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The quantum theory of fourth-order interference of light is presented in a general format and
compared with classical wave theory. The conditions under which nonclassical phenomena occur
are discussed. In particular, the interference between the quantum field and classical field may give
rise to a nonclassical effect. For some special states of light, the interference pattern does not disap-
pear even though one field is much stronger than the other, for which no classical analog exists.
Fourth-order effects in the interference between two independent fields are analyzed in detail. It is
pointed out that the fourth-order interference between independent fields will not disappear when
the integration time of detection is of the order of the reciprocal bandwidth of the two light fields as
long as the spectra of the two fields are symmetric around the same center frequency, and for some
correlated fields, the interference does not vanish even if the detection time is much larger than the
reciprocal bandwidth of the fields. A new type of fourth-order interference experiment involving a
beam splitter is proposed in which local realism of the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen form is violated for
quantum mechanics. This general argument is then applied to the interference between two pho-
tons generated in the parametric down-conversion process. The possibility of violations of Bell’s
inequalities in interference experiments is investigated.

I. INTRODUCTION

Interference phenomena as evidence for wavelike be-
havior of light were investigated a very long time ago.
The classical wave theory of light established at that time
successfully explained all the interference phenomena
which involve quantities of the second order in the field
amplitude. Fourth-order effects in interference were not
noticed until Hanbury Brown and Twiss discovered in-
tensity correlations.’? Quantum features of light are best
known in connection with such things as the photoelec-
tric effect,’ whereas the wavelike behavior of light in in-
terference can usually be described without quantum
theory."' However, recently there have been several dis-
cussions®~3 focusing on the nonclassical feature in in-
terference, especially in fourth-order form. These treat-
ments have generally dealt with some specific systems
such as resonance fluorescence from a single atom® and
the parametric down-conversion process,® which exhibit
strong nonclassical effects such as photon antibunching,’
sub-Poissonian statistics'®!! and squeezing.!>~'> The
two interfering fields in these treatments are both very
nonclassical. Therefore, it is not very surprising that
they behave nonclassically in fourth-order interference.
It was proved®~7 that fourth-order interference between
two classical fields with random phases has maximum rel-
ative modulation of 50%, whereas quantum fields may in-
terfere to generate a relative modulation up to 100%.
Therefore, it may be possible that fourth-order interfer-
ence between nonclassical and classical fields has a rela-
tive modulation larger than the classical limit of 50%.

Interference phenomena produced by two independent
light fields have been studied for many years.'~!° Many
of the experiments were limited to second-order interfer-
ence, which is extremely phase sensitive. Therefore, spe-
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cial techniques'®'®!” had to be used to reveal the in-
terference pattern. Fourth-order interference, however,
is not phase sensitive. It has been proved®~8 that fourth-
order interference is present for both independent and
correlated fields, even though second-order interference
may not exist. Therefore, fourth-order interference of
two independent fields may be easier to observe than
second order.

Recently, it was pointed ou that fourth-order in-
terference phenomena in quantum mechanics provide an
example of violation of local realism discussed by Ein-
stein, Podolsky, and Rosen”® (EPR) and give rise to
another quantum-mechanical paradox. A hidden-
variables theory is then needed to solve this paradox.
However, this theory was proved by Bell*! and others*>2}
to conflict with quantum mechanics in some systems in-
volving polarization correlation measurements and
several experiments?*2’ in these systems have been per-
formed to test the theory. All the experiments were of
the Bohm-type?® EPR Gedanken experiment, in which
polarization correlation measurements are performed. In
fourth-order interference experiments, position correla-
tions are measured and the variables are positions instead
of polarization angles. So it is interesting to study the
hidden-variables theory in interference experiments.

In the following sections, we first present a general
quantum theory of fourth-order interference with em-
phasis on independent fields and compare this theory
with classical wave theory. We then discuss the condi-
tions for nonclassical effects to occur. In Sec. III, a new
type of fourth-order interference experiment is given, in
which the two detectors can be put as far apart as we
wish. We then apply the theory discussed in Sec. III to
the parametric down-conversion process, in which recent
experiments?”2® showed strong evidence for fourth-order
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interference. The possibility of violations of Bell’s ine-
qualities in interference experiments is studied in Sec. V.

II. GENERAL FORMALISM

We start off by considering two light fields from two
sources. These two fields may or may not be independent
of each other, but have independent random phases so
that no second-order interference exists. We assume that
these two fields have well-defined directions of propaga-
tion with a small angle 86 between them (see Fig. 1), and
have the same polarization so that we can use a scalar
treatment. The fields are assumed to be homogeneous
and stationary. The positive frequency part of electric
field operator of each field can be written as
EV)(R,:):V%/— S lw)a(wpe’ RN
- ”01}
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FIG. 1. Fourth-order interference between two fields.

is the quantization volume, and {w,} and {w,} are the
frequency sets with bandwidths Aw, and Aw, for the two
fields, respectively. We then write for the total field in
the interference plane as

E DR D=E P(R,D)+E P(R,1) . )

In the fourth-order interference experiments, we mea-
sure the joint probability of detecting one photon at posi-
tion R at time ¢ and another at R’ at time ¢t +7. This
probability P,,(R,?,R’,t +7) is expressed in the form?’

=K(Z[E “(R,DE ' 7(R',t +7)E TRt +7)E T (R,1)]) , 3)
where K is a proportionality constant, ¥ stands for time ordering and :: for normal ordering. Substituting Eq. (2) into

Eq. (3), we can write P, as

> (

PL(R,LR,t +7)=K(I[E | (R,O+E ;7 (ROIE (R, t +7)+E (Rt +7)]

X[E (Rt +7)+E PR, +0)E V(R D+E PR, D] . 4)

We now denote (R’,7 +7) by a prime and (R, ¢) without prime. Expanding Eq. (4), we find that the unpaired terms, say
(X[E T E\"ETEVT 1) (Z[E7E (""E {*"E {*'1), etc., vanish because of the independent random phases of the

fields. Only six terms survive and Eq. (4) becomes

P,(R,t,R 1 +7)=K[(T:T,

It can be seen in Eq. (5) that the first four terms depend
weakly on R,R’, whereas the last two terms are mixed in
the two fields at R,R’; these are the interference terms.
The first two terms in Eq. (5) depend only on the relative
distance of R and R’ because of the homogeneity proper-
ty we assumed for the two fields. Since the two fields
propagate along k, and x, which are almost same, the
first two terms in Eq. (5) are functions only of the relative
distance between R and R’ along direction &, or k,. If we
furthermore assume that R,R’ are on the interference
plane that is nearly perpendicular to «, and «,, these two
terms will not depend on R,R’ and are equal to auto-
correlations for the corresponding fields and can be writ-
ten as

T +(d, Ty + (I, T
H(UESETESTE TN +(XUETESETEST) ] . (5)

2+ (I, T )

f
where A;(7) is the normalized intensity correlation for the
corresponding field and is defined as

(T (¢ +7):)
()2 B
(AT (OAT (£ +7):)
- (1)?

A;(0) is non-negative for classical fields and can approach
—1 for nonclassical fields.*® The middle two terms on
the right-hand side of Eq. (5) are the cross correlations
between the two fields at two points, and the last two
terms give rise to interference. In order to calculate these
terms, we need to know the state of the fields. However,
we can draw some general conclusions just by comparing
the terms.

It can be proved (see the Appendix) that, for classical
fields, the first two terms and the middle two terms in Eq.
(5) are both larger than the last two terms or the interfer-
ence terms, that is

A—,’(T)E

(i=1,2). (7
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R, (Rt +7):) + {1, (R, (R’ +7):)

> | (ZETRDE IRt +E (DR +0E PR, + cc. |, (8)
(X0 (ROT (Rt +7):) + (L (R, 0, (R', 1 +7):)
> [{R[ETRDE IRt +1E (PRt +1)E (RO +ce. | . 9)

<C,E:i1(

Therefore, the largest modulation of interference pattern is 50% for classical interference. For nonclassical fields, the
first inequality can be proved (see the Appendix) to be satisfied, the second one, however, is violated for some states of
fields. The fields with A,(7)=—1 (i =1 and 2), for example, will make the left-hand side of the inequality (9) zero, and
the inequality (9) is violated as long as the right-hand side of the inequality is nonzero. From these two inequalities, we
can see that one necessary condition for which nonclassical effect occurs in interference experiment is that the first two
terms in Eq. (5) or the auto-correlation terms are less than the maximum of the absolute value of the interference terms,

namely

(T (R,OT (R, 2 +7):) + (T (RO, (R, £ +7):)

< |{RLETRDE SRt +7)E (PRt +7)E (PR, D)) +c.c. |y -

(10a)

By using inequality (8), which is true for all fields including quantum fields, we change condition (10a) to

(T (RO (R, 1 47):) + AT (ROT, (R, 1 4+7):) < (T (RO, (R, £ +7):) + (T:F (R, DT, (Rt +7):)

Therefore, the modified necessary condition for nonclas-
sical effect to occur in fourth-order interference is that
the sum of the autocorrelations of the two interfering
fields is less than the sum of the cross correlations be-
tween the two fields at two locations.

It is interesting to notice that if one field, say E ]
very nonclassical so that A,(7)= —1, the inequality (10a)
will always be satisfied regardless of what kind of field the
other source emits, whenever the nonclassical field is
much stronger than the other one and the right-hand side
of this inequality is significantly different from zero.
Therefore the nonclassical effect may occur in the in-
terference between nonclassical field and classical field. If
the interference pattern exists, it will not disappear even
though (I,)>>(I,) because, when A,(r)=—1 and
(I )>><12) the cross correlation terms and the in-
terference terms in Eq. (5) will dominate and have the
same order of (T, )(T,). When both fields are very non-
classical and A;(7)=—1 for i =1 and 2, the inequality
(10a) is satisﬁed whenever the interference terms are
nonzero, and the interference pattern, if it ex1sts, will
not disappear for any ratio of (I,) and (7,) because

(I[E T (R,NE

=<E (TARDE SRt +1)E (PRt +1)E SH(R, 1)) +c.c.

(10b)

[

the first two terms in Eq. (5) vanish and the interference
terms have the same order as the cross correlation terms.
In Sec. IV, we will see such a case. This kind of
phenomenon is purely quantum mechanical and has no
classical origin, because, for classical fields, the auto-
correlation terms in Eq. (5) can never vanish and there-
fore if one field, say £ 1> is much stronger than the other
one, the first term in Eq. (5) will dominate and the in-
terference effect will be very small.

When the two fields are independent of each other, the
cross correlation terms in Eq. (5) become extremely sim-
ple and can be written as

(11

where we have used the homogeneity and stationarity
properties of the fields. The interference terms in Eq. (5)
are also easy to calculate. With the help of Eq. (1), they
reduce to

(Rt +7)E (PRt +7)E {P(R,D]) +e.c.

(r>0)

io'(x)-8R/c —7)—iw"(ky-8R/c—T)

‘V2 2 | Hagy+ 0 )M (0 +0") | 21 (w0g+0" )Ny (0 +0"" e

—itT(wy —wy,) i[(Kwy —K,w4,)8R/c]
X e 01 ()Ze 1701 2702 +C.C.

(r>0) (12)
where we have used the assumption that (@ ((0)2(0')) = (2 T(@)a())8,, ,,=n(w)8,, . because of the stationarity of
the fields, and have put 0, =wgy,+ ' and @, =wy, + " with middle frequenc1es wo;,@9; and SR=R,;—R,. It is easy to
see that, when 7 <0, the expression for interference terms is exactly same as the last equation of Eqs. (12). Therefore we
will ignore the condition 7> 0. Combining Egs. (6), (11), and (12), we obtain
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PL(RR,7)=K | (T 14+ A () ]+ (T Y [ 14+ Ay(r) ]+ 2(T, (T,

: iw'(k-8R/c —7)—iw"(ky-8R/c —71)
" [ v? 2 [Hog+olop+e”)| 2n (g + @ Iy (o +o' e !
opts

—iT(wy —wn,) i[(K 04 —K\wp,) -8R /]
01 02 e 1701 2702 +c

Xe (13)

We now integrate over the detection time T and the measured probability becomes

, _ S \2 1 T/2 S \2 _l- T/2 ~ ~
P,(R, R, T)=KT |{T,) I+ f_mdrx,(ﬂ +(1,)2 1+ T f_mdfxz(r) +2{T (1))
1 ' " ' 1oy 0’k -8R/c —T)—iw"(ky-8R/c —T)
+ a2 S | Hwg+o")(wgn+o )!znl(mm-i—w Iny(wy+o' e ! 2

o, "

1 T/2 iw' (k-8R /c —7)—iw" (K, -8R /c —7)
Xn2(a)02+w“)7 f dTe ! 2
~-T/2

—iT(wy —wny) [[(Kj0y — K00, )8R /c]
e R +c.c. ” . (14)

We can see from Eq. (14) that, if | T(wy; —wg,) | ~ 1, the interference terms may integrate to zero. So we need to make
g, and wg, close enough so that | T(wy —wg,) | << 1 and wy =0y =0, We furthermore assume that n,(wy, +«'') and
n,(wg,+ ') are symmetric around w,; and wy,. Then Eq. (14) becomes

, PO ~ s 1 712 NS
P,(R,R,T)=KT |{T,) (1) 14+ fAT/szkz(T) +2(T)(T,)

1 T/2
ot [ drn)

T/2

1
+2 cos[(k —;)-8Rwp/c] - f_T/Zdr.L](KySR/c —7)L)(ky8R/c —7) | , (15)

where we have put
L(1)=C [ do'|l(wg+0") | 210y +0')e™ (i=1,2),

which is real and non-negative when n;(w,; +o;) is symmetric around ;=0 and /(@ +wj) varies slowly, and has
width of order 1/Aw;, and is approximately equal to (I;) when Aw;7<<1. C is a scaling constant when we change
from a sum to an integral with respect to ;. If we introduce the visibility v of the interference, which is

L JI7 dr2Ly xR /e — )Ly R fe —r)

T9J_1
v= , (16)
~\2 —1“ T/2 ~\2 1 T/2 ~ ~
(T 1+ f_mdml(r) (0 14 f_mdﬂxztf) +2(F (1)
f
Eq. (15) can be further reduced to even if the phase changes almost by 27 when TAw,; ~1,
Py’ T)oc 14 cos[2m(x —x') /L] , (17) the fringes do not average to zero. However, if T is so

long that the detectors can tell which photon comes from
which source via its center frequency, then no interfer-
where L =2mc /(0,86) =156 is the fringe spacing, x and  ence occurs. That is why we need T (wg—wp) << 1. All
x' are positions of detectors along the direction of x, —«;, the properties described above are typical for fourth-
and 80 is the angle between k, and k,. By inspection of  order interference. Under the same circumstances,
Eq. (16), we see that if Aw,;(k;-8R)/c <<1, v has its larg-  second-order interference will disappear. Although v in
est value when TAw; << 1 and is finite when TAw; ~1 al-  fourth-order interference also goes to zero when T — o
though v goes to zero when T— . Therefore, the like second-order interference, the mechanism is not
fringes will not go away even if TAw;~1. P, is also same for these two cases. In second-order interference,
phase insensitive and the interference fringes do not the phase linearly increases when T— oo and therefore
disappear if the two fields have independent random  the interference fringes average to zero, whereas in
phase fluctuations. That is because fourth-order photon fourth-order interference, as T — o, the cross correlation
detection does not depend on the phases of fields. The terms go to « because of the independence of the fields
frequency is of course related to the phase of the field, so  while the interference terms stay finite. Later in Sec. V,
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we will see that, for some correlated fields, the cross
correlation terms are finite as 7 — 0, and therefore v de-
pends weakly on detection time T so that v does not van-
ishevenif T— .

We can also see in Eq. (16) that, if the two detectors
are so far away from each other that Aw;(k;-8R)/c ~1,
the visibility v will be very small. This suggests a way to
estimate how many fringes we can observe.?

In the following, we shall assume that TAw; <<1 and
Aw;(x;-8R)/c << 1 in order to achieve maximum visibili-
ty, and under these conditions A;(7) will be approximate-
ly A;(0) because | 7| <<1/Aw;, which is of the order of
the correlation time T,; of each field. Equation (16) then
becomes

. 21T,
VAL S EY (1)) FRG AL ES W) F10 ST /A
(18)

For classical fields, A;(0) > 0 and we have
21T,

classic < ~ ~ ~ ~ .

Bssieal = (1024 (1, )24 2(5, (T,

The right-hand side of this inequality reaches its
maximum value of + when (7,)=(T,). Therefore the
largest modulation of the interference pattern is 50% for
classical fields. For nonclassical fields, A,;(0) may be less
than zero and therefore v can go beyond 50% and reach
to 100% when A,(0) (i =1,2) takes its minimum value of
—1.

Let us now find the condition for v > 1. In Eq. (18), v
reaches its maximum value of

1
Uy = )
M 142,01 142,(0)]) /2

v (19)

(20)

when (T, )2[1+1,(0)]=(T, )*[14A,(0)]. Therefore, if
[1+A(0][14+A,(0)] <1, 21)

then vy, > 4 and the classical limit of v is exceeded. We
can see that when condition (21) is satisfied, conditions
(10) are also satisfied for the intensities given above. To
satisfy condition (21), it is not necessary for both interfer-
ing fields to be nonclassical. One of them may be classi-
cal.

When we examine Eq. (18), we see once again that, if
one of the fields, say E,, is very nonclassical so that
AMO)= —1, then, no matter what kind of field the other
source emits, the visibility v is nearly one as long as the
nonclassical field £, is much stronger than the other
field; when both fields are very nonclassical so that
A;(0)=—1 for i =1 and 2, v is one for any combination
of strengths of the two fields. This is obviously nonclassi-
cal behavior of light and cannot be explained by classical
wave theory. Actually, we can see from Egs. (18) or (19)
that the classical visibility v of the interference pattern
tends to zero as the ratio of intensities of the two fields
becomes either very large or very small.
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III. FOURTH-ORDER INTERFERENCE
EXPERIMENT WITH A BEAM SPLITTER

Usually we observe the interference pattern in some in-
terference plane. The observations are limited to a small
area because of the finite size of the beams and the finite
number of observable fringes. This does not cause much
difficulty for second-order interference because only one
detector is involved. However, two detectors are used in
fourth-order interference and it may be difficult to collect
the photons when the observation area is small. The
fourth-order interference phenomenon is also known> %38
to provide evidence for locality violation of quantum
mechanics. However, the detectors may have to be very
close due to the finite size of the observable area. The
possibility exists therefore that the two detection process-
es might interact with each other in such a short dis-
tance. In the following, a new type of fourth-order in-
terference experiment is described in which the two
detectors can be far apart.

Suppose now that two beams of light are incident from
different sides of a beam splitter which has transmissivity
T and reflectivity R with T+R=1. After the beam
splitter, they come together to interfere. Usually, we ob-
serve the fringes in the plane on which either R, or R, is
located (Fig. 2). Now we put two detectors in different
sides of the beam splitter, one at R; and another at R,.
Let the origin of the system on the beam splitter plane
and R}, R), k(x5 be the mirror images of R,R,,x,,x, rela-
tive to the beam splitter (Fig. 2). We further assume that
R,R; are in the interference plane that is vertical to the
directions of incoming fields (Fig. 2). The fields at R},R,
are given as follows:

EFPR,O=VTE P(R,0)+iVRE T "(R,1),
22)

E R, =VTE {F(Ry, 1) —iVRE (*"(R,,1)

where the prime means that «; is replaced by «; in Eq.
(1). Substituting Eq. (22) into Eq. (3), we get, with the
same assumption used in deriving Eq. (5),

E, field R

E, field

FIG. 2. Fourth-order interference with a beam splitter.
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PRy, 6, Rt +7) =K { TRI{TT, (R, 0T {(Ry,t +7):) + (LT 4R, 0, (Rt +7):) ]
+ T (R, O, (Ry, 1 +7):) + RUTT (R, O 1Ry, t 47):)
—TRI(IE (T (R,DE SRyt +7)E (Rt +1)E ST (R, 1)) +c.c. 1) 23)

As in Eq. (5), the first two terms are equal to autocorrelations for corresponding fields if the fields are homogeneous and

stationary, and can be expressed as
(T, (R, OT Ryt +7):) = (T 1+ A,(1)],
(T (R, DT (Ryt +7):) =T, Y [14+A,(1)] .

(24)

The middle two terms are the cross correlations between the two fields and the last terms are the interference terms. If

the two fields are also independent, these terms become
(i:fl(Rl,t)fz(Rz,t +T):>=<f1 ><f2)
(TTYR,OT Ryt +7):) = (T, )(T,)

’

’

(KLE (T(R,NDE SRyt +7)E (P (Ryt +1)E SH(R,D]) +coc.
=(E{(R,DE TRyt +1E (PRt +7)E SV (R 1)) +c.c. (1>0)

1 ’ " ’ "
=v 2 ll(w01+w )1(6002+CL) )12n|(0301+(1) )n2(002+w e
ol
Xe
1 ’ " ’ n
=37 S | Hwg +0 ) (wy+0") | 2n (0 + 0" )ny(wgp+0" e

Xe

—itlwy —wg, )e i[(k )0y — K300, Ry — (K{wg, —Ky00,) R, /¢

—itlwg, ~—w02)ei[(n'lmm—:('2(002)-111 _(KII‘UOZ_KZ“’OZ)'RZI/C

iw'[(x)-R, ‘K;~R2)/c ~r]~im”[(:('2-Rl —K,'Ry)/c—1]

+c.c. (r>0)

io'[k-(R|—R})/c —7]—ie"[Ky"(R]—R,)/c —7]

+c.c. (7>0) (26)

where we used the properties that R}, Rj,«},«) are the mirror images of R;,R,,k,k,. As before, we will ignore the con-
dition 7>0. With the assumption of | T (wy; —wg;) | << 1, the measured probability is

Plz(xl,xZ, T)=K ‘Tﬁ(fl )2

1 T/2
I+ f_T/sz}\.l(T)

+TR(T,)?

1 p112
i+ [0 drig(n)

+2A T2+ R, )(T,) —2TR cos[2m(x, —x,) /L]

1 p12
X T f_ ledT‘Ll(Kl'SRl/c —1).L,(k,8R,/c —7)

where 8R;=R;,—R) and 6R,=R|—R;, x, and x, are
the coordinates of R, and R, along directions of x}—x,
and x; —K3, respectively, and all the other quantities have
the same meaning as before.

Comparing Eq. (27) with Eq. (15), we can see that they
have the same form. If T=7R =1, Eq. (27) is exactly the
same as Eq. (15), except for a minus sign in front of the
interference term and a factor of ;. The two detector in
this case are far apart from each other and the possibility
of interaction between the two detection processes can be
ruled out if fast switching is done.?

It is not necessary for the two fields to come in from
different sides of the beam splitter. If the two fields are
superimposed before they strike the beam splitter, the
factor i in Eq. (22) will be missing but otherwise the treat-
ment is the same. The result, however, is a little different:
in Eq. (27), the minus sign in front of the interference
term is changed to a plus sign. The difference exists be-
cause reflection at the beam splitter and the special way
the observation is made introduce an extra phase shift.

] 27

IV. FOURTH-ORDER INTERFERENCE
OF CORRELATED FIELDS

We have given the treatment for independent fields.
For correlated fields, however, we need to know the de-
tailed relation between the two interfering fields so that
we can calculate the cross correlation terms and the in-
terference terms in Eq. (5) or (23). In the following, we
will apply the argument presented in Sec. III to the two
fields generated in parametric down-conversion process-
es. (For interference without beam splitter, the treatment
is similar. Also see Ref. 8.)

The process of parametric down-conversion is
known?' =3 to generate two highly correlated photons.
The two photons have a wide bandwidth Aw and the
same polarization, and travel in well-defined directions
when Aw <<w,.*® They can be described by a two-
photon state® 3¢
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|W)= 2 q)(wl,wz)exp[—i(Kl'rlwl+K2‘r2w2)/C+i(w[+w2)t]lwlyw2> ) (28)

D

where the weight function ®(w;,w,) has the form of
Pl —wy)8(20)—w,—w,) and is symmetric with respect
to w,,w, due to energy conservation and the phase
matching condition, and therefore ¥(w;—w,) is sym-
metric around o, This state represents a two-photon
packet which is peaked at r,,r, at time ¢.%%" For con-
venience, we consider the time ¢ at which photon 1 ar-
rives at the detectors, i.e., r; is on the detection plane
(Fig. 3) while photon 2 has not yet arrived at the detec-
tion plane due to a path delay. If the beam splitter is re-
moved, then, at time ¢, photon 1 is located at r, and pho-
ton 2 at r, (Fig. 3). With the beam splitter in, rj,r; are
the mirror images of r;,r,. Therefore, &r=(r]
—1,)K,=(r;—r3) k3 describes the path difference of
these two photons.

The autocorrelation of each field is zero for all 7 be-
cause there is only one photon in each field. So the first
two terms in Eq. (23) are equal to zero. We easily find
this by substituting Eq. (28) into these two terms. The
cross correlation terms and the interference terms in Eq.

f

(23) are now easy to calculate. Substituting Eq. (28) into
these terms, we obtain, after some simplification,

(TT (R, DL, (Ry,t 7)) = | flr—7)) | 2

=fHr—1y), (29)
(TTHRLOT YRt +7):) = | f(r—T7,) | 2
=fAr—1,), (30)

with
r=8r/c —[k*(R;—1,)—K, (R, —1))]/c ,
7,=—8r/c —[ky(R;—1,)—K}-(Ry,—1})] /¢,
and
f(n=C [ do' [ l@+0 ) (0g—a" e )e' T,

which is real because of the symmetric property of ¥(w’)
around o’ =0 and has a width of 6t ~ 1 /Aw; and

(I[E TR,DE SRyt +7)E (Rt +7)E S (R, 0)]) +c.c.

—iwg(K; —Ky)-(Ry —1))/c +iwg(Ky —Ky)(Ry—1})/c

=2f*(r—1)f(r—T13)e +c.c.
=2f(r—7)f(r—1,)cos[2m(x,—x,)/L], (31)

where x,;=(k;—x3):(R;—r,)/80 is the coordinate of detector 1 along the direction k,—k; and x,=(k]
—x,):(R,—r17)/80 is the coordinate of detector 2 along the direction «x}—«,, and L =2mc /(wy86). In deriving Egs.
(29), (30), and (31), we have used the properties that R},R),k},K5,1},1; are the mirror images of R|,R,,x,k,,1,1,, re-
spectively, and the origin was chosen on the BS plane. Combining Egs. (29), (30), and (31) and integrating 7 over the
detection time T, we obtain, with T=R =1 in Eq. (23),

Pulxxy T)=K { [

T/2 /2
drfUr— 2p—gy)— —x,)/L d — ~
—n Tfr—1)+ fvr/szf (r—71y)—2cos[2m(x | —x,)/ ]f_T/2 Tflr—7)f(r—1,)

=K'{1—vcos[2m(x,—x,)/L]} , (32)

where the visibility v is

2 [T arflr—r)f(r—7)

V="FT71 =172 T72 . (33)
[ darfrr—mp+ [0 drfir—m)
—T/2 —-T72
From Eq. (33), we find that whether v is close to unity de- Nonlinear
pends mainly on the difference 7,—7,=28r/c T '\edium

—2m(x, +x,)/(@eL), but not very much on the detection
time 7. So the interference does not disappear even if
T >>1/Aw. This property is peculiar to fourth-order in-
terference with correlated fields, and is not encountered
for second-order interference. For independent fields, as
T — 0, the cross correlation terms go to « whereas in-
terference terms stay finite and therefore v tends to O.
For correlated fields, however, the cross correlation
terms have the same order as the interference terms for

FIG. 3. Interference via a beam splitter in the parametric
down-conversion process and the localization of the two down-
converted photons.
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all T as long as w,;p=w,, and the path is balanced, and
they all stay finite as T— o. That is why v does not go
to zero when T— o0. We shall assume T >>1/Aw and
Eqg. (33) becomes

[ drfr—mfir—m)
f * drfir)

v is therefore proportional to the autoconvolution of
fir). If |r,—7,]| >8t~1/Aw, then v=0, and the
fringes disappear; if | 7,—7,| <<8t ~1/Aw, then v=1,
and we get the sharpest fringes. So 8¢ is the effective
width of v. By measuring v as we change &7, we should
be able to determine 8¢, which is a measure of the correla-
tion time 7T, of the two photons generated in parametric
down-conversion processes. 35 This has been confirmed
by a recent experiment?® in which 86 was chosen to be
close to zero. In that experiment, however, the visibility
v did not quite reach 1 when 7,—7,=0. This is probably
due to the finite size of the detectors, for, if the fringe
spacing is not much larger than the size of the detectors,
we expected to measure an average modulation with de-
creased visibility.”” The measurement of T, by auto-
correlation was also used by a French group.*? In their
experiment, the signal was very strong and nonlinear
spectroscopy was used to detect the signal. This general
method has been used for many years’® to measure ul-
trashort pulse length. In the interference method, on the
other hand, the signal can be very weak because photon
counting is used.

Note in Eq. (34) that, for a fixed path difference &r, if
Xx{,X, are too large, i.e., if the detectors are placed too far
from the peaks of the wave packet, then | 7,—7,| will be
larger than 8¢ and v will be close to 0. So this provides a
way of estimating the number of interference fringes.®

As we mentioned in Sec. II, if A;,(7)=—1 for i =1 and
2, the visibility v does not depend on the ratio of intensi-
ties of the two interfering fields, which is a conclusion
that has no classical analog. Here, we consider such an
example.

Suppose that one of the down-converted fields, say field
2, is reduced by a filter, so that the other field contains
some unpaired single photon states. The effect of filter
can be modeled as 3 beam splitter with transmissivity §.
It can be shown from general arguments® that the densi-
ty matrix of the system has the form

(34)

V=

p=(1-8) 3 plo)) ] ©,0,){w,0, | +&p, , (35)

@
where @(w;) is a normalized weight function,
p= | W)(W¥|, with | W) defined by Eq. (28). We can

easily calculate the intensities of the two fields, which are

(I)=(E{

=(1—§)§2 | o)) | *¢plw,)

@y

“(R,0E (P(R,,1))

+§7\l72 | Hwg+ o ) Pe') | ?, (36)
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(I,)=(E " (Ryu,0E {F(Ry,1))

T 3 o+ e 2. (37)

Therefore, the intensities of the two fields vary as §
changes. If £ <<1, then (T,)>>(I,). On substituting
Eq. (35) into Eq. (23), we 1mmedxate1y see that the first
term of Eq. (35) will not contribute to P, and the result
is the same as Eq. (32), except for the factor . So the
visibility v has nothing to do with the constant §{ which
determines the ratio of intensities of the two fields. This
property of the two highly correlated photons is due to
the characteristic of the measurement process. In the
fourth-order photon detection processes, only photon
pairs are registered as coincidence and highly correlated
photons come in pairs. Therefore the unpaired photons
will not be counted as coincidence. Here we are ignoring
accidental coincidences which can be held to a low rate.

V. HIDDEN-VARIABLES THEORY
IN INTERFERENCE EXPERIMENT

Fourth-order interference phenomena are an example
of the nonlocal behavior of quantum mechanics.>%® In
Eq. (32) with v =1, we can see that P, vanishes if
x,—x,=NL and is maximum if x,—x,=(N+J)L
where N is an integer and L is the fringe spacing. When
two highly correlated photons are generated simultane-
ously and then travel far apart, one might think that
what happens to one photon will not disturb the other as
long as there is no action-at-a-distance. This is the kind
of locality discussed by EPR.?° However, as we have just
seen, whether we can detect a photon at x; strongly de-
pends on where the other photon is detected. This
phenomenon implies that quantum mechanics violates
the locality of EPR form and a hidden-variables theory,
as EPR suggested,” is needed to restore the locality.

Hidden-variables theory has been well-studied for
Bohm-type?® EPR Gedanken experiments by Bell?! and
other workers,”22® who proved that this theory cannot
give the same results as quantum mechanics for some
cases and is violated in several experiments.’*?* Polar-
ization correlations experiments are examples of Bohn-
type EPR Gedanken experiments. In fourth-order in-
terference experiments, the quantity we consider is the
position correlation. In the following, we will follow the
procedure that Clauser et al.?*»?} used to derive Bell’s
inequalities, in order to obtain inequalities for position
variables, and we show that these inequalities are violated
by the predictions of quantum mechanics.

Consider the interference experiment with a beam spli-
tter in Figs. 2 or 3. Let p,(x,A) denote the probability
of detecting one photon at position x, in a time period T
by detector 1, given some other hidden variables A, and
py(x,,A) is a similar quantity for detector 2. The locality
property requires that the detection of one photon at x,
is independent of the detection of another photon at x,.
Thus we write the joint probability of detecting two pho-
tons as



plz(x])xZ))\)zp](xl)}\')pz(x;)_yl) . (38)

Since A are hidden variables, the measured quantities are
ensemble average over all A with some weight function
g(A), that is

pix)= [ drg(Ap,(x,A) (i=1,2)

(39)
Pulxyxy)= [ dAg(A)p,(x;,Mpy(x,,A) .
We now use the following inequalities:?*
—XY<xy—xy'+x'y+x'y'—x'Y —yX <0, (40)

in which 0<x,x"<X and O0<y,y'<Y. By putting
X=Y=1, p;(x,A)=x, p(x],A)=x", p,(x,,A)=yp, and
Da(x,5,A)=y, and p,(x,,A)=y’, multiplying g (A) and in-
tegrating over A in inequalities (40), we obtain
—1<p(x X)) —pa(x,x3)+ppp(x],x,)

+p1p(x1,x3)=p(x1)=py(x,)<0 . 41)

J
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These are Bell’s inequalities with respect to position vari-
ables.

The quantum mechamcal predictions for these quanti-
ties are given by®

pilx)=7 fT(I(xl,t))dt , (42)
Palx)=n fr<f(x2,t))dt , @3)
Plz(xl,x2)=7’2f fT<i:i(xl,tl)i(xZ,tz):)dtldtz N

(44)

where 7 is a constant which will be given later and it has
been assumed that p,(x;) (i =1,2) and p,(x,,x,) do not
change significantly in the detection areas and the two
detectors are identical. Let us consider the experimental
situation treated in Sec. IV. With the help of Egs. (23)
and (29)-(31), we have

sz(x1,x2)=(T1]2/4)[fTTd'rfz(T—TlH— fTTdez(T—TZ)—Zcos[ZTT(xI—xz)/L]fTTde(T—Tl)f(T_TZ) ,

(45)

where we have put 7T=7=1. Using Eqs. (22), (28), (42), and (43), we obtain

1
pi(x, )=P2(x2)=TIT—CV‘ S | Hwg+o" o' |2 .

(46)

As the fields propagate in well-defined directions, we can use a one-dimensional treatment and change summation to in-

tegration by using the correspondence*
1
d ’
T 2mcA f @

where A is the detection area. Hence, Eq. (46) becomes

‘\/z AL

Pi(x)=py(x;)=n T—— [ do’ | Hwo+o (') | 2
1
~n—mM8M
1 2w | (@) |
—pr—C4__ drfur),
7 llz(co f Tf4T)

where we have assumed that the bandwidth Aw of Y(w’)
is much smaller than w, In one dimensional treatment,
7 is given by*

n=agcd/ |l (w)]?, (48)

where a is the quantum efficiency of the detector. Then
Eq. (47) becomes

(%)) =pa(xy)= [1,2T I d‘rfz(’r)]/aozr/ao.
(49)

In Eq. @45), if T> | 7],
width of f (7), we obtain

| 7, |, and 8¢, which is the

[ do’ | g+ o) (wp—o i) | ?

pu(xl,xz):—g»{l—v cos[2m(x, —x,)/L]} , (50)
where I is the integral defined in Eq. (49) and v is defined
in Eq. (34). Equations (49) and (50) are the quantum-
mechanical predictions. Substituting Eq. (49) and (50)
into the right inequality of inequalities (41), we obtain,
with x,—x,=3L/8, x,—x3=L/8, xx,=5L/8,
xi—x53=3L/8,andv=1,

V24T —2I/ay,<0, (51a)

or

V241-2/ay<0. (51b)
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The inequality is violated as long as a,>0.83.

In a real experiment, it is difficult to obtain a photon
detector with quantum efficiency larger than 0.83, there-
fore this result is not practical for a test of hidden-
variables theory. In the following, by introducing two
auxiliary assumptions, we will derive another Bell’s in-
equality with respect to position correlations, which can
be tested by the set-up described in Sec. IV.

We assume that the two interfering fields in Fig. 2 have
orthogonal polarizations so that they do not ordinarily
interfere. In order to obtain interference, we place a po-
larizer in front of each detector (see Fig. 4). Let
pi(x,,6,,A) be the probability of detecting one photon at
position x, at detector 1, given the orientation angle 8, of
polarizer 1, with some other hidden parameters A needed
to describe the system completely in the hidden-variables
theory, and let p,(x,,0,,A) be the corresponding proba-
bility for detector 2. p,;(x,o,A) and p,(x,,o,A) are
similar quantities with the corresponding polarizers re-
moved. As in Egs. (38) and (39), we write the joint proba-
bility of detecting two photons at detectors 1 and 2 as

P1a(X1,%2,01,05,A)=p (x,,0,,A)p,(x,,0,,4) , (52)

according to the locality assumption, and we take the
measured quantity to be given by
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E, field

Coincidence
Counter

FIG. 4. Interference experiment for testing Bell’s inequalities
with respect to position correlations.

Pialxy,x,,60,,6,)
= [ dr g(Mp,(x),0,M)py(x,,0,,0) ,  (53)

From inequalities (40), by putting p,(x,,60,,A)=x,
P1(x1,0,,M)=x", py(x,,0,,A)=y, p,(x5,6,,A)=y’, and
P1(xy, 0,A)=X, py(x,,0,A)=Y, and with the assump-
tions (i) p;(x;,0,,A)<p;(x;,0,A) (no enhancement as-
sumption), (i) p;(x;, o0,A)=p;(x/, 0,A) (homogeneity as-
sumption), we obtain, after multiplying g(A) and in-
tegrating over A,

J
Pia(xy,Xp, 0, oo)_<_p12(x1,xz,G,,92)—p,2(x1,x§,9,,92)+p,2(x',,x2,91,02)+p12(x'1,x;,9|,02)

—P12(x1,%3,0,60;)—py(x],x3,0},0) <0, (34a)
or
—-1<S5<0, (54b)
where
S:—:[p,lz(xl,xz,el,ez)-—l’nz(x,,x'2,9],92)+p12(x'1,x2,0,,92)+p12(x'l,x’2,91,92)
—P12(X1,X3,0,0,) —py(x],%3,61,00)]1/p 13Xy, x5, 00, 00) . (54c)

Of the two assumptions above, the first one is fairly natural, but the second one needs a bit more discussion. If there
was only one field, this assumption would be reasonable, as long as x;,x; are not too far apart. When there are two
fields, they might interfere with each other to generate a modulation, but this kind of interference will not occur here
because the polarizations of the two fields are orthogonal. Therefore the second assumption is also reasonable. Here we
only consider those hidden-variables theories in which the homogeneity property (ii) is satisfied for one field; in princi-
ple p;(x;,0,A) could change rapidly with x, even for one field in some unusual hidden-variables theories. We also ex-
clude those hidden-variables theories in which g (A) depends on position x. Therefore inequalities (54) are somewhat
less general than inequalities (41). But as we will see, they are violated by the predictions of quantum mechanics and
can be tested in a real experiment like parametric down-conversion, even with detectors of small quantum efficiency.

Now let us examine the quantum-mechanical predictions. We will consider the process of parametric down-
conversion. In order to make the polarizations of two interfering fields orthogonal to each other, we need to rotate 90°
the polarization of one of the two photons, say photon 2. Then, Eq. (28) is replaced by

| W)= > Pwg,o,)e

wl,w2

—i(K 10+ Ky Tyw)) /e +ilo + o))t

|0yx,0,y) . (55)

Because of the polarizers, the E fields at R, R, are changed to
EH(R,0=VTE {}(Ry,1)cosf, +iVRE { "(R,,1)sind, ,
— — (56)
E Ry, ) =VTE {} (Ry,1)sin0, —iVRE {"(R,, 1) cosb, ,
where 60,,0, are the orientations of polarizers 1, 2, respectively. Following the same procedure as before, we obtain

P12(x1,x5,0,,0,)=K { T cos?0, sin’6, 4 R* cos’0, sin’0, + 2T Rv cosb, sinb, cosb, sind, cos[2m(x; —x,)/L]} , (57)
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where K is a constant and v is defined in Eq. (34). If we
choose 8, =7/4, 6,= —7/4 and T=R =1, we have

Pu(x,xy,m/4,m/4)= _18§_[ 1—vcos2m(x,—x,)/L]) . (58)

By using the relation p,(e0)=p,(0)+p,(0+7/2), we
easily obtain

K
p,z(xl,xz,oo,ﬂ/4)=p12(x1,x2,1r/4,oo)=j4— ,
(59)
K
plz(Xl,xz,O0,00)=_ .
2
In particular, if we choose (i) x;—x,=3L/8,

x,—x3=L/8, x|—x,=5L/8, x\—x3=3L/8; or (ii)
x,—x,=L/8, x,—x3=3L/8, x}—x,=L/8, x}—x;
=L /8, we find in Eq. (54c) that

(V2v—1)/2 for set (i)

S= —(V2v+1)/2 for set (ii) , (60
which violates the inequalities (54) as long as v >0.707.
Therefore the hidden-variables theory is in conflict with
quantum mechanics with respect to position correlation,
and the demonstration of violations does not require a
large quantum efficiency for the detector.

VI. SUMMARY

The theory of fourth-order interference has been stud-
ied in a general format. We have generally proved that,
for classical fields with independent random phases, the
visibility of the interference cannot exceed 1. The condi-
tions under which this classical limit is exceeded have
been investigated. The necessary condition is that the
sum of the autocorrelations of the two interfering fields is
less than the sum of the cross correlations between the
two fields at two points. Another nonclassical effect is

that for some states of light, the visibility of the interfer-
ence does not go to zero even though the ratio of the in-
tensities of the two interfering fields is much larger than
1, and in some special cases, the visibility does not even
depend on the ratio. It was pointed out that quantum
field and classical field may interfere to generate nonclas-
sical effects. Interference between independent fields was
studied in detail, and it was shown for this case that the
interference pattern does not go away when the detection
time T is of the order of the reciprocal bandwidth of the
fields, as long as their spectra are symmetric around the
same center frequencies. For some correlated fields, the
visibility v does not depend very much on the detection
time T and the interference pattern is present even when
T— «. A new type of fourth-order interference experi-
ment with a beam splitter was proposed, in which the two
detectors are far apart from each other and EPR-type lo-
cality is violated by quantum mechanics. The interfer-
ence of two photons generated in the parametric down-
conversion process was analyzed as an example of in-
terference between correlated fields. A method of
measuring the correlation time T, of the two down-
converted photons was described. Finally, the hidden-
variables theory was applied to two different interference
experiments, and corresponding to each experiment,
Bell’s inequalities with respect to position variables were
derived and shown to be violated by the predictions of
quantum mechanics.
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APPENDIX: PROOF OF INEQUALITIES (8) AND (9) FOR CLASSICAL FIELDS
AND INEQUALITY (8) FOR QUANTUM FIELDS

We first write each term in the inequalities in Glauber-Sudarshan P-representation
(21, (R, OT (Rt +7):) = [ d{a}P({a})ET (R,DET Ryt +7)E (Ry,t +7)E (Ry1) ,
(TLRLOL R, 1 47):) = [ d{a})P({a}))EF (R, DES (Ry,t +7)Ey(Ry,t +7)Ey(Ry,1)
(TT (R, O, (Rt 47):) = fd{a}?’({a})E?(R,,t)E;(Rz,t +7)Ey(Ry,t +7)E (Ry,1) ,
(LR, 0N (Ryt +7):) = [ d{a}P({a})EF(Ry,DE} Ryt +7)E (Ry,t +7)Ey(Ry,1)

29,41 a5 follows:

(A1)
(A2)
(A3)
(A4)

(I[E TR ,DE TRyt +7)E PRyt +1)E STAR,,D]) +c.c.

= [d{a)P({a})E}(R,DE} Ryt +7)E (Ry,t +7)E,(Rp, 1) +c.c.

(AS5)

where E ,E?, etc. in the rhs of these equations are ¢ numbers and defined by £ (¥ | {a})=E, | {a} ), E* is the com-
plex conjugate of E;. P({a}) is non-negative for classical fields.

Consider the following two inequalities:

| E\(Ry,1)E,(Ry,t +7)LE,(R,1)E (R, t +7)|?>0,
|E((R,DE} (Ryt+7)EEH(R,1)ES (Ry,t +7)| 220 .

(A6)
(A7)
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Expanding the lhs of each inequality above and multiplying by the non-negative number ?({a}) and integrating over

{a}, we immediately obtain the inequalities (8) and (9).

All the arguments above are for classical fields. For nonclassical fields, P({a}) may be negative, therefore we cannot

use the method above. Let us consider the operator

O=E{V(R,t +7)E V(R 1)EE PRyt +7)E ST (R 1),

with 7> 0. We then construct the following inequality:

(6'6)>0.

Substituting Eq. (A8) in and expanding the lhs of this inequality, we obtain

N

(E{RLDE SRyt +1)E PRyt +1)E (PR, D) +(E SR, DE TRyt +7)E TRyt +7)E SH(R 1))

+[(E T (RL,DES Ryt +7)E TRyt +7)E (R ,1)) +¢.¢.120 (730)

(A10)

which is inequality (8) for 7> 0. By interchanging (R,,t +7) and (R,,?) in Eq. (A8), and following the same procedure,
we can easily prove that inequality (8) is also true for 7 <0. Inequality (9) is violated for some nonclassical states.
Therefore, only inequality (8) is generally satisfied by nonclassical fields.

IR. Hanbury Brown and R. Q. Twiss, Nature (London) 177, 27
(1956); 178, 1046 (1956).

2U. Fano, Am. J. Phys. 29, 539 (1961).

3A. Einstein, Ann. Phys. 17, 132 (1905).

4See, for example, M. Born and E. Wolf, Principles of Optics, 6th
ed. (Pergamon, Oxford, 1980).

5L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A 28, 929 (1983).

6L. Mandel, in Open Questions in Quantum Physics, edited by G.
Tarozzi and A. Van der Merwe (Reidel, Dordrecht, 1985), p.
333.

"H. Paul, Rev. Mod. Phys. 58, 209 (1986).

8R. Ghosh, C. K. Hong, Z. Y. Ou, and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A
34, 3962 (1986).

9H. J. Kimble and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A 13, 2123 (1976); H.
J. Carmichael and D. F. Walls, J. Phys. B9, L43 (1976); H. J.
Kimble, M. Dagenais, and L.Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 39, 691
(1977); M. Dagenais and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A 18, 2217
(1978).

10, Mandel, Opt. Lett. 4, 205 (1979); R. Short and L. Mandel,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 51, 384 (1983).

11C. K. Hong and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 58 (1986).

12D, F. Walls and P. Zoller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 47, 409 (1981); M.
J. Collett, D. F. Walls and P. Zoller, Opt. Commun. 52, 145
(1984).

138, Friberg and L. Mandel, Opt. Commun. 48, 438 (1984); C.
W. Gardiner and C. M. Savage, ibid. 50, 173 (1984); M. J.
Collett and C. W. Gardiner, Phys. Rev. A 30, 1386 (1984).

14Z. Y. Ou, C. K. Hong, and L. Mandel, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 4,
1574 (1987).

IsLiang-An Wu, H. J. Kimble, J. L. Hall, and Huifa Wu, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 57, 2520 (1986).

16G. Magyar and L. Mandel, Nature 198, 255 (1963); in Quan-
tum Electronics II1, edited by N. Bloembergen and P. Grivet
(Dunod, Paris, 1964), p. 1247.

'7H. Paul, W. Brunner, and G. Richter, Ann. Phys. (Leipzig) 12,
325 (1963); 16, 93 (1965); 17, 262 (1966); W. Brunner, H. Paul,

and G. Richter, ibid. 14, 384 (1964); 15,
Richter, ibid., 36, 266 (1979).

I8R, Pfleegor and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. 159, 1084 (1967); J.
Opt. Soc. Am. 58, 946 (1968); L. Mandel, in Quamtum Op-
tics, edited by R. J. Glauber (Academic, New York, 1969), p.
176.

19W. Radloff, Ann. Phys. (Leipzig) 26, 178 (1971).

20A. Einstein, B. Podolsky, and N. Rosen, Phys. Rev. 47, 777
(1935).

213, 8. Bell, Physics (N.Y.) 1, 195 (1965).

22). F. Clauser, M. A. Horne, A. Shimony, and R. A. Holt,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 23, 880 (1969); J. F. Clauser and A. Shi-
mony, Rep. Prog. Phys. 41, 1881 (1978).

23] F. Clauser and A. Shimony, Phys. Rev. D 10, 526 (1974).

24C. A. Kocher and E. D. Commins, Phys. Rev. Lett. 18, 575
(1967); L. R. Kasday, J. D. Ullman, and C. Wu, Bull. Am.
Phys. Soc. 15, 586 (1970); S. J. Freedman and J. F. Clauser,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 28, 938 (1972); J. F. Clauser ibid. 36, 1223
(1976); E. S. Fry and R. C. Thompson, ibid. 37, 465 (1976); A.
Aspect, P. Grangier, and G. Roger, ibid. 47, 460 (1981); 49,
91 (1982).

25A. Aspect, J. Dalibard, and G. Roger, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49,
1804 (1982).

26D, Bohm, in Quantum Theory (Prentice Hall, Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey, 1951), p. 614.

27R. Ghosh and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 1903 (1987).

28C. K. Hong, Z. Y. Ou, and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59,
2044 (1987).

29R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 130, 2529; 131, 2766 (1963).

30gee, for example, R. Loudon, The Quantum Theory of Light,
2nd ed. (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1983).

3ID. C. Burnham and D. L. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 25, 84
(1970); S. Friberg, C. K. Hong, and L. Mandel, ibid., 54, 2011
(1985).

321, Abram, R. K. Raj, J. L. Oudar, and G. Dolique, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 57, 2516 (1986).

17 (1965); Th.



37 QUANTUM THEORY OF FOURTH-ORDER INTERFERENCE 1619

33T, G. Giallorenzi and C. L. Tang, Phys. Rev. 166, 225 (1968); Light Pulses, 2nd ed., edited by S. L. Shapiro (Springer, Ber-
S. Friberg, Ph.D. thesis, University of Rochester, 1986. lin, 1984), p. 83.

34B. R. Mollow, Phys. Rev. A 8, 2684 (1973). 39Z.Y. Ou, C. K. Hong, and L. Mandel, Opt. Commun. 63, 118

35C. K. Hong and L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. A 31, 2409 (1985). (1987).

36Z. Y. Ou (unpublished). 40See, for example, Ref. 14.

37L. Mandel, Phys. Rev. 144, 1071 (1966). 4E C.G. Sudarshan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10, 277 (1963).

38See, for example, E. P. Ippen and C. V. Shank, in Ultrashort



