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Reducing quantum control for spin-spin entanglement distribution
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We present a protocol that sets maximum stationary entanglement between remote spins through scattering
of mobile mediators without initialization, post-selection or feedback of the mediators’ state. No time-resolved
tuning is needed and, counterintuitively, the protocol generates two-qubit singlet states even when classical me-
diators are used. The mechanism responsible for such effectis resilient against non-optimal coupling strengths
and dephasing affecting the spins. The scheme uses itinerant particles and scattering centres and can be imple-
mented in various settings. When quantum dots and photons are used a striking result is found: injection of
classical mediators, rather than quantum ones, improves the scheme efficiency.
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Enforcing a state in a quantum system, a task usually requir-
ing quantum control [1, 2], is key to the grounding of quan-
tum technology [3]. Typically, state initialisation, interaction-
tuning, postselection and feedback are needed in order to
achieve a given state [4–14], especially when a system in-
volves remote parties requiring interaction-bridging media-
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 max-
imum stationary entanglement between remote spins without
initialization of mediators’ state, post-selection or feedback.
No time-resolved tuning is needed and, counterintuitively, the
protocol generates two-qubit singlet states even when classi-
cal mediators are used. The mechanism behind this process
is stable against non-optimal coupling strengths and robust
against dephasing affecting the spins. Our proposal uses fly-
ing particles (conduction electrons or photons) and two scat-
tering centres (substitutional impurities in nanowires orquan-
tum dots in waveguides).

In order to best present these ideas, we use a setup-
independent language that lets us stress the flexibility of
our mechanism. We consider two static spin-1/2 parti-
cles, labelled1 and2, separated by a distancex0 in a one-
dimensional structure, as in Fig. 1. A low-density stream of
mobile spin-1/2 particles,en’s, propagates alongx: each of
them undergoes scattering by particles1 and2 whenever at
their respective sites. In our notation, each (static or mobile)
spin is encoded in the bi-dimensional space{|↑, ↓〉}. The
interaction Hamiltonian ruling the bilocal coupling between
each mobile spinen and the static ones is

Ĥn = p̂2n/(2m)+J σ̂n · [Ŝ1 δ(x) + Ŝ2 δ(x− x0)], (1)

wherep̂n (m) is the momentum operator (mass) ofen, J is the
interaction strength and̂σn, Ŝ1 andŜ2 are the spin operators
of en, 1 and2, respectively (throughout this paper we adopt
units such that~ = 1). Our first task is to demonstrate that,
under proper geometric conditions on this general setup and
by simply requiring the conservation of the number of mobile
particles crossing the scattering region, maximum stationary
entanglement [3] between1 and2 can be set, regardless of the

FIG. 1: General set-up for the proposed scheme. Two static spins, en-
coded in the bi-dimensional space{|↑, ↓〉}, separated by a distance
x0, interact with a stream of flying particlesen’s, each being a spin-
1/2 prepared in aclassicalstatistical mixture(1/2)(|↑〉 〈↑|+|↓〉 〈↓|).
While in general eachen, after multiple scattering between 1 and 2,
can be reflected back, we collect atD only the particles that success-
fully trespass the interaction region of0 ≤ x ≤ x0.

state theen’s are prepared in. We start examining the general
symmetries enjoyed by Hamiltonian (1). These arise from the
commutation rules[Ĥn, Ŝ

2
n] = [Ĥn, Ŝz,n] = 0, whereŜn =

σ̂n+ Ŝ12 is the total spin operator of theen−1−2 system and
Ŝ12 = Ŝ1 + Ŝ2. For each left-incomingen, the overall spin
space is eight-dimensional. Moreover, the only free-energy
term in Eq. (1) is the kinetic one so that, for anen injected
with wavevectorkn, the system’s energy isEkn

= k2n/(2m)
with eight associate (degenerate) stationary states, eachcorre-
sponding to a different spin state. Knowledge of their form al-
lows us to determine the evolution of the system’s initial spin-
state upon each scattering event. It is straightforward to prove
(cfr. Appendix A) that ifknx0 = qπ (with q a positive inte-
ger), a situation which we call “resonance condition” (RC),
dynamics takes place as if particles1 and2 occupy the same
site. We have the formulaδRC(x) = δRC(x − x0) (the sub-
scripts remind us of the RC condition). This effect has a clear
interpretation related to the phase-factorse±iknx0 acquired by
en’s wavefunction upon multiple reflections at the sites of par-
ticles 1 and2 (cfr. Fig. 1). Under RCe±iknx0 = 1 and no
relative phase-shift occurs between reflected and transmitted
components of the wavefunction, as if the scattering centers
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FIG. 2: Performance of the scheme. (a) State fidelityF (n) =

12〈Ψ
−|ρ

(n)
12 |Ψ−〉12 between the target state|Ψ−〉12 = 2−1/2(|↑↓〉−

|↓↑〉)12 and the remote-spins’ stateρ(n)
12 obtained aftern mediators

have been injected and all counted atD. (b) Associated probability
of successP (n). We use the Hamiltonian model in Eq. (2) and call
v = k/m the mediator velocity (assuming all the mediators to have
the same wavevectork). The curves are insensitive to the spin state
of eachen, which can therefore be even unknown.

were at the same site. This introduces additional symmetry to
the effective interaction between 1 and 2 mediated byen, as
witnessed by the new conservation law[Ĥn, Ŝ

2
12] = 0. This

arises simply by noticing that under RCkn = kRC = qπ/x0

and Eq. (1) takes the effective form

ĤRC,n = q2π2/(2mx2
0)+J/2 (Ŝ

2
n− σ̂

2
n− Ŝ

2
12) δRC(x), (2)

while Ŝ
2
12 commutes with each term in Eq. (2). We use the

state fidelityF (n) =12〈Ψ
−|ρ

(n)
12 |Ψ−〉12. In Fig. 2(a), we con-

sider the initial product stateρ12= |↑, ↓〉12〈↑, ↓| and plotF (n)

againstn and the ratioJ/v (v=k/m, assuming all the medi-
ators to have the same wavevectork).

The above features are enough to explain the claimed in-
sensitivity of entanglement generation to the mediators’ in-
ternal state. Let us consider an initial spin state of the form
|χ〉en |Ψ

−〉12, where |χ〉en is an arbitrary spin state ofen
and |Ψ−〉12 = 2−1/2(|↑↓〉12 − |↓↑〉12) is the maximally en-
tangled singlet state of 1 and 2.|χ〉en |Ψ−〉12 is an eigenstate

of Ŝ2
12 with zero eigenvalue. On the other hand,|χ〉en |Ψ−〉12

is also an eigenstate ofŜ2
n with eigenvalue3/4, which brings

us directly to the very special effective Hamiltonian̂HRC,n=
q2π2/(2mx2

0), where the spin degrees of freedom of parti-
clesen, 1 and2 are absent. Despite its simplicity, this result
brings about two crucial consequences. First, eachen is trans-
mitted through the interaction region with100% probability
whenever 1 and 2 are in the singlet state. That is, by plac-
ing a Geiger-like particle counterD at the right-hand side of
the setup (as in Fig. 1), the number of flying mediators tres-
passing 1 and 2 is conserved. Second, each initial spin state
|χ〉en |Ψ

−〉12 is left unchanged by the scattering dynamics (re-
mind that|χ〉en is arbitrary). This property is easily extended
to arbitrary mixed spin states of eachen. The singlet state of
spins1 and2 is theonly initial state to enjoy such features,
as can be easily proved by considering simple properties of
addition of angular momenta. Also, notice that our arguments
are valid for any coupling strengthJ .

In retrospect, if in an experiment the number of particles
passing through the interaction region is conserved (that is,

D counts as many clicks as the number of particles that have
been injected) in virtue of the previous analysis we conclude
that, after a sufficiently large number of mediators’ injec-
tions particles1 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 eachen, which can be prepared
even in the classical statistical mixtureρen = 1/2(|↓〉en〈↓|+
|↑〉en〈↑|)=Ien/2, therefore demonstrating that maximum en-
tanglement can be distributed between two remote spins with
virtually no quantum control needed on the state of each me-
diator. We now show that the scheme’s efficiency depends on
parameters that can be engineered off-line.

We start by clarifying how many mediators one needs to in-
ject and count atD before projection onto|Ψ−〉12 is achieved
with significant fidelity. This depends on the coupling strength
J . In fact, for a given stateρ12 6= |Ψ−〉12〈Ψ

−|, eachen has
a non-null probability to be reflected back without reaching
D. Such a reflection probability grows withJ , while we al-
ready know it is zero ifρ12=|Ψ−〉12〈Ψ

−|, regardless ofJ . A
large value ofJ thus makes us confident that only a few trans-
mitted mediators need to be counted atD before the effective
Bell-projection is achieved. Indeed, in this case, we will be
confident that the transmission of allen’s is associated with
particles1 and2 being in a state very close to|Ψ−〉12. We
remark that, although the number of required mediators de-
pends on the coupling strength, the convergence to the singlet
is asymptotically achieved foranyvalue of this parameter. No
fine setting ofJ is required by our scheme. Furthermore, in
line with the features of scattering-based protocols [18],only
a very weak requirement on the control of interaction times is
in order: the time elapsed between the injection of two succes-
sive mediators should exceed the characteristic timeTs taken
by each scattering process. Under easily-matched conditions
and for quasi-monochromatic Gaussian wavepackets of the
mediators [23] we haveTs ∼ 1/(vk0

∆k) with vk0
the ve-

locity associated with the carrier wavevectork0 and∆k each
wavepacket-width ink-space. This tells us that the charac-
teristic time taken by each scattering event dependsonly on
kinetic parameters of the mediator wavepacket and not on the
spin-spin coupling mechanism. The mediators’ wavepackets
can be taken so as to makeTs ≪ Td, the latter being the
characteristic time of coherent dynamics of a given setup (i.e.
the time-scale after which decoherence affecting spins 1 and
2 yields significant effects).

While the robustness of the protocol presented here to de-
phasing affecting the static spins is discussed later on, inFig. 2
we study the efficiency of the scheme. We consider the initial
product stateρ12 = |↑, ↓〉12〈↑, ↓ | and use the fidelityF (n)

to measure how close to|Ψ−〉12 is the 1-2 state after thatn
successive mediators have been injected and have all been de-
tected atD. We callP (n) the corresponding success proba-
bility. In agreement with our explanations,F (n) grows with
n and progressively approachesF (n) = 1, which marks the
generation of a singlet state. On the other hand, Fig. 2(b)
shows how the probabilityP (n) that all the mediators are col-
lected atD converges to1/2. The curves in these plots are
insensitive to the degree of purity of the state of eachen (cfr.
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FIG. 3: Flexibility of the scheme to alternative coupling models.
(a) Level-configuration of the effective static pseudospin-1/2 used
in a cavity-quantum electrodynamics implementation of ourscheme.
(b) Percentage difference between the state fidelityF (n) achieved
upon use of modelŝHRC,n = q2π2/(2mx2

0)+J/2 (Ŝ2
n − σ̂

2
n −

Ŝ
2
12) δRC(x) and ĤRC,n = qπvph/x0 +J [σ̂

−,n(0)Ŝ+,12 + h.c.],
against the rescaled spin-spin interaction strength and for a few sig-
nificant values ofn. Results quantitatively very close to those shown
here are found for the percentage differences in success probability
P (n).

Appendix A). In particular, as we stated above, these same
features hold for an injected stream of particles each prepared
in the unpolarized stateρen = Ien/2. This classical statis-
tical mixture gives us the least possible information on each
mediator’s spin state. Notice that the rate of convergence of
bothF (n) andP (n) increases withJ/v (v is the mediator ve-
locity), in agreement with our predictions: the stronger the
spin-spin coupling, the smaller the requiredn. For instance, at
J/v ≃ 1.6, F (5)> 95% with P (5)> 50%, while atJ/v& 7.5
even asinglemediator being sent and collected is enough to
achieve these values.

An interesting arena for a solid-state implementation of the
protocol described so far is served by a one-dimensional (1D)
CdTe nanowire. A stream of conduction electrons would em-
body particlesen’s and substitutional Mn atoms could act as
scattering centers 1 and 2. In the CdTe host, Mn atoms are not
ionized due to valence-number matching, which suppresses
any mediator-static spin electrostatic interaction and leaves
only an exchange-type spin-spin coupling. The conditions of
extremely low control required by our scheme fit very well
with the experimental capabilities in current spintronicsset-
tings such as the one sketched here. As no preparation or post-
selection of the mediator’s spin-state is required, there is no
need for experimentally challenging spin-filtering operations
performed over mobile electrons (the efficiency of currently
available spin filters is to the best of our knowledge still quite
low [24]). On the other hand, the fabrication of Mn-doped
nanostructures is currently experiencing some impressiveim-
provements, including the implantation of a single Mn atom
into a quantum dot [25]. Although a Mn atom in a CdTe com-
pound has quantum spin numbers = 5/2, while the descrip-
tion of our proposal involved spin-1/2 particles, the working
principle of our scheme remains valid, with due adjustments,
in the case of spin-s scattering particles (cfr. Appendix A).

A second interesting scenario for testing our predictions
is provided by a cavity-quantum electrodynamics (QED)
setup. Our proposal considers a 1D semiconductor photonic

waveguide offering the advantages of reliable photonic trans-
port. Two embedded multi-level quantum dots (QDs) em-
body two effective pseudospin-1/2 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 radiation. Each
mediatoren and its spin states are respectively embodied by
a photon phn and its (orthogonal) polarization states, which
we abstractly indicated as|↓, ↑〉ph

n

[cfr. Fig. 3(a)]. For a
large enough detuning between each pseudospin transition-
frequency and the photonic mediators, the excited state is only
virtually populated and the transition between the pseudospin
states is achieved via two-photon Raman processes with as-
sociated coherent scattering of a photon between states|↓〉ph

n

and|↑〉ph
n

. We consider a linear photonic dispersion relation
Ekn

= vphkn for each propagating photon so that the Hamil-
tonian describing the dynamics of QD’s and each photonic
mediator under RC takes the effective form [15]

ĤRC,n=qπv/x0+J
[

σ̂−,n(0)Ŝ+,12 + h.c.
]

, (3)

where σ̂+,n(x) = σ̂†
−,n(x) are effective pseudospin density

photon operators at positionx (cfr. Appendix A) whereas
Ŝ±,12 = Ŝ±,1+ Ŝ±,2 andS+,i = S†

−,i is the ladder operator
of QD i = 1, 2. With due changes, the approach followed
in order to demonstrate our scheme holds under the model
in Eq. (3). The results corresponding to this case are indeed
very similar to those reported in Fig. 2. In fact, bothF (n) and
P (n) corresponding to model (3) deviate by less than6%, at
small values ofJ , from the analogous quantities in the case
of Eq. (2). The difference drops to zero in the range of pa-
rameters that guarantee high efficiency of the effective Bell-
projection. Fig. 3(b) shows the percentage difference between
such quantities, which explicitly shows the closeness of the
two models. The results in Fig. 3 are obtained for a stream of
unpolarized photonic mediators, each inρph

n

= Iph
n

/2. This
brings us to the next question: how does the state of each me-
diator affect the performance of the scheme for the model in
Eq. (3) [we already know that the efficiency obtained through
Eq. (2) is insensitive to the mediators’ spin state]? To assess
this, we consider the case that each mediating photon is in-
jected in the stateρph

n

=[(1−r) |↓〉ph
n

〈↓|+(1+r) |↑〉ph
n

〈↑|]/2,
wherer ∈ [0, 1] determines the purity of the polarization
state. In Fig. 4 we setJ/v = 1.5 and plotF (n) andP (n)

againstn and r. Surprisingly, the efficiency of the scheme
decreases withr: the distribution of maximum entanglement
is optimizedby sending fully unpolarized photons. Despite
its counter-intuitive nature, this result is easily understood by
noticing that, in full analogy with the model in Eq. (2), if the
pseudospins are in a singlet state, the spin-spin term in Eq.(3)
vanishesregardlessof the mediators’ state, implying that the
injected photons will all be collected atD. However, unlike
the case of an exchange interaction, as in Eq. (1), this is notthe
only case where such behaviour occurs. Indeed, for an incom-
ing photon inρph

n

= |↑〉ph
n

〈↑| (r=1) with the pseudospins in

ρ12 = | ↑,↑〉12〈↑,↑ |, it is ĤRC,n = vphkn (for anykn). How-
ever, whenr 6= 1 this is no longer true since the photon has
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FIG. 4: Effects of knowledge of mediators’ state. (a) Fidelity and (b)
success probability of the proposed scheme, when the model valid in
the cavity-quantum electrodynamics implementation is used, against
n and the parameterr entering the state of the injected mediators.
For r = 0 we prepare initial statistical mixtures with no quantum
coherence, which nevertheless correspond to the optimizedeffective
Bell-projection described in the text.

now some probability to be sent in| ↓〉ph
n

〈↓ |. In this case,
the previous argument does not hold and some “impedance”
to the mediator’s transit arises even whenρ12 = | ↑,↑〉12〈↑,↑ |:
the higherr, the stronger the impediment. As the latter is the
basic resource harnessed by our scheme in order to discrimi-
nate the singlet state, our analysis explains and clarifies why
the protocol is optimized whenr=0.

We have shown the possibility of guiding the state of a dis-
tributed system of remote spins via a control-relaxed scatter-
ing. Beside proper geometrical arrangement of the setup, im-
plying a properly set inter-spin distance, the mere conserva-
tion of the number of scattered mediators is required for the
success of the protocol. Preparation and post-selection ofthe
mediators’ internal state are not demanded by our scheme,
which sets steady-state entanglement insensitive, by defini-
tion, to timing imperfection. Against any expectations, even
classical mediators can be used to establish maximum en-
tanglement. We have demonstrated that the scheme is stable
against non-optimal coupling strengths while it exhibits an in-
trinsic robustness against collective dephasing-like noise. In
fact, our effective Bell projection progressively extracts the
singlet-state component from the initial state of the remote
spins, and it is well-known that collective scrambling mecha-
nisms affecting the phase-relation within the state of the dis-
tributed spins is quenched by the symmetries of the singlet
state [26]. The quantitative aspects of this study, together with
those relative to the case of individual noise-mechanisms af-
fecting the spins, are presented in Appendix B. Within the
context of quantum-state guidance, our proposal stems as a
milestone demonstrating that full advantage can be taken from
suitable symmetries in order to significantly reduce quantum
control.
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APPENDIX A: Technical tools

Throughout these Appendices we omit the subscriptn in
the scattering mediator since the features discussed here do
not depend on this label.

1. Stationary states

Here, we give a brief account of the method followed in
order to determine the stationary states corresponding to the
generalization of the interaction models in the body of the
paper to remote static particles having spin quantum num-
ber s ≥ 1/2. We callme =↓, ↑ andmi= −s, ..s the quan-
tum numbers ofσz andSiz respectively (i = 1, 2). A spin
state|me,m1,m2〉 is labeled byµ= {me,m1,m2}. We con-
sider the three sections into which thex axis in Fig. 1 has
been divided. The system’s stationary states can be writ-
ten as|Ψµ′

〉=
∑

µ

∫

dxΨµ′

µ (x)|µ〉|x〉 with the wavefunctions

Ψµ′

µ,I(x)=δµ,µ′eikx+rµ
′

µ e−ikx,Ψµ′

µ,II(x)=Aµ′

µ eikx+Bµ′

µ e−ikx

andΨµ′

µ,III(x) = tµ
′

µ eikx, each valid in section I, II and III
respectively. Here, coefficientsA’s, B’s, r’s and t’s are
computed by imposing proper boundary conditions [27] on
Ψµ′

µ (x) and, depending on the interaction model, its deriva-

tive atx=0 andx=x0. It should be remarked thatΨµ′

µ (x) as
well asA, B, r andt implicitly depend onkx0 andJ/v.

2. On the consequences of resonance conditions

The previous section allows us to prove that under reso-
nance condition (RC)δRC(x) = δRC(x−x0). In the basis
{|Ψµ′

〉} the matrix representation of the operatorδ(x− x′)

M(x′) is easily found to beM(x′)µ′′,µ′=〈Ψµ′′

|δ(x−x′)|Ψµ′

〉=
∑

µ Ψ̄
µ′′

µ (x′)Ψµ′

µ (x
′) (z̄ is the complex conjugate ofz). Match-

ing of Ψµ′

µ (x) atx= x0 implies thatAµ′

µ +Bµ′

µ e−2ikx0 = tµ
′

µ ,

which for kx0 = qπ becomesΨµ′

µ (0) = e−iqπΨµ′

µ (x0). This
givesM(0)=M(x0) and thusδRC(x)=δRC(x−x0).

3. Description of the spin state after a scattering event

Here we assess the form taken by the spin state of the
remote spins after scattering of a mediator takes place.
Let ρ = ρeρ12 be the initial spin state. Its decompo-
sition in the spin basis{|µ〉} introduced above isρ =
∑

µ,µ′ cµ,µ′|µ〉〈µ′|. The corresponding scattering process is

http://arxiv.org/abs/0908.4377
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fully described by the stateρs =
∑

µ,µ′ cµ,µ′|Ψµ〉〈Ψµ′

| (no-
tice that, unlikeρ, ρs refers to both the spatial and spin de-
grees of freedom). The transmitted part ofρs is ρt(x, x

′) =
∑

µ,µ′ cµ,µ′

∑

ν t
µ
ν e

ikx|µ〉
∑

ν′ t̄
µ′

ν′ e−ikx′

〈ν′|, wheretµν ’s are
transmission amplitudes associated with scattering between
spin states|µ〉 and|ν〉. The reflected part can be determined,
likewise, in terms of analogous reflection amplitudesrµν ’s.
Once trace ofρs over e is performed, the final state of the

remote spins depends on operatorsT̂
m′

e

me
’s andR̂m′

e

me
’s, which

are functions of the transmission and reflection amplitudest’s
andr’s, respectively (cfr. following Section). Their analytical
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 detectorD (shown in Fig. 1) af-
fects the remote-spin state we adopt the language of quantum
maps [3]. Assume that a mediating particlee has been pre-
pared in the state|m′

e=↓, ↑〉 and sent to the interaction region,
while spins 1 and 2 have been prepared inρ12. Without the
Geiger-like detector, the state of 1 and 2 after scattering is

ρ′12 =
∑

me=↑,↓

(R̂
m′

e

me
ρ12R̂

m′

e
†

me
+ T̂

m′

e

me
ρ12T̂

m′

e
†

me
), (A-1)

whereR̂m′

e

me
’s (T̂m′

e

me
’s) are the operators (introduced in the pre-

vious Section) describing how a reflected (transmitted) media-
tor in |me=↓, ↑〉 affects the static spins’ state. In the case thate
is injected in a state of the formρe==r |↓〉e〈↓|+(1−r) |↑〉e〈↑|,
recording a click atD changes the initial stateρ12 into

Ẽ(1)(ρ12)=r
∑

me=↑,↓

T̂ ↓
me

ρ12T̂
↓ †
me

+ (1−r)
∑

me=↑,↓

T̂ ↑
me

ρ12T̂
↑ †
me

.

(A-2)
As, in general,e may also be reflected back, state (A-2)
is not normalized. Thus, the right-hand side has to be di-
vided by the probabilityP (1)(ρ12) = Tr[Ẽ(1)(ρ12)] that e is
transmitted. Therefore, the complete map transformingρ12
into the static spins’ stateρ(1)12 after the injection and col-

lection atD of a single mediator readsρ(1)12 = E(1)(ρ12) =

Ẽ(1)(ρ12)/P
(1)(ρ12). The stateρ(n)12 aftern of such injection-

collection steps is given by then-time application of the map
asρ(n)12 =E(n)(ρ12)=E [E [· · [E(ρ12)]]] with associated proba-
bility P (n)=Tr[Ẽ(n)(ρ12)], whereẼ(n)(ρ12)] is obviously de-
fined as then-time application of the map in Eq. (A-2) above.
As discussed in the body of the paper, whenρ12= |Ψ−

12〉
〈

Ψ−
12

∣

∣

e is always collected atD and, in addition, the remote spins’
state is not affected. Thus, under RCE(n)(|Ψ−

12〉
〈

Ψ−
12

∣

∣) =

|Ψ−
12〉

〈

Ψ−
12

∣

∣ andP (n)(|Ψ−
12〉

〈

Ψ−
12

∣

∣) = 1 for anyn, r andJ .
In the case of the Hamiltonian given in Eq. (2), this is the only
spin state enjoying such property, which characterizes thesin-
glet as theonly fixed pointof mapE . For Eq. (3), on the other
hand, it is the only fixed point provided thatr 6= 0.

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 photon
wavevector, we havêH = Ĥ0 + V̂ , whereĤ0 is the free-
Hamiltonian of the waveguide and̂V is the atom-photon in-
teraction.Ĥ0 reads

Ĥ0 = −i
∑

β=R,L

∑

γ=↑,↓

∫

dx vβ ĉ
†
β,γ(x)∂x ĉβ,γ(x), (A-3)

wherevR = −vL = v and ĉ†R,γ(x) [ĉ†L,γ(x)] is the bosonic
operator creating a right (left) propagating photon of polariza-
tion γ=↑, ↓ at positionx. V̂ has the form

V̂ =

∫

dxσ+(x)[Ŝ1− δ(x)+ Ŝ2−δ(x− x0)] + h.c. , (A-4)

whereσ̂+(x) = σ̂†
−(x) = ĉ†↑(x)ĉ↓(x), along with σ̂z(x) =

[ĉ†↑(x)ĉ↑(x) − ĉ†↓(x)ĉ↓(x)]/2, are pseudo-spin density opera-
tors such that̂σ =

∫

dx σ̂(x) is a spin-1/2 vector operator.
From this, the description in our work is easily established.

APPENDIX 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 betweenthe
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 timeTd. 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 GaInN QDs. In this host, typical photonic wave-
lengths and group velocities areλ ∼400 nm andvph ∼ c/2,
respectively. Under the conditions assumed in our study,
each mediator takes a timeTs ∼ 1/(vk0

∆k) to be scattered
off of spins 1 and 2 (see Ref. [23] for details). By taking
x0 = π/k0 and∆k/k0 ∼ 10−2, so as to fulfill the RC, we
obtainTs ∼ 10−14s, which is at least one order of magni-
tude smaller than the typical decoherence times in this setups.
Therefore, in such regime phase kicks take place in the buffer
time-windowTb between two successive scattering events. To
test the resilience of our protocol againstTb/Td we have per-
formed a Monte Carlo numerical simulation of the proposed
scheme. For a given number of stepsn, the application of map
E has been interspersedn times with that describing phase
kicks on 1 and 2, as coming from dephasing baths attached
to each static spin. We explicitly allow for the possibilityof
correlations between the baths in the problem. The dephas-
ing map depends on the dimensionless parameter [3]Tb/Td

and the degree of noise correlation [28]µ. 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 remote static spins1 and2 when model (3) is considered and for various settings of
parametersn andJ/v. Panels (a), (b) and (c): state fidelityF (n) = 12〈Ψ

−|ρ
(n)
12 |Ψ−〉12 for streams of unpolarized mediators (i.e. forr = 0)

againstTb/Td andµ. Panels (d), (e) and (f):P (n) againstTb/Td andµ.

[28] so that we haveµ = 0 (µ = 1) for fully-uncorrelated
(fully-correlated) baths. In Fig. 5 we study the resilienceof
the state fidelity againstTb/Td andµ. Remarkably, forµ=1
state fidelity is insensitive to dephasing noise. In fact, both
the states entering the effective dynamical map responsible for
the progressive projection onto the maximally entangled sin-
glet state of the remote spins are known to be unaffected by
perfectly correlated dephasing baths [26] (they are basically
decoherence-freestates for this class of noise). This is clearly
reflected in Figs. 5(a), (b) and (c), where state fidelity is ex-

actly 1 for µ = 1, regardless of the ratioTb/Td. As the baths
considered become only partially correlated, this striking and
clear robustness is only partially spoiled: state fidelity remains
very high even for a rather pessimisticTb/Td and quite a large
numbern of steps considered. We conclude by stressing that
the spoiling effects of dephasing can be counterbalanced by
the choice of a coupling strength large enough to achieve an
effective projection onto the singlet state of the remote spins
(with high fidelity) with only a single-mediator injection.
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[2] A. M. Brańczyk, Mendonça, A. Gilchrist, A. C. Doherty,and S.

Bartlett, Phys. Rev. A75, 012329 (2007).
[3] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang,Quantum Computation

and Quantum Information(Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, UK, 2000).

[4] C. L. Hutchinson, J. M. Gambetta, A. Blais, and F. K. Wilhelm,
Can. J. Phys.87, 225 (2009).

[5] L. S. Bishop, L. Tornberg, D. Price, E. Ginossar, A. Nun-
nenkamp, A. A. Houck, J. M. Gambetta, J. Koch, G. Johansson,
S. M. Girvin, and R. J. Schoelkopf, New J. Phys.11, 073040
(2009).

[6] T. S. Cubitt, F. Verstraete, W. Dür, W. , and J. I. Cirac, Phys.
Rev. Lett.91, 037902 (2003).

[7] J. A. Gupta, R. Knobel, N. Samarth, and D. D. Awschalom,
Science292, 2458 (2001) .

[8] J. Berezovsky, M. H. Mikkelson, N. G. Stoltz, L. A. Coldren,
and D. D. Awschalom, Science320, 349 (2008).

[9] D. Press, T. D. Ladd, B. Zhang, and Y. Yamamoto, Nature (Lon-
don)456, 218 (2008).

[10] S. Osnaghi, P. Bertet, A. Auffeves, P. Maioli, M. Brune,J. M.
Raimond, and S. Haroche, Phys. Rev. Lett.87, 037902 (2001).

[11] J. K. Stockton, R. van Handel, and H. Mabuchi, Phys. Rev.A
70, 022106 (2004).

[12] D. A. Sterck, K. Jacobs, H. Mabuchi, T. Bhattacharya, and S.

Habib, Phys. Rev. Lett.69, 032109 (2004).
[13] P. Walther, K. J. Resch, T. Rudolph, E. Schenck, H. Weinfurter,

V. Vedral, M. Aspelmeyer, and A. Zeilinger Nature (London)
434, 169 (2005).

[14] W.-B. Gao, C.-Y. Lu, X.-C. Yao, P. Xu, O. Gühne, A.
Goebel, Y.-A. Chen, C.-Z. Peng, Z.-B. Chen, and J.-W. Pan
arXiv:0809.4277 [quant-ph].

[15] F. Ciccarello, M. Paternostro, M. S. Kim, and G. M. Palma,
Phys. Rev. Lett.100, 150501 (2008).

[16] L. Davidovich, N. Zagury, M. Brune, J. M. Raimond, and S.
Haroche, Phys. Rev. A50, R985 (1994).

[17] M. Paternostro, M. S. Kim, and G. M. Palma, Phys. Rev. Lett.
98, 140504 (2007).

[18] A. T. Costa, S. Bose, and Y. Omar, Phys. Rev. Lett.96, 230501
(2006).

[19] H. Nakazato, M. Unoki, and K. Yuasa, Phys. Rev. A70, 012303
(2004).

[20] F. L. Semião, R. J. Missori, and K. Furuya, J. Phys. B: At. Mol.
Opt. Phys.40, S221 (2007).

[21] L.-A. Wu, D. A. Lidar, and S. Schneider, Phys. Rev. A70,
032322 (2004).

[22] F. Ciccarello, G. M. Palma, M. Zarcone, Y. Omar, and V. R.
Vieira, New J. Phys.8, 214 (2006).

[23] F. Ciccarello, M. Paternostro, G. M. Palma, and M. Zarcone,
Phys. Rev. B80, 165313 (2009).

http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.4277


7

[24] D. D. Awschalom, D. Loss, and N. Samarth,Semiconduc-
tor Spintronics and Quantum Computation(Springer, Berlin,
2002).

[25] Y. Léger, L. Besombes, J. Fernández-Rossier, L. Maingault, and
Mariette, Phys. Rev. Lett.97, 107401 (2006).

[26] G. M. Palma, K.-A. Suominen, and A. Ekert, Proc. Roy. Soc.

London A452, 567-584 (1996).
[27] F. Ciccarello, G. M. Palma, M. Zarcone, Y. Omar, and V. R.

Vieira, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor.40, 7993 (2007).
[28] C. Macchiavello, and G. M. Palma, Phys. Rev. A65, 050301(R)

(2002).


