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Dynamical creation of entanglement ver sus disentanglement in a system of three - level atomswith
vacuum - induced coherences
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The dynamics of entanglement between three - level atomaedudo the common vacuum is investigated.
We show that the collective effects such as collective damaipole - dipole interaction and the cross coupling
between orthogonal dipoles, play a crucial role in the pea# creation of entanglement. In particular, the
additional cross coupling enhances the production of gieament. For the specific initial states we find that
the effect of delayed sudden birth of entanglement, regémtented by Ficek and Tanas [Phys. Rev.7A
054301(2008)] in the case of two - level atoms, can also bergbd in the system. When the initial state is
entangled, the process of spontaneous emission causasctlestof correlations and its disentanglement. We
show that the robustness of initial entanglement agaiesttiise can be changed by local operations performed
on the state.
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I. INTRODUCTION two atoms are negligible and dissipation causes disergang|
ment. On the contrary, for small distance the collective@#

are so strong that they can partially overcome decoherence.
As a result, the system can decay to a stationary state which
can be entangled, even if the initial state was separab]e [10

In a system of coupled multi - level atoms having closely
lying energy states and interacting with the vacuum, quantu
interference between different radiative transitions @ecur,
resulting in coherences in a system which are knowwaas In the present paper, we study the case of distance compa-
uum - induced coherencesor example, when the distance rable to the radiation wavelength Although the dynamics
between atoms is comparable to the wavelength of the emibrings all initial states into the asymptotic state in whitaith
ted radiation and transition dipole moments involving tke d atoms are in their ground states, still there can be some tran
cay processes are parallel, the coupling between the atams \sient entanglement between the atoms. In particular we show
common vacuum gives rise to the collective effects such athat the dynamical creation of entanglement is possible in a
collective damping and dipole - dipole interaction. Such ef system where only one atom is in the excited state. Moreover
fects are well known [1,12], particularly in the case of two - the production of entanglement is enhanced, when the cross
level atoms. In the system of three - level atoms, radiativecoupling between orthogonal dipoles is present. In the more
coupling can produce a new interference effect in the sponaccessible initial state when the both atoms are excited, an
taneous emission. This effect manifests by the cross aoyipli if the cross coupling is absent, the interesting phenomefion
between radiative transitions withithogonaldipole moments  delayed sudden birth of entanglement [11] can be observed:
[3] and is strongly dependent on the relative orientatiothef unentangled atoms become entangled after some finite time,
atoms|[[4/ 5]. All such collective properties of the system in despite of the fact that the correlation between the atoms ex
fluence the quantum dynamics, which can significantly dif-isted earlier. On the other hand, cross coupling causetithat
fer from a corresponding single atom dynamics. There wer@ntanglement starts to build up immediately. We considsr al
many studies on the effect of quantum interference on varithe process of disentanglement of initially entanglecestat
ous physical processes including: resonance fluorescé€hce [ the presence of vacuum induced coherences. Analogously to
guantum jumps [7], the presence of ultranarrow spectraklin the case of two - level atoms (see e.Q.![12]), there are spe-
[8] or amplification without population inversion [9]. cific entangled states of our system which decay much slower

In our research we consider entanglement properties of #en the other states. In the limit of small separation, ¢hos
pair of three - level atoms in thé configuration with vacuum  states decouple from the environment and therefore are sta-
induced coherences. We study a dynamical creation of erple. They are called (generalized) antisymmetric Dickéesta
tanglement due to the collective effects which are present i[13] and play the crucial role in characterizing disentang|
the system, as well as the process of degradation of correl&ent properties of given initial state. In particular, thess of
tions, resulting in disentanglement of initially entardyfmirs ~ maximally entangled states of two - qutrits i.e. (geneealjz
of atoms. Both processes crucially depend on the interatomiBell states|[14] can be divided into two subsets. The first set
distance compared to the wavelength of the emitted radiatio contains those states which have no populations in antisym-
For large separation we expect that the collective progedi  metric Dicke states, and they decay rapidly. The remaining

states have equal populations in stable Dicke states amy dec

much slower. Since all Bell states are locally equivalardal

operations performed on the states may change the robsstnes
*E-mail addres: ljak@ift.uni.wroc.pl of entanglement against the noise.
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II. MODEL DYNAMICS

We start with a short description of the model studied by
Agarwal and Patnaik [3]. Consider two identical three - leve
atoms (A and B) in theV configuration. The atoms have
two near - degenerate excited stateg, |24) (0 = A,B) and
ground state$3,). Assume that the atoms interact with the
common vacuum and that transition dipole moments of atom
Aare parallel to the transition dipole moments of aBnDue
to this interaction, the process of spontaneous emissan fr
two excited levels to the ground state take place in each in-
dividual atom but a direct transition between excited Isvel
not possible. Moreover, the coupling between two atoms can
be produced by the exchange of the photons. As it was shown
by Agarwal and Patnaik, in such atomic system there is also
possible the radiative process in which atérin the excited
state|1a) loses its excitation which in turn excites at@rto . . -
the s|tat<;23>. This effect manifests by the cross coupling be_thezﬁams (see FIG 1). Assume that the dipole mommgs
tween radiation transitions with orthogonal dipole monsent @nddz3 of transitions|1y) — |3a) and|2q) — [3q) are given
The evolution this atomic system can be described by the folby
lowing master equation/[3]

FIG. 1: The considered geometry of two - atomic system.
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where fora = A,B we have

Since the stateldy) and|2y) are closely lying, the transition
frequencieso 3 andwyg satisfy

W13~ W3 = 0o

2
L% = 205,P0%; — 09305:P — POR303 .2
P k;ym( *POi ~ 0as0aP ~ POIGO3) (11-2) Similarly, the spontaneous - decay rates

and Y13~ Y23 =Y
2 . : - :
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In the equationd (I112) and_(Tl.3);a is A for a = B andB Quc= —?Ysmzesm(pcosachr
fora = A, o?k is the transition operator frofity) to | jo) and
the coefficientyjs represents the single atom spontaneous where for§ = Ruy/c
decay rate from the stat¢) ( j = 1,2 ) to the statd3). The
coefficientsl"j3 andQj3 are related to the coupling between ~sin  cost  sing ~sing 3cosE 3sinE
two atoms and are the collective damping and the dipole -™' = "z + £2 g3 Q= K3 + g2 Vg3
dipole interaction potential, respectively. The cohestiecms
v and Q¢ are cross coupling coefficients, which couple a , _ €0 sin§  cosg Q = cost 3ﬁ B 3cosE
pair of orthogonal dipoles. This cross coupling between two "' g g2 g3 T ¢ g2 IE
atoms strongly depend on the relative orientation of thenato (11.5)

To see this, we put the atom A at the origin of coordinate
system and the position of the atom B is give by the veBtor From the formulad(Il}4) and (Il15) it follows that the coung
which makes na angle with the x axis and an anglé with coefficients are small for large distance between the atowhs a
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tend to zero foR — «. On the other hand, wheR — 0,  states. The density matrpx which we consider to compute
Qi3, Qo3 andQ,c diverge, whereas negativity is defined on the spa€€ @ C2 andp is written in
the basis of product states

lia)®lke), j.k=1,23 (11.2)
In the following we will consider two special configurations ) . ) .
of atomic system. taken in the lexicographic order. In particular, for theesaof

Configuration | 8 = Tti.e. both atoms lie along theaxis ~ the form

I'13, I'23—>y and I'VC—>0

and@= 1/4. In that case 00 0 0O0OO0O O O O

00 0 OO O O O O

M3="T23 Qiz=CQo3 0 0 ps3 O O pss P37 pag O

and the coherence termigc = Q,c = 0. _ 8 g 8 8 g 8 8 g 8
 coherence terrig . p= (11.3)

Configuration It 8 =T11/2i.e. both atoms lie on theyplane 0 0 pez O O Pes Ps7 Peg O

ande= 11/4. In that case 0 0 p73 00 prg pr7 prs O

- - 0 0 ps3 O O pgs ps7 pss O

M3=T23 Qi3=Qu 00 0 00 0 O O po

and the coherence terms

Me#0, Qu#0.

The time evolution of the initial state of two - atomic
system is given by the semi - groyf: }t>o of completely
positive mappings acting on density matrices, generated b

A, |B_ |AB i i P i : o 1S
L%+ L7+ L7 Th_e properties of this semi - group crucially when at least one of them is nonzero. Similarly for the states
depend on the distance between the two atoms and the ge-

the negativity is given by

1
N(p) = > {\/4(|937|2+ |P38|2+ |Pe7/2 + |Pesl? ) + Pgg — 999]

(111.4)
Notice that [TI[.4) is equal to zero when the coherences
37, P38, P67, Peg are all equal to zero, and is greater then zero

ometry of the system. It can be shown by a direct calcula- 00 00OO0OO O O O
tion, that irrespective to the geometry, when the distasce i Op» 0 OO O O O O
large (compared to the radiation wavelengdy the semi - 0 0 p300 0 ps7 O O
group{Ti }t>0 is uniquely relaxing with the asymptotic state 00 00O0O O O O

|3a) ® |3g). Thus, for any initial state, its entanglement ap- p=({0 0 0 00 O O O O], (111.5)
proaches 0 wheh— . But still there can be some transient 0 O O O0Opes O pegs O
entanglement between the atoms. In the following, we study 0 0 p300 0 p77 O O

in details time evolution of some classes of initial stated a 0 O O 0Opgs O pgg O
show how the creation of entanglement as well as the process 0 0O 000 O O O py

of disentanglement are sensitive to the geometry of the sys- o

tem. the negativity can be computed from the formula

N(P) = 3 [ y/4(Iper2+ pad?) +03—poo] . (10
I11. NEGATIVITY
On the other hand, for the states
To describe the process of creation or destruction of entan-
glement between the atoms, we need the effective measure of p12 0 0 000 O
mixed - state entanglement. For such a measure we take a
computable measure of entanglement proposed in [15]. The
measure is based on the trace norm of the partial transpositi
pPT of the statep. From the Peres - Horodecki criterion of
separabilityl[16, 17], it follows that ip”T is not positive, then
p is entangled and one defines tiegativityof the statep as

o
e

, (111.7)
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PT| _
N(p) = Ie 1= 1 amy
2 their negativity
N(p) is equal to the absolute value of the sum of the negative _ ~
eigenvalues op”T and is an entanglement monotone, but it N(p) = max(o, N(p)) (111.8)
cannot detect bound entangled states [18].
- . . where

Although negativity of a given state is easy to compute nu-
merically, the analytical formulas for general mixed stabé N( )=
two qutrits can be only obtained for some limited classes of P)=

NI =

[\/(Pll — P99)? +4|p37|? — p11— pgg] (11.9)
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can be zero, even if the cohereneg is not zero. Thereis a Since the process of the photon exchange produces coherence

threshold for the coherence at which two atoms become erbetween the statgda) ® |3g) and|3a) ® |15), the value of

tangled. |p37| starts to grow and the system becomes entangled (FIG.
2).

IV. CREATION OF ENTANGLEMENT

In this section we study the process of creation of tran- 03 ' ' T
sient entanglement between atoms prepared in separable ini |pg§| ,,,,,,,
tial states. We fix the distance between the atoms and solve lPggl -------

numerically the master equatidn (Il.1) in two cases of config
urations of the system.

A. Initial states|14) ®|3g) and |1a) @ |2g)

0.2 T T T T

FIG. 3: The time evolution ofpzs|, |Ps7], |Pss| for the initial state
|1a) ® |3g) in the case whefiyc # 0, Qy¢c # 0 andR/A = 0.2.

P37l

0.1 7 When both atoms lie on they plane Configuration II), the

cross coupling coefficients,. and Q¢ are nonzero and the

dynamics of the system is changed significantly. The addi-

tional coupling between orthogonal dipoles produces new co

herence®ss, P3s, Ps7, Peg andprs, SO the state at timehas

0 ' ' : ' the form [IIL.3). In particular, the values &bs7|, |pss|, |Ps7|

0 1 2 3 4 5 and |peg| become nonzero (FIG. 3), so the negativity of the
vt state can be computed from the formila(lll.4). In FIG. 4 we

FIG. 2: The time evolution ofps;| for the initial state|1a) ® |3g)
whenrlyc = Qyc=0andR/A =0.2. 0.2

When the system is prepared in the pure stae ® |3g) ve
(atom A in the excited state and atom B in the ground state)
and both atoms lie along tleaxis (Configuration ), so

Mo="T23, Q3=Q3 and My=0,=0,

Negativity
o
-
_L
1

one can check that the density matrix at tiniakes the form

00 0O 0OO0OO O O O
00 0O OO0 O O O
0 0 pa3(t) 0 0 0 psr(t) O O
00 0O O0OO0OO O O O
pt)=f00 0 000 O O O (IV.1)
00 0O O0OO0OO O O O
8 8 p73(,)(t) % % (())p77(()t) 00 00 FIG. 4: The time evolution of negativity of initial stafga) ® |3g) in
two casesT yvc # 0, Quec # 0 (Nye) andlMye = Que = 0 (N). In both
00 0O 000 O Opglt) caseR/A =0.2.
and by [TIT.4) _ , . .
plot the time evolution of negativity of initial statéa) ® |3g)
1 in both configurations. As we see, the cross coupling be-
_ = 2 2_
N(t) = 2 [\/4|p37(t)| +Poa(t)? — pos(t) (IV2) " {ween the atoms enhances the production of entanglement.
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The same behaviour of negativity can be observed for initiahre in the same excited state), and the cross coupling isabse
state|2a) ® |3g). the state at timeétakes the form{IILI). As in the case of ini-
On the other hand, when the system is prepared in the initiaial state|15) ® |3g), the entanglement production is due to the
state|1a) ® |2g) (both atoms in excited states) and the crosscreation of coherenges7, but in the present case, the nonzero
coupling is absent, the entanglement production is duegto thcoherence is only the necessary condition for entanglement
coherenceps7 andpes. As in the previous case, the presenceAs it follows from (IIL.8) and [1II.9), there is a thresholdif
of cross coupling enhances the production of entanglementps7| at which the negativity becomes nonzero. A detailed
but the maximal value of negativity is much less then in thenumerical analysis shows that there is no entanglement-at ea

case of initial staté¢la) ® |3g) (FIG. 5). lier times, and suddenly at some time the entanglemensstart
to build up (FIG. 6). This is the example of phenomenon of

delayed sudden birth of entanglemestudied by Ficek and
Tanas|[11] in the case of two - level atoms. To get some in-
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FIG. 5: The time evolution of negativity of initial stafgs) ® |2g) in
two casesT yc # 0, Quec # 0 (Nye) andlMye = Que = 0 (N). In both

caseR/A =0.2.
FIG. 7: The time evolution of negativity of initial state (B for

different values ofp (I"'yc = Qye = 0, R/A =0.2).

B. Initial state |15) ®|1g) and delayed sudden birth of sight into the process of creation of entanglement in thigca
entanglement consider the initial state

|¥) = cosp|la) ® |1g) + Sin@|1a) ® |3g), @€ [0,1/2)]

(IV.3)

FIG. 7 shows that the evolution of initial state (T\V.3) craity
depends on the superposition angld he smaller is the prob-

0.0004 . . . .

0.0003 | .
>
=

& 0.0002 | .
(@]
(0]
Pz

0.0001 | .

0 | | | |
0 1 2 3 4 5
vt

FIG. 6: The time evolution of negativity of initial staféa) ® |1g).
Here we takd yc = Qyc = 0 andR/A =0.2.

If the system is prepared in the stétg) ® |1g) (both atoms FIG. 8: The time of birth of entanglement as a functiorpof



ability that the system is prepared in the stélg) ® |1g),

lows:

the earlier the atoms become entangled. In FIG. 8 we plot

the time of the birth of entanglement as the function of the

1

superposition angle. This time is maximal for= 0 (i.e. W) = V3 (11a) @[18) +[2a) © [28) +[3a) @ [38))
|W) = |1a) ® |18)) and is equal to zero fap= 11/2. 1
|Wo) = 7 (|11n) ®(28) + |2a) @ [3p) + [3a) ®|18) )
1
|W3) = 7 (|11a) ®[38) + |2a) @ |1) + [3a) ®[28) )
1
0.02 T T T T T T T 1 |W4>=ﬁ (11a) ® |18) +W|2a) ® |2B) +W|3p) @ |3B) )
1
|Ws) = 7 (|11a) ®|28) +W|24) @ |3p) +W|3a) ® |18) )
>
= 1
> _ -
g o001 i We) e (11a) ® [3p) +W[2a) @ |1p) +W|3a) © |28) )
9 1
< |W7) = 7 (|11a) ® |1g) +W|2a) @ |28) +W|3a) ® [35) )
1
|Wg) = 7 (|11a) ®|28) +W|2a) @ |3p) +W|3a) ® |18) )
0 1 1 ! 1
1
0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5 |Lp9> _ ﬁ (|1A> ® |3B> +V_V|2A) ® |1B> +W|3A> ® |ZB>)
t
Y (V1)
FIG. 9: The time evolution of negativity of initial statéa) ® |1g) where

whenrly¢ # 0, Qyc # 0 andR/A = 0.2.
w=e?/3

When the cross coupling coefficierfigc and Q¢ are not _ o
zero the numerical analysis shows that the time delayed créne can check that the statés {V.1) have maximal negativity
ation of entanglement does not occur. In that case, even f@nd that they are locally equivalent.
the initial state{1a) @ [1g) (or [2a) ®[28)), the entanglement  There is another class of pure entangled states of two gjutrit
starts to build up immediately after the atoms beginto axter - which are very important for the analysis of the dynamics of
with the vacuum (FIG. 9). coupled three - level atoms. Tlyeneralized symmetric and

antisymmetric Dicke statdsee e.g. [13]), defined by the for-

mulas
V. DISENTANGLEMENT |3«I>:i(|kA>®||B>+||A>®|kB>)
V2 v2)
la) = —= (Ika) @ [l) —[1a) @ [Ks) )

Apart from the effect of creation of entanglement, the quan-
tum evolution given by the master equatién {ll.1) may cause
als_o_c_iestruction of correlations, fesultir_\g in disentangint wherek,| = 1,2,3:k < |, are not maximally entangled (their
of |n|t|ally entangled states. In this section we stU(_jy_ thn»p negativity is equal to 12) but have a remarkable properties.
cess ofdlse_ntanglementforspm_e entangleo_l pure initl@sta A5t was shown in our previous papér [10], in the limit of
We start with the characterization of maxllmally entangledg separation between the atoms, the process of photon ex
states of two three - level systems (two quirits). change produces such correlations that the dynamics is not
ergodic and there are nontrivial asymptotic stationariesta
In that case, the symmetric Dicke staieg) decay to the
ground statd3a) ® |3g) whereas antisymmetric statéss)
and |apz) decouple from the environment and therefore are
stable. Moreover, the staf®; ») is not stable, but is asymptot-
ically nontrivial. So for the distances comparable to thdiaa
tion wavelength\, symmetric and antisymmetric Dicke states

The basigWy), a = 1,...,9 of the spac&®® C3 consist-  will decay with significantly different rates and the popula
ing of maximally entangled Bell - like states was constrdcte tions in the antisymmetric states can be used to charagteriz
in [14] (see also.[19]). The stat¢4¥/y) can be written as fol- disentanglement properties of given initial state.

V2

A. Maximally entangled states of two qutritsand generalized
Dicke states



B. Timeevolution of Dicke states

Now we consider the evolution of the antisymmetric Dicke
state

T L
V2

in the case when the distance between the atoms is compara-
ble toA. If Iy = Qyc = 0, the state at timetakes the form
(1), so the degree of its entanglement is determined by th
coherenc@s;(t). The same is true for the symmetric state

las) = —= (|1a) @ |3s) — [3a) ® |18) ) (V.3)

Negativity

s13) = \% (1 ®3s)+[30) ©[1s))  (V.4) .

which decays to the ground state even in the limit of smal sep

aration. As we show numerically, time evolutionmf; forthe £ 11: pisentanglement of Dicke statiss) and |ais) (Fve =

symmetric state (Vl4), differs significantly from that faita . =0, R/A = 0.2).

symmetric state (VI3) (see FIG. 10) and the latter diser¢ang

much slower that the former (FIG. 11).
so by [IIL8), the asymptotic negativity ¢&;,) has the value
V/2/4. For the atom separation comparable wttthis state
disentangle quicker theas).

T T
13>
lagz> -

[P37]

Negativity

ES[-riiOD.iII?ee ;Itrf;]t(:é:\i/r? Itl;]téogacéggifgxlffg);nr:(rjnrj/t)r\lczag g.antlsym FIG. 12: Disentanglement of Dicke statej3) in two cases:
Mve, Que # 0 (VC) andlyc = Qyec = 0 (NON VC). In both cases
R/A=0.2

When the cross coupling coefficients are not zero, the dy-

namics of Dicke states is more complicated, and at a given

timet they have the forni(Il[]3). Detailed analysis of the evo-

lution of r}e_zgatlwtylno_llcates that for the_.antlsy.mmetriate C. Disentanglement of Bell states

|a13), additional coupling between transitions with orthogonal

dipole moments, slow down the process of disentanglement . .
(FIG. 12). On the other hand, this coupling does not influence AS it was stated before, in the case of small separation be-
rapid disentanglement of the symmetric state. tween the atoms, the antisymmetric Dicke stdas), [a3)

The antisymmetric statfy) is not stable in the limit of ~&r€ stable, and the stg#g ) has a nontrivial asymptotic limit.
small separation between the atoms, but it is asymptqticall':or that reason,_the [n|t|al states which have the propdrty o
nontrivial [10]. It can be shown thaey,) evolves to the rapping populations ifeys), [ax3) and|asz), decay to an en-

asymptotic state which has the formi{IIL5) with tangled asymptotic states. In the process of evolutioninthe
tial populations inai3) and|ays) are conserved, whereas the

1 1 population inja;2) can be transformed intf@;3) and |ags),
P22=Po9 =0, P33=Pe6=Pss= 20 P37=Pes=—7 giving the enlargement of initial populations.



Consider now the Bell state§ (V.1). One checks that
the states|W;),|Ws) and |¥7) have zero populations in
|aas), |az3) and|az2), so they decay to the separable asymp-
totic state. In fact, the limiting state in this case is theud
state|3a) ® |3g). On the other hand, the remaining Bell states
[W2), |W3), |Ws), |We), |Ws) and|Wg) have equal populations
in antisymmetric Dicke states, so they have the same asymp-2
totic entanglement. Take for example the stétg). Since the %

o
[}
z

|W>
[Wy>

corresponding populations are equab by the general result
of [10] the asymptotic state is of the form

00 0 O0OO0 O 0 0 0\
00 000 O O O O g
4 5
1 11 1 1
00 §00-1 3 © m
00 0 00 O 0 0 0
Pas= |00 0 00 O 0 0 0 (V.5) FIG. 14: Disentanglement of the Bell stat;) and|¥,) . We take
1 1 1 1 1 herel yc = Qy¢c = 0 andR/A = 0.08.
00-,00 5 © -5 D@ Ve e /
1 101 11
00-500 o § w1 _
00 L 00 -1 _1 1 1 states decay much slower. Since the Bell states are locally
12 8 12 8 12 equivalent, local operations performed on the initialestzen
00 500-5-% & 3 change the robustness of entanglement against the noise. On

the other hand, as we show numerically, the influence of cross
Its negativity can be computed numerically and one obtaingoupling between the atoms on the process of disentangtemen
thatN(pas) ~ 0.0968. of Bell states is negligible (FIG. 15).

If the distanceR is comparable with the wavelengthand
the cross coupling is absent, the populationsig) and|ays)
are no longer conserved but increase at the beginning (since
the population ina;2) decreases) and then decay much slower
than the populations of the remaining states (FIG. 13). ik th

0.3 T T P
213> =
s3> ------- T
[agp> ------- 2
z

c 02 7/\

RS

ks ,

> ‘\\

Q W

o Ay

& 01k i

0 peo I 1 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 FIG. 15: Disentanglement of the Bell stat,) in two caseslyc =

vt Qyc=0 (NON VC) andl y¢, Qve # 0(VC). In both caseR/A = 0.08.

FIG. 13: Time evolution of population in antisymmetric st 3),
symmetric statés; 3) and antisymmetric state; ») for the initial Bell
state|W,). We take herdyc = Qyc = 0 andR/A = 0.08. VI. CONCLUSIONS

way, the entanglement of stgtél>) is more robust againstthe ~ We have studied the dynamics of entanglement in the sys-
noise than the entanglement|8;) (FIG. 14). The same is tem of three - level atoms in thé configuration, coupled to
true for the other states from this class. So all Bell staggs ¢ the common vacuum and separated by a distance compara-
be divided into two classes. The states from the first class co ble to the radiation wavelength. In this case only some tran-
taining|W1), |W4) and|¥7) decay rapidly, whereas remaining sient entanglement between the atoms can exist but the dy-
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namical generation of such entanglement is possible. Kk hapbetween the atoms. We have shown this for the maximally
pens for example, when the cross coupling between orthogntangled Bell states. On the other hand, the rate of disen-
onal dipoles is absent and initially only one atom is excited tanglement of Bell states crucially depends on populatidns
Additional coupling enhances the production of entanglgme initial state in the antisymmetric Dicke states, which a@en

and causes that entanglement can be produced also in the cagbust against the noise then the Bell states. We have demon-
when two atoms are excited. Initial states with two atoms exstrated that those Bell states which have no populatioriein t
cited lead also to the interesting phenomenon of delayed suéntisymmetric Dicke states rapidly disentangle, whereas r
den birth of entanglement. The process of disentanglemembaining Bell states disentangle much slower.

of initially entangled states is less sensitive to crosgpting
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