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Abstract

This is a study text for the “Quantum information in curved spacetime” course
taught at Charles University in 2023/24. The text builds on similar courses delivered
by Eduardo Martin-Martinez at the Perimeter Institute/University of Waterloo, as well
as stems from a number of recent papers.

Basically, we will be touching on some topics studied by Relativistic Quantum
Information (RQI), which is a new discipline that has emerged around 2010, as an

attempt to merge three fields: general relativity (GR), quantum field theory (QFT),
and quantum information (QI). The main idea is to incorporate the relativistic descrip-
tion into QI processing and to study structure of spacetime and nature of gravity from
QI perspective.

For example, we would like to tackle the following problems:

Early Universe Cosmology — how much info we can get about early Universe?
Black hole (BH) information loss — do BHs destroy information?

QFT vacuum information content about given spacetime. Can we use quantum
fields for spacetime reconstruction, or even to recast classical Einstein equations
in QFT language?

Thermalization, Unruh effect, . ..
Quantum communication and energy teleportation.

Spacetime engineering — can we create states violating energy conditions, such as
warp drives, wormhole, ...?7 (On average, QFT can violate energy conditions.)

Is gravity really quantized? What is a superposition of spacetimes, and can large
masses be entangled?

Can we make a direct connection with available experiments?
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Chapter 1: Measuring quantum
fields: Particle detectors

1.1 Motivation

e Projective measurements (at a given instant of time) are not a satisfactory de-
scription, as can be seen from the following picture:
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It also treats the detector at a different level than the quantum system.

e Instead use particle detectors: “couple 1st quantized system to the full 2nd quan-
tized system”:
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What is a particle detector? It better be i) localized (in time and space) quantum
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system that is ii) coupled to a quantum field, and is iii) easy to measure (to
do projective measurements on), that is, it has a ‘clicking quality’ and is non-
relativistic (1st quantized).

It seems like hydrogen atom could be a good model.

Particle-detector tautology. “A particle is what the particle detector measures; a
particle detector is a device that detects particles.”

What do people do in Quantum optics? People typically use the Jaynes—Cummings
(J-C) model. This is a ‘2-level atom’ with two energy states |e), |g);

o) =wle) +ula) = (). (11

separated by energy gap €2, which couples to a ‘mode’ of the EM field (described
by the harmonic oscillator) via the following interaction Hamiltonian:

H = )\<0+aei(9_w)t + 0_a+e_i(Q_w)t> : (1.2)
where o* are the SU(2) ladder operators obeying’

otlg) =le), o le)=lg), (1.7)

that is, ot = |e){g],0~ = |g){e|, and w is the photon’s frequency. Such a model
has the following intuitive meaning: “annihilation of a photon excites the detector,
whereas creation of a photon de-excites it”. We would also typically expect €2 ~ w
(“conservation of energy”).

The light matter interaction from first principles. Consider a hydrogen atom with
an electron

i

where m is the effective electron’s mass, and the electron can couple to an elec-
tromagnetic field. To this purpose we can perform the multipole expansion and

Tn terms of the standard Pauli matrices:

() (T () e

which obey o N o N
[0%,07] = 2ic gy, {o%, 07} = 2691 (1.4)
we have 1 1
ot = Q(UI +i0Y), o = 5(0”” —i0Y). (1.5)
This also implies that
0T, 07| =07, [0 0%]=+20%. (1.6)
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restrict to the dipole approximation. In this approximation the interaction Hamil-
tonian reads

Hy = ei- E(Z). (1.9)

Here, field is not yet quantized. Let us see what do we get from this ‘definition’.

e Expanding in matrix elements (energy states of the unperturbed Hamiltonian),

we have ) R R R X .
Hy = e+ E(@) = e ) (jla- E@)})e ™ |j)il. (1.10)
/L?]
Here, 't where ;; = Q; — Q; is the energy between states i and j, comes from

the interaction picture.” We now insert the identity [ dz|x)(x| and employ the
standard hydrogen atom wave functions ¢;(z) = (z|i). Thus we find

H = e/dgxd‘“’:v’Z(j\@(fE\f E(@)]a") (' |i)e' ™ 1) il

_ / B () Ei(z) - B@)e)5) ). (1.14)

,J

Of course, many of the matrix elements are (to the lowest order in perturbation
theory) zero, using for example selection rules. In what follows we concentrate on
a 2 level model, with ground state |g) and excited state |e), separated by energy
gap (2. Let’s also denote the ladder operators

ot =ledgl, o =lg)lel. (1.15)

and F(7) = (& ¥)Z,(Z) the corresponding ‘smearing function’. With this we
have

~
-

Hy = / d%e(ﬁ(f) ot | (T)e _mta_> E(7) = / Erd(7) - E®), (1.16)

where d is the dipole operator. We can now proceed and canonically quantize

the EM field E — E. However, if we are not interested in exchange of angular
momentum, we can consider a simplified scalar model. This is known as:

2Splitting the total Hamiltonian, into the ‘basic’ and ‘interaction’ parts:
H=Hy,+ Hy, (1.11)

the interaction picture operators and states are related to Schrodinger picture operators and states as
follows (setting i = 1):

A = eiHotAseiiHot, |’¢[> = 6iH0t|’(/J5> . (112)
Such operators and states evolve as follows:
(dAg Ay
— =[A, H — =Hpyy. 1.1
n [Ar, Ho|, i 7 1 (1.13)

Of course, we also have (A1) = (Ag) = Tr(prAr).
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1.2 Unruh De Witt (UdW) detector

e Unruh-De Witt (UdW) detector (Unruh 1976 [1], De Witt 1979 [2]). This is a

‘scalar version’ of the above, namely

&

Jt
\/ . [g>

Hi = (1) [ dapt. (0. 2). (1.17)
where /i is the monopole operator (with smearing function F(Z)):
(t, %) = F(Z) (o€ + 07e ™), (1.18)
(t)

and we have also included the switching function x(t) for the detector, governing
the duration for which the detector is switched on.

Here, the massless scalar field ¢ (in d = (n + 1) dimensions) is quantized:

/m

e Note that there are extra terms in the UdW detector when compared to the J-C
detector. Namely, we schematically have

_7,k~a: + ageik-x> ) (119)

JC: ota+o a",
UdW: (6" +07)(a+a")~ocTa+0a"+ oTat+o0a (1.20)
—_——— — — ~———
o & counter-rotating terms

The difference is thus the presence of the “counter-rotating terms”. Some say
that such terms ‘do not conserve energy’:

‘ 6 o
le> (0D — 13> [t> Ok Lo
A L tco oSl
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However, that is not true for two reasons. First, the interaction Hamiltonian is
accompanied by Hamiltonians of detector and field:

Hy=Q0¢ 0, Hgq=w aira . (1.21)

However, since ¢ and ¢*, and n and & do not commute, eigenstates of the free
Hamiltonian are not the eigenvalues of the total Hamiltonian; so assigning energy
to this is false! Second, we do not perform a measurement and the state is that
of superposition of all possibilities.

Vacuum excitation probability of a UdW detector. Let us now calculate the vac-
uum excitation probability:
le>

[
\/ - [g>
P> ()

lg)eﬂe7

Once we have calculated that, the opposite process, probability of de-excitation
is calculated as:

|0) Y 0))
P|6>%|9>(Q> - ]3|g>~>\e>(_Q) : (1.22)
We have
P () =" [(out, e]U]g, 0)]* = > (0, g|U* |e, out)(out, e|U]g,0),  (1.23)
out out

where we have summed over all final states of the field |out), and the evolution
operator U is given by the time ordered exponential:

(e}

U= Texp(—i/ dtHI(t)) , (1.24)
where, w.l.o.g., we can take the limits to be (—oo, +00), as the interaction Hamil-
tonian H; already contains the finite switching function y. To calculate U, we
use the perturbation theory, namely Dyson’s expansion:

o0

U=1+UY4+U® + 0\, W”zﬁ/‘ﬁHﬁy (1.25)

[e.9]
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Let us calculate the probability to the linear in A order. Obviously, the first term
does not contribute, and we have

Pl

le)—lg

() = {0,9|UN[e) D lout)(out|(e|UV]g,0) (1.26)

1

= )2 / dtdt' x(t)x(t)) / & eda F(Z)F (&) {glim(t)]e) (el (t)|g) W (1, 7,0, 7)

-~

exp (iQ(t’—t))

where we for example used that (g|m(t)le) = (g|(cTe™ + o e ®¥)|e) = e~ *¥,
and defined the Wightman function (2pt. function):
W20 7) = (010 D)ol 7)) (1.27)

That is, we have found that

Py (9) = X / dtdt'x(t)x(t) / d"zd"s' F(Z)F ()W (t,7,¢, 7).
(1.28)
e To proceed further, let us use the flat space Wightman function:
. ik-(z—a") Ak e
W £, f7 t/, ) = ;/dnJrlke _ / _ e—z(|k|(t7t )—k-(Z-% )) .
( ) (27T>n+1 k2 2(27T)"’]€|
(1.29)

Then we can easily perform the integrals over t,t',Z, 7 — they simply yield the
Fourier transform, e.g.3

Q4+ k) = /dtx(t)e—i(9+"5')t. (1.31)
We thus recover
PO () :v/ﬂbzmﬂla)ﬁyﬁ(/ay?. (1.32)
lg)—1e) 2(27T)"|]€|

e Consider now ‘long switching’ (the detector is switched on forever). Then we have

x(t) =const. = x(w)xdi(w). (1.33)

3Here we adopt the following convention for the Fourier transform:

flw) :/f(w)e_i“’xda:, f(z) = %/f(w)eiw‘dw. (1.30)
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Since Q + |k| # 0, we then find P(Q) = 0. This makes sense, while for small
enough times we can get excitations (‘borrowing energy from vacuum’), when the
detector is switched on forever, the detector will not get excited. On the other
hand, if our detector is localized in space and time, it will click!

Note also that the non-trivial contribution to P comes from the counter-rotating
terms, namely o"a™ and o0~ a. If we adopted the co-rotating wave approximation
(RWA) we would not see any excitations.

e Similarly, if we started with the excited detector, the probability of its de-excitation
would be P(—), which gives the condition

Q= |k, (1.34)

that is, only 1 mode, with |E| = (), contributes. For long enough times, we can
thus adopt a single mode approximation (SMA). Note also that in this case, the
non-trivial contributions come from the co-rotating waves cta and o~ a™t.

e When we compare UdW to the quantum optics J-C model, we thus see that the
latter adopts i) SMA approximation and ii) RWA approximation. Consequently,
J-C will not get excited but will have spontaneous emission via single mode. These
approximations are good for long enough times.

More precisely, let T be the support of x(¢). Then the following approximations

are ‘valid’:
1
SMA : T> =,
Q — |k|
1
RWA T> — . (1.35)
Q+ |k

We see that if SMA holds, so does RWA.

Often, it happens that 7' > Q~!. Then both RWA and SMA are OK. While this
is the case for optical cavities, for which the J-C model is sufficient, it may not
be the case for the effects we shall study in this course — for this reason we are
going to use the UdW detector.

1.3 Which frame?

e Which frame? Let us now write down the total Hamiltonian for our system. When
doing so, we have two natural frames to use: lab (inertial) frame (¢,Z), or the

—

proper detector’s frame (7,&) (for example associated with the center of mass of
the atom).
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The detector’s free Hamiltonian is most easily written in detector’s frame:

"Hoq= Q0" 0", (1.36)

where 7 is the proper time of the detector, and gap {2 is measured in detector’s
frame.

Field free Hamiltonian, is most easily written in the Lab frame:

"Hoy = /dnk;\laaga,;, (1.37)

where ¢ is the (lab frame) ‘quantization time’.

However, the interaction Hamiltonian contains both sets of observables: (detector)x
(field). It is the detector which prescribes the interaction with the field. It is thus
natural to write this in the detector’s frame:

TH; = Ax(7) /d"fF() <a+eiQT + a_e_mT) Qg(t(T, €),z(, 3) ) (1.38)

s

v~

m(T)

—

Note that when we write F'(£), we assume ‘rigid atom’ along the trajectory — the
so called Fermi-Walker rigidity (in the center of mass frame). In other words,
our F' is not a function of 7 (wave functions of the atom are not deformed by
motion of the atom — ‘atom drags the electrons”). This is okay, for accelerations
a < 10'7g. (A bullet hitting a target has a ~ 10197 g  so it modifies molecules
but not atoms.)

However, we can write this in the lab frame as well! To warm up let us start with
time reparametrization.

e Time reparametrization. Let tH (t) be the Hamiltonian of a quantum system gen-

erating translations w.r.t. time t. What is TH (7) generating translations w.r.t. 77
Under reparametrization ¢t — t(7), we have < = <-4 Employing the Schrodinger

) dt — dtdr
equation, we thus have:

d - dr d d dt ,
i) =A@l =i ) = i) = S A, (139)
~——

TH(r)

that is, we also pick up the ‘redshift factor’ %:

TH(r) = %tﬁ(t(ﬂ). (1.40)
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e The same can be seen, for example, from the fact that the time evolution oper-
ator must be invariant under time reparametrization, as seen from the following
picture:

> /\ J[:w _

MW 3/.7(& wW%ﬂMWMh&W

Thus we have
U —Texp(—i/dttH(t)) Texp< /dTTH( )) (1.41)

Using Fubini’s theorem we recover (1.40).

e More generally, the evolution operator is invariant under general change of coor-
dinates. We thus have

U = Texp(—i / Z dTTH[(T)> :Texp<—i / Z degThI(T))
- Texp(—i / Zdtdfthl(t,f)), (1.42)
where
= A(DF(E)mn(r)é(t(r.€). (7€)
e o= (7t D) F(E(L 2)m(r(t, ) ot 7) ggg (1.43)

Note that one cannot really distinguish switching from smearing! Note also that
‘Hr = [ d"Z'h; is pretty non-trivial!

e Often-times one uses the ‘point-particle’ detector, setting

F(€)=6(S). (1.44)

This is the standard approximation that is used in many situations. On the other
hand, when one uses the extended detector, problems with general covariance
and time ordering ambiguity arise, e.g. [3, 4]. Often-times we shall also use the
(smooth) Gaussian switching y, treating it as ‘compact support’.




Chapter 2: Unruh Effect

2.1 Standard derivation

e Key idea: field quantization depends on the observer.

e Let us consider a massless scalar field, obeying
Vi =0, (2.1)

as ‘perceived’ by two different observers (both of whom have a copy of Pe-
skin and Schroeder): inertial Alice who is using Minkowski coordinates (¢,x)),
and uniformly accelerated Bob — using Rindler coordinates (7,&), related to the
Minkowski coordinates by

t =¢&¢sinhar, = ¢coshar, (2.2)

as displayed in the following figure:
ALICE e \

- mn
(& x
'IGOL‘L
(v.3)
—> >
T
1 o i 1 - ’/l\:“é_ ; —, ')/\/
ijﬁ_i CD;\‘; < /QAC l/%o@’ CDcl; D(,Q N |

’ ]
A/L\/ff{'"@% ! ngj < ,QACU/Y

e Note that ¢! are not a complete basis of solutions for QFT in the whole spacetime,
only in the wedge I. To have a complete set, we also need to consider Anti-Bob
in the region II:

t =—¢sinhar’, = —& coshar’. (2.3)

10
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o {¢', 1} then form a basis at a given 7, which is a Cauchy surface. So at this
Cauchy surface we can expand

6 = D (alloll +al*el")

= > (al ol +alfols +alloll +all* L) (2.4)

2

M

These are not unitary equivalent (have different vacua) — a*’s mix with a!’s and

a™’s (a'’s and a!T*’s).

e Considering the Minkowski vacuum: |0}/, it can be written as

0ha = [[—— 3 tanh™s|n) sl (2.5)

coshr
w w n—

where

tanhr, = exp(—y> . (2.6)
a
This is a 2-mode squeeze state (entangled) (mixes excitations in I and II regions).

e Bob has only access to region I. Thus uses the following density matrix:

1

cosh?r,,

pew = Trrr(|0)ar(0]ar) = > tanh®ry|n) (nl; . (2.7)

Using this to calculate the expectation of the number operator, we arrive at a

thermal state
1

(Nop) = (2.8)
e e —1
which is the Bose-Einstein distribution with the Unruh temperature
ha
Ty = . 2.9
U= o (2.9)

So we arrived at a conclusion that Alice’s field vacuum corresponds to a thermal
bath for Bob at Ty « a.

e Two physical questions arise: 1) Does Bob need to accelerate forever — what
happens for finite time acceleration? 2) Is the calculation above really enough to
talk about thermality?
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2.2 What is a thermal state?

e Gibbs: a state that maximizes entropy at constant energy.
However, this is ill defined (diverges) for QFT.

e Instead: Let’s compute a 2-pt correlator of an observable A of a quantum system
in a thermal state (Gibbs). Note that thermal states are stationary (fixed points
of time evolution. Since

A(t) = et A(0)e (2.10)

using stationarity we have to have
O(t,t) = Tr (pgA(lf)A(lf’)) ~ T <p5A(At)A(O)> = C(At). (2.11)
Moreover, using the cyclic property of the trace we have

C(At) = Loy (e’BHe’iHAtA(O)eiHAtA(O)) ~ Il (e’iH(At’i’B)A(O)eiHAtA(O)) :

Z Z
(2.12)
At the same time, shifting time, we get
1 ) ) .
C(AL+if) = ETr(e"HAtA(O)eZH(At“B)A(O))
1 . ) .
= T (eZH(A“”B)A(O)e"HAtA(O)> = O(—At), (2.13)

that is ‘complex anti-periodicity’. Thus, all Gibbs states obey Kubo, Martin,
Schwinger (KMS) condition

C(—At) = C(At+iB). (2.14)

Think about how this is related to the Euclidean trick showing that black holes
have a temperature!

e We have just shown that all Gibbs states are KMS. The converse is not true but
‘almost true’ :).

One can also show that KMS states are passive — one cannot extract work from
them:

<E>extracted =0. (215)

Moreover, KMS condition is applicable to QFT, and provides a ‘good definition’
of thermality for QFTs. We will associate KMS condition with a given observer.

In particular, since the Wightman function

~

W,(r,7") = Tr(pgb(T)gg(T’)) (2.16)
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is a 2-pt function (that knows everything there is to know about the QFT), we
can use it to define thermality of the state p. Here, and in what follows, we have
abbreviated

$(r) = o(t(r), Z(r)) - (2.17)

Namely, we have the following definition:

e KMS states in QFT (better definition of thermality):

Definition. Let us have a timelike vector 0,, a Hamiltonian "H, and a field
state p. Then p is a KMS state of KMS temperature

1
Txms = E ) (2.18)

with respect to 0, if and only if i) it is stationary, that is W, (7, 7") = W,(Ar)
and ii) satisfies KMS condition, that is W,(A7T 4+ i8) = W,(—AT).

Note that different observers can have different KMS temperatures. Namely in
the Unruh case, Tkms = T4 = 0 with respect to 0; and T, = T = Ty w.r.t.
0.

Note also, that one can have non-stationary states with complex anti-periodicity.
This is of course not enough to have thermality!

e Detailed balance. Let us have a KMS state, then we have

/ AATW (AT +iB)e™A™ = / AATW (= AT)eAT

[e.9] —00

- / (AW (Ar)e AT

[e.9]

_ / T ATV (AT AT Z T (—w) . (2.19)

—00

Now, let us change the variables, A7" = A7 + 8. Then we have

W(w) = /dAT'W(AT’)eiW(AT/iﬁ) = eﬁw/dAT'W(AT’)eMAT/ = W (W),
v Y
(2.20)

where we have effectively done the following:
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1=/
:

A5 //)/)

A/f— \1; | — /e,

_ ‘ 5
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THEN WE Are 0K

Thus we have derived ‘detailed balance’ condition:

W (w) = W(-w). (2.21)

2.3 Thermalization of the detector

e As an experimentalist I carry a thermometer and accelerate — do I see the Unruh
temperature 7' = a/(2m)? Thermality expectation: detector state evolves to

p= %e‘BHd, which implies
Pex () —B9

—_— = €

P, deex(Q>
Let us show that this is true. We shall do this in several steps.

(2.22)

e ‘Experimental setup’. In what follows we shall consider a switching function yx
that is strongly supported in a timescale o (for which the detector is on, with
x(&1) being the boundary of the support), such that its L? norm is equal to one,
that is

(/o) = [ " drx(r /o) = 1. (2.23)

—00

For such switching we have

1 > ~ —iwT /o 1 - <k wT /o *
X(7/0) = o / doslwle 7 = L [ dox (@) 77 = (/o) (2.21)

as it is real. Moreover, also we have

/ dw|¥(W)]*? = / deT/dWX(T/O)X*(T//O')eiw(T_T,)

= 27r/deT’X(T/U)X*(T'/a)é(T—T’)
= 27 /_OO dr|x(t/o)|* = 2~ (2.25)
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(a Percival equality).

Moreover, if x(7/0) strongly supported on sacle o, Y (w) is strongly supported on
a scale 1/0.

— —

We shall also consider a point-like detector, for which F'(§) = (&), and the UdW

interaction Hamiltonian reads
Hy = M(7)in(r)d(r) (2.26)
and the transition probability (1.28) simplifies.

e Long response. Considering the pointlike detector with finite switching function
above, the response function, as per (1.28), reads

1 1 < /
F(Q,0) = _/\20P(Q) = g/deT’X(T/O’)X(T//U)em(TT)W(T, )
1 . Y . ’
— —47T20/deT/dwdw')Z*(w)f((w/)e’(w/”_wT/”)em(T—T)W(T, ) (2.27)

If the field is stationary w.r.t. 0, W(r,7') = W(r — 7’), it is natural to change
variables as

U:T—T/, v=T1+17 & T:u—;v’ T,:vgu7 (2-28)
with the corresponding Jacobian equal to 1/2. We then find
1 i ’ i ’ ;
F(Q,o0) = 52 /dwdw' /dve%(“’_w v /du;}* (w)x(w)ezs @HIUI (1)
20

—_—
276 ( % (w—w’)) =4rod(w—w’)

1 ,
= 2—/dudw\f((w)IQW(u)eZ(QW/")“
s

1 .
_ %/de(w)]QW(Q—l—w/a). (2.29)
Here, in the first line we have used a magic formula for ¢ functions:
oz — x;)
o(f(@) =) (2.30)
2 | (i)

where z; are the roots of f(z).
Waiting for a long time corresponds to large o. More precisely, if x(w) decays fast

enough (‘measure’ x(w) strongly supported on a s scale 1/0; we need ‘adiabatic’
(smooth enough switching — not nervous experimentalists)) then we find

i F@.0) = o [audgpie = T [adzer - ).
(2.31)

That is, a detector acquires information about the Wightman function, after
interacting for a long time.
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e Response of the detector. Putting things together, the excitation/de-excitation
ratio reads

Pex(QﬂU) _ PeX(Qag) _ ‘F(Q7U)

0 = = = . 2.32
M) = p@0) ~ Pu-0)  F(-20) 232
We thus have, using the detailed balance condition (2.21)
V(Q
lim  R(Q,0) = W) _ e P (2.33)
o—o0, adiab W<_Q)

Thus, a detector that interacts with a KMS state (w.r.t. its proper time) of tem-
perature Tikyms = 1/, as long as it is switched on carefully, thermalizes (catches
Boltzmannian population) after intercating with the field for a long time! More-
over, the detector acquires the same temperature as the field — this is the experi-
mental definition of thermality

Tins = T (2.34)
(C.f. zero law of TDs.)

e Intermezzo: Some properties of Wightman functions. First, we may write:
mmﬂzzﬂ(wwwﬁ
5 . 1 R A
= (o w#mw»)+4n@wvwvﬁ+w#wv»)

2
= §<[ (1), o(7 ]> <{¢(T) ('}, - (2.35)
zIm(Wp(T 7)) Re(W:?T,T’))

Since [¢(7), ¢(7'] o 21, the first term, giving {Im(W (7, 7’)) is state independent;
it is the second term that depends on p.

Second, we have

Wi, 7') = (Te(po(r)o(r)) = Te(@(r)6(r)p) = Te(pol(r)d(7)) = Wy(7',7)
(2.36)

e Consider now the commutator C(r,7’):
C(r,7") = {([¢(1), o(7")]) = 2¢ImW (1, 7). (2.37)

If W stationary, so is the commutator: C(7,7") = C(AT) (real and imaginary
parts do not talk to each other). Moreover,

Clw) = / dATC(AT)eiwAT:/ dAT(W(AT)—W*(AT)>€MAT
- W(-A7)

= Ww)—W(-w). (2.38)

—00
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Thus, if the state is KMS, we can use the ‘detailed balance’ (2.21), to obtain
Clw) = W(w) — e*W(w), (2.39)

or by re-arranging:

1
—1°

(2.40)

W(w,B) = —C(w,B)P(w,B), Pw,p)= B

Here, P(w, ) is the Planck’s factor. This in particular means that, if the state
is KMS, the FT of the Wightman is completely determined by the commutator
(commutator contains both real and imaginary parts).

Note that C' (w, 8) depends on the pull back to detectors trajectory; this introduces
the dependence on 3! (Trajectory depends on acceleration, and thence on [3!)

2.4 Is Unruh KMS?

e If we can show that |0), is KMS w.r.t. 0, of accelerated detector, Unruh effect
is as physical as QFT! Let us prove that!

e Wightman function. The trajectory of constant acceleration is given by

1 1
t(r) = ~sinh(a7), 2'(7)= - (cosh(ar) — 1) o t=at=...=27=0.
a a
(2.41)
The Wightman function for the vacuum state in Minkowski is given by
W(r,7) = (0lud(r)e(r)|0)n
d.o—elF| —i| |K|(t(r)—t(=") ) k- (#(r) -2 ('
_ /dke ", (\k\(t() (")) - (2(r)—( >)>
2(2m)? k|
= / &k O(K%)5(k*)e™ ==+ (2.42)
) 2(2m)d ' '

where in the second line we included the regularization e (we shall omit it from
now on), and in the third line we have written the covariant expression.

Since the trajectory of the detector is timelike, having (z —2’)?* < 0, we can define
A =/—(z —2a')?. Then
k-(x—2") = I_@O (t(r) = () + k1 (2" (1) — 2'(7))
= koAsgn(t(r) — (7)), (2.43)

where

B = AT(R(r) — ) + R (2 () = 2 (7)) )sem(t — 1),
Boo= AT () — ) = (2 (7) = 2 (7)) )sem(t — ),
R (2.44)
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This is a ‘change of coordinates’ that corresponds to a Lorentz transformation
that aligns k and xz. Here, the sgn(t — t) is important for preserving the volume
under ortochronous Lorentz transformations.

We then have (Jacobian is equal to one)
d™EO(K°)6(k*) = d™ kO (K%)s(k?) . (2.45)

Thus,

d+17. _
W(T, 7_/) _ / d k @(%0)5(%2)67ik0Asgn(t(fft(r’))

2(2m)d
—d 00 N
(47T) /2 / d| E| ’]gld7267i|k|Asgn(t(T)*t(T/))
I'(d/2) Jo
F(%) 1-d
S A

Here, in the second line we have integrated over k° and over the angles; the volume
of an n-dimensional sphere is given by

n+1

212
T N
+1
o(+)
and the results is valid for any d > 1. Moreover, since for our accelerated trajec-
tory we have

Wy, = (2.47)

2
Asgn(t(t) —t(r")) = = sinh(%(T -7, (2.48)
a
upon using the trigonometric identities:
sinh z—sinh y = 2 cosh Tty sinh < ; Y , cosh x—coshy = 2sinh Tty sinh a:_;y :
(2.49)
So our Wightman function is
d—
F<Tl> 2 . a R
Obviously, this is stationary. Moreover, using that sinh(z + ir) = —sinhx =
sinh(—x), we find
2w
W(AT+i — )= -W(AT) =W(=AT). (2.51)
¥

So indeed, this Wightman corresponds to a KMS state with 7' = a/(27).
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e Conclusion. A constantly accelerated detector coupled to the vacuum thermalizes
to a temperature T' = a/(27).

e Remark. Thermal state for inertial observer will not be a thermal state for an
accelerated observer! (Initial state will disappear — seen only as a bump transient.
This will decay and we will eventually see the normal Unruh temperature, see [].

2.5 Circular Unruh effect

— Circular setup. Following [5] let us now ask what would happen if instead of
‘linear Unruh effect’ we considered a circular motion, modelling Unruh with
uniform centrifugal acceleration. As we shall see the corresponding response
is not exactly thermal but may be more experimentally viable.

The question is: how does the Minkowski vacuum |0),, look like to an ob-
server in circular trajectory:

z(T) = (77', R cos(yOT), Rsin(yOT),0, .. > : (2.52)

where R is the radius of the orbit, O = v/R its angular velocity and v is
the orbital speed — both with respect to the Minkowksi time ¢, and v =
1/4/1 — v? si the Lorentz factor. The motion is characterized by the proper

acceleration . -
— v vy
— o = R02 2 = — = ; 253
a=/THE, VY EITRRT R (2.53)
we shall adopt R and v as a pair of independent parameters specifying the
trajectory.

The experimental advantage is obvious: i) the system remains within a
finite-size laboratory for an arbitrary long time and ii) the Lorentz ~-factor
remains constant over the worldline.

Note: if we simply used the (linear) Unruh temperature formula, we would
get the following temperature:

a 1)2’72

%ZQWR‘

T = (2.54)

As we shall see, the situation is not so simple.

— Both, the state and the motion are stationary, i.e. we have W(r,7’) =
W(AT). This means that after interacting with the state for a long time,
the detector’s response is still given by

lim  F(Q,0)=W(Q). (2.55)

o—o0,adiab

(Go through your notes to see that to derive this all we need is stationarity.)
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— Let us now define a phenomenological (operational) temperature as

R = W @ _ e P (2.56)
W(-0)

For a conventional thermal (KMS) state such Ty, = 1/8 is independent
of Q (reflecting the detailed balance of KMS states). However, in the case
of the circular trajectory, we find a dependence on ), that is, the effect
depends on the energy scale we probe it — different detectors will see different
temperatures. (Apart from acceleration, Ti;,.. also depends on v and 2.)

— As shown in the previous section in the specific case, the pullback of the
Wightman function in a (d + 1)-dimensional Minkowski space to an arbitary
trajectory is given by

,_ o) 1
W(r, ') = Ax @02 [(z(7) — 2(7'))2] @D/ (2.57)

Interestingly, this is not KMS for circular motion.

— In fact, one can show that in (3 + 1) dimensions, one has

~ Q 1 o 20Rz\ /7%v? 1
W) =—-——06(-Q)+ 5 / dzcos( )( 5~ 373 ) >,
27 Am2yv R J, YU z 22 [v? —sin“z
Win(Q)
(2.58)

where W(Q) is the inertial motion response function. (Note that just for
inertial motion R = 0 which corresponds to 8 — oo and thence T' = 0.)

In particular, in the large gap, {2 — oo and ultrarelativistic, v — 1 limits,
one finds that

- 18, (2.59)

— Analogue spacetime implementation. Condensed matter systems (Bose—Einstein
condensates or superfluid helium) provide an effective Minkowski geometry,
where the speed of light is replaced by the speed of sound (phonon-type
excitations), giving rise to sonic limit v = 1. Then one has the following
‘dictionary’:

O=Q/)y, T=T/y, a=a/¥, (2.60)

where € is the energy gap w.r.t. the laboratory time ¢ (Minkowski time in
the effective Minkowski metric). Then one finds that in the near-sonic limit,
v — 1, one has (in 3+1 dimensions)

~ fy&
Tcirc ~—.
4v/3

So the effect is enhanced close to the sonic limit.

(2.61)
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— Other setups may for example include inertial motion in de Sitter spacetime
[6], see e.g. [7] for a proposal for an experimental simulation in an analogue
spacetime. In this case, we have a de Sitter spacetime, which in global
coordinates takes the spherically symmetric form with

(2.62)

where ¢ is the cosmological radius, related to the cosmological constant as
A = 3/¢%. The spacetime admits a cosmological horizon, given by f(r.) = 0,
that is r. = £. We then have

Tys = = (2.63)

2.6 Hawking effect

— Stellar collapse. Let us now consider a black hole spacetime, formed from
a stellar collapse. After everything settles down, we may describe it by a
(1-sided) Schwarzschild metric, which we write in the Edington-Finkelstein
ingoing coordinates (that cover regions I and II of the Kruskal diagram):

2

d
ds® = —di® + % +r2d02 = — fdv? + 2dvdr + r2dO2 . (2.64)

with f=1— 27’”, and we have defined

u=t—r", v=t+r", r= [ —=r+2mlog

f

.
o 1’. 2.65
5 (2.65)

— Expanding further the scalar wave equation V?¢ = 0 in terms of the spherical
harmonics,

6 = 0, 0Yin(0, ), (2.66)

we arrive at

20 ot (41 2m
G o +f< o T—3>J¢ —0. (2.67)
\ﬂ,_-/ ~~

Vé)w Vi(r)

Note that V;(r) vanishes close to the horizon and thus has ‘nothing to do’
with the particle production close to the horizon — it represents a ‘barrier’
through which each mode has to propagate to reach infinity, e.g. we have:
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N\ Vo

BARRIEIR,

AM P

— Focusing first on the ‘2-dimensional case’ (neglecting for the moment V}), we
can expand in modes, as follows. On Z~ we have the natural in modes:
I : u"~ Ju

1
w TS drry/w

The modes with v < v, will make it to the future null infinity, whereas those
with v > v, will end up in the black hole.

HA\X/K;NQ EFFEC/T/
M

e, (2.68)

COLLAPSING

¢TAR i L ~ Ao~

W sfy A blen L

LonElE QAN PARE T TO 4] AT D

. ~Lmv Ums
o o7 e —iw (/1 %’
A /{Aow/g" Nlm/x,r‘coﬂ'

(Tracen BACk WAVES )

Consider next the modes that take the standard form on ZT:

1 )
AN TR — e O 2.69
@ 47\/w (2.69)
These correspond to outgoing modes close to the horizon. When traced back
to the past null infinity (upon using the geometric optics approximation, see
e.g. [8]) they become:

1
T - out ~
o 4try/w

vy — v

T))@(v+ — ). (2.70)

exp (—z’w (v+ — 4dmlog



CHAPTER 2. UNRUH EFFECT 23

[Note the exponential redshift due to collapse of the star, resulting in the
log term in the exponential.] Similar to the Rindler case, the above modes
do not form a complete set, and we need to complete the basis by including
modes that go through the horizon. When traced back to Z~ they take the
following form:

1
uhor ~

© Arrr/w

Any solution can then be expended either in the basis {u/"} or in {u
Similar to the Rindler case, these are not unitary equivalent. Namely, one
finds

exp(iw(v+ — 4mlog |Utl;1 il ))@(v —vy). (2.71)

out’ uhor } )

coshry,
w

0 = TT o S (tanh ) s o 272)

where y
tanhr, = exp(——) : (2.73)
K

Thus, |0);, is entangled (vacuum in the past evolves into two mode squeezed
state between infalling and outgoing modes in the future).

Here, k is the surface gravity of the horizon, which is a Killing horizon of
the Killing vector field £ = 9, = 9, generating the horizon, defined by

V. = K" (2.74)
r=r4 r=ry
Using the ingoing coordinates, we easily find
/
1
P GO (2.75)

2 dm’
— What do we see if we look at the black hole? We perceive the density matrix

Pout = Trhor<|0>in<0|in) = Qu

1
coshEr Z tanh” 7 [ne)out (Nwlows  (2-76)

We thus see outgoing radiation:

. . 1
() = Tr(Rwpout) = ——— (2.77)

ersTn — 1

where

B 1 ke Kk h
- 8rGym kg 21 kpGy

Ty (2.78)

is the Hawking temperature at infinity — Hawking 1975 [9].
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— One can show that the UdW detector at infinity is KMS and would thermal-
ize to Ty. For other orbits in BH spacetimes (e.g. observers at finite r) the
state is not necessarily KMS!

— Grey body factors. So far we have neglected the potential V; through which
each mode escaping the black hole has to propagate. This decreases the
intensity of the wave and changes the resulting spectrum by a greybody spec-
trum I'j(w) < 1. The flux of particles observed at infinity thus reads:

r

() = ew/Tlf(f—wL (2.79)
Nevertheless, such a flux remains ‘thermal’ (black body) in the following
sense. It is in thermal equilibrium with the thermal bath at infinity at tem-
perature Ty. (The part of thermal radiation originating from thermal bath
that gets reflected by V; back to infinity equals the part of Hawking radiation
that gets reflected by V; back to black hole. The ‘surviving’ fluxes from the
two sources therefore cancel and we have equilibrium.):

BeAack Holg "Brack povT " kAVVATI Oty
(BEQUILIBRIVA o iTH THERMAL BATH AT o)

EQUAL FLUXES CANCEL !
AN e O e

=
THERML PATH
AR T Ty

V>H

MowvEs SCATIEKEW
BACKTO BH[INFINITY

BT POTENTIA VR -

.




Chapter 3: First look at analogue
systems

3.1 GR black hole primer

e Rotating black hole. The unique asymptotically flat rotating black hole solution

in GR is given by the Kerr solution:

sin’6

A )y
ds® = _E(dt — asin®0dyp)? + (adt — (r? + a®)dyp)? + ZdT‘Z + Xdo*, (3.1)

where
A=7*—2Mr+a®>, ¥ =r°+a’cos’d. (3.2)

Here, M stands for the mass of the hole (its total energy) and J = Ma is its
angular momentum. One of the interesting features associated with rotating
black holes, apart from the existence of horizon, is the presence of ergoregion and
with it associated Penrose process and superradiance. Let us briefly recapitulate
these phenomena.

Symmetries. In GR, Noether ‘global symmetries’ are described by Killing vectors,
obeying Killing vector equation

Viuby = 0. (3.3)

By Noether’s theorem these give rise to conserved quantities. In particular, for
geodesic motion vV, u* = 0, we get the following conserved quantities:

C = uhe,. (3.4)
In particular, Kerr black hole admits two Killing vectors
k=0, n=20,, (3.5)
and they generate two constants of geodesic motion
E=-k-u=—gut, L=1n-u=gut+ g, (3.6)

interpreted as asymptotic energy and angular momentum of the ‘particle’.

25
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e Inertial frame dragging. Consider zero angular momentum observers (ZAMOs),
characterized by L = 0 (released from infinity at rest). As they approach the
black hole they are dragged and will develop a non-trivial angular velocity:

e
L=0 = Q=22_7__ 9w (3.7)

dt ¢ G

w
U2

A~ \
Ytz ] 7

{HORIZ0N ANC VEC Yy

NOTE!  GKAVITO A GNET ¢
— Ll e
Foce

e Horizon. Kerr black hole admits a Killing horizon generated by Killing vector

field

€=0,+9.0,. (3.8)

Thus
§2|H:0 = Alry)=0 = r.=M+vVM?+ad>. (3.9)

e Ergoregion. Static observers have u o< k. However, since k is not timelike every-
where outside the horizon, we have a static ‘limit’ known as ergosphere, where

Ble=gu=0 = ro=M+VM?—a2cos2f. (3.10)

The region between horizon and ergosphere is known as ergoregion. Inside er-
goregion everything has to co-rotate with the BH (on horizon everything has to
have 2 = Q).

e Penrose process. Since inside the ergoregion vector k is spacelike, k2 > 0, the
energy E/ = —k - u as measured from infinity can become negative. (Obviously,
particles with negative F can never leave the ergosphere. Their locally mea-
sured energy is positive, though they have negative F as measured at infinity.)
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e Laws of BH thermodynamics. Similar to Schwazrschild, Kerr black holes Hawking
radiate as ‘black body’ with temperature Ty. In addition they contain rotational
energy. We thus have a generalized first law of black hole thermodynamics:

SM = TysS + Q67 . (3.11)

The black hole entropy S is given by area of the horizon, S = Area/4 (known as
Bekenstein’s law) and obeys the second law:

55 >0, (3.12)

provided some energy conditions are satisfied.

e Superradiance. This is a ‘wave analogue’ of Penrose process. First studied by
Zeldovich for rotating cylinders, this effect has a nice mechanical analogue:

MECHANIAL ANA L0 GuE
OF QUPERRADIAN CE -

BALL 2 @
ELEATE D Bac,

E== TG ™
ROTATING Criinnenr

Let us now turn to the black hole case. We send a wave
Y o e WEHIme (3.13)

This gets scattered (and partly absorbed) by the black hole. To derive the super-
radiant condition, let us employ the laws of black hole thermodynamics. Namely,
from the first law we have

Qm  (w—OQm)w

TysS . Q6J B
S =l =l = <0, (3.14)
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Here, we have Ty > 0,w > 0. By second law, S > 0 and we want to extract
black hole energy, that is 6M < 0. Thus we get a superradiant condition:

ma
2MT+ ’

w<we=0m= (3.15)

for which we get amplification of the waves. This may be used for destructive
purposes, namely to build a black hole bomb:

BH QUPERRADLIANCE
,\/\/\/\/\/\/—v\%

Bl _eone
(PRECS~TEVKOL ¢ kY —FR)

,

AMPLIRIED
[
\VAVE

= EXPLosion

This effect i) is naturally present in AdS black hole spacetimes, where the grav-
itational pull of AdS (toward the center) provides a natural replacement of the
mirror i) may play the role in discovering dark matter candidates, such as ul-
tralight bosonic particles, in black hole laboratories, e.g. [10], where the mass
provides a reflective potential acting as a mirror:

ULTRALIGHT B0SON(C PARK MATTER
JURALIGHT. OBl

Jx0  crLovws oF DM
VARTICLELS

100¢

RAVID gu;uu powN OF EH

Can we simulate some of these effects in analogue black hole spacetimes?

3.2 One analogue system

e Surface waves analogue. Analogues capture curved spacetime. Consider the water
tank as follows:
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SUKRFACE WAVE §
NN~

0
N e /!\ ) L

v
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Q hallsn-wedew:  AD>> ho

Let us have two simplifying assumptions: i) irrotational fluid, that is vorticity
free:

3

>

ho

Vxv=0 = v=VJ, (3.16)
where ® is the velocity potential, and ii) shallow water, that is A > h.

The dynamics governed by the Navier-Stokes equations, which in this simplified
case are equivalent to i) continuity equation for the water height h and ii) the
Bernoulli equation:

Oh+V - (hw) = 0, (3.17)
1
0y d + 502 +gh = const.. (3.18)

We further assume that the background velocity flow is 2-dimensional, vy = v,€,+
vyé, (there is no vertical component of the velocity).

Now we consider small perturbations of the background flow:

=P+ ¢, h=ho+dh. (3.19)
These obey
(Or+vo-V)p+goh = 0. (3.21)

Eliminating 0h from the latter yields

Introduce now the speed of (shallow) surface waves

c=+/gho, (3.23)
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the latter has a form of the wave equation in curved space:

V26 = \/%_98,1(\/—_99“173@) —0, (3.24)

where we have an effective 3d metric

(2 — 2 gy
G = € ( (" = vp) —voi ) . (3.25)

Note that such metric is indeed Lorentzian, with signature (—, +,+). Moreover,
since vy = vo(x,y) and h = h(z,y), the effective spacetime may be curved.

3.3 Draining vortex

e Draining vortex. Let us now specify to the following (infinite water tank) vortex
system (kitchen sink when you pull your plug out):

DRANINE VOKTEX

-
x=(w2)
[ . ’ . /\ /\

\/N t\‘\\\ '
A 0 = CLONCT

From the background continuity equation, and since our water tank is infinite,
we must have 0;hy = 0. Far away from the sink we also have hy ~ const. And

thence
V-v=0. (3.26)
We also have V x vy = 0 by our approximation. From here we have
D C
Ug=——¢6-+ —éy. (3.27)
r r

Here, constant D > 0 is related to draining and constant C' > 0 (w.l.o.g.) to
circulation (we have chosen a direction of rotation).

What about our effective metric? Since hq is approximately constant, so will be
the speed of waves c; we set ¢ = 1. We thus find

ds® = —dt? + (dr + gdt>2 + (rd& - Cdt)2 . (3.28)

r
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This is written in Painlevé—Gullstrand coordinate system.

We can change coordinates (since the wave equation is covariant, we are allowed
to change coordinates — have diffeomorphism invariance):

vpdr (o
dt’ = dt do) = db + ————d 3.29
taoa T o2
to obtain
r? 1 D?
d32:—fdt/2+%+ﬁ(0dt_r2d9/>27 f:1_7»_2 (330)

Let us compare this to the (3+1)-dimensional Kerr metric, by restricting it to the
equatorial plane 6 = 7/2:
dr? 1
2 _ )
dsKerr eq _fdt =+ 7 + 7’_2
and we introduce new time t’ by dt — ady = dt’. Obviously, the above f de-
termines the black hole horizon. By analogy, the analogue system will have an
analogue horizon at

A
o

(adt' — 7’2d¢>2, f= . (3.31)

fra)=0 = m=DJc. (3.32)

Note that when D = 0 we have an analogue of a ‘naked singularity’.

We also observe an ergoregion. Namely, consider a static observer whose trajec-
tory is described by k£ = 0y. Calculating its norm we find

C? + D?
k= -1+ % : (3.33)
This becomes zero at
2 2
r, = ver+D® ’ (3.34)
c

which is known as analogue ergosurface (the boundary where static observers can
exist). Inside r., everything is swept around by the rotation of the vortex (ana-
logue of dragging of inertial frames).
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3.4 Superradiance

e Related to Penrose effect — mining energy from black holes.

Let us decompose the scalar modes into:
¢ = Ryp(r)e™" ", (3.35)

where m is the azimuthal number (integer), and w the frequency of the wave.
Inserting this into our Klein—Gordon equation in the effective metric, we get the
following radial equation:

f mC\ 2 m?
L0u(r S0, Rom) + | (w = 25 ) = S | Rom = 0. 3.36
001 f0, R + [ (0= ") = 1% (3.36)
By introducing the ‘tortoise coordinate’
d D —

At — 7’” = :r+§log’:+:]}2‘ € (—00,00) (3.37)
where r* = —o0 correspond to the horizon and r* = oo to spatial infinity, together
with

me(ff‘) = w(r’ “ m) (338)

\/F Y

we can recast this in the Schrodinger-like form:

Ve =0. Vi = (o= 27) e (P BE) e

dr? 72 44

Thus we have the following scattering problem:
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We want to find the relationship between the amplitude coefficients. Instead of
solving the full equation exactly, we use the following ‘conserved quantity’, known
as the Wronskian:

W = 0 8pet) — hOet)* . (3.40)
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Namely, we have

O W = )™ O20p —1p 2" +0 = 0. (3.41)
—~— N——
Vi Vap*

On the horizon/infinity we have

Wir,) = —2io|A"?
= —2iw|A™|? + 2iw| A2, (3.42)

from where it follows that
‘Ain’2 — ‘Aout|2 + E‘Ah‘Z (343)
w

Introducing the reflection R = A" /A™ and transition T = A"/A™ coefficients,
the latter rewrites as

IR?+ 2T =1. (3.44)
w

Interesting if @/w < 0. Then we have
|R| > 1, (3.45)

which corresponds to amplification. Since we have w > 0, for this to happen we

must have @ < 0, that is
(3.6

This is the superradiant condition. Note that in Kerr we have Q, = a/(r3 + a?).
Th energy extraction is due to mining the rotational energy of the vortex/black
hole.

This has been experimentally measured in [11]:
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3.5 Beyond the effective metric approximation

e Real experiments go beyond shallow water approximation:

PN
AWV’ROXfWT? oy L/\\\// | n

| SHAWOW WATER geac Exvennen | | ho
oD | —> (DEEP FLuip Rody) [/

A= ho

We now have the following equations:
(@, +v0- V)b + goh — IV25h =0,
(Op +vo - V)Oh — iV - tanh(—z'phOV)q§ =0, (3.47)
where o is the surface tension. These break the Lorentz invariance.
Let us have the following ansatz:
vo=0, ¢=Aekewt  §h = Betkeiwt, (3.48)
Then we get the following dispersion relation:
w? = (gk + %k?’) tanth(hok) | (3.49)
which yields relativistic dispersion relation in the limit £ — 0. Namely, we have
w? & ghok? = k2.

Real experiment was performed far from the effective metric regime:
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They could still black hole ringdown and superradiance. Provides access to non-
linearities, and perhaps even quantum dof (superfluid He instead of water) — do
they imprint on scattering processes.

e In any case, if analogue systems caught your attention, please see the review [12].



Chapter 4: Quantum vacuum

Quantum vacuum is not empty. Global ground state (eigenstate of global Hamiltonian,
whatever it is) doe snot amount to ‘nothing’ when we start magnifying — detector would
see different stuff when probing vacuum in different scales. Let us explore how we can
use it to allow for classically forbidden processes.

4.1 Entanglement harvesting: why it may work

e Observation. Consider two initially uncorrelated UdW detectors that are spatially
separated, as displayed in the following picture:

\“

Let us switch them on for a short period of time, so that they could not exchange
photons (and thence classically, they do not know about each others existence).
It turns out that they can nevertheless become correlated. (Does this mean that
entanglement is not necessarily a result of direct interaction?)

e 1d toy model. To motivate that this might be possible, consider 1d harmonic
lattice in the ground state:

~
1
© ©
\ANAND V\A/-O/\/\/\O o~ O ~M0~&/{O = I 07

N A
i Lol Ak taoelibe. /‘\W&%W"‘Of‘%
e —U— 4

The harmonic lattice is an interacting system, described by a Hamiltonian of
‘sorts’:

H=) 3t+3 Zk 2 — ;)2 (4.1)

35
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We can imagine two possible mechanism for correlating the two detectors A (Alice)
and B (Bob): i) direct communication via exchanging lattice phonons — limited
by the speed of sound or ii) take advantage of pre-existing entanglement of the
vacuum state.

4

Let us look at the second possibility more closely. Note that we can have:

‘non-local basis”:  normal modes{|0), |1),|2),...}

‘local basis™  individual number states{|ni,...,n;,...,n;,...)}.(4.2)

In particular, the ground state

10) # @n|0n) (4.3)

due to interaction ([p, z] # 0 and thence [Hy, H;] # 0). In particular,

pi = Truzi;|0) (0] # Y pips @ pj . (4.4)
k

It is non-separable state — it is entangled.! Quantum noise in 7 and j is corre-
lated. By bilocal interactions A with ¢ and B with j, A and B can pick up this
entanglement and become correlated. This is not limited by the speed of sound!

Note that to reach a ground state — ‘cooling thermalization’ involves everyone
(long distance process)! The above discrete system corresponds to QFT in the
continuum limit.

LA bipartite pure state

) = Zciﬂaibg‘) (4.5)

is called separable, if it can be decomposed to a tensor product of the two respective pure states:

[y = |11)]1ha). Otherwise it is entangled. For pure state, the entanglement can be measured by
entanglement entropy, namely

S1=Tr(prlogp1), p1=Tra([¢)(¥]). (4.6)

A mixed state p is separable if there exists py > 0, with >, pr = 1, and mixed states of the respective
subsystems {pf} and {p5} so that

p=> pept @ ph. (4.7)
k

For regions of spacetime, entanglement entropy is not a measure of entanglement if the global state is
not pure! For example, consider a separable state

p=p1®p2, (4.8)

where p; and p, are maximally mixed states. Then the partial trace yields a density matrix and the
entanglement entropy is non-trivial (there was already ignorance in the system to begin with!)
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4.2 Entanglement harvesting formalism

e Following [13], tet’s start with 2 initially uncorrelated particle detectors in the
ground state that are coupled to a scalar field in a vacuum state

Po.AB & Pog - (4.9)
—— ~—
P0,A®p0,B 10)(0]

Po =

Let the detectors are inertial and co-moving (they share the same rest frame).
The interaction Hamiltonian is then

=Y Al / dwF(F — 2)in(OE 1), 1y = o et = gemit

ve(A,B)
(4.10)
If the coupling is weak, we have
U= Texp(—i/ dtHI(t)) =1+ UY + U@ + 0N, (4.11)

where, using Dyson’s expansion?

UM = — mﬁH( dt [ dt' Hp(t)H(t'). (4.12)
/ [ ]

[e.9]

Then
(1) (2)

prap = Try(UpoU™) = po,ap + Prap T Pr/ap T O(\%). (4.13)
Here7 £0,AB = TI'¢(,00),
1 1 1
Prap = Trapy) ) = U po + poU . (4.14)
Since UM ~ a + a*t, we get state for the field like [0)(1] or |1)(0], so
g~ Trg() =0 4.15
Pr.ap ™ r¢()— . (4.15)

More generally, for any state py 4 diagonal in the Fock basis, the 1-point function
of the field Try(pg »¢) = 0.

e At second order we get

P& = UWp UMW 4+ U@ gy 4 p U (4.16)

2Dyson’s expansion preserves probabilities (traces) at every-order of expansion and is given in terms
of powers of the Hamiltonian. However, this is not the only possibility. For example, one alternative,
known as the Magnus expansion is designed to preserve symplectic form (phase space volume), and is
given in terms of the commutators.
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This yields

s = SN[ dt [ ar e @mal)poanin W 4.5, 1)
v —0o0 —0o0

o] t
— / dt/ dt"x, ()X, (1) (Thy(t)mn(t/)povABW(fy, t, Ty, t')
po.am (i (YW (@, ¥, 70, 1)) | (4.17)
where W is the pullback of the Wightman to smeared trajectory:
W(Z,,t,Z,,t") = /d”xd”:c’F(f —Z,)F (@ —x,) W t,7) . (4.18)
~———
Tr, (6(t8)8(t'.7)po.0)

In particular, assuming pg 4 = |0)(0] and pp ap = |ga) (94| ® |95) (95|, and consid-
ering the basis:

{lga) ®|gB),lea) ® |gB),|ga) ® |eB), |lea) @ |es)}, (4.19)
we find
1—Lsa— Lgp 0 0 M
B 0 Laa Lagp O 4
prap = X Ly [ rony:. (4.20)
M* 0 0 0

Here, 1 — L44 — Lpp is a probability of remaining in the ground state, L4 is
probability of getting A excited, Lgp a probability of getting B excited, the rest
are entanglement correlations.

e How do we know the system is entangled?” Entanglement entropy will not work
as this is not a pure state. Negativity will work — it corresponds to negative
eigenvalues of the partial-transposed matrix.?

For identical detectors (the same shape of switching, smearing, and the same ),
the partial-transposed density matrix p’ﬂg has only a (simple) negative eigenvalue.
The negativity of pp ap is

N(pr.ap) = max(0,|M| — Laa) +O(\Y). (4.23)

This is very intuitive: M — L4 measures competition between correlations (M
— come from U® contributions) and local noise (L4 — comes from UM UMW),

3Given the matrix of two systems

p = pijrli) (k| @ 7)1 = pijpali, ) (K, 1 (4.21)

the partial-transposed matrix w.r.t. B system is given by

PP B = pij i) (k| @ 1) (5] - (4.22)



CHAPTER 4. QUANTUM VACUUM 39

4.3 Structure of spacetime

As we shall see from here we can learn about topology & curvature of the spacetime!
This can be done ‘faster’ than having to wait clasically! (Groundstate of the field had
to ‘thermalize’ with the given spacetime and its topology — we can now read this infor-
mation.) Original references on harvesting are [14, 15]; see e.g. [16, 17] for experimental
proposals.

Harvesting in flat space

Consider two detctors in flat space. Then have the following entanglement harvesting
(negativity) picture [13]:

ST cldekn gy

AT slhhon Sepoahin

873 04/&0‘07,{,‘%0’&,2
(T copty i)

Here, the switching functions were chosen Gaussian with standard deviations 7'/ V2
Yo (t) = e and A=ty —tp. (4.24)

There is a lightcone interaction for separations d < 8.
As we see the gap €2 protects us from local noise; we can go as far as we want (all the
way to Canada), but the amount of entanglement harvested is exponential decreasing.
Note: mutual information harvesting, that is harvesting of general correlations (en-
tanglement plus classical correlations), is much easier. Namely, using the following
measure:

I(pag) = S(pa)+ S(ps) — S(par)
= £+ 10g£+ —+ L_ log L_ — EAA IOg,CAA — EBB lOg,CBB s (425)

where, as usual py = Trppap, S(p) = —Tr(plogp), and

1
Ly= 2 (ﬁAA + Lpp £/ (Laa— Lpp)? + 4|£AB|2> ' (4.26)
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See the following figure for comparison:
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dS conformal vaccum vs. Minkowski thermal state

e Consider dS spacetime:
ds® = —dt* + e*"'dx} = a*(n)(—dn* + dz?) . (4.27)

Here t is the ‘co-moving’ time and 7 the conformal time (in the latter form, the
space is conformal to Minkowski). Consider next the conformally coupled scalar
field

O+ éRW =0, (4.28)

where R = 12x2, in conformal vacuum state.?

As shown by Gibbons and Hawking [6] it is a KMS state w.r.t. ‘comoving
(geodesic) observers’ following 0, trajectories — detector’s response is thermal,
with
K 1
T2 2wl
as discussed above. How does this compare to a situation where we have a thermal
bath in Minkowski with the same temperature?

(4.30)

The responses of a single detector are identical. However, as shown by Steeg and
Menucucci (2007) [18], if we switch on another detector, we find:

4For conformally coupled field, if we start in conformal vacuum in the past, we will find no particles
in the future. Note also, that the 2-point function of conformal fields, in Minkowski and conformal
Minkowski: ds? = Q?(x)ds3,, are related by

2—d

W(z,2') = Qz)° 2 Wy (z,2)Qz) 2" . (4.29)

In particular, this means that the a’s and a™’s in the two cases do not mix and the fields share the
‘same vacuum’.



CHAPTER 4. QUANTUM VACUUM 41

Ovett Ok olS Univexce 7

o e

\L ENTANGLED oMLY IF T=©

f ~ =y
ENTANGED < ENM::WL'FSO: et s
T (2N i
S IN A s xS
3 cAse g —
NOT

ENTANGWEDL

{
| S
/'1 ol & >
¢ Horizony
Note that this does not support the idea that ‘curvature generates entanglement’.
Note also that to effectively know, the two detectors have to be behind each others
horizon. Such detectors could still send us signals:
DETECTIRE WBEWIND HORIZOA

e
/TN

- \

e Robb: Are we in an oven of an alien, or in an expanding Universe? In the end we
can’s have everything — either we are eaten for lunch or die of starvation.

Do we live inside a (rotating) shell?

A single UdW detector can determine whether we live in the Minkowski space or inside
a shell; being inertial, are we static or rotating w.r.t. distant stars [19, 20]:°

5This is related to Mach’s principle: “local physical laws are determined by large-scale structure
of our Universe.” For example, interaction with distant stars is the origin of mass inertia. See [21] for
a recent modern formulation.
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Other spacetime features

One can also detect spacetime topology, e.g. identified Minkowksi or Mobius strip topol-
ogy [22] (this is derction-dpendent and so can recognize which direction is idnetified),
or the presence of conical deficits [23].

4.4 Entanglement farming

e What are the limits? Can we repeat the process cyclically? Is the vacuum en-
tanglement in a cavity replenishable? Is there a ‘Carnot-like’ optimal extraction
cycle?

Can we harvest entanglement in a cavity sustainably and reliably? No, with the
swapping mechanism alone: Entanglement resources get exhausted: entropy in-
creases, heating, mixedness, .... Yes, by combining swapping and communication
[24]. Need to go beyond perturbative approach (killing people with a spoon).

e Gaussian quantum mechanics (classical mechanics of Gaussian distributions - 2
forms instead of scalars) is a useful tool [25] — it is non-perturbative, finite-
dimensional, uses symplectic form, trivial partial tracing. (Gaussian states -
thermal, coherent, squeezed,...; Gaussianity preserved under quadratic Hamil-
tonians; this is in particular the case of a harmonic oscillator model of UdW
detectors; can have entanglement in this context! See Edu’s discussion on classi-
cal vs. quantum.)

e Entanglement farming. Following [24], let us imagine we have a finite optical
cavity (reservoir).

Problem: The process of ‘entangling’ the atoms is not robust under finite tem-
perature — amount of entanglement extracted exponentially vanishes as the tem-
perature increases — tough luck for experimentalists!
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Protocol. Prepare many pairs of atoms initialized in the ground state and use
them to ‘purify the cavity state’ as follows. Let the initial cavity state by arbi-
trary. Send the first pair and let it interact shortly. Remove the atoms, send a
fresh pair, and iterate the process. In this way, we drive the state of the cavity to a
(metastable) fixed point. From this fixed point we can extract the entanglement:
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Note: Fixed point only metastable (after 10° cycles, we go down again — atoms
first extract energy from the cavity, slow build up of high frequency modes; fixed
points exist if we introduce a cut-off — the built up of energy eventually kicks you).
Note also that realistic optical cavities leak out high energy modes — naturally
implement UV cutoff — so we can grow entanglement. This is not really a process
of cooling down (atoms do not spend enough time to thermalize with the system)
— instead, we are sort of purifying the system.®

4.5 Spacetime from quantum fields

e So far, we recovered some spacetime features by performing a local measurement
with a quantum probe. Full geometry of spacetime can be reconstructed from
local measurements of quantum particle detectors.

6Achim Kempf’s cold hammer — heats up (high frequency modes) as well as extracts energy due
to thermal contact (low energy - resonant modes).
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e Idea.

— Penetrate spacetime with an array of quantum probes.

— Measure their correlations and recover from here the Wightman function
26, 27].

— The metric then given by the coincidence limit [28, 29]:

(D Y 0, (W, )] | (431

47TD/2

z—x 2

(One can show that this is independent of field state.)

— This means that one can replace rulers and clocks of Einstein’s relativity
with quantum probes — in scales where the former no longer make sense.

— Is it possible to reformulate Einstein equations in terms of the dynamics of
quantum fields? Ask Rick, when he visits.

e Note. One has to make sure that

— Using other fields (beyond scalar) one recovers the same geometry g,,. That
is, the above has to be universal (has this been checked?).

— In non-linear classical theories (e.g. theories of non-linear electrodynamics)
it may happen that their fundamental degrees of freedom propagate along
different than background geometry. (For example, in the presence of strong
electromagnetic fields, photons interact with other photons, and we may
observe extra photon horizons, and so on.) While these are pure non-linear
effects, such theories are often motivated by a desire to capture quantum
field theory effects by classical description, e.g. Heisenberg—Euler theory
[30]. How do we go around this problem? Is it enough to restrict to vacuum
configurations, or due to quantum effects, this is important even therein?



Chapter 5: Quantum
communication

5.1 Quantum collect calling

e Let us return back to two detectors interacting with the massless scalar field via

Z Auxw(t /dany(f — B, (O t), 1, =0t 4o eI
ve(A,B)
(5.1)
where m,, = ofe®*! + o e * ! Assume uncorrelated state to start with:

Po = P0,AB @ P06 ; (5.2)
where pg 4 is an arbitrary state. Then, using the Dyson’s expansion, we have
pr = po+pM + p® + O(N?). (5.3)

At pM, 1 detector interacts with the field — no communication! Thus, leading
order terms for signaling are in p®:

Ky = Trglpf ZM / i / 08 () ()10 () 0 A7y (YW (o, £, s )

- / at / dt’xu<t>xn<t’>(mu<t>mn<t'>po,ABw<fu,t,fn,t')
+p0,Aan(tf)my(t)w<f,7,t’,fy,t))] .

Note that the limits of the second integral (which comes from U® terms) are
different than those of the first integral (which comes from U™ term). Here,

J/

W(E, t, Ty, 1) = / d"2d 3 F(F = 5,)F(F = 2,) W,,, (7,0, 7) . (55)

-

Tr, (o(t2)6(¢ #)00.0)

e Terms involved in communication are proportional to AyAp. So, separate (local)
noise from signal:

pg"z?AB - )\A)\Bppre signal + Z )\IQ/pV noise * (56)

45

(5.4)
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e Let’s assume for simplicity that A switches on earlier than B, and that their
switchings do not overlap in time:

P 13
wplte) = W06 A il

B Ay
WXA (y,;;

In consequence, terms from U®) with m4(#') vanish. We thus find

Sapp (Y1)

ppre signal / dt / dt XA XB ) [W(xB> tlv TA, t) <mA (t)pO,ABmB(t,)
—mmg(t)mal(t)po, AB) +W(za,t,zp,t )(m (t')po,apma(t)

—PO,ABmA(t)mB(t/))] . (5.7)

This also contains harvesting (non-trivial for spacelike separations that has noth-
ing to do with signaling)! Note also that both integrals over time can now go
from —oo to oo by our assumption on detectors’ switchings.

e Introduce
2
p(B)51gnal - TI' (pi)r?a—signal) : (58)

Contains information about A and is locally accessible to B! Let’s assume A and
B uncorrelated at the beginning:

Po,AB = P0,4 & P0,B - (5.9)
Then

pgfsignal — / dtdt' () x5 () Tra(rapo ) 2ImW (24, t, 25, t')]

o)

X (mB(t’)po,B — p07BmB(t’)) , (510)

where we used that W*(t,x,t', ') = W(¥',2',t,x), and that ¢ — ¢* = 2iIm(c).

Using further the matrix representation

=(o). lo=(1) mo-(8 ) 6w

_ o aA bA ap bB
Po,AB = Po,A @ Po.B = ( b, 1—aa )®( b 1 —ag ) , (5.12)

and
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we find Tra(ma(t)po.a) = 2Re(bae™?4?), and
ot [ —2ilm(bge®Bt) e (1 — 2ap)
Remember that the imaginary part of W is the smeared commutator:
C(t.t) =i [ oda'Fa — a0 Fla — om) (9(6,). 6 )y (510

~
C(t,x,t' ")

where ([, |) is a c-number (independent of the initial state of the field). We thus

arrive at a simple conclusion that

P gl = 2 / dtdt' x a(t)x (") Re(bae™ ) [ip(t'), po.sIC(L, ) .

[e.9]

(5.15)

This gives the probability of signalling in the leading order of the perturbation

theory. See [31, 32] for more details.

e Some perhaps surprising features:

— If spacelike separated point, [,] = 0 (micro-causality); B knows nothing

about A unless causally connected!*

Note that for this communication we need coherences, that is, we need
quantum antennas:

[Wa) = aalea) + Balga), |¥s) = asles) + Bplgs) - (5.16)

Classical antenna does not have b-terms! So the effect is not there!

Probability of exchanging a photon, while field is in vacuum is of order 4
(exchange of energy)! We need to de-excite A while ¢ in |0) (order 2), and
excite B while ¢ excited in 1) (order 2), see formulas from the first lecture
(P oc \?)!

Here it is order 2! This is not a real photon exchange. It is in a way similar
to Casimir type interaction: A interacted with ¢ and altered it, now we pick
up that altered field in B.

Since C' is independent of the initial state — we do not mind a noisy field —
the signalling does not care! This is intuitively very unusual.

'Had we used the detector in rotating wave approximation in quantum optics — would find that
we can have communication for spacelike separated detectors [33]. The same goes for single mode

approximation.
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e Commutators. In (3+ 1), commutator is only supported on a light cone. Namely,
we have the following:
Huygens principle: The Green’s function of the (massless) wave equation in (3+1)
Minkowski space has support only on the light cone. Hence, any disturbances
propagate strictly along null geodesics (at the speed of light).?

How general is this? Even in Minkowski, if number of spatial dimensions is even
or one, it is not satisfied!:
2 (

© O

In (1 + 1) energy propagates on a light cone, but communication happens inside
it (it cannot be due to energy exchange, rather a Casimir force). So we can miss
the energy signal, but still know about A.

If beyond Minkowski, it generally does not work! Namely, if there is curvature
(and no full conformal invariance) it is probably violated. Thence, in general
spacetimes there will be a leakage of info towards the inside of the light-cone
decoupled from energy propagation. We shall see an explicit example below.

e Summary: We have challenged the following ‘reasonable’ properties of wireless
communication:

— Communication mediated by ‘real’ energy-carrying quanta (emitter emits
photon, receiver captures it). Info reaches when energy reaches.

— Communication only possible at the speed of light (miss the beam — miss

the message).

In flat (341) this is the case, but not true for optical fibres, in curved spacetime,
important in cosmology (after glow,...). Instead:

2Field commutator is the radiation Green’s function (retarded-advanced):

V2G(a,a') = —And(s — @), [6(2), 6(a')] = =G(w.2'). (5.17)

However, Wightmann is a kernel (V2W = 0).
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— Info propagates arbitrarily slow (even for massless fields).
— Can recover message even if the beam is missed.
— Info flow is not supported by real quanta (photons) flow.

— There is info flow in the absence of energy flow.

5.2 Example: Echoes from Early Universe

e Consider a spatially flat open FRW Universe:
ds® = a(n)*(—dn® + dr* + r*dQ?) . (5.18)

Here, cosmological time ¢ is related to the conformal time n via dt = adn, or

a oc T2 o taats | (5.19)

where o = (3—3w)/(6w+2) and p = wp is the equation of state the perfect fluid.

Consider test scalar field in Bunch—Davies vacuum.? This can either be minimally
coupled (£ = 0) or conformal (£ = 1):

1
(D + —§R>¢ ~0. (5.20)
6
The field couples to 2 UdW detectors (antennas) in the following initial states:

|¢V> - au|eu> + 61/’91/) . (521)

with the following communication protocol: i) Alice encodes “1” by coupling her
detector A to the field and “0” by not coupling it. ii) Later Bob switches B and
measures its energy. If B is excited, Bob interprets that as “1”, and “0” otherwise.

e Thus we have the initial state:

po = o) (Yol @ ps,  |tho) = (aalea) + Balga)) ® (asles) + Pplgs)) . (5.22)

Bob’s evolved state is
PBf = TTATF¢(Up0U+) y (523)

and the probability of exciting Bob’s detector is given by
Pp(t) = |ag> +0(g)+O00E) +00Np) +  O\ads) + O(NiN3)

J

initial prob local noise S:Casimir-like4real photon exchange

(5.24)

3This is an example of adiabatic vacuum (a ‘closest’ to conformal vacuum): starting with this
vacuum as [ evolve I have the smallest possible number of particles in the future. In BH physics we
have Boulvare, Hartle-Hawking, or Unruh vacuum. Some diverge at the horizon, other at infinity, and
then something in between.
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Here, S is the signalling estimator (influence of the presence of A on B) S =
AaApSy + O(A1), where as derived in (5.15) (note the appearance of additional
scaling factors a® due to the proper volume element in FRW):

Sy = 4/a3(t)d3xdt/a3(t’)d3x'dt’XA(t)XB(t')Re(aZﬁAeiQAt)F(x—xA,t)
X F(z' — x5, t")Re(asBzeB)\C(t, x, ', 1) . (5.25)

e For conformal scalar we then find

;o b r0(An+Jz —a'|) — 6(An — |z — 2'[)
Clta,t ) = | aBa®Vz — o]

(5.26)

This is a ‘boring’ propagator, that i) has only support on the lightcone and ii)
decays with spatial separation as 1/|z —2’|. On the other hand, in the minimally
coupled case, one obtains a complicated propagator (with Bessel functions), which
in particular case of the matter dominated universe (o = 2) simplifies to

0(—An — |z —2'|) = 0(An — |z — x’l)) _

rooN L 1
Ct,x,t',2') = 1 (conformal piece + a(t)a' () n(t)n(t)

T

(5.27)
Obviously, the second term violates Huygens principle, as it has timelike leakage.
Moreover, it does not decay with spatial separation.

In the case of de Sitter Universe, we have exponential expansion, and the timelike
signal does not decay in time! Can we detect signals from the Early Universe (not
carried by light)?

e How much information survives cosmological cataclysm? Quantum Bounce vs. Big

Bang?
RILC BaANG BIC BOONCE
Vs QUANT UM
GCEoreTre 7
CINCULAR(TT NOUNCE (LRE )

Can we get an RQI echo of an ancient civilization? (Atoms or any complex sys-
tems will not survive a quantum bounce.) They will encode the info in quantum
field — due to unitarity such info cannot be destroyed (it can only be scrambled).
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Namely, consider the following scenario:

aty

Provided the spacetime still exists during the bounce (although with some quan-
tum corrections), if we violate Huygens principle, we can still get signal S, see
[34, 35] for details and plots of the corresponding channel capacities:

x/\ ; 4
= | e BOONCE  (Humim covrinc)

|
SrAatedue | I TTiMeane
e

TLa=-—"lin \

Here, the channel capacity, ¢ describes how much information can be sent, which
is given by

S
4lapl| 5]

(for the noisy asymmetric binary channel).

¢ x A;AQB( )2 + O\ (5.28)

Note that already 1 detector switched on from Early Times till now can tell the
difference between Big Bang and Big Bounce scenarios via the Gibbons-Hawking
effect, e.g. [36, 37, 38]. In this case, however, we need a detector that can survive
the Early times — not an atom, but perhaps a quantum field.



Chapter 6: Quantum energy
teleportation

6.1 A few words about thermodynamics

e Thermal states are passive: all unitary operations have a positive energy cost.
Namely, as shown by Pusz and Woronowicz in 1978, for arbitrary unitary op-
eration U we have [39]:

P =Up(B)U" = AE=Tr(Hp)—Tr(Hp(B))>0. (6.1)

This implies stability of thermal equilibrium state under unitary disturbances.
(Classically, I cannot run a heat engine with just 1 thermal bath — cannot extract
work from a thermal state.)

In particular, this is true for the local unitary operations (local passivity):
' NN
7§ e Ul AB2O
o~ A

e Note: knowing p does not give me 7', unless I also know the Hamiltonian:

o(6) = e " (62)

remains invariant under § — A and H — H/A. Thence, thermometers need to
register the dynamics! (Thermometers cannot take a snapshot, they need to take
the video and watch it — they register dynamics.)

e Process of thermalizations. Can we extract energy from a thermal state if we allow
arbitrary operations? Yes! E.g. coupling to a colder subsystem (thermometer):

(O——O ~—~—P

Wwf&w'

52
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We thus can extract energy from the system, as the state evolves: p(3) — I'(p(5))
and
AE = Te(I(p(8) H) — Te(Hp(B)) < 0. (63

Thermal energy flow is non-local! The process takes a while and involves (the
dynamics of) the whole system. (In particular, thermometer sees the dynamics
of the whole system.)*

e Strong local passivity. Can we extract energy purely locally by using a colder
Masahiro Hotta’s hand?

—
\ Waweo

Hetta

Just touching quickly and locally (but not necessarily unitarily) — will the hand
get burned? Not in general! In fact the hand gets cooler — strong local passivity!

Theorem: If the ground state contains max-rank entanglement (involves the whole
Hilbert space, but not necessarily maximal entanglement), there exists a temper-
ature T (dependent on the system), such that for 7" < T* (where T is the
temperature of the system) it is not possible to extract work from the system
through any local operation [40, 41] (even if the hand was actually colder than
the system)!

In particular: can we extract energy from the ground state of vacuum with 7" = 0?7
(It is maximally entangled.) Touching it, we get colder! (Strong point contact in
a short duration):

O

/\E>O [ e dotd )

In quantum information science, local operations, that is operations that act independently on
each subsystem, do not affect the entanglement. Here is an example of a global operator:

W (x) = / dz' W (z, 2" )b (z') . (6.4)

Such operations can affect entanglement.
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6.2 Breaking strong local passivity: quantum
energy teleportation

e Can we cheat this? We can use ground state entanglement as a resource for local
energy extraction! Namely, if we assist local operations with classical communi-
cation (LOCC), it is possible to extract energy with local operations. Even from
the ground state:

QUANTUM ENERGT TELE PORT ATION
WM
k\EA\ > | Fr )

ALICE COMNUN| C4res

/\, Ok PEREORMS
ALCE @ oitoul o @ Z

I|NFOIRNED
PDEY FORTE
PC(‘:/H ! ///\E UH(TAR 7
N Ea = - BXTRACT S
EXCITES QurooNp SDATE EnEKe?

G;QOUN&O Qe

“Alice does the projective measurement and gives Bob information what to do to
extract energy.”

Intuition: Because of the ground state entanglement, the measurement in A pro-
vides information about fluctuations in B. “Unlocking zero-point fluctuations at
a cost.” Extract energy with local operations assisted by the info in A. Energy
does not travel from A to B! Info does!

e Minimal QET model. Following [40], let us consider two qubits A and B, and the
following Hamiltonian:

H=H,+Hp+V, (6.5)
where
Hy = hot+ f(h,K)I, Hp=ho? + f(h, k),
/{72
Vo= 2 [ka;;‘af + 5 f(h b)) (6.6)

Here, f(h, k)1 just rescales the groundstate energy of the system, and V' is designed
not to commute with the free Hamiltonians. If we pick

h2

b= e

(6.7)

then
(9lHalg) = (9| HBlg) = (9|V]g) =0, (6.8)
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and we know that H is non-negative. Here |g) is the ground state of the whole
system:

) = <5 (/1= 410415 = 1+ £10)410)n) (69)

0;0), = —[0),, oZ[1), = 1), (6.10)
for v = A, B. Note that when & = 0 (no interaction), we have a ground state
of ¢.’s and there is no entanglement. When £ — oo ground state is maximally

entangled. The state satisfies the assumptions of the theorem. Thence, there
exists 1.

where

e Protocol.
i) We start from the ground state |g).
ii) Alice carries out a PVM of ¢/ and repeats it many times. This will have an
average energy cost F,, > 0. Thus increase the energy of the system.
iii) The result of the measurement (1 bit: o = £1) is announced to Bob through
a classical channel. This can be fast — timescale much smaller than 1/k (timescale
of H).
iv) With the information of «, Bob carries out an informed local unitary U(«).
After many repetitions of this protocol, the average energy cost of Bob’s unitary
will be negative (B looks like in a ground state).

e Step 1. Average energy cost of PVM on A. Alice measures ¢ and obtains o = £1.
In a single shot PVM, the post measurement state is

1
pPM\Y)) = PA « s Q) = PA « s 6.11
[Ypar(a)) o) (@)lg),  pla) = (g[Pala)lg) (6.11)

Py(a) = %(]1 + ac?). (6.12)

If we repeat this projection on an ensemble of identical setups, the post-measurement
state of the ensemble is

P1 = ZP(Q)WPM( N (Wpm(a)| = Z Pa(a)|g)(g|Pa(e) . (6.13)

a==+1 a==%1

where

The average energy cost of step 1 is

Ep, = Te(pH)—Te(poH) = ) (g|Pa(a) H_Pala)lg).  (6.14)

Lemma: We have
[Pa(a), Hg] = 0=[Pa(a),V], (6.15)
(lotle) = (ol (10l + 10)4(1]) 19 = 0,
(glofodle) = (gl(1)5(1] = 10)5(0]) © (1)(0] + [0)4(11)Ig) = 0.(6.16)
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Using this lemma, we find:

> lPa@)HsPa(0)lg) = Y (alHsPa(@)la) = £ 3 ({glHsl9) +alolHaolln))

a==+1 a==+1 a==+1

1
= 5 > alglHpollg) =0.

o=l (gleBadlg)
Similarly
> {glPa(@)VPa(a)lg) = > {glVPa(e)lg)
a==+1 a==+1
- —Z( glVlg) +a (glVaLlg)) =0. (6.18)
a=+1 M %/—/
oc(gloBlg)
So we have
Ep, = Te(p H)~Te(lg) (gl H) = 3 (g1Pa(a) HaPa(a)lg) = f(h k) > 0. (6.19)
a==+1

So on average, changing the ground state costs energy!

Step 2. Classical communication of o and (informed) local unitary on B:

Up(a) = cos Ol — iasin o, (6.20)
where
2 2
cos 20 = Wt 2k , sin26 = Ik . (6.21)
v/ (h? + 2k2)2 + h2k? v/ (h? + 2k%)2 + h2k?

In a single shot application of the protocol: start from |g), apply PVM Pa(«),

and then Up(a):
1

|1h2) = Ug(a)Pa(a)lg) - (6.22)
p(e)
The ensemble is thus
Z Up(a) Pa(@)|g)(g| Pa(a)U (a) . (6.23)

The energy cost of applying the unitary is then

Ey, = Tr(poH) — Tr(p1 H) (6.24)

Ep,
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To calculate

Te(pH) = ) (9| Pa(@)Uf () HUp(a)Pa(a)lg) , (6.25)

a==+1

is some work. To aid this calculation, we can use that apart from (6.15), we also
have [H4,Up] = 0. In the end this yields

1 : 2 2
Buy = 757 [hk sin 20 — (A% + k?)(1 — cos 26)] . (6.26)
If 0 < 0 < 1, this yields
2hkd

We are unlocking the zero point fluctuations energy. B acts on what looks like
a ground state for him (communication is much faster than the energy transfer).
We are breaking the strong passivity of the ground state by local operations! No
matter how negative, we always have

|Eus| < |Ep,|- (6.28)
Energy is not coming from A, rather it is ‘energy teleportation’.
e Natural energy flow from A to B: how fast is this?
. , 1
(Ho(0) = 3 (9l Pal@)e ™ Hpe M Pa(a)lg) = 3 11~ cos(1k0] . (6.29)
a==+1

which has characteristic speed
1

- 6.30
. (6:30)

We may also need the interaction part energy, but we find
(V())or = Y (glPal@)e™ Ve ™ Py(a)|g) = 0. (6.31)

a==+1

Thus, communication has to happen faster than 1/k. This means that QET can
be arbitrarily faster than the natural energy flow!

e Can the protocol work if the bit from Alice is lost? If Bob does not know «, but
still does a local unitary Wpg, which does not depend on «, in a single shot we
get:

1
o) = —==WpPala)lg), (6.32)
pla)
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and repeat many times:

= 3 WaPa(@)lg) (g1 Pa)W5 = Wi (3 Pale)lg) (gl Pa(e) ) W5

a==+1 a==+1

J/

-~

p1

(6.33)
Thus

By, = Tr(pH)—Tr(pH) = Z (9| Pa(c)Wg5 (Hp + V)WgPa(a)lg)

EPA a==+1

= (g E PA W+ (Hp +V)Wg|g) = <9|W§(HB+V)WB|9>-(6-34)
a= :tl
Pa(a)

However, since [H4, Wg| = 0, we have
(9IW5 HaWplg) = (g|Halg) = 0. (6.35)
Thus,
Ew, = (9IWg (Hp +V + Ha)Wglg) = (9|Wg HWg|g) = 0, (6.36)

as H is a non-negative operator. Therefore, we see that exchanging the informa-
tion is crucial for QET!

6.3 Warping the fabric of spacetime

e We can prepare states of spacetime, e.g. [42]. If the Weak Energy Condition
(WEC):
p=T,E"¢" >0, forevery timelike vector £, (6.37)
is violated, we can have exotic solutions, such as wormholes, warp drives, anti-
gravity /screening,. . .
However, it is well known that quantum fields can violate AWEC, e.g. [43, 44, 45]:
7_0 > <Tw/§'u§y> > 3

T 2+ T 32n%r

Ap = (6.38)

— 00

Note the Lorentzian weight 7o/[m (7% + 7¢)], determining the effective probing of
the energy density (7y corresponds to the duration of reading).?

2See also [46] for Kip Thorne’s discussion of a possibility of violating energy conditions with Casimir
effect (accelerating mirrors). But that is tough.
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e QET: we can unlock zero-point energy consuming entanglement (correlations).
Instead of two qubits let’s do it with quantum fields, replacing projective mea-
surements with atoms (detectors) — Hotta 2008 [47]:

REN
E—TAT
LOCAL ENEROGY BENSIT
EnNEeoy T
- B L
INE

LEFT-NMoVINE TevEys

é:y\ ﬂ L\CE Bor

ALWCE INJECTS é\—\j ENERGTY FXTRACTION
EHQ&B‘r IN LEFT CTRANLFER) verTHOUT
ftovirg HovEy ENERLT CAriERL !

Here, Alice measures — injects energy in left-moving modes, and sends a signal
to the right to Bob who extracts energy (also from left-moving modes). Thus, in
this setup energy always flows to the left, while information flows to the right.
The energy extracted is smaller than the one injected.

e Engineering energy densities in 3+1, We will focus on the state of the field (rather
than the energy extracted), while coupling to both left and right movers:

A d

e M-
“ — A

Since everything is relativistic now, the information to B arrives at the same time
as the excited energy packet from Alice — need to overcome the positive energy
due to Alice! Moreover, in 3+1 we need a distribution of detectors (cannot clone
states) — trick with many Bobs and Alices:



CHAPTER 6. QUANTUM ENERGY TELEPORTATION 60

o 0 O

¢ A %

Protocol: i) Alice measures the field by coupling an atom to it ii) Alice measures
her non-relativistic atom iii) Alice broadcasts her results to agency of Bobs iv)
Bob’s agents use that info to prepare atoms and couple to the field. In this way
Bob can create a negative energy state with as much negative energy as we want
(provided we compress it enough) [42]:

/\< oo a->

e

n -
NEC ENERGYT Blog

Violates quantum inequalities optimally and saturates quantum interest conjecture.?

e Summary.

— QET can be used to operationally generate negative energy distributions.
Does so ‘consuming’ space-like vacuum entanglement.

— The negative energy packets are accompanied by positive energy packets
(quantum interest conjecture). This suggests interesting scenarios under
gravitational backreaction.

— QET protocol scaling saturates the Quantum Interest Conjecture. QET
protocol scaling optimally violates AWEC.

e Remember: not everything that is allowed by laws of physics happens — I am
allowed to get a Nobel Prize, GR allows for it, but it is unlikely to happen! And
that is all folks!

3This conjecture states that a positive energy pulse must overcompensate the negative energy pulse
by an amount which is a monotonically increasing function of the pulse separation.
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