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Quantum dot arrays are a promising media for transferrirajtyum information between two distant points
without resorting to mobile qubits. Here we study two mostomn disorders namely, hyperfine interac-
tion and exchange coupling fluctuations, in quantum dotyaread their effects on quantum communication
through these chains. Our results show that the hyperfieeaiction is more destructive than the exchange cou-
pling fluctuations. The average optimal time for commurn@ais not affected by any disorder in the system
and our simulations show that anti-ferromagnetic chaiesnanch more resistive than the ferromagnetic ones
against both kind of disorders. Even when time modulatioa obupling and optimal control is employed to
improve the transmission, the anti-ferromagnetic chaifopes much better. We have assumed the quasi-static
approximation for hyperfine interaction and time dependentuations in the exchange couplings. Particularly,
for studying exchange coupling fluctuations we have comeitlthe static disorder, white noise ahgdf noise.

I. INTRODUCTION registers without resorting to optics. Thus, proposaldwit
chains of charge qubitﬂﬁo , flux qubits [11] and quantum

o ) . dot based excitonic qubits [12,113] have been put forward.
The transmission of quantum information between tWop,ever, in this context spins in quantum dot arrays, look

well separated parties via quantum channel is prereqdsite particulary promising, since electron spins in quantumsdot

quantum communication and scalable quantum computatiof, ;e relatively long relaxation time [14-17], allow for @sh
Spin chains are of great interest i_n quantum information scig; manipulationd [18—21]. They will be ideal as connectors
ence since they are natural candidates for quantum channggyeen quantum registers built with spin qubits in quantum
[ in atomic scales. In the use of spin chains for quantumyqg [220214]. The other advantage of using quantum dot ar-
communication a sender can send a quantum state or shaig s for realization of quantum channel is the easy and flexib
entanglement with another separated set of spins at a tista@anipulation of the exchange couplings between neighgorin
point of the spin chain just through the natural evolutiothef y4ts " Theoretical [23] works has shown that the quantum dot
system. Besides controlling the sender and the receives spi . ain might fairly easily transit from ferromagnetic (FM t

no extra controls are needed for communication so that SY$inti-ferromagnetic (AFM) phase by modulating the barrier o

tem can be shielded from the environment to minimize decopeighhoring dot or external magnetic field and typically the
herence. Based on the physical implementation of spin shainteraction is found to be anti-ferromagnetic|[19].

several imperfections can affect the communication p®ICES 1 hag heen shown that the perfect state transfer can be
Thermal fluctuationsl[2] and decoherent2[[3-5] have beeq pieved in a chain of spins interacting permanently thnoug

studied as external effects. Another important source of imengineered coupling5 [25] or controlling a single locakiact
perfectionis disorder which is inevitable due to imperfatt ;0 \vhich modulates one energy-level transitiod [26] in an
rication processes. In any physical implementation, asvay x pamiltonian . However, in the chain of quantum dots the
there exist some parameters which cannot be tuned perfedﬁ??atural interaction betwee’n neighboring spins is Heisanbe
For instance in a spin chain one cannot guarantee to have prgz miitonian [22] and there is no way to convert it to a XX
cise couplings without disorder and also each spin can havigamiltonian for achieving perfect state transfer. On theeot

different ener[gg splitting due to a fluctuating electric a8gn  ,hq jt was shown that in the Heisenberg Hamiltonian with-
]

netic field. In [6] the coherent dynamics of one and two elec,t |5cally modulating the magnetic field one cannot achieve
tron transportin a linear array of tunnel-coupled quantams d éJerfect state transferring [27].

in the presence of imperfect fabrications have been studie For electron spins in a mesoscopic open quantum system,

Mhor_eover(,j t?ﬁ influbences oflthe dstatic rcﬁlsor;jers(;)n XX ﬁpinthe most significant interactions are the spin-orbit anchthe
chain model have been analyzed recently [7] and was s OWf)"erfine interactions [28]. The first process can be effigjent

that locally controlling the couplings is more susceptitie g, rossed via reducing the temperature and also its tafe sc

dlsorde_rs thgn p(_arman_ently coupled cham_s. Onfsne ENergy so long such that for a fast coherent scheme, such as state
fluctuations in spin chains have been considereflin [8] and 'Eransferring, it does not have a significant effect. So, as th

was found that these fluctuations suppress the transmission ¢ important effect in quantum dot spin chain communica-

a different way compared to the static disorders. Due to the,, \ve focus on the hyperfine interaction which practically

_ra?dom rr:a_ture ?‘f i‘sor??f't t?ﬁy also may C?US? IOCSL'Z_?EOEan not be suppressed due to the permanent interaction with
in long chains which restricts the communication lengthisTh y'o'soine of nuicle in the host material,

localization and communication beyond that length has been Moreover, having a strong spin exchange coupling, for a
investigated in[[9]. fast evolution, by means of external gates will introducelba

Chains of perpetually coupled spins or other qubits in solidground charge fluctuations in the system. This charge fluctu-
state systems, may be used to connect solid state quantuation will induce variations of spin exchange coupling, @i
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also lead to qubit dephasing. Unlike the hyperfine interac-

tion the quasi static approximation is not valid for excheng (@) o 1 2 e NN
coupling fluctuations and they suffe|E_2f£0m a time dependent NN\ N\
disorder which behaves like/ f noise [29].

In this paper, we study the effect of hyperfine interaction M M " M
and exchange coupling fluctuation over the quality of quan- I VAYAY2 VAN
tum communication through the quantum dot spin chains. We ‘Iil‘ M . M
consider linear lateral quantum dot arrays in both FM and
AFM regimes and compare the destructive effects of these two (b)
source of imperfections on the quality of communication. As "0 1/\ 2/_\--/\ N}_\N

hyperfine interactions lead to non-conservation of totadma
netization of the chain here we require a general formula for M M AL

the fidelity of quantum state transfer in an arbitrary quamtu NN NN N
channel. Accordingly, we present and use such a formula, ’ Ii Qz e ﬂ &
which to our knowledge, has not been used in the spin chain ot
literature.

The structure of the paper is as following. We first intro-
duce the theoretical model to realize the state transfexchas
on quantum dot arrays in Selc] II. Then the effects of hypergg. 1: (Color online) (a) Scheme for transferring an aeigrpure
fine interaction and exchange interaction fluctuation aresn  state through the quantum dot chain. Spin 0 is the sendet qubi
tigated in Sec[1ITA and Se¢IlB. Moreover we investigate and initially is decoupled from the channel qubits (spins, ..., N)
the quantum state transfer in practical situation inclgdig-  which are prepared in their ground state. The sender plheegian-
perfine interaction, exchange interaction fluctuation déage  tum information on the Oth qubit, and switches on the intéoade-
thermal fluctuations in SeE.]V. A possible improving steggte  tween the Oth and the 1st qubit of the channel in order to sead t

via quantum control theory is discussed in $€c. V. Finally, o information to theNth qubit. (b) Scheme for entanglement distribu-
conclusion follows in Se€. VI tion. At the beginning, the channel is initialized to its gndl state,

and a singlet state is prepared between spin 0 and()épl'Fhe shar-
ing entangled information propagates from the Oth spin &/Xlth

Il. QUANTUM STATE TRANSFERRING IN AN IDEAL one by switching on the coupling between the Oth spin and se 1
CHAIN WITHOUT DISORDER spin while spin0’ remains decoupled from the rest of the system

during the evolution.

We consider a linear array of lateral GaAs quantum dots,

electrqstatically defined in atwo-dimensional electrosga Just as the initial proposal for the state transferring [&] w
metallic gates on the top of a semiconductor heterostrestur -onsider an arbitrary state in the sender qubit (here@pin
(GaAs/AlGaAs) [18] 28]. Here each dot is doped with a

single excess electron, and qubit is encoded on the electron B 0 i¢ o O

spin. When tunneling barrier is “high”, the interactions be [$in) = cos(5)|0) + € sin(5)|1), @
tween neighboring dots are forbidden; and if tunnelingibarr h q q ine the |

is “low”, the spins will experience an exchange interaction'’ ere,0 < § < mand0 < ¢ < 27 determine the loca-

which can be described by the Heisenberg mddél [22]. Arfion of the quantum state on the surface of the Bloch sphere.
external magnetic fielél. can be applied in the directionto 1N Other spins are initialized {g..), the ground state of the

break the degeneracy between two spin levels)dle= | |) Hamiltonian[[1). The initial state of the system is thus
and|1) = | 1) with a Zeeman splittind\, = gugh.. —

In Fig. I (a) we have shown the schematic of the system. [0 (0)) = [in) @ [tren). 3)
Spin0 is initially decoupled from the others while the rest of |n the FM and also AFM chains with odd the ground state
the system are interacting through the following Hamiléani  of the system is degenerate and to choose a single state we
add a small global magnetic field in thedirection to break

N—
I, - Zl 7.8 .8 (1) the symmetry and choose one of the ground states. To send the
ch = e ek * Skt1s state|t);,, ) through the chain one can switch on the interaction

between théth and thelst spin of the channel @t = 0 as
shown in Fig.[(a). The interaction Hamiltonian takes the

where,S; is the spini/2 operator for dot. .J;, denotes the form

exchange interaction betweéth and(k + 1)th dots which
is controlled using external gates. The exchange couplings H = JoS - 8 4)
Jy. decrease exponentially with the distance between quantum ! 0 ’

dots [23], so, just nearest neighbor interaction has bean co So, the overall Hamiltonian is

sidered in Hamiltoniar{1). Her&, > 0 (Vk € [I,N — 1)) is

for anti-ferromagnetic chain, whilé, < 0 (Vk € [1, N — 1])

denotes the ferromagnetic chains. H=H. + Hj. (5)
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Since, the initial statd {3) is not an eigenvector of the Hami amplitude is fixed and defined a$t) = arg(fno). With a

tonian H, the whole system evolves as local unitary rotation to théVth spin, or equivalently apply-
. ing a global magnetic field with a particular strength, one ca
[(t)) = Te~ o HOAT |y (0)), (6)  correct this phase. So, we have subtracted the phaisethe

Eq. (I0) and ideally if all parameters of the Hamiltonian are
where, 7 denotes the time ordering operator dnllas setto  known we can tune; such thatos(y — ) = 1 at optimal
be one. The time dependence/dfr) may stem fromrandom time t = t,,;. But as our target here is to consider the ef-
time dependent fluctuations. State of the receiver qubit)  fect of noise, the above condition cannot be met for arlyjitrar
can be computed by tracing out the other spins. So that we camknown disorder.
define the channe] aspn (t) = £(po(0)), where,po(0) = For AFM exchange interactionJf, > 0), whenN is even
|Yin) (Vin] is the density matrix of the input statetat= 0. To  (channel has a unique ground state) the effect of the channel
quantify the quality of the state transferring we compute th is a fully symmetric depolarizing channel and all states are

fidelity between the sent and the received staté, ¢;t) =  transmitted with equal fidelity [5]. So, transmission of any
(Yinlpn(t)|9in). For a general quantum channel, including arbitrary state and its final fidelity specifies the averagsifig
spin chains, we get of even AFM chain

F," = (0l¢(0)(0])[0), (11)

F(0,6:1) = cos'(3)(0/&(10)(0]0) + sin* () (1je(11) (11}
1 where, we have considered the transmission of $fiateUn-
+ —sin?(0) ((11€(]0)(0])|1) + (0]€(|1)(1])]0)) fortunately, such compact results does not exist for AFM
le chains with oddV, however, Hamiltonian still have the sym-
+ —sin?(0)((11£(]1)(0])[0) + (0]£(]0)(1])[1)). (7) metry of conserving the number of excitations.
4 Besides the quantum state transferring, one can consider
As it is clear from Eq.[{7) this quantity is dependent on theentanglement distribution as well. In this scheme, instefad
initial state and we average over all possible input states, Sending a pure state through the spin chain we prepare a sin-
over the surface of the Bloch sphere, to get an input indeperlet state between spinand and extra spif¥, shown in Fig.
dent quantity [ (b). The rest of the system is again initializedin,), the
ground state of ;. Att = 0, spin0 is coupled to the chain
1 [o=2m pO=m (as it was in the state transferring strategy) while <pire-
Fao(t) = 1~ / / F(0,$;t)sin(0)d0d¢.  (8)  mains decoupled during the evolution. As the result when the
¢=0 J6=0 state of thelth spin goes through the chain and reaches the

For an arbitrary channel we can write the average fidelity/ast site we end up with an entangled state between ®pin

F,., in a simple general way and spinN. For a general channglthe output state is:
1
Foo = §(<0|§(|0><0|)|0> + (AL ANIL)) po n(t) = %{|O)<0| @ €(|1)(1]) + |1)(1] ® £(0)(0])
+ é(<1|£(|0><0|)|1>+<0|€(I1><1|)|0>) — [1){0] @ £(0)(1]) — [0)(1] @ &(|1)(0[)},(12)
1 where, in each element the first part is the state of pand

+ 5 ((LEL)ONI0) + (0l€(0)(NIL)).  (9)

the second part represents the state of $piriThe entangle-
ment betweerd)” and N is usually measured by the concur-
renceC [30]. For the FM case, the concurrence has a very
simple form

Notice that in our casé,, is a function of time: and it takes
its maximal value at a certain tinte= ¢,,;. The general form
of fidelity (@) can be sensibly simplified by choosing a partic
ular state foj¢.;,). For instance, in the FM regimdy < 0), CTM — | fno(t)]. (13)
the initial state of the channel 8., (0)) = Hfle |0);, and
since the operata$, = >, S7 commutes with the total
Hamiltonian H the number of excitation is conserved at all
times. Thus, evolution can be fully explained in the subspac cAFM _ 3(0|€(|0)(0])|0) — 2. (14)
including the ground stat®) = Hff:o |0) and all single ex-
citation stategl;) = AJT.|O> ( = 0,1,...,N). The average
fidelity of the ferromagnetic chain has been computed in Re

In the case of AFM chains with eveN again we have a
simple form for the concurrence as

In compare to Eq[ A1) we find a simple relationship between
the average fidelity and the concurreiigé?™ = 3pAFM

[] as 2.
1 2 a _
FEM =2+ |ff\é°| " |fN°|COZ(7 %) (10 ll. DISORDERED CHAINS
where, fno(t) = (In|U(t)|1o) is the transition amplitude In the previous section, we have considered an ideal situ-

from spin 0O to the last one and the phase of the transmissioation in which there is no disorder in the quantum dot chain.



Experimentall[31, 32] and theoretical results| [15,[29, 333
show that the hyperfine interaction and the exchange interac
tion fluctuations are the most significant deleterious eéffec
on quantum dot chains. Thus, it is very important to give o 0.8
a comparison of state transferring performance between FN @
and AFM spin chains in the presence of these two practically¥ 0.6
important disorders.
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For electron spins in quantum dots, the most important de- _ 0.6 i 0.6
structive phenomenon is interaction with the spin of nuiclei 4 ™ A
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the bulk, i.e. hyperfine interaction. In this part we studigth vV 0.4
effect on the quality of state transferring in both FM and AFM 0.2
chains. 0.0 . 00
In the mesoscopic quantum dot systems, the electron spin 0 5 10 15 20 "y 5 10 15 20
interacts with many nuclear spins of its host material, and Time (units of J™' ) Time ( units of J™" )
it can be described by the Hamiltonian of the Fermi contact
Mo FIG. 2: (Color online) Time evolutions of the average fidelit
hyperfine interaction [15. 28. B6] d¢,r = > a LS in gy as(well asthe cczncurrenéé*)B inachain oflength\gf] = 1%6
. ) N ?:1 in the presence of hyperfine interaction for FM (Figs. (a) &)jl
whichI; denotes the spin of thgh nucleuss is the electron  and AFM quantum dot chains (Figs. (b) and (d)). Héris absolute
spin operator and; represents the coupling strength betweenvalue of the exchange coupling between two dots.
the jth nucleus and the electron spin. An alternative way to
describe the average effect of nuclear spins is to treat #gem
an effective magnetic fiel, which is also called as the Over- real ground state off, for AFM chains. So, the initial state
of the system is

Mo N LA
hauser field{ >~ a;I;)-S = B-S. Introducing the hyperfine
=1 [$(0)) = |in) ® [957). (17)

interaction into spin chain system, the channel Hamiltonia
H.; and total Hamiltoniar{ are changed accordingly to Then, we switch on the interaction between spiand spin
1 and accordingly system evolves under action of the Hamil-

5 N tonian H5. So, the average fidelity is computed for a fixed
Hep, = Hen + Z By - Sy, set of{ B} and since these are some random vectors we have
Nk:1 to average over hundreds of different realizations (we shoo
HE — H 4 Z B, S, (15) 500 times in our simulations) of random vectqi3; } to get

<F¢w>B and<C>B.

In Fig.[2 we show the evolutions of average fidelify,, )
and concurrencé€C)z, which exhibit the performance of
guantum information transferring, for FM and AFM quan-
tum dot chains of lengttv- = 10. As it is clear from Fig.
(2, the effect of the hyperfine interaction is always desivect
and decreases the quality of classical transmission suth th
the stronger the hyperfine interaction, the lower the qualit
of transmission. The average optimal time, where the peak of
(F,,)p and(C) g locate, is the same and does not change with
L increasing the strength of the hyperfine interaction. Notic
_B'B ), (16) that the optimal time for each realization of the chain might

2B7 .. be different due to the random nature of disorder, but since
A we do not know how disorder changes the Hamiltonian, we
with expectation valuéB) = 0 and standard deviatiaB,.... ~ cannot modify it according to the disorder, and we only can

Since, the hyperfine interaction term does not commuteonsider its average value which our simulations show that
with S, it breaks the conservation of spin-excitations so thait is not affected by disorder after many trials. Another-fea
we have to consider the total Hilbert space for the evolutiorture of the Fig.[R is the fact that in the presence of disorder
which restricts our simulation to rather short chains. Weafix the first peak becomes the dominant peak in the evolution and
random vectoB, for each quantum dot according to the dis- however, the subsequent peaks may be higher for an ideal sit-
tribution (I8) att = 0. Spin 0 is initialized td;,,) and the  uation without disorder but in the presence of disorder @me c
channel is set to be ifi}_, |0) for FM chains andv)Z ), the  concentrate just on the first peak, as we will do in the rest of

k=0

where the nuclear fielB,, is a three-dimensional random vec-
torandJ, = J is assumed to be constant for all quantum dots
Under the quasi-static approximation/[15] the spin of nucle
do not change in the state transferring time scale Bpds
supposed to be time independent. In the lakgdimit, the
random vector®,, have a Gaussian distributidn [15]

PB) = (I exp(
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Comparison of average fideli#..)s and FIG. 4: (Color online) Comparison of average fidelit..)z and
concurrencgC') g between FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs. concurrence(C)g in FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs. (b)
(b) and (d)) quantum dot chains in terms of standard devidBig,. and (d)) quantum dot chains as a function of lenittor different

for different lengths. The red straight solid line represéhe highest  values of B,... The red straight solid line represents the highest
average fidelity accessible to the classical teleportaiteme. average fidelity accessible to the classical teleportaiteme.

the paper. The most significant results of the Elg. 2 come frorAFM chains, as it has been shown in Figl 4(b) even when
the comparison between FM and AFM chains. According toBnruc IS Very strong we are above the classical threshold for a
all quantities shown in Fig[]2 the quality of transmission inchain of N = 11 and for more reasonable values®f, . we
AFM chains is always higher and they give a higher value inare far beyond the fidelity df/3. Here, due to the different
their peak and a lower optimal time which peak occurs. Havsymmetry in the ground state of the even and odd chains we
ing a faster dynamics in the AFM regime is very importanthave an even-odd effect and even chains give a higher qual-

because disorder and all other decoherence sources have | in their transmission. This even-odd effect can be seen
opportunity to interfere with the evolution. through the zigzag behavior of the average fidelity and entan

In Fig. @ we have plottedF,,) and (C)z in terms of glementin AFM (_:hains. We also have_ consid_ered the concur-
hyperfine interaction strength,... in FM and AFM chains ~ 'énce as a function of lengt for chains of differentB,,.,.
of length N = 8 and N = 10. As discussed above we just IN Figs.[4 (c) a_nd (d). As it was_expected we found a higher
considert = t,,,, wheret,,, is the time in which the first peak entanglement in AFM chains with the same length than the
occurs. As it has been shown in Fifl 3 (a) for FM chainsFM ones and similar to_ the average fldel|t_y we have eve_n-odd
the average fidelity decreases very slowly for small valdes oeffect for concurrence in AFM chal_ns. This is an extension of
B,.. and becomes less than the average fidelity of classicde results for non-disordered chains presented i [4, 5].
teleportation, which is equal t9/3, when B,,,,. = 0.08J
(Bpue = 0.06J) for the chain of lengthv = 8 (V = 10).
For AFM chains even foB,,,,. = 0.1.J (which is a very pes- B. Exchange Coupling Fluctuations
simistic estimation) average fidelity is still above thessiaal
threshold limit for the same length. Again Fig. 3 shows that |n order to successfully accomplish state transferringisef
the quality of communication in AFM chains are better thanthe relaxation time of electron spins, the information Erga-
FM ones according to bott¥,)s and(C)p. Particularly, tion speed should be fast and exchange interaction need to be
small amount of disorderH,,... < 0.01J) almost does not strong. Exchange interaction in a chain of quantum dots can
change the quality of communication. be easily controlled by gate voltages. However, using esler

In Fig. [4 we show the performance ¢F,,)z and(C)p gates to control exchange interactions would inevitabiyoin
in terms of length for some fixe®,,,.. in both FM and AFM  duce background charge fluctuation in the environment. The
chains. For FM chains, the average fidelity decreases by irdeleterious effect of charge fluctuations on the quantum dot
creasing the length and whée#),,,. = 0.1J (which is quite a chains mainly has two aspects: (i) generating variationisen
pessimistic estimation) for chains upA = 6 we can trans-  barrier heights; (ii) causing a random bias potential betwe
fer our information better than 2/3, highest average figelit  the neighboring dots. Consequently, exchange couplipgs
classical communication. Fd?,,,. < 0.05 we are above the gated quantum dots unavoidably fluctuates with background
classical threshold/3 even for a chain ofV = 11 spins. For  charge fluctuation such that spin qubits in quantum dot chain



suffer dephasing [28, 84,135]. FM
To simulate the effect of these fluctuations on the quality 10— o
of transmission we consider the couplings between neighbor --0,=01J a=0

=01J a=1

ing dots as/ = J(1 4 dx(t)). The dimensionless parameters 0.8 ~e o) on

dx(t) are time-dependent random variables and have two maip & ‘
properties: (i) disorder in each site is independent froem th vV 0.6
other sites; (ii) in each sitg, the disorder parameter,(t) is

correlated in time such that the frequency spectrum beleses g4

IRy Sl S

S(f) = o;/f, wheres; denotes the standard deviation and 0 5 10 1_? 20 0 5 10 1_? 20
« defines the type of the noise. For instanees 0 represents 1 0r—1me {units of J ") 1.01me (units of J 7)
the white noiseqx = 1 denotes the/f noise (pink noise), ' '

a = 2 is known as the Brownian noise and finatly= oo 08
is the static noise. In appendix A we have given a method to,> 0.6
generatey, (¢) such that their frequency spectrum behaves asy 0.4
S(f) = o7/f“ InRef. [29] it was shown that the fluctua- 02
tions of the coupling in a quantum dot chain mainly behaves ™
like 1/ f noise (pink noise). In our simulation we consider the ~ 0.0 0.0

. ) . S 0 5 10 15 20 0 5
following Hamiltonians for initializing the system

Time (units of J™") Time (units of J™")
J
Hep = I]\?ﬂ’ FIG. 5: (Color online) Comparison of average fidelit..)s and
J & & concurrencgC') s between FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs.
H(t) = ;0 J(L+ 0k (t)Sk - St (18) (b) and (d)) chains of length/ = 10 as a function of time for; =

0.1J and different sort of noises suchas= 0 (white noise)o = 1
Ogl/f noise) andv = oo (static noise). Herd is absolute value of

We do not consider any noise effect in the channel Hamilt :
the exchange coupling between two dots.

nian, which simply means that for both FM and AFM chains
we always consider an ideal state for the channel. It means
that we take the state given in Ed.] (3) as the initial state of
the system. The reason that we ignore fluctuations in the inigrage it does not affect the communication scheme at all. As
tial state comes from the fact that in FM chains these fluctust js clear from Fig.[5, the effect of/ f noise on FM chains
ations do not change the ground state and in the AFM chaing quite similar to the static noise. These results show that
when we consider an static random fluctuations even up tghe faster the exchange coupling changes, the higher the fi-
oy = 0.1J the fidelity between the real ground state and thegelity and concurrence of state transfer through the quantu
ideal (without disorder) ground state is always abo¥® for  dot chain. It is worthwhile to say that the optimal time for
all lengths that we have considered in this paper. (Fa) s and (C), also does not change for exchange cou-
For evolving the system, at each time step we generatgling fluctuations. However, for each realization the optim
dx(t) according to their frequency spectrufif) and system  time might be different but since those changes are random
evolves according to Hamiltoniafd’ (¢). The importantissue  we do not have any prior knowledge about them and we have

about this particular Hamiltonian is that it does not bre@k t o take the average optimal time which is fully independént o
symmetry of the system and Hamiltonian still commutes withgisorder in the limit of large number of trials.

S.. Consequently, the average fidelity preserves its form of
Eq. (I0) for FM chains and Eq[(lL1) for even AFM chains,
just like the other quantities, i.e. entanglement and eiioit
transmission amplitudes. The only difference is the faat t
the parameters in those formula are not deterministic angmo
and they are random. So, similar to hyperfine interaction wi
average over many realization of coupling disorders to get a
erage fidelity( F,,,,) ; and entanglement') ;.
In Fig. [8, we have plotted the average fidelity,,); and

In Fig. [8, we have shown the average fideli#y,,), and
concurrence(C') ; versus the standard deviatiery in the

h Presence ofl/f noise. (F,,), and (C), decrease as the
strengtho; increases. For both FM and AFM chains, the
Qaverage fidelity F,,,,) s is always beyond the classical thresh-
old 2/3 for the lengthN' = 10 even a disorder as strong as
oy = 0.2J. In comparison to FM chains, AFM chains have
higher average fidelity and concurrence. For instance,an th

concurrencéC') ; for FM and AFM chains of lengtiv = 10 case of AFM c_ha|ns<Eav>J = 0.8 while for FM chain it is

in terms of timet in the presence of exchange coupling fluctu- (Fav) s = 0-66 in a chain of lengthV = 10 ando.; = 0.2..
ations. Here we consider three kinds of exchange coupling In Fig.[d, we give the simulation results foF’ ) and(C)
noises with(d;) = 0 and standard deviation; = 0.1.J: in terms of lengthV when considering/ f noise. The even-
white noise with Gaussian distribution,/f noise and the odd effect of AFM chain also create the non-monotony evolu-
static noise, again with Gaussian distribution. We find thations of (F,,,,) ; and(C') ; with respect taV. As Fig.[1 shows,
(F,,); and (C); do not change under the action of white for very pessimistic situation; = 0.2.J, the average fidelity
noise. This can be explained in the way thaft) is a ran-  (F,,); in FM chains ofN = 10 is equal to the classical aver-
dom variable which is independent at different times so, itsage fidelity 2/3, while(F,,,) ; in AFM chains of N = 11 can
effect is compensated at different time steps such that-n awachieve).75.
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FIG. 6: (Color online) Average fidelity F,.)s and concurrence
(C) s in terms of disorder strength; in both FM (Figs. (a) and
(c)) and AFM chains (Figs. (b) and (d)) for different lengttiehe
red straight line a2/3 shows the fidelity accessible to the classical
teleportation scheme.
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FIG. 7: (Color online) Average fidelity F,.)s and concurrence
(C) s versus the lengttv in both FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM
(Figs. (b) and (d)) chains for different valuesof. The red straight
line at2/3 shows the fidelity accessible to the classical teleportatio
scheme.

IV.  REALISTIC SCENARIO FOR QUANTUM STATE
TRANSFERRING
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FIG. 8: (Color online) Average fidelityF,.) and concurrencéC')
in FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs. (b) and (d)) noisy ciwi
versus bothB,,,.. ando s in a chain of lengthV = 8.

both the hyperfine interaction and exchange coupling fluctua
tions give a destructive impact on quantum informationgran
mission. Comparing the influence of hyperfine interaction
and exchange coupling fluctuation on average fid€lry, )

and concurrencéC), we find that the hyperfine interaction

is more destructive to state transfer than exchange cayplin
noise and AFM chains is more robust against disorders than
FM ones. The reason that the hyperfine interaction is more
destructive is due to the fact that it breaks the symmetry of
the system and changes the number of excitations during the
evolution. This put the system out of the subspace of the ini-
tial state and gives more destructive result. Another impor
tant point to note is the fact that for the even AFM channels
the output state, y remains a Werner state (a mixed state in
which the singlet is mixed with identity) even in the presenc
of the hyperfine noise as it is in a random direction. For exam-
ple, by averaging over 500 different noise profiles we found
that the deviation from the Werner state at optimal timess le
than0.1% according to the matrix elements. As these states
allow entanglement distillation according to known pratisc
[37] using even AFM quantum dot chains should be highly
desirable.

Another challenging problem for implementing quantum
state transfer in the laboratory is initializing the systenits
ground state. It has been shown that in the limit of lalge
cooling the system to its ground state takes an exponsntiall
long time [38,30]. This is truly an important problem for
gapless systems, such as ours, which the energy separation
between the ground state and the excited states vanishes for
long chains and approaching the ground state adiabatically

In a practical case we suffer from both main sources obecomes challenged. However, in our scheme we consider

noise simultaneously, i.e. hyperfine interaction and ergka
coupling fluctuations.

only finite chains and there is always an energy gap between

We have considered both of thesehe ground state and the excited states manifold. If we can

noises together in Fig[18. As it can be seen from Hi§). 8prepare the system in a temperattesuch that its thermal
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Pen = . (19) FIG. 10: (Color online) Time evolution of average fidelitfs.) s
Trlexp(—Hen/(kpT))]

and concurrencéC') g in FM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs. (b)
and (d)) quantum dot chains with optimal control for diffetrgalues
We note thatH.;, should be replaced byIf,i in the case  of Bnuc.

of having hyperfine interaction. In Fid.] 9, we have plotted

the average fidelityF,,,) and concurrencéC) as functions FM AFM

of temperaturél” in noiseless and different disordered AFM 1.0/ 1.011p)
chains for lengthV' = 6. It is shown that hyperfine inter- !
action, exchange interaction fluctuation and increasing-te - 0.8
perature are always the deleterious effects on quantum stat 3
transfer, and the hyperfine interaction is more destrud¢tve Vv 0.6
system than exchange interaction fluctuation. Moreover, th

evolutions of( Fy,,,) and(C') versus thermal enerdy; T show 0.4 )

a plateau in the regime dfgT < 0.1.J, before going down o 6 12 18 24 0 2 4 6 8

for kzT > 0.1.J. This width of this plateau shows the energy Time (units of J™" ) Time (units of J7 )

gap between the ground state and first excited state for the fi- 1.0 ) v 1.0 (d)

nite spin chain. If the thermal enerdy T is much smaller 08 /0.8

than the energy gap, it is unlikely to populate excited state 006 ;"7. - 06

that the system remains in its ground state. For AFM chain ofo 0.4 PR 04 —o0=0

length N = 6, when both hyperfine interactiaB,,,,. = 0.1.J : ’ o 7l --o=0.1

and exchange coupling; = 0.1.J are taken into account, the 02 ’ 0.2 5-02

average fidelity( F;,,) is beyond the classical fideliy/3 for 0.0 0.0 =

kpT < 0.7J, and(F,,) and(C) is beyond).79 and0.49 re- o 6 12 18 24 "0 2 4 6 8
Time (units of J7' ) Time (units of J7' )

spectively akgT = 0.1J. Here we only consider the thermal
effect in AFM chains, since it has been reported that AFM

: . IG. 11: (Color online) Time evolution of average fidelity%.) s
chzlns Eerfr(])rms l)le]czl'tterthanl{:gMSOnes in quantum state tnansfgnd concurrencéC’), in EM (Figs. (a) and (c)) and AFM (Figs. (b)
under the thermal fluctuationis [5]. and (d)) quantum dot chains with optimal control for differgalues

of gJj.

V. EXPLOITING OPTIMAL CONTROL THEORY FOR

IMPROVING THE RESULTS fidelity to unity even in the absence of disorder![27]. Thus,
one may modulate one coupling in time and think of using
An important question at this stage is whether the coupling®ptimal control theory to achieve the maximal fidelity. Opti
in the chain can be tuned to certain values for maximizing thenal control theory uses a time-dependent pulse optimized to
fidelity of state transfer. To a certain extent, it should be-p  drive a system from a certain initial state to the targetestat
sible to tune the barriers between the dots using electiosta In this section we use the optimal control theory to improve
gates and thereby tune the Heisenberg interactions betwedme output while the initialization process is the same as be
spins. It is however known that the engineering of static-coufore. We simply modulate the coupling)(¢) between spin
plings cannot be used in a Heisenberg chain for taking th€@ and spin 1, just as used in_[46, 40], such that the perfect



guantum state transfer can be achieved in Quantum dot chanmificantly for both FM and AFM chains.
at a target time¢ . We numerically search for the minimal

value oft; to have a fast dynamics and give less opportunity

to disorder and external noise for their destructive effcan VI. CONCLUSION
ideal situation, in the absence of disorder, we chofysas the

piecewise constant controls that can be simply approxithate |n summary, we have considered two inevitable types of
by square pulses which are preferable in practical sitoatio disorders in quantum dot arrays for quantum communica-
We divide the time interval0, ] into k£ equal parts, and let tion, i.e. hyperfine interaction and exchange coupling fluc-
Jo be a constant value in each subinterval. Given a sequenggation. We have considered quantum information transmis-
of control pulses, the Hamiltonian of the system becomes asion through the chain in both FM and AFM phases. Our re-
H = Hj + H_p,, where the control Hamiltonian is sults show that disorder always has a destructive effedien t
L. quality of transmission however, the AFM chains are much
Hr = Jh()S - S, (20) " more resistive against disorder in the array of quantum dots

and Jo(f) takes a constant value in each time subinterthan the FM ones. In addition, AFM chains remain depolar-

val. Here, we adopt optimization based on quasi-NeWtoniaﬁZing channels in the presence of disorders which makes them

method to numerically generate the sequence of controépuls useful for e.nt_anglement d'St'"at'on'. Rough verdict of e
for FM and AFM chains of lengthV = 6. We set the time per is that it is possible to use chains up to 10 quantum dots

steps tok — 50, and attempt to find the optimal set &f(t) to for quantum communication with fidelity exceeding 0.9 for

maximize the average fidelity and concurrence at a minimunf*™™ €ven in the presence of realistic noises. The average

target timet;. We have plotted the results in Fig.110. We optimal communication time does not change with disorder
find that in rﬁ(.)iseless FM (AFM) chains of lengt — 6 .it and also it was shown that hyperfine interaction is more de-

is indeed possible to implement state transfer with almoit u structive than the exchange coupjlng fluctuations. Thizies d
(above 0.99) average fidelity and concurrence. The minima’ the fact that hyperfine interaction breaks the symmetry of

required time is found to be very different in FM;(= 24) conserving the number of excitations and consequently-deco
and AFM (; — 8) chains. heres the quantum information more. Furthermore, we have

Comparing the required timg for FM and AFM chains shown that quantum communication can be done robustly for

shows a big advantage for AFM chains due to their fast dy—th?:r.m"jlllI energlﬁs be:jmt/;/] tTignergy%?ptm_a finite th'n Cha'lr:'
namics. This advantage will be clear when we consider dis- Inally, we showed that 1t IS possible to Improve the resufts

order in our setup. Fig._10 shows the time evolution of aver-With modulating the first coupling in time by the means of

age fidelity(F,,) and concurrenc@’’) under different hyper- optimal control theory. However, because of a longer time
fir?e interztayc<tioné for EM and AFISIS(ihains wheky () vayr?es needed for optimization, this strategy is not practicaffee

; ; - ; A tive in FM chains when hyperfine interaction is strong.
according to its optimized pulse for the ideal situation. It o .
is shown that AFM chain is more robust in the presence of Acknowledgments. We thank Xiaoting Wang for his valu-

. : : ble comments and in particular for his help in optimiza-
hyperfine interaction. Comparing the results of Fig. 4 and. :
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and effectively there is no gain in using optimization. Imeo :

trast, in AFM chains even wheR,, ... is very strong optimiza-

tion improves the results. This is because the target time

needed for optimization process, is comparable with the tim

needed for ordinary transmission without optimization. I ] ) ¢
We can also consider the effect of exchange coupling fluc- Here we apply Inve(ryse Discrete Fourier Transform (IDFT)

tuations in the optimized coupling strategy. In Figd 11 wemethod to gener;laﬂe/f noise [41]. The frequency spectrum

have plotted the time evolution 6F,,,) and(C) in the pres- 1S 5(f) = 0./ f* where,a, is the variance and denotes

ence of exchange coupling fluctuations. As we expect, Arnhe type of the noise. For instanae= 0 represents the white

chains behave better than FM chain against exchange cguplifi0isé Whilea = 1 is for 1/f noise. The IDFT ofS(f) is

fluctuations, and the deteriorative effect of exchange ingp  d€fined as

fluctuations is not as serious as hyperfine interaction. isr t

kind of disorder comparing our results for optimized congli M—1

and non-optimized one shows that even for a strong disorder, s(t) = 1 Z S(fr)e2m et (A1)

oy = 0.2, the optimization can improve the output quite sig- M =0

Appendix A: 1/f“ noise generation
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10° where,n;’s are independent random variables with mean 0
— 1/ noise a = 1 and variance 1 andl, = %fmam is the discrete frequency

. T between 0 and some numerical upper boiind,. To show
-~ -white noise o.= 0 that Eq. [A1) produces/ f~ noise we can generatét) and
then compute its fourier transform according to deterntimis
frequencies. Since we have random variabjgsn the Eq.
(AT) one can repeat the process over hundreds of times (here
we have done it for 1000 times) and make the average. The
results have been shown in Fig] 12 foe= 0 (white noise) and
a = 1 (1/f noise) in the logarithmic scale. Fig.]12 clearly
shows that the signal(t), given in Eq. [[Al), generates the
desirable frequency spectrusfi /).

S ()

FIG. 12: (Color online) The spectral densiy /) over 1000 realiza-
tions for white noiseq = 0, red dashed line) ant)/ f noise ¢ = 1,
blue solid line). We have sgft,.. = 1000 andM = 2'*.
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