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Investigating the quantum nature of gravity is an important issue in modern physics. Recently, studies
pertaining to the quantum superposition of gravitational potential have garnered significant interest.
Inspired by Mari et al. [Sci. Rep. 6, 22777 (2016)] and Baym and Ozawa [Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.
106, 3035 (2009)], Belenchia et al. [Phys. Rev. D 98, 126009 (2018)] considered a gedanken experiment
involving such a quantum superposition and mentioned that the superposition renders causality and
complementarity inconsistent. They resolved this inconsistency by considering the quantized dynamical
degrees of freedom of gravity. This suggests a strong relationship between the quantum superposition of the
gravitational potential and the quantization of the gravitational field. In our previous study [Phys. Rev. D
106, 125002 (2022)], we have shown that the quantum uncertainty of a field guarantees the consistency
between causality and complementarity. In this study, we focus on the entanglement between two particles’
states due to the electromagnetic/gravitational potential and investigate its relationship with quantum
uncertainty, causality, and complementarity. Our numerical analyses show that the quantum uncertainty of
the electromagnetic/gravitational field results in vacuum fluctuations and prohibits the entanglement
between two particles’ states when causality is satisfied. We further demonstrate that complementarity
holds when the particles do not get entangled. The uncertainty relation does not cause the entanglement
between two particles’ states, which guarantees complementarity.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.108.105019

I. INTRODUCTION

The unification of gravity and quantum mechanics is
essential for understanding extreme phenomena, such as
the early universe and the singularity of a black hole, but it
is still unclear how the two theories should be unified in a
consistent way. One of the reasons for the difficulty is that
any quantum aspects of gravity have not yet been exper-
imentally tested at all. Therefore, testing the quantum nature
of gravity is increasingly important in the development of the
quantum theory of gravity. Authors in Refs. [1,2] predicted
that two particles, each in a superposition of two spatially
localized states, become entangled due to the gravitational
potential mediating between the particles. They suggested
that the entanglement originates from the quantum super-
position of the gravitational potential, which might exhibit
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the quantum superposition of the spacetime curvature in the
context of general relativity. The experimental observation
of the gravitationally induced entanglement between two
particles is expected to be of great help in clarifying the
quantum aspects of gravity. Recently, various studies
pertaining to the quantum nature of gravitational potentials
have been conducted (e.g., [3-21]), which were inspired by
the studies [1,2]. However, the relationship between the
quantum nature of the gravitational potential and the
quantization of the gravitational field in quantum gravity
is debatable. A gedanken experiment involving the quan-
tum superposition of a massive object, as discussed in
Refs. [22-27], has garnered considerable attention. In the
gedanken experiment, the quantum superposition of the
gravitational potential induced by the object results in
inconsistency between causality and complementarity. This
inconsistency is resolved by considering the quantized
dynamical degrees of freedom of gravity [24-27]. A deep
understanding of the gedanken experiment may allow one
to clarify the manner by which the quantum nature of the
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gravitational potential correlates with the quantization of
the gravitational field.

The goal of the present study is to analyze the gedanken
experiment similar to that presented in Refs. [22-27] based
on quantum electrodynamics (QED)/quantum theory of
linearized gravity. In this study, we extensively apply
the results of our previous studies [28,29] on electromag-
netic fields to a gravitational field within the framework of
the linear perturbation theory. Researchers [29-31] have
shown that causality is satisfied by the property of the
retarded Green’s function. Furthermore, the uncertainty
relation satisfied for the quantum field has been shown
to guarantee the consistency between causality and com-
plementarity [29]. In the present study, we focus on the
entanglement between two particles due to the electromag-
netic/gravitational potential and discuss the role of entan-
glement in maintaining the consistency. Our numerical
findings show that the uncertainty relation in electromag-
netic/gravitational field prohibits the entanglement between
particles provided that causality holds. In addition, it is
shown that the nonentangling feature results in inequality,
which implies complementarity. These clearly demonstrate
the importance of quantized electromagnetic/gravitational
fields in guaranteeing the consistency between causality
and complementarity.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
review the gedanken experiment discussed in Refs. [24-26].
In Sec. III, we present the setup for the electromagnetic/
gravitational version of the gedaneken experiment in the
present paper. In Sec. IV, we discuss the relationship
between the uncertainty relation of the electromagnetic/
gravitational field, the entanglement of two massive par-
ticles, and the inequality of complementarity. Section V
presents the summary and conclusions. Appendix A briefly
reviews the QED formulation presented in [28,29]. In
Appendix B, we demonstrate that the condition (20)
holds. Throughout the present paper, we adopt the natural
units c = A = 1.

II. BRIEF REVIEW OF THE GEDANKEN
EXPERIMENT

We consider two quantum systems (Alice’s particle
and Bob’s particle) separated by a distance D inter-
acting through the electromagnetic/gravitational potential
(Fig. 1). In Alice’s system, her particle is prepared in a
quantum superposition of two locations and starts to
recombine during time 7. At t = T4, Alice performs
an interference experiment and assesses whether it will be
successful (whether the interference pattern of her particle
will be observed). If the superposition state of Alice’s
particle is preserved, then the interference experiment will
be successful; however, if the superposition state is not
preserved, then the experiment will not be successful. In
Bob’s system, Bob chooses whether he releases his
particle or not at t = 0. When he releases his particle,

Bob

Alice

FIG. 1. Setup for the gedanken experiment. D represents the
distance between Alice’s system and Bob’s system. 7', is a time
scale for recombining particle A, and Ty is a time scale that
particle B in Bob’s system will be superposed when he released it.
Here, we assume D > T, and D > T, in which Alice and Bob
perform their actions in spacelike separated regions.

it is affected by the electromagnetic/gravitational potential
due to Alice’s particle and is thus displaced. Because
Alice’s particle is in the superposition of the two paths, the
magnitude of the potential perceived by Bob’s particle
changes depending on the path traversed by her particle.
Thus, Bob can use his particle to measure which path
Alice’s particle took.

Let us assume that Alice’s interference experiment
during the time 74, and Bob’s choice and measurement
during the time Ty are performed in a spacelike separated
region satisfying D > T, and D > Ty (Fig. 1). If Bob
releases his particle and can measure the position of Alice’s
particle, then, by complementarity, the superposition state
of Alice’s particle collapses and the particle decoheres.
Thus, the interference experiment is not successful. By
contrast, when Bob decides not to release his particle and
does not measure the path undertaken by Alice’s particle,
then her particle will preserve the superposition state and
her interference experiment will be successful. This indi-
cates that causality is violated because Bob’s choice is
known by Alice when her particle is in a region where his
actions have no influence causally. However, if the cau-
sality holds, then Alice’s interference experiment is suc-
cessful (she observes the interference pattern of her
particle). In this case, without decohering Alice’s particle,
Bob can use his released particle to obtain the which-path
information of her particle. This results in a violation in
complementarity. The inconsistency between causality and
complementarity can be resolved by considering the
vacuum fluctuations of the electromagnetic/gravitational
field and the emissions of photons/gravitons, which was
demonstrated as an order estimation in Refs. [24,25,27].
Bob’s measurement to acquire the which-path information
of Alice’s particle is limited by the vacuum fluctuations of a
quantized electromagnetic/gravitational field, and Alice’s
interference experiment fails because of the decoherence
induced by the entangling radiation of photons/gravitons.
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Here, the entangling radiation refers to the radiation emitted
from and entangled with Alice’s particle. This suggests
that a quantized electromagnetic/gravitational field is suf-
ficient to avoid the inconsistency between causality and
complementarity.

In our previous study [29], we discovered that the
uncertainty relation represented by Robertson’s inequality
for a quantized field guarantees the consistency between
causality and complementarity. In the following sections,
based on the QED/quantum theory of linearized gravity,
we provide a detailed discussion regarding consistency by
focusing on the entanglement between two charged/massive
particles.

III. ANALYSIS OF THE QED/QUANTUM THEORY
OF LINEARIZED GRAVITY VERSION

In this section, we consider the electromagnetic and
gravitational versions of a similar gedanken experiment
based on QED and the quantum theory of linearized
gravity, respectively. In our analysis, we consider two
charged/massive particles, A and B, which are non-
relativistic and obey the framework of quantum mechan-
ics; the electromagnetic/gravitational field coupled to the
particles is assumed to be a quantum field. We focus on
the similarity between the electromagnetic field and
gravitational fields, and extend the results obtained from
the analysis of an electromagnetic field in a previous
study [28,29] to a gravitational field. In this exten-
sion, we introduce several important assumptions. We
consider a linearized regime of gravity by expanding the
metric of spacetime around the Minkowski spacetime
metric 7,,. The full spacetime metric is given by g,, =
Ny + Myws Where hy,, is the metric perturbation satisfying
|h,,| < 1. The initial state of the particles is assumed
to be each in spatially localized superposition (Fig. 2),
which might be realized via the Stern-Gerlach effect, as
explained in Appendix A. Additionally, we assume that
no initial entanglement occurs between the particles and
the electromagnetic/gravitational field.” Furthermore, the

'Let us now consider the gravitational interaction of two
particles with the same masses m. Based on the linearized
gravity theory [32], the energy-momentum tensor of a particle
T,, induces the fluctuation component of the metric A4, ~
G [d*yT,,(1,.y)/|x —y| with the gravitational constant G.
Here, t, = t — |x —y| is the retarded time, which represents the
delay with respect to the propagation from the source point y to a
spacetime point x. The components of #,, are evaluated as
hoo ~ Gm/R, ho; ~ hoo(L/T)e;, and h;; ~ hoo(L/T)%e;e;, where
T is the total time scale when particle A is spatially superposed,
and L is the separation of spatial superposition of particles A
and B. R characterizes the typical size of each particle satisfying
R < L. (L/T)e; denotes the characteristic velocity of the system
in the i direction of the unit vector e;. Considering the non-
relativistic condition L/T < 1, the condition |h,,| < 1 is valid
when Gm/L < 1 is satisfied.

; ' particle A
“ particle B
Ta Lja/ \Rba -
E ; « Tg
LB\ /IR)B

FIG. 2. Configuration of our model. We specify regimes
D > Ty, and D > Ty, in which the retarded Green’s function
propagating from particle B to A vanishes. Particle A traverse via
the right or left path |R), (|L),) and induces an electromagnetic/
gravitational field along each path (as shown by the dashed red or
blue line). The retarded field caused by particle A affects particle
B traversing via the left (|L)g) or right (|R)g) path.

wave packets of these particles are sufficiently far apart
to form local paths within each device.

Then, we can define the current of particle A (B) as
Jap(x) [Jgo(x)] localized around their paths of P
(Q(=R,L). Under the assumptions above, as shown
in Appendix A, the decoherence and the entanglement
between the two particles for the electromagnetic version
can be described by the following quantities (1)—(3):

—

[EM :% / d*x / d*y AT (x) ATY (y) ({AL(x), AL (»)})

(01(@F*)?[0), (1)

| =

= g ) =

’In the case of gravity, Alice’s particle may be entangled with
her apparatus because of the conservation of energy-momentum.
For a rigorous description, we must consider the effects induced
in a laboratory, as discussed in [33]. However, the authors
of [24] argued that laboratory effects need not be considered
because the state of the laboratory does not produce a significant
decoherence. The authors of [34,35] discussed the effect of the
gravitational potential arising from the apparatus in a laboratory
on the relative phases that cause entanglement between two
particles. If the laboratory apparatus is sufficiently heavy, then it
does not shift significantly. Thus, the apparatus will not be
superposed state and not contribute to the relative phases.
Moreover, if the gravitational field created by the apparatus is
homogeneous, then the phase shift due to its field will also not
affect the relative phase.
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=3 [ [ dyasas 0 AL, A
= LR ). @
o™ = [ dtxdty (AT (3)AT0)

1
+ AT () AT ()Gl (. y) = 5 (PRE + PEY),
(3)

where we defined AJY = Ji — J%; with i = A, B. Similarly,
we can define the energy-momentum tensors of particle A
(B) as Thp(x) (T’ég(x)) localized around their paths
of P (Q)(=R,L), and the gravitational field version is
presented as follows:

1ot = [ i [ aartarro)((i (o). i)

= HUIRBRY) = SO0y, @

N =

ro% = [t [ abyaTs(0ATg () (0. ()

= SO 8%, 5

1 v 24
oo — ! / d*xd*y{AT" (x) AT ()

v - . 1
+ ATY (x) AT () }Glupo(x.y) =

~ L (@ + o)

(6)

where we defined AT = T%; — T} with i = A, B. The
operators @FM and (,?)iGR describe the phase shifts due to
the quantum fluctuations of the electromagnetic field and
gravitational field, respectively, which are expressed as

Pt = / dxAT (1AL (). TR = / dx AT (x) ().
(7)

Here, ({A}(x),AL(y)}) and G, (x.y) are the two-point
function of the vacuum state |0) and the retarded Green’s
function with respect to the quantized electromagnetic field
in the interaction picture, while ({f},(x).,%,,(y)}) and
G}.ps(x,y) are the version for the gravitational field [36].
The quantities @Y and ®EY are defined as

O =[xy AT (AT ()G x.3).

R = [ sty AT (AT ()G (5. ) )

The gravitational version of the quantities ®$8 and ®FR
can be similarly expressed as

O = [y AT (AT (4)Gl (),
d>g’§ = /d4xd4yAT’]§”(x)ATQ“(y)GL,,,,G(x, ). 9)

In the following, we present the inequality representing
complementarity, the uncertainty relation, and one of
the entanglement measure: negativity. The inequality, the
uncertainty relation, and the negativity for the electromag-
netic case are evaluated from the quantum state of the
charged particles determined using I'™(i = A, B), I'EM,
OEM and ®EM (See Appendix A). By replacing these
quantities with TOR(i = A,B), 'SR, @SR, and ®R, we
obtain the formulas for gravitational case. Subsequently,
we adopt simple notations I';(i = A, B), T'., ®,p and ®gy
to describe the quantities above for the electromagnetic and
gravitational cases in a unified manner.

We first introduce the visibility V, of particle A and
distinguishability Dy (the which-path information of par-
ticle A acquired from particle B). These two quantities are
useful for expressing complementarity. Based on previous
studies [37,38], complementarity holds if the visibility
and distinguishability Dy satisfy the following inequality:

V2+DE <1, (10)

Using the results of (A34) and (A35), the complementarity
is formulated as follows:

D D
VX + D3 = e ' cos? <—§B> + e~ s gin? <—§A> <1.

(11)

Next, we consider the Schrodinger-Robertson uncer-
tainty relation as follows:

' (12)

| RPN 2 1,5
(8ha ) (Abs)* 25 (P )) )+ (D )
where  (Ad;)? = (0/¢5710) — ((0[¢;]0))> (i = A,B) are
the variances of the operators (25,- = A?M,éﬁ?R defined
in Eq. (7). Subsequently, the following Schrodinger-
Robertson uncertainty relation can be obtained:

2
=4 16
where we used (A¢;)? = (0|¢?|0) — ((0|¢;]0))? = 2I'; and
({pa. P }) = 2T, followed by Egs. (1), (4), and (2), (5).
The expectation value of the commutator, ([¢,.dp|) =
i(®pp — Ppy), is obtained from the same calculation as
for Eq. (A19). The inequality above shows that the product
of I'y and 'y has a lower bound expressed by I'., ®,p,
and (DBA'

I’ 1
D\ > == 4 — (@pp — Ppa )% (13)
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Finally, we present the formula for negativity .4 [39].
The negativity is convenient to determine whether two
particles A and B are entangled or not. Let us consider a
density matrix p of a bipartite system AB. The negativity is
defined as follows:

N = Z\ﬂi

;<0

. (14)

where A; represent the negative eigenvalues of the partial
transposition pT» with the elements (a|(b|p™|a’)|b’) =
(d'|(blp|a)|b’) in a basis {|a)|b)},, of the system AB.
Specifically, only one negative eigenvalue 4,,;, of the partial
transposed density matrix of a two-qubit system exists [40].
In our system, the quantum state of two particles A and B
are regarded as a two-qubit state since each of particle is in
a superposition of the left path (|L),(g)) or right path
([R)as))> as shown in Fig. 2. Thus, we can rewrite the
negativity as .4 = max|[—Ay,,0]. If A4 =0 or A, >0
holds, then the two particles are not entangled. The
minimum eigenvalue is obtained as follows:

1
Amin = I [1 — e s T cosh[I] — {(e—FA —eTs)2

+ 4¢TaTsgin? {—(q)AB + Ppa) ]

4

+ e M2 ginh? [T, }1] : (15)

In the next section, we discuss the relationship among the
uncertainty relation of the electromagnetic/gravitational
fields, the inequality representing complementarity, and
the quantity Ap;,.

IV. ROLE OF ENTANGLEMENT
ON UNCERTAINTY RELATION
OF FIELD AND COMPLEMENTARITY

In this section, we reveal how the uncertainty relation
relates to complementarity, using the entanglement
between two particles A and B. In our gedanken experi-
ment, we consider the region where Bob’s effect does not
propagate to Alice’s system. Using the retarded Green’s
function, which describes the causal influence of a source,
this is quantified as ® 5 = 0 [28-31]. This result reflects a
general property of the retarded Green’s function, which
holds for both electromagnetic and gravitational fields.
Therefore, the complementarity inequality, Schrodinger-
Robertson uncertainty relation, and 4, are expressed as
follows, respectively:

D

e~2'a 4 02T gin2 (%) <1, (16)
r: o

FAFB Z IC _i_%’ (17)

1
Amin = [1 — e Ta=Ts cosh[[] — {(e—FA _eTo)2

b 1
+ 4eTaTrgin2 {—EA} + e~ 2'a=2ls5inh? ([, }2} )

(18)

In our recent study [29], we discovered that the inequality
presented in (17) is the sufficient condition for the com-
plementarity inequality [Eq. (16)] in the electromagnetic
case [strictly, we used the Robertson uncertainty relation
[\ > @3,/16, which follows by (17)]. To reveal the
relationship between the inequality (17) and complementar-
ity inequality (16), we consider the role of entanglement. We
first focus on the relationship between the uncertainty
relation of the electromagnetic/gravitational field [Eq. (17)]
and A, Let us consider the limit of small coupling constants
for the electromagnetic/gravitational cases. The quantities I';,
I'., and @y, depending on the coupling constants are small,
and the approximate form of 1,,;, can be expressed as

'y +1Ip

ﬂmin ~

4

2 o
— (T )2 =4 Taly — -5 — —BA
\/(A+ B) <AB 1 16)

. (19)

which is valid for I'; < 1 (i = A,B), [T.| Ty + Ty < 1,
and |®@p, | < 1. The inside of the square root is always posi-
tive because of (I +1g)2 =4\ —12/4—-®},/16)=
(Co—Tg)>+T2+ <I>2BA/4 > 0. On the other hand, the sign of
A’y — I2/4 — @2, /16 inside of the square root in Eq. (19)
determines the sign of A,;,, i.e., appearance of entanglement
between two particles. From the Schrodinger-Robertson
uncertainty relation (17), [pI's —I'2/4 — @3, /16 must be
non-negative. Therefore, the Schrodinger-Robertson uncer-
tainty relation and the entanglement between the particles A
and B appear to be correlated. This observation, which is
obtained on the basis of the approximation, is extended
to more general relationship among the complementarity
inequality, Schrodinger-Robertson uncertainty relation, and
the nonentanglement property between the two particles.
Namely, we can demonstrate the following relationship
of the sufficient conditions numerically (for a more detailed
explanation, see Appendix B):

2 2

r o
NS zf+%:>/1mm >0 = e a

@
+ e Mngin? <%> <1. (20)

The relationship of the above sufficient conditions (20) are
depicted in Fig. 3, which are obtained under the causality
condition that the Bob’s action is spacelike separated from
Alice, i.e., ®,g = 0. The relationship presented in (20)
mean as follows: The Schrodinger-Robertson uncertainty
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uncertainty relation of the
electromagnetic / gravitational field

Alice and Bob are not
entangled

complementarity
holds

FIG. 3. Inclusion relationship of the uncertainty relation (blue
region), the condition of the nongeneration of entanglement
(orange region), and the complementarity inequality (green
region) are inclusive.

relation implies the existence of the vacuum fluctuations of
electromagnetic/gravitational field because I, and 'y must
be nonzero since @y, is nonzero. The origin of the nonzero
values of ', and I'y is the decoherence of the superposition of
each particle, which is supposed to come from the entanglement
between the particles and the electromagnetic/gravitational
field. This entanglement causes no generation of the entangle-
ment between particles A and B, ie., A, > 0. Because
particles A and B are not entangled, Bob is not able to
sufficiently get the which-path information of Alice’s particle.
Therefore, the complementarity inequality holds.

V. CONCLUSION

The gedanken experiment discussed in Refs. [22-26]
indicated that the quantum superposition of gravitational
potential may result in inconsistency between causality
and complementarity. The authors of [24-26] argued the
inconsistency is resolved by the vacuum fluctuations and
entangling radiation of electromagnetic/gravitational field.
In the present study, based on the QED/quantum theory of
linearized gravity, we analysed the gedanken experiment
in connection with the Schrodinger-Robertson uncertainty
relation, complementarity inequality, focusing on the
entanglement between two particles. We have discovered
that the Schrodinger-Robertson uncertainty relation in
the electromagnetic/gravitational field prohibits the gen-
eration of entanglement between two particles when the
causality is fulfilled, which is consistent with the result of
our previous study [28]. Additionally, we have numerically
demonstrated that the condition, under which two particles
are not entangled, guarantees complementarity. The essence
of this inconsistency is the assumption that the entanglement
between Alice and Bob occurs in the region where Bob’s
information cannot causally propagate to Alice. Our results
have shown that the two particles can not be entangled
because of the quantized electromagnetic/gravitational field,
which resolved the paradox and preserved the consistency
between causality and complementarity.

Thus, the essence of the resolution for paradox in this
gedanken experiment is the existence of the vacuum fluctua-
tion and entangling radiation, which cause the decoherence.

This decoherence is supposed to be induced by the entan-
glement between the particle and field. However, determin-
ing whether a particle and a field are entangled or not is
nontrivial. It will be important to discuss the condition that
the particle and field are generally entangled. Furthermore,
the structure of the entanglement between particle and field
can be further investigated using various quantities of
quantum information. These studies are left for future work.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF QED
FORMULATION

The discussion presented herein of the gravitational
field is analogous to the results obtained in our previous
study [28,29]. Here, we briefly summarize the formulation
of the QED. We introduce a model of two charged particles,
A and B, coupled to an electromagnetic field. The total
Hamiltonian of the proposed system comprises the local
Hamiltonians of charged particles A, and Hjy, the free
Hamiltonian of the quantized electromagnetic field Hpy,
and the interaction term V as

A

H:ﬁA+HB+ﬁEM+V,

/ (0 (x) + T (x))A, ().

A

(A1)

where j’g and j’é are the current operators of each particle
coupled with the gauge field operator Aﬂ.

We consider that each particle is in a superposition of
two trajectories

l(|L>A + R)A)(IL)g + [R)p) @) g,

which is described by the localized states |L); and |R); o
particle j = A, B. The electromagnetic field is in a coherent
state |a) gy With @) gy = D(a)|0)gy- [0)py is the vacuum
state satisfying a,(k)|0)gy; = O for the annihilation oper-
ator of the electromagnetic field a,(k); and D(a) is the
unitary operator known as a displacement operator, which
is defined as

¥(0)) = (A2)

N

Dla) = exp [ / Pl (k)& (k) - He) |, (A3)

where the complex function o (k) characterizes the ampli-
tude and phase of initial electromagnetic field. The form of
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the complex function o (k) is restricted by the auxiliary
condition in the Becchi-Rouet-Stora-Tyutin (BRST) formal-
ism [28]. The coherent state |a)py, is interpreted as a state
in which an electromagnetic field mode exists following
Gauss’s law due to the presence of charged particles
(see Appendix A of Ref. [28]). In QED, the current operator
is given by the Dirac field. Since we only focus on the
localized state in the present analysis, the current operator of
the field is given by the localized current of each particle,

TR = Sx (|R) ;. Ta(x)IL); = T (x)IL);.  (Ad)
The explicit forms of J% (x) and J% (x) are
H

ax’;
J/;R(x):ej/d’[ de5<4)(x—XjR(T))

T

U dXI;'L (4)
JjL(x) = ej dr dr 1) (x —XjL(T)),

(A5)

where X’ (7) and X’ (7) with j = A, B representing the
paths of each particle with coupling constants e, and eg.
Hence, we can proceed with our computation without
treating the field degrees of freedom. In detail, the above
equations are valid [28,29,41-43] when:
(1) The de Brogile wavelength is smaller than the width
of the particle wavepacket.
(2) The Compton wavelength of the charged particle is
much shorter than the wavelength of photon emitted
from the charged particle.3

*Note that we have to take the coupling between the spin
and external magnetic field to create a spatially superposed state
of a charged particle, though we ignored the coupling between
the vacuum fluctuation of the electromagnetic field, induced by
the charged particle, and spin degrees of freedom. However, we
might need to consider the coupling between the spin and the
fluctuation of magnetic field. The magnitude of the electric force
due to vacuum fluctuation is evaluated as

AF:eAEN%,

where T is the time scale of the particle in the superposition state.
On the other hand, the magnetic force due to the fluctuation,
which acts a spin-% particle, is estimated as

1 e
AF = ng.uBax(AB) ~T

where ug = e/2m is the Bohr magneton with the electric charge
e and the mass m, and g ~ 2 is the electronic g-factor. AB is the
vacuum fluctuation of the magnetic field, which satisfies AB =
AE/c = AE ~ 1/T? with the natural units. d,(AB) is the field
gradient in the x-direction, and we estimated the scale of the
spatial derivative by the Compton wavelength of the charged
particle 0, ~m. This means that the coupling between the
vacuum fluctuation of the electromagnetic field and spin degrees
of freedom could be an additional effect of the same order of the
effect of the vacuum fluctuation of the magnetic force.

The first condition justifies that the state of particle is
localized. The second one neglects the process of a pair
creation and annihilation. This means that we do not need to
consider a larger Hilbert space. The initial state evolves as
follows:

\W(T)) = exp[—iHT][¥(0))
— T T exp {—i /0 ! dtVI(t)] %(0))

ol [
TS PIAQs Dol

P.Q=R.L

re

1 s
) Z IPr) alQp)pe™ ™ Upga)pas
P.Q=R.L

(A6)

where 7 is the total time scale, and particles A and B
are spatially superposed. We used the approximations pro-
vided in (A4) in the third line. |P;), = ¢=#7|P), and
1Q¢)g = e~ #7|Q), with P,Q =R.L are the states of
charged particles A and B, which moved along the paths P
and Q, respectively. The unitary operator [/ pQ 18 expressed as

A T A
0

where T denotes the time ordering, and AL is the gauge field
operator in the interaction picture.

1. Density matrix of charged particles
and its eigenvalues
Herein, we use the negativity .4 = max[—Ap;,, 0] to
quantify the entanglement between two particles. We derive
the minimum eigenvalue A.;, of the partially transposed

density matrix of the particles, pi’%. By tracing out the
degrees of freedom of the electromagnetic field to focus on
the quantum state of the charged particles, we obtain the
reduced density matrix of particles A and B as follows:

pas = Trem[[¥(T)) (P(T)]]
1 N N
4 Z Z EM<0‘|U1T>’Q’ Upqla)em[Pr) a
P.Q=R.LP Q=R

x (P @ |Qp)p (Q

e_FP/Q'PQ+i®P/Q’PQ |Pf>A
P.Q=R.LP' Q'=R.L

x (P'| @ [Qr)p(Ql.

1
4

(A8)

where [P;), = e AT|P), and |Q;) = e~ 37|Q) are the
states of the charged particles A and B, which move along
the paths P and Q, respectively. The quantities I'pypg and
Dpypg are expressed as
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Trora = [ @ [ @3k 0) = () Ukg ) - T (AL, AL ). (A9)
Orar = [ Frllhq(0) = Tl )Au(x) =5 [ @ [ @30 (0 = Tio() U ) + S Ghtry).  (A10)

The field A,(x) in (A10) is given by

&k
4= [ e

and the complex function a, (k) satisfies

(a,(k)e™ +c.c.), (A11)

J° (k)
V2k0

to ensure the BRST condmon (see Appendlx in [28]). JO(k) = JQ (k) + J% (k) is the eigenvalue of the Fourier transform of

ko, (k) = —

(A12)

the charged current 7 (k) = 7 Alk) + JB (k) at the initial time # = 0. The density matrix p,p is decomposed by using the
unitary operator U/ as follows:

y» L{T—(U 0)<W Z><V O> (A13)
PAB = UPaBA = 0 U 7t W 0 v)
where we defined 2 x 2 matrices W and Z as
1 1 —[EM 1 —I'y\+i®FM —(IEM4rEM4TEM)
W= EM c ’ Z =~ eEM EM _TEM ° QEM (A14)
4\ T 1 4\ p—(TEM4TEM_TEM) o-TA—i®
with
o oAl [ dixdtyary G, ~okM) 0 (Aa15)
a 0 oA i yary i G- |
and
. oAl [ dixdiyary, G, —oEM) 0 (AL6)
n 0 i dixdyaTy s Gl -0f) ]

Here, the quantities ™ (i = A, B) and I'EM are introduced in Egs. (1) and (2), respectively, and ®EM is expressed as
1
OF = [ atxa s, ()3 [ dxdy ATy U 0) + 5 ()Gl r.0). (a17)
In particular, the quantity ®M is related to ®EY and ®EX as follows:
i A A i~
o = = [ dix [ dyarian()late. Al = -3 R34 (13
with

d*xd*y AT (x) AJ5 ()AL (x), AL ()]

’

/ dxdy AT (x) AT (9) A} (x). A ()]0 = ) + / d*xd'y ATy (x) AT () A} (x). A, (1)]0G° = x°)

/d“xAJ” JAJL ()Gl (x,y) = i/d“xAJ’é(x)AJ‘A(y)GL,,(x, y)

iDL — PEX), (A19)
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where we inserted the step functions 6(x° — y°) + 0(y° — x°) in the second line and changed the variable x* to y* and
indices u to v of the second term in the third line. In the fourth line, the retarded Green’s function G}, (x,y) =

—i [Ab(x), AL(9)]6(x" — y°) was used. Because the entanglement is invariant under a unitary operation, 2/, the eigenvalue of

pl% and ﬁ}]} are equal. Thus, we obtain the following eigenvalues

q)EM

1
Ailpas] = [1 — e T TE cosh[TEM] + {(e‘FEM —eT5")2 4 4o TR T sin? [—2 ] + e 22T sinh2 [TEM] }2} ., (A20)

Xelpxb) = I [1 + eI cosh[TEM] + {(e‘rim — T8 )2 4 4T T cos? [q)z

EM EM EM %
}4—6‘”& —2y sinhZ[FCEM]} } (A21)

where ®FM is expressed as in Eq. (3). Note that _[p,}] is the minimum eigenvalue AEM

ﬂEM 1

mm_4

The gravitational version of the minimum eigenvalue ASR

@EM
- [1 — ¢ TR cosh[ITEM] — {(e‘FEM — e T8")2 4 4T T sin2 [—2 } + e 225 inh? [ EM]}Z

1

] . (A22)

can be obtained by replacing '™, TEM and ®EM in the result

above (A22) with ¥R, TR "and @R, respectively, as shown:

min

where 'R, TR and ®°R are defined as shown in Eqgs. (4)—
(6). The results of Egs. (A22) and (A23) are extended as
Amin presented as Eq. (15) herein.

2. Complementarity inequality in QED
Here, we present the QED results for the comple-
mentarity inequality. First, we computed the visibility
(VEM) and the distinguishability (DEM). The visibility
VEM describes the extent to which the coherence of charged

particle A remains when Alice performs an interference
|

pa = Trg pu[[W(T) (W(T)]]

2

*

(I)GR

1 R R R R GR R R . %
JOR — a [1 — ¢ TT5" cosh|TOR] — {(e—rﬁ — eT5)2 4 47T T sin {T} + e R smhz[FSR]} ], (A23)

[
experiment. The distinguishability DEM characterizes how
particle B can distinguish the path of particle A from the
state of particle B. The visibility VEM of charged particle A
is expressed as

VM = 20 (LelpRMRe) Al (A24)
The quantum state of particle A p, is obtained by tracing

out the degrees of freedom of particle B and the electro-
magnetic field:

B | ( | Lp-TEMiaty (e—i [ @ xAT (1) Agg, (x) Lt J d4xAJg(x)ABL,,(x)> ) (A25)

1

where we used the basis {|R¢),, [L¢)s} to represent the density matrix, and x is the complex conjugate of the (R, L)

component. A%p(x) =
expressed as

@R = [ Prasy WA, (0 - 5 [ AT U () + T ()Gl ).

[ d*yGr, (x,y)J%(y) is the retarded potential with i = A,B and P = R, L. The quantity ®&M is

(A26)

From the definition of the visibility (A24) and (A25), we obtain the visibility as follows:

EM _ ,—IEM
Vil =e A

LB
COS <T> .

(A27)
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Next, we compute the distinguishability DEM. The
definition of the distinguishability DEM is expressed as

1
> Trglper — pBLI: (A28)

DEM —
B 2

where we defined pgp = Trey||Qp)g pm(Qp|] With P =
R,L and, Tr|O| = 3, || is given by the eigenvalues 4,
of a Hermitian operator O. The density operator pgp
characterizes the state of particle B when particle A moves
along the path P. The vector |Qp)gpy describes the
composite state of particle B and the electromagnetic field
when particle A moves along the path P and is introduced
by rewriting the state (A6) as

W) =5 D PAQs

P.Q=RL

e_iﬁEMTUPQ|a>EM

1 1
=—=|R¢),|Q +—=|L¢) 5|2 . (A29
T3 Rial@n LA R, (A29)

where we defined

|Qp)p M = \/— Z |Q¢)pe™ el Upgla)py.  (A30)
Q=R.L
The eigenvalues of the density matrix pggr — pg;, are

A= il‘e—FgM-&-i@gM—i JEEIN VY o TE PR i I d“xAJ‘gAL,A’

EM . 1
=4e7 15 |sin (E/d“xAJ’é (x)AAA”(x)> ‘ (A31)
Thus, the distinguishability is expressed as
EM 1 —TEM | - (I)EIXI
Dk :§(|/1+| +]A_]) = e7's [sin - )| (A32)

According to Refs. [37,38], there is a trade-off relationship
between the visibility VEM and the distinguishability DEM,
as indicated by the following inequality:

(VEM)2 + (DEM)? < 1. (A33)
Therefore, the electromagnetic version of the complemen-
tarity inequality is written as

(I)EM
VEM)2 PEM2 _ ,-2IM (2 [ TAB
(VRI)? + (DRM)? = &M cos? ( =5
. (DEM
+ e Is" sin? <%> <1. (A34)

By replacing the quantities TEM, TEM and ®™M in the

above result with TR, TSR and ®OR, respectively;

the inequality (A34) in the gravitational version is
written as
CI)GR
™3 cos? <§B

q)GR
+ e 218" gin? (%A) <1. (A35)

(V92 + (D)2 =

APPENDIX B: DEMONSTRATION
OF THE RELATIONSHIP EXPRESSED
IN RELATIONSHIP (20)

In this appendix, the relationship expressed in relation-
ship (20) is demonstrated in a numerical manner. For
convenience, we rewrite A.;, as

1
Ammin = 1 [1 — e Ta s cosh[[] — {(e—FA —eTs)2
_|_ 4e_FA -I'p sin2 |:(®AB_‘_(I)BA):|
4
1
+ e A Mrginh? [FC]} ]

= C(sinh[FA] sinh[I’g] — sinh? B} — sin? {T} )

where the coefficient C is expressed as

C=eTaTs [1 — e Ta T8 cosh[[] + {(e‘rA —e¢7Ts)2
+ 4eTaTrgin2 (Pap + Ppa)
4
12
+ e~ 2= 2sginh? [FC]} ] (B2)

The coefficient C is always positive because 1 —

e "a s cosh[l.] > 0 since Ty +Ig > |[|. Therefore,
the condition 4., > 0 is equivalent to

I’ (o}
sinh[T"4] sinh[['y] — sinh? {;] — sin? [2/*] >0. (B3)

Hereinafter, we regard the inequality (B3) as 4,,;, > 0 and
demonstrate the relationship shown in the relationship (20).
The relationship (20) can be divided into two components
[(B4) and (B5)] as follows:

2 2

r o,
[\l >+ BA

I,
7 T e A = sinh([["4] sinh[Ig] — sinh? {2]

(0]
sin? {_;;A >0, (B4)
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FIG. 4. Behavior of the functions of log[F (X, Y, 1/2)] (left), log[F(X;,1/2,Z,)] (center), and log[F(1/2,Y,Z,)] (right).

r [
sinh[I"y] sinh[I'g] — sinh? [ﬂ — sin’ {?] >0

q)BA

= e 2a 4 72 sinz[ <. (B5)

In the following two subsections, we examine whether the
relationships above (B4) and (B5) are satisfied.

1. Demonstration of the relationship expressed in (B4)

First, we demonstrate the relationship expressed in (B4).
Substituting the left-hand side of the inequality expressed
in (B4) into the right-hand side, we obtain the following
inequality:

I’ [0))
ﬁnhﬁk]ﬂnhﬂg]—sﬁm2{§}_.gn2<_§é>

4

> sinh[I",] sinh { Ie + iy } — sinh? [&} — sin? [%} )
AT, 16T, 2 4

(B6)

The goal of this subsection is to demonstrate that the
right-hand side of the above inequality is always positive.
Next, we define variables X, := e T4, Y, := e T¢/4Ta | and
7, = ¢~®/1Ta_ Note that the ranges of X,, Y,, Z, are
limited to 0<X; <1, O0<Y; <1, and 0< Z, < 1,
respectively. Therefore, we compute the minimum of the
1/1
F(X.Y,Zy) =~ (

following function:
1
X1 )55 -1z
4\X, Y\Z,

— sinh?[y/log X log Y]
— sin?[y/log X, log Z,].

The function log[F(X;,Y,Z;)] is depicted in Fig. 4. The
minimum value of the function F(X,,Y,Z,) is zero at
X; =1 based on a numerical program written using
Mathematica. These result shows that the minimum of
the function F(X,,Y,,Z,) is larger than zero, i.e.,

(B7)

F(X,Y,,Z;) > 0. Thus, the relationship shown in (B4)
is proven.

2. Demonstration of the relationship expressed in (BS)

Next, we also demonstrate the relationship expressed in
(B5). The strategy used is the same as that used for (B4),
i.e., we demonstrated that the minimum of the right-most
side of the inequality is greater than zero. The left-hand-
side of (B5) can be rewritten as

sinh?[T", /2]
sinh[T",]

Sin2 [(DBA/4]
sinh[[]

sinh[I'g] > (B8)

where sinh[[’y] > 0 because of I'y > 0. Solving the
inequality above with respect to e'® yields

s> C+ 1+ C?

where C := (sinh?[[",/2]sinh[["s] + sin?[®g, /4])/sinh[[4].
Substituting the inequality in (B9) into the right-hand side
of (B5) leads to the following inequality

(B9)

1 — e s — ¢72sgin? {% >1—e
Sinz[CDBA/2]
_ DBAZ L G(Xo Vs Z0). B10
(C+V1+ )2 ¥, Y2 25) (B10)
where we defined the function G(X,, Y,,Z,) as
) 2 -1 Z
G(Xy, ¥y, 2) = 1 = x3 = SRS D))y

(C+V1+32)?

Here, X2 = e_FA, Yz = €_F°/2, ZZ = Sin[(DBA/4] (O <X2 < 1,
0<Y,<1,0<Z, <1),and

= (1/Y,—Y,)? 273
€= 2(1/X2—X2)+(1/X2—X2)' (B12)

Therefore, we focus on the minimum of the function
G(X,,Y,,Z,) and show that the minimum value is greater
than zero. Figure 5 shows the behavior of the function
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FIG. 5. Behavior of the function of G(X»,Y,,1/2) (left), G(X,,1/2,Z,) (center), and G(1/2,Y,,Z,) (right).

G(X,,Y,,Z,). The minimum value of the function
G(X,,Y,,Z,) is zero in the limit X, — 1 based on a
numerical program written using Mathematica; because the
function G(X,,Y,,Z,) is always positive, the inequality

G(X,,Y,,Z,) >0 is satisfied. Thus, the relationship
expressed in (B5) is proven. Furthermore, based on the
relationship shown in (B4) and (B5), the relationship (20) is
proven.
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