arXiv:quant-ph/0207018v2 21 Aug 2002

Relativistic entanglement of quantum states and nonlocality of Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen(EPR) paradox

Doyeol Ahn^{1,2∗}, Hyuk-jae Lee^{1†}and Sung Woo Hwang^{1,3‡} 1Institute of Quantum Information Processing and Systems, University of Seoul, Seoul, 130-743, Korea 2Department of Electrical and computer Engineering, University of Seoul, Seoul, 130-743, Korea 3Department of Electronic Engineering, Korea University, Seoul, 136-701, Korea

Abstract

Relativistic bipartite entangled quantum states is studied to show that Nature doesn’t favor nonlocality for massive particles in the ultra-relativistic limit. We found that to an observer (Bob) in a moving frame S^′, the entangled Bell state shared by Alice and Bob appears as the superposition of the Bell bases in the frame S^′ due to the requirement of the special relativity. It is shown that the entangled pair satisfies the Bell’s inequality when the boost speed approaches the speed of light, thus providing a counter example for nonlocality of Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen(EPR) paradox.

Entanglement of bipartite quantum states is of fundamental interest for quantum information processing such as quantum computation [1]– [7], teleportation [8]– [11] and clock synchronization [12]– [14]. How does the entangled quantum states appear to an observer in a different Lorentz frame would be an interesting question, potentially related to the

∗e-mail:dahn@uoscc.uos.ac.kr †e-mail:lhjae@iquips.uos.ac.kr ‡e-mail:swhwang@korea.ac.kr clock synchronization problem. Another unsolved problem, perhaps more important than the above one, is the violation of the local causality in quantum mechanics by measurement process, so called, the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen(EPR) paradox [15] and the Bell’s theorem [16], suggesting the existence of an instantaneous action between distant measurements. This subtle question still remains to be answered even though there have been several works [17]– [21] relating the relativity, entropy, entanglements and the quantum operations. Recently, Czachor [20] suggested that the degree of violation of the Bell inequality depends on the velocity of the pair of spin-^1_2 particles with respect to the laboratory and it would be interesting to study the Bell’s inequality of relativistically entangled quantum states.

One of the conceptual barriers for the relativistic treatment of quantum information processing is the difference of the role played by the wave fields and the state vectors in the quantum field theory. In non-relativistic quantum mechanics both the wave function and the state vector in Hilbert space give the probability amplitude which can be used to define conserved positive probability densities or density matrix. On the other hand, in relativistic quantum field theory, the wave fields are not probability amplitude at all, but operators which create or destroy particles in spanned by states defined as containing definite numbers of particles or antiparticles in each normal mode [22]. Moreover, there has been a quandary [17]– [19] whether the quantum states are Lorentz covariant but according to Weinberg [22], the quantum states viewed from different reference frames can be represented by the Lorentz transformation.

More recently, Alsing and Milburn [23] studied the Lorentz invariance of entanglement and showed that the entanglement fidelity of the bipartite state is preserved explicitly. To the best of our knowledge, their work is the first detailed calculation of the relativistic quantum entanglement of bipartite state. However, in their approach, it is not quite clear whether the entanglement is for the quantum state or the quantum fields because they started from the entanglement between the 4-spinors for the Dirac field. In quantum field theory, the role of the field is to make the interaction or the S-matrix satisfying the Lorentz invariance and the cluster decomposition principle. On the other hand, the information of the particle states is contained in the state vectors of the Hilbert space spanned by states containing 0, 1, 2, · · · , particles as in the case of non-relativistic quantum mechanics [22].

In this article, we study the Lorentz transformation properties of entanglement of bipartite quantum states in the Hilbert space and provide the counter example for the nonlocality of the EPR paradox. Throughout the article, we follow Weinberg’s notation [22]. A multiparticle state vector is denoted by Ψ_{p1,σ1;p2,σ2;···} = a^+( ⃗p_1, σ_1)a^+( ⃗p_2, σ_2) · · · Ψ_0, (1) where p_i labels the four-momentum, σ_i is the spin z component, a^+(⃗p_i, σ_i) is the creation operator which adds a particle with momentum ⃗p_i, and spin σ_i, and Ψ_0 is the Lorentz invariant vacuum state. The Lorentz transformation Λ induces a unitary transformation on vectors in the physical Hilbert space Ψ → U(Λ)Ψ, (2) and the operators U satisfies the composition rule U(Λ̄)U(Λ) = U(Λ̄Λ), (3) while the creation operator has the following transformation rule [22] U(Λ)a^+(⃗p, σ)U^{−1}(Λ) = √ (Λp)^0 p^0 ∑ σ̄ D^{(j)}_{σ̄σ} (W (Λ, p))a^+( ⃗p_Λ, σ̄). (4) Here, W (Λ, p) is the Wigner’s little group element given by W (Λ, p) = L^{−1}(Λp)ΛL(p), (5) D^{(j)}(W ) the representation of W for spin j, p^μ = (⃗p, p^0) and (Λp)^μ = ( ⃗p_Λ, (Λp)^0) with μ = 1, 2, 3, 0, and L(p) is the standard Lorentz transformation such that p^μ = L^μ_ν (p)k^ν , (6) where k^ν = (0, 0, 0, m) is the four-momentum taken in the particle’s rest frame.

The relativistic momentum-conserved entangled Bell states for spin^1_2 particles in the

rest frame S are defined by

Ψ_{00} = 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 ) + a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 )}Ψ_0, (7a)

Ψ_{01} = 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 ) − a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 )}Ψ_0, (7b)

Ψ_{10} = 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 ) + a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 )}Ψ_0, (7c)

Ψ^{11} = 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 ) − a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 )}Ψ_0, (7d)

where Ψ_0 is the Lorentz invariant vacuum state. It is straightforward to see that the

momentum-conserved Bell states (7a) − (7d) have both the space inversion (P) and the

time-reversal (T ) symmetries.

For an observer in another reference frame S^′ described by an arbitrary boost Λ, the

transformed Bell states are given by

Ψ_{ij} → U(Λ)Ψ_{ij} . (8)

For example, from equations (4) and (7a), U(Λ)Ψ_{00} becomes

U(Λ)Ψ_{00} = 1 √ 2 {U(Λ)a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )U^{−1}(Λ)U(Λ)a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 )U^{−1}(Λ) +U(Λ)a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )U^{−1}(Λ)U(Λ)a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 )U^{−1}(Λ)}U(Λ)Ψ_0 = 1 √ 2 ∑ σ,σ^′ { √ (Λp)^0

p^0

D^{( 12 )}_σ 1_2 (W (Λ, p)) (ΛPp)^0 (Pp)^0

D^{( 12 )}_{σ′} 1_2 (W (Λ, Pp))a^+(⃗p_Λ, σ)a^+(⃗p_Λ, σ^′)

+ √ (Λp)^0

p^0

D^{( 12 )}_{σ−} 1_2 (W (Λ, p)) (ΛPp)^0 (Pp)^0

D^{( 12 )}_{σ′−} 1_2 (W (Λ, Pp))a^+(⃗p_Λ, σ)a^+(⃗p_Λ, σ^′)}Ψ_0 (9)

and so on. Here P is the space-inversion operator. For simplicity, we assume that ⃗p is in

z-direction, ⃗p = (0, 0, p) and the boost Λ is in x-direction. Then, we have

L(p) = 1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 cosh η sinh η

0 0 sinh η cosh η

, (10a)

L(Pp) = 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 cosh η − sinh η 0 0 − sinh η cosh η

, (10b)

and

Λ = cosh ω 0 0 sinh ω 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 sinh η 0 0 cosh ω

(10c)

where η and ω are the boost in z- and x-directions, respectively. The matrix representation of the Wigner’s little group W is given by [24]

D^{( 12 )}_σ′_σ(W (Λ, p)) = cos(^{Ωp}_2 ) − sin(^{Ωp}_2 ) sin(^{Ωp}_2 ) cos(^{Ωp}_2 )

, (11a)

and

D^{( 12 )}_σ′_σ(W (Λ, Pp)) = cos(^{Ωp}_2 ) sin(^{Ωp}_2 ) − sin(^{Ωp}_2 ) cos(^{Ωp}_2 )

, (11b)

where the Wigner angle Ω_p is defined by

tan Ω_p = sinh η sinh ω cosh η + cosh ω

. (12)

By substituting equations (11a) and (11b) into equation (9), we obtain

U(Λ)Ψ_{00} =

(Λp)^0 p^0 cos Ω_p 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 ) + a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 )}Ψ_0 − (Λp)^0 p^0 sin Ω_p 1 √ 2 {a^+(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, − 1 2 ) − a^+(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+(−⃗p, 1 2 )}Ψ_0 = (Λp)^0 p^0

{cos Ω_pΨ^′_{00} − sin Ω_pΨ^′_{11}}, (13a)

where Ψ^′ij is the Bell states in the moving frame S^′ whose momentums are transformed as ⃗p → ⃗p_Λ, −⃗p → −⃗p_Λ. Likewise, we have

U(Λ)Ψ_{01} =

(Λp)^0

p^0

Ψ^′_{01}, (13b) U(Λ)Ψ_{10} =

(Λp)^0

p^0

Ψ^′_{10}, , (13c) and U(Λ)Ψ_{11} =

(Λp)^0

p^0

{sin Ω_pΨ^′_{00} + cos Ω_pΨ^′_{11}}. (13d)

If we regard Ψ^′_{ij} as Bell states in the moving frame S^′, then to an observer in S^′, the effects of the Lorentz transformation of the bipartite entangled Bell states should appear as the superpositions of Bell states in the frame S^′.

The implications could be non trivial. One of the controversies in modern physics is the violation of the local causality of relativistic quantum field theory during the measurement process [25]. This is based on the EPR paradox [15] and the Bell’s theorem [16], which suggest the existence of nonlocal instantaneous action between distant measurements. In the following, we investigate whether a supposed nonlocality is a real physical property of the quantum theory, more specially, the result of state collapse description by studying the case of an entangled state shared by Alice and Bob in the relativistic regime. For example, consider Alice in the frame S and Bob in the frame S^′ (initially coincide with S) moving in the x-direction share entangled pair of atoms whose electrons have opposite momentum prepared at certain time t = 0. At time t = 0, the entangled state shared by Alice and Bob is assumed to be Ψ^{AB}_{00} ,

Ψ^{AB}_{00} = Ψ_{00} = 1 √ 2 {a^+_A(⃗p, 1 2 )a^+_B (−⃗p, 1 2 ) + a^+_A(⃗p, − 1 2 )a^+_B(−⃗p, − 1 2 )}Ψ_0. (14)

Here A and B denote particles belong to Alice and Bob, respectively. When the reference frame S^′ where Bob is in, is moving, the Lorentz boost Λ will affect only the Alice’s state and as a result the global unitary transformation can be written as

U_{AB} = U_A(Λ) ⊗ I_B , (15) where U_A(Λ) is the unitary transformation representing the Lorentz boost upon Alice. Then

the quantum state from Bob’s point of view is given by

U_{AB}(Λ)Ψ^{AB}_{00} = 1 √ 2 ∑ σ √ (Λp)^0 p^0

{D^{( 12 )}_σ 1_2 (W (Λ, p))a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, σ)a^+_B (−⃗p, 1 2 ) +D^{( 12 )}_{σ−} 1_2 (W (Λ, p))a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, σ)a^+_B (−⃗p, − 1 2 )}Ψ_0 = √ (Λp)^0 p^0

[cos

Ω_p 2 1 √ 2 {a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, 1 2 )a^+_B (−⃗p, 1 2 ) + a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, − 1 2 )a^+_B (−⃗p, − 1 2 )} − sin

Ω_p 2 1 √ 2 {a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, 1 2 )a^+_B (−⃗p, − 1 2 ) − a^+_A(⃗p_Λ, − 1 2 )a^+_B (−⃗p, 1 2 )}]Ψ_0 = √ (Λp)^0 p^0

[cos

Ω_p 2 Ψ^{′AB}_{00} − sin

Ω_p 2 Ψ^{′AB}_{11} ], (16)

Now Alice performs the measurement of the spin in the +z direction at time t = τ. Since the

Bell state U_{AB}(Λ)Ψ^{AB}_{00} viewed from Bob in the frame S^′ is a linear combination of Ψ^{′AB}_{00} and

Ψ^{′AB}_{11} , when Alice measures her spin in the positive z direction, Bob’s spin state is still a linear

combination of |+^1_2 ⟩ and |−^1_2 ⟩. This leaves Bob’s spin direction undetermined contradicting

the EPR paradox. On the other hand, in the non-relativistic quantum mechanics, Bob’s

quantum state is determined instantaneously as a result of collapse when Alice does her

measurement which results in the violation of the Bell inequality or the EPR paradox [26].

In order to justify our argument, we have calculated the average of the Bell observable c(⃗a,⃗a^′,⃗b,⃗b^′) =< â ⊗ b̂ > + < â ⊗ b̂^′ > + < â^′ ⊗ b̂ > − < â^′ ⊗ b̂^′ > (17) where â, b̂ are the relativistic spin observables for Alice and Bob, respectively, related to

the Pauli-Lubanski pseudo vector which is known to be a relativistically invariant operator

corresponding to spin [20] [27]– [29]. Normalized relativistic spin observables â, b̂ are given

by [20],

â = ( √ 1 − β^2⃗a_⊥ + ⃗a_‖) · ⃗σ √ 1 + β^2[(n̂ · ⃗a) − 1]

(18) and b̂ = ⃗b · ⃗σ, (19) where n̂ is the direction of the Lorentz boost, β = v/c, ⃗a_⊥ and ⃗a_‖ are the components of ⃗a which are perpendicular and parallel to the boost direction, respectively. Moreover, |⃗a| = |⃗b| = 1. Then, after some mathematical manipulations, we obtain < â ⊗ b̂ >= 1 √ 1 + β^2(a^2_x − 1)

[(b_x cos Ω_p + b_z sin Ω_p)a_x − b_ya_y √ 1 − β^2 + √ 1 − β^2(b_z cos Ω_p + b_x sin Ω_p)a_z], (20)

for the state given by the equation (16). We now consider the vector ⃗a = (^{1√}_2 , −^{1√}_2 , 0),⃗a^′ = (−^{1√}_2 , −^{1√}_2 , 0),⃗b = (0, 1, 0),⃗b^′ = (1, 0, 0) which lead to the maximum violation of the Bell’s inequality in the non-relativistic domain, Ω_p = 0 and β = 0. Then the Bell observable for the 4 relevant joint measurements becomes < â ⊗ b̂ > + < â ⊗ b̂^′ > + < â^′ ⊗ b̂ > − < â^′ ⊗ b̂^′ > = 2 √ 2 − β^2 ( √ 1 − β^2 + cos Ω_p) < 2, (21)

in the ultra-relativistic limit where β = 1 and Ω_p ≠ 0. So the relativistic entangled states (16), satisfies the Bell’s inequality at least in the ultra-relativistic limit. Moreover, in the limit β → 1, the expectation value of the spin correlation < â ⊗ b̂ > becomes < â ⊗ b̂ >= a_x |a_x| (b_x cos Ω_p + b_z sin Ω_p), (22)

suggesting that Alice’s and Bob’s measurements are not correlated at all. One might question the validity of our result since there are experimental evidences [30]– [32] showing the violation of Bell’s inequality which suggests that reality is nonlocal. It may be irrelevant whether the entanglement is maintained or not at ultra-relativistic limit because Eq.(22) is the result of the transformation of both spin and Bell states. So far the experiments that test Bell’s inequality are done with entangled photons which are massless, not with spin-^1_2 massive particles. It is interesting to note that the representation of the Wigner’s little group W for the massless particle is diagonal [22], i.e.,

D_{σσ}′ (W ) = exp(iθσ)δ_σ′_σ, (23) where θ is the angle related to the Lorentz boost Λ. So the form of the entanglement is left invariant even after the Lorentz boost and this will give the similar results as in the case of non-relativistic quantum mechanics. However, for massive particles, it doesn’t look like that Nature favors nonlocality suggested by the EPR paradox at least in the ultra-relativistic limit if one wants to reconcile the principles of quantum mechanics with those of special relativity.

In conclusion, we studied the Lorentz transformation of the bipartite entangled quantum states explicitly and found that to an observer in a moving frame, the Bell states appear as rotations (or linear combination) of the Bell bases in that frame. It turns out that the joint measurement of spin variables are not correlated at the ultra-relativistic limit because the Lorentz transformation of both spin and the Bell states.

Acknowledgements This work was supported by the Korean Ministry of Science and Technology through the Creative Research Initiatives Program under Contact No. M1-0116-00-0008. We are also indebted to prof. M. S. Kim for valuable discussions.

REFERENCES

[1] C. H. Bennett, G. Brassard, C. Crépeau, R. Jozsa, A. Peres and W. K. Wooters, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 69, 2881(1992).

[2] R. Jozsa, J. Mod. Opt. 41, 2315(1994). [3] B. Schumacher, Phys. Rev. A54, 2614(1996). [4] D. Loss and D. P. Divincenzo, Phys. Rev A57, 120(1998).

[5] D. Ahn, J. H. Oh, K. Kimm and S. W. Hwang, Phys. Rev. A61, 052310(2000). [6] M. S. Kim, J. Lee, D. Ahn and P. L. Knight, Phys. Rev. A65, 040101(R)(2002). [7] A. K. Ekert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 661(1991).

[8] C. H. Bennett, G. Brassard, C. Crépeau, R. Jozsa, A. Peres and W. K. Wooters, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 70, 1895(1993).

[9] D. Bouwmeester, J. W. Pan, K. Mattle, M. Eibl, H. Weinfurter and A. Zeilinger, Nature 390, 575(1997).

[10] D. Boschi, S. Branca, F. de Martini, L. Hardy and S. Popescu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 1121(1998).

[11] J. Lee and M. S. Kim, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 4236(2000). [12] I. L. Chuang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 2006(2000).

[13] R. Jozsa, D. S. Abrams, J. D. Dowling and C. P. Williams, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 2010(2000).

[14] W. Y. Hwang, D. Ahn, S. W. Hwang and Y. D. Han, Eur. Phys. J. D19, 129(2002). [15] A. Einstein, B. Podolsky and N. Rosen, Phys. Rev. 47, 777(1935). [16] J. S. Bell, Physics(Long Island City, N.Y.) 1, 195(1964).

[17] Y. Aharonov and D. Z. Albert, Phys. Rev. D24, 359(1981). [18] A. Suarez and V. Scarnani, Phys. Lett. A232, 9(1997). [19] A. Peres, Phys. Rev. A61, 022117(2000). [20] M. Czachor, Phys. Rev. A55, 72(1997).

[21] A. Peres, P. F. Scudo and D. R. Terno, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 230402(2002). [22] S. Weinberg, The Quantum Theory of Fields I, (Cambridge University Press, N.Y. 1995). [23] P. M. Alsing and G. J. Milburn, LANL e-print, quant-ph/0203051. [24] F. R. Halpern, Special Relativity and Quantum Mechanics, (Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1968).

[25] D. Tommasini, LANL e-print quant-ph/0205105. [26] J. Preskill, Quantum Computation and Information,

http://www.theory.caltech.edu/people/preskill/ph229(1998).

[27] L. H. Ryder, Quantum Field Theory, (Cambridge University Press, N. Y. 1986). [28] G. N. Fleming, Phys. Rev. 137, B188(1965). [29] G. N. Fleming, Phys. Rev. 137, B963(1965). [30] J. F. Clauser and M. A. Horne, Phys. Rev. D10, 526(1974). [31] J. F. Clauser and A. Simony, Rep. Prog. Phys. 41, 1881(1978). [32] Z. Y. Ou and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 50(1988).