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ABSTRACT

The ability to control the evolution of quantum systems would open the door to a
new world of information processing. Nuclear spin qubits in the solid state offer the
longest coherence times, of the order of a few seconds, however their initialization,
readout and coupling are yet to be demonstrated. This thesis addresses the physical
manipulation of nuclear spin qubits with a classical electric current. Our main result
is the development of a mechanism that provides high contrast initialization and
readout of nuclear spin qubits using their interaction with conduction electrons.

However, we also show that conduction electrons can not be used to entangle

nuclear spin qubits without destroying the nuclear spin qubit coherence. We show



v

this by demonstrating that the quality factor of a Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida
(RKKY) gate is always low for electron as well as nuclear spin qubits.

In conclusion, we establish the viability of a quantum computer architecture based
on nuclear spins that relies on conduction electrons for quantum read-out and initial-
ization. For coherent entanglement, we argue that the usual direct exchange interac-

tion is still the best option.



Contents

Supervisory Committee ii
Abstract iii
Table of Contents \%
List of Tables viii
List of Figures ix
Acknowledgements X
Dedication xi
1 Introduction 1
1.1 Introduction to Quantum Computing . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. 2
1.2 Quick History of Quantum Computing . . . ... ... ... ..... 5)
1.3 Quantum Bits (Qubits) . . . . . . ... o 7
1.4 Quantum Gates . . . . . . . . ...
1.4.1 Introduction to Exchange Interactions . .. ... .. ... .. 9
1.4.2 Single Qubit Gates . . . . . . .. ... 12
1.4.3 Two Qubit Gates . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ..., 13

1.5 The DiVincenzo Requirements for Quantum Computation[17] . . .. 16



vi

The effect of a Current on Qubit Coherence 19
2.1 The Effect of Conduction Electrons on the Donor Electron Spin . . . 19
2.2 Nuclear Spin Qubit Coherence . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... 23
2.3 Decay Times by Regime . . . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ...... 29
2.4 Sample Decay Calculation for the Donor Electron Spin . . . . . . .. 30
2.5 Sample Decay Calculation for the Donor Nuclear Spin. . . . . . . .. 32
Qubit Readout and Initialization 34

3.1 Qubit Readout through Electrically Detected Magnetic Resonance (EDMR) 34

3.2 Operating Regime of EDMR, . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ..... 36
3.3 Qubit Initialization . . . . . . . . . ... ... 40
3.4 Tuning between Readout and Initialization . . . . . . . .. . ... .. 41
The RKKY Quantum Gate 43
4.1 The RKKY Interaction . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ....... 43
4.2 Quality Factor for J5 5%y the Electron-Spin Quantum Gate . . . . . 48
4.3 Nuclear Spin Interaction . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...... 50
4.4 Quality Factor for J"" the Nuclear-Spin Quantum Gate . . . . . . . 53
An attempt to design a Quantum Computer 55
5.1 Readout and Initialization Regime . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 55
5.2 Coupling Regime . . . . . . . ... ... D7
5.3 The DiVincenzo Requirements Revisited . . . . . . . . ... ... .. 58
Conclusions 60
Appendix 62
A1l NMR and ESR . . . . . ... ... .. . 62

A.2 The Swap and Square-root of Swap Gates . . . .. .. .. ... ... 65



vil

A.3 Derivation of the Donor Electron Transition Rate (I'y +17y) . . . . . 66
A4 Decoherence Derivation . . . . . . . ... ..o 71

A.5 Derivation of the RKKY Interaction in 2nd Order Born Approximation 85

A.6 Effective Interaction Between Nuclear Spins . . . . . . .. ... ... 89
A.7 Valley Degeneracy of Silicon . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... ..... 95
A.7.1 Valley Degeneracy in the Direct Exchange Interaction . . . . . 96
A.7.2 Valley Degenerate Effects for the RKKY Interaction . . . . . . 98

Bibliography 103



viil

List of Tables

Table 1.1 Two electron spin states . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..... 10
Table 2.1 Physical Parameters for Coherence Calculations . . . . . . . .. 31

Table 4.1 Eigenstates of the ground state Hamiltonian for a pair of donor

impurities . . . . .. ..o o1

Table A.1 Eigenstates of the ground state Hamiltonian . . . . . . . . . .. 90



1X

List of Figures

Figure 1.1 2DEG current for quantum control . . . . . . .. ... ... .. 2
Figure 1.2 Qubit in Bloch Sphere . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ... 8
Figure 1.3 Gate Operations . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .. .. ..... 16
Figure 2.1 Kondo Screening . . . . . . . .. ... .. .. ... ... ... 23

Figure 3.1 Donor nuclear spin readout using Electrically Detected Magnetic

Resonance [21] . . . . . . ... oo 36
(a) Donor nuclear spin up . . . . . ... 36
(b) Donor nuclear spin down . . . . . ... ... L. 36

Figure 3.2 Band Diagram for Donor and Conduction Electron Wavefunctions 38

Figure 3.3 Kondo Temperature as a Function of Electron Depth . . . . . . 42

Figure 5.1 Top view of the proposed device for Qubit Readout and Initial-

lzatlon . . . . . ... 56

Figure 5.2 Electric readout and Initialization . . . . .. .. .. ... ... 56
Figure 5.3 Coupling through Direct Exchange . . . . . . .. .. ... ... o7
Figure A.1 Valley Degeneracy . . . . . . . .. . . ... ... ... ..... 96
(a) Symmetry of the Diamond Lattice . . . . ... ... ... ... 96

(b) Band Structure of Silicon . . . ... ... ... L 96

Figure A.2 Valley Degeneracy and the Direct Exchange Interaction[15] . . 97



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank:
My Family for allowing me the freedom to pursue any endeavour.

Dr. Rogério de Sousa, for mentoring, support, encouragement, and patience.

May g-d bless and keep you always, may your wishes all come true, may you always
do for other and let others do for you, may you build a ladder to the stars and climb
on every rung, may you stay forever young.

May you grow up to be righteous, may you grow up to be true, may you always know
the truth and see the light surrounding you, may you always be courageous stand
right and be strong and may you stay forever young.

May your hands be busy, may your feet always be swift, may you have a strong
foundation when the winds change shift, may your heart always be joyful, may your
song always be sung, may you stay forever young.

Bob Dylan



DEDICATION

This thesis is dedicated with love to my parents.

X1



Chapter 1

Introduction

Expanding computational capability to the atomic scale requires the establishment
of control in a quantum world. The evolution of quantum systems may be exceeding
complex and impossible to predict do to a multitude of accessible outcomes. There
exist very few systems for which a definite knowledge of their evolution is understood.
The alignment of an electron or nuclear spin state with a globally applied magnetic
field is one of these systems. The expectation value of this particle spin is a measurable
magnetization that has only two stable configurations, aligned with or against the
applied field. The nuclear spin state is intentionally chosen due to its extended
coherence in a spin-less substrate. Specifically, a phosphorus donor’s nuclear spin
state in a silicon substrate may be coherent for many seconds.

This thesis will attempt to establish the requirements of realizable control of the
nuclear spin states for the purpose of performing quantum computation. The hope
is that this may be accomplished through interactions between the donors and an
applied electric current. A two dimensional electron gas (2DEG) is exploited to
conduct electrons over the donors to establish control through spin-spin interactions.

A simple diagram of this design is presented here.
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Silicon

Figure 1.1: 2DEG current for quantum control

As a conduction electron encounters a donor, a spin dependent scattering process
occurs, which may offer a means of sustainable control. Before beginning an explo-
ration of how one might actually accomplish this goal it is important to determine
what forms of control are required for quantum computation. Here is presented a brief
introduction to the theory and terminology of quantum computing and its potential

benefits.

1.1 Introduction to Quantum Computing

The power of quantum computation is based in the inherently random nature of
the quantum scale world. There exists a dichotomy in quantum theory between an
observed and unobserved system which asserts an unobserved system may simulta-
neously occupy many states. Only upon measurement a system is forced into one
of the possible observable outcomes. This fundamental uncertainty does not allow
the unobserved computational bits to be expressed in finite terms but rather they
must be expressed in terms of a superposition of states. An understanding which
leads many to refer to quantum bits simply as 'qubits’ (a notation carried throughout
the following work). At first glance this result would seem to limit computational
abilities, as all information being stored is lost once one simply stops ”looking”. The
implicit beauty of quantum computing is in its exploitation of this nature to not
only perform operation but shape nature to its advantage. It turns out that it is in

these suppositional states where quantum computers are most valuable as they can



simultaneously represent all outcomes of a specific computation. This is an effect
from quantum physics where an experiment will travel down all possible paths, si-
multaneously, to reach a final result. The end process of measurement destroys this
superposition of states and forces each qubit into only one of the allowed observable
outcomes.

The consequence is that any computational algorithm does not need to proceed
sequentially through all possible outcomes to pick out the desired result. All outcomes
can be simultaneously accessible while the desired result may be selected out as the
most likely measurement. This is true not only for individual qubits, an extensive
array of qubits may be evolved into an entangled state. A state were the orientation
of one qubit is essentially dependent on that of its neighbour. Entanglement provides
a means of manipulating the evolution of many qubits. A quantum system, when
unobserved, is represented as superposition of all allowed state vectors in Hilbert
space. The result of observation then is dependent on the probability amplitude of
each state, a dependence that is subject to manipulation. The system, progressed
through unitary operation, can ensure the desired result acquires the highest proba-
bility amplitude, thus becomes the most likely measurement.

To perform computation any quantum computing architecture must have a tech-

nique to initialize an array of qubits with a known state, say
|010...01 > . (1.1)

The qubits states may then be evolved with unitary operations to produce a super-
position of states:

UUz ... Un|010...01 >—= > " ayn > . (1.2)

Here n is the label for the eigenstate and N the number of unitary operations. As



introduced above the superposition states, simultaneously, represent all possible ar-
rangements of the qubits. An example is presented here for a three qubit array which
is evolved into an entangled state, shown by an arrow. The result is a superposition

state including all possible arrangements:

010 > — 1]000 > 42100 > 43010 > +0r,[001 > +

as|110 > +ag|011 > +a7|101 > +agl111 > . (1.3)

The system may be evolved such that the state amplitude, |a,|?, for obtaining the

desired result is optimized upon measurement:

Zanm >— measurement — [100...01 > . (1.4)

n

This style of state evolution is at the heart of quantum computation. The theory and
implementation of a quantum computer deals not only with the physical limitations of
the quantum scale world but also with the difficulty of writing appropriate quantum
algorithms. Classical gates have no familiar equivalent in the quantum world and
their role must be played by state evolution subject to a Hamiltonian.

In quantum mechanics the time evolution of a state is given by the Schrodinger
equation:

d
z'%]\I/ >=H(t)|V > . (1.5)

Or equivalently in terms of a linear combination of unitary operators:

Here t5 is a time label that is set to be greater than ¢;. This opens the door for

novel approaches to computation, allowing for engineering of a linear series of unitary



gates or of the Hamiltonian itself. Quantum computation is a relatively new field
but advances over the past few decades have been considerable. A short introduction
to the progression of the ideas that have led to the state of quantum computing
currently may serve to entice and give context to the architecture at the foundation

of this thesis.

1.2 Quick History of Quantum Computing

In modern computing energy dissipation sets a upper limit to the number of oper-
ations allowed per unit time. Systems evolved by quantum operations naturally do
not dissipate much energy due to the fact that reversibility is a crucial requirement
of unitary operators in quantum mechanics, in order to preserve space and time re-
versal symmetry. This idea led Paul Benioff to first examine the possibilities of using
quantum systems to perform operation[5]. Jointly Richard Feynman theorized that
due to the inability of classical computing machines to reproduce quantum nature a
computer governed by quantum mechanics may be the only means of modelling the
quantum world[9]. He, at the same time, proposed the open question of wether a
quantum computer may be more efficient at solving other open problems.

Though theoretical interest had been established is was not until David Deutsch
first demonstrated the universal three qubit quantum gate, in 1989[8], that quantum
computation was understood to be possible. Beyond expounding the possibility of
computation on the quantum scale Deutsch began to develop the basic ideas required
to exploit superposition. He showed that if classical gates could be replaced by unitary
operations a functional quantum computer could in theory be built.

Widespread interest in quantum computing was firmly established in 1994 when

Peter Shor, furthering initial work by Daniel Simon, created the first quantum al-



gorithm that could perform the factorization of large numbers. His algorithms for
factorization and the discrete logarithm were significantly faster than their classical
counterparts[22][24]. This discovery was of intrinsic value because factorization and
the discrete logarithm serve as a key components for cryptographic algorithms in
modern day transfer of sensitive information. This is solely due to the amount of
time required for classical computing machines to perform factorization (or discrete
logarithms). Shor showed that a computer governed by quantum mechanics, and the
resulting superposition of states, would have the ability to factor large numbers in a
time proportional to the length of the number squared, L?, when compared to the
exponential dependence, e”, of classical computers this was a tremendous discovery.

Research began everywhere as groups started to tackle the seemingly insurmount-
able task of actually building a real quantum computer. The first simplification of
the physical requirements came in 1995 when a collective effort of Adriano Barenco,
Charles Bennett, Peter Shor et. al. demonstrated that the two qubit control-NOT
gate along with single qubit rotations were sufficient to form a universal gate[4]. This
is a considerably easier task then performing operation over a large array of qubits
simultaneously.

The persistent concerns of error correction in quantum systems were finally put to
rest by Peter Shor in 1995 [23]. He demonstrated that quantum computing is indeed
possible with gate error, or information transport error, through programming specific
types of redundancy.

The daunting task of physical implementation still had not yet begun to take
shape. Over the course of the next few years a plethora of creative architectures were
developed. The two most exciting of which were put forward in 1998, the first by a
collaboration of Daniel Loss and David P. DiVincenzo[17] and the second by Bruce

Kane[13].



The Loss-DiVincenzo proposal was formulated to make use of quantum dots as
the functional qubits. Quantum dots are formed by subjecting a 2-Dimensional Elec-
tron Gas (2DEG) to electric fields, forming depletion zones which act to confine the
electrons. Gates are then used to select the number of electrons allowed into each
quantum dot, any odd number of electrons would form an uneven spin state. Ideally
each quantum dot would contain one electron, forming a spin 1/2 system, a perfect
implementation for the qubit.

The Kane architecture [13], based on similar foundation as that presented within
the following work, relies on a donors’ nuclear spin state physically situated within a
silicon substrate to provide a realization of the qubit. Silicon offers an ideal substrate

as it is used extensively in modern chip fabrication.

1.3 Quantum Bits (Qubits)

Quantum computing maintains the two state bit system of classical computing, pre-
sented however in a slightly novel way. The finite means by which one defines classi-
cal bits does not exist in the quantum world as superposition is one of the dominant
features of quantum computation. The qubit state must be defined in terms of a

superposition of states subject to normalization constraints:
U >= |0 > +8]1 > . (1.7)

Mathematically the state is a complex vector in the two-dimensional Hilbert space, the
states |0 > and |1 > form an orthogonal basis within this space. Upon measurement
the system is forced into the state |0 > or |1 > where the probability of measurement
is, respectively, |a|?> and |3]2. The foundation of quantum computing lies in the

manipulation of these probability amplitudes.



A more revealing representation of the qubit can be found by treating the state
vector in the Bloch sphere. Where the qubit is defined in three dimensions with a
length of 1, due to normalization, the two observable states are defined along the z

axis, think of a nuclear spin aligned with or against a global field, as shown below

18].

Figure 1.2: Qubit in Bloch Sphere

In this framework it is convenient to redefine the state-vector |¥ >, now given by
U >= cos(g)\o > —i—ewsz’n(%)]l > . (1.8)

This maintains the required normalization and offers a clear, semi-physical, view of
the qubit state. When measured the system jumps into either observable state with a
probability dependent on the projection of the vector |[¥ > to the z axis. At all other
times the qubit may take any orientation, which corresponds to any angle within the
Bloch sphere. This could lead one to think that the qubit could potentially hold an
infinite amount of information as there is a infinite number of possible orientations
for the state vector. Measurement, however, destroys this superposition and though
the state vector may take any position it may only be observed in two. A string

of N qubits would then provide N individual pieces of measurable information while



providing a Hilbert space of 2V dimensions.

1.4 Quantum Gates

The ability to perform selective rotations of the state-vectors within the Bloch sphere
would allow for optimization of the probability for measuring a specific outcome.
Selective rotations are the analogue of the gates familiar in classical computing as
they provide a means by which manipulation of quantum information is possible.
Single qubit rotations along with the two qubit control-NOT gate allow for truly
universal computation. Any viable quantum computing architecture must posses the
ability to perform these state evolutions.

The gates provide a means by which a state may be evolved to ensure that the re-
quired result of measurement will have the highest probability of occurrence. Though
the final measurement only depends on which of the two possibilities is most likely
all intermediate steps play a crucial role in determining the outcome. In this way
quantum computing is essentially analogue in that it relies on a continuum of posi-
tions which must be exactly evolved to produce the desired outcome. The process
of evolution in the quantum system demands unitary evolution operators to preserve
the correct normalization and reversibility. One example of such a unitary operator,
an interaction common to all proposals presented within this text, is the spin-spin

exchange interaction.

1.4.1 Introduction to Exchange Interactions

The theoretical roots of the exchange interaction rest in symmetry arguments centred
on type of particle under examination. The qubits, herein discussed, are fermions and

fermion particles are described by completely anti-symmetric wavefunctions. This is



10

due to the fact that no two fermion particles can occupy the same quantum state,
otherwise known as the Pauli exclusion principle. Therefore when two fermions inter-
act their overall wave-function must change sign during simultaneous exchange of the
the orbital and spin wave-functions. To better see how this results in the exchange
interaction one must begin with the Schrodinger equation for an electron pair under

the Coulomb potential,

2

—h
HU = (%(vf + V2) 4+ V(ry, )V = EV. (1.9)

Where V is the momentum operator, r; and r, are to position of electron 1 and 2
respectively. The spin components of the two-electron wavefunction ¥ can be de-
composed into any of | 11>, \%(\ > = >, \/LEO 4> +| J1>) and | {4>. In the
presence of an applied magnetic field, in the z-direction, the electron spin will align
with or against the applied field, the spin states will have definite total spin, .S, and

spin in the z-direction, S,, shown here.

State S
> —[1>) 0| 0
| > 1)1
HUMN>+H =) | 1| 0
| 1> L|-1

Table 1.1: Two electron spin states

Again the Pauli exclusion principle dictates that the overall wavefunction must
change sign under simultaneous exchange of spin and space co-ordinates. As the

singlet spin state, \/L§(| 4> —| }1>), is antisymmetric under spin swap. It must be
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paired thus with the symmetric spatial wavefunction. The opposite is true for the
triplet spin states, | 11>, \/L§(| > +| 1>), | 4>, which are symmetric under spin
exchange and require a spatial dependence that is anti-symmetric. There is therefore
a strict correlation between the spatial wave-function and the spin states.

What determines the physical orientation of the spins is the ground state energy,
that is which energy state Fgingier OF Fipiper 1s lowest. The Heitler-London approach
relies of the difference between the two possible energies, Fgingict - Eiripiet, to categorize

the ”Exchange Interaction” between two spins[3]:

< U |H|U, > < U, | H|W, >

Je:pc - Es — b=
! < U U, > < Wy |0y >

(1.10)

Werner Heisenberg established a convenient Hamiltonian for expressing the tendency
of the spins states, for a two electron system, to align in preference to a singlet
or triplet orientation. He was able to characterize the interaction in terms of the
singlet-triplet energy splitting [3].

To begin it is important to note that the spin operator for the system can be

expressed as

Each individual spin operator will satisfy S7,|¥ >= 3(3 4+ 1)|¥ >= 3|¥ > because

the eigenvalue of the spin operator is S(S + 1). This then gives
2 3

Note that the operator Sy - Ss has an eigenvalue of %3 in the singlet case and %1 in the

triplet.
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Consequently the Hamiltonian for the two spin system is given by
1
He:pc = Z(ES + 3Et> — (Es — Et)Sl . SQ. (113)

Redefining the zero energy mark, therefore omitting the ;(E; + 3E;) term gives the

final form of the Heisenberg Hamiltonian:
H€$C = _(ES - Et)Sl : 52 = _Jeaccsl ' 82- (114)

Through this Heisenberg has established the framework under which all the propos-
als introduced in the thesis operate. Whether the qubits be donor nuclear spins,
donor electron spins or a single electron in a quantum dot the basis of their mutual

interaction is one form of exchange interaction.

1.4.2 Single Qubit Gates

The ability to manipulate individual spin-states, or qubits, is a fundamental require-
ment of quantum computing. Single qubit flip gates represent an analogue to the
classical NOT gates. Beyond that, specific rotations about set axes are vital to the
creation of the universal CNOT gate. Here is presented a brief depiction of the how
the single qubit flip gate can be expressed in terms of a unitary matrix. Defining the

spin component wave-vector as

1 0
W>=al| |+8] |. (1.15)
0 1
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The swap operator may be expressed as

01
Swap = . (1.16)
10

The process of flipping the qubit orientation is shown here

0 1 01 1 0 1 0
U >= (o +61|)=58 + « : (1.17)

10 10 0 1 0 1
Single qubit gates in the architecture put forward here are produced through the
application of oscillating magnetic fields perpendicular to the nuclear spin orientation.
The resonance frequency of a donor’s nuclear spin state is tuned through the hyperfine
interaction. This allows individual addressing of the spins by changing the hyperfine
interaction. The derivation of the Nuclear Magnetic Resonance and Electron Spin
Resonance is provided in detail within appendix A.1. However, single qubit rotations

are not sufficient for universal quantum computation.

1.4.3 Two Qubit GGates

The analogue of the universal gates familiar to classical computing are formed through
single qubit rotations and two-qubit gates. The exchange interaction applied sequen-
tially with single qubit rotations can be shown capable of constructing the universal
control-NOT gate [18]. From above, a general exchange interaction may be expressed

as

Hea:c = _Jexcsl : SQ-

The exact form of J... pertinent to our proposal will be left now in favour of a full

derivation presented later, for now this simple definition is all that is required. The
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time evolution operator subject to the exchange interaction is then given by
¢ i JenctS1:S2 (1.18)

This can be simplified by the substitution:

- 1 [t
j-1 / Tonelt) dt. (1.19)
h to

The swap operation, exchanging one qubit’s orientation with its neighbour’s, is formed

when J = 7, demonstrated in appendix A.2:

Uswap = €515 = 7% : (1.20)

Note - The 4 x 4 matrix is written in the basis of |00 >,]|01 >, |10 >, |11 >, that is
each row and column is indexed by a state. Each gate will induce an extra phase
transition, here e~ that will cause the qubits to become out of phase with their

neighbours and must be counteracted.

The production of the universal control-NOT gate requires sequential steps of sin-
gle qubits rotations, entanglement and further rotations. The first step to creating the
control-NOT gate requires the formation of the square root of swap gate. Although

the swap gate is very useful to move qubits it, however, does not create the necessary
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entanglement resulting from the square root of swap gate, with J = 5

U‘/SWAP:e_igsl’&:—e_l% 0 e e 0 (1.21)
V2 0 e’ ¢'1 0

The next step is to construct the control-Z gate, which performs a rotation of the
qubits through 7 radians in the Bloch sphere. Two applications of the square-root of

swap gate and three single qubit rotations form the control-Z gate:

100 0
e ima Slo1 0 o0

Ucy = €7 51261552 Gl § — 1] . (1.22)
001 0
000 —1

Which may finally be employed in the formation of the control-NOT gate, constructed

through two single qubit rotations and the control-Z gate:

Ucnor = €i532yU026i5529 = ¢'n . (1.23)

This clearly demonstrates the constitution of the control-NOT gate for electron qubits
through the exchange interaction. The operations presented above lay the foundation
of quantum computation and any viable architecture must be able to produce all
the required operations forming the control-NOT gate. Measurement, on the other

hand, requires that the qubits be sampled individually so that the measurement of
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one qubits’ state cannot affect the state of its neighbour. Quantum computation
then requires an architecture that allows for entanglement and measurement to run

concurrently. Here is provided the circuit diagrams for the preceding gate operations:

T T 1

Control - NOT Swap Control - Z

Figure 1.3: Gate Operations

As introduced above the role of the qubit in the architecture presented within
this thesis is played by the nuclear spin. The theory of complete qubit control with
an applied electric current must demonstrate an ability to readout qubit states and

produce a two qubit exchange interaction to perform operation.

1.5 The DiVincenzo Requirements for Quantum
Computation[17]

Over the course of the introductory remarks certain criteria, whether they be technical
or theoretical, have been established. To be considered a viable means of perform-
ing quantum computation the theory presented herein must be able to met all the
requirement of computation.

1) A quantum computer must have well defined qubits.

The system which forms the foundation of any quantum computing architecture
must be easily distinguishable. This requires that there be two finite states which
upon measurement the system is forced into. The states should be as easy to differ-
entiate from one another as possible to allow simple measurement.

2) Qubits must be stable enough to allow multiple operations.

Computation and measurement takes time, no matter how well defined a system
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may be, so qubit coherence is a major concern of design. Developing elegant algo-
rithms for computation can help reduce the number of steps to produce a required
result but regardless many thousand operations are sometimes required. The longer
the coherence the better the machine in any case. The coherence of a qubit is com-
monly defined in terms of a ”quality factor” that is a measure of the relative stability
of a qubit in terms of operational speed. Explicitly the quality factor is defined as the
operations allowed on an individual qubit while it remains coherent. The lower limit
set by most quantum computing algorithms requires approximately 103 operations to
be performed during the period of qubit coherence [18].

3) Any quantum computer must have the ability to be set into any
state of choice.

Possibly the most important attribute required for successful computation is an
ability to initialize a set of qubits. Without definite knowledge of the initial state
there would be no means of correctly producing a desired result. This is due to the
fact that quantum computation functions by taking a known state and evolving it
according to a predetermined set of unitary operations. The result being to evolve the
system such that the desired outcome is the most probable measurement. Without
clear knowledge of the initial conditions the rest of the problem is undefined.

4) Qubits must be measurable to obtain the desired information.

Determining the outcome of operation is crucial, clearly, but remains one of the
most difficult requirements to meet due to the small scale of quantum computation.
There are proposals for sampling individual spin states based on single electron con-
ductance, spin dependent scattering and single electron transistors (SET’s) but none
have demonstrated real scalability. Beyond simply being able to perform measure-
ment, precise control over the time and length of measurement is paramount. This

is due to the nature of quantum mechanics, namely that measurement destroys the
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superposition of states. If the timing and length of measurement are not exact the
required information will simply be lost.

5) A set of universal gates must be operational, that is have a functional
form within the computer.

The key constituents which form the universal control-NOT gate are the ability to
perform single qubit rotations about all axes and two qubit operations. Mechanisms,
therefore, must exist to achieve these requirements. Two-qubit operations are the
only means of producing entanglement and as such form the basis of computation.

These are requirements of any developed architecture to be considered a viable
quantum computing model. Conduction electrons, to establish a true universal means
of quantum control, must demonstrate an ability to met these requirements. The

remainder of this thesis will serve to directly address these concerns.
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Chapter 2

The effect of a Current on Qubit

Coherence

2.1 The Effect of Conduction Electrons on the Donor
Electron Spin

The scattering of conduction electrons off of donor impurities, in the limit of few
impurities, can be reduced to the scattering effect of a single donor. The form of the
potential is that of a direct exchange interaction that exists between the conduction
and localized (donor) electron spins. This interaction induces spin transitions in the
donor electron spin state. As the scattering event must preserve total spin the only
spin transitions available are spin flip-flops. The rate of overall spin transition is given
by (I'y +T'y), where (I'y) is the transition rate of a donor’s spin up electron to a spin
down electron state and (I'y) is the converse.

A result from the requirement of overall spin conservation is that conduction

electron spin transitions may only occur if they are paired with a donor electron
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transition. The exchange scattering Hamiltonian is given by [12]

Hee =) JegSi+ See. (2.1)
Kk’

Where i is the donor label, k the conduction electron momentum pre-scattering, k’

post scattering, and
Si : Sce - Sze‘s’zi + SzeSJ:i + SyeSyi - Szeszi + Se+Si— + Se—Si+~ (22)

Which may be rewritten replacing the conduction electron transitions with the corre-
sponding creation and annihilation operators. In this model the interacting potential

is then explicitly given by

Hee = Jegs ) (S-chpcry + Siclycnr + S(chyer + chyen)): (2.3)

kK
Where ¢ and ¢, are the creation and annihilation operators, respectively, for a
conduction electron with momentum k and spin o =), {|. Sy = S; £S5, are spin
raising and lowering operators for the donor electron with J.¢; being the exchange

strength. Each transition rate may be determined by using Fermi’s Golden Rule,

2m .
Dy = 552 T2l < fIS-clenli > [Po(e — ). (24)

kK

The initial state is given by |i >= |F'S > | 4> with energy ¢; = # + Frs where B

is the applied field and |F'S > is the eigenstate for the Fermi sea. The final state is
ek’ 1 B

given as |f >= |FS+ > | > with energy ey = —9£= + Epg + € — €. Here
hk |

ext is the energy of the conduction electron with momentum k, same for €4 but for

a hole. The full derivation of (I'y) is presented within appendix A.4, only the final
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result is important here and is given by

2m
Fﬂ = E‘Jeff|2y2ge,ueB<1+fBose(ge,UeB)>- (25)
Here v is the density of states per unit energy given as %, where m* is the electron’s

effective mass and L? is the area of the 2DEG. It is interesting to note the dependence

on the Bose distribution, where fg,. = Wl o The transition of a spin down donor
BT

electron to a spin up requires the production of an electron-hole pair in the Fermi
sea, see appendix A.4 for further details. The electron-hole pair apparently behaves
as though they form one Bosonic particle. The transition rate therefore depends on
the population of electron-hole pairs within the Fermi sea.

Likewise the transition rate I'y for a spin down donor electron to flip to a spin up

is found in the same manner, only with B — — B, giving

2T
Iy = E‘JeffVPge,UerBose(ge,ueB>- (2.6)

The addition of these two results gives the overall transition rate as

1 2
— = (Ty +Ty) = = Jegsv|*gepse Beoth(

gepte B
).

2.
2kpT (2.7)

This indicates that the choice of a nuclear spin qubit may have been ideal as con-
duction electrons would destroy any coherence in an electron spin qubit. It is not
clear from this result what effect the donor’s electron spin transitions will have on
the nuclear spin state.

The effective exchange strength J.;; can be obtained after summing all orders of

perturbation theory. The result is a universal expression that depends only on the
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Kondo temperature Tg [10] [12]:

4 T
[ Jegsvl* = (7% + Zlin(——)I) . (2.8)

3 Tk
The physical description of Kondo theory is that of exchange screening. The con-
duction electrons tend to orient themselves to screen out the spin of the donor atom.
The transition rate will vary greatly depending on the regime in which it is operating.

For a donor is silicon[7]:

1 _ 1
kgTy = \/<€d +U — EF)(EF — ﬁsb)(t]effl/)e Jeffv g \/23J€ffV€ Jeffv (29)

Where ¢, is the energy associated with the internal energy of the donor, minus the
valence electron , €y is the sub-band energy, U is the mutual coulomb repulsion
between the donors, the energy required to bring the donor into close proximity. €p is
the Fermi energy, v = 7;;—2%, kr the Fermi wave-vector and r the separation between

the donors. The thermal length scale of a conduction electron is given by

h
lr =vp——mr, 2.10
T =Vr kT ( )
where the conduction electron velocity is given by vp = %

Eq. (2.7) describes the spin transition rate for the donor electron when 7' > Tk.
When T < Tk, the donor spin will undergo non-exponential decay with time scale
EeTx that is the time scale for the formation of the Kondo singlet [2]. This result
comes from adding all orders of perturbation theory using Wilson’s renormalization
method [12]. The conduction electrons form a screening ”bubble” | called a Kondo

singlet, surrounding the donor impurity:
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Figure 2.1: Kondo Screening

This effect adds a decay to the electron spin polarization with a rate of (I'y+1"y) ~
%. When T > Tx and 2KgT > B, the hyperbolic cotangent in Eq. (2.7) may be
expanded to get

2
(Pﬁ —|— Fu) = f|JeffV|2(2kBT>' (211)

When 2K5T << gejte B the hyperbolic cotangent term in Eq. (2.7) tends to unity

and the transition rate is given by
2m 2
(T +Ty) = —JegsvI gepe B. (2.12)

The summed result being a description of the donor electron spin transitions as an

outcome of interaction with a conduction electron sea.

2.2 Nuclear Spin Qubit Coherence

So now that it is clear from the preceding section that conduction electrons will induce
spin transitions in the donor’s electron spin state it time to determine what effect this

will have on the donor’s nuclear spin state. To examine this issue we must first identify
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what connection there is between the donor’s electron and nuclear spin states. The
exploration of this issue begins with the Hamiltonian defining the interaction between

the donors’ electron and nuclear spins with the applied field:

—

H=gu.B S—guB-T+AS-T. (2.13)

Where g. and g, are the g-factors for the electron and nuclear spins respectively.
te and p, are the magnetic moments of the electron and nuclear spins and B the
applied magnetic field. The electron and nuclear spins, with spin matrices S and I
respectively, are connected through the hyperfine interaction with strength A. Adding
the effects of the conduction electrons the interaction Hamiltonian takes the following

form

H = ge/;eB : §_ gn/;nB : f"’ Ag f+ Henvironment- (214)

Where the H.,,pironment t€rm contains the interaction between the conduction electrons

and the donor. The spin matrices Sand I’ may be expressed in terms of Pauli matrices:

S =4, (2.15)

N | —

[=-7 (2.16)

N | —

With these substitutions in mind the ground state Hamiltonian, Eq. (2.13), may be
rewritten with B, = g.u.B and B, = g, ., B as
B, -7+

Hy=-B, & —

NI

1 1
5 5 G- 7. (2.17)

When T > Tk the electron spin polarization does decay exponentially towards its

thermal equilibrium. The dominant effect of the conduction electrons is the produc-
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tion of spin transitions. Therefore the effect of the conduction electron sea may be
traced out in favour of decay terms dependent on (I'y +1I'y) and (I'y —I'y). The time
evolution of the density matrix is then given by [20]

1
4

dp

I = (Fﬂ - Fu>0'3. (218)

. JE| . . . .
—i[Hy, p] + Z(Fﬂ +I'y)(o1p01 + 02p02 + 03p035 — 3p)
Where the density matrix for electron and nuclear spin can be written as

1
pt) =Mt Y (o @). (2.19)
(4,4)#(0,0)

n;; represents a fifteen dimensional generalized Bloch vector. It is convenient to not
only speak in terms of the spin states but also the magnetization that results from

the expectation value of the electron and nuclear spin states, defined as

o
2<8>=Ms = ny (2.20)

7130

.

To1

2<I>=Mr=qnp (2.21)

Mo3

\

Noo = 0o = To = Lozo (2.22)

Mg and M are the electronic and nuclear spin magnetization respectively. The full
derivation of the electron and nuclear spin dynamics is provided in appendix A.4.

The results which are important to the current discussion are presented here. The
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electron spin dynamics are found to be governed by
<S>=(Box<S>)—A<SxT>-T4+0) <S>y -T2 (2.23)
While the nuclear spin evolves according to

<I>=—(Byx<I>+A<SxI>. (2.24)

And evolution of their joint dot product is given by

I

< 81 >=B.2x < 81> +B, < 5T > x2+z(§—f)-e—(1“ﬁ+1“u) < ST'>. (2.25)

Here < ST > is the outer product of the donor electron and nuclear spin states, € is
the Levi-Civita tensor, defined as €,,., and 2 is the direction of the globally applied
magnetic field.

Solving these equations for the time evolution of the spin states allows the iden-
tification of their respective decay rates. The coherence of the electron and nuclear
spins is defined by two decay rates. The first Tll is the rate of decay for the spin
orientation aligned with or against the global magnetic field field. The second %2 is
the rate of perpendicular magnetization (or phase) decay. Each decay rate will have
two varieties: one for the donor electron spin and another for the donor nuclear spin.

As expected from Section 2.1 the decay of the donor electron spin will be dom-
inated by the —(I'y + I'y) < S > term found in Eq. (2.23). This also happens to
be true for the perpendicular components of the electron spin, demonstrated after

transforming to a rotating reference frame. Therefore %e and % are given by
1 2

1 1
— = —= (I I'y). 2.26
T T T (T4 +Ty) (2.26)
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Within the current discussion, as these equation are all inter-connected, the impor-
tance of these transition rates is limited to their effect on the donor’s nuclear spin
state. The dynamics of the nuclear magnetization must be solved by transforming to
a rotating reference frame and substituting the results for the electron spin dynamics,
the details of which are presented in appendix A.4. The results of this examination
are presented here.

The time dependence of the parallel components of the nuclear spin magnetization

is given by
—4 A +Ty) —t
Mlll(t) = (MIH(O) — pe)e ((Fﬂ+ru)2+(Be+Bn)2+AT) +pe (227)
With
Iy —T'y)
Pe = 77—V - (2.28)
Ty +Ty)

The consequence of which clearly shows the parallel nuclear spin magnetization decays

A ATy +Ty) —. S0 after some simplification TL{L is given by

according to % -
(Cp+Ty)2+(Be+Bn)2+ %5

I (Ty + 1) . (2.29)
v 14+ 2((%5@))2 +2(%’)2

Where B’ = B, + B,,.
The time dependence of the perpendicular components of the nuclear spin mag-

netization is given by

, %(Vi(t =0) -5 (t=0)) - %ﬁ _((FﬂJrFiL)er/(Fﬂ+Fi})2,A2_)t
_ 2
i Ty +Ty) ‘

(Tp+Ty)—4/ (Fﬂ-‘rru)z—AQ
+ e 2 )t (2.30)
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The examination of which clearly shows a decay proportionally to

(Tq +Ty) + /(T +Ty)? — A2

( 2 ); (2.31)
and
r I'y) — /(T ry)?— A2
(( t+1y) \/(2 t+7Ty) ) (2.32)
When (I'y +T'y) >> A then
AVi(t=0)— S (t=0)— 14
R o 2o g, (2.33)

Ty +1y)

The first term will then play a significantly smaller role than the second and its effect,
therefore, will be negligible. The decay of the perpendicular magnetization may then

be characterized exclusively by this second term:

i:((rﬂﬂLFu)—\/(FﬂﬂLFW—Az)
Ty 2 '

(2.34)

When (I') +1') << A the square-root in both terms will become complex. A complex
component results in coherent oscillations so it will have no effect on the decay rate

and both terms will decay according to

1 ry+T
1 @Tp+Ty) (2.35)
T 2
There also exists a direct interaction between the conduction electron sea and the
nuclear spin qubit known as the Korringa mechanism of nuclear spin relaxation. This
interaction tends to orient the nuclear spin qubit into thermal equilibrium with the

conduction electron sea. However, this interaction is quite weak for a low density of

conduction electrons, and we can show that it will take a few minutes to flip the donor
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nuclear spin. We calculated the Korringa rate for the phosphorus donor in the silicon
transistor. We obtained (1/77")koringa < 1073s7! for R/20 > 2 at low temperature
(T < 10 K). Hence, at times shorter than a few minutes we may neglect this direct

interaction between the donor and the electron gas.

2.3 Decay Times by Regime

In the limit where B > A >> (I'y +1"y) the decay time for the parallel component of

the nuclear spin is given by

7 = O+ TOCZ)), (2.36)

Where the nuclear spin relaxation is predominately independent from the electron
relaxation. The decay of the nuclear spin in the case when A >> (I'y + ")) again is
given by

L I +Ty)

— _LrTiy) 2.
Ty 2 (2:37)

This indicates that in the limit of A >> (I'y+1I"), that is when the hyperfine coupling
is far stronger than the electron transition the donor nuclear spin relaxation, Ti;,
effectively follows the electron spin relaxation.
When (I'y+1"y), B >> A the parallel component of the nuclear spin magnetization
relaxation is
1 A?

= 2.38
7 2Ty +Ty) (2.38)

(me)—m)
2

tends to zero. To find the real solution the (y/(I'y +I'y)? — A2) term must be ex-

For the perpendicular magnetization dependence the term (
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panded giving

\/(Fﬂ—FFu)Q—AZ:(Fﬂ—FFU)(l—F%(Fﬁf—FW—F...). (239)

Keeping terms up to ﬁ allows the determination of the perpendicular magne-

tization decay time for the nuclear spin sates given by

1 1 A?
Iy (Z(FWFW))' (240

Where in both cases the nuclear spin state has a decay dependence inversely pro-
portional to the electron spin transition rate. This signals a transition to a regime
where the donor nuclear spin no longer follows the electron spin relaxation, a regime
of motional narrowing. These expressions set the limits of read-out, initialization
and operation within this quantum computing architecture. Whether they constitute
working limits or preclude conduction electrons as an option for quantum control has
yet to be established. Moving forward these coherence limits will play a crucial role
and it will be helpful to stop now and give some true physical examples of these decay

rates.

2.4 Sample Decay Calculation for the Donor Elec-
tron Spin

The physical parameters that most truly represent a phosphorus nuclear spin qubit

in a silicon substrate with an applied magnetic field are given by:
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kp - Boltzmann Constant 1.38062 x 10~ ergK—1

T - Temperature 0.1 -5K

tte - Magnetic Moment (Electron) | 9.2848 x 10~ 2lergG—!

ge - g-factor (Electron) 2.002

B - Applied magnetic field 1 x 10*G

A - Hyperfine coupling 120 MHz

1erg 6.24150974 x 101! eV
h 4.13567 x 10%%eV - S

Table 2.1: Physical Parameters for Coherence Calculations

To start it is important to determine an approximate value for Jesfv in order
to solve for the electron and nuclear spin decay times. The temperature dependent
conduction electron spin-flip scattering rate, within the Suhl-Nagaoka approximation,
is given by [10]:

1 w2S(S +1)
 2mhw w2S(S 4 1) + (In(F-))?

= (T +T)ee (2.41)

ce
Tl

Where again S is the spin operator, here assuming S = %, T is the temperature in
Kelvin and Tk is the Kondo temperature. This then provides a means of relating the
Jefs to the Kondo temperature through the decay rate for the donor electron. When
2kpT > gepte B then (I'y +T'y) for the conduction electrons, found like (I'y 4+ I'y) for

the donor electron by performing Fermi’s Golden Rule, becomes

2m
(T +T4)ee = | egsvl” (2.42)
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Assuming (I'y +T'y) = (I'y + 'y)ce gives

1 4 T
| JepvfP = (= + —(ln(—T
k

5 +3 NH (2.43)

Note that (I'y +1I'y).e is maximum when it approaches the resonant frequency of the
donor electron, this occurs when 7'~ 107k. Assuming (I'y +T'y) = (I'y + T'y)ee = B

in the limit of B >> A the spin relaxation for the donor electron is given by

1

2m Gelte B
— = | J.tv|?gepie Beoth ) 2.44
75 = g Mers e Beoth () (244
Which may be simplified in the limit of guB >> 2kgT where %e becomes
1 2
— = L vPgepeB. 2.45
T h | Jes V" gent (2.45)

In the regime of maximum (I'y + I'y) the decay time of the electron spin is given by

TY =~ 0.04ns (2.46)

2.5 Sample Decay Calculation for the Donor Nu-
clear Spin

17" is the characteristic decay time to parallel spin polarization of the donor nucleus.
In the limit of (I'y +T'y) = B >> A
1 A?

T 4%|J€fful296ueBcoth(%€B&?)
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Which again in the regime of maximum (I'y 4+I'y) and when guB >> 2kgT the decay
of the nuclear spin is

T =~ 1us (2.48)

This represents a regime where the conduction electrons have a large effect on the
donor nuclear spin state. This may offer a means of fast initialization as 77" represents
the characteristic decay time for the donor to reach thermal equilibrium, the ground

state.
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Chapter 3

Qubit Readout and Initialization

3.1 Qubit Readout through Electrically Detected

Magnetic Resonance (EDMR)

Any computer system cannot function without an ability to readout the results of an
operation. Quantum computing is no different as there must be some means of reading
out the information stored within the qubits. As introduced above this work relies
on nuclear spins to serve as the functional qubits. As we now show it is theoretically
possible to measure individual nuclear spin states in semiconductors provided the
electron spin resonance can be detected. Conventional magnetic resonance detection
requires the presence of at least 10'? spins [25]. In order to detect one spin, we
must use a much more sensitive method. Electrically detected magnetic resonance
(EDMR) [26] [27] consists in running a current on top of the donor impurity. The

current resulting from the donor’s presence is spin-dependent according to[7]

I = 1y(1 4 apeep;)- (3.1)
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Where p,. is the polarization of the conduction electrons and p; the polarization of
the donor electron. The donor electron polarization can be manipulated through
the application of a perpendicular oscillating magnetic field, of frequency €2, , at
resonance, creating an equally populated spin state. The result is p; drops effectively
to zero. This then drops the device current by ap..p;.

The resonant frequency of a donor electron is intrinsically connected to the donor’s
nuclear spin state through the hyperfine interaction. Therefore current measurements
as a function of applied magnetic field offer a means of identifying a donors electron
resonant frequency and through association the nuclear spin state [21]. The overall

interaction of an individual donor with a globally applied magnetic field is given by

H=g.B-S—gumB-T+AS-T. (3.2)

Where g. and g, are the gryomagnetic ratios for the electron and nuclear spins,
respectively, and pu. and p, their Bohr magnetons. The orientation of the donors

nuclear spin changes the resonant frequency. When the nuclear spin is aligned with

_A

the applied field the resonant frequency is w, =~ % when aligned against
A

Ww_ & (geue—?"’). This is shown in Fig. 3.1 below, where the two resonant frequencies

are separated by the hyperfine constant A.
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(a) Donor nuclear spin up (b) Donor nuclear spin down

N

Figure 3.1: Donor nuclear spin readout using Electrically Detected Magnetic Reso-
nance [21]

However, it is not clear that this read-out scheme is possible. EDMR read-out of
nuclear spin states can only be achieved if the time to detect EDMR is less than 77",
the nuclear spin flip rate, and longer than 77, the time required for the nuclear spin

wave function to collapse into one of the outcome states.

3.2 Operating Regime of EDMR

In Chapter 2 conduction electrons were shown to induce spin transitions in the donor
electron spin states, the rate of transition was given as (I'y +I'y). The question where
EDMR is concerned is what effect the electron spin flips will have on the nuclear spin
states. In other words we need to determine if the donor nuclear spin is coherent long

enough to allow measurement. In the limit of (I'y +I'y) << A we found

1 My +Ty)
T 2B o
1 (T +Ty)
7= % (3.4)

Where B’ = B, + B,,.
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As introduced above EDMR, functions by irradiating a donor with a oscillating
magnetic field perpendicular to the globally applied magnetic field. When the oscil-
lating field comes into resonance with the donor electronic spin state a decrease in
current, Algpyrr, will be observed. This will only occur if the donor spin polarization
is saturated to zero, p; — 0. The condition for this to happen is that Q; > (I'y +1'y).
If this was not the case than the effect of the resonant field will be masked by the
transitions induced by the conduction electrons. As shown in [7], EDMR is optimized
when Q; = (I'y +I'y). As a side note, it is also crucial that A > T%” = 2, that is,

that the separation between the two EDMR peaks, A, be greater that the electron

L

spin line-width, =.
1

In terms of the Kondo temperature the optimum resonance condition .., =

(I'y + T'y) occurs when

T B
In(=—)=4/2m : 3.5
(TK) 0B, (3.5)
Here the donor spin polarization p; = % = tanh(%ﬁ;—f) and the conduction
ge#eB

electron polarization is p. = (where ep is the Fermi energy and ey, the

(":F_Esb)
subband energy). This regime requires low Kondo temperature and from here on is
referred to as the "weak” coupling regime. Here is presented the band diagrams for

the donor (¢) and conduction electron (1)) wavefunctions:
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Figure 3.2: Band Diagram for Donor and Conduction Electron Wavefunctions

In order for this to be possible (I'y +1I";) must be significantly lower than B, which
only occurs when the donor is separated from the 2DEG by a large distance, resulting
is a low transition rate. When B = 17" and B, = 0.37 the weak coupling regime
requires ln(%) ~ 500. We recall that the minimum EDMR read-out time is given

by T3, because the nuclear spin must collapse into one of the outcome states for the

_
read-out to occur. As a result, the maximum read-out contrast is given by LT
With (I'y +T'y) = Q) << A
Q) (5)? B
R TR R (30
1 1
Hence when B >> A the maximum contrast is given by
Tn
e = e a1, (3.7)

In reality, we expect that the time it takes to detect the EDMR of a single donor,

tgpmr, Will be much larger than 73'. The longest allowable time for readout is set
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by 17, armed with this limit it is possible to define a minimum sensitivity criterion
for EDMR. The sensitivity of EDMR is critically dependent on change in current
caused by one donor moving from being in resonance to off, Algpygr. An important
concern is the shot noise associated with running a current over a donor. Due to
the discreteness of the electron charge, a current can not have a fixed value; rather
it will have a range of values subject to a Poisson distribution. The noise associated
with this spread in current values is called the shot noise and Algpyr can only be
measured if it is greater than this shot noise, Al . The shot noise represents the
minimum possible noise associated with EDMR. This noise could be reduced if the
measurement time was of the order of a few minutes but the qubit decoherence forbids
that[16]. The minimum contrast of the shot noise with the applied current is given
by
AT 1

(T)shot = m- (3.8)

Where N(tgpar) is the number of electrons that pass through the device and in the
lower sensitivity limit of tgpyr = 17" we get

ITr

N(tgpmr) = c

(3.9)

Where e is the charge of an electron and I is the device current. Using Eqgs. (3.5) and

(3.12) we get the the sensitivity criterion for nuclear spin read-out:

(%)EDMR >4/ eg—;(g) (3.10)

For I =1pA, B =0.3G and B = 171"

Al
<T)EDMR >3 x 107 (3.11)
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This result demonstrates that so long as an EDMR device can measure current drops
larger than (3 x 107%)T A the nuclear spin coherence is long enough to allow mea-
surement. This lower bound was derived under the assumption that the shot noise
dominates over other noise sources. Because I and 77" are somewhat low, the shot
noise is quite large, and is expected to dominate in many devices. However, when
other sources of noise are important, we must add them to the right hand side of Eq.
(3.14). In any case, we emphasize that the shot noise bound given by Eq. (3.14) is

unsurmountable and therefore represents a true physical limit.

3.3 Qubit Initialization

The results for 77", the decay time of the parallel magnetization, suggests a novel
approach to the process of qubit initialization. The spin transition rate will be max-
imum if (I'y + ['y) can be tuned to be approximately equal to the energy splitting
between the spin up and spin down electron ~ B’. This provides a means of optimiz-
ing 17" in order to do a fast transfer of electron spin polarization p; into the nuclear
spin polarization, so that p, = p; will be much higher than its thermal equilibrium
value. This is a convenient means of quantum control whereby the spin transfer of
the conduction electron sea is capable of aligning all nuclear spins in their ground
state, aligned with the applied field.

From Eq. (3.5), the minimum 77" requires the condition (I'y +1'y) ~ g.uB/h . In

terms of the Kondo temperature this can be achieved when

T [ 27

or when 7'~ 10Tk requiring p; = 1. This is labelled the "strong” coupling regime as

it requires a small donor-2DEG separation to optimize the transition rate ensuring
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(I'y +T'y) = B’. In this strong coupling regime 77" is given by

1 A?

Tr 4D

(3.13)

For a phosphorus donor in silicon, A = 120M Hz and B’ = 28GHz when B = 1T,
leading to qubit initialization times, 77", of the order of 1s. When compared to the

1 ms times usually associated with NMR this represents a considerable improvement.

3.4 Tuning between Readout and Initialization

The idea is to electrically tune the system between the weak coupling regime re-
quired for EDMR and the strong coupling regime for initialization. This is possible
because the Kondo temperature is dependent upon the overlap between the conduc-
tion electron sea and the donor’s electronic wavefunction, an overlap that is subject
to manipulation through electric fields. It is possible to draw the the electrons in
the 2DEG closer to the edge thereby increasing the electron donor separation and
the Kondo temperature. One could conversely widen the 2DEG with electric leads
situated above the donors.

Here is presented a plot of the Kondo temperature as a function of donor depth:
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Figure 3.3: Kondo Temperature as a Function of Electron Depth

This figure demonstrates how a donor impurity implanted in a silicon accumulation
field effect transistor (inset) can be tuned into and out of the Kondo regime using a
top gate voltage. 2y here represents the thickness of the 2DEG and R the depth of the
donor. The 2DEG width is controllable from zy = 30 — 100A. A donor can then be
tuned from the strong coupling regime, where % = 3, to the weak coupling regime,

R

where W = O The outcome is an all electric integrated readout and initialization

design with conduction electrons.
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Chapter 4

The RKKY Quantum Gate

Having established the use of conduction electrons to read-out and initialize nuclear
spin qubits the hope is now that conductions electrons may be shown to facilitate the
coupling operation. An interaction between localized spins mediated through conduc-
tion electrons was first described by Ruderman, Kittel, Katsuya and Yoshida and the
interaction bears their name, often abbreviated as the RKKY interaction. This form
of interaction is possible because the scattering of conduction electrons is spin de-
pendent. When a conduction electron scatters off the first donor its outgoing state is
intrinsically connected to the electronic spin state of the first donor. This conduction
electron then scatters off of the second donor, in another spin dependent scattering
process. By this manner the information contained within the first scattering event
plays a crucial role in the outcome of the second. The result is an interaction between

the electron spin states of the two donors.

4.1 The RKKY Interaction

A simple introduction to how the RKKY interaction functions is to treat the scattering

of a conduction electron off two donors in second order perturbation theory. This will
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serve to give the basic ideas that underlie this interaction. As introduced in Chapters
2 and 3 there exists a direct exchange interaction when a conduction electron and a
donor’s valence electron interact. The scattering of the conduction electron conserves
the overall spin of the two electron system. The two scattering events that may occur
between a donor and a conduction electron either preserve their original spin states or
induce a spin flip-flop (or spin-exchange) An example then of an operation performed
by the RKKY interaction would be to perform a spin flip-flop operation on two donor
electrons.

The interaction Hamiltonian is defined as the sum of the ground state plus in-

teraction terms in perturbation theory H = Hy + V where V. = H! + H? . The

exc exc’
first order term gives rise to exchange scattering and the second order term results in

the RKKY Interaction which is of interest here[14]. The transmission matrix, in the

Born approximation, may be expressed as

1 1 1
T=V4+V——"—V+V %4 V+.... 4.1
+ E—HO—I—’LE + E—HO—I—’iE, E—H0+Z€ + ( )

The RKKY interaction, in this approximation, is then given by

1
Hybey =< FGIH),\,————H? |FG > . 4.2
RKKY | emcE _ HO + ie ezc| ( )
The ground state wavefunction is taken as
|FG >= Hk<kFCZ_|0 >, (43)

where kg is the Fermi wave vector and ¢ the creation operator for a donor elec-

tron with momentum k. The exchange interaction between a conduction and donor
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electron is given by

1 . N
H = =3 =) TS - See (4.4)

Kk
The labels k through k”” in the following work refer to donor electron momentum (all
< kp), the e’ label refers to the conduction electrons and the i’ label refers to donor
i. Here J. is the exchange strength between the conduction electron and the donor.

Again note:
Si : Sce - SzeSzi + Sxesazi + SyeSyi - SzeSzz' + Se+Si— + Se—Si+' (45)

Where S, acts to flip a spin down electron to a spin up for donor i, S;_ the converse.
In this framework the effect of the S, and S._ terms is to destroy, ¢, or create, ¢/,
a valence electron as the scattering process must conserve total spin. This is due to
the fact that in order to flip a conduction electron from say a spin down to spin up
a donor electron must flip from a spin up to a spin dow to preserve the overall spin.
It is exactly this requirement that during each scattering process the total spin must
be conserved that results in a electron spin interaction between the two donors.

It would be needlessly complicated to solve all terms simultaneously. Here the
contributing factors which result in a 57,55 operation between the two donors will
be examined. The remaining results being determined through comparison. Replac-
ing the conduction electron operators with their corresponding effects on the donor

electron gives:

ea:c Z el(k ¥ x‘]lgk’ S1+Cz’¢ckT)7 (46)
kk'
1 1" 1 c
H€21'C == 5 Z 6 (k k‘ )ka’Z’k’” (SQ_C;,/i/Ck/IT), (47)

k//k//l
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Substituting these scattering relations into Eg.(4.2) above gives:

1 o 1
e—e _ - i(k—k" )1 e +
Hyrgy = 1S FG] %e IJkila(SlJrcmckT)—E " H, +ic
Z iR —R ) k//k///(SQ_C;//J,Ck//T)|FG > +c.c. (48)
k//k///
Which may be simplified to:
H]%K?KY o Z Z R l (F=k) e Jkk“] R
kk./ k//k///
1
< FG|ck’J,CkTWCk”’¢Ck"T|FG > (Sl+52 ) + c.c. (49)

It is important to take note of the effect of the conduction electron operator on the

donor ground state:

N 1 N 6k:// /I\ 1 ek/l/ /]\

hk,\l/E_HO—i_ZE hk\l/
Creating an electron ”e” and hole "h” in the ground state wavefunction. The next
step is to evaluate the expectation value which gives:
ekll T ]_ ek/// T 5k// k///6k/ k
>_ ) )

<

S = MORTRE 4.11
hjk/\LE_HO—i_ZE hki E_H0+Z€, ( )

For the S7,55_ term, the donor-donor interaction which results from a second order

conduction electron scattering process is given by

1 o 1
Hiérey = 5 § il R ) g e (S1.55_) + c.c. (4.12)

/ e e e .,
o BWE B — By e

This shows clearly how two successive electron scattering events can result in a spin
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dependent donor-donor interaction. The full treatment of this scattering process in
presented in appendix A.5. We note that € is the relaxation rate for each conduction
electron; in our model this is zero, so the RKKY interaction will be evaluated in the
limit ¢ — > 0. The resulting donor-donor interaction including all terms is found to
be

Hyiey = Jriy (51 S2). (4.13)
Where Jp 5y is given by

e m * J2 k%L L* sin(2kpT)

REKY = TR 2 (2kpa)? (4.14)

Where L? is the area of the 2DEG (we note that L* will drop out of Eq. (4.14) since
J. x ﬁ), m™* the effective mass of the electron, kr the fermi wave-vector and kg the
valley minima. The calculation of the individual interaction strengths J. and J? is
presented in appendix A.7.

The RKKY expression, Eq. (4.14), is valid when the distance between donors
is less than the length scale associated to the thermal coherence of the electron,
lr = VFkBLT' When the distance between donors is larger than the thermal coher-
ence length of the conduction electrons the information obtained by the first donor
would be lost by the time the conduction electron reaches the second donor. Though
conduction electrons may establish an interaction between the donors this does not

ensure coherent coupling. In the next section we will address the question of whether

the RKKY interaction can couple two qubits without degrading their coherence.
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4.2  Quality Factor for J;,7 the Electron-Spin Quan-
tum Gate

In order to identify the applicability of the RKKY interaction in quantum computing
we will compute the quality factor for a quantum gate based on the RKKY interaction.
The quality factor for a quantum gate is given by the ratio of the decoherence time
to the gating time [18]. In other words it gives the number of operations that the
gate can execute before decoherence takes place. In this section, we calculate the
quality factor for a RKKY gate that couples electron spins; in the next section we
compute the quality factor for the RKKY nuclear spin quantum gate. For a donor
electron the period of coherence for the parallel magnetization is equal to period of

phase coherence, thats is 77 ~ Ty. When T' > Tk and 2kgT > B,

1 2r, 5, 4 T o5 4
— = — —|In(=— 2ksT). 4.15
7 = g () ks T) (115)

The quality factor for the RKKY interaction is given by

JRKKY

RKKY = lﬁ : (4.16)
Iy

So, neglecting the oscillatory term in Jri iy the quality factor may be given by

(7F6F|J)V;z|2
_ 2kpr)2mh
ey = . (4.17
FEEY (72 4 4lIn(7=)%) 1 (2k5T) )
Which after some simplification becomes
_ 1 ep 1 9 , 4 T le—e
ey = —————=(7°|J —(|Jvg|lln(=— = 4.18
iy = g pp @l i) = (9 (438)
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where [._, is the length scale for the coherence of the RKKY interaction, in this limit,

see Eq. (2.9)
T 1 kT
Jug|lin(—) = |Jvg| (5| + In(————= 4.19
[Jvalin(z-) ~ | Vd\(uyd! n( 23Jeff7/>> (4.19)

Which is &~ 1 because kgT is small due to the low operating temperature. This gives

1 €p 1
le—e = [ (— 1 2| Jvgl?)) —. 4.20
G i 1+ 1) (4.20
Since |Jy,| < 1:
1 €r 1
le—e = (| — —. 4.21
47 kBT 2]{3F ( )
When T' < Tk
1 kpTk
— = Tkondo = ——. 4.22
Te Kond " (4.22)
The quality factor is then given by
7reF|J1/d|22
e—e h(2kpr)
RKKY = —@ : (4.23)
h
Which is equivalent to
e—e _ er |(]l/d|2 _ le_e>2 (4 24)
RERY /{ZBTK (2]€F7“)2 N T . .
Since |Jy,| < 1:
($yal 1
lo—e =~ —. 4.25
kT 2kp (4.25)

This is very close to the coherence length for the limit when T" > T except for a factor
of 1/4. When T ~ T = 5K, ep ~ 0.1meV, kgT = 0.43meV and (2kp) "' = 2x 10%A
then

17276 o T<T 1 % 10%A. (4.26)
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Unfortunately this length scale is less than ideal. Quantum error correction requires
quality factors of at least 102, so the electron spin qubits would need to be separated by
only a few Angstroms. In addition, at a few angstroms the direct exchange interaction

between the donors will dominate any effects of the RKKY interaction.

4.3 Nuclear Spin Interaction

We now take a step back and determine the effective interaction between two donor
nuclear spins when a general exchange interaction persists between their electron
states. The Hamiltonian for such an interaction may be expressed in terms of the

ground state, Hy, with a perturbative potential, V:
Hy=JS, - Sy + Bo(S1. + S52) — Bu(l. + Inz). (4.27)

Where the specific form of perturbation here is the two respective hyperfine interac-

tions:

— —

V=A(S L)+ (5 I)). (4.28)

Here S is the electron spin operator, I the nuclear spin operator, B, = g.p.B, B, =
gninB and J is a general exchange energy between the two donors.
The eigenstates of the ground state hamiltonian, with the associated eigenvalues

are given by:
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Eigenstate Eigenvalue

|7—1T2 > |S > EO — —%J _ Bn(TI;TQ)
Imm > | M> E° =17 - B, (%) + B,
|TlTQ > |t0 EO — le(] _ Bn(Tlng)

T2 > | W> E°=31J— B,(242) - B.
Table 4.1: Eigenstates of the ground state Hamiltonian for a pair of donor impurities

Where 71, 75 represent the donor’s nuclear spin states, while the double arrows
represent the electronic spin states. The singlet electron state is given as |s >=
\/L§(| M> —| Uf>) and the entangled triplet state is given as [t >= \/ié(] >
+] {r>). To find the effective Hamiltonian between the nuclear spin states second

order degenerate perturbation theory in V is used, giving

!
< nmalVirm B >< o't B|V|rma >
<mmlHeylrm >= > pa Y (Eol 2—E 1):|:ZF =
o=l StoM g8 miree - Trryp ’

(4.29)
Here the states labelled by [ represent the intermediary states for the interaction.
The interaction is therefore limited principally by the lifetime of the intermediate
states which is given in the —— - terms. The Y’ terms exclude states where |77/ >
will have equal energy to |7'17'2a >. Daipha 1S the occupation probability of conduction
electrons with a particular state . It is assumed here that the electrons are in a

mixed density matrix state. Eq. (4.29) then becomes:

— A2 Z i Il 7'17'{’57'27'5’ : (Sl)ocﬁ + ([ )7’27’5’57171 . (SQ)Qﬁ)([].)T{/T{(STé,Té
Heps Pa (B —E9,, y+il,

TIT2Q T4 B

// //B

((S1)ag + (12)rgrg 0t (S2pa))- (4.30)
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Combining terms, while requiring the result to be Hermitian, gives rise to

EO —FE% J+ils (B —E° , )—il,

T1T2Q T T2 3 T1T2Q TIT)

fTT"gafTT’ga fTT"gafTT’ga
Heff:Azzpa(Z((l“ Lop P D20 | Pnm PReBInTiPAPe ) (4.31)
a B

Where .... equals terms like (I_ifl + IQI;) = I? which only add a global phase. Per-

forming the sum over all possible intermediate states [ gives

Hugs = 4 S () (8 T g SN () ). (432
a B

T1T2Q 1 T3

Using a =11, 4}, s, and t5. The combined result for the donor-donor nuclear spin
interaction is
A? J—B —1l's J+ B+l 2(B+ilp)
H.rp = —((pe(1—2p, —pe(142p, e——————— )11 Is_+h.c.).
(4.33)

Which is valid when J # +B so that none of the denominators go to zero.
It is possible to create an interaction of the form J" "I - I by applying single

qubit rotations to change

/ !
] Iiylo 411 1T ] I1,1o,
eZJ"*"/( 1412 +I1-Tay) e’LJn,n/( 12122) (4.34)

Then performing the H sy operation twice while rotating one application would give

e T 1 T o T 1w, T ™ T T T
(I L +1 L )R (5)RY ()R (5) Ry () (i Lo+ L )Ry (5) R () Ry (5)Ra(5) = LI
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
(4.35)
A general exchange interaction is therefore capable of producing a donor-donor nuclear
spin exchange interaction. The critical remaining question is what quality factor is

this interaction going to have.
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4.4 Quality Factor for J"~" the Nuclear-Spin Quan-
tum Gate

We now compute the quality factor for the nuclear spin qubit RKKY quantum gate.
J and B are controllable and may take any value so there are various regimes in which
H. sy may operate and all must be examined to determine if one may be ideal. The
first regime is that when B dominates. There are two possible cases in this regime,
namely when B >> I'3 >> J or when B >> J >> I's. In the regime of large

magnetic field H.¢; may be simplified to

1A LI
Hepp = S(2)2Ip2 (5= + hue). (4.36)
4°B
In the limit when I'g << A:
1 Iy
T o 4.37
Ty~ 2 (4.37)

The quality factor for the phase coherence is then given by

(5)2Jp?

=

1, A
= §(§)2sze—e << Qe—e- (438)

A=

Qn—n =

vl

Where ()._. is the quality factor for the electron spin qubit gate. Therefore ),,_,, can
never be large in this regime. When B >> I's >> J both @._. and @Q,_,, are also

bad. When I'g >> A

1 A?
— = 4.39
Ty 4T ( )
The quality factor is then given as
Li(5)* e T
Qn—n = ;% = (EB)2ng€—€ << Qe—e~ (440)

AT
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Which is small in all cases.
In the second regime, that of large J, J >> B >>T'gor J >> I'g >> B Hys
may be simplified to

1,A? LI
Hepy = —§(7)pg(% + h.c.). (4.41)

When I's << A the quality factor for the phase coherence is

A%y 2
7)pe 1 A2 2

s = (= Qe Qe—e. 4.42
2 5 () Peleme << Qe (4.42)

Which is small in all cases. When I's >> A the quality factor is

13(&)p2 1T
ann = _% = _(_5)21)3@676 << Qefe- (443>
T i 2°J

Which again is small in all cases.

Putting all this together, because of the intermediate state decay it is clear no
matter what regime you are in the quality factor for the phase coherence is less that
(Qe_.. This is of serious concern as the de-phasing of the qubits will cause loss of in-
formation during the process of operation. This demonstrates a critical limit on any
possible attempt of performing operation with the RKKY interaction. The final re-
quirement we were treating was a capability to perform operation. The hope was that
conduction electrons would be capable of mediating a exchange interaction between
the donors known as the RKKY interaction. This, however, is simply not possible.
Any attempt at formulating a working quantum computing design, therefore, cannot

rely on the RKKY interaction for coupling.
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Chapter 5

An attempt to design a Quantum

Computer

It is now time to look back in an attempt to formulate a quantum computing design.
As coupling must be achieved thought the direct exchange interaction and readout/
initialization though 2DEG interactions both can not operate in the same regime.

Two distinct design regimes are therefore presented here.

5.1 Readout and Initialization Regime

The design for readout and initialization requires a 2DEG situated above the donors
to act as a conduit to ensure the conduction and donor electrons interact, in sufficient
strength. The necessary tuning for readout and initialization can be accomplished
by adjusting the thickness of the 2DEG with at top gate to switch between the weak
and strong regimes.

We need to apply an external magnetic field in order to generate donor Zeeman
splitting and a 2DEG spin polarization. To avoid Landau levels in the 2DEG, the

magnetic field has to be applied along the 2DEG plane.
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A figure depicting a possible design for performing readout and initializations is

presented below.

Sour Drail Sourc

Drain Soui rain

Figure 5.1: Top view of the proposed device for Qubit Readout and Initialization

Here the 2DEG formation gates produce a potential which confines the electrons
to the two-dimensional electron gas, represented by the areas shown in white. Gates
situated above the 2DEG induce a voltage from source to drain causing a current to
flow. Additional gates situated above the 2DEG provide a means of depleting the
electron density in specific areas, shown in green, confining the current to a path that

transits over one specific donor. Presented next is a side view of the same design.

2DEG Formation Gates

|
| J Gates
4l
", » ¢ h
. o (] o g
2 DEG /‘ <#> <$>
Silicon

Figure 5.2: Electric readout and Initialization

The donor separation gates, J gates, ensure that no two donors interact through
direct exchange during the period of measurement. The J gates also guarantee the

applied current can only interact with a single donor; preventing coupling through
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the RKKY interaction. Individual addressability of qubits can be achieved with a
global applied field because a current is used for readout. It is therefore possible to

pick qubits for measurement by running a current over them.

5.2 Coupling Regime

Two qubit coupling must be done by depleting the 2DEG with a top gate and using
a J gate to induce the direct exchange interaction, shown in white [13]. The quality
factor can be extremely large due to the very long nuclear spin coherence times when
the donor is not overlapping with a 2DEG. This is because when the current is turned
off, we hope that the qubit coherence will be similar to coherence measurements of
a few seconds found by Morton et. al. [1]. While the coherence measurement of a
nuclear spin qubit situated with an EDMR device has never been done we do hope
this would be the case if the Si/S5i,05 interface is passivated [6]. Here is a figure
showing a possible design accomplishing this requirement:

2DEG Formation Gates

{
’ J Gates

20EG / = = ¢§:é>

Silicon

Figure 5.3: Coupling through Direct Exchange

The J gates, if tuned precisely, may be used to induce the direct exchange in-
teraction between two donors without inducing a 2DEG. This would entail a double
usage in the usual J gates to deplete the 2DEG and promote the direct exchange.

Device modelling would need to be done to determine the exact operating regime but
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in theory it seems plausible. The ability of performing individual single qubit rota-
tions is an integral part of universal gate operation. NMR is a convenient means of
performing single qubit rotations. An external oscillating magnetic field can be used
to rotate the spin states of individual donor nuclei. To achieve this with individual
qubit addressability we suggest the use of the micro-magnet technology developed by

Pioro-Ladriére et. al. [19].

5.3 The DiVincenzo Requirements Revisited

For any quantum computing architecture to be viable it must meet all the DiVincenzo
requirements introduced in chapter one.

1) A quantum computer must have well defined qubits.

The most stable qubits are formed by a donor’s nuclear spin state aligned with or
against a global field. The resulting two state system is as easy to distinguish as any
quantum system may be. As silicon can be engineered almost entirely in its spin zero
state it offers an ideal substrate for a spin based qubits.

2) Qubits must be stable enough to allow multiple operations.

When not interacting with the 2DEG, both the donor electron and nuclear spins
have extremely long coherence times [1]. During the process of EDMR conduction
electron will be present within the 2DEG in this case we showed that so long as the
EDMR sensitivity is above the lower limit set by the shot noise detection is indeed
possible.

3) Any quantum computer must have the ability to be set into any
state of choice.

Chapter 2 established the use of conduction electrons in the strong coupling regime

to perform fast initialization of nuclear spin qubits.
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4) Qubits must be measurable to obtain the desired information.

Single spin measurements are possible through the use of electrically detected
magnetic resonance (EDMR)[7]. The current over a donor can be measured as a
function of applied perpendicular magnetic field. When the applied field is in res-
onance with the donor electron spin the current will decrease due to an increase in
the scattering cross-section. The orientation of the donor’s nuclear spin will alter the
resonant frequency of the donor electron spin. Based on the applied field that demon-
strates a decrease in measured current the donor spin orientation may be identified.
This scheme uses the donor electron as a method to read-out the donor nuclear spin.

5) A set of universal gates must be operational, that is have a functional
form within the computer.

Single qubit rotations can be performed through Nuclear Magnetic Resonance
(NMR). This is achieved by applying an oscillating magnetic field perpendicular to
the nuclear spin orientation.

The ability to take a quantum state, one qubit or two, and evolve it to any other
state constitutes the major requirement of quantum computation. Any architecture
must demonstrate the ability to achieve this requirement. The direct exchange inter-
action (with the 2DEG-donor overlap turned off) possess a great quality factor and

as such would constitute an ideal realization of coupling.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

The objective of this work was to fully explore an architecture for silicon-based quan-
tum computing that uses conduction electrons for quantum control of donor impurity
nuclear spins. Our hope was that conduction electrons would provide all the required
control for universal quantum computation, initialization and readout.

Our first task was to understand the effect conduction electrons had on the donor
electron and nuclear spin dynamics. The results of this interaction tends to draw
the donor electrons into thermal equilibrium with the conduction electron sea. The
relaxation rate of the nuclear spin was not known to follow the electron’s or act

independently. When the hyperfine coupling, A, is greater than the transition rate

for donor electron spin (I'y +T'y), we got T%" R (FLQFU) and T%” R %(ge;iB)2(FTT+FU) :

In the opposite limit when the hyperfine coupling is much smaller than the transition

2 o A2

T N BTy In the former regime we see that the nuclear

rate we got instead 7 ~
1

spin coherence tends to follow the electron’s, while in latter regime the nuclear spin is

approximately decoupled from the electron, signalling motional narrowing behaviour.

Therefore, the nuclear spin dynamics are critically dependent on the electron spin

dynamics. When (I'y +T'y) = gepe B/h, T—ln is maximized. This offered a convenient
1
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means of fast qubit initialization.

The next task was to establish a means of coupling donors with an electric current.
A current will couple donors through the RKKY interaction, however we showed that
it also destroys qubit coherence. In other words, the quality factor (the number of
two-qubit quantum operations before decoherence takes place) was really poor. This
was a disappointment as conduction electrons failed to mediate two-qubit operations.
Therefore we proposed the use of a mixed architecture whereby conduction electrons
are used for readout/ initialization and the donor-donor direct exchange interaction
is used for coupling. So long as an interaction between the donors and the 2DEG is
turned off, the direct exchange between donors can provide a high quality factor [13].

The most important result of this work was the establishment of the criteria for
quantum readout through conduction electron scattering. We were able to identify
the effects of conduction electrons on the nuclear spin qubit coherence and determined
the regime for optimal qubit initialization with an electric current. We were also able
to place a limit on the minimum required sensitivity for the readout of single nuclear
spin qubits with EDMR.

In conclusion the exploration into the use of conduction electrons for quantum con-
trol produced some interesting results. Single nuclear spin qubit readout was shown
to be possible with initialization times far faster than conventional NMR. Therefore,
we established a quantum computer architecture based on nuclear spins that relies
on conduction electrons for quantum read-out and initialization. For coherent en-
tanglement, however, we argue that the usual direct exchange interaction is the best

option.
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Appendix A

Appendix

A.1 NMR and ESR

An introduction to the theory of spin resonance will serve to describe the function
of performing individual spin rotations and add further context to understanding the
dynamics of atomic spin states. The dynamics of spin state under the influence of an
applied magnetic field is given by the Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert equation, the derivation
of which is shown here.

Starting with the time evolution of density operator subject to the applied mag-

netic field hamiltonian:

dp 1 -
— == ]. Al
L (A1)
Where the ground state Hamiltonian is given by
= 9“73(& . B). (A.2)
With
1 .
p:§(]l+]\/[«6). (A.3)



Putting this all together gives

1dM | gIB R
el P B-6.M-6.
s 0= B Mol

Taking note that

[Bio;, Mio;] = BiMj[Ji7 Uj]
= QieiijkBiMj
— 2i(B x M) - 6.

Results in

dM
S _ AB(t) x M.
o vB(t) x
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(A.4)

(A.6)

Where v = 2£. Assuming the spins are polarized in the 2 direction, the applied

magnetic fields is given by

B = —B| (cos(wt) + sin(wt)y) + ByZ.

Plugging this into the Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert equation gives;

M, .
0 = —woM, — w, sin(wt)M,,
ot
M,
oM, = woM, + w cos(wt) M,
ot
and
oM,

5 wy sin(wt) M, — w, cos(wt)M,.

(A.10)
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Moving to a rotating reference frame the magnetization equations are then given by;

M, = Mjcos(wt) + M,sin(wt),

M, = M, sin(wt) — M, cos(wt),
M, = M.
Putting this all together gives
oM,  OM, oM
5 = atxcos(wt) — wM sin(wt) + 8ty

= —wo(M, sin(wt) — M, cos(wt)) — w cos(wt) M.

sin(wt) + wM,cos(wt)

Collecting terms in cosine gives

agf; (o — w)M
Collecting terms in sine gives
(92? = (wo —w)M!, —w, M.,
82;[; =w LM;.
These equations are equivalent to
aé\f/ = (WM’

(A.11)

(A.12)

(A.13)

(A.14)

(A.15)

(A.16)

(A.17)

(A.18)

Where w' = w, &+ (wg —w)Zz. When wy = w then (wp—w) = 0 and o’ = w, 7 allowing

for spin flips.
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A.2 The Swap and Square-root of Swap (zates

The two qubit swap gate may be expressed as
e IRt 4 s = | 4> (A.19)

It is useful to redefine the wavefunctions in terms of the singlet and triplet wavefunc-

tions as they are eigen-kets of the I - Iy operator;
1= (1S > +lio >). (A.20)

| J>= (—]S > +[to >). (A.21)

Where |S > is the singlet state (\/Lil > _\%’ I1>) and |t > is the spin zero triplet

state (\/Li| > +\/L§| 11>). The eigenvalues are of the I; - I operator are;

3
I - ]le >= (_Z)|S >, (A22)
1
I - Iglt() >= (Z>|t0 > . <A23>
Putting this together gives
eT TS > ety >) = (—|S > +tg >). (A.24)

. =i 1
Factoring out e7 /REKY!T gives

e It (e IS > ity >). (A.25)
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So if Mt = 7 then e 7»— = —1 This requires that the time of interaction be

hm

T and then the two-qubit swap operation can be performed. The

precisely to t =
swap gate alone cannot perform the required operations as it does not act to entangle
the qubits. This is where square root of swap gate is important as it does entangle

the qubits. It can be shown that entanglement is accomplished when J,,_,t = 7
eSS >+t >). (A.26)

Which is equivalent to
e7'5 (1S > +tg >). (A.27)

Substituting the spin wavefunction for |S > and [ty > gives

- 1
e "5 (i(—

\/§|N \/—IH) (

f| > + f| 1>)). (A.28)

The result seems clearly to be an entangled state.

A.3 Derivation of the Donor Electron Transition
Rate (Fﬂ + Fu)

The interacting potential is explicitly given by

Hce = Jeff Z<S_CL'TC]€¢ -+ S+CL,¢C]€¢ + SZ(CL’TC’GT + CL’J,Cki)‘ (A29)
k,k!



67

Each transition rate may individually be determined by exploiting Fermi’s Golden

Rule, given for (I'y):

2w .
My=" < > T2l < fIS-—chacrili > 1%5(e; — ) > . (A.30)

kK

The initial state is given as [i >= [F'S > | > with energy ¢; = %45 4+ Epg where
ek’ 1

|F'S > is the state for the Fermi sea. The final state is given as |f >= |F'S + >
hk |

> with energy ¢; = — 2B 4 Fro 4+ ¢pr — €. The final state may be written by
gy €y 2 T i

identifying the fact that

ek’ 1
If >=|FS + > | I>=clon|FS > | > . (A.31)
hk |
Then
< fIS-chaenli >=<l |S_| 1>< FS|cl cprcl o |[FS > . (A.32)

The creation/annihilation commutation relations are given by
[}, crr] = 0. (A.33)

The same holds for all variations were the operators are not acting upon the same
states. When they are acting on the same states the commutation relation is given
by

e ewt] = 1. (A.34)

This allows expectation value to be expressed as

< fIS_chperyli >=<l |S_| fi>< FS|(c] ex)(1 — cfyewr) [FS > . (A.35)
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Where

CLCM = Mkl (A.36)
CLTC]‘C/T = Mk'1- (A37)

v is either 1 if the state is filled or 0 if it is vacant and is therefore equal to its own

square. This gives

< ey (1 = mrrp)d(es — €5 >= fler)) (1 — f(erwrr))0(gepte B + €xrr — €xy)- (A.38)

Where the Fermi distribution f(€) is given by

1

So the transition rate of a spin down donor electron to a spin up becomes

27r
Z 2 F(en) (1 = flern))0(gepteB + eror — €xy). (A.40)
k,k'

Performing an analytic continuation taking S = v [deand Y, — v [de, where

the energy density of the 2DEG is v = hg , gives

= [ [P o0 - fdanB e 0. (aa)

Evaluating the delta function:

I'y = 2% i delv o P f(€)(1 — f(e — gepteB)). (A.42)

Changing variables to © = (e — €f) — ggeueB and extending integration to x from
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(—00, 00) while redefining Sg.p.B = B gives
2m 1 [ 1 1
Gammay = —]uJeff|2—/ da(— (1 — - ). (A.43)
h B J "ts 4+ 1 % 41
It is convenient to rearrange this to

o 1, [ 1 > et e%
Gammay = Gt 5[ o) = [
[e%e) (& 2 - 2

=)]. (A.44)
o et +e” et +ez2
Making use of the fact that - = ~-(+ — ) the terms within the brackets [...] can
be rearranged again to give
o 1 1 ° 1 1
[]:/ da(— ) — —= B/ dx( 7 — 5) (A.45)
—c0 €T3 41 e2—e 2J-0 eT4eT2 e fe2
Which could alternatively be written:
A A A
1 1 1 1
[...]= lim dz(— — - (eg / dxg——e’% / dr——s—).
AsooJ p o emtz 410 sinh(£) A eTtr 41 A e
Where

A+E 1 B
) = Tim In(—— ) 5 (A4 2, (A.47)
—_A 63}4‘ B) + 1 A—o0 €_A+5 _|_ 1 2
This then gives
B 1 B - B
o =A+ =) — —)(2sinh(—)A + Bcosh(—=)). A48
1= (0t ) = g esinn() G) (A
Which after some cancelation equals
E B cosh(g)
2 sinh(%)

(A.49)



Which may be rewritten as

The transition rate I'y is then given by

I'y is found through the same procedure, however, with B — —B:

=B+ — ) = B+ fron(B)).

2T
Iy = €|JeffV’2QeNeB(1 + fBose(geMeB»-

2T
Iy = f|JeffV|Qge,ueB(fBose(ge,ueB>)-

FInally putting this two results together gives

27
Do +Ty) = | Jsv?gepe B(1 _ .
(T +Ty) = Z-lepsvPgene B+ ——)
Where
2 eé—1+2 1+e§ eg—{—e’g
1—1.— — g = — = = -:COth
( 63—1) eB—l eB—l eg_e_g (
The final result is
27 Gelte B
Lo +Ty) = =] sv|?gepte Beoth .
Iy +Ty) h| £V Gepre Beo (%BT)
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(A.50)

(A.51)

(A.52)

(A.53)

(A.54)

(A.55)

(A.56)
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A.4 Decoherence Derivation

Here a full derivation of the electron and nuclear spin dependancies is developed.

With this in mind the density matrix may be rewritten as

A 1 — — W, —
pt) = J[aza + (Ms - ) @ 70 + 00 @ (M 7) + > mtloi@T].  (AS5T)
(i0,5#0)

An accurate description of decoherence is only possible through an examination of
the time evolution of the density matrix broken into its composite parts. The final

term from above can be simplified by noting

(01ﬁ0'1+0'2ﬁ02+0'3,503—3ﬁ) == —ZUU(&“X)%]) = —(M55)®To—5NF <A58)
1#0

The next step is to simplify the commutator relation:

Hl,_/ T T (4,5)%(0,0)

The result for the commutation relation for term 1 is that

))). (A.60)

=y

. 1 R
[5B.-d, > mij ()7 @ 1] = Ji((Be x Ms) -G @m0+ - (B x (N

(4,4)#(0,0)

N | —

Where N = n;;€:€;. Similarly the result for the commutation relation for terms 2 is

— —

15 1. - - /B I
[§Bn'7', Z nij(t)ai®7j] = _ZZ(UO(X)(BH XM[)' +T(Bn X (O’N))) <A61)
(4,5)#(0,0)
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The more difficult contribution comes from term 3 and is found to be

A A — — — —
57 > mij (787, = i (Msx ) 745 (M 7)+(Fx7):(N-7)= (& N)-(5%7)).
(1.)#(0,0)
(A.62)
Substituting these expressions gives
d'é—l(M 7) @10+ 20 (M- 7) 4 5N -7 (A.63)
7 = 1 Ms-0) @70+ 200 1°7)+ 0 T. .

After collecting all the simplified terms for the right hand side:

dA 1 = - g — ]_ — — — —
d—f = Z((Be X Mg) -G @1+ 7 (Be X (N-7))) _Z(UO@)(B” X Mp)-T4+7- (B, x (d-N)))
A - - - -
+§((MS><E)-7?+5-(MIx?)Jr(c?x?)-(N-?)—(5-N)-(<?><77))
1 - IS |
— Z(Fﬂ +Ty)(Ms-0)@19—0-N-T) — Z(Fﬁ —T'y) (o3 ®10). (A.64)
Using the orthogonality relation
Tr((o; ®@7;) - (ox @ 7)) = Tr(oor)Tr(1;m) = 6. (A.65)

It is possible to trace out all the unwanted terms in order to determine the decoherence

of the qubits. The time evolution of the electron magnetizations is found by taking
Tr(6®7-LHS)=Tr((d @ 1o - RHS). (A.66)

Where LHS and RHS are the left and right hand of the Eq. (A.64) respectively. The

result for the electron magnetization is found to be

<8>=(Bx<S8S>)—A<SxI>—(Ty+Ty)<S>—(y—Ty)2 (A67)
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Where < S x I >= % < 0 X T >= €y08Nap, with o and  running from 1 to 3. The

time evolution of the nuclear magnetization can be found by applying
Tr((co@7-LHS)=Tr((co®7T- RHS). (A.68)

Which gives
<I>=—Byx<I>4A<SxI>. (A.69)

The connection term between the electron and nuclear spins states, N,g, can be found

by applying
Tr((cqa ®75) - LHS) =Tr((0, ® 73) - RHS). (A.70)

Resulting in

—

: . . A . .
Naﬁ = éa~(BeX (Nég))—'—((éaN) ><Bn)~ég+§<éa'(égXMs)—i-éa'(MIXéﬁ))—(rﬂ+FU)Na5.
(A.71)

Which alternatively may be written as

N

< SI>=DB4x <SI>+B, <SI > X2+ L(S—Dé= (D +Ty) < ST>. (A72)

Where € is the Levi-Civita tensor. Multiplying both sides by €45 gives
Un = —(Be+ B))Tr(N)+ B, - N+ N - B + A(Mg — M;) — (T + Ty) 0. (A.73)

In the case of no ESR or NMR then B, I B, | 2 and we can rewrite the previous
equations:

MS :MSJ_—FMS”, (A74)

MI:MU_"’MIH- <A75)
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Where M, S| = Mg -2 , etc. With the use of the following definitions it is possible to

simplify these equations into a series of solvable inter-dependent differential equations:

ds = N11 + Nag,

dy = N11 — Nag;
d| = N33,

v = Niz — Nay;

Uy = (Nag — N32)@ + (N3 — Ni3)9,
s = (Niz2 + Nay);
S| = (Naz + N32)& — (N31 + Ni3)y.

This then results in the following series of differential equations:
. A ]
M) = =5 Re(v +1id) — (I + Ty ) Mg — (T — Ty),

M[” = ERB(U” + st);

(v) + idy) = —((Ty +Ty) — i(Be + By))(vy + idy) + A(Mg) — My)).

The next four may be used to solve for the perpendicular magnetization:

o ) . A .
MSL = BeZ X MSL — §’UL — (Pﬂ—f-ru)MSl,
or rewritten as,

2 ) - A . . . -
Mg, = Bz x Mg, — Z((M +8) + (0L —381)) — (T +Ty) Msy;

(A.76)

(A.77)
(A.78)
(A.79)
(A.80)
(A.81)

(A.82)

(A.83)

(A.84)

(A.85)

(A.86)

(A.87)
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N — A
M]J_:—BnZA’XMu_—FE’(_J]_, (A88)
or rewritten as,
= A - A — — — —
MU_:—anXM[J_+Z((UJ_+SJ_)+(UJ__SL)); <A89>

(UJ_+§J_> = Beé X (17J_ +§]_) — (Fﬂ +Fu)(17l +§J_) +A(MSJ_ — Mu_), (AQO)
(Q_)l;gl) = —Bné X (’ljl — 81) — (Fﬂ + Fﬂ)(l_}l — §l) + A(MSL — M[L); (Agl)

lastly,
(s + ida) = =((Ty + Ty) = i(Be — By))(s) + idy), (A.92)

dH = —(Fﬁ + Fu)d”. (A.93)

Which may be readily integrated to show that both decay as e~ Tt+T4)t These equa-

tions may be used to solve for the time evolution of the nuclear spin magnetization:
MS” = —ERG(U” + st) — (Fﬂ + F“)MS” - (Fﬁ - FU)' (A94)

Due to the presence of the —(I'y + I'y) Mg which will cause the MSH term to decay
according to (I'y +T'y) so it may be assumed that after an appreciable time M, s| tends

to zero. This then gives
A .
0= —ERe(v” -+ st) — (Fﬁ + FU)MSH — (Fﬁ — Fll) <A95)

Rearranging for Mg then gives

A Iy —Ty)

Mg = —— " R d,) — .
°l 204 +Ty) eloy + i) Ty +Ty)

(A.96)
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The next step is the treatment of Eq (A.85):
(UII + idS) = _((Fﬂ + FU) - i(Be + Bn))(UH + ids) + A(Ms” — MIH)' (A.97)

Due to the presence of the term —((I'y +I'y) — i(B. + B,)) (v + id,) will cause the
(v + ids) term to decay according to ((I'y + I'y) so it may be assumed again that

after an appreciable time (v 1 ids) tends to zero, giving
0= —((Fﬂ + Fu) — i(Be + Bn))(U” + ids) + A(MSH — M[”). (A.QS)

Rearranging for (v + id,) then gives

A

(i) = (T — (B, 1 Ba)

(Mg — Myy). (A.99)

Ty+Ty)+i(Be+Bn))
Ly+Ty)+i(BetBn))

Multiplying the right hand side by EE gives

A((Ty +Ty) + (B + By))

+1dy) = Mg — Myy). A.100
(vll ids) (T 4+Ty)2 + (Be+Bn)2)( Sl III) ( )
The real part of (v + id,) is then given by
: Al +Ty)
R +1dy) = Mg — Myy). A.101
e(v) +idy) «m+m%ﬂ&+&m(ﬂ m ( )
Substituting the result for Mg then gives
: Al +Ty) A (T =Ty)
Re(vy+idy) = Re(vy+idy) ———-=%—My).
) = (O T TP+ (B + B 2Ty + Ty S,y M

(A.102)



Which can be rearranged to

Al +Ty) Oy —Ty)

Re(UH +idy) =

This can then be substituted in Eq. (A.84) to solve for M;:

é A(Fﬂ + Fu> (—M _ M
2 ((Ty +Ty)%2+ (Be+ B2+ 4) Ty +1y)”

Solving for My gives

AT 4T )

Myy(t) = (Myy(0) + Lo = 1w

(o + Ty + B+ By + ) M (F 5y

| — 24 675 ((Fﬂ+ru>2+(Be+Bn>2+AT2>t _ Ty — Fu)'
(T +Ty) (Cyp +Ty)

7

(A.103)

(A.104)

(A.105)

The next step is to use the perpendicular equations equations to solve for the per-

pendicular dependence of the nuclear magnetization. The first step is to transform

these equation into a rotating reference frame to remove the cross product terms.

The following transformations are used:

Mg, = Mg,cos(B.t) + Mg, sin(B.t),

Mg, = Mg, sin(Bct) — Mg,cos(B.t);
(Ve +S2) = (Vy + S, )cos(Bet) + (V) 4 S, ) sin(Bet),
(Vy +Sy) = (V! + SL)sin(Bet) — (V. + S.)cos(B.t);
(Ve = 8,) = (V] = S})cos(But) — (Vy = S})sin(Bud),
(Vy = S,) = =(V} = S)sin(But) = (Vy = S} )cos(Byb);

Mi, = Mp,cos(Byt) — My, sin(Byt),

(A.106)

(A.107)
(A.108)
(A.109)
(A.110)
(A.111)

(A.112)
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My, = —M;p,sin(Byt) — Mj,cos(Byt). (A.113)

The time evolution of the perpendicular electron spin magnetization expressed in

terms of this new co-ordinate system, after some cancellation, is given by

. . A
M’ g,c08(Bet) + M'g,sin(B.t) = _Z((Vx/ + S},)cos(Bet) + (V, + S, )sin(B.t)+
(Vi = Si,)cos(Byt) — (V, — S, )sin(Byt))—

(Ty + Ty) (Mg, cos(Bet) + Mg, sin(B.t)).  (A.114)
Which may be simplified by substituting
cos(Bpt) = (cos((By — Be)t)cos(Bet) — sin((B,, — Be)t)sin(Bet)); (A.115)

sin(Bpt) = (sin((B,, — B.)t)cos(Bet) — cos((By, — Be)t)sin(Bet)). (A.116)
Collecting terms in cos(Bet):

Mg, = =2 (Vi8L)005((Ba=Bo)t)+ (V=S sim( (B B +(V+8,))— (T + Ty M,

(A.117)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory cos((B,, — B.)t) and sin((B,, — B.)t) terms:

A
M's, = _Z(V; + S;) — (Fﬂ + F@)Méx (A.118)

Collecting terms in sin(B.t):

Mg, =~ (Vi SL)sin((Bum B (V=S )eos((Bum B H(Vy+S,))~(Dy 1) My,

(A.119)
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Then cancelling the highly oscillatory sin((B,, — B.)t) and cos((B,, — B.)t) terms:
T A ! ! /
M'sy, = —Z(V;, +5,) = (Op + Ty) Mg, (A.120)

The time evolution of the perpendicular magnetization of the electron spin is then
given by
- A
Mg, = —Z(VJ/_ + Sj_) — (Fﬁ + Fll)M:(U_' (A121)

The time evolution of the (v, + §|) term expressed in terms of this new co-ordinate

system, after some cancellation, is given by

(v, + s, )cos(Bet) + (v, + 8,)sin(Bet) = —(Ty + Ty ) (VL + Sh)cos(Bet) + (V) + S,)sin(Bet))+

A(Mg,cos(Bet) + Mg, sin(Bt)+

M}, cos(Bat) — M}, sin(Byt)). (A.122)

Again substituting
cos(Byt) = (cos((B, — B.)t)cos(B.t) — sin((B, — B)t)sin(B.t));  (A.123)
sin(Byt) — (sin((B, — B.)t)cos(B.t) — cos((B, — B)t)sin(Bet)).  (A.124)

Collecting terms in cos(Bet):

(v, + 8,) = =(Dy+Ty) (V;+S)) + A(M§, + M, cos((Be— By)t) — My, sin((B.— By)t)).
(A.125)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory cos((B,, — B.)t) and sin((B,, — B.)t) terms:

(v, + ;) = =T + Ty) (V] + 5;) + A(ME, ). (A.126)
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Collecting terms in sin(B.t):

(v, + 8)) = —(Dq+Ty) (V) +S.) + A(MS, +Mj,sin((Be— Bu)t) — My, cos((B. — By)t)).
(A.127)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory sin((B, — B.)t) and cos((B,, — B.)t) terms:
(v +8,) = —(Dq + Ty) (V) + S) + A(M,). (A.128)
The time evolution of the (¢, + §,) term is then given by
(V' +8)) = —(Ty + Ty) (VI +S)) + A(ME,). (A.129)

The time evolution of the (v, — §) term expressed in terms of this new co-ordinate

system, after some cancellation, is given by

(v, = 8, )cos(Byt) — (v, — s,)sin(Byt) = —(Ty + Ty) (VL — Sh)cos(But) — (V) — S,)sin(Bt))+
A(Mg,cos(Bct) + Mg, sin(B.t)—

M, cos(But) + My, sin(Byt)). (A.130)
Then substituting
cos(Bet) = (cos((B. — Bp)t)cos(Bt) — sin((B. — By)t)sin(Byt)); (A.131)

sin(Bet) — (sin((Be — By)t)cos(B.t) — cos((Be — By)t)sin(Byt)). (A.132)
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Collecting terms in cos(B,t):

(v, — 8,) = —(Dy+T ) (VL= So) + A(MS,cos((B.— Bu)t)+Ms, sin((B.— By)t)+Mj,).
(A.133)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory cos((B. — B,,)t) and sin((B. — B,,)t) terms:

(v = s) = =(Ty + Ty (V] = S;) = A(Mp,). (A.134)

Collecting terms in sin(B,t):

—(v] ~ s)) = (Fﬂ—i—FU)(V;—S;)%—A(—ngsin((Be—Bn)t)—ngcos((Be—Bn)t)+M}y).

(A.135)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory sin((B. — B,,)t) and cos((B. — By,)t) terms:
(v, —81) = —(Typ +Ty)(V, = S,) — A(M7,). (A.136)
The time evolution of the (v, — §,) term is given by
(W —8)) = =Ty +Ty) (V] — 1) — A(M;,). (A.137)

The time evolution of the perpendicular nuclear spin magnetization expressed in terms

of this new co-ordinate system, after some cancellation, is given by

. . A
M’ yco8(Byt) — M’ 1y sin(Bpt) = Z((Vz' + S},)cos(Bt) + (V, + S, )sin(B.t)+

(Vo = Sy)cos(Byt) — (V) — S, )sin(Byt)).  (A.138)
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Then substituting:
cos(Bet) — (cos((Be — Bp)t)cos(Bt) — sin((Be — Bp)t)sin(B,t)); (A.139)

sin(Bet) — (sin((Be — Bp)t)cos(Bet) — cos((Be. — By)t)sin(Byt)). (A.140)

Collecting terms in cos(B,t):

MYy, = é((Vx’JrS;)cos((Be—Bn)t)+(Vy’+5;)sm((Be—Bn)t)+(V;’—S;)). (A141)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory cos((B.— B,,)t) and sin((B.— B,,)t) terms gives

M’ 1ycos(Byt) = %(Vw’ —S0). (A.142)

Collecting terms in sin(B,t):

~M'p, = %(—(V;’—FS;)sin((Be—Bn)t)—(Vy’+S;)cos((Be—Bn)t)—(I/;/’—Sl’/)). (A.143)

Then cancelling the highly oscillatory cos((B. — B,,)t) and sin((B.— B,,)t) terms gives

) A ! !
My, = 7 (Vy = 5. (A.144)

The time evolution of the perpendicular nuclear spin magnetization is given by

s

My, ==(V] =8"). (A.145)

4
The (I'y + 'y) Mg, term of equation for the perpendicular donor spin magnetization

ensures that the spin will decay to equilibrium quickly when (I'y +I'y) is large. The

equation of true concern here is nuclear spin dependencies as qubit information is
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stored in the nuclear spin state. The first step to find the solution for the perpendic-

ular nuclear magnetization is to take the derivative of Eq. (A.145), giving
. A .
My, = Z(Vi - 5). (A.146)
Substituting Eq. (A.121) into this gives

Wity = G-y + TV~ §1) — AQMY)). (A147)

Substituting equation Eq. (A.145) back into this gives

it = (0 + TN, — 20, (A.145)
Subject to the following constraint;
M’u(t:O):%(Vi(t:O)—S’L(t:O)). (A.149)
Assuming a solution of the form;
My, oce . (A.150)

Which when substituted into the previous result gives

A2
o — (D4 +Ty)a+ Vil 0. (A.151)

Solving for a gives

_ T+ Ty £ /(T +Ty)? - A2
> .

(A.152)
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M;, can then be expressed as

( (T4+T )+ / (Ty+Ty)2—A2 ) ( (Tq+T )=/ (Tp+Ty)2—A2 )i
2 .

M, = coe” 2 "+ e (A.153)
Which is subject to the constraint of Eq. (A.149), giving
A Ly +T Ly +1y)2— A2
Avie=0)- st =0) = LIV IR A5
Ly +Ty) — /(T +Ty)2 — A2
01(( t+Ty) \/;ﬂ+ ) ) (A155)
In the limit of (I'y +T'y) >> A;
(Tp +Ty) + /(T +Ty)? — A2
( v )= (T +T4), (A.156)
Ly +Ty) — /(T +17y)%2 — A2 1 A?
((ﬂ+ W)= V(T +Ty) )1 y (A157)
2 2(Ty+Ty)
When setting
o =1, (A.158)
We get
AWVIE=0) -5 (t=0) L2
o= = = 2T tly)” (A.159)

Ty +Ty)

The final result for the perpendicular magnetization of the nuclear spin state is then

2
%(Vj_(t =0)—-95(t=0)) — %(Fﬂf—l—‘u)gei((FﬂwLFu)wa/;Fﬂ+Fu)2,A2)t
Ty +Ty)

(Tqp+T )=/ (Tp+T)2—A2
+ e 2 e, (A.160)

, pa—
M;, =
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A.5 Derivation of the RKKY Interaction in 2nd
Order Born Approximation

The transmission matrix, in the Born approximation, may be expressed as

1 1 1
T=V+V——"—V+V Vv V+.... A.161
+ E—H0+i€ + E—Ho—i‘lfl E—H()—i‘iE * ( )
The RKKY interaction is then given by
1
C iy =< FGIH! —————H2 |FG > . A.162
RKKY < G| eve o HO +ie exc| ( )

Where the ground state wavefunction is taken as

Where;
() 1 i(k—k")Z 7C
Hexc = 5 kzk,e (k=H') Jkk/Sl : Se' (A164)

The labels k through k"’ refer to donor electron wave-vectors (all < kr), the ’e’ label

refers to the conduction electrons and the i’ label refers to donor electron i. - note:

Si : Sce = SzeSzi + S:cesxi + Syesyi = SzeSzi + Se—i—Si— + Se—si—i-- (A165)

The scattering of a conduction electron off a donor atom is dominated by a virtual
scattering process. A process by which a conduction electron forms a doubly occupied
ground state with the donor electron. In this framework the effect of the S, and S,_
terms is to create or destroy a valence electron within the overall donor wavefunc-

tion. It would be needlessly complicated to solve all terms simultaneously. Here the
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contributing factors which result in the 57,55 term will be examined in detail with
the remaining results being determined through comparison.

In this case

exc ZQZ(k ¥) zJlglc’ Sl+cl—c';¢ckT); (A166)

kk'

exc - Z Wk —k")E k//k/// (SZ_C;/’l,Ck/lT)' (A167)

kllk.///

Substituting these relation into equation into HF, .y above gives

1 , "o 1
e—e _ - i(k—k")a1 jc +
Hygrey = 4 < FG)| %e IJkllg/(SlJrClcwckT)E — H, + i€
Z €i(kuik/”)52 ,g?/km(SQ,cz,,,ickuT)\FG > +c.c. (A168)
k//k///
Which may be simplified to
HEK'GKY - Z Z k= k)-Tl iR =) kk’ E/Z/k///
kkl k.llk.///
1
< FG|CI€’¢CI€Tﬁck’”ick”HFG > (Sl+SQ ) + c.c. (A169)
It is important to note that
FGleh ! e L N SN B
< Ck‘/\l,ckT—Ck/N\Lck//T > < - . > . .
E H+ hk,\LE_HO+Z6 hk\l,
Where
ek” T 1 ekﬂl T 6/6” k///ékl k

< | (A.171)

- >= —.
hk/\LE_HO_‘_ZE hk’\l/ E—H0+Z€/
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Here ’e’ represents and electron and ’h’ represents a hole. This then gives

—e 1 i(k'—k)(z1—22) 7c1 7C 1
HEKKY = 5 Z € (k=) (a1 Q)Jkk“]k’zkm(sl+52*) + c.c. (A.172)
kK’

Adding all the other terms to the result for Hrxxy gives

1 (k: —k)(g1—22 Jcl Je
HS 6oy = = KRR (G- S,). A.173
RKKY 2 % Ek/ . Ek + ie! ( 1 2) ( )
Where
1 (k —k) (21— acg)JC1 Je2
Joiiey = = Rk "K'k A.174
RKKY 2 P Ek’ — Ek + 1€/ ( )
Here Ej, = 5 and assuming equal Ji;, and J7, Jp 5y becomes
z(k —k) (21 —a22 J01 JCz
Mk
JG ey = — kk Kk A.175
REKY — p2 o k2 — k2 +i¢ ( )

To solve for Jg 5y, within the 2 dimensional case of a 2DEG, a continuum of states

must be assumed, giving

(A.176)

e—e
Then J5 &y becomes

m J2 kf kf  p2m gikaicos(6) pik'w2cos(6')
JREKY = 5 ars @r)in? / / / / —dfdkdo'dk’.  (A.177)
7T

+ i€

Where cos(0) is the angle between the wave-vector k and the position vector z, likewise

for k’ and #'. Switching to polar coordinates Jrgy is given by

Jee m * J2 /kF dkk’/ de@—zkxcos(@)/ dk k?// d6’e —ik'zcos(6
RKKY — 4h2 (]f/ + ]{5 )(k/ ]f )
(A.178)
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With k, = k + . -note [28];

2w
/ dfe=kecos®) — o Jo (k). (A.179)
0
JaKky is then given by
m* J2 R o K Jo(k'7)
Jiley = ——= | dkkJy(kz)(—2 Ak’ : A.180
iy = Gy ], ARAD)2) [ WG ()

The Bessel function Jy may be expressed in terms of the Henkel functions given by

28]
ho(k'z) = L) : H3(K'z) (A.181)

The integral over k’ then becomes

H}(K'z)+HZ(K'z)

2T < 5 o < 5 <
-5 /_oo W T k)~ ‘5(/_00 W) k) /_oo NP T

(A.182)
— —(g)@m 5<(2kpj> o OERT) )y g3
_ o H00) ~ 1010 st
— 72Ny (k). (A.185)

After substituting this back in Jgxy in the limit of ¢ — 0 we get
w2m x J?

kr
Tister = i /0 Al Jo (K7) No(7). (A.186)

-note [28]

[ vt Nata) = & () Nota) + e Nifan)). (A8
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Assuming kpz > 0.5

2 .
v’ __sin(2ay)
5 (Jo(ay)No(ay) + Ji(ay)Ni(ay)) = —(2(13/)2 ) (A.188)
Flnally Jg 5y is found to be
m* J? k% A? sin(2kpT)
Ty = — — : A.189
RERY T 8mp2 2 (2kpT)? (A.-189)
Where
Hykky = Jriiey (S1-52). (A.190)

A is the area of the 2DEG (cancelled later by results for J.), m* the effective mass of
the electron, kr the fermi wave-vector and kg the valley minima. All that remains is
a calculation of the individual interaction strengths J! and J? which is presented in

appendix A.7.

A.6 Effective Interaction Between Nuclear Spins

The capability of an electron mediated interaction to cause an effective interaction
between donor nuclei is most readily demonstrated through degenerate perturbation
theory. The hamiltonian may be expressed in terms of the ground state dependence,

H, with a perturbative potential, V:
Hy=JS) - Sy + B.(S1. + So.) — Bu(I1: + L), (A.191)

Where
V=A(S, L)+ (S, I)). (A.192)
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Here S is the electron spin operator, I the nuclear spin operator, B, = g.u.B,
B, = gn,u,B and J the electron interaction strength between the two donors. In
this result J may be the direct donor exchange interaction presented by Bruce can or
the RKKY interaction described earlier in this paper. The eigenstates of the ground

state hamiltonian, with the associated eigenvalues are given by:

Eigenstate Eigenvalue

|17 > |5 > EY = -3] — B,(242)

|’7'1’7'2 > | ﬂﬂ> EO = 411‘] — Bn(ﬁ—;@) + Be

’TlTQ > ‘to EO = EO — }LJ _ Bn<7'1—57'2)

|7'17'2> |~U,»U/> EOZ J—Bn(TlJrTQ)—Be

2

=

Table A.1: Eigenstates of the ground state Hamiltonian

The 11, 75 states represent the donor, 1 or 2, nuclear spin states, while the double
arrows represent the electronic spin states. The singlet electron state |s >= \/Li(‘ ™ >
—| Ifr> and the middle energy triplet state |t, >= \/Lﬁ(\ N> +| §fr>. To find
the effective Hamiltonian between the nuclear spin states second order degenerate

perturbation theory in V is used:

!
< nnalV|rr B >< 'ty 8|V |r ma >
<mnlHeylrm >= Y pa Y, -2 iEL 2 70 1)2ill“| 12—
o= Sto M iy s mimae - Srrf g
(A.103)

Here the states labelled by [ represent the intermediary states for the interaction.
The interaction is therefore limited principally by the lifetime of the intermediate
states which is given in the -i- terms. The ). terms exclude states where|r{'7}3 >
which have equal energy to |Ti7ear >. Papha is the density of conduction electrons

with a particular state a.. It is assumed here that the electrons are in a mixed density

matrix state and that the decay time for the electrons I, is far less that the time of
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interaction. The effective nuclear spin interaction is then found to be

A? Z i [1 TlT{’(STQTé’ (S1)ap + (I2 )7275’57171 ) (SQ)Qﬁ)([l)T{’T{57§’7§
Hepy = Po (B —EY )+,

TIT2Q 'y B

// //B

’ ((‘571)&5 + (I;)Tﬁ’Té(ST{’T{ ’ (‘572,3(1)) (A'194)

Combining terms, while requiring the result to Hermitian, gives rise to

-[17' ] 57'10(,8[_2'7 7—’572504 '[_2'7' 75" ‘57)2&6]:7' 7'“57160/
Hepp = A° Zpa Z 1 5 : : + ).

— + -
7'17'204 ES T2 B> + ZFB (E‘I(')ITQQ - ET 7! 5) Zrﬁ
(A.195)
Where .... = terms like (flfl + I;];) =1 22 and only add a global phase. Performing

the sum over all possible intermediate states 3 gives

2 e <S8 >< BlSla > o
Hepp = A Zpa 1)mr Z (EY_  —EY, )+Z'F5>] (I2)ryry + ). (A196)

T1T20 T2

Where ... is the same as the first term with the labels 1 and 2 interchanged and with
a —il's. For the time being I's will simply be written as I'. It is most convenient to

proceed with the remainder of this calculation part parts. When o =J{}{} and § =},
MM then

<¢@@h><ﬂ$HW>+<MH§W><M$HW>
J—B(n—7) =B+l —B.—ZEr(m—1])+il

[] = (A.197)

Where 5 = |s >, |to >. S; only operates on donor one, and the opposite being true

for Sy. This allows a simplification to

—L <P IS A><t [S) > L <P ISy <t [So| U>
J—Lu(r—7)=B.+il'  —B.—E(n—7)+il

[] = (A.198)
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It is important to take note that
1 .
<| |8y f>= (:L‘ +19); (A.199)

= L.
<} |S2| U>= E(x —17). (A.200)
When 7y = 7] + 2

A2 Liils L1
g AT 1412 1— 124
o Sy ey Sy o ey ypy s s

)+ h.c. (A.201)

When a = S and § ={{, 1} then

< SIS M><M [S]S > < SISy W>< [So] S > < S|Si|te >< to] S| S >

H =

—J = Bo(r —7) = B.+il' —J+4 Be+Z2(m —1{) +iT —J 4+
(A.202)
Taking note that
- 11 =
< S[S1] Mh>= —75( i); (A.203)
11 .
< SIS > 50— D) (A.204)
1.
< S|Sl|t0 >= 5 (A205)
. 1
< t0|Sl|S >= —52. (AQOG)
Again when 7 = 7{ + 2
A? I 1o I I A% I, 1,
HS _ + + _ - _TArETer h.c.
1= P TR SR i T ST Bt Bt i) 4 =g

(A.207)
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When a =ty and 8 ={{, I then

_ <ol Sy M>< [Salto > < tol S| WU><U [Shlto > | < t|Si]S >< S|Shlty >
“Du(ry —7]) = Be+i0 | +Be+ Bi(m — 1) + 4T J+il '
(A.208)

]

Which gives

A2 _[1+]2_ ]1—]2-1—

t
He?”f = __pto(

+ A2 -[12:]22:
8 —-B,—B.+::1" +B,+ B+l

4 J 44l

) +he  (A.209)

When a =} and § ={{, I} then

_ <M SIS >< S5l >, <t [Silto >< to] S| 11>

| = A.210
L] J+ B (r —71{) + B + 1T Be+ Bo(r — 1) +4T ( )
Which gives
A2 I In I, I
HM = poo it (— Lt -2 -2 h.c. A211
o =P TR s B 3B BT T (A-211)
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Putting all the preceding results together gives

A2 —1 1
P LIy
ar=rug Gt ol
-1 1
I I
J—Be—Bn—ZF+_Be_Bn_ZF)1 2+)
o (( - + 1
P\ B B, —il ' B, + B, —il
—1
I I
J+B3+Bn+iF+Be+Bn+iF)l )
2 : + 1
P e\ B, —B, +il'  —J+DB.+ B, —il
1 1
I I
—J—&—BW%P+—J+&+BMHH1 "
1 1
+ (_J+Z'P+—J—@'I‘)1 22)
L
Po g\ B, =B, +il ' B.+ B, —il

1
I I
—Bf—ﬁfwr+£g+Bw+w)12+

1 J =l
-2 I,15,). A.212
(g + Dol (A212)

+

V1T

+

Vi Is

+

Vi Io

+

Again assuming ¢ >> I'_! allows the redefinition of the population functions

1— 2pe + Pz
Pyy = Pupy = —— (A.213)
1+ 2p. + p?
poo = pypy = P (A214)
1— p?
Ds = PyDy = 1 : (A.215)
1—p?
Pty = PyPy = ) (A.216)

4
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Which after their substitution and some simplification, setting B = B, + B,,, gives

o A J—B—il'  J+B+id  2(B+il)
eff_32pe(((J—B)2+F2 J+BP+T2 BT
A2, 2(J—B—il) 2(J+ B+il)
Tt U e T B

)IlJr[Q, + hC)

IS Lyl +he). (A.217)

Which may finally be simplified to give

A2 J—B—ily

J+ B+l 2(B +il)
H.pr = —((p.(1—2p, — 2

. L I, _+h.c).
(J+B)2+1_%+p B2+1—% )1+2—|— c)
(A.218)

P,(1+2P,)

Which is valid when none of the denominators equal zero.

A.7 Valley Degeneracy of Silicon

Silicon has a six-fold degeneracy along the < 100 > planes. This results in a distorted
band structure with a minima located about 85 percent of the way between the centre
and the boundary of the Brillouin zone. A rough diagram showing a diamond unit cell
is presented to give and idea of the symmetry along with a band diagram depicting

the effects of this degeneracy .
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~—/

K = 0.85(2m/ag))
1

(a) Symmetry of the Diamond Lattice (b) Band Structure of Silicon

Figure A.1: Valley Degeneracy

The degeneracy of silicon must be incorporated into this architecture to identify

any prevalent effects it may have.

A.7.1 Valley Degeneracy in the Direct Exchange Interaction

Kane’s proposal employed the Herring-Flicker exchange formula[l1] for two hydro-
gen centres to estimate the exchange energy between the donors. Donors in silicon,
however, are not simply hydrogenic and valley degeneracy plays a major role in their
behaviour. Silicon naturally arranges itself a diamond lattice structure which pos-
sesses a six-fold symmetry. This symmetry distorts the band structure producing a
degenerate minima located along the < 100 > directions about 85 percent of the way
between the centre and the boundary of the Brillouin zone. The interference between
the 6-fold degenerate states results in oscillations on the few angstroms scale. This
severely limit the physical implementation of the Kane model due to the realistic
difficulty associated with positioning atoms on the angstrom scale. This can been
seen when the interference between the 6 degenerate wavefunctions is added to the

Herring-Flicker model.
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The Herring-Flicker approximation to hydrogenic centres for the Kane model gives
the following exchange strength formula[13]:
1.6 €2 r 5 =2r

=" (—)ieus. A21
Jo= eaB(aB) ez (A.219)

Where r = /(X1 — X2)2 + (Y1 — Ya2)2 + (Z1 — Z»)? and X;, Y;andZ; are the positions
of donor i. Belita Koiller showed that this approximation was not sufficient to repro-
duce the true degenerate nature of silicon [15]. Using the Heitler-London approach

Koiller showed that the exchange interaction actually took the form of

J =~ Jy Z(cos(ko 1))2 (A.220)

m

As kg is very large the direct donor-donor exchange interaction will oscillate quickly
with separation r . When plotted as a function of donor separation this new feature

gave the following result:

(a) [100] @ Si lattice sites

Si small displacements
@ Ge lattice sites

+~ Ge small displacements

¥ I 2
A N, NF (5 R A 5 s
(b) [110]
g

Exchange constant J (meV)
[}
9]

so 100 120 140
Inter—donor distance (Angstrom)

Figure A.2: Valley Degeneracy and the Direct Exchange Interaction[15]

It is clearly evident from this result that the interference between the valley min-

ima will severely limit any attempt to physically construct a computer based on the
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Kane architecture. It is not possible, yet, to place donors with angstrom precision.
To be readily constructed this architecture must be altered in favour of an interaction

that does not result in these critical oscillations.

A.7.2 Valley Degenerate Effects for the RKKY Interaction

The effects of valley degeneracy for the RKKY interaction are considered within the

results for Jp 55y given by

Je—e M J2 k%A% sin(2kpr)
REKY = (8m)h2 2 (2kpz)?

Specifically within the interaction strength term J.. The electron interaction strength
may be defined in terms of the difference between triplet, overall spin 1, and singlet,
overall spin 0, scattering amplitudes. Jy 5y is measure of the tendency of electron
spins to align themselves in a singlet or triplet state. This is again due to the same
symmetry arguments presented in chapter 1 when discussing the development of the
exchange interaction. It is evident then that the strength of the RKKY interaction,
besides depending on physical parameters such as donor depth and 2DEG electron
density, will depend on the energy difference between the singlet and triplet states
themselves. It is within this dependence on the singlet-triplet energy splitting where
the valley degenerate effect are dominant.

Using the Heitler-London approximation the expressions for the triplet and singlet

scattering amplitudes may be defined explicitly as

J. = AT — A5 (A.221)

As all scattering avenues allowed for the triplet case are also available to the singlet
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case all terms cancel except the ground state singlet scattering amplitude given by

< US |H|®P >< OO H|VS >
Jo=— e 4] AV, > (A.222)
Gd—6F+U

Where U is the conduction electron wave-function and ® the donors valence electron
wave-function. The Pauli exclusion principle dictates that the total wavefunction of
the two electrons must change sign under simultaneous exchange of both space and
spin co-ordinates. If this were not the case two interacting particles could simulta-
neously occupy the same energy in the same space which is forbidden. The singlet
electron spin arrangement, given as | 14> —| |1>, changes sign under exchange of
the spins states. This then demands that the combined conduction-donor electron
spatial wave-function must be symmetrical under co-ordinate exchange. The donor

spatial wave-function is then given by

1
V2

|y >= —(|¥ > [® > +]D > |T >). (A.223)

Is is assumed the energy of the donor atoms are roughly given by

H|DD >~ (2eq+ U — 265)| 0D > | (A.224)

Where ¢, is the energy associated with the internal energy of the donor, minus the
valence electron. €7 is the energy of the valence electron which assumed to be ap-
proximately at the fermi energy, that is almost a free conduction electron. U is the
mutual coulomb repulsion between the donors, the energy required to bring the donor
into close proximity. When these results are substituted back into the equation for
J. we get

2(2e4+ U — 2¢5)?

JC: <\IJ//(I)><(D\D > . A225
S < e[ >< Oy, (A-225)
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In the case when the conduction electrons are confined within in a 2DEG the six-fold
degeneracy is broken. Due to the confinement in the Z direction the minima located
along direction are shifted to a lower energy. This is due to the reflections that persist
of the top and bottom of the 2DEG, e*o*: and e~*0¥: which may be characterized

by a sine and cosine term. The resulting conduction electron wave-functions are then

given by
k&)
(W1 >= V2¢(2)Cos[ko?] e\/z ; (A.226)
k&1
(o >= V2¢(2)Sin[koz] . (A.227)

N

Where kg is the valley minima wave-vector with ¢(z) being the envelope wave-function

for the conduction electron confined to the 2DEG, taken to be

3 _li=z
¢(z>:,/2—%(zio)e 35507, (A.228)

The donor wave-function ® may then be expressed as

(S

P >= — Y eku@ziz), (A.229)

Where the ¢ @ term confines the valence electron propagation term ciku(@-Zi2) tq

the donor. The co-ordinate r¢ is given by

ri= 2+ 2+ (z — Zi)% (A.230)

Where Z; is the donor’s depth and i the donor number, i.e. 1 or 2. After substituting
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these expressions back into J. the expectation value is given by

(z)ei_"fj_ 6;701\/ z2+y2+(sz1)2
VA Vral

1
et
< ‘Ifk1|q)1 >:/ V3 dx?’(C’os(kOri)); (A231)

k®, =L /224024 (2—7)2
Ty eao‘/z +y?+(2—21)

1 ik
7g¢(2)6 3/
< VoD >= dz’(Sin(kor;)). A.232
e = (Sin(kor).  (A232)
Redefining
1 i@, “l./2 24 (2—Z)2
_¢ zle 1 a0 Te+y +(Z Zl)
S, — / V3 (\/% ¢ _ da?; (A.233)
\VTag
Sﬂzl = OOS(kozZ'>, (A234)

The resulting final dependence of J. can at last be expressed as

224+ U — 2ep)? 1 N
Jc = — Splestst,. A.236
¢ €+ U —€p \/g%yk| s ( )

Where:

W

25;8115252/ = (C’os(koZl)Cos(k0Z2)+Sin(k:oZl)Sz’n(k:OZg))Q = (COS(kJo(Zl—ZQ)))2.
1272
(A.237)

This gives the final form of J,:

. 2(2e4+U —2¢p)* 1
Jc' = —
ca+U—€er /3

|Si|?(Cos(ko(Z) — Z5)))2. (A.238)

As in the direct exchange interaction valley degeneracy play an important role in
the determination of the interaction strength. The results of this section show the
culminating effect of this valley degeneracy. The use of electrons situated in a 2DEG

to mediate the RKKY interaction breaks the six-fold symmetry of the silicon lattice
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structure. The final result is only two-fold degenerate in terms of the donor depths.
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