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Abstract

Tem poral BellHike inequalities are derived taking into acoount the in uence
of the m easurem ent apparatus on the cbserved m agnetic ux in a r£SQU DD .
Q uantum m easurem ent theory is shown to predict violations of these nequal-
ities only when the ux states corresponding to opposite current senses are
not distinguishable. T hus r£8Q U ID s cannot help to discrin inate realisn and

quantum m echanics at the m acroscopic level.
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W hen quantum m echanics is extended to the m acroscopic world som e contradictions
w ith realisn , ie. the prejidice according to which ob fcts exist regardless of their cbserva—
tion, are evident. A desper understanding ofthis contrast has relevance both to better study
quantum phenom ena already occurring in the m acroworld, such as m acroscopic quantum
trangport of particles In super uidiy and superconductiviy, and to understand the rela—
tionships am ong quantum m echanics, m acroscopic realisn and classical physics, this last
being contained in the form er but at the sam e tim e playing a crucial roke for the existence
ofthe m easuring apparatus. It becam e evident that the relevant features under debate were
testable w ith num erical predictions and actual experin ents [[]]. For instance, spatial Bell
hequalities have been tested and the experin ental resuls agreed w ith the violation of the
inequalities predicted by quantum m echanics f]. A though the interpretation of these re—
sults is still under debate [], the attention has been shifted in recent years to test tem poral
Bell inequalities 1. In this case the crucial di erence is that a unigue system undergoes to
repeated m easuram ents at di erent tim es, unlke the case of spatial Bell nequalities w here
tw o system s are sub pcted to unigue and sin ultaneousm easurem ents. Furthem ore, the ain
of tem poral Bell inequalities, in the orighal spirit of Leggett and G arg ], was to test quan-—
tum m echanics at the m acroscopic level whenever a m acroscopic ocbservable of the system
ism onitored. T his allow s one to study the extension of quantum theory to the m acroscopic
world to solve its paradoxical contrast with the widely acoepted realistic view [[g]. Fol-
Jow ing this proposal, Tesche discussed in detail a concrete experin ental schem e based upon
use of superconducting quantum interferom eter devices (SQU D s) [{f]. The feasbility of
any experin ent ain ed at testing m acroscopic realism through tem poralB ell hequalities has
been criticized due to the rol played by the concept of non—invasive m easurem ents [§[14]. Tn
this letter we consider Bell inequalities for a m easurem ent of m agnetic ux on a r£5Q U ID
at certain set of tin es and the predictions of quantum theory including the e ect of the
previous m easurem ents in the evolution of the system . W e also consider the quantum lin —
itations dictated by the uncertainty principle to the m easuram ent of m agnetic ux in the

sam e set ofm easuram ents. The two nvestigationsare nally m erged together to estabilish if



theoretically predicted violations of tem poral B ell nequalities can actually ke observed w hen
the e ect of the m easuram ent is taken into acoount.

The system we are considering is an r£SQU ID where the magnetic ux evolves In
a bistable potential. The corresponding H am ittonian for the m agnetic ux  (in the uni

system In which h= 2m = 1, m being the e ective m ass of the systam ) is:
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where and (; > 0) are param eters associated to the superconducting circuit. The

potential corresponding to the last two tem s In {]) has the shape of a doubk well w ith
m inin a at min = (= i‘:z,separatedbyadjstanoe L 2 mim-Thee ective potential

in {l]) can be rew ritten In tem s ofthe m Inim a and the energy barrier ¥ ( ,)J= ’=4 as
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Both the distance between the two minima L and the energy barrer ¥V ( ) Jjdepend
upon the parameters and . The whole analysis is carried out in a disspationless en—
vironm ent, in which quantum ocherence can be doserved. Follow ing Leggett and G arg @]
we subdivide the values of m agnetic ux in the two regions > 0, < 0, regpectively
corresponding to clodkw ise and counterclockw ise senses for the superconducting currents.
The probability for the cbserved m agnetic ux to correspond to one de nite sense of

circulation for the current, for nstance > 0, isde ned as
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where ( ;t) is the tin edependent wavefunction of the superconducting current in the

m agnetic ux representation. It is possible to write also correlation probabilities for the
results oftwo measurem ents performed at tines t; and ty, with tiy = & § called quiescent
tin e We consider the lim it of iIn pulsive m easurem ents, having therefore a negligbl dura—
tion, situation well approxin ated in practice by fast sw itching superconducting circuits), for

nstance
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In a realisticm odel, in which the sign ofthe ux isde ned even when not m easured, we can

w rite tem poral B ell-type Inequalities such as

Pfc Pab + P ac (5)
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where di erent histories for the possible m easuram ents have been considered: the m agnetic

ux not measured at t, and m easured respectively w ith positive and negative values at 4,
and t,, ux measured wih both positive values at t, and t, and not m easured at t., ux
m easured at t, and t. wih both negative values and not measured at &, (see Fig.1). Eqg.
@) can be rew ritten in an altermnative form , which show s the dependence on the quiescent

tin es:
P (tapitee) = P P® P 0 6)

W e want to check whether quantum m echanics predicts violations ofeq. (§),ie. ifexists at
Jast a pairof quiescent tines forwhich P (t.pite) > 0.

The e ect ofthe m easuram ent process is Introduced by m eans of a non-uniary ltering
weight which selects a particular result of the m easurem ent w ith a given accuracy. In this
way the wavefunction at the end of an impulsive measurement ( ;t') is given by the
wavefunction inm ediately before them easurement ( ;t ) muliplied by a weight function
w (). The squarem odulus ofthe output wavefunction ( ;t") isthe probability of nding
the system in the state given by w () itself. Follow ing von Neum ann [[1]] we w rite such a
weight as
1 i3 i<
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where 2 , thewidth ofthe Iterofthem eter, ishereafter called instrum entalerror. O ther
choices forthe ltering weight are possible. For Instance a less discontinuous, and therefore

m ore physical, weight function is w ritten, as in fL3]:
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where 2

assum es the m eaning of a variance. Also, a Iter complm entary to (7)), which
would leave unchanged the state only if the m agnetic ux is localized around , is the
analytical counterpart of the so called nullresul m easurem ent schem e proposed n §]. In
either choices a particular outcom e is privilkeged w ith respect to the other possible ones and
this is re ected in the dynam ical evolution of the m agnetic ux. M oreover, the unitary
evolution is broken during the m easurem ent, as one expects for a selective m easurem ent in
which one get rid of all the possible altematives incom patible w ith the m easurem ent resul.
T he actualvalue of the proportionality constants in egs. () and {§) doesnotm atter, because

the only relevant quantities in the subsequent calculations are nom alized probabilities. For

Instance the quantity
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represents the probability that the observed value of the magnetic ux is , with an In—
strum ental error  , in the case of a G aussian weight fiinction such as (8)]. It is also clear
that, to distinguish the two signs ofthem agnetic ux required to have a dichotom ic varable
useful for building B ell inequalities, one has to work w ith instrum ental errors  Jss than
the distance between the two wells L. W e will consider In the follow Ing a systam w ih
xed param eters and , and therefore constant L, and variabl instrum ental ervor
This is equivalent to consider the opposite situation of a constant instrum ental error and
variables param eters of the r£8Q U ID , since the rwlative m agnitude between and L
rules the distinguishability issue In a single m easuram ent.

If m ore m easurem ents are perfom ed the back-action of the previous ones has to be
taken Into account and the distinguishability of the two signs of the m agnetic ux depends,
besides the Instrum ental error, upon the tin e intervals between consecutive m easuram ents.
Suppose that the system is nitially in a pure state described by the wavefunction ( ;0).

Let us assum e that a series of N m easuram ents at t, nT = 0;1;:::;N 1), hasbeen



perform ed with xed instrum ental error and known results £ ,g. Fially we suppose
to perform another m easurem ent at ty N T . According to the [pP), the probability for

obtalning a result y In this last m easurem ent is

1
Pr,g , (n)=P=——%k ¢ 4  (G)K% (10)

ie. i is proportionalto the squared nom of the wavefiinction after the N ® m easurem ent.

T he analytical expression of this Jast is [[3]
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where the E ;, u; are respectively the energy eigenvalues and eigenstates of the system , the
Wy ( )'sarethematrix elementsofw () between energy eigenstates (expressed through
) or ) in term s ofthe instrum entalerror ) on the latterand the ¢ i’s are the proctions
on them ofthe nitial state ( ;0). A1l the relevant quantities depend upon through
Wy () neq. 1)} Ifthe e ect of the m easurem ent is taken into account in this way an
e ective m agnetic ux uncertainty, w ith respect to the result ~, arises

Z+l
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The e ective m agnetic ux uncertainty takes into acocount, besides the instrum ental error
, the badk-action e ect of the previous m easuram ents. For stroboscopic m easuram ents
with constant resul, the e ective uncertainty e tends to reach an asym ptotic value
2° which is greater than the Instrum entalerror , due to the e ect of the back-action
ofthem eter on the m easured system , unless the system ism onitored In a regin e una ected
by the quantum noise, ie. when where is the width of the niial wavefiinction
( ;0), orin a quantum nondem olition way {L3,L4]. W e have already identi ed the quiescent
tinesT rwhich repeated m easurem ents of ux are quastquantum nondem olition ones [L3]
as the multiples of the tunneling period T = 2 h=E, E;). This is the reason why we
have chosen T as the quiescent tine for the preparatory sequence referred to in Fig. [I.

The correlation probabilities {4) have been evaluated by applying {L(), and choosing the
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param eters of the potentialin () as = 96 and = 1536 @Ways in the unit system
In which h = 1), such that L5 = 25 and thus L = 5. The choice of the Initial state

( ;0) is unessential because, after the optim al preparatory m easuram ent sequence, the
state collapses around the m easurem ent result, as discussed in @]. Now we can calculate
the quantum predictions for P usihg (3-6). In Fig. 2 a com parison between the resuls
obtained for the tem poral Bell nequality and the already-known spatial Bell inequality []
is shown to be very sin ilar n the dependence upon the relevant param eters, the quiescent
tin es for the tem poral case and the polarin eter angls for the spatial case.

An analogous dependence upon the m easuram ent tin e (expressed in units of the tunnel-
Ing period T) is shown in Fig. 3 for the e ective m agnetic ux uncertainties associated to
each of the three sequences of m easuram ent. T he optim ality is linked to themultiples of T :
thus the di erent com binations of m easurem ents are correlated to di erent ordientations of
the optin al regions in the (typ;t.) plane. For instance, in the case of sequence I ofFig. 1
(lowest plot in F ig. 3), there lie along diagonal lnes, corresponding to ty, + G muliple of
the optin alperiodiciy T .

The exclusion am ong the regions of violation to Bell inequalities and the regions of
distinguishability of the m agnetic ux is em phasized In Fig. 4 which is a synthesis of all
our discussion. Contour plots for the Bell inequality violation region, and for the regions
of distinguishability of keft and right part of the barrier for the sequences of Fig. [ll, are
sin ultaneously shown in a tpGe plot. The shaded areas indicates the pairs of quiescent
tines for which P (t ;) Is greater than zero, ie. Bell inequalities are violated. The
quasitriangular regions corresoond to the set of couples of quiescent tin es for which the

two wells are resolved even after the m easuram ents, ie. all the three e ectire uncertainties

bc ab
+ 7 + +

and 8¢ are less than L. No intersection am ong the various contours
plots exists, ie. for the sequences of m easurem ents Or which quantum m echanics gives
predictions in contrast w ith that ofa realistic theory, one cannot sin ply speak about distinct
states because the e ective uncertainty does not allow one to distinguish them . This result

has been tested with resgpect to a certain number of conditions. D i erent values of the



Instrum ental uncertainty have been chosen. Values of larger than the intra-well
sparation L do not allow to distinguish the two senses of the superconducting currents:
optin al zones of distinguishability are present only for < L=2. Furthem ore, for

> L, the violations itself disappear. The plot has been obtained for som e values of
the Instrum ental error In a range of the order of the Intra-well distance; m oreover, the state
has been prepared w ith di erent sequences of Initialm easurem ents. A 1so, both the Iering
functionals {]) and @) have been used. In allthe exam ined cases, ncluding L, the
resuls are qualitatively sim ilar to the exam ple shown in Fig. 4, aswe w ill describe in detail
In a future paper.

Our resulk, although obtained for a particular Bell inequality, should hold In general.
V lolations of tem poral B ell inequalities stem from a subtle interplay between the request for
resolving the two wells, to assign In an unam biguous way the sense of the superconducting
current of the r£8Q U ID , and the stringent dem and for not destroying the coherence of the
state during consecutive m easuram ents which is at the basis of the superposition principle.
Indeed the linearity of the quantum fom alisn pem it superpositions of m acroscopically
distinct states which origihates the di erence from the realistic behaviour. Any reasonable
quantum theory ofm easurem ent m ust introduce nonunitarity in the tin e evolution ofa re-
peatedly cbserved system , destroying the abovem entioned contradiction, as well illistrated
by Feynm an In the case of the two-slit experim ent. T herefore violations to Bell hequalities
are not observed either when no m easuram ent isperformed ( = 1 ) orwhen the mea—
surem ent istoo strong (! 0). An intem ediate regin e exists in which violation ofBell
hequalities is possbl. Unfortunately even In this ntem ediate regim e the violations are
not centered, as already rem arked In H], around tin e intervals between consecutive m ea—
suram ents equal to muliple of the tunneling period. On the other hand, as discussed in
detail n [L3], the m easurem ents are quantum nondem olition only for a periodicity equal
to the tunneling period regardless of the particular shape of the bistablk potential. W ih
dem olitive m easurem ents instead, the badck-action of the previous m easurem ents has to be

taken Into acoount (@swe have done by introducing the e ective uncertainty of £ )



ruling out the distinguishability of the two superconducting current senses. T he H eisenberg
principle, at the heart of quantum theory and based on classical considerations too, ssem s
to protect N ature from observing contradictions between it and realisn at the m acrosocopic
kvel. A s a consequence, even if in principle violations of tem poral B ellHike inequalities are
observable, they seem condem ned to ram ain unobserved. T his also requires a revision ofthe
experin ents ain ed at testing tem poral Bell nequalities proposed [§] and in preparation.

W e acknow ledge stim ulating com m unicationsw ith G € .G hirardi, findam entalnum erical
help and a critical reading of the m anuscript from C .Presilla. This work was supported by
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FIGURES

FIG.1. Scheme ofthe sinulated sequences ofm easurem ents for the calculation of the correla—
tion probabilities in E) . A fter a preparatory sequence of N = 16 m easuram ents w ith the optim al
periodicity T = 2 h=E, E) and constant results , min (Such that e hasreached is
asym ptotic value, as stated In @]), three di erent series of m easurem ents are perform ed. C ircles
indicate that a m easurem ent takes place w ith result ofm agnitude . ;n and the sign w ritten w ithin

the circle. D oubled circles Indicate the tin es at which e Iiscaloulated.

FIG.2. Violation parameter P for the tem poral (top) and spatial (oottom ) Bell nequaliy.
T he latter isthe alreadyknown analyticalresult: P ( ; )= sin 2 (5) cog? (3) cos? (%),whereas
the form er is our num erical resul. A detailed analysis show s that, besides the an aller entity of
the violations, In the rst case the regions of violations have an asym m etrical shape in the (tip; )
plane, as a consequence of the dependence am ong subsequent m easurem ents (see F ig. 4 for details).

Tt hasbeen chosen the nstrum entalerror = 2< m in -

FIG .3. E ective m agnetic ux uncertainties ke, a 8¢, versus the m easurem ent
tin es typ, and 4. for each of the three sequences of m easurem ents schem atized in Fig.1. On top of
each graph are superin posed contour plots of the optin al regions in which the two halfwells are
distinguishable, ie. the e ective uncertainty is less than the intra-well distance L. These fom

periodic parallel bands w ith di erent directions in each case.

FIG .4. Comparison between the regions of violation of the inequality @) [chaded areas] and
those n which, for allthe three sequences ofFjg., the tw o halfwells ram ain distinguishable [an all
quasttriangular zones]. The curves are evaluated for three di erent values of the instrum ental
uncertainty ( = 1;2;4 as Indicated). H eisenberg islands disappear for 4; in all the other

cases they have no Intersection w ith the Bell islands.
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