arXiv:1411.6269v2 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 7 May 2015

Dynamics of entanglement of two electron spins interacting with nuclear spin baths in quantum dots

Igor Bragar and Łukasz Cywiński^∗ Institute of Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences, al. Lotników 32/46, PL 02-668 Warszawa, Poland (Dated: March 16, 2018)

We study the dynamics of entanglement of two electron spins in two quantum dots, in which each electron is interacting with its nuclear spin environment. Focusing on the case of uncoupled dots, and starting from either Bell or Werner states of two qubits, we calculate the decay of entanglement due to the hyperfine interaction with the nuclei. We mostly focus on the regime of magnetic fields in which the bath-induced electron spin flips play a role, for example their presence leads to the appearance of entanglement sudden death at finite time for two qubits initialized in a Bell state. For these fields the intrabath dipolar interactions and spatial inhomogeneity of hyperfine couplings are irrelevant on the time scale of coherence (and entanglement) decay, and most of the presented calculations are performed using the uniform-coupling approximation to the exact hyperfine Hamiltonian. We provide a comprehensive overview of entanglement decay in this regime, considering both free evolution of the qubits, and an echo protocol with simultaneous application of π pulses to the two spins. All the currently relevant for experiments bath states are considered: the thermal state, narrowed states (characterized by diminished uncertainty of one of the components of the Overhauser field) of two uncorrelated baths, and a correlated narrowed state with a well-defined value of the z component of the Overhauser field interdot gradient. While we mostly use concurrence to quantify the amount of entanglement in a mixed state of the two electron spins, we also show that their entanglement dynamics can be reconstructed from measurements of the currently relevant for experiments entanglement witnesses, and the fidelity of quantum teleportation performed using a partially disentangled state as a resource.

I. INTRODUCTION

Qubits based on localized electronic spins in semiconductors have been a subject of intense research during the last 15 years. It is now possible to initialize, coherently manipulate, and measure spin qubits based on gated quantum dots (QDs),^1 self-assembled QDs,^{2,3} nitrogenvacancy (NV) centers in diamond,^4 and electrons bound to phosphorous donors in silicon.^5 Recently, advances in controlling the coupling between two qubits^{6–13} have led to demonstration of creation and manipulation of entangled states of two electron spin-based qubits.^{14,15}

Quantum states of a single qubit suffer decoherence due to qubit’s interaction with its environment.^{16} In many cases the dominant source of decoherence of semiconductor-based spin qubits is their coupling with other spins localized in the material. We focus here on the case in which this bath consists of spins of nuclei^{17–20} of the atoms forming the material in which the qubit is localized, and the electron spin is coupled to the nuclei by the contact hyperfine (hf) interaction. The dynamics of a spin interacting with the nuclear bath is a theoretical problem that is more challenging than many of the model problems encountered in existing literature on entanglement dynamics.^{21–23} The qubit–bath coupling is not necessarily weak in experimentally most interesting parameter regimes, the bath dynamics (caused both by the bath self-Hamiltonian, and by the qubit–bath interactions) is most often much slower than the timescale of qubit’s decoherence, and the bath evolution can be strongly influenced by the presence and the dynamics of the qubit.

All these observations preclude the use of Born-Markov approximation (i.e. the use of Lindblad equation with time-independent coefficients). The decoherence of a single qubit due to such an environment has been a subject of theoretical works employing a wide repertoire of approaches.^{24–53} In experiments, many predicted key features of nuclear-induced decoherence, such as the fast decay of coherence of a freely evolving qubit^{6,54–57} or oscillatory behavior of spin-echo signal in a QD with a few distinct species of nuclei,^{58} were observed. The existing level of agreement between experiment and theory allows us to assume that in the case of unstrained III-V QDs (i.e. when the quadrupolar splittings^{45,59} of nuclear spins due to spatially inhomogeneous strain are negligible) the microscopic description of the system is given by the Hamiltonian of contact hf coupling between the qubit and the bath spins, with the dipolar intrabath coupling^{26,29,31} playing a role only at long timescales.

A pure entangled state of two qubits cannot be written as a tensor product of two pure single-qubit states, it has to be a superposition of at least two such product states.^{60} As such it is expected to be at least as fragile as superpositions of single-qubit states when coupling with the environment is considered. Initially maximally entangled pure state evolves into a mixed, partially entangled state,^{22,23} and the degree to which the state exhibits non-classical features (e.g. breaking of Bell inequalities) or to which it overperforms classically correlated states at some tasks (such as quantum teleportation) is diminished. We are interested here in the dynamics of this entanglement decay process for two spin qubits interacting with nuclear baths.

We consider two localized electron spins (denoted by A and B) playing the role of qubits, each of which can be coherently controlled and read out. The main example here is the system of two electrons, each localized in a separate QD. The spins can then be initialized, controlled, and read out by either electrical^{1,12,13} or optical^{2,3} means, and the exchange interaction between spins in adjacent QDs, which was proposed years ago as means of entangling them,^{61} can be controlled by tuning the gate voltages. The entanglement between distant QDs can be established by starting with an entangled state involving two proximal qubits, and then applying SWAP gates between consecutive pairs of dots along a chain (note however that for long chains this method might be susceptible to accumulation of gate errors and to unwanted effects due to finite residual exchange couplings between neighboring dots). There are also theoretical proposals of methods allowing for longrange qubit–qubit coupling,^{62–64} and also for moving of electrons along the chain of sites,^{65,66} which should allow local creation of entanglement by nearest-neighbor exchange interaction to be followed by spatial separation of electrons. Long-distance shuttling of electrons with surface acoustic waves was recently achieved,^{67,68} showing another way to obtain large spatial separation between entangled qubits. Finally, distant non-interacting qubits can be entangled in an entanglement swapping^{69} protocol, in which two-qubit measurements in the Bell basis are used.

We focus on the case of III-V quantum dots, for which the hf-induced decoherence is unavoidable (since there are no nuclear spin-free isotopes of Ga, As, and In), and the experiments are often done at moderate magnetic fields (say, B < 0.5 T in GaAs). In this work we give a fairly detailed picture of entanglement dynamics of two electrons located in two uncoupled (possibly distant) QDs of this kind. Since the ability of the nuclear bath to cause electron spin flips is suppressed at finite magnetic fields, in the large field limit the influence of the bath amounts to pure dephasing, and calculation of entanglement decay of Bell states of uncoupled qubits becomes then a simple task involving only multiplying the known formulas for decaying single-qubit coherences. We focus thus on a more interesting (and experimentally relevant for gated GaAs QDs) regime of moderate magnetic fields, at which the electron-nuclear flipflops influence visibly the entanglement dynamics, and the entanglement decay timescale is such that the effects of intrabath dipolar interactions^{29–31} and the spatial inhomogeneity of hf couplings can be neglected (see the comparison between hf-only calculations^{38,39} and single qubit Hahn echo experiments done in this field regime^{58}). We consider experimentally relevant states of the nuclear environments (thermal or narrowed, uncorrelated and correlated), and calculate the dynamics of two-spin entanglement both in the case of free evolution, and for the case of the two-spin echo protocol (which was employed in two recent experiments^{14,15} in which entanglement of spin-based qubits was demonstrated). As the initial states of the two electron spins we take the family of Bell-diagonal states, including the pure Bell states and the Werner state. We discuss the decay entanglement in all these cases using concurrence^{70} as means of quantification of amount of mixed state entanglement, but after establishing the general picture of the nature of disentanglement in all these cases, we discuss the timedependence of other measures of two-qubit entanglement. Specifically, we calculate the decay of expectation values of easy-to-implement (for certain spin qubit systems) entanglement witnesses,^{71,72} and in particular we briefly describe the performance of the quantum teleportation protocol^{73–76} in which a partially disentangled state is used as a resource.

Let us discuss briefly the relation of this paper to existing theoretical works on entanglement dynamics of electron spins interacting with nuclear spin baths. Decay of two-qubit entanglement in a high-temperature nuclear bath at large B fields was discussed in Ref. 77. In Refs. 78 and 79 the focus was on coupled qubits (non-zero exchange interaction between the two electron spins, leading to finite splitting of singlet and unpolarized triplet states, Δ_{ST}), and magnetic field B was assumed to be zero. Here we consider uncoupled spins (Δ_{ST} = 0) and focus on B ≠0 (with most attention devoted to regime of fields larger than the typical Overhauser field generated by the coupling to the nuclei). In two recent works^{80,81} both entanglement and more general quantum correlations were considered for two uncoupled spin qubits freely evolving at rather smalls B fields (including B = 0), and interacting with thermal nuclear baths. Here we consider other bath states (narrowed, correlated), and we also calculate the entanglement dynamics under application of the spin echo protocol.

Often the two QDs are situated one next to another in a double quantum dot (DQD) configuration. It is then possible to turn on the exchange coupling between the spins,^6 and in many experiments such a DQD system was operated not as a pair of single-spin qubits, but as a host for a single logical qubit existing in total S^z = 0 subspace of the four-dimensional Hilbert space of two spins. The decoherence of the DQD-based singlet-triplet (S-T_0) qubit could be viewed as disentanglement of a state of two single-spin qubits, since the relevant singlet and triplet states correspond to |Ψ_±⟩ Bell states of the two spins. Of course, the fact that in the experiments on S-T_0 qubits only states from subspace spanned by |Ψ_±⟩ are controlled explains why this point of view has not been stressed in literature. However, the decay of a |Ψ_−⟩ state (i.e. the decay of overlap of the decohered state with |Ψ_−⟩, called “singlet return probability” in many experimental works) in coupled^{82} and uncoupled^{6,58} DQDs is well understood theoretically. For decay at large Δ_{ST} see Ref. 28, while the echo sequence for uncoupled QDs, with π pulse provided by the two-qubit exchange gate, is considered in Ref. 42, in which theory of Refs. 38 and 39 is re-derived from a distinct point of view and applied to the S-T_0 case. The dephasing of superpositions of S and T_0 states due to interaction with the nuclear bath was also considered theoretically for coupled dots in Refs. 46 and 83 (note that the superposition of S and T_0 can correspond to an entangled or a separable state depending on the value of the relative phase, with the simplest example being (|S⟩ + |T_0⟩)/ √ 2=|↑↓⟩ state which is separable, while (|S⟩ + i |T_0⟩)/ √ 2 is maximally entangled). In recent experiments on dephasing of such a S-T_0 superpositions in DQDs with two^{84,85} and more^{86} electrons, the dominant role of charge noise (leading to fluctuations of Δ_{ST}) was uncovered, showing that in currently investigated structures the nuclear baths are not limiting the coherence at finite Δ_{ST}.

In the paper, we perform calculations for completely uncoupled QDs, that is we assume that the exchange splitting Δ_{ST} = 0 even if the two qubits are in the DQD configuration. Of course Δ_{ST} is then not equal to zero exactly, but gate control of interdot detuning and barrier height allows for Δ_{ST} to be tunable in a wide range (see e.g. Refs. 85 and 86 with recent results) encompassing the values of Δ_{ST} much smaller than typical energy of electron spin interaction with the thermal nuclear bath. For non-thermal baths and when spin echo protocol is used a conservative assumption of Δ_{ST} much smaller than the inverse characteristic timescale of coherence/entanglement decay can be used to quantify what is the realistic meaning of “uncoupled” qubits in the context of their entanglement dynamics. Note that measurements^{58} of echo decay in a GaAs DQD on timescales as long as ≈ 30 μs were succesfully interpreted^{42,58} while assuming uncoupled dots inthe far-detuned regime of DQD operation.

In order to make this paper easy to read for both the practitioners of spin qubit physics, and the researchers who have experience with entanglement dynamics, but have not worked on nuclear bath, we have organized the paper in the following way. Section II contains an attempt at a self-contained introduction to the most relevant features of the problem of hf-induced decoherence. It can be safely skipped (or only briefly scanned) by readers familiar with the topic. We note that the parameter regime on which we focus in this paper is discussed in Sec. II C 3. In Sec. III we describe the general features of dynamics (both for free evolution and for two-spin echo case) of the reduced density matrix of two spin qubits interacting with the nuclear spin bath, and we describe the approximation schemes used in this work. Section IV contains a short discussion of the issue of quantification of entanglement and calculation of its appropriate measures in the case of two-qubit entanglement. The calculations of two-qubit entanglement quantified by concurrence are presented in the following sections: in Sec. V we show results for the case of the two uncorrelated nuclear baths in thermal equilibrium, while in Sec. VI we consider the case of narrowed nuclear baths (i.e. nuclear environments with a diminished uncertaintity in the value of one of the components of the effective field that the nuclei exert on the electron spin). Both the case of uncorrelated baths (each narrowed separately), and the experimentally relevant for DQDs case of correlated environments (with a well-defined value of the difference of the effective fields generated by the two nuclear ensembles) are considered there. Two-spin echo results are presented in Sec. VII. Finally, in Sec. VIII, having previously discussed the general features of time-dependence of the two-qubit density matrix, we consider other ways of detecting and quantifying entanglement: using entanglement witnesses and performing a quantum teleportation protocol, both of which require some prior knowledge about the available mixed entangled state.

II. ELECTRON SPINS INTERACTING WITH NUCLEAR BATHS IN QUANTUM DOTS

A. Hamiltonian of the electron spins and of the spin-bath interaction

The Hamiltonian of the electron spin interacting via contact hf coupling with nuclei in the QD is given by

Ĥ = ΩŜ^z + ∑ k A_kŜ · Ĵ_k , (1)

where Ω=gμ_B B is the electron spin Zeeman splitting, in which g is the effective g-factor of an electron in a QD, μ_B is Bohr’s magneton, B is the external magnetic field, and A_k is the hf coupling to the k-th nucleus. In QDs based on III-V materials multiple kinds of nuclei are present (nuclei of various isotopes of Ga, As, In etc.). Denoting the nuclear species with index α, the hf coupling for nucleus of species α located at site k is A_k = A_α|F (r_k)|^2, where F (r_k) is the envelope function of the localized electron state, and A_α is the energy of hf interaction characteristic for a nucleus of a given atom embedded in a crystal lattice.

It is convenient to define an effective number N of nuclei appreciably coupled to the electron spin by 1 N .= ∑ u |F (r_u)|^4 (2)

where u labels the primitive unit cells (and the envelope F (r) is assumed to be approximately constant inside each cell). As we will see in Sec. II B, an important role in the physics of spin-bath coupling is played by the quantity ∑ k A^2_k ≈ ∑ α n_αA^2_α ∑ u |F (r_u)|^4 = ∑ α n_αA^2_α N , (3)

where n_α is the average number of nuclei of type α in the primitive unit cell.

We can write the spin-bath coupling term as ∑ k A_kŜ · Ĵ_k ≡ ∑ i=x,y,z ĥ^iŜ^i ≡ ĥ^zŜ^z + V̂_ff , (4) where we have introduced the three components of the Overhauser field operator, ĥ^i .= ∑ k A_kJ^i_k, and in the second expression we have separated the term related to the ĥz longitudinal component from the transverse components appearing in the electron-nucleus flip-flop operator V̂_ff .=^1_2 ∑_k A_k(Ŝ+Ĵ^−_k + Ŝ−Ĵ^+_k ). In the next Section we will discuss the physical motivation for such a separation.

B. Intrinsic bath dynamics and the nuclear density matrix relevant for possible kinds of experiments involving spin qubits

The bath Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ_{bath} = ∑ k ω_kĴ^z_k + Ĥ_{dip} , (5)

with ω_k being the Zeeman splitting of the k-th nuclear spin, equal to one of ω_α values depending on the kind of nucleus present at site k (we assume here that the magnetic field is uniform on the length scale of the size of the QD; for theoretical treatment of the case of nonuniform field see e.g. Ref. 49). The second term is the internuclear dipolar interaction, which for typically used magnetic fields can be approximated by its secular form:

Ĥ_{dip} = ∑ i≠j b_{ij} (Ĵ^+_i Ĵ^−_j − 2Ĵ^z_i Ĵ^z_j ) , (6)

where b_{kl} are dipolar couplings between the nuclei. Their exact form is irrelevant here: what matters is that they decay rather quickly with distance, and that they are very weak. In all the experiments on spin qubits b_{kl} ≪ k_B T , and also ω_α ≪k_B T unless very high magnetic fields (B > 10 T) are used. This means that the equilibrium density matrix of the nuclei is

ρ̂^{eq}_J = 1 Z 1 , (7)

where the statistical sum Z for a bath consisting of N nuclei of spin J is given by Z =(2J + 1)^N . In some cases it is possible to treat the Overhauser field classically. The distribution of classical field h corresponding to the above density matrix is given by^{24}

P (h) = 1 (2π)^{3/2}σ^3_h exp ( − h^2 2σ^2_h ) , (8)

where

σ^2_h = ∑ k A^2_k⟨(Ĵ^z_k )^2⟩_{eq} = 1 3 ∑ α J_α(J_α + 1)n_α

A^2_α N , (9)

where ⟨...⟩_{eq} denotes averaging with respect to the nuclear density matrix from Eq. (7), and J_α is the length of spin of α species. The standard deviation σ_h gives us the value of the typical effective Overhauser field felt by the electron spin interacting with a high-temperature nuclear bath.

Another consequence of weakness of internuclear dipolar interaction is the slowness of intrinsic nuclear dynamics. In the presence of B field larger than the magnetic resonance linewidth of nuclei^{87} (caused by Ĵ^z_i Ĵ^z_j interactions in Eq. (6)), i.e. for B ≫0.1 mT, the dynamics of longitudinal component of the Overhauser field, h^z, is much slower than that of the transverse components h^⊥ = h^x, h^y. The randomization h^⊥ occurs then on timescale of τ_⊥ ∼ 100 μs given by the inverse of this linewidth, while the dynamics of h^z is governed by diffusion of nuclear polarization (due to nearest-neighbor flip-flops caused by J^+_k J^−_l interactions in Eq. (6)) out of the volume of the QD.^{88} The characteristic timescale τ_{||} ∼ L^2/D, where L is the size of the QD and D is the nuclear diffusion constant. The experiments give τ_{||} ∼10 s in GaAs QDs,^{89} in qualitative agreement with theory.^{88}

In an experiment, the cycle of initialization, evolution, and measurement of the states of the qubits is repeated many times in order to gather enough data to reconstruct the time-dependence the electron density matrix. Often the acquisition of these data takes much longer time than τ_{||}, so that we can safely assume ergodicity of the nuclear dynamics. The measured signal corresponds then to averaging of the electron spin evolution over nuclear ensemble described by ρ̂^{eq} from Eq. (7). However, when singleshot readout methods are used,^{90} the qubit dynamics (e.g. spin precession) can be measured on timescale order of magnitude shorter than τ_{||}, but still much longer than τ_⊥. The measurement of spin precession corresponds then to measurement of the full spin splitting, Ω + h^z. Such a nuclear state is called the narrowed state,^{27,91–93} and various degrees of narrowing were experimentally obtained in QDs using various methods.^{94–96} In the theoretical description^{27,29,35,39,40,43,44} of such narrowed state free induction decay (NFID) experiments one should use a nuclear density matrix corresponding to a fixed value of h^z (or at least a narrowed spread of possible values).

We use the basis of bath states which are products of eigenstates of J^z of individual nuclear spins, |χ⟩ = |J^z_1 ...J^z_N ⟩, where Ĵ^z_k |χ⟩ = J^z_k |χ⟩, and we define |χ(h^z )⟩ as a state corresponding to a given eigenvalue h^z of ĥ^z. On the timescale of interest the nuclear environment is treated as a finite one, so we can treat h^z as a discrete variable, and the number of |χ(h^z)⟩ states corresponding to it, M(h^z), is finite, therefore we can label these states |χ_i(h^z )⟩ with index i ∈ [1, M(h^z)]. A partially narrowed state can be written as

ρ̂_J (h̄^z, σ_n) = 1 Z ∑ h^z p¯_hz_{,σn} (h^z ) ∑ i |χ_i(h^z )⟩ ⟨χ_i(h^z)| , (10) where p¯_hz_{,σn} (h^z ) is a function peaked at h̄^z having width σ_n ≪ σ_h, and the normalization constant Z = ∑ h^z M(h z)p¯_hz_{,σn} (h^z ). In the limit of perfect narrowing we have p¯_hz_{,σn} (h^z) = δ¯_hz_{,h}z . Note that the lack of the off-diagonal elements in the above density operator is a consequence of the realistic assumption that the measurements are averaged over a time scale much larger than τ_⊥.

In most cases there is no correlation between the states of the nuclear baths in the two QDs, and the total initial density matrix of the environment is

ρ̂_J = ρ̂^A_J (0) ⊗ ρ̂^B_J (0) , (11)

where the density matrices corresponding to nuclei in dots A and B are given either by Eq. (7) or (10). When dealing with a DQD, it is also possible to create a narrowed distribution of Overhauser field difference between the dots.^{94,96,97} This corresponds to a correlated state of the two nuclear environments with a diminished uncertaintity of Δh^z .=h^z_A − h^z_B :

ρ̂_{AB} (Δh^z , σ_n) = 1 Z_{AB} ∑ h^z_A,h^z_B p_{AB} ( h^z_A − h^z_B , σ_n )

× ∑ i,j ( |χ_i(h^z_A)⟩ ⟨χ_i(h^z_A)| ) ⊗ ( |χ_j (h^z_B )⟩ ⟨χ_j (h^z_B )| ) , (12)

where p_{AB} is peaked at Δh^z while its width is σ_n ≪ σ_h, and Z_{AB} = ∑ h^z_A,h^z_B MA(h z A)M_B (h^z_B )p_{AB} ( h^z_A − h^z_B ) . It is useful to note that the above can be written as

ρ̂_{AB} (Δh^z, σ_n) = ∑ h^z_A,h^z_B w(h^z_A; Δh^z)ρ̂_A(h^z_A) ⊗ ρ̂_B (h^z_B ) ,

(13) where ρ̂_Q(h^z_Q) is the perfectly narrowed state for dot Q and the weights

w(h^z_A; Δh^z) = p_{AB} ( h^z_A − h^z_B , σ_n ) × M_A(h^z_A)M_B (h^z_B=h^z_A +Δh^z)/Z_{AB} . (14)

C. Basics of decoherence due to interaction with the nuclear bath

1. Quasistatic bath and inhomogeneous broadening

From the above discussion it is clear that the nuclear bath belongs to a class of environments having slow fluctuations, leading to strongly non-Markovian features of qubits’ coherence and entanglement dynamics. In fact, a reasonable zeroth-order approach to the problem of a freely evolving electron spin coupled to the nuclear bath is to treat the bath as static on the timescale of qubit dynamics.^{18,98,99} In this quasistatic bath approximation (QSBA) decoherence occurs due to the averaging over various states of the environment, and the changes of these states occur between the repetitions of the cycle of qubit initialization–evolution–measurement.

For Ω≫σ_h there is a well-defined quantization axis z, and the qubits initialized in superpositions of Ŝ^z eigenstates experience essentially pure dephasing process due to averaging of their precessions over a distribution of h^z fields given by Eq. (8). This leads to an inhomogeneously broadened decay of transverse spin components: ⟨Ŝ^{x,y}(t)⟩ ∝ exp ( − (t/T^∗_2 )^2 ) (15)

where T^∗_2 = √ 2/σ_h is of the order of 10 ns in gated GaAs QDs. This decay is so fast that the dynamics of the bath, either intrinsic (due to dipolar interactions), or extrinsic (caused by interaction with the electron) can be neglected, making the calculation self-consistent. The same statement holds in the case of partially narrowed state obtained in Ref. 94, where T^∗_2 ≈ 100 ns was obtained. The most recent experiments,^{96} in which presumably partial narrowing led to T^∗_2 ≈1 μs, remain to be analyzed more carefully in this context.

Note that for Ω ≪ σ_h the electron spin decay is incomplete within the QSBA,^{24} and the description of ⟨S^{x,y,z}(t)⟩ decay towards zero requires a theoretical approach which takes into account the detailed shape of the electron’s wavefunction.^{32,33,47,48,51} However, it is established^{32} that the very low-field QSBA solution correctly describes the exact dynamics of the system on timescale of t≲T^∗_2 .

2. Looking beneath inhomogenous broadening – very high magnetic fields

There are two established methods of removing the inhomogenous broadening effect: the previously discussed creation of narrowed state of the nuclei and the spin echo experiment. In the latter case each qubit is rotated by π about one of the in-plane (x or y) axes at the midpoint of the evolution (at time τ), and the coherence signal experiences that a revival (an echo) at the measurement time 2τ. The essence of the echo sequence is a complete removal of the influence of all the low-frequency (≲1/(2τ)) fluctuations of the h^z field affecting the qubit’s energy splitting.^{100,101}

Both of these methods remove the influence of fluctuations of h^z which have characteristic timescale much longer than the time of single evolution of the qubit. The decoherence is then caused either by faster fluctuations of h^z, or by the influence of transverse Overhauser fields (i.e. by the V̂_ff term from Eq. (4)). The latter effect is however diminishing with increasing Ω: due to the fact that Ω is about 1000 times larger than ω_α, for Ω ≫ σ_h (when the probability that the h^z is compensating the external field is vanishing) the V̂_ff operator can lead only to virtual higher-order transitions between the states of the system. In the semiclassical picture the influence of the transverse field |h_⊥| ∼ σ_h is strongly suppressed for Ω ≫ σ_h, and this fields leads then only to precession frequency renormalization by ∼ h^2_⊥/2Ω and the tilt of quantization axis by angle ∼ h_⊥/Ω. At large enough Ω these effects become irrelevant, and the high-field coherence is limited by the intrinsic dynamics of h^z caused by dipolar interactions.^{26,29–31} The single-spin coherence decay can be described by taking into account the decohering influences of finite- size groups (clusters) of nuclear spins^{29–31,37}. Such cluster expansion theories give ⟨Ŝ^{x,y}(t)⟩ ∝ exp ( − (t/T_2)^γ ) , (16)

with γ = 4 and T_2 ≈ 10 − 50 μs (depending on the shape of the wavefunction^{102}) for GaAs in the NFID and echo. This pure dephasing process sets the limit for the coherence time of an electron interacting with the nuclear bath.

3. Looking beneath inhomogenous broadening – low and moderate magnetic fields

With decreasing Ω the role of the V̂_ff term increases, and at some Ω (corresponding to B ∼ 0.5 T in GaAs QDs when spin echo decay is considered^{58}) the influence of ĥ_⊥ replaces the dipolar-induced fluctuations of ĥz as the dominant source of decoherence. From multiple approaches^{27,29,35,36,38–44} to this problem of purely hf-induced decoherence we choose the ones that are expected to work at these moderate B fields. Specifically, we concentrate on field regime in which the decay of either NFID or echo occurs at times t ≪ 1/A_{max}, where A_{max} is the maximal value of the hf coupling A_k. In III- V QDs, for which there is a nuclear spin at every lattice site, and for which all the A_α have similar values, we have 1/A_{max} ≈ N/A ≈ 10 μs for N = 10^6. For t ≪ 1/A_{max} the time-energy uncertainty should make the exact shape of A_k distribution irrelevant, allowing us to take all the A_k couplings to be the same. If we can also restrict ourselves to regime of t≪min_{k,l}[1/(ω_k − ω_l)] where ω_k and ω_l are Zeeman splittings of distinct nuclei (this condition is also easier to fulfill at low B), we can neglect the presence of mutliple nuclear species, and treat the nuclear bath as a large single spin Ĵ = ∑_N k=1 Ĵ_k. Such a uniform coupling (UC) model can be easily solved exactly both in the case of free evolution, including NFID^{43}, and in the case of spin echo^{41} for practically any N, and for any value of Ω, including Ω=0. In the context of entanglement dynamics it is important that this method allows for calculation of all the components of ρ̂(t), since certain features of entanglement decay, for example the presence or absence of entanglement sudden death^{103,104} (ESD) when one of the Bell states is considered, can be captured only with a theoretical approach that describes the changes of qubit’s populations.

When dynamics on longer time scales is of interest, an approach that takes into account the presence of distinct nuclear species and/or the inhomogeneity of hf couplings becomes necessary. This is especially true for the case of spin echo, in which the crucial role of presence of nuclear species with distinct ω_k was predicted^{38,39} and verified experimentally.^{58} The theory used in these papers was based on employing an effective pure dephasing Hamiltonian derived in the second order with respect to V̂_ff. A brief outline of this method is given below in Sec. III D.

III. EVOLUTION OF THE REDUCED DENSITY MATRIX

We make two basic assumptions here. The first is that of a lack of system–environment correlation at initial time, i.e. we take the initial total density matrix to be ρ̂(0) ⊗ ρ̂_J (0), where ρ̂(0) is the initial density matrix of the qubits. The second is that there is no interaction between the two electron spins, and the two nuclear environments are well-separated, i.e. even if the two dots are close to each other, the overlap of the wavefunctions of the two electrons is negligible, so that there is no exchange coupling, and each nuclear spin appreciably coupled to the electrons can be assigned to only one of the two baths. Formally, the total Hamiltonian of the system can be written as Ĥ_A ⊗ 1_B + 1_A ⊗ Ĥ_B , where Ĥ_Q is the Hamiltonian of the electron and the nuclei in dot Q.

A. General formalism in the case of free evolution

An important property of Ĥ_Q consisting both of the Hamiltonian of isotropic hf interaction from Eq. (1) and the intrabath dipolar interaction from Eq. (6) is the conservation law

[Ĥ_Q, Ŝ^z_Q + ∑ k∈Q Ĵ^z_k ] = 0 . (17)

We introduce operators Π_{m,σ} .= P̂_{σσ}Π̂_m, where P̂_{σσ}′ .= |σ⟩ ⟨σ^′| for σ =σ^′ is projecting on subspace of given electron spin S^z = σ/2 (where σ = ±1), and Π̂_m is projecting on subspace of fixed total z component of the nuclear spin, i.e. the subspace of states |χ(m)⟩ fulfilling ∑ (k)Ĵ^z_k |χ(m)⟩ = m |χ_m⟩. The the evolution operator Û_Q(t) .= exp(−iĤ_Qt) (note that we put ℏ=1) fulfills Π_{m,σ}Û_Q(t)Π_m′_{,σ}′ = δ_{m+σ/2,m}′_{+σ}′_{/2}Π_{m,σ}Û_Q(t)Π_m′_{,σ}′ . (18) This means that evolution starting from a state in the {σ, m} subspace leads to states located either in this subspace, or in the {σ̄, m + σ/2} subspace (with σ̄ ≡ −σ). This property allows for an exact solution^{25} in the case of fully polarized bath (and any distribution of A_k couplings), but it is also useful in the general case.

A general formula for the evolution of the two-qubit density matrix is ρ_{αβ,γδ}(t) = ∑ α^′ β^′γ^′δ^′ R^{α′β′ γ′δ′} αβγδ (t) ρα^′β^′ ,γ^′δ^′ (0) , (19) with R^{α′β′γ′δ′} αβγδ (t) .= Tr_J (⟨αβ| Û(t) |α_′β_′⟩ ρ̂_J (0) ⟨γ_′δ_′| Û_†(t) |γδ⟩) , (20) where Û(t) .= Û_A(t)⊗Û_B(t), and |αβ⟩ .=|α⟩_A ⊗|β⟩_B being the two-qubit state.

Let us start with a rather general density matrix of the environment ρ̂_J : the one from Eq. (12) but additionally with p(h^z_A − h^z_B ) replaced by p(h^z_A, h^z_B), i.e. we consider now a very broad class of possibly correlated environmental states. Using Eq. (18) and the fact that Π_{mQ}ρ̂_J Π_{nQ} ∝ δ_{mQnQ} , we arrive at R^{α′β′γ′δ′} αβγδ (t) ≡ δαα^′ δββ^′ δγγ^′ δδδ^′ R αβγδ αβγδ(t) + δ_{αα}′ δ¯_{ββ}′ δ_{γγ}′ δ_{βδ}δ¯_{βδ}′ R^{αβ̄γβ̄}_{αβγβ} (t) + δ_{ᾱα}′ δ_{ββ}′ δ_{δδ}′ δ_{αγ} δ_{ᾱγ}′ R^{ᾱβᾱδ}_{αβαδ} (t) + δ_{αγ} δ_{ᾱα}′ δ_{ᾱγ}′ δ_{βδ}δ¯_{ββ}′ δ¯_{βδ}′ R^{ᾱβ̄ᾱβ̄}_{αβαβ} (t) . (21) We can see how the constraints on the nuclear density matrix discussed in Sec. II B and the conservation law (17) reduce the number of R evolution functions needed for description of two-qubit dynamics.

For uncorrelated baths from Eq. (11) we can express the R functions defined above using the functions describing the evolution of a single qubit interacting with its bath.^{105,106} The evolution of qubit Q is given by:

ρ^Q_{σσ}′ (t) = Tr_J ( ⟨σ| Û_Q(t)ρ̂^Q(0) ⊗ ρ̂^Q_J (0)Û^†_Q(t) |σ^′⟩ ) , = ∑ ξ,ξ^′ Tr_J ( ⟨σ| Û_Q(t) |ξ⟩ ρ̂^Q_J (0) ⟨ξ^′| Û^†_Q(t) |σ^′⟩ ) ρ^Q_{ξξ}′ (0) , ≡ ∑ ξ,ξ^′ K^Q_{σξ,ξ}′_σ′ (t) ρ^Q_{ξξ}′ (0) , (22)

where K^Q_{σξ,ξ}′_σ′ (t) encapsulates the influence of the environment on the evolution of the reduced density matrix of qubit Q. The above representation^{80,105,106} is of course closely related to the operator-sum (Kraus) representation of evolution of ρ̂^Q, but it is much more convenient to use when the number of relevant Kraus operators is large (as it is the case here). The K functions have the following structure: K_{σξ,ξ}′_σ′ ≡ δ_{σξ} δ_σ′_ξ′ K^{σσ′}_a + δ_{σσ}′ δ_σ¯_ξδ_σ¯_ξ′ K^σ_b , (23) with K^{σσ′}_a .= ∑ m Tr ( P̂_{σ′ σ} Π_mÛΠ_mP̂_{σσ′} ρ_J Π_mÛ^† ) , (24) K^σ_b .= ∑ m Tr ( P̂_{σσ} Π_mÛΠ_{m+σ/2}P̂_{σ̄σ̄}ρ_J Π_{m+σ/2}Û^† ) ,(25)

where the time dependence of K_{a/b}(t) and Û(t) has been suppressed. The evolution of ρ̂^Q(t) is thus given by

ρ^Q_{σσ} (t) = K^{Q,σσ}_a (t) ρ^Q_{σσ} (0) + K^{Q,σ}_b (t) ρ^Q_{σ̄σ̄}(0) , (26)

ρ^Q_{σσ̄} (t) = K^{Q,σσ̄}_a (t) ρ^Q_{σσ̄} (0) , (27)

where we see that the dynamics of coherences (ρ_{+−} = ρ^∗_{−+}) is decoupled from the dynamics of the populations

(ρ_{++} and ρ_{−−}). This was first noted in Ref. 27. Furthermore, from ρ_{++}+ρ_{−−} =1 we have K^{Q,σ}_b (t)=1−K^{Q,σ̄σ̄}_a (t).

In an analogous way we derive the expression for time evolution of the two-qubit reduced density matrix in the case of uncorrelated baths: ρ_{σA σB ,σ}′_{A σ}′_B (t) = ∑ ξ_A,ξ_B ,ξ^′_A,ξ^′_B ρ_{ξAξB ,ξ}′_{Aξ}′_B (0) × K^A_{σAξA ,ξ}′_{Aσ}′_A (t)K^B_{σB ξB ,ξ}′_{B σ}′_B (t) , (28) and using Eq. (23) we arrive at specific form of R function, in which the four terms on the RHS of Eq. (21) are respectively given by K^{A,αγ}_a K^{B,βδ}_a , K^{A,αγ}_a K^{B,δ}_b , K^{A,α}_b K^{B,βδ}_a , and K^{A,α}_b K^{B,β}_b . Using the above formulas we obtain the diagonal elements of the two-qubit density matrix, ρ_{σξ,σξ} (t) = K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξξ}_a ρ_{σξ,σξ} (0) + K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξ}_b ρ_σ¯_{ξ,σ}¯_ξ (0) + K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξξ}_a ρ_{σ̄ξ,σ̄ξ}(0) + K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξ}_b ρ_{σ̄}¯_{ξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(0) , (29)

where the time-dependence of K(t) functions has been suppressed for clarity of notation. For off-diagonal elements corresponding to coherences between the states differing by a single spin-flip, we have ρ_{σξ,σ}¯_ξ (t) = K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξξ̄}_a ρ_{σξ,σ}¯_ξ (0) + K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξξ̄}_a ρ_{σ̄ξ,σ̄ξ}(0) , ρ_{σξ,σ̄ξ}(t) = K^{A,σσ̄}_a K^{B,ξξ}_a ρ_{σξ,σ̄ξ} (0) + K^{A,σσ̄}_a K^{B,ξ}_b ρ_σ¯_{ξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(0) , (30)

and for coherences between the states differing by two spin flips we have ρ_{σξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(t) = K^{A,σσ̄}_a K^{B,ξξ̄}_a ρ_{σξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(0) . (31) A simple calculation shows that the electron spin structure of Eqs. (29)–(31) holds also in the general case described by Eqs. (19) and (21), in which the interbath correlations are allowed. This has an important consequence for entanglement dynamics. Below we consider initial states of the qubits described by a density matrix diagonal in the basis of Bell states. This matrix in the product basis |σ_Aσ_B ⟩ has non-zero populations, and non-zero coherences between the states differing by two spin flips (non-zero values only on the diagonal and the antidiagonal, i.e. it is of the X form). From the above equations of motion we see that this X form is preserved at all times.

B. General formalism in the spin echo case

Since the spin echo protocol leads by itself to removal of inhomogeneous broadening, there is little incentive to consider narrowed bath states, and we focus now on thermal and uncorrelated baths.

In the protocol, a π pulse (taken as a perfect pulse along the x axis here) is applied to each qubit at time τ, while the coherence measurement is performed at time 2τ. The evolution operator Û_Q in Eq. (22) is then given by

Û^{SE}_Q (2τ) = e^{−iĤ}Q^τ (−iσ̂_x)e^{−iĤ}Q^τ , (32)

and the K(2τ) functions derived using the above operator describe the evolution of the two-qubit density matrix from the initial state to the final state at time 2τ, at which the coherence revival is expected to be maximal. With these functions we can calculate the 2τ-dependence (i.e. the dependence on the total echo sequence time) of the reduced density matrix of the qubits. Alternatively, in order to visualize how the echo signal appears as the time of final measurement is varied, we can use the evolution operator

Û^{SE}_Q (τ_1, τ_2) = e^{−iĤ}Q^τ2 (−iσ̂_x)e^{−iĤ}Q^τ1 , (33)

and investigate the dependence of the reduced density matrix on τ_1 and τ_2. Of course we expect to see a partial recovery of the signal for τ_1 ≈τ_2.

Depending on the way in which we want to look at the results of the echo protocol, we obtain K_{σξ,ξ}′_σ′ functions with either 2τ (the total time of sequence with π pulse at τ) or τ_1 and τ_2 as their arguments. The structure of the functions is the same in both cases as long as τ_2 >0. However, it is richer than the structure of K(t) functions discussed previously for the free evolution case. Now we have K_{σξ,ξ}′_σ′ ≡ δ_σ¯_ξδ_σ′¯_ξ′ K^{σσ′}_a + δ_{σσ}′ δ_σ¯_ξ δ_σ¯_ξ′ K^σ_b + δ_{σσ}′ δ_{σξ} δ_{σξ}′ K^σ_c + δ_{σσ̄}′ δ_{σξ} δ_σ¯_ξ′ K^σ_d , (34)

where

K^{σσ′}_a .= ∑ m Tr(P̂_σ′_σÛ^{m,m}_2 P̂_{σσ̄}Û^{m,m}_1 P̂_{σ̄σ̄}′ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m,m}P̂_{σ̄}′_σ′ (Û^†_2 )^{m,m}) , (35) K^σ_b .= ∑ m Tr(P̂_{σσ}Û^{m,m+σ} 2 P̂_{σ̄σ}Û^{m+σ,m+2σ} 1 P̂_{σ̄σ̄}ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m+2σ,m+σ}P̂_{σσ̄} (Û^†_2 )^{m+σ,m}) , (36) K^σ_c .= ∑ m Tr(P̂_{σσ}Û^{m,m}_2 P̂_{σσ̄}Û^{m,m−σ}_1 P̂_{σσ}ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m−σ,m}P̂_{σ̄σ} (Û^†_2 )^{m,m}) + ∑ m Tr(P̂_{σσ}Û^{m,m+σ} 2 P̂_{σ̄σ}Û^{m+σ,m+σ} 1 P̂_{σσ}ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m+σ,m+σ}P̂_{σσ̄} (Û^†_2 )^{m+σ,m}) , (37) K^σ_d .= ∑ m Tr(P̂_{σ̄σ}Û^{m,m}_2 P̂_{σσ̄}Û^{m,m−σ}_1 P̂_{σσ̄}ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m−σ,m−σ}P̂_{σ̄σ}(Û^†_2 )^{m−σ,m}) + ∑ m Tr(P̂_{σ̄σ}Û^{m,m+σ} 2 P̂_{σ̄σ}Û^{m+σ,m+σ} 1 P̂_{σσ̄}ρ̂_J (Û^†_1 )^{m+σ,m}P̂_{σσ̄} (Û^†_2 )^{m,m}) , (38)

where we have defined Û^{n,m}_{1/2} .= Π̂_nÛ(τ_{1/2})Π̂_m and

(Û^†_{1/2})^{n,m} .= Π̂_nÛ^†(τ_{1/2})Π̂_m. Note that the structure of ρ̂(2τ) is now more complicated than in the case of free evolution. The diagonal element ρ_{σξ,σξ} (2τ) still depends only on the initial values of all the diagonal elements, ρ_{σξ,σξ} (2τ) = K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξ}_b ρ_{σξ,σξ} (0) + ( K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξξ}_a + K^{A,σ}_b K^{B,ξ}_d ) ρ_σ¯_{ξ,σ}¯_ξ (0) + ( K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξ}_b + K^{A,σ}_d K^{B,ξ}_b ) ρ_{σ̄ξ,σ̄ξ}(0) + ( K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξξ}_a + K^{A,σσ}_a K^{B,ξ}_d +K^{A,σ}_d K^{B,ξξ}_a + K^{Aσ}_d K^{B,ξ}_d ) ρ_{σ̄}¯_{ξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(0) , (39)

but the behavior of coherences is different. The coherences between the states differing by a single spin flip depend now on the initial values of all the coherences of this kind, and the same holds for the coherences between the states differing by two spin flips – but the two groups of coherences are mutually independent. As we will see below, the decay of entanglement of Bell states is determined by dynamics of occupations and two-spin-flip coherence, so we give here the formula for the latter:

ρ_{σξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(2τ) = K^{A,σ}_c K^{B,ξ}_c ρ_{σξ,σ̄}¯_ξ(0) + K^{A,σ}_c K^{B,ξξ̄}_a ρ_σ¯_{ξ,σ̄ξ}(0) + K^{A,σσ̄}_a K^{B,ξ}_c ρ_{σ̄ξ,σ}¯_ξ(0) + K^{A,σσ̄}_a K^{B,ξξ̄}_a ρ_{σ̄}¯_{ξ,σξ}(0) . (40)

Although the exact dynamics is more complicated than in the free evolution case, a state initialized in an X form again retains this structure throughout the evolution.

C. Approximation schemes for evolution functions at lowest magnetic fields: uniform coupling approach

In order to make use of the above schemes of calculation of the two-qubit density matrix, we have to choose an approximate method of calculation of K(t) functions (or R(t) functions in the case of correlated baths). At lowest magnetic fields we will use the uniform coupling (UC) approach, in which all A_k couplings are assumed to be the same, all equal to A/N. Furthermore, we assume that all the nuclei have the same Zeeman splitting ω, so that we consider a single nuclear macrospin Ĵ = ∑_N k=1 Ĵ_k. As discussed in Sec. II C 3, this approximation is expected to be justified at low fields, at which the coherence decays on timescale t ≪N/A, min_{k,l}[1/(ω_k − ω_l)].

When we replace the nuclear operators by a collective angular momentum operator Ĵ, we can work in the basis of collective nuclear spin states |ζ, j, m⟩, for which Ĵ^2 |ζ, j, m⟩ =j(j+1) |ζ, j, m⟩ and Ĵ^z |ζ, j, m⟩ =m |ζ, j, m⟩, and where ζ is the quantum number accounting for many ways in which N spins can be added to a total spin j. The Hamiltonian for a single dot

Ĥ_{UC} = ΩŜ^z + ωĴ^z + A N Ŝ · Ĵ (41)

is then coupling only pairs of states: e^{−iĤUC t} |σ; ζ, j, m⟩ ≡ a_{jmσ} (t) |σ; ζ, j, m⟩ + b_{jmσ} (t) |σ̄; ζ, j, m + σ/2⟩ , (42) without leaving the subspace of fixed j and ζ. As explained in Sec. II B, the nuclear density matrix is diagonal in the basis of eigenstates of Ĵ^z, so that it can be written as

ρ̂_J = 1 Z ∑ j,m,ζ p_m |ζ, j, m⟩ ⟨ζ, j, m| (43)

where p_m are the appropriate weights (i.e. p_m =1 for the thermal state and p_m =δ_{mm0} for narrowed state), and Z is the statistical sum. Since the Hamiltonian is diagonal in ζ quantum numbers, the summation over them can be performed at this point:

ρ̂_J = 1 Z ∑ jm n_j p_m |j, m⟩ ⟨j, m| , (44) where n_j is the number of subspaces with given j (see Appendix A).

With the above nuclear density matrix, using Eq. (42) and the results given in the previous Section, we arrive at K functions in the case of free evolution: K^{Q,σσ′} a (t) = 1 Z ∑ jm n_j a^Q_{jmσ} (t) ( a^Q_{jmσ}′ (t) )_∗ , (45) K^{Q,σ}_b (t) = 1 Z ∑ jm n_j |b^Q_{jmσ̄} (t)|^2 . (46)

The calculation for the case of correlated baths described by a density matrix from Eq. (12), in which in the UC approximation we have h^z_Q = m_QA/N_Q, yields R^{α′β′γ′δ′} αβγδ (t) = 1 Z ∑ m_A−m_B =Δm ∑ j_A , j_B n_{jA} n_{jB} ( a_{jAmAα}′ a_{jB mB β}′ a^∗_{jAmAγ}′ a^∗_{jB mB δ}′ δ_{αα}′ δ_{ββ}′ δ_{γγ}′ δ_{δδ}′ + a_{jA mAα}′ a^∗_{jAmAγ}′ |b_{jB mB β}′ |^2δ_{αα}′ δ¯_{ββ}′ δ_{γγ}′ δ_{βδ}δ¯_{βδ}′ + a_{jB mB β}′ a^∗_{jB mB δ}′ |b_{jA mAα}′ |^2δ_{αᾱ}′ δ_{ββ}′ δ_{δδ}′ δ_{αγ} δ_{ᾱγ}′ + |b_{jAmA α}′ |^2|b_{jB mB β}′ |^2δ_{αγ} δ_{ᾱα}′ δ_{ᾱγ}′ δ_{βδ}δ¯_{ββ}′ δ¯_{βδ}′ ) , (47)

where the time-dependence of a and b functions, and the superscripts Q = A, B have been suppressed for clarity. The structure of Eq. (21) is of course reproduced here.

As mentioned before, in the echo case we focus on uncorrelated thermal baths. Defining a^{(k)}_{j,m,σ} .= a_{j,m,σ}(τ_k ) and b^{(k)}_{j,m,σ} .=b_{j,m,σ}(τ_k) (with k =1, 2), we have the singlequbit evolution functions: K^{σσ′}_a (Δt) = ∑ jm n_j a^{(1)}_{j,m,σ̄} a^{(2)}_{j,m,σ} a^{(1)∗}_{j,m,σ̄}′ a^{(2)∗}_{j,m,σ}′ , (48) K^σ_b (Δt) = ∑ jm n_j ( |a^{(1)}_{j,m,σ}|^2 |b^{(2)}_{j,m,σ̄}|^2 + |b^{(1)}_{j,m,σ}|^2 |a^{(2)}_{j,m+σ,σ} |^2 ) , (49)

K^σ_c (Δt) = ∑ jm n_j ( a^{(1)}_{j,m,σ} b^{(2)}_{j,m,σ̄} b^{(1)∗}_{j,m,σ̄} a^{(2)∗}_{j,m+σ̄,σ̄} + b^{(1)}_{j,m,σ} a^{(2)}_{j,m+σ,σ} a^{(1)∗}_{j,m,σ̄} b^{(2)∗}_{j,m,σ} ) (50)

K^σ_d (Δt) = ∑ jm n_j |b^{(1)}_{j,m,σ̄}|^2 |b^{(2)}_{j,m+σ̄,σ̄}|^2 , (51)

where Δt .= τ_1 + τ_2, and the peak of the echo signal is obtained for τ_1 =τ_2 =Δt/2.

The full formulas for a_{jmσ} and b_{jmσ} functions are given in Appendix A. For the qualitative discussion here we only need to note that for qubit splitting Ω≪σ_h we have |a_{jmσ} | ≈ 1 and |b_{jmσ} | ∝ σ_h/Ω. Thus, at large fields, all the K_i functions containing at least one b function are suppressed. This simply means that at large Ω the nuclear bath leads to pure dephasing of the qubit: only the K^{+−}_a functions, describing the decay of coherences which are non-zero in the initial state, are relevant then. This observation is of course general, in the UC approximation we simply can give closed formulas for the K_i functions.

D. Effective Hamiltonian theory at moderate magnetic fields

As mentioned in Sec. II C 3, in NFID and echo experiments, with increasing Ω the characteristic timescale at which coherence (and entanglement) is substantial becomes longer, and the conditions for t used in the previous Section might not be fulfilled. The case of spin echo in QDs with mutliple nuclear species is of special importance here, since non-trivial echo dynamics occurs then for t > min_{k,l}[1/(ω_k − ω_l)] while t ≪ N/A is still fulfilled.^{39,42,58} For unpolarized bath both NFID and echo can be then treated with theory^{38,39} using a secondorder (in V̂_ff) effective Hamiltonian

H̃^{(2)} = Ŝ^z ∑ k,l A_kA_l 4Ω (Ĵ^+_k Ĵ^−_l + Ĵ^+_l Ĵ^−_k ) , (52)

which can be applicable when Ω ≫ σ_h. Using this pure dephasing approximation it is possible to use diagrammatic linked cluster expansion, and to perfom a resummation of the so-called ring diagrams to derive a closed formula for K^{σσ̄}_a (t) (which is the only non-trivial evolution function in this case). Using various degrees of coarse-graining of distribution of hf couplings, one can see that for t ≪ N/A, in this approach we can indeed assume all the A_k to be equal. The result for NFID obtained in this way agrees^{43} with the UC calculation for Ω≫σ_h (only the small-asmplitude oscillations of K^{σσ̄}_a (t) are missing, see below). More importantly, for spin echo, for t ≪ N/A this approach gives an analytical expression for coherence decay,^{38,39} which agrees with experiments on GaAs quantum dots performed in the relevant B range.^{58} The details of this ring diagram theory (RDT) are given in Ref. 39 (see also an alternative derivation for the echo case in Ref. 42, where the semiclassical nature of the solution is discussed).

IV. QUANTIFICATION OF ENTANGLEMENT OF TWO SPINS

We assume that the two qubits are intialized in one of Bell states, |Φ_±⟩ = (|↑↑⟩ ± |↓↓⟩)/ √ 2 or |Ψ_±⟩ = (|↑↓⟩ ± |↓↑⟩)/ √ 2, or in a Werner state:

ρ̂_W = 1 − p 4 1 + p |Ψ_−⟩ ⟨Ψ_−| , (53)

where p∈[0, 1] can be interpreted as the probability that the entangled |Ψ_−⟩ state was indeed prepared. This state represents the simplest example of an imperfectly prepared entangled (for p > 1/3) state of two qubits. We will also see that under the influence of the nuclear bath, a Bell state evolves into a Werner-like state (with additionally decreased coherence) at long times.

Due to the interaction with the environment, even if the initialized two-electron state is pure, the reduced density matrix of the electron spins will become mixed as time progresses. In order to quantify the amount of entanglement in a mixed state of two qubits, many measures can be adopted.^{23,107} The most commonly used one is concurrence,^{70} C(t) = C(ρ̂(t)) ∈ [0, 1] (where 0 means that the state is separable, and 1 means that the state is maximally entangled), which is given by

C(t) = max(0, √ λ_1 − √ λ_2 − √ λ_3 − √ λ_4) , (54) where λ_i are eigenvalues of ρ̂(t)(σ̂_y ⊗ σ̂_y)ρ̂^∗(t)(σ̂_y ⊗ σ̂_y ) sorted in descending order. According to discussion from Secs. III A and III B, a state initially having the X form (e.g. one of the Bell states, or the Werner state) maintains this form during the evolution, so it is useful to note that for X-states we have:^{108}

C = 2 max(0, |ρ_{14}| − √ ρ_{22}ρ_{33}, |ρ_{23}| − √ ρ_{11}ρ_{44}) , (55)

where ρ_{ij} are the matrix elements (in the standard |σ_Aσ_B ⟩ basis) of ρ̂(t) (for a basis-independent expression for C(t) involving expectation values of spherical tensor operators see Ref. 109).

Let us note now that when considering the initial Bell state at very high magnetic fields, at which only pure dephasing occurs, we simply have C(t)≈2|ρ_{ab}(t)|, where ρ_{ab}(t) is the initially non-zero coherence. In the considered here case of uncoupled qubits the calculation of entanglement decay amounts then to multiplication of known high-field results for single-qubit decoherence. Here we focus mostly on low and moderate B fields, at which C(t) exhibits features not present in single-qubit coherence decay.

Comparing the theoretical predictions for C(t) with experiment requires performing a full tomographic reconstruction of ρ̂(t) (see e.g. Ref. 14 for experimental example with DQDs, and Ref. 110 for theoretical proposal of tomography scheme for DQDs taking into account the limitations specific to experiments on gated QDs). Since the two-qubit tomography requires at least 15 different measurement settings, simpler ways to quantify entanglement are clearly of interest, even if they apply only to certain kinds of entangled states. For example, entanglement witnesses^{72} are observables which have negative expectation value only when the state is entangled. Note that not every entangled state is detected by a given witness, and in fact the most natural construction of a witness begins with assuming certain form of a mixed entangled state which one aims to detect.^{71} For electrically controlled DQDs, the projection on a singlet state, P̂_S , is a natural two-qubit measurement operator,^1 and consequently we have a witness ŵ_S ≡1/2 − P̂_S . It should be noted that a decay of an entangled two-spin singlet state in a DQD was monitored through observation of ⟨P̂_S (t)⟩ in the first paper on coherent control of singlet-triplet qubit.^6 Witnesses corresponding to other Bell states can be obtained by first subjecting the two qubits to gate operations converting a given Bell state into a singlet.

The presence of a specific kind of entanglement can also be verified by using the given state to perform a certain task and achieving a result which is proven to be impossible to obtain using separable states. For two qubits, a natural example of such a task is quantum teleportation.^{73–76} With an entangled state ρ̂_{AB} of spins A and B (located in possibly distant QDs) established, and with a third dot C located close to dot A (in order to allow for two-qubit operations on A and C), a quantum state of spin C can be imprinted on spin B with the use of two-qubit gate on A and C, and with single-qubit operations and projective measurements. We assume that a Bell states of spins A and B is initialized, and then at a later time t a pure state |ϕ_C ⟩ is created, and teleportation protocol is carried out on timescale negligible compared to timescales of qubits’ dynamics. Assuming that all the gate operations are error-free, the fidelity of the state teleported at time t,

F_ϕ(t) = ⟨ϕ_C | Tr_A ( ρ̂_{AB} (t) ) |ϕ_C ⟩ , (56)

is determined by the density matrix ρ̂_{AB} (t) at the moment of teleportation. The key observation^{111,112} is that the fidelity averaged over all |ϕ_C ⟩ states, F̄ (t), cannot exceed 2/3 for separable ρ̂_{AB} (t), and consequently, the observation of F̄ > 2/3 is a proof of entanglement of spins A and B. This procedure of entanglement verification becomes practical when one realizes that instead of averaging over all the |ϕ_C ⟩ states, it is in fact enough to average over six mutually unbiased basis states,^{76,113} e.g. |±X⟩, |±Y ⟩, |±Z⟩.

V. ENTANGLEMENT DYNAMICS DUE TO COUPLING TO THERMAL AND PARTIALLY NARROWED BATHS

When the experimental situation corresponds to averaging of free evolution of qubits over the thermal equilibrium (or partially narrowed) nuclear density matrices, we can, as discussed in Sec. II C, use the QSBA as long as we do not consider evolution times much longer than T^∗_2 . This means that we can simply use the UC approach from Sec. III C. The UC solution for free evolution of a spin interacting with a thermal nuclear bath is well known,^{32,114} and we include it for the sake of completeness in Appendix A, where closed expressions for K^{σσ′}_a and K^σ_b are given.

For magnetic fields corresponding to Ω ≫ σ_h, decoherence has mostly the character of pure dephasing: as shown in Appendix A, for large bath (i.e. for large N) and at times t≪Ω/σ^2_h we have K^{Q,σσ̄}_a (t) ≈ e^{−iσΩQ t} exp ( − (t/T^∗_{2,Q})^2 ) , (57)

where Q labels the A and B qubits. This is a result that can be easily derived by completely neglecting the V̂_ff operator and performing a Gaussian average over static h^z fields.^{24} The K^σ_b functions are then strongly suppressed by large Ω, and consequently K^{σσ}_a =1 − K^{σ̄}_b ≈1. The exact form of the transient dynamics of K^σ_b matters little for Ω ≫ σ_h, but it is important to note that at t > T^∗_{2,Q} we obtain K^{Q,σ}_b (t > T^∗_{2,Q}) ≈ σ^2_Q Ω^2 = 2 (ΩT^∗_{2,Q})^2 ≡ 2 Ω̃2_Q , (58)

where Ω̃_Q .=ΩT^∗_{2,Q} is the dimensionless Zeeman splitting of electron in dot Q, see Appendix A for derivation of this formula.

FIG. 1. (Color online) Concurrence decay for two spins interacting with uncorrelated thermal baths. The spins are initially in one of the Bell states, and the dynamics of their reduced density matrix is calculated using the UC approach. Time is in units of two-spin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .= ΩT^∗_2 . The result for Ω̃ = ∞ (which in fact is a value large enough for the changes in C(t̃) upon increasing it to be invisible in the Figure) is the same as the result of calculation using the pure dephasing approximation from Eq. (57). Lines and symbols correspond to two distinct sets of NA and NB . The agreement of the results corresponding to the same values of Ω̃ illustrates the universal character of the C(t̃) behavior. Black lines show results for the initial Werner state with p = 3/4. In the inset we show the dependence of the ESD time t̃D .= tD /T^∗_2 on Ω̃: blue solid line is the exact result for Bell states, dashed line is the approximate large-field result from Eq. (64), and black solid line is the exact result for Werner state with p = 3/4.

Using Eq. (55) we immediately see that at high fields for Bell states we have C(t) ≈ 2|ρ_{ab}(t)| (where ρ_{ab}(t) is the non-zero coherence present in a given Bell state) up to entanglement sudden death time t_D at which |ρ_{ab}| = √ ρ_{cc}ρ_{dd} (where all the indices a, b, c, d are distinct):

C(t < t_D) ≈ exp ( − ( t T^∗_2

)_2) , (59)

where the two-dot T^∗_2 time is given by

1 (T^∗_2 )^2 = 1 (T^∗_{2,A})^2 + 1 (T^∗_{2,B} )^2

. (60)

In order to obtain t_D we have to look at the diagonal elements of ρ̂(t) which initially were equal to zero. In high fields, Ω̃_Q > 1, for long times, t > T^∗_2 , using Eqs. (29) and (58) and assuming that the initial state was |Φ_±⟩

(analogous reasoning applies to any Bell state), we have

ρ_{22}(t) = K^{A,++}_a K^{B,−}_b ρ_{11}(0) + K^{A,+}_b K^{B,−−}_a ρ_{44}(0) , = 1 2 (( 1 − K^{A,−}_b ) K^{B,−}_b + K^{A,+}_b ( 1 − K^{B,+}_b )) , ≈ 1 Ω̃2_A + 1 Ω̃2_B . (61)

The same equation holds for ρ_{33}(t), and solving for |ρ_{14}(t_D)| = √ ρ_{22}(t_D)ρ_{33}(t_D), where for ρ_{14}(t) = K^{A,+−} a K^{B,+−}_a we use high-field approximation, Eq. (57), and assuming Ω_A =Ω_B =Ω we obtain

t_D = T^∗_2 √ 2 ln ΩT^∗_2 / √ 2 . (62)

We see now that if we introduce dimensionless qubit splitting Ω̃ .= ΩT^∗_2 , and dimensionless time t̃ .= t/T^∗_2 , the expressions for both the concurrence and the ESD time become

C(t < t_D) ≈ e^{−t̃2} , (63)

t̃_D = √ 2 ln Ω̃/ √ 2 . (64)

Above discussion suggests that this universality is expected at Ω̃ ≫ 1, but the numerical calculations withing the UC model show that it holds at all magnetic fields, with N ≫ 1 being the only requirement. In Fig. 1 we present the results for C(t̃) at Ω̃ = 0, 5, and ∞ (in practice a value large enough so that increasing it does not change the result in a visible manner), calculated using either symmetric (N_A = N_B) or strongly asymmetric (N_A = 2N_B) dots. While only the large-Ω̃ result is in quantitative agreement with Eq. (63), the fact that C(t̃) depends only on Ω̃ is true for any Ω̃. As shown in Fig. 1, for Ω̃ ≲ 1 the concurrence has an oscillatory component which related to oscillations of K^σ_b functions with frequency ∼Ω̃ (and their appreciable amplitude at such low fields), which lead to oscillations of the diagonal elements of the two-qubit density matrix. It is also worth noting that at these low fields the sudden death is a visible effect, i.e. there is an appreciable discontinuity of derivative of C(t) at the time at which the concurrence becomes zero. The dependence of t̃_D on Ω̃ is shown in the inset of Fig. 1. The results for C(t) and t_D(Ω) in the thermal bath case were previously obtained in Ref. 80, where it was suggested that a measurement of t_D can be used for sensing of small magnetic fields, while in Refs. 115 and 116 the possible significance of entanglement dynamics for the operation of chemical magnetometers was discussed. Here, we have shown that t̃_D .= t_D/T^∗_2 is a function of Ω̃ .= ΩT ∗_2 only. With this insight it is clear that any pair of QDs (even two dots of very different sizes) can be used for such a magnetometry scheme. The high-field measurement of C(t) decay allows for calibration of units (i.e. it gives the value of T^∗_2 ), and then t̃_D is a universal function of Ω̃.

It should be noted that in recent experiments^{13} on DQDs, in order to separately address each of the qubits (i.e. perform the single-qubit unitary operations using a.c. magnetic field), the qubits were exposed to a magnetic field gradient, resulting in Ω_A being slightly different from Ω_B . Writing Ω_A = Ω and Ω_B = (1 + η)Ω, with η ≪1, we can repeat the above derivation for Ω ≫ 1, and obtain the first-order correction to formula (64), which we write as t̃_D ≈ t̃_0 + δt̃ with δt̃ = −η (T^∗_{2,B})^2 (T^∗_{2,A})^2 + (T^∗_{2,B} )^2 1 t̃_0 , (65)

where t̃_0 corresponds to t̃_D for Ω_A =Ω_B , i.e. to the value from Eq. (62).

A different behavior of t̃_D arises in the case of initial Werner state from Eq. (53). Using Eq. (29) we obtain (retaining only terms of leading order in 1/Ω̃^2) the t̃ > 1 values of ρ_{11} = ρ_{44} ≈ (1 − p)/4 + p^2/Ω̃^2, which together with |ρ_{23}|≈^p_2 e^{−t̃2} lead to

t̃_{D,W} = ln [( 1 − p 2p + 2 Ω̃2 )_{−1}] , (66)

which at large fields, Ω̃ ≫ 2 √ p/(1 − p), gives an Ω̃- independent result, t̃_{D,W} ≈ √ ln(2p/(1 − p)), visible in the inset of Fig. 1 (see also Ref. 117 for an analogous result obtained for superconducting qubits exposed to 1/f phase noise).

Finally, let us underline the basic features of the mixed ρ̂(t) state. The main effect of the nuclear bath is the dephasing of coherences, and the secondary effect at finite magnetic field is a partial redistribution of populations. For an initial Bell state this redistribution increases both initially zero populations by the same amount, and the resulting ρ̂(t) state is a Werner-like state: the initial coherence is suppressed, while a fraction of 1 state is admixed. This is a general feature of hf-induced dynamics of two-qubit density matrix, which holds for results presented in subsequent sections.

VI. ENTANGLEMENT DYNAMICS DUE TO COUPLING TO NUCLEAR BATHS IN A STRONGLY NARROWED STATE

Now we focus on baths in a strongly narrowed state of the nuclear baths, described either by Eqs. (10) and (11) for uncorrelated baths, or by Eq. (12) for correlated baths in a DQD. These two cases are considered in Secs. VI A and VI B, respectively. The fluctuations of h^z_Q are assumed to be constrained to such a degree that the dephasing due to averaging over a quasistatic spread of h^z_{A,B} becomes irrelevant, and other processes (related to averaging over transverse components of Overhauser fields) have to be taken into account. We thus take σ_n (the width of relevant distribution of h^z_Q or Δh^z .= h^z_A − h^z_B ) to be so small that the timescale 1/σ_n is much longer than the timescales of decay obtained in what follows.

A. Each bath narrowed separately

The calculation of free evolution is performed exactly as in the previous Section, only with the K_{a/b}(t) evolution functions calculated assuming a narrowed state in each of the QDs (see Appendix A). For the discussion of the main features of the results we use approximate expressions, valid for Ω_Q ≫σ_Q, where Ω_Q .=Ω + h^z_Q is the total spin splitting in the dot Q (note that spin splitting due to the external B field is again assumed to be the same in both QDs). For Ω_Q ≫ σ_h and on timescales discussed in Appendix A, for h^z_Q = 0 we obtain the smooth coherence decay K^{Q,+−} a,p=0 (t) ≈ e^{−iΩQ t} 1 + it/τ_Q = e^{−iΩQ t} e^{−i arctan t/τQ} √ 1 + (t/τ_Q)^2

, (67)

where

τ_Q =

4N_QΩ_Q A^2 = 1 2 Ω_Q(T^∗_{2,Q})^2 . (68)

The characteristic decay time τ_Q depends now on Ω_Q, since the influence of transverse Overhauser fields diminishes with increasing qubit splitting.

These results were also obtained using the RDT,^{38,39} and they can also be derived by performing a classical average over the transverse components of the Overhauser field.^{18,46} The derivation of this approximate formula from the exact UC solution was sketched in Ref. 43.

For finite bath polarization and for t ≪ N_Q/A we have^{44} K^{Q,+−} a,p (t) ≈ e^{−iΩQt} p_Q p_Q cos(^{2Jpt}_{τQ} ) + ip^2_{Q,⊥} sin(^{2Jpt}_{τQ} ) , (69) where J is the nuclear spin (with all the nuclei assumed to have the same J), p_Q ∈[0, 1] is the nuclear polarization, and p^2_{Q,⊥} = J + 1 − ⟨(J^z )^2⟩/J. Note that for p_Q = 0 we have p^2_⊥ = J(J + 1)/3, and the p_Q → 0 limit of Eq. (69) gives Eq. (67).

In the UC solution the above decay functions are modulated by oscillations (with frequency ≈ Ω̃_Q) of amplitude ≈8/Ω̃^2_Q, which vanish only for t≫τ_Q (see Appendix A). At low Ω̃_Q the evolution of diagonal elements of the density matrix is determined by K^σ_{b,Q} functions, which also exhibit similar oscillations with amplitude ≈ 4/Ω̃^2_Q, and only for t ≫ τ_Q these oscillations dephase and we have K^σ_{b,Q} ≈ 2/Ω̃^2_Q. These effects can be seen in Fig. 2, where results for concurrence decay of Bell states at zero bath polarization are shown. At low Ω̃ these oscillations lead to pronounced effects of entanglement death and revival – see the result for Ω̃ = 1.8 for most prominent demonstration. At higher fields they manifest only as a

FIG. 2. (Color online) Concurrence decay for two electron spins initialized in one of the Bell states interacting with two separate uncorrelated baths in narrowed states (each bath has h^z_Q = 0). The calculations are performed using the UC approach (so that h^z_Q = 0 corresponds to mQ = 0). Time is in units of two-spin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .= ΩT^∗_2 . Solid lines correspond to the case of two identical QDs (NA = NB = 1000), dashed lines correspond to the case of two strongly assymetric QDs (NA = 2NB = 1000), symbols correspond to the case of two identical QDs consisting of realistic number of nuclear spins (NA = NB = 10^6), and the dotted line is the calculation in the pure dephasing approximation using Eq. (67) for Ω̃ = 10. Note that symbols are in full agreement with solid lines, i.e. the results for two identical QDs are independent of the sizes of these QDs in the domain of applicability fo the UC approach. Dashed lines are very close to the solid ones (the difference between the two is most visible for Ω̃ = 5) showing that results obtained for QDs of different sizes, are very similar one to another when expressed in the dimensionless units used here.

saw-tooth pattern of Ω̃ dependence of the final ESD time, shown in Fig. 3.

Following the line of reasoning given in the previous Section, we can also derive approximate analytical formulas for ESD time at large magnetic fields. Since their exact forms are much less compact than previously, we only note that at large B field we have t_D ∝ B^2 for the initial state being one of the Bell states, and t_D ∝B √ p/(1 − p) for the initial state being a Werner state. These asymptotic formulas are confirmed by numerical results shown in Fig. 3.

Finally, let us comment on the fact that in the Figures we are still using the “universal” units of Ω̃ and t̃ introduced in the previous Section. A quick look at the formulas for K^{σσ̄}_a given above shows than in the fully narrowed case we cannot expect the results for all pairs of dots (e.g. having N_A ≠ N_B ) to collapse on the same curve when using these units. However, we still use them, in order to allow for easy comparison with the results shown previously (and in order to underline the coherence-enhancing effect brought by nuclear bath narrowing). Note also that at short times (when C(t̃) ≈ 1),

FIG. 3. (Color online) Time of final entanglement death for Bell states (the results are the same for all the states) and Werner states (see Eq. (53)) with p = 2/3 and 3/4. The nuclear baths for the two dots are uncorrelated, and each is narrowed to the state of h^z = 0. Calculation is done within the UC model with NA = NB = 10^5 . Time is in units of twospin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .=ΩT^∗_2 .

for Ω̃_A =Ω̃_B we have C(t̃) ≈ 1−2t̃^2/Ω̃^2. At longer times, no universality of results for dots with T^∗_{2,A} ≠T^∗_{2,B} strictly speaking exists. Note however the results shown in the figures are in fact quite representative for pairs of QDs having somewhat different parameters, as proven by the almost complete indistinguishability of solid (N_A = N_B) and dashed (N_A =2N_B) lines in Fig 2.

B. Narrowing of the Overhauser field gradient – the case of correlated baths

When using the correlated state of baths described by Eq. (12), the first thing worth noticing is the major difference in decoherence of |Φ_±⟩ and |Ψ_±⟩ states in this situation. For the former, the averaging over quasistatic values of h^z_A and h^z_B (denoted by ⟨..⟩_z ) gives ρ_{++,−−}(t) ∝ ⟨exp ( − i(h^z_A + h^z_B )t ) ⟩_z ∝ exp ( − (t/T^∗_2 )^2 ) , (70) where T^∗_2 is given by Eq. (60). While the difference of h^z_A and h^z_B has diminished fluctuations, the distribution of each of h^z_{A,B} is essentially the same as for the thermal bath (with exception of the case of maximal Δh^z corresponding to two baths fully polarized in opposite directions). On the other hand, the |Ψ_±⟩ states are now unaffected by inhomogeneous broadening, since under averaging over h^z_{A,B} we have ρ_{+−,−+}(t) ∝ ⟨exp(−iΔh^zt)⟩_z = exp(−iΔh^zt), and this coherence decays then only due to the influence of the transverse components of the Overhauser fields. All this basically amounts to noticing that the |Ψ_±⟩ states form a

FIG. 4. (Color online) Decay of concurrence of |Φ±⟩ and |Ψ±⟩ Bell states interacting with correlated nuclear baths in a state of strongly narrowed distribution of Δh^z .=h^z_A − h^z_B (taken to be Δh^z = 0 here). Calculations are performed using the UC approach. The |Φ±⟩ states (solid lines) decay just like in the thermal bath case (compare with Fig. 1), while the decay of |Ψ±⟩ states (dashed lines) is very similar to the decay observed in the case of separate narrowing of each of the nuclear baths (compare with Fig. 2), only the fast oscillations of C(t) are absent for t ≳ T^∗_2 . Time is in units of two-spin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .=ΩT^∗_2 .

decoherence-free subspace^{109,118,119} with respect to correlated pure-dephasing noise.

The above observations are illustrated in Fig. 4, where calculations of concurrence obtained in the UC approach using Eqs. (19) and (47) for all the Bell states are shown for Δh^z = 0. The entanglement of |Φ_±⟩ states decays as in Fig. 1, while the overall shape of C(t̃) dependence for |Ψ_±⟩ states is in fact very similar to the one from Fig. 2.

The relation between the correlated bath results and the case of uncorrelated baths can be most easily understood when Ω ≫ σ_h. Then, up to the ESD time, the concurrence for Bell states is approximately proportional to the relevant coherence, which can be related to functions K^{Q,σσ̄}_{a,pQ} (where p_Q ∈ [−1, 1] is the polarization of the dot Q) describing single-spin coherence decay. With |Ψ_±⟩ states as example, using Eq. (13), and defining Δp .=p_A − p_B =Δh^z/AJ, we have

ρ_{+−,−+}(t) ρ_{+−,−+}(0) = ∑ p_A w(p_A; Δp)K^{A,+−}_{a,pA} (t)K^{B,−+}_{a,pB =pA−Δp}(t) , (71) where the K^{Q,σσ̄}_{a,pQ} are the single-dot dephasing functions, i.e. the relevant two-spin coherence is an appropriately weighted average over results of calculations assuming uncorrelated baths. The qualitative properties of this expression are most easily seen in the UC approximation. Using the notation from Eqs. (12) and (13) we

FIG. 5. (Color online) Typical distributions of normalized weights for individual (mA, mB )-pairs for two nuclear spin baths in correlated state Δh^z .= h^z_A − h^z_B ⇔ Δp .= pA − pB = Δhz AJ ⇒ mB = (mA/NAJ − Δp)NB J in the case of two identical QDs (open symbols) and in the case of two strongly asymmetric QDs (filled symbols). According to the formula given in the main text, the maximum of the distribution occurs at m̄A = ΔpNANB J/(NA + NB ), which for Δp = 0.4 gives 100 (66^2_3 ≈ 67) for symmetric (asymmetric) QDs and parameters used here. The normalization is ∑ mA w(mA; Δm) = 1.

have M_Q(p_Q)= ∑ j_Q≥|JN_Qp_Q| njQ and w(p_A; Δp) =

M_A(p_A)M_B (p_B =p_A −Δp) ∑ p_A MA(pA)MB (pB =pA −Δp) . (72)

The behavior of the expression (71) is then determined by the fact that according to an approximate formula (A11) the degeneracy factors n_{jQ} ∼ j_Q exp(−2j^2_Q/N) decrease very rapidly with j_Q for j_Q ≫ √ N_Q/2. Consequently, the weights from Eq. (72) are maximized when p_A = ΔpN_B /(N_A + N_B ) .= p̄_A (to which p_B = −ΔpN_A/(N_A + N_B ) .= p̄_B corresponds). This is illustrated in Fig. 5, where w(m_A; Δm) with m_A =p_AN_AJ is plotted. While the narrowed bath states corresponding to these p̄_Q have dominant influence on the coherence decay, in Eq. (71) we still sum over a set of states with p_Q close to these values. This summation leads to averaging out (on timescale of ∼ T^∗_2 ) of fast oscillations of the NFID coherence signal discussed previously. Consequently, the best approximation for the coherence (and entanglement) decay is given by ρ_{+−,−+}(t) ρ_{+−,−+}(0) ≈ K^{A,+−}_{a,p̄A} (t)K^{B,−+}_{a,p̄B} (t) , (73) where K^{Q,σσ̄}_{a,p̄Q} are the oscillation-free functions from Eq. (69). Note also that while the simplicity of this derivation relied on assuming that the relevant m_Q ≫ √ N_Q/2, it is easy to check that for Δp = 0 Eq. (71) is dominated by m_Q ≲ √ N_Q, so that we can approximate

FIG. 6. (Color online) Concurrence decay for two electron spins interacting with two uncorrelated and correlated baths in narrowed states. The spins are initially in |Ψ+⟩ or |Ψ−⟩ Bell state and the dynamics of their reduced density matrix is calculated using the UC approach. Dashed lines correspond to the case of separately narrowed baths (calculated for bath sizes NA = NB = 10^5 ), while solid lines correspond to the case of correlated state of the baths (calculated for bath sizes NA = NB = 1000) with Δh^z = 0. Time is in units of twospin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .= ΩT^∗_2 .

the decay function by a product of two zero-polarization single-dot K^{σσ̄}_a functions from Eq. (67).

The above derivation explains the similarity of the entanglement decay between Fig. 2 and Fig. 4, illustrated in Fig. 6, in which the full UC calculation for correlated baths (with Δh^z =0) is compared with an UC calculation assuming uncorrelated baths, each narrowed to h^z_Q = 0. Figure 7 contains further examples of the accuracy of Eq. (73) in the case of correlated state with non-zero Δh^z.

VII. ENTANGLEMENT ECHO

Spin echo protocol leads to a very efficient recovery of single-qubit coherence^{6,56,58} because of quasistatic nature of dephasing caused by a thermal nuclear bath. For electron spins in gated QDs, it is now well established that at low B fields (when the time scale of t < N/A is of interest) the dynamics of the echo signal is caused by nuclear Larmor precession, and the presence of distinct nuclear species with ω_α ≠ ω_β is crucial^{38,39,41,42,58} for times larger than 1/ω_{αβ} (where ω_{αβ} .=ω_α − ω_β).

The same degree of efficiency is expected when we apply the echo procedure to two entangled qubits, especially when Ω ≫ σ_h, so that the influence of the nuclear baths amounts mostly to pure dephasing. For a single spin, the echo is refocusing the coherence of superpositions of Ŝ^z with π pulse about x or y axis – both these pulses lead to exchange of amplitudes between |+⟩ and |−⟩ states.^{120}

FIG. 7. (Color online) Normalized absolute values of singlequbit and two-qubit coherences (for initial |Ψ±⟩ state) calculated for two dots with NA = NB = 1000 in fields Ω̃ = 3 (in blue) and Ω̃ = 20 (in red). Dashed and dot-dashed lines correspond to coherences of qubits A and B, respectively, calculated using Eq. (69) assuming pA = 0.2 and pB = −0.2. Since h^z_Q is enhancing (suppresing) the total qubit splitting for dot A (B), the decays of these coherences are visibly distinct, especially for lower value of external field. Solid lines correspond to the absolute value of K+−,−+(t) = K^{A,+−}_a (t) K^{B,−+}_a (t) function from Eq. (73), i.e. the two-qubit coherence ρ+−,−+(t) calculated assuming uncorrelated narrowed baths. Symbols correspond to the absolute value of ρ+−,−+(t) calculated with the UC approach for correlated baths narrowed to Δp = 0.4. The agreement of the latter with the solid lines is very good for t̃≳ 1 (at shorter times the UC solution exhibits oscillations, see solid lines in Fig. 6).

The recovery of coherence of superpositions of two-qubit states can be done in two distinct ways. When dealing with |Ψ_±⟩ Bell states, we can recover the ρ_{+−,−+} coherence by using the two-qubit SWAP gate, and this method was in fact used to protect the |Ψ_−⟩ state in a DQD.^{6,58} This method is inefficient for |Φ_±⟩ states, which are invariant under the SWAP operation. One can however try to recover the coherence of any of the Bell states by simultaneous application of π_{x/y} pulses to the two qubits.^{14,15,121} This operation works in complete analogy to the single qubit echo: for every Bell state, the π pulses are exchanging the amplitudes of the two relevant states.

The fact that the simultaneous application of two single-qubit (i.e. local) operations can lead to recovery of entanglement is quite intuitive when the interaction is approximately of pure dephasing kind and the bath is slow – such an echo procedure was recently used in experiments on entanglement of spin qubits.^{14,15} At first sight one could raise an objection that an application of two local operations at time t = τ, when no entanglement might be present among the two qubits (see Fig. 8), leads to appearance of large entanglement at later time t ≈ 2τ, apparently violating the paradigm that local op-

FIG. 8. (Color online) Concurrence as a function of time in the presence of echo π pulse at t̃ = 4 for different values of magnetic field, calculated for an initial Bell state. The calculation is performed within the UC model assuming a single nuclear species, on timescale of t ≪ ωα (so that the values of ωα are irrelevant and in the calculation we put them equal to zero). Note that for Ω̃ = 0 and 1 the entanglement does not revive at the echo time of t̃ = 8. For larger Ω̃ the entanglement is indeed revived by the echo procedure and its peak value grows with increasing Ω̃. Inset: absolute value of normalized two-qubit coherence vs entanglement at the time of maximum of the echo signal as a function of Ω̃. At lowest magnetic fields the amount of recovered coherence is not large enough to lead to a recovery of entanglement.

erations and classical communication (LOCC) cannot increase the amount of entanglement.^{23,60,107} However, one has to remember that the LOCC paradigm rests on assumption that the two-qubit evolution is described by a completely positive (CP) map. For two qubits interacting with a quasistatic pure dephasing bath, only the evolution starting from the point in time when the qubits are uncorrelated with the baths, is in fact CP. The evolution from t = τ onward is not CP, because the states of the qubits and the environments at this time are correlated (see Ref. 122 and references therein, and Ref. 123 for a discussion focused on the case of echo), and this correlation is in fact the reason for diminished entanglement between the qubits at this moment. Taking the time of initialization of two-qubit state as a reference point, the echo procedure does not result in any increase of entanglement.

We focus then on the two-qubit echo performed with synchronized single-qubit π rotations. First let us look at the regime of lowest magnetic fields, Ω_Q ≲ σ_h, and focus on time scale of t ≪ 1/ω_{αβ} on which we can disregard the existence of distinct ω_α splittings of various nuclear species. We can then use the single-species UC approach to spin echo signal from Secs. III B and III C. In Fig. 8 we show the time-dependence of concurrence in a “realtime” version of echo protocol: for t< τ_1 =4T^∗_2 we show the free evolution decay of entanglement, and for later

FIG. 9. (Color online) Concurrence at the maximum of echoinduced revival as a function of total echo sequence time for various magnetic fields calculated using the UC approach. The electron spins are initially in one of the Bell states and interact with two separate baths consisting of a single nuclear species.

FIG. 10. (Color online) Concurrence at the maximum of echoinduced revival as a function of total echo sequence time for GaAs QDs (with NA = NB = 10^6) at B field of 50, 100 and 200 mT (the amplitude of the oscillations and their apparent period grows with decreasing B). Solid lines are results for Bell states, while the dashed lines are results for a Werner state with p = 3/4.

times we show the evolution of C(t=τ_1 + τ_2) after application of π pulses at τ_1. For large enough Ω̃ at τ_2 ≈τ_1 we obtain a partial entanglement recovery. While the twoqubit coherence is always partially recovered at the echo time (see the inset of Fig. 8), the non-zero entanglement reappears only above Ω̃ ≈ 1. This should not be surprising: for Ω̃ < 1 the diagonal elements of the two-qubit density matrix are strongly perturbed, and partial recovery of coherence might not be enough for entanglement revival to occur (note that according to Eq. (55) for such a revival to happen the echoed coherence needs to fulfill

|ρ_{ab}| > √ ρ_{cc}ρ_{dd}, where ρ_{cc} and ρ_{dd} are the occupations created by bath-induced qubit dynamics).

In Fig. 9 we present a more customary plot of dependence of peak echo amplitude on the total sequence time 2τ̃. In an effectively homonuclear system at higher fields the entanglement exhibits initial partial visibility loss of amplitude ∝ 1/Ω̃^2 for Ω̃ ≫ 1, and then it stays constant. If the nuclear bath was really homonuclear, then at longer times a small-amplitude oscillation of C(t) with frequency ω would appear, as in the single-spin echo case.^{41} Then the entanglement would decay towards zero at much longer times due to dipolar-induced bath dynamics causing dephasing, as described in Sec. II C 2. This is the well-known effect of echo sequence removing almost all the influence of transverse Overhauser fields on qubits’ coherence when dealing with a homonuclear bath.^{29,41} In a III-V QDs the presence of multiple nuclear species completely changes^{38,39,42,58} the echo signal for t > 1/ω_{αβ}. Then, assuming only t ≪ N/A, we can use the RDT (see Sec. III D) to calculate the coherence dynamics due to presence of multiple nuclear species (each uniformly coupled to the electron). We take the single-qubit K^{σσ̄}_a (t) function from Refs. 38, 39, and 42:

K^{σσ̄}_a (t) = 1 + ∑ α>β a_αa_β n_αn_β 4A^2_αA^2_β N^2Ω^2ω^2_{αβ} sin^4 ω_{αβ} t 4 −1 , (74) where a_α .=^2_3 J_α(J_α + 1). Using these functions for realistic parameters of GaAs quantum dots with N_A = N_B = 10^6 we obtain results for concurrence dynamics of Bell and Werner states shown in Fig. 10. Since the RDT is based on pure dephasing approximation, for an initial Bell state there is no ESD, and apparent vanishing of entanglement (see the line corresponding to the lowest B field) is simply related to C(t) becoming very small (but strictly speaking non-zero) for some periods of time. On the other hand, when a Werner state is initialized, at low enough B fields we see events of entanglement death and revival (and also a diminished maximal value of entanglement at times of nearly-perfect returns of the signal).

VIII. PROJECTION ON A SINGLET AND AVERAGE TELEPORTATION FIDELITY AS WITNESSES OF DECAYING ENTANGLEMENT

We finally revisit the other methods of verifying the existence, and quantifying the amount of entanglement, which were introduced in Sec. IV: the measurement of an entanglement witness related to projection on one of the Bell states (say, singlet |Ψ_−⟩) and the measurement of average quantum teleportation fidelity.

The effectiveness of both of these methods relies on having some prior knowledge of the character of the mixed entangled state ρ̂(t) at the time of employing them. Let us then summarize what we have learned about the general form of ρ̂(t), assuming that one of Bell states

FIG. 11. (Color online) Concurrence C(t̃), projection on singlet PS (t̃), and average fidelity of teleportation F̄ (t̃) for two electron spins initially being in a singlet state |Ψ−⟩ for the case of interaction with two separate nuclear spin baths in high-temperature states calculated using the UC approach at Ω̃ = 5. The vertical dotted line marks the time at which the state becomes disentangled, while the horizontal dotted lines at 0.5 and 2/3 correspond to values at which PS (t̃) and F̄ (t̃), respectively, cease to indicate the presence of entanglement. Time is in units of two-spin T^∗_2 defined in Eq. (60), and the dimensionless Zeeman splitting is Ω̃ .=ΩT^∗_2 .

FIG. 12. (Color online) The same as above, only for narrowed state of A and B baths (each having h^z_Q = 0).

was initialized. The X form of the state is preserved and furthermore only the initially non-zero coherence remains finite when free evolution is considered (in the case of spin echo this statement is only approximately true, since the second coherence is in fact generated during the evolution, but its magnitude is suppressed as 1/Ω̃^2 at large fields). Initially zero occupations become finite, of magnitude ∝1/Ω̃^2, and their values are approximately equal. The initially non-zero coherence is of course decaying due to the dominantly pure-dephasing influence of the bath. As a result, the state ρ̂(t) is a Werner-like state with diminished coherence,

ρ̂(t) ≈ 1−p(t) 4 0 0 0 0^{1+p(t)}_4 −|ρ_{23}(t)|e^{−iγ(t)} 0 0 −|ρ_{23}(t)|e^{iγ(t) 1+p(t)}_4 0 0 0 0^{1−p(t)}_4 (75) where we assumed that the initial state was |Ψ_−⟩, p(t)≈ 1−2 ( K^A_b (t)+K^B_b (t) ) (we focus now on free evolution and assume K^{Q,+}_b ≈K^{Q,−}_b ), and γ(t) is a possibly non-trivial phase. The latter feature has not received any attention until now, because the concurrence of the above state depends only on the modulus of ρ_{23}(t). In the above example, for a thermal bath state and for the case of free evolution we have γ(t)=(Ω_A −Ω_B )t, so that a non-trivial phase appears when the two dots are in a magnetic field gradient. In the case of narrowed baths, apart from the fact that h^z_Q contribute now to Ω_Q, we have a more nontrivial effect. Even for h^z_Q =0 and no magnetic field gradient, due to the presence of the phase term in Eq. (67) we have γ(t) = arctan(t/τ_A) − arctan(t/τ_B ), where τ_Q given in Eq. (68) depends on the bath size N_Q, leading to non-trivial phase dynamics in the case of non-identical QDs. Analogous considerations for initial |Φ_±⟩ state give us γ(t) = Ω_A + Ω_B in the thermal bath case, so that a fast phase dynamics is always present for these states at finite magnetic field. Note that γ =0 when two-spin echo protocol is employed.

For γ = 0, the witness proposed in Sec. IV, ŵ_S = 1 − P̂_S , is in fact an optimal one,^{71} since it always detects entanglement when it is present (see also discussion of this fact specific to the maximally mixed bath case in Ref. 80).

In fact it is trivial to check that ⟨ŵ_S ⟩ = −^1_2 C(t). In the following we will focus on the expectation value P_S (t) = Tr ( ρ̂(t)P̂_S ) remembering that P_S (t) > 1/2 signifies entanglement. However, for γ(t) ≠ 0, P_S (t) < 1/2 does not mean that the state is necessarily separable. We have P_S (t) = |ρ_{23}(t)| cos γ(t) + (p(t) + 1)/4, while C(t)=max[2|ρ_{23}(t)| − (1 − p(t))/2, 0].

A similar situation arises when using average quantum teleportation fidelity as an entanglement witness. With the state initialized as |Ψ_−⟩ we perform the teleportation protocol designed to work perfectly when ρ̂ corresponds to a pure state |Ψ_−⟩, and assuming only that ρ̂(t) is of the X form we obtain the fidelity of teleportation of qubit C in state α|+⟩ + β|−⟩: F_{α,β} = 2|α|^2|β|^2(ρ_{11} − ρ_{22} − ρ_{33} + ρ_{44}) − 4|α|^2|β|^2Reρ_{23}

+ ρ_{22} + ρ_{33} − 4Re ( α^2(β^∗)^2 ) Reρ_{14}. (76)

Using now the A and B qubits described by density matrix ρ̂(t) from Eq. (75) we obtain F_{α,β} (t) = −2p(t)|αβ|^2 + 4|αβ|^2|ρ_{23}(t)| cos γ(t) + 1 + p(t) 2 . (77)

FIG. 13. (Color online) Concurrence C(t̃), projection on |Φ+⟩ Bell state P|_{Φ+}⟩(t̃), and average fidelity of teleportation F̄ (t̃) for two electron spins initially being in |Φ+⟩ state for the case of interaction with two separate nuclear spin baths in thermal states calculated using the UC approach for Ω̃ = 10.

Note that the fidelity teleportation of basis states, |+⟩ and |−⟩, does not depend on the presence of coherence, and it is simply equal to (1 + p)/2. When the initialized state is a Werner state, measuring the fidelity of teleportation of one of the basis states immediately after the initialization gives us the value of p.

The fidelity averaged over the teleported states is

F̄ (t) = 2 3 |ρ_{23}(t)| cos γ(t) + 1 2 + p(t) 6 . (78)

When γ = 0, we have F̄ (t) = C(t)/3 + 2/3, so that when F̄ = 2/3 the ρ̂(t) state becomes separable. For non-zero γ(t) the average fidelity oscillates between 1/3 and 1. Note that F̄ < 1/2 means that the teleported state is anticorrelated with the desired state, which is a clear sign of using the wrong assumption about the ρ̂(t) state (i.e. using a wrong teleportation protocol).

The time-dependence of both P_S (t̃) and F̄ (t̃) in the case of γ = 0 is shown for thermal and narrowed bath states in Figs. 11 and 12, respectively. It is clear that these quantities contain the same information as the concurrence. Note that the result for P_S (t̃) from Fig. 11 corresponds to moderate magnetic field (Ω̃ = 5), so that it lies between the limits of Ω̃ ≪ 1 and Ω̃ ≫ 1 investigated experimentally and theoretically in Ref. 6.

An example of the effects of γ(t)≠0 is shown in Fig. 13, in which the entanglement decay of |Φ_+⟩ state is shown. The calculations of P_{|Φ+ ⟩}(t) and F̄ (t) obtained with the teleportation protocol assuming that |Φ_+⟩ state is the entangled resource, are analogous to the ones given above for |Ψ_−⟩ state. Both of these quatities are exhibiting oscillations, and only after fitting an envelope to these signals one can obtain the amount of entanglement at given time. Of course, when γ(t) is known, one can either employ an experimental procedure which results in projection on (or teleportation with) a “correct” state, but with this knowledge one can more easily obtain the smooth decay curves by post-processing of the data.

IX. CONCLUSION

We have presented calculations of nuclear-bath-induced entanglement dynamics of two uncoupled quantum dot spin qubits initialized in a Bell-diagonal state. We considered various experimentally relevant states of the bath (including a correlated narrowed state corresponding to a well-defined difference of h^z components of Overhauser fields in the two dots) for the cases of free evolution of the qubits and of the two-qubit spin echo, focusing on low and moderately-low magnetic fields, for which the bath can affect the z component of the electron spin.

The main results of the analysis presented in this paper are the following. The influence of the bath (especially at magnetic field B larger than the typical Overhauser field) can be approximately described as leading to the two-qubit state becoming Werner-like, i.e. becoming a mixture of an initial Bell state subjected to pure dephasing, and a completely mixed density matrix with weight ∝ 1/B^2. The latter dynamically generated admixture leads to appearance of entanglement sudden death at finite time (and possible revival at a later time) when initial Bell state is considered (as it was obtained in earlier work focused on thermal state of the nuclei, Ref. 80). The quantum channel describing the hf-induced disentanglement can be thus roughly described as non-Markovian phase damping channel with a small admixture of generalized amplitude damping^{23} corresponding to infinitetemperature environment. For a correlated narrowed state of two baths, we have shown that due to the fact that the number of bath states corresponding to a given nuclear polarization p rapidly diminished with increasing p, the two-spin dynamics can be calculated assuming an effectively uncorrelated state of the two baths, with specific polarizations assigned to each of them.

Entanglement can be recovered using a two-spin echo procedure,^{14,15} in which local operations (π pulses) applied to two qubits lead to refocusing of the two-qubit coherence and revival of entanglement. This procedure fails at lowest magnetic fields (smaller and comparable to the typical Overhauser field), at which the refocusing of coherence cannot turn the Werner-like separable state into an entangled one.

Finally, we have shown that hyperfine-induced entanglement decay of Bell states can be detected and quantified without performing the two-qubit tomography. The entanglement (measured by concurrence) can be faithfully reconstructed from a measurement of a simple entanglement witness related to projection on the initial entangled state (see also Ref. 80) and from the measurement of average quantum teleportation fidelity – for the Werner-like state generated from the initial Bell state by interaction with the nuclear bath, these two measurements detect the presence of entanglement if and only if it is indeed present.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to thank R. Hanson for an enlightening discussion concerning quantum teleportation. This work is supported by funds of Polish National Science Centre (NCN), grant no. DEC-2012/07/B/ST3/03616.

Appendix A: Analytical solutions in the uniform coupling approximation

In the UC model the dynamics occurs in uncoupled two-dimensional subspaces of |σ, j, m⟩ and |σ̄, j, m + σ⟩ states (where σ =±1 is the σ̂_z eigenvalue for the electron spin): e^{−iĤt} |σ, j, m⟩ ≡ a_{jmσ} (t) |σ, j, m⟩ + b_{jmσ} (t) |σ̄, j, m + σ⟩ . (A1) We define the quantities^{43} E_{mσ} .= 1 2 ( (2m + σ)ω − A/2N ) , (A2) x_{jmσ} .= A √ j(j + 1) − m(m + σ)/N , (A3) z_{mσ} .= σ ( Ω − ω + A(m + σ/2)/N ) , (A4) v_{jmσ} .= √ x^2_{jmσ} + z^2_{mσ} , (A5)

using which we have a_{jmσ} (t) .= e^{−iEmσ t} ( cos v_{jmσ} t/2 − i z_{mσ} v_{jmσ} sin v_{jmσ} t/2 ) , (A6) b_{jmσ} (t) .= −ie^{−iEmσ t} x_{jmσ} v_{jmσ} sin v_{jmσ} t/2 . (A7)

The evolution of an electron spin coupled to the nuclei is then described by the functions K^{σσ′}_a (t) and K^σ_b (t) defined in Sec. III: K^{σσ′}_a (t) = 1 Z ∑ jm n_j p_ma_{jmσ} (t)a^∗_{jmσ}′ (t) , (A8) K^σ_b (t) = 1 Z ∑ jm n_j p_m|b_{jmσ̄} (t)|^2 , (A9)

where Z is the normalization factor, p_m are the appropriate weights, and n_j are the degeneracies of subspaces with given j. For a high-temperature bath of nuclear spins J we have Z = (2J + 1)^N and p_m = 1, while for fully narrowed nuclear state with h^z = m_0A/N we have p_m =δ_{mm0} and Z = ∑ j≥|m_0| nj .

The degeneracy factor n_j is given for nuclear bath consisting of N spins^1_2 by^{124}

n_j = N! (N/2 − j)!)(N/2 + j)! 2j + 1 N/2 + j + 1

(A10) ≈ 2^N 4(2j + 1) √ 2πN^{3/2} e^{−2j2 /N} , (A11)

where in the second expression we have assumed N ≫ 1 and j ≪N/2. When the bath is in a high-temperature state, for Ω≫ σ_h ∼ A/ √ N we have z_{jmσ} v_{jmσ} ≈ σ ( 1 − σ^2_h 2Ω^2_{mσ} ) , (A12)

where Ω_{mσ} .= Ω − ω + A(m + σ/2)/N ≈ Ω. The last approximation follows from observation that according to Eq. (A11) the sum in Eqs. (A8-A9) is dominated by terms with j ≲ √ N, which also limits the relevant values of m. We also approximate v_{jmσ} ≈ Ω_{mσ} + A^2 2NΩ_{mσ} , (A13)

where the second term can be dropped on timescale t ≪ Ω/σ^2_h. As a result, we obtain K^{σσ̄}_a (t) ≈ e^{−iσΩt} 2^N ∑ jm n_j e^{−iσAmt/N} ≈ e^{−iσΩt}e^{−(t/T ∗2,Q)2} , (A14) where we used the fact that the sum over j and m values can be approximated^{24} by an integral ∫ P (m)dm with P (m) ∝ exp(−m^2/2σ^2_h) where σ_h is given in Eq. (9), and the resulting single-dot T^∗_{2,Q} time is given by √ 2/σ_h.

Note that a partial narrowing of the nuclear distribution (i.e. removal of certain ranges of m values from the sums), resulting in a diminished value of σ_h, leads to the above formula for K^{σσ̄}_a (t), only with increased T^∗_{2,Q}, as long as the timescale of interest t≲T^∗_{2,Q} ≪Ω/σ^2_h.

In order to obtain an approximation for K^σ_b (t) in this case we have to make an approximation (to the leading order in σ^2/Ω^2), x^2_{jmσ} v^2_{jmσ} ≈ A^2 N^2Ω^2 ( j(j + 1) − m(m + σ) ) , (A15)

in Eq. (A7), giving K^σ_b (t) ≈ 1 2^N ∑ j,m n_j A^2 N^2Ω^2 ( j(j+1)−m(m+σ) ) sin^2 v_{jmσ} t/2 .

(A16) Using v_{jmσ} ≈ Ω_{mσ} (valid at t ≪ T^∗_2 Ω/σ) we see that the oscillatory terms in the above equation average out to 1/2 for t≫T^∗_2 . At these long times, using the relation^{43} 1 2^N ∑ j,m n_j ( j(j + 1) − m(m + σ) ) = N/2 , (A17) we obtain K^σ_b (t≫T^∗_{2,Q}) ≈ A^2 4NΩ^2 = 2 Ω̃2_Q , (A18)

where Ω̃_Q .=ΩT^∗_{2,Q}.

Let us perform an analogous approximate analytical analysis in the case of fully narrowed nuclear bath. Defining Ω_m .=Ω − ω + Am/N we approximate now

z_{mσ} ≈ σΩ_m , (A19) z_{mσ} v_{jmσ} ≈ sgn(Ω_m) ( 1 − x^2_{jmσ} 2Ω^2_m ) , (A20) x_{jmσ} v_{jmσ} ≈ x_{jmσ} |Ω_m| , (A21)

which leads to K^{σσ̄}_a (t) ≈ e^{−iσωt} Z_m ∑ j≥|m| n_j e^{− i2 sgn(zmσ )(vjmσ +vjmσ̄ )t}

× ∏ σ=± ( 1 + x^2_{jmσ} 4Ω^2_m (e^{isgn(zmσ )vjmσ t} − 1) ) . (A22)

In the above formula the terms in the second line are responsible for the fast oscillations visible in entanglement decay signal in Fig. 2 (remember that concurrence of a decohered Bell state, when not being very small, is proportional to one of the two-qubit coherences, given by a product of two K^{σσ̄}_a (t) functions). A quick calculation shows that the amplitude of these oscillations is ≈ 8/Ω̃^2, where Ω̃ .= ΩT^∗_2 , and the two-dot T^∗_2 time is defined in Eq. (60).

The first term in Eq. (A22) gives the envelope of the decay. Writing v_{jmσ} ≈|Ω_m| + x^2_{jmσ} /2|Ω_m|, we arrive at K^{σσ̄}_a (t) ≈ e^{−iσ(Ω+Am/N)t} 1 Z_m ∑ j≥|m| n_j

exp ( −iσ A^2 2N^2Ω_m ( j(j + 1) − m^2 ) t ) . (A23)

In Ref. 43 it was shown how Eq. (67) follows from the above formula when m=0. Note that with the above approximation for v_{jmσ} , the timescale of validity of this result is t ≪ 4|Ω_m|^3/x^4_{jmσ} ≈ 4(N/A) · (Ω_m/A) · δ^{−2}_m , where δ_m .= A/ √ NΩ_m, and δ_m ≪ 1 is the necessary condition^{39,41} for applicability of the effective Hamiltonian approximation leading to Eq. (67). This timescale exceeds N/A (the time on which the box model is expected to be applicable at all) when δ_m ≪ (2/N)^{1/6}, which is not much more restrictive than δ_m ≪ 1 for N ≥10^6.

We can also derive an expression for K^σ_b (t) analogous to the one from Eq. (A16). Due to the lack of summation over m the oscillations in K^σ_b (t) cancel out at longer times, for t ≫ τ_Q where τ_Q is the characteristic decay timescale of K^{σσ̄}_a (t) given in Eq. (68). The value at which K^σ_b (t) saturates is also given by Eq. (A18), only with Ω replaced by Ω_m.

∗ lcyw@ifpan.edu.pl 1 R. Hanson, L. P. Kouwenhoven, J. R. Petta, S. Tarucha, and L. M. K. Vandersypen, “Spins in few-electron quantum dots,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 79, 1217 (2007).

2 Ren-Bao Liu, Wang Yao, and L. J. Sham, “Quantum computing by optical control of electron spins,” Adv. Phys. 59, 703 (2010).

3 Kristiaan De Greve, David Press, Peter L. McMahon, and Yoshihisa Yamamoto, “Ultrafast optical control of individual quantum dot spin qubits,” Rep. Prog. Phys. 76, 092501 (2013).

4 V. V. Dobrovitski, G. D. Fuchs, A. L. Falk, C. Santori, and D. D. Awschalom, “Quantum control over single spins in diamond,” Ann. Rev. Cond. Mat. Phys. 4, 23 (2013).

5 Floris A. Zwanenburg, Andrew S. Dzurak, Andrea Morello, Michelle Y. Simmons, Lloyd C. L. Hollenberg, Gerhard Klimeck, Sven Rogge, Susan N. Coppersmith, and Mark A. Eriksson, “Silicon quantum electronics,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 961 (2013).

6 J. R. Petta, A. C. Johnson, J. M. Taylor, E. A. Laird, A. Yacoby, M. D. Lukin, C. M. Marcus, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Coherent Manipulation of Coupled Electron Spins in Semiconductor Quantum Dots,” Science 309, 2180 (2005).

7 Lucio Robledo, Jeroen Elzerman, Gregor Jundt, Mete

Atatüre, Alexander Högele, Stefan Fält, and Atac Imamoglu, “Conditional dynamics of interacting quantum dots,” Science 320, 772 (2008).

8 P. Neumann, R. Kolesov, B. Naydenov, J. Beck, F. Rempp, M. Steiner, V. Jacques, G. Balasubramanian, M. L. Markham, D. J. Twitchen, S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, J. Twamley, F. Jelezko, and J.Wrachtrup, “Quantum register based on coupled electron spins in a roomtemperature solid,” Nat. Phys. 6, 249 (2010).

9 I. van Weperen, B. D. Armstrong, E. A. Laird, J. Medford, C. M. Marcus, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Charge-state conditional operation of a spin qubit,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 030506 (2011).

10 Danny Kim, Samuel G. Carter, Alex Greilich, Allan S.

Bracker, and Daniel Gammon, “Ultrafast optical control of entanglement between two quantum-dot spins,” Nat. Phys. 7, 223 (2011).

11 Alex Greilich, Samuel G. Carter, Danny Kim, Allan S.

Bracker, and Daniel Gammon, “Optical control of one and two hole spins in interacting quantum dots,” Nat. Photonics 5, 702 (2011).

12 K. C. Nowack, M. Shafiei, M. Laforest, G. E. D. K.

Prawiroatmodjo, L. R. Schreiber, C. Reichl, W. Wegscheider, and L. M. K. Vandersypen, “Single-shot correlations and two-qubit gate of solid-state spins,”

Science 333, 1269 (2011).

13 R. Brunner, Y.-S. Shin, T. Obata, M. Pioro-Ladrière, T. Kubo, K. Yoshida, T. Taniyama, Y. Tokura, and S. Tarucha, “Two-qubit gate of combined single-spin rotation and interdot spin exchange in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 146801 (2011).

14 M. D. Shulman, O. E. Dial, S. P. Harvey, H. Bluhm, V. Umansky, and A. Yacoby, “Demonstration of entanglement of electrostatically coupled singlet-triplet qubits,” Science 336, 202 (2012).

15 F. Dolde, I. Jakobi, B. Naydenov, N. Zhao, S. Pezzagna, C. Trautmann, J. Meijer, P. Neumann, F. Jelezko, and J.Wrachtrup, “Room-temperature entanglement between single defect spins in diamond,” Nat. Phys. 9, 139 (2013).

16 Wojciech Hubert Zurek, “Decoherence, einselection, and the quantum origins of the classical,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 715 (2003).

17 W. A. Coish and J. Baugh, “Nuclear spins in nanostructures,” Phys. Status Solidi B 246, 2203 (2009).

18 Łukasz Cywiński, “Dephasing of electron spin qubits due to their interaction with nuclei in quantum dots,” Acta Phys. Pol. A 119, 576 (2011).

19 Bernhard Urbaszek, Xavier Marie, Thierry Amand, Olivier Krebs, Paul Voisin, Patrick Maletinsky, Alexander Högele, and Atac Imamoğlu, “Nuclear spin physics in quantum dots: An optical investigation,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 79 (2013).

20 E. A. Chekhovich, M. N. Makhonin, A. I. Tartakovskii, A. Yacoby, H. Bluhm, K. C. Nowack, and L. M. K. Vandersypen, “Nuclear spin effects in semiconductor quantum dots,” Nature Materials 12, 494 (2013).

21 André R. R. Carvalho, Florian Mintert, and Andreas Buchleitner, “Decoherence and multipartite entanglement,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 230501 (2004).

22 F. Mintert, A. R. R. Carvalho, M. Kuś, and A. Buchleitner, “Measures and dynamics of entangled states,” Phys. Rep. 415, 207 (2005).

23 Leandro Aolita, Fernando de Melo, and Luiz Davidovich, “Open-system dynamics of entanglement,” Rep. Prog. Phys. 78, 042001 (2015).

24 I. A. Merkulov, Al. L. Efros, and M. Rosen, “Electron spin relaxation by nuclei in semiconductor quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. B 65, 205309 (2002).

25 Alexander Khaetskii, Daniel Loss, and Leonid Glazman, “Electron spin evolution induced by interaction with nuclei in a quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 67, 195329 (2003).

26 Rogerio de Sousa and S. Das Sarma, “Theory of nuclear-induced spectral diffusion: Spin decoherence of phosphorus donors in si and gaas quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. B 68, 115322 (2003).

27 W. A. Coish and Daniel Loss, “Hyperfine interaction in a quantum dot: Non-markovian electron spin dynamics,” Phys. Rev. B 70, 195340 (2004).

28 W. A. Coish and Daniel Loss, “Singlet-triplet decoherence due to nuclear spins in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 72, 125337 (2005).

29 Wang Yao, Ren-Bao Liu, and L. J. Sham, “Theory of electron spin decoherence by interacting nuclear spins in a quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 74, 195301 (2006).

30 W. M. Witzel, Rogerio de Sousa, and S. Das Sarma, “Quantum theory of spectral-diffusion-induced electron spin decoherence,” Phys. Rev. B 72, 161306(R) (2005).

31 W. M. Witzel and S. Das Sarma, “Quantum theory for electron spin decoherence induced by nuclear spin dynamics in semiconductor quantum computer architectures: Spectral diffusion of localized electron spins in the nuclear solid-state environment,” Phys. Rev. B 74, 035322 (2006).

32 Wenxian Zhang, V. V. Dobrovitski, K. A. Al-Hassanieh, E. Dagotto, and B. N. Harmon, “Hyperfine interaction induced decoherence of electron spins in quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. B 74, 205313 (2006).

33 Gang Chen, Doron L. Bergman, and Leon Balents, “Semiclassical dynamics and long-time asymptotics of the central-spin problem in a quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 76, 045312 (2007).

34 Ren-Bao Liu, Wang Yao, and L J Sham, “Control of electron spin decoherence caused by electron-nuclear spin dynamics in a quantum dot,” New J. Phys. 9, 226 (2007).

35 W. A. Coish, Jan Fischer, and Daniel Loss, “Exponential decay in a spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 125329 (2008).

36 Changxue Deng and Xuedong Hu, “Electron-spin dephasing via hyperfine interaction in a quantum dot: An equation-of-motion calculation of electron-spin correlation functions,” Phys. Rev. B 78, 245301 (2008).

37 Wen Yang and Ren-Bao Liu, “Quantum many-body theory of qubit decoherence in a finite-size spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 78, 085315 (2008).

38 Łukasz Cywiński, Wayne M. Witzel, and S. Das Sarma, “Electron spin dephasing due to hyperfine interactions with a nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 057601 (2009).

39 Łukasz Cywiński, Wayne M. Witzel, and S. Das Sarma, “Pure quantum dephasing of a solid-state electron spin qubit in a large nuclear spin bath coupled by long-range hyperfine-mediated interaction,” Phys. Rev. B 79, 245314 (2009).

40 W. A. Coish, Jan Fischer, and Daniel Loss, “Freeinduction decay and envelope modulations in a narrowed nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 81, 165315 (2010).

41 Łukasz Cywiński, V. V. Dobrovitski, and S. Das Sarma, “Spin echo decay at low magnetic fields in a nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 82, 035315 (2010).

42 Izhar Neder, Mark S. Rudner, Hendrik Bluhm, Sandra Foletti, Bertrand I. Halperin, and Amir Yacoby, “Semiclassical model for the dephasing of a two-electron spin qubit coupled to a coherently evolving nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 84, 035441 (2011).

43 Edwin Barnes, Łukasz Cywiński, and S. Das Sarma, “Master equation approach to the central spin decoherence problem: Uniform coupling model and role of projection operators,” Phys. Rev. B 84, 155315 (2011).

44 Edwin Barnes, Łukasz Cywiński, and S. Das Sarma, “Nonperturbative master equation solution of central spin dephasing dynamics,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 140403 (2012).

45 N. A. Sinitsyn, Yan Li, S. A. Crooker, A. Saxena, and D. L. Smith, “Role of nuclear quadrupole coupling on decoherence and relaxation of central spins in quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 166605 (2012).

46 Jo-Tzu Hung, Łukasz Cywiński, Xuedong Hu, and S. Das Sarma, “Hyperfine interaction induced dephasing of coupled spin qubits in semiconductor double quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 085314 (2013).

47 Daniel Stanek, Carsten Raas, and Götz S. Uhrig, “Dynamics and decoherence in the central spin model in the low-field limit,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 155305 (2013).

48 Alexandre Faribault and Dirk Schuricht, “Spin decoherence due to a randomly fluctuating spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 085323 (2013).

49 Félix Beaudoin and W. A. Coish, “Enhanced hyperfineinduced spin dephasing in a magnetic-field gradient,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 085320 (2013).

50 S. J. Balian, Gary Wolfowicz, John J. L. Morton, and T. S. Monteiro, “Quantum-bath-driven decoherence of mixed spin systems,” Phys. Rev. B 89, 045403 (2014).

51 Johannes Hackmann and Frithjof B. Anders, “Spin noise in the anisotropic central spin model,” Phys. Rev. B 89, 045317 (2014).

52 Erik Welander, Evgeny Chekhovich, Alexander Tartakovskii, and Guido Burkard, “Influence of nuclear quadrupole moments on electron spin coherence in semiconductor quantum dots,” arXiv:1405.1329 (2014).

53 Tomasz Dietl, “Spin dynamics of a confined electron interacting with magnetic or nuclear spins: A semiclassical approach,” Phys. Rev. B 91, 125204 (2015).

54 A. C. Johnson, J. R. Petta, J. M. Taylor, A. Yacoby, M. D. Lukin, C. M. Marcus, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Triplet-singlet spin relaxation via nuclei in a double quantum dot,” Nature 435, 925 (2005).

55 M. V. Gurudev Dutt, Jun Cheng, Bo Li, Xiaodong Xu, Xiaoqin Li, P. R. Berman, D. G. Steel, A. S. Bracker, D. Gammon, Sophia E. Economou, Ren-Bao Liu, and L. J. Sham, “Stimulated and spontaneous optical generation of electron spin coherence in charged gaas quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 227403 (2005).

56 F. H. L. Koppens, K. C. Nowack, and L. M. K. Vandersypen, “Spin echo of a single electron spin in a quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 236802 (2008).

57 David Press, Kristiaan De Greve, Peter L. McMahon, Thaddeus D. Ladd, Benedikt Friess, Christian Schneider, Martin Kamp, Sven Höfling, Alfred Forchel, and Yoshihisa Yamamoto, “Ultrafast optical spin echo in a single quantum dot,” Nat. Photonics 4, 367 (2010).

58 Hendrik Bluhm, Sandra Foletti, Izhar Neder, Mark Rudner, Diana Mahalu, Vladimir Umansky, and Amir Yacoby, “Long coherence of electron spins coupled to a nuclear spin bath,” Nat. Phys. 7, 109 (2010).

59 E. A. Chekhovich, K. V. Kavokin, J. Puebla, A. B. Krysa, M. Hopkinson, A. D. Andreev, A. M. Sanchez, R. Beanland, M. S. Skolnick, and A. I. Tartakovskii, “Structural analysis of strained quantum dots using nuclear magnetic resonance,” Nature Nanotechnology 7, 646 (2012).

60 Ryszard Horodecki, Paweł Horodecki, Michał Horodecki, and Karol Horodecki, “Quantum entanglement,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865–942 (2009).

61 Daniel Loss and David P. DiVincenzo, “Quantum computation with quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. A 57, 120 (1998).

62 Guido Burkard and Atac Imamoğlu, “Ultralong-distance interaction between spin qubits,” Phys. Rev. B 74, 041307 (2006).

63 Luka Trifunovic, Fabio L. Pedrocchi, and Daniel Loss, “Long-distance entanglement of spin qubits via ferromagnet,” Phys. Rev. X 3, 041023 (2013).

64 Martin Leijnse and Karsten Flensberg, “Coupling spin qubits via superconductors,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 060501 (2013).

65 L. C. L. Hollenberg, A. D. Greentree, A. G.

Fowler, and C. J. Wellard, “Two-dimensional architectures for donor-based quantum computing,” Phys. Rev. B 74, 045311 (2006).

66 J. H. Cole, A. D. Greentree, L. C. L. Hollenberg, and

S. Das Sarma, “Spatial adiabatic passage in a realistic triple well structure,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 235418 (2008).

67 Sylvain Hermelin, Shintaro Takada, Michihisa Yamamoto, Seigo Tarucha, Andreas D. Wieck, Laurent Saminadayar, Christopher Baüerle, and Tristan Meunier, “Electrons surfing on a sound wave as a platform for quantum optics with flying electrons,” Nature 477, 435 (2011).

68 R. P. G. McNeil, M. Kataoka, C. J. B. Ford, C. H. W.

Barnes, D. Anderson, G. A. C. Jones, I. Farrer, and D. A. Ritchie, “On-demand single-electron transfer between distant quantum dots,” Nature 477, 439 (2011).

69 M. Żukowski, A. Zeilinger, M. A. Horne, and A. K. Ekert, “Event-ready-detectors bell experiment via entanglement swapping,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 4287–4290 (1993).

70 William K. Wootters, “Entanglement of formation of an arbitrary state of two qubits,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2245 (1998).

71 O. Gühne, P. Hyllus, D. Bruß, A. Ekert, M. Lewenstein, C. Macchiavello, and A. Sanpera, “Detection of entanglement with few local measurements,” Phys. Rev. A 66, 062305 (2002).

72 Otfried Gühne and Géza Tóth, “Entanglement detection,” Phys. Rep. 474, 1 (2009).

73 Charles H. Bennett, Gilles Brassard, Claude Crépeau, Richard Jozsa, Asher Peres, and William K. Wootters, “Teleporting an unknown quantum state via dual classical and einstein-podolsky-rosen channels,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1895–1899 (1993).

74 Michał Horodecki, Paweł Horodecki, and Ryszard Horodecki, “General teleportation channel, singlet fraction, and quasidistillation,” Phys. Rev. A 60, 1888–1898 (1999).

75 Frank Verstraete and Henri Verschelde, “Optimal teleportation with a mixed state of two qubits,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 097901 (2003).

76 S. J. van Enk, N. Lütkenhaus, and H. J. Kimble, “Experimental procedures for entanglement verification,” Phys. Rev. A 75, 052318 (2007).

77 F. Bodoky, O. Gühne, , and M Blaauboer, “Modeling the decay of entanglement for electron spin qubits in quantum dots,” J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 21, 395602 (2010).

78 B. Erbe and J. Schliemann, “Hyperfine induced spin and entanglement dynamics in double quantum dots: A homogeneous coupling approach,” Phys. Rev. B 81, 235324 (2010).

79 B. Erbe and J. Schliemann, “Hyperfine induced electron spin and entanglement dynamics in double quantum dots: The case of separate baths,” Phys. Rev. B 85, 155127 (2012).

80 Paweł Mazurek, Katarzyna Roszak, Ravindra W. Chhajlany, and Paweł Horodecki, “Sensitivity of entanglement decay of quantum-dot spin qubits to the external magnetic field,” Phys. Rev. A 89, 062318 (2014).

81 Paweł Mazurek, Katarzyna Roszak, and Paweł Horodecki, “The decay of quantum correlations between quantum dot spin qubits and the characteristics of its magnetic field dependence,” EPL 107, 67004 (2014).

82 E. A. Laird, J. R. Petta, A. C. Johnson, C. M. Marcus, A. Yacoby, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Effect of exchange interaction on spin dephasing in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 056801 (2006).

83 W. Yang and R. B. Liu, “Decoherence of coupled electron spins via nuclear spin dynamics in quantum dots,”

Phys. Rev. B 77, 085302 (2008).

84 K. M. Weiss, J. M. Elzerman, Y. L. Delley, J. Miguel- Sanchez, and A. Imamoğlu, “Coherent two-electron spin qubits in an optically active pair of coupled ingaas quantum dots,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 107401 (2012).

85 O. E. Dial, M. D. Shulman, S. P. Harvey, H. Bluhm, V. Umansky, and A. Yacoby, “Charge noise spectroscopy using coherent exchange oscillations in a singlet-triplet qubit,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 146804 (2013).

86 A. P. Higginbotham, F. Kuemmeth, M. P. Hanson, A. C. Gossard, and C. M. Marcus, “Coherent operations and screening in multielectron spin qubits,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 026801 (2014).

87 A. Abragam, The Principles of Nuclear Magnetism (Oxford University Press, New York, 1983).

88 Changxue Deng and Xuedong Hu, “Nuclear spin diffusion in quantum dots: Effects of inhomogeneous hyperfine interaction,” Phys. Rev. B 72, 165333 (2005).

89 D. J. Reilly, J. M. Taylor, E. A. Laird, J. R. Petta, C. M.

Marcus, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Measurement of temporal correlations of the overhauser field in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 236803 (2008).

90 C. Barthel, D. J. Reilly, C. M. Marcus, M. P.

Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, “Rapid singleshot measurement of a singlet-triplet qubit,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 160503 (2009).

91 D. Klauser, W. A. Coish, and Daniel Loss, “Nuclear spin state narrowing via gate-controlled rabi oscillations in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 73, 205302 (2006).

92 Dimitrije Stepanenko, Guido Burkard, Geza Giedke, and Atac Imamoğlu, “Enhancement of electron spin coherence by optical preparation of nuclear spins,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 136401 (2006).

93 G. Giedke, J. M. Taylor, D. D’Alessandro, M. D. Lukin, and A. Imamoğlu, “Quantum measurement of a mesoscopic spin ensemble,” Phys. Rev. A 74, 032316 (2006).

94 Hendrik Bluhm, Sandra Foletti, Diana Mahalu, Vladimir Umansky, and Amir Yacoby, “Enhancing the coherence of a spin qubit by operating it as a feedback loop that controls its nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 216803 (2010).

95 A. Greilich, D. R. Yakovlev, A. Shabaev, A. L. Efros, I. A. Yugova, R. Oulton, V. Stavarache, D. Reuter, A. Wieck, and M. Bayer, “Mode locking of electron spin coherences in singly charged quantum dots,” Science 313, 341 (2006).

96 M. D. Shulman, S. P. Harvey, J. M. Nichol, S. D. Bartlett, A. C. Doherty, V. Umansky, , and A. Yacoby, “Suppressing qubit dephasing using real-time hamiltonian estimation,” Nature Communications 5, 5156 (2014).

97 Sandra Foletti, Hendrik Bluhm, Diana Mahalu, Vladimir Umansky, and Amir Yacoby, “Universal quantum control of two-electron spin quantum bits using dynamic nuclear polarization,” Nat. Phys. 5, 903 (2009).

98 J. M. Taylor and M. D. Lukin, “Dephasing of quantum bits by a quasi-static mesoscopic environment,” Quant. Info. Process. 5, 503 (2006).

99 F. M. Cucchietti, J. P. Paz, and W. H.

Zurek, “Decoherence from spin environments,” Phys. Rev. A 72, 052113 (2005).

100 Rogerio de Sousa, “Electron spin as a spectrometer of nuclear-spin noise and other fluctuations,” Top. Appl. Phys. 115, 183 (2009).

101 Łukasz Cywiński, Roman M. Lutchyn, Cody P. Nave, and

S. Das Sarma, “How to enhance dephasing time in superconducting qubits,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 174509 (2008).

102 W. M. Witzel and S. Das Sarma, “Wavefunction considerations for the central spin decoherence problem in a nuclear spin bath,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 165319 (2008).

103 Karol Życzkowski, Paweł Horodecki, Michał Horodecki, and Ryszard Horodecki, “Dynamics of quantum entanglement,” Phys. Rev. A 65, 012101 (2001).

104 Ting Yu and J. H. Eberly, “Finite-time disentanglement via spontaneous emission,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 140404 (2004).

105 B. Bellomo, R. Lo Franco, and G. Compagno, “Nonmarkovian effects on the dynamics of entanglement,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 160502 (2007).

106 B. Bellomo, R. Lo Franco, and G. Compagno, “Entanglement dynamics of two independent qubits in environments with and without memory,” Phys. Rev. A 77, 032342 (2008).

107 Martin B. Plenio and Shashank Virmani, “An introduction to entanglement measures,” Quant. Info. Comput. 7, 1 (2007).

108 Ting Yu and J. H. Eberly, “Evolution from entanglement to decoherence,” Quant. Info. Comp. 7, 459 (2007).

109 Piotr Szańkowski, Marek Trippenbach, Łukasz Cywiński, and Y. B. Band, “The dynamics of two entangled qubits exposed to classical noise: role of spatial and temporal noise correlations,” arXiv:1408.4254 (2014).

110 Niklas Rohling and Guido Burkard, “Tomography scheme for two spin-^1_2 qubits in a double quantum dot,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 085402 (2013).

111 Sandu Popescu, “Bell’s inequalities versus teleportation:

What is nonlocality?” Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 797 (1994). 112 S. Massar and S. Popescu, “Optimal extraction of information from finite quantum ensembles,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 1259–1263 (1995).

113 W. Pfaff, B. J. Hensen, H. Bernien, S. B. van Dam, M. S.

Blok, T. H. Taminiau, M. J. Tiggelman, R. N. Schouten, M. Markham, D. J. Twitchen, and R. Hanson, “Unconditional quantum teleportation between distant solid-state quantum bits,” Science 345, 532 (2014).

114 W. A. Coish, Daniel Loss, E. A. Yuzbashyan, and B. L. Altshuler, “Quantum versus classical hyperfine-induced dynamics in a quantum dot,” J. Appl. Phys. 101, 081715 (2007).

115 Jianming Cai, Gian Giacomo Guerreschi, and Hans J.

Briegel, “Quantum control and entanglement in a chemical compass,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 220502 (2010).

116 M. Tiersch, G. G. Guerreschi, J. Clausen, and H. J.

Briegel, “Quantum control and entanglement in a chemical compass,” J. Phys. Chem. A 118, 13 (2014).

117 B. Bellomo, G. Compagno, A. D’Arrigo, G. Falci, R. Lo Franco, and E. Paladino, “Entanglement dynamics of two independent qubits in environments with and without memory,” Phys. Rev. A 81, 062309 (2010).

118 G. M. Palma, K.-A. Suominen, and A. K. Ekert, “Quantum computers and dissipation,” Proc. R. Soc. Lond. A 452, 567 (1996).

119 D. A. Lidar, “Review of decoherence-free subspaces, noiseless subsystems, and dynamical decoupling,” Adv. Chem. Phys. 154, 295–354 (2014).

120 To be precise, the πx and πy pulses correspond to −iσ̂x and −iσ̂y operators, the application of which introduces additional phase factors. These can be easily taken into account when relating the echoed state to the original one.

121 R. Lo Franco, A. D’Arrigo, G. Falci, G. Compagno, and E. Paladino, “Preserving entanglement and nonlocality in solid-state qubits by dynamical decoupling,” Phys. Rev. B 90, 054304 (2014).

122 Francesco Buscemi, “Complete positivity, markovianity, and the quantum data-processing inequality, in the presence of initial system-environment correlations,”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 140502 (2014).

123 A. D’Arrigo, R. Lo Franco, G. Benenti, E. Paladino, and G. Falci, “Recovering entanglement by local operations,” Ann. Phys. 350, 211 (2014).

124 A. Melikidze, V. V. Dobrovitski, H. A. De Raedt, M. I.

Katsnelson, and B. N. Harmon, “Parity effects in spin decoherence,” Phys. Rev. B 70, 014435 (2004).