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1: NTRODUCTION

Entangled states were placed at the center of counterintuitive predictions of quantum
m echanics w ith the appearance of the celkbrated paper by E nstein, Podolsky and R osen
EPR) in 1935 (1). In the nineteen-sixties Bell analyzed theories that could be underpinned
w ith local hidden variables (LHV) and showed that these theories must abide by certain
nequalities (2;13) known as Bell’'s nequalities). The EPR state, In the version Introduced
by Bohm (4), m ost ckarly allow s a violation ofthe nequalities. Bell's analysis is comm only
Interpreted to mean that quantum m echanics is a genuine \non—classical" theory In the
sense that it cannot be underpinned with LHV . These studies em ployed states which are
m axin ally entangled. Gisin In 1991 (8) showed that Bell's lnequality violation BIOV) is
possbl orallpure states which possess som e entanglam ent; again, this study used soin (or
goin-lke) entangled states.

Tronically, it was noted by Bell (6) that the non-negative W igner function (1) for the
original EPR state m ight be viewed as providing LHV underpinning for m easurem ents
corresoonding to linear combination of position and m om entum for that state. Thus, &
would seem to Inply that the W igner function for this (m axin ally entangled) state provides
a local classical m odel of the correlations! Bell's considerations stim ulated a considerable
am ount of research in the problam (§;19;[10). This research showed that BIDV can be
achieved even for a non-m axin ally entangled state, the two-m ode squeezed state (TM SS),
although its W igner function is non-negative. (For In nie squeezing this state reduces to
the EPR state, ie., rraches m axin al entanglem ent.)

An extended discussion of the problem noted that having LHV underpinning for the
wave-function is not su cient for LHV interpretation of quantal predictions; In addition,
the observablesm ust also be acocounted forvia such LHV (11). T hus, to underpin expectation
valuesw ih LHV , the W igner function for the cbservables m ust take on their eigenvalues as
its possible values. The cases considered In the literature, wherein BIQV with TM SS was
allowed, did not satisfy this requirem ent and hence did not introduce a counterexam ple to
Bell's considerations. Follow ing (11) we shall designate as \non-dispersive" an cbservable
whose W igner function takes on the eigenvalues of the observabl as its possibl values;

\dispersive" w ill refer to cbservables which do not have this property. Thus, only when



having a non-negative W igner function for the wave-function and non-dispersive cbservables
one m ay Interpret the theory as being underpinned w ith LHV ; then, of course, no BIQV is
possble.

A notherpurportedly purely quantum phenom enon associated w ith entangled states isthe
possbility of teleportation (12;(13;/14). W hen the entanglem ent is am ong w idely ssparated
degrees of freedom (usually referred to as a \quantum resource"), m anipulations In one
Jocale plus a classical tranam ission of lnform ation (to the other locale) allow s setting up the
degrees of freedom in the second locale to em ulate the quantum state that was coupled to
the system in the st locale. The realization of tekportation was orignally interpreted
as predicated on quantal reasoning, ie., precluding LHV underpinning (15; 116; |17; [18).
A teleportation protoool that yields delity greater than 50% in plies the nvolvem ent of
som e entanglem ent, thence, apparently, requiring quantal reasoning (14;[19). To ensure
security of quantum  ngerprints, a higher delity of 66% would be required|2Q) . H ow ever,
as stated above, the involvem ent of entangled states by itself does not necessarily preclude
LHV underpinning.

Interestingly, continuous variable teleportation (13;114;116;/17;/18) utilizes, as a quantum
resource, an entangled state which is represented by a non-negative W igner fiinction. M ore—
over, it utilizes only non-dispersive observables, that is, cbservables which do not violate
Bell's nequalities. In this paper we address the problam : D oes teleportation of a quantum
state alw ays serve as an Indisputable evidence for quantum ness? Ifwe give an exam pl where
teleportation of a quantum state, as a whole, in a \sihgle-<hot", allow s LHV underpinning
we have shown that it does not. The above considerations m ay suggest that despite the
fact that quantum teleportation m ust involre states w hich possess som e entanglem ent (14),
when these states are represented by non-negative W igner function, teleportation could be
underpinned by LHV theory w ith no need to invoke the \non-classicality" of quantum m e-
chanics. In thispaperwe study the In plications for teleportation of having entangled states
that allow LHV underpinning, in particular the TM SS.

An inm ediate and obvious requirem ent for possible classical nterpretation for telepor-
tation is that the quantum state to be teleported be such that its W igner function is non-

negative. It can be shown that a non-negative W igner function of a pure state is necessarily



a G aussian function (21;122). Henoe, to allow possible LHV underpinning, we consider the

teleported and the resource’s state represented by G aussian distrbutions. Then, we use the

rules ofthe classicalprobability theory to form ulate a teleportation protocol. T hisprotocolis

a generalization ofthe standard continuous variable teleportation protocol (13;/14) . C kearly,

not every G aussian distribution isa W igner function, eg., a general G aussian does not nec—
essarily obey the uncertainty relations. T hose distributionswhich m ay be viewed asW igner
finctions of som e quantum state are tem ed bhysically realizable distrioutions’. O theww ise,

these are m erely m athem atical distrdoutions that can not be considered as a representation

of som e physical state (23;124) . For physically realizable G aussian distributions, the gener-
alized protocolbecom es the standard quantum protocoland gives a LHV underpinning for
quantum teleportation. Hence, wem ay conclude that teleportation ofa pure quantum state

does not always assure a \non—classical" e ect. The possbility for teleportation (and its
m eaning) is also studied for G aussian distribbutions which do not cbey the uncertainty rela—
tions (@and hence do not represent physically realizable states). Below , we show that there

are non-realizable G aussian distrioutions which yield an e cient tekportation protocol.

W e note that a classical Interpretation for quantum states In phase space is possibble only
if these quantum states are represented by m ixed classical states. A \pure" state is a state
w ith zero entropy whilk a \m ixed" state is a state w ith non—zero entropy. Here, classical
states relate to the Shannon entropy (23), whil quantum states relate to the von N eum ann
entropy (26). Forexam pl, the pure classicalstateW (@p)= G @) P ) rpresentsa
point in phase space, thence, its Shannon entropy is zero. H owever, the pure quantum state
W (@p)= te @ *P) (rhose von Neum ann entropy is zero) is Ym eared’ over the entire phase
soace; hence, from a classical viewpoint, it is a m ixed state (that is, its Shannon entropy
is Jarger than zero) which represents a pint probability distrioution in g and p. Since any
G aussian W igner function is an eared over the entire phase space (@nd thus occupies a non—
zero area there 22)), it m ay be considered as a m ixed classical state (@ pure classical state,
as was pointed out above, occupies a point in phase space). O fparticular interest in this
regard is the classical interpretation of a perfect teleportation of a quantum state which is
represented by a m ixed classical state. A perfect teleportation m eans that perform ing the

protocolonly once yields an output state (at the receiving port) equal to the original input



state. T he standard quantum telportation protocolbecom es perfect when the state of the
resource is m axin ally entangled (12;113;114). In this case, the probabilities of any further
m easuram ents on the singke (quantum ) system , Jocated at the receiving port, are com pltely

determm ined by the nput state, w hether it ispure orm ixed. In this sense am ixed (ora pure)

quantum state is tekported via a single m easurem ent. Hence, when a LHV underpinning
ispossble, it is convenient to interpret a m ixed classical state as giving the propensity ofa
singke system to yild an outcom e of a certain kind (27) . For exam ple, the m ixed classical
state W (@p) = ‘e 9 *P) represents, by this interpretation, the pint propensity of the
\position" (@) and \m om entum " (o) variables of a singke particke system (in one degree of
freedom ) to cbtain speci ¢ values: it has a G aussian propensiy to cbtain any posiion and
mom entum valies.

T hepaper is organized as follow s. In the next section (Section 2) we recalla few properties
oftheW igner function that w illbe used to underpin telportation w ith LHV . In Section 3we
describe the generalized telportation protocoland analyze it fordi erent cases. In Section
4 we discuss our conclusions. A tentative conclusion of our analysis is that teleportation,
In the cases considered, m ay be fomm ulated by the rules of classical probability theory, and
therefore m ay be acocounted forby LHV theory Wherein the phase space variables ply the

rolk of LHV).

2: THE W IGNER FUNCTION

In order to underpin telportation wih LHV, we st recall a few properties of the
W igner function (28). Ik was shown that (for soinless particles) quantum m echanics can
be form ulated sokly on the W igner function form ulation, and this form ulation is equivalent
to the density operator form ulation (29). In order to represent a quantum state in phase
gpace, we must de ne the notions of \position" and \m om entum ". For sim plicity we st
consider a particle system with one degree of freedom . W e iIntroduce a basis of its H ibert
space: Bg= £l : g2 <g,which we arbitrarily interpret as position basis (< being the eld
of realnumbers). G iven the position basis B 4, we introduce the conjugate m om entum basis

B,=fpi:p=2 <g,bymeansoftheFour;ertransﬁ3m ~=1):
R S
pi= 19? dge™ 3 : @)
1



A ssociated w ith these bases one can de ne two com plem entary cbservabls, ¢ and ¥, such
that

Qui= gqpi; PPpi= ppi: @)

Forthis systam , the phase space is a two-din ensional vector space overthe eld ofrealnum —
bers, < . Its axes are the cnum ber variables associated w ith the com plem entary cbservables
g and P (Quadratures).

The W igner function, W 4 (@;p), ora <:Iuam‘calope::atorQA is
Z 1

Wy @p) = dxe P* g+ x=2P 4y x=2i: 3)
1

For convenience, the W igner function for the density operator * is de ned with an extra

factor zi for each degree of freedom , ie., fOr one degree of freedom
Z 1

1 .
W (@p) = > dxe P g+ x=27"@ x=21: @)
1

TheW igner function has a num ber of Interesting properties, m any ofwhich are discussed
in Ref.{22;130). In this section, we willm ention just three soecial properties that will be
In portant for our purpose.

Property W 1). ForHem itian operator @ : 8 (;p) 2 <2, W o @p) 2 < .

P roperty W 2).qude @p) = 1.

Property W 3). Let ¢ and §° be quantal operators which act on the H ibert space
of the system, and ket W and W ° be the corresponding W igner fiinctions. Then
- : dadpW ¢ (@PIW go(gp) = TrB Q.

Notice that if § = *, then the quantal expectation value of 3O is simply given by
qude @PW oo (@p) Ef Eq)].

Properties W 1)-W 3) are crucial for the LHV underpinning of entanglem ent. A Iso, it
is worth m entioning here two results which follow inmediately from Eq. [@): W () =
RW (@;p)dg is the probability density formomentum , and W () = RW (@;p)dp is the
probability density for position.

A though itsm arginals are probability densities, in generalthe W igner function does not

have the m eaning of a probability density. It can take on negative values. N evertheless, a



non-negative W igner fiinction ofa pure quantum state isnecessarily a (nom alized) G aussian
21;122), thusm ay be acoounted forby the phase space coordinatesas s LHV underpinning.

W e illustrate the above considerations using the TM SS de ned as |§)

IM SSij, = ©)
1=2 Z 2r 2r

= = dadepep  — @ %) @+ @)’ Ll

2

!1 dogfi; i, = EPRip

r!

The state jyi; is the position basis of H @, the H ibert space of system i 1= 1;2). In
the lin it of the squeezing param eter r Increasing w ithout lim i, the TM SS approaches the
(nom alized) m axin ally entangled EPR state (1). ksW igner function, W ¢y 55, is given by

@)

2

E eezf[(qz q1)?+ (p1+p2)2]ee @+ @)+ (2 p1)?] 6)

Wrmss =

r! 1

1
! 2— @ @) @tp)=Wgpr :

A though the TM SS (and itsm axin allin it the EPR state) isan entangkd state, itsW igner
function is non-negative for all g's and p’s.

T his property m ight suggest that entanglem ent, in this cass, m ay be acoounted for in
term s of LHV . A s stated above, a non-negative W igner function for the wave-function is
not su cient for LHV interpretation of quantal predictions (11). T he observables m ust be
non-dispersive in order to underpin quantal predictions by LHV theory. Let the W igner
function forthe wave-function be non-negative (@s isthe case forthe TM SS and itsm axin al
lim it the EPR state), then, the quantum expectation value of a non-dispersive observable x

whose elgenvaluesare A ( ) = W 5 (@;p) is given by:
Z

Wi yantum =  OdPW 5 @GPW (D) )
7

= A()pr()d = hAj-Classical:

Eqg. [1) m eans that the expectation value of a non-dispersive cbservable X in a state whose
W igner function is non-negative m ay be viewed as given by a local, classical theory. Such

observables, cbviously, would not violate Bell's nequalities (11).



Telgportation isa quantum (ie. \non-classical") phenom enon associated w ith entangled
states. H owever, non-digpersive cbservables and an entangled state whose W igner finction
is non—negative have been utilized for teleporting an arbitrary quantum state (13;114). W e
shallseebelow that, when also the state to be teleported hasa non-negative W igner finction,
teleportation m ay be accounted forby LHV theory.

To expose the nature of teleportation, it is fruitfiil to generalize the standard (quantum )
teleportation protoool (13;114) by considering both the teleported and the resource’s state
as represented by general G aussian distributions (W hether or not they are physically realiz—
able distrdbbutions). A s pointed above, since we are Interested in distributions that can be
viewed as providing LHV underpinning when a physical realization is feasble, it is su —
clent to consider only G aussian distrioutions. T he generalized protocol is then investigated
under di erent lim its (e.g., when the resource is a non-realizable pure classical state versus

m axin ally entangled state).

3: THE GENERALIZED TELEPORTATION PROTOCOL

In analogy to the standard protocol (12;113;114), consider three subsystam s labelkd by
= 1;2;3. The ain is to telport the unknown state of system 1, which is characterized
by an arbitrary G aussian distribution W i, ( 1) khe notation ;= (g;p:) isused]. For this,
the state of system s 2 and 3 (ie., the state of the resource) is \prepared" in a correlated
G aussian statedenoted by W ;5. W ede nea l00% e cientprotocolto be that orwhich the
distribution function ofthe output system at the end ofthe protocolisgiven by W que = W 45 -

T he m ost general G aussian phase space distrioution which characterizes the state of the

resource is (24):

l 1 vy 1
Gop( )= ——p—=¢e 2 ; @8)
2 )2 detv
where = h i; designates the real phase space vector (O;p2;%;P3); and h i stands
for an average, such that for any function D ( )
Z
W i= dD()G23()7 )

where d dopdp,dgdps . The correlation property of the G aussian distrdbution is com -

pktely determm ined by the positive 4 4 real symm etric m atrix —the co-variance m atrix —



V ,de ned by

Viy= zh(i 3+ 5 iz 10)

Tt was shown that any G aussian distrioution can be transform ed (via squeezing and local
linearunitary transform ations) Into a standard form wih h i= 0 and is covarancem atrix

m ay be written as (24;31;/32):

0 1 0 1
0 0 2 0 i 0
g & 0a T e} hypi .
E 0 a 0agC E 0 2p 0 MppiC
v = E 2§ E 1 1 % 11)
B B i 2
& aga 0 b OA & hpgpi O e 0 X
0 0Db 0 Mmpi O Py
Here the variance 2 ofa phase space variable, x, isde ned by
’x = e’ hxi® e 12)

Beforem oving on we note that the G aussian distributions [g) are not physically realizable
for all values of the param eters a;b;c ; and ¢, of Eq. [11). The G aussian distribution [g)
m ay be physically realizable only In speci ¢ regions of the param eter space of a;b;¢; and

& . These regions are detemm ined by the position-m om entum uncertainty relations (23;124):
‘e ‘m=a 174 ‘g ‘p=0 1=4; 13)
‘@t @) ‘st )= @+ bt 2q)@+ bt 2) 1;
@ @) s p)=@+b 2g)a@+b 2g) 1:

T he com plem entary regions:

0 ‘g ‘py=a‘< 1=4; O ‘g ‘py= < 1=4; 14)
0 @B+ @) ‘3t )= @+ bt 20)@+ b+ 20)< 1;

0 @& @) ‘@ p)=@+b 2a)@+b 2g)<1;

violate the uncertainty relations; therefore, in these regions the G aussian distribution [8) is

necessarily not physically realizable, ie., it isnot a W igner function.
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T he generalized telportation protocolbegins as ollow s: T he initial state of the systam

In tem s of its phase space distribution functions is:

Wips = Wi ( W2z ( 27 3) ¢ 5)

W ,;3 is a standard form G aussian, nam ely,

1 Loy 1
Wos()= ——p=—=e? ' (16)
2 )2 detv
where
0 1
g beeb <) 0 g=@b o) 0 o
B G
B 0 o= (@b 0 =(@b
viog ( ) &= Cé)é )
B =D ) 0 a=@b o) 0 <
0 o=@b &) 0 a=@b o)

isthe inverse m atrix of V and detV = (@b &)@ ). Forphysically realizable W 3, and
W .3, Eq. [19) gives the phase space description for the nitial quantum state. However,
for (general) G aussian nput and resource states, Eq. [15) has also a natural classical
Interpretation: W 1,3 represents the probability distribbution of the com posite system , and
i is equal to a product of two probability distribbutions W i, and W ,;3) of statistically
Independent subsystem s.

A fter preparing the initial state the protocol proceeds as follow s: F irst, a m easurem ent
ofthe varablesg= @ @ and p = p, + p1 is performed. This m easurem ent involves
m easuram ent of classical currents (14). The probability density for getting a result =

@sp) s
P()= & Wun(1)Wos(2 3 @ & g9) @+p pP)i 18)

Q
where d? = i: 1 dgdp;. The classical expression for the probability, given In Eq. [1g),
becom es the quantal expression when the involved distrbutions are the W igner distribu-—
tions. By de nition, after the m easuram ent, the (nom alized) state of the third subsystem
is described by:
Z
1

WO(3j):P—() & & Wi (1)Wa3(2; 3) @ a 9) @+tpr p): @19)
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N ote that when the initial state of the system (ie., W 1,5,3) isphysically realizable, W °( 33 )

is the quantalphase space description of the state of the third subsystem (given a m easure—
ment outcome ). For a general nitial state, W o 3J ) has a classical interpretation: It is
the probability for the third subsystam to be In phase space point 3 conditioned by the
m easuram ent result

The nal step of the protocol is to translate the third subsystem n phase space by

( g;p) (13;14). Namely,

B! g=x g ; (20)

P! p=p3tp

In tem s of the output varabls, = (g;p), the conditional probability distribution W ° is

w ritten as:

w°<3j>=wo(q+zq;p P3) Woul(J) (1)
1

= P—() & & Win(( Wos(2;g+gsp P) @ a d) @+ p):

An explicit expression for the conditional probabiliy, W e ( J ), is obtained by ushg
Egs.[1d[17) and perform ing an integration over ,:

1 1
Woue(J) = P @2)
ZP ()2 detv

@ ap? e pp?  lara+29)®  prpp 2p )P

d2 lW m( 1)e 2(@+b 2cy) 2 (a+ b+ 2cp) 2 (a+ b+ 2cq) 2(@+b 2cp)

T he phase space distrbution fiinction produced at the output of the tekportation device
is given by averaging the conditional distrdbution W o, ( j ) over all possible m easurem ent

outcom es

Woe() = & P (W que(3) 23)

1 @ ap)? ® pp)?
= B . 2(@+b 2cq) 2 (a+ b+ 2cy) .
P & W (1)e 1 2
2 @+ b 2g)@+ b+ 20)

T his com pletes the protoool for teleportation of a phase space distrbution. Note that Eq.
[23), which has a classical probability interpretation, becom es the quantal expression when
the nvolved distrbbutions are W igner distributions. W e conclude that the (generalized)
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teleportation protocool], omulated by classical theory, becom es ralizable (ie. quantal)

assum Ing that the total Iniial G aussian distrbution is realizable. Hence, the standard
quantum telportation protocolm ay be form ulated by LHV theory assum ing that the total
Initial distribution is given by a non-negative W igner fiinction.

Before m oving on to analyze the protoool, ket us note the ollow ing. F irst, the standard
teleportation protocol, being quantum , m ust abide by quantum requirem ents, eg., the un-
certainty relation am ong con jigate variables, and the no—<cloning theoram (33;134;135) which
forces the com plete elim nation of the telkported state at its initial port. T he generalized
protocol, describbed above, does not generally abide by these requirem ents. In fact, below we
give an exam pk foran e cient telportation protocolw hich viokates the uncertainty relation
am ong ocon jigate variables (of course it ism erely a m athem atical procedure and cannot be
realized physically) . W e note that the generalized protocol abides by the no-cloning theo—
rem . A fter the m easurem ent, the state of the systam at the sending port is represented by

L @ @ gq) @+pr p) Where g and p; are the phase space variables of subsystem 1,

2
and g andp arethe resultsofthem easurem ent). T he state ofthe Input system , subsystem

1, is obtained by integrating over the phase space variables of subsystem 2:

Z
1 1

W(lj)=2_ dpdp, @ @ 9) @+t p p)=2—: (24)

Hence, In the generalized protocol (whether or not it is physically realizable) the original
nput state is com pletely elin inated at its initialport. This is not an \accident". R ecently
it was shown that a protoool for broadcasting an arbitrary continuous classical distrioution
whilke leaving the original distribution unpertured cannot be form ulated (3€). Hence, the
generalized teleportation protocolm ust abide by the no—cloning theorem for all regions of
the param eter space ofa;b;c ; and ¢, ofEq. [11), including the non-physical regions of the
param eter space.

Second, as m entioned above, the quantum telportation protoool is perfect (ie., the
conditional quantum state at the receiving port is equal to the original input state, after
perform Ing only one m easurem ent), when a m axin ally entangled state isused as a resource
(12;113;114) . In the generalized protoco], a perfect telkportation m eans the follow ing: For

a general G aussian resource W ,;3, the conditional probability state resulting after one m ea—
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surement, W o, ( j ), i3 dependent, see Eq. (2I). From Eq. [2I) br equivalently, Eq.

[22)], it iseasy to see that W o, ( ) m ay be expressed as

) 1
Woue( J)= P—()G(;); 25)
where G is some Gaussian function. For special casess G (; ) = P ()W (), we get
Weout( J) = W 4n (). This means that, for these special cases, perform Ing the protocol

only once isenough for the output probability state W o,+ to be equalto the Input state W 4, .
W e shall see that this result aligns w ith the quantal resul, when the generalized protocol
becom es realizabl and the state of the resource is the m axin ally entangled EPR state. Tt
appears that (formm al) perfect teleportation isnot a unique feature ofa m axin ally entangled
(quantum ) resource. Below we give an exam ple for a perfect teleportation protocol which
does not cbey quantum law s (hence it is not realizable in N ature).

The e ciency ofthe protocol is quanti ed by the delityl14)
Z
F=2 & Wip(OWeel): (26)

Forouranalysis it isusefillto w rite dow n the explicit expression forthe delity fora coherent

2

G aussian distrbution W 4, (@p) = ted P

1
F=p : @7)
@+b 2+ 1)@+ b+ 2+ 1)

A straightforward result isthat theprotocolism axim ally e cient (ie., the delity obtains
ismaxim alvalue l) whenever @+b 2c¢ ) and @+ bt 2¢) areequalto zero. It isnotew orthy
that there are non-realizable distributions which satisfy this condition. For exam pl, the
protocol can bem axin ally e cient when the inequalities [13) are m axin ally violated, ie.,
when they take on the value zero. In this case, the state of the resource shared between the

tranan itting and receiving ports is:

Wos= @ @) @) ©): 28)

This represents a pure classical state In which the covariance m atrix is the null m atrix.
(T his state is non-realizable: Q uantum m echanics precludes such states.)
Let us discuss brie y what would have been inplied by such a protocol had it been

realizable: G iven that the resource is represented by Eq. [28), the nput state W 4, is
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actually being m easured at the tranam itting port and then reconstructed at the receiving
port. A m easuram ent of the Input state sim ply m eans that the phase space variabls g and
p1 arem easured, and the distrbution ofthe resuls isgiven by W 3, (& ;01) - SThoe subsystam

2 isnh a pure classical state (@) (@), % and p, are detem Inistically known. Hence, the
m easuram ent ofthevariablesg ¢ and py + p; at the tranan itting port yields the value of g

and p; (say, ql(l) and pl(l) , respectively) according to \their" distribution function W i, . These
resuls are then sent to the receiving port. A ffer an approprate translation in phase space,
the state ofthe output system at the receiving port isW e (;P) = @ q]_(l)) © pl(l) ). This
is a pure state which is, generally, di erent from Wy, . Therefore, perform ing the protocol
only once isnot su  clent for reconstructing the input state. O nem ust perform the protocol
m any tin es (the word h any’ is used here in is statistical context). At the i~th tin e, the

state of the output system at the receiving port isW O(;L)t op)= @ q]_(i)) © pl(i) ), where

g? and p? is the i-th m easurem ent result at the transm itting port. Here, the ensem bk
description of the output states is given by the state W 4, .
N ext, we consider another case n which the protocol ism axin ally e cient. In this case

the resource is a m ixed classical state:

1
W2;3=2— @ @) @+ pP): 29)

W e note that this state satis es the quantum requirem ents Eq. [{3)]. It is the physically
realizable pure EPR state (37). For states that satisfy the quantum requirem ents, the
generalized protocolbecom es the standard (quantum ) teleportation protocol (13;114). The
standard protocolutilizes a pure quantum state as a resource to telport a general (that is,
a pure orm ixed) state. The EPR resource which is a pure quantum state is represented In
phase space by a m ixed classical state, ie., by a classical distribution fiinction W ;5. W e
note that, given the EPR resource, the resulting output state after perform ing the protocol
only once is [see Egs.[I82I) ] W oue ( ) = W 4, ( ). Henoe, telgportation of a non-negative
W igner function W ;;, asa whok via a singk m easurem ent is form ulated by a classical theory,
ie., by a theory whose variables have de nite values and for which it ispossble to use the
rules of classical probability theory. A convenient view for a probability distrdoution is in

tem s of the frequency a particular state occurs n an ensamble. Here, perhaps, a m ore
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appealing view would be view ng the probability distrbution as a singke system endowed
w ith the propensity for the various outcom es of m easurem ents.
Let us discuss another case which m ay help us to understand the nature of teleportation.

C onsider the m ixed classical resource

1
Wz,-3=2— @ @) & pP): (30)

T his state is clearly non-realizable. Furthem ore, this non-realizable state is related to the
m axin ally entangled EPR state via p, ! P2. This is the Peres criterion for entangled
states (38) in is version for continuous variables bipartite G aussian states (32). U tilizing
this state as a resource In the generalized protocoldoesnot yield an e cient protocol [see F ig.

(1)]. However, there isan e cient classical teleportation protocolwhich can (theoretically)

Fidelity
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o

o
~

o
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0 1 1 1 1 1
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FIG.1 The delity of a ocoherent state tekportation. W hilke the physically realizable protocol

(upper line) sucoeeds to teleport the nput state with delity F = 1= 1+ e ?* , the non—realizablk

p
protocol pottom line) fails in doing that and yieldsthe deliy F = 1= (1+ e?F) 1+ et2r) :

use this state asa resource (39). T he protocolis the sam e as the generalized protocolexcept
for two points. F irst, the varablesm easured at the tranan ittingportare o andp, p1
(instead of g @ and p, + p1, as In the generalized protoool) . W e note that no m easuring
technique is available for such m easurem ent (this is a conjugate varables pair, and quantum

m echanics prohibits a sin ultaneousm easurem ent of con jugate variabls) . Second, the phase
Soace translations at the receiving portareg ! g= g g andps ! p=ps p [nstead
ofthe transhtions given In Eq. [20)], where g and p are the Wwould have been) m easured

valiesofg g andp, pi, respectively. It is easy to verify that, as in the previous case,
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perform Ing this protocol only once yields the resulting output state W que ( ) = W 4 ().
Thus, had classical physics been realizable, telportation of a (generally, m ixed) classical
state as a whole In a single m easurem ent would have been possble. N ature obeys quantum
physics rules, hence the only possible realization ofteleportation isvia quantum stateswhich
possess som e entanglem ent.

In recent studies (40;141), it was shown that (discrete) classical probability distrdoutions
present som e Interesting phenom ena, one of which is closely related to tekportation (and
usually referred to as classical \one-tin e pad"). A though the reasoning underlying these
studies is not concemed with LHV, the conclusion is the same: Not all agoects of tele—
portation are quantum . T he classical tekportation protocol that was presented above is a

generalization of these studies to the case of continuous variabls system s.

4: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION S

T he standard (physically realizable) teleportation protocolutilizes an entangled G aussian
state —the TM SS - as a quantum resource (14). The TM SS reduces to the m axin ally
entangled EPR state in the lin it of m axin al squeezing [see Eq. [9)]. ks W igner function,
Eqg. [6), isnon-negative over the whole phase space. W e used thisto view the TM SS and the
EPR state which are pure quantum states as classicalm ixed states. A non-negative W igner
function of a state of a system isnot su cient to allow a LHV account of m easurem ents
for other than non-dispersive cbservables. M easurem ents of dispersive cbservables on an
entangled G aussian state do not allow a local realistic description and thus can violate Bell
nequalities (11). W e noted that the standard teleportation protocolw ith G aussian Inputand
resource uses only m easurem ents of cbservables which do not violate Bell nequalities. T his
m eans that teleportation of G aussian states, although it m ust lnvolre som e entanglm ent,
m ay be accounted for in term s of a LHV theory with no need to invoke \non-classical”
features of quantum m echanics. Tt should be clear that we do not clain that teleportation
of any quantum state can be underpinned by a classical theory. The m ain point we would
like to establish is that there are quantum states whose teleportation W ithin the standard
protocol) has a \classical" description (our exam ples concem only states whose W igner

functions are non-negative) . A fler teleportation is accom plished, these states could be used
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in various quantum tasksthatm ay not be described \classically". Forexam pk, a \classical"
description for teleportation ofa G aussian entangled state is valid, however, this state m ay
be used (@t any tin e in the future) as a resource for teleportation of a non—classical 9.,
num ber) state. It should be m entioned that a reasoning sin ilar to (11) was used in (42)
where i was concluded that classical Interpretation for a G aussian state teleportation is
allowed.

To show that the tekportation protocolw ith G aussian nput and resource could be for-
mulated by a LHV theory, we have considered a protocol which uses general G aussian
distrdoutions. Then, we llowed the standard teleportation protocol (13;114), and showed
that telportation is cbtained by using the rules of classical probability theory. D epending
on the G aussian’s various param eters, we identi ed whether or not the protoool is physically
realizable.

Them ain conclusions of our study are:

1. Teleportation of a pure quantum state is not always an evidence for a \non—classical"
phenom enon. The standard, quantum , protocol for teleporting a non-negative W igner
function (utilizing a resource w ith a non-negative W igner function) m ay be accounted
for, in this case, by a LHV theory Wwherein the phase space coordinates play the role

of LHV).

2. W hen an EPR state, ie., am axin ally entangled pure state, is considered asa resource,
the rules of classical probability theory are \su cient" to ormulate a 100% e cient
protocol that needs to be carried out only once for teleporting an Input state (that
is, a non—negative W igner finction). For other resources, the protoocol ails to achieve

maxinale ciency Fig. 1)].

3. A 100% e cientprotooolfortekporting classical stateswas form ulated (theoretically):
A maxin ally e cient protocol for tekeporting an unknown classical state via a single
m easurem ent was form ulated when a m ixed classical state is considered as a resource
(this state is related to them axin ally entangled EPR state by the P eres criterion (38)
In its version for continuous variables bipartite G aussian states (32)). On the other

hand, when a pure classical state is considered as a resource, the protocolm ust be



18

carried out m any tines to achieve maxinale ciency. In this scenario, however, it
ceases to function as a tekportation protocol, since the input state is actually being

m easured at the sending port.

4. T he generalized protocolallowed us to view the role of various quantum requirem ents
In teleportation: T he uncertainty relation am ong con jugate phase space variables EqJ.
[13)] and the nocloning theorem (33;/34;135). W e have seen that whik the protocol
(whether or not it could be physically realized) abides by the no-cloning theoram , it
doesnot necessarily abideby the uncertainty relations. T his leadsto a strict distinction

between a realizable and a non-realizable teleportation protocol.

T he representation ofthe realizable teleportation protocolin tem s of classical probability
distrdoutions (ie., m ixed classical states) allows us to Interpret the classical probability
theory In an \untraditional" way. Traditionally, a m ixed classical state is interpreted as a
state of som e statistical ensemble. Hence, the traditional interpretation suggests that the
teleportation protocolm ay be accounted for via itsm ixed classical state representation by
LHV of som e statistical ensemble. A realizable (ie. quantum ) state which is represented
by a m ixed classical state (@sthe TM SS and the EPR state) allow s another interpretation:
A m ixed classical state represents the propensity of the dynam ical varables of a singlke
system to obtain speci cvalues Whether or not they can bem easured sim ultaneously). For
exam ple, the m ixed classical state W ry g5 is realized by a pure quantum state. Thus for a
single physical system which is In a pure TM SS, Wty 55 rEoresents the propensity of the
dynam ical variables g and p to obtain speci c¢ values. T his Interpretation suggests that the
teleportation protocolm ay be acoounted for, via itsm ixed classical state representation, by

LHV ofa singk physical system .
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CAPTION:
The delity of a ooherent state telportation. W hik the physically realizabl proto—
ol (upper line) succeeds to telport the nput state with deliy F = 1=(@1+ %),

the non-realizable protocol (pottom line) fails n doing that and yields the delity F =

P
1= (1+e?)@+e?):
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