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Chain of Superconducting Loops as a Possible Q uantum R egister
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The idea of the quantum com putation is based on paradoxical principles of quantum physics,
superposition and entanglem ent of quantum states. T his idea looks well-founded on them icroscopic
Jevelin spite ofthe absence of an universally recognized interpretation ofthese paradoxicalprinciples
since they were corroborated over and over again by reliable experim ents on the m icroscopic level
But the technology can not be able in the near fiiture to work on the m icroscopic level. T herefore
m acroscopic quantum phenom enon - superconductivity is very attractive for the realization of the
idea ofquantum com puter. It is shown in the present paperthat a chain of superconducting loops can
be only possible quantum register. T he proposals by som e authors to provide the EPR correlation
w ith help of a classical interaction w itness the m isunderstanding of the entanglem ent essence. T he
problem of the possibility of superposition ofm acroscopically distinct states is considered.

1. NTRODUCTION

T he issue of quantum com putation has attracted m uch
attention in the last years ﬂ:,:_i,:_i%,:_d]. Quantum com puter
could perform certain tasks which no classical com puter
can perform in acceptable tin es. Som e in portant com —
putationaltasksare In possble for any device apart from
a quantum com puter. Therefore the idea of quantum
com putation isvery alliring. But there are very di cul
problem s on the way of its practical realization. The
m ost obvious problem is technologicaldi culties.

T he basic conogpts of the quantum ocom putation are
quantum operations (gates) on two-state quantum sys—
tem scalled quantum bitsorqubitsand register, ie. array
ofentangled qubits. At rst, only m icro-system s, nclud—
Ing cavity quantum electrodynam ics i’_ﬂ], on and atom
traps f§, -'_’2], nuclar spins f_g] and others, were proposed
as qubits. But m any experts are sure that to build a
universal quantum com puter on base of these proposals,
ie. on the m icroscopic kevel, is wellbeyond the abilities
of current technology @]. T herefore m acroscopic quan—
tum phenom enon — superconductivity is very attractive
for the realization of the idea of quantum com puter.

Them odem technology is able to m ake them esoscopic
superconducting circuits of ultra-am all Josephson jmc—
tions which have been proposed as qubits ﬁ :_lg :!.]_.I :12]
But there are unsolved physicalproblem s connected w ith
obvious contradiction between quantum m echanics and
m acroscopic realign [_1-;3», :_l-é_b', :_f§‘, :_1-6] M oreover there are
philosophical problem s since the idea of quantum com —
putation is based on two paradoxical features of quan—
tum physics: superposition ofquantum states and entan—
glm ent. M any mterpreta‘uons of these pure]y quantum
phenom ena w ere proposed {1"‘, -18, .19 -2() -2L .22 .23 .24]
but no Interpretation is universally recognized up to now
p5,26,21,28,129,30,131]. The problm of interpretation
hasnot only philosophicalbut also practical in portance.

In order to propose possible realizations of quantum bits
and registers it is needed to understand w hat is superpo-
sition and what is entanglem ent or even to understand
w hat can not be superposition and entanglem ent.

One should not create illusions of understanding.
Quantum m echanics contradicts to our everyday world
experience and is not yet based on a generally acoepted
conceptual foundation E’é] R ichard Feynm an rem arked:
I think T can safely say that nobody today understands
quantum physics. T his rem ark m ay seem queer form any
peopl but it is con m ed wih the history of quantum
physics, in particular, of the E instein-P odolsky-R osen
EPR) paradox. True, R ichard Feynm an said also that a
habi m ay seem understanding. Som e physicists confiise
habit w ith understanding. Itm ay be a m ost danger since
habitsm ay be bad.

Buthow can anybody propose quantum bitsand quan—
tum registers if nobody understand quantum physics?
The sok reliable fulcrum is here reliable experim ental
results and a logical positivisn . O ne should not have
illusions that a formula deduced from others form ulas
descrbes w ithout fail an reality but is not only an ele-
ment of a science  ction :_B_‘B]. It is in portant st ofall
to understand what can not be entanglem ent and what
can be reliable experin ental evidence of superposition
of m acroscopic quantum states. Therefore the essence
of entanglem ent is considered in the second section. A
quantum register on base of superconductor structure is
proposed In the third section and in the fourth section the
problem of superposition ofm acroscopic quantum states
is considered.

2. THE ESSENCE OF ENTANGLEMENT

From the two features of quantum physics, superposi-
tion and entanglem ent, the latter seem sm ore in portant
for the idea of quantum com putation. In iself quan—
tum superposition does not pem it quantum com puters
to perform m any com putations sim ulaneously B4
though the entanglem ent is not possible w ithout quan-—
tum superposition. The entanglem ent m akes availble
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types of com putation process w hich, while not exponen—

tially larger than classical ones, are unavailable to clas-

sical system s i_3§:] Therefore i is in portant rst of all
to try to understand the essence of entanglem ent and its

role In quantum com puting.

T he history of the idea of quantum com putation m ay
be useful for the elucidation ofthese problem s. M any ex—
perts EI_:] rem ark that the idea of quantum com putation
was provoked by Bells 1964 analysis of the paradoxical
thought-experin ent proposed by E instein, P odolsky and
Rosen (EPR) in 1935 PB5]. The entanglem ent is called
also E instein—P odolsky—R osen correlation. But it is in —
portant to em phasize that A . E instein, B . P odolsky, and
N .Rosen were fully con dent that such correlation can
not be. Therefore in order to understand what is not
the entanglem ent the EPR work should be carefully an—
alyzed.

2.1. The E instein-P odolsky-R osen P aradox

Tt is no concidence that J. S. Bell called his paper
l_3-§] "On the Einstein-P odolsky-Rosen paradox". E n—
stein, P odolsky and Rosen in _[35] try to prove that the
description of reality as given by a wave function is not
com plete using a paradoxical conclusion from a thought—
experim ent. They consider quantum system s consisting
of two particles which interacted from thetinet= 0 to

= T, after which tin e EPR suppose that there is no
longer any interaction between the two particles. This
supposition by EPR seam s very reasonable for the com —
m on sense when, for exam ple, the particles are separated
by som e kilom eters or even m eters. EPR state also that
the ob fctive physical reality should exist w ith the cri-
terion: If, without in any way disturbing a system , we
can predict with certainty (ie., with probability equal to
unity) the valie of a physical quantity, then there exists
an elkm ent of physical reality corresponding to this physi-
calquantity. O n thisbasis ofthe supposition on the local
realisn EPR have proved that the wave function does not
provide a com pkte description of the physical reality.

Indeed, according to the H eisenberg’s uncertainty re—
lation p x h, one ofthe bases ofthe C openhagen in-
terpretation ofquantum m echanics, when them om entum
of a particlke isknown p= 0, its coordinate x hasno
physicalreality. T he fuindam entalprinciple ofthe C open-—
hagen interpretation is the in possibility of noninvasive
m easuram ent. W e can notm easure precisely and sin ula-
neously both m om entum and coordinate since any m ea—
surem ent alters the state of quantum particl, a process
known as the reduction of the wave function. But be-
cause of the lJaw of conservation ofm om entum the m ea-
surem ent on mom entum perform ed on, say, particle 1
Inm ediately In plies for particle 2 a precise m om entum
even when the two particles are separated by arbitrary
distances w ithout any actual Interaction between them .
T hen, if the local realism is valid, ie. the m easurem ent
perform ed on particke 1 can not aler the state of parti-

cle 2,wecan de ne, contrary to the uncertainty relation,
precise valuesboth m om entum and coordinate particle 2

after the m easurem ent perform ed on its coordinate. E in—
stein, Podolsky and Rosen w rite in the end of the paper
that one would not arrive at their conclusion if the real-
ity ofm om entum and coordinate of the partick 2 depend

upon the process of m easurem ent carried out on the par-
ticke 1, which does not disturb the state of the partick

2 In any way. They state: No reasonabk de nition of
reality could be expected to perm it this.

E xperim ent has refiited even this statem ent on the lo—
calrealisn based on the comm on sense. But it is m por—
tant to em phasize that strictly speaking this experin ent
has proved only the invalidity of the local realisn but it
does not prove com pletely the validiy ofthe uncertainty
relation. W e could, follow ing A . E Instein, B . Podolsky,
and N . Rosen, ask: "W hy can not we know wih any
exactness the m om entum p a particle m easuring only is
coordinates x untilthe momentum p = mv = m dx=dt
is the product of mass m and velocity v = dx=dt and
therefore p x=m Vv x=m ( x)2=t< h at any un—
certainty x and an enough long tim e t? There is not
the assum ption on the local realisn and only the state—
m ent that the m om entum is not the product of m ass
and velociy can save the absolute status of the uncer—
tainty relation. In order the argum entation could be not
m erely circular this statem ent should be substantiated
by experin ental results but can not be base only on the
C openhagen interpretation of quantum m echanics. Until
1t isnot proved experim entally thatp$ m v= m dx=dt n
all cases this Interpretation seem snot com plete logically.

2.2. The Bell’s Inequality

Tn 1964 John Bell B6Jput the contradiction between
the Iocal realisn and quantum m echanics into form ulas.
He obtained certain bounds (Bell inequalities) on com —
binations of statistical correlations for m easurem ents on
tw o-particle system s if these correlations are understood
within a realistic picture based on local hidden proper-
ties of each ndividualparticle. In a realistic picture the
m easurem ent results are detem ined by properties the
particles carry prior to and independent of observation.
In a localpicture the results obtained at one location are
Independent of any m easurem ents or actions perform ed
at space-like sgparation. Then Bell showed that quan—
tum m echanics predicts violation of these constrains for
certain statistical predictions for tw o-particle system s.

2.3. V iolation of LocalR ealistic P redictions

By now anum ber ofexperin ents 5?,5@,:_3-9, :fl-(_)',:_éi]_:,:_éié]
have con m ed the quantum m echanicalpredictions con—
trary to the local realisn . A Iready the 1rst measure—
m ents of the linear polarization correlation of the pho-
tons {_B-j, :_§§] strongly violate the generalized Bell's In—



equalities, and rule out the realistic local theories. It
is In portant that in accordance w ith the quantum me-
chanicalprediction the correlation between results ofthe
m easurem ents does not depend on distance between the
Individual particles.

A Iready in 1981 l_§§!] no signi cantchange n resultswas
observed w ith sourcepolarizer separationsofup to 6.5m .
The EPR correlation was observed on photons spatially
separated by 400 m across the Innsbruck University sci-
ence cam pus in :Z_II_;], m ore than 10 km in t_4-£f, :flfo] and a
B ell-experim ent over thousands ofkilom eters is proposed
e, §1. M oreover the individual particles were truly
space-lke separated in the experin ent by the nsbruck
team [_43] A more striking con ict between quantum
m echanical and local realistic predictions even for per-
fect correlations has been discovered for three and m ore
particles, known as G reenbergerH ome-Zeilinger entan—
glem ent El@l, :_4§5] Som e other wonders of the entangle-
m ent are reviewed in [_5(_5]

2.4. Interpretations of Quantum Entanglem ent

In contrast to the theories of relativiy, entanglem ent
and superposiions as well as a whole quantum me—
chanics are not yet based on a generally acoepted con-—
ceptual undation Bi]. A number of coexisting in-
terpretations utilizing m utually contradictory concepts
(7, 18,119,120, 23, 24, 23, 24, 29, 26, 21, 28, 29,130, 31.
T he paradoxical C openhagen concepts have engendered
no Jless paradoxical interpretations. One of the Iless
paradoxical point of view on quantum m echanics is the
infom ation-theoretical interpretation 3,28, 33,151, 531.
T his Interpretation develops Schrodingers ideas that the
quantum entanglem ent isentanglkm ent of our know kedge.
Tt can explain som e wonders of the entanglem ent but this

m ethod of approach is inclined to idealisn .

A Im ost all Interpretations of the entanglem ent have
an inclination for idealism , though. Som e Interpreta—
tions 1_2-5, :_Z-g'] follow the suggestion of W igner [_5-§'] and
others _Eﬂ:, ‘.§§‘] that the observer’s consciousness should
be included in the theory of quantum m easurem ent.
But som e authors Q]'] state that we should not disturb
the consciousness of cbserver because of the existence
of m icroparticle consciousness. The author of i_314'] de—
fends quantum idealisn . But under the circum stances
no quantum idealisn but realism is needed In defence.

Possbly the coexistence of such a large number of
philosophically quite di erent interpretations in itself
contains an in portant m essage. O ne m ay suggest that
the m essage is that a generally acospted foundational
principle for quantum m echanics has not yet been iden—
ti ed and m ay agree w ith R ichard Feynm an that nobody
today understands quantum physics.

2.5. Entanglem ent is Purely N onclassical
E instein-P odolsky-R osen correlation

But there is the striving for to reduce unclear em —
pirical data to clear concept even if it is inmpossble.
M any physicists think classically even when they have
to do wih quantum physics. I may be therefore
the capacitive and_inductive interactions were proposed
(Ld,13,156,53, b8, 59, 16d] and even m ade [61,163,163] in or-
der to couple superconductor qubits in quantum register.
TheEPR correlation is purely non—classicalphenom enon
f64]1. The EPR experinent, in the form as analyzed by
Bell, em phasizes that entanglem ent leads to a degree of
correlation beyond that which can be explained in tem s
of ocalhidden variables [34]. T herefore it is strange that
so m any people can think that quantum register can be
m ade on base of pure classical interactions.

The entanglem ent di ers qualitatively from any classi-
cal nteraction. A coording to conventional logic used in
classicalphysics a system 0ofN degrees-of-freedom , each
of their is described by only Independent variable, is de—
scribed by N independent variables. But the quantum
register of N qubits is described by 2V 1 Independent
variables. T his advantage of quantum com puter isa con—
sequence of paradoxical quantum physics and can not be
provided by any classical interaction. T he entanglem ent
betw een parts of a system takes place when the descrip—
tion ofthe system can not be reduced to the description
of its parts. W e could say that the parts of the system
should described by a comm on wave fiinction but we can
not im agine the wave function which can describe the
comm on state of two photons separated by m ore than
ten kilom eters. It is in portant to note one again that
according to quantum m echanics and the experin ents
(3, 58,159, 40, 1, i3, i3, 44, i3] the entangiem ent takes
place regardless of tin e and space. Bell em phasized in
1987 @-]_:] that . . more Importance, In my opinion, is
the com pkte absence of the vital tim e factor in existing
experin ents.

3. HOW CAN THE ENTANGLEMENT BE
MADE IN SUPERCONDUCTOR STRUCTURES?

N iels Bohr w rote: There is no quantum world. There
is onky an abstract quantum physical description. It is
wrong to think that the task of physics is to nd out how
N ature is. Physics concems what we can say about Na—
ture [_5]_:] Butwe can say anything only on base ofreliable
experim entaldata. It ismore di cult to propose quan—
tum register on the m acroscopic level than on them icro—
scopic one since the reliable experim ental evidences of
the entanglem ent were cbserved on the m icroscopic level
for the present. O nly guide can be here the strangeness
of entanglem ent and superconductivity.



3.1. Strangenesses of Superconductivity

O ne of the strangenesses of superconductiviy is such
well known phenom enon as the persistent current exist—
ing because of the quantization of the m om entum circu-—
lation l65

I I I

dip= dl@mv+ 2eA)=m
1 1 1

div+ 2¢ = n2 ~ (1)

This quantization is the cause of the M eissner e ect
= 0 and the quantization of the m agnetic ux =
n2 ~=2e= n o In the case of the strong screening and
the velocity quantization
I
—) @)

2 ~
dlvs = — @
m 0

1
In the case of weak screening. These e ects may be
Interpreted as a m anifestation of an action which can
be at any distance. A cocording to the universally recog—
nized point of view superconducting pairs are condensed
bosons which are described by a comm on wave fiinction

(r) = j jexp (@’ ) In a whole superconductor irrespec—
tive of its sizes. The integer number n should equal
zero n = 0 if the wave function ) = Jj jexp (@@’ ) has
pot a singularity inside the 1path since p = ~r’ and

,dlr = 0 for any function ’ w ithout shhgularity. The
M eissner e ect is the astonishing corroboration of this
m athem atics.

Superconductivity is m acroscopic quantum phe-
nom enon since superconducting pairs have the same
value of the mom entum circulation n (1). The energy
di erence between ad-pcent pem itted states for single
electron Ec.h + 1) Ee ) = pr 1=2m ﬁ=2m =
@ 2~2=Pm)@n + 1) corresponds to a very low tem -
perature ©r a real length 1, Hr example 2 2~?=Pm ’
kg 001K forl’ 3 m, whereas in a superconducting
P Esp: M+ 1) Egp.ln) Ng ?~?=F2m ks T since
the num ber of pairs N5 = Vgng is very great even near
the critical tem perature T Tc Therebre the persis-
tent current in nom alm etal [66, .67] and sem Jconductor
[68 69] m esosoopic loops was observed  rst in 1990, [66]
in twenty years after rst prediction | [70] w hereas is ex—
perin ental evidence in superconductor was obtained by
M eissner and O chsenfeld as far ago as 1933. The rst
experin ental evidence of the persistent current T > Tc
{711 was cbtained in 1962 [73].

T he discreteness of the pem ited states spectrum is
higher In superconductor wih larger volume Vg since
Egp: + 1)  Esp.) / Ng=F = Vgns=F. The en—
ergy di erence between pem itted states (1) of a loop
Esp: + 1) Esp:M) / s=1 can be high even at
very long length of the circum ference 1. For exam ple
Esp: + 1) Esp: @) k60 K at 1= 10 m, the
pair density ng 168 m ° typical or T T. and
enough snall crosssection s/ 1 m 2. The them ody-
nam ic average value of the pair velocity v / N =
when Egp. (0 + 1) Esp: () kg T . W here the ther-
m odynam ic average valuie n ofthe quantum numbern is

close to an integer num ber n corresponding to the m in—
inum @ =)?, when the magnetic ux side 1
isnotcloseto n+ 0:5) (. Consequently the persistent
current w ith the density s = 2engvs / @ =) can
be cbserved at T 60 K even In very long loop wih

1= 10m ands’ 1 m?whenns 1F®m 3 along the
w hole of the loop.
The equilbriim velocity v = @2 ~=m 1) @@ =9)’

10 ° m=s, the density } = 2env; / 3 10* A=m ? and
the persistent current I, = s}, 3 10® A i this oop
at @ =) = 1=4 when the superconducting state
is closed, ie. ng = 10?® m 3 along the whole of the
Ioop. Butvg = } = I, = 0 when the density of su-
perconducting pairs ng = 0 even In very short loop seg—
ment Ly, Or examplke Leg 1 m = 1071 Thus,
there is a quantum correlation between the equilbrium
velocity Vs and the pairs density ng In di erent loop seg—
m ents separated by a m acroscopic space, for exam ple
=2 = 5 m . Superconducting pair is braked, ie. its
velociy decreases down zero, because of the pure clas-
sical electric force m dvg=dt = 2eE = 2er V, where
V) = ReegI () = Reeglpexp( t=gr1) is the potential
di erence because of a non-zero resistance Rseq > 0 at
ng = 0 iIn the segm ent Ly and I(t) 6 O during the time
of current relaxation g = L1=Rgeq. Here L is the in—
ductance of the loop 1. T he opposite change from v = 0
tovs = @2 ~=mlm = ) & 0 takes place because
of the quanUzann (1) and is not Induced by any clas—
sical force {73 T his pure nonclassical phenom enon has
experin ental corroboration.

The potential di erence average duﬁng a long tine
ReegI ) = 1 | dtReegI() /
L/ @ = o) when the oy Issw itchedbetween ng 6 0
and ng = Owih a frequency !sy = Ngy= since the per-
sistent current I, has the sam edirection at € n ( and

can be not zero V. =

€ M+ 05) 0. At gy 1= g1 the dc potential dif-
EIEHCEVCIC( =0)=V=LleNsw= =L1Ip!sw.The
quantum oscillations Vg ( = o) were observed on seg—

m ents of asym m etric superconducting loops [_74, :_7-5, :_7-§]
The dc voltage V4. 6 0 can be observed on the super—
conducting segm ent since the acceleration in the elec—
tric eld dp=dt = 2eE = 2eW~( Jpq) Is com pen—
ﬁated w ith the m om entum change from dlp = to
,dlp = 2 ~n because of the quantization (1) when the
Ilpop reverts to the closed superoonduct:ng state {77, 1791:

le= = @2 ~n 2e )Ngz= =2~@ = 0)!su
at!sw 1= Ry -

There are som e strangeness in the quantum oscilla—
tions I, ( = o) and V4. ( = o) phenom ena. The change

of the I, and V4. direction w ith the = o value, wih-
out an extemal vector factor, is experim ental evidence
of an intrinsic breach of clockw ise — anticlockw ise and
right-left sym m etries [79] The dc volrage Vg ( = o) is
observed since the vy value in superconducting loop seg—
m ent can change because of the ng change in other seg-—
ment. The essence of this non-local Interaction is not
ntelligble as well as the essence of entanglem ent. But
it is ollow from experim ent that both phenom ena are



observed when quantum particles is not local. This ab—
sence of locality, lke the m ain strangeness of entangle—
m ent, gives hope of possbility of quantum register on
base of superconductor structure.

3.2. W hy any C lassical Interaction can not provide
w ith Entanglem ent

Any classical interaction can not provide w ith entan—
glement rst of all since these phenom ena are qualita—
tively di erent. The entanglem ent takes place regard—
Jess of tim e and space w hereas any classical interaction,
even between quantum system s, can be described by lo—
cal variables. A ccording to the base idea of the quan-
tum com putation a quantum system can be considered
aspossible quantum register if its description can not re—
duced to description of itsparts. T herefore the proposals
tid, i3, 156, 51, 158, 59, 1601 to entangle superconducting
qubits with help of capaciive or lnductive interactions
can not provide a quantum register since each part (each
qubits) ofthis system can be described by localvariables
and then the system ofN qubits can be described by no
m ore than N independent variables. N o classical interac—
tion can violate the localrealisn . A nd the experin ental
resuls [_6-]_}, :_6-2:, :_é'._;] dem onstrate f1ll agreem ent w ith the
local realisn in spite of the statem ent by som e authors
on experin ental evidence for entangled states.

3.3. Chain of Superconducting Loops w ith P hase
C oherence

There is a chance to violate the local realism only if
superconductor qubits are coupled at least by Joseph-
son junction. Only in this case each superconducting
pair can, according to the uniersally recognized point
of view , be "an eared" and phase coherence can be over
whole system . This dem and restricts the possbility of
the superconductor quantum register which can be pro—
posed. It isnot clear how the Josephson qubit based on
charge degrees of freedom @-C_i, :_8-14', :_8-4fi] can be entan-—
glkd and could be in principle entangled at this restric—
tion. The quantum register on base of superconductor

ux qubits |11 57, 83,84, 86,,86] seem s m ore perspec-
tive. T he state of a chain of connected superconducting
Joops is descrlbbed by a comm on wave function like the
chain of entangled atom s or ions proposed one of the

rst as the quantum J:ngsl:er:_['ﬁ,:_W] The loop wih half
of m agnetic ux quanta is lke to an atom wih a soin.
T herefore the chain of such loopsm ay be considered as a
possble quantum register. T he Josephson jinctions and
variations ofm agnetic ux In each loop can be used for
m anipulations of state superposition of qubits and cou-
pling between they.

4. COULD BE SUPERPOSITION OF
MACROSCOPIC QUANTUM STATES?

Tt is less di cul to in plem ent the chain of entangled
superconducting loops than the chain ofentangled atom s
or ions since superconductivity is m acroscopic quantum
phenom enon. On the one hand i is obvious advantage
since the entanglem ent can be assum ed in superconduc—
tor structure w ith m acroscopic sizes. But on the other
hand there isa fiindam entalproblem : C ould the superpo—
sition of states be in m acroscopic quantum system s, such
as superconductor structure, as well as it is observed in
m icro-system s? A though enough m any authorsdeclared
on experin ental evidence for a coherent superposition of
m acroscopically distinct  ux states![87,,88] the possbil-
ity of it is not clear for the present. There is in por-
tant to understand a logical contradiction between quan—
tum m echanics and m acroscopic realisn . T he authors
of [B4]w rite: In 1980, Leggett pointed out that cryogenic
and m icrofabrication technolgies had advanced to a kevel
where m acroscopic Schrodinger cat states could possibly
e realized in am all superconducting loops that contain
Josephson tunnel junctions. But it is in portant to note
that the Schrodinger cat is that which is not possibl in
principle (certainly m acroscopic one since nobody think
to see a m icroscopic cat). T he Leggett’s papers, for ex—
ample [13]w ith the signi cant title Q uantum m echanics
versus m acroscopic realian : Is the ux there when no-
body looks?, note that the Schrodinger challenge to the
C openhagen interpretation isnot only m erely philosoph—
icalproblem but it can be tested now In experim ent. In
order to em phasize the fiindam ental nature of this prob-—
¥m and to con m thatR ichard Feynm an was right say—
Ing that nobody understands quantum physics we would
like to show that a possibility of the coherent superposi-
tion ofm acroscopic state is less obviousthan violation of
the second law of themm odynam ics.

4.1. Violation ofthe Second Law of
T herm odynam ics is M ost O rdinary and O bvious
C onsequence of Q uantum M echanics

T he contradiction with the second law is a]ready n
the well known and relisble experin ental results 66,161,
.68, .69, :72], rst of they .[72]was obtained as long ago
as 1962. T he observation of the quantum oscﬂJatJons of
the resistance R ( = o) of superconducting loop [90] is
experin ental evidence of the persistent current I, § 0,
ie. the equilbrium direct current, cbserved at non-zero
resistance R > 0 and consequently of a persistent pow er,
ie. an equilbrium dcpowerR Ig . Any dcpow er observed
under equilbrium conditions is challenge to the second
law since it isnot random in contrast, forexam ple, to the
Nyquist’s noise and therefore can be used for an useful
work [93,94].

T here is a correlation between violation of the second
lw and an intrinsic breach ofa symmetry {79, 924]. The



equilbriim power ofthe N yquist’s noise can not be used
since all elem ents of electric circuit have the sam e equi-
Ibrium frequency spectrum Wy yq = kg T ! . There is
a full sym m etry. O ne can not say w hat elem ent is power
source and what one is load at T; = T, . This symm etry
isbroken when equilbrium conditions isbroken T; > T,.
O ne can distinguish a power source and load at T; = T,
only iftheir frequency spectrum saredi erent,usinga 1
ter. But thisdi erence can be only at an intrinsic breach
ofa symm etry.

Just such Intrinsic breach of clockw ise —anticlockw ise
symmetry is observed in the persistent current phe-
nom enon [_7&5] Tt takes place because of discreteness of
pem itted state spectrum (1). Therefore the frequency
spectrum  the persistent powerRIZ 6 O at ! = 0di ers
In essence from the Nyquist’s noise spectrum Wy yq =
kg T ! = 0at! = 0 and this quantum phenom enon is
potential possibility of violation of the second law . The
actual violation of the second law can be at the breach
of right — left symm etry which is at the observation of
the quantum oscillations of the dc volage Vac ( = o)
(74,79, 76)-

T he persistent power R Ié is uctuation phenom enon
like the N yquist’s noise. It is observed In a narrow uc—
tuation region near the superconducting transition T..
Above this region at T Te, R > Obut I, = 0 and
below I, € 0 but R = 0 under equilibbrium conditions.
T he persistent current I, § 0 isobserved at R > 0 since
them al uctuations sw itch the loop between supercon-—
ducting statew ith di erent connectivity, ie. between the
resistiveR > 0 and superconductingR = 0, I, 6 0 states
and therefore the dissipation force is com pensated by the

quantum force I_72§]

4.2. Fundam entalD i erence B etween Q uantum

and Therm alF luctuations

The idea of ux (persistent current) qubit is based
on the assum ption that superposition of two eigenstates
w ith opposite velocity, vs and &, can be in supercon—
ducting loop at = [+ 05) ¢g. According to the
experin ental results the v_g value is m axin um lj@‘, :_§(_5]
whereasvg = 0 (_74,:_7-5] at = (m+ 0:5) o n the uc
tuation region near T.. Ik takes place since the pem i
ted states n =9= 05andn =4 = 0:5 have
the sam e energy and consequently the sam e probability
P(s)=P( w:vi=P @W)V+P ( ¥)( ¥)’$6 0and
Vs =P (Ws)vs + P ( %) ( %)= 0. Therefore the persis-
tent current J, ( = o) = 2engVy; equals zero not only at

=n gbutalsoat = (mn+ 05) g near T, [_74,:_7-5]

A ccording to the theory @I_i'] the lke dependence
J ( = o) can be observed at low tem perature T T.
because of quantum uctuations. But it is not clear
how the persistent current can be non—zero }, 6 0 at

€ m+ 05) g and zero }, = 0 at = (+ 05) ¢
In the case of quantum  uctuation. T he them odynam ic
averageVg = 0atT T, since the direction of the veloc—

ity changes In timn e because oftherm al uctuation. But it
is In possible in the case ofquantum  uctuation since the
change In tin e of the current dL,=dt 6 0 should induce

Faraday’s voltage ,dEr = d =dt = Ld=dt 6 0

and as consequence an interchange of energy w ith envi-
ronm ent.

4.3. Quantum M echanics VersusM acroscopic

R ealism

The pemm itted stateswith }, 6 Oor 3 6 0 can be
observed at sihgle m easurem ent at T T. when the ve—
locity vs direction can not change in time. A coording
to the C openhagen interpretation of quantum m echanics
the lIoop can be in superposition of these statesbut only
state can be observed. T his ispossble logically thanksto
the principle of the im possibility ofnoninvasive m easure—
m ent postulated by the C openhagen interpretation. W e
are saved from the nightm are to observe the persistent
currents ow at the sam e tim e in opposite directionsonly
because of this principle if the superposition is possible.
T his principle seem s adm issble on the m icroscopic level
w hen m easuring device can not be an aller than m easured
ob ct. But it becom es doubtfuil for the assum ed case of
superposition of m acroscopic quantum states [_§Z_i] We
can not assum e for the present that the Schrodinger cat
can die or revive because of our look. N evertheless som e
scientists have no doubt of the In possibility of noninva—
sive m easurability even ofm acroscopic states.

4.4. Experim entalResults Obtained Far from
Equildbrium can not be Evidence of M acroscopic
Superposition

M oreover som e authors [_8-]‘, g@‘] state on experin en—
tal evidence for coherent superposition of m acroscopi-
cally distinct  ux states and even on a detection of the
Schrodinger cat. But the results 7, 88] obtained far
from equilbrium can not bear a relation to the problem
of the im possbility of noninvasive m easurability. The
statem ents by authors @-]', 5@] are based on the follow —
Ing logic: if an e ect, lke the one observed at super-
position of m icroscopic quantum states, is observed in
a m acroscopic system then it is experin ental evidence
for superposition of m acroscopical states. But this logic
m ay be Incorrect. Resambling e ects can have di erent
causes. T he experim entalresulsobtained forthe present
can not answer on the question in the title of [_l-é]: Is the
Flux There W hen N obody Looks? A nd there is in portant
question which should be resolved logically: Can the ux
LI, be change because of a Iook? It is not clear what is
the act of the "observation" reducing the superposition
b 6 0Oand 3 6 0 to a singk state, or example at
m easurem ent of I, by m ethods used in t_9-§] or &_3-6_}]



4.5. M acroscopic Quantum Tunneling or Invisible
E xternal N oise

T he superposition of m acroscopical states can not be
w ithout of a possbility ofm acroscopic quantum tunnel-
Ing. M ost scientists have no doubt of this possibility.
M oreover a crossover observed In the tem perature de-
pendence of the escape probability out of the perm itted
state of superconducting loop is interpreted as experi-
m ental evidence for the m acroscopic quantum tunneling
(97,198, 199]. T he decrease of the escape probability w ith
tem perature decrease at high tem peratures is interpreted
as themm alactivation regim e and the stopping ofthis de—
crease at low tem perature is interpreted as consequence
of the m acroscopic quantum tunneling. But the latter
can be caused by an invisble unequilbrium noise which
has in any m easuring system . Very weak current im pulse
is needed in order to throw the superconducting state
over the energy barrier w th som e degree height. W hen
the unequilbriuim noise is weaker than equilbrium one
the escape probability decreases w ith the decrease of the
latter, ie. wih the tem perature decrease, as i is ob—
served at T > 0:%6K in {972 at T > 03K 1n 98 and at
T > 009K in [99]. The decrease stops when the equi-
Ibrium noise becom esweakerat a low tem perature than
the unequilbrium one.

In orderto be sure In any experin entalevidence forthe
m acroscopic quantum tunneling the pow er of the unequi-
lbrium noise should be detected. M ost suitable device
forthispurpose wasproposed In ELQ@] on base ofa system
of asym m etric superconductor loops connected In serdes.
T he sw tchings lnduced by equilbriuim ornonequilboriim

noise of the asym m etric loop w ith the pers:stent current
are converted in the dc voltage ﬂ74,.'75, :76 because ofthe
intrinsic breach ofthe right — left sym m etry I_7§_i . Thisdc
voltage detects jist the escape cause because ofthe noise.
Tts value and sign are the periodical function ofthem ag—
netic eldV ( =) lke the persistent current and there—
fore this dc voltage can be easy picked out. Any how

weak noise, right down to the equilbrium one, can be
detected by theV ( = ) oscillations since the dc voltage
issummed in loop system L74] and the critical current,

ie. the energy barrier, can be reduced down to zero.

5. CONCLUSIONS

A Ythough a possbility of a coherent superposition of
m acroscopically distinct  ux states is less obvious than
violation of the second law we think that the chain of
superconducting loops ism ost perspective quantum reg-—
ister since there is little chance that the technology w ill
be able in the near fiture to work on the m icroscopic
evel.
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