. atoms

Article

Quantum Electrodynamics of Dicke States: Resonant
One-Photon Exchange Energy and Entangled Decay Rate

Ulrich D. Jentschura >*

check for
updates

Citation: Jentschura, U.D.; Adhikari,
C.M. Quantum Electrodynamics of
Dicke States: Resonant One-Photon
Exchange Energy and Entangled
Decay Rate. Atoms 2023, 11, 10.
https://doi.org/10.3390/atoms
11010010

Academic Editor: Kanti M. Aggarwal

Received: 22 October 2022
Revised: 1 January 2023
Accepted: 3 January 2023
Published: 10 January 2023

Copyright: © 2023 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

and Chandra M. Adhikari 3

! Department of Physics and LAMOR, Missouri University of Science and Technology, Rolla, MO 65409, USA
2 Hungarian Academy Institute for Nuclear Physics (ATOMKI), H-4001 Debrecen, Hungary

Department of Chemistry, Physics and Materials Science, Fayetteville State University,

Fayetteville, NC 28301, USA

*  Correspondence: ulj@mst.edu

Abstract: We calculate the fully retarded one-photon exchange interaction potential between elec-
trically neutral, identical atoms, one of which is assumed to be in an excited state, by matching
the scattering matrix (S matrix) element with the effective Hamiltonian. Based on the Feynman
prescription, we obtain the imaginary part of the interaction energy. Our results lead to precise
formulas for the distance-dependent enhancement and suppression of the decay rates of entangled
superradiant and subradiant Dicke states (Bell states), as a function of the interatomic distance. The
formulas include a long-range tail due to entanglement. We apply the result to an example calculation
involving two hydrogen atoms, one of which is in an excited P state.
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PACS: 11.15.Bt; 11.10.]j

1. Introduction

Normally, one assumes that interatomic long-range interactions (van der Waals in-
teractions) are associated with fluctuating dipole moments of the two interacting atoms,
which, in turn, are due to quantum fluctuations of the electron positions in both atoms. In
the dipole approximation, the interaction Hamiltonian is equal to the scalar product of the
dipole operator and the second-quantized electric-field operator. If both atoms are in an
injtial ground state (which is generally spherically symmetric), then both of them undergo
a virtual dipole transition to an excited state during the process. One possibility for the
time-ordered processes which lead to the interaction potential involves initial emission
(from atom A) and absorption (by atom B) of a virtual photon. The process is complete
upon the exchange of a second virtual photon, with the order of emission (from atom B)
and absorption (by atom A) reversed (see diagram iv in Figure 7.5 of Ref. [1] and diagram
d in Figure 5.1 of Ref. [2]. The final state has both atoms in the ground state, without any
photons present (no excitations of the photon field). The energy of the final state is equal to
that of the initial state, but energy conservation does not hold for the virtual transitions. In
time-ordered perturbation theory, upon considering all possible time orderings of photon
emissions and absorption, a total of twelve diagrams need to be considered (see Figure 7.5
of Ref. [1] and Figure 5.1 of Ref. [2]).

Because each emission and absorption of a virtual photon involves a single power
of the interaction Hamiltonian, the exchange of two photons (two emissions and two ab-
sorptions) is a process of fourth-order perturbation theory. The corresponding interaction
energy can be calculated in both time-ordered perturbation theory (see Ref. [1] and Chap-
ter 5 of Ref. [2]) and by matching the scattering amplitude to the effective Hamiltonian
(see Ref. [3] and Chapter 12 of Ref. [2]). The above situation pertains to two interacting
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ground-state atoms, and the resulting expressions contain the polarizabilities of both in-
volved atoms. The result (for both identical as well as nonidentical ground-state atoms)
smoothly interpolates between the nonretarded short-range 1/R® so-called van der Waals
limit and the fully retarded 1/R” long-range limit of the interaction. The process involves
the exchange of two virtual photons (see Ref. [1] and Chap. 5 of Ref. [2]).

However, if we consider two identical atoms, one of which is in an excited state, there
can be energetically degenerate states of the two-atom system which are connected with
the initial state of the process by the exchange of a single, not two, virtual photons. In the
quantum-field theoretical picture, this situation corresponds to a nonvanishing transition
matrix elements of the interaction Hamiltonian already in the second-order perturbation
theory of the second-quantized Hamiltonian. For example, if one of the atoms (atom A)
is a hydrogen atom in a 1S state, and the other (atom B) is a hydrogen atom in a 2P state,
then there can be a one-photon exchange process which connects the initial state to a state
where atom A is in the 2P, and atom B is in the 1S state. The final state is energetically
fully degenerate with the initial state of the process. This implies that the eigenstates of
the combined Hamiltonian of the individual atoms, and of the interaction, are coherent
superpositions of product states of atoms A and B in the |(15) 4(2P)p), |(2P) 4(1S)p) states.
(An illustrative discussion can also be found near the beginning of Chap. 7 of Ref. [1]).

In the nonretarded approximation, this process has been treated in Refs. [4-7]. One
observes that the treatment in these references relies on the use of the van-der-Waals
interaction Hamiltonian

M

which involves the product of the dipole operators of both atoms. Here, R is the interatomic
separation vector, R = R/R is its unit vector, d; is the Kronecker symbol, and d 4 and d, B
are the dipole operators for the two atoms. It leads to a nonvanishing matrix element in the
energetically degenerate system in the first order of perturbation theory. One might ask
how can this be understood, when we just said that one-photon exchange is a second-order
perturbative process. The answer is that the van der Waals Hamiltonian is derived without
field quantization, i.e., by simply expanding the electrostatic (instantaneous) Coulomb
interactions of the constituent electrons and nuclei in the two atoms [4-7], in powers of
the distances of the electrons and nuclei. This expansion does not use field quantization.
A single nonretarded Coulomb interaction is proportional to ¢?, where e is the electron
charge, and is thus of second order in the quantum-field theoretical picture, where each
photon emission or absorption vertex is considered to add an order of perturbation theory.
In the second-quantized picture, one uses temporal gauge (see Equation (9.133) of Ref. [2])
and describes the same process in second-order perturbation theory by using two second-
quantized interaction Hamiltonians which are each proportional to the scalar product
of dipole operators and second-quantized electric field. Because the dipole operators
are proportional to e, the resulting interaction is also proportional to e?. The timelike
component of the photon propagator vanishes in temporal gauge, and it is therefore ideally
suited to treat the retarded form of the van der Waals interaction.

Implicitly, the temporal gauge actually is used in the derivation outlined in Chap. 7
of Ref. [1], where the interaction with the radiation field is formulated exclusively in
terms of the dipole coupling term with the electric field. A decisive difference to the
derivation outlined here is that, in our covariant approach, the consideration of two
different time orderings of the photon emission and absorption by the two atoms involved
in the interaction. Hence, by using the technique of matching the effective Hamiltonian with
the scattering matrix element, we can unify both time orderings into one single Feynman
diagram. The most interesting consequence of the use of the Feynman prescription is the
emergence of an imaginary part of the one-photon exchange interaction, which leads to a
modification of the decay rate.
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The modification of the decay rate is especially interesting for two-atom Dicke states [8],
otherwise known as Bell states [9], which constitute entangled states of the two-atoms
system. If we denote the ground state as |¢;) and the excited state as |1, then the Dicke
states are

W) = —= [[($e)a(Wg)B) = |(¥g)a(We)s)] @

Hg\H
N

A [9e ¥g) + |9 ¢e)] - (3)
Let us briefly discuss the entanglement. On the basis of states

Y1) = [wg),  [¥2) = [¢e), (4)

one can form the following two-particle states,

‘®1> = |l/)g4’g>/ |<D2> = |¢’e4’g>/ |<D3> = |¢’g¢e>/ |<D4> = |¢’e¢e>~ ®)

Dicke states have the form

1 1 2 2 1
REDES N |Do) £ NG |P3) =) Z i), o5 = Nk 5 = *c,  (6)

i=1j=1

while all c?]? other than cfz and cétl vanish. It is crucial to observe that these c;; cannot be
written in the form ¢;; = 4; b;, and the Dicke states are thus entangled.

As a clarifying remark, we do not consider transient phenomena connected to the
excitation process [10-17], and (see also Equations (5.10), (5.11), and (5.16) of Ref. [16]) and
consider the entangled Dicke states as the basis of our discussions. This paper studies the
properties, not the preparation, of the entangled Dicke states. Following p. 200 of Ref. [18],
we remark that the concept of an intermolecular interaction energy for the situation in
which the initial state of A or B corresponds to an excited state holds as long as the excited
state or states in question are sufficiently long lived relative to the time taken for the photon
to propagate between the two sites. The preparation of Dicke states by carefully engineered
light pulses has been discussed in Equations (4.21) and Equations (7.1), (7.2) and (7.3) of
Ref. [19]. Further considerations on suitable preparation algorithms have been reported in
Refs. [20-22]. We note that the entangled state denoted here as [¥ ) is known as the Bell
state [¥T) in the literature on quantum computation [9,19].

From a historical perspective, it is interesting to remark that the possibility of resonant
energy transfer between excited and ground states of atomic and molecular systems via the
exchange of resonant virtual photons has been recognized in the early days of quantum
mechanics [23-26], and summarized in reviews [27-29]. Thus, considerable effort has been
invested into the calculation of the retardation corrections to the interaction potential given
in Equation (1) (see Refs. [29-37]).

The three advantages of the second-quantized picture are that (i) it becomes possible
to study the effect of retardation, i.e., the effect of the finite speed of light is the propagation
of the interaction from atom A to atom B, and (ii) it is possible to obtain precise formulas
for the distance-dependent modification of the decay rate of Dicke states. Furthermore,
(iii) the field-theoretical formalism employed here allows us to consistently identify the
position of the poles of the propagator denominators, in view of a consistent application of
the Feynman prescription [2], which is implicit in the matching procedure employed here.
Our goal is to obtain the interaction potential between atoms, on account of retardation,
as a function of the variable wR/c, where w is an angular frequency of a photon, R is the
interatomic distance, and c is the speed of light.

Our calculation pertains to the exchange of one, not two, photons. In the contrasting
case of the two-photon interaction, w is the modulus of the frequency of either of the two
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virtual photons; the frequencies add up to zero in view of energy conservation in the initial
and final states [3]. Thus, the relevant diagrams for the one-photon exchange are not those
given in Figure 5.1 of Ref. [2], not those given in Figure 7.5 of Ref. [1], and not those given
in Figure 1 of Ref. [38], but rather those given in Figure 1 of Ref. [33], Figure 1 of Ref. [37],
and Figure 2 of Ref. [29] (and in Figure 1 here). Natural units with 71 = ¢ = ¢ are used in
the following unless stated otherwise.

2. S—Matrix and Effective Hamiltonian

It is useful to recall the principle of matching the S matrix with the effective Hamilto-
nian. We consider two identical atoms A and B in the initial states |¢) and |e) (ground and
excited),

Ya(Fa) =(¥a—Ra), Ea=Eg,  ¢p(Fs) =te(¥s—Rp), Egp=E., (7)

which scatter into the final states

lpiq(?A) :lPE(fA_ﬁA)/ Efq =E., ¢23(7B> :lpg(fB_ﬁB>/ E% :Eg/ 8)

under the action of a potential U. The electron coordinates are X4 and ¥, and the coordi-
nates of the nuclei are R4 and Rp. The energies of the states |g) and |e) are assumed to
differ by wy, where

(UO:|EA—EB|:|E%—E%‘:|EE—E(§‘. (9)

The final state of the process has the energy of the two atomic states interchanged and
therefore the same energy as the initial state. The corresponding Feynman diagrams are
given in Figure 1.

94 JO 19y E

® ®o 10® *0)

Figure 1. Diagrams are given for the exchange of a virtual photon of angular frequency wg between

two identical atoms. The two different time orderings are written out explicitly for illustration, even if,
in the language of Feynman diagrams of quantum electrodynamics [2], the diagrams are considered
to be identical. The ground state is denoted as |g), the excited state as |e).

For the matching, we consider the action of the potential U(74,78, ) where R =
Ry — RB is the interatomic distance. The corresponding (first-order) S-matrix element
reads as follows:

Spi= —i /d3rA/d3rB Wi (Fa) 5 (75) U(Fa, 75, R) P4 (Fa) 5 (75)

X/dte—l EA-‘rEB—E;‘—E%)
= —iT /d3rA/d3rB IPA l/)B (TB) U(?A,?B,ﬁ) wA(?A)wB(?B) (10)

We have assumed energy conservation (E4 + Ep = E/, + E}) and denoted the (long) time
interval over which the transition from initial to final state occurs, as f dt = T. In our
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calculations, we shall obtain the (manifestly) nonforward scattering amplitude (the final
states differ from the initial states) in the functional form

Spi= —1 /dsrA/d3VB W (Fa) ¥ (F8) S(Fa, P, R) A (Fa) Y5(P5)
— i (Y4 PpISIYa PB) . (11)

The matching relation is thus

(S(Fa, 75, R)) = TU(F4,7p,R), R=R4s—Rs. (12)

The use of the notation (S(7,,7p, R)) indicates that we obtain the matching in the integrand
of the scattering matrix element. The final integration occurs over the wave functions of
the initial and final states of the two-atom system.

3. Calculation of the Effective Hamiltonian

In time-dependent quantum electrodynamic (QED) perturbation theory, the interaction
is formulated in the interaction picture [2,39,40]. The second-quantized operators in the
interaction Hamiltonian have a time dependence which is generated by the action of the
free Hamiltonian (see Chap. 3 of Ref. [2]). The designation of an interaction Hamiltonian
being formulated in the interaction picture is not redundant (see Chap. 3 of Ref. [2]). The
interaction Hamiltonian is

V(t) = —E(Ra,t) -da(t) — E(Rp, 1) - dp(t). (13)

Here, a?;( =e? =e (X — ﬁk) with k = A, B is the dipole operator for atom k (for atoms
with more than one electron, one has to sum over all the electrons). The R A and R p are the
positions of the atomic nuclei, whereas the X4 and X¥p denote the electron coordinates. The
second-order contribution to the S-matrix is

9,059, = 0 [an [an (g omvinvelipo). a9

Here, T denotes the ordering of all operators, pertaining to both atomic dipoles and electric
fields. We denote by |0) the “vacuum” of the electromagnetic field. In the vacuum, there
are no photons in the radiation field. Let us also denote the initial state as |¢) = |p4 =
g, W5 = ) and the final two-atom state as [¢') = [¢); = Yo, Y = ¢), with the
conditions given in Equations (7) and (8). Then,

(¢ OITIV(E)V(12)]]9,0) = (¢/,0|T [ (~E(Ra, 1) - da(tr) — E(Rg, 1) - dp (1))

9

[( (Ra,tr) - JA(&)) (E(ﬁB,fz)'iB(fz)ﬂ

X (*E(EA/ ty) -da(ty) — E(Rp, t) ‘EB(tz)ﬂ

(15)

~ (e

9.0)
o),

where by ~ we denote the omission of operators which pertain to the one-loop self energy
of the two atoms, and keep only the terms relevant for the interaction energy. The time
ordering of the electric field operators and atomic dipole operators leads to

- f/dtl/dtz RA,tl)EJ(RB,tz)] ‘0> <ng 1pg(T d;‘(tl)dfé(h)‘lpg 1pe>
— 5 [t [ ata [(O[T[Ei(Re,t1) (R 12)] [0) (e | T 1) (12 v

<¢ O‘TK (Rp,t1) - ig(h)) (E(KA/tZ)'JA(tZ)ﬂ

(16)
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Here, T is the time ordering operator for the atomic dipole moments, and the 7 opera-
tor time-orders the electric field operators. Moreover, i,j = 1,2,3 denote the Cartesian
components. We use a relativistic notation where the superscript denotes the Cartesian
component.

We now recall a few known results from Ref. [3] and Chap. 12 of [2]. The time-ordered
product of electric-field operators can be evaluated as follows:

<0]T[Ei(ﬁA,t1)Ef(EB,t2)} ‘0> :i/i—:wz Dl(w,7)ewlh—t2) (17)

Here, in agreement with Equation (85.15) of Ref. [41],

A ) Ui\ eilwR
D/ (w,R) = (5” + AR ) € |w| =V w?+ie (18)

w? 47tR 7

is the photon propagator in the mixed frequency-position representation, in the temporal
gauge (in the conventions outlined in Equation (9.133) of Ref. [2]). In the temporal gauge,
the timelike component of the photon propagator vanishes, and one has Dy (w, R) = 0. We
use the photon propagator in the convention iD}'" (x — x’) = (0|7 A¥(x) AV(x")|0), with
w,v=0,1,2,3, where A*(x) is the quantized four-vector potential propagator. The result
for the spatial components of the photon propagator is found according to Refs. [3,42],

s N .. .. i 1 ei‘w‘R .. .. A A .. .. A A
Dg(CU,R) = — [lxlj + Y (|w|R - RZ)} — Wl = o —RIRS, Bl =4 —3RIRI, (19)

where |w| = Vw? + i€, and the branch cut of the square root is taken along the positive real
axis [43,44]. Now, let us proceed to evaluate the time-ordered product of dipole operators,

X (= ta) = (e py|T iy (t1) dy (12) |9 e ) = (e | T dia(t1 = 2) &, (O) [ ) - (20)
Introducing the Fourier transform X" (w), we can write X' (t; — tp) = [ %—‘7‘; e iw(ti—t) Xij

(w). The Fourier transform of the time-ordered product of dipole operators can be evaluated
as follows:

Xi(w) = [ drelrxii(e) = [ drell (eyg|T dis () a4y 9.
_ /:’dfeiwt <¢e¢g\d%(t)dg(o)‘¢glpe>+/_0wdteiwt<¢e¢g’dg(o)d;(t)‘lpg¢e> (1)

- (/(;m+/_0m)dtei“’f<¢g 1p€>.

We have used the fact that the atoms are identical and undergo transitions |¢) — |e) and
le) — |g), respectively. We can thus add the two integration domains and conclude that

Xiw) = [ dre! (yelds()]vs) (weldh0)|we)
= [ dreer BB (i 0)] ) (| 0)] ) 22)

440 |9g ) (95| a0y )

The two terms in Equation (16) yield equivalent contributions, and we obtain, with the

help of the results obtained previously for the time-ordered products of the electric-field
and atomic dipole operators,

@iy (1) 9 ) (|3 0)

=2718(Ey — E1 + w) <1,be
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5@ — %/dtl /dtz <0‘T{Ei(ﬁA,t1)Ef(ﬁB,t2)] ’0> <¢e¢g‘T d;(tl)dfé(tz)‘lpg ¢€>
_ /dt1 /dtz {—i /‘%‘;wz Dg(w,ﬁ)eiw(tltz)]ei(&Ez)(t1t2>
) (ol
— —i/d(t1 — ) /dt2 Czl—;‘;wz D?(w,ﬁ)e*i(erEl*Ez)(t1*f2)<¢e dy ¢g><¢g‘d{3 l/«’g>
= —iT(E, - E1)2DY(|Es — E4|,R) <lpe lpg‘dfq d]é‘lpg ¢e>, (23)

where di, = d',(0) and dj j = dp;j(0). Based on the matching relation (12) and remembering
Equation (9), we read off the interaction potential,

U(F4, 75, R) = (Ey — E1)? DU (|E, — Eq|, R) 'y
, . i 1
ij ij _

wirp (woR ng2>

.. RiRJ .. RIRJ jwoR .
{(5”3 5 )(1iwoR) (511 = )ngz} S dd,. 4

—w%

47TR3

This result confirms results previously obtained in Equations (13), (14) and (40)-(42) of
Ref. [31], Equations (12)—(14) of Ref. [33], Equation (2.23) of Ref. [34], Equations (4) and (5)
of Ref. [35], Equation (2.1) of Ref. [36], Equations (3.5)—(3.7) of Ref. [32], Equation (14) of
Ref. [37], and Equation (5) of Ref. [29]. One important advantage of the method of derivation
employed here is that the imaginary part follows directly from the Feynman prescription for
the propagator denominators. In other approaches, additional considerations are required
to fix the location of the poles of the propagators in the complex plane (for an illustrative
discussion on this point, see Ref. [29]). This potential can be separated into a real and an
imaginary part,

. 3 } di, d!
Re[U (74,75, R)] = [[5” (cos(wp R) + woR sin(wy R)) — af w3 R? cos(wy R)} a5, (%)
L s di, dly
Im[U(74,75,R)] = [,Bl] (sin(wp R) — wpR cos(wy R)) — & wij R* sin(wy R)] 1R (25b)

The real part had previously been given in Equation (5) of Ref. [30] and in Equation (7.2.27)
on page 149 in Chapter 7 of Ref. [1]. We have used the relations given in Equation (19). By
using R = R/R, one has the static limit (woR — 0),

d i dp;

U(?A,?B, ﬁ) — ((51] — 3R1 R]) 47R3

wy — 0, (26)

which verifies the well-known expression for the nonretarded van der Waals interaction
given in Equation (1). SI units can be restored by multiplication with an additional overall
factor 1/€p, and replacing the factor wy R by the (dimensionless) factor wy R/ c.

4. Interpretation of the Imaginary Part

The imaginary part of the interatomic interaction potential given in Equation (25b)
is oscillating in sign. It describes the one-photon resonant emission from the decaying
excited state which forms part of the entangled Dicke states given in Equation (2). In
full analogy, the imaginary part of the one-loop self-energy of an excited bound state in
atom is naturally interpreted in terms of the decay width of that same excited reference
state [45-47]. The corresponding Feynman diagram is given in Figure 2. The atomic ground
state is a valid final state for the decay process (see also Figure 1 of Ref. [32], Section 2.1
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of Ref. [35] and Ref. [34]). However, as we have seen, the sign of the imaginary part of
the exchange interaction potential given in Equation (25b) is oscillating. For a decay rate
to be described by the imaginary part of an energy shift, we would not expect such an
oscillation; hence, a careful interpretation is required. Indeed, the oscillating character of
the imaginary part could be seen as a problem because the imaginary part of the resonance
energy of a decaying state is required to be negative [48,49]; a positive imaginary part
would correspond to an antiresonance and a negative decay rate. The solution is presented
in the following. We can anticipate that the negative decay rate, which could otherwise
naively result from the interaction energy, is compensated by the natural decay rate, to give
the subradiant and superradiant states their (nonnegative) decay rates.

9) le)

le) 9)

Figure 2. When the resonant virtual exchange photon becomes on-shell (a real photon), a decay
process is being described. By the Cutkosky rules [50], this is denoted by a vertical dashed line
which cuts the diagram. Only one of the diagrams in Figure 1 contributes to the imaginary part. The

internal state of the diagram, which is cut open, has both atoms in the ground state and the photon
becoming real.

One generally writes a resonance energy in terms of Re E —iI'/2, where I' is the width.
Hence, it is useful to define a decay rate operator I'(¢), where ¢ = wy R is the dimensionless
argument appearing in Equation (25b). This operator is related to the imaginary part of the
exchange potential as follows:

T(&) = —2Im[U(F4,75,R)], F=wyR. (27)

We write the result given in Equation (25b) somewhat differently, as

F(e) = %c cos(&) + [gj — 1] sin(¢) %‘"wg (51‘1 - RRZ;]% A
L 38in(d) _c;‘;: cos(¢) 4?“ Wl % ey (28)

This expression can be conveniently written in terms of a transverse decay operator T.(&),
which describes a transition whose polarization axis is perpendicular to the interatomic
distance vector R, and a longitudinal decay operator I'| (), which describes transition

whose polarization axis is parallel to the interatomic distance vector R. The result is

T@Q) =T, +T)(@), Ti@=Ff@TL0), T|@=4f@TH0. (9
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The weight functions f, (¢) and f|(¢) and the transverse and longitudinal decay operator
at zero distance, T' | (0) and fH (0), are given as follows:

P00 =2 (o1 58 )k, 0)
I(0) = %a wy % At (31)

[(0)=T,(0)+T(0) = %"‘ w3 87, 1L, (32)
o) st L@ o), )
fi(€) =3 sin(¢) _égg cos(e) _y +0(8%). (34)

Here, T(0) is the total decay operator at zero distance. It fulfills the relation
(e 1pg|f(0)|1,bg ) = T'(0), where I'(0) (no hat symbol over the I') is the natural decay
width of the excited state in vacuum, which is obtained without consideration of the atom-
atom interaction and its consequential modification of the decay rate. One compares it with
Equation (3.37) of Ref. [2].

Let us now investigate the two Dicke states:

1
[¥+) = ﬁ “1/]6 hg) £ g lPe>] . (35)
The expectation value of the decay rate operator can be written as follows:
(YeT(O)¥e) = £ (P elT(0)[9e vg) (36)
= £ [fL@TFO) + £ TF(0)]. (7)
Here,
¢ S 4 ij RR ; ‘
FH0) = (s plFL Oy v) = 5 (67 = 80 sl evdle) @9
4 .. RiRJ ) .
=5 (07~ T ) telrhle) Celrhlg), )
e . 4 RIRI j
E5(0) = (g YelFy(0) e ) = 5 @ - (slrsle) telrhlg) (40)
40 SRR, :
= 2 wf =5 (glrhle) (elrhlg). (41)
[(0) = T5(0) + T(0) = %5 i (gliale) @)

We have repeatedly used the fact that the two atoms are identical to replace r{; — rjA. Note
that T°?(0) and F’ﬁg (0) can depend on the magnetic projections, but the natural width I'(0)

is independent of magnetic quantum numbers [2].

In the space spanned by the [¢¢1pe) and [¢p1pg), one finally obtains the following
effective Hamiltonian for the two-atoms system, which takes into account the one-photon
exchange and, with it, the imaginary part of the exchange energy,

H = [Eg + Ee — 3T(0)] ([gtpe) ($gtbel + [etpg) (eig|)
v {Ret(® - 5[ OTLO+ HEOTO] el +hef. @)
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Here, E, = ReE, is the real part of the energy of the excited state, and we have supplemented
the term —iI'(0) /2 in the resonance energy of the unperturbed states. It means that in the
basis of states |(ote), |Petg), the Hamiltonian matrix is

H:(fg ‘;ﬁ) EozEg—O—Eg—%l"(O), 5E=E7—%r7. (44)
Here, R
Ey = (¢g pe[Re U(S) g Ye) , Ty = (g ¢e|T(S) g Ye) s (45)

describe the real and imaginary parts of the one-photon exchange energy. We write the
vector representation of the Dicke states [¥_) and |¥,) and E- = E_({),and Ey = E,({),
as follows:

|'~Pi>:\2<i11), E. = Ey+0E. (46)

The resonance energies can be written as follows:
E-(R)=Reby+E, — o {1(0) - [fL@TF0) + foreo]}, @
E+(R) = ReEy — Ey — 5 {T(0) + [fL(&) TF(0) + (&) T (0)] } - (48)

The effective decay rates of the Dicke states are

I (R) =T(0) = [fL@OTFO) + £ TF0)] = 0@, (49)
L4 (R) = T(0) + |fL(@) TF0) + (@) I (0)| = 2r(0) — O(&?). (50)

Hence, |¥_) is the entangled subradiant state, and ¥ ) is the superradiant state. In the
short-range limit, the subradiant state |¥_) becomes metastable in view of the entangle-
ment, whereas the superradiant state [¥ ) acquires twice the natural decay width.

5. Verification of the Result

Let us include some cryptic remarks regarding a verification of the results given
in Equations (49) and (50) based on an alternative method. To this end, one considers
Equation (7.2.4) of Ref. [1], but crucially takes into account that the entangled photon
emissions from the atoms A and B happen at different positions. Thus, one considers the
matrix element M,

o o 2
M= %Kl/’g 1/)8’@ Ta R e Tp e g g L g ¢€>
= [(ygle-Falye) | £ [(9gle-Falye) | cos(k- R), D

where R = R4 — Rp. In the last step, we have used the indistinguishability of the two
identical atoms. Furthermore, on resonance, one has |k| = wy. The sum over the two
photon polarizations results in

Y elel =ol - . (52)
A

After some algebra, one shows the result

3 (. KK - RIR/ R'R/
/dﬂg <(51] - %2 > COS((,LJOk : R) = ((51] - ]_{’2> fL(woR) + fH((U()R), (53)
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where the previously obtained weight functions f, (woR) and f}|(woR) (see Equations (33)
and (34)) naturally appear. Based on these identities and the formalism outlined in Chaps. 3
and 4 of Ref. [2], one can verify the results given in Equations (49) and (50). The first term
on the right-hand side of Equation (53) gives the term I'(0) in Equations (49) and (50),
whereas the second term on the right-hand side of Equation (53) gives the second term on
the right-hand side of Equations (49) and (50).

Conversely, the introduction of the Feynman prescription into the formalism outlined
in Ref. [1], which was initially designed to obtain the real part of the resonant one-photon
exchange interaction only, leads to the imaginary part obtained here. Notes on this point
are collected in the Appendix A.

6. Example of Superradiant and Subradiant States

We would like to conclude this work with a concrete example, namely, the hydrogen
atom, wherein the 15 state is the ground state and the excited state could be one of three 2P
states, which we take on a Cartesian basis. Furthermore, we assume that the interatomic
distance is along the z axis,

R=Ré;. (54)
The wave functions are well known:
() = 1s(F) = ——5 (=), =1 (55a)
lpg - lljls - \/Eag/z exp a0 ’ - ’ a
- L. rsinf cos¢ T
= = - - - b
IIJE;X(F) IPZP,X(r) 4\/&&8/2 exp< 2ﬂ0> 7 (55 )
N o, _ rsinfsing 7
lpe,y(”) - l/JZP,y(r) - 4\/277'([18/2 eXp( 2&0) ’ (55C)
N - trcosO r
Pez(F) = op(F) = W exp( 2110> . (55d)

The nonvanishing dipole transition matrix elements are as follows:

7

2
(Yglxlex) = (WglylYey) = (Yglzltpez) = 35 V2ag, (56)
and all other combinations vanish (e.g., (¢|x|¢,) = 0). The resonance frequency is
wp = g o>m, (57)

and the natural decay width is (see Ref. [51])

28 .

ro)= B, (58)

where « is the fine structure constant. The x and y polarized P states cannot decay via
a z-polarized transition, and the z polarized P states decay exclusively via a z-polarized
transition. We have the results

) = 1%(0) =TFO) =10, O =10 =0, TFO=0. 9

One can thus define the distance-dependent transverse and longitudinal decay rates, I' | (&)
and T (&),
I

%@ =TY() = f.(&)T(0), (60)
@) =f@)ro), &=wR. (61)
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At short range, the decay-rate admixtures expand as follows:
L (R) (woR)? 4
=1- R 2
T (R) R)?
| (woR) 4
— =1 R)¥).
T{0) 10 + O((woR)") (63)

From the x or y polarized P states, we have the following subradiant entangled Dicke states:

“YQQ = \}E (|1/Jg lpe,x> - |1Pe,x 1/7g>)/ |Ty> = = (W’g 1/’6]/> |‘/Je,y ¢g>) (64)

g

They have the following decay rates:

TL(R) =T(0) =T (R) =T(0) [1— £, (§)] (65)
[(“W +O((@RY)|  w@wR—0

=T(0) x : (66)
[1 — 30l Lo ( (WOlR)Z)} wWoR — 0

In the short-range limit, the decay is suppressed, whereas in the long-range limit, the
natural decay width is approached, albeit with a long-range, sinusoidal modification. For
the z polarized (longitudinal), subradiant state,

¥l = 7<I¢g¢ez> e 95)), (67)
one finds for the decay rate
Il (R) =T(0) = T (R) = T(0) [1 - £ ()] (68)
[+ 0((w@oR))]  woR—0
=T(0) x Scos(wsR) . (69)
[1 + C(Z’So%J2 + O((wolRV)} woR —= o

From the x or y polarized P states, we calculate the following superradiant entangled
Dicke states:

1
¥1) = \ﬁ(|4’g¢e,X>+|lPe,X¢g>)/ YY) = 7(|¢g¢ey>+|¢ey‘/’g>) (70)

One finds the decay rates

TL(R) =T(0) +T1(R) =T(0)[1+ £ (§)] (71)
2- (wqR | O(RY)] woR — 0

= T(0) x 4 . (72)
{1 + 30l + 0 ( (wolR)zﬂ woR — o0

In the short-range limit, the decay rate is twice the natural width, whereas in the long-range
limit the natural width is approached with a long-range sinusoidal modification. One also
finds the following superradiant longitudinal entangled Dicke state:

1
7l = 5 (o) + 9oz ) (73)
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The distance-dependent decay rate is

Il (R) = T(0) + I (R)L(0) x} (woR)

[2— 9 4 O((woR)H)]  woR 0
=T(0) x

-2 +0(h)] eans

The results are illustrated in Figures 3 and 4.

2.0 4

1.5} .

xi(f)

0.5} -

0.0 8

ok
[4)]
—_
o
—_
[$)]
N
o

(74)

(75)

Figure 3. The plot shows the function (&) = 1+ f, (&), which is the ratio of the effective decay rate

of the superradiant and subradiant entangled Dicke states as a function of the interatomic distance.

The red curve corresponds to the positive sign (superradiant), and the blue curve corresponds to the

negative sign (subradiant state). The decay rate of the transverse superradiant state, in the short-range

limit, assumes a value equal to twice the natural decay rate.

2.0 i

1.5F .

Xi(f)

0.5F 4

0.0f i

10 15 20

§

ol
[9)]

Figure 4. The plot shows the function (&) = 1+ £ (¢), where the red curve corresponds to the
positive sign, and the blue curve corresponds to the negative sign. The positive sign corresponds to

the longitudinal superradiant state, whose decay rate, in the short-range limit, assumes a value equal

to twice the natural decay rate.
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7. Brief Summary and Conclusions

We have considered retardation corrections to the resonant one-photon exchange
between identical atoms, one of which is in an excited state. In Section 2, we have considered
the matching of the S matrix element and the effective Hamiltonian. Specifically, our
calculations have been based on the nonforward-scattering matrix element induced by an
interaction potential of the functional form U (74,73, R), which depends on the relative
coordinates 74 and g of the two atoms, and the interatomic distance R. For the matching to
be successful, we need to assume the initial and final states of the process to have identical
energy. This is the case if, e.g., the initial state is a combination of one of the atoms in the
ground state, and the other atom in an excited P state. The final state has the energies of
the two states reversed. Because the energies of the quantum states of the individual states
have been exchanged in the initial and final states of the identical atoms, the total energy
of the final state is equal to that of the initial state, and the matching of the nonforward S
matrix element to the effective Hamiltonian can proceed.

This program is realized in Section 3, where the calculation is carried out in the
temporal gauge for the virtual photon. In this gauge, the timelike component of the photon
propagator vanishes, which implies that it is the ideal gauge for the calculation of the
retardation corrections to the van der Waals potential given in Equation (1). The final result
is given in Equation (24). The retarded potential has both a real and an imaginary part.
The interpretation of the imaginary part of the resonant one-photon exchange energy is
discussed in Sections 4 and 5. It is found that a completely consistent picture is obtained
when one calculates the Hamiltonian matrix including the unperturbed resonance energies
of the ground and excited states, as well as the one-photon resonant exchange energy
and its imaginary part. The modification of the decay rate of entangled Dicke states (Bell
states) is consistently obtained, and the result allows us to obtain consistent formulas for
the distance-dependent decay rates of the superradiant and subradiant Dicke states. An
example calculation involving hydrogen 1S and 2P states is given in Section 6, culminating
in the results presented in Figure 3 and 4. The modification of the decay rates has a long-
range, 1/R tail. The imaginary part of the retarded one-photon exchange as obtained by the
Feynman prescription finds an interpretation in terms of the distance-dependent entangled
decay rate.
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Appendix A. Comparison with the Literature

In Chap. 7 of Ref. [1], the authors carry out a related calculation by using time-ordered
perturbation theory. Specifically, in Equation (7.2.21) of Ref. [1], the authors obtain an
expression for the retarded van der Waals interaction which, in our notation, reads as
follows:

Nz By 1o, T(pR)
i R) = im0 [ dppt G e ™, (A1)
sin(p R) cos(pR) sin(pR)
Tij(pR) = Ly ,Bij< AR PR ) (A2)
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References

For clarity, we observe that wy is denoted as k in Ref. [1], and that € is explicitly written out
in Ref. [1]. In Chap. 7 of Ref. [1], the authors evaluate the integral over p as a principal-value
integral by using a convergent factor, and obtain the real part of our result:

=

U' (7,75, R) = Re[U(74, 75, R)]. (A3)
The Feynman prescription of quantum electrodynamics is implemented by the substitution

(P R) n(pR) (P R)
2 2 2 2 4{ie i i
w§—p wi —p*+ie (wo+ie—p)(wo+ie+p)

(A4)

in Equation (A1). As a function of p, the integrand then obtains poles in the complex p

plane at p = +/w3 +1ie, i.e, at p = wy + ie and at p = —wy — ie, where € denotes an
infinitesimal positive imaginary part. In order to consider the contribution from the pole,
one symmetrizes the integral on the domain —co < p < o0, and inserts the infinitesimal
imaginary part, leading to

U’ (7,75, R) = lim lim i/ appt PR

A5
e0+ y—0+ 4712 /oo w% —p?+ie (A5)

The real part of U” (74,75, R) can be evaluated by principal value, confirming the
result given in Equation (A3). The imaginary part is obtained by considering the pole at
p = wp + ie which is encircled in the mathematically positive sense,

1 L, 5(pR)

{ImU" (4, 75, R) = 27i Res —p* 10— — L 3 Tij(wo R) = iImU(F4, 75, R), (A6)

p=wyp 4772 w% — Pz 4

where the latter equality is obvious by inspection of Equations (A2), (A5) and (25b). We
conclude that, if the infinitesimal imaginary part of the photon is supplemented in the
treatment outlined in Chap. 7 of Ref. [1], then the result for the interaction potential U
given in Equation (24) can be obtained,

-

U" (74,78, R) = U(Fa,75,R). (A7)

We should also briefly discuss certain approximations underlying our treatment that are
discussed in Chap. 7 of Ref. [1]. First, we note the Born—-Oppenheimer approximation, which
allows us to consider the motion of the electrons and nuclei separately and corresponds
to the limit of infinitely heavy atomic nuclei (vanishing electron-nucleon mass ratio). In
the same light, we neglect the recoil energy upon photon emission, and we assume that
the wave functions of the two atoms do not overlap. Higher-order multipoles as well
as multiphoton transitions are also neglected. The same approximations underlie the
treatments given in Refs. [52,53] for systems consisting of unlike atoms with close excitation
energies.
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