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B prk, Jonsson, and Sanchez-Soto describe an interesting (gedanken-)experim ent which dem on-
strates that single photons can indeed lead to e ects which have no local realistic description. W e
study the critical valies of param eters of som e possible features of a non-perfect realisation of the
experin ent (especially photon loss, which could be looked at as the detection e ciency), that need
to be satis ed so that the experin ent can be considered as a valid test of quantum m echanics versus
local realism . Interestingly, the schem e tums out to be robust against photon loss.

PACS numbers: 03.065Ud

Not only is the Bell theoram [l] related to foundations of physics, but also to advanced (quantum ) inform ation
processing tasks. It allow s to exclude all theories based on localhidden variables experin entally. Up to date, there
have been m any realizations ofa B ell-type experin ents [Z,13,14], none ofwhich did close allthe possible loopholes. T he
m ost conspirative theory would allow nature to choose n which loophol local realisn can hide from the observers’
perogption. T herefore, ever since the pioneer attem pts of falsi cation of local realian , the resuls always left some
doubts. In early experin ents (see eg. [£]) the em itted light was not correlated directionally, because a calcium atom
cascade was used as a source. It am its the photons In random directions. In the schem e ofW ethsetal. [3], which was
a param etric dow n-conversion re nem ent of the A spect et alexperin ent [2], it was for the rst tin e possble to close
the locality loophol by changing the observables fast enough, and locating the detection stations far enough from
the source. However, the m ain problem in optical realizations of EPR tests is the detection e ciency. E xperin ents
w ith entangled atom s allow formuch higher e ciency. However, in ref. [4], where aln ost perfect detection e ciency
w as reported, the spatial separation between the atom s wasm uch to close to call the experin ent loophole free. The
schem e of [B], aswe shall see, Iowers very m uch the e ciency requirem ents in optical B elktype tests.

Forthe sake ofthe fiirther consideration, webegin w ith recalling how the tranam ission and detection e ciency enters
the discussion on the falsi cation of local realism . C lauser and Home [€] derived a Bell inequality for a follow ing
experin ental situation: two sepa observers, say Carol and D aniel, get particles from an entangled pair in a
sihglet state 3 pj_.= (3011 jlg)j)= Ep_They can, ndependently from each other, choose between two local states,
(j0i+ e x Jli)= 2 or (JOi+ e' x jli)= 2, (k = c;d) and observe detection events associated w ith one of these states.
For phases . and 4 probabilities that they would succeed are denoted asP ( ) and P ( 4), respectively, and the
pint probability asP ( ¢; 4). W ere these probabilities described by any local and realistic theory, the CH inequality
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should hold.

W e consider two kinds of im perfections of the setup, nam ely that the detectors and tranam ission channels work
wih a nite e ciency , and depolarization, transform ing the pure state j ih jinto amixture I ih 3+
@ sz =4 0 1 1), asin [B]. Taking these two e ects into account we obtain that P ( x)= =2k = c¢;d),
P(¢ a)= 2@ 1loos( . a))=4, and sim ilarly for all other choices of phases. This In plies a relation between the
critical e ciency and critical the depolarization parameter cgrir = 2=( EJC r1T + 1) (@bove the critical values of
Ioth param eters the CH inequality can be violated).

A nother possibility is to consider a C lauserf ome-Shin ony-H ol inequality [9, [10]. Each observer (random ly)
chooses one of tw o dichotom ic cbservables (C ;C ° ©rCharlie, D ;D ° orD aniel) and m easurem ent can yield one oftwo
distinct results, +1 or 1. The correlation function is de ned as a m ean of a product of the two resuls over m any
runs of the experiment, E (C;D ) = hCD i. A 1l ocal realistic theories in ply that

£CD)I+ECDY+ECD) ECDYF 2: 2)

Assum Ing the statetobe = 13 ih 3 (@ 1 ;=4 we get the correlation function asE X ;YY) = Ix v,
where X = x ¢ represents C orC%and, sinilarly, Y = y gy stands ©rD orD . Here ~, is a vector of Pauli
m atrices acting on the respective H ibert space. For detectorsw ith non-unit e ciency, we succeed to registera known
result in only a fraction 2 of all experin ental runs. O ne can assign to the "no click" event the value + 1, see [LC].
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The e cient correlation fiinction is thus E orr X ;Y ) = 2E K ;Y)+ @ ¥ . A fter putting i into [2) and some
straightforw ard algebra, one gets the sam e critical relation between 1and as In case of the CH inequality. Thus,
In an experin ent w ith two m axin ally entangled particles and two m easurem ent1§e_ttjngs a local realistic description
cannot be convincingly exclided w ithout detectors w ith the e ciency below 2=( 2+ 1) 82:18% . Eberhard gave a
proposal for a loophole free Bell experim ent [1], in which the required e ciency to violate CH inequalities can be as
low as 66,7% . This is done, however, with the help of non-m axin ally entangled states, and in fact in the lin i of
product statets. Can other possible realizations of a Bell test allow to decrease this bound?

T he schem e of [B] is a realization of the deas of Tan, W alls and C ollett [11]. O ne starts w ith a single photon w ith
a 45 polarization, what we can w rite as:
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The last equation is w ritten using a version of the Fock space form alisn in which the photon is represented by a
superposition ofthe rst polarization m ode (horizontalH ) in the single photon state and the second one (verticalV )
In the vacuum state, w th the H m ode in the vacuum state and V in the single photon state.
T he photon is sent to an input channela ofthe PBS.A reference light from a localoscillator is added through the
second input channelb. T he reference beam is coherent, originally ofa m ean photon number2j ¥ (ereafter, we take
real), and polarized at + 45 . The PBS gsolitsboth signals into two channels ¢ and d. D uring the propagation phase
shifts ! . and ! 4 are picked (! isthe frequency). At the end we have m easuring devices. T he setup is presented In
qgure 1:
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FIG .1: The schem e 0of B prk, Jonsson, and Sanchez-Soto. A single photon and the coherent beam are m ixed on a polarizing
beam -splitter PBS). Each observer is seated at one output of PBS and m akes speci ¢ m easurem ents described in the m ain
text. The m easured observables depend on a localphase . and 4. The m easuring devices are just suggested (ie., they are
som e black boxes which m easure the required observables).

Thus behind the PBS the state is j i= p%(ei! e 1; et o; et a;0 et e 0; e o; e 9;1); wih mode
ordering ¢y ; & ; dg ; dv (Br convenience and without a loss of generality we choose ! . and ! 4 to be mul-
tiples of 2 ), and the reduced state of modes of one of the outputs is x = (Jlihlj+ jO0ih0j) J ih =2,
where the rst Hibert space refers to the single photon polarization and the other{to the coherent state polar-
ization. M easuring devices depend of a local m acroscopic variable 1, and should be abl to detect ny-photon
states de ned by j+ ;jny; xi= 1+ 2k - pn_k= j0;ngi+ e' x §1;n,  1i . The probability of such an event is

P, y; )=e 201 1+ ng= 2 (@ 1)! . The probabilities that would enter the inequalities are sum s of
probabilities of such events
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In the ideal case one has

Piv (o a)=2sn”(c  a)Ps ()P4 (a): ®)

Since Iocally there is no dependence on the phage_, using the relation [@) one can show that C Jauser-H ome inequality
[[) can be violated wheneverP, ( ) > 1=1+  2).

T he authors of Ref. [0] stress that the observation of the correlations ism ore e cient for a strong coherent eld,
wih 2 >> 1. Therefre we shall discuss robustness of the setup against in perfections only ©r such els.

An imperfect transm ission [l4] with an e clency is equivalent to a perfect one w ith beam splitters, both of a
tranan ttivity , put into outputs ofPBS, but we neglect the signal re ected by them . Its action on the coherent
part of the state preserves coherences but decreases the excitation num ber by a factor of . The onephoton part is
being statistically m ixed w ith vacuum , as we trace out externalm odes of the eld. T he state becom es
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N ote that what is In portant here is only the the attenuation of the single photon Input. O n can always increase the
value of the initial am plitude of the coherent eld to com pensate the channel ine ciency. N evertheless, we shalluse
the above approach of [T)).

W e can also Introduce decoherence to our m odel. For sin plicity, we assum e that only a (strongly non{classical)
single-photon part of the state is exposed to destructive interaction w ith the environm ent, w hile the coherent part of
the state rem ains una ected. T he loss of coherence can be described by a transition:
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w ith the decoherence parameter 0 1 1. Then the globaland the reduced states becom e:
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w hat results In the follow ing probabilities:
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T he probabilities, that we have to sum up over ny, are products ofa finction of ny and an elem ent of the P oisson
distrbution, with 2 asthem ean value. T he distrbbution has the property that the variance (n, hny 1)? isequal
to the m ean value, hny i. Taking 2 much larger than 1, one gets hny i neglble against hny i# and nﬁ , and hence
the latter two m ay be taken equal. O ne can also draw sin ilar argum ents for higherm om ents being close to powers of

themean. For large we thus take hf (nx)i= f (nyxi) for any su ciently an ooth function f. In particular, we will
use the llow ing approxin ations:
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with 0 x 1. Strictly speaking, in [I3E) wedem and 2x, ratherthan 2 itselftobe large. In gure 2 we com pare
the num erical values of the sum s In ratios to their estim ated values com puted for x = 02 H igher values of x would
Increase the accuracy of the approxim ations.

Using [[3[4) wegetP, ( k) B )=@@+ )NandPy (¢ a) @ leos( e 4))( =@+ )f Wecannow
put these probabilities into the CH inequality [I) and perform obvious steps. The rst one is to d?oogse the optin al
phases for the cbservers, such that cos( . 4) cos( . 3) oos(? )+ ocos(? §)=2 2.Next,to nd
the critical valnes of land , we set the C lauser ome expression equalto zero and get
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which canbe smpiedto krrr = B 2 crir + arir)=@ 2 Exqp)-

Ifthe single photon can _dlthem easuring devicesw thout a lossofooherence (kg 17 = 1), the criticaltranam ission
eclency is crir= 1+ 2 23% 7329, whilk for perfect detectors the decoherence param eter should be higher

than pl—z . This iIndicates a great sim ilarity betw een decoherence ofa single-photon state and depolarization acting on a
tw o—qubit state [8]. C om plete decoherence of the single photon m aps a state % (JO;H g1 JV¢;01i) 00;H g hVe;09 onto
a \classically correlated" (in the Fock space) m ixture % (JO;H qih0;H gj+ jV:;01ihV.;09) rather than the m axin ally
m ixed state, but since we m ake m easurem ents in bases, which are unbiased to the eigenbasis of this m xture, these
"classical correlations" play no role in the statistics.

One can also consider the violation of the CHSH inequality [@] when the descrbbed im perfections
are taken into account. To construct the the correlation function we associate the states J+,, k1
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FIG .2: R atios betw een num erical values of left-hand sides of [[3fd) and their estin ated values as functionsof 2 orx = 02.
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wih 1. Tts easy to show that the the sates span indeed the whole Hibert space, except for the vacuum eld.
The progctions j+ ;nyx; xih+;nx; xJj+ Jt;nk; xih+;ny; xJis the dentity operator acting on the subspace of
local nyphoton states. Obviously, summed over ny the profgctions constitute the global identity operator, ex—
cept for the subspace of the vacuum . The correlation function naively obtained from respective probabilities
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can be violated if

3
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If the system preserves the perfect coherence, the cn'tjcﬁ%e ciency isfound tobe 2, = (3p 2)=@+"2) 718%.
A s before, the Inequality can be violated only if1> 1= 2.

T hese two resuls cannot be m utually consistent. The CHSH inequality can be expressed as a com bination of CH
expressions and thus it is less general. On the other hand, we have obtained that the CH inequality require ner
experim entalconditionsthan CH SH . T hus a closeranalysis ofthe problem m ust allow the CH inequality to be violated
even w ith less e cient channels.

In order to achieve this, both Charlie and D anielm ust have m ore freedom than just changing relative phases .

q In [). Let us allow them thePﬁ)]Jow ing. If they set their Iocalphase to the unprin end value, they should m onitor
successful localpro Ections onto rllk _q Jting; ]Pih+ iNx; xJ whereasonce they choose the prin ed phases the count
events are related to successfiil pro fctions onto r11k= 13 ink; pih ;ny; Y3 The new probalilities read
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FIG .3: Relation between k r 1t and the critical transm ission/detection e ciency cri1r fortwo-photon (solid line) and single—
photon (dotted line) experin ents for the CH and CHSH inequality. O nly above the curves, respectively, the violation of [I))
and [2) ispossble.

T hese probabilities, put into [I):
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yield that local realistic theordes can be exclided only if 1> %p—E . In the extrem e case of 1= 1, the Bell inequality

can be thus viclated for > 3 2p 2 1745% .Onemustbear inm ind, how ever, that the coherent beam m ust be
su cienctly strong to ensure the validity of the appoxin ation.

O ne should m ention here another proposition of this type, posed and experin entally realized by Hesan o et al.
[12]. The m ost In portant concgptualdi erence between the experin ents is that in [12] photons are not counted, but
Instead each experin entalist hopes to detect exactly one photon. In the rst order of calculus one photon from this
pair com es from the coherent beam and the other enters the setup by input A . The optim al Intensity of the local
oscillator beam is also about one photon per pulse (in front of the detectors), which in the approach from [E] is not
enough to violate the CH inequality. For such a low excitation num ber our approxin ation is not valid, and the sum
of Iocalprobabilities is far less than 1=2 (see FIG .3 In [B)).

In conclusion, the threshold forthe decoherence param eter looks sim ilar to the analogousparam eter for depolarizing
channel acting on a two—qubit singlkt state and producing a W emer state. A surprising feature of the BJSS schem e is
the critical channele ciency, see gure 2. T he inequalities are violated In the right-hand upper comer of the region
of param eters shown In the gure, above the respective curves. For the non-depolarized case, one has the e ciency
threshold which is much lower than in the standard case of the singlt state Bell experim ent. Non{classicality is
carried by one, not tw o photons. A loss ofthe photon hasan analogue in a 2-qubit picture ofadding a m onochrom atic
product adm ixture j0O01h00jto the entangled state § ih  J so that the two states are orthogonal. It is then
known by the P eresH orodekicriterion [L3]that an arbitrarily an allweight of the Bell state in the m xture preserves
entanglem ent.

T herefore there is a high incentive to perform such an experin ent for su ciently e cient detectors. H ow ever, such
an experin ent would additionally require a precise tailoring of the frequency pro Il ofboth the single photon beam
and the coherent beam . If there is a m ign atch one cannot expect high visbilities even for non{decohered singlke
photon beam .

Interestingly, unlike in case oftwo entangled photons, the CH inequality is not equivalent to the CH SH inequality.
A s the latter provides a reasonable in provem ent (71:8% rather than 82:8% ), for the form er the critical tranan ission
e ciency can be as low as172% . However, one needs com plicated m easuram ent devices. T his is the m ost challenging
aspect for a possible experin ental realization . N evertheless, the very high resistance to photon lossm akes the proposal
ofRef. [B] an attractive schem e for quantum inform ational applications.
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