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Quantum control and entanglement in an avian chemical compass
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The radical pair mechanism is one of the two main hypotheses to explain the navigability of
animals in weak magnetic fields, enabling e.g. birds to see the Earth’s magnetic field. It also plays
an essential role in the field of spin chemistry. Here, we show how quantum control can be used to
either enhance or reduce the performance of such a chemical compass, providing a route to further
test this hypothesis experimentally. We calculate the dynamics of quantum entanglement in this
model, and demonstrate intriguing connections between radical-pair entanglement and the magnetic
field sensitivity of the compass. Beyond their immediate application to the radical pair mechanism,
these results also demonstrate how state-of-art quantum technologies could potentially be used to
probe and control biological functions in animals.

Introduction.— It is known that many species, includ-
ing birds, insects and mammals, use the Earth’s magnetic
field for orientation and navigation[1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. To
explain this remarkable ability, two main hypotheses have
been proposed: a magnetite-based mechanism and a rad-
ical pair biochemical reaction mechanism[1, 8, 9]. Since
the radical pair mechanism (RPM) was first proposed
in pioneering work by Schulten et al.[10], a magnetic-
compass model for migratory birds, based on such a
mechanism [11] has been widely studied. Evidence sug-
gests that the RPM is indeed linked to the avian magne-
toreception [12, 13]. It was recently demonstrated that
a photochemical reaction can really act as a magnetic
compass even in a magnetic field as weak as the geo-
magnetic field [14]. Furthermore, a class of photorecep-
tor signalling proteins have been identified to mediate
the light-dependent magneto-sensitivity in animals and
plants [5, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20].

The underlying mechanism in such a chemical com-
pass is clearly of quantum mechanical nature. However,
the detailed role of quantum interactions, giving rise to
entanglement and (de-)coherence, are little understood
[21]. On the other hand, one can observe growing in-
terest in the role of quantum mechanics for biological
processes in general [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28], and
specifically for the efficiency of energy transfer in pho-
tosynthesis [29, 30, 31, 32]. A deeper understanding of
the role of quantum mechanics in biology will eventu-
ally come along with the ability to control biological pro-
cesses at the level of individual molecules. In physics,
various kinds of quantum control techniques have been
developed, specifically in the field of quantum informa-
tion processing and quantum metrology [33, 34, 35, 36].
The question thus naturally arises to what extent these
or similar techniques could be applied to test and re-
fine certain biophysical hypotheses, such as the chemi-
cal compass model for animal magnetoreception? Can
we use quantum technologies that have primarily been
developed to control man-made microscopic systems, to
influence the behavior of living things — e.g. birds and

fruit flies — in a detectable way?
In our work, aiming at the above questions, we will

revisit the chemical compass model using concepts and
techniques from quantum information. First, we demon-
strate that quantum control ideas can also be applied to
the experimental investigation of avian magnetoreception
and, more generally, to spin chemistry. We propose sev-
eral quantum control protocols that can be used to either
enhance or suppress the function of a chemical compass.
Assuming that the latter provides the correct explana-
tion for avian magnetoreception, we predict that birds
will loose or regain their orientability in appropriately
designed experiments using our quantum control proto-
cols. Remarkably, our calculations predict that the RPM
can not only detect weak magnetic fields, but it is also
sensitive to quantum control even without the presence
of a static magnetic field. These results offer a means to
reaffirm experimentally the RPM hypothesis, also against
other conceivable mechanisms, e.g. those in man-made
magnetometers [37, 38].

Second, we investigate whether entanglement is a
necessary ingredient in avian magneto-reception, which
seems appealing in the light of the important role this
concept has gained in fundamental discussions on quan-
tum mechanics and its wider implications. As the sensi-
tivity of the chemical compass depends on the initial state
of the radical pair, it is natural to ask whether it needs to
be quantum mechanically entangled – thereby excluding
any conceivable classical mechanism – or whether clas-
sical correlations would be sufficient. We find that the
answer largely depends on the radical pair lifetime. For
specific realizations of the RPM, e.g. those in recent
spin-chemistry experiments [39], entanglement features
prominently and can even serve as a signature of the
underlying spin dynamics. However, when the radical
pair lifetime is extremely long, as it is believed to be the
case in the current candidate for birds’ magneto-receptor
[20], neither coherence or entanglement seem to play a
significant role. On the positive side, this means that
the proper functioning of such an avian compass is more

http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.2383v3


2

robust against noise, which may have been evolutionary
selected.

Radical Pair Mechanism.— We consider a photochem-
ical reaction that starts from the light activation of a
photoreceptor, followed by an electron transfer process;
two unpaired electrons in a spin-correlated electronic sin-
glet state are then carried by a radical pair. The electron
spin relaxation time scale resulting from the thermal en-
vironment is considerably longer than the radical pair
reaction time [11]. The effective environment of a radical
pair thus mainly consists of their individual surrounding
nuclei. The Hamiltonian of a radical pair is [40] of the
form

H =
∑

k=1,2

Hk = −γe
~B ·
∑

k

~Sk +
∑

k,j

~Sk · λ̂kj
· ~Ikj

(1)

where γe = −geµB is the electron gyromagnetic ratio,
λ̂kj

denote the hyperfine coupling tensors and ~Sk, ~Ikj

the electron and nuclear spin operators respectively. For
simplicity and without loss of the essential physics, we
neglect the nucleus-nucleus and electron-electron spin ex-
change interactions [40, 41].

The initial state of a radical pair is assumed to be the
singlet state |S〉 = 1√

2
(|↑↓〉 − |↓↑〉), which subsequently

suffers from de-coherence through the hyperfine interac-
tions with the environmental nuclear spins. The electron-
hole recombination of the radical pair goes through differ-
ent channels dependent on the electron-spin state (singlet
or triplet). In particular, the yield of products formed by
the reaction of singlet radical pairs can be calculated as
[40]

Φs(t) =

∫ t

0

rc(t)fs(t)dt (2)

where rc(t) is the radical re-encounter probability dis-
tribution, and f(t) = 〈S|ρs(t)|S〉 is the fidelity between
the electron spin state ρs(t) at time t and the singlet
state. The ultimate activation yield Φs ≡ Φs(t → ∞) in
cryptochrome is believed to affect the visual function of
animals [11].

Dynamics of Electron Spins.— We can assume that
the nuclear spins surrounding each electron are initially
in an unpolarized state ρb(0) =

⊗

j Ij/dj, where dj is the
dimension of the jth nuclear spin, as the energy of the
interaction between the nuclei is much smaller than the
thermal energy at room temperature. The density ma-
trix of the central spin at time t can then be computed
by a completely positive map as ρ → Mt[ρ], the pa-
rameters of which describe the de-coherence mechanism
acting on the electron spin. The spin state of a radical
pair evolves from the singlet state Ps = |S〉〈S| into the

mixture ρs(t) = M(1)
t ⊗M(2)

t [Ps]. We follow the estab-
lished theory for the dynamics of the RPM [40, 42]. For
comparison, we have computed the full quantum dynam-
ics of the combined system of electron spins and nuclear

spins, by employing the Chebyshev polynomial expansion
method [43] to numerically calculate the exact evolution
operator Uk(t) = exp (−iHkt). We used this approach to
compute all relevant physical quantitites (inluding e.g.
the entanglement) and their evolution under quantum
control.

As an illustration to demonstrate our basic ideas, and
to test our numerical method, we first considered the
well-studied photochemical reaction of pyrene (Py-h10)
and N,N-dimethylaniline (DMA-h11) [42], for which the

hyperfine couplings are isotropic [39], and the tensor λ̂kj

simplifies to a number λkj
. While this mechanism is sen-

sitive only to the strength of the magnetic field, it has
already been studied experimentally. We will then gen-
eralize our results to the cryptochrome radical pair of
FADH• [16, 44, 45, 46]and O•−

2 , which is the molecular
candidate believed to be involved in avian magnetorecep-
tion [20]. We thereby show that our protocols work also
for anisotropic hyperfine interactions [47], which are es-
sential for direction sensitivity of the magnetic field [11].

Magnetic Field Sensitivity under Quantum Control.—

The magnetic-field sensitivity Λ of a chemical compass is
quantified by the derivative of the activation yield with
respect to the magnetic field strength B [39],

Λ(B) =
∂Φs

∂B
(3)

We assume that the external magnetic field points in the
ẑ direction. The singlet state |S〉 and the triplet states
|T0〉, |T±〉 are the eigenstates of the free Hamiltonian of
the two central electron spins, Hs = −γeB

∑

k S
z
k . The

key ingredient in the RPM are the hyperfine interactions,
which induce both dephasing and spin flip processes. The
magnetic field changes the energies of |T±〉, thereby af-
fecting the singlet-triplet inter-conversion[40] efficiency of
the hyperfine interactions. Using an exponential model
rc(t) = ke−kt as an example for the re-encounter proba-
bility distribution [40], we plot in Fig. 1(a) the magnetic-
field sensitivity Λ as a function of B. Our numerical
simulation agrees well with the experimental results in
[39].

Studying the performance of the radical-pair mecha-
nism under quantum control, allows us to test the role
of entanglement (see next section) and further details of
the RPM in spin chemistry experiments. Furthermore,
we can propose new experiments with birds to further as-
certain the RPM hypothesis for avian magnetoreception
and to exclude other conceivable mechanisms based e.g.
on single-spin coherence.

A variety of quantum control techniques have been in-
vented, with applications e.g. in magnetometry and in
quantum computation, to dynamically decouple the elec-
tron spins from the nuclear spin environment in order to
achieve longer coherence times, see e.g. [33, 34, 35, 36].
Essentially, one applies a pulse-shaped magnetic field
during the time intervals [nτc − δ

2 , nτc + δ
2 ], n = 1, 2, 3, ...,
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Figure 1: Magnetic field sensitivity Λ of a radical pair
reaction [Py-h·−

10 DMA-h·+

11 ] as a function of the mag-
netic field B. (a) N: Singlet initial state; X: under X con-
trol; Z: under Z control; RB (RB-X): alternating magnetic
field without (with) X control. (b) N: Singlet initial state;
T0: Triplet initial state |T0〉; Sep: Optimal sensitivity for sep-
arable/incoherent initial states; CS-P: applying a π

2
-X pulse

on the initial separable state ρc = (|↑↓〉 〈↑↓| + |↓↑〉 〈↓↑|)/2.
The recombination rate constant is k = 5.8 × 108 s−1 [39],
and the control time is τc = 0.5 ns.

where δ is so small that the evolution from the Hamilto-
nian itself is negligible. Two simple examples of control
sequences consist in periodically applying π-pulses, either
along the x̂ or the ẑ direction.

Based on the average Hamiltonian theory and the
Magnus expansion [48], one can write the time evo-
lution operator under quantum control operations as

U(t) = e−iH̄t = e−i(H̄(1)+H̄(2)+··· )t, where H̄ is the ef-
fective Hamiltonian. For the X control, to first order

in τc, we have H̄
(1)
X = 1

2

∑

k[H(k) + σ
(k)
1 H(k)σ

(k)
1 ] =

∑

k,j λkj
S

(k)
x I

(kj)
x . Thus, the hyperfine interactions along

the longitudinal direction are dynamically eliminated.
While this is indeed helpful to prolong the coherence
time (see Supplementary Information), the effect of the
magnetic field is unfortunately removed, too. Thus,
even though coherence is enhanced, the magnetic field
sensitivity of the chemical compass is lost, as can be
seen in Fig. 1(a). The Z control seems to be favor-
able, as we now dynamically decouple the xx and yy
hyperfine interactions, while keeping the magnetic-field

dependent Zeeman interactions, H̄
(1)
Z = −γeB

∑

k S
(k)
z +

∑

k,j λkj
S

(k)
z I

(kj)
z . This kind of control is actually used

in quantum-coherence based magnetometers, e.g. see
[37, 38]. However, in case of the RPM, the magnetic-
field sensitivity is again greatly suppressed, as can be
seen in Fig. 1(a). We can in fact show that, if one applies
more general decoupling protocols to promote quantum
coherence in a radical pair reaction, its magnetic-field
sensitivity will generally be reduced (see Supplementary
Information for a more detailed explanation). It is thus
the decay of coherence, rather than coherence itself, that
plays an essential role for the magnetic-field detection
in RPM, different from magnetometers using e.g. NV-
centers in diamond [37, 38].

The effect and usefulness of quantum control depends,

however, on the context. To demonstrate a potentially
positive effect of quantum control on the dynamics of
a chemical compass, we assume a situation where the
magnetic field changes its direction periodically, that is

B(t) = (−1)mB for t ∈ [mτa, (m+ 1)τa] (4)

The first-order effective Hamiltonian is H̄
(1)
RB =

∑

k,j λkj
~Sk · ~Ikj

, with no magnetic-field dependent term
surviving.

However, if we now apply π-X pulses at time t =
mτa, the chemical compass will recover its function, see
Fig. 1(a), as the average effective Hamiltonian will change

into H̄
(1)
RB−X = −γeB

∑

k S
z
k+
∑

k,j λkj
Sx

k I
x
kj

. The resid-
ual xx hyperfine interactions induce transitions between
|S〉 and |T±〉, the energy levels of which are affected by
the magnetic field. This could be tested in spin chemistry
experiments. Below we will propose similar experiments
with birds [13, 20], where their orientability under spe-
cific quantum control pulses could be studied.

Entanglement and Magnetic Field Sensitivity.— We
have hitherto assumed, as is usually done, that the radi-
cal pair starts in a perfect singlet state, i.e. that quantum
coherence is fully maintained during the pair creation. It
is clear that in reality the initial state of radical pairs
will be mixed with a certain amount of singlet fidelity.
Is quantum coherence or entanglement thus really nec-
essary for the compass to work? Or could the latter be
explained by mere classical correlations?

We have randomly chosen 5000 different initial states
from the set of separable states (allowing coherence but
no entanglement) and the incoherent states (with no co-
herence) and calculated the maximal achievable magnetic
field sensitivity as a function for every value of B, see
Fig. 1(b). We find that (i) the optimal sensitivity ob-
tained from the separable and incoherent states are the
same, and (ii) the optimum is in fact exhibited by the
classically correlated state ρc = (|↑↓〉 〈↑↓| + |↓↑〉 〈↓↑|)/2
. It can be seen from Fig. 1(b) that if nature is allowed
to optimize the initial state from the full set of states,
including the entangled states (e.g. |S〉 and |T0〉), the
optimum magnetic-field sensitivity will always be higher
than for any separable (or incoherent) state. On this
grounds one can say that entanglement is indeed help-
ful, and it is specifically entanglement rather than mere
quantum coherence.

To test the effect of de-coherence on the singlet state
during the electron transfer experimentally, noting that
the singlet state is invariant under rotations R⊗R|S〉 =
|S〉, ∀R ∈ SU(2), we propose to apply a π

2 -pulse along the
x̂ direction as the reaction starts. This could be achiev-
able by using state-of-the-art femtosecond laser [30] and
microwave techniques [38]. The magnetic field sensitiv-
ity for an initial singlet state thereby remains unchanged,
whereas for an initial classical mixture (after the pulse) it
is much more suppressed, see Fig. 1(b). It is thus possible
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to infer how much of the singlet state remains after the
electron transfer by applying appropriate coherent pulses
as the reaction starts and see how robust the magnetic
field sensitivity is.

As entanglement seemingly plays a role in the RPM
scheme (i.e. beyond mere classical correlations), we have
studied its dynamics and its quantitative connection to
the magnetic field sensitivity. Similar to the activation
yield, we define ΦE =

∫∞
0
rc(t)E(t)dt to quantify the

effective amount of entanglement that is present in the
active radical pairs during the reaction, where E(t) is
chosen to be the entanglement measure of concurrence
[49] at time t. The first derivative with respect to the
magnetic field, ΛE = ∂ΦE/∂B, quantifies how sensitive
this effective entanglement is with respect to variations
of the magnetic field.

0 1 2 3 4 5
0

2

4

6

8

10

Λ (a.u.)

Λ
E
 (

a
.u

.)

(a)

B = 0.5 mT

B = 8 mT

I

II

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

B (mT)

T
E
 (

n
s
)

(b)

Figure 2: Connection between quantum entanglement
and magnetic field sensitivity in a radical pair reac-
tion [Py- h·−

10 DMA-h·+

11 ]. (a) Sensitivity of effective en-
tanglement ΛE vs. sensitivity of singlet yield Λ. The re-
combination rate constant is k = 5.8 × 108s−1 [39]. The blue
arrows indicate variation of ΛE and Λ when the magnetic field
changes from B = 0.5 mT to B = 8 mT. (b) Discontinuity of
the lifetime of entanglement TE as a function of B.

In Fig. 2(a), we see that ΛE and Λ are correlated in the
regions of I and II, displaying strictly monotonic relations
with different linear ratios. This result is remarkable in-
sofar as that the time during which entanglement exists
is much shorter than the reaction time Tr for the value
of Λ(B, t) = ∂Φ(t)/∂B to saturate (see Supplementary
Information). At the same time, it can be seen from
Fig. 2(a) that ΛE changes dramatically at the crossover
between regions I and II. This step-like behavior relates
to the discontinuity of the entanglement lifetime [50, 51]
TE = max{t|E(t) > 0} as the magnetic field increases,
see Fig. 2(b). In the region of I, TE is much shorter than
the reaction time Tr, while it jumps to a larger value
comparable with Tr during the crossover from the region
of I to II. When we further increase the magnetic field,
TE exhibits more kinks but with less increment. This
originates from the finite size of the nuclear spin envi-
ronments of the electron spins, and is a clear signature
of the dynamics of the RPM.

To further demonstrate that a finite-size spin bath [52]
plays an essential role, we have compared it with a refer-
ence model of a bosonic thermal bath at room tempera-

ture. For that case, most of the present features would
be washed out and the magnetic field sensitivity would
be lost, see Supplementary Information.

While entanglement evidently exists in the RPM, the
question of how to measure it experimentally is cer-
tainly non trivial. Known methods to detect entan-
glement in well controllable and isolated quantum sys-
tems (e.g. by addressing electron spins and performing
quantum state tomography) are hard to accomplish in
a chemical reaction in solution. Suppose however that
we can monitor the activation yield Φs(t) and the radi-
cal pair re-encounter probability rc(t) for a specific re-
action through time-resolved experiments. From this,
we can infer not only the singlet fidelity fs(t), but also
the best lower bound of entanglement as in [53, 54],
ε(t) = infρ{E(ρ)|Tr(ρPs) = fs(t)} = max{0, 2fs(t) − 1}.
Comparing this lower bound with the exact values of
the entanglement obtained from our numerical simula-
tions, we find good (even though not perfect) agreement,
see Supplementary Information. This method could thus
provide a way to experimentally estimate the amount of
entanglement in the biochemical reaction of the RPM.

Applications to Avian Magnetic Compass.— Assuming
that the RPM is responsible for avian magnetoreception,
recent experiments estimate the lifetime of the involved
radical pairs to be of the order 2 ∼ 10 µs [20], which
is much longer than for Py-DMA. Furthermore, in order
to account for a direction sensitivity of the singlet yield,
the hyperfine couplings must be anisotropic [11]. As a
candidate for the radical pair in birds, FADH•-O•−

2 was
proposed in [20], which matches the optimal design of an
avian magnetoreceptor [20]. In the following, we show
how our protocols can also be applied to this specific
situation, thus to influence the birds’ magnetic compass.
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Figure 3: Singlet yield Φs of the radical pair reaction
[FADH•-O•−

2 ] as a function of the angle θ with the
magnetic field B = 46 µT . (a) N: Without quantum con-
trol; Qc: Applying π-pulses along the direction of the earth’s
magnetic field. (b) RB (RB-X): Effect of an alternating mag-
netic field, without (with) additional quantum control pulses
perpendicular to the direction of the magnetic field. For com-
parison, the RB curve has been shifted downwards by 0.1.
The recombination rate constant is k = 5× 105 s−1, the con-
trol time is τc = 10 ns and the period of the alternating field
is τa = 10 ns.

The direction of the magnetic field with respect to
the reference frame of the immobilized radical pair is
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described by two angles (θ, φ), i.e. ~B = B(sin θ cosφ,
sin θ sinφ, cos θ). Without loss of the essential physics, we
here assume that φ = 0, and investigate the dependence
of the singlet yield Φs on the angle θ under quantum
control. It can be seen from Fig. 3 (a) that the angular
dependence of the singlet yield is much suppressed if one
applies π-pulses along the same direction as the magnetic
field, which can distinguish the RPM from other mecha-
nisms for magnetoreception [37, 38]. We also study the
scenario that the magnetic field changes it direction pe-
riodically as in the previous section. As expected, the
angular dependence is then greatly suppressed, whereas
applying π-pulses perpendicular to the direction of the
magnetic field can re-induce the angular dependence, see
Fig. 3 (b). In other words, if one would design an exper-
iment with animals that use a chemical compass to sense
the magnetic field, in such a specific environment they
will lose (or regain) their orientability, depending on the
control fields.

Most strikingly, our calculations predict that even
when there is no static magnetic field, quantum control
can induce an angular dependence of the singlet yield,
as is shown in Fig. 4. This result means that the radical
pair mechanism can not only detect weak static magnetic
fields, but also the application of specific quantum con-
trol pulses. An experimental confirmation of this predic-
tion could serve as a strong evidence of the fundamental
mechanism of birds’ navigation and help to narrow down
the possible candidates of radical pairs in avian magne-
toreception.
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Figure 4: Angular dependence of the singlet yield in-
duced by quantum controls. Singlet yield Φs of the radical
pair reaction [FADH•-O•−

2 ] as a function of the angle θ, rela-
tive to the direction in which the π-pulses are applied. There
is no external static magnetic field, i.e. B = 0. The recombi-
nation rate constant is k = 5 × 105 s−1, and the control time
is τc = 100 ns.

Different from the example of Py-DMA in spin chem-
istry experiments, here the entanglement only exists in
a time range (∼ 10 ns) which is much shorter than the
radical pair lifetime (e.g. 2 µs in our simulations). Thus,
it seems that the role of coherence or entanglement is not
prominent in this context. To demonstrate this, we have

randomly chosen a few hundreds of separable and inco-
herent states as initial state. Our results suggest that a
substantial part of separable (incoherent) states can ac-
count for an angular dependence that is as high as (or
even higher) than for the singlet state (see Supplemen-
tary Information). The robustness of an avian compass
based on FADH•-O•−

2 with respect to the initial condi-
tions can also be seen as a feature: Nature may even have
selected a radical pair with such a long lifetime, in order
to make the chemical compass more robust against noise.

Summary and Outlook.— We have demonstrated how
quantum control can influence the function of a chemi-
cal compass, and thus potentially affect the behavior of
certain animals. The present protocols based on quan-
tum control techniques can straightforwardly be applied
to existing spin chemistry experiments. They could also
be employed to ascertain whether the mechanism that
birds use to see weak magnetic fields is indeed distinct
from other conceivable processes, and give us informa-
tion about the possible candidates for the radical pair
underlying avian magnetoreception. Our results could be
extended to probe and control other biological functions
with state-of-the-art quantum technologies. We found
interesting connections between entanglement and the
magnetic field sensitivity when the radical pair lifetime
is not too long compared to the coherence time. Oth-
erwise, the role of coherence and entanglement seem to
be insignificant, which in turn makes such a chemical
compass more robust with respect to the initial radical
pair state. As a bio-mimetic application of practical rel-
evance, it would be interesting to explore the possibility
of simulating a radical-pair mechanism in more control-
lable quantum systems, such as NV centers in diamond
[37, 38, 55], to design an ultra-high fidelity sensor for the
detection of weak fields or forces.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

This is supporting material for our paper. We derive
the completely positive map for the dynamics of a cen-
tral spin coupled to its surrounding nuclear spins with
isotropic hyperfine interactions, and use it to investigate
the evolution of entanglement in the radical pair reac-
tion. To identify the role of entanglement in the radi-
cal pair mechanism, we randomly choose the initial state
from the set of separable states, to compute the optimum
magnetic field sensitivity for these states and compare it
with the sensitivity for an inital singlet state. Further
details are provided to clarify the connections between
quantum entanglement and magnetic field sensitivity. To
illustrate the essential role of the (de-phasing) nuclear
spin environment in a chemical compass, we investigate

a hypothetical reference model of bosonic thermal bath
and compare it with the present results.

Molecular structures of radical pairs.— The molecu-
lar structures for the radical pair Py-DMA are displayed
in Fig. 5, Py-h10 has ten spin- 1

2 hydrogen nuclei, while
the DMA-h11 has eleven spin- 1

2 hydrogen nuclei and one
spin-1 nitrogen nucleus; the nuclear spin of carbon is 0.
In our numerical simulations, without loss of essential
features, we have considered three groups of equivalent
nuclei in each radical that have the largest hyperfine cou-
plings as in [1], i.e. the radical Py-h10 interacts with
ten spin- 1

2 surrounding nuclei with the hyperfine cou-

pling constants λ
(1)
j1

= 0.481 mT (4× H), λ
(1)
j2

= 0.212

mT (4×H), λ
(1)
j3

= 0.103 mT (2×H) [1], and the radical

DMA-h11 is dominantly coupled with seven spin- 1
2 nuclei

with λ
(2)
j1

= 1.180 mT (6×H), λ
(2)
j2

= 0.520 mT (1×H),

and one spin-1 nucleus with λ
(2)
j3

= 1.100 mT (1× N), see
Table 2 of [1].

Figure 5: (Color online) Molecular structures of the radical
pyrene (Py-h10) (left) and N,N-dimethylaniline (DMA-h11)
(right). Green: Carbon; Grey: Hydrogen; Blue: Nitrogen.

The flavin radical FADH• is displayed in Fig. 6. We con-
sider the dominant hyperfine couplings from two spin-1
nitrogen nuclei and three spin- 1

2 hydrogen nuclei as in

[2]. The superoxide radical O•−
2 is devoid of the hyper-

fine couplings, which is likely to lead to higher sensitivity
against weak magnetic fields [3, 4]

Figure 6: (Color online) Molecular structure of the flavin rad-
ical FADH•. Green: Carbon; Grey: Hydrogen; Blue: Nitro-
gen; Red: Oxygen.

Completely positive map for electron spin dynamics.—

We here derive the completely positive map for the case
of isotropic hyperfine interaction. The Hamiltonian for
a central unpaired electron spin coupled with a nuclear
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spin bath is written as

Hc = mbSz +
∑

k

λk
~S · ~I(k) (5)

where mb = −γeB. The presently available theories for
the central spin problem usually resort to the pertur-
bation approach, based on certain approximations, e.g.
the quasi-static approximation or the limit of large mag-
netic fields and/or large spin bath polarizations. For our
present purpose, these approximations are only of limited
use since, in the radical pair mechanism, one is particu-
larly interested in the region of low fields, and the number
of most relevant surrounding nuclei is ∼ 10, in contrast
with ∼ 105 in quantum dots.

It is straightforward to show that the total angular
momentum of the electron and nuclear spins, Mz = Sz +

Iz , where Iz =
∑

k I
(k)
z , is conserved for the Hamiltonian

in Eq. (5), i.e. [Mz, Hc] = 0. By introducing {|ϕm
n 〉}

as the basis of eigenstates of Iz , i.e. Iz |ϕm
n 〉 = n|ϕm

n 〉,
where n labels the eigenvalues and m is a degeneracy
index, we can express the initial state of the spin bath as
ρb(0) =

⊗

k Ik/dk = 1
d

∑

n,m |ϕm
n 〉〈ϕm

n |, where d =
∏

k dk

is the total dimension of all the (relevant) nuclear spins.
Thus, under the coherent evolution Uc = exp(−itHc),
the joint state of the central spin and the nuclear spins
evolves as

|↑〉 |ϕm
n 〉 → |↑〉 |ϕ0

mn〉 + |↓〉 |ϕ1
mn〉 (6)

|↓〉 |ϕm
n 〉 → |↑〉 |ϕ−1

mn〉 + |↓〉 |ϕ0′

mn〉 (7)

wherein |↓〉 and 〈↓| denote the eigenstates of Sz = ~

2σz,
and |ϕi

mn〉 belongs to the eigenspace of Iz associated to
the eigenvalue n + i. The fact that the total angular
momentum is conserved results in orthogonality relations
for the nuclear spin states:

|ϕ0
mn〉, |ϕ0′

mn〉 ⊥ |ϕ−1
mn〉 ⊥ |ϕ1

mn〉 (8)

The inner products of these vectors are zero, as they be-
long to orthogonal subspaces (or are null vectors). By
recalling the notation 1+σz

2 = |↑〉 〈↑|, 1−σz

2 = |↓〉 〈↓|,
σ+ = |↑〉 〈↓|, σ− = |↓〉 〈↑|, we obtain

µ0+ = Tr

[

Uc

(

1 + σz

2
⊗ I

d

)

U †
c (σ+ ⊗ I)

]

∝ Tr

[

Uc

(

∑

n,m

|↑〉 |ϕm
n 〉〈ϕm

n | 〈↑|
)

U †
c (σ+ ⊗ I)

]

= Tr
∑

n,m

|ϕ1
mn〉〈ϕ0

mn| = 0 (9)

in which we have used the relation in Eq. (8). In a similar
way, one can show that µ0− = µ1± = µ±0 = µ±1 =
µ++ = µ−− = 0. Moreover, it is easy to verify that

µ00 = µ11 =
1

2
+

1

4d
Tr
(

UcσzU
†
cσz

)

Thus, the dynamics of the central spin, which is calcu-
lated by tracing out its spin bath degrees of freedom as
ρs(t) = Trb{e−iHct[ρs(0)⊗ ρb(0)]eiHct}, can be explicitly
expressed as

ξ(t) : |↑〉 〈↑| → at |↑〉 〈↑| + (1 − at) |↓〉 〈↓|
|↓〉 〈↓| → (1 − at) |↑〉 〈↑| + at |↓〉 〈↓|
|↑〉 〈↓| → κt |↑〉 〈↓|
|↓〉 〈↑| → κ∗t |↓〉 〈↑|

from which we can obtain the completely positive
map for the central spin dynamics. If we rewrite the
evolution operator Uc = exp(−itHc) in the form of
Uc =

∑

µ,ν |µ〉c〈ν| ⊗ Uµν , we get the above dynamic

parameters at = Tr(U00U
†
00), and κt = Tr(U00U

†
11).

Dynamics of quantum entanglement in Py-DMA.— In
Fig. 7, we plot the evolution of entanglement between
two unpaired electron spins in the radical pair reaction
[Py-h·−10 DMA-h·+11 ]. We have used the concurrence [5]
as the measure of two-spin entanglement, which van-
ishes on separable states and assumes its maximum value,
1, on maximally entangled states such as the singlet
state. We also compare the exact value of entanglement
with the estimated best lower bound of entanglement
ε(t) = infρ{E(ρ)|Tr(ρPs) = fs(t)} = max{0, 2fs(t) − 1}.
The agreement between them is good (even though not
perfect). This fact supports our statement about how
one could possibly estimate the amount of entanglement
from experimentally accessible information.
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Figure 7: Decay of the entanglement in a radical pair reaction
[Py-h·−

10 DMA-h·+

11 ] under different types of quantum control.
(N) without control; (Z) under Z control, (X) under X con-
trol. The curves are the estimated best lower bounds from
the singlet fidelity, the symbols denote the values from nu-
merical simulation. The magnetic field is B = 4.5 mT, and
the control time is τ = 0.5 ns.

We also plot the dynamics of entanglement under X and
Z control in Fig. 7. It can be seen that entanglement
survives indeed for a longer time if quantum control is
applied.
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Protecting coherence is not helpful.— In the quantum
coherence based magnetometer, e.g. with NV centers in
diamond [6, 7], the sensitivity is indeed dependent on the
coherence time, i.e. the longer the coherent time is the
better the sensitivity. In this section, we use the simple
example of the radical pair with only isotropic hyperfine
couplings to show that this is not the case in the present
model.

As we have described in the main text, for the Z con-
trol, we dynamically decouple the xx and yy hyperfine
interactions while keeping the magnetic-field dependent
Zeeman interactions. Nevertheless, the magnetic field
sensitivity is still much suppressed. This phenomenon
can be understood as follows. The residual hyperfine
couplings along the longitudinal direction (i.e. zz hyper-
fine couplings) only induce the transitions between the
singlet state |S〉 and one specific triplet state |T0〉, while
these two eigenstates are degenerate and their energies
are independent of the magnetic field. In this case, the
singlet-triplet interconversion is actually not influenced
by the magnetic field, the effects of which are thus not
detectable through the singlet yield. We will prove, in
the following, that a chemical compass will loose its func-
tion, if one uses general dynamical decoupling protocols
to promote the electron spin coherence.

Assume that, at time t0, the electron spins and the
surrounding nuclear spins are in some state ρ(t0) = ρ0.
The activation yield during a short time interval [t0, t0 +
τ ] is

Φ(t0, τ) =

∫ t0+τ

t0

rc(t)fs(t)dt (10)

with the singlet fidelity f(t) = 〈S|ρs(t)|S〉. We then write
its first derivative with respect to the magnetic field as

Λ(t0, τ) =
∂Φ(t0, t0 + τ)

∂B
=

∫ t0+τ

t0

rc(t)
∂fs(t)

∂B
dt

which obviously determines the ultimate magnetic field
sensitivity as Λ =

∑

m Λ(mτ, τ) by summing up Λ(t0, τ)
for all time intervals [t0, t0 + τ ] = [mτ, (m+ 1)τ ], m =
0, 1, 2, .... The singlet fidelity at time t ∈ [t0, t0 + τ ] is
fs(t) = Tr

(

e−i∆tHρ0e
i∆tHPs

)

with ∆t = t − t0, and H
is the Hamiltonian of the electron spins together with the
nuclear spins as in Eq. (L1) [8]. By using a perturbation
expansions for small ∆t, we have

e−i∆tH = I − i∆tH − (∆t)2

2
H2 + O((∆t)3) (11)

which enables us to express the singlet fidelity as follows,

fs(t) = Tr

[

ρ0

(

Ps + i∆t [H,Ps] +
(∆t)2

2
[[H,Ps] , H ]

)]

+ O(∆t3) (12)

where [A,B] = AB − BA. Using the properties of the
singlet state that ∂H

∂B Ps = Ps
∂H
∂B = 0, where ∂H

∂B =

−γe(S
(1)
z +S

(2)
z ), the first derivative of fs(t) can be writ-

ten as

∂fs(t)

∂B
= − (∆t)2

2
Tr

[

ρ0

(

∂H

∂B
HPs + PsH

∂H

∂B

)]

+ O((∆t)3) (13)

If ρ0 = Ps ⊗ I

d , one can easily verify that

Tr
[

ρ0

(

∂H
∂BHPs + PsH

∂H
∂B

)]

= 0. Thus, if a dy-
namical decoupling protocol is to protect the electron
spin coherence during the reaction, i.e. keep the spin
state close to the singlet state, we can conclude that
∂fs(t)/∂B ≃ O((∆t)3), and Λ(t0, τ) will be of the fourth
order in τ , which is an order smaller than the one from
other general states. We remark that we do not trivially
assume that the system dynamics is frozen by protecting
coherence, but the electron spin state does evolve even
if it is kept closer to the singlet state under decoupling
controls.
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Figure 8: Statistic of the visibility V for the initial radical
pair state randomly chosen among the general product states
(a) and the incoherent states (b), compared with the visibility
for the singlet state Vs.

Magnetic field sensitivity from random separable or in-

coherent states.— Here we compare the magnetic field
sensitivity obtained from an initial singlet state (entan-
gled) with the sensitivity obtainable from classically cor-
related states (separable). A mixed quantum state is
called separable if it can be written as a sum of product
states

ρ =
∑

k

pk|φk〉a〈φk| ⊗ |ψk〉b〈ψk| (14)

In general, a separable state can exhibit “coherence”, by
which one means that some of its off-diagonal density
matrix elements (with respect to the standard basis |↑〉,
|↓〉) are non-zero. By definition, however, a separable
state is not entangled. So there is an essential difference
between entanglement and coherence.

We introduce the optimal magnetic field sensitivity for
the radical pair reaction [Py-h·−10 DMA-h·+11 ] on the set of
separable states as

ΛSep(B) = max
ρ∈Sep

|Λ(ρ,B)| (15)
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where Λ(ρ,B) denotes the magnetic-field sensitivity for
a given initial state ρ. It can be proved that the opti-
mal sensitivity ΛSep(B) is obtained by the product states
|φ〉a ⊗ |ψ〉b. In our numerical calculations, we randomly
choose 5000 product states and calculate ΛSep(B). We
also randomly choose the initial state from the set of inco-
herent states, the off-diagonal matrix elements of which
are all zero, meaning that no coherence is present (and
naturally no entanglement either). This is what we have
done to compute the curve ‘Sep’ in Fig. L1(b). We find,
somehow surprising, that the optimal sensitivity from the
incoherent states ΛInc is the same as ΛSep. In this sense,
quantum coherence is not vital for the magnetic-field sen-
sitivity.

In the example of FADH•-O•−
2 , we characterize the an-

gle dependence by using the quantity of visibility defined
as follows

V =
max Φs − min Φs

max Φs + min Φs
(16)

where Φs is the singlet yield. We have randomly chosen
a few hundreds of product states and incoherent states
as the initial radical pair state, and calculated the
corresponding visibility V (compared with the visibility
Vs for the singlet state). It can be seen from Fig. 8 that
a substantial part of separable (incoherent) states can
account for an angular dependence that is as high as (or
even higher) than for the singlet state. In this sense, the
radical pair initial state of an avian compass need not
be the singlet state.

Quantum entanglement and magnetic field

sensitivity.— To quantify the amount of entangle-
ment that exists in the active radical pairs during the
reaction, similar to the singlet yield, we define the
effective entanglement ΦE as the integral

ΦE =

∫ ∞

0

rc(t)E(t)dt (17)

Its first derivative with respect to the magnetic field is
the entanglement sensitivity

ΛE =
∂ΦE

∂B
(18)

In Fig. 9, we plot ΛE as a function of B. It can be
seen that ΛE changes conspicuously (kink) during the
crossover between the regions of I and II. At the same
time, the entanglement yield always increases with the
magnetic field. This can be understood from the fact
that strong magnetic fields will energetically suppress the
relaxation (spin flips) in the longitudinal direction. By
this process, the state of the electron pairs changes to-
wards a binary mixture of two entangled states (namely
|S〉 and |T0〉), which is entangled for almost all values of
the mixing parameter, resulting in a much longer lifetime
of entanglement.
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Figure 9: (Color online) Entanglement sensitivity ΛE of a
radical pair reaction [Py-h·−

10 DMA-h·+

11 ] as a function of the
magnetic field B. The recombination rate constant is k =
5.8 × 108s−1 [1].
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Figure 10: (Color online) Time evolution of the (accumulated)
magnetic-field sensitivity Λ(B, t) (rescaled) and the entangle-
ment of the radical pair for (a) B = 3mT, (b) 3.5mT, (c) 4mT,
and (d) 4.5mT in the radical pair reaction [Py-h·−

10DMA-h·+

11 ].
The recombination rate constant is k = 5.8 × 108 s−1 [1].

To further illustrate the connection between quantum
entanglement and the magnetic field sensitivity, we plot
in Fig. 9 the time evolution of the entanglement and of
the value of the accumulated magnetic-field sensitivity
Λ(B, t) = ∂Φ(t)/∂B, for different values of the magnetic
field: B = 3mT, 3.5mT, 4mT, and 4.5mT. The lifetime
of entanglement in the region of I is approximately TE =
4ns, while Λ(B, t) needs about Tr = 10ns to reach its
saturate value, see Fig. 10(a-b). We can also explicitly
see the sudden increase of Tc when B crosses between
the regions I (low magnetic field) and II (high magnetic
field), from TE = 4ns to about 7.3ns, see Fig. 10(c-d),
which gives rise to the steps in Fig. L2 (b) [8].

At this point, it is worth to emphasize that the
concept of entanglement is different from the singlet
fraction (fidelity), which was studied earlier. Generally
speaking, a state can exhibit significant classical spin
correlations without having any entanglement. In our
specific example, at any time during the radical-pair
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reaction there will be a finite singlet fraction while
entanglement, in contrast, will only exist for a much
shorter time (as shown in Fig. 10). In this sense,
entanglement is a different, and generally more sensitive,
signature than the singlet fraction. See also Fig. L2(b)
in the main text.

Reference model of a bosonic heat bath.— Let us as-
sume that each of the unpaired electron spins is coupled
with an independent bosonic heat bath at the same tem-
perature. The dynamics of one central spin would thus
be described by the following Lindblad type master equa-
tion [9, 10]

∂

∂t
ρ = −i[Hc, ρ] +

∑

k

(2LkρL
†
k − ρL†

kLk − L†
kLkρ) (19)

where Hc = mbSz, with mb = −γeB, L1 =
√
γsσ+ and

L2 =
√

γ(1 − s)σ−. The solution of the above master
equation can be represented by a map ρ(t) = Mt[ρ(0)]
which is explicitly expressed as follows

Mt : |↑〉 〈↑| → αt |↑〉 〈↑| + (1 − αt) |↓〉 〈↓|
|↓〉 〈↓| → (1 − βt) |↑〉 〈↑| + βt |↓〉 〈↓|
|↑〉 〈↓| → e−i2mbt ηt |↑〉 〈↓|
|↓〉 〈↑| → ei2mbt ηt |↓〉 〈↑|

where αt = (1 − s)e−2γt + s, βt = se−2γt + (1 − s) and
ηt = e−γt. This map describes spin-exchange interac-
tions with the environment with an effective rate γ and
an equilibrium parameter s that is related to the envi-
ronment temperature T . The dependence of γ and s
on T and the magnetic field B is given in the follow-
ing way: γ = 2mbκ0(2N + 1) and s = N/(2N + 1),
where κ0 depends on the system-bath coupling strength
on resonance, and the bosonic distribution function is

N = 1/(e
ǫs
ǫT −1) with the system energy scale ǫs = 2~mb

and the thermal energy scale ǫT = kbT . Thus we have

1

s

∂s

∂B
= − s

B

ǫs
ǫT
e

ǫs
ǫT (20)

1

γ

∂γ

∂B
=

1

B

[

1 − 2
ǫs
ǫT
e

ǫs
ǫT (e

2 ǫs
ǫT − 1)−1

]

(21)

We are interested in the effects of low magnetic fields,
for example B = 1 mT, which corresponds to the thermal
energy scale at temperature T ≃ 2.69 mK that is quite
low for biochemical systems. Thus we can naturally as-
sume that ǫs

ǫT
≪ 1, from which it is easy to verify that

∣

∣

∣

1
γ

∂γ
∂B

∣

∣

∣ ≪
∣

∣

1
s

∂s
∂B

∣

∣, e.g. if T = 1K then
∣

∣

∣

1
γ

∂γ
∂B

∣

∣

∣ is already

four orders smaller than
∣

∣

1
s

∂s
∂B

∣

∣.
The radical pair starts in the singlet state |S〉 =

1√
2
(|↑↓〉 − |↓↑〉), and its state evolves as ρs(t) = M(1)

t ⊗
M(2)

t [Ps]. At time t, the density matrix is of the follow-

ing form

ρs(t) =









a 0 0 0
0 b c 0
0 c b 0
0 0 0 d









(22)

where a = αt(1 − βt), b = [αtβt + (1 − αt)(1 − βt)] /2,
d = (1 − αt)βt, and c = −η2

t /2. Thus we can calculate
the singlet fidelity fs(t) = Tr [ρ(t)Ps] = b− c as

fs(t) =
1

2

[

αtβt + (1 − αt)(1 − βt) + η2
t

]

The activation yield for the exponential re-encounter
probability model is Φ =

∫∞
0 fs(t)ke

−ktdt, i.e.

Φ =
k

k + 2γ
+

8γ2

(k + 4γ)(k + 2γ)
s(1 − s)

One can verify that under the general conditions we are
interested in, the magnitude of the magnetic field sensi-
tivity Λ would increase with the coupling strength scale
κ0, i.e. the fast thermalization is good in the present con-
text. To achieve the optimal bound of Λ and illustrate
the essential physics, we can assume that γ is much larger
than k (this is different from the real situation where γ
is smaller than k), which leads to

Λ ≃ − (1 − 2s)
s2

B

ǫs
ǫT
e

ǫs
ǫT (23)

The magnitude of Λ from the bosonic heat bath decreases
as the temperature increases. Even at temperature as low
as 1 K, it is already significantly smaller than the one
from the nuclear spin environment, see Fig. 11. There-
fore, we can conclude that the effects of low magnetic
fields will indeed be washed out completely by the ther-
mal fluctuations.
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Figure 11: (Color online) Magnetic field sensitivity Λ result-
ing from the nuclear spin environment (N) of the radical pair
reaction [Py-h·−

10 DMA-h·+

11 ]; and the optimal Λ (achieve when
γ ≫ k) from the bosonic heat bath at temperature T = 1K
(see also Inset for an extended range of parameter) as a func-
tion of the magnetic field B. The recombination rate constant
is k = 5.8 × 108s−1 [1].
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By calculating ∂|Λ|/∂B, we find that |Λ| will always
grow as the magnetic field becomes stronger, as long as
ǫs

ǫT
≤ ln(2 +

√
3), which is obviously satisfied in the re-

gions we are interested in. The change of the sign of
∂|Λ|/∂B happens at ǫs

ǫT
= ln(2 +

√
3). At room temper-

ature T = 300 K, this would correspond to the magnetic
field B ∼ 135T.

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

B HmTL

Κ
0T

E
Hp

sL

Figure 12: (Color online) Lifetime of entanglement κ0TE as a
function of the magnetic field B. The bosonic thermal bath
temperature is T = 1 K (red solid) and T = 1.5 K (blue
dotted).

The evolution of entanglement as obtained from
Eq. (22) is E(t) = max{0, 2(|c| − (ad)1/2)}. In a simi-
lar way, one can obtain the lifetime of entanglement, see
Fig. 12, which is monotonically increasing with the mag-
netic field. This is another feature in marked contrast
with the nuclear spin environment: there are no oscilla-
tory kinks in the entanglement lifetime as the magnetic
field increases.
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