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Pairwise quantum correlations in four-level quantum dot systems
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In this paper we assume quantum dots can be assimilated to Fermi Hubbard sites when the Coulomb inter-
action between electrons is higher compared to their tunneling. The study of pairwise entanglement in a small
size array of quantum dots allows to model each pair as a quadrit-quadrit system (4 X 4 mixed state) instead
of the more common and simplistic approach of describing it in quantum information as a qubit-qubit system.
We study the effect of Coulomb interaction and temperature on pairwise entanglement as well as on quantum
coherence and total correlations. The crucial results of this study are that entanglement resists better the increase
in temperature when the Coulomb interaction is stronger. Moreover, we successfully explain the behavior of
these correlations in terms of the energy spectrum, namely the ground state degeneracy and the state energy

difference.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement has been a major part of various
debates and discussions from the earliest days of quantum me-
chanics [, [2]. It has provided an immense impact in vari-
ous disciplines e.g. quantum optics (3], condensed matter [4],
quantum information (5] etc. The study of entanglement in
condensed matter model systems has taken advantage of the
rapid advancement in quantum information, where the many-
body entangled states became a powerful and active subject of
research, especially after discovering that entanglement could
ﬁér\lje as a new revolution for quantum critical phenomena

(1]

Condensed matter is at the heart of nano-fabrication, nano-
technologies and mesoscopic physics in general. One of the
potent electronic phenomena studied in this field is the quan-
tum confinement effect of electrons which is fundamental for
the fabrication of quantum dot systems (8]. These man-made
nano-crystal materials have the quantum properties of single
atoms due to their discrete energy levels. After the discov-
ery that quantum dots can robustly serve quantum informa-
tion processing especially in building quantum computers 91,
many researches were dedicated to study the properties of
such nanostructures. Despite all this, modeling these latter
is still a hard task in computation in general. Consequently
lattice models, such as the commonly known Hubbard model,
are frequently used as an approximation [10-12]]. Because of
the prevailing electron-electron interactions observed in quan-
tum dot systems (yielding to the well known Coulomb block-
ade phenomenon) the Hubbard model is considered a suitable
candidate for describing quantum dot systems. Recently, a
scalable set of experimental tools were realized using an ar-
ray of three semiconductor quantum dots and have validated
the simulation of Fermi—Hubbard physics using semiconduc-
tor quantum dots [@]. Furthermore it has been shown that the
entanglement shared between the quantum dots can be mod-
eled by the one-dimensional Hubbard model and it was found
suitable for the calculation of single-site entanglement [14).
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Quantum simulator is a particular purpose device that is de-
signed to study and simulate quantum many-body problems
that are impossible to solve on a classical computer . Sev-
eral experiments and theoretical studies have demonstrated
that such a device is possible to build for the Fermi-Hubbard
model using quantum dot array systems (13, [15-17].

Moreover, it has been widely shown that quantum dot sys-
tems are one of the most tunable and efficient electrically con-
trolled quantum systems (18] . This tunability of their de-
sign allows them to be a good platform that naturally obeys
the Fermionic Hubbard physics in strong coupling interac-
tion regime at low temperature (when cooled down to dilution
temperatures). Typical parameter values of coupling energy
(u = 1 meV), inter-dot tunnel coupling (t ~ 10 — 100 peV)
and dilution refrigerator temperature (kg7 ~ 1 — 10 peV)
provide accessibility to one of the most interesting regimes
of the Hubbard Hamiltonian [@, ]. From an experimental
point of view, the most commonly studied and experimentally
employed quantum dot devices are usually on GaAs/AlGaAs
semiconductor heterostructures that grow by molecular-beam
epitaxy (13,[15-18]. Free electrons are strongly confined (in
one direction) to the interface between GaAs and AlGaAs,
producing thus a two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG). The
confinement in the remaining two dimensions is performed by
locally depleting the 2DEG, via metal gate electrodes on the
surface of the heterostructure. The control of Fermi—Hubbard
parameters is reached by adjusting the potential landscape
in the 2DEG using the gate electrodes. These gates include
plunger gates and barrier gates that are designed to tune the
single-particle energy offsets, the chemical potential of indi-
vidual dots, the tunnel couplings (¢) between two dots as well
as the on-site (u) and the inter-site Coulomb interaction en-
ergies. Another excellent technological platform increasingly
used during the last decade is Silicon-based quantum devices.
Because of the low nuclear spin density as well as the weak
spin orbit coupling in Silicon, this latter represents an ideal
environment for spins in the solid state. Si MOSFETs (Metal-
Oxide-Semiconductor Field Effect Transistors) and Si/SiGe
heterostructures are among the accurate quantum dot devices
in experiment, that provide longer spin relaxation and coher-
ence times contrary to GaAs/AlGaAs heterostructures [IE].
Silicon quantum dot systems are quantitatively described by
the Hubbard model approach (21 and the same mechanism of
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electron confinement, previously described for GaAs/AlGaAs,
is generally adopted for Silicon-based heterostructure quan-
tum dots.

The Hubbard model was introduced in the 1960s as a sim-
ple approximation to describe the motion of interacting spin-
1/2 fermions in a lattice. Recently, it has been found that this
model can be a good candidate for universal quantum com-
putation and has been explored to construct a universal set of
quantum gates whose purpose is the construction of a quantum
computer based on interacting fermions [22]. A crucial point
characterizing the Hubbard model is its ground state that rep-
resents a natural source of entanglement and hence it can be a
significant resource for quantum information processing such
as quantum teleportation. It has been successfully demon-
strated that at half filling, in the metallic state, the ground state
describing two sites of the Hubbard model is maximally entan-
gled and provides a good quantum channel to teleport a qubit
between two parties ([L0]. In view of the fact that the quantum
states of such a model are classified in the category of qudits,
a proper description of the whole system represents a big chal-
lenge for quantum information to find a suitable quantification
of entanglement for such multipartite quantum systems, partic-
ularly in the case of mixed states. Although, entanglement of
formation and concurrence are well-defined measures of en-
tanglement for bipartite systems (23], with the growth of the
dimension of the subsystems, they become exceedingly hard
in computation. For multipatite systems in higher dimensions
the quantification of entanglement is still an open question in
quantum information, but particular lower bounds of concur-
rence have been suggested recently providing an estimation of
this multipartite entanglement [24]].

Finite-size systems have attracted a great deal of attention
in the last decades because of the focus on nanotechnological
applications, besides they are appropriate for numerical treat-
ment that can be extrapolated to infinite lattices. The main
goal of this paper is to quantify and study the behavior of en-
tanglement and quantum coherence between various pairs, lo-
cated in a small size array of quantum dots under the effect
of Coulomb interaction and temperature, basing on the one
dimensional Fermi-Hubbard model. In the next section we in-
troduce the model and the principal measures of entanglement
for the Hubbard chain. We also define the lower bound of con-
currence for the mixed state describing a pair of quantum dots.
In addition to that we introduce quantum coherence as well as
total correlations. In the third section we present and discuss
our results about the effect of temperature and the Coulomb
coupling on the pair correlations. We start by analyzing the
ground state entanglement and how this latter can be influ-
enced by the degeneracy of the states, then we study the pair
correlations at zero temperature, finite temperature and finally
high temperature. We give an adequate explanation for the
behavior of these correlations at finite and high temperature
based on the state energy difference in the energy spectrum.
In the last section, a conclusion and core results of this paper
are summarized.

II. MODEL AND FORMALISM
A. Fermi-Hubbard Model

A chain of quantum dots, as artificial atoms, can be the-
oretically described by means of the one-dimensional Fermi-
Hubbard model. If we Assume that the hopping is bounded
by the nearest-neighbor lattice sites, the simplest expression
of the Hamiltonian corresponding to the model is formulated
as follows

H = —tz (C;‘r,aciJrLU + CI_’_LUCZ'ﬂ) +uZniﬂTni_¢. (1)
i

1,0

The first term in the Hamiltonian represents the Kinetic energy
that takes account of the tunneling between neighboring sites,
whereby each electron at site ¢ with a given spin o = {1, ]}
can leave its position in order to occupy the nearest neigh-
boring site ¢ + 1 (and vice versa), with ¢t being the hopping
amplitude. The second term represents the on-site electron-
electron Coulomb interaction u. Moreover, we assume that
only one energy level is allowed to electrons in each quantum
dot which means that only the s-orbital is taken into account
therefore each quantum dot is able to hold, up to two electrons
with opposite spins according to the Pauli exclusion principle.

The Fermi Hubbard sites can be assimilated to quantum
dots when u/t takes very large values (13]. In fact, when
the repulsion interaction v within sites is very strong and the
tunneling of electrons between the sites is blocked this is anal-
ogous to the confinement effect in the Fermi-Hubbard model.
The situation is similar to the creation of potential barriers be-
tween the sites which prevent electrons to move outside (see
Figure (Ta). Experimentally such barriers can be produced by
modulating the potentials using gate electrodes in order to con-
trol the tunneling of electrons between quantum dots [13]. For
weak coupling u/t, i.e. strong tunneling, the system can be as-
similated to coupled quantum wires where the confinement of
electrons is reached in the y—z plane while they can freely tun-
nel through the x direction (Figure (IB)). Experimentally the
inter-dot Coulomb interaction (generally denoted v) is taken
into account in quantum dot systems but has to be as small as
possible (t < v < ) [@]. It has been shown that even in the
well isolated quantum dots case (f = 0), a significant inter-
dot Coulomb interaction could destroy the Coulomb blockade
[@] that is a fundamental phenomenon observed while cre-
ating quantum dots, causing thus a current fluctuations (elec-
trons transport). Because of the reasoning mentioned above
our theoretical study is limited to consider the case where the
inter-dot Coulomb interaction is neglected. However, if this
interaction is to be taken into account, one has to use the ex-
tended Hubbard model instead ].

B. Entanglement measures in Hubbard chain

Entanglement is a powerful quantum phenomenon that al-
lows two or more systems to be linked in such a way that any
action on one subsystem influences the other instantaneously.
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Figure 1: Representative scheme showing the confinement of

electrons in the Fermi-Hubbard sites when a) the tunneling is

blocked and b) when it is unblocked (the electrons are free to
tunnel between the site in the x direction).

Moreover, the Hubbard model is characterized by an entan-
gled ground state. In a quantum dot, electrons have four pos-
sibilities in occupying a single site: (|0), 1), ])),[T))). As
a result an array of N quantum dots can be defined by the
ground state |1)) € H, where 7 is the Hilbert space of dimen-
sion 4. The quantification of entanglement in such arrays
has been limited, so far [IE, ], to computing the amount of
entanglement in pure states, by means of the Van Neumann en-
tropy B = — Tr(px logy pi), where pr = Try— ([¢) ()
is the state of the subsystem composed of k = {1, 2, ..., N/2}
quantum dots and Tr_j means the partial trace over the re-
maining N — k sites. When k£ = 1 this gives the so called local
entanglement between a single site and the remaining N — 1
sites. In this case, pj is given by 246]

P = wo |0) (O] +wy [1) (T +wy 1) (H+wry [T (T, )
where

wpy = Tr(nk7¢nk,¢pk) =< NNk, >,
W =< Nt > —Wry, (3)
wp =< Nk, > —Wwrl,

wozl—(wn—i—w¢+w¢).

The U(1) and SU(2) symmetries in the Hubbard model
means that the off-diagonal elements of Eq. @) are equal to
zero. The four diagonal elements defined in Eq. (@), thus play
an essential role in finding the physical and quantum proper-
ties of the chain. Accordingly, the local entanglement,

Ek = —Wwyo 1Og2 wo — We 10g2 wr —wy 1Og2 Wy —wey 10g2 Wr,

“)
depends solely on these four quantities and it presents a key
role in the understanding of the system 171.

When k& > 2, the von Neumann entropy defined above
yields the Block-Block entanglement between k sites and the
remaining N — k sites of the chain. It has been demonstrated
that this kind of entanglement gives more information about
the system because it contains nonlocal correlations compared
to the local single site entanglement 27.

Another way of measuring quantum entanglement for such
composite systems can be achieved by employing the gener-
alized concurrence defined for qudits (28], which for a given
pure state [¢)) € H1 @ Ha ® ... ® Hy where H, is the Hilbert

space of d; dimensions, has the following form :

On (1) (W]) = 21-%\/<2N —2) =S T(e2), )

where « labels all the possible 2%V —2 subsets of the IV particle
system.

As a matter of fact Eq. (B) combines the two types of entan-
glement mentioned above (k = 1 and k > 2) because it takes
account of all the possible partitions of the system. Conse-
quently it may enrich the information about the quantum and
physical properties of the system. The down side of the pre-
vious measures of entanglement, is their restricted validity for
pure states only.

C. Lower bound of concurrence

Acquaintance about the amount of entanglement shared be-
tween a pair, triple or generally multiple sites (instead of
blocks of sites as discussed in the previous subsection) is also
of valuable interest. However, an appropriate measure of mul-
tipartite entanglement for mixed states in higher dimensions
(d > 3, i.e. qudits), is not well defined yet [29]. As a way to
circumvent this difficulty, one can calculate the lower bound
of concurrence for such systems 24). Despite the fact that
this approach does not give the complete knowledge about the
quantity of entanglement, it nevertheless gives valuable infor-
mation that is not obtainable otherwise. The robustness of this
lower bound of concurrence is manifested in the fact that it can
detect mixed entangled states with a positive partial transpose
(30] and that for fully separable multipartite state it is equal to
zero . Based on the general definition of the lower bound of
concurrence one derives simpler expressions for bipartite state
that will be of interest for us in this paper as we are interested
in the study of pairwise entanglement.

A pair of two sites is defined by the mixed state p; ; (i < 7)
such that p; ; = Try_o (|0) (), with Try_2 is tracing over
all sites except the " and j" sites. For an arbitrary d x d
dimension the concurrence C(p; ;) satisfies [24]

d(d—1) d(d—1)

d 2 2
IR IDIEDD

T2(pi i) = Cls < C*(pij), (6)

where

Cap = maz{0, A} =20 =28 -1

af af
The /\Sg are the square roots of the non-zero eigenvalues of

the non-Hermitian matrix p; jf(; j)as such that /\Sg > /\((f};rl)

forl <a<3and

Piijras = (Ga @ Gp)p; j(Ga @ Gg), ®)

with G, being the o™ element of the group SO(d) constructed

by @ generators. G/g is defined similarly since the two

subsystems have the same dimension d.



According to Eq. (6) the lower bound of concurrence is
/T2(pi,;) - When 72(p; ;) = 0 the state is separable but
when 75 (p; ;) > 0 this indicates that inside the quantum state
some kinds of entanglement are detected. For multiple sites
the task will be hard in computation with the growth of the
dimension especially that in our case each subsystem of the
Hubbard model has a dimension d = 4. Therefore if one
has at least three subsystems for example [24), the number of
generators constructing the group SO(d?) = SO(16) is 120
which is a very large number for computation.

D. Quantum coherence and total correlations

One of the most important phenomena and pillars of quan-
tum mechanics is the superposition of quantum states. This
phenomenon is even more fundamental than entanglement as
the latter is a direct consequence of the former when applied
to composite systems. Accordingly, the evaluation and quan-
tification of such property is an essential task of quantum in-
formation theory as it give more general and fundamental in-
formation than entanglement. A rigorous measure of quan-
tum coherence is defined as the distance produced by the rel-
ative entropy between a given quantum state with its nearest
incoherent one. It is demonstrated that the nearest incoher-
ent state is nothing else than the corresponding diagonal ma-
trix for which all the off-diagonal elements are equal to zero.
A simple analytical expression of quantum coherence has the
form [131]

C(p) = E(paiag) — E(p), )

where pg;qq 18 the diagonal matrix of the density matrix p and
E(p) is the von Neumann entropy defined in subsection[TBl

Alternatively, based on the von Neumann entropy, one can
define the quantum mutual information:

I(paB) = E(pa) + E(p) — E(paB), (10)

which is widely adopted as a quantifier for the total (quantum
and classical included) correlations, in a bipartite quantum
state pap. For maximally entangled pure state p4p the Van
Neuman entropy satisfies E(pa) = E(pp) = log,(d), where
d is the dimension of the subsystems A and B. This implies
that as the dimension increases, the maximum of entangle-
ment increases and consequently quantum coherence (Eq. (9))
achieves its maximum log,(d) (because E(pap) = 0) while
the mutual information reaches 2log,(d). Since in our case
we consider the quantum dots as 4-dimensional systems the
maximum attainable value for coherence is 2 and for the mu-
tual information it is 4. However, it is worth mentioning that
these maxima can be surpassed if considering bipartitions be-
yond 4x4 dimensions. On the other hand, for totally mixed
states (which are separable), total correlations including co-
herence and entanglement vanish.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section we present our results and their interpretation
as pertaining to the one dimensional Fermi-Hubbard model
with open boundary conditions. The behavior of different
quantifiers introduced so far will be studied with respect to
the different parameters of the system. Our interpretation of
these results is based, among other things, on the behavior of
the energy spectrum (see Figure2).
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Figure 2: The energy spectrum as a function of the Coulomb
interaction U for N = 2 (a) and N = 3 (b). The small graph
on the top left shows the energy levels of the ground state
(blue line) and the three lower exited states for U between 0
and 3.

A. Effect of Coulomb interaction and temperature on
quantum correlations

We examine pair entanglement, pair coherence as well
as pair mutual information under the effect of temperature
(kpT/t) and Coulomb interaction (U = wu/t). We choose the
dimensionless quantities v/t and kT /t as the two main vari-
ables to reduce the number of parameters of the model. Two
main information will be especially of direct relation to the be-
havior of the correlation. On the one hand information about
the ground state and its degeneracy and on the other hand the
energy gap between the energy levels of the states.

From the spectrum corresponding to the 16 and the 64
eigenvalues displayed respectively in Figures (2a) and (2b),
one can extract many information. The first observation of
the spectrum shows that for small values of the Coulomb in-
teraction, the energy levels overlap and the spectrum is nar-
row so the energy levels are close to each other. On the other
end, with the increase of U, majority of the excited energy
levels are moved up in energy such that, for strong coupling,
the spectrum becomes broad and actually splits into several,
separated energy bands. It is also interesting to notice that
the number of these energy bands in the spectrum is equal to
N + 1 (the size of the chain plus one) with the highest one
being comprised of a single energy level. The lowest energy
band is comprised of energy levels that are varying slowly,
in contrast to the higher energy bands. It is also worthwhile
noting that this behavior is related to the boundary conditions
imposed on our system.



1. Ground state and degeneracy

The 1D Hubbard Hamiltonian () depends on the real pa-
rameter defined by the coupling constant v or equivalently the
dimensionless coupling constant U defined earlier. Basing on
this parameter we can make a distinction between two types
of unusual degeneracies [32]. The first one, depends on the
coupling constant, which means that at some particular val-
ues of the coupling U the degeneracy appears inducing thus a
crossing of energy levels. This kind of degeneracy is clearly
displayed in the energy spectrum when U takes small values
(Figure[2)) where several intersection points connecting multi-
ple energy levels (in the ground state and the excited states)
appear at specific values of U. For instance, as displayed in
Figure (2a) for the simplest case of N = 2, the ground state,
corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue in the spectrum, is
non-degenerate for U < 3 but especially at U = 3 the ground
state becomes threefold degenerate [d], while at U > 3 the
ground state turns into twofold degenerate.

The second type of degeneracy, can be called, the perma-
nent one where the energy levels stay degenerate indepen-
dently of the coupling constant U. This is highlighted in the
spectrum when U takes high values, where one can notice the
disappearance of the crossings of the energy levels. The de-
generacy of the ground state and the excited states then stabi-
lizes and remains invariant for all values of U.

Generally, the high degree of degeneracy reflects the rich
symmetry structure of the 1D Hubbard model[34]. Since the
origin of degeneracy can be traced back to the symmetry of the
system, one can thus define the U-dependent symmetries, that
are comprised of Abelian symmetries as well as the Yangian
non-Abelian symmetries, and the U-independent symmetries
that are grouped into three classes, as specified by Heilmann
and Lieb, a spatial symmetry associated to the lattice (such
as mirror reflection symmetry for open boundary conditions ),
spin symmetry and particle-hole symmetry 135].

It is well known that temperature measures the degree of
agitation associated to the particles constituting the matter.
When one increases temperature the system acquires a ther-
mal energy proportional to kg7 (kp being the Boltzmann con-
stant) which turns into kinetic energy (lattice vibrations) that
is enough to transmit electrons from the lower energy level
(ground state) to the higher energy levels (excited states). At
equilibrium, the thermal state describing the system at temper-
ature 7" is given by the density matrix

e BH

= 11
P = Ta(e pHy (1)
with 3 = 1/kpT and H is the Hamiltonian defined in Eq. ().
If we consider discrete energy levels Fy < E; < Fjs...
of degeneracies go, g1, g2... respectively, the density operator
(D can be expressed in the energy eigenbasis as follows

pZZPihM (¥l (12)

for which P, = €272 7 = 3, gie #Ei and 3", P, = 1.

At zero temperature the state (I1) describing the system
is exactly the ground state. In fact, for a given ¢ > 0 the
probability that the system occupies a level Ej; is

e BE: e BE: e~ B(Ei—Eo)
Z Z] gje*ﬁEJ Z] gje_B(Ej_EO) 13
e~ B(Ei—Eo) (13)
g0+ X gie P E)
When T' — 0 (equivalently 8 — +00),
lim e A(Fi—Fo)

lim P; = ftee = @

e go+ Him 35m0 gje PUEi=E) g
(14)

In other words Eq. (I4) asserts that at zero temperature, all the
Boltzmann weights e #%¢ of the density p for which i # 0
vanish and only the weight corresponding to the ground level
E persists and the state becomes p = ql—o 900 1) (il If
go = 1 the ground state is pure otherwise it is mixed.

If we increase temperature the systems may move from the
ground level to the excited levels, which means that more
weights e #F¢ with 7 > 0 will be added to the density matrix
p, which also implies that the system will get more thermal
mixture and generally this is accompanied with a decay of the
correlations (entanglement, coherence,...).

2. The state energy difference AE

An essential factor that influences the transition to the ex-
cited states is the energy gap between the relevant states. In
order to take this into account, we define the ratio, also known
as the Boltzmann factor,

Pu Nu _ g_uefﬁAE

_u_ v (15
P N g )

where N; and N,, are respectively the number of particles oc-
cupying the lower level and the upper level. AE = F, — E)
is the state energy difference or the gap between the energy
levels. If the system admits only these two levels its state is
described by the following density matrix

eBAE —BAE

P =1 cFaE 1) (il + T o Fap ) (Yul. (16)
When AE >> 1 the upper level will always have a lower
probability of being occupied, but instead it has a relatively
higher probability to be occupied when AFE << 1. In the
latter case, the density matrix is represented as a mixture of
the two Boltzmann weights e #Ft and e~#F«, which conse-
quently decreases the entanglement in the system.

B. Correlations at zero temperature

As argued in the previous subsection, the correlations at
zero temperature are exactly the correlations of the ground



state. Since the degeneracy of this latter depends on the cou-
pling constant U and the size N of the chain, the entangle-
ment, coherence and the total correlations of the ground state
will be strongly affected too by these same parameters. For
the entanglement, this can be clearly seen in Figure 3] where
we plot the lower bound of concurrence (LBC) for N = 2 in

(Ba) and for N = 3 in (3b).
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Figure 3: The lower bound of concurrence corresponding to
the ground state as a function of U for N = 2 (a) and for the
pair p1.2 = pa23for N =3 (b).

For N = 2, Figure (3d), we see that the LBC is grad-
ually decreasing as long as U < 3, then there is a sudden
jump in its behavior exactly at U = 3 and it stabilizes after-
ward. This behavior can be interpreted in conjunction with
the behavior observed in Figure (2a). This latter allows to ob-
serve that the ground state is non-degenerate when U < 3,
which is the interval in which the entanglement diminishes
with U in Figure B3d). At U = 3, where the ground state
is threefold degenerate and thus represented by the mixture
p = Z§:1 P; |[4;) (1;| the entanglement (more precisely the
LBC) undergoes an abrupt decrease that goes (from almost
maximal entanglement) to 0.50. For U > 3 the ground state is
twofold degenerate as we discussed in subsection[[IlTA ]l then
the state has less mixture (Z?Zl P; [4;) (1;]) compared to the
previous case so the entanglement increases again abruptly to
about 0.58. With the increase of U, the strong repulsion inter-
action allows electrons to move away from each other (thus
sites with double occupancy |1,) are excluded) without being
able to tunnel between the quantum dots. The confinement
state reached is given by p = 1) (¢1] + 5 |d2) (¢2], with
61) = J5(107) +[10)) and |¢2) = —=(04) + [10)). This
confinement state reached is independent of U, for U > 3 (as
the degeneracy becomes also independent in that interval) and
it is for this reason that entanglement (L BC) is constant as
depicted in Figure (3a) .

For N = 3, (Figure (3B)), the ground state is four times
degenerate at U = 0 [@] but for U > 0 the state becomes
non-degenerate, therefore the mixture disappears and this is
the reason why entanglement of the pair pq o or[37] p2 3 has
an abrupt increase from 0.38 to 0.55. By the same reasoning
mentioned above, the confinement state in the strong coupling
region tends to [6) = =(/04F) — [01) + [110) — [110)) +
2(|104) — |[401)) which makes entanglement asymptotically
stabilize for high coupling values.

This reasoning allows to explain also the behavior of the
quantum coherence and the mutual information, of which we

chose not to include the plots vs the coupling constant U as
their behavior is similar to that of the L BC'. Instead, we show
in the next subsection their behavior as a function of tempera-
ture for different values of U in Figure[3l As discussed earlier,
at T = 0 this is equivalent to studying the ground state behav-
ior. We notice that mutual information is quantitatively higher
than coherence and entanglement as expected because the mu-
tual information encompasses all the classical and quantum
correlations of the system. Also, It is clear that the coher-
ence in the system steams only from the quantum correlations
shared between the two sites, because as mentioned in sec-
tion [T Bl the one site density matrix Eq. @) is diagonal which
means that there is no local coherence.

C. Correlations at finite temperature

Figure 4: Lower bound of concurrence in the state p; 2 as a
function of temperature (kp7T") for different values of the
Coulomb interaction U and with size N = 2 (a), N = 3 (b),
N =4 (c).

At finite temperature the behavior of correlations depends
essentially on the energy difference AFE between the ground
state and the nearest excited states. The spectrum of N = 2,
(Figure (2a)), shows that AFE between the ground state and
the first excited state decreases with U as long as U < 3. This
means that the first excited state has more probability to be
populated as U increases. Therefore the mixture increases too
and this leads to the entanglement’s rapid decrease under the
effect of small temperatures when U increases. At U = 3 the
difference A E is higher between the ground state (degenerate
at this value) and the nearest excited state so in this case the en-
tanglement decreases very slowly and a constant rate persists
for small temperatures.

This effect is also observed for N = 3 with the pair pq ».
Indeed, the spectrum (Figure (2B)) shows that AF, between
the ground state and the nearest excited state, increases with
U (for relatively small values of U > 0), thus the exited state



has less chance to be populated and to be in a thermal mix-
ture. This explains the slow decay of entanglement with the
increase of U at small temperatures (Figure (@h)). At U = 0,
AFE between the ground state and the first excited state is
higher (see Figure (2B) and the zoomed plot within), conse-
quently entanglement stays constant at small temperatures and
decays slowly with the increase of temperature.

To fill more excited states we have to increase temperature
and here we notice two special behaviors. The first is ob-
served in Figures (da) and (@h), where a change in the rate
of decrease of entanglement with temperature is obviously re-
marked for some values of U[@]. This can be explained fol-
lowing the same reasoning mentioned before, i.e. that this is
due to the widening of AFE between lower neighboring ex-
cited states. As a matter of fact, if we take the example U = 1
for N = 3, the spectrum in Figure (2B) and the subplot within,
show that the quantity A E' between the first and the second ex-
cited state is larger compared to A E between the ground state
and the first excited state. In this regard the probability that
the system occupies the second excited state is very low, there-
fore entanglement starts to decay slowly and this explains the
change in the rate of decrease of entanglement in Figure (4h)
for U = 1. The same thing applies to U = 2 for N = 2 in
Figures (2a) and ). In contrast to this, for the other values
of U and for mid temperatures there is no change in the rate of
decrease of entanglement with temperature (Figure [)) as the
energy difference A F between the lower states is comparable
(Figure[2)).

The second behavior is observed for the strong coupling U
in Figure (@d) where the curves converge toward each other.
As observed in subsection [IIB] the ground state entangle-
ment stabilizes for large values of U (FigureB) as the system
reaches a confinement state. So the increase in U has little
effect on the entanglement and this carries out also as the tem-
perature increases which is seen by the very small discrepancy
in the plots for different values of U in Figure @d). This is
confirmed by noticing, from Figure 2] that the energy levels
in the first band are very close to each other and that the quan-
tity AF between the levels is approximately the same. This
happens at the first band as the thermal energy supplied to the
system is not yet enough to move the system up to the upper
bands.

For completeness, we show the behavior of the mutual in-
formation and the quantum coherence at finite temperature in

Figures (3a) and (3B) respectively.

Mutual information

Temperature

(b) N=3

Temperature

(a) N=2

Figure 5: Total correlations (a) and Coherence (b) as a
function of temperature for different values of U.

Generally the behavior is similar to that of entanglement
as is easily observed by comparing with Figure[dl The same
interpretation in terms of the ground state’s degeneracy for
T = 0 (see discussion at the end of subsection [IIB) and in
terms of the energy difference AF for finite temperature still
applies here also.

D. Correlations at high temperature

Generally at high temperature the system has enough ther-
mal energy to occupy the higher exited states (also those in the
higher bands). The entanglement (as well as the other corre-
lations like quantum coherence and mutual information) thus
vanishes due to the fact that the state turns into a mixture of
all the possible Boltzmann wights (thermal relaxation effect).

The effect of the Coulomb interaction, as seen from Figure
Ml is that for a given pair p; ; at high temperature, the entan-
glement survives longer when increasing the value of U; only
very high temperatures are able to destroy entanglement when
U takes very large values. As before, the explanation of this
is obtained by going back to the energy spectrum in Figure
Indeed, the gap separating the bands in the spectrum in-
creases dramatically with U which makes it difficult for the
system to transition to higher energy levels and bands. There-
fore more thermal energy is needed to overcome this and ob-
tain a mixture of all the possible Boltzmann wights resulting
eventually in the vanishing of entanglement. In other words,
the high Coulomb interaction between electrons makes the
state strongly entangled, and hence at high temperature the
thermal fluctuations are in competition with these strong en-
tangled correlations.

In addition to the behavior and related interpretation given
above, that still applies to quantum coherence and mutual in-
formation, Figure [5] shows that these correlations are more
robust against temperature compared to entanglement and
higher temperatures (for all values of U) are needed to destroy
these correlations. This is a recurring remark when comparing
the robustness of entanglement vs that of more general corre-
lations (coherence, quantum discord...).

IV. CONCLUSION

Quantum dot systems usually are treated in quantum infor-
mation as qubit systems whenever the study of entanglement
concerns the mixed state case [39-41]. Notably, description
of quantum dots in terms of the Hubbard model as qubits is
valid only in some specific cases requiring more restrictive
constraints. In this paper we adopted the less restrictive point
of view, but yet more accurate, in describing a system of quan-
tum dots as a 1D Fermi-Hubbard chain . In this approach
a quantum dot is described by a quadrit (object described by a
four dimensional Hilbert space) instead of a qubit.

The absence of properly defined measures of mixed state
entanglement for qudits (objects with higher dimensional
Hilbert spaces) and for quadrits in particular forces us to adopt
a novel approach in tackling questions related to quantum



dots and the quantum correlations present in these systems.
Namely, we opted to study the behavior of pairwise entan-
glement by calculating the lower bound of concurrence. The
general conclusions were then confirmed by comparing the
behavior of more general types of correlations.

In summary, The energy spectrum of the system provided
a proper explanation and interpretation of the different results
and behaviors observed. As a matter of fact, the entanglement
of the ground state for N = 2 and N = 3 was studied and
the influence of regions where we have the U-dependent and
U-independent degeneracies was established.

Furthermore we have studied the influence of the state en-
ergy difference AFE on the decay of correlations. This study
allows to explain the behavior of entanglement at finite and
high temperature and establishing that at finite temperature,
entanglement as well as quantum coherence and total correla-

tions decay rapidly when AF is very small but when AFE is
high the correlations decay very slowly with temperature. In
addition, we have demonstrated that at high temperature the
stronger the Coulomb interaction (compared to the tunneling
of electrons), the stronger the entanglement, which gives rise
to a long survival of entanglement due to the broad energy
difference AE separating the bands in the region when U is
high.
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