0802.2132v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 15 Feb 2008

arxXiv

Bell inequality violation versus entanglement in presence of local decoherence
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We analyze the effect of local decoherence of two qubits on their entanglement and the Bell in-
equality violation. Decoherence is described by Kraus operators, which take into account dephasing
and energy relaxation at an arbitrary temperature. We show that in the experiments with super-
conducting phase qubits the survival time for entanglement should be much longer than for the Bell

inequality violation.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ud; 03.65.Yz; 85.25.Cp

Entanglement of separated systems is a genuine quan-
tum effect and an essential resource in quantum informa-
tion processing.! Experimentally, a convincing evidence
of a two-qubit entanglement is a violation of the Bell
inequality? in its Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt? (CHSH)
form. However, only for pure states the entanglement
always? results in a violation of the Bell inequality. In
contrast, some mixed entangled two-qubit states (as we
will see, most of them) do not violate the Bell inequality,?
though they may still exhibit nonlocality in other ways.8
Distinction between entanglement and Bell-inequality vi-
olation, in its relevance to experiments with supercon-
ducting phase qubits,” is the subject of our paper.

The two-qubit entanglement is usually characterized
by the concurrence? C or by the entanglement of
formation,? which is a monotonous function® of C. Non-
entangled states have C' = 0, while C' = 1 corresponds to
maximally entangled states. There is a straightforward
way® to calculate C for any two-qubit density matrix p.
The Bell inequality in the CHSH form? is |S| < 2, where
S = E(a@,b) — E(@V) + E@,b) + E@,V) and E(a,b)
is the correlator of results (£1) for measurement of two
qubits (pseudospins) along directions @ and b. This in-
equality should be satisfied by any local hidden-variable
theory, while in quantum mechanics it is violated up
to |S| = 2v/2 for maximally entangled (e.g., spin-zero)
states. Mixed states produce smaller violation (if any),
and there is a straightforward way1? to calculate the max-
imum value S, of |S| for any two-qubit density matrix.

For states with a given concurrence C| there is an exact
bound!! for Sy: 220 < S, < 2v/1+ C? (we consider
only St > 2), so that the Bell inequality violation is guar-
anteed if C' > 1/+/2. For any pure state the upper bound
is reached: Sy = 2v/1+ C?, so that non-zero entangle-
ment always leads to S > 2. The distinction between
entanglement and Bell inequality violation has been well
studied for so-called Werner states® which have the form
p = fps+ (1 — f)pmix, where ps; denotes the maximally
entangled (singlet) state, and pmix = 1/4 is the density
matrix of the completely mixed state. The Werner state
is entangled for® f > 1/3, while it violates the Bell in-
equality only when!® f > 1/+/2.

The Werner states, however, are not relevant to
most of experiments (including those with supercon-

ducting phase qubits?), in which an initially pure
state becomes mixed due to decoherence (Werner states
are produced due to so-called depolarizing channell).
Recently a number of authors have analyzed ef-
fects of qubit decoherence on the Bell inequality
violation!213:14.15.16 a1 entanglement 17:18:19,20.21,22,23
Best-studied models of decoherence in this context are
pure dephasingl?13:15.19:21,23 354 zero-temperature en-
ergy relaxationd4:16:18:22 while there are also papers
considering a combination of these mechanisms7:29
high-temperature energy relaxation? and non-local
decoherence 141223 Tn particular, for the case of pure
dephasing it has been shown!?2? that the concurrence
C decays as a product of decoherence factors for the
two qubits, and therefore a state remains entangled for
arbitrarily long time; moreover, the calculation of S
shows!213 that the Bell inequality is always violated also.
For the case of zero-temperature energy relaxation it has
been shown that entanglement can still last forever16:18:22
(depending on the initial state), while a finite survival
time has been obtained¢ for the Bell inequality viola-
tion.

In this paper we consider a two-qubit state decoher-
ence due to general (Markovian) local decoherence of
each qubit (including dephasing and energy relaxation
at a finite temperature) and assume absence of any other
evolution. For this model we compare for how long an
initial state remains entangled (C' > 0), and for how long
it can violate the Bell inequality (S; > 2). In particular,
we show that for typical (best) present-day parameters
for phase qubits? these durations differ by ~ 8 times.

Before analyzing this problem let us discuss which frac-
tion of the entangled two-qubit states violate the Bell
inequality. This question is well-posed only if we intro-
duce a particular metric (distance) and corresponding
measure (volume) in the 15-dimensional space of den-
sity matrices. Various metrics are possible; let us choose
the Hilbert-Schmidt metric,124 for which the geometry
in the space of states is Euclidean. Then random states
p with the uniform probability distribution can be gen-
erated as?? p = ATA/tr(ATA), where A is a 4 x 4 matrix,
all elements of which are independent Gaussian complex
variables with the same variance and zero mean. Us-
ing this method, we performed Monte-Carlo simulation,
generating 10° random states and checking if they are
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entangled22:26:27 and if they violate the Bell inequality.1?
In this way we confirmed that 75.76% of all states are
entangled?® and found that only 0.822% of all states vio-
late the Bell inequality. Therefore, only a small fraction,
1.085% of entangled states violate the Bell inequality.

Now let us discuss the effect of decoherence. For one
qubit it can be described by the Bloch equations?? (we
use the basis of the ground state |0) and excited state
|1)) and characterized by the energy relaxation time T,
dephasing time T (T> < 277), and the Boltzmann factor
h = exp(—A/0), where A is the energy separation of the
states and @ is the temperature. The usual solution of the
Bloch equations can be translated into the language of
time-dependent superoperator £ for the one-qubit den-
sity matrix p, so that p(t) = L[p(0)] = Z?:l Kip(O)KZT,
where four Kraus operators K; can be chosen as

(). e (7 )

0 0
K3:<o 1—hg— 2 ) K4:(8 \/g_g> W)

1—yg

where g = [1 — exp(—t/T1)]/(1 + h), A = exp(—t/T3),
and in our notation [1) = (1,0)T, [0) = (0,1)T. Tt is
easy to check that the term under the square root in
K3 is always non-negative and equals 0 (for ¢ > 0) only
if To = 2T and 6 = 0. Notice that choice of the Kraus
operators K is not unique (though limited to the unitary
freedom of quantum operations!) and, for instance, the
Kraus operators presented in Ref. [1l for the special cases
of depolarizing channel (T7 = T3, § = o0) and energy
relaxation (Ty = 271) differ from Eq. ().

In general, decoherence of two qubits is described
by many parameters (out of 240 parameters describing
a general quantum operation only 15 parameters de-
scribe unitary evolution). We choose a relatively sim-
ple but physically relevant model when the decoher-
ence is dominated by local decoherence of each qubit.
(Non-local decoherence would be physically impossible
in the case of large distance between the qubits.) The
model now involves six parameters: 77} b Ty v and
hap = exp(—Aqp/0ap), where subscripts (or super-
scripts) a and b denote qubits, and the evolution is de-
scribed by the tensor-product superoperator £ = L, L
(which is completely positive because of complete posi-
tivity of L4p). This superoperator contains 16 terms:

4
p(t) = LpO0)] = 27, Kijp(0) K, Kij = K @ K],
where operators K’  are given by Eq. () for each qubit.
As an initial state we consider an “odd” pure state

|T) = cos 3]10) + €™ sin £ |01) (2)

(0 < B < 7/2), which is relevant for experiments with
the phase qubits.” Since the parameter o corresponds to
z-rotation of one of the qubits, while decoherence as well
as values of C and S are insensitive to such rotation, all
results of our model have either trivial or no dependence

on . The evolution of the state (2)) due to local decoher-
ence L can be calculated analytically, and at time ¢ the
non-vanishing elements of the two-qubit density matrix
p are

p11(t) = (1 — ga)hoge cos? B+ haga(l — gp) sin? B,
p22(t) = (1 — ga)(1 — hygp) cos® B+ hagags sin’ B,
p33(t) = gahugy cos® B+ (1 — haga)(1 — gp) sin® B,
paa(t) = ga(1 — hygy) cos® B+ (1 — haga)gs sin® B,
paa(t) = pi3(t) = exp(—t/T5 — t/T3)e'* (sin2B)/2, (3)

where g¢qp are defined below Eq. (), and p;; sub-
scripts 4,7 = 1,2,3,4 correspond to the basis
{|11),]10),]01),|00)}. These equations become very sim-
ple at zero temperature because then h, = hy = 0. No-
tice that the dephasing times T3 > enter Egs. (@) only
through the combination 1/7§+1/T% (this is not so for a
general initial state), so that the two-qubit dephasing can
be characterized by one parameter Ty = 2/(1/Tg+1/T%).
For the state (@) the concurrence is'#:2

C = 2max{0, |p23| — /P11p14}, (4)

and the Bell inequality parameter S is0:16

St = 2max{2v/2|pas|, \/4|p2s|? + (1 — 2p11 — 2p44)2%,)
5
while for the initial state C = sin28 > 0 and S; =
2v/1+4 C? > 2. Notice that the first and second terms
in Eq. (@) correspond to the “horizontal” and “verti-
cal” measurement configurations, using the terminology
of Ref.130. Equations @), {@), and (Bl are all we need to
analyze entanglement and Bell inequality violation.
Notice that for a pure dephasing (T¢ = T? = o) we
have p11 = p4q = 0, and therefore

C =exp(—2t/Ts)sin28, Sy =2/1+C2%2.  (6)

In this case at any ¢ the state remains entangled2:2% and
violates the Bell inequality.1213 (It also remains within
the class of states producing maximal Bell inequality vi-
olation for a given concurrence.!) In the case when both
dephasing and energy relaxation are present but temper-
ature is zero, 8, = 6, = 0, the concurrence C is still
given by Eq. (@) and lasts forever;:¢:22 however S, does
not satisfy Eq. (@) and, most importantly, the Bell in-
equality is no longer violated after a finite timed® Fi-
nally, in presence of energy relaxation at non-zero tem-
perature (at least for one qubit) the entanglement also
vanishes after a finite time, as seen from Eq. (), in which
limy 00 p11p44 # 0.

Let us consider in more detail the case when both
dephasing and energy relaxation are present, but tem-
perature is zero and T¢ = T? = T;. Then Eq. (B)
for S; becomes very simple since p1; = 0 and pyg =
1 — exp(—t/T1). The time dependence S, (t) consists of
three regions: at small ¢ it is always determined by the
second term3! in Eq. (@), then after some time ¢; the first
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FIG. 1: The two-qubit entanglement duration 7g in units
of the dephasing time 75 for the maximally entangled ini-
tial state (8 = mw/4) and several values of the temperature 6.
Dashes lines correspond to Eq. (§).

term becomes dominating, while after a later time o the
second term becomes dominating again. Notice that in
the second region Sy = 4\/§|p23| = 2v/2C, so such state
provides minimal S, for a given concurrence C'.11:32 The
time 7p after which the Bell inequality is no longer vi-
olated [Sy(7p) = 2] falls either into the first or second
region, because Sy (t2) < 2 [it is interesting to note that
in the third region Sy (t) passes through a minimum and
then increases up to S; — 2 at ¢ — oo]. The time 75
can be easily calculated if Si(t1) > 2, so that 75 falls
into the second region and therefore

75 = (T»/2) In(v/25in 2). (7)

This case is realized when pure dephasing is relatively
weak: T1/T> < In(v/2sin2B)/[2In(4 — 2v/2)]; since
Ty/T> > 1/2, it also requires sin28 > 2v/2 — 2. [For
T,/T> = 1/2 Eq. [@) has been obtained in Ref. [16.]
Notice that 75 in Eq. (@) corresponds to the condition
C = 1/\/5, while in general 75 corresponds to C' < 1/\/§
because of the inequalityt? S, > 21/2C.

Now let us focus on calculating the duration 75 of the
entanglement survival, duration 75 of the Bell inequal-
ity violation, and their ratio 75 /75 at non-zero temper-
ature. For simplicity we limit ourselves to the case of
maximally entangled initial state (8 = 7/4), and we also
assume equal energy relaxation, splitting and tempera-
ture for both qubits: T} = le =T, A, = Ay = A, and
0. = 0, = 0 (we do not need to assume equal dephas-
ing, since it can be characterized by only one parameter
T3). As follows from Eq. (@), the entanglement dura-
tion 7 can be calculated numerically using the equation
|p23| = \/p11pas. Figure [l shows 7 (normalized by T5)
as a function of the ratio Ty /T» for several values of the
normalized inverse temperature A/f. As we see, in a
typical experimental regime’ when A/f ~ 10, the ratio
7g/T> does not depend much on T3 /T» when T} is larger
but comparable to T (which is also typical experimen-
tally). In other words, 75 is approximately proportional
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FIG. 2: The duration 7 of the Bell inequality violation (as-
suming 8 = w/4) for A/ = 15 (solid line) and A/0 = 0
(dotted line). The dashed line: 75/T% = In[T1/(478)]/4.

to T3, and in this regime 7 also has crudely inverse de-
pendence on temperature [see Eq. (8) below].
Analytical formulas for 7z can be easily obtained
in the limiting cases. In absence of pure dephasing
(Th/T> = 1/2) and low temperature (0 < A) we
find 75/Ts ~ A/20 — In(2v2 + 2)/2 ~ A/20 — 0.79,
while at high temperature (6 > A) we have 75/T> =~
In(v2 + 1)/2 ~ 0.44. 1In the case of strong dephas-
ing (T1/T2 > 1) we find (neglecting some corrections)
However, these asymptotic formulas are not very rel-
evant to a typical experimental situation with phase
qubits,” in which T} = T». As another way to approx-
imate 7g we have chosen the value at the minimum of
the curves in Fig. [II this minimum occurs at the ratios
T, /T> somewhat close to the experimental values, and
the result is naturally not much sensitive to 77 /7% in
a significantly broad range. For sufficiently small tem-
peratures (A/6 > 2) we have obtained approximation
(78 /T2)min = A/40+1n(33/%/2) ~ A/40+0.13 and found
that the minimum occurs at Ty /T ~ (75/T2)min/ In 3.
So, as the crudest approximation in the experimentally-
relevant regime (0/A ~ 1071, Ty /T» 2 1), the two-qubit
entanglement lasts for (see dashed lines in Fig. [I])

The duration 75 of the Bell inequality violation is cal-
culated using Eq. (@) as Sy(7g) = 2. Solid and dot-
ted lines in Fig. 2 show numerical results for 75 (in
units of T») as a function of the ratio T} /T% for low and
high temperatures: A/6 = 15 and 0. The curves are
almost indistinguishable, that means that 75 is practi-
cally independent of the temperature for fixed 77 and
T,. Notice that each curve consists of a constant (hor-
izontal) part and an increasing part, which correspond
to two terms in Eq. (B). It can be shown that at zero
temperature the horizontal part is realized at 17 /Ty <
In2/[4In(4 — 2v/2)] ~ 1.1, while at high temperature
(0 > A) it is realized at Ty/T> < 1. The horizontal



A :
304
251 Alg =15 3

& 153 10 2
o T f—
0: , : o

1 T1/T2 10 100

FIG. 3: The ratio 7g/7p for the maximally entangled initial
state and several values of the temperature 6.

part corresponds to the first term in Eq. (B) dominating
at 7p: S; = 2v2exp(—2t/T3), so at sufficiently weak
pure dephasing we have 75/T> = In2/4 ~ 0.17 [see also
Eq. ([@)]. In the opposite case of strong pure dephasing
(Ty /T2 > 1) the duration 75 is the solution of the equa-
tion 75/T> = In[T1/(47p)]/4 (dashed line in Fig. B), so
roughly 75 /T> ~ In(T7 /T3) /4 (dot-dashed line in Fig. 2J).
Combining these results, we get a crude estimate:

75 ~ Ty max{0.17, 0.25In(T} /T»)}. (9)

Figure Bl shows the ratio 75 /75 of the survival dura-
tions of entanglement and the Bell inequality violation.
We see that the ratio 7g/7p increases with the decrease

of temperature and decrease of the pure dephasing contri-
bution, which are both the desired experimental regimes.
(This rule does not work in the experimentally irrelevant
regime 6 > A and T7 < T».) Notice that the kinks
on the curves correspond to the change of the domi-
nating term in Eq. (B). In absence of pure dephasing
(Th/T> = 1/2) the low-temperature result (6§ < A) is
T8/TB ~ (2/In2)[A/0 — In(2v/2 + 2)], while at § > A
the ratio is 75/78 ~ 2In(v/2 4+ 1)/In2 ~ 2.5. In the
limit of strong pure dephasing (T} /T > 1) the asymp-
totic result is 7 /75 = 2+ (A/0)/In(T1/T2) (as we see,
T > 27p for any parameters). In the experimentally rel-
evant regime when /A ~ 107! and T3 /T 2 1, the ratio
can be obtained from Egs. (8) and (@), giving a crude
estimate 75 /75 ~ (A/0) min{1.5, 1/In(T} /T2)}.

For an experimental estimate let us choose parameters
typical for best present-day experiments with supercon-
ducting phase qubits:Y A/27h ~ 6 GHz, § ~ 50 mK,
T1 ~ 450 ns, To ~ 300 ns. Then A/f ~ 6, Ty /T> ~ 1.5,
and we obtain 7 ~ 470 ns, 75 ~ 60 ns, and 75 /75 ~ 7.7.

In conclusion, we have found that in the Hilbert-
Schmidt metric only 1.085% of entangled states violate
the Bell inequality, thus explaining why entanglement
can last for a significantly longer time (7z) than the
Bell inequality violation (7). Using the technique of
Kraus operators, we have considered local decoherence
due to dephasing and energy relaxation at finite temper-
ature, and for this model calculated 7g, 75, and their
ratio 7g/7p. The work was supported by NSA and DTO
under ARO grant W911NF-04-1-0204.

1 M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation

and Quantum Information (Cambridge Univ. Press, 2000).

2 J. S. Bell, Physics 1, 195 (1964).

3 J. F. Clauser, M. A. Horne, A. Shimony, and R. A. Holt,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 23, 880 (1969).

4 V. Capasso, D. Fortunato, and F. Selleri, Int. J. Theor.
Phys. 7, 319 (1973); N. Gisin, Phys. Lett. A 154, 201
(1991).

® R. F. Werner, Phys. Rev. A 40, 4277 (1989).

6 S. Popescu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 797 (1994); ibid. 74, 2619
(1995); N. Gisin, Phys. Lett. A 210, 151 (1996).

7 M. Steffen, M. Ansmann, R. C. Bialczak, N. Katz, E.
Lucero, R. McDermott, M. Neeley, E. M. Weig, A. N. Cle-
land, and J. M. Martinis, Science 313, 1423 (2006); M.
Ansmann et al., Bulletin of APS 52, Abstract 1.33.00005
(2007).

8 W. K. Wootters, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2245 (1998).

9 C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, J. A. Smolin, and W. K.
Wooters, Phys. Rev. A 54, 3824 (1996).

10 R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, Phys. Lett. A
200, 340 (1995).

1 F. Verstraete and M. M. Wolf, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 170401
(2002).

12 P, Samuelsson, E. V. Sukhorukov, and M. Biittiker, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 91, 157002 (2003).

13 C. W. J. Beenakker, C. Emary, M. Kindermann, and J. L.
van Velsen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 147901 (2003).

1 1,. Jakébezyk and A. Jamréz, Phys. Lett. A 333, 35 (2004);
ibid. 318, 318 (2003).

15 S.-B. Li and J.-B. Xu, Phys. Rev. A 72, 022332 (2005).

16 A. Jamréz, J. Phys. A 39, 7727 (2006).

17 G. Burkard and D. Loss, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 087903
(2003).

'8 T.Yuand J. H. Eberly, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 140404 (2004).

19 D. Tolkunov, V. Privman, and P. K. Aravind, Phys. Rev.
A 71, 060308(R) (2005).

20 T.Yu and J. H. Eberly, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 140403 (2006).

21 7. Gedik, Solid State Comm. 138, 82 (2006).

22 M. F. Santos, P. Milman, L. Davidovich, and N. Zagury,
Phys. Rev. A 73, 040305(R) (2006).

2 L. F. Wei, Y.-X. Liu, M. J. Storcz, and F. Nori, Phys. Rev.
A 73, 052307 (2006).

2 K. Zyczkowski and H.-J. Sommers, J. Phys. A 34, 7111

(2001).

Entanglement is checked by the fast method based on the

sign of the determinant of the partially transposed stateZ

p, using the fact that for an entangled state p all eigenval-

ues of j are non-zero, and exactly one of them is negative .2

26 A. Peres, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 1413 (1996); M. Horodecki,
P. Horodecki, and R. Horodecki, Phys. Lett. A 223, 1



28
29

30
31

32

(1996).

A. Sanpera, R. Tarrach, and G. Vidal, Phys. Rev. A 58,
826 (1998).

P. B. Slater, Phys. Rev. A 71, 052319 (2005).

C. Cohen-Tannoudji, J. Dupont-Roc, and G. Grynberg,
Atom-Photon Interactions (Wiley, N.Y., 1992), Ch. IV.
A. G. Kofman and A. N. Korotkov, larXiv:0707.0036.
Notice that when T # T?, the second term in Eq. @ is
maximized for a non-maximally entangled state, 8 # /4,
though the benefit is not significant if we need Sy 2 2.2.
The statement in Ref. |11 that any mixed state with S; =
21/2C > 2 is maximally entangled, is incorrect (here max-
imum entanglement means that C' cannot be increased by

any two-qubit unitary transformation). As a counterexam-
ple, consider the states p = f|¥)(¥|+ (1 — £)|00)(00], pro-
duced from the initial state (@) due to zero-temperature
energy relaxation (Th = 2Th, § =0, f = e~ /71). Any two
such states with the same f but different initial parameter
[ can obviously be connected by a unitary transformation
(involving only the subspace spanned by |01) and |10)),
while they have different concurrence C' given by Eq. (@]).
Finally, as follows from our analysis, there is a finite range
of parameters f and 3, in which S, = 21/2C in this range
the concurrence can still be varied by unitary transforma-
tions varying (3, contradicting the statement of Ref. [11.
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