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The human eye can detect optical sighals containing onlywafetons. Compared to man-made detectors,
the main characteristic of these biological detectors isteation threshold. We show that this feature is not
a limiting factor for observing quantum entanglement inlBgbe experiments. In other words, entanglement
could in principle be seen ! Remarkably, quantum non-logakn be demonstrated without any further assump-
tions when the response function of the detector is closeste@function. For smoother response functions,
one needs the standard fair sampling assumption.

PACS numbers:

The human eye is an extraordinary light sensitive detectophotons, one usually checks that the response of this detect
It can easily stand a comparison to today’s best man-mad® very low intensities is linear. Indeed this is not the case
detectors. Already back in the forties, experiments onéime s for the eye, which we therefore call a non-linear detector. |
sibility of the human eye to very weak optical signals werethis paper we report a preliminary theoretical study of Bell
conductedl__[ll], leading to the conclusion that rod photgoece tests with such non-linear detectors. Our goal is to progide
tors can detect a very small number of photons, typically lesgood understanding of Bell experiments with a model of de-
than 10 during an integration time of about 300ms. To datetector that captures the main characteristic of the human ey
this prediction has been confirmed by many experimé]ns [2lnamely a detection threshold.
Though most specialists still disagree on the exact number o The presentation is organized as follows. First, we comside
photons required to trigger a neural response, it seems to lperfect thresholds (no detection below the threshold and pe
now commonly accepted that there is a threshold number dect detection above). We show that, even for a poissonian
incident photons, below which no neural signal is sent to thesource, the threshold is not a restriction for demonstgatin
brain. This assumption is supported by the good agreememuantum non-locality; in other words, Bell inequalitiesaca
between theoretical models and experimental data from bese violated (in the strict sense) with such detectors. Next w
havioral experiments. The mechanism of photon detection ismoothen the threshold, in order to make the detector more
the eye contains basically three steps: first the photon-is aliealistic. We show that, except for close to perfect thrégs)o
sorbed by the rod, which then amplifies the signal with somene must then perform post-selection, as in (photonic) Bell
very efficient chemical reactions; then some post-proogesi experiments with linear detectors, to obtain a violatioraof
(basically a thresholding) is performeB [3]; finally a ndura Bell inequality.
signal is sent to the brain. It is believed that the role o§thi  General framework. Let us consider a typical Bell test sce-
threshold is to maintain a very low dark noise, in particularnario. A source sends pairs of entangled particles (each pai
to get rid of thermal noise originating from the optical dgvi being in statep) to two distant observers, Alice and Bob,
itself E]. who perform measurements on their respective particles. In

In the context of quantum information, it is quite intrigu- this paper we will focus on the case where Alice and Bob
ing to ask wether one could perform Bell-type experiments inchoose between two different measurement settiigsA,
which standard detectors are replaced by biological datect and B;, Bs, each of these measurements giving a binary re-
The challenge could even be pushed one step further: coukllt«, 3 € {+,—}. This simple situation is well character-
one perform a Bell experiment with human eyes ? Couldzed from the point of view of non-locality: there is only one
guantum non-locality be demonstrated in this way ? ThougiBell inequality El], the famous CHSH inequalilﬂ [5], which
such an experiment would probably not lead to a better undemwe will express here in the C+E|[6] form
standing of quantum non-locality itself, it would definjtdde
faSCinatging |q y }t CH = P++(AlBl) + P++(A1B2) + P++(A231)

As mentioned above, the main difference between man- =Py (A2Bs) — Py (A1) — Py(B1) <0, (1)

made photon counters and the human eye is the deteCtiWherePJ#(A»B‘) is a shortcut fo(+ + |4, B; ), the prob-
threshold. To test wether a detector is able to detect singlgbility that a l:Jﬂ — . when Alice (Bob)l hés, performed

measurememd; (B;).

Alice Q Source Bob Perfect threshold. Now we bring the biological detector
<37 EX N— & into the picture. We start by assuming our detector has a
' ' perfect threshold alv photons; optical signals containing at
V V least N photons are always detected (note that our detector

is not photon number resolving), while signals with lessitha

FIG. 1: Bell experiments with human detectors. N photons are never detected. In other words, the response


http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.0472v1

function of our detector is simply a step function, the step o 0.2r
curring at\N photons. org (3 Mot
0.16F
First, it is clear that the number of emitted palis(during T 014
the integration time of the detector) has to be larger or kqua % 012
than the thresholdv, otherwise the detectors will never fire. S o
To gain some intuition, let us start with the simplest situa- 3 o8
tion M = N: the source emits exactly the threshold number = o4 =10
of pairs. In this case a detector clicks whenever all photons ooaf N7
take the same output of the polarizing beam splitter. Thes th 002 V100 2
probabilities entering the CH inequality are simply given b ? \
095 (b)
Pu(A;) = py (AN Poy(AiB)) = prr(AB)Y , (2) 2
-g 0.9r
s
wherep, (4, B;) = tr([A] ® B ]p) is the quantum joint g oo
probability for a single pair, and similarly for the margina 2 08 N=1
probabilityp_ (4;). 8
It should be pointed out that, though the detectors are sup- o
posed to be perfectly efficient, there are many inconclusive 07; e o e o .
events, because of the threshold. One may label these events 6/n

with a third outcome)”. Since we consider only the outcome o . . . .
"+” in the CH inequality, this third outcome can be grouped FIG. 2: Violation of the CH inequality (a) and resistance tmsg
with the outcome "-", such that our experiment still provide  (2) versus the degree of entanglement of the state, forrelifte

. o . threshold valuesV. Remarkably the inequality is violated for any
blnary_ outcomes "+ or=, 0" [EIJ. AIterngtwer, ONe May  yale of the thresholdv.
also discard inconclusive events, but we will come backito th
issue later.

: - , . ) tons. The probabilitie$12) now read
Inserting probabilitied (2) into the CH inequality, we com-

pute numerically the maximal amount of violation for pure en (M) pytpt

tangled states of two qubit®) = cos6|00) + sin §|11). The B = Z O(n) M! nyl n_! ©)
optimization is performed over the four measurement sgtin =M

The results are presented in Fid. 2 (a), for different vahfes (M) A B pZ‘;ﬁ

the thresholdV. Surprisingly, the inequality can be violated ~ ©++ = Z O(n) ©(nZ) M! H Tag!

for any N [@]. For large values ofV, this is quite aston- Y nap=m @p=+

ishing, since the probabilitie5](2) are very small; mostese \ ere the indicess., 5 represent the numbers of pairs that

do not lead to a click. Another astonishing feature, is thatis1e the outputs: on Alice’s side and3 on Bob’s side, and
for increasing values aV, the state that achieves the Iargestnﬁ =nyy +n, whilen? =n,, +n_,.

violation is less and less entangled|[11]. For now, we still consider detectors with a perfect thresh-

Next we compute the resistance to noise, defined as th@d i-e. ©(z < N) = 0 and©(z > N) = 1. Again,
maximal amount — w) of white noise that can be added to the amount of violation of the CH inequality as well as the

the state) such that the global state= w|) (1| + (1 —w 1 resistance to noise can be computed numerically. We have
still violiltgs the Bell inegquality. ap‘lt::;e (|)p'2i§ni|za'gion is) 4|9er performed optimization folV < 10 and found that the CH
formed as above. We find that the more entangled the sta
is, the more robust it is, though fa¥ > 2 the maximal viola- ) : g X
tion is never obtained for the maximally entangled state (Sethe_results_m a slightly different way: fof a f'.XEd number of
Fig.[2). So the close relation that exists, in the standasé ca em|tteo_l pairs {1 = ?)’ we C(_)mpute the violation of CH and
N = 1, between the amount of violation and the resistancéhe resistance to noise for different threshaldsThe optimal

H _ | M+1 R
to noise, does not hold here anymdre [12]. Indeed, in the pefreshold is found to bév = | == ]. Note that if we had
spective of experiments, the resistance to noise is theaele photon counting detectors, then this threshold would smpl
figure of merit ' correspond to a majority vote: if; > n_ then the result is

"+” otherwise it is "-". It should also be pointed out that-de
Now let us consider the case where the source eMits tectors with thresholV andM — N +1 are equivalent, which
N entangled pairs, and the detector is characterized by a rean be seen by inverting the outputs "+” and "-" .
sponse functio®(z), wherez is the number of incident pho- Next we consider a poissonian source. The probability of

{gequality can still be violated but that the resistancedis@
ecreases for increasing valuesidt In Fig. [3 we present
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FIG. 3: Violation of the CH inequality (inset) and the reaiste to  FIG. 4: Violation of CH (inset) and resistance to nois¢figure) ver-
noisew (figure) versus the degree of entanglement of the state, fosus the degree of entanglement of the state, for a poisseniane.
different thresholdsV. The source emits a fixed number of pairs The threshold is fixed t&v = 5, while the mean number of emitted
M = 7. The optimal thresholdN = 4, corresponds to a majority pairsy is varied.

vote (see text).

o coincidences, it is now more convenient to express the CHSH
emitting M pairs ispy; = e 55, wherep is the mean inequality in its standard form (in which only correlation
number of emitted pairs. Again we compute the probabilterms appear)
ities entering the CH inequalityPﬂ‘) = ZMpMPiM),

Pfjﬂ = ZMpMPJ(ﬁ), with Per) andef_@ defined in equa- § = |B(A1, B1) + E(A1, By) )

tions [3). Again numerical optimizations show that the CH +E(Az, B1) — E(A2, B)| < L,

inequality can be violated. Fid] 4 shows the results for a de- _ .

tector with a perfect threshold &t = 5. The largest violation where E(4;, B;) = .Zaﬁ:i afP(af|AiB;), andL is the

is obtained foru ~ 9.05 ~ 2N — 1, so basically when the local bound (fo_ras_lngle pait = 2).

threshold corresponds to a majority vote on the mean numbey We_ start again with the case’ where the source sends exacily
of pairs (V ~ MTH)- The resistance to noise has a very dif-N pairs, N pemg the detector’s threshpld. Let. us stress that
ferent dependance gn(see Fig[#). Smaller values pfare the source is S.UDPOSEd to senq multiple cop|e§ of t_he same
more robust against noise. Intuitively this can be undecsto statep, as prewousli/; For the S'”?'e} stage € |v7) (v ]),

as follows. The term withi/ — N pairs is the most robust ©n€ has thaty_(a/3|ab) = (1 —a/3a-b)/4, the measurement
against noise, as discussed previously. For small values GEtlings being represented by vectors on the Bloch sphgre (
11, more weight is given to this term (compared to terms with?)- This leads to

more pairs), thus leading to a stronger resistance to noise. L_a DN — (1+a.- D
Smooth threshold. We just showed that a threshold is not a EWN)(@,b) = (1- z q) —(1+ @ ) , (5)
limiting factor for demonstrating quantum non-localityow- (L—a-o)N+(1+a-o)N

ever the response function of real biological detectorshsu hese correlations are stronger than those of quantumgshysi

as the human eye, is not a prefect threshold but a smoo ingl ir This i fh kect
curve. Typically, for a number of photons near the threshold orasingle pair. This IS @ consequence o t N post-sefectio
: ' we performed. Inserting the correlatof$ (5) into the CHSH

the efficiency is limited. We have checked that, for smooth . ) N -
. o inequality, one gets an expression which is maximized by the

thresholds, the demonstration of quantum non-localityhe t ; . )

. . . . ._usual optimal settings, i.ed; = 0., A2 = 04, B1 = (0. +
strict sense is compromised, except if the response fUﬂCtIOU )/v2andBs, — (0. — 0,)/+/3. In this case one gets
is close to a step function. Similarly to standard photomice ~° 2=\ "% ' g
periments, where the efficiencies are too low for closing the
famous detection Ioophol [7], one must add a further assump (™) (1+1/V2)N —(1-1/V2)N
tion: the fair sampling assumption, which says that thesstat Yo T 4(1 F1/V2N + (1—1/v2)N (6)
tics obtained from the conclusive events only, fairly saespl

the gtlobal statistic. This will allow us to discard inconsie £, A > 9, Spr) exceeds the Tsirelson bourth(2) [8]: for
events. -

Post-selection.  The fair sampling assumption allows example,Sfi) = 8v2/3 ~ 3.77. In fact, $™") tends to the
one to post-select only the conclusive events, i.e. whemlgebraic limit of CHSH]im v, Sg\f) =4,
both Alice’s and Bob’s detectors fire. In this case prob- Thuswe find that the violation of CHSH for the singlet state
abilites must be renormalized such th#t(af|ij) =  increases with the threshald. However, in order to conclude
P(aB|A;iBj)/ 3, 5=+ P(aB|A;B;). Since we post-select for the presence of entanglementone has still to find thedboun




for separable states. FoF = 1 this bound is indeed equal to

the local limit of the inequality (Ihv=2). In cast’ > 2, the L@
local bound will be increased because of the post-selea®n Soprrrm e
intuition suggests. Next we compute this local bound, which 8
is indeed also a bound for any separable state of the f&rin 3_7,~L 777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 |

We proceed as follows. We perform a numerical optimiza- -
tion over any local probability distribution for two binasgt- g“f
tings on each side. This probability distribution is of tloem 35¢
of N copies of a two-output probability distribution, because 34l
of our hypothesis. The largest value $f") is obtained for aal
the following probability distributiori_L_1|3]: L@

2
3 1 0 0.05 0.1 o/ 0.‘15 0.2 0.25
pla=plij) =3 . pla#plij)=g. Hi=1lorj=1
.. 1 . 3 . FIG. 5: Violation of the CHSH inequality for different thiteslds V.
pla = Blij) = g’ pla # Blij) = g’ fi=j=2,(7) The local bound is a function @Y, gut thz resistance to noise for the

singlet state is independent &f (see text). Violations are obtained
for a source emitting exactliy pairs (solid blue lines) as well as for
3N _ 1] a poissonian source wifla= 0.1 (dotted green lines). Note also that

leading to the local bound

3N T (8) the set of pure entangled states that violate CHSH becomakesm

LW = 4{
for increasingN. The settings are optimized for all states.

One can check thﬁfﬁ) > L) for any N (see Fig[h).
Remarkably, probability distributiofi}(7) is obtained quan
tum mechanically by performing the optimal measurements

(mentioned above) on the Werner statg = w|y_ ) (v_| +

L .

(1 —w)1/4)forw = o € whenp,, ceases to violate the * Electronic addres$: nicolas.brunner@physics.unige.ch
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