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We consider a process where a spin hops across a discretrkeivd at certain sites couples to static spins.
While this setting is implementable in various scenariog (riantum dots or coupled cavities) the physics of
such processes is still basically unknown. Here, we takesadiep along this line by scrutinizing a two-site
and a three-site lattices, each with two static spins. Despgenerally complex dynamics occurs, we show a
regime such that the spin dynamics is described byffattve three-spin chain. Tasks such as entanglement
generation and quantum state transfer can be achievedlauglyr

PACS numbers: 03.67.Hk, 03.67.Ud

I. INTRODUCTION lattices [16] and coupled-cavity arrays [17]. In such scena
ios, it is natural to envisage processes where the statis spi
A natural need in the accomplishment of quantum infor-aré located close to some sites and, importantly, the mobile
mation processing (QIP)[1] tasks is to spread quantum inmedlat(_Jr |n|F|aIIy. sitsat a given site This then spreads over
formation among distant qubits afed transfer it from one to the lattice sites in such a way that at a later time it in gen-
the other. Illustrative processes are entangleniént [1¢igen €ral acquires some non-null probability to be found at both
ation (EG) and quantum state transfer (QST)[2, 3]. Unlesdhe spins’ locations. Analogously to the continuous case, 0
the qubits lie close to each other (an atypical situatiormiv can wonder whether a process of this sort can be harnessed
that one normally wishes to retain local control over them)for efficient quantum communication purposes. Aside from
no direct inter-qubit interaction is usually available.igtm-  the above motivations related to state-of-the-art setsysh
mediately brings about that a bus embodied by a third sysiSsue is intrinsically interesting in that it involves sgiearing
tem is usually required to enable crosstalk between thetgjubi Mediators with well-defined position instead of well-detine
This task is often accomplished by means of photons that af@omentum as those considered in Refs. [7-15]. With the ex-
coupled through a Jaynes-Cummings-like interaction tteacception of one study [18] which we will discuss shortly, pro-
qubit, the latter being typically embodied by an atom or atom cesses of this sort are to date essentially unexplored [19].
like system (see e.gf_-l[ 6]). In all such cases, the number of The present work is intended to provide a first step towards
mediating photons is usually not conserved. a comprehensive knowledge of such dynamics by tackling, as
Another paradigm for implementing the bus is to employour first task, the primitive setup comprising a mobile spin
spin-bearingscattering particles [7=[L5] such as electrons omhopping between two sites in a way that at each site it locally
photons, whose number is conserved during the process (itpuples to one of two static spins. Although within the prese
the photon case two orthogonal polarizations spanfiace framework this is the simplest set-up that can be envisaged,
tive pseudo-spin space [12,114]). In this literature, thterin ~ exhibits a non-trivial dynamical behavior, which has to our
qubit crosstalk is mediated byraonochromatispin-bearing  knowledge remained unaddressed to date. Nonetheless, we
particle that usually undergoes one-dimensional (1D) gquanwill show that in the regime of strong hopping the spin dy-
tum scattering from two static spins embodying the qubitsnamics decouples from the motional one andlieaively de-
Based on the assumption of monochromaticity, one can described by a simple three-spin chain. This immediatelyienta
fine suitable resonance condition$ [8, 9] that are analogou®at EG and QST are achievable according to the considered
to those for a standard Fabry-Perot interferometer andeprovinteraction model. We next address the case where the mo-
that, if fulfilled, these yield an additional conserved qiitgn  bile spin can hop between three sites and show that while the
the squared total spin of the scattering centers [8]. By harabove &ect in general does not occur it is however exhibited
nessing suchfiect a number of fcient and robust schemes when the hopping particle initially sits on the middle site.

for distributinfﬁntan lement between the centers have bee Despite the simplicity of the mathematical demonstration
demonstrated [12, 114,115]. of these fects, their implications are non-trivial in many
The above picture well fits within a continuous-waveguiderespects. In particular, from a fundamental viewpoint they
scenario such as a semiconductor nanowire, along which elegnark profound dferences between continuous and discrete
trons angor photons can travel and where the static spins caettings (from this perspective our focus on typical QIPrigu
be implemented through magnetic impurities or quantum dotsf merit is simply a tool to acquire insight into the quantum
(see e.g/[1Z, 14] and references therein). Yet, in the &onte dynamics regardless of applicative facets). From an applic
of QIP some of the platforms that are receiving widespread ative viewpoint, the low dimensionality of the investigaiset-
tention are discrete. This is for instance the case of ctitha  tings can provide experimentalists with alternative styas
— for achieving QIP in the imminent future (when it is believed
that at a first stage only small-size quantum coherent set-up
*francesco.ciccarello@sns.it such as two coupled cavities will be accessible in the lab).
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Throughout, we will carry out our analysis so as to take
account of both the cases where the spin-spin interaction is
described by a Heisenberg and ¥M-isotropic model. Such
flexibility makes our theoryfective in a variety of actual set-
tings such as quantum dots and cavity-QED scenarios.
As mentioned earlier, Pesket al. [18] recently tackled a
setting similar to those in this Letter. Aside from thé&eient
coupling model (they deal witK X-type interactions) it is im-
portant to stress that unlike in_[18] here the hopping plrtic
can couple to at most only one static spin at each site. Also, S 1 S 2
we focus on static spins that do not possess any free Hamilto-
plan, which rules O.Ut resonance-basé@es that are crucial FIG. 1. (Color online) Sketch of the two-site setup. A molpiseticle
in the EG scheme in Ref, [18]. (in red) hops between two sites. At site 1 (site 2), its spicouples

~ The present paper is organized as follows. In Se€fion Il, Wgg spins, (S,). Static spinss; andS, are not directly interacting with
introduce the two-site setup, give the associated Hanéton each other.

and present some related numerical results. Based on these

and other arguments, we motivate our plan to focus on the

regime of strong hopping. In Sectibnllll, we calculate the ef 4ty — 1 js calculated aB; = Tr [p|1X1]] and likewisee is mea-
fective Hamiltonian and some of its relevant features ave-th  g\,req in|T) with probability P; = Tr[pl1)e(1]]. The density
oughly discussed. In SectionslIV andl V, we use tieative  gperator that describes the state of A:2is obtained upon
Hamiltonian in the above regime to investigate the systemrace ofp over the motional and spin degrees of freedom of
performances in terms of EC_-:- and QST, respectively. In_Secé. The overlap op1, With [¥)12= (1T 12411 T)12)/ V2, i.e. re-
tion[Vl we tackle the three-site setup and show the combtio g0 cively the maximally entangled triplet and singletestaf
under which a behavior analogous to the two-site case cajl 5 a1 be measured through the fidefity= (¥*[p12]¥*). In

arise. Finally, in Section VI, we draw our conclusions. Fig. 2, we consider the threeftéirent settings/J = 1, 2, 10.
For each of these, we plot against tife (left figure) along
with F., P; andE (right figure), whereE is the logarithmic
negativity [20] ofp1, (at this stage all the results are numer-
) _ ) _ ) ical). In the case of competitive hopping and spin-spinrinte
We consider two static spirya particles, labeled with 1 actions (first-row plots) quite a complex behavior is exteithi
and 2, whose spin operators are denotedSbyand S, re-  while the mobile-particle hopping between the two sites is
spectively. Although not directly interacting, the palé&can ot harmonic (as in the absence of spins 1 and 2), the prob-
crosstalk through a spin-bearing partieiéopping between  apjjity to find e in |1) roughly fluctuates between 0 and val-
the two sites of a lattice as shown in Fig. 1. We ¢&il(12))  yes higher thas 0.6. Notice that, on a rough approximation,
the motional state o when it lies at site 1 (site 2), whereas £_ s ow (high) whenP; is high (low) and that the entangle-
its associated spin operator is denoted@hby fie Hamiltonian  ment amount mostly behavesfas. Remarkably, a significant
is modeled according to (here and throughout weiset) overlap with the singleit?~)1, is developed given thdt_ can
A oA - exceed 0.3. When the hopping ratés twice as large as the
H=Hpop+ V. (1) spin-spin interaction strength(middle-row plots) a more reg-
ular behavior arises with the time evolutionff, P;, F., and
E that now closely resembles an oscillatory function. In this
Fnop = 7 (1142 + 12)(1]) (2)  regime, the singlet fraction is significantly reduced conepa
) to the previous case. Finally, in the strong-hopping regime
Y ~ & ~ & ~ & n > J (lower-row plots) a regular and harmonic behavior is
V= XZ; X {JXY((L'SX"+0_SX+)+JZUZSXZ} - 3 exhibited. The mobile particle harmonically hops between 1
and 2, in fact as if the static spins were absent. Battand
In Eq. (3),Hhop andV are the kinetic and interaction Hamilto- F.. oscillate between 0 and 1 wif? taking value 0 (1) when
nians, respectively. In EJ.](3), the spin-spin couplingiestn ~ F, =1 (F, =0). On the other han#_ ~ 0, which witnesses
eand each static spin within braces consists of&risotropic  that the dynamics takes place entirely within the tripldi-su
and an Ising term with associated coupling strengffisand  space. The behavior of 1-2 entanglemenéssentially fol-
J,, respectively. Fod, = J = 2Jxy a Heisenberg interaction lows the triplet fidelity becoming maximum whenewer=1.
is obtained in such a way that the factor between braces in
Eq. () reduces tor * S,. WhenJ, = 0 a pureXY-isotropic In the light of such outcome5 [21], we henceforth focus on
model arises. the strong-hopping regime > {Jxy, J,}. Indeed, while in
To begin with, we address theY-isotropic case and con- this case the dynamics appears simple enough to be tackled
sider the initial state(0)) = [x=1)IT)elll)12. Atatimet>0  analytically, the above-illustrated emergencd¥f) starting
the system has evolved into the stafg = [\¥(t)X'¥(t)l, where  from the assumed initial spin state closely resembles the co
¥ (t)) = U(®)lw(0)y andU(t) = e Ht. The probability to finde  tinuous analogué [8] of the present settié [22]. On therothe

II. TWO-SITE SETUP

where
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FIG. 2. (Color online) (a), (c), (e) Probability to fireat sitex=1 P; against time for/J=1 (a),n/J =2 (c) andry/J =10 (e). (b), (d), (f)
Time evolution of: the fidelity op1, with respect tq¥);, (orange solid line) anff**);, (red dotted), the logarithmic negativity pf, (blue
dot-dashed) and the probability to fiedn |T) P; (black dashed line) fon/J =1 (b), n/J =2 (d) andy/J =10 (f). Figures on the same row
correspond to the same set valug;pd. The system’s initial state [¥) =|x=1, T)ell1)12. All the plotted curves were obtained numerically by
assuming aiXY-isotropic spin-spin coupling, i.6;=0, Jxy=J.

hand, in the continuous case (CC) the eigenvalues of the kiHamiltonian, the projector$xx x|} (x=1, 2) evolve as
netic Hamiltonian ok coincide with the full energy spectrum

1 _
[8] (because there the interaction betweeand each static 1I®O(t) = %Ot +(lp: -1 + he) (6)
spin occurs through contact potential5 [8, 9]). This makes 1 _

the strong-hopping regime the natural one to scrutinize in 12)2O(t) = %‘” - (|<,o+><<,o,|e2"7t + h.c.) , (7)

the present scenario for developing a comparison between th ) ) ) )
discrete and continuous case, i.e. a major goal of this workiVherelmo= ¢, ){@.| + l¢-){¢-| is the identity operator in the
Finally, the emergence ohaximallyentangled states during Motional Hilbert space. _ _ o

the evolution, diferently from Figs. 2(b) and 2(d), makes this  Upon use of Eqs[{3)[16) andl(7) in the interaction picture
regime especially attractive for the sake of QIP tasks. the interaction Hamiltonian reads

. IV e a a Yo oaA oA
vO(t) = % |5 (51-+82) +he+ EZ 6, (81,+52)

Il. EFFECTIVE DYNAMICS + (lo1 )16+ hc) {JLZY 5 (81 -8+ h.c.}

To acquire analytical |.nS|ght into the beh.awors in Fige)2( + (|¢+><(p7| g2t 4 h.c.) J 72 (51,-55) . (8)
and (f), we start observing that in the motional Hilbert spac 2
the hopping Hamiltonian is straightforwardly diagonatizs  Evidently, [8) comprises a constant and a time-dependent
part. The former thus survives in the limit of strong hop-
Fihop =1 (s )i = lo-Xe-]) 4) ping, i.e.n> {Jxv, J;}, even to the first order in the coupling
strengths. This marks a majorfidirence from the case of a
where hopping photon, free of internal degrees of freedom, caliple
to two atoms through a Jaynes-Cummings-like interactipn [6
lp.) = 1L +12) ) (5) where first-order contributions to the interaction Hanmilem
V2 vanish. This is essentially due to the fact that the intéwact
Hamiltonian [B) is quadratic in the degrees of freedone of
In terms of statefp..)’s, the site states are decompose{ ps ]_
(Ip)+l0))/V2 and2y=(lps)—lp-)) V2. A pivotal feature of [B) is that the time-independent term
In the interaction picture, by takingo = Hnop as the free  couples thee's spin to thetotal spinof particles 1 and 2,
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effective coupling between their total spin and the spin of the
:‘* ‘/" mobile particle similarly to Eq[{10) and thereby conseinrat
of sz. As a peculiar feature of the present set-up, though,
S o. S here the occurrence of this type dfect does not require any
]_ 2 constraint over the motional state ®gince to derive Eq[{9)
we have only useg> {Jxy, J;}. In particular, this takes place
FIG. 3. (Color online) Eective three-site spin chain describing the even ifeis initially in an asymmetric state such j&xs-=1) con-
spin dynamics in the strong-hopping regime. The couplingngtths  sidered in Fig. 2, quite élierently from the continuous case
betweereand 1 (2) arelxy/2 andJ,/2. (CC) where the wave vector efmust fulfill RCs, a condition
under which the static spins are seen symmetrically. A fur-
ther remarkable dierence is that while in the CCl[8.]14] the
i.e.S,=5+%. So does not the time-dependent one (wheresective spin-spin scattering potential under RCs is propor-
the diference of such spir—$; is involved). In the strong-  tional to [10) it nevertheless contains an extra factormivg
hopping limit > {Jxy, J;} here considered, up to the first or- a functions(x) (x is the continuous coordinate of the mobile
derinthe Couplir_lg Strengths all of the rotating termsin @] partic|e) @ .4 Hence, the Spin dynamics remains anyway
proportional toe*'*" negligibly contribute to theféective dy-  coupled to the motional oneftérently from the present case
namics. Thereby in the light of Eqs.] (1) (2)] (4) abtl (8) the[see Egs.[19) and(10)]. It is also worth remarking that the ef
effective Hamiltonian in the Schrodinger picture simply re-fect behind Eqs[{9) an@{IL0) is in some respects reminiscent

ducesto of a phenomenon studied in Ref. [24], where it was shown
A - that a spinless particle hopping in a double quantum dot can
Herr = 77 (I1)¢2] + 12)(1)) + Verr » () behave as anfiective static double potential barrier able to
give rise to Fabry-Perot-likefiects.
where
~ Ixy J;
Ver = =~ (64512 +6-S120)+ 5 > *52512 (10) IV. ENTANGLEMENT GENERATION

depends only on spin variables, at variance with (3). Irespit
of their straightforward derivation, Eq$.](9) ald](10) dese
several comments. In the strong-hopping regime, the mation
and spin degrees of freedom turn out to lfeetivelydecou-
pled Importantly, the spin term of (10) in fact coincides with

The form of [I0) straightforwardly yields that the sys-
tem can develop a non-vanishing overlap with the maximally
entangled triplet state of the static spif¥§")i,, similarly
to the CC scattering scenariol [8]. To show this, we no-

he Hamil - h h b h tice thatVes can be block- diagonalized in the 8-dimensional
the Hamiltonian of an open three-spin chain, where the spin o overall spin space, where each block corresponds to an

eplays the role of the central spin symmetrically coupledhwit ei

; genspace of the two conserved quantities+ S5, and
eEuathtée.ngFthgéY/ﬁ a_ndJZ/hZ to rt]heheni Spins } and 2, as &,. Four of such eigenspaces are one-dimensional and given
sketched In [0 3. Notice, though, thatthe coupling SIRSG 1y '11),/19).5,[1)ell)12), both having eigenvalud;/4, and

are halved. The above can be given an intuitive physical-inte g - both havi : lue due t
pretation: Where hops between 1 and 2 much faster than th {mﬁiﬁ z;zl)l)el )12} bo aving zero eigenvaiue due to

rate at which it interacts with them, it behaves as a stationa ?I'he two remaining doublets are spanned by
spin lying at their locations at the same time. Partetbere- gt d e Withi
fore sees spins 1 and 2 collectively. Due to the structurkef t mge%*)elz,slsgﬂneélzt})ﬁdl&lf; |T|Bi|2‘{’|+T)>fl} ('iflfe}).Otherl Cé\nse

|r}tiracgozrlslz-|a_1mllton|an,thlz entails that the Isquaredlmpln is tackled analogously with due replacements) the matrix
of 1 and 2S;, is a conserved quantity, namely representation o¥e; reads

[Her, 1 = 0, (11)

as itis immediate to see from Edsl (9) aind (10). This is alread
enough to explain why in Fig. 2(f) the overlap with the sirigle 3
¥~ )12 is identically zero: the initial spin staf)e|]] )12 fully IJn the case of th&y
lies within the triplet subspace. Due to Eg.J(11) and coreserv
tion of o,+ S12, (projection of the total spin along ttzeaxis), Mell 12 £ [L)el¥* )12
the system'’s state at any later time necessarily is a supierpo e)= NG > (13)
tion of [T)ell 1 )12 and|l)el¥*)12.

Such dfective conservation (ﬁfz shares features with the with corresponding eigenvalues
CC in the regime where a monochromatic mobile particle of
wave vectolk propagating along a 1D wire scatters from the e = +i (14)
static spins under the resonance conditions (RGgs)= nr T V2
[8,114] (xo is the distance between 1 and 2 whileZ). There,
one can show [8, 14] that due to such RCs the static spins b&herefore, when the spin sta®elll)12 = (lv+)+x-))/V2 is
have as if they were at the same place, which brings about gorepared at timé=0, as in the cases in Figs. 2(e) and (f), ata

~3,/4  Jxy/ V2

Jxy/ V2 0 (12)

o

isotropic couplingl[25], i.eJ, = 0 and
=J, the eigenstates df(IL2) are found as
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FIG. 4. (Color online)a) Probability to finde at sitex=1 P, against
time. (b) Time evolution of: the fidelity op1, with respect tg¥~)1»

(orange solid line) anfiP*),, (red dotted), the logarithmic negativity

of p12 (blue dot-dashed) and the probability to fiadh |T) P; (black
dashed line). The system’s initial statéyi0)y =|x=1, T)elL | )12. All
the plotted curves were obtained numerically by setiing=10 and
assuming a Heisenberg spin-spin coupling.

later timet the system is in the state

e y) + e iy )
V2

_ C‘”[\irzt} Dl )z +isin [\i@t] Del¥)12. (15)

(1)) =

As shown by Eq.[{T5), the system oscillates between states

ITYell )12 and||)el ¥+ )12 with period 22/ J, which fully ex-
plains all the outcomes in Fig. 2(f).

In the case of the Heisenberg coupling, i.8x2=J; = J,
the eigenstates df{lL2) are calculated a5 [26]

7. >—— Melbdyaz+ \[ ¥z, (16)
ly-)= \/7|T>elll>12 — [Del¥ )12, 17)

with corresponding eigenvalues
g = _1; 3, (18)

Hence, when the spin staifBell)12= ([f-)+ V2[7-))/V3 is

prepared at time=0, at a later time the system is in the state

00 = — {7 + V2e 7))

V3

= ar® DL + oy O [DIE (19)
where
ar(t) = cos[a—SJt + %sin[%t] , (20)
2V2.
Q’l(t) = —T | 8 t:| (21)
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FIG. 5. (a) F, vs. time (in units ofJ~1) for the XY-isotropic model
with /J = 20. (b) F, vs. time (in units ofJ~%) for the Heisenberg
model withn/J = 20. The initial state in both case [ig(0)) = |x =
DIDelTI)12.

[LYelP*)12, the maximum fidelity with respect to the latter be-
ing F_ =8/9 ~ 0.89 according to Eq[{21). In Figs. 4(a) and
(b), we plot the same quantities in the strong-hopping regim
as in Figs. 2(e) and (f), respectively, but under the assiompt
of a Heisenberg coupling. While Fig. 4(a) is fully analogous
to Fig. 2(e) in accordance with Eq] (9), the plots in Fig. 4(b)
which were obtained numerically, are in excellent agreegmen

with Egs. [I9){(21).

V. QUANTUM STATE TRANSFER

As discussed in the Introduction, a question that is ndgural
raised is whether the setting under investigation is sletfy
achieving QSTI[2,13] between the two static spins. To address
this issue, we consider the initial stat€0)) =|x=1)|1)el Tl )12
with the aim to assess whether at a later timeTtexcitation
has fully transferred from spin 1 to spin 2, i.e. the conditio
Fo=141Tlp12ll )12 = 1 is fulfilled. In Fig. 5, we focus on the
strong-hopping regime, i.@> {Jxy, J;}, for the X Y-isotropic
(a) and Heisenberg (b) interaction models and plptas a
function of time. Evidently, QST is achieved perfectly ireth
XY-isotropic case (where the conditiBa=1 periodically oc-
curs) but partially for the Heisenberg model (wh&tenever
exceed (/5). These outcomes straightforwardly follow from
the discussed three-spin-chaitegtive dynamics [cf. EqL(10)
and Fig. 3] and the well-known QST performancesXof-
isotropic é] and Heisenberg-type spin chains [2] (therefo
here we do not carry out a detailed analysis).

VI. THREE-SITE SETUP

The arguments developed so far have shown that the two-
site set-up in Fig. 1 can behave as dfeetive closed three-
spin chain regardless of the initial motional state of thp-ho
ping particle. Having clarified this, it is natural to ask now
whether such an interesting regime allowing for EG and QST
can occur when additional sites are added to the latticegalon

Eqg. (I9) shows that an oscillatory behavior between statewhich e can hop. Notice that in such a way the distance be-

[Telld)12 and [L)e|P*)12 is exhibited with period 16/(3J).

tween the static spins can be made larger. In the present Sec-

Unlike the XY-isotropic model [cf. Eq.[(TI5)], however, not tion, we tackle a three-site set-up, which is obtained frben t
the entire initial population off )¢l ] )12 is transferred to state one in Fig. 1 through addition of a middle site as illustrated
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Sketch of the three-site setup. A rf@ar-
ticle (in red) hops between three sites, labelled with 1,d2(from
left to right). At site 1 (site 2), its spir couples to spir§; (S,).
Static spinsS; andS; are not directly interacting with each other.

in Fig. 6. The motional Hilbert space associated with the me
diator e now becomes three-dimensional and is spanned b

the site statefx= 1), [x=0) and|x = 2) (see Fig. 6), where

for consistency of notation with the previous case we have la

belled the middle site wittx =0 and the left (right) one with
x=1 (x=2). The Hamiltonian readss = Hnop3+ V3, where

V3 has the same form as in E@J] (3) (apart from acting on

larger Hilbert space) while the kinetic Hamiltonikdaopz now

becomes
Hhops = 7 (1101 +10)(2| + h.c.) . (22)

In the motional Hilbert spacéfl(g) has the eigenstates

hop
1 1 1
lps) = > 1) = 72 10y + 3 12), (23)
11 —12)
= 24
lo) N (24)

with corresponding eigenvaluesg and 0O, respectively.
In terms of state§ (23) and {24), the site stdpeg are ex-
panded as

o) —lp-y 1
D=2 T o), 25
1) 7 +\/§|90o> (25)
lo) —lo-)
0)= ———, 26
|0) N (26)
o) —lp)y 1
= T . 27
12) > ﬁ|¢o> (27)

Here again, we focus on the regime of strong coupling
{Ixv, Jz}. Thereby, the expansion of projectditx 1| and|2)(2)|

through use of Egs[(25) and {27), respectively, is approxi

mated as
(X = % (o Xpa | + lo-Xo-]) + SlpoX(wol (¥ =1,2)(28)

Similarly to the reasoning leading to Eq.10), to derive
Eq. [28) we have neglected terms rotating (in the interactio

picture) ag=2m like |¢. Ye=| and as==" like |¢. Y¢o| and hc.

6

Evidently, according to qu]]Z?Bf2 is a conserved quantity
as in the 2-site case [cf. Eq._{10)]. Here, however, the gtron
hopping-induced decoupling between the motional and spin
dynamics in generaloes notake place. Rather, the picture
is more similar to the CC scenario under RO [8, 14], where
one ends up with a single spin-dependétike barrier with
a spin factor analogous to that in Elg.}(29) [the operHidd|
here plays the role af(x—x;) in the CC wherex; is the con-
tinuous coordinate of spin 1]. In the light of Ef.{29), thénsp
dynamics thus in general mixes with the motional one.
Despite the above picture, a judicious and realistic choice
of the initial conditions can allow for theffective three-spin-
chain dynamics in Fig. 3 to hold in the present case either.
To show this, we first notice that due to Eds.](28) dnd (29)
+ )| and|po){po| commute with the full Hamiltonian. Fur-
ermore, according to Eq_(R6) the stake= 0) does not
overlap |po). Hence, ife initially lies at the middle site
x = 0 the dynamics entirely takes place out|@f), i.e. the
effective involved motional Hibert subspace is spanned by
lo=)}. Under such conditionsin Eq. [Z8) one can thereby
eplacelp, Yo, |+ |- YXep-| with the identity operator and set
loo){wol = 0. Hence, in Eq.[{29)1)(1] can be in fact sub-
stituted with ¥4 in such a way that thefiective interaction
Hamiltonian takes the form

\A/éz):f = % (6'+é12—+5'—é12+)+%5'2é122 . (30)
where the superscript “(0)” is a reminder that the initiah€o
ditions are such thatinitially lies at x=0 (in addition to the
strong-hopping assumption). EQ.{30) is analogous to[E. (1
apart from the ffective coupling strengths, which now be-
comeldxy/4 andJ;/4 instead oflxy/2 andJ,/2, respectively.
Such halving can be interpreted as due to the larger size of
the lattice along whicle is allowed to hop, which reduces the
probability to find it at a given static-spin location. Clar
aside from such lower rates, all of the behaviors in terms of
EG and QST analyzed in Sectidng IV and V, respectively, hold
here as well since so does théeetive three-spin-chairtiec-

tive spin dynamics.

It is worth remarking that from an experimental viewpoint
the requirement thad needs to start from the middle site is
an advantageous feature. This can indeed favor the task to
keepe well-separated from the two static spins (e.g. during
the preparation stage of the system’s initial spin state).

VIlI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have considered a set-up comprising a
spin-bearing particle hopping between two static spingh wi

Hence, as shown by Eq_{28) thegtive representations of which it locally interacts, with the goal to assess whether i

|1)(1] and|2)(2| do coincide in the strong-hopping regime, in
such respect analogously to the 2-site case [cf. Eds. (6) a

(@) when the rotating terms are negligible]. It is immediate
see that this entails that the interaction HamiltorNartakes
the dfective form

Vaer = 11)(1] [JXY (5'+ Sio +(3'—§12+)+ Jza'zé12z] . (29

allows to dficiently accomplish QIP tasks such as entangle-
ent generation and QST between the static spins. When
the mobile particle is allowed to hop between only two sites,
in spite of the complex behavior that is generally exhibited
we have shown that in the strong-hopping regime the mo-
tional and spin dynamics decouple in a way that the latter is
fully described by an féective three-spin chain. While this
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circumstance entailsfective conservation of the squared to- prising single-electron quantum dots (QOs)I[27], whereheac
tal spin of the static particles, in significant analogy wtitle  involved particle is implemented through an electrbrl [18].
continuous-case scattering scenario, it endows thegetith ~ This can embody a static spin when confined within an iso-
the potential of the above chain to perform quantum commulated QD, while an array of tunnel-coupled QDs can enable
nication tasks. Hence, perfect or high-fidelity generatthn an electron to hop between them. Electrons occupying close
the maximally entangled triplet state of the static spin®is-  enough QDs overlap their respective wavefunctions in a way
sible depending on the interaction model. Likewise, in linethat the coupling between their spins occurs through an ex-
with previous studie< [2, 3] QST can take place perfectly orchange, i.e. Heisenberg, interactibnl [28].

not in accordance with the considered coupling model. A further setting where thefkects highlighted in this work

Next, we have tackled the case that the mobile spin hopgan be _observeq is a coupled-cavity ar : [17], _Whgre each
along a three-site lattice with the two static spins lyingsel end cavity sustains two orthogonal photonic polarizatems

setting,

decouple under strong-hopping conditions. However, if thdhe two ground states and the excited state occur by absorp-

mobile particle is initially placed at the middle site thémet tion/emissioln of photons with orthogonal pollarization.s (for
effective decoupling takes place with the spin dynamics oncérther details see Refs. [12.114]). If the cavity frequeity

again described by a three-site spin chain, even though Witﬂetuned from the atomic transitions, the atomic excitedllev
lower associated interaction strengths ’ Is only virtually populated and the ground doublet embodies

i ) an dfective spin 12 that couples to the photonic pseudo spin

It is natural to wonder whether thdfects illustrated here 1/2 (encoded in the polarization degree of freedom).
can be extended to setups having a number of lattice Kites ' |t should be remarked that, from a merelgplicativeper-
larger than 3. Clearly, the casé> 1 is ruled out since in  gpective, in the QDs implementation it may be more conve-
such conditions our approximation to neglect rotating 8rm pient to arrange an actual three-spin chain by assembliag th
to derive the first-orderfeective interaction is no more valid single-electron tunnel-coupled QDs, instead of the afore-
given that the free-hopping-Hamiltonian spectrum tenda to mentioned setting. In such a case, ours can be regarded as an
continuous band. As for values bfsuch thatN >4 butlow  jternative strategy. In contrast, the above argument does
enough to make the above approximation still valid, a naturano|q for the cavity-QED implementation, basically because
and non-trivial extension of theffects explored in this work  he atoms do not exhibit any direct interaction. This makes

appears problematic even fbr = 4,5. This of course does the applications arising from our study especially prongsi
not rule out the possibility that fierent mechanisms ardr  \ithin a coupled-cavity framework.

regimes for achieving quantum communication tasksfteze

tive in such a broader scenario, both with linear latticeshsu

as those tackled here and, more in general, graphs. In this ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
respect, our work can be useful for prompting further invest

gations along these lines. Fruitful discussions with D. Burgarth, C. Di Franco,

Our findings are prone to be tested in various sorts of actugb. M. Palma, M. Paternostro and M. Zarcone are gratefully
settings. One possible implementation employs a set-up conacknowledged.
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