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Exploring spin-squeezing in the Mott insulating regime: role of anisotropy,
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Spin-squeezing in systems with single-particle control is a well-established resource of modern
quantum technology. Applied in an optical lattice clock can reduce the statistical uncertainty of
spectroscopic measurements. Here, we consider dynamic generation of spin-squeezing with ultra-
cold bosonic atoms with two internal states loaded into an optical lattice in the strongly interacting
regime as realized with state-of-the-art experiments using a quantum gas microscope. We show
that anisotropic interactions and inhomogeneous magnetic fields generate scalable spin-squeezing if
their magnitudes are sufficiently small, but not negligible. The effect of non-uniform filling caused
by hole doping, non-zero temperature and external confinement is studied at a microscopic level
demonstrating their limiting role in the dynamics and scaling of spin squeezing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum technology is an emerging interdisciplinary
field of study that combines the areas of physics, math-
ematics, and computer science. A prominent resource
fueling emergent technologies like quantum simulators,
computers and sensing is entanglement [1-4], a concept
originating from the quantum mechanics formalism to ex-
plain correlations that cannot be reproduced classically.
A plethora of useful entanglement-enhanced approaches
are examined and spin squeezing is a well-established
one [5].

Spin-squeezing applies to a system composed of N
qubits, further described by the collective spin with the
corresponding quantum number S = N/2. The uncer-
tainty of spectroscopic measurements of unknown phase
¢ for a given state is Ap = £/+/N, where

2 NA2SLmin 1
= T7 (1)

is the spin squeezing parameter while A28 | in is the
minimal variance in the plane orthogonal to the direc-
tion of the mean collective spin (S) [6, 7]. If €2 < 1,
the corresponding state is spin-squeezed. However, a re-
markable metrological gain is obtained with scalable spin
squeezing when its level decreases significantly with the
total number of spins.

The archetypal model undergoing such desired scal-
ability is the famous one-axis twisting (OAT) protocol
(all-to-all interactions) where the best squeezing scales
with the system size as £2; oc N=2/3 [8]. It was sim-
ulated with pioneering experiments using bimodal Bose-
Einstein [9, 10] and spinor [11-14] condensates utilizing
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atom-atom collisions and atom-light interactions in cav-
ity setups [15, 16]. These platforms, however, weakly
support a single-spin addressing and control required
very often by quantum technology tasks. There is an
increasing interest in generation of spin-squeezed states
using platforms where individual addressing of spins is
possible [17-24]. Recent experiments using an array
of trapped ions [25] and Rydberg atoms [26, 27| have
demonstrated the generation of such scalable squeezing
with tens of spins. Ultra-cold atoms in optical lattices of-
fer yet another platform for scalable spin-squeezing gen-
eration in a system composed of tens of thousands of
spins.

In this paper, we study dynamical generation of scal-
able spin squeezing with ultra-cold bosonic atoms in two
internal states loaded into a one-dimensional optical lat-
tice. We consider the strongly interacting regime with
one atom per lattice site, where the system forms a
ferromagnetic Heisenberg XX7Z spin chain with nearest-
neighbour interactions [28, 29]. This is the Mott in-
sulating regime. The anisotropy of the corresponding
XXZ spin model is set by intra- and inter-species inter-
actions. When interaction strengths equal each other,
the model reduces to the isotropic XXX Heisenberg spin
chain. We concentrate on the system and parameters as
in the recent experiments with rubidium-87 atoms using
the quantum gas microscope when the nearly single-atom
control and resolution were obtained [30]. However, our
analytical theory is general and can be applied to trapped
ions and molecules when they simulate the same mod-
els [31, 32].

Even for the simple system considered by us, experi-
mental imperfections may arise such as slight anisotropy
of the interactions, residual local magnetic fields, hole
doping, external trapping effects or non-zero tempera-
ture. They could negatively affect the dynamics of the
system. Throughout this work, we found that in most
cases, not only these different effects can be accurately
accounted for, but in most cases, they are beneficial for
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spin squeezing generation.

We show analytically, and confirmed numerically, that
a weak anisotropy of interactions allows generating scal-
able spin-squeezing from the initial spin coherent state,
and the OAT model approximates well the dynamics. We
evaluate analytically the time scale of the best squeezing
showing its experimental feasibility. Adding a weak in-
homogeneous magnetic field generates spin squeezing by
itself, similarly. The coexistence of these two phenom-
ena does not destroy squeezing generation but smoothly
changes the time scale.

We address the problem of hole doping on the gener-
ation of spin-squeezing. We develop a microscopic the-
ory to explain the change in the variation of the spin
squeezing parameter in time due to hole doping. While
the squeezing due to anisotropic interactions is weakly
affected, the inhomogeneous field introduces sub-system
rotations that modulate squeezing over time. This result
is proven analytically for the case when holes are fixed in
place. We also explore the ¢t—J model, where tunnelling is
allowed, and identify the upper and lower bounds for the
generation of squeezing at a given filling factor. We find
in the anisotropy case that squeezing immediately con-
verges to the lower bound result if tunnelling is allowed.
On the other hand, in the inhomogeneous magnetic field
case the squeezing level hardly changes with the effective
tunnelling. In both cases, the movement of holes facil-
itates the correlation between individual atoms initially
belonging to different partial chains separated by these
holes.

The effect of harmonic trapping is also taken into ac-
count and even beneficial acceleration of dynamics is ob-
served. Lastly, we explore the effects of non-zero temper-
ature on the squeezing generation of our model. We illus-
trate our results for the parameters of experiments [30]
demonstrating they can be realized with state-of-the-art
techniques.

II. MODEL

We consider N rubidium-87 atoms in two internal
states |a) and |b) loaded in an optical lattice potential
having M lattice sites. For simplicity, we consider a one-
dimensional lattice with open boundary conditions. The
system is described by the two-component Bose-Hubbard
model

in the lowest Bloch band and under the tight-binding ap-
proximation [33]|. a@; (b;) is the annihilation operator of

an atom in internal state a (b) in the j-th site of the
lattice, and n§ = d}&j, b = I;T,Ej are the corresponding
number operators. J is the tunnelling rate, the same for
bosons in the states a and b. U,,, Uy, and Uy, are spe-
cific intraspecies and interspecies interaction strengths.
The model (2) can be realized using a quantum gas mi-
croscope [30, 34]. We assume interaction dominates over
the tunnelling strength leaving the system in the Mott
insulating regime. In the case of unit filling, one atom
per lattice site, the effective Hamiltonian reduces to the
Heisenberg XXZ model

M-1

. AA AL A 1
Axxz=—J. Y. (s;s;ql +8YSY, + ASESE — 4),
j=1
(3)

where the couplings J, = ZL]QUa_b1 and anisotropy pa-
rameter A = 4J2(U;* + U, ' — U')J " are derived by
second-order perturbation theory in the tunnelling [28].
When A = 1 the Hamiltonian takes the form of isotropic
Heisenberg XXX model. Here, Sf = (Sj‘ + gj_)/Q, S;’ =
(S —87)/(2i), S = (ala; — bib;)/2 with S = alb;,
S’; = (Sj)T The collective spin operators are just a

summation over the individual ones, S, = Z;\il S}’ for
o=u9,2,x.

The generation of spin squeezing starts with the ini-
tial spin coherent state |6, ) = e~ 5= =105 ®§Vil |a);
for ¢ = 0 and 6 = 7 /2 followed by unitary evolution
with the Hamiltonian (3). Note, the state for p =6 =0
is the Dicke state |S,m) = ®jM=1 |a); for maximal spin
quantum number S = N/2 and magnetization m = N/2.
In our numerical simulations, we consider open bound-
ary conditions [35] and use the parameters as in the re-
cent experiment of A. Rubio-Abadal et al [30] with 8’Rb
atoms, lattice spacing d = 532 nm, tunneling amplitude
J = h x 2m x 24.8Hz and almost equal inter- and in-
traspecies interactions U, ~ Upp ~ Uyp = U [36] with
U = 24.4J. For the sake of simplicity, time scales will
be expressed in tunnelling units. The initial state is pre-
pared as a coherent state along the z-direction in the
Bloch sphere, namely |6 = 7/2,p = 0). Finally, the spin
squeezing parameter (1) is evaluated for collective spin
operators.

III. ROLE OF ANISOTROPY

The dynamical generation of spin squeezing is pos-
sible by anisotropic interactions, it is when A # 1.
We demonstrate this feature in Fig. 1(c) by plotting
the best spin squeezing, see also Fig. 3 in [23]. This
numerical observation is confirmed by our perturbative
analysis of the system Hamiltonian (3) when the term

H, = —J (A-1) ijzl SJZS']ZH is treated a pertur-
bation to the isotropic XXX model. This leads to the
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Figure 1. (a) The ratio f between results of the XXZ model

(3) and the effective one (4) for the best spin-squeezing £2,;,
(first minima of 52) and the best spin-squeezing time marked
by purple and blue lines, respectively, when M = N = 16
and A € (—1,1) U (1,2]. (b) The same as in (a) but in the
perturbative regime enlarged for A € [2cos(n/N) — 1,1) U
(1,3 — 2cos(m/N)]. (c) The best spin-squeezing generated
dynamically with the XXZ model (3) for different values of A
(see markers in upper and middle panels) versus N. A scal-
able level of squeezing is possible in the perturbative regime
marked by triangles and squares.

zero-order dominant term of the form

HE =x\82, with X} = Jii7 (4)
M—-1

where we omitted constant energy terms. Details of
derivation are described in Appendix B. The resulting
Hamiltonian (4) is the famous OAT model [8] which dy-
namics is solvable analytically for any N. The effective
model approximates the dynamics of spin squeezing in
the perturbative regime when 2cos(n/M) — 1 €« A <
3 —2cos(r/M) and A # 1. In Appendix D we collect

specific analytical expressions for the first and second mo-
ments of spin components governed by OAT.

The validity of our analytical finding is demonstrated
in Fig. 1(a,b) by showing the relative level of best squeez-
ing and best squeezing time obtained numerically from
the full XXZ model (3) and the effective one (4). For
the considered set of parameters, the characteristic time
scale for the best squeezing ¢2. is close to the one pre-
dicted by the OAT model, namely Jt/h ~ 3Y6(M —
DN=2/3U,,/(4|]1 — A|J). Tt is Jt/h ~ 850 for M = N =
16, A = 0.98 and Uy, = 22.2J(A 4+ 1). We found nu-
merically for this set of parameters that the spin squeez-
ing parameter for the OAT model reaches the minima at
Jt/h ~ 692 while for the XXZ model at Jt/h ~ 713.

IV. INHOMOGENEOUS MAGNETIC FIELD

The addition of an external homogenous magnetic field
BS, to the XXZ model does not spoil spin-squeezing gen-
eration as long as N is fixed. It contributes in the same
form to the effective Hamiltonian (4) leading to the model
Hg = XS\?I) 52 + BS, which dynamics is solvable analyti-
cally as shown in Appendix D.

Similarly, even a weak inhomogeneous magnetic field

A M A
HB:ZﬁijZ' (5)

Jj=1

does not destroy spin-squeezing generation but changes
the timescale of dynamics. To demonstrate this effect let
us consider the isotropic case when A = 1 with an ad-
dition of a weak inhomogeneous magnetic field (5). The
second-order correction obtained by using the Schrief-
fer—Wolff (SW) transformation [37] takes the OAT form

HE = 792 +vus., (6)
when Hp is treated as a perturbation to the XXX model
and where

M-1 (a)2
() 1 ey |
XM_M—].Z E(q)7 (7)
q=1 M
M
UMm = M Zﬂja (8)
Jj=1
with
M
i =2 i~ o), )
j=1
2 T 1
Py = a7 €8 {M (] - 2) q] , (10)
™
ngl) =J, [1 — cos(Mq” , (11)



T
1.0 k / —— Exact
\\\ / .
PN | ---- Effective
0.8 N 1
WO 1
\‘ \\ ’I
Y
% 0.6 - \\\ \\\ Il
\\ \\\'\lil
0.4 \ 7 SSZ
AN / S~
See ”// ______________
0.2 B T
0.0 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600
t [h/J]
Figure 2. The spin squeezing parameter &2 for isotropic

XXX Heisenberg model with inhomogeneous field Hp and
the effective one (6) are marked by solid and dashed lines,
respectively. The amplitudes of magnetic field are 5, =
V2/Mcos[rn(l—1/2)(M —1)/M]. Here, N = M = 16,
J = LU = Up = Uy = U = 244J,J1 = 47,
_ (M-1) . _ p(M-1) .
Q= E;,; " "//10 (purple lines) and Q@ = E;; /5 (blue lines)

with B ™Y = 7, (1 — cos(m2=-1)).

for ¢ € [1,M — 1]. The derivation is explained in Ap-
pendix C. We omitted constant energy terms in (6).
The validity of (6) for the dynamical generation of spin
squeezing via an inhomogeneous field (5) when A =1 is
demonstrated in Fig. 2. This is an interesting example
of when spin-squeezing, and therefore two-body correla-
tions between elementary spins, are induced by inhomo-
geneity. In this case, the mechanism of spin-squeezing
generation is caused by spin wave excitations which are
extended over the entire system allowing individual spin
to correlate [35]. It is the same mechanism as for the
dynamical generation of spin squeezing via spin-orbit
coupling [20, 35]. This means any kind of inhomoge-
neous magnetic field (constant from shot to shot) will
couple to the spin wave states, generating squeezing un-
der the appropriate perturbation conditions. We discuss
this point in more detail in Appendix C where we also
show other examples when the magnetic field takes a ran-
dom value on each lattice site. This random potential
also leads to the generation of two-body correlations and
spin-squeezing in the perturbative regime.

V. DOPING OF HOLES

In this section, we consider an important effect com-
ing from the non-occupied sites which we call holes.
In general, the dynamics is then captured by the ¢t-J
model [38, 39] which is the XXZ model with the addi-
tional tunnelling term. The tunnelling leads to the hole
movement along the chain. Here, we assume that po-
sitions of holes are fixed during unitary dynamics. The
approximation is valid in the regime of parameters where
the tunnelling is strongly suppressed as compared to J .

|L) R)
right partial
chain

left partial

chain hole

Figure 3. An example of a configuration with the position
of a hole fixed. The hole located at the third lattice site
jn = 3 separates the chain in two parts. The left(right) par-
tial chain consists of two(four) spins. The two partial chains
are independent Heisenberg spin chains with open boundary
conditions. Their dynamics are independent of each other.

The system dynamics can be then approximated by the
XXZ model. This allows an understanding of the role of
holes at a microscopic level.

Let us first consider the simplest situation with one
hole located somewhere in the middle of the chain (not
at the borders) as illustrated in Fig. 3. Since the hole
is not moving, the configuration can be identified as two
independent spin chains with open boundary conditions.

In this case, the collective Dick state for maximal mag-
netization containing the hole reads

IN/2,N/2)p = | D)j=1--10)j=j, - - | T)j=s-

It can be represented as the product state of two partial
Dicke states separated by the empty site,

IN/2,N/2)p =|NL/2,Np/2) ®0)),
& |NR/27 NR/2>7

where Ny, is the number of spins on the left-hand side
of the hole and Npg is the number of spins on the right-
hand side. The empty site does not contribute to the
unitary dynamics driven by the XXZ Hamiltonian with
nearest neighbours interactions. Therefore, we will omit
the term |0),, when writing the states in the remaining
part of the paper.

The initial spin coherent state for ¢ = 0 and 6 = 7/2
reads [t = 0);, = e"*v™/2|N/2, N/2);,. Tt can be formu-
lated in the following way:

(12)

(13)

t=0)n = L) ® |R), (14)
where we have introduced
L) = e~ *Svsm Ny 2, N f2) (15)
[R) = 527/ N /2, Ni/2), (16)
and used S, = S, 1 + S, r with L(R) summing up over

the left(right)-hand part of the chain .

1 & _ N é&o G = Nr Go
Here, So,1, = 32511 57 and So.p = 3251 SR, 1145



The dynamics of each partial chain (left and right) is
independent of each other, and therefore the evolution of
the initial state of the system can be considered as

[Y(t))n = UL|L) @ Ur|R), (17)

where the unjtary operators are T]'L = PLeth/hPL and
(Ur = PretHt/MPp) with P (Pg) being the projector
operator on the left (right) partial chain for a given
Hamiltonian H containing nearest neighbours interac-
tions only.

The dynamics of partial chains is well approximated
by effective OAT-like models for a weak anisotropy (4)
and inhomogeneous magnetic field (6) as we discussed
in two previous sections. However, evolution operators
acting on the left and right partial spin chains need to be
constructed appropriately.

A. Unitary evolution for partial chains for weak
anisotropic interactions

The effective model in the weak anisotropy limit when
2cos(n/M)—1 < A< 3—2cos(mr/M) and A # 1 reads
(0
Héff),L = )Sz L (18)
for the left partial chain with xf) =J (A-1)/(NL—-1)
and the same for the right partial chain when L is re-
placed with R. Therefore, the unitary operator describ-
ing the dynamics with the hole for the left partial chains
N . 7(0)
is U, = e Herint/? and similarly for the right partial
chain when L is replaced with R.

B. Unitary evolution for partial chains for weak
inhomogeneous magnetic fields

On the other hand, if spin squeezing is generated en-
tirely by the inhomogeneous magnetic field (5) for A =1
the following effective model can well approximate the
dynamics of the left partial chain

f{eﬂ,L = XLSiL + ULSZ,L, (19)
with
Ne—1, (9)2
Xk _NLlfl |(;;L<Lq|) ’ (20)
1 ok
vr _]\TL ;517 (21)
where

The form of the effective model (19) for the right par-
tial chain is the same when one replaces L with R and
where

1 Jr
= = :; (23)
Ngr
Cg;?) = Ni Z ﬁNLJrlJrl R)' (24)

The corresponding unitary operator describing the
system dynamics of the initial state (14) is Urr)y =
B*iﬁeff‘L(R)t/h_

C. Evaluation of spin squeezing parameter

To calculate the evolution of the spin squeezing param-
eter (1) one can use the approximated effective models
as long as the system parameters are in the perturbative
regime. This simplifies the calculations and enables the
simulation of large systems unattainable by exact many-
body numerical simulations.

To demonstrate the validity of our treatment of the
system dynamics with hole doping, let us start with a
general treatment of the first and second moments of
spin operators that are necessary for calculations of £2.
The unitary evolution of first moments separates into two
parts, e.g. if X = X + X we have

(X(0)n = (X)L + (X)r, (25)

where subscript L (R) refers to the left (right) partial
chain. (X (t))y, is a sum over the two partial chains, each
evolved with the corresponding unitary operator. On the
other hand, an expectation value of second moments is
separated into four parts, e.g XY = (X, +Xg)(Yo+Y&),
and reads

. . . (26)

Each term in (XY (¢));, evolves with the unitary opera-
tor marked by the subscript L or R. While (26) shows
an apparent interconnection between partial chains, the
covariance A(XY)? = (XY);, — (X)n(Y)), turns out to
be simply additive
A(XY)? = A(XY)2 + A(XY)%. (27)
The final ingredient to calculate ¢2? is the mean col-
lective spin (S)i The breakage of the system into
partial chains leads to the triangle inequality (S)7 <
(S)7 + (S)% < (N/2)%. This leads to

(S)7 < (15)2 (28)



hole
I

Ceo0o0000000OCGCOGOOGOOSGNOSNOPS

0 00 000O0COGEOGOEOGEOGEOOEOSOONOS

chains

00000000 0OGEOGEOGEOSGOSOSOOS

Anisotropy
/:
1.00 \\ — Exact F
075 F N\ -=-=- Effective ,
N 3
o heS o
W 0.50 RS o227
0254 T e - -
0.00 I I I I
0 200 400 600 800
t[n/J]
Inhomogeneous Magnetic Field
] ‘\ ] /]
1.00 \ / \ | /
N/ \ | /
NN \ A
0.75 F “\ \ I
SO\ \ I' //
o SN \ |/
% 0.50 - ~o © 2
Bt ,0
o
0.25 e — -
0.00 | | | |
0 10000 20000 30000 40000
t [h/J]
Figure 4.  (a) Configuration of holes for results shown in

bottom panels. The spin squeezing parameter induced by
anisotropy (b) and inhomogeneous magnetic field (c) for the
system with N = 16 atoms and a single hole (M = 17) at
different sites as indicated by colour. The results from the
exact many-body simulation are depicted in solid lines while
the ones given by the effective models are depicted in dashed
lines, respectively. In the anisotropic case Uy = Upp =
24.4J, Uy = 0.99U, (A = 0.98),3; = 0;Vj. In the inho-
mogeneous magnetic field case Uy = Uy = Uy, = 24.4J, 85 =
Qcos(15 (M —1)(j — 1/2)), where Q = EE\%*I)/SO =Ji(1-
cos 17 (M —1))/50.

where equality can only happen when the hole is at one
of the edges of the system.

According to the definition (1), this means that spin
squeezing is immediately reduced when the system is bro-
ken into partial chains, however, the minimal variance
can be optimal when the probability distributions of the
partial chains add up appropriately.

We illustrate this observation in Fig. 4. One can ob-
serve a good agreement between full many-body numer-

—— Comb. chains

021 Single chain
0.0 —
t
1(S)
0 8

Figure 5. Modulation of spin squeezing dynamics for two
partial chains, each with N = 8, due to asynchronous rotation
around the S, axis. Both partial chains L and R obey the
Hamiltonian (19) where X<LO) = Xg) = x but vg — vz = 100x.
(t1) The Husimi distribution with respect to coherent states of
the partial chains (Q(0, ¢) = | (¢r(r) (t)’&, ¢) |?) is drawn over
the Bloch sphere in different colors at time ¢;. The collective
mean spin (lower bar) is reduced and the minimal variance
(purple bracket) increases when the probability distributions
separate. (t2). At times ¢ x 27w/(vr — vz) the probability
distributions overlap, maximizing the mean spin and reducing
the minimal variance.

ical calculations (solid lines) and approximated effective
dynamics (dashed lines) as described in the subsections
V A and V B. In the anisotropy case, shown in Fig. 4(b),
the partial chains obey the Hamiltonian (18) which main-
tains the mean spin direction across the short time dy-
namics. Thus, the main effect in the suppression of
squeezing is due to the reduction of the collective mean
spin. There is a secondary effect in the broadening of the
minimal variance when the squeezing time scales of the

partial chains differ (i.e. X(LO) Xg)).

On the other hand, the results for spin squeezing in
the presence of an inhomogeneous magnetic field (19) in-
cludes a linear term that makes the probability distri-
bution of each partial chain rotate around the S, axis
at different velocities. This creates oscillations in the
squeezing parameter due to the misalignment of the par-
tial mean spin directions, as illustrated in Fig. 5. This
feature is further discussed in Appendix E.



D. Generalization to any number of holes and
configurations

The generalization of the above two-hole analysis to
an arbitrary number of holes and their configurations is
straightforward. In general, holes are located between
occupied sites that constitute partial chains. All partial
chains are independent as long as the positions of holes
are fixed.

Let us start with the Dicke state for maximal magne-
tization written as the product state

IN/2,N/2) gy = @) 1Ln/2, Ln/2) @) 10),,  (29)

ke{h}

where {h} describes the set of fixed locations of N}, holes
in the chain having M sites, n is the index numerating
individual partial chains in the system and L,, is the cor-
responding number of spins. The total number of spins
in the whole chain is N = M — N, = > L,. We will
omit the empty sites |0), when describing the states in
the further part of the text.

The initial spin coherent state is a product of coherent
states of partial chains

t=0)p =) (30)

where
|n> _ e—iﬂ'gy,n/2 |Ln/2’ Ln/2> , (3].)

for = 7/2 and ¢ = 0.
The further unitary dynamics is separable and each
partial chain evolves independently

t)>{h} = ® U, In) (32)

meaning the state at any point in time can be described
as a separable state of partial chains.

In the case of spin squeezing generation by anisotropy,
the Hamiltonian described in V A extends, and for each
partial chain n reads

(33)

Hg = =82,
with X( ) = JJ_(A 1)/(L,,—1). When the spin squeezing
is generated via the 1nhomogeneous field with A =1, as
discussed in subsection V B, the effective OAT-like model
for each partial chain is described effectively by the fol-
lowing Hamiltonian

I;[effn: 'rL‘SA’2 +vn§zn7 34
s XnPzn ,

where

1 Ln—1 |C(q

n
Xn = (35)
71 g ET(LQ
1 ln+L,—1
f Z Bla (36)
\/iln+Ln—1

ST B (B =), (37)

I=l,

h

3

m

where [,, is the location of the first spin in the partial
chain and B4 = J1 (1 —cos(mwq/Ly)).

Finally, to calculate the spin squeezing parameter
€2 one needs to calculate the first and second mo-
ments of the the spin operators to obtain their co-
variances. Expectation values of an on-site linear op-
erator can be described as a sum over all partial
chains, (X).,, = X, (X), while for a product of

two linear operators reads (X?>{h} = 3 (XY, +
Don Dnitn (X), (Y),,. From these results one obtains
AXY)E,) =32, AXY);
tial chains, as well as their separation, allow approxima-
tion of the dynamics of spin squeezing parameter by using

analytical expressions shown in Appendix D valid for any
N and M.

. The effective models for par-

E. Effective bounds when movement of holes is
allowed

In the previous subsections, we assumed the positions
of particles and holes were fixed. However, a realistic
scenario includes particle movement as stated in this sec-
tion’s beginning. The dynamics is then well captured by
the t—J model:

ﬁt_J =—-J Z ]50 (fl;rdj + IAJIZA)J) po + Hxxz, (38)
i,j=itl

where Py is a projector operator over the manifold’s
ground states (i.e., single occupancy). The evolution
of a system is constrained to single occupied states but
where particles can tunnel will be trivially bounded by
two scenarios: no tunnelling and infinite tunnelling. The
absence of tunnelling, J = 0 in (38), is equivalent to
a system where the holes are pinned down in fixed sites.
Meanwhile, when tunnelling is effectively infinite, the sys-
tem will behave as if fully occupied with a certain filling
factor f per site. Tunnelling is effectively infinite for a
given time scale when the rest of the terms are energeti-
cally much smaller. For instance, an increase in contact
interactions in Eq. (3) will in turn decrease J, , increas-
ing the time scale of the effective OAT model but making
the tunnelling more prevalent.

As a result, an increase in effective tunnelling will
transform the evolution from the fixed holes scenario to



the infinite tunnelling scenario. We examined the sce-
nario of fixed holes in previous sections. The analytical
result for the infinite tunnelling scenario is exactly the
OAT model but expectation values are modulated by the
filling factor. This is the lower bound for spin squeezing.
In any intermediate cases with the holes tunnelling spin
squeezing would be worse, depending on the energy scales
ratio J/J .

To illustrate this process, we consider a simple statis-
tical ensemble of N, realizations where the initial state
has a fixed number of particles N in a lattice of M sites
with N < M,

Vs
0= 3 | @, (39)
"r=1|j=1

where over set of on-site random numbers r €
{x1,22, - ,xn,}. Each state in (39) is

|Wa)j = 0(f = ;)| 1) + (1= 0(f = 2;)) 0);,  (40)

where 0(z) is the Heaviside step function and z; € (0, 1]
is an independent random number different for each lat-
tice site. If z; < f, then the site is occupied by an
atom while if x; > f the site is empty resulting in a
hole at that lattice site. In this way, we represented the
presence of holes within the lattice by the filling factor
f. Next, the state corresponding to each realization r
is rotated to form the spin coherent state for ¢ = 0 and
0 =m/2 |t = 0), = e 572 [@IL, W, )(W,;], and uni-
tary evolution is applied with the t—J model. To tackle
the dynamics, we employ a semi-analytical approach. We
analytically determine the dynamics of individual reali-
sations using microscopic models developed in previous
subsections but we treat the statistical ensemble numer-
ically. This set the upper bound for spin squeezing at a
given filling factor.

In Fig. 6 we compare the results for spin squeezing gen-
eration using anisotropy and inhomogeneous magnetic
field when M = 12. Since the effective model for the
anisotropic case (4) lacks a linear term, the addition of
multiple configurations of partial chains does not destroy
squeezing and the inclusion of effective tunnelling im-
mediately provides results close to the theoretical bound
given by the OAT model. This contrasts with the in-
homogeneous magnetic field case, where Eq. (6). The
presence of a linear term poses a challenge in achieving
the infinite tunnelling limit. Since each configuration of
holes returns a different velocity, we can picture an over-
lap between probability distributions as in Fig. 5, but
many of them move at different speeds.

VI. EFFECT OF EXTERNAL CONFINEMENT

Up to now, we considered a homogeneous system with
open boundary conditions. In this section, we show how

J/JyL
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Figure 6. The evolution of spin squeezing parameter in-

duced by anisotropy (a) and inhomogeneous magnetic field
(b) for different values of the tunnelling J and filling fac-
tors as indicated in the legend. For each instance, x is es-
timated as the corresponding parameter of effective models
(4), (6) when N = M = 12. Grey areas indicate the re-
gions between the semi-analytical upper and lower bounds
bounds as explained in the text. The best squeezing &2,
versus filling factor f is shown in (¢) and (d) when its gen-
eration is governed by anisotropy and inhomogeneous mag-
netic field, respectively. To tune the effective tunnelling, we
fix J = 1 but change 2Uq /(1 + A) € {24.4J,50J,100J},
with J. = J?/(4Uu), Usa = Upy = 2Ua/(1 + A). For the
anisotropic case A = 0.98,5; = 0, while for the magnetic
field case A =1,8; = El(\yfl)/50(:os (77(M = 1)(j — 1/2)).

the best squeezing time is tuned by an external harmonic
potential without compromising the squeezing level, up
to a certain threshold. To be specific, we focus our atten-
tion on the simplest case with weak anisotropy, A # 1,
without a magnetic field or holes.

The external trapping potential can be described in
the second quantization form as

M 2
- . M+1 ra | oa
Vo= (5= 25 ) (5 +a). @
j=1

where € = mw? /2 is the strength of the effective harmonic
confinement with m being the particle mass and w the
trapping frequency. Typically, the harmonic confinement
is much smaller than the hopping rate, ¢/J < 0.01 [40].
In fact, as long as J < Usyry, € <
min (Uye/2 — J,Ugp — J) /(M — 2), double occu-
pancy is unlikely and the effective OAT model (4) well
approximates the dynamics. In Fig. 7 we illustrate the
regimes above and bellow this threshold for a given set
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Figure 7. The effect of external harmonic trapping poten-

tial V;xt on the spin squeezing dynamics obtained by numeri-
cal simulations from the two-component Bose-Hubbard model
(2) in the Mott insulating phase compared to the effective
model (4). M = N =8,J = 1,Usa = Upp = 24.4J,Ugp =
0.99U, (A = 0.98). Solid line colours correspond to differ-
ent values of e. The perturbation condition in this case is
€ < 1.86J.

of parameters. For small values of € the influence of the
trapping potential is weak and only accelerates slightly
the squeezing dynamics. On the other hand, a large ¢
means a promotion of double or larger occupied states,
affecting the squeezing level as well. In the limit case of
trapping potential frequency of the order of individual
lattice sites, the indistinguishably of individual spins
is lost (all bosons located in a single lattice site), and
our description is not valid. In this limit, the system
is effectively bimodal. It is relevant to remark that at
such a trapping strength, the system might actually also
promote particles to higher bands outside the lattice
[41].

VII. NON-ZERO TEMPERATURE

Thermal fluctuations limit the best squeezing achiev-
able in two-component Bose-Einstein condensates [42,
43]. The same can be expected in the lattice system.
To illustrate the effect we performed exact many-body
numerical simulations. We consider the isotropic Heisen-
berg XXX model, A = 1, exposed to the weak inhomo-
geneous field with Hg = Q/2 Zjle(eiMS;r + e_i‘z’jS';),
¢ = 2r/M and periodic boundary conditions as in [37].
To observe spin squeezing, we choose the Gibbs state
characterized by temperature T as the initial state of the
dynamics:

N-l —E/kpT

pr = ——la)d (42)
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Figure 8. An illustration of the effect of non-zero tempera-
ture on the spin squeezing parameter. (a) The variation of
the spin squeezing parameter in time for various tempera-
tures is indicated in the legend. The smallest energy gap is
J1 (1 —cos(2w/N)) ~ 0.29J, and Q = 0.01J.. (b) A differ-
ence between the best spin squeezing for zero and non-zero
temperatures.

to create the initial spin coherent state with ¢ = 0 and
0 = 7/2. In (42) the ground state is the Dicke state
lg = 0) = |N/2,N/2) with Ey = 0, and higher energy
states are spin wave states |¢) given by

N
1 o A
) = = > TNSTING NYD), (44)
=1

with periodic boundary conditions considered for this
specific calculation, and where ¢ = 27n/N and n =
+1,42,...,£(N/2 — 1), N/2. The states |¢) are eigen-
states of the total spin operator and its projection with
the energy E, = J [1—cos(2mg/N)]. The thermally pop-
ulated states are the lowest energy states of the I:IXXX
Hamiltonian which are spin-wave states. The form (42)
is justified for kpT < |E4—n/2| when the temperature
is much smaller than the largest energy gap when the
occupations of the higher energy states are negligible.
In Fig. 8 we show numerical results for various tem-
peratures. Admixture of higher energy states influences
spin-squeezing dynamics and lowers the best squeezing
generated in the system while the best squeezing time is
shortened. However, as long as the temperature is much
smaller than the smallest energy gap, kpT < E4—; the
effect is negligible as demonstrated in Fig. 8. However, a
detailed description of this effect goes beyond this work.



VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We study the generation of scalable spin-squeezing
with ultra-cold bosonic atoms in optical lattices in the
Mott regime. This is possible through two main mecha-
nisms related to imperfections in the system: anisotropy
of contact interactions and inhomogeneous magnetic

fields.

We develop the microscopic theory to predict the dy-
namics of the spin squeezing parameter in the presence of
hole doping in the simplified scenario when the positions
of holes are fixed. fIn the more general {—J model, where
a hole moves freely along the chain, the correlations in
the system are bounded between the cases of zero and
infinite effective tunnelling. The first case was consid-
ered by us in this paper at the microscopic level. In the
second case, the movement of holes allows correlation of
individual spins and, hence, the system behaves as fully
occupied but the expectation values are modulated by
the filling factor f. Additionally, we address numerically
the question of the effect of external confinement and
thermal fluctuations. While external trapping potential
accelerates spin-squeezing dynamics, non-zero tempera-
ture diminishes the level of squeezing. However, in the
latter case, the effect is negligible as long as the tem-
perature value is much smaller than the smallest energy

gap.
We believe our analysis sheds more light on the prac-
J

10

tical limitations of spin squeezing strategy for quan-
tum technology tasks with ultra-cold atomic systems us-
ing a quantum gas microscope, or even trapped ions or
molecules. However, we are aware that a transition from
science to technology takes time and would happen when
the quantum advantage outweighs the complexity of the
experiments which are still under very extensive devel-
opment. For example in the case of squeezed light, it
took more than forty years for the successful applica-
tion of entanglement-enhanced detection of gravitational
waves [44, 45].
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Appendix A: Derivation of the XXZ model in the presence of anisotropy and inhomogeneous magnetic field

We start our derivation from the two-component Bose-Hubbard Model for open boundary conditions with the

addition of an inhomogeneous magnetic field

ﬁ:'f:lBHJrﬁB,

where

(A1)
(A2)

)+ Uay »_ 00
J

(A3)

In fact, it does not have to be a magnetic field, it can be any other coupling that leads to the position-dependent

~a

external potential. Notice S7 = (7§

— ﬁ?)/Q, so the local magnetic field is diagonal with respect to the Fock states.

The Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian commutes with the total number of particles in each component [7:lBH, Na] =0,
where N, = Zj N ; with o = a, b, but it does not commute with the occupation numbers 7,5, 71y, ; of the j-th site,
due to the presence of the hoping terms. We address the case where the total filling is commensurate with the lattice.

We consider the system in the Mott phase when interaction dominates over the tunnelling strength. In the Mott
regime, the system Hamiltonian is well described by the following model

N—-1
H=-% [Jaaﬁ?ﬁ?H + Jwhn 4 S ARG+

=1

. 1 .
il + Jus (5755, + 87 SJH)] + Hy, (Ad)
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where
2
Jaa = Uz, 4(23'%(153'“)2 (45)
4 2
Joo = Uz — (gj [ibbﬁjﬂ)z (46)
2
Jan = Uab — (Z;]— Bj+1) (A7)
2
Jib = Uay + (25;] Bj+1) (48)
472U (A9)

J =
Ufb - (ﬁj - Bj—&-l)z
when taking into account the inhomogeneous field and after performing a SW transformation with the tunneling term
as a perturbation. The resulting system Hamiltonian can also be rephrased as

—1

Gz Gz et am G— & JIN Q Gz 7 [ &z Gz &
{stj St + g (5755 + 8785 ) - } +BS.+ 3 hyS; ~h(S7 - Sx) + e, (AL0)
J

’ 4
j=1
where
JZ:Jaa—l—Jbb—J;)—J;%, (A].l)
JIN :Jaa"*"]bb—’—‘]cﬁ)_‘_‘]j_b? (A12)
B = Jbb - Jaa7 (Al?))
J2(B: — B J2(B:i 1 — B
j=—= (161 6]'1‘1) S+ - (15] 1 6]) - (A14)
Uh—3Bj = Bi+1)” Uz —5(Bj-1—55)
2 _
- J* (Bn — P1) (A15)

U, - LBy - B)°

We found numerically the influence of the B,hj terms is negligible if the difference 8; — 8j41 < Uu and Hg
dominates the perturbation of the XXZ model. In numerical calculations we will keep using Eq. (A10) but in further
analysis we simplify the model in two main scenarios while also discarding these contributions and the homogeneous
magnetic field BS,.

In the first case, we can take §; = 0; Vj, leading to the simple XXZ model in (3).

M—1
- ~ PN PUN PN 1
H=Hyxxz=—J, z; (s;s;cﬂ +SYSY  + ASESE, - 4) , (A16)
j=
where J| = 4J2 /Uy, and the anisotropy parameter A = 4J2(U; t+ Uyt —U,')/J 1. This can be further decomposed
into an XXX model with perturbative term such that

H = Hxxx + H, (A17)
where
R M-1, o o 1
Hxxx=—J. Y (S;s;gl +8YSY |+ 8557, — 4) : (A18)
j=1

N
H.=-J (A-1)) 857, (A19)

j=1

The calculation of the resulting effective model is described in appendix B.
On the other hand, by choosing U = Uy, = Uy, = Uy, and U > (B; — Bj+1); VJj one easily obtains an XXX model
with the inhomogeneous magnetic field.

I:I = I—AIXXX + I:IB. (AQO)

Excited states of the XXX model are given by the spin wave states [35], for which the Hg term is a generator of. This
leads to the effective model in (6). See Appendix C for more details.
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Appendix B: Derivation of the effective model from anisotropy

The initial state for unitary evolution is the phase state
R N
_ —ipS, ,—i0S,
10, ¢) = e~ Q) |a) (B1)
j=1

which can be conveniently expressed in terms of the Dicke basis for maximal spin S = N/2, namely:

X N Yz N/2 ; N/2+
10, p) = Z (m N N/2> (cosf/2)N/2m (e'¥sin6/2) |m) . (B2)
m=—N/2

In the above representation |m) is the Dicke state as 52 |m) = S(S + 1) |m) and S, |m) = m|m), and S? and S, are
collective operators.

We consider the effective model describing the dynamics in the Dicke manifold where the initial state is localized.
We derive the effective model in a perturbative way. The unperturbed Hamiltonian is the XXX model (A18) and it
is weakly coupled to the anisotropy term H, (A19).

When the coupling is weak compared to the energy of the spin exchange .J;, the dynamics of the initial spin
coherent state |0, ¢) governed by the full Hamiltonian H = Hxxx + H, projected over the Dicke manifold can be well
approximated using SW transformation [35, 37] where the coupling H., is treated as a perturbation.

The dominant zero-order term H éfof) is determined by a projection of the coupling term over the Dick states and
gives the following matrix representation:

(! |[H|m) = —J o (A — 1) (—4(NN 5+ Nmi 1) St . (B3)

Using the representation of the S, operator we obtain

A—-1

ﬁ(?f) = —JJ_N — 15'22 + const. (B4)

€

Appendix C: Derivation of the effective model from inhomogeneous magnetic field

A weak inhomogeneous magnetic field Hg (A3) can generate spin squeezing when added to the isotropic XXX
Heisenberg model (A18). In fact it can be any other coupling which leads to the above form, also in different
directions, e.g. = or y.

To see this, one needs to calculate the second-order term H C(?f) in perturbation, which matrix elements are defined
as

1 £r(2) _ <m/|ﬁB\mH7Q><m//7Q\ﬁB|m>
/| A m) = = 3 . . (1)

1"
m',q

Details about the SW transformation and its application to the Heisenberg XXX model with the coupling can be
found in [37]. In the above equation states |m, ¢) are spin-wave states which are eigenstates of the isotropic Heisenberg
model (A18) for open boundary conditions [35], namely

N
|m7q> = i\/NCN/Q,im Zpgq)sv_;ﬂm + 1>7 (02)

j=1

where ¢/ +m = \/(N/2$m§\é;/}2$m+l)' The sign + in Eq. (C2) for |m,q) corresponds to two equivalent definitions

of the spin waves in terms of the on-site spin raising and lowering operators S’ji acting on the Dicke states |m).
Furthermore, the coefficients featured in Eq. (C2) are p‘gq) = %cos [% (j — %) q], with ¢ = 1,--- ,N — 1. The
corresponding eigenenergies E, of the isotropic model (A18) read E, = J [cos(%q) — 1].
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To calculate the form of the second-order term H (? it is useful to use the following commutation relations [S s S ﬁ} =

—nS 571 and [S JH,SE} =-n (SJHS" lSz + S gn—t ]+1> +n(n— )S S]HS”*Q. They allow writing the

J
action of Hp on the Dick state |m) in the convenient form

. N S — N
Hylm) =~ B;8jlm) = —| g3 >~ 8;87 Im + 1), (C3)
J J

to get the matrix elements in (C1).
A term coupling directly the Dicke states with the spin wave states of ¢ = 0 proportional to 3 j B; will appear in

(m/| Hp |m”,q) . However, E,—o = 0, meaning we would have an infinite term. To correct this, we simply have to
make this sum zero by adding and subtracting a term to Hp so that

N
Hp = Z(ﬁj — U)S’]Z + 08, = Hg +vS., (C4)

j=1

where v = 1/N >, 8;. This guarantees _;(3; —v) = 0, so if in the previous analysis we substitute Hp by Hp we
can correctly calculate (C1).
The final expression for the effective Hamitonian H (H) will then be

N-1 (9) 2
72 _ (&2 _ a2 3 _ 1 12202 (B —v)
Hy =x (S SZ> +vS,, where x = N1 qE:I E, . (C5)

Appendix D: Dynamics driven by xSZ + vS,

Consider the unitary evolution of the initial state
=0)) = _cml|S,m) (D1)
m

with the Hamiltonian
H = x(5% = 8%) + 8., (D2)
namely:

|\I/(t)> _ Z Cmeixm%—ivmt‘S’ m> (D3)

where we omitted the constant phase factor.
One can express the evolution of spin operators in terms of evolution given by the pure OAT model when v = 0.
Simple algebra shows that the first moments read

<S+> e™""(S, Yoar, (D4)
(5-) = _th/h<S+>OAT7 (D5)
(S2) = cos(vt/h)(Ss)oar — sin(vt/h)(Sy)oar, (D6)
(8y) = co ( /h)<‘§y>OAT +sin(vt/h)(S) oar, (D7)
(5:) = (S2)oar =0, (DS8)
where for OAT we have
(S2)oar = S cos> S (xt/h), (D9)

(Syyoar = (Sz)oar = 0. (D10)
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Figure 9. (a) Variation of spin squeezing parameter ¢% dynamically generated using the XXX model with a randomly generated
inhomogeneous magnetic field (A18) (solid lines) and the effective model (6) (dashed lines). Colors indicate the maximal
magnitude of the magnetic field with respect to the smallest energy gap of the spin wave states. Since yas o max|3;|?, the
best squeezing time thest < 1/|xas| will be faster the larger this value is, in principle. (b) The perturbation condition for each

spin wave state is max |8;| < E](\?[). The effective model approximates the exact dynamics more accurately if the fidelity with

spin wave states of quasi-momenta ¢ (|c$g[) |/ max | ﬂj|) is negligible when the perturbation condition is not fulfilled (compare

with (a)). (c) Due to the functional form of the energy gap, the contributions of smaller ginxm =3, XE\(/I[) tend to dominate
the squeezing time scale. N =M =16, J = 1,Upe = U, = Uap = U =24.4J,J, = E(q) Ji (1 — cos(mq/M)).

On the other hand, the second moments are

<S-2+> = emt/h(SﬁMAT, (D11)
(S2) = e MG ) o, (D12)
(S48-) = (5159 )oar, (D13)
(SyS.) = cos(vt/h)(SyS:)oar + sin(vt/h)(S:S:)oar
= cos(vt/h)(S S.)OAT, (D14)
(5.5.) = cos(vt/h)(S,S.)oar — sin(vt/h)(S,S5.)oar
= —sin(vt/h)(S,S.)oar, (D15)
(52) = 5 (1 -+ cos(20) (S2)onr + 5 (1 — cos(20t)) (Shonr, (D16)
(S5) = % (14 cos(2vt)) (S})oar + % (1 — cos(2vt)) (57)oar, (D17)
(52) = (S2)oar, (D18)

N JUEN 1 . ~ N
<Sa;Sy> = COS 2Ut<S$Sy>OAT + 5 sin 2vt <<S£>OAT — <S§>OAT)

1 N N
=5 sin 2ut <<S§>0AT - <S§>OAT) ) (D19)



while the ones derived for the OAT model are

(S2)oar = S/4 (25 — 1) cos® 2 (2xt) + (25 + 1],
(SHoar = —S/4[(2S — 1) cos® 7 2(2xt) — (25 +1)]
(S84 S_ +S_S)oar = 2((S?)oar + <Sy>0AT),
(S2 + 5%)oar = 2({(S2)oar — (S2)oar),
(5% — 52)oxr = 4i(S25y)oar =0,
< +Sz)oar = 0,
(S2)oar = S/2,
(S,S.)oar = S(28 — 1)/2cos* =2 (xt) sin(xt).

Appendix E: SWS with holes
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One can construct the spin-wave states about these spin states separated by holes for maximal spin. When consid-

ered in the Bethe basis:
[Dn =S 1S =N/2,m = N/2),

the spin wave states can be defined in the following way for the N}, holes

M
) = > i |0,
=1

where n numerates partial chains, and they are eigenstates of the Hx xx Hamiltonian when

[ 2
pl(qn) = s cos |:£T(l —(ln — 1/2))Qn:| ; L€ (lnsln + L — 1)

pl(q”) =0 otherwise

with [,, being the position of the first spin in the partial chain.

One can show that eigenenergies are:
m
By, =J1 {1 — cos <annﬂ ;

(E1)

(E5)

where L,, is the length of individual sub-chain (number of spins constituting the partial chains), while the corresponding

quantum number of quasi-momentum g,, € [1, L,, — 1].

Thus, Hxxx + Hp leads through the second-order processes to the effective pure OAT model in each partial chain

‘HéfQY),n = —Xn (S’I’ZL - gg,n) + Ungz,ru

where

and one needs to set [, =1 in pl(q’n)

. Examples of various dynamics are presented in Fig.10.

(E6)
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Figure 10. Comparison of spin squeezing parameter dynamics among combinations two of chains of M = N = 8 particles with
Hamiltonian (E6) with same value of x,, (x1 = x2 = x) but different values of v,, indicated in the title of each panel.
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