound F^b_2 = 0.5. Thus, for these parameters, we are able to predict the existence of a quantum memory with both high fidelity and relatively long memory lifetime.

In conclusion, we treat a general protocol for a synchronous quantum memory, using a cavity-oscillator model. We show that with temporal modulation of coupling and/or detuning, it is possible to mode-match to identical time-symmetric input and output pulses. Our definition of an acceptable quantum memory is based on two elementary criteria, long relative storage times and high quantum fidelity. This type of quantum memory device promises to satisfy both criteria.

We thank the Australian Research Council for support through ARC Centre of Excellence and Discovery grants. We grateful to Ping Koy Lam, Elisabeth Giacobino and others for stimulating discussions.

[1] W. Marshall, C. Simon, R. Penrose, and D. Bouwmeester, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 130401 (2003).

[2] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information, Cambridge Univ., 2000.

[3] L. M. Duan, M. D. Lukin, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller, Nature 414, 413 (2001).

[4] Q. Y. He, M. D. Reid, E. Giacobino, J. Cviklinski, and P. D. Drummond, Dynamical quantum memories, arXiv:0808.2010v1 [quant-ph].

[5] A. S. Parkins and H. J. Kimble, J. Opt. B: Quantum Semiclass. Opt. 1, 496 (1999).

[6] M. D. Lukin, S. F. Yelin, and M. Fleischhauer, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 84, 4232 (2000).

[7] A. Dantan, A. Bramati, and M. Pinard, Phys. Rev. A 71, 043801 (2005).

[8] A. Dantan, J. Cviklinski, M. Pinard, and P. Grangier, Phys. Rev. A 73, 032338 (2006).

[9] A. V. Gorshkov, A. André, M. D. Lukin, and A. S.

Sørensen, Phys. Rev. A 76, 033804 (2007). [10] A. Kalachev, Phys. Rev. A 78, 043812 (2008). [11] B. Julsgaard, J. Sherson, J. I. Cirac, J. Fiurášk, and E. S.

Polzik, Nature 432, 482 (2004).

[12] C. A. Muschik, K. Hammerer, E. S. Polzik, and J. I.

Cirac, Phys. Rev. A 73, 062329 (2006).

[13] J. F. Sherson et al., Nature (London) 443, 557 (2006). [14] J. Fiurášek, J. Sherson, T. Opatrný, and E. S. Polzik, Phys. Rev. A 73, 022331 (2006).

[15] T. Chaneliére et al., Nature (London) 438, 833 (2005). [16] K. S. Choi, H. Deng, J. Laurat, and H. J. Kimble, Nature 452, 67 (2008).

[17] M. D. Eisaman et al., Nature (London) 438, 837 (2005). [18] M. Fleischhauer, A. Imamoglu, and J. P. Marangos, Rev.

Mod. Phys. 77, 633 (2005).

[19] A. Kuzmich et al., Nature 423, 731 (2003). [20] S. A. Moiseev and S. Kröll, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 173601 (2001).

[21] B. Kraus et al., Phys. Rev. A 73, 020302(R) (2006). [22] M. U. Staudt et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 113601 (2007). [23] N. Sangouard, C. Simon, M. Afzelius, and N. Gisin, Phys.

Rev. A 75, 032327 (2007).

[24] G. Hétet, J. J. Longdell, A. L. Alexander, P. K. Lam, and M. J. Sellars, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 023601 (2008).

[25] A. L. Alexander, J. J. Longdell, M. J. Sellars, and N. B.

Manson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 043602 (2006).

[26] R. J. Schoelkopf and S. M. Girvin, Nature 451, 664 (2008).

[27] J. Q. You and F. Nori, Phys. Today 58, 42 (2005). [28] M. A. Castellanos-Beltran, K. D. Irwin, G. C. Hilton, L. R. Vale, and K. W. Lehnert, Nature Physics , doi:10.1038/nphys1090 (2008).

[29] Z. W. Barber et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 083002 (2006). [30] A. Taichenachev et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 083001 (2006).

[31] J. D. Thompson et al., Nature 452, 72 (2008). [32] S. Bose, K. Jacobs, and P. L. Knight, Phys. Rev. A 59, 3204 (1999).

[33] F. Brennecke, S. Ritter, T. Donner, and T. Esslinger, Science 322, 235 (2008).

[34] J. Appel, E. Figueroa, D. Korystov, M. Lobino, and A. I.

Lvovsky, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 093602 (2008). [35] N. B. Phillips, A. V. Gorshkov, and I. Novikova, Phys.

Rev. A 78, 023801 (2008).

[36] G. Adesso and G. Chiribella, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 170503 (2008).

[37] K. Honda et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 093601 (2008). [38] P. D. Drummond, I.E.E.E J. Quant. Electron. QE-17, 301 (1981).

[39] P. D. Drummond and M. G. Raymer, Phys. Rev. A 44, 2072 (1991).

[40] P. D. Drummond and C. W. Gardiner, J. Phys. A 13, 2353 (1980).

[41] M. J. Collett and C. W. Gardiner, Phys. Rev. A 30, 1386 (1984).

[42] A. Furusawa et al., Science 282, 706 (1998). [43] K. Hammerer, M. M. Wolf, E. S. Polzik, and J. I. Cirac, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 150503 (2005).

[44] S. L. Braunstein, C. A. Fuchs, and H. J. Kimble, J. Mod.

Opt. 47, 267 (2000).

[45] R. Derka, V. Bužek, and A. K. Ekert, Phys. Rev. Lett.

80, 1571 (1998).

[46] V. Bužek and M. Hillery, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 5003 (1998).