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Using Kondo entanglement to induce spin correlations between disconnected quantum dots

C. A. Büsser1

1Instituto de Ciencias Básicas y Experimentales, Universidad de Morón, Buenos Aires, Argentina ∗

We investigate the entanglement between the spins of two quantum dots that are not connected at once to the

same system. Quantum entanglement between localized spins is an essential property for the development of

quantum computing and quantum information. It is for this reason that generating and controlling an entangled

state between quantum dots received great attention in the later years.

In this work, we show that the information on the spin orientation of a quantum dot can be kept, using the

Kondo entanglement, in a reservoir of electrons. Then, this information can be transmitted to another dot after

the first dot has been uncoupled from the reservoirs. We use a double quantum dot system in a parallel geometry

to construct the initial state, where each dot interacts with reservoirs of different symmetries. We chose a phase

in the couplings to induce an antiferromagnetic spin correlation between the dots. The time evolution of the

initial state has been analyzed using the time-dependent density matrix renormalization group method.

We found that a partially entangled state between the dots can be obtained, even if they are not connected

at the same time. This entangled state is formed just during the transient and is destroyed in the stationary

state. The stability of the state found in the transient is shown. To understand the details of these phenomena, a

canonical transformation of the real space is used.

PACS numbers: 73.23.Hk, 72.15.Qm, 73.63.Kv

I. INTRODUCTION:

One of the most surprising effects of quantum mechanics is

the entanglement between two systems.1 This effect describes

a nonlocal correlation between different quantum objects. The

possibility of controlling an entangled state is of great impor-

tance to the development of quantum computation and quan-

tum information and has received much attention in recent

years.2 The physical manipulation of entangled electrons in

systems composed of quantum dots (QDs) is a central prob-

lem for the possibility of developing a solid-state qubit.3 On

the other hand, the study of the electronic transport through

systems of several QDs is fundamental for the development

of the industry of single-electron devices.4–6

An interesting question that can be raised is whether the in-

formation about the spin projection of an electron located at

a quantum dot can be stored in a metal reservoir. The objec-

tive of this effort is to show that, at least for a short time, this

can be done. To demonstrate that this outcome can be done,

we use the Kondo effect7, where a singlet state between a lo-

calized spin and a free electron reservoir is formed. Within

the metallic lead emerges a structure that shields the localized

spin of the remaining spins of the electronic sea. This struc-

ture is generally known as Kondo cloud.8 In this way, this

effect may be regarded as an entanglement between a local

spin and a sea of delocalized spins.9–11 Once the interaction

that produces the Kondo effect is removed, and once a certain

relaxation time has passed, the Kondo cloud structure disap-

pears into the electron sea and the Kondo singlet is destroyed.

In this article, we show that the spin information stored in the

Kondo cloud can be used to transfer the information on the

spin orientation of the localized spin to another system.

The rise of quantum computation and quantum information

has increased the interest in the study of coupled quantum

dots, mainly because the spin in a QD can act as a qubit12.

In particular, the study of two QDs connected to metal leads

due to the possibility to create entangled states. These spe-

cial states are mostly analyzed in the stationary case, but

many of their properties can raise as time-dependent non-

stationary characteristics.13 Just to cite some of these char-

acteristics, we can mention that an entangled state between

QDs can be generated through a Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-

Yoshida interaction (RKKY)14 just applying a bias poten-

tial15,16 and also can be generated using bound states in the

continuum and vibrational states17,18. Systems with 3QDs

had also attracted attention due to the possibility to have, as

a function of the number of electrons, a magnetic frustration

rather than an entangled state.19 Among the numerical meth-

ods used to calculate the electronic properties of quantum

dots, we can mention the equation of motion (EOM)20, nu-

merical renormalization group21, density matrix renormaliza-

tion group22, functional renormalization group23, embedded-

cluster approximation24, just to name a few. Recently, an

extension of EOM called hierarchical equation of motion

(HEOM) had been introduced with success to calculate the

electronic properties as well as the time evolution of QDs con-

nected to metal reservoirs.16,25,26

The system used to study this effect consists of two

quantum dots connected to two metal leads with a parallel

Aharanov-Bohm geometry. Choosing the correct phase in the

interferometer, the spin correlation between the electrons lo-

cated at the dots is zero. This is the initial state prepared in

the two settings discussed on these pages. In the first setting,

we review the results of the spin correlation between the QDs

induced by a bias potential.15,16 For the second setting consid-

ered, we show that the information on the spin projection of

an uncoupled dot can be transferred to the QD that remains

coupled. This can be done, during a short period, taking ad-

vantage of the Kondo singlet formed with the metallic reser-

voirs. To understand the results of these two settings, we use

an even-odd canonical transformation of the degrees of free-

dom in the metal leads27. This class of transformation had

been proposed to study the phases in spin chains and prob-

lems where an impurity is connected to a ring.28–30

http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.17542v1
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FIG. 1. (Color online) Schematic of the two quantum dots (QDs)

system and the canonical transformation Eqs. (7) and (8). (a) the

initial state for the DMRG calculations, (b) the Aharanov-Bohm in-

terferometer structure and (c) the case of the uncoupled dot analyzed

in sections IV and V. To understand the results found by tDMRG

a canonical transformation, that decoupled the problem in two parts

(symmetric and antisymmetric), is applied. The results of this trans-

formation are presented for each case in panels (a.1), (b.1) and (c.1).

This work is organized as follows. In the next section, we

present the model Hamiltonian for the two quantum dots. In

Sec. III we review the results for two dots in an Aharanov-

Bohm interferometer. Next, in Sec. IV, we present the case

when one of the quantum dots is decoupled before applying a

bias that connects the different symmetries of the reservoirs.

In Sec. V we show the stability of the entangled state, and we

study the decoherence process. Finally, in Sec.VI, we present

our conclusions.

II. MODEL FOR TWO QUANTUM DOTS

A. Hamiltonian Model

We use the Anderson impurity model (AIM) to represent

two parallel quantum dots (QDs) connected to different leads

in an Aharanov-Bohm geometry. The resulting Hamiltonian

is,

H = Hleads +Hhy +Hint, (1)

Hleads =
∑

α=L,R

N−1
∑

i=1;σ

[

−t0(c
†
αiσcαi+1σ + h.c.)

]

+

N
∑

i=1;σ

[µLnLiσ + µRnRiσ] , (2)

Hint =
∑

j=1,2;σ

[Unjσnjσ̄ + Vgnjσ] (3)

Hhy = −t′1[d
†
1σcL1σ + c†R1σd1σ + h.c.] +

−t′2[d
†
2σcL1σ + eiϕc†R1σd2σ + h.c.]. (4)

This Hamiltonian is made up of three parts. The first part,

Hleads, which describes the reservoirs, is composed of two

chains of length N of non-interacting sites. These two chains

(labeled R and L), characterize the non-interacting right and

left metallic leads. The constant hopping matrix element

t0 = 1 inside the chains is used as the unit of energy. In

the middle, between these chains, are two quantum dots la-

beled by j = 1, 2. The second term of the Hamiltonian,

Hint, describes the many-body interactions inside each dot as

well as the gate potential. The U term is the Coulomb repul-

sion when are two electrons inside any QD; the Vg term is a

gate potential chosen to have the QDs at half filling. The last

term Hhy is the hybridization between the localized levels of

the dots and the leads. We define the tunneling strength by

Γ = 2πt′2ρleads(EF ) = 2t′2, where ρleads(EF ) is the local

density of states (LDOS) of the leads. If the leads are de-

scribed by a semi-infinite chain of sites at half filling, we have

that ρleads(EF ) = 1/π. Then Γ = 2t′2 for the thermody-

namic limit.

We incorporate an arbitrary fixed phase ϕ = π in the hop-

ping matrix element between the second dot and the right lead.

The origin of this phase can be associated with a magnetic flux

in an Aharanov-Bohm interferometer or two degenerated lev-

els of a single QD coupled with different symmetries to the

reservoirs.15,16

In this article, we consider fully symmetric tunnel cou-

plings, i.e., |t′1| = |t′2| = t′. See the supplemental material

in Reference [15] for the discussion when |t′1| 6= |t′2|.
Observe that in Eq. (2) are included two terms µL and µR

that mimic the chemical potentials of the leads when a bias

is applied. We apply the bias ∆V symmetrically between the

leads, thus µL = ∆V/2 and µR = −∆V/2. This bias ∆V
induces a current from left to right leads.

In Eq. 1 we use the common notation for operators. The

operator c†αlσ (cαlσ) creates (annihilates) an electron with spin

σ at site l in the α = L,R lead; operator d†jσ (djσ) creates

(annihilates) an electron on QDj. Finally, the operatornαlσ =

c†αlσcαlσ is the number of particles.

The total size of the system is 2N + 2. In Figure 1(a) we

present a schematic representation of the proposed system.

B. Spin correlations and Current

Due to the 1D symmetry of the Hamiltonian proposed in the

previous section, we chose the Density Matrix Renormaliza-

tion Group method (DMRG)22,31 to study this problem. The

ground state and the linear conductance of systems described

by the AIM were extensively studied in Ref. [32]. Related

QDs model with a finite flux ϕ and with spin-polarized elec-

trons was discussed in Ref. [33].
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In this work we proceed as follows, first, we use DMRG to

obtain the ground state |Ψ0〉. Then, we calculate the effect of

a finite bias voltage ∆V by time-evolving the wave function

|Ψ(t)〉 and measuring its properties such as the current and

spin correlations as a function of time t. This method has been

successfully used to study non-equilibrium transport through

nanostructures with many-body correlations34. We evaluate

the spin correlations from,

S12(t) = 〈Ψ(t)|~S1 · ~S2|Ψ(t)〉 . (5)

The current between two sites in the leads is defined by34,35

Jl,m(t) = it0
∑

σ

〈Ψ(t)|c†lσcmσ − c†mσclσ|Ψ(t)〉 . (6)

We work with the current averaged over the first link in the

left and right lead as,

J =
JL2,L1 + JR1,R2

2

Our calculations start, at the time t = 0, from the system

in equilibrium with finite couplings t′1 = t′2 and a charge per

dot of ∆V = µL − µR that drives the system out of equilib-

rium. The two quantum dots are treated as a super-site, per-

mitting the use of a Trotter-Suzuki breakup of exp (−iHt).36

The time step is δt ∼ 0.1, and we enforce a fixed discarded

weight of 10−5 or less, keeping a maximum of 4000 to 6000

DMRG states. All runs are performed at an overall half-filling

of dots and leads.

We focus our attention on two different cases. In the first

case, we keep both dots connected after applying the bias po-

tential. To introduce the effect that is relevant in the main part

of the article, we begin reviewing the results of reference 15

and 37. Next, in the second case, we study what happens when

we decouple one of the QD from the reservoirs before apply-

ing the bias potential. This is the central part of our study.

In the initial state of both cases, we use t′2 = t′1 = t′ and

ϕ = π in Eq. 4. As will be discussed in the next section, this

phase induces an antiferromagnetic (AF) correlation between

the spins of QDs.

III. THE AHARANOV-BOHM INTERFEROMETER AND A

CANONICAL TRANSFORMATION

As mentioned before, in this article we present the study of

two systems; one with both dots connected all the time and

the other with one of the dots uncoupled when the bias po-

tential is applied. We refer s the coupled system to the first

and uncoupled system to the second. This section is dedicated

to reviewing the known results of the coupled system.15,16,37

These calculations were done using time depending DMRG

(tDMRG)38, master equations39 and verified using HEOM16,25

In this work, we are focused on the AF correlation for S12,

and for that reason, we just review the case ϕ = π. The case

ϕ = 0 presents just ferromagnetic correlations between the

QDs and is discussed in Ref. 15.
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0,4
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time
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-0,2

-0,1

0

S 12

N=11
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2 ∆V /2−∆V /2

1
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t’ −t’

FIG. 2. (Color online) Typical results for current J(t) and spin corre-

lations S12(t) as a function of time. In panel (a) we present currents

for the system with the 2QDs coupled; a steady current, shown by

a plateau, is found after a transient. In panel (b) Spin correlation

between the 2QDs; note that, after a transient, a steady antiferromag-

netic correlation develops. The shaded region indicates the transient

regime for the current.

In Fig. 2(a) and (b) we present a typical current and spin

correlations for the two connected dots as a function of time.

Both present two regimes; first a transient state, in this case,

up approximate time ∼ 8, and then a steady state where the

value of the current and the spin correlations became almost

constant.

An unexpected behavior is observed for the spin correla-

tions S12. For time t = 0, S12 is zero, and when the bias po-

tential is applied an antiferromagnetic correlation, with value

−0.25, emerges and became stable at the steady state regime.

The qualitative behavior of the spin correlations can be un-

derstood using a canonical transformation of the operators of

the leads, which is given by (see, e.g., Refs. 27, 33, and 39):

cslσ = (cRlσ + cLlσ)/
√
2, (7)

calσ = (cRlσ − cLlσ)/
√
2, (8)

where s, a are the symmetric and antisymmetric combinations,

respectively. The result of this transformation is sketched in

Fig. 1 (a.1), where the leads shown represent the new states

obtained from Eqs. (7) and (8). After the canonical transfor-

mation, the Hamiltonian with ϕ = π results in,

Hleads =
∑

α=s,a

N−1
∑

i=1;σ

−t0(c
†
αiσcαi+1σ)

+
∆V

2

N
∑

i=1;σ

c†siσcaiσ + h.c., (9)

Hhy = −
√
2 t′ d†1σcsσ −

√
2 t′ d†2σcaσ + h.c. (10)

where we have used that µL = ∆V/2 and µR = −∆V/2. We

want to stress that, as this transformation just affects the leads

operators, the QDs Hamiltonian, Hint, is not modified.

Observe that the Hamiltonian Hleads have now a ladder ge-

ometry where the bias potential ∆V appears on the rungs.
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In the absence of a bias voltage, there is no direct coupling

between these new states, as depicted in Figs. 1(a.1). Most

important, QD1 is coupled to the symmetric states and QD2

to the antisymmetric states. Then, for ϕ = π, the dots are part

of two decoupled subsystems and, therefore, S12 vanishes.

Upon applying a bias, one obtains a ladder geometry where

the voltage acts as a transverse coupling between the symmet-

ric and antisymmetric states of Eqs. (7) and (8) as shown in

Fig. 1(b.1).

For ϕ = π and ∆V 6= 0, the dots are now connected

through paths with an even number of sites in the effective

leads, and therefore, in the ground state of such a geometry,

one expects a finite negative spin correlation. Our numeri-

cal results, shown in Fig. 2(b), reveal that this same behavior

appears in non-equilibrium as well. Note that a fine-tuning of

the coupling parameters is not necessary to observe an AF S12

induced by a bias ∆V .40

In Fig. 2 (a) and (b) we can observe that the steady state

is independent of the size of the leads N ; but, on the other

hand, in the transient regime, there is a strong size effect. This

size dependency is due to the Kondo effect, where the sizes

shown in the figure are not large enough to describe properly

the Kondo ground state. In the steady state, the Ruderman-

Kittel-Kasuya-Yoshida interaction mediated by the bias elim-

inates the Kondo effect and its size effect.15. We will come

back to this issue with more detail in the next section.

To see the connection between the spin correlation S12 and

the entanglement, we use the concurrence.9,41 A value of the

concurrence close to one ensures a maximum entanglement,

on the other hand, a concurrence with a zero value means that

there is no entanglement at all. In this latter case, an AF spin

correlation can be constructed using a charge fluctuation. In

the steady state of Fig. 2, the concurrence is ∼ 0.3, which

shows a partially entangled state. For a further discussion of

concurrence in this system, see reference 15.

To complete this review, let’s mention that for ϕ = 0, the

RKKY interaction gives rise to a ferromagnetic correlation be-

tween the dots since each path that connects them involves an

odd number of sites and since the leads are at half-filling32.

When ∆V is applied, the new rungs in the equivalent system

only marginally affect the correlations.

Note that in Reference [15] we were interested in what

comes off during the steady state, and we neglected to study

the transient regime. Now we want to focus on a different ef-

fect that occurs during the transient regime in a case when one

of the dots is decoupled before applying the bias. We discuss

a such case in the next sections.

IV. SPIN CORRELATIONS FOR THE UNCOUPLED DOT

Once the coupled system is understood, we focus on the

study of what happens when one of the dots is decoupled be-

fore applying the bias potential ∆V . Again, as we are inter-

ested in the AF correlations between the dots, we focus just on

the case with phase ϕ = π. Observe that we use, as the initial

state, the same ground state as in the previous section where

both dots are connected to different symmetries. Now, for this

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

 J

0 2 t0
4 6 8 10 12 14 16

time

S0

-0.03

-0.01

0

S 12

N=25
N=27
N=201

0 0.02 0.04 0.06
1/N

-0.06

-0.05

S 0

(b)

(a)U=0.5  Γ=0.25  ∆V=1.5

>0t

2 ∆V /2−∆V /2

1
uncoupled

t’ −t’

FIG. 3. (Color online) Results for current J(t) and spin correla-

tions S12(t) as a function of time for the system with one of the dots

uncoupled. In panel (a) we present current as a function of time;

as before, a steady current is found after a transient. Observe the

shorter transient time due to the absence of the Aharanov-Bohm in-

terference. Panel (b) shows the spin correlation between the 2QDs.

The shaded region indicates the transient regime for the current (time

< 5.5).

section, the time evolution is done with a different Hamilto-

nian where the connection to QD1 is removed (t′1 = 0). At

the time t = 0 the QDs are connected to different symme-

tries, as we know from the canonical transformation shown

in the previous section. For this reason, at the time t = 0,

they do not interact and the spin correlation between them is

zero. However, at the initial state, a Kondo singlet appears

between each dot and the corresponding reservoir symmetry

(Fig. 1(a.1) ). Now we are interested in seeing if the infor-

mation of the orientation of spin of QD1 is preserved in the

Kondo cloud within the symmetric reservoir once the QD is

uncoupled. We are also interested to know if this information

is transferred to the QD2 when the bias potential is turned on.

In Figure 1(c.1) we represented the result for the canonical

transformation in the new case with ∆V > 0. Observe that

the QD1 is not connected and ∆V appears as rungs connect-

ing the symmetric with the antisymmetric channel.

Figure 3 presents the typical results for the current and the

spin correlation for the uncoupled system. Current J presents

a similar behavior as in the previous section. At the time

t = 0 the current is zero and increases for t > 0 due to

the ∆V applied. After a transient appears a stationary state

where J is almost constant. The value of J in the stationary

state is slightly larger than the coupled case seen in the previ-

ous section. Also, the transient time is shorter, roughly from

time ∼ 8 to 5.5. These two results are due to the absence

of the Aharanov-Bohm effect that was present in the previous

case. As there are no two paths that interfere, the current is

larger, and also the steady state is reached before.

Even if the results for the current are similar, we found that

S12 have a different behavior than the results shown in the

previous section. As before, S12 = 0 at time zero as it is an

asset of the initial state as discussed in the previous section.

Then, for time t > 0, the S12 develop an AF correlation. This
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(a) initial state  (t=0) time evolution  (t>0)(b)

entangled state

symmetric channel

anti−sym. channel

∆V=0 in the transient ∆V>0

V/2∆

singlet − Kondo cloud

singlet − Kondo cloud

FIG. 4. (Color online) Canonical transformation for the uncoupled

system. In panel (a) we can see the result of the transformation,

Eqs. 7 and 8. At the time t = 0 both QDs are connected to different

reservoirs with different symmetries. Panel (b) show the case for

time t > 0 when the first QD is uncoupled from its reservoir and

the bias ∆V connects both symmetries. In this case, as the even

symmetry reservoir is entangled with QD1, and now both reservoirs

are connected, a spin correlation between the two dots is generated.

time the spin correlation does not achieve a finite stationary

state as before but decays, going to zero for a large time, in the

stationary regime of the current. This result can be understood

considering that the current destroys the residual Kondo cloud

formed at the initial state between QD1 and the symmetric

lead. It is interesting to note that the residual Kondo cloud can

still generate an AF correlation for a short time.

Even if seems strange to have an AF S12 when one of the

QDs is uncoupled, this effect can be understood using the

canonical transformation and the fact that there was a Kondo

effect at the time t = 0. In Figure 4 we represent schemat-

ically the effect of the transformation at t = 0 and t > 0.

For t = 0, the initial state, we have both dots connected

to their corresponding symmetric or antisymmetric channels.

This connection between a localized spin and a fermionic bath

produces the well-known Kondo effect and its Kondo cloud

inside the reservoir.8,9,42 For t > 0, when the quantum QD1

is uncoupled, and the bias is applied (∆V > 0), some of the

electrons in the symmetric channel still keep the Kondo cloud

information. The bias potential connects (as rungs) the reser-

voirs with different symmetries. Even though the QD1 is not

connected, the information of its spin projection is transferred

to QD2 by the applied bias ∆V .

Another important effect occurs at this point. As a current

is circulating from the left to the right lead, a decoherence

process starts. As a consequence of this, the entanglement be-

tween QD1 and the symmetric reservoir is lost (i.e. the Kondo

cloud is destroyed) and the correlation S12 decays for a large

time as shown in Fig. 3(b). This effect is studied with more

detail in reference 37 using tDMRG and also master equation

techniques.

We characterize this effect by two values, the larger AF cor-

relation found, S0, and the time when it is achieved t0; both

are indicated in the figure. As we mentioned before, in the

transient, there is a strong size dependence. This size effect

is because the system is not big enough to contain the Kondo

cloud. Then the correlation S0 varies strongly with the size of

the system. In the inset of Fig. 3(b) we show the detail of the

convergence of S0 versus the inverse of the system size N . We

use for the rest of this article a large value of N = 201 to get

0 0.125 0.25 0.375 0.5 0.625 0.75 0.875 1
Γ / U

-0,07

-0,06

-0,05

-0,04

-0,03

-0,02

-0,01

0

S 0

∆V=1.5
∆V=1.25
∆V=1.0
∆V=0.75
∆V=0.50

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Γ/U

2

4

6

8

10

t 0

FIG. 5. (Color online) Results for the minimum spin correlation S0

found in the transient as a function of Γ/U for a fixed ∆V . Note that

all the curves intersect close to Γ/U ∼ 0.5; this point separates the

cotunneling from the mixed valence regimes. The inset (b) shows the

time t0 where S0 is obtained.

a converged value of S0. Observe in the inset of Fig. 3(b) that

S0 converge to the value ∼ −0.05, which is approximately

one-fifth of the value obtained for the connected system in the

stationary regime, then the entanglement is smaller than in the

previous case.

To finish this section, we present in Figure 5 the results

of S0 versus Γ/U for different ∆V . We can observe that a

typical curve has an S0 that goes to zero when coupling factor

Γ → 0. This is not surprising, as if the coupling goes to

zero (is no interaction between QDs and the reservoirs) cannot

appear a spin correlation between the spins located at the QDs.

Next, we observe that the curve has a minimum value and

then, for large values of Γ/U , it decreases again. The curves

for the different values of potential ∆V intersect at almost the

same point close to Γ/U ∼ 0.5. In the inset of the figure,

we present the value of t0, the time when S0 was achieved.

We can observe that it decreases when Γ/U increase. These

results can be understood thinking that the current through the

metallic leads ”erase” the entangled state between QD1 and

the symmetric reservoir, as explained before.

The explanation of why all the curves intersect near the

same point Γ/U ∼ 0.5 is due to the broadening of the en-

ergy levels caused by a finite Γ. If Γ/U < 0.5 levels V g and

V g+U are well separated. If the bias is not large enough, the

current is set by the co-tunneling process of the Kondo effect

of QD2. This produces a small current and thus reduces the

decay effect in S12. For large values of Γ/U , the mixed va-

lence regime, there is always a direct tunneling channel pro-

ducing a larger current circulating through QD2 and thus a

faster decay in S12. Note that, for larger ∆V , the connec-

tion between the symmetric and the antisymmetric channels

is larger. Then the transfer of the information is more efficient

in such case. This effect is also discussed in detail in Ref. 37.
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The behavior of the spin correlation S12 un-

der quantum quenches. In panel (a) we present the stability of the

entangled state. We remove the t2 connection at tc ∼ 3.3 when

correlation S0 is achieved. The entangled spins of the QDs do not

change as they form an isolated system. In panel (b) we present the

transient of the quench where ∆V is applied after removing the con-

nection t1 at t = 0. As soon as t1 is removed, the Kondo cloud starts

to vanish. At the time t = tc, when the bias is applied, part of the

information of the spin projection of QD1 is lost. As a consequence,

the S0 achieved is smaller.

V. STABILITY OF THE ENTANGLED STATE AND THE

DECOHERENCE PROCESS

In previous sections, we had shown that the Kondo effect

can be used to generate an entangled state between the spins

of two QDs just by applying a bias ∆V between two metal-

lic leads. Even more important, we have shown that if the

connection to one of the Qds had been removed before the ap-

plication of ∆V the entanglement can be generated with the

spin information that remains in the contact. In section IV we

prepared the initial state to have a Kondo effect at each QD

with their respective lead. Then we removed the connection

between QD1 and the metallic leads at the same moment the

bias was applied. It is obvious that the process of vanishing

the Kondo cloud of the Kondo cloud begins as a consequence

of the removal of t1. Then it is interesting to see what hap-

pens when we let a certain amount of time elapse between the

disconnection of the QD1 and the application of the bias po-

tential. This can be done by changing the Hamiltonian during

the time evolution of the DMRG calculations.

Before presenting this quenching, we want to show what

happens if the connection to the QD2 is also removed when

the correlation S0 is achieved. This means changing the time

evolution Hamiltonian at the time t0 to have hopping elements

t2 = t1 = 0. In Figure 6(a) we present this case for the

same parameter values of Fig. 3. We can see that the small

entanglement achieved S0 is maintained due, as is evident,

to the two QDs are now isolated. Then the spin correlation

between the dots is frozen as there is no mechanism to break

the entanglement. This shows that even if the entanglement is
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c
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Results for the minimum spin correlation S0

for different quenching times tc. In panel (a) we have fixed the bias

potential ∆V = 1.5 and have calculated S0 for several values of

Γ/U while in panel (b) Γ/U is fixed to 0.25 and have taken different

values for ∆V . The dashed lines are the interpolated curves with the

form α/(tc − β) showing a regular decay for S0 as a function of the

quenching time tc. The insets present t0 vs. tc for both cases.

small, it is stable and the relative information about the spin

projection is preserved.

As we mentioned at the beginning of this section, as soon

as connection t1 is suppressed, the information about the ori-

entation of the spin of the quantum dot 1 begins to vanish. The

wiping out of this information is due to the interaction of the

Kondo cloud with the rest of the electronic sea. To understand

this decoherence process, we will proceed as follows. First at

t = 0, after calculating the ground state with both QDs con-

nected, we remove the hopping element t1 uncoupling QD1

from the rest of the system. With this new Hamiltonian, we

do the temporal evolution of the system, enabling the decoher-

ence process. Then, at time tc, we apply the bias potential∆V
connecting the symmetric and the antisymmetric leads. In this

way, the QD2 can access the remaining spin information of

QD1 allocated at the symmetric reservoir. As in Section IV,

during the transient, a small AF correlation appears between

the two QDs. In Figure 6(b) we present the results for S12 for

different values of the switching time of the bias potential tc.
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For larger values of tc, we obtain smaller values of S12 consis-

tent with the decoherence process of the symmetric channel.

As there is less information on the spin orientation of QD1 in

the symmetric lead, the spin correlation S12 is smaller overall,

resulting in a small S0 as can be seen in the figure.

As in previous sections, to characterize this process we use

S0, the largest AF correlation achieved during the transient.

In Figure 7 we present S0 versus tc in two situations. Panel

(a) presents the case where is fixed ∆V = 1.5 and took dif-

ferent values of Γ while panel (b) we had fixed Γ/U = 0.25,

and we took different values of ∆V . In all cases, we interpo-

late a curve of the form f(tc) = α/(tc − β) to highlight the

monotonic decay. The insets inside each panel show the rela-

tionship between t0, the time when S0 is achieved, vs. tc. In

panel (a) we can appreciate the linear relationship between t0
and tc, while in panel (b) we show that t0 is simply dislocated

in tc. In all cases, S0 decays monotonically with increasing

tc. This is a clear sign that the interaction between the Kondo

cloud and the rest of the electron sea dilutes the memory of the

QD1 spin projection. This erasure process reduces the max-

imum correlation S0 reached. This result is consistent with

that found in previous work.37

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We demonstrated that spin correlations between separated

electrons localized in two different quantum dots can be in-

duced and modified by a bias potential applied between two

metal leads connected to the dots in an Aharonov-Bohm in-

terferometer structure. This spin correlation represents a par-

tially entangled state between the dots.

A small entangled state can still be reached even if one of

the QDs is disconnected from the rest of the system before the

application of the bias potential. In this case, the entangle-

ment is acquired through the remaining Kondo cloud formed

at the initial state to screen the (now) uncoupled quantum dot.

The information about the spin orientation of the uncoupled

dot then is transmitted from the electron reservoir to the one

that remains coupled. In this way, these results show that it

is possible to use the Kondo entanglement to transfer the spin

information from one quantum dot to another to create a new

entangled state.

This effect can only occur during the transient. As soon

as the bias is applied, a circulating current through the metal

contacts starts to destroy the structure of the Kondo cloud and

the information about the spin projection starts to be erased.

The current forms a mechanism that erases the entanglement

between the uncoupled quantum dots.

Finally, we have shown that if, during the transient, the con-

nection to the second dot is also removed the partially entan-

gled state achieved is fixed as both dots are isolated (i.e. the

spin correlation is frozen).
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