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W e Investigate the spin entanglem ent in the superconductorquantum dot system proposed by
Recher, Sukhorukov and Loss, coupling it to an electronic beam —splitter. The superconductor-
quantum dot entangler and the beam -splitter are treated within a uni ed fram ework and the en-
tanglem ent is detected via current correlations. T he state em itted by the entangler is found to be
a linear superposition of non-local spin-singlets at di erent energies, a spin-entangled tw o-particle
wavepacket. Colliding the two electrons in the beam —splitter, the singlet soin-state gives rise to a
bunching behavior, detectable via the current correlators. T he am ount of bunching depends on the
relative positions of the singlk particle levels In the quantum dots and the scattering am plitudes
of the beam —splitter. It is found that the bunching-dependent part of the current correlations is of
the sam e m agniude as the part insensitive to bunching, m aking an experin ental detection of the
entanglem ent feasble. The spn entanglem ent is insensitive to orbital dephasing but suppressed by
soin dephasing. A lowerbound for the concurrence, conveniently expressed in tem s ofthe Fano fac-
tors, isderived. A detailed com parison between the current correlations of the non-local spin-singlet
state and other states, possibly em itted by the entangler, is perform ed. T his provides conditions for

an unam biguous identi cation of the non-local singlet soin entanglem ent.

PACS numbers: 03.67M n,73.50.Td,7323Hk

I. NTRODUCTION

Ever smoe the ooncept of entanglement was
ntroduced it has been at the heart of conoceptual
discussions In quantum m echanics22€ The discussions
havem ainly concemed the non-localproperties of entan—
glm ent. Two entangled, slpatJa]Jy separated particles,
an E nstein-P odolsky-Rosen? EPR) pair, are correlated
In a way which can not be describbed by a local, realistic
theory, ie. the porrelations give rise to a violation of a
Bell nequality® In optics, the non-local properties of
entangled pairs of photons hayg been intensively inves-
tigated over the last decades®® Recently, the interest
has tumed to possble applications m aking use of the
properties of entangled particles. Entanglem ent plays
an important rok in many quantum com putation ar,ld
inform ation schem esI9 w ith, quantum  cryptographyd
and quantum te]eportat:on'll"lén as prom nent exam ples.

C om pared to optics, the Investigation of entanglem ent
In solid state system s isonly in it’s infancy. However, a
controlled creation, m anipulation and detection ofentan—
glem ent is a prerequisite for a large-scale In plem enta—
tion of quantum com putation and inform ation schem es,
m aking i of lJarge interest to pursue the investigation
of entanglem,ent In solid state, system s. Considerable
experim ental? and theoretical4 progress has already
been m ade In the understanding of entangled qubits in —
plem ented w ith Josephson juinctions.

For the entanglem ent of indiridual electrons, recently
several In portant steps towards an experim ental real
ization in m esoscopic conductors were taken. A schem e
for entanglem ent of orbital degrees of freedom was pro-—
posed In Ref. {15], allow ng for control of the entan-—
glem ent with experin entally accessble elgctmondc beam —
splitters 1417 M oreover, several proposald 2829 or de-

tecting entanglem ent via a violation of a B ell Inequality,
expressed in temm s of zero-frequency noise oone]atorsed
have been put forth. Very recently, follow ng a proposal
by Beenakker et al [ZL], several works have discussed
the possbility ofelectronshole and post-selected electron—
ekectron entangkm ent2323 In particular, entanglm ent
In the electrical analog of the optical Hanbury Brown
Twiss e ect?d was nvestigated In a m esoscopic conduc—
tor in the quantum Hall regin e, transporting electrons
along single edge—states.and using quantum point con-
tacts asbeam -splitters23 im oreover, a schqn.e for energy—
tin e entanglem ent?d has been proposed 2 4 The conse—
quences of d?h.asmg for orbital entanglem ent have been
investigatedt 228 aswell

Earlier proposals for electronic entanglem ent have
been based on creating,apnd manipulating spoin en—
tanglem ent, in np:cm.aﬁg 481 as well as n nomak
supe::vc;onductjngﬁz'l33 B4 system s. Spins i sem iconduc—
tors have been shown: Bg to have dephasing tin es ap-—
proaching m icroseconds, m aking soins prom ising candi-
dates for carriers of quantum inform ation. However, a
direct detection of spin entanglem ent in m esoscopic con—
ductors is di cukt. The natural quantiy to m easure is
the electrical charge current. To investigate spin cur—
rent, one thus in principle has to convert the soin cur-
rent to charge current via eg. spoin— lters. A though
e cient spin- ters®? have very recently been realized
experin enta]Jy'ﬂI there are considerable rem aining ex—
perin ental com plications in m anipulating and detecting
Individual spins on a m esoscopic scale. In particular, to
detect the entanglem ent by a violation ofa Bell Inequal-
ity, one need®d two spin Iers wih independent and
Jocally controllap g directions to m im ic the polarizers In
optical schem es8a#

An altemative idea to detect spin entanglem ent was
proposed by Burkard, Loss and Sukhorukov [Z_g(_i] and also
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discussed _qua]jratjyebj by O liver, Yam aguchi and Ya-—
m am oto [_1@]. T hey proposed to use the relation between
the spin and orbital part of the wavefiinction, in posed
by the antisym m etry ofthe totalw avefiinction under ex—
change of two particles. A state with an antisymm et—
ric, singlkt soin wavefunction has a symm etric orbial
wavefiinction and vice versa for the soin triplet. W hen
colliding the electrons in a beam -splitter, soin singlets
and triplets show a bunching and antibunching behav—
jor respectively. T hese di erent bunching behaviorswere
found to be detectable via the electrical current corre—
lations, ie. the properties of the orbital wavefuinction
were used to deduce nform ation about the spin state.
T his approach was later extended to allm om ents of the
current 34 M oreover, i was recently firther elaborated
in Ref. B9, taking spin dephasing and non-ideal beam —
splitters into account.

In com parison to detecting spin entanglem ent via a vi-
olation of a Bell Inequality, the approach of Ref. BQI]
how ever has a fundam ental lin itation. T he antisym m et—
ric spin singlkt is an entangled state, while symm etric,
triplet spin states are not neccesarily entangled. C onsid—
ering eg. the standard singlet-triplt basis, only one of
the three triplets j"#i+ j#"i; j""iand j##i is spin en-—
tangled. H ow ever, all spin-triplet states, having the sam e
symm etrical orbial wavefiinction, give rise to the.sam e
antibunching behavior in the current correlators®d A s
a consequence, In contrast to a Bell Inequality test, the
approach ofRef. [;_3(_5] can not be em ployed to distinguish
betw een entangled and non-entangled triplet states. To
be able to distinguish between di erent triplet state, one
would need to consider m ore nvolved schemes, I ple—
m enting :n addition eg. single spin rotationst

D espite this findam ental lin itation, the approach of
Ref. [B0] is due to its comparablke sinplicity still of
Interest for entanglers em itting non-local spin-singlts.
However, the Investigations in Ref. [_3-91 were carried
out assum ing a discrete spectrum of the electrons and
a m ono-energetic entangled state incident on the beam —
splitter. W hilke giving a qualitatively correct picture of
the physics, i does not quantitatively describe the siu-
ation in a conductor connected to electronic reservoirs,
w here the spectrum is continuous and the entangled elec—
trons generally have a wave-packet nature, ie. the wave—
function isa linear superposition ofentangled electronsat
dg'. erent energjes'.}?i M oreover, the wavefiinction in Ref.
t_B(_)'] was not derived considering a speci c entangler, it
was Instead taken to be an incom ing plane wave w ith
uniyy am plitude. Thism akes the calculated current cor-
relations napplicable fo m ost of the entanglers consid—
ered theoretically 298383 which operate in the tunneling
regin e and em it entangled statesw ith a low am plitude.

In this paper, we revisit the approach of detection of
soin-singlet entanglem ent presented in Ref. [_g(_i] The
abovem entioned shortcom ings are bypassed by treating
the entangler and the beam -gplitterw ithin a uni ed theo—
retical fram ew ork. A s a source ofnon-local spin-singlkts,
the superconductorquantum dot entangler (see F ig. -'_]:)

FIG . 1l: Schem atic picture of the system . A superconductor
(S) is connected, via tunnel barriers to two quantum dots (1
and 2) In the Coulom b blockade regin e. T he dots are further
coupled, via a second pair of tunnelbarriers, to nom al leads
which cross in a forw ard scattering single-m ode beam —splitter.
T he beam —splitter is characterized by scattering am plitudes
rit;r° and t°. On the other side of the beam -splitter, the
nom al leads are connected to nom al electron reservoirs A
and B .

nvestigated In detailby R echer, Sukhorukov and Loss In
Ref. t_gg:], is considered. Using a form al scattering ap-—
proach, the wavefunction of the electrons em itted from

the entangler is calculated. It is found to be a linear su—
perposition of pairs of spin-entangled electrons at di er-
ent energies, a two electron wavepadket, sin ilar to what
was found for the superconducting orbital entangler in
Ref. {_l-g‘:] T he am plitude at each energy depends on the
position ofthe single particle levels In the dots. Both the
processw here the electronstunnel through di erent dots,
creating the desired non-local EPR -pair, as well as the
unw anted process when both electrons tunnel through
the sam e dot, are investigated. In both cases the spin
w avefiinction is a singlet, preserving the spin-state ofthe
C ooper pair tunneling out of the superconductor, how —
ever the orbital states are di erent.

T he electrons em ited by the entangler are then col-
lided In a beam -splitter and detected in two electronic
reservoirs. D ue to the sihglkt soin state, electrons tun—
neling through di erent dots show a bunching behavior
when colliding in the beam -splitter. Both the auto and
cross correlations between currents ow Ing into the nor-
m al reservoirs (put not the average current) depend on
the degree ofbunching. W e nd that thebunching ispro—
portionalto the wavefuinction overlap ofthe two colliding
electrons. T his overlap depends strongly on the position
of the singleparticke lkevels In the dot, being m axin al
forboth levels aligned w ith the chem icalpotential of the
superconductors. T he part ofthe current correlators sen—
sitive to bunching is of the sam e m agnitude as the part
nsensitive to bunching, m aking an experin ental detec—
tion of the spin-singlet entanglem ent feasible.

T he current correlators are independent of scattering
phases and thus insensitive to orbital dephasing. How—
ever spin dephasing generally leads to am ixed spin state
wih a nie fraction of triplets. Since the soin triplets
have a tendency to antibunch, the soin dephasing re—
sults in a reduction of the overallbunching behavior and
eventually, for strong spin-dephasing, to a crossover to
an antibunching behavior. A sin pl expression for the



concurrence, quantifying the entanglem ent In the pres—
ence of spin dephasing, is derived In tem s of the Fano
factors.

For ekctrons tunneling through the same dot, the
wavefiinction is a linear superposition of states for the
pair tunneling through dots 1 and 2. Both the cross—and
auto correlators contain a tw o-particle interference tem ,
sensitive to the position ofthe singleparticle levels in the
dots, however in a di erent way than thebunching depen—
dent term for tunneling through di erent dots. In par-
ticular, the correlators depend on the scattering phases,
providing a way to distinguish between the two tunnel-
ng processesby m odulating eg. the the A haronov-B ohm
phase 85 M oreover, the phase dependence m akes the cor—
relators sensitive to orbitaldephasing, w hile the spin part
of the wavefunction is insensitive to dephasing.

II. THE SUPERCONDUCTOR-<QUANTUM DOT
ENTANGLER

A schem atic picture of the system is shown in Fig. :_]:
A superconducting (S) electrode is connected to quantum
dots (1 and 2) via tunnelbarriers. T he dots are further
contacted, via nom alleads to a controllable single-m ode
electronic beam -splittertd characterized by the forward
scattering am plitudes r;t;r° and t°. The am s going out
from the beam -splitter are connected to nom alelectron
reservoirsA and B .

— Hn

FIG .2: Energy diagram oftheentangleribeam -splitter system
in Fig. :l: A bias eV is applied between the superconducting
reservoir, with chem ical potential s = 0, and the nom al
reservoirs A and B, w ith the sam e chem ical potential y =
eV . There is only one spin-degenerate level of each dot,
with energy "; and ", respectively, In the energy range &V
toeV . The kvelwidth isdetem ined by the coupling to the
nom al reservoirs. The bias €V is taken to be much an aller
than the superconducting gap, eV , but so large that the
broadened levels are wellw ithin the biasw indow , eV 53
,J= 1;2.

W e rst concentrate on a description of the entangler,
the superconductor—quantum dot part ofthe structure in
Fig. i, nvestigated in great detail in Ref. [34]. The
entangler was alsa recently exam ined w ithin a density
m atrix approach “% The rok of the beam —splitter is dis—
cussed further below, after a discussion of the quantum
state em itted by the entangler. To sin plify our presen—
tation we carry over the notation from Ref. 132: when

nothing else is stated.

An energy diagram of the superconductor-quantum
dot-nom al lead part of the structure is shown in Fig.
:_2. A negative bias €V is applied to the nom al reser—
voirs whilke the superconductor is grounded. T he chem —
ical potential of the superconductor is taken as a refer—
ence energy, s = 0, giving the chean ical potential of
both nom alreservoirs ya = «nB N = eV . Each
dot 1 and 2 contain a sihgle, soin-degenerate level in the
energy range €V to eV, wih energy " and ", respec—
tively. The level spacing in the dots is assum ed to be
much larger than the applied bias, so no other levels of
the dots participate In the transport. T he tem perature is
much lower than the applied bias put m uch larger than
the K ondo tem perature).

T he tunnel barriers between the dots and the super—
conductor arem uch stronger than the tunnelbarriersbe-
tween the dots and the nom al leads. A s a consequence,
thebroadening ofthe kevelsin the dots (taken the sam e
for both dots) results entirely from the coupling to the
nom alleads. T he voltage is applied such that the entire
broadened resonances are well within the bias w indow,
ie. eV %] wih j= 1;2. The quantum dots are
In the Coulomb blockade regim e, ie. it costs a charg-—
Ing energy U to put two electrons on the sam e dot. The
ground state contains an even num ber of electrons in the
ower Iying levels, ie. antiferrom agnetic 1lling of the
dots.
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FIG . 3: Tunneling processes transporting two electrons from

the superconductor to the nom al leads. P rocess I, w here the
tw o electrons tunnel through di erent dots, one through dot
1 and one through dot 2, creates the wanted EPR -pair. P ro—
cess IT, w here the tw o electrons tunnel through the sam e dot,
eittherboth through dot 1 orboth through dot 2, isunw anted.

T he transport takes place as C ooper pairs tunnel from
the superconductor, through the dots and out into the
nom al leads. Due to the dom inating tunnel barrier at
the dot—superconductor interface, one pair that tunneled
onto the dots leavesthe dotsw ellbefore the next pairtun-—
nels. There are two distinct possbilities for the C ooper
pair to tunnel from the superconductor to the nom al
leads, shown in Fig. §

I, the pair splits and one electron tunnels through
each dot, 1 and 2.

IT, both electrons tunnel through the sam e dot, 1
or2.

Ttwasshown in Ref. i_3-2:] that under the conditions stated
above, all other tunneling processes could be neglected.



T he process I createsthe wanted EPR pair, a spin singlet
state w ith the two electrons spatially separated. How—
ever, In an experin ent one can not a priori exclude the
second, unw anted process, I1. 0 ne thus has to investigate
process IT as well, to provide criteria for an unam biguous
experin ental identi cation of em ission of EP R -pairs.

The 1rst process, I, wih the two electrons tunnel-
Ing through di erent dots, is suppressed below the sin—
gl particlke tunneling probability squared, since the two
electrons have to leave the superconductor from two
spatially separated points, ie. e ectively breaking up
the Cooper pair. The tunneling am plijide for a bal-
listic, three din ensional superconductor®d®y is A, /
exp( d= )=(sd) where d is the distance between the
superconductordot connection points, krs the Femm i
wave num ber in the superconductor and the supercon-—
ducting coherence length. This am plitude is-in-general
larger for Iower din ensiona®4 and disorderedfd43 super—
conductors. An investigation ofthe dependence ofA( on
the geom etry of the contacts to the superconductor was
perform ed In Refs. El-g,:g-l_i] W e point out that ways to
avoid the suppression due to pair breaking by m eans of
additional dots have been discussed in a sin ilar context
in Ref. [flg:] However, since m ore dots com plicate the
calculation as well as the experim ental realization, we
consider the sim pler geom etry in F ig. :1;'

T he second process, IT, w ith both electrons tunneling
through the sam e dot, is suppressed by the Coulomb
blockade in the dots, as 1=U . In addition, there is a
process which avoids doubl occupancy of the dots but
Instead requires a pair breaking, leading to suppression
of the order 1= . Together, this gives an am plitude
By / (1=U + 1= ). The exact expression for the con—
stants Ay and By In term s of tunnel am plitudes betw een
the dots and the superconductor and the dots and the
Jleads can be found in Ref. Eé], for our purposes these
expressions are not necessary.

W e point out that possibles candidates for experin en—
tal realizatipn of the proposed system are the extensively
nvestigated®$ heterostructuresw ith sem iconductors con—
tacted to m etallic superconducting electrodes. E lectron
transport through double dots in sem iconductor system s
have been recently been revjevwed,'f_'.I w ith an em phasis on
experim ental advances.

III. THE WAVEFUNCTION OF THE
SPIN-ENTANGLED ELECTRONS.

To calculate the wavefunction of the electrons em ited
from the superconductorquantum, dot entangler, we em —
ploy the form al scattering theory?? with the Lippm an—
Schw inger equation expressed in tem s of the transfer
m atrix (T -m atrix). T he totalH am ittonian of the system
can bewrtten asH = Ho+ Ht ,where H o isthe Ham i
tonian ofthe superconductor, the quantum dots, and the
nom al leads. The perturbation H: describes tunnel-
Ing between the superconductor, dots, and leads. The

exact m any-particle state j i satis es the Schrodinger
equation E H)ji= 0. In the absence of a per-
turbation, Ht = 0, the system is In the ground state
Pi = Pis Pip Piy , with di erent chem ical potentials,

s = 0,and y = eV . The perturbation Hr causes
the electrons to tunnel from the superconductor, via the
quantum dots, to the nom al leads.

W e use the Iocalnature of the tunneling perturbation
and take the form al scattering approach to the prob-—
Jem . According to this approach the state j i can be
obtained by soling the Lippm an-Schw inger equation in
Fock-space

ji= Pi+ SOHI L @)

where the retarded operator@ E ) = E  Ho+ i0] ' gives
a state descrbing particles going out from the scattering
region. N ote that the totalenergy of the ground state i
iSE = 0. The form al solution of Eq. (L) can be w ritten
as

ji= Pi+ S OT O)Pi; @)

w here

®
TE)=H;+Hy CEHTP 3)

n=1

isthe T -m atrix. @ne then insertsa com plete set ofm any
body states1 = | N il jwih N i the eigenbasis of
the Ham iltonian H ¢, ie. the basis of Fock-states of elec—
trons and quasiparticles in the leads, dots and supercon—
ductor respectively. T he quantum num berN collectively
denotes the energies, spins, lead and dot indicesetc ofthe
Individualparticls. T he eigenenergy ofthe state N i, ie.
the total energy of the individual particles, isEy . This
gives an expression for the state

X

1
——— N 1N I 0)Pi: @)

1= Pi
1i=79 Ey 10

N

In the system under consideration, all relevant m atrix
elem ent$7 WV T (0)Pi are analytic in the upper part of
the com plex energy plane. A s a consequency, in the in—
tegration over energies of the individualparticles in N i,
the polk arising from the denom inator Ey i0 can be
replaced by a  (Ey )-function, in posing a total energy
Ex = 0, equalto the chem ical potential energy of the

superconductor. T his gives the wavefiinction
X
ji=Pi 2 14 Ex )N IN I 0)Pi: ©)

N

Ttwasshown in Ref. Eé], that under the conditions stated
above and to lowest order In coupling between the su—
perconductor and the dots, the operator T creates from

the vacuum i a two-electron spin-entangled state. As
pointed out above, depending on the relation betw een the
am plitudes Ay and B ¢, the transport of the tw o electrons



through the sam e (process IT) ordi erent (process I) dots
dom inates. Below we consider for sim plicity only the lim —
iing cases, where either T or IT is com pletely dom inating,
how ever our analysis can straightforwardly be extended
to a situation where they are of com parable strength.

A . E lectrons tunneling through di erent dots.

W e st consider process I, when the am plitude for
tunneling through di erent dots ismuch larger than the
am plitude to tunnel through the sam e dot. T his creates
the desired EP R “pair, a non-local soin-entangled pair of
electrons. T he quantities in this lim it are denoted w ith a
I. The wavefunction for two spin-entangled electrons at
energiesE; and E, is

l%# (E‘ 1 )bgn (E‘ 2)]:pi;
(6)

1
:El;EZiI = p_zl.bi]" (El)bg# (EZ)

w here the operatorbi' (E ) creates an outgoing (from the
dots tow ards the beam —splitter) electron plane w ave w ith
s =";#andmomentum kE )= k¢ + E=~w In the
nomallad 1= 1;2. Here kr and v is the Fem iwave
num ber and velocity respectively, sam e for both nom al
Jleads. The am plitude for this process was found in Ref.
BZ] to have a double-resonant form

, P
Ag =( 2)
E:+" 1=2)E+ "

3 ;ET 0)Pip = n =2):

(7)
W ih this we are able to obtain the asym ptotics of the

outgoing spin-entangled state. Fordoing so w e substiute
Eq. () mto Eq. §) and nd

ji= Pi+
ZeV
dEAE)E.E)X,( E) b EX.( E)Pi
eV
()
w ith
AE) = Bo ©)
OB+ ™ i=2)( E+J i=2)
ie,AE)= ( 1p§)m; E ¥ 0)Pi. This state is the

sum of the unperturbed groundstate and an entangled,
tw o electron state. T he entangled state is a linear super—
position of spin singletsatdi erent energies, an entangled
tw o-particle wavepacket. The singlkt spin-state results
from the singlet state of the C ooperpair, conserved In
the tunneling from the superconductor. M oreover, the
two electrons in each singlet have opposite energies E

and E (ocounted from s = 0), a consequence of the
C ooperpairs having zero total energy wih respect to
the chem icalpotential of the superconductor.

Severalim portant observations can be m ade regarding
the state in Eq. @) . First, the properties, ncluding the
tw o-particle w avepacket structure, can be clearly seen by
w riting the wavefunction in st quantization. Introduc—
ing J;Ei j"i PrkY E)Pi, the properly symm etrized
wavefiinction is given by (om itting the ground state i)

Z ev
jii= dEAE)GGEL Ry Ei+ Ry Eij;EL)
ev
Uik 1 J#LI"L) (10)
wih ; the particle index. The coordinate dependent
wavefinction & ;x )= hx ;x j 1ican then bewri—

ten (x = 0 at the lead-dot connection points)

12 2 1 "o# # 0"

X jx )= X ;X)) +
11
w ith
o ) 2P0
iX _2" i
exp ik (x +x ) i 1 =2)k x Fv]
12)

where for sin plicity the case with energies™; = ", "
is considered. To arrive at Eq. C_l-]_}) we 1rst ntroduced
the wavefunctions hx; £ 1 = explik € )x;], 1= ; , the
in spinors Tk, j"i = L ;lxij#i= | and the odbital
sohnorshx jli= 1;hxiPi= 2 and then perform ed the
Integral over energy. The orbital spinors describe the
wavefunction In the space form ed by the lad indices 1
and 2, a pseudo-spin space, as discussed in Ref. h5 We
note that the beam -splitter, discussed below , only act in
the orbital 12-space (ie. spin independent scattering).
M oreover, i is the property of the state in 12-space that
detemm ines the current correlators discussed below .
Asisclear from Eq. {I1), the state is a direct product
state between the spin and orbital part of the wavefinc-
tion. The spin state is antisym m etric under exchange
of the two electrons, a singlet, whilk the orbial state is
symm etric, a triplt. The probability to pintly detect
oneelectron at x in lad 1 and oneatx in lad 2 decay
exponentially w ith the distance k& x jan e ect ofthe
tw o electrons being am itted at essentially the same tine
(ssparated by a analltine ~= ) to points x = 0 and
x = 0 respectively. N ote that the state j :i, a station—
ary scattering state, does not describe wave packets In
the traditional sense w ith tw o electronsm oving out from
the dots as tin e passes (@s a solution to the tim e inde—
pendent m any particle Schrodinger Equation, j ihasa
trivialtin e dependence). To obtain such a wavefunction,
one m ust break tim e translation invariance by introduc-
Ing a tim e dependent perturbation, eg. a variation of
the tunnelbarrier strength or dot-ZJevel energies in tim e.
In this context it is worth to m ention that such a time
dependent wavefiinction was recently considered by Hu
and D as Sam a [_49‘] for a double-dot tumstile entangler.



However, in Ref. [_419‘], the entangled wavefunction was
not derived from a m icroscopic calculation but m erely
postulated. The wavefunction had an am plitude of or-
der uniy (no tunneling lin it) and contained a double
Jntegralover energy This isdi erent from ourwavefunc-
tion in Eq. (8) and m oreover gives rise to a qualitatively
di erent resul for the currents as well as the current
correlators studied below .

Second, the entangled state n Eq. é'_é) has just the
same fom as the pairsplitted state obtained in the
nom alsuperconducting system of Ref. [151, where a
scattering approach based on the B ogoluibov-de G ennes
equation wasused. T his show s rigorously that the e ect
of the strong Coulomb blockade, prohbiing two elec—
trons to tunnel through the sam e dot, can be incorpo—
rated In a scattering form alism by putting the am plitude
for Andreev re ection back into the sam e dot to zero.
From thisobservation it follow sthat the rest ofthe calcu—
lation in the paperw here the state n Eq. (-'_8) isem ployed
could in principle be carried out strictly w ithin the scat-
tering approacth to the B ogoliibov de G ennes equation.
However, In such a calculation the entanglem ent is not
directly visble, which m akes the interpretation ofthe re—
sult di cult. Instead, below we work directly w ith the
state ;n Eq. ).

T hird, it isalso interesting to note the close connection
between the em ission of a C ooper pair and the process
of spontaneous, param etric dow n-conversion®) of pairs
of photons investigated in optics, where a single photon
from a pum p-laser is split in a non-lnear crystalinto two
photons. From the point of view of the theoretical ap—
proach, expanding the outgoing state in a ground state
and, to rst order in perturbation, an em itted pair of
particles, is sin ilar to the work in eg. Ref. [53]. The re-
sulting state, Eq. ), isa spin singket, whil a state w ith
polarization entanglem ent is, under appropriate condi-
tions, produced in the dow n-conversion process (type II) .
M oreover, the em ission of the two electrons is \sponta-
neous", ie. random and uncorrelated In tine, jast in
the sam e way as for the dow n-converted photons. O ne
can also point out the m aybe less ocbvious relation that
the two electrons em itted from the superconductor carry
Infom ation about the phase of the superconducting con—
densate, just as the tw o photons carry inform ation ofthe
phase ofthe eld ofthepum p-laser. A coherent superpo—
sition of states ofpairs ofelectronsem itted from di erent
points ofthe superconductor, can give rise to observables
sensitive to the di erence in superconducting phase be-
tween the two am ission points, as was dem onstrated in
Ref. [_l-!_i] This has is analog In the photonic experi-
m ent w ith a single, coherent Jaser pum ping tw o separate
non-lnear crystals, presented in Ref. [_5-§]

B . E lectrons tunneling through the sam e dot.

W e then tum to process II, when the am plitude for
tunneling through the sam e dot ism uch larger than the

am plitude to tunnel through di erent dots. The wave—
function for two electrons to tunnel to energies E; and
E; In lead jis

1

EijEoirr = ?:bgncEl)b?#CEz) %’#El)bgnﬂﬂz)]:‘oi;
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The am plitude for this process, IE 1;E, T (0)Pirr, was
found n Ref. [Z_32] to have a single resonant form , di erent
from Eqg. (7')

iB
HE 1B, 5 (0)Pigs = _zpo_z
1 1

+
E1+"j i =2 E2+"j i =2

14)

Here, for sim plicity the tw o dot-superconductor contacts
are taken to be identical. Since the superconductor is a
m acroscopically coherent ob ct, the totalstate isa linear
com bination of the states corresponding to tw o electrons
tunneling through dot 1 and dot 2. To obtain the asym p—
totics of the outgoing spin-entangled state, we substitute
Eqg. C_l-é_i) nto Eqg. ('_'35) and nd

Z oy h
dE Bl(E‘)bi]"(E')bi]#(

i

J ori= Pi+
ev

+B2 E)b. €)o, ( E) s)
w ih
Bo("y 1 =2)
. = 1
By &) E+"5y 1i=2)( E+I i=2) e
ie. B5E) = ( 12p§)rE E T 0)Pi:. Arriving at

Eq. ClE: ) we used the property B ( E) = B () and the
anticom m utation relations of the ferm ionic operators.

T his state isa linear superposition ofthe states fortwo
electrons tunneling through the sam e dot. C om paring to
the state j 1iin Eq. (1) fr the two electrons tunnel-
Ing through di erent dots, we can m ake the follow ng
comm ents: (i) Just as j i, the wavefunction j 1ri In

rst quantization is a product ofa an orbitaland a spin
wavefunction. The soin wavefunction is, as for j i, a
singket " * * " . The orbital wavefinction for the
sim plest siuation "; = ", is however proportional to

1 14+ 2 2 one ofthe Bell states, an orbitally entan—
glkd state. (i) T he state j 171 isthe sam e that would be
obtained w ithin scattering theory (@swas shown in Ref.
f_l-g;]),takjngBj (E ) to be the e ective A ndreev re ection
am plitude at dot j and assum ing no crossed A ndreev re—

ection between the dots, ie. zero probabiliy for an
Incident electron in lead 1 to be back-re ected as a holk
In lead 2 and vice versa.

W ith the state n Eq. 615 and the state for two elec-
trons tunneling through di erent dots, in Eq. (8) ,weare
In a position to analyze the transport properties.



Iv.. CURRENT CORRELATORS

The two elkctrons emited from the dot—
superconductor entangler propagate in the lads 1
and 2 tow ards the nom alreservoirsA and B . A s shown
n Fig. :_]:, the two nomn al leads are crossed in a sihgle
m ode re ectionless beam —splitter. T he beam —splitter is
characterized by a spin—and energy independent unitary
scattering m atrix connecting outgoing and ingoing
operators as

0
2 e o )
where the subscript A ;B denotes towards what
reservoir the electron is propagating. T he electrons are
then detected In the nom al reservoirsA and B .

W e point out that beam -splitters w ithout backscat-
tering are not easily produced experim entally, thus In a
m ore detailed m odel one should also take the e ect of
back scattering into account. Several aspects of back
scattering were recently investigated by Burkard and
Loss 29 extending the model in Ref. Bd]. A lthough
back-scattering can be ncorporated in ourm odelaswell,
this would com plicate the calculations and m ake the re—
sul lesstransparent. Below , we instead neglect the e ect
ofbackscattering (how ever, som e qualitative aspects are
discussed below , n the context of the A haronov-B ohm
e ect), pointing out that result below holds rigorously
only In the case wih negligble back-scattering at the
beam -splitter.

W e also note that in the typical system of interest,
w ith a lateralsize I in them icrom eter range, the energy—
dependent part ofthe phase L =~y picked up by the
electrons when propagating in the leads is negligiably
an all. Energy independent phases due to propagation
can be Included in the scattering am plitudes ofthe beam -
splitter.

T he properties of the electrons em itted by the en—
tangler are investigated via the current and the zero—
frequency current correlatqrs. T he electrical current op—
erator in lead  is given by®?

Z

$ = £ gEgE%i® E Ot
h
X 0 0
¥ € E) & E€)a E) ;18
where a¥ ([E ) creates an electron plane wave ncom ing

from the nom al reservoir wih spin  =";# and m o—
mentum k € ). T he averaged current is given by

I K i (19)

where hid h i i. The zero-frequency correlations
between the currents in the lrads and are
Z
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where I @© =1 () I isthe uctuating part of the
current In lead W e study the two cases wih elec—
trons tunneling through di erent dots and the sam e dot

separately.

V. TUNNELING THROUGH DIFFERENT
DOTS.

For electrons tunneling through di erent dots, the
question is how the degree of spin-singlet entanglem ent
is re ected in the current and current correlators. The
averaged current, evaluated wih the state j 1i inh Eqg.
@) , becom es

Z eV
2e
dE R E)T; @1)

ev

sam e forboth = A and B . Since the two resonances
", and ", are wellw ithin the voltage range, ie. &V

F15ev P53 , we get the current
2e 4
po 2 4 Rt @2)
h (1+ 2)2+ 2

Just the sam e expression as in Ref. t_§2_§], w here the leads
of the entangler were contacted directly to the nomm al
reservoirs (no beam -splitter). The current is m axin al
for an asymm etric setting of the resonances "; = .
T his tw oparticle resonance re ects the fact that thetwo
electrons in the C ooper pairs are em itted at opposie en—
ergies w ith respect to the superconducting chem ical po—
tential. The current contains no Inform ation about the
entanglem ent of the em itted state. In fact, the sam e cur-
rent would be obtained by considering a product state of
one electron in kad 1 and one In lad 2, lndependent of
their spins.

To cbtain Inform ation about the entanglem ent, we
tum to the current correlators. Inserting the expression
for the state j 11 into Eq. (0), Hllow ing Ref. (4], we
get the expressions for the auto-correlations

Z
4e? © <V
I _ oI  _
Saa = Sgp = — dE [+ ZRT]?&CE)jZ
h eV
+2RTAE)A ( E)g 23)
as well as the cross-correlations
4ezZev
Saz = Sga = — dE I’+ R’ E)T
h eV
2RTA E)A ( E)g; (24)

whereR = ¥f= ¥ andT = 3f=F¥=1 R.We
note that the totalnoise S’ ofthe current ow ing out of
the superconductor is tw ice the P oissonian, ie.

ST=Sap + Sga + Saa + Sgp = de(@y + I;); (5)

describing an uncorrelated em ission ofpairs of electrons.
This result, an e ect of the tunneling lim i, is di erent



from the one in Ref. t_B-Q'] w here an entangled state w ith
uniy am pliude was considered and the totalnoise was
found to be zero.

It is clear from the calculation that the second temm
in Egs. {23) and £4) depends directly on the symm etry
properties of the orbital wavefiinction, and thus, due to
the antisymm etry of the total wavefunction, indirectly
on the sym m etry properties ofthe spin w avefunction. For
a spintriplket state j 1i the last term in Egs. {_2;3) and
C_Z-Z_i) would have opposite sign. Since all the three possi-
bl triplkts, w ith spin wavefinctions " *+ * "; " "
and * * have the sam e antisymm etric orbital wave-
function (! ? 2 1 prm = ") they give rise to the
sam e noise correlators. A s a consequence, perform ing a
noise correlation m easurem ent, one can only distinghuish
betw een soin-singlets and soin-triplets, but not between
entangled *+ * " and non-entangled " "; * *
spintripkts. This was pointed out already in Ref. [3G].
W e note that it ispossible to distinguish between the dif-
ferent triplets in a m ore advanced beam splitter schem g,
using controlled single spin rotations via a eg. local
Rashba interaction 2% Such a schem e is straightorw ardly
included into our theoretical treatm ent, however, it de—
m ands a m ore involved experin ental sestup and is there-
fore not considered here, we restrict our nvestigation to
the sin plest possible system .

T o investigate the properties of the current correlators
In detail, the rem aining integral over energy in Egs. {_2-;1’)
and {24) is carried out, giving
Z

4 3
GEAEIA ( PoT

[(1 22+ 21+
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(26)

T his show s that, unlike the current, the noise is sensi-
tive to both the di erence and the sum ofthe dot energy
levels. W e note that the integralofA E )A ( E) isman-—
ifestly positive and sm aller than the integralof A € )F
forall";;", except or "; = ";, when they are equal

From these observations we can draw several conclu—
sions and com pare our resuls to the results in Ref. t_B-Q']:

(1) The second term in Egs. C_Z-,Z:) and C_Z-Z_i), dependent
on the orbital sym m etry of the wavefunction, leads to a
suppression of the crosscorrelation but an enhancem ent
of the auto-correlation. This is an e ect ofthe bunching
behavior of the spin-singlet, ie. the two electrons show
an incregsed probability to end up in the sam e nom al
reservoirSd For a symm etric beam -plitter, R = T =
1=2 and aligned dotevels "; = ",, the cross-correlations
are zero (to the lkading order in tunneling probability
considered here). T his is a signature of perfect bunching
of the two electrons. _ _

(ii) The last term ingEgs. £3) and {24) isproportional
the spectral overlap dEA E)A ( E). The spectral
overlap physically correspondsto the overlap betw een the
w avefiinctions of the tw o electrons colliding in the beam —
splitter. For singleparticke levels at di erent energies
" & ",, the spectral am plitudes of the em itted electrons
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are centered at di erent energies and oonsequenﬂyﬁq the
Pauli principle responsble or the bunching is less e —
cient. _

Tt is in portant to note that the last term in Egs. 23)
and {_2{1'), dependent on the bunching, generally is of the
sam e m agniude as the st tem . W e em phasize that
this result is qualitatively di erent from what was found
in Ref. {_3(_;], where the bunching dependent part of the
current correlatorw as proportionalto a K ronecker delta-
function In energy, a consequence of considering a dis-
crete goectrum . O ur result clearly show s that i should
be experim entally feasble to detect the bunching, and
thus dem onstrate that spin singlets are em itted from the
entanglkr. W e note that the sam e qualitative resul was
fund in Ref. [49].

(1ii) T he cross correlations are positive for any trans—
parency ofthe beam -splitters (notethatR%?+ T2  2RT).
This is di erent from the resul in Ref. 0], where
negative cross correlations were predicted. The nega—
tive correlations are again a result of the unity ampli-
tude of the Incom Ing entangled state considered in Ref.
;_§(_)']_ In this context, we point out that positive crogs
correlations have been predicted in several fw m odeb’
and m any m odefd nom alsuperconductors hybrid sys—
tem s as well aspurely nom al system s In the presence
of interactions®? In several of these cases, the positive
correlations were explained with sem iclassical m odels.
T hus, the presence of positive correlations can not itself
be taken as a sign of spin-entanglem ent.

W e point out that the expression for the energy de-
pendent integrand of the cross correlators In Eq. {_iﬁi)
can be understood In an ntuitive way, by considering
the elem entary scattering processes contributing to the
noise, shown in Fi. :ﬁf Let us consider the probability

) \-E)

l-\/—4 1 A
_|_

JEN—p 2 B
@) (b)

FIG . 4: E lem entary scattering processes (shown at thebeam -
splitter) contributing to the cross correlators S, . The two
processes (@) and (o) transport a pair of electrons j";E i and
Jj#; E1ifrom the superconductor to the reservoirs A and B
respectively. T he two processes, having the sam e iniial and

nalstate, are indistinguishabl and theiram plitudesm ust be
added. T he correlator S, ; isproportionalto the integralover
energy of the (energy dependent) jpint detection probability.

for the tw o electrons em itted from the superconductor to
end up, one wih spin up and energy E in reservoir A
and the other w ith soin down and energy E In reser-
voir B . There are two paths the electrons can take from
the superconductor to the reservoirs: (a) the electron
wih soin up and energy E via dot 1 and the electron



wih spin down and energy E via dot 2. This pro—
cesshas an am plitude tt?A & ) () the electron w ith spin
down and energy E via dot 1 and the electron w ith
soin down and energy E via dot 2. This process has
an amplitnde rr’A (  E). Shce the two processes have
the sam e initial and nal states, they are indistinguish—
abl and their am pliludes must be added. This gives
together the energy dependent pint detection probabil-
ty HAE)+xA( E)J=T*AE)FR®A( E)I+
%t AEA ( E)+rr tA( E)A E).In anabgy
to the noise correlators for the entangler w ith energy in—
dependent tunneling probabilities in Ref. tl5 it is found
that the noise correlator SAIB is sin ply proportional to
Integral over energy of the pint detection probabiliy.
U sing that the ntegral in Eq. C_Z-é_i) goes from eV to
eV and that the un:tar:ity ofthe scatteringm atrix In Eq.
i) gives rt + % = 0, we get the expression in the
ntegrand in Eq. {24).

For the auto-correlation, a sin ilar interpretation in
tem s of probabilities for two-particle scattering pro—
cesses only is not possible, one also has to consider sin—
gl particlk probabilities. Fom ally, this is the case since
auto-correlations contain exchange e ects between the
tw o particles scattering to the sam e reservoir.

A . Fano factors

A quantitative analysis of the current correlators is
m ost naturally perform ed via the Fano factors F =
S =@e II). The Fano fctor isoktes the de-
pendence of the noise on various param eters, not al
ready present in the current. For the cross— and auto—
correlations respectively, we have

Fap =Fga=T?+R? 2RTH (1 "%F @7
and
Fi, =Fgp, =1+2RT+2RTH (", %F @8
w here
HM %= L (29)
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W e note that only the last tem s in Egs. C_2-j) and {_2-§')
depend on the energies "; and ", of the lvels in the
dots. The Fano factor as a function of energy di erence
" " is plotted for several values of transparency of
the beam splitter in Fig. :_5 For the crosscorrelators,
the Fano factorhasam ininum for the two resonant lev—
els aligned, "; = ";. The value at this m ninum de-
creases m onotonically from 1 to 0 when increasing the
transparency T of the beam —splitters from 0 to 05 (the
Fano factor for transm ission probability T is the same
asforl T). Thus, for a com plktely sym m etric beam —
splitter, T = R = 035, the Fano factor is zero. This
corresponds to the case of perfect bunching. For the

2 0
(e,7&)ly

2 0 2
(e;=&)ly

FIG .5: TheFano factor for the crosscorrelationsFar = Fra
(left panel) and auto-correlations Faa = Fgg (right panel)
as a function of the nom alized energy di erence ("1 )=
for various beam -splitter transparencies.

auto-correlators, the picture is the opposite. The Fano
factor has a maximum for the two resonances aligned,
", = ", . Thevalue at thism axin um increasesm onoton—
ically from 1 to 2 when increasing the transparency T of
the beam —splitters from 0 to 0:5. Thus, for a sym m etric
beam -splitter, T = R = 0:5, the Fano factor isnow two.

B . D ecoherence

C onsidering the robustmess of the bunching behavior,
an In portant ocbservation is that the Fano factors in Egs.
C_Z- ) and @-7‘ swellasthe noise correlators in Egs. {_ij)
and CZ4) ]Jonly depend on the tranam ission and re ection
probabilities T and R . A1l inform ation about the scat—
tering phases, from the beam —splitter aswellas from the
propagation in the lads, drops out. A s a consequence,
the correlators are insensitive to dephasing of the orbital
part of the wavefunction, ie. processes that cause slow
and energy independent uctuations of the scattering
phases. T his insensitivity, di, exrent from schem es based
on orbital entanglem ent'ls’21 2327 can be understood by
considering the rst quantized version [n Eqg. C_l-]_])] of
the wavefunction j :i. Any orbial phase picked up by
an electron in eg. lad 1 just gives rise to an overall
phasefactor of the total orbital wavefiinction, since each
term In the wavefiinction corresponds to one electron in
¥ad 1 and one In kad 2. M oreover, any orbital \pseudo
soin  Pp" would inply a scattering of particles between
the leads 1 and 2 and is not allowed in the non-local
geom etry.

T he situation is di erent for spin decoherence, energy
Independent spin—- ip or spin-dephasing processes tend-
Ing to random ize the spin directions. Spin decoherence
genera]]y m odi es the Fano factors in Egs. C27 and
C28 Fom ally, the (m ixed) state in the presence of de-
coherence is described by a density matrix . W riting

In a spin singlkttriplt basis, as shown in the Ap-
pendix, only the diagonal elements g5 (singkt) and



ToTosr T+ T+ 7 T T (tl:lp]ets) contribute to the current
correlators. A sdiscussed above, allthe three spin triplets
give rise to the same Fano factors. The spin-triplet
Fano factors are given by the spin-singlet ones in Egs.
£7h) and {8) by changing the sign of the last tem
2RTH (", %) F, ie. from bunching to antibunching.
U sing that the sum of the diagonalelem ents of the den—
sity m atrix isone, ie. ss+ 1y7ot T.T. t T T = 1,
the e ect of spin decoherence is to renom alize only the
part of the Fano factors dependent on the dot-levelener—
gies as

w)F !

T he renom alization factor is thus the singlet weight m i~
nus the total tJ::ipJet wejght, sSs (ToTo + T, T, +
T T )= 255 1. This clearly displays how deco—
herence, reducing the singlet weight and consequently
Increasing the triplt weight, leads to a crossover at

ss = 1=2 from a bunching to an antibunching behav-
jor of the noise correlators. For a com pletely dephased
spin state, with an equalm ixture of singlets and triplets
(ss= tTo1¢= 1.7, = 1 T = 1=4),the renom aliza—
tion factor2 sg 1 saturates at the value 1=2.

W e point out that this discussion m ight be m odi ed
when considering other types of e ects causing decoher—
ence, such as eg. inelastic scattering. A m ore detailed
Investigation (seeeg. Refs. [5%_%]) , going beyond the scope
of the paper, is needed to address these issues.

H M Rss DHO WF: 30)

C . Spin entanglem ent bound

In the absence of spin decoherence the spin state ofthe
em itted pair is a singlet, a m axin ally entangled state.
For nite soin decoherence, this isno longer the case and
the question arises how to obtain quantitative inform a—
tion about the spin entanglem ent from them easurem ents
of the current correlators.

W e stress that our Interest here is the soin entangle-
ment of only. However, contains inform ation about
the soin part ofthe state aswellas the energy-dependent
orbial part, the wavepacket structure of the em itted
pair of electrons. To quantify the spin entanglem ent,
one thus has to consider a m easurem ent sensitive to the
soin part of only (see Appendix). One such inm por-
tant exam ple is the cross correlators between the cur-
rents in the leads 1 and 2 (ie. without beam splitters).
Tt was shown In a related system in Ref. l15] that these
cross correlators are sin ply proportional to the proba—
bility to pintly detect one particle In lead 1 and one
In 2. The wavepacket property of the em itted pair re—
sults only In an overall constant m ultiplying the proba—
bilities. A's a consequence, a Bell Inequality, derived in
term s of the pint detection probabilities, could be for-
mulated in tem s of zero—frequency cross correlators. In
the sam e way, for the superconductor-dot entangler con—
sidered here, the spin entanglem ent of the two em itted
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elkectrons can in principle be tested via a Bell Inequal-
iy omulated I tem s spin current correlatorstd The
situation is di erent for the beam —spJJtter setup, where
the Fano factors in Egs. 627) and CZS) in general de-
pend on the wavepacket structure via the dotJdevel de—
pendent factor # (M ")¥, quantifying the overlap of
the two electrons when colliding. However, or "y = ",
(ile. m axin aloverlap, # (0)F = 1) the Fano factors are
Independent of the wave-packet structure of the em itted
electrons and thusonly sensitive to the spin part of  [see
Eq. 80)]

The soin part of can be described by the 4 4 spin
density m atrix , rigorously de ned in the A ppendix
(note that , due to the continous energy variable, is In—

nie dim ensional). Fom ally, is the density m atrix
obtained when tracing , for aligned dotJevels ™ = ",,
over energies. T he question is thushow to detemm ine the
entanglem ent of . In general, know ledge ofallthem a—
trix elem ents is needed. This informm ation can however
not be obtained w ithin our approach, since the Fano fac—
tors only provides inform ation ofthe spin singlet weight,
as is clear from Eq. C_S-(_i) . It is nevertheless possbl, as
described In detail ip-the A ppendix, to follow the ideas
of Burkard and Los€2% and obtain a lowerbound for the
sodn entanglem ent.

There are several di erent m easures of entanglem ent
forthem ixed state oftw o coupled spin-1=2 system s. Here
we consider the concurrencefd ¢, with C = 0 C = 1)
for an unentangled m axin ally entangled) state. To es—
tablish the lower bound, it can be shown that the con—
currence C () isalways larger than or egualto the con—
currence C (y ) of the so W emer statef? described by
the density matrix y . The W emer state, de ned as
the average of over identical and local random ro—
tations, has the sam e singlt weight 55 as The
concurrence of the W emer state has the appealing prop—
erty that it is a function of the spin singlt weight only,
Cw = maxf2 g5 1;0g.

The ndings above thus lad to the smpl and in -
portant resul that the renom alization, Eq. C3(] of the
Fano factors In Egs. C27 and {28) due to soin decoher-
ence can be written as (forCy > 0)

¥l ce B mT

where Cy thus provides a lower bound for the spin en—
tanglem ent of the am itted pair of electrons (for the pure
sihglket ss = 1,Cy andC ( ) areequalandmaxinal).
T hus, as long as the Fano factors display a bunching be-
havior, the spin entanglem ent is nite, Cy > 0. Fora
cross-over to antibunching behavior, Cy = 0 and one
can no longer conclude anything about the entanglem ent
of the spins state. The value 0f Cyy can be extracted
directly from the experim entally determ ined Fano fac—
tors, as the am plitude of the m odulation of the Fano
factors w ith respect to dot level am plitudes ™; % di-
vided by 2R T . The values ofR ;T can be extracted inde—
pendently from the Fano factors at dot levels such that
H™ %) 0.

HM™ (31)



The result in Eqg. (_3-}') thus provides a sin ple relation
between the Fano—factors and the m inimum spin entan—
glement Cy . It is clear, however, that since the Fano
factors only provide Infom ation of the singlet weight,
full inform ation of the spin entanglem ent can not be ob—
tained by the beam -gplitter approach em p]oyed here. &t
should be noted that the result in Eq. CBL) is quantl—
tatively di erent from what was obtained in Ref. [:39],
a consequence of the di erent states considered for the
em itted electrons, as discussed above in connection w ith
the current correlators.

VI. TUNNELING THROUGH THE SAMEDOT.

W e then tum to the situation when the two electrons
tunnel through the sam e dot. To be abl to distinguish
this process IT from process I, it is In portant to study
the current as well as the noise In detail. The averaged
current in Eq. {19), evaluated w ith the state in Eq. (15),
becom es for reservoirs A and B

Zezev
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Since the two resonances "; and ", are well within the

voltage range, ie. &V 13 eV Jh3- , We can
perform the integrals and get the current®2
2e
= Bof= (33)

the sam e orboth reservoirs = A ;B . W e note that the
tw o-particle resonance in the current, present in the pair-
splitting case I, is absent due to the Coulom b b]ockade,
aspointed out in Ref. B3]. A di erence from Ref. [32] is
how ever that due to the absence ofback-scattering at the
beam -splitter, there is no scattering-phase dependence
of the current. Consequently, there is no dependence
on a possble di erence In the superconducting phase at
the two em ission points or an A haronov-B ohm phaseél:
due to a magnetic ux In the area between the super-
conductor, the dots and the beam —splitter. Tk should be
pointed out that this is not a generic result for nom al-
superconducting system s. In a situation w ith backscat-
tering, which is nevitable in eg. the three-term inal fork—
like geom etries, A ndregv interferom eters, studied exten—
sively in both di usive®4 and ballisti®®? conductors, the
current is Indeed sensitive to a superconducting phase
di erence aswell as the Aharonov-Bohm phase.
Regarding the spin entanglem ent, jist as for process
I, no Inform ation is provided by the averaged current.
The sam e result would have been obtained considering
an incoherent superposition of two electrons in lead 1
and two In lead 2, ndependent on spin state. Tuming to
the current correlators, inserting the expression for the
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state j ;riintoEq. C_Z-(_)'), one gets the expressions for the
auto-correlations

4eZZ
Sin = 4 B R+ R)BIE)T
+T A+ T)B,E)F+ 2Re @ t)?B, B)B.E) ;
Z
42
s;;=% E T+ T)BLE)T

+R(1+R)B,E)F+ 2Re c )°B, E)B, E)
(34)

w ith Re[::] denoting the realpart, as well as the cross—
correlations
Z
4e?

II II
Sps = Sga = T

dE RT (B1E)F+ B.E)F)
2Re @ 9B, E)B, E) : 35)

The integrals over B 5 E ) )F were carried out above, Eq.
Bﬂ Perform ing the ntegraloverB; € )B, ( E) in the
Iim it eV 31 jev 353 ,we get
Z
iBof
EB, E)B,E)= — = (36)
1 .+ i

T he expressions for the correlators above give that the
total noise S of the current ow ing out of the super—
conductors is,

ST =5,%L + S + San + Spp = de(@’

+ h; @7
tw ice the Poissonian, descrlbing, just as In case I, an
uncorrelated em ission ofpairs of electrons.

W e note that In contrast to the current and the trans—
port properties n case I, when the two electrons tun—
nelthrough di erent dots, the noise contains inform ation
about the scattering phases (via r t%). Quite generally,
one can write

2 =RTe ; (38)
where isa scattering phase of the beam —splitter. Scat-
tering phases picked up during propagation in the leads
simply add to . As a consequence, can be m odu-
lated by eg. an elctrostatic gate changing the length of
the lead 1 or 2 or by an Aharonov-Bohm ux threading
the region betw een the dots, the superconductor and the
beam -splitter. An in portant consequence of this phase
dependence of the current correlators is that it can be
used to distinguish between tunneling via process IT and
betw een process I, since the current correlators ofthe lat-
ter show no phase dependence. T his was pointed out in
Ref. 34].

T his phase dependence show s that the correlators in
Egs. C_S-L_L') and {_375) are sensitive to dephasing a ecting the
orbial part of the wavefinction. For com plete dephas—
ing, the last term in Egs. C34 and {35) are suppressed.
The orbialentanglem ent n Eq. ¢15 the linear superpo-—
sition of states corresponding to tunneling through dot



1 and 2, is lost. This sensitivity to orbital dephasing
is di erent from the one for process I discussed above.
However, again in contrast to process I, the current cor-
relators are Insensitive to spin-dephasing. This can be
understood by considering the rst quantized wavefunc-
tion j rri, discussed below Eq. (16), keeping in m ind
that the wavefuinction is a direct product of a spin part
and an orbitalpart. The soin wavefunction is a singlt,

"o * ", but the orbital wavefinction is a combi-
nation of triplets, * '+ 2 2 for™ = ",. Sihce no
scattering betw een the leads is possible. ie. no \pseudo
soin ", orbial dephasing can not change the triplt
character of the orbitalwavefunction and as a resul, the
soin wavefiinction isbound to be a singlkt. T hus, the soin
entanglem ent In j 11i is protected against decoherence.

Tuming to the Fano factor gives, the auto and cross
correlations are

Fil =FpL = 1+ T?+R?
+ 2RTRe e H (™ %) (39)
and
IT _ IT —
Fii = Faa = 2RT
2RTRee " H ("; %) (40)

respectively, where H (y %) isgiven ;n Eq. {29).
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FIG . 6: The Fano factor for the crosscorrelations Fag =
Fpa for phase dierence = 0 (left panel) = =2 (right
panel) and as a function of the nom alized energy di erence
("1 %)= for various beam —splitter transparencies.

The Fano factor as a function of energy di erence
" % ispltted in Figs. il and & for several values of
the transparency ofthe beam splitter. For zero phase dif-
ference = 0, the Fano factor for the cross-correlations
show s a dip or aligned resonant levels. At ™ =0,
the Fano factor is zero, ndependent on the beam splitter
transparency T . This is a sbnature of perfect bunch-
ing. For nite phasedierence € 0, the Fano factor
becom es asymm etric in "™; %, show Ing a Fano-shaped
resonance, w ith them inimum shifted away from "; = ",.

The Fano factor for the auto-correlations, or = 0,
show a corresponding peak for aligned resonant levels,

2 0 2
(&,=&)ly

2 0 2
(e;=&)ly

FIG.7: The Fano factor for the auto—correlations Faa =
Fpp Prphass dierence = 0 (left panel) = =2 (right
panel) and as a function of the nom alized energy di erence
("1 %)= for various beam —splitter transparencies.

reaching 2 for"; = ",. For nite phasedi erence 6 0O,
the Fano factorbecom es asym m etric, w ith the m axim um
Fano-factor shifted away from ", = ";.

W e point out that sin ilarly to case I, the integrand
of the cross correlators can be understood by consider—
Ing the basic tw o-particle scattering processes. T hey are
shown in Fig. -'5, the general explanation is along the
sam e line as Por process I, discussed above.

1E)
A s A
\,—E) +
B 2 B
1,E)
(a) (b)

FIG . 8: E lem entary scattering processes (shown at the beam —
splitter) contributing to the cross correlators S, 5 . The two
processes (@) and (o) transport a pair of electrons j";E i and
Jj#; E1ifrom the superconductor to the reservoirs A and B
respectively.

1
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VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS.

In conclusion, we have investigated the spin entangle—
ment in the superconductorquantum dot system pro-
posed by Recher, Sukhorukov and Loss [_Bgi] Using a
form al scattering theory we have calculated the wave-
function of the electrons em itted by the entangler and
found that i is a superposition of spin-singlets at di er—
ent energies, a two particle wavepacket. Both the wave—
function for the tw o electrons tunneling through di erent
dots, creating the desired nonlocal EPR pair, as well as
the wavefunction for the two electrons tunneling through
the sam e dot, were calculated.

T he tw o electrons in the em itted pair collide in a beam -



splitter before exiting into nom al reservoirs. Due to
the sym m etrical orbial state, a consequence of the anti-
symm etrical singlet spin-state, the electrons tunneling
through di erent dots show a tendency to bunch. This
bunching can be detected via the current correlations. It
was found that the am ount of bunching depends on the
position ofthe single particle evels in the dotsaswellas
on the scattering properties of the beam splitter. Im por—
tantly, the m agnitude of the bunching dependent term in
the cross correlations was found to be of the sam e order
as the bunching independent tem , in plying that an ex-—
perin entaldetection ofthe bunching, and thus indirectly
the soin-singlet entanglem ent, is feasble.

T he current correlators for electrons tunneling through
di erent dots were found to be insensitive to orbital de—
phasing. Spin dephasing, on the contrary, tends to ran—
dom ize the soin state, krading to a m ixed spin-state w ith
a nite fraction of triplets. Since singlkt and triplet spin
states give rise to a bunching and antibunching behavior
respectively, when colliding in the beam -gplitter, strong
dephasing w ill suppress the bunching behavior and even—
tually cause a crossover to antibunching. To quantify
the entanglem ent in the presence of spin dephasing, we
have derived an expression for the concurrence in tem s
of the Fano factors. In addition, via the current correla—
tions, i is not possble to distinguish between entangled
and non-entangled spin-triplet states, since all triplets
show the sam e bunching behavior. T his in plies that the
m ethod ofdetecting soin entanglem ent via current corre—
lations in the beam -splitter geom etry has a fundam ental
lin itation com pared to the experin entally m ore involved
Bell Tnequality test.

W e have also investigated the current correlations in
the case w here the tw 0 electrons tunnel through the sam e
dot. T he wavefiinction was found to be a linear superpo—
sition of states for the pair tunneling through dots 1 and
2. The cross—and auto correlatorsare sensitive to the po—
sition of the singleparticle levels in the dots, however in
a di erent way than for tunneling through di erent dots.
M oreover, the correlators were found to be dependent
on the scattering phases, providing a way to distinguish
between the two tunneling processes by m odulating the
phase.
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APPENDIX A

In the presence of spin decoherence, the state of the
pair of electrons em ited through di erent dots can be
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described by a density m atrix , which can be w ritten as

zZ 1% zZ
= dE A E)F o dECE®
i’
AERA €9 ¢€)ih o€ @1
P
noting that the nom alization gives = 1. The

q Q@
Index g runs over the states In the singlkt-triplet basis

fag= £S;T¢;T+;T g, ie.

h i
1
js @)= P b, E)o, ( E) B E).( E) Di
lh i
31 E)E = P b, €, ( E)+§, E)o,. ( E) Pi
o, B)i= L.E).( E)Pi

The coe cients gy depend in generalon the nature and
the strength of the soin decoherence. A s pointed out
In the text, only energy independent spin decoherence
is considered, and consequently the coe cients gy are
Independent on energy.

The current operators conserve the individual spins.
A s a consequence, the o -diagonalelem ents of do not
contrbute to the noise correlators. A s discussed In the
text, all triplets contrbute equally to the correlators.
Since the singkt and triplet states contrbute w ith oppo—
site sign to the last term In Egs. {_éz') and C_Z-éz:),thee ect
of spin-decoherence on the Fano factors can be incorpo-
ratedby renom alzing H (" %)F ! @ ss LH (1
") F, w ith the renom alization factor expressed in tem s
of ss only (using ss+ r1,1,+ 1,7, + T v = 1), the
weight of the singlet com ponent in

&t is a dicult (@nd in general not analytically
tractable) problem to evaluate the entanglem ent of the
full density m atrix, sihce  contains inform ation about
both the energy-dependent orbital part of the state as
well as the spin—part. In particular, due to the continous
energy variable, the din ension of is in nite. Here, we
are however only interested in the spin entanglem ent of

. To detem ine the soin entanglem ent one has to con-
sider m easurem ent schem es where the cbservables O are
sensitive only to the soin part of Such observables

satisfy the property
Z
EERAERA EO E)PI €L
Z

=h 4D jgei dERE)T @3)

where j piaregiven from j p €)iin Eq. @_&_Z) by re—

m oving the energy dependence, eg. j r, 1= ﬁb\z’ Pi.
The operatorO isa function of the energy independent



b-operators. U sing the property n Eq. @3) wecan w rite
Z 1

X
i= tr[0]= dEp E)F aq®
.0
7 aiq
EdEA EA E9% E)DJ o EL
X
= aeh P J i tr[ O It @4)
a;q®
The4 4 spoin density m atrix  is thus
X
w®d qih 3 N3))
g’

Tt is straightforward to show that for the special for
aligned dot levels "; = ", the current correlators in Eq.
C_Z(_i) are Insensitive to the wavepacket structure of
In this case, is directly obtained from by tracing
over energies. M ore generally, ndependent of "1;",, the
soin current correlators between lad 1 and 2 (ie. In
the absence of the beam splitter) are nsensitive to the
wavepacket structure of . These latter correlators can
be used to test a Bell Inequality, along the lines of Ref.
ERETN

O ur Interest is thus to Investigate the entanglem ent of

, conveniently expressed in tem s ofthe concurrence £4
T he concurrence C isde ned as

"p— P— P— P°
C( )=max 0; 2 3 4 @ 6)
where the ;s are the real and positive eigenvalues, in
decreasing order, of ~ .Thematrix ~ isde ned as

(y y) @

(y y)

where , arePaulim atrices, rotating locally the spins in
lead 1 and 2 respectively. Tnportantly, in Eq. @7), the
density m atrix is written in the spin-up/spin-down
basis, ie. bj.bj, Pi etc. The concurrence is C = 0 for
an unentangled state and C = 1 for a state which is
m axin ally entangled.

To determ ine C (), ull inform ation of is needed.
In the approach taken here, Investigating the spin entan—
glem ent via a beam —splitter and current correlators, one
can however not determ ine all elem ents of the density
matrix . Asa oconsequence, the soin entanglem ent of
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the em itted pair can not be detem ined precisely. It is
nevegtheless possible, ©llow ing the ideas of Burkard and
Loss,g52 to ocbtain a lower bound for the soin entangle—
m ent.

To obtain the lower bound, we 1rst note two im—
portant properties @£C ( ): @) C ( ) is invarant un-—
der bcal rotationsfd ie. C( ) = C( ) pr =
Ui W) @) U), where U; and U, are unitary
2 2 matrices acting locally on the spins In lad -1
gnd 2 respectively, (ii) C ( ) is a convex function

ipi(]‘;,( 1) C ( pbi i), le. for a density m atrix

= ;bi i, with  ;p; = 1, the entanglem ent of the
total density density m atrix is sm aller than or equal to
the weighted entanglem ent of the parts (@ consequence
of nform ation being lost when adding density m atrices).

Consider then the density m atrix y obtaned by av—
eraging w ith respect to all possbl local rotations
U U, ie. the same rotation n lead 1 and 2. For-
maly, y = (U U) @UY UY)ly iscaltulated, where
h:dy denotes an average w ith respect to U, uniform Iy
distribbuted In the groyp ofuniary 2 2 matrices. This
gives the W emer statef’

ss
3
Jroih o3+ Jr,dhr, 4 Jr dhr J A8

w = ssJ sih g3+

w here we note that the singlet com ponent is una ected
by the rotation U U . Importantly, the entanglem ent
ofthe W emer state is a function of the singlt coe cient

ss only. Using the two properties (i) and (i) of the
entanglem ent stated above, we can w rite

U¥)iy ]
U¥) iy

chu u) @Y
C [U Uu) @Y
e ( )ig=C( )

Clw)

@A9)

This shows that the concurrence of the W emer state
Cw = C(y ) provides a lower bound for the entan—
glem ent of the full spin state C (). The concurrence
of the W emer state is Cy = maxf2 gg 1;0g. The
renom alization of the Fano factors in Egs. {_2]‘) and
C_2-§') due to spin decoherence can now sin ply be w ritten
HM™M mWF ! Cy H (™M "%F where Cy Oisa
lower bound for the concurrence of the spin state in the
presence of decoherence. This isEq. I_31;) n the text.
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