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We present a protocol that sets maximum stationary entargglebetween remote spins through scattering
of mobile mediators without initialization, post-sel@stior feedback of the mediators’ state. No time-resolved
tuning is needed and, counterintuitively, the protocolegates two-qubit singlet states even when classical me-
diators are used. The mechanism responsible for such éffeegilient against non-optimal coupling strengths
and dephasing affecting the spins. The scheme uses itinmaetitles and scattering centres and can be imple-
mented in various settings. When quantum dots and photenesad a striking result is found: injection of
classical mediators, rather than quantum ones, improeesctieme efficiency.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Bg, 03.67.Hk, 73.23.-b, 42.50.Pq

Enforcing a state in a quantum system, a task usually requir- ©
ing quantum control [1,12], is key to the grounding of quan- gl “{xy‘\:h”’hu&,”
tum technology/[3]. Typically, state initialisation, imgetion- sp’mls y‘”m
tuning, postselection and feedback are needed in order to -

achieve a given statel[4-14], especially when a system in-

volves remote parties requiring interaction-bridging med

tors [15+19| 21]. One would expect that quantum coherence

in the state of such mediators is needed to make two remote

particles interact. Here, we discuss a protocol that sets ma

'mum sta_tionary ent_anglement between remote spins WithOLlilG. 1: General set-up for the proposed scheme. Two statis,sm-

initialization of mediators’ state, post-selection ordeack.  coded in the bi-dimensional spaétt, 1)}, separated by a distance

No time-resolved tuning is needed and, counterintuititbly  , interact with a stream of flying particles’s, each being a spin-

protocol generates two-qubit singlet states even whesielas 1/2 prepared in alassicalstatistical mixture1/2) (1) (1]+[4) (L]).

cal mediators are used. The mechanism behind this proce®¢hile in general each,,, after multiple scattering between 1 and 2,

is stable against non-optimal coupling strengths and rtobusan be reflected back, we collect/atonly the particles that success-

against dephasing affecting the spins. Our proposal uses fljully trespass the interaction region®f< = < .

ing particles (conduction electrons or photons) and twad-sca

tering centres (substitutional impurities in nanowiregoan-

tum dots in waveguides). state thee,,’s are prepared in. We start examining the general
In order to best present these ideas, we use a setupymmetries enjoyed by Hamiltonidd (1). These arise from the

independent language that lets us stress the flexibility ofommutation rule$H,,, S2] = [H,, S..] = 0, whereS,, =

our mechanism. We consider two static spift parti- & 4§, is the total spin operator of the,—1—2 system and

cles, labelledl and2, separated by a distanag in a one- S1» = S + S,. For each left-incoming.,., the overall spin

dime_nsior}al structure, as in F{g. 1. A low-density stream Ofspace is eight-dimensional. Moreover, the only free-energ
mobile spini /2 particles,e,’s, propagates along: each of

! ? term in Eq. [[1) is the kinetic one so that, for ap injected
them underg_oes scattering by partlcleand2 Whe_nevgr at  \with wavevectork,,, the system’s energy i), = k2/(2m)
their respective sites. In our notation, each (static oritapb iy

- ) o . with eight associate (degenerate) stationary states,ceacds
spin is encoded in the bi-dimensional spdd¢,|)}. The

; . o . k v sponding to a different spin state. Knowledge of their fotm a
interaction Hamiltonian ruling the bilocal coupling be®ve |65 us to determine the evolution of the system’s initiahsp
each mobile spir,, and the static ones is

state upon each scattering event. It is straightforwarddog
H, = P2/ (2m)+J 6y - [S1 5(z) + S, 5z —x0)], (1) (cfr. App_endi_x A) th_at ifk,xo = qm (with g a posit_i\_/e inte-
ger), a situation which we call “resonance condition” (RC),
wherep,, (m) is the momentum operator (masskaf Jisthe  dynamics takes place as if particlesind2 occupy the same
interaction strength and,,, S; andS- are the spin operators site. We have the formulégc(x) = dro(x — x¢) (the sub-
of e,,, 1 and2, respectively (throughout this paper we adoptscripts remind us of the RC condition). This effect has arclea
units such thati = 1). Our first task is to demonstrate that, interpretation related to the phase-factofg™~*o acquired by
under proper geometric conditions on this general setup and,’s wavefunction upon multiple reflections at the sites of par
by simply requiring the conservation of the number of mobileticles 1 and2 (cfr. Fig. 1). Under RCe***~%0 = 1 and no
particles crossing the scattering region, maximum statipn relative phase-shift occurs between reflected and tratesiit
entanglement [3] betwednand2 can be set, regardless of the components of the wavefunction, as if the scattering center
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D counts as many clicks as the number of particles that have
been injected) in virtue of the previous analysis we conelud
that, after a sufficiently large number of mediators’ injec-
tions particlesl and2 necessarily are in a singlet state. Our
proposal de facto embodies a Bell-like projective measure-
ment [3] performed over the remote spins. This occurs re-
gardless of the spin-state of eagh which can be prepared
even in the classical statistical mixtysg, = 1/2(|)), (}|+

M. (1)=1I, /2, therefore demonstrating that maximum en-
FIG. 2: Performance of the scheme. (a) State fidelty) =  tanglement can be distributed between two remote spins with
1200 | pi3)[¥ )12 between the target staté ~ )12 = 27 /2(|1}) —  virtually no quantum control needed on the state of each me-
|41))12 and the remote-spins’ stapd”’ obtained after mediators  diator. We now show that the scheme’s efficiency depends on
have been injected and all countedat (b) Associated probability parameters that can be engineered off-line.

of success”™ . We use the Hamiltonian model in E] (2) and call We start by clarifying how many mediators one needs to in-
v = k/m the mediator velocity (assuming all the mediators to have, y 9 y

the same wavevectdt). The curves are insensitive to the spin sta’[eJe_Ct ar_]d (_:punt aD bgfore ProjeCtion Omij is e_IChieved
of eache,,, which can therefore be even unknown. with significant fidelity. This depends on the coupling sgn
J. In fact, for a given state,o # |¥7),,(¥ |, eache,, has

a non-null probability to be reflected back without reaching
were at the same site. This introduces additional symmetry tD. Such a reflection probability grows with, while we al-
the effective interaction between 1 and 2 mediated,hyas  ready know it is zero ip1o=|¥ ), (¥~ |, regardless of . A
witnessed by the new conservation 1&#,, S2,] = 0. This Iarge vaIue_ofJ thus makes us confident that only a few trans-
arises simply by noticing that under R, = krc = q/x0 mitted rr_1ed|_at0(s nee(_j to be counted_)abef_ore the effectl\_/e
and Eq.[[1) takes the effective form Bell-projection is achieved. Indeed, in this case, we wdl b
confident that the transmission of all’s is associated with
ﬁRc_’n = ¢*n%)(2mad)+J /2 (Si_&i_g@ dro(x), (2)  particlesl and2 being in a state very close {&@~),,. We
remark that, although the number of required mediators de-
while S2, commutes with each term in Eq(2). We use thepends on the coupling strength, the convergence to theesingl
state fidelity (") =(F— ng) IU~)15. In Fig.[2(a), we con- i§ asymptotically achie\_/ed fanyvalue of this parameter. No_
sider the initial product stat@» = |1, 1), (+, | and plotF (™) If_|ne setting ofJ is required by our scheme. Furthérmore, in
againstr and the ratioJ/v (v==Ek/m, assuming all the medi- ine with the featu_res of scattering-based prOtOCOIJ’ [m]y .
ators to have the same wavevedtr avery weak requirement on the contro_l o_f interaction tinges i
The above features are enough to explain the claimed it order: 'Fhe time elapsed between the Injection of two ssicce
sensitivity of entanglement generation to the mediatars’ i sive mediators ShOUId exceed the chara}ctensuc m,nmken. .
ternal state. Let us consider an initial spin state of thenfor byde?ch scattering prﬁcess. _Under ea}sny—matchedkconshftloh
), [, where|x), is anarbitrary spin state ofe,, and for quasi-monochromatic Gaussian wavepackets of the
Mooy oe1)2 "t is th imally en- mediators [[23] we havéd, ~ 1/(vk0Ak) with v, the ve-
and|U=),, = 27 2(|T);, — [41);,) is the maximally locity associated with the carrier wavevectgrand Ak each
tangled singlet state of 1 and ), [¥™),, is an eigenstate 5y epacket-width ink-space. This tells us that the charac-
of S7, with zero eigenvalue. On the other hafd),, [¥7),, teristic time taken by each scattering event depesrdg on
is also an eigenstate sﬁ with eigenvalues /4, which brings kinetic parameters of the mediator wavepacket and not on the
us directly to the very special effective Hamiltoniéiy,, =  SPIN-Spin coupling mechanism. The mediators’ wavepackets
@72 /(2ma2), where the spin degrees of freedom of parti-Can be taken so as to malie < Ty, the latter being the
clese,, 1 and2 are absent. Despite its simplicity, this result Characteristic time of coherent dynamics of a given setep (i
brings about two crucial consequences. First, eada trans-  the time-scale after which decoherence affecting spinsdl an
mitted through the interaction region witld0% probability 2 Yields significant effects).
whenever 1 and 2 are in the singlet state. That is, by plac- While the robustness of the protocol presented here to de-
ing a Geiger-like particle countdp at the right-hand side of phasing affecting the static spins is discussed later dFigiff
the setup (as in Figl 1), the number of flying mediators treswe study the efficiency of the scheme. We consider the initial
passing 1 and 2 is conserved. Second, each initial spin stapFoduct stateps = |1,1),, (1, | and use the fidelity(™)
IX)e. [¥7) 1, is leftunchanged by the scattering dynamics (re-to measure how close t@ )2 is the 1-2 state after that
mind that|x), is arbitrary). This property is easily extended successive mediators have been injected and have all been de
to arbitrary mixed spin states of eaefy. The singlet state of tected atD. We call P(") the corresponding success proba-
spins1 and?2 is theonly initial state to enjoy such features, bility. In agreement with our explanations(™) grows with
as can be easily proved by considering simple properties af and progressively approach&$™ = 1, which marks the
addition of angular momenta. Also, notice that our argumentgeneration of a singlet state. On the other hand, [Hig. 2(b)
are valid for any coupling strength shows how the probabilit(™) that all the mediators are col-
In retrospect, if in an experiment the number of particleslected atD converges td /2. The curves in these plots are
passing through the interaction region is conserved (fat i insensitive to the degree of purity of the state of eaglicfr.
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waveguide offering the advantages of reliable photonitstra
port. Two embedded multi-level quantum dots (QDs) em-
body two effective pseudospih/2 static particles. The spec-
trum of each dot consists of a ground doublet and one ex-
cited state. The waveguide accommodates two frequency-
degenerate, orthogonally-polarised modes of radiati@chE

7 N : mediatore,, and its spin states are respectively embodied by
é N T a photon ph and its (orthogonal) polarization states, which
2 4 6 8 10 we abstractly indicated ali,ﬂphn [cfr. Fig.[3(a)]. For a
large enough detuning between each pseudospin transition-
FIG. 3. Flexibility of the scheme to alternative coupling @ets.  frequency and the photonic mediators, the excited statelys o
(a) Level-configuration of the effective static pseudoshi used virtually populated and the transition between the psepidos

in a cavity-quantum electrodynamics implementation ofsmireme. states is achieved via two-photon Raman processes with as-

b) Percentage difference between the state fiddfit{Y achieved . .
l(J p)on oo ofgmodelsﬁlRCn — *72 ) (2mad) + J/2 (S% _ 62 _ sociated coherent scattering of a photon between sitb}%s

$2,) 6rc(z) and Hreom = qrvpn/zo+ J [6— n(0)84 12 + h.c], and|T)phn. We consider a linear photonic dispersion relation
against the rescaled spin-spin interaction strength and few sig-  E},, = vphk,, for each propagating photon so that the Hamil-
nificant values of.. Results quantitatively very close to those shown tonian describing the dynamics of QD’s and each photonic

he(r? are found for the percentage differences in successipility mediator under RC takes the effective form/[15]
P,

ﬁRcﬂn:qu/xo—i—J 6,_,1(0)5}712 + h.c.i , ?3)

Appendix A). In particular, as we stated above, these same . t , ) )
features hold for an injected stream of particles each pegpa Wheréd .(z) = 6L, (z) are effective pseudospin density
in the unpolarized state,, = I._ /2. This classical statis- Photon operators at positian (cfri Appendix A) whereas
tical mixture gives us the least possible information orheac S+,12 = S+,1+ 5+ 2 andS, ; = S ; is the ladder operator
mediator’s spin state. Notice that the rate of convergefice @f QD i = 1,2. With due changes, the approach followed
both F(") and P("™ increases with//v (v is the mediator ve- in order to demonstrate our scheme holds under the model
locity), in agreement with our predictions: the strongee th in EQ. (3). The results corresponding to this case are indeed
spin-spin coupling, the smaller the requiredFor instance, at  Very similar to those reported in Fig.. 2. In fact, batt”) and
J/v ~ 1.6, F®) >95% with P > 50%, while atJ/v>7.5 P corresponding to mode[}(3) deviate by less ti6& at
even asinglemediator being sent and collected is enough tosmall values of/, from the analogous quantities in the case
achieve these values. of Eq. (2). The difference drops to zero in the range of pa-
An interesting arena for a solid-state implementation ef th F@Meters that guarantee high efficiency of the effective-Bel

protocol described so far is served by a one-dimensiongl (LDProjection. FigLB(b) shows the percentage difference betw

CdTe nanowire. A stream of conduction electrons would emSUch guantities, which explicitly shows the closeness ef th

body particles:,,’s and substitutional Mn atoms could act as two rr|10(_:ielz. Thhe re_sults ig_ Figl 3 are ol_:)tained fora strhe_am of
scattering centers 1 and 2. In the CdTe host, Mn atoms are ngfiPolarized photonic mediators, eacty, = Ipn, /2. This

ionized due to valence-number matching, which suppresse¥ngs Us to the next question: how does the state of each me-
any mediator-static spin electrostatic interaction araVvés lator affect the performance of the scheme for the model in

only an exchange-type spin-spin coupling. The conditidns oEd: (3 [We aIrea_d_y know that th(_a efficienc_:y obtained through
extremely low control required by our scheme fit very well Ed- () is insensitive to the mediators’ spin state]? To ssse
with the experimental capabilities in current spintrorses- Fh|s, we consider the case that each mediating photon is in-
tings such as the one sketched here. As no preparation er podtcted inthe statgon, = [(1=7) [1)gn (HH1+7) [T)gh (T1]/2,
selection of the mediator’s spin-state is required, thenead ~ Wherer € [0, 1] determines the purity of the polarization
need for experimentally challenging spin-filtering opras ~ State. In FigCh we sef /v = 1.5 and plot ) and P(")
performed over mobile electrons (the efficiency of curnentl againstn andr. Surprisingly, the efficiency of the scheme
available spin filters is to the best of our knowledge stiitgu  decreases with: the distribution of maximum entanglement
low [24]). On the other hand, the fabrication of Mn-doped is optimizedby sending fully unpolarized photons. Despite
nanostructures is Currenﬂy experiencing some imprej;$ive its counter-intuitive nature, this result is easily undeos! by
provements, including the implantation of a single Mn atomnoticing that, in full analogy with the model in Eql (2), ifeth
into a quantum dof [25]. Although a Mn atom in a CdTe com-Pseudospins are in a singlet state, the spin-spin term i@kq.
pound has quantum spin numbet= 5/2, while the descrip- vanishegegardlessof the mediators’ state, implying that the
tion of our proposa| involved Splﬂ]/? partic|esy the Working injected photons will all be collected &. However, unlike
principle of our scheme remains valid, with due adjustmentsthe case of an exchange interaction, as in[Eq. (1), this i$eot
in the case of spin-scattering particles (cfr. Appendix A). pnly case Where such behaviour occurs. Indeed, for an in_com-
A second interesting scenario for testing our predictiondnd Photon inppn, :mp% ([ (r=1) with the pseudospins in
is provided by a cavity-quantum electrodynamics (QED)pi2 =|71,1)12(T, 1|, itiS Hrc,n = vphky (for anyk,). How-
setup. Our proposal considers a 1D semiconductor photoniever, whenr # 1 this is no longer true since the photon has
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Note added. After completion of the manuscript we be-
came aware of a related proposal put forward by K. Yuasa in
arXiv:0908.437/7v1 [quant-ph].

APPENDI X A: Technical tools

FIG. 4: Effects of knowledge of mediators’ state. (a) Figedind (b)
success probability of the proposed scheme, when the matielin
the cavity-quantum electrodynamics implementation isluagainst -
n and the parameter entering the state of the injected mediators. N0t depend on this label.

For r = 0 we prepare initial statistical mixtures with no quantum

coherence, which nevertheless correspond to the optineifective

Bell-projection described in the text. 1. Stationary states

Throughout these Appendices we omit the subserifr
the scattering mediator since the features discussed loere d

Here, we give a brief account of the method followed in
grder to determine the stationary states correspondinigeto t
Pgeneralization of the interaction models in the body of the

:ﬁ thhe; rrr:edlatté)rsttransn atﬂse_s eve(.\jr_1 Wh?B: |J1’T>I12§’T .|: h paper to remote static particles having spin quantum num-
e higher, the stronger the impediment. As the latter is the, o " 1/2. We callm, —|, 1 andm,— s, ..s the quan-

basic resource harnessed by our scheme in order to discrim[t—jm numbers ob, and S;. respectively { = 1,2). A spin
nate the singlet state, our analysis explains and clariffes w state|m., my m2>ZiS Iabezlzed byjL = e ma m;} ‘We con-
€ 3 - () 3 .

the protacol is optimized whqq:(). - ._sider the three sections into which theaxis in Fig. 1 has
We have shown the possibility of guiding the state Ofadls'been divided. The system'’s stationary states can be writ-

tributed system of remote spins via a control-relaxed scatt uh H/ : .
ing. Beside proper geometrical arrangement of the setup, imten, asr) = Z# [ dz Ty, ()| ) with the wavefunctions

plying a properly set inter-spin distance, the mere corserv \Ifﬁl(:c):5u,u/ei’“””+rﬁ/e‘im, \I/ZH(:C):Aﬁ/e“”JrBﬁ'e—“”
tion of the number of scattered mediators is required for thg,nq ¢+’ (z) = ' oikz  aach valid in section 1. 1l and Il
:Ll‘ 1 L

success of the protocol. Preparation and post-selectitreof respegt{gely. Here, coefficientd’s, B's, r's and t's are

mediators’ internal state are not demanded by our schemgompyted by imposing proper boundary conditidns [27] on
which sets steady-state entanglement insensitive, byldeflnwﬁ' (x) and, depending on the interaction model, its deriva-

tion, to timing imperfection. Against any expectationseev /
classical mediators can be used to establish maximum entiVe atz =0 andz =z It should be remarked thatj; () as
tanglement. We have demonstrated that the scheme is stalW@" asA, B, r andt implicitly depend orkzo and.J/v.
against non-optimal coupling strengths while it exhibiisra
trinsic robustness against collective dephasing-likes&oin
fact, our effective Bell projection progressively extiathe
singlet-state component from the initial state of the resmot
spins, and it is well-known that collective scrambling m&ch  The previous section allows us to prove that under reso-
nisms affecting the phase-relation within the state of tise d nance condition (RCyrc(z) = drc(z — o). In the basis
tributed spins is quenched by the symmetries of the single{|\1/#'>} the matrix representation of the operatgr — z')
state|[25]. The quantitative aspects of this study, togefhta [ (z) is easily found to bé/(z), = (4|6 (z—a')| T+ ) =
thos_e relative to the case of mdmdual n0|se7mecha.n|s.‘ms as~ ' (2/)Wk (2/) (% is the complex conjugate of. Match-
fecting the spins, are presented in Appendix B. Within the—* * *~, ~ # . , it )
context of quantum-state guidance, our proposal stems as'ad Of Vi (z) ata =z, implies tbatAZ By e =1,
milestone demonstrating that full advantage can be taken fr  which for kzq = g7 becomesb/; (0) = e™* "W/ (x). This
suitable symmetries in order to significantly reduce quantu givesM(0) =M(z) and thusirc () =0drc (7 —20).
control.

now some probability to be sent inl)pn (1 |. In this case,
the previous argument does not hold and some “impedanc

2. On the consequences of resonance conditions

3. Description of the spin state after a scattering event
Acknowledgments
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fully described by the state, = 3=, . /U (¥*] (no-
tice that, unlikep, p, refers to both the spatial and spin de-
grees of freedom). The transmitted parteafis p:(z,z’) =
D Cur Dot 1) S e~k (/| whereti's are
transmission amplitudes associated with scattering hetwe
spin stategu) and|v). The reflected part can be determined,
likewise, in terms of analogous reflection amplitudéss.
Once trace ofp, overe is performed/, the final /state of the
remote spins depends on operatdf§:’s and R,’s, which
are functions of the transmission and reflection amplituides
andr’s, respectively (cfr. following Section). Their analydic
expressions are too cumbersome to be presented here.

4, Effect of mediator counts

In order to give a quantitative account of how recording

clicks at the Geiger-like detectap (shown in Fig. 1) af-

fects the remote-spin state we adopt the language of quantum

maps [3]. Assume that a mediating partieléas been pre-
pared in the staten, =/, 1) and sent to the interaction region,
while spins 1 and 2 have been preparegip. Without the
Geiger-like detector, the state of 1 and 2 after scattesng i

N (Rt proRime T+ T proTne ),
me=T,|

(A-1)

where}mé 'S (Tfn” 's) are the operators (introduced in the pre-
vious Section) describing how a reflected (transmitted)iezed
torin |m. =|, 1) affects the static spins’ state. In the case that
is injected in a state of the form =1 |} (L |[+(1—r) [1) . (1],
recording a click aDD changes the initial stag > into

EW(pra)=r Z T}, pr2Th 4+ (1-7) Z T}, pr2TLT.
me=t,) me=t,)
(A-2)
As, in general,e may also be reflected back, stafe (A-2)

5. Cavity-quantum-electrodynamics model

In this Section we provide a few key details on the deriva-
tion of the effective Hamiltonian Eq. (3). For a generic ot
wavevector, we havé{ = Ho + V where?, is the free-
Hamiltonian of the waveguide anid is the atom-photon in-

teraction.H, reads

Ho = —i Z Z /d:c vg é};ﬂ(z)(?méﬁﬁ(:c), (A-3)
B=R,Ly=T,
wherevgp = —v;, = v and éjh(a:) [éTLN(x)] is the bosonic

operator creating a rightA(Ieftﬁ propagating photon of pak
tionv=t, | at positionz. V" has the form

V:/da: oy (2)[S1- 0(x)+ So_d(x — x0)] +hec. , (A-4)

wheres () = 61 (z) = él(2)¢,(x), along with.(z) =

ek (x)ér (@) — ¢l (x)¢y (x)]/2, are pseudo-spin density opera-
tors such that- = [ dz & (x) is a spin-1/2 vector operator.
From this, the description in our work is easily established

APPENDI X B: Resilience against phase-scrambling

In the case of the cavity-quantum electrodynamics imple-
mentation proposed in our paper, one should consider the ef-
fects of spurious energy-conserving interactions betviken
spin degree of freedom of each static particle and a back-
ground of phononic modes belonging to the substrate onto
which each particle resides. The effects of such couplings
can be effectively modelled as random phase-kicks over each
spin’s state occurring with a characteristic tiffig Formally,
they can be appropriately accounted for by standard quan-
tum maps|[3]. As stated in the body of the paper, a po-
tential setup for testing our scheme is a GaN nanowire with
embedded GalnN QDs. In this host, typical photonic wave-

is not normalized. Thus, the right-hand side has to be ditengths and group velocities are~400 nm andv,;, ~ ¢/2,

vided by the probabilityP (p15) = Tr[EM) (py2)] thate is
transmitted. Therefore, the complete map transforming
into the static spins’ stateglz) after the injection and col-
lection atD of a single mediator readcélz) = EW(ppp) =

EM(p12)/ PV (p12). The statepgg) aftern of such injection-
collection steps is given by thetime application of the map
asplW) =M (p15)=E[E[- - [€(p12)]]] with associated proba-
bility P(™) =Tr[£(™) (py2)], where€ (™) (p;5)] is obviously de-
fined as the:-time application of the map in Eq.(A-2) above.
As discussed in the body of the paper, when=|¥1,) (U, |

e is always collected ab and, in addition, the remote spins’
state is not affected. Thus, under RIE) (W ,) (¥1,|) =
(W1, (Wi, and P (|W3,) (U1, |) = 1 for anyn, r and.J.

In the case of the Hamiltonian given in Eq. (2), this is theyonl
spin state enjoying such property, which characterizesitie
glet as theonly fixed poinbf mapé&. For Eg. (3), on the other
hand, it is the only fixed point provided that£ 0.

respectively. Under the conditions assumed in our study,
each mediator takes a tin¥e ~ 1/(v;,Ak) to be scattered

off of spins 1 and 2 (see Rel._[23] for details). By taking
xo = 7/ko and Ak/ko ~ 1072, so as to fulfill the RC, we
obtainT, ~ 10~'4s, which is at least one order of magni-
tude smaller than the typical decoherence times in thigpsetu
Therefore, in such regime phase kicks take place in the buffe
time-windowT}; between two successive scattering events. To
test the resilience of our protocol agaifi3tl,; we have per-
formed a Monte Carlo numerical simulation of the proposed
scheme. For a given number of stepshe application of map

£ has been interspersedtimes with that describing phase
kicks on 1 and 2, as coming from dephasing baths attached
to each static spin. We explicitly allow for the possibilif
correlations between the baths in the problem. The dephas-
ing map depends on the dimensionless parametef 3}

and the degree of noise correlation![28] This quantity is

the probability that 1 and 2 undergo correlated phase-kicks
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FIG. 5: Behavior against dephasing noise affecting the terstatic spind and2 when model (3) is considered and for various settings of
parameters, and.J/v. Panels (a), (b) and (c): state fidelifyf™ = 12<\If*|p§g)|\11*>12 for streams of unpolarized mediators (i.e. foe= 0)
againstl},/I; andy. Panels (d), (€) and ()P againstT}/T; and ..

[2€8] so that we have: = 0 (1 = 1) for fully-uncorrelated actly 1 for u = 1, regardless of the rati®, /T,. As the baths
(fully-correlated) baths. In Fig. 5 we study the resilierde considered become only partially correlated, this stgkand

the state fidelity againgt,/T,; andu. Remarkably, fop =1 clear robustness is only partially spoiled: state fidektyains
state fidelity is insensitive to dephasing noise. In facthbo very high even for a rather pessimisiig/7,; and quite a large
the states entering the effective dynamical map respanfibl numbern of steps considered. We conclude by stressing that
the progressive projection onto the maximally entangled si the spoiling effects of dephasing can be counterbalanced by
glet state of the remote spins are known to be unaffected bthe choice of a coupling strength large enough to achieve an
perfectly correlated dephasing batns [26] (they are bHgica effective projection onto the singlet state of the remoiasp
decoherence-fregtates for this class of noise). This is clearly (with high fidelity) with only a single-mediator injection.
reflected in Figs. 5(a), (b) and (c), where state fidelity is ex
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