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W e consider a new quantum gate m echanism based on electron spins In coupled sem iconductor
quantum dots. Such gates provide a general source of spin entanglem ent and can be used for
quantum com puters. W e detem ine the exchange coupling J in the e ective H eisenberg m odel as
a function of m agnetic B ) and elctric elds, and of the interdot distance a within the Heiler-
London approxin ation ofm olecular physics. T his result is re ned by using sp-hybridization, and by
the Hund-M ulliken m olecularoroit approach which leads to an extended Hubbard description for
the two-dot system that show s a rem arkable dependence on B and a due to the long-range Coulom b
Interaction. W e nd that the exchange J changes sign ata nite eld (lading to a pronounced jum p
in them agnetization) and then decaysexponentially. T hem agnetization and the spin susceptibilities
of the coupled dots are calculated. W e show that the dephasing due to nuclear spins in G aA s can
be strongly suppressed by dynam ical nuclkar spin polarization and/or by m agnetic elds.

I. NTRODUCTION

Sem iconductor quantum dots, som etin es referred to as
arti cial atom s, are sm alldevices in which charge carri-
ers are con ned in allthree din ensions E'}']. The con ne—
m ent isusually achieved by electricalgating and/or etch—
Ing techniques applied eg. to a tw o-dim ensionalelectron
gas 2DEG). Sihce the din ensions of quantum dots are
on the order of the Fem i wavelength, their electronic
spectrum consists of discrete energy levels which have
been studied in great detailin conductance D.,Q.’] and spec—
troscopy m easurem ents []1,6;4] In G aA sheterostructures
the num ber of electrons in the dots can be changed one
by one starting from zero B]. T ypical laboratory m ag—
netic elds B 1T) correspond to m agnetic lengths
on the order of 10nm , being much larger than the
Bohr radius of real atom s but of the sam e size as arti —
cialatom s. A s a consequence, the dot spectrum depends
strongly on the applied m agnetic eld @{3]. In coupled
quantum dots which can be considered to som e extent
as arti cialm olecules, Coulomb blockade e ects [6:] and
m agnetization E7] have been ocbserved as well as the for-
m ation of a delocalized \m olecular state" E].

M otivated by the rapid dow n-scaling of integrated cir-
cuits, there has been continued interest in classical logic
devices m ade of electrostatically coupled quantum dots
i_Si]. M ore recently, the discovery ofnew principlesofcom —
putation based on quantum m echanics [_l-g] has led to the
dea of us:ing coupled quantum dots for quantum com pu—
tation flih], m any other proposed n p]em entations have
been explored, nvolving NM R [13{114], trapped ions {15],
cavity QED f_lé], and Josephson Janctions f_lj] Solid—
state devices open up the possibility of fabricating large
Integrated netw orksw hich would be required for realistic
applications of quantum com puters. A basic feature of
the quantum -dot scenario hL ] is to consider the electron

spin S as the qubit (the qubi being the basic unit of
Inform ation In the quantum ocom puter). This stands In
contrast to altemative proposals also based on quantum
dots [18{21], in which it isthe charge (orbital) degrees of
freedom out of which a qubit is form ed and represented
n tem sofa pseudospin-1/2. H ow ever, there aretwo in —
m ediate advantages of real spin over pseudospin: First,
the qubit represented by a real spin-1/2 isalwaysa well
de ned qubit; the two-din ensional H ibert space is the
entire space available, thus there are no extra din ensions
nto which the qubit state could \leak" R4]. Second, dur-
Ing a quantum com putation phase coherence ofthe qubits
must be preserved. It is thus an essential advantage of
real spins that their dephasmg tin es in G aA s can be on
the order of m icroseconds 123], w hereas for charge de—
grees of freedom dephasing tin es are typically m uch less,
on the order of nanoseconds [24,:25]

In addition to a wellde ned qubit, we also need a con—
trollable \source of entanglem ent", ie. a m echanism by
which two speci ed qubits at a tin e can be entangled
f_Z-é] s0 as to produce the fundam entalquantum XOR (or
controlled-NO T ) gate operation, represented by a uni-
tary operator Uxor !21] T his can be achieved by tem —
porarily coupling two spins [l]: Aswe will show in de-
tailbelow , due to the C oulom b interaction and the Pauli
exclision principle the ground state of two coupled elec—
trons is a spin singlt, ie. a highly entangled soin state.
T his physical picture translates into an exchange cou—
pling J (t) between the two soins S; and S, described by
a Heisenberg H am iltonian

Hs®=J0® S1 & @)

TIfthe exchange coupling ispulsed such thatR dtJ )=h =

Jo s=h = (mod 2 )Rthe associated unitary tin e evo—
Ition U () = Texp( ,Hs( )d =h) corresponds to the
\swap" operator Ug, which sin ply exchanges the quan—
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tum states of qubit 1 and 2 [lL] Furthem ore, the quan—
tum XOR can be ocbtained tll- by app]ymg the sequence

exp (i( =2)S%)exp( i( =2)$)Us; exp @ SZ)Uar

Uxor s 1€. a combination of \squareroot of swap" Uslwz2

and singlequbit rotations exp (1 S?), etc. Since Uxor

(com bined w ith singlequbit rotations) is proven to be a
universal quantum gate [_iéj",:_z-g], it can therefore be used
to assem ble any quantum algorithm . T hus, the study of
a quantum XOR gate is essentially reduced to the study
of the exchange m echanism and how the exchange cou—
pling J (t) can be controlled experin entally. W e w ish to
em phasize that the sw itchable coupling m echanian de—
scribed In the follow Ing need not be con ned to quan-—
tum dots: the sam e principle can be applied to other
system s, eg. coupled atom s In a Bravais lattice, over-

]appJng shallow donors In sem iconductors such asP in Si
f28 and so on. Them ain reason to concentrate here on
quantum dots is that these systeam s are at the center of
m any ongoing experin ental investigations in m esoscopic
physics, and thus there seem s to be reasonable hope that
these system s can bem ade Into quantum gates function—
Ing along the lines proposed here.

In view ofthism otivation we study in the follow ing the
soin dynam icsoftw o laterally coupled quantum dotscon—
taining a single electron each. W e show that the exchange
coupling J B ;E ;a) can be controlled by a m agnetic eld
B (leading to wave function com pression), or by an elec—
tric eld E (lading to Jvel detuning), or by varying
the barrier height or equivalently the inter-dot distance
2a (leading to a suppression of tunneling between the
dots). The dependence on these param eters is of direct
practical interest, since it opens the door to tailoring the
exchange J (t) for the speci ¢ purpose of creating quan-—
tum gates. W e further calculate the static and dynam ical
m agnetization responses in the presence of perpendicular
and parallelm agnetic elds, and show that they give ex—
perin entally accessble nfom ation about the exchange
J. Our analysis is based on an adaptation of Heitler-
London and Hund-M ulliken variational techniques l_2§5]
to parabolically con ned coupled quantum dots. In par-
ticular, we present an extension of the Hubbard approx—
In ation induced by the long—range C oulom b interaction.
W e nd a strking dependence of the Hubbard param e-
ters on them agnetic eld and Interdot distance which is
of relevance also for atom icscale H ubbard physics in the
presence of ong-range C oulom b interactions. Finally, we
discuss the e ects of dephasing induced by nuclear spins
In GaAs and show that dephasing can be strongly re—
duced by dynam ically polarizing the nuckar spinsand/or
by m agnetic elds.

T he paper is organized as follow s. In Sec. II we Intro—
duce them odel for the quantum gate in term s of coupled
dots. In Sec. ITI we calculate the exchange coupling st
In the HeitlerT.ondon and then In the Hund-M ullken
approach. T here we also discuss the Hubbard lim it and
the new features arising from the long range nature of
the Coulomb interactions. In Sec. IV we consider the

e ects of in perfections leading to dephasing and gate er—
rors; In particular, we consider dephasing resulting from

nuclkar spins in G aA s. Im plications for experin ents on
m agnetization and spin susceptibilities are presented in
Sec. V, and Sec. VI contains som e concluding rem arks
on networks of gates w ith som e suggestions for single-
qubit gates operated by localm agnetic elds. Finally,
we mention that a prelin inary acoount of som e of the
results presented here hasbeen given in Ref. {_3-(2:]

guantum dot

FIG.1. Two couplkd quantum dotsw ith one valence elec—
tron per dot. Each electron is con ned to the xy plane. The
spins of the electrons in dots 1 and 2 are denoted by S; and
S, . Themagnetic eld B is perpendicular to the plane, ie
along the z axis, and the electric eld E is in-plane and along
the x axis. The quartic potential is given in Eq. ;_3!) and is
used to m odelthe coupling of two ham onic wells centered at
( a;0;0). The exchange coupling J between the spins is a
function of B, E , and the interdot distance 2a.

II.MODEL FOR THE QUANTUM GATE

W e considera system oftwo laterally coupled quantum
dots containing one (conduction band) electron each, see
FJg:_]: It is essential that the electrons are allowed to
tunnel between the dots, and that the total wave func-
tion of the coupled system m ust be antisymm etric. It is
this fact which Introduces correlations between the soins
via the charge (orbital) degrees of freedom . For de —
niteness we shalluse in the follow ing the param eter val-
ues recently determ ined for single G aA s heterostructure
quantum dots [] that are orm ed in a 2D EG ; this choice
is not crucial for the ©llow ing analysis but i allow s us
to ilustrate our analytical resultsw ith realistic num bers.
The H am iltonian for the coupled system isthen given by

X
H = hi+C+HZ:HOrb+HZ;
i=1;2
1 e 2
hi= — pi —-A (1) + exsB +V (r); @)
2m c
&2
C= —:
sl 2]

T he single-particle H am iltonian h; describes the electron
dynam ics con ned to the xy-plane. T he elctrons have



an e ectivemassm m = 0:067m . Inh GaAs) and carry
a spin-1/2 S;. The dielctric constant n GaAs is =
131.W eallow foramagnetic eld B = (0;0;B ) applied
along the z-axis and which couples to the electron charge
via the vector potential A (r) = = ( y;x;0). We alo
allow foran elctric eld E applied inplane along the x—
direction, ie. along the line connecting the centers ofthe
dots. T he coupling ofthe dots which includes tunneling)
ism odeled by a quartic potential,

m!2

V x; = —_—
wiv)= =~ 2

which separates (for x around a) into two ham onic
wells of frequency !, one or each dot, In the lm it of
large Interdot distance, ie. for 2a 2ap , where a is
half distance between the centers of the dots, and
ag = h=m !, is the e ective Bohr radiis of a sihgk
isolated ham onic well. This choice for the potential is
m otivated by the experin ental fact i!_;] that the spectrum
of single dots in G aA s is well described by a parabolic
con nem ent potential, eg. wih h!y = 3mev E]. We
note that increasing (decreasing) the Inter-dot distance
isphysically equivalent to raising (low ering) the interdot
barrier, which can be achieved experin entally by eg. ap—
plying a gate voltage between the dots [_é]. T hus, the ef-
fect of such gate volages is describbed in ourm odelsin ply
by a change of the interdot distance 2a. W e also note
that i is only for sim plicity that we choose the two dots
to be exactly identical, no qualitative changes w ill occur
In the follow ing analysis if the dots are only approxi-
m ately equal and approxin ately of parabolic shape.

The (pare) Coulomb interaction between the two elec—
trons isdescrbed by C . The screening length 1n alm ost
depleted regions lke few -electron quantum dots can be
expected to be m uch larger than thebulk 2DEG screen—
ing length Which is about 40nm in GaAs). Therefore,

is lJarge com pared to the size of the coupled system,

2a 40nm for an all dots, and we w ill consider
the lim it of unscreened Coulom b Interaction ( =a 1)
throughout this work.

Them agnetic eld B also couplgs to the electron soins
via the Zeeman tetm Hy; = g g ;B; § wheregis
the e ective g-factor (g 044 for GaA s), and p the
Bohr m agneton. The ratio between the Zeem an split—
ting and the relevant orbital energies is an all for all B —
values of interest here; ndeed, g gB=h!y < 003, br
B Bo= hlo=p)fn=m.) 35T,andgpB=h!y <
003, for B Bg, where !, = eB=2m c is the Lar-
m or frequency, and where weused h!y = 3me&V . Thus,
we can safely ignore the Zeam an splitting when we dis-
cuss the orbital degrees of freedom and inclide it later
nto the e ective spin Ham iltonian. Also, n the feaw -
electron system wearedealingw ith, spin-orbie ectscan
be com pletely neglected sice H o=h!g 10 7, where
He =
tron In a parabolic con nem ent potential BO] This has
the In portant in plication that dephasing e ects induced

(12=2m &A)L S isthe spin-orbit coupling ofan elec-

eg. by potential or charge uctuations in the surround-
Ings of the isolated dots can couple only to the charge of
the electron so that they have very an allin uence on the
phase coherence of the isolated spin itself (for dephasing
Induced by coupling the dots see Sec. -I\/J) Tt is for this
reason that it is preferable to consider dots containing
electrons Instead of holes, since ho]es w i1l typically have
a sizable spin-orbit interaction EI.]

Finally, we assume a low-tem perature description
where kT h'!y, so that we can restrict ourselves to
the two low est orbitaleigenstates ofH o4, , one ofwhich is
sym m etric (soin singlet) and the otherone antisym m etric
(soin triplet) . In this reduced (Pur-dim ensional) H ibert
space, H oy can be rep]aoed by the e ective H eisenberg
soin Ham iltonian Eq. (].) Hg= JS; 8, where the ex—
change energy J = ¢ s is the di erence between the
triplet and singlet energy which wew ish to calculate. The
above m odel cannot be solved In an analytically closed
form . H ow ever, the analogy betiw een atom s and quantum
dots (arti cialatom s) provides us w ith a powerfiil set of
variationalm ethods from m olecularphysics for nding
and 5. Note that the typicalenergy scakh!y mevV In
our quantum dot is about a thousand tin es am aller than
the energies Ry €V) in a hydrogen atom , whereas the
quantum dot is larger by about the sam e factor. This is
In portant because their size m akes quantum dotsmuch
m ore susceptible to m agnetic elds than atom s. In anal-
ogy to atom ic physics, we call the size of the electron
orbitals in a quantum dot the Bohr radius, although it is
determ ined by the con ning potential rather than by the
Coulomb attraction to a posﬁ'@jye]y charged nucleus. For
ham oniccon nementag = h=m ! isabout 20nm for
h!'pg= 3mev.

IIT.EXCHANGE ENERGY
A . H eitlerT.ondon approach

W e consider st the Heitleri.ondon approxim ation,
and then re ne this approach by including hybridiza—
tion as well as double occupancy in a Hund-M ullken
approach, which will nally lead us to an extension of
the Hubbard description. W e will see, however, that
the qualitative features of J as a function of the con—
trol param eters are already captured by the sinplest
H eitler-1.ondon approxin ation for the arti cialhydrogen
m olecule described by Eq.:_Z. In this approxin ation, one
starts from single-dot ground-state orbitalw avefunctions
" (r) and com bines them into the (anti) sym m etric two—
particle orbial state vector

.. 21 RI1i
21 &)

thepositive (negative) sign cogresponding to the spin sin—
gkt (tripkt) state, and S = &r’ 2@ 4@ =i



denoting the overlap ofthe right and left orbitals. A non—
vanishing overlap im plies that _the electrons tunnel be-

tw een the dots (see also Sec. -DIB') Here,’ , ()= hrii
and ’ 4 5 (r) = hrRi denote the oneparticle orbitals cen—
tered at r = ( a;0), and Jji = Jijji are two-particlke

product states. The exchange energy is then obtained
through J = ¢ s=h Howd 1 hiFHowd +1.
T he single-dot orbitals for ham onic con nem ent in two
dinensions in a pexpendjcu]ar magnetic eld are the
Fock-D arw in states @1], which are the usual ham onic
oscillator stateg, m agnetically com pressed by a factor
b= !=ly = 1+ 12=12, where !}, = eB=2mc de-
notes the Lam or frequency. The ground state (energy
= bh!() centered at the origin is
r

" &iy) =

m! ) _
_he m! (x*+ yz)—2h: 5)

Shifting the single particle orbials to ( a;0) In the
presence of a magnetic eld we obtain ' , x;y) =
exp( iya=2%)’ &  ajy). T%e phase factor mvolv—
Ing the magnetic ength k = hc=eB is due to the
gauge transform ation A 5 = B ( y;x a;0)=2"! A =
B ( y;%;0)=2. The m atrix elem ents of Hyy, needed to
calculate J are found by adding and subtracting the
ham onic potential centered at x = +)a for elec-
tron 1@2) in H oy, which then takes the form H g =
h_ @)+ h, () + W + C, where h°_ ;) = (o3
@A (r)=c)’=2m + m !%((x; af + y?)=2 is the Fock—
Darwin Ham ittonian shiffed to ( a;0), and W (x;y) =

V x;y) m!'?((x+a)’+ (x, af)=2.W eobtain

252 . Rehl2®¢T + W Pl1i
J = 5 h2¢ + W j2i Sz i (6)
where the over]ap becomes S = exp( m!&=h

a’h=4Lm ! Evaluation of the m atrix elem ents of C
and W yJest (see also BO])

nw

h!y P- - )
J= b
snh Q& @b 190)) © © € To o)
! #
& 1d e 1) + 4% 1+ ; @)

w here we Introduce the din ensionlessdistance d = a=ag,
and I is the zeroth order Bessel function. The rst and
second tem s in Eq. @) are due to the Coulomb inter-
action C, where the exchﬁnﬁtem enters w ith a m inus
sign. T he param eter c = =2(= az)=h'y ( 24, Pr
h!y = 3me&V) is the ratio between Coulomb and con n-—
Ing energy. The last term com es from the con nement
potentialW . TheresultJ B ) isplotted in Fjg.:_i (dashed
line). Note that typically J=h!oj< 02. Also, we see
that J > 0 or B = 0, which must be the case for a
tw o-partick system that is tin ereversal invariant 29].
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FIG. 2. Exchange energy J In units of meV plotted
against the m agnetic eld B (in units of Teslk), as obtained
from the s-wave H eitleri,ondon approxin ation (dashed line),
Eqg. C_]I), and the result from the Improved sp-hybridized
Heitler1.ondon approxim ation (trdangles) which is obtained
num erically as explained in the text. Note that the qual-
itative behavior of the two curves is sim ilar, ie. they
both have zeroes, the swave approxin ation at B °, and the
sp-hybridized approxin ation at B ¥, and also both curves
vanish exponentially for large elds. By = (!o= 5)Mm=m¢)
denotes the crossover eld to m agnetically dom inated con n-—
ing B Bo). The curves are given fora con nem ent energy
h!'o= 3meV (in plying forthe Coulom b param eterc= 2:42),
and interdot distance a= 0:7ag .

The m ost ram arkabl feature of J B ), how ever, is the
change of sign from positive to negative at B = BS,
which occurs over a w ide range of param eters ¢ and a.
T his singlet—triplet crossing occurs at about B = 13T
forh!yg = 3meV (c= 242) and d = 0:{7. The tran—
sition from antiferrom agnetic (J > 0) to ferrom agnetic
(J < 0) soIn-spin coupling w ith increasingm agnetic eld
is caused by the long-range C oulom b interaction, In par-
ticular by the negative exchange tem , the second tem
n Eq. (). AsB By ( 35T Prhly = 3mev),
the m agnetic eld com presses the orbits by a factor
b B =B, 1 and thereby reduces the overlap of
the wavefiinctions, S° exp( 2d4@2b 1=b)), exponen—
tially strongly. Sin ilarly, the overlap decays exponen-—
tially for large interdot distances, d 1. Note how-
ever, that this exponential suppression is partly com —
pensated by the exponentially grow ing exchange temm
hi2€ R1i=S%2 / exp@d® 1=b)). As a resul, the ex-
change coupling J decays exponentJaJJy as exp( 2db)
for large b ord, as shown n Fig.db ©rB = 0 b= 1).
T hus, the exchange coupling J can be tuned through zero
and then suppressed to zero by a m agnetic eld in a very
e cient way. W e note that our H eitlerT.ondon approxi-
m ation breaks down explicitly (ie. J becom es negative
even when B = 0) for certain interdot distanceswhen ¢
exceeds 2:8. Finally, a sin ilar singlet-triplet crossing as
function of the m agnetic  eld has been found In singke
dots w ith two electrons E@']



T he exchange energy J also depends on the applied
electric eld E. The additional tem ex; + X)E in
the potential m erely shifts the oneparticke orbitals by

x = eE=m ! 2, raising the energy of both the singlet
and triplet states. Since the singlet energy tums out to
be lessa ected by this shift than the triplet, the exchange
energy J Increasesw ith increasing E ,

2

JBIE)= J@;0)+ h!y 31 eEa .
’ ’ shh@d? @b 1=b))2d h!y '

8)

the increase being proportionaltom !2 ( x) 2. W e note

that this ncrease of I B ;E ) is quahratwe]y oons:istent
w ith what one nds from a standard two-level approxi-
m ation of a 1D doublewell potential wih J B ;0) be-
Ing the e ective tunnel splitting) in the presence of a
bias given by eE a.] The variational Ansatz leading
to Eg. @'_d) is expected to rem ain accurate as long as
JB;E) J®;0)< J®;0); orlargerE — eds the levels
ofthe dots get com pletely detuned and the overlap ofthe
wavefiinctions (ie. the coherent tunneling) between the
dots is suppressed. O f course, a su ciently large elec—

tric eld will eventually force both electrons on to the
sam e dot, which is the case when eE a exceeds the on—
site repulsion U ( J B;E = 0), see below ). However,
this sttuation, which would correspond to a quantum dot
helum {33], is not of interest in the present context. C on—
versely, In case of dots of di erent size (or shape) where
the energy levels need not be aligned a priord, an appro—
priate electric eld can be used to m atch the levels ofthe
tw o dots, thus allow ing coherent tunneling even in those
system s. Recent conductance m easurem ents [é ] on cou—
pled dots of di erent size (containing several electrons)

w ith electrostatic tuning have revealed clear evidence for
a delocalized m olecular state.

A shortcom ing of the sim ple approxin ation described
above is that sokly ground-state single-particle orbials
were taken into account and m ixing w ih excited one-
particle states due to interaction is neglected. This
approxin ation is selfconsistent if J , Where
denotes the singleparticle level separation between the
ground stateand the rstexcited state.W e nd J= j<
025 at low eldsB 1:75T, therefore J B ) is at least
qualitatively correct in this regine. At higher elds
y= 3
bitals. An in proved H eitler1.ondon variationalA nsatz is
obtained by introducing sp-hybridized single-dot orbitals
(n analogy to m olecular physics), ie. = "g+ x +
i ’py,qwhere "'s = ' is the sorbital introduced above,
"oq= 2m!gexp( m!?#=2h)=h,qg= x;y, arethe low-
esttwo Fock-D arw in excited states @t zero eld) w ith an—
gularmom entum j'j= 1,and and arerealvariational
param eters to be determm ined by m inim ization of the sin—
gkt and triplkt energies ;. ( ; ), which is done num er—
ically. The ' o4 are chosen to be real, they are however
not eigenstates of the singleparticle H am iltonian, which

1, indicating substantialm ixing w ith higher or-

are’ .y 1'py Wih eigenenergy 2h!  hly). Note that
while ¢; decreaseonlyby 1% dueto hybridization, the
relative variation of J = s can still be substantial.
N evertheless, the resulting exchange energy J%¥ [ ig. :_ﬁ)
is only quantitatively di erent from the pure swave re—
suktJ P, Eq. (). At ow elds, J® < J° and the
change of sign occurs already at aboutB¥ 7 04T < BS.
Athigh elds, J% show samuch m ore pronounced decay
as a function ofB .

Being a com pletely orbitale ect, the exchange interac—
tion between spins of course com petes w ith the Zeem an
coupling H; of the spins to the m agnetic eld. In our
case, however, the Zeem an energy H; is snall and ex—
ceeds the exchange energy (polarizing the soins) only n a
narrow w ndow (about 0:1 T wide) around B ¥ and again
forhigh elds B > 4T).

JmeV @)

1.2 \\\
0.6

-0.6
-12

JmeV
3

FIG. 3. The exchange ooupling J obtained from
Hund-M ullken (full line), Eq. {I1), and from the extended
Hubbard approxin ation (dashed line), Eq. (12). For com pari-
son, we also plot the usualH ubbard approxin ation where the
long-range interaction term V is om itted, ie. J = 4tf{ =Ugy
(dashed-dotted line). In (a), J is plotted as a function of the
m agnetic eld B at xed interdotdistance (d= a=ag = 0:7),
and forc = 242, n () as a function of interdot distance
d= a=ag atzero eld B = 0),and again c= 2:42. For these
param eter values, the swave HeitlerL.ondon J, Eq. d), and
the Hund-M ulliken J (fiill line) are alm ost identical.



B .Hund-M ulliken approach and H ubbard Lim it

W e tum now to the Hund-M ullken m ethod ofm olec—
ular orbis @-5_3] which extends the Heitleri.ondon ap-—
proach by including also the two doubly occupied states,
which both are spin singlts. This extends the orbial
Hibert space from two to four dim ensions. First, the

sihgle particle states have to be orthon alized, lead-
hgtothestatess ,= ( . g .)= 1 2Sg+ d,
where S again denotes the overlap of’ , wih ', , and

g= (@ 1 $?)=S. Then, diagonalization of
P
U X 2ty 0
B P>
8 S U 2ty O
2ty 2ty Vi 0
0 0 0 v

>N -
©

a (1) a (L )_r
alt) +a@E 2

In the space spanned by L) =
S i) = [ +alm)  al)

ields the eigenvalues ¢ = 2 + W=2+ V
UZ=4+ 42, =2 + Uy 2X + V (sihglet), and
t= 2 +V (trplkt), where the quantities

=h

tw =t
V=V
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alldepend on them agnetic eld B . T he exchange energy
is the gap betw een the low est singlet and the triplet state

i;

h$f£jsithd,£39.4

Us , 1
2 2
In the standard Hubbard approach for short—range
Coulomb interactions (and w ithout B — eld) [‘29 J re—
ducesto U=2+ U?+ 16t°=2, where t denotes the hop-
pJng m atrix elem ent, and U the on-site repulsion (cf. Eq.

dl(] . Thus, ty and Uy are the extended hopping m atrix
elem ent and the on-site repulsion, resp ., renom alized by
Jong-range C oulom b interactions. T he rem aining tw o sin—
gkt energies o and g are separated from  and ¢
by a gap of order Uy and are therefore neglected for the
study of low-energy properties. The evaluation of the
m atrix elem ents is straightforw ard but lengthy, and we
give the results in Appendix A!. T ypically, the \H ubbard
ratio" ty =Uy islssthan 1l,eg. ifd= 0:7,h!(= 3mev,
and B = 0, we obtain t; =Uy = 034, and it decreases
wih increasing B . Therefore, we are In an extended
Hubbard lim i, where J takes the fom

4t

J= —+V: 12
Ua 12)

qg -
J= ¢ s =V UZ + 16t : )

The rsttem _h‘as the form ofthe stand_aq:d Hubbard ap—
proxin ation [35] (invoked previously [11]) but with ty

and Uy being renom alized by longrange Coulomb in-
teractions. The second term V is new and accounts for
the di erence iIn Coulom b energy between the singly oc—
cupied singket and triplet states  ° . It isprecisely thisV
that m akes J negative for high m agnetic elds, whereas
t2=Uy > 0 Prallvalues ofB (see Fjg.-'_IJ.a) . Thus, the
usual Hubbard approxim ation (ie. wihout V) would
not give reliable results, neither for the B -dependence
Fi. .3a) nor forthe dependence on the nterdot distance
a Fiyg. -ib BG Since only the singlet space hasbeen en—
larged, i is clear that we obtain a lower singlet energy
s than that from the swave H eitleri.ondon calculation,
but the sam e triplt energy +, and therefore J = s
exceeds the swave H eftlerTiondon resul, Eq. ('j) .How-—
ever, the on-site Coulomb repulsion U / ¢ strongly sup—
presses the doubly occupied states ¢, and already for
the value of c= 24 (correspondingto h!yg = 3mev) we
obtain alm ost perfect agreem ent w ith the swave H eitler—
London result (Fjg.-'_ﬁ) .For large elds, ie By, the
suppression becom es even stronger U / E) because
the electron orbits becom e com pressed w ith increasing
B and two elctrons on the sam e dot are con ned to a
an aller area leading to an increased Coulom b energy.

Iv.DEPHASING AND QUANTUM GATE
ERRORS

W e allow now for in perfections and discuss rst the
dephasing resulting from ooupling to the environm ent,
and then address brie y the issue of errors during the
quantum -gate operation. W e have already pointed out
that dephasing In the charge sector will have little ef-
fect on the (uUncoupled) spins due to the am allness of
the spin-orbit Interaction. Sim ilarly, the dipolar Interac—
tion between the qubit spin and the surrounding spins is
also m inute, it can be estinated as (@ s )*=a; 10 °
m &V . A though both couplings are extrem ely sn all they
will eventually lead to dephasing for su ciently long
tin es. W e have described such weak-coupling dephas—
Ing In tem s ofa reduced m aster equation elsew here fll-
and we refer the interested reader to this work. Since
this type of dephasing is an all i can be elin inated by
error correction schem es B7-

N ext, we consider the dephasing due to nuclear spins
In G aA s sam iconductors, where both G a and A s possess
a nuckar spin I = 3=2. There is a sizable hyper ne
coupling betw een the electron-spin (s = 1=2) and all the
nuclear spins In the quantum dot w hich m ight easily lead
toa I oftheelectron spin and thus cause an error in the
quantum com putation. W e shallnow estim ate thise ect
and show that it can be substantially reduced by spin
polarization orby a eld. W e consider an electron spin
S in contact with N nuclear spins I? in the presence of
amagnetic eld B k z. The corresponding H am iltonian

isgwven by H = AS I+, +B,I,=Hg+ V ,where



Ho=AS,L+1,S,+BL;V=AG,I +5 L )=2:

13)
P N (i) =+
=1 I isthetotal
nuclkar soin, and b, = g sB,, B, = gy nB. @Gy and
n denote the nuclear g factor and m agneton). Con-—
sider the niial eigenstate ji of H ¢, which we will con—
sider to be one basis vector for the qubit, where the
electron soin is up (iIn the S, basis), and the nuclear
s are in a product state of I, -eigenstates w ith total
I,=pNI (1 P 1), ie. In a state w ith polariza—
tion p along the z-axis; here, p = 1 means that the
nuclkar spins are fully polarized in positive (hegative)
z-direction, and p = 0 m eans no polarization. Due to
the hyper ne coupling the electron spin can I (le. de-
phase) w ith the entire system going into a nalstate ki
w hich isagain a product state but now w ith the electron-
soin down, and, due to conservation of total spin, the

Here, A isa hyper ne coupling, I=

Z-com ponent Iz(k) of one and only one nuclar spin hav—
Ing Increased by 2s = 1. A1l nal states ki are degen—
erate and again eigenstates of H ¢ w ith eigenenergy E ¢ .
W e w ill consider this process now w ithin tin e-dependent
perturbation theory and up to second orderin V . Theen—
ergy di erence between initial and nal states am ounts
toE; Ef 2sP ©EIN + s)+ k], where we use that
b, B,. For the reversed process wih an electron—
soin i from down to up but with the sam e initial po—
larization for the nuclear spins the energy di erence is

2sRA (EIN s)+ 4. T he total transition probability
to leave the initial state jii after tine t has elapsed is
then

2
2sin (B E;)t=2h) ~ X
Pit) = £ TRy HiF: @4)
Ef Ej .
k (6 1)
W e interpret this total transition probability P; (t) asthe

degree of decoherence caused by soin— ip processes over

timet.Now, k¥ if = a2pa+ 1) 9@ + 1)H4.
A ssum Ing som e distrdbution of the nuclear spins we can

replace thism atrix egn ent by its average value (denoted

by brackets) where h(Iz‘“ )21 describes then the vari-

ance ofthem ean va]uehIZ 'i= pl.E g. aPoissonian dis—
tribution gives 1k ¥ #if AT @+ 1) pI@EI+ 1)F4,:
w hich case the m atrix elem ent vanishes for full polariza-—
tion paralkel to the electron-spin (ie. p= 1), as required
by conservation oftotalspin. P (t) is strongly suppressed
for nalstates for which ty 2 h=%F; Efj ¢t whih
sin ply re ects conservation ofenergy. In particular, fora
substantial nuclear polarization, ie. p?N 1,P; () os—
cillates in tim e but w ith the vanishingly sm all am plitude
1=p?N (rB = 0).W ecan estin ateN tobe on the order
ofthe num ber of atom s per quantum dot, which isabout
10°. Such a situation w ith p?N 1 can be established
by dynam ically spin-polarizing the nuclear spins O ver—
hauser e ect) eg. via optical pum ping B&] or via spin—
polarized currents at the edge ofa 2DEG BQ T his gives

risetoan e ectivenuckar eldB, = ApN I=g g which is
reported tobe as Jarge asB, = 4T in GaAs (correspond—
ngtop= 0 85) [39]andwh3ch hasa lifetin e on the order
ofm nutes B8 A tematively, Hrunpolarized nuckiw ith
p= Obuta eldB in the Tesh range, the am plitude of
P; (t) vanishes as @IN=g B )?=N B,=B )?=N 1.
ForB orB, = 1T the oscillation frequency 1=ty ofP; (t)
isabout 10 GHz. Thus, spin I processes and hence de—
phasing due to nuclar spins can be strongly suppressed,
eitherby dynam ically polarizing the nuclkar spins and/or
by applyingam agnetic eldB . T he rem aining dephasing
e ects (described again by a weak-coupling m aster equa—
tion {I1]) should then be smallenough to be elin nated
by error correction.

W enow addressthe in perfections ofthe quantum gate
operation. For thiswe note st that, for the purpose of
quantum com puting, the qubits m ust be coupled only
for the short tin e of sw itching 5, whilem ost ofthetine
there is to be no coupling betw een the dots. W e estin ate
now how anallwe can choose . Forthiswe consider a
soenario where J (Initially zero) is adiabatically sw itched
on and o again during the tine 4, eg. by an elec-
trical gate by which we lower and then raise again the
barrierV (t) between the dots @lfematively, we can vary
B, a, orE). A typical frequency scale during sw itch-
ing is given by the exchange energy (which results in the
ooherent tunneling between the dots) gyeraged over the
tin e Interval of switching, J = (1= ) OS dtJ (t). Adi
abaticity then requires that m any coherent oscillations
(characterized approxin ately by J) have to take place in
the doublewell system while the control param eter v =
V,B,a,orE isbeing changed, ie.1= 3 J=vj J=h.
TIf this criterion ism et, we can use our equilbriuim anal-
ysis to calculate J (v) and then sinply replace J (v) by
J (v(t)_) In case of a tin edependent control param eter
v(t) B1]. Note that this is com patible w ith the require-
ment needed for the XOR operation, J <=h = n , n
odd, if we choose n 1. Our method of calculating
J is selfconsistent if J , Where denotes the
sihgleparticle level spacing. The combination of both
hequalities yields 1= ¢ J=h =h, ie. no higher-
Iying levels can be excited during the sw itching. F inally,
sihce typically J 02 meV we see that 5 should not
be an aller than about 50ps. Now, during the tine ¢
soin and charge couple and thus dephasing in the charge
sector describbed by € can induce dephasing of spin via
an uncontrolled uctuation J ofthe exchange coupling.
However, this e ect is again an all, i can be estim ated
to be on the order of (= © 10 2, since even for large
dots € is reported to be on the order of nanoseconds Q-Z_L']
T his seam s to be a rather conservative estin ate and one
can expect the spin dephasing to be considerably an aller
since not every charge dephasing event will a ect the
soin. F inally, weak dephasing ofthe e ective soin Ham ik
tonian during sw itching hasbeen described elsew here [11]
In temm s of a weak-coupling m aster equation which ac—
counts explicitly for decoherence of the soins during the



sw itching process. Based on this analysis f_l-]_;], the prob—
ability for a gate error per gate operation (described by
K, in Eq. (13) of [L1]) is estin ated to be approxin ately

<= ¢ 10 ? orbetter (see above).
JmeV M/ g
M
0.2 10

0
-10

FIG. 4. The equilbrium m agnetization M (box-shaped
sym bols) In unitsofBohrm agnetons s asa function ofm ag—
netic eld.M isobtainhed num erically from the sp-hybridized
Heitleriondon approxin ation. N ote that the m agnetization
exhbits a imp at the eld valie B¥ for which the ex-
change J® (triangle sym bols) changes sign. At the lkft and
right hand side of the Jum p the negative slope ofM (B ) indi-
cates orbital diam agnetism . T he tem perature for this plot is

= 02K ,whilk asbeforeh!y = 3meV anda= 0:7ag .

V.EXPERIM ENTAL IM PLICATIONS

C oherent coupling between the states of neighboring
dots is the keystone of our proposal for quantum gate op—
eration, and experin ental probes of this coupling w illbe
very Interesting to explore. The e ect ofthe dot-dot cou—
pling m anifests itself in the level structure, which could
be m easured non-invasively w ith spectroscopic m ethods

E,@]. An altemative way is to m easure the static m ag—
netization in response to am agnetic eld B which isap-—
plied along the z-axis. T his equilbrium m agnetization is
givenbyM = g pTr(Si+S5)e ff«*#2)7T whereH, is
given In Eqg. (L),andHZ =gp ;B; §SistheZeanan
term . It is straightforward to evalnate M , and in Fig. -4
we p]ot M asa function of B for a typical tem perature
= 02K .The exchange J® B ) isalso shown In Fig. -4
Both J® B) and M are the resuls of the sp-hybridized
Heitler1.ondon approxin ation. W e note that the equilib—
riim m agnetization M B ) is strongly dom inated by the
orbial response (via the exchange J); we nd a diam ag—
netic response Megative slope ofM ) orB < B ¥ which
is follow ed by a pronounced jum p In them agnetization at
the ed B ¥ fllowed again by a diam agnetic response.
E xperim ental observation of this jump would give ev—
dence for the existence of the predicted singlet-triplet
levelcrossing at B, and such m easurem ents would al-
JIow one to \m ap out" J around the point w here it can be
tuned to zero, eg. by also varying the barrier between

the dots. Them agneticm om ent produced by the orbital
m otion of the electrons In one pair of coupled quantum
dots at the peak B = B¥) isaround 10 5 (seeFig.d).
T his signaloould be furtheram pli ed by using an ensem —
ble ofpairs of coupled quantum dots.

A fiirther way to get experin ental inform ation about
the exchange coupling would be to m easure the spin re—
soonse to an ac magnetic eld (in the lnhearresoonse
regin e), describedgoy the dynam ical spin susceptibilities

PI (') = (=h) dtexp @! hBEE t);ST(0)1i, where
m;n = 1;2, and p;g = x;y;z. Belng Interested in the
soin responseonly, weassum ethisac eld tobeapplied in
plane so that there isno orbitalresponse (fora su ciently
weak eld wih no subband m ixing). W e see then that
all the transverse spin susceptibilities P® 99 vanish, and
we are left w ith the Iongitudihalones only, where X¥ =

o= zz n n due to the rotationalsymm etg'gy ofH
It issu clent to consider the dissipative part, ,,(!)=
M nn (1), Orwhich we obtain 35 = 55 = 1, =

= (=HEGB)IL B! +J) !

fJ;B)= T  1)=0+ €T + 2 cosh(@ gB=kT)).
A 1so, due to conservation oftotalsoin, the totalresoonse,

13+ 23, aswellas the response to a spatially uniform

ed, 1 + i, vanish. Thus, to cbserve the spin sus—
ceptbilities calculated here one needs to apply the elds
locally or to m easure the spin of a dot separately; both
cases could be realized eg. by atom ic or m agnetic force
m icroscopes (see also below , where we brie vy discuss lo—
cal eldsproduced by eld gradients).

VI.CONCLUDING REM ARKS

We end with a few comm ents on a network of cou-—
p]ed quantum dots in the presence of elds (see also Ref.
tll- In a set-up w ith only one quantum gate (ie. two
quantum dots) the gate operation can be perform ed us—
Inguniform m agnetic elds (pesides electric gates), whike
In a quantum com puter w ith m any gates, which have to
be controlled individually, local m agnetic elds are In—
dispensable, especially for the singlequbit gates {_l-]_:,:fl-Z_i]
H owever, we an phasize that it is not necessary that ev—
ery single quantum dot in a network is directly address—
able wih a localm agnetic eld. Indeed, using \swap"
operations Ug, , any qubit-state can be transported to
a region where the shglequbi gate operation is per—
form ed, and then back to is original location, w ithout
disturbing this or other qubis. In one possible m ode
of operation a constant edB ,denedbyJd@® )= 0,
is applied, while am aller timn edependent local elds then
control the gate operations. W e can envision local elds
being achieved by a large number of techniques: w ih
neighboring m agnetic dots I_l-]_;], closure dom ains, a grid
of current-carrying w iresbelow the dots, tips ofm agnetic
or atom ic force m icroscopes, or by bringing the qubit
Into contact (y shifting the dot via electrical gating)
w ih a region containing m agnetic m om ents or nuclear

J)], where



soins w ith di erent hyper ne coupling e€g. AIGaA s in—
stead of G aA s){and others. A related possbility would
be to use m agnetic eld gradients. Singlequbi swich-
Ing tin es of the order of ¢ 20ps require a eld of
1T, and for an interdot distance 2a 30nm , wewould
need gradients of about 1 T=30nm , which could be pro—
duced w ith com m ercialdisk reading/w riting heads. [T he
operation of several XOR gates via m agnetic elds also
requires gradients of sin ilar m agnitude.] A lfematively,
one could use an acm agnetic eld B ;. and apply electron
soin resonance (ESR) techniques to rotate spins wih a
sihglequbit swiching tim e (at resonance) ¢ h=B...
To address the dots of an array individually with ESR,
a magnetic eld gradient is needed which can be esti-
m ated as llow s. A ssum Ing a relative E SR linew idth of
1$ and again 2a = 30nm we nd aboutB,. 10am *.
Field gradients in excitation sequences for NM R up to
2 T0G=am have been generated [40] which allows fr
Bac 1G . The resulting sw itching tim es, however, are
rather long, on the order 0of 100 ns, and larger eld gra—
dients would be desirabl. Finally, such ESR techniques
could be em ployed to obtain inform ation about the e ec—
tive exchange values J: the exchange coupling between
the spins keads to a shift in the spin resonance frequency
which we found to be of the order of J=h by num erical
analysis l_3§l]

To conclude, we have calculated the exchange energy
J B ;E ;a) between spins of coupled quantum dots (con—
taining one electron each) as a function ofm agnetic and
electric elds and interdot distance using the Heitler—
London, hybridized H eitleri.ondon, and Hund-M ulliken
variational approach. W e have shown that J B ;E ;a)
changessign (re ecting a singlet-triplet crossing) w ith in—
creasing B eld before i vanishes exponentially. B esides
being of findam ental interest, this dependence opens up
the possibility to use coupled quantum dots as quantum
gate devices which can be operated by m agnetic elds
and/or electric gates (between the dots) to produce en—
tanglem ent of qubits.
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APPENDIX A:HUND-M ULLIKEN M ATRIX
ELEM ENTS

Here, we list the explicit expressions for the m atrix
elem ents de ned in Egs. {9:) and C_l-g) as a function of
the din ensionless interdot djstanoepd = a=ap and the
m agnetic com pression factor b = 1+ 12=12 where

I, = eB=2m c. The singleparticle m atrix elem ents are

= + +d + Dby 1
R2PdE 81 £ b @D
t= 3_S 1, d? @2)
81 &£ b ’
where we used S = exp( @b 1=b)). The (wo-

particle) Coulom b m atrix elem ents can be expressed as

Vv, =N? 42 @+ sHF + @+ GP)%F,

+ 49°F5;  164F, ; @3)
v =N'a §)PE,; SF3); @4)
U=N*? @+ g"+ 29°S?)F; + 2¢°F,

+ 29°S?F;  8dF, ; @5)
X =N* @+ g"s?+ 2¢° F1 + 29°F,

+ 29°S?F;  8dF, ; @ 6)
w=N"* g@+d)a+s’)F; gl+ dF,

gL+ §)S°Fs+ L+ 65°+ g*)sF, ;@7

_ p— Y —
withN = 1= 1 2Sg+ dandg= (I = 1 &)=S.

Here, we m ake use of the functions

F= cp }_J; (A 8)
Fo= o be M b ; @9
Foe o bel® DL @ 1) ; @ 10)
Fy= cp pe &P
% ( 1FIx d—42(2b 1=b) Iy id—;p ¥ 1 ;
k= 1

@1l1)

where I, denotes the Bessel function of n-th order. For
our purposes, we can neglect term s wih kj> 1 in the
sum in F4, sihceorh!g= 3mevV,B < 30T,andd= 07
the relative error introduced by doing so is less than 1% .
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[A1] If during the change of v (t) the total spin rem ains con—
served, no transitions between the instantaneous singlet
and triplet eigenstates can be induced during the sw itch—
ing. Thus, the singlket and triplet states evolve indepen—
dently of each other, and the condition on adiabatic
sw itching Involves (instead of J), ie. we only need
to require that 1= g  =h, which would be
less restrictive. Also, only ° dtJ ) and not J () itself
isneeded forthe gate operation. T herefore, the adiabatic—
ity criterion given in the text, while being su cient, need
not be really necessary. H owever, the com plte analysis
of the tim edependent problem In tem s of variational
wave flinctions is beyond the scope of the present work
and w illbe addressed elsew here.

[A2] W e note that it is su cient to have single-qubit rota—
tions about any two orthogonal axes.A preferable choice
here are two orthogonal in-plane axes because m agnetic

eldsB , paralkelto the 2D EG do nota ect the exchange
coupling J B, ) (@ssum ing that we can exclude subband
m ixing induced by a su ciently strong B ).
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