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This work is a sequel to our work “The Spin Density Matrix |: it&eal Theory and Exact Master Equations”
(eprint cond-mat/0708.0644). Here we compgauiee- andpseudo-spin dynamics using as an example a system
of two quantum dots, a pair of localized conduction-bandtedas in ann-doped GaAs semiconductdPure-
spin dynamics is obtained by tracing out the orbital degoféeedom, whereagseudo-spin dynamics retains
(as is conventional) an implicit coordinate dependence.skiéev that magnetic field inhomogeneity and spin-
orbit interaction result in a non-unitary evolutionpare-spin dynamics, whereas these interactions contribute
to the effectivepseudo-spin Hamiltonian via terms that are asymmetric in spin peations, in particular, the
Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) spin-orbit interaction. We merically investigate the non-unitary effects in the
dynamics of the triplet states population, purity, and Laemkrgy shift, as a function of interdot distance and
magnetic field difference\ 5. The spin-orbit interaction is found to produce effectsafghly four orders of
magnitude smaller than those dueAd3 in the pure-spin model. We estimate the spin-orbit interaction mag-
nitude in the DM-interaction term. Our estimate gives a $enalalue than that recently obtained by Kavokin
[Phys. Rev. B54, 075305 (2001)], who did not include double occupancy &dfed/e show that a necessary and
sufficient condition for obtaining a universal set of quantiegic gates, involving only two spins, in bogure-
andpseudo-spin models is that the magnetic field inhomogene‘i’rg and the Heisenberg interaction are both
non-vanishing. We also briefly analypere-spin dynamics in the electron on liquid helium system régen
proposed by Lyon [Phys. Rev. 24, 052338 (2006)].

PACS numbers:

. INTRODUCTION % = 3 Xaw=1Ch, (0a) sy Cas, @ = z,y, 2. Then the oper-
ators{s% }, obey the usual &) commutation rules.

The spin degree of freedom of a localized particle, e.g., an This paper is the sequel to our work Ref! 16 (henceforth
electron or nucleus, is a popular carrier of quantum inferma“part 1”), where we derived an operator-sum representation
tion. It serves as a qubit which can be manipulated in order t§OSR) as well as a master equation in the Lindblad and time-
accomplish a computational task. The spin of electronddoca convolutionless (TCL) forms for the spin-density matrixaof
ized in quantum dots (QDs) or by donor atoms has been thevo-electron system. In this sequel we focus on a detailed
subject of extensive recent studigg:4%6.7.89.10,11,1213,14,15  comparison ofpure and pseudo-spin dynamics. We are in-

Consider two electrons trapped in two sitésand B, e.g.,  terested in particular in how non-unitary effectspure-spin
two QDs each containing one electron. The two-electron sysdynamics are translated into the corresponding unitarg one
tem is fully described by the total wavefunctiphy, ), which ~ pseudo-spin dynamics and vice versa. We show that as long
depends on the electrons’ coordinateand spin variables.  as there is no magnetic field inhomogeneity poee-spin dy-
The two-electron spin-density matrix, obtained by tracng ~ hamics is unitary, but in the presence of magnetic field inho-
the orbital degrees of freedom,= Try [Wy) (¥ioi], fully ~ Mogeneity this dynamics is non-unitary

describes the spin dynamics as long as one cannot or does Notrhe paper is organized as follows. We begin, in Section
wish to apply measurements that can separate or localize eleff py highlighting the differences and relationship betwee
trons spatially; the only observable is then the electran,sp pseydo- andpure-spin models. Sectidalll provides a concrete
5% = 304, whereo, are the Pauli spin one-half matrices with jjystration in terms of a system of two QDs trapping one elec
a = x,y,z. Since the spin system is not closed — there is &ron each. In it, we examine the role of different interaatio
coupling to the electrons’ spatial degrees of freedom — we obin poth pseudo- and pure-spin dynamics. We first derive the
serve open system effects, i.e., the spin dynamics becames ¢oordinate part of the Hamiltonian (subsecfion il A) and th
general non-unitary. We refer to this dynamicspage-spin  form of the dipolar interaction (subsectibnll B). In subse
dynamics. tiondIlTC and1llD, respectively, we then present calcidas

In contrast, pseudo-spin dynamics is the standard caseillustrating effects due to both external magnetic fieldinto-
where the electron spin observable is not free from coordigeneity and the spin-orbit interaction in there-spin model.
nate dependence but includes information about the elestro In subsections II[E and IIlF, we discuss universal quantum
localization orbital. In thgoseudo-spin case one defines the gates in bottpseudo- andpure-spin models. Subsection MG
electron spin operator as a bilinear combination of electro presents our estimates for spin-orbit interaction effectse
annihilation and creation Fermi operatorg,, cTAS, inalo-  pseudo-spin model, and compares these estimates to the re-
calized orbitalg4 (s is a spin index,A is the QD index): sults of Refl_1/7. We conclude in Sectioh V.
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Atomic units,h = e = m, = 1, 1/c ~ 1/137, are used where
throughout the paper unless stated otherwise.

Her(E) = PHP + PHQ QHP. (3)

Il.  PSEUDO- VS PURE-SPIN APPROACHES E-QHQ

In this section we discuss the relation between the preseffPserve that Eq.[12) iexact but non-linear, and has 6 solu-

approach based on the spin-density matrix andpgedo- ~ 1ONS.
spin effective Hamiltonian approach. The latter is usudéy Due to interelectron repulsion the double occupancy states
veloped as a low-energy mapping within the Hubbard modeare usually much more energetic than the singly-occupied
Hamiltonian of interacting electrof&!18.19.20.21.2223\We do  ones if the electrons are well localized in QDs. We consider
not follow the Hubbard model since it is highly simplified and the low-energy physics described by EQl (2) where the total
neglects many interactions which we would like to keep hereenergyE is near the energies of singly-occupied states. In
For Hubbard model analyses in the quantum computation corgeneralH.¢ is not a Hamiltonian since it is a function of the
text, see, e.g., Refl. 9. energyE. However, if the energy gap between tie and
Q-states is large enough, one can expand and approximate

A. Pseudo-spin effective Hamiltonian . _ "

_ (E-E)

_ Hew(E) = Hea(E) + ) PHQ
In order to keep the present treatment as simple as possi- ne1

ble we restrict ourselves to the two orbitals approximation
used in part I; inclusion of excited-state orbitals is gjhdi
forward. Consider the four single-occupancy basis states
{®s1, Dy, i = 1,2,3}, whered; is a singlet wavefunction
with two electrons localized on different QD4,and B, while _ _
®,; are the corresponding triplet wavefunctions. The twowhere E is an average energy in th&-subspace and
dogble-occupancyst_ate{s{)SQ, 3} describe two electronsin H&)(E). = PHQ (E — QHQ) QHP._ Keeping terms up
a singlet state, localized on the same QDor B. The total  to the first order in Eq. [{4), the non-linear Ed.] (2) can be

)n+l

(E-QH
= Her(E) + H (B) (E - E) + O|(E - E)|
E),

)
He(E) + HY (E) (E - 4)

Q

wavefunction¥(¢) in this basis set takes the form reduced to a generalized linear equation problem
3
Vior(t) = > (0 (t)Pai + i (t) i) , (HeH(E) +HYE)E -1+ H&?(E‘))E) PU =0. (5)
=1

where the complex amplitudgs.;(t), a.i(t) } define, respec-  solving Eq. [5), we obtain four low energy solutions; the two
tively, the singlet and triplet states population. In theato high energy, double-occupancy solutions are lost in this ap
Hilbert space, the state is defined by 11 real parameters [1goximation. Therefore, in the low energyseudo-spin ap-

real parameters defininfy;(t), axi(t)} minus a normaliza-  proximation the state is described by 7 real parameters.
tion condition]. The unitary evolution in the total Hilbert

space is described by In the following, we assuméigf) (E) = 0 for simplicity.
The effective Hamiltonian Eg[14) can be recast infiseudo-
las(t)) \ _ las(0)) spin form. Using Eq.[{1) we have
<hmw> = CH o, 0)) )
. . . 3
whereH is the total two-electron system Hamiltonian. ot = H|Bar) (o] + Z ’Hf; 1B20) (|

Since these basis states are orthonormal, projection-opera

. . . i,j=1
tors into the corresponding subspaces can be written as

3
D ([ ®ar) (R1] + HE [ D) (Daa) , ()

3
P = (@) (®a|+ Y |P0) (Puil, i=1
i=1
Q = |(I)82> <CI)32| + |CI)S3> <(I)53| 5 (1) where

where @ projects onto the double occupancy states. Then, _ _

using the method of projection operators, one obtains thél™ = (Psi|Her(E) |®s1), Hi} = (Pui| Her (E) [Dr),
Schrodinger (eigenvalue) equation projected into the st _ (D1 | Hogt (E) |y, ML = (H“)*. )
subspace ! ’ ’

(Hex(E) — E) PU =0, (2) Inthe second quantization representation,ffhgubspace ba-
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sis vectors take the form whereJ,, = {E’B —§4 % 5‘} In fact, Egs. [(Tl1) and(12) can

1 /4 4 - be obtained from the corresponding ones in part | ifphee-
|Ps1) = ﬁ (CATCm - CA¢CBT) 0) = spin operators’ o are replaced respectively by tipeseudo-
] ones,54 . We reproduce these formulas here in order to
— (N2 — @M 5), make the presentation as self-contained as possible.
V2 As is seen from Eqs[_(11) arld {12), the first line of EEq). (6) is
|®s) = CTATCTBT )=, Mg, symmetric with respect to spi.n permutati(_)ms«{? B], vyhile
1 the second one is asymmetric representing, in particder, t

Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM-type) interaction teré4:2> No-

tice that these asymmetric (in spin permutations) termeelan
out of unitary spin dynamics after averaging over orbital de
grees of freedom, as demonstrated in part I. However, they do
not disappear completely, but rather are converted intodhe
responding non-unitary terms plus thamb shift term as will

be seen in next subsection. From the symmetric part of the
Hamiltonian [6), using Egs[(11) one can derive the isotropi
J:-éeisenberg exchange interaction term

|0r2) = i (CLTCTB¢ + CT%CTBT) 0) =

% (N2 ® s+ 1)a® M5),

Bi5) = clyyeh, [0) =10, ), ®)

where we introducegseudo-spin statess) , s =1, ], a =
A, B, localized near thel and B sites [the ternpseudo em-
phasizes the fact that these are not really spin states sin
they depend on the electron orbital degrees of freedom].

13
Eqgs. [8) establish a one-to-one correspondence between 4 ba (13)

Hy = Ju5a - 5B,

sis state®,;, 4,4 = 1,2, 3} and 4 tensor-produgseudo-
spin statess) , ®|s’) 5, wheres, s’ =1, |, a, 8 = A, B. Then,
relabeling thepseudo-spin states af), 1) = |1, ]) and intro-
ducing thepseudo-spin Pauli and identity operators

ox = [0) (1] + 1) (0],

oy = —i(]0) (1] = [1){0]),

o: = [0){0] = [1) (1],

I = 10) (0 +[1) (1] (9)

where we temporarily dropped the subscrigt@nd B, one
easily finds that

|(I)sl> <CI)31| = 87
|Ps1) (Pui] = K.

|Pi) (Pij] = Tij,
(10)

Here thepseudo-spin operator$, T;; are defined as
S = %I —5a-58, Tiu=3I+15. +sa.58.,

T22 %I + SAxSBa + SAySBy — SAzSBz;
1
T33 ZI - §Sz + 5428Bz2,

T2 = % (39 +Js], Tas= % [35+ = Js]
Ti3 = S428Bz — SAySBy +1 (SAmSBy + SBmSAy) ;
T = 3I+54-85, Ta =T,
Ty = Ty, Tsp =Tl
(11)
where
Js = 54:8Bz + SAzSB> +1 (SAzSBy + SAySBz) )
Sy = S, +iS,, S=51+75z,

andK is defined as

k= () —i () b k=)
Ko = 55 { (0), +i(0), } 12)

where the Heisenberg exchange interaction conslant=

£ 3, M=, in contrast, as was demonstrated in part |, the
Heisenberg interaction term does not affect the unitarjuevo
tion of the spin density matrix, apart from the Lamb-energy
shift. In subsectioh TITC, we demonstrate numerically the e
fects of the Heisenberg interaction on both the Lamb-energy
shift and the non-unitary part of the spin density matrix-evo
lution.

Observe that the asymmetric part of the Hamiltonian Eq.
(6) is proportional to the singlet-triplet subspace inttion
matrixH;*, which is responsible for the coupling between sin-
glet and triplet states. As will be demonstrated in Sedifn |
the non-zero coupling between these states is dug-tield
spatial inhomogeneity (i.e., it cannot arise due to the homo
geneous component of the external magnetic field), as well as
due to the spin-orbit interaction.

B. Spin density matrix

In part | we derived the Lindblad-type master equation for
the spin density matrix

0

2 — [ﬁg p(t)} + La[p(t)],

. 1
HY! =) (H“ + 5Pa)

ij ij

%Ej(m ([ 0] + 1300 K] )

(14)

1
T;; =H" + §Pm

where the first and second terms describe, respectively, uni
tary and non-unitary contributions to the evolutioﬁfj is

an effectivepure-spin Hamiltonian which includes the Lamb-
shift term,%Pa; the pure-spin operatord;; andK; are de-
fined by Egs. [(I1) and(12) whetg 5 — 512. The index

a = {s,t,m} specifies which initial state(0), singlet, s,
triplet, ¢, or a mixed onem, is taken.
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As mentioned in part I, all the matrix functions in Ef.14) confining oscillatory potential and a perpendicular maignet
as well as thgseudo-spin Hamiltonian Eq.{6) are expressible field, is described by the Fock-Darwin (FD) staté#pprox-

in terms of H matrix elements imating the confining potential by a quadratic one
Ss st — 1 N — 2
H == < Zts Ztt > 5 (15) VA;B(T) ~ 50‘)1243 ('f‘ - TA;B) ) (21)
HO? = (®ui| H|®s;), a,f=st, i,j=1,23 we can take as basis “atomic” orbitals the ground-state-func
1] at Bil» ’ » Y ) J ) Sy tionS
In the following example, we consider the triplet case for ba.p(z,7) = polz )R (17 = Fa ), (22)

which we have ]
where the out-of-plane motion in thedirection is “frozen” in

the ground statey(z) in the potential/, (z), and the ground
Xt = i(Qa—Ql), (16) FDstateis

Po = Qu+Qf 1 2
Q Q REPB = \/_7 exp (—#) , (23)
where 27la.B A,B
C
= Y exp(—iext)H® [lesk) (esk| Ra(0) + |esk) (esxl] x lap = > =0 By
k . 14/1+4WAB/OJ
(zk: exp(—iext) [lewn) (esk| Ra(0) + lew) (eurl]  Herely g is the effective length scale, equal to the magnetic

(17) length!. in the absence of the confining potential 5 = 0;
Here, R, (0) is a correlation matrix, which establishes an ini- we = Bo/c is the cyclotron frequency.

tial correlation between the singlet and triplet amplitside The orbitals Eq. [(22) must be orthogonalized. One way
to do this is a simple Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization proce
as(0) = Ry (0)a(0) (18)  dure:
[in the triplet case, we havR,—.(0) = 0; in the mixed case, 91 = (bA’ (24)
where bothu,(0) # 0 anda;(0) # 0, Ra—m (0) # 0; for the o5 = Tz (05 — S0a),
singlet case, see part I] ang, lesk), andles) are solutions  \\hare the overlap matrix elemestup = Spa = S —
to the eigenvalue problem (¢4 |¢5) can be calculated analytically
2lAlB TiB
H® H (e lesk) S=1 P (_ﬁ : (25)
s = s = LR 4 l l
(Hts Htt) (|€tk> €k lew) ) k=1, , 6. atlip (A"’ B)

(19)  For appropriate values of system parameters such as the in-
terdot distance 4,5 and the external magnetic fieldy, the
overlap becomes exponentially small.

Ill. EXAMPLE: SYSTEM OF TWO QUANTUM DOTS The other, more symmetric way is to make a transition to
the “molecular” or two-centered orbitals by pre-diagonialg

In this section, we investigate the role of different inter- the coordinate part of Pauli's non-relativistic Hamiltant..,
actions in the calculation of th& matrix. Let us consider Which describesthe electron’s motion in a superpositidhef

a system of two electrons trapped at sitasand7z (74,5 trapping potential and magnetic fields:

are radius-vectors of the centers of QDs in the- 0 plane) é = canda+cand
created by a system of charged electrodes in a semiconduc- oA B AAPA T CABPE,
tor heterostructure so that the electrons are confined in the ~¢B~ = cBa¢AtcBBOB (26)
z = 0 plane or a system of localized conduction-band elec- <¢i ¢j> = dij, i,j =A,B,
trons inn-doped GaAs as in our calculation example. The <~ :ol g > .

. : i he |5 ) = €04 = A, B.
heterostructure trapping potential 0i| e |05 £i0i bJ ’

The two-state eigenvalue problem Ef.1(26) is solved analyt-
ically in terms of “atomic” orbitals matrix elements:;; =
(@3] he |¢J>
In general, given the “molecular’ Eq. [{26) or “half-

molecular” Eq. [24) basis choices, one cannot ascribe a spin
to a particular QD, since an electron in a molecular orbital
belongs to both QDs.

) _ 3 _ The total Hamiltonian contains both coordinate and spin-
along thez-axis (with vector potential, = 3 [FX BO}), dependent terms. First we consider the coordinate pareof th
then the in-plane motion, in a superposition of the in-planeHamiltonian in thep 4, 5 basis set.

Vir(2,7) = ViL(2) + Va(7) + VB(7) (20)

is separable in the in-plane and out-of-plane directi®hsy)
andVy g(7) are the trapping potentials in tizedirection and
in the z = 0 plane around”s g respectively. If the elec-

tron system is placed in a constant magnetic figicirected



A. Coordinate part of the Hamiltonian

In view of the orthogonality of the singlet and triplet spin
wave functions, the spin-independent part of the Hami#toni

does not contribute to the singlet-triplet couplings* =

H!* = 0, whereas for the singlet-singlet and triplet-triplet

Hamiltonians we get

HSS = {HS:S‘ 3 S8 _ S$8%
c

cijJi,j=1> cij cji

HZ = haa+hpp + 0ec(AB; AB) + ee(AB; BA),

5= /2 (BBA + Gee(AB; AA)) ,

iy = V2 (has + 5 AB; BB))

H?S, = 2han + Dee(AA; AA),
HS5, = 2hpp + Uee(BB; BB),

Hzt = Etl,

(27)

Hiss = Vee(AA; BB),

(28)

&t = iLAA + ?lBB + 500(1437143) - 'Dcc(ABaBA)a

where

Bij = <<l~51

Feligshl) = (3i(03@)] 2= [B0A@), (29)

i,j,k,l = AB

with Bij = ¢;0;; for “molecular” orbitals andj.. being the

interelectron electrostatic interaction matrix elemenihe

5

we haveH3 = Hf, = 0 and a non-zero contribution to
H32 comes only from the contact term:

dip
(Hip)i = (1.45-2m) meV (fsi] 6(712) | fs5)
dyy diz  diz
109AmeV d12 d22 %dll (31)
dis 3di1 dss

whereA is an effective constant of the interaction that confines
electrons in the-plane and

~ ~ 1 r2
. 2 2 _ _ AB
d = 2(34 |9h) = P e"p< '2(l?4+l_23))’

~ ~ ZB/ZA 3 T%B
d12 = \/5 ¢3 ’(bB :\/iiexp <__7 )
< A > 3%+ 13 431% + 1%
~ ~ ZA/ZB 3 T?‘lB
dis = V2(¢a ‘(bg = V25— exp <——7 )
< B> 313 +1% 43134 +13
— |~ 1 - |~ 1
do = (&7 ‘¢2 =—, ds3= (o7 ‘¢2 =—. (32
< A A> 4% < B B> 413

The magnetic dipole contribution to the triplet-tripleténac-
tion Hamiltonian can be written as

fo  —J5ti —36
Hi, =036meV | —osti 20 5t (33)
—3ts %tl to

wheret;, i = 0, 1, 2 are dipole tensor operators

1 — 3cos? 019

matrix H:® is diagonally dominated if the overlap < 1;
HZ} is the singlet energy of the singly occupied state whereas
H:s, and HS, are energies of doubly occupied states if one
neglects the coupling between single- and double-occypanc
states. Observe that the Heisenberg consfant ¢, — ¢,
wheres, is the lowest eigenvalue of the matdk’®. The ma-
trix elementsﬁij anddee(i7; kl) can trivially be expressed in
terms of the corresponding matrix elemetsanduvec (i5; kl)

where the orthonormalized staté;és are replaced by;’s us-
ing the relations Eq[(24) or (26).

ly = ———,
T
sin 2912 exp 7 12
1 = 3 (90 )7 (34)
T2
sin® ;- exp(2ip12)
ty = -
T2

with (12, 612, ¢12) being spherical coordinates of the inter-
electron radius-vectar;, = 7; — 7»; the bar over; denotes
averaging over the triplet coordinate wavefunction:

zi://d3f1d3f2|ft(f1,f2)|2ti(a,f2) (35)

Taking into account the fact that the electrons are exponen-

B. Dipole spin-spin interaction

tially localized at siteg’s and7s in the f, state, a good ap-
proximation tot; is to approximate the functiot) by a con-

stant value at those points whefgr, ) is localized, thus

In the total spin representation, the dipole spin-spinrinte

action can be rewritten &%

1.45
Vip = —— =

2 99

%” (6’2 - g) 5(@)) .

meV <S2 T%Q — 3(§ Flg)z_

(30)

Since§|xs> = 0andf;(r; = ™) = 0, where|x,) and f; are
singlet-state spin and triplet-state coordinate wavefans,

obtaining the estimate

1 0 -3
0.36
AB -3 0 1

In order to furtherimprove the estimate, the functigiw; , )

can be expanded in a Taylor’'s series around the localization
points and the remaining integrals in the expansion terms be
calculated analytically. From Eg[_(36) we find the estimate

HE ~ (0.36/7% 5) meV &~ 5.0-10 5 meV atrp = 100 A.



C. The B-field interaction in the pure-spin model
1.1

For the magnetic field one gets 0]
o 09
Bavz B;,U O % 0.8 - r,s=400 Angstrom
tt( R - =
H"(B) = Bg_u 0 B, ) (37) S 077 | —=—1aBJu,=0.12
0 B(—Z’_’U —Bau: g 0.6 ":"g:gg
S 45 v 0.89
where 8 . Ly
5 04
Baw = - ((0a|B|pa)+{¢B|B|oB)], 3 .
2 = 024 L4 Yor LS
1 »y b [
+ . 0.1
Bav = = (‘B‘Z'Um :t ZBavy) : (38) T T T T T T
\/§ 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 1.0

time, 2xt/J |

Using Eqgs. [(Il) and(37), one derives the Zeeman interac-
tion Hamiltonian of the total spit$ with the magnetic field

Bao: FIG. 1. (color online) The triplet states population of ¢fens in
3 shallow QD centers in GaAs, as a function of time at differaag-
Htt(g) _ Z Hff-(ﬁ) T,; = gav .g. (39) netic figld differences_ABz = 0.01,0.025,0.0570.075,0_.}70.21
Pl ' normallgeq to thg Heisenberg exchange constapt. Initially the
systemis mothe triplet stat& = 1, Ms = 0). The distance between
Similarly, for the singlet-triplet matrix we have QDs is 400A.
25ABT —1AB. — AR | - g |
Hst(g) _ %5B+ —14B, _%537 . (40) is an asymmetric spin operator containing both Im_ear and
_1s5p- ESB* 15p+ bilinear parts. Observe thal; = 0 at the “swap” times
2 V2 TR 2 t,=mn/Jg,n=0,1,....
where Similarly, for theLamb shift in Eqg. (14) we have
AB = (5] Blon) — (54| B[aa). L=y Y (POsKIK, = Sk as)
AB* = AB, +iAB,, Y

Observe thatZ; andL, are quadratic in the difference field
AB. Besides, notice that the magnetic field due to spin-orbit
Lo . . coupling does not contribute to the difference fiem?so =0

If the -field is homogeneous, from Eq.[ {41) we obtain but contributes to théB,,-field that is presentin the coupling

AB = 6B = 0 and H*(B) = 0. In this case, the Spin papyeen the triplet states and the double occupancy, single
dynamics is unitary and is described by the Zeeman Hamilto-

’ ) 3 _ . o . o states, in Eq[{40). If the external magnetic figid. is homo-
nianH" (B) Eq. (39); the spin-spin dipole interactiéf, is geneous, then the singlet-triplet states coupling comés on
too small and can usually be safely neglected. from the spin-orbit interaction. Since the double-occigyan

Let us consider modifications due the Bfield inhomo-  states should be involved in the dynamics in order to obtain
geneity in thepure-spin model. Neglecting contributions from non-zero spin-orbit interaction effects, these effects ex-
the double-occupancy states within the first-order pestiob pected to be especially small, proportional&B2 , in the

SO?

approximation in the singlet-triplet interactidd#*’, we find  pure-spin model. An estimate of these spin-orbit effects will

68 = (42

B ’¢33> . OB* =06B, +idB,.(41)

for the non-unitary term in EqL.(14) be given in a numerical example in the next Section.
1 Clearly, there is an important qualitative difference besw
Ly = 3 Z(Xt)ij ({K“pKH + {sz,K;D pure- and pseudo-spin models. In the former, the singlet-
ij triplet states coupling is a second order effect, while ia th
_ sin(Jyt) ; ; latter this coupling is of first order i ! [cf., an. (42) and
T T I ([K, pKT] + [Kp, KT]), (42) @)]. Thus, inpure-spin models effects due tB-field inho-
mogeneity should be especially (quadratically) small as-co
where pared to the correspondipgeudo-spin model effects. In case
B st/ A = o of negligible B-field inhomogeneity, as follows from Ed._(40),
K= Z Hi; (B)K: = _ZAB +Jas (43) thepure-spin dynamics is unitary and is governed by the spin

HamiltonianH?®.

and Let us now consider a simple numerical example for the
- 4 non-unitary effects due to the difference field3 for an elec-

Jas = [52 — 8§ X 5] =252 x 51]+i(52—51)  (44)  tron localized on a donor impurity in andoped GaAs semi-
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FIG. 3: (color online) The Lamb shift energy as a functioniofe

for the same parameters as in Fig. 1.

conductor. To simplify humerics, we assume tliat® =

FIG. 5: (color online) Lamb energy shift dependence on duer
distancerag = 300, 350, 400, 450, 500, and600A, at a fixed
AB, = 0.05T.

and theLamb shift

diag(es1, €52, €s3) IS diagonal and the singlet-triplet coupling
field, AB, has only a non-zere-componentAB,. Then, L=
the corresponding eigenvalue problem, Elg.] (19), can be re-

duced to a biquadratic polynomial equation which could, in here , — \/m In the limit of small mag-
principle, be solved exactly. If we neglect the exponelytial qatic field inhomggeneit§]ABz/JH| < 1, w — |Jg
small coupling fieldi B, proportional to the overlag, the ;4 Eqgs. [[46) and (37) go over ina142) afd] (45), respec-
biquadratic equation reduces to a quadratic one and we finﬁ/ely. Eq. [47) describes the Lamb energy shift of the
for the non-unitary term triplet state|S = 1, Mg = 0) due to the coupling between
singlet and triplet states induced by the magnetic field inho
mogeneityAB,. At the magnetic field geometry we have
chosen there is no coupling betwegh= 1, Mg = +1) and
|S =1, Mg = 0) states.

In Figs. [1E3, we show the results of calculations for the
triplet states population, purity, and the Lamb shift egerg
respectively, as a function of time at a fixed interdot separa

Ju (1 — coswt) KK
J% 4+ $AB2(1 + coswt) ’

(47)

w sin wt y
J% 4+ 2AB2(1 + coswt)
([K, K] + [Kp,K])

)
K = __ABZ'Jasz
4

Ly =

(46)



tion (rap = 400 A) and differentAB,. For the Heisenberg where
interaction constant/; we used an asymptotically correct

expressioff2%20 obtained for hydrogenlike centers in GaAs 2

[ntlnote that ourJy = e; — isyrelatged to the exchange in- 93 = — Zgi’ a2 = Z‘Eifj - Z |6 Bsoal”,
tegral J in Ref.|28 viaJy = —2J]. Initially, the system =1 #J =Y,z

is assumed to be in thgs = 1, Mg = 0) state. As canbe 4 = — Z cicjen +

seen from Fig. 1, there is a re-distribution between singlet itk

and triplet states population due to the singlet-tripldb-su 1

space coupling. AIAB./Jg| < 0.1, the probability of re- <|5BSOZ|2 + §[|<$BSOI|2 + |5B50y|2]> (g2 +e4) +
distribution is negligible and the time-evolution is badig

unitary. With increasing\ B.,, this probability re-distribution (|0 Bsox|* + |0 Bsoy|*)es,

is seen to be more pronounced, time-evolution becomes non- 4

unitary (Fig. 2), anda.(¢)|? can drop to the valud? /w? at ¢, = Hgi — |6Byos|eaes —

t = mn/w,n = 1,3,.... Observe that the non-unitary dy- i1

namics reveals repetitions in time and at moments of maximal 1 ) )

(minimal) singlet-triplet states probability re-distition we S 10Bsos|” + 10Bsoy["Jes(e2 + €a),

find maximal (minimal) Lamb energy shifts (Fig. 3). Thus, e = &, €9 = €4y, €3 = &y, €4 = E¢_.

the non-unitary effects observed are not irreversible aeg t
do not result in a real decoherence process. We do not have For hydrogenlike centers one can estimate the enesgies
in our two-electron model a real, external and infinite “Bath ande; as follows. The ground energy of two well separated
coupling to which would result in irreversible decohereate  hydrogen atoms idoy ~ —27.2e¢V . Using for GaAs the
fects in the spin system. In Figs. 4,5 we demonstrate the descaling factorKg,as = m*/c? ~ 4.6-10~* one can estimate
pendence of triplet states population and Lamb energysshifts, ~ KqgaasEon = —12.6meV. g4, is located higher than
on the interdot distances 5 at a fixedAB, = 0.05T. ¢ due to mainly interelectron repulsiag, (AA; AA) so that
Edo — €t = Vee(AA; AA) = 12.6 meV.
If 6Bsoo = 0, @ = z,y, 2, the roots of Eq. [(B0¥; are
D. Spin-orbit interaction in pure-spin model equal toe;, i = 1,...,4. The two other roots ar&; = ¢4,
andFEs = 5. The corresponding eigenvectors are

In this subsection we estimate the non-unitary effects in .
the pure-spin model due to spin-orbit interaction. For sim- p < 6B, /20B... OBf, )
k Oa 17 17 -

plicity we assume that the external magnetic field is homo-l¢k) =

. o o Ey—¢ey Ep—e3 Eyp—
geneous and directed along thexis, with B,, being itsz- k2 BhTes BhTed

component. SincéB,, is a pure imaginary field (its compo- ko= 1....4,
nents are matrix elements between the real stateand¢p _ _ T
5 H |€ > - (0717 1507070) )
of an odd vector function of the momentum operator, both in V2
vacuum and in the bulk of semiconductors that lack inversion v _ (1.0,0,0,0,0)", (51)

symmetry, Dresselhaus fieldsas well as in heterostructure

zinc-blendes, Rashba fiel#§,we have where

(6BE)* = 0BT, 6B

S0 S0z

= —6Bsoz- (48) dk = (2 =+ [|5Bsom|2 + |6B50?J|2] x

Using these relationships, the singlet-triplet spin-becbu- ( 1 1 ) 2|6 Bso |? -1/
( 2

pling can be written as (Br—2)? | (Br—2a)? By —c3)
. L 0 N L 0 L 0 7 Notice that the above formulas are not valid in the degener-
H*(B,,) = | 39B% _W‘SBSOZ —30B5, | . (49) ate caseBy, = 0 andes = 3 = e4 = ;. In this case the
16BY, —%5&% —16B,, biquadratic Eq.[{50) reduces to two quadratic ones, twasroot

of which are degeneraté&; = E>; = ¢,. Formally, one gets

The couplings between double-occupancy, singlet angingularities in Eq. [(51) ak; = FE» = ;. Therefore, the
triplet states are seen to be the same. We assume thgimpler, degenerate case should be analyzed separately and
H% = diag(es, €40, €d0), Wheree; and g4, are the sin-  the corresponding formulas [not shown here] can be derived.
glet and double-occupancy states energies, & = Let us now find the spin-orbit field
diag(es, ¢, £1— ), Wheres, is a triplet state energy ang. =
¢ &+ By,. Within these approximations, the 6-by-6 eigenvalue 5 _ [/ ‘ = ’~ ~ =
problem Eq. [(IP) is then reduced to computing the roots of PBro <¢A Bro(P) Q_S,B>q <¢f4| Buolp) 195)

a7 oa(7 = B)Boo(=iVa)on(r)  (52)

the biquadratic equatiéh 7,
Bso(=iVg) [ di*¢a(|F = R|)¢p(r)
Bso(_lvﬁ)S(R)

E' 4 a3E® + asE* + a1E 4 ap =0 (50)
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taken to be equal. The external magnetic fiBlg = 0.5T.

Whereﬁso(ﬁ) is an odd function of the momentum operator
p=—iVrandR = ¥4 . In particular, in zinc-blende semi-
conductors such as GaAB,, is cubic in the components of

7:31.34
Bsoa = Asopa(p%_pi),
a, B,y = {cyclicpermutationsof z,y,z}
—1
Aso = Ogo (m* V 2m*Eq) ) (53)

wherem* is the effective mass of the electrdt, is the band

gap [n* = 0.072, E, ~ 1.43¢V for GaAs], p,, py, p. are

components of the momentum along the cubic a}e§],

[010], and[001] respectively. The dimensionless coefficient
o = 0.07 for GaAs. From Eqs[(32) anHd (53) we obtain

 Ro(R%2—R%) ( ,,
Bsoa = ZAso 23 ~ {S (R)_
3 (R) + 3 (R) (54)
R R?
The overlap integrd® S(r = R/ag) = (1 +r +
r2/3) exp(—r) for hydrogenlike centersalp ~ 92 A for

GaAs] and Eq.[(54) reduces to

Baox = i(0.83meV)sin 6 cos p(sin” @ sin? p — cos? §) x

(~3) 2 ewtn

2
3
where(R, 0, ©) are spherical coordinates of the vecimwith

r“ exp

(55)
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FIG. 7: (color online) The purity in the presence of spinibdou-
pling. All parameters are the same as in Fig. 6.
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FIG. 8: (color online) Effect of spin-orbit angular anisay on
triplet states population. All parameters are the same Bgir6.

(0 = w/4,p = w/3), and differentr 45 in the range 200-
500A. Observe that the maximal re-distribution of singlet-
triplet probability occurs a&nt/|e 4, —e¢| = 0.5 and the spin-
orbitinteraction effect diminishes as 5 increases. The max-
imal singlet-state probability achievedrats = 200 A is seen

to be quite small,» 10~°. As compared to the non-unitary ef-

other components being obtained by cyclic interchange-of infects induced by3-field inhomogeneity, the spin-orbit effects

dices.

are on average four orders of magnitude smaller. The angular

In Figs.[6 and7 we display the time-dependence of thelependence of the population of triplet states on the interd
triplet states population and the purity, which is inducgd b radius-vector orientation at a fixed 5 = 200 A is illustrated
the spin-orbit interaction, Eq.[(b5), at a fixed orientation in Fig.[8.
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E. The B-field interaction in the pseudo-spin model see, e.g., Ref, 36]. From the representation Ed. (60) il
immediately thaUcﬁ'ys(t) = exp (—’Lt (%55 + %at)) Ucﬁ(t)
Using Eqs.[(37) and{40), the effective Hamiltonian matrix cannot match an arbitrad/s, because the number of inde-

Eq. (8) in the basi§®,;, ,;,i = 1,2, 3} can be rewritten as  Pendent parameters in Eq. [56) is at m®st fewer than the
number off;’s. This can also be understood from the fact that

£, ﬁAB* —%ABZ _ﬁiABf the for_m of the Hamilt_on_ian matrix,_quZ(BG), is not generic.
L_AB- & +B B- 0 In particular, the matrix is sparse, i.e., the entri2s4) and
Heg = | 2v2 L w 4,2) are zeros.
off “IAB Bt c B- (4,2)
£ A §+ (‘)“’ Bi ‘g However, compositions of unitary transformations Eq] (59)
2v2 av et avz taken at different sets of parameters can provide a universa

. L (56)  set of unitary gates it*. A well-known example of universal
where for simplicity we neglected contributions from the gates is provided by the Heisenberg interactionfat# 0)
double-occupancy states [the resolvent term in Ef. (3)}. Al with single-spin addressing (Até £ ()1

ternatively, in thepseudo-spin representation we get From Eq. [56) it follows that a necessary and sufficient

1 3 condition for obtaining a universal set of gates on two spins
Hep = (fs + fs) I'+Jusa-5p+ is to have an inhomogeneity in the magnetic fidld® # 0
[the source of inhomogeneity can be different, it can be ei-

— AB . ther strongly localized magnetic fields gifactor engineer-
av (5a+5p) + 2 (54 = 55) ing] and t?lg Heisenberg igteractiodﬂ i 0. The ?eason
is that whenAB = 0, the Hamiltonian Eq. [(86) and the
corresponding unitary transformations take a block-diadjo
form, with singlet-triplet entries being zeros, while when
Jg = 0, the Hamiltonian form[{38) will have zero off-
diagonal block-matrices. Clearly, even a composition ahsu
unitary transformations taken at different sets of paranset
eithere,,e;, B4 = Bp ore; = &4, Ba, Bp, will be in a
block-diagonal form and it cannot reproduce an arbitraiy un
tary transformation. Note that when one allows for encoding

B
T A PRI
= 465 4€t HSA " SB
By 54+ Bp -5, (57)
whereBs = B, + A§/2 andBg = B,, — A§/2 are the
local magnetic fields at site4 and B, respectively. The term

Ju §a - §p is the familiar Heisenberg interaction. In matrix
form, Eq. [5T) can be rewritten as

e iB; 0 0 a qubit into three or more spins, the Heisenberg interaction

B 252 1y 0 alone is universal in the pseudo-spin mo#e¥® and Heisen-
Het = 0 1Jg 253 1p- (58) berg along with an inhomogneous magnetic field is universal

0 2 0 1B} 2543 for an encoding of a single qubit into pair of spi#s.
1 2 1 Moreover, it should be noted that in the homogeneous mag-
€1 = &+ §BAZ’ g9 =4 — 5(JH + Ba.), netic field case unitary transformations restricted to tipéett

1 ] subspace will not provide a universal set of gates. To prove
e3 = &y — —(Jg — Bp.), e4=¢&;— 5BBZ this statement, let us consider a composition of two unitary

transformations in the triplet subspace:

whereBY ; = Ba s +iBa,py.

The Hamiltonian Eq.[{36) generates a unitary evolution exp(—it1 H'"(By)) exp(—ity H'" (Bz)) =

exp(—i(ty +t2) HY) =

Uesr (t) = exp(—itHeg) (59) exp (—i(t1 + ta)ey — ity H(By) — ity HY (By)—  (61)
in C*. At a fixed set of parameters, ;, EA, EB the propa- % H"(B1), Htt(BQ)} +- ) ’

gatorU(t) does not provide a universal set of unitary gates

in C*. Any unitary transformatiod/ € U(4) can be repre- where on the right-hand-side we used the Campbell-Hausdorf
sented as a product of a phase faetop(ic), wherea is a  formula?® From Eq. [3¥) one obtains

real parameter, and a unitary transformatidn € SU(4).

Any transformatiorUs is determined by\/ = 42 — 1 = 15 . . 2B, B= 0
independent real parametéts, . .., 05) so that H'"(By),H"(By)| =i | BY 0 B~ |, (62
0 BT -2B,
M
Us(01,...,0p) = —1i 0 F; |, 60 > = ~ > 3 .
s(01,--, ) eXp( z; ) (60) where B =[B; x B,] and B* = B, + iB,. Since the

higher-order terms in the Campbell-Hausdorff formula con-
where the set of generatof$; } is an orthonormalized trace- sist of nested commutators betwesi! (5B;) and H'!(B,),
less, Hermitian matrix set that forms a Lie algebsiét) [Fi's ~ we find that the effective Hamiltoniaf ' corresponding to
form a complete basis in a readf-dimensional vector space; the product of two unitary transformations will still have a
they are analogs of Pauli matrices,, « = z,y, z, in su(2) -  sparse form, with thél, 3) and(3, 1) entries being zeros.
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F. Isit possible to obtain a universal set of gates in the where

pure-spin model? 5

Fi(0Ba0) = S (HEH0Bao)Ks + (HEL(05u0)) K] )

Simultaneously, we have just proved that in thee-spin i=1
model, in the case of a homogeneous magnetic field, unitary , . (64)
transformations in the triplet subspace will not providenau It follows from Eq. [49) thattls; = H3}, > = F3 and

versal set of gates. On the other handAdt + 0, we have  EQ- (64) can be reduced to
already shown that the evolution of the spin-density matrix
is non-unitary. Let us assume that we have a non-unitary
gate£; so thatp(t1) = L£1(¢1)p(0). How could one define
a composition of two non-unitary gateS,£;? In order to
do this unambiguousl\, should obey a compatibility con- 5o\ 3

dition with the initial state [because a non-unitalygate is Hso(0Bs0) = AaoF(0B50) (66)

not totally independent of the initial state, it includesr@® \yhere the coefficient,, is proportional to the ratios of the
sort of correlation information encoded in the initial sfat amplitudes of double occupancy transitiod#:{ and H:3

that is a correlatiorfz,, (,) established between,(t1) and  4nq the energies of interelectron interactid@{ — E and
at(t1) amplitudes at = ¢; should be included in in the def-  f7ss _ E) in doubly occupied QDs:
inition of the corresponding dynamics generator operators 33

Fy5(6B,,) = F(6B,,) = iV26B,, [54 x 58]  (65)

Then, Eq.[(6B) can be rewritten as

L>. Eg. [IT), where the left-hand-side antf® should be 1
replaced byR,, (1) and the identity matrix, respectively, pro- Ado = Z Hij, (m)
vides a relationship betwedty, (1) andR,,, (0). If the corre- kf’:m kk!
lation between the amplitudestat 0 andt = ¢, is the same, ss( ss ss
Ry (t1) = R (0), thenF\)Ne obviously havé; :1 Lo = Land - A [H73(E — Hi3 — Hi5)+
Lo(t2)L1(t1) = L(t1 + t2). HP3(E — Hss — H33)
In the total Hilbert space, the state is defined by 11 real pa- . Hi Hi3 (67)
rameters. While in the reduced description, the spin-dgnsi T E-Hy  E- H3

matrix is defined by 5 real parameters (for more on the spin

density matrix parametrization in terms@$, see SectionV). Here, the determinant is

Fixing a correlation in the initial state,(0) = R,,(0)a.(0), _ _

we have 3 complex equations between the amplitudés) A= (E - Hs33)(E — H33) — |H33)%. (68)
anda.(0), which define a 5D real manifold embedded into _ _ . . o

the total Hilbert space. Using these equations we can separa | N€ effective spin-orbit interaction Hamiltonian EQ.1(é6)

6 extra real degrees of freedom that we have in the total staffferent from the corresponding one obtained by Kavain.
description from those in the spin-density matrix destwipt In our de_rlvat|on the double-occupancy states are esgentia
However, these extra degrees of freedom are not eliminateffhereas in Refl. 17 these states are totally neglected. We
in the spin-density description, they are included in therfo  Showed above that neglecting double-occupancy statelsesu
of correlation matrixR,(0), a = {s, ¢, m}. It was shown in N Z€ro spin-orbit coupling. The very physical picture portf
part | that Eq. [T4) provides axact description of quantum ward in Refl 117 to support the derivation was base_d on the as-
evolution, in the spin-density space. Therefore, as longes sumption that when one of _the two electrons localized a_lt cen-
have a universal set of unitary gates in the total Hilbertepa [€rs4 or B tunnels to the adjacent center (say, frdrto B), it

this set of gates will be transiated into the corresponditigu €XPeriences the influence of the spin-orbit field resulthogrf
versal set of non-unitary gates generated by Eq. (14) becauthe under-barrier motion of the electron. Neglecting deubl

no information is lost in our “reduced” spin-density matrix ©ccupancy states means that the second electron should si-
description. multaneously tunnel fron® to A so that the two electrons can

never be found in the same QD. Indeed, in Ref. 17 this simul-
taneous two-electron transition is described by the prbaiuc
two matrix elements: the overlaﬁband(ééso)a, a=uwxy,2
[Hso ~ 8(5550 -[84 x §B]), our§B,, is related to Kavokin’s

G. Spin-orbitinteraction in the pseudo-spin model b-field via 5550 = —ib, and the overlap vi& = €. With

the orthogonalized molecular-type, two-center orbitalshs

a one step two-electron transition gives a zero contributio

since the spin-orbit interaction is a one-electron operahal

the overlapS = <&A’ $B> = 0. Eq. [63) describes the

Let us consider spin-orbit effects, which are proportidoal
d Bs,, in thepseudo-spin model. From Eq[{6) we obtain

1 -1 two-step mechanism: in the first step, the two-electron sys-
Hso(6Bso) = Z H3} (755) Fy/ (0Bso), tem makes a transition from the singly-occupied stfeto
kk'=2,3 EI—H® ) the intermediate, double-occupancy states, ¢ ;3 due to the

(63) inter-electron interactioni{{;, kK = 1,2 terms). Then in the
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FIG. 9: Spin-orbit interaction reduction coefficient Eq.3)7as a
function of interdot distance for GaAs.

second step, as a result of the spin-orbit interaction, yse s
tem makes transitions frod,,, .3 to @4, triplet states (the
H}t terms).

Let us find an estimate for

AdO(R) ~ // d’l’ld’l’2¢ Tl
|5do - 5t|

(|72 — R|)m¢(7"2) (69)
where  the hydrogenlike  orbital ¢(r)
(ma%) "2 exp(—r/ap). Since electron 1 in Eq. [:(]59)

is localized around the effective Bohr radiug, one can
approximate

1 N 1

[Ty —apri/r|

(70)

7 — 71|

12

which is exactly the ratio of our and Kavokin's estimates,
as a function of interdot distance. As one can d€g, de-
creases from 0.98 to 0.46 in the ranggs ~ 300 — 700A.
Interestingly, our results qualitatively agree with theuis

of Ref.|28, which obtained in the region of interest  ~

(3 — T)ap] a reduction of about one-half relative to that of
Refs. 11{,41. According to Ref. 28{,, ~ 2Jvck, whereJ

is the exchange integral calculated using the medium hyper-
plane metho#2° andyqk is an angle of spin rotation due
to spin-orbit interaction introduced by Gor’kov and Krotko
[vak =~ %'}/K, ~k being the corresponding angle of spin rota-
tion introduced by Kavokin]. Note that Kavokin‘g; and J
are not independent parameters. In Ref. g was defined
asQb/J so that their produ@J~yk = 2Qb does not depend
explicitly on J.

IV. ELECTRONS ON LIQUID HELIUM

Recently, Lyon suggested that the spin of electrons floating
on the surface of liquid helium (LHe) will make an excellent
qubit#? Lyon’s proposal, instead of using the spatial part of
the electron wavefunction as a qubit as in the charge-based
proposal44454¢gkes advantage of the smaller vulnerability
of the electron’s spin to external magnetic perturbatiords a
as a consequence, a longer spin-coherencetime. It alsbéas t
important advantage over semiconductor spin-based propos
als (as first pointed out in the charge-based progd&at>4§
that, with the electrons residing in the vacuum, several im-
portant sources of spin decoherence are eliminated sdihat t
environment effects are highly suppressed (the spin-eviver
time is estimatetf to beT, > 100s).

The geometry of the system with the electrons trapped at
the LHe-vacuum interface (see Fig. 2 in Ref. 42), is concep-
tually similar to that of semiconductor heterostructurébe
two electrons are trapped at sitésandi’z (74, 5 are radius-
vectors of the centers of quantum dots in the= 0 plane)

Then, the remaining integrals can be calculated exactly angy the two attractive centers created by two charged sgeric

we obtain

Adgo(r = R/ap) =~ — A2 ey (r) —

2[F1(r+ 1)+ Fi(r—1)] —
Bl +1) - -1+ D
2[Fo(r+1) = Fo(r — 1)]}
where
Fy(x) = ZE 15(1+ Jaf) + 6]z + |of*] exp(~|2]),
Fi(z) = & [3(l(1 + [2]) + o] exp(— ),
Fy(z) = h‘g“<w><1+|x|>exp< |z]).

(72)
Here, we used the same estimate £gf — <; as in Section
D]

In order to compare our calculations to Kavokin's result for
GaAs, we have plotted in Fifj] 9 the spin-orbit interaction re

duction coefficient

|~Ad0|
V28’

K, = (73)

electrodes located below the LHe surface at distanead
separated by the interdot distancgs = |74 — 75|:

Vie(2,7) = —% + Va(z,7) + VB(2,7) (74)
Vap(z,7) = — Qan ., (75)
\/(z +h)? 4 (F—Fap)’

where the first potential- A/ z, is due to attraction to the im-
age charge induced by an electron in the LHe £ (¢ —
1)/(4(e+1)) ~ 7-1073, with ¢ ~ 1.057 being the dielectric
constant of helium]. For purposes of interaction controd t
Q) 4,5 charges on the electrodes can be made variable in time.
The electrons are prevented from penetrating into helium by
high potential barrier{ 1 eV) at the helium surface, so that
formally one can pu¥;, = oo atz < 0. The in-plane and
out-of-plane motion of electrons in the potential of Eq.)(is4

in general non-separable. However, near the electrodsis po
tion 74, the potential of Eq[(75) is approximately separable



in the z andr coordinates

1 Lo
% +&iaB2+ 5&)12473 (7 _TA,B)Qa
(76)

where it is assumed thatand |7 — 74 g| < hand€, 4 p =

Qap/h* wap = (QA_,B/h3)1/2. In the separable approx-
imation of Eq. [Z6), the electron’s motion in thedirection

[z > 0] is described by a 1D-Coulomb potential perturbed
by a small Stark interaction and the in-plane motion by a 2D-
oscillatory potential. We assume that the out-of-plane mo-
tion in thez-direction is “frozen” in the ground state of a 1D-
Coulomb potential

VA,B(ZaF) ~ —

g (2) = 2V/A(Az) exp(—Az2), (77)

and the in-plane motion, in a superposition of the in-plane
confining oscillatory potential and, possibly, a perpentic
magnetic field, is described by the Fock-Darwin (FD) state
of Eq. (23). Then, the calculation éf; and v, (ij; kl) in
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FIG. 10: The Heisenberg and dipole-dipole spin interactitag-
$hitudes as a function of interdot distance. The distancen ftioe

electrodes to the LHe surfade = 800 A and the charges on the

Egs. [Z_?)-[IZI_)) in the chosen basis set is reduced to the oNgpectrodes) , — Q1 = 1 a.u. The magnetic field3y — 0.
dimensional integrals

A 1 wherei = A, B,C, D in the two-electron matrix elements
hap = —3 + = 2AQ age(a, By Aa)— denotes orbitals with the effective lengthdocalized atr;,
A andJy(z) is the zeroth order Bessel function. From Hql (79)
2AQgc(a, B,Ap)| SaB. one can obtain the following expression for the Heisenberg
haa — _% n ﬁ — 2AQage(a, Ba, 0) — interaction constant
A 4 2
ONQ 00, Ba. 2Ar a1, Jug = —1.232 -210 Agee(a,0)S? meV (80)
A 1 . - 8A%1%1 B
hep = —3 + T 2AQ agc(cv, BB, 2A14B) — % +13
2AQBg.(a, B5,0), Note that/y is proportional to the square of the overlap ma-
oo trix elementS, Eq. [25), and the integraj..(a,0) does not
gela, B,A) = /0 dx Jo(Az) x depend on the interdot distancgs. As a rough estimate, one
5 3 can approximate the rational function in the integrala, 0)
exp (~az — fa”) /(z +1)°, (78) by a constant 8, as a result obtaining(a, 0) ~ 4+/r /a.
(2A1A13)2 Figure[10 shows the magnitudes of the Heisenberg and
a = 2Ah, B= 2R dipole-dipole spin interaction},/; | and Jqi, from Egs. [8D)
9AL2 anq (36) respectively,.as a function of interdot Qistance_s. A_
Bap = 2(Alap)?, Iap= 273-;‘“& estimated, the magnitude of the Heisenberg interaction is
7 7 ' I3 +15 comparable to the weak dipole-dipole interaction g ~
1000 A. However, we remark that the strong dependence of
S ~ exp(—ar? ) (quadratic in the interdot distance) is due
Vee(AB; CD) = Neegee(a, b), to the quE’;tdrat?cBgependence on coordinates in the expohent o
N — Alalglclp % the corresponding oscillatory wavefunctions. Asymptatic
R+ )L +13) the confining potential Eq[{¥5) behaves as a 2D Coulomb
2 2, potential, so that one should expect a milder coordinate de-
exp <_4(lg 2 - 103 1 2 )) ) pendenceS ~ exp(—arag), at large distances (assuming
- AC B D By = 0) and the rough estimate of E@. {80) provides a lower
Geela,b) = / dz Jo(bx) x bound for the Heisenberg interaction strength. _
0 Lyon suggestet using, instead of the exchange interac-
(32% 4+ 92 + 8)(x + 1) 73, (79) tion, the magnetic dipole-dipole interaction between thas
122 1212 in order to implement two-qubit gates, motivating this bg th
a = 4A? (12 ‘:_(’22 + 3 B+[l)2 ) , strong sensitivity of the exchange coupling to the pararsete
ATC BT°'D of the system and, hence, the corresponding difficultiel wit
b — 9A B7a+157c  1p7Fe + 137D attempting to control this interaction. Our analysis confir
2 +12 1%+ 12 ’ this, though, of course it is not easy to control the dipole-
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V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

—=— AB_=0.05T r,5=900 Angstrom
® 01T

1.0+ We have performed a comparative study mfre- and
pseudo-spin dynamics for a system of two interacting elec-
trons trapped in two QDs. We have shown that when there
is negligible coupling between the spin and orbital degrees
of freedom, which is the case of ne&rfield homogeneity
and negligible spin-orbit interaction, the system spinaipn
ics is unitary in bothpure- and pseudo-spin models and is
governed by the Zeeman interaction Hamiltonian of the to-
tal spinS (S = 1) with the magnetic field5,,. The sin-
glet and triplet states are totally decoupled; the totah $pi
0.0 02 04 06 08 10 conserved. The spin system Hilbert space can be decom-
time, 2nt/|J, | posed into two independent, singlet and triplet subspaces,
the singlet spin states being magnetically inactige=£ 0).
Thus, the two-electron spin system restricted to the triple
FIG. 11: (color online) The triplet states population ofattens ~ subspace physically embodies a qutrit. The Heisenberg in-
trapped in QDs on a LHe surface, as a function of time at differ teraction operates differently jpure- and pseudo-spin mod-
ent magnetic field difference& B, = 0.05 and 0.1 T. Initially the  els. If for simplicity we neglect double-occupancy statés,
system is in the triplet state’ = 1, Ms = 0). The distance between pseudo-spin state is totally defined by four complex ampli-
QDs is 900A. All other parameters are the same as in Eig. 10. tudes: {as1(0), a(0), i = 1,2,3} in the basis{®,;, ;;};
so that the Heisenberg interaction results in a phase uni-
tary transformation{as; (t) = exp(—iest)as1(0), as;(t) =
exp(—ieit)a,;(0)}. Since the spin-density matrix(t) is a
bilinear combination ofi's: p.;;(t) = ati(t)ay;(t), ps(t) =
r,,=900 Angstrom 1 — ", pui(t), the p-state will not by affected by the unitary
transformation induced by the Heisenberg interaction.

We have also shown that unitary quantum gates realized in
both spin models do not provide a universal set of gates un-
der the conditomAB = 0. In order to obtain a universal
set of gates, there should be both non-zero coupling between
singlet and triplet statesﬁ(é # 0) and non-zero Heisenberg
interaction (/zr # 0). Although atAB # 0 pure-spin dy-
namics becomes non-unitary, one can establish a relatfjpnsh
between unitary gates ipseudo-spin and the corresponding
non-unitary gates ipure-spin dynamics so that a universal set

I
®
1

o
=)
1

Triplet states population, |a‘(t)|2
=] o
N S
1 1

°
o
1

0.9

0.8

Purity, p(t)

0.7

0.6

0.5+

0.0 0.2 04 06 0.8 1.0 of quantum gates constructed within thgeudo-spin model
time, 2rt/}J, | will generate a universal set of non-unitary gateptne-spin
dynamics.

To demonstrate the non-unitary effects, which are pro-
FIG. 12: (color online) The purity(t) for the same parameters as in portional to the square of the magnetic field inhomogene-
Fig.[11. ity, in pure-spin dynamics, we have calculated how singlet
and triplet states populations, as well as the purity and the

Lamb energy shift, are affected b&é # 0 and spin-
orbit interaction inn-doped GaAs semiconductors. These ef-

dipole interaction either: Eq/_(B6) shows that this inttiac ~ f€cts are found to be strongly dependent on the ratids of
depends on only one controllable parameter, the interdet di field inhomogeneity and the Heisenberg interaction comstan
tance (they-factor is a constant in vacuum). |AB./Ju|. For example, the singlet-triplet states popula-
tion re-distribution is maximal at = mn/w, wherew =

Similarly to Figs.[1 and]2, Figs[lL1 afdl12 demonstrate,/JZ + AB2 andn = 1,3,..., and the singlet state pop-
non-unitary effects in th@ure-spin model, due to magnetic ulation can achieve the valud B2 /w?. Thus, we can con-
field inhomogeneity in the electrons-on-LHe system. The include that the Heisenberg interaction, characterized by th
terdot distance shown is,5 = 900 A. At this distance the interaction constanfy;, plays an essential role in producing
Heisenberg interaction still prevails over the dipole iate  non-unitary effects ipure-spin dynamics. Spin-orbit interac-
tion by at least an order of magnitude. Again, the pattern seetion effects are found to be roughly four orders of magnitude
in the singlet-triplet states population redistributisrclearly ~ smaller as compared to those causedbsijeld inhomogene-
oscillatory. ity.
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As shown in Figs[1{38, there are clear oscillations in thecalculations predict a smaller magnitude of the spin-drbit
pure-spin dynamics and the non-unitary behavior of the spinteraction as compared to the estimates of Ref. 17, but are con
density matrix does not show the decaying pattern charactesistent with the results of Ref.|28.
istic of a real decoherence process. This should be expectedin our second application we demonstrated, in Figs. 11 and
since the “bath” — the electron orbitals — in our spin mode[T2, non-unitary effects due 6B #£ 0 in a system of elec-
is not a real stochastic or infinite external bath, an int#vac  trons trapped above a liquid helium surface, namely the-spin
with which may result in irreversible decoherence. Ineseen  pased quantum computing proposal by L$%m more thor-
the spin dynamics is embedded in space and our bath is tagugh investigation of spin dynamics in this system is leftfo
small. The coordinate Hilbert space in the two-orbital grdu  future publication.
state approximation adopted in the present paper is repre- |n conclusion, we note that the two-electron spin-density
sented by 4 two-electron coordinate basis wavefunctions. Imatrix description advocated in this paper is expected to be
principle, the coordinate bath can be large in a system whergseful when electrons trapped in QDs are not spatially re-
couplings between excited and ground state orbitals are n@jlved or resolvable. The spin-dynamics is then completely

negligible. This is an interesting question for future istie
gation: how will couplings to excited orbitals affect themo
unitary spin dynamics? The other interesting generatipaif
the present model is inclusion of real environment effeas,
the real stochastic bath representing the interactioreatrn
spins with the semiconductor medium. We will consider thes
and other generalizations in a future publications.

In the pseudo-spin model, whereB-field inhomogeneity
results in first-order effects, we have estimated the contr
bution of the spin-orbit interaction to the effectipseudo-
spin Hamiltonian, namely the Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya spin-

described by the spin-density matrix Although the p-

dynamics becomes non-unitary in generalz(:a‘t_?' # 0), it
is controllable by modulating the interaction parametégs,

Ew, AB. Since the non-unitarity comes from the mag-

éwetic field inhomogeneitiea}ﬁ and/ordﬁso, and since the

p-dynamics is quadratically protected from these fields thi
might prove to be important in practical quantum computing

.as minimizing coupling between spin and orbital degrees of

freedomquadratically improves the fidelity of unitary gates
in the p-state space.

orbit interaction term, and have suggested a two-step mecha

nism: coupling between the singly-occupied singlet statk a
triplet states occurs via intermediate, double-occupatates
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