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1

Department of Physics, 1150 University Avenue, University of Wisconsin at Madison, Madison, Wisconsin 53706, USA
2
Centre for Theoretical Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics,
School of Mathematics and Physics, Queen’s University, Belfast BT7 1NN, United Kingdom
3
Department of Physics, Koç University, Sarıyer, İstanbul, 34450, Turkey
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We investigate the chiral quantum walk (CQW) for entanglement transfer on a triangular chain. We specifically
consider two site Bell type entangled cases. Using concurrence as quantum entanglement measure, together with
the Bures distance as the measure of the fidelity of the state transfer, we evaluate the success of the entanglement
transfer. We compare the entangled state transfer time and quality in CQW against continuous-time quantum
random walk.
I.

INTRODUCTION

Fast and accurate one-way transmission of quantum states
through communication or computation networks is a critical
objective for quantum technologies [1–3]. Proposed schemes
to achieve this goal consider engineered couplings between the
network sites [4–13], external fields [14–17], weak measurements [18, 19], or transport in noisy environments of biological
or synthetic systems [20–24]. Such methods are challenging
to implement in practice for profound quantum states, such as
quantum entanglement transfer, due to quantum decoherence
and disorder [25, 26].
Pretty-good State Transfer (PGST) can be achieved on dualspin chains [27], spin chains with weakly coupled endpoints
[7, 28–31] and projective measurements [32] with Quantum
Walk(QW) schemes. Continuous time quantum walk (CTQW)
is a paradigmatic model of quantum transport [33, 34]. Both
discrete [35, 36] and continuous [37–40] time quantum walks
have been discussed for pretty good state transfer. CTQW can
be made one-way by taking complex-valued couplings, which
is called a chiral quantum walk (CQW) [41–43]. Chirality
emerges due to breaking of time-reversal symmetry (TRS) [44],
and it provides a significant boost to the transport speed [41].
The existence of high-dimensional entanglement is advantageous in quantum communication [45] and quantum superdense coding [46–48]. The perfect transfer of states in spin
chains pave the way for the creation of required entangled
states and logic gate structures for quantum computation and
quantum information [49, 50]. These multi-dimensional entangled states can be produced by repeatedly generating the
entanglement in a low-dimensional system and transferring
these to a higher dimensional one [51]. Our goal is to explore
if CQW can be used to transmit two and three-dimensional
quantum entangled states; what are the possible advantages it
may offer regarding distance, speed, and transfer quality?
We specifically consider CQW on a linear chain of equilateral triangles, as shown in Fig. 1, which is the simplest
graph that allows for so-called probability time symmetry
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(PTS) breaking [42]. A walker can transfer from one node
to any other neighboring site on the triangular plaquette by
passing through either one or two edges. We consider a uniform complex coupling between the nearest-neighbor sites.
Due to the path length difference between odd and even number of edges traveled, and phases of the complex couplings,
interference can enhance the transfer rate. For a triangular
plaquette, the maximum asymmetry in forward and backward
time evolution is found when the phase of the couplings is
θ = π/2 [42].
The spatial entanglement in the site basis can be defined in
quantum walks [52, 53]. The system’s initial state is taken to
be a qubit in a spatially entangled state. Consequently, this
spatially entangled qubit state is injected into the chain from
the left. We consider two-site spatial entanglement to explore
the chiral transfer of Spatially Bell Entangled States, which are
significant for quantum communication and computation [54].
The quality of the transfer is examined by calculating the density matrix, concurrence [55], fidelity and Bures distances
explicitly [56–58]. Besides, we compared the time of transfer
to characterize the speed-up advantage of CQW.
The triangular chain lattice can be realized in superconducting circuits [59, 60], trapped ions [61], NMR systems [42],
photonic and spin waveguides [62], and in optical lattices [63].
In the case of optical lattices, complex edge weights could
be introduced with the help of artificial gauge fields [64, 65],
nitrogen vacancy centers in diamonds [66] or with plasmonic
non-Hermitian coupled waveguides [67].
This paper is organized as follows. We introduce the CQW
on a triangular chain model by presenting the adjacency matrix
and present the associated Hamiltonian model with complex
hopping rates in Sec. II. Our results are given in Sec. III in five
subsections. PTS breaking and entanglement transfer in CTQW
and CQW on a triangular chain are discussed in Sec. III A and
Sec. III B, respectively.

II.

MODEL SYSTEM: CQW ON A TRIANGULAR CHAIN

We consider CQW on a triangular chain of N vertices
as shown in Fig. 1. Triangular chain is a minimal graph
where PTS can be broken [42] so that Pnm (t) 6= Pmn (t) or
Pnm (t) 6= Pnm (−t), where Pnm (t) (Pnm (−t)) is the transi-

2

1.0
0.8
P1,5

0.6
0.4
0.2
Figure 1. Graph of a linear chain of with N vertices arranged in
triangular plaquettes. Initially, the pair of sites 1 and 2 at the left
end of the chain are entangled. The entangled state is transported to
the rightmost pair of vertices (N − 1 and N ) after a chiral quantum
walk. Arrows indicate the directed edges with complex weight factors,
taken to be +i. In the opposite direction, the weight factors change
phase and become −i. We have also examined transferring three-site
entanglement from the leftmost plaquette (1, 2 and 3) to the right end
of the chain.

tion probability between the nodes n and m going forward
(backward) in time. Breaking of PTS allows for enhanced
quantum transport by CQW [41, 43].
We will use the site basis {|ii}, with i = 1..N indicating
which site is occupied such that |ii := |01 , 02 , .., 1i , ..0N i.
The set of coupled sites in a graph determine the edges e =
(i, j), which can be described by the so-called adjacency matrix
A [68–71]. For a triangular chain of N = 5 sites, A is given
by


0 1 1 0 0
1 0 1 1 0


A = 1 1 0 1 1 .
(1)
0 1 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 0
Together with the degree matrix D for the self edges (i,i), A,
determines the graph Laplacian L = D − A. Hamiltonian of
the walk is given by the Hadamard product H = J ◦ L, where
J is the matrix of hopping rates (edge weights). We neglect
the self energies; therefore, we will take D = 0 and write the
Hamiltonian as
X
H=
(Jnm Anm |nihm| + Jmn Amn |mihn|).
(2)
nm

In contrast to CTQW where every Jnm is real-valued, CQW
∗
allows for complex edge weights, subject to Jmn = Jnm
, so
that the support graph of the walk becomes a directed one
(cf. Fig. 1). Specifically, we take


0 −i −i 0 0
 i 0 −i −i 0 


H =  i i 0 −i −i .
(3)
0 i i 0 −i
0 0 i i 0
The choice of the phase θnm = π/2 of complex hopping
weights Jnm = |Jnm | exp{(iθnm )} (with n > m) is based
upon the general investigations of CQW [41] for a triangular
plaquette. It is found that maximum bias in time asymmetry
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Figure 2. Time dependence of the occupation probabilities P1,5 (t)
of sites 1 and 5 of a triangular chain with 5 sites, where a particle
makes CTQW. For an initially localized particle with initial state
|1i, P1 (t) and P5 (t) are indicated by black, solid and dotted, red
curves, respectively. For a particle initially in a quantum
√ coherent
superposition state |ψ(0)i = (|1i − exp{(iφ)} |2i)/ 2 with φ =
3π/4, P1 (t) and P5 (t) are plotted by dashed, blue and dot-dashed,
orange curves, respectively.

can be obtained at θ = π/2 [41]. We intuitively assume that
a similar choice should yield efficient entanglement transfer
along a linear chain of equilateral triangles, too. We numerically examined different choices and verified that our intuition
is correct (Some typical results will be given in Sec. III).
H determines the evolution of the initial state ρ(0) by ρ(t) =
U ρ(0)U † , where U := exp{(-iHt}). Initially, the leftmost
pair of sites are entangled in a Bell state, and we aim to transfer
the state to the right end of the chain.
Remarkably, CTQW, even with initial coherent superposition states on our linear triangular chain, could not yield pretty
good state transfer (PGST) (cf. Fig. 2). The graphs that can
support perfect state transfer require to be hermitian, circulant,
and to have a non-degenerate spectrum, together with a flat
eigenbasis [39]. Alternatively, Perfect State Transfer(PST) can
still be achieved with a non-circulant graph that contains nonzero values on certain off-diagonal elements of its adjacency
matrix [40]. From a practical point of view, special graph
structures which have PST, occupies a large volume with many
qubits. Therefore, creating a simpler graph with PGST can
be more applicable than using a graph with a PST. Since our
proposed adjacency matrix is neither circulant nor has required
non-zero off-diagonal elements, we do not expect any PST.
Our objective is to explore a chiral linear graph with more
compact and practical unidirectional state transfer with high,
albeit non-perfect efficiency.

III.

RESULTS

We will start with an examination of PTS-breaking in CTQW
on the triangular chain as a benchmark of comparison with the
results of CQW. We do not need complex edge weights to break
PTS in general. The essential mechanism behind PTS breaking

3
is the quantum path interference, for which the required phase
difference, or quantum coherence, can be injected into the
initial state instead of the edges. Specifically, we consider a
qubit which is spatially entangled in two sites in the site basis,

(4)

on a regular triangular chain with real-valued hopping weights
(We take Jnm = 1 for simplicity).
Subsequently, we will investigate the transport of the initial
entangled Bell site-state from the sites 1 and 2 to the sites 4
and 5 in CQW. We will compare the speed and concurrence of
the transfer with the benchmark case of CTQW with the initial
state in Eq. (4).
A.

PTS breaking and entanglement transfer in CTQW on a
triangular chain

To appreciate the role of the initial phase in Eq. (4) on the
state transfer and PTS breaking in CTQW on the triangular
chain, let’s start with the initial state |ψ(0)i = |1i. The occupation probabilities Pi = hi|ρ(t)|ii of the sites i = 1 (solid,
black) and i = 5 (dotted, red) are shown in Fig. 2, where mirror symmetry in the behaviour of the probability distribution
with respect to time can be seen. Transfer from the initially
occupied site |1i to the rightmost site |5i is found to be weak
(less than 45% at any time).
If we use the initial state given in Eq. (4), in addition to be
able to control path interference, PTS can be broken depending
on the initial phase φ. We have numerically compared P5 (t)
for different φ and found that φ = 3π/4 gives the largest
occupation of site |5i. Fig. 2 shows P1 (t) (dotted, red) and
P5 (t) (dot-dashed, orange) for φ = 3π/4, where time reversal
asymmetry, P (t) 6= P (−t) emerges. Population transfer is
significantly enhanced using such a quantum superposition
state initially. We conclude that transferring a particle from left
end of the chain to a site at the right end is more successful by
injecting the particle simultaneously at two sites with a certain
quantum coherence relative to starting a well localized particle
at a single site. Let’s now explore if similar advantages can be
found in the entanglement transfer.
We can quantify the pairwise entanglement using the concurrence measure [55]. Concurrence for a state ρ is given
by
C(ρ) = max(0, λ1 − λ2 − λ3 − λ4 ),

(5)

where λi s, with i = 1..4 and λi+1 > λi , are the eigenvalues
of R := (ρ1/2 ρ̃ρ1/2 )1/2 . To calculate the concurrence Ci,j for
the sites (i, j), we first express the density matrix ρ(t) in the
2N dimensional basis of B := {|01 , ..., 1j , ..0N i , j = 1..N }.
We then trace out the sites in the computational basis B other
than i and j to find the reduced 4 × 4 density matrix
ρi,j (t) = T r{B/{i,j}} (ρ(t)),
for which Ci,j is easily evaluated.

(6)
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Figure 3. Time dependence of the concurrence C4,5 (t) of the state
of sites |4i and |5i for an initially entangled state of the sites |1i
and |2i of a particle that makes CTQW on a triangular chain of
N = 5 sites. Different√curves stand for the initial states |ψ(0)i =
(|1i − exp{(iφ)} |2i)/ 2 with φ = π/4 (solid, black), φ = ±π/3
(dashed, blue), φ = ±π/2 (dot-dashed, red), φ = ±3π/4 (dotted,
orange).

Fig. 3 shows that the concurrence is optimum for φ = ±3π/
4 with a value C4,5 (1.12) ∼ 0.8. Therefore, for pairwise entanglement transfer, φ = 3π/4 gives the most advantageous initial
state. Remarkably, the same initial state yields the optimum
population transfer (at a different time), too. A natural question
to ask if there is a fundamental connection of the critical phase
φ = 3π/4 and PTS breaking in CTQW.
We can quantify the bias between the forward and backward
time evolutions using the Bures distance between the states
ρ(t) and ρ(−t). Bures distance is defined by [56–58]
p
DB (ρ, σ)2 = 2(1 − F (ρ, σ)),
(7)
where
q
√ √ 2
F (ρ, σ) = [T r(
ρσ ρ)]

(8)

is the fidelity [72].
In Fig. 4 the Bures distance DB is calculated for different φ
For the phases 0 and ±π the PTS is not broken and the Bures
distance is zero. Largest bias in forward and backward time
evolution is foud for φ = π/2, which is different than the critical phase φ = 3π/4 for optimum population and entanglement
transfer in CTQW over triangular chain. We conclude that,
instead of utilizing the broken-PTS, CTQW exploits the path
interference for efficient state transfer.

B.

PTS breaking and entanglement transfer in CQW on a
triangular chain and comparison with CTQW

For CQW, we plot the concurrence in Fig. 5 by using an initial Bell state with φ = π in Eq. (4) and different θ in Eq. (3).
We see that the concurrence is largest for θ = π/2 with a
value C4,5 (1.02) ∼ 0.9, indicating that CQW has a slight time
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Figure 4. Time dependence of the Bures distance between the
forward and backward evolved density matrices ρ(t) and ρ(−t), for
a CTQW on a triangular chain. The curves are for the coherence
√
phases φ in the initial state |ψ(0)i = (|1i − exp{(iφ)} |2i)/ 2 with
φ = ±π/3 (solid, black), φ = ±π/2 (dotted, red), and φ = ±3π/4
(dashed blue). The Bures distance for the phases φ = 0 and φ = ±π
are zero.

Figure 6. Time dependence of the Bures distance DB (t) between
the forward and backward evolved density matrices ρ(t) and ρ(−t),
respectively, for a CQW on a triangular chain of N = 5 sites. Initially
the
√ quantum walker is in a maximally entangled Bell state (|1i+|2i)/
2. Different curves are for chains with different complex hopping
coefficients of phases θ = ±π/3 (solid, black), θ = ±π/2 (dotted,
red) and θ = ±3π/4 (dashed, blue). The Bures distance for the
phases θ = 0 and ±π are zero; and for θ = π/4 DB (t) is the same
as that of θ = 3π/4.

C4,5(t)

0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0
0

1

2

3

4

5

t
Figure 5. Time dependence of the concurrence C4,5 measuring the
pairwise entanglement between the sites |4i and |5i of a triangular
chain of N = 5 sites
√ over which an initial maximally entangled Bell
state (|1i + |2i)/ 2 of the sites 1 and 2 undergoes CQW. Different
curves are for the different complex hopping coefficients of the CQW
with the phases θ = π/4 (solid, black), θ = ±π/3 (dashed, blue),
θ = ±π/2 (dot-dashed, red), , θ = ±3π/4 (dot-dashed orange on
coloured version); same as θ = π/4.

advantage (∆t ∼ 0.1) along with a significantly higher quality transfer of entanglement compared to CTQW (cf. Fig. 3).
Without plotting, we state here that similar conclusion is applicable to occupation probabilities, too. We found that CQW
with θ = π/2 yields near perfect (P5 ∼ 0.95) state transfer
|1i → |5i at t ∼ 1.64.
We calculated the concurrences for φ = π/4, φ = π/3,
φ = π/2, φ = 3π/4 and looked for the optimum θ values. We
have found that for the state (φ = π) initial Bell state, θ = π/2
gives the optimum (maximum) concurrence C4,5 (1.02) ∼ 0.9.
We plot the Bures distance DB (t) in Fig. 6, which shows

that DB (t) is maximum for θ = ±π/2 (dot-dashed, orange).
Remarkably, maximum broken PTS in the CTQW is found
for φ = π/2. This suggest that φ = θ = ±π/2 is an optimal
choice for the broken-PTS condition both for CTQW and CQW
over a triangular chain. The critical angle of maximum time
reversal asymmetry however coincides with critical angle of
optimum state transfer only for the CQW.
In Fig. 7, the concurrences
√ for CQW and CTQW with an
initial state of (|1i+|2i)/ 2 are plotted. Solid red curve represents the CQW case and dashed blue line is for the CTQW case.
This plot also demonstrates the broken-PTS in the CQW case.
Here, one can notice the relatively higher entanglement transfer quality in CQW. In addition, the transfer time is relatively
shorter in the case of CQW by ∆t ∼ 0.4 .
To demonstrate the uni-directionality of the entanglement
transfer, we plot the dynamics of the concurrences Ci,j that
measure entanglement between every pair of sites (i, j) of the
triangular chain in Fig. 8. One can see that the unidirectional
transfer of entanglement from the sites (|1i , |2i) spreads over
the system while maintaining a unidirectional movement towards the end of the chain. Although a spread over the system
is present, general movement of the peaks of the probability
distributions can be interpreted as the dynamics (|1i , |2i) →
(|2i , |3i) → (|2i , |4i) → (|3i , |4i) → (|4i , |5i).

C.

Transfer of mixed Werner-States on the triangular chain

Having demonstrated the usage of pure entangled states
under CQW scheme, it is intuitive to investigate the behaviour
of Werner type mixed states under CQW with θ = π/2 phase
[73]. Here, we prepare the Werner Mixed State using our initial
entangled pure state. We define a Werner State as
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Figure 7. Time(t) dependence of the concurrence C4,5 (t) to measure
the entanglement between the sites |4i√and |5i for an initially maximally entangled Bell state (|1i + |2i)/ 2 of the sites |1i and |2i of a
particle that makes CTQW (dashed, blue) and CQW (solid, red) with
θ = π/2 on a triangular chain of N = 5 sites. We take the phases
of the complex hopping coefficients as θ = π/2 for CQW; while for
CTQW hopping coefficients are real with θ = 0.

ρWerner (b) = bρ(0) + (1 − b)ρmixed ,

(9)

Where ρmixed is the maximally mixed state given by
2

ρmixed =

1X
|ii hi| .
2 i=1

(10)

We√use the maximally entangled state |ψ(0)i = (|0i +
|1i)/ 2 to define the initial state density matrix ρ(0) =
|ψ(0)i hψ(0)|. Therefore, we introduce the mixed Werner State
ρWerner (b) on the Eq. (9) as the initial state. The constraints on
on b are defined by Tr(ρWerner ) ≤ 1 and Eigenvalues(ρWerner) ≥
0 which results −1/4 ≤ b ≤ 1.
To investigate the behaviour of entanglement transfer with
respect to time, we calculate the fidelity F (ρ(t), ρtarget ) as in
Eq.(8) with the matrices ρ(t) and ρtarget . Where ρtarget can be
represented as the desired ideally transferred state,

ρtarget


0

1 0
= 0
2 0
0
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0
0
0
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Figure 8. The time evolution of concurrence Ci,j , measuring the
pairwise entanglement between the sites |ii and |ji, is shown as a
matrix with i, j = 1..5. Colors from light to dark scale with 1 to 0,
respectively. Initially (at t = 0), the quantum walker is injected in
the maximally entangled Bell state of the sites 1 and 2 with C1,2 = 1
(upperleft panel) to undergo CQW with complex hopping coefficients
with phase θ = π/2. As the time progresses, one can notice the
unidirectional transfer of entanglement (light colored pair of squares)
to the rightmost sites 4 and 5. The panels are for the t = 0 (upper
left), t = 0.2 (upper right), t = 0.4 (middle left), t = 0.6 (middle
right), t = 0.8 (bottom left), and t = 1 (bottom right).

(11)

On Fig. 9, we plot the time dependence of the Fidelity,
F (ρ(t), ρtarget ), with different b values. Therefore, the pure
maximally entangled ρWerner (b = 1) = ρ(t = 0) state yields
the best entanglement transfer. Consequently, one can argue
that the best transfer occurs with purest of the states. On
the contrary, no transfer occurs at the maximally mixed state
ρWerner (b = 0) = ρmixed .

IV.

CONCLUSION

We explored the transfer of spatial entanglement of a single
particle undergoing CQW on a triangular chain. To appreciate the advantages of CQW, we first considered the case of
CTQW. We found that particle transfer to the end of the chain
is more successful if the particle is injected simultaneously
from the leftmost pair of sites in a specific quantum (Bell-type)
superposition state. The success, measured by the rightmost
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Figure 9. Time dependence of the Fidelity F (ρ(t), ρtarget ) between
ρ(t) and ρWerner as a function of time t with an initial Werner state
under the scheme of CQW on a triangular chain of N = 5 sites with
complex edge weights of phase θ = π/2. Where b = −1/4 as solid
black, b = 0 as dashed blue, b = 1/2 as thick dashed red and finally,
maximally entangled bell state b = 1 is dot-dashed orange.
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Figure 11. Time(t) dependence of the concurrence C4,5 (t) to measure the entanglement between the sites |4i and |5i on a 5×5 circulant
graph with only nearest-neighbour interactions
for an initially maxi√
mally entangled Bell state (|1i + |2i)/ 2 of the sites |1i and |2i of
a particle that makes CTQW.
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Figure 12.
Time(t) dependence of the concurrence C4,5 (t) to
measure the entanglement between the sites |4i and |5i on a complete hexagonal
√ graph for an initially maximally entangled Bell state
(|1i + |2i)/ 2 of the sites |1i and |2i of a particle that makes CTQW.

(b)

Figure 10. (a) Graph of a linear chain of 5 vertices arranged as an odd
number cycle. (b) Graph of a linear chain of 5 vortives arranged as a
hexagon with five pointed star-like diagonal connections.

site’s occupation probability, depends on the phase φ of the
initial quantum coherent superposition. For the same φ, but at a
different time, transfer of the entire state, which is a maximally
entangled state, is also the most successful. Using the Bures distance between the forward and backward time evolved
states, we examined the dynamics of PTS breaking at different
φ. Though CTQW can break the PTS at certain φ, these phases

are not critical for an optimal state transfer. The essential mechanism behind the quality of state transfer via CTQW is path
interference.
Similar investigations for the CQW revealed that CQW is
superior to CTQW in population and entanglement transfers
efficiency while the speeds are comparable for short chains,
confirming the previous results [41, 42]. Calculating the Bures
distance, we justified that CQW exploits broken PTS to further
enhance the state transfer quality. Remarkably, using the phase
θ of the complex edge weights in CQW, the state transfer’s
success for different φ can be optimized, which is not possible
with CTQW. For longer chains, the speed advantage in CQW
is more prominent. In addition, we explored the behaviour of
various mixed werner states under our chiral quantum walk
scheme. We found that the purest maximally entangled state
yields the best state transfer.
Our results can be significant fundamentally to illuminate
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the interplay of PTS breaking and entanglement transfer, and
practically to design optimum chiral lattices for long-distance
transfer of multipartite entangled states in physical platforms
such as plasmonic non-Hermitian coupled waveguides [67],
ultracold atomic optical lattices [63], photonic-spin waveguides [62], or quantum superconducting circuits [59, 60].
Since the usage of weakly coupled endpoints in spin chains
display PGST behaviour [7, 28–31] , in further studies, one can
investigate the effect of this scheme on entanglement transfer
on the triangular chain structure. In addition, it would be
interesting to investigate the effect of projective measurements
on our scheme in a future work [32].
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Appendix: Perfect state and entanglement transfer on circulant
graphs

We present perfect state and entanglement transfer on some
circulant graphs in this appendix. Such graphs occupy a rela-
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