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Collision is a useful tool for revealing quantum effects and realizing quantum informational tasks.
We demonstrate that repeated collisions by itinerant electrons can dissipatively drive two remote
spin qubits into an entangled state in a generic collisional framework. A coherent spin exchange
with either qubit facilitates entanglement generation. When combined with proper local driving,
these collisions induce an entangled steady state in most collision configurations. Particularly, the
collision which is symmetric for the two qubits results in a unique steady state close to a maximally
entangled state. Due to the dissipative nature of the process, the entanglement persists in the
presence of decoherence, provided the collision frequency exceeds the decoherence rate. Our model
can be experimentally implemented using single-electron sources.

I. INTRODUCTION

Collisions are ubiquitous in physics and play a signif-
icant role in condensed matter systems, revealing quan-
tum effects such as fermionic antibunching [1–3], charge
fractionalization [4, 5], anyonic braiding effect [6, 7],
Coulomb repulsion effect at mesoscopic beam splitter [8–
12], and quantum tomography [13, 14]. Furthermore,
collisions among helical electrons and nuclear spin mem-
ories have been proposed as mechanisms for topological
information engines [15–17].

Collisional models [18] have been a useful theoretical
tool for describing the dynamics of generic open quantum
systems. In these models, the macroscopic environment
is represented by a large collection of small units that
sequentially collide with the system. A recent model de-
scribes the environment using itinerant wave packets [19–
23]. The impact of these collisions on the system relies
on the competition between the energy uncertainty of the
packet and the level spacing of the system. When the
energy uncertainty is smaller, the collisions tend to ther-
malize the system. Conversely, in the opposite regime,
collisions induce coherence in the system, driving it out of
thermal equilibrium. This regime provides an opportu-
nity to exploit coherent collisions as a resource for quan-
tum information processing, such as realization of quan-
tum gates [20] and dissipative generation of entanglement
[24–31].

Such a coherent collisional regime is experimentally
feasible, thanks to single-electron sources [32–42]. Based
on AC voltages, these sources generate single-electron
wave packets on demand. High-energy sources [38–42]
generate packets with energy uncertainty as large as ∼ 1
meV, exceeding the typical level spacing of quantum-dot
spin qubits [43]. The application of the single-electron
sources to quantum information processing has been con-
sidered for realizing flying qubits [44, 45] by itinerant
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electron excitations. This application seems promising,
given that spin coherence lengths of order of µms have
been confirmed for such qubits [46]. Using collisions with
itinerant electrons as a ancillary resource for quantum
informational tasks has been considered, with the help
of qubit initializations or post-selections [47–51]. How-
ever, using the collisions for deterministic and dissipative
generation of entanglement has received limited atten-
tion [29]. The dissipative entanglement generation has a
remarkable merit of being stable in the presence of deco-
herence due the dissipative nature.
In this paper, we show that itinerant electrons can me-

diate two remote spin qubits to generate and stabilize
the entanglement in a generic collisional framework (see
Fig. 1). The collisions flip one of the qubits randomly but
coherently, generating entanglement. When combined
with proper local drivings, the collisions induce an en-
tangled steady state across most of the parameter space.
Weak, symmetric collisions for the two qubits result in
a steady state with nearly maximal entanglement. The
entangled steady state remains stable even in the pres-
ence of the thermal relaxations and dephasing, as long as
the collision occur at a frequency much higher than the
decoherence rates.
The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we present

our model. In Sec. IIIA, we describe the dynamic map-
ping of the qubits which are collided with an electron us-
ing multiparticle scattering theory, which considers the
spin exchange during the collision. In Sec. III B, the dy-
namics when the collision and the local drivings are com-
bined is described. In Sec. IVA, we analyze the steady
state and find the condition to achieve the maximal en-
tanglement. In Sec. IVB, the steady state entanglement
for general collsional configurations are discussed. Fi-
nally, we discuss our results and conclude in Sec.V.

II. MODEL

Our system consists of two distant spin qubits, each
subject to local magnetic fields with tunable strength and
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FIG. 1. Collisional model for entanglement. (a) Distant two
spin qubits, described by joint density matrix ρ, are collided
repeatedly with electron excitations of spin state χ which
are emitted into a chiral channel by a single-electron source
(SES). Each qubit is subject to a tunable magnetic field and
a thermal bath. (b)–(d) Two-particle scattering matrix for a
collision between an electron spin and nth (n = 1, 2) qubit
when the electron spin is initially |⇓⟩. Electron [qubit] spin is
denoted by the empty [filled] arrows.

orientations, as well as thermal baths (see Fig. 1(a)). In
addition, a single-electron source generates electron ex-
citations that are injected into a one dimensional chiral
channel at a frequency fcol. This channel passes near the
system, causing collisions between the electrons and the
qubits, resulting in spin exchange.

We make the following assumptions. The kinetic en-
ergy uncertainty of the initial electron is much larger than
the level spacing of the qubits, preventing decoherence
of the qubits by the collision [19]. The channel is as-
sumed to be chiral, eliminating back-scattering, which
can be achieved using quantum Hall edges. We also as-
sume a linear dispersion relation in the channel to avoid
wave packet spreading, a reasonable approximation in
typical single-electron source setups [52]. Finally, we as-
sume that the coherence length for the electron spin is
larger than the distance between the qubits, allowing us
to study the effect of coherent collisions.

The main ingredient to describe the collision is the
two-particle scattering amplitudes [53] between an elec-
tron and a qubit n (=1,2). We first consider the case
that the electron spin is initially aligned to −ẑ, denoted
by |⇓⟩. When the qubit is initially in |↓⟩, no spin ex-
change occurs, and the electron scatters out, obtaining
a forward-scattering phase φn, as described in Fig. 1(b).
When the qubit is initially in |↑⟩, the electron spin ei-
ther remains unchanged with probability amplitude tn,
or flips with probability amplitude rn as shown in panels
(c) and (d) of Fig. 1, respectively. The scattering ampli-
tude for the initial electron spin |⇑⟩ is determined by the
schematics (b)–(d) with all the spins flipped, due to the
spin-flip symmetry of the spin-spin interaction. Hence,

the two-particle scattering operator is written as

sn =eiφn |⇑↑⟩ ⟨⇑↑|+ eiφn |⇓↓⟩ ⟨⇓↓|
+ tn |⇑↓⟩ ⟨⇑↓|+ rn |⇓↑⟩ ⟨⇑↓|
+ tn |⇓↑⟩ ⟨⇓↑|+ rn |⇑↓⟩ ⟨⇓↑| .

(1)

As described in Appendix A, the values of the ampli-
tudes tn,rn and phase φn are determined by the micro-
scopic details such as the strength of the electron-qubit
interaction and the electron velocity. Irrelevantly to the
microscopic detail, we treat tn,rn, and φn as model pa-
rameters, only restricted by the unitarity of sn, namely
s†nsn = sns

†
n = 1. The unitarity is equivalent to

|tn|2 + |rn|2 = 1, (2)

arg(rn/tn) = ∓π/2. (3)

Thus, we choose the global phase of the scattering am-
plitudes as tn =

√
Tn, rn = ∓i

√
1− Tn without loss of

generality. The sign is − when the electron-qubit inter-
action is ferromagnetic and + when antiferromagnetic,
see Appendix A. Throughout this paper, the upper and
lower sign of ∓ (or ±) in the analytic results refer to the
ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic cases, respectively.
Furthermore, the spin conservation during the collision,
s†n(τ +σn)sn = τ +σn where τ and σn are the Pauli op-
erators of the electron and qubit n respectively, is equiv-
alent to

φn = ∓atan
√
(1− Tn)/Tn . (4)

Thus, the probabilities T1 and T2 are the only indepen-
dent model parameters which completely determines the
collisions. We remark that Tn ≈ 0 and Tn ≈ 1 correspond
to strong collision (resulting in perfect spin exchange)
and weak collision (no spin exchange), respectively.

III. DYNAMIC MAPPING

A. Collisions

We first focus on the effect of the collision, assum-
ing the absence of external magnetic fields and thermal
baths, following the procedure of Ref. [19]. The reduced
density matrix ρ of the two qubits changes due to a col-
lision as

ρ′ = S[ρ]. (5)

The superoperator S is determined by evolving the joint
state of the electron and qubits from just before to
just after a collision and then tracing out the electron.
Specifically, the matrix elements of the superoperator,

Sjk
j′k′ ≡ Tr(|k′⟩ ⟨j′|S[ |j⟩ ⟨k| ]), are given by [19]

Sjk
j′k′ = ⟨j′|Tre

[
S
(
ρe ⊗ |j⟩ ⟨k|

)
S†

]
|k′⟩ , (6)
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FIG. 2. Three-particle scattering matrix, ⟨⇓ j′|S| ⇓ j⟩ (black)
and ⟨⇑ j′|S| ⇓ j⟩ (blue). The matrix elements for the initial
electron spin ⇑ is determined through the spin-flip symmetry
of S, namely ⟨σ′j′|S| ⇑ j⟩ = ⟨σ′ j′|S| ⇓ j⟩, where the overlines
indicate the flip.

where ρe is the density matrix of the initial electron de-
scribing both spatial and spin degrees of freedom, and
the indexes j,k,j′ and k′ ∈ [↑↑, ↑↓, ↓↑, ↓↓] denote the two-
qubit basis states. Tre denotes tracing out the electron
degrees of freedom.
S is the three-particle scattering operator describing

the scattering between one electron and two qubits. Its
matrix element ⟨σ′j′|S|σj⟩, where σ, σ′ ∈ {⇑,⇓}, de-
scribes the transition amplitude initially from |σj⟩ to
|σ′j′⟩ after the scattering. Using that the three-particle
scattering event is composed of two sequential two-
particle scattering events, determined by Eq. (1) and
Fig. 1(b)–(d)], and assuming interperiod independence,
the three-particle scattering matrix is obtained as shown
in Fig. 2. The interperiod independence is assured be-
cause the electron emission period f−1

col (0.1–10 ns) is typ-
ically much larger than the time scale for the electron to
complete the three-particle scattering (e.g., 10 ps for the
electron velocity of ∼ 105 m/s [54] and qubit distance of
1µm). Using the unitarity of the two-particle scattering,
Eqs. (2)–(3), we confirm that the three-particle scatter-
ing matrix of Fig. 2 also satisfies the unitarity,

S†S = SS† = 1. (7)

The spin conservation during the two-particle scattering,
Eq. (4), leads to the spin conservation during the three-
particle scattering,

S†(τ + σ1 + σ2)S = τ + σ1 + σ2 . (8)

Using the condition that the energy uncertainty of the
electron packet is much larger than the qubit level spac-
ings, Eq. (6) is simplified to [19]

Sjk
j′k′ =

∑
σ,σ′,σ′′=⇑,⇓

⟨σ|χ|σ′⟩ ⟨σ′′j′|S|σj⟩ ⟨σ′′k′|S|σ′k⟩∗ . (9)

Here, χ is the density matrix of the initial electron spin.
In Eq. (9), the terms with σ ̸= σ′ describe the inter-
ference between two scattering events ⟨σ′′j′|S|σj⟩ and
⟨σ′′k′|S|σ′k⟩. The fact that the final electron spins of
the two events are the same as σ′′ reflects the decoher-
ence in the qubits induced by being effectively measured
via the electron spin. Eqs. (5), (9), and Fig. 2 determine
the evolution of the qubits through collisions with the
electron.

We first observe that entanglement is generated
through collisions. For example, when the initial qubits
in |↑↑⟩ are collided with an electron spin |⇓⟩, either one of
the two qubits is flipped. The specific qubit that flips is
uncertain in a coherent manner, resulting in a state which
is a superposition of |↑↓⟩ and |↓↑⟩ states, as illustrated
in the first column of Fig. 2. However, this entanglement
is not stable as repeated collisions eventually drive the
qubits to become polarized, aligning their spins with the
electron spins.

B. Collisions with local driving

Now we consider the collisions in the presence of the ex-
ternal magnetic fields and the baths. The three-particle
scattering is completed in a very short time (typically
tens of picoseconds) as discussed above. Hence, during
scattering, the effects of Larmor precession and thermal
fluctuations are negligible. This leads to the change in
the qubits during one period, 1/fcol, being determined
by the sequential acts of the scattering and the evolution
in between the scatterings:

ρ′ = eL/fcol
[
S[ρ]

]
. (10)

Here, L is the Liouvillian superoperator describing the
time evolution of the two qubits under the influence of
magnetic fields and thermal fluctuations:

L[ρ] = − i

ℏ
[H, ρ] +

∑
n=1,2
λ=e,a

Γnλ

(
Lnλ ρL

†
nλ − 1

2

{
L†
nλLnλ, ρ

})

+
∑
n=1,2

γn

(
(B̂n · σn) ρ (B̂n · σn)− ρ

)
.

(11)
The first term describes the unitary evolution due to the
Hamiltonian of the qubits,

H = −
∑
n=1,2

ℏΩn

2
B̂n · σn, (12)

where B̂n is the unit vector describing the direction of the
magnetic field applied to the nth qubit and Ωn is the cor-
responding Larmor angular frequency. The second term
of Eq. (11) describes the thermal fluctuations induced
by the baths. Lne is the jump operator describing the
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spontaneous emission of the nth qubit:

L1e =
(
|B̂1; +⟩ ⟨B̂1;−|

)
⊗ 1, (13)

L2e = 1 ⊗
(
|B̂2; +⟩ ⟨B̂2;−|

)
, (14)

where |B̂n; +⟩ and |B̂n;−⟩ are the spinors directed to B̂n

and −B̂n, respectively. Lna = L†
ne is the jump operator

for the absorption process. The rates of the spontaneous
emission and absorption, Γne and Γna respectively, are
related by the local detailed balance [55]

Γna

Γne
= exp

[
− ℏΩn

kBT

]
. (15)

Here, T is the temperature of the baths (assumed to be
the same in the two baths for simplicity). The third
term of Eq. (11) describes pure dephasing [56] with rate
γn induced by the fluctuations of the magnetic field.

Equations (10)–(15) allow for the numerical calcula-
tion of the time evolution of the system spins. The steady
state can be directly obtained through finding the eigen-
state of the superoperator eL/fcolS with eigenvalue of 1.
The steady state is unique when there is no degeneracy
for the unit eigenvalue.

IV. STEADY STATE ENTANGLEMENT

We now study the conditions required to obtain a
steady state entanglement. We find that a steady state
close to a maximally entangled state can be formed
when the collision strengths of each qubit are equal, i.e.
T1 = T2. Since these strengths may not always be con-
trollable, we also investigate the conditions needed to
maximize steady state entanglement for general values
of T1 and T2.

A. Maximal entanglement

The necessary conditions for achieving maximal steady
state entanglement are as follows: (i) Entanglement re-
quires that the two qubits communicate beyond local op-
erations and classical communications [57]. This implies
that the initial electron spin must be coherent and the
spin transfer from the location of one qubit to another
should be coherent. (ii) Maximal entanglement requires
that the steady state should be symmetric to the qubit
exchange. Hence, the collisional map S and the Liou-
villian L and should also have the exchange symmetry.

This leads to T1 = T2 ≡ T ≈ 1 and B⃗1 = B⃗2. Note that
the weak collision condition, T ≈ 1, is necessary due to
the chiral geometry of the collisional setup. The effect of
the collision on the second qubit differs from that on the
first qubit because the incident electron spins in the two
cases are different, unless the collisions are weak enough
that the electron exchanges spin with only one of the two
qubits. (iii) The reduced density matrix of the first qubit

(a)
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FIG. 3. Steady state with maximal entanglement. (a) Con-
currence. Blue dashed line indicates the optimal condition,
ϕ = φ. Inset: the concurrence at the optimal condition. (b)
Spin current (along ẑ) of electrons in the output channel sub-
tracted by that of input channel. Parameters: χ = |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓|,
the magnetic fields are determined by Eqs. (16)–(18), the
collision is symmetric, i.e., T1 = T2 ≡ T , and the decoher-
ence is absent, i.e., Γne = Γna = γn = 0. The electron-
qubit interaction is assumed to be ferromagnetic, hence φ =
−atan

√
(1− T )/T .

should be the white-noise state 1/2. This requirement
and the chirality of the channel imply that the magnetic

field B⃗1 should flip the qubit in between the collisions to
prevent the qubit from being polarized along the initial
electron spin. Indeed, the first qubit becomes the white-

noise state, when B⃗1 perpendicular to the initial electron
spin and Ω1f

−1
col = π, see Appendix B.

Interestingly, we find that relaxing condition (ii)

slightly by allowing an azimuthal angle ϕ between B̂1

and B̂2 is critical. The magnetic fields are described by

B̂1 = x̂, (16)

B̂2 = cosϕ x̂+ sinϕ ŷ. (17)

Ω1 = Ω2 = πfcol. (18)

Here we have chosen χ = |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓| (among any pure spinor)

and B̂1 = x̂ (among any direction perpendicular to the
electron spin), without loss of generality. Fig. 3(a) shows
the steady state entanglement, quantified by concurrence
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FIG. 4. Schematics of the dynamic mapping for ϕ = 0 (a)
and ϕ = φ (b). The initial and final states of the map-
ping are shown in Bloch spheres of basis of {|↑↓⟩ , |↓↑⟩} and
{|↑↑⟩ , |↓↓⟩}. Black and blue arrows denote the transition by t̂
and r̂, respectively [see Eqs. (20) and (21)]. Dotted lines refer
to the hopping through spinor overlap. In the case of ϕ = 0,
the steady state is formed by statistical ensemble of many
pure states (denoted as black and blue points). In the opti-
mal condition, ϕ = φ, the steady state is formed by a unique
pure entangled state (denoted as the red point having polar
angle ϑT and azimuthal angle π−φ). Here, the electron-qubit
interaction is assumed to be weak and ferromagnetic, namely
ϑT ≈ π/2 and φ ≲ 0. ϑT .

C [58]. When the azimuthal angle equals the forward
scattering phase, namely ϕ = φ where φ ≡ φ1 = φ2,
the steady state entanglement becomes nearly maximal
for weak collisions, i.e., T → 1. On the other hand,
when ϕ = 0 the steady state entanglement is drastically
weaker, being 0 for 0 < T < 0.5 and ≲ 0.1 otherwise.
To understand the importance of the condition ϕ = φ,

it is convenient to express the dynamic mapping in a
singular value decomposition. The dynamic map de-
scribing the collision and Larmor precession is deter-
mined by two operators t̂ ≡ e−iH/(ℏfcol) ⟨⇓ |S| ⇓⟩ and
r̂ ≡ e−iH/(ℏfcol) ⟨⇑ |S| ⇓⟩ as

eL/fcol [S[ρ]] = t̂ρ t̂† + r̂ρ r̂†. (19)

The operator t̂ (r̂) describes the evolution given that the
electron spin has not flipped (flipped). The operators t̂
and r̂ are expressed in their singular decompositions as
(see Appendix C for the derivation),

t̂ =− ei(2φ−ϕ) |↑↑⟩ ⟨↓↓| − Teiϕ |↓↓⟩ ⟨↑↑|
− Teiϕ |Ψ(π − ϑT , φ− 2ϕ)⟩ ⟨Ψ(π − ϑT ,−φ)|
+ eiϕ |Ψ(ϑT , π + φ− 2ϕ⟩ ⟨Ψ(ϑT , π − φ)| , (20)

r̂ =± ie−iϕ
√

1− T 2 |↑↑⟩ ⟨Ψ(π − ϑT ,−φ)|

± iei(φ+ϕ)
√
1− T 2 |Ψ(ϑT ,−φ− 2ϕ)⟩ ⟨↑↑| . (21)

Here ϑT ≡ 2 atan(
√
T ) is an angle describing the col-

lision strength; ϑT changes from π/2 to 0 as the colli-
sion strength is increased. |Ψ(ϑ, φ)⟩ ≡ cos(ϑ/2) |↑↓⟩ +
sin(ϑ/2)eiφ |↓↑⟩ is a state which has the polar angle ϑ
and azimuthal angle φ in the Bloch sphere of the sub-
space spanned by |↑↓⟩ and |↓↑⟩.
Fig. 4 illustrates the schematics of the dynamic map-

ping by the collisions and the Larmor precession, as
described by Eqs. (20) and (21). When ϕ = 0 (see

Fig. 4(a)), the mapping leads a product state |↑↑⟩ to
an entangled state |Ψ(ϑT ,−φ)⟩. However, this state
is not stable and transferred to various states, such as
|Ψ(ϑT , π + φ)⟩, |Ψ(π − ϑT , φ)⟩, |↑↑⟩, and |↓↓⟩, due to the
mapping and hopping through spinor overlap. Conse-
quently, the steady state is formed as an ensemble of
these states, which does not exhibit entanglement as a
whole.
In contrast, when ϕ = φ (see Fig. 4(b)), the structure

of the transition paths is simplified, leading to a unique
stable point at |Ψ(ϑT , π − φ)⟩. Consequently, an arbi-
trary state eventually converges to this state, forming a
pure steady state given by

ρst =
|↑↓⟩ − e−iφ

√
T |↓↑⟩√

1 + T
(h.c.), (22)

where (h.c.) denotes to the Hermitian conjugate of the
preceding term. This state exhibits a concurrence value
very close to 1 in the weak collisional limit, namely T ≈ 1,

C(ρst) =
4T

(1 + T )2
. (23)

Eq. (23) is consistent with the numerical results shown
in the inset of Fig. 3(a).
The forward-scattering phase φ is not initially known

in experiments, because it is determined by the type and
strength of the collision interaction, as seen in Eq. (4).
However, the optimal condition of the magnetic fields,
ϕ = φ, can be easily tuned experimentally without prior
knowledge of the collision specifics. As discussed above,
the purity of the steady state, Tr ρ2st, reaches unity under
the optimal condition and is smaller otherwise. In anal-
ogy to the dark state in photonic setups [28], the qubits
in this pure steady state do not exchange spin with the
electron. Indeed, one can verify that the amplitude of
transition ⟨⇑ |S| ⇓⟩ applied to Eq. (22) is zero. There-
fore, ϕ can be tuned to its optimal value by measuring
the electron spin current along ẑ in the output channel
and adjusting ϕ to minimize changes in the electron spin
current between the input and output channels. Fig. 3(b)
demonstrates this behavior, where the spin current is ob-
tained using the spin conservation, Eq. (8), and by cal-
culating the spin expectation values of ρst, Eq. (22), and
S[ρst].
The steady state entanglement persists even in the

presence of decoherence when its rate is much slower than
the collision rate, as illustrated in Figs. 5(a) and (b). The
threshold of the decoherence rate, up to which the steady
state remains entangled, decreases for weaker collisions.
The behavior can be understood from the entanglement
dynamics, see Fig. 5(c). As T approaches 1 (indicating
weaker collisions), the generation of entanglement slows
down. As a result, decoherence more effectively destroys
entanglement near the weak collisional limit.
Interestingly, the concurrence C in Fig. 5(c) for small T

shows an oscillation in early collisions. We find that the
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FIG. 5. Steady state entanglement with relaxation (a) and
dephasing (b), and entanglement dynamics (c). The results
are shown for various T (color-coded). Parameters are the
same as Fig. 3 with the optimal condition, ϕ = φ, except:
In (a), Γ1a = Γ1e = Γ2a = Γ2e ≡ Γ which corresponds to
high-temperature limit kBT ≫ ℏΩ1, ℏΩ2 and γ = 0. In (b),
γ1 = γ2 ≡ γ and Γ = 0. In (c), Γ = γ = 0 and the initial
two-qubit state is chosen as ρ = 1/4.

oscillation is anticorrelated with an oscillation of prob-
ability of the qubits being in |↑↑⟩. Namely, the concur-
rence reduction by a collision is accompanied with the
increase of the probability. This is because that the tran-
sition from |↑↑⟩ to a superposition of |↑↓⟩ and |↓↑⟩ (upper
blue arrow in Fig. 4(c)) and the opposite transition (lower
blue arrow) coexist in the early collisions. Such oscilla-
tion is less pronounced in the larger T as the collision is
weak and qubits evolve in time smoothly.

To estimate the time scale on which the steady state
is approached, we have numerically searched the time
at which the concurrence C reaches the half of the con-
verged value in Fig. 5(c). We find that the time scale
is well described by (1− T )−2f−1

col . Hence, the Bell state
generation suggested by Eqs. (22) and (23) in the limit
of T → 1 should be understood as asymptotic generation
with diverging time scale. As T approaches 1, the in-
teraction between the electron and qubits becomes weak,
and hence the time scale on which the steady-state is
reached grows divergently as (1 − T )−2f−1

col . Note that
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FIG. 6. Steady state entanglement with various electron spin
coherence. Parameters are the same as in Fig. 3 with the
optimal condition ϕ = φ except that χ = pU |⇑⟩ ⟨⇑| + (1 −
pU ) |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓|.

nearly maximal entanglement can be achieved in acces-
sible time scale, e.g., C = 0.9972 in (1− T )−2f−1

col ∼ 100
ns time scale for fcol = 1GHz [39] and T =0.9.

The coherence of electron spins is crucial for the steady
state entanglement. Fig. 6 demonstrates the concurrence
when the initial electron spin is an incoherent mixture of
up and down spins, described by χ = (1 − pU ) |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓| +
pU |⇑⟩ ⟨⇑|. As the probability pU to occupy the up-spin
changes from 0 (corresponds to the fully coherent case)
to 0.5 (fully incoherent case), the steady state entangle-
ment decreases and eventually vanishes. Furthermore,
the coherence of electron spin between the collisions with
each qubit is also crucial. There are two mechanisms
which determine the spin coherence length of the itiner-
ant electron. One is dephasing due to hyperfine interac-
tion provided by nuclear spins. The other is spin-flip due
to spin-orbit coupling. Due to the fast speed of the itiner-
ant electron (which range from 4000 m/s [37] to 105 m/s
[54] depending on the type of single-electron sources),
the coherence lengths of both mechanisms are expected
to be larger than micrometers [46, 62, 63]. If the spin co-
herence length is shorter than the distance between the
qubits, the collision changes |↑↑⟩ to a classical ensemble
of |↑↓⟩ and |↓↑⟩, rather than their superposition. Hence
the concurrence is expected to decrease with increasing
qubit distance per coherence length. Furthermore, if the
itinerant electron has experienced spin rotations due to
the spin-orbit interactions, the optimal condition of the
local magnetic fields will be different than the one found
in our work.

In the result of Fig. 3, we assume a ferromagnetic in-
teraction between the electron and qubit. The results,
including the concurrence and the electron spin current,
of antiferromagnetic interaction are the same as the fer-
romagnetic results to which ϕ → −ϕ is applied. The
optimal condition ϕ = φ is independent of the interac-
tion type.
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B. General case

In experimental settings, controlling the strength of
electron collisions with each qubit might not be straight-
forward. On the other hand, local unitary operations
on qubits are typically well-controlled. Therefore, it is
desirable to study how much steady state entanglement
can be achieved by tuning these local unitary operations
under given collision strengths.

Figure 7 shows the maximum steady state entangle-
ment achieved by numerically optimizing the directions
of the local magnetic fields, B̂i=1,2 = sin(θi) cos(ϕi)x̂ +
sin(θi) sin(ϕi)ŷ + cos(θi)ẑ, and the strengths Ωi. These
fields induce corresponding Larmor precessions during
the collision period 1/fcol, enabling arbitrary local uni-
tary operations. Assuming χ = |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓|, the entanglement
depends on the difference in azimuthal angles, ϕ2 − ϕ1,
rather than their individual values. The optimal parame-
ters are given in Appendix Fig. 8. The absence of spin re-
laxation and dephasing is assumed for the itinerant elec-
trons.

Remarkably, significant steady state entanglement is
observed across a wide range of T1 and T2. This implies
that in experiments where T1 and T2 can be measured,
one can nearly always adjust local unitary operations to
achieve an entangled steady state, guided by the optimal
parameters given by Fig. 8. The strengths of collisions
T1 and T2 can be extracted in experiments by measuring
the electron spin current. When strong magnetic fields
are applied to the qubits along the opposite direction of
the initial electron spin polarization, specifically when
B̂1 = B̂2 = ẑ, χ = |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓|, and Ω1,Ω2 ≫ kBT /ℏ, the
electron spin currents (measured along ẑ) at the channel
between the qubits, I ′S , and at the output channel, I ′′S ,
are given by

I ′S =
ℏfcol
2

(1− 2T1), (24)

I ′′S =
ℏfcol
2

(1− 2T1T2), (25)

respectively. Thus, by measuring the spin currents I ′S ,
I ′′S and applying Eqs. (24) and (25), one can determine
T1 and T2. Due to the chirality of the channel, Eq. (24)
is valid irrelevantly to what happens in the downstream.
Therefore, to measure I ′S conviniently, one can divert the
channel using a potential barrier or quantum point con-
tact, and measure the spin current adopting a method
convenient in experimental platform [43].

Further analysis of the entanglement and optimal con-
ditions reveals that when T1 ≈ T2, the optimal mag-
netic fields remain almost the same as the ones found in
Sec. IVA: specifically Ω1 = Ω2 ≈ πfcol, θ1 = θ2 ≈ π/2,
and ϕ2 − ϕ1 = (φ1 + φ2)/2. Hence, if T1 ≈ T2 can be
assumed without precise knowledge about their specific
values, one can tune ϕ by minimizing the change of the
electron spin current, as discussed in Sec. IVA.

When T2 = 0, substantial entanglement is observed for
any T1 ̸= 0, 1. In this scenario, the collision between the
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FIG. 7. Steady state entanglement for general T1 and T2. At
each point, the magnetic fields are optimized to maximize the
entanglement. The result of the optimized magnetic fields
are given in Fig. 8. Here we assume the absence of relaxation
and dephasing, ferromagnetic electron-qubit interaction, and
χ = |⇓⟩ ⟨⇓|.

initial electron and the first qubit in the steady state in-
duces their entanglement the most when Ω1 = πfcol and
θ1 = π/2, see Appendix B and Eq. (B6). The strong
collision (namely T2 = 0) between the electron and the
second qubit results in perfect spin exchange, described
by s2 = −i(|⇑↑⟩ ⟨⇑↑| + |⇓↑⟩ ⟨⇑↓| + |⇑↓⟩ ⟨⇓↑| + |⇓↓⟩ ⟨⇓↓|),
according to Eq. (1). Hence, the entanglement originally
present between the electron and the first qubit is trans-
ferred to entanglement between the two qubits. The op-
timal conditions for the magnetic fields are Ω1 = πfcol,

θ1 = π/2 for B⃗1 while B⃗2 is irrelevant as it does not affect
the entanglement generation in this scenario.

Conversely, when T1 = 0, no entanglement is observed
for any T2. Here, the electron and the first qubit are
not entangled at all, as the strong collision between them
leads the first qubit to align with the initial electron spin,
as per Eq. (B7). Hence, the electron cannot mediate any
entanglement between the qubits.

In cases where T1 ≈ 1 or T2 ≈ 1, the entanglement
generation between the electron and the first (second,
respectively) by each collision is small. Hence, unless
forming an entangled steady state as in the case T1 ≈ T2
case, the entanglement vanishes.

When the electron-qubit interaction changes from fer-
romagnetic (the setup of Fig. 7) to antiferromagnetic
type, the steady state entanglement is the same as
Fig. 7 when the magnetic field directions are changed
as θn → π − θn and ϕn → −ϕn (while maintaining the
field strengths Ωn the same). This symmetry operation
ensures that the dynamics and resulting steady states
of the antiferromagnetic case map directly onto those of
the ferromagnetic case under time-reversal and spin-flip
transformations. Therefore, both cases exhibit identical
entanglement properties.
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V. DISCUSSION

We show that coherent collisions involving itinerant
electrons can effectively generate and stabilize entangle-
ment between two remote spin qubits. Entanglement is
generated during collisions where the electron exchanges
spins coherently with either qubit. By optimizing local
magnetic fields, the collisions drive the qubits into an
entangled steady state across a broad parameter space.
Particularly, when the collision strengths between the
electron and each qubit are similar, the steady state en-
tanglement achieves the maximum in the regime of weak
collisions. Interestingly, the optimal condition requires
that the two fields should not only be perpendicular to
the initial electron spin, but also differ themselves by an
angle equal to the forward-scattering phase of the colli-
sions. This optimal condition can be established in ex-
periments by measuring the electron spin current at the
output channel.

In contrast to recent studies, such as Li et al.[59], which
require a temperature bias and system interactions ab-
sent in our model, we observe significant entanglement
generation solely through coherent electron collisions.
Another study [60] consider the collisional model with
depolarized electron spins, corresponding to our model
with pU = 0.5, and concludes that the steady state en-
tanglement is generated by the collisions. However, their
reliance on von Neumann entropy of reduced density ma-
trices for quantifying entanglement, which does not fully
capture entanglement in mixed states, led to the conclu-
sion which contrast with our emphasis on the crucial role
of coherent electron spins for entanglement generation,
as illustrated in Fig. 6.

M. Benito et al. [29] have considered an electronic
analog which approximates the dissipative entanglement
generation mediated by photons [26–28]. The master
equation of the qubits is approximated to the one sug-
gested in Ref. [28], when the couplings between the qubits
and the itinerant electron are symmetric and weak, and
when the local magnetic fields are even weaker. Then siz-
able steady state entanglement is achieved, up to 0.7 of
the entanglement of formation [61] which corresponds to
0.78 of the concurrence. The lack of full entanglement is
due to the high-order effect of the coupling, which causes
the deviation from the dynamics of the photonic setup.
On the other hand, our work does not prioritize to real-
ize the master equation suggested in [28]. Instead, we
have considered a generic collisional setup and searched
optimal condition of the local drivings which maximizes
the steady state entanglement without the approxima-
tions, thanks to the scattering formalism. Our result
shows that the full entanglement not only requires the
symmetric and weak coupling, but also the strong trans-
verse local fields (namely, Ω = πfcol ≫ (1−T )fcol) whose
angle differ by the forward-scattering phase.

S. Sauer et al. [66, 67] considered optimizing Hamilto-
nian for the two interacting qubits subject to given local
decoherence channel to maximize the steady-state entan-

glement. In contrast, our work consider optimizing local
Hamiltonians for two noninteracting remote qubits, sub-
ject to local decoherence and nonlocal dissipation medi-
ated by the itinerant electrons. The mechanism respon-
sible for the entanglement is the qubit interaction in the
former and the nonlocal dissipation in the latter. Due
to this difference, the maximal concurrence in our pro-
tocol exceeds the maximal stabilizable entanglement of
C = 1/2 found in Refs. [66, 67].

We discuss the effect of fluctuation in the single-
electron source to the performance of our protocol. As
analyzed in Ref. [68], single-electron sources of high en-
ergy types emit wave packets which are in identical
form except picoseconds fluctuations in the emission tim-
ing.The standard deviation of the fluctuation, σP , is ex-
pected to be order of picoseconds in the case of high-
energy sources. Hence, the fluctuation of fcol is estimated
to be small, as δfcol ∼ (f−1

col − σP )
−1 − fcol ∼ f2colσP ∼

10−3fcol for GHz sources. Among the parameters to be
optimized, only the strengths of local magnetic fields, Ω1

and Ω2, depend on fcol. One can roughly estimate the
effect of fluctuation in fcol by investigating the change of
steady-state entanglement when Ω1 and Ω2 deviate from
the optimal condition, Eq. (18), by amount of πδfcol. We
confirm that the change of the entanglement is negligi-
ble, δC/C < 10−3 for δfcol/fcol = 10−3. The other model
parameters, T1 and T2, do not depend on the emission
timing. Hence, we expect that the small timimg noise
will barely impact the performance of the protocol.

Implementing our proposed model is experimentally
feasible. Decoherence rates of spin qubits are typically
much slower than the collision rate fcol. For example,
0.1GHz ≤ fcol ≤ 10GHz in single-electron sources [33,
36, 39], while the relaxation (T−1

1 ) and dephasing (T−1
2 )

rates are in the orders of 0.1kHz and 1MHz, respectively,
for GaAs quantum-dot spin qubits [43, 62]. The con-
dition for the coherent collision, namely that the en-
ergy uncertainty of the wave packet is much larger than
the qubit level spacing, is feasible when using quantum-
dot single-electron sources; the Zeeman splitting EZ =
26µeV/T (obtained using µB = 58µeV/T and g = 0.44
for GaAs [43]) is much smaller than the energy uncer-
tainty (∼ 1 meV [41]) of the wave packet, in typical
situations (B ≤ 10 T). Furthermore, our protocol cov-
ers broad experimental setups, as it does not not rely on
specific microscopic details. The local drivings can be re-
alized by any mechanisms, e.g., Rabi oscillations, and the
electron-qubit interaction can be any type. Therefore,
our protocol will help increase the connectivity of remote
qubits (whose distance is limited by the spin coherence
length ranging from 5µm [46] to 100µm [63]) in generic
solid-state devices, when the photonic interface [64] is not
available.
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Appendix A: Interaction between electrons and
qubits

In this appendix, we consider the interaction between
an electron spin and a spin qubit and show that how
it determines the electron-qubit scattering amplitudes.
Although here we consider a specific interaction model,
its details such as spatial dependence or type of spin-
spin coupling (ferromagnetic/antiferromagnetic), are ir-
relevant for the results in the main text.

The most dominant interaction between an electron
and a spin qubit is given by the on-site Heisenberg ex-
change Hamiltonian [65]:

Hint(x) = ∓λτ · σnδ(x− xn), (A1)

where x denotes the electron position, τ is the vector of
Pauli spin matrices in electron spin subspace, σn is the
vector of Pauli spin matrices for the spin qubit located
at xn and λ (> 0) is the effective interaction strength
between electron spin and spin qubit. The sign is −
(+) when the interaction is ferromagnetic (antiferromag-
netic).

Due to the assumptions that the electron travels with
a constant velocity v and that the initial electron’s ki-
netic energy uncertainty is much larger than the qubits’
level spacing (so that the spatial form of the electronic
wavefunction remains unchanged by the exchange inter-
action), the time-dependent effective interaction between
the electron and qubit becomes

H(t) = ∓λτ · σn|ψ(0; t)|2, (A2)

where ψ(0; t) is the electronic wavefunction at the loca-
tion of the qubit at time t. Then the electron and qubit
spins evolve in time according to the operator

U(t→ ∞) = exp
[
− i

ℏ

∫ ∞

−∞
H(t) dt

]
, (A3)

= exp
[
∓ i

ℏ
λτ · σn/v

]
. (A4)

Using that τ ·σn is 1 for the triplets and -3 for the singlet,

one obtains

⟨⇓↓ |U(t→ ∞)| ⇓↓⟩ = e∓iλ/(ℏv), (A5)

⟨⇓↑ |U(t→ ∞)| ⇓↑⟩ = 1

2

[
e∓iλ/(ℏv) + e±i3λ/(ℏv)

]
, (A6)

⟨⇑↓ |U(t→ ∞)| ⇓↑⟩ = 1

2

[
e∓iλ/(ℏv) − e±i3λ/(ℏv)

]
. (A7)

Eq. (A5), Eq. (A6), and Eq.(A7) correspond to eiφn

[Fig. 1(b)], tn [Fig. 1(c)] and rn [Fig. 1(d)], respec-
tively. Eqs. (A5)–(A7) give gauge-invariant relations
among eiφn , tn, and rn,

eiφn = tn + rn, (A8)

arg (rn) = arg (tn)∓ π/2. (A9)

Appendix B: steady state of the first qubit

Here we analyze the reduced density matrix of the first
qubit in the steady state, which helps to find optimal
conditions for the steady state entanglement between the
two qubits.

Due to the causality, the reduced density matrix of the
first qubit is determined by the collision with the incident
electrons, irrelevantly to the subsequent collision with
the second qubit. (This is analogous to the photonic
setup of Ref. [28].) Hence, the reduced density matrix
can be obtained from a situation simplified by detaching
the second qubit, namely by setting t2 = 1.

We find that the reduced density matrix in the steady

state ρ
(1)
st is determined as,

⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↑⟩ = 1

N
sin2(θ1) sin

2(Ω1f
−1
col /2),

⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↓⟩ = 1

N
sin(θ1) sin(Ω1f

−1
col /2)

×
[
i
(
1− T1 ± i

√
T1(1− T1)

)
cos

(Ω1f
−1
col

2

)
+
(
− 1− T1 ± i

√
T1(1− T1)

)
sin

(Ω1f
−1
col

2

)
cos(θ1)

]
,

(B1)

⟨↓ |ρ(1)st | ↓⟩ = 1 − ⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↑⟩, ⟨↓ |ρ(1)st | ↑⟩ = ⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↓⟩
∗
,

and N is the normalization factor,

N = 1 + T1 −
T1
2

(
3 + cos(2θ1)

)
cos(Ω1f

−1
col )

− T1 sin
2(θ1)± 2

√
T1(1− T1) cos(θ1) sin(Ω1f

−1
col ).

(B2)
We recall that θ1 is the polar angle of the magnetic field
applied to the first qubit (the azimuthal angle is assumed
to be zero without loss of generality) and Ω1 is the Lar-
mor angular frequency.

In the weak collision limit, namely when T1 → 1, the
reduced density matrix is approximated in the lowest or-
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der w.r.t. the collision strength as

ρ
(1)
st =

1

3 + cos(2θ1)

[
sin2(θ1) − sin(2θ1)
− sin(2θ1) 1 + 3 cos2(θ1)

]
+O(

√
1− T1).

(B3)

Eq. (B3) provide us the optimal direction of the mag-
netic field to form the maximal entanglement in the two-
qubit steady state. Namely, the optimal field should be
perpendicular to the initial electron spin, θ1 = π/2, to
make the reduced density matrix the white-noise state,

ρ
(1)
st = 1/2. The higher-order corrections suggest the op-

timal field strength, Ω1. For θ1 = π/2 and general T1,
Eq. (B1) is simplified as,

⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↑⟩ =
sin2(Ω1f

−1
col /2)

1− T1 cos(Ω1f
−1
col )

, (B4)

⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↓⟩ =
{
i(1− T1)∓

√
T1(1− T1)

}
sin(Ω1f

−1
col )

2[1− T1 cos(Ω1f
−1
col )]

.

(B5)

Hence, Ω1f
−1
col = π is optimal, thereby causing maximal

decoherence of the reduced density matrix, ⟨↑ |ρ(1)st | ↓⟩ =
0.

For arbitrary collision strength, we confirm that the
optimal condition remains the same as the above predic-
tion, namely θ = π/2 and Ωf−1

col = π. Via numerical
calculation using Eq. (B1), we observe that the purity of

the reduced density matrix, Tr (ρ
(1)
st )2, becomes minimal

at θ = π/2 and Ωf−1
col = π. This is plausible because the

corresponding Larmor precession, namely the spin flip
along the z-direction, prohibits the most the collisions
from polarizing the qubit to |↓⟩. In the optimal con-
dition, the concurrence of the bipartite entanglement of
electron and the first qubit, whose joint state is described
by ρ(e,1), becomes

C(ρ(e,1)) =
4(1− T )T

(1 + T )2
. (B6)

In the strong collision limit, namely when T1 → 0,
the entanglement C(ρ(e,1)) vanishes. In such limit, the
reduced density matrix approaches to a pure state (which
is as expected from the vanishing entanglement),

ρ
(1)
st = e

i
2Ωf−1

col σ1·B̂1 |↓⟩ ⟨↓| e− i
2Ωf−1

col σ1·B̂1 . (B7)

This is because the strong collision makes the qubit to
polarize along the initial electron spin, |⇓⟩, and the fol-
lowing Larmor precession rotates the qubit according to
the unitary operation, exp(iΩf−1

colσ1 · B̂1/2).

Appendix C: Singular value decomposition of
collision

Here we present the singular value decomposition of
the electron-qubits scattering operator S and the deriva-
tion of Eqs. (20) and (21). When the strength of the

collision is symmetric for the two qubits, namely when
T1 = T2 ≡ T (hence φ1 = φ2 ≡ φ), we find that

⟨⇓ |S| ⇓⟩ =e2iφ |↓↓⟩ ⟨↓↓|+ T |↑↑⟩ ⟨↑↑|
+ Teiφ |Ψ(ϑT ,−φ)⟩ ⟨Ψ(π − ϑT ,−φ)|
+ eiφ |Ψ(π − ϑT , π − φ)⟩ ⟨Ψ(ϑT , π − φ)| ,

(C1)

⟨⇑ |S| ⇓⟩ =∓ i
√
1− T 2 |↓↓⟩ ⟨Ψ(π − ϑT ,−φ)|

∓ i
√
1− T 2 |Ψ(π − ϑT , φ)⟩ ⟨↑↑| .

(C2)

We recall that ϑT ≡ 2 atan(
√
T ) and |Ψ(ϑ, φ)⟩ ≡

cos(ϑ/2) |↑↓⟩+ sin(ϑ/2)eiφ |↓↑⟩ . The equations (20) and
(21) are derived when using Eqs. (C1), (C2), and the
following relations,

e
−i H

ℏfcol |↓↓⟩ = −e−iϕ |↑↑⟩ , (C3)

e
−i H

ℏfcol |↑↑⟩ = −eiϕ |↓↓⟩ , (C4)

e
−i H

ℏfcol |Ψ(ϑ, φ)⟩ = −ei(φ+ϕ) |Ψ(π − ϑ,−φ− 2ϕ)⟩ ,
(C5)

where H is determined by Eqs. (12) and (16)–(18).
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FIG. 8. Parameters of the magnetic fields for Fig. (7).
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Appendix D: Parameters of magnetic fields for
Fig. (7)

Figure 8 shows the parameters of the magnetic fields
which was used to obtain the steady state entanglement

in Fig. 7. Theses are the results of the numerical op-
timization maximizing the steady state entanglement.
Small fluctuations around T1, T2 = 0 are due to the hop-
ping among multiple solutions giving the same entangle-
ment.
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[24] B. Kraus, H. P. Büchler, S. Diehl, A. Kantian, A. Micheli,
and P. Zoller, Preparation of entangled states by quan-
tum Markov processes, Phys. Rev. A 78, 042307 (2008).

[25] F. Verstraete, M. M. Wolf, and J. Ignacio Cirac, Quan-
tum computation and quantum-state engineering driven
by dissipation, Nat. Phys. 5, 633 (2009).

[26] C. A. Muschik, E. S. Polzik, and J. I. Cirac, Dissipatively
driven entanglement of two macroscopic atomic ensem-
bles, Phys. Rev. A 83, 052312 (2011).

[27] H. Krauter, C. A. Muschik, K. Jensen, W. Wasilewski,
J. M. Petersen, J. I. Cirac, and E. S. Polzik, Entangle-
ment Generated by Dissipation and Steady State Entan-
glement of Two Macroscopic Objects, Phys. Rev. Lett.
107, 080503 (2011).

[28] K. Stannigel, P. Rabl, and P. Zoller, Driven-dissipative
preparation of entangled states in cascaded quantum-
optical networks, New J. Phys. 14, 063014 (2012).

[29] M. Benito, M. J. A. Schuetz, J. I. Cirac, G. Platero, and
G. Giedke, Dissipative long-range entanglement genera-
tion between electronic spins, Phys. Rev. B 94, 115404
(2016).
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