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Nonlocal interferometry with high-intensity fields

J. D. Franson
Applied Physics Laboratory, The Johns Hopkins University, Laurel, Maryland 20723
(Received 17 March 1993)

Two-photon interferometry can produce violations of Bell’s inequality that demonstrate the nonlocal
nature of such effects. It is shown here that high-intensity fields containing large numbers of photons
can violate Bell’s inequality in a similar manner. The macroscopic nature of these fields is evident from
the fact that they can produce large bursts of energy in two distant absorbers with nonlocal correlations

between the two.

PACS number(s): 42.50.Wm, 03.65.Bz

There has been considerable interest [1] recently in
possible violations of Bell’s inequality [2] for systems con-
taining NNV separated particles. One reason for the interest
in such systems is the hope that ‘“macroscopic” effects
can be obtained in the limit of large N, which may be of
relevance to the correspondence principle, for example.
However, most [3] of the proposed experiments require
that quantum-mechanical measurements be made on the
individual particles, such as a measurement of the spin of
each of N electrons. Such a situation corresponds to a
more complicated quantum system rather than a macro-
scopic phenomenon approaching the domain of classical
physics.

This paper considers nonlocal interference effects that
can occur in high-intensity electromagnetic fields con-
taining large numbers of photons [4]. These fields can
produce large bursts of energy in two distant absorbers or
detectors that are correlated in such a way as to violate
Bell’s inequality (given the usual assumption that the ob-
served events are a representative sample). No measure-
ments are required on the individual photons and the
effects can be viewed as truly macroscopic in nature as a
result.

Reid and Munro [5] have recently discussed nonlocal
effects based upon photon polarizations that are also
macroscopic in the sense that a large number of photons
are incident upon each detector. They considered a
single-frequency mode of the field, whereas here the
quantum state of interest is a coherent superposition of
many modes, which gives rise to nonlocal effects involv-
ing dynamic variables such as the time of emission of the
photons or their localization in space. As a result, the
effects considered here are observable using inter-
ferometry rather than polarization measurements. In ad-
dition, there are nonlocal correlations between the expec-
tation values of the fields themselves and not just their in-
tensities, so that the measurements could, in principle, be
made using a voltmeter.

Sanders has shown [6] that a superposition of two mac-
roscopic coherent states can produce nonlocal correla-
tions. However, the correlation coefficient decreases ex-
ponentially with increasing photon number and Bell’s in-
equality can only be violated in the limit of weak fields
[7]. This is because the measurement process must pro-
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ject the two orthogonal states that are superposed in the
initial wave function onto a common final state in order
to produce the interference responsible for the nonlocal
correlations, which is very difficult when the two states
are macroscopically different. This argument suggests
that “Schrodinger cats” in general are not likely candi-
dates for violations of Bell’s inequality.

The quantum-mechanical state of interest here is some-
what similar to the entangled photon pairs produced by
parametric down-conversion and studied in a number of
recent experiments [8]. For sufficiently low intensities,
the two-photon field can be adequately described by

[y, )=cTl0), (1)
where |0) is the vacuum state and the operator ¢’ creates
a pair of entangled photons:

c'=3 fealbl _ . 2)

k

Here, a,I creates a photon of momentum #k in beam 4,
b,jo_k creates a photon of momentum #i(k,—k) in beam

B, and f), represents the effects of a filter inserted into the
two beams. Phase-matching conditions require that the
sum of the momenta of the two down-converted photons
be equal to the momentum k of the incident pump pho-
tons. For simplicity, it will be assumed that f,=f, a
constant, for k; <k <k and zero otherwise; normaliza-
tion then gives f=1/N}’%, where N, is the number of
states between k; and ky. It will also be assumed that
the two beams are sufficiently well collimated that the
momenta of the photons in beam A can all be taken to be
in the same direction, and similarly for beam B.
The high-intensity field of interest is then given by

Tyn
1w>=y2(“—’:')~|o):yea”|o), 3)

n

where a is a complex constant and ¥ is required for nor-
malization. Unfortunately, this state cannot be produced
by parametric down-conversion using a high-intensity
pump field and the effects described below must be
viewed, at least for the time being, as a gedanken experi-
ment that illustrates the kind of nonlocal effects that can
occur at high field intensities. However, some (but not
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all) of the effects described below also occur for a state
[, ) containing precisely n pairs of entangled photons,
as discussed in the Appendix, and such states can be pro-
duced, at least in principle, using a series of down-
conversion crystals to double repeatedly the number of
photons.

Equation (3) can be written in the more useful form

tpt
“fk“kbko—k

W)=y e o) . 4)
k

The mean number of photon pairs is very high when
|| >>1. Nevertheless, it can still be assumed that the
product |af| is much less than 1, which allows the use of
certain approximations in the power-series expansion of
the exponential in Eq. (4). This condition corresponds to
an intense field with negligible probability of more than
one photon per mode (nondegenerate case) which is well
satisfied at the surface of the sun, for example. In the
limit of large N, and |af|<<1, it is straightforward to
show from Eq. (4) that

* Ny
1+22 | =yt (5)

(W) =y? N,

This gives ¥y =exp(—a*a/2) and demonstrates the con-
vergence of Egs. (3) and 4) for |af| <1. The mean num-
ber of photon pairs in the field can also be shown to be
a*a in the same limit. .

Although the form of Eq. (3) is similar to that of the
usual single-photon coherent state [9], it does not possess
the same properties as a coherent state. In particular,

[e,cT]#1, (6)
for which reason

c|¥)+#al¥) , (7)

as would be the case for a coherent state. This state does,
however, possess the useful property that

a | ¥) =afibl _|1¥) 8)
and

bk|\y>=afka,jo_kyw> ) 9)

The coincidence rate between two detectors in beams
A and B is proportional to

(I (x,t M g(x,t5))
=(E [ (x,t )Eg (x,t3)E5 (x,t5)E J(x,t4)), (10

where the detectors have been assumed to be equidistant
from the source and E* represents the positive and nega-
tive frequency components of the electric-field operators.
This expression is just the square of the norm of the state
|¢) given by
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_ 277'%(014 [(kAx—wAtA)a
= — k
kA 4 4
172
27tiw i(kpx—wgty)
X 2 = B ilkpx BlB ka
kB
afk“;bzo—k!()) 11)

Xy]Ile
k

where V is the volume of the system and v, and wjp are
the frequencies corresponding to k 4 and kp. If the filter
bandwidth is sufficiently small, the slowly varying factors
of w4 and wp can be approximated by w,/2 and taken
outside the integrals, after which the use of Eq. (9) gives

E:(x,tA )E;(x,tg )|\P>
_ E 2 ei(kAX*wAtA)ei(kaAthb)
kA kB
t
Xay (aflag i, |¥), (12)
where an irrelevant constant has been omitted. The com-
mutator [akA,akoka ]:SkA’ko_kB allows this to be
rewritten as
E (x,t )Eg (x,t3)|¥)
=af E ei[(kO*kB x —(wy—wp)t 4 ]ei(kBX_wBtB)l\l/>
kB
i(k 4 x— ) ilkgx—
+af22€l QX0 404 el BX wBtB)aZ e ag |‘I’).
0 B A
kA kH
(13)
The first term in Eq. (13) is just

afei(kOX*mOtA)Eekin(tB~tA)1\P>
kB
=2mpafe TS (1 —1)|W),  (14)

where p is the density of states and &, is a strongly
peaked function that approaches a § function for large
N,. The use of Eq. (8) allows the second term in Eq. (13)
to be written as

itk yx~o 4t ) ilkgx—opty) +
af e e AR P 2
kA kB
ik jx—w  t,) i(kpx—wpty)
:(af)lz e A A4 e B B°B

k, k

A "B

XaZOMkazoikAl\Il> . (15)

In the limit of |af|<<1, the second term is negligible
compared to the first due to the factor of (af )2, as can be
verified by explicitly comparing [10] the contributions of
the two terms to {¢|¢). In that case the state of interest
is given by
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E (x,t )EF (x,t5)|¥)

=2mpafe TS (1 —1) W) . (16)
Equation (16) shows that the probability of detecting two
photons in a sufficiently short time interval is dominated
by coincident events corresponding to correlated pairs of
photons, while the accidental events from unpaired pho-
tons are unlikely in comparison.

It is possible to derive an exact solution for E ; E5 |¥)
that is valid for any value of |af| <1 by further use of
Egs. (8) and (9) and the commutation relations. The re-
sults obtained in that case agree with those obtained here
in the limit of |af| <<1. Similar calculations can also be
done in a more straightforward manner without the use
of Eqgs. (8) and (9) for the case of a field containing pre-
cisely n pairs of entangled photons, as discussed in the
Appendix.

It follows immediately from Eq. (16) that
E{(x,t+At)Eg (x,t+A1)|W)

__ Tyt

(17)

It was noted earlier [11] that Egs. (16) and (17) are logi-
cally inconsistent for classical fields, which must satisfy
the following inequality:

(|EX()EZ(1)Eg(t+ADE ((t +A1)|)
SHESOEF(t+AER(t+AL)E 4(1))
+I(EL(t +AE(t)Eg(t)E ((t+At)) .

E (x,)Ef (x,8)|¥) .

(18)

This inequality is violated by these high-intensity fields.
McNeil and Gardiner have previously shown that high-
intensity squeezed states can violate the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality [12].

It was also noted earlier [13] that fields satisfying Egs.
(16) and (17) can violate Bell’s inequality in experiments
[8] employing two distant, identical interferometers with
J

t T
a a, _. a, _, =8 P )
kAlakAZ k() kBl k() kBZ kAl’kO kBl k
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one optical path longer than the other, giving a difference
At in propagation times. The coincidence rate R, is then
proportional to the square of the norm of the state vector

8")=[E4 (x,t5)+e "PEf (x,15+A1)]

X[E}(x,t ) e " Ef(x,e,+A0]W) ,  (19)

where ¢ 4, and ¢, are phase shifts introduced into the
longer optical paths. The norm of this state vector can be
evaluated using Egs. (16) and (17) in the same manner as
in Ref. [13], resulting in a coincidence rate R, given by

¢ 4T dptwyAt
2

2

R, =mcos , (20)

where 77 is a constant related to the detection efficiency.
This nonlocal dependence on the sum of the phases of the
two interferometers violates Bell’s inequality even though
the field intensity may be quite high.

The coincidence rate of Eq. (20) corresponds to the
same correlations between pairs of photons that have al-
ready been observed [8] for the case of weak fields. In ad-
dition, Reid and Walls [14] have previously shown that
two-photon coincidence events can violate Bell’s inequali-
ty in high-intensity light beams. The truly macroscopic
nature of the fields considered here becomes apparent
only when we consider events in which a large number of
photons are detected or absorbed at two distant locations.

First consider the probability P, that two pairs of pho-
tons will be detected, which is proportional to the square
of the norm of the state |¢,) given by

|$2) =E J(x,t 4))E § (x,t 3)E5 (x,15))E; (x,15,)|W) .

(21)

The same approach that gave the factor of akAa,IO_ ky in
Eq. (12) now gives a factor of

+8 o}
avko—kg, kqpko—kgy k gpko—kpg,

+6 . al . a +8 e al . a, +6 . a} a
kAl’kO kBl kO kBl kAZ kAZ’kO kBZ kO kBl kAl kAI’kO kBZ kO_kBl kAZ

+
—k. QA o a
avko kg Tho—kp Ok 4

where the right-hand side of the equation was obtained
directly from the commutation relations. Equation (8)
can once again be used to show that the last five terms in
the above equation can be neglected for |af| << 1, while
the remaining two terms give

{¢2>=(21Tp)2(af)2ei(koka0t"l)ei(kox_wgtAz)
X[84(t,1—151)8 4(2 4 1p)
+8 (41 —152)8 (to—2tp )W) . (23)

The probability of detecting two pairs of photons in the
same output channels of two interferometers can then be

+al 4l _, a4, a
ko—kp1“ko—kpy“k 4%k 45 0

(22)

A2

f

shown to be

¢4ty oAt
2

P,=2n*cos* =2P?, (24)

where P, is the corresponding probability of detecting a
single pair of photons in the same time interval. This re-
sult can be generalized to

¢4 +dp oAt

Py=NnNcos? 5

=NIPY (25)

where Py is the probability of detecting exactly N photon
pairs.
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The factor of N! in Eq. (25) causes Py to be much
larger than the product of the probabilities of N indepen-
dent events. The origin of the N! factor for the case of
N =2 is evident from the two & functions in Eq. (23),
which show that photon 41 can be coincident with pho-
ton B1 while A2 is coincident with B2, or A1 can be
coincident with B2 while A2 is coincident with B]1.
Constructive interference between these amplitudes
causes each photon to be strongly correlated with all the
others, despite the fact that the state of Eq. (3) appears to
be a product of uncorrelated pairs. The origin of these
correlations is thus similar in some respects to the photon
bunching that occurs for stochastic (thermal) light.

The probability that N, pairs will be detected in output
channel 1 and NV, in channel 2 of each interferometer can
be shown to be N,!N2!77N'+N2 for ®=¢,+¢,+wyAt =0.
This virtually ensures that all photons will be detected in
the same output channel for large N and ®=0, since
NIN,!'<<(N;+N,) unless N, or N, is zero.

P, initially decreases for increasing values of N but
then increases rapidly for larger values of N, since the
factor of N! will eventually become comparable to 1/P¥,
This suggests that the most likely event to occur is one in
which a large number of photons are simultaneously
detected in the same channel of both interferometers. It
must be kept in mind, however, that the expressions for
the coincidence rates given by Egs. (10) and (21), al-
though widely used [15], are valid only to lowest order in
perturbation theory and neglect the depletion of the ini-
tial state, which can produce probabilities greater than
unity if applied to sufficiently long time intervals [16].
Equation (25) diverges for the same reason in the limit of
large N. As a result, Eq. (25) is valid only for sufficiently
short time intervals and for values of N <N_,,, with
N ax chosen in such a way that all of the included Py are
sufficiently small. A more general treatment of the corre-
lated photon-counting statistics may require the use of
generating functions [17] and is beyond the intended
scope of this paper.

Events corresponding to arbitrarily large values of N
can still be observed experimentally, at least in principle,
under conditions for which Eq. (25) remains valid. A
correspondingly short time interval must be chosen for
which all the relevant probabilities are sufficiently small,
after which the observation can be repeated until such an
event occurs. No single-photon detectors are required to
observe such events, which correspond to correlated
bursts of energy that can be deposited in any absorbing
material, such as a bolometer.

It may be worth noting that the direct use of perturba-
tion theory rather than Egs. (10) and (21) would give an
additional factor of 1/N! associated with the power-series
expansion of

exp(—i [ H'(t')dt' /h) .

It is not difficult to show, however, that this 1/N! is can-
celed by the N! different orders in which the operators

ET(ri,ET(ry),...,ET(ry)

can occur, leaving only the N! associated with the pairing
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of the photon momenta, as discussed above. It is for this
reason that 1/N! does not appear in Egs. (10) or (21) or
their higher-order generalizations [15]. It is also for this
reason that the factor-of-2 enhancement in ordinary pho-
ton bunching is not canceled out by the 1/2! in the corre-
sponding power-series expansion.

Equations (24) and (25) violate Bell’s inequality [18]
provided that it is assumed that the observed events form
a representative sample. This assumption was required in
earlier experiments due to the limited detection
efficiencies of the available detectors, whereas here the
use of perturbation theory requires that the events of in-
terest occur with relatively small probabilities. In either
case, a Bell inequality can still be derived provided that
the subset of observed events is assumed to be character-
ized by a set of hidden variables that ensures that they
will be detected with a probability of unity regardless of
the settings of the adjustable experimental parameters.
To be more specific, it suffices here to assume that the to-
tal number of photons and their potential arrival times at
a set of perfect detectors are unaffected by the settings of
the phase shifters. These two conditions would automati-
cally be satisfied as a result of energy conservation and
the known speed of light, respectively, but are assump-
tions nevertheless within the context of hidden-variable
theories in general. It should also be noted that the
response time of the detectors has been taken to be negli-
gibly small and that noncoincident events are to be reject-
ed, as in the case of two-photon interferometry [11,13],
which is necessary to eliminate those events in which one
photon of a pair has taken the longer path through an in-
terferometer while the other has taken the shorter path.

The coincidence rates of Egs. (24) and (25) correspond
to a nonlocal correlation between the intensities of the
two fields in paths 4 and B. The same intensity correla-
tions can also be obtained from a state |4, ) containing a
definite number of pairs of entangled photons, as shown
in the Appendix. These intensity correlations are shown
in the Appendix to be due to a coherent superposition of
the probability amplitudes for the different momenta %k
in an expansion of the wave function of an entangled
pair, as in Eq. (2); there are a large number of initial
momentum states that can all contribute to the same final
state if both photons of a pair are annihilated at the same
time.

The state |¥) also gives rise to nonlocal correlations
between the fields themselves, as can be seen by taking
the inner product of Eq. (21) with the initial state and us-
ing Eq. (23), which gives

(WIEJ(x,t4)E J(x,t ,)Eg (x,t5))Ef (x,t5,)|¥)
=c(2mp)af ' K0T T oty Kox et so)
X[6,4(2,41—151)8 4(t 43— 1p,)
+8 4 (2,4, 152)8 4 (2 43— 15,)] , (26)

where c is an irrelevant constant. On the other hand, the
expectation value of the fields in path 4 by themselves,
obtained by tracing over the field in path B, is zero:

(Ef(x,t4))=(E;(x,t ;)EJ(x,t4,))=0. (27)
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This nonlocal correlation of the fields themselves is
dependent upon the coherence between the probability
amplitudes corresponding to different numbers of pairs in
the field and is a feature of the state |¥) but not |, ).

The correspondence principle is sometimes illustrated
by saying that we must approach the classical limit
“when the beam consists of many, many photons” [19].
The effects derived above show that that is not the case
and that Bell’s inequality can be violated by macroscopic
events that do not require the use of single-photon detec-
tors.

This work was supported by the Office of Naval
Research.

APPENDIX

The properties of a coherentlike state |¥) containing
an indefinite number of entangled pairs of photons were
derived in the text using Egs. (8) and (9). It will be shown
here that some of the same properties can be obtained
from a state |1, ) containing a definite number n of pairs
of photons:

14, ) =elcNH(0) (A1)

where € is a normalization constant. These calculations
can be done without the use of Egs. (8) and (9) and pro-
vide some additional insight into the origin of the effects

|

$)="5

psp'4,9" kyky, ook, i=1

2 apap'bqbq’ > II (fk,.aliblo—k,. )0y,
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discussed in the text.

The probability P, of detecting a single pair of coin-
cident photons is calculated in a manner very similar to
that for the familiar case of n =1 and need not be con-
sidered in detail. The first nontrivial results are obtained
for the probability P, of detecting two coincident pairs of
photons. As in the text, P, is proportional to the norm of
the state vector

'¢>:Ej(x,tAl)E:(x,tAz)E;(x,tBl)E;’(x,th)hl’n> .

(A2)

Equation (A2) corresponds to the situation in which no
beam splitters are present, but the results can be readily
generalized to the case of an interferometer, as was done
in the text. All nonessential constants and the many fac-
tors of exp(ikx —wt) will be dropped in what follows in
order to make the notation more compact; the effects of
the exp(ikx —wt) factors are essentially the same as in
the text and can be reinserted at the end of the calcula-
tion.

Inserting Eq. (2) into Eq. (A1) and multiplying out all
the terms gives

W) =e3 3 ST Galbl, - l0) . (A3
k k

ki ky n 171

The state |¢ ) is then

(A4)

where the factor of 1/¥? comes from the electric-field operators. The photon momenta associated with the field opera-
tors in path 4 have been denoted by 7ip and 7ip’, while the momenta in path B have been denoted by #g and 7ig’.
It will be useful to separate |¢) into three components depending on whether or not ¢ =k, —p, etc.:

16)= 1 Za,bi,—p 3 aybiy—pt D be,—y D ayby T S apby 33 aybpt -+ 3 TS 3 a,ba,b,
P P p p P P 4 P 9

E n
X— 3 I Uxalbl -0
Vo kg ok, i=1 i

n

EH¢2>+|¢1>+|¢0>}% b

kpky, ook, i=1

I1 (fralbi—i,)10) .

' ’

q

(AS)

The summations with primes omit the terms with ¢ =k, —p, etc., which are explicitly contained in the first two terms.
The state |¢, ), consisting of the first two terms of Eq. (A5), corresponds to the situation in which two entangled pairs of
photons were completely annihilated. The state |$,), the fourth term of Eq. (A5), corresponds to a situation in which
no pairs were completely annihilated but four pairs had one of their photons annihilated. Finally, |¢,), the third term
of Eq. (A5), corresponds to completely annihilating one pair of photons while annihilating only one photon from each
of two other pairs; there are three other terms of this type corresponding to other pairings of p and p’ with ¢ and ¢’
which are not written out in Eq. (A5) since they will all be found to be negligible.

These three states are orthogonal to each other and they contribute independently to the total coincidence rate as a
result. First, consider the contribution to P, from {¢,|¢,?, which corresponds to the purely accidental or background
coincidence rate. The orthogonality of the various final states will be found to dominate the effects obtained and the
inner product must be written out explicitly:
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2
(¢0|¢o>=%<o| >
Ry B, 5=1 T b

The carets over the p, g, and % terms in the bra vector are
a convenient way to signify that their values may in gen-
eral be different from p, ¢, and k; this is not meant to im-
ply that these quantities are operators.

The operator a, will give zero unless p =k; for some
value of i; this can happen for n different values of i and
contributes a factor of n. The same argument applies for
p’, g, and q’, giving an overall factor of n* in the limit of
large n and eliminating the sum over p, p’, ¢, and q’.

Since no pair of photons was totally annihilated in the
state |¢,), the inner product is zero unless k;=k; for
some pairing of the i and j. There are n! dxfferent ways
in which the k; and k can be matched with each other,
but this. factor also appears in the normalization constant
€? and cancels out. This leaves only the sum over each
k; and gives

2
<¢2k¢2>=2—;;~<0| b

Vg Ky J=1 b’

> a,a
p.p'

Here, a, and a, can each act on n different creation
operators but b, and b, must then act on the correspond-
ing terms, ngmg only a total of n? possible combinations
rather than the n* obtained from Eq. (A6). The factor of
2 comes from the fact that there are two terms in Eq.
(AS5) in which g and ¢’ are interchanged and this corre-
sponds to the factor of 2! in the text.

If k, and k, represent the momenta of the two pairs
that were completely annihilated, Eq. (A9) can be written
as

($2l¢h) = 2—f 23 3 M
p Ko

kg, ook

n

n? 2 +2
n n
V4fk N ™ ° .

Here, ic\p need not equal kp, and 751,, need not equal kp,,
since those pairs were annihilated and no longer appear
in the final state, and Eq. (A10) contains two more sum-
mations than does Eq. (A7). The physical meaning of
this is that there are a large number of different initial
momentum states that can all lead to the same final state
and the coherent superposition of their probability ampli-
tudes increases the coincident counting rate by a factor of

=2 (A10)

kaa; k—E)z p%p
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aTaT'b@TbaT' 2 apap bqbq
p.p9,9"
X 3 I (ralbl,i)I0) . (A6)
kpkyg, ook, i=1 " !
[
fl4 2n 2
<¢o|¢o>:7fk S (1)———fk”Nk (A7)

in the nondegenerate limit.

The factor of unity that appears in the above summa-
tions should contain a rapidly varying phase from the
exp(ikx —wt) terms that were not included in the equa-
tions. This will greatly reduce the right-hand side of Eq.
(A7) but still provides an upper bound of
4

(¢oldbo) = , (A8)
where f, =1/N}/? has been used.

The contribution from {¢,|d,) corresponds to the
complete annihilation of two entangled pairs of photons
and is given by

t otpt t
H (fkalz ko—k; E%%Ibo ﬁbk —p'

: ot
> H(fk,.akibko—ki)lo> .
Kprovrk, i=1 (A9)

P’bko -p bko —p’

ky,

—

N? compared to the accidental rate. Equation (A10) can
be rewritten as
2

(¢,l¢p,) =2 %, (A11)

7

since p=N, /V. When the factors of exp(ikx —wt) are
included, it is found that they give rise to a series of § ,
functions in the measurement times, as in the text, and
that these phase factors all cancel out for coincident mea-
surement times, leaving only Eq. (A11) in that case.

The ratio of the accidental to coincident detection
events is

(goldo?

~P0Po” _ 1
(41420 2

2
n

7

_n
Ny

—_1
P ) (A12)

In the nondegenerate limit n /N, <<1 and Eq. (A12) ex-
plicitly shows that the accidental rate is negligible in that
case. This is equivalent to the approximation af <<1
used in the text, since a={(n )!/? for the coherentlike
state ). The remaining contribution from {¢,|¢,) can
be shown to be negligible in a similar way.

Thus it can be seen that the nonlocal correlations in
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the intensities are the result of a coherent superposition
of momentum components inherent in each pair of entan-
gled photons, all of which lead to the same final state, and
this is not dependent on coherence between terms with

different values of n. The latter is, however, responsible
for the correlations between the fields themselves as seen
in Eq. (26), which is satisfied by the state |¥) of Eq. (2)
but not |4, ).

[1] P. D. Drummond, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1407 (1983); B. J.
Oliver and C. R. Stroud, Jr., J. Opt. Soc. Am. B 4, 1426
(1987); D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, A. Shimony,
and A. Zeilinger, Am. J. Phys. 58, 1131 (1990); N. D. Mer-
min, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 3373 (1990).

[2] 3. S. Bell, Physics (N.Y.) 1, 195 (1964).

[3]N. D. Mermin has shown [Phys. Rev. D 22, 356 (1980)]
that Bell’s inequality can be violated for arbitrarily large
spins. Measurements on the individual particles are still
required, however.

[4]J. D. Franson, Int. Conf. Quantum Electron. Tech. Dig.
Ser. 9, 162 (1992); in Quantum Control and Measurement,
edited by H. Ezawa and Y. Murayama (North-Holland,
Amsterdam, 1993).

[S]M. D. Reid and W. J. Munro, Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 997
(1992).

[6] B. C. Sanders, Phys. Rev. A 45, 6811 (1992).

[7] B. C. Sanders, Phys. Rev. A 46, 2966 (1992).

[8] P. G. Kwiat, W. A. Vareka, C. K. Hong, H. Nathel, and
R. Y. Chiao, Phys. Rev. A 41, 2910 (1990); 47, R2472
(1993); Z. Y. Ou, X. Y. Zou, L. J. Wang, and L. Mandel,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 321 (1990); J. Brendel, E. Mohler,
and W. Martienssen, ibid. 66, 1142 (1991); Europhys.
Lett. 20, 575 (1992); J. D. Franson, Phys. Rev. A 44, 4552
(1991); J. G. Rarity and P. R. Tapster, ibid. 45, 2052
(1992); Y. H. Shih, A. V. Sergienko, and M. H. Rubin,
ibid. 47, 1288 (1993).

[9] R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 131, 2766 (1963).

[10] For t,=tp the first term in Eq. (13) contributes

($,|¢,) =a’N,, which follows from the left-hand side of
Eq. (14) and f=1/N}"2. From Eq. (15), the contribution
of the second term, {¢,|¢,), is proportional to the matrix
elements of a;,-by,ai, by, in state |¥), which are nonzero
only if k,=kyo—k, and k;,=k,—k, or if k,=k, and
k,=k,. This leaves a sum over two independent momenta
and gives {,|$,) <2(af)*N2. The ratio of the contribu-
tions of the two terms is {$,/¢,) /{(dl¢,) <2(af)* <<1.
The cross term ,|#,) cna also be shown to be negligible.

[11]J. D. Franson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 290 (1991).

[12] K. J. McNeil and C. W. Gardiner, Phys. Rev. A 28, 1560
(1983); M. D. Reid and P. D. Drummond, Phys. Rev. Lett.
60, 2731 (1988); M. D. Reid, Phys. Rev. A 40, 913 (1989).

[13]J. D. Franson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 2205 (1989).

[14] M. D. Reid and D. F. Walls, Phys. Rev. A 34, 1260 (1986).

[15] R. Loudon, The Quantum Theory of Light (Clarendon,
Oxford, 1983).

[16] M. Rousseau, J. Phys. A 10, 1043 (1977).

[171R. J. Glauber, Quantum Optics and Electronics, Les
Houces, 1964 (Gordon and Breach, New York, 1965); B.
R. Mollow, Phys. Rev. 168, 1896 (1968).

[18] Equations (24) and (25) violate the original form of Bell’s
theorem (Ref. [2]), which shows that any local hidden-
variable theory must have a linear cusp in Py at ®=0.
The fact that the probability may not be unity allows a po-
tential “loophole” that is equivalent to that of the limited
detection efficiencies in earlier experiments.

[19] G. Baym, Lectures on Quantum Mechanics (Benjamin,
Reading, MA, 1969).



