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Entangled photons are crucial for quantum technologies, but generating arbitrary entangled photon
states deterministically, efficiently, and with high fidelity remains a challenge. Here, we demon-
strate how hybridization and dipole-dipole interactions—potentially simultaneously available in col-
loidal quantum dots and molecular aggregates—leveraged in conjunction can couple simple, well
understood emitters into composite emitters with flexible control over the level structure. We show
that cascade decay through carefully designed level structures can result in emission of frequency-
entangled photons with Bell states and three-photon GHZ states as example cases. These results
pave the way toward rational design of quantum optical emitters of arbitrarily entangled photons.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement, especially among photonic qubits, is
not only useful for testing the limits of quantum theory
[1-5], but also a valuable resource in photonic quantum
technologies, such as quantum computers and quantum
networks [5-9]. For instance, Bell states, or maximally
entangled photon pairs, are necessary for quantum tele-
portation, the fundamental mechanism by which quan-
tum repeaters send quantum information over long dis-
tances [7]; three-qubit maximally entangled GHZ states
are useful for quantum cryptography and secret sharing
[8]; and cluster states, or highly entangled states of many
qubits, underlie measurement-based quantum computing
that is formally equivalent to more traditional quantum
circuit-based models but requires only easy-to-implement
single-qubit gates upon successful creation of a cluster
state [9].

Despite the ubiquitous need for entangled photons
in quantum technologies, producing them with high fi-
delity, quickly, and deterministically—even just pairs of
photons—remains a challenge. Relatively successful ap-
proaches for producing pairs of entangled photons include
spontaneous parametric down-conversion [10-14] or four-
wave mixing [15, 16], but the number of photon pairs
generated follows a Poissonian distribution [17], render-
ing both the pair generation efficiency and rate too slow
for scalable quantum systems [5]. Another approach uses
semiconductor quantum dots to deterministically emit
entangled photon pairs via biexciton decay cascade [18—
26] with high fidelity and emission efficiency. Generalizing
this approach to produce higher-order, multi-photon en-
tangled states with fine control over the entanglement ba-
sis remains difficult, however, driving long-standing and
active research into alternative approaches [27-29] that
so far require complex, active control over photon emit-
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ters.

Given the intuitive simplicity of cascade decay from
multiply excited emitter states to produce entangled pho-
tons, we consider how to engineer their level diagrams
for generation of arbitrarily entangled photons. In par-
ticular, we turn to recent work in constructing compos-
ite emitters from well understood single-emitter building
blocks. One method of coupling together single emitters
is through the hybridization (or charge transfer) interac-
tion, where wave function overlap between states of in-
dividual emitters placed close together results in a com-
posite emitter with additional excited states with shifted
energies. This effect was computationally demonstrated
for defects in solid-state materials [30], where the excita-
tion energy of a defect center in hexagonal boron nitride
predicted to be a single-photon emitter could be shifted
across the entire visible range, as well as in fused col-
loidal quantum dots [31]. Another method of coupling
together single emitters is through the transition dipole-
dipole interaction that has been used to create compos-
ite emitters capable of emission of entangled photon pairs
[32], implementation of multi-photon quantum logic gates
[33, 34], and superradiance [35]. Often, emitters are as-
sumed to only interact through either the shorter-range
hybridization or longer-range dipole-dipole coupling, but
not both. However, at intermediate distances between
emitters, both types of interaction can be simultaneously
relevant, such as in moiré excitons [36], molecular aggre-
gates [37], and quantum dots [31]. Are there, then, ben-
efits to using both the hybridization and dipole-dipole
coupling interactions?

In this study, we demonstrate how to design the level
structures of composite quantum emitters for determin-
istic emission of entangled photons via cascade decay by
coupling together single emitters through both the hy-
bridization and the dipole-dipole coupling interactions.
We show that the two types of interactions lead to qual-
itatively different types of state mixing and that this
difference can be leveraged to generate a level structure
amenable to emission of two-photon Bell states from just
two two-level emitters. We also show that this approach
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can be generalized to higher-order entangled states by
designing a system consisting of three emitters that is
capable of emitting three-photon GHZ states with simul-
taneous efficiency n and fidelity F as high as 90%. We
anticipate these results will motivate research into design-
ing composite emitters for emission of entangled photons
from real emitters, especially molecular aggregates and
colloidal quantum dots.

II. THEORETICAL FORMALISM
A. Model

Here, we introduce the theoretical formalism for com-
puting the level structure, or eigenenergies E; and dipole-
allowed transitions between eigenstates [ and m indicated
by non-zero transition dipole moment |d;,,|, of N M-level
emitters interacting wvia dipole-dipole and hybridization
interactions. For simplicity, we set M = 2 throughout,
i.e. we study ensembles of two-level emitters, although
this method can be straightforwardly generalized for any
M.

Each emitter i is comprised of a ground orbital |g;) and
an excited orbital |e;) with energy Aw;, transition dipole
moment d; = (g;|er|e;), and position r;, where 7 is the
reduced Planck constant, e is the electron charge and 7
is the position operator. We assume each orbital can be
occupied by one electron. Therefore, in the number basis
|NJ, N¢), there are four possible states: [07,05), [07,1¢),
114,06), and 19, 15).

The total Hamiltonian H , including dipole-dipole and
hybridization interactions, can be written as:

H=Hy+ ffdip + ﬁhyb, (1)

where the Hamiltonians ﬁo, ﬁdip, and H'hyb are for the
bare emitters, dipole-dipole interaction, and hybridiza-
tion interaction, respectively. The bare- ermtter Hamilto-
H;, where the
isolated emitter Hamiltonian Hl = hwla;iae,i, and aiji
(Go,;) is the creation (annihilation) operator for an elec-
tron in orbital o € {g, e} of emitter i.
The dipole-dipole interaction Hamiltonian is

nian can simply be written as Hy = Z

Haip = Z Jidid;, (2)

4,J>1

where d; = d; ( Qg + &;ide,i) is the dipole operator.
Notably, we retain all double (de-)excitations to preclude
limitations of the rotating wave approximation. J;; is the
dipole interaction energy given by

|dil|d,]|

4’/T60€T|7'i - Ty ‘3

Jij = [n; - my = 3(ni - nyj) (g - ngj)]

(3)
where €, is the relative permittivity, n; is the unit vec-
tor of the dipole moment d;, and n,; is the unit vector

of r; — r;. Notably, this form of the dipole-dipole in-
teraction is appropriate only when the dipole-dipole dis-
tance |r; —r;| is smaller than the transition wavelength A
[38]. States that are dark under this approximation can,
in fact, emit radiation with the full form of the dipole-
dipole interaction. We quantitatively estimate the impact
of this approximation for the parameters studied here in
Appendix A.
The hybridization interaction Hamiltonian is

thb = Z G Cl ae +&;jde,i)- (4)
0,7>1

where G‘fj is the hybridization interaction energy between
excited orbitals |e;) and |e;). This interaction is akin to
inter-emitter electron, or charge, transfer that has been
well studied in the molecular aggregates community [37].
Note that we ignore hybridization interactions between
orbitals |e;) and |g;) because they are distant in energy,
as well as interactions between ground orbitals |g;) and
lgj) because the ground orbitals of real emitters of in-
terest, such as excitons in quantum dots, are typically
tightly localized. In principle, however, one can trivially
add, for instance, the ground orbital hybridization term

> ,7>1Gg (a ilg.5 + a jOg.i ) to thb
Finally, we determlne the level diagram of N two-level
emitters by diagonalizing H and transforming the total
dipole operator d = > d; into the eigenbasis. With the
level diagram, we can evaluate the quality, specifically
the efficiency n and fidelity F, of the emitted photons
via cascade decay from multiply excited states of cascade

emitters, as described in Appendix B.

III. ENTANGLEMENT
A. Asymmetric mixing for Bell states

We explain why the combination of both dipole-dipole
and hybridization interactions enable fuller control over
the level diagram of N two-level emitters, including
those that are amenable to the emission of entangled
photons. As an example, we study in detail the simple
scenario illustrated in Fig. 1(a) where there are two
emitters (N = 2) on the z-axis (r; — 72 = r,4) with
identical orbital energies hw = hwi = hws. We also
assume 6, or the angle between the z-axis and the
transition dipole moment of the second emitter, is set
to 0 so that both have z-polarized transition dipole
moments di = dy = d;i. Finally, we assume that
each emitter contributes one electron for a total two
electrons, giving 6 possible States in the number ba-
sis |NY NP NLNS): (0F,00,18, 1), [of, 15,04, 15),

|07, 13,09, |1 ¢,03 1e> |1£1], 1g,Oe> and
117, e 05,05). For notatlonal cmavemience7 we label
these number states as, e.g., |07,05,19,1%) |ga€2),

where only the occupied orbitals are included.
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FIG. 1. a) Schematic of N = 2 two-level emitters on the z-axis
with transition dipole moments d; = d, and d2 = d.[cos(0)i +
sin(8)j]. We assume the wave functions of the ground state are
tightly localized, while the excited state are delocalized enough to
interact through the hybridization interaction. b) Level diagrams
for N = 2 two-level emitters for H = Hy + Hdip (left), H=
Ho+ Haip+ Huy, (middle), and H = Ho+ Hyy, (right). Allowed
transitions, or those with non-zero transition dipole moments,
via cascade decay from the doubly excited state |ee) are in red.
Emission of frequency-entangled Bell states is only possible for
two two-level emitters with both dipole-dipole and hybridization
interactions.

First, to understand the role of dipole-dipole cou-
pling, we plot the level diagram without hybridization
(H = Hop+ Haip) on the left of Fig. 1. In this well known
result, the eigenstates |I) and eigenenergies Ej, in order
of increasing Ej, are as follows: ground state |g) & |g192)
with E, ~ 0; symmetric bright state |S) ~ 1/v/2(|e1g2) +
lg1e2)) with Eg &~ hw — | J12]; two states |goes) and |gre1)
corresponding to double occupation of emitter 1 and 2,
respectively, both with energy of fw; anti-symmetric dark
state |A) =~ 1/v/2(|e1ga) — |gae2)) with B4 ~ hw + |Jio];
and doubly excited state |ee) & |ejes) with E.. ~ 2hw.
Note that the energies F; are generally listed here with
their approximate values as opposed to exact ones due to
the inclusion of the double (de-)excitation terms. From
these eigenstates, we see that the dipole coupling mixes
two of the singly excited states |e1ge) and |gies) with

each other, leaving the other two |gie1) and |gaes) un-
touched. Assuming that the doubly excited state |ee) is
initialized with a population of 1, the only dipole-allowed
cascade decay path is |ee) — |S) — |g). While such
a cascade decay would emit two photons with energies
FE..— FEg ~ hw + |J12| and Fg — By ~ hw — |J12|, they
are not entangled.

Now we seek understanding of the role of the hybridiza-
tion interaction in the level diagram by plotting the level
diagram without dipole-dipole coupling (H = Ho+ Hpyp)
on the right of Fig. 1. Again, in order of increasing energy
E;, the eigenstates |I) and eigenenergies E; are as follows
when G2 < 0: ground state |g) = |g1g2) with B, = 0;
[+4) = 1/2(l91)+1g2)) (ler) +ez)) and |[—+) = 1/2(|g1) -
|92))(lex) + le2)) with By = E_| = hw — |G1af; two
singly excited states |+ —) = 1/2(|g1) + |g2))(Je1) — |e2))
and | — =) = 1/2(|g1) — [g2))(lex) — [e2)) with E__ =
E,_ = hw+|G12|; and doubly excited state |ee) = |ejea)
with E.. = 2hw. From these eigenstates, we see that the
hybridization interaction mixes all four of the singly ex-
cited states, as opposed to the dipole-dipole coupling in-
teraction that only mixes two of the four. In this case,
there are two possible decay paths.

At first blush this cascade decay may seem appropri-
ate for emission of entangled photons if the logical ba-
sis states |0f) and [1£) of the first emitted photon are
assigned to the photon with energy hw; = Fee — E4
and hws = E.. — E__, respectively, and the logical basis
states |04) and [1£) of the second emitted photon are as-
signed to the photon with energy fws = E, — E; and
hwy = E__ — E,. However, due to the equally weighted
mixing between all four singly excited states, fiw; = hwy
and hwy = hws. Therefore, the two photons emitted by
the pathway on the left are overall the same as the pho-
tons emitted on the right, resulting in zero entanglement.
Finally, note that because E__ = FE,_and B4, =FE__,
the choice of eigenvectors is arbitrary. For instance, the
singly excited eigenstates |1) = 1/v/2(] — —)+|+—)) and
12) = 1/v2(| — =) — | + —)) are equally valid states with
energy E__ = E,_ | while the singly excited eigenstates
13) = 1/V2(|++)+|—+)) and [4) = 1/V2(|++) = |-+))
are equally valid states with energy F; = E_,. In this
particular case there would only be four decay pathways
from |ee) to each of the singly excited eigenstates to |gg).
Despite this change in basis, the result is the same: an
entangled photon pair would not be emitted.

To achieve emission of frequency-entangled photon
pairs, we require another interaction to asymmetrically
shift the energies of the bright eigenstates of H =
Hy + Hyyp. Adding the dipole-dipole coupling interac-
tion, which mixes only two of the singly excited states
le1g2) and |g1e2), as opposed to all four in the case of only
hybridization, can asymmetrically shift the energies. We
plot the resulting level diagram for the simple scenario
with both dipole-dipole coupling and hybridization in the
center of Fig. 1. Because the eigenvectors and eigenener-
gies of the singly excited states in the basis of the states
of isolated emitters are no longer analytically simple, we



simply label the eigenstates as |g), bright states |B1) and
|Bs), dark states |D;) and |Ds), and |ee). The allowed
transitions |ee) — |B1) — |g) and |ee) — |B2) — |g) all
emit photons with unique frequencies from each other.
Assigning logical basis states |0) and |1F) of the first
emitted photon to hws and hwp and [0%) and |15) of
the second emitted photon to iwe and Awp, we qualita-
tively see that a Bell-like state a|0F05) + 3|1814)) can be
emitted, where a and 8 depend on the relative weights
of each decay path and accrued phases.

B. Entanglement optimization

We optimize the entanglement by tuning the system
parameters, specifically the excited state hybridization
interaction energy G(ﬁyw transition dipole moment mag-
nitude d,, relative angle 6 between the transition dipole
moment vectors d; and ds, and dephasing rate 4, and
plot the results in Fig. 2(a)-(d), respectively. Evaluat-
ing the level diagrams for cascade emission of entangled
photons as discussed in Appendix B, we efficiently de-
termine the impact of these parameters on fidelity F
with and efficiency 7 of emitting an ideal Bell state
lpB) = 1/v2(|0F0%) + [1F1L)). In addition to F and 7,
we plot the minimum energy difference AFE,,;, between
all emitted photons that are mapped onto the logical
basis states. By doing so, we determine the maximum
line broadening permissible to resolve photons from each
other via their frequencies.

We first sweep the magnitude of the transition dipole
moment d, in Fig. 2(a). Throughout this range, 1 remains
1, suggesting that all of the population follows the two
decay paths resulting in the two superpositioned states in
the Bell state. As d, increases, AFE;, increases to ~36
meV at d, = 6 e-Bohr, while F decreases from 1 to 0.97;
the former can be understood as a result of the increasing
dipole-dipole interaction energy, while the latter is a re-
sult of the two decay paths having increasingly different
magnitudes of weights.

In Fig. 2(b), we then analyze the effect of changing the
hybridization energy Gy, Again, throughout this range,
1 remains 1. However, in this case, with increasing hy-
bridization interaction energy, the fidelity F increases,
while the AF,,;» increases until ~36 meV. F increases
with increasing magnitude of Gf,, for a fixed dipole-
dipole interaction because the weights of the two decay
paths equalize, highlighting the importance of the pres-
ence of the hybridization interaction in addition to the
dipole-dipole coupling for high fidelity emission of entan-
gled photon pairs. AFE,;, saturates at ~36 meV with
increasing magnitude of Gf,, because at that point, it
is limited by the dipole-dipole interaction—recall that at
d, = 6 e-Bohr in Fig. 2(a), the same value of d, in Fig.
2(b), AEnyin ~ 36 meV.

We sweep the angle 6 between the transition dipole
moments of emitters 1 and 2 in Fig. 2(c). Here, while F
remains close to 1, both AFE\,;, and 1 drop precipitously
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FIG. 2. We sweep (a) the magnitude of the transition dipole mo-
ment d., (b) the excited state hybridization interaction energy
Ghyb (€) the relative angle 6 between the transition dipole mo-
ment vectors d1 and dz, and (d) the dephasing rate vq4 relative
to the fastest radiative decay rate max(y.™). In each subplot, we
show the fidelity F (solid blue) with an ideal Bell state, efficiency
71 (dotted blue), and AFEqin (solid orange), or the minimum en-
ergy difference between emitted photons mapped onto logical
basis states to determine the maximal photon peak broadening
permissible for frequency resolution. All system parameters not
being sweep in each respective plot are as follows: fiw = 1 eV,
ds = |d1| = |d2| = 6 e-Bohr, 71 — 73 = 40i in Bohr, G, = 80
meV, and €, = 1. Increasing the magnitude of the hybridization
interaction increases F and AFnin. Meanwhile, increasing the
dipole-dipole interaction via increasing d, decreases F but eases
the challenge of resolving the photon frequencies due to increas-
ing AFEmin. F and AEy, are stable for small deviations around
0 = 0 but drop precipitously near § = 7 /2 at which point the
dipole-dipole interaction disappears. Decoherence rates on the
order of and higher than the emission rate reduces entanglement
fidelity.



near 6 = /2. At this value, the dipole-dipole coupling is
0, resulting in the effective Hamiltonian H= f[o + fIhyb
discussed previously and whose level structure is plotted
on the right side of Fig. 1(b).

Finally, in Fig. 2(d), we plot the effect of dephasing v4
as a proportion of the bare emitter decay rate vy = Cd>
where d, = 6 e-Bohr. Both  and AF,,;;, remain constant,
as expected because pure decoherence should not change
the central emission frequency nor result in population
loss. The fidelity F, meanwhile, is quite sensitive to 4,
validating the physical intuition that high-quality quan-
tum emission requires fast radiative decay rates relative
to environment loss and decoherence.

C. Arbitrarily entangled photons: GHZ states

This method of constructing new level diagrams of
composite emitters by coupling individual emitters via
hybridization and dipole-dipole interactions can be gen-
eralized to construct level structures amenable to emis-
sion of arbitrarily entangled photons. As an example, we
optimize the configuration in Fig. 3(a) for emission of a
three-photon GHZ state 1/4/2(|000) 4 [111)), where the
labels for the logical basis have been dropped for conve-
nience. All three two-level emitters lie on the z-axis with
equal magnitude dipole moments that we assume to be
in the z-direction for the left and right emitters, while
the transition dipole moment vector of the middle emit-
ter can be rotated 6 from the z-axis. In this system, there
can be > 10° possible decay paths.

We again sweep the excited state hybridization inter-
action energy Gy, transition dipole moment magnitude
d,., relative angle 6 between the transition dipole mo-
ment vectors d; and ds, and dephasing rate 74, and
plot the impact on F, n, and AE.;, in Fig. 3(b)-(e),
respectively. In Fig. 3(b) and (c), we see that the max-
imum 7 is only around 0.9 with a significantly lower
F = 0.55. While the quality of entanglement is low,
interestingly, all entanglement measures are much more
stable with respect to changes in both d, and G%,,, com-
pared to the Bell state structures studied in Fig. 2. For
instance, in (¢), F and n change by less than 1% and
AFE,;, is stable within 0.1 meV. Stronger performance
is possible by tuning 6, where between 6 = 7/4 and
m/2, both F and 7 can be nearly 0.90 with AF,,;, ap-
proaching 10 meV, or F can be as high as 0.97 with lower
n = 0.70. While we expect further improvements to be
possible with multi-dimensional optimization techniques,
these results already demonstrate the tantalizing promise
of high-efficiency, high-fidelity, deterministic emission of
arbitrary entangled photon states.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In summary, we leverage hybridization and dipole-
dipole interactions between simple emitters to construct
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FIG. 3. (a) Configuration for N = 3 two-level emitters positioned
on a line parallel to their dipole moments d; and capable of
emitting frequency-entangled GHZ states via cascade decay from
the triply excited state [20). We sweep (b) Giyp, (c) dz, (d)
0, and (e) 7ya. All system parameters not being sweep in each
respective plot are assumed to be as follows: hw =1 eV, d, =
|d1‘ = |d2| = ‘d3| =6 e-Bohr, s — T2 = T1 — T2 = 20’2 in
Bohr except in (e) where 6 is set to the value that maximizes
F in (d), Giy, = 80 meV, and ¢, = 1. By optimizing the
system parameters, F and 71 can be simultaneously 90% with
AFEmin ~ 10 meV.



composite emitters. These composite emitters have par-
ticularly valuable applications as deterministic sources
of entangled photon states wvia cascade decay from mul-
tiply excited states. As a simple example, we study two
two-level emitters for emission of Bell states. We explain
why the combination of both types of interactions is nec-
essary for emission of Bell states. We also explain why
varying system parameters, including the strength of the
hybridization interaction Gf;, and direction and magni-
tude of the transition dipole moment d;,,, affects three
relevant metrics: fidelity F, efficiency 7, and minimum
energy difference AF,;, between emitted photons, where
the latter is necessary to predict the maximum possi-
ble line width broadening for successful resolution of de-
tected photon frequencies. Finally, we demonstrate how
cascade emitters of arbitrarily entangled photons can be
rationally designed by optimizing, as an example, a com-
posite emitter for GHZ states, a more complex compu-
tational problem due to the many possible decay paths
and the many more states. By simply sweeping the sys-
tem parameters, we achieve a fidelity F and efficiency n
as high as 90% with AF,i, on the order of meV.

Ab initio computation of eigenstates of, eigenenergies
of, and transtions between multiply excited state is a
challenging problem [39], thereby highlighting the major
benefit of this toy model-driven approach to guiding ra-
tional design of composite emitters. The present method
can accelerate optimization of composite emitters for ap-
plications with many constraints on frequency-entangled
photons, such as quantum networking [5, 20, 40], where
optical, mid-infrared, and microwave photons are rele-
vant for on-chip computation, transmission across long
distances, and coupling to other qubit types [41], such as
superconducting qubits, respectively.

We anticipate several fruitful research directions to-
ward designer cascade emitters from real emitters, such
as moiré excitons, molecular aggregates, and quantum
dots. Each of these emitter types can be bright sources of
single photons [42, 43|, implying that these emitters can
have relatively large transition dipole moments resulting
in strong dipole-diple coupling and fast radiative decay,
as well as relatively low loss and decoherence rates. In ad-
dition, unlike in neutral atoms and defects in solid-state
materials, each of these systems can exhibit hybridization
interactions: in moiré excitons, the extent of their wave
functions can be comparatively large and give rise to
hybridization-like interactions: changing the layer-layer
rotation angle can change the depth of the moiré poten-
tial [44] and delocalize the exciton wave functions; molec-
ular aggregates can be placed close enough together to
hybridize; and colloidal quantum dots have exhibited sig-
natures of direct coupling [31]. We believe that molecular
aggregates [37] and colloidal quantum dots are especially
strong candidates for realization of this approach. Col-
loidal quantum dots, in particular, have exhibited both
hybridization [31] and dipole-dipole interactions [35] on
the order of tens of meV, and the optical properties of
single nanoparticles can be straightforwardly computed

from first principles. When investigating the application
of our design approach to these physical systems, re-
searchers should take particular note of effects of hy-
bridization and dipole-dipole coupling on loss and de-
coherence channels, as has been extensively studied for
atoms [45]. We also note that pumping schemes that
achieve efficient population of the multiply excited state
must be designed with care, where the optimal pumping
scheme can be unique to emitter type. There are, for in-
stance, a multitude of pumping schemes for biexcitons in
semiconductor quantum dots [46-51].

ASSOCIATED CONTENT

Code to reproduce the calcula-
tions in this paper are available at
https://github.com/drekwang/cascadeDecay.
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Appendix A: Dipole-dipole interaction

The form of the dipole-dipole interaction in Eq. (3) is
valid only when the inter-emitter distance |r;—r;| = r;; is
much smaller than the bare-atom transition wavelength
Ao, or 755 /Ao = £ < 1 [38]. For concreteness, we quanti-
tatively estimate the impact of this approximation on the
results for the case of two two-level emitters, as in Fig.
1 and 2, noting that similar arguments can be made for
more complex systems, such as the case of three two-level
emitters in Fig. 3. We adapt the notation of Ref. 52.

Under the full expression for the dipole-dipole inter-
action, the anti-symmetric dark state can, in fact, emit
photons with rate yo = I'[1 — F(&)], while the symmet-
ric bright state with emission rate vs = T'[1 + F(§)] is
less bright than under the approximated form, where
I' = C|d;|? = C|dz|? is the bare-emitter radiative decay
rate, and F'(§) is the correction factor defined as

F(e) = %[(1 ~ cos20) S8 (Ala)
+(1- 3c0529)(% — %)] (Alb)

S S

In the case of two two-level emitters, r;; ~2 nm with
bare-emitter transition wavelengths Ao ~1200 nm, giv-
ing F(&) ~ 0.99999 and implying that the entanglement
measures F and 7 are substantially more sensitive to the
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studied system parameters d, G}, 0, and 7q than the
neglected emission from dark states.

Appendix B: Level diagram evaluation

We seek to calculate the quality, specifically the effi-
ciency n and fidelity F, of the emitted photons via cas-
cade decay from multiply excited states of cascade emit-
ters. Assuming the desired photon state is |¢) = Zf |p)
with density matrix o = |¢)(¢|, where, e.g., P = 2 for
the Bell and GHZ states we study in further detail in this
manuscript, then both measures can be computed from
the emitted photon density matrix p as [53]

P
0= (3 o) /e[, (B1)
F(p.0) = (T Voo /o) (B2)

where p' = p/ > ppp- (Note that because the computed
p is manually normalized in practice, we explicitly include
Tr[p] in Equation B1.) Therefore, the efficiency 7 is the
proportion of emitted photon states in one of the states
|p) in the desired photon state |¢), and the fidelity F is
the overlap between the desired photon density matrix o
among the emitted photon states in the states |p).

We first show how to compute the full density matrix
p of the emitted photons. Closely following a generalized
version of the derivations shown in Refs. 54, 55, a matrix
element p,; of the P-photon density matrix p can be
written as

Pap = avg[(6oa (t1)-.000 (tp)c}:% (tP)---fT:,r? (t))]

(B3)
= avg(Ga.p),
where the average is over all times t; < ... < tp; ¢ € {a,b}
refers to an P-photon state created by cascade emission of
photons with frequencies w{, ..., wh; 67 (¢) [o, (t)] is the
transition operator of the electronic transition |I) — |m)
with frequency w in the Heisenberg picture; and 6} =
ahyin [0 = ] am)-

Ga,b can be computed from the dynamics of the elec-
tronic system undergoing cascade decay. The diagonal-
ized Hamiltonian of the electronic system, in the absence
of interaction with the environment and determined wvia
the procedure described in Section II, is

H="Y"Ei), (B4)
l

where the th eigenstate |I) has energy FE;. The evolution
of the density operator pe of the electronic system can be
described with a master equation of the Lindblad form

[56]:
.. 1 i PO A R N
ipel = ﬁ[H» pet] — 3 > (LI Lype + paLfLy — 2L, paLl)
“w
= L[pel],

(B5)
where the Lindblad operators IA/u describe the interac-
tions p of the electronic system with the environment
and L is the Liouville superoperator. As in Ref. 55, we
consider two main forms of interaction with the environ-
ment in quantum dots, the physical emitters we suggest
for further study: radiative decay, which leads to emis-
sion of frequency-entangled photons, and pure dephas-
ing from electron-phonon coupling and spectral diffu-
sion. We write the former Lindblad operators as Ly j,,, =

VA m)(l]. In agreement with Fermi’s Golden Rule and
Wigner-Weisskopf theory, we assume the radiative de-
cay rate /™ for transitions from higher-energy state |I)
to lower-energy state |m) is proportional to |d;,|? and
scaled by a constant C. This constant C includes the pho-
ton density of states that, for simplicity, we assume to be
constant for all photon frequencies, although this term
could easily be generalized for any given cavity, waveg-
uide, or free space configuration. For the dephasing pro-
cess, we write the Lindblad operators as Lq,; = \/all)(l].
For simplicity, we assume the dephasing rate v, is a con-
stant, although this model could be straightforwardly
generalized to describe the phenomenology of particu-
lar emitter systems. For instance, excitons in quantum
dots or defects in solid-state materials both exhibit a
zero-phonon line and a phonon tail that requires 4 to
be described more microscopically and potentially in a
non-Markovian manner [57-59].

Using the quantum jump approach [60], we can solve
the master equation to find

—ilt 0

pei(t) = e pe, (B6)

where pY, is the initial density matrix at time ¢ = 0 and
asssumed to be decoupled from the environment. Finally,
with pei(t), we can solve for G and, thus, the N-photon
density matrix p using the quantum regression theorem
[61, 62] and noting that the operator A,(t;) is evolved in
the Heisenberg picture as A;(t;) = et A e~ £

gavb =Tr |:(3’:b (tp) [eiiﬁ(tpitpfl)...[&Ib(tl)
i 1 (BT)
v [efic(tl)pgl]&;% (t1)] } o (tp):l .

It is possible to further adapt this calculation to ex-
perimental conditions by including, for instance, the ef-
ficiency of detection. It is also possible to improve the
entanglement by spectrally filtering the output or delay-
ing the detection time, as described further in Ref. 55.
However, these approaches are outside the scope of this
study, which aims to focus on the level structures of the
composite emitters themselves.
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FIG. 4. Time-dependent population for cascade decay from the
doubly excited state of two two-level systems using the quantum
master equation (solid) and classical rate equation (circles) ap-
proaches. A schematic of such a level diagram is shown in the
center of Fig. 1(b). The system is initialized with pe.(t = 0) = 1.
We set hw =1 eV, d, = |d1| = |d2| = 6 e-Bohr, 71 — 12 = 40;
in Bohr, G}y, = 80 meV, and ¢, = 1. The z-axis is unitless time,
where the time ¢ is scaled by the radiative rate o = C|d.|? of
the bare emitter. There is virtually zero difference in the time-
dependent populations between the classical and quantum ap-
proaches in this case, enabling us to compute the on-diagonal
terms of the photon density matrix p more efficiently with the
classical approach.

As computing the full density matrix p can be resource-
intensive, we seek a more efficient method of evaluating
level diagrams. To this end, we observe that to com-
pute 7, we require only the on-diagonal elements of p,
while F requires only the elements of p of the i) bases.
Consider the computational cost-savings when analyz-
ing level diagrams for cascade emission of, for instance,
GHZ states from N = 3 hybridized and dipole-coupled
emitters. This system can have up to ~ 10° decay paths
or unique photon states and, therefore, a density matrix
with ~ 10° x 10° matrix elements, while we require just
~ 10° matrix elements of p for n and only 4 elements are
necessary for F.

Computing all of the on-diagonal elements can still be
an expensive process, however, as each requires a mul-
tidimensional integral over the product of several, po-
tentially large matrices 6% and linear maps exp(—iLt).
To more efficiently compute the on-diagonal elements of
p, we turn to a classical rate equation approach. Given
the diagonalized Hamiltonian and dipole operator in the
eigenbasis, we determine all possible cascade decay path-
ways given some initial state, such as the N-excited
state. With a general Runge-Kutta ordinary differen-
tial equation integrator, we propagate the rate equations
dp
dt .

J
(kgut) = C|dy |? for E; < (>) Eyy,, such that population
transfer only from higher-energy to lower-energy states
is allowed. As for the Lindbladian terms in the quan-
tum master equation approach, both the scaling of ki,
with |dj,,| and the transfer of energy from higher-energy
to lower-energy states is generally expected from spon-
taneous emission into free space calculated wvia, for in-
stance, the Wigner-Weisskopf method or Fermi’s Golden
Rule, while C includes scaling due to the photon density
of states that for simplicity we assume to be constant for
all emitted photons.

A comparison of the time-dependent population curves
computed with the classical vs. quantum approaches for
two two-level emitters capable of emitting Bell states is
shown as an example in Fig. 4 for initial population of
Pee(t = 0) = 1. For both approaches, the population
briefly transfers to the intermediate states |By) and |Ba)
before eventually populating the ground state |g). Note
that the dark states are never populated. The results
agree closely, suggesting that the classical rate equation
approach is appropriate for computing populations and,
therefore, on-diagonal terms of the photon density matrix
p-

From every state I, we then compute the relative
outward flux wy, = [kp¥pdt/ Y, [kitpdt, where
> m Wim = 1, of population from [ into states m, allowing
us to compute the relative population transfer through
the path comprising of transitions through states [ —
... = n as w;...wy. This product then corresponds to the
on-diagonal photon density matrix element p; .. n.,.. n,
or the population in the photon state created by decay
pathway | — ... — n.

= Z( i P — k%p;), where rate constants ki
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