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Abstract

A polarization correlation experiment with two maximally entangled
photons created by spontaneous parametric down-conversion is studied
in the Weyl-Wigner formalism, that reproduces the quantum predictions.
An interpretation is proposed in terms of stochastic processes assuming
that the quantum vacuum fields are real. This proves that local realism is
compatible with the violation of Bell inequalities, thus rebutting the claim
that local realism has been refuted by entangled photon experiments.
Entanglement appears as a correlation between fluctuations of a signal
field and vacuum fields.

1  The empirical refutation of Bell ‘s local real-
ism

In 2015 experiments were reported showing for the first time the loophole-free
violation of a Bell inequality[I],[2]. The result has been interpreted as the “death
by experiment for local realism”, this being the hypothesis that “the world is
made up of real stuff, existing in space and changing only through local inter-
actions ... about the most intuitive scientific postulate imaginable” [3]. This
statement, and many similar ones, emphasize both the relevance of local real-
ism for our understanding of the physical world and the fact that it has been
refuted empirically. Nevertheless it is worth studying the possibility of a loop-
hole in the empirical refutation via a new definition of locality weaker than
Bell“s. In this article I search for such a weak locality, compatible with the said
experiments[I],[2], that involved photon pairs entangled in polarization pro-
duced via spontaneous parametric down conversion. Thus I will analyze such
experiments using the Weyl-Wigner formalism of quantum optics, rather than
the more usual Hilbert-space formalism. Previously I revisit briefly the origin
and meaning of the Bell inequalities[4].

Bell defined “local hidden variables” model, later named “local realistic”, to
be any model of an experiment where the results of all measurements may be
interpreted according to the formulas
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/p()\)d)\MA (A, A), (B) = /p()\)d)\MB (\, B),
(AB) = / p (N AAM4 (A, A) M (A, B), (1)

where A € A is one or several random (“hidden”) variables, (A4), (B) and (AB)
being the expectation values of the results of measuring the observables A, B
or their product AB, respectively. Here we will consider that the observables
correspond to detection, or not, of some signals (e. g. photons) by two parties
named Alice and Bob, attaching the values 1 or 0 to these two possibilities. In
this case (A) , (B) correspond to the single and (AB) to the coincidence detection
rates respectively. The following mathematical conditions are assumed

P (V) 20,/p()\)d)\= 1, Ma(\A) € 0,1}, Mg (A, B) € {0,1}.  (2)

Eqgs.([@) corresponds to a “deterministic model” where the statistical aspects
derive from the probabilistic nature of the hidden random variables {\}. More
general models may be constructed where the whole interval [0, 1] is substituted
for {0,1} in eq.(@)) . A constraint of locality is included, namely M4 (A, A) should
be independent of the choice of the observable B, Mp (A, B) independent of A
and p (A) independent of both A and B[5]. From these conditions it is possible to
derive empirically testable (Bell) inequalities[6], [7]. The tests are most relevant
if the measurements performed by Alice and Bob are spacially separated in the
sense of relativity theory.
For experiments measuring polarization correlation of photon pairs the Clauser-

Horne inequality[6] may be written

(01) + (01) = (0101) + (0165) + (0201) — (0205) , (3)

where §; stands for the observable “detection of a photon with the Alice detector
in front of a polarizer at angle 6;”. Similarly ¢, for Bob detector. For simplicity
in this paper I will study the case of maximally entangled photons, although
in the mentioned experiments[I],[2] the photon pairs had partial entanglement,
which made the experiments easier. I will present a local model that predicts
the following single and coincidence rates by Alice and Bob

0) = (60 =5k,
0560 = FKeo (0 —0) = K [1+cos (26,2601, (4)

where K is a constant that depends on the particular experimental setup. It is
easy to check that the prediction eq.(d) violates the inequality eq.(B]) for some
choices of angles. For instance the choice
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violates the inequality eq.(3) leading to

K % % (1+\/§)K: 1.207K.

So far we have assumed ideal detectors, for real detectors the predicted single
rates (6;) and (¢;,) should be multiplied times the detection efficiencies 4 and
ng, respectively, and the coincidence rate (6;¢,) times 77,4715, whence the em-
pirical violation of the inequality eq.(3]) would require high detection efficiencies,
that is

na+np < (L+V2)nang =n>0828ifn, =ng =1.

Experiments with some non-maximal entanglement need only n > 2/3 [7], that
was the reason for using such entanglement in the actual experiments [1], [2].

In the following sections I shall shortly review the treatment within the
Weyl-Wigner formalism of the polarization correlation measurement of two max-
imally entangled photons produced via spontaneous parametric down conver-
sion (SPDC). Thus I continue a theoretical interpretation of SPDC experiments
within the WW formalism in the Heisenberg picture, that was initiated in the
nineties of the past century [8] - [18]. In many of those early studies the ap-
proach was heuristic and one of the purposes of this article is to provide a more
formal foundation. The WW formalism suggests an intuitive picture for photon
entanglement and the interpretation of SPDC experiments in terms of random
variables and stochastic processes.

2 The Weyl-Wigner formalism in quantum op-
tics

2.1 Definition

The WW formalism was developped for non-relativistic quantum mechanics,
where the basic observables involved are positions, £;, and momenta, p;, of the
particles[19], [20], [21], [22], [23], [24]. Tt may be trivially extended to quantum

optics provided we interpret Z; and p; to be the sum and the difference of

the creation, d;-, and annihilation, a;, operators of the j normal mode of the

radiation. That is
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Here % is Planck constant, c¢ the velocity of light and w; the frequency of the

normal mode. In the following I will use units 7 = ¢ = 1. For the sake of clarity

I shall represent the operators in a Hilbert space with a ‘hat’, e. g. a;, d; and
the amplitudes in the WW formalism without ‘hat’, e. g. a;,a}.



The connection with the Hilbert-space formalism is made via the Weyl trans-
form as follows. For any trace class operator M of the former we define its Weyl

transform to be a function of the field operators {dj, d;}, that is

1 7 [~ o , .
Wy = W I I / d)\j/ dyi; exp [—22)\jReaj - 2mj1maj}
j=17/—00 —00

«Tr { W exp [i; (a;+al) +in, (a5 - af)] }.

The transform is invertible that is
- 1L o [ > N e S U
M = SR H/ d)\j/ dyi; exp |:’L)\j (aj + a;») +ip; (aj - a})}
j=17—0° —o00
X H/ dReaj/ dlma; Wy, {a;, a;} exp [—2i)\;Rea; — 2iuj1maj} .
j=17—0° —o0

The transform is linear, that is if f is the transform of f and g the transform
of g, then the transform of f +gis f+g.

It is standard wisdom that the WW formalism is unable to provide any
intuitive picture of the quantum phenomena. The reason is that the Wigner
function, that represents the quantum states, is not positive definite in general
and therefore cannot be interpreted as a probability distribution (of positions
and momenta in quantum mechanics, or field amplitudes in quantum optics).
However we shall see that in quantum optics the formalism in the Heisenberg
representation, where the evolution goes in the field amplitudes, allows the
interpretation of the experiments using the Wigner function only for the vacuum
state, that is positive definite.

The use of the WW formalism in quantum optics has the following features
in comparison with the Hilbert-space formalism:

1. It is just quantum optics, therefore the predictions for experiments are
the same.

2. The calculations using the WW formalism are generally no more involved
than the corresponding ones in Hilbert space, and sometimes they are easier
because no problem of non-commutativity arises.

3. The formalism suggests a physical picture in terms of random variables
and stochastic processes. In particular the counterparts of creation and annihi-
lation operators look like random amplitudes.

Here we shall use the formalism in the Heisenberg picture, where the evolu-
tion appears in the observables. On the other hand the concept of photon does
not appear in the WW formalism.

2.2 Properties

All properties of the WW transform in particle systems may be translated to
quantum optics via eqs.(@). The transform allows getting a function of (c-
number) amplitudes for any trace-class operator ( e. g. any function of the



creation and annihilation operators of ‘photons’). In particular we may get
the (Wigner) function corresponding to any quantum state. For instance the
vacuum state, represented by the density matrix |0)(0|, is associated to the
following Wigner function

Wo =TT 2 exp (~210,f%) (6)

J

This function may be interpreted as a (positive) probability distribution. Hence
the picture that emerges is that the quantum vacuum of the electromagnetic field
(also named zeropoint field, ZPF') consists of stochastic fields with a probability
distribution independent for every mode, having a Gaussian distribution with
mean energy %hw per mode.

Similarly there are functions associated to the observables. For instance the
following Weyl transforms are obtained

b o adl o al = (ala; +a6l) o = |ay[*,

a; aj, aj < aj, 3 aza; + aja; aja; = |a;
St 1 A 1 1
aTa] = 3 (aTa] +a T) + = > (a;aj —a;a T) & gl — 3

(d; + di>n & (aj+aj)", (d} - dj)n & (a; —al)" ,n an integer. (7)

I stress that the quantities a; and a} are c-numbers and therefore they commute
with each other. The former egs.(7]) mean that in expressions linear in creation
and/or annihilation operator the Weyl transform just implies “removing the
hats”. However this is not the case in nonlinear expressions in general. In
fact from the latter two eqs.(@) plus the linearity property it follows that for a
product in the WW formalism the Hilbert space counterpart is

abay’ o (@hall)sym, (8)
where the subindex sym means writing the product with all possible orderings
and dividing for the number of terms. Hence the WW field amplitudes corre-
sponding to products of field operators may be obtained putting the operators
in symmetrical order via the commutation relations. Particular instances that
will be useful latter are the following

1 1

it a 2 N 2 N .

a;aj = |a;|” - §,aja; = ai|" + = 50 > = aj, ;2 — a3’

it ata 4

alazala; — lagl" — oI’ %4%@—H%I+wﬂ (9)
it 1 1
a;a;ajaj — |aj| 2|a3| ajaj —> |aj| —|—2|CLJ| + 7

Other properties may be easily obtained from well known results of the
standard Weyl-Wigner formalism in particle quantum mechanics. I will present
them omitting the proofs.



Ezxpectation values may be calculated in the WW formalism as follows. In
the Hilbert-space formalism they read Tr(pM), or in particular (1 | M | ),
whence the translation to the WW formalism is obtained taking into account
that the trace of the product of two operators becomes

Tr(pM) = /W,; {aj.al} Wi {ay.af } T] dReajdima.
J

That integral is the WW counterpart of the trace operation in the Hilbert-space
formalism. Particular instances are the following expectations that will be of
interest later on

<|aj|2> = /dI‘WO |a;|* = %, (afa;™) =0if n #m.
(0]afa;|0) = /dr(a;aj - %)Wo —0,
<o ’aja} 0> - /dr(|aj|2 + %)W0 —2 <|aj|2> —1, (10)
(lag") = 172, " lanl™) = {lag|") Qlal™) i j # k.

where Wy is the Wigner function of the vacuum, eq.(@]). This means that in the
WW formalism the field amplitude a; (coming from the vacuum) behaves like a
complex random variable with Gaussian distribution and mean square modulus

<|aj|2> = 1/2. 1 point out that the integral for any mode not entering in the

function M ({aj, aj }) gives unity in the integration due to the normalization of
the Wigner function eq.(@). An important consequence of eq.(I0) is that normal
(antinormal) ordering of creation and annihilation operators in the Hilbert space
formalism becomes subtraction (addition) of 1/2 in the WW formalism. The
normal ordering rule is equivalent to subtracting the vacuum contribution.

2.3 Evolution

In the Heisenberg picture of the Hilbert-space formalism the density matrix is
fixed and any observable, say M, evolves according to

%M:%MWJM)M:M@,

where H is the Hamiltonian. Translated to the WW formalism this evolution
of the observables is given by the Moyal equation with the sign changed. The
standard Moyal equation applies to the evolution of the Wigner function, that
represents a quantum state being the counterpart of the density matrix in the
Schrédinger picture of the Hilbert space formalism. Thus in the WW formalism
we have

Wy 2{sin 1 0 0 B 0 0
ot - 4 BRea;- BIma;’ 8Ima;- BRea;-’
X Wy, {a;,a;’,t}H(a;',a;”)av , (11)
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;" = aj after performing

where {}, means making a; = a} = a; and o}’ = a
the derivatives.

A simple example is the free evolution of the field amplitude of a single mode.
The Hamiltonian in the WW formalism may be trivially obtained translating

the Hamiltonian of the Hilbert-space formalism, that is

: ot a 1 ot . 1
Hppee = wja;aj = §wj(a;aj + aja;) — 5%
2 1 1
= Hpree = wj(la;|” = 5) = wj | (Req;)* + (Ima;)* = 5|,

where we have taken the first eq.(I0) into account. This leads to

d 1

7% = 5% [2(Ima;) — 2 (Rea,) 1] = —iw;a; = a; (t) = a; (0) exp (—iw;t)
(12)
Another example is the down-conversion process in a nonlinear crystal.
Avoiding a detailed study of the physics inside the crystal[25], [26] we shall
study a single mode problem with the model Hamiltonian[27]

H; = Adldz exp (—iwpt) + A*a,a; exp (iwpt) , (13)

when the laser is treated as classically prescribed, undepleted and spatially uni-
form field of frequency wp. The parameter A is proportional to the pump ampli-
tude and the nonlinear susceptibility. In the WW formalism this Hamiltonian
becomes (see egs. ()

H; = Aadla} exp (—iwpt) + A"asa; exp (iwpt),

whence taking eqs.(Id]) and ([I2)) into account we have

d

50 = —iwsas — i Aa} exp (—iwpt) , (14)
d

Eai —iw;a; — 1Aa} exp (—iwpt) .

We shall assume that the vacuum field as evolves as in eq.([I2) before entering
the crystal and then according to eqs.(I4)) inside the crystal, that is during the
time T needed to cross it. In order to get the radiation intensity to second order
in AT = C (see below section 2.4) we must solve these two coupled equations
also to second order. After some algebra this leads to

as(t) <1 + % |O|2) as(0) exp (—iwst) — iCa; (0) exp [i (w; —wp) 1]

= ({1 31017) a.(0) - iCa: O exp (~iat). (15)

and the latter equality takes the ‘energy conservation’ into account (that in the
WW formalism looks like a condition of frequency matching, wp = ws + w;,
with no reference to photon energies).



Eq.(d3) gives the time dependence of the relevant mode of signal after cross-
ing the crystal, but we should take account of the field dependence on position
including a factor exp (iks - r), that is a phase depending on the path length.
Therefore the correct form of eq.(IT) would be, modulo a global phase,

1
as(r,t) = [(1 + 3 |C|2> as(0) —iCa; (0)] exp (tksr — iwst) . (16)
A similar result is obtained for a; (t), that is
a;(r,t) = [(1 + % |C|2> a;(0) —iCa} (0)] exp (ik;-r — iw;t) . (17)

Eq.(I[6) may be interpreted saying that the vacuum signal is modified by the
addition of an amplification of the vacuum idler, but it travels in the same direc-
tion of the incoming vacuum signal, and therefore it has sense adding the initial
vacuum signal plus the amplification of the idler. And similarly for a; eq.(IT) .

-1
We may perform a change from C to the new parameter D = (1 + % |C’|2) C,
whence eqgs. (@) become, to order O (|D|2),

1
Ef = (1 + 3 |C|2> [as + Da}] exp (iksr — iwst)
1
Ef = (1 + B |C’|2> [a; + DaZ] exp (ik;-r — iw;t) , |D| << 1, (18)

and I will ignore the constant global factor (1 + % |C |2) ~ 1 because we will be

interested in calculating relative detection rates.

Still egs.(T6) and (), although good enough for calculations are bad repre-
sentations of the physics. In fact a physical beam corresponds to a superposition
of the amplitudes, a;;, of many modes with frequencies and wavevectors close to
ws and kg, respectively. For instance we may represent the positive frequency
part of the idler beam created in the crystal, at first order in D, as follows

E™ (x,t) = —iD / fi (k) d®kag exp[i (k — k)T — i (w — wy) t] + ESH L, (19)

where w = w (k) and f; (k) is an appropriate function, with domain in a region
of k around k. The field E(ZJ;)F is the sum of amplitudes of all vacuum modes,
including the one represented by as in eq.[I0) . (We have neglected a term of
order |C|* so that Ei(+) is correct to order |C|). These vacuum modes have fluc-
tuating amplitudes with a probability distribution given by the vacuum Wigner
function eq.(6) . It may appear that the amplitude a; is lost ‘as a needle in the
haystack’ within the background of many radiation modes, but it is relevant in
photon correlation experiments. In fact the vacuum amplitude a4 in eqs. (3] or
(6] is fluctuating and the same fluctuations appear also in the signal amplitude



a* of eq.(IT). Therefore coincidence counts will be favoured when large positive
fluctuations of the fields eqs.([[dl) and (7)) arrive simultaneously to Alice and
Bob detectors. In the Hilbert-space formamism this fact is named ‘entanglement
between a signal and the vacuum’. In the WW formalism of quantum optics
entanglement appears as a correlation between fields in distant places, including
the vacuum fields.

The mentioned properties of the WW formalism are sufficient for the inter-
pretation of experiments involving pure radiation field interacting with macro-
scopic bodies, these defined by their bulk electric properties like the refraction
index or the nonlinear electrical susceptibility. Within the WW formalism the
interaction between the fields (either signals or vacuum fields) and macroscopic
bodies may be treated as in classical electrodynamics. This is for instance the
case for the action of a laser on a crystal with nonlinear susceptibility, studied
elsewhere[25], [26].

3 Photon pairs entangled in polarization

In this section I will apply the WW formalism to the description of the polariza-
tion correlation of entangled photon pairs produced via spontaneous parametric
down-conversion (SPDC). I will assume that the experimental set-up is made so
that the fields arriving at the detectors correspond to photon pairs maximally
entangled in polarization. These fields are obtained in the outgoing channels of
a beam splitter after sending the signal and idler beams produced by SPDC to
the incoming channels. The electromagnetic radiation is a vector field with two
possible polarizations and I should take into account this fact including vectors
in the description. Thus I will write the beams produced as follows

El = (as+ Da})exp(—iwst) v +i(a; + Da})exp (—iw;t) h,
E; = —i(as+ Da})exp(—iwst)h+ (a; + Da¥)exp (—iw;t) v, (20)

where h is a unit vector horizontal and v vertical. We have not written explicitly
the dependence on position, that could be restored without difficulty, see eq.(9]).
Furthermore from now on I will ignore all spacetime dependence that usually
contributes phase factors irrelevant for our argument. The complex conjugate
of the above fields will be labelled as follows

(E})" =E,, (E})" =Eg

Egs.(20) represent “two photons entangled in polarization” as seen in the
Weyl-Wigner formalism. The beams will arrive at the Alice and Bob polariza-
tion analyzers put at angles 6 and ¢ with the vertical respectively. Hence the
beams emerging from them will have field amplitudes

Ef (as + Daj)cosf +i(a; + Day)sin 6,
Ef = —i(as+ Da})sing + (a; + Da?) cos ¢, (21)



and polarizations at angles # and ¢ with the vertical, respectively. For later
convenience I define the partial fields

E}y = ascosf +ia;sinb, Ef) = —iagsin ¢ + a; cos ¢, (22)
EY, = Dlajcos+iatsind], Ef, = D[—ia] sin¢ + a* cos ¢].

Hence we may define intensities as follows

Iy = EZOEZOv In = EX0E21 + EXIEZO + ELEZD
Ipy = E§0E§07 Ipy = E§0E§1 + E§1E§0 + E§1E§1=
In = EYE; =1Ia+1a1,1p=ELE; =Ipo+ Ip. (23)

The single, P4, Pp, and coincidence, P4p, detection rates in the WW for-
malism may be obtained by comparison with the rates calculated in the Hilbert-
space formalism. Thus in the following we revisit briefly the Hilbert-space treat-
ment of the entangled photon pairs. I will start with the quantum fields arriving
at Alice and Bob respectively, that are the counterparts of the WW eqs.(21]) .
It is trivial to get them either from eq.(I3) or, taking egs.() into account, that
is “putting hats” in the WW eqgs.(22) . We get the field operators

EZ = EXO + EXDEE = Ego + E§17
Ef, = ascosf+ia;sing, By = —idssine + a; cos @,
Ef, = Dlalcosf+ialsing], B, = D[—ial sing +afcos¢],  (24)
and similar for the Hermitean conjugates. Alice single detection rate is propor-
. : : 1 e A\ |
tional to the following vacuum expectation (with £, = (EX) )
N 5 N
Py = (0| B EL|0)=[D"(0] E4 B, | 0)
= |D]?(0] (a; cosf — ia,sin0)(a} cos @ + ialsin@) | 0)
= |DI (0| asa) cos® 0 + asalsin0 | 0) = |D|?, (25)
where in the former equality I have neglected creation EAZO (annihilation EZO)

operators appearing on the left (right). A similar result may be obtained for
the single detection rate of Bob, that is

A A . L~ N\T
Py = (0| Bz} | 0) = |DP, By = (B3) . (26)
We are assuming ideal detectors, but for real detectors P4 and Pg should be

multiplied times the detection efficiencies 1,4 and 7, and the coincidence rate
Pyp times nyng.
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In order to get the detection rule for single rates in the WW formalism we
should translate eq.([28]) taking egs.(I) into account. We get

Py = {(<|ai|2> - %)cosz 0+ (<|as|2> - %)sin2 9}
+|DP? {(<|as|2> + %)cos29+ ((laif*) + %)sinz 9]

= |D? [cos® 0 +sin? 0] = |D|*, (a;al) = (asal) =0, (27)

that agrees with the result calculated in the Hilbert-space formalism, eq.(?7?),
as it should. Now we compare eq.(27) with the average of the field intensity
arriving at Alice (see eq.(2I])), that is

Iy = ‘EI|2,<IA> = <|ai|2>cos26‘+ <|as|2>sin26‘
+|D)? [<|as|2>60829—|— <|ai|2>sin2 9} - % (1 + |D|2) . (29)

We see that going from eq.(@8) to eq.([27) the signal terms (those of order |D|?)
are multiplied times 2, whilst those coming from the vacuum (of order unity)
are eliminated. This may be seen as a subtraction of the vacuum (ZPF) and
multiplication of the signal times 2, which leads to the following rule for the
single detection rate in the WW formalism:

Py =2(I4) —2 U a0),Ps =2(I5) —2(Ipo), (29)

the latter for Bob detection rate.

The Hilbert-space rule for the coincidence rate is the vacuum expectation
value of the product of four field operators in normal order. Here we have two
terms 1 1

Pap = (0| E\EREGES | 0)+ 50 | EgEXELEL |0),  (30)
that would be equal if EA’X and Eg commute. The former expectation may be
evaluated to order |D|* as follows
(. EZEBEEEX |0)=(0] EZlEBEgEZ1 10)=(0] EZlEéOEgoE:’l_l 1 0)

L A Y 2
= (013,851 000 | B4, 10) = [0 | B, ES | 0)
2

)

= |D’|{0 | (—ids sin ¢ + a; cos ¢) (dz cosf +ial sin@) | 0)

where the former equality, similar to eq.(2H]) , removes creation operators on the
left and annihilation operators on the right, the second one removes terms of
order [D|* and the rest is trivial. The latter term of eq.(30) gives a similar
contribution so that we get

o 2 1 o 2
Pyp = (O] EEOEL | 0>‘ + B ‘<O | EZOEEI |0)| = |D|2 C052(9 —¢). (31)

N~
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Here the creation operators are placed to the right and those of annihilation to
the left, so that no subtraction is required in passing to the WW formalism.
It is enough to substitute c-number amplitudes mutiplied times 2 for the field
operators, in order to get the rule for the coincidence rate in the WW formalism.
That is

(BxoEp) +(EnEgy) = (EiEf)=Dcos(0 - )
(ELES)] = |DIcos?(0 - ), (32)

where we have taken eqs.(22]) and (0] into account. Here the vacuum subtrac-
tion is not explicit because the vacuum term would be zero, that is <EXOE§0> =
0.

It is interesting to get the coincidence detection rate in terms of field inten-
sities, rather than amplitudes. To do that we start calculating

Ials) = (E{EZEEx). (33)
In the WW formalism the field amplitudes are c-numbers, therefore they com-
mute, and the averages should be performed as in eq.(I0). The expectation
eq.(??) may be obtained taking into account that the fields have the mathemat-
ical properties of Gaussian random variables, see eq.(f]) (although this section
is devoted to calculations and for the moment I am not commited to any phys-
ical interpretation). Thus I apply a well known property of the average of the
product of four Gaussian random variables, that is

(Ialp) = (EXE;)(EREg)+(EXER)(ELEL) +(EXEL)(EZER)
= (La) Up) + | (E{ER)|" + (ELES)]. (34)

A similar procedure but involving the vacuum intensities, gives

N 2

{La01Bo) = (L10) (Io) + |<E:’1_OEBO>| + |<EX0E§0>| ‘

Here the third term does not contribute and the second one equals the second

term of eq.(B4) to order |D|2 . Hence we get the rule for the coincidence rate in

the WW formalism that I write both in terms of fields and in terms of intensities
as follows

Pap = [(BYEL)|" = (Ialp) = (La) (Is) = (LaoIso) + (Lao) {Ipo) . (36)

(35)

4 Locality in the experiments with entangled
photon pairs

4.1 A realistic interpretation of the experiments

I emphasize again that the WW formalism provides an alternative formulation
of quantum optics, physically equivalent to the more common the Hilbert-space

12



formalism. But it suggests a picture of the optical phenomena quite different
from the latter. Indeed the picture may provide a local realistic interpreta-
tion in terms of random variables and stochastic processes. In the following I
present the main ideas of this stochastic interpretation. It rests upon several
assumptions as follows.

The fundamental hypothesis is that the electromagnetic vacuum field is a
real stochastic field (the zeropoint field, ZPF). If expanded in normal modes
the ZPF has a (positive) probability distribution of the amplitudes given by
eq.([6) . Therefore we assume that all bodies are immersed in ZPF absorbing
and emitting radiation continuously. In particular the ground state of an atom
corresponds to a dynamical equilibrium with the ZPF. The hypothesis that vac-
uum fields are real stochastic fields leads to a general interpretation of quantum
theory that has been sketched elsewhere[28].

According to that assumption any photodetector would be immersed in an
extremely strong radiation, infinite if no cut-off existed. Thus how might we
explain that detectors are not activated by the vacuum radiation? Firstly the
strong vacuum field is effectively reduced to a weaker level if we assume that
only radiation within some (small) frequency interval is able to activate a pho-
todetector, that is the interval of sensibility (w1,ws). However the problem is
not yet solved because signals involved in experiments have typical intensities
of order the vacuum radiation in the said frequency interval so that the detector
would be unable to distinguish a signal from the ZPF noise. Our proposal is
to assume that a detector may be activated only when the net Poynting vector
(i. e. the directional energy flux) of the incoming radiation is different from
zero, including both signal and vacuum fields. More specifically I will assume
that the detector possesses an active area and the probability of a photocount is
proportional to the net radiant energy fluz crossing that area from the front side
during the activation time, T, the probability being zero if the net flux crosing
the area is in the reverse direction.

These assumptions allow to understand qualitatively why the signals, but
not the vacuum fields, activate detectors. Indeed the ZPF arriving at any point
(in particular the detector) would be isotropic on the average, whence its asso-
ciated mean Poynting vector would be nil, therefore only the signal radiation
should produce photocounts. A problem remains because the vacuum fields are
fluctuating so that the net Poynting vector also fluctuates. These problems di-
minish due to the fact that photocounts are not produced by an instantaneous
interaction of the fields with the detectors but the activation requires some time
interval, a known fact in experiments. This would reduce the effect of the vac-
uum fluctuations.

Our aim is to achieve a realistic local interpretation of the experiments mea-
suring polarization correlation of entangled photon pairs, that we studied with
the WW formalism in the previous section. Thus I will consider two vacuum
beams entering the nonlinear crystal, where they give rise to a “signal” and an
“idler” beams. After crossing several appropriate devices they produce fields
that will arrive at the Alice and Bob detectors. I do not attempt to present a
detailed model that should involve many modes in order to represent the signals
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as (narrow) beams, see eq.([I9) .

In agreement with our previous hypotheses a photodetection should derive
from the net energy flux crossing the active photocounter surface. Thus I will
assume that the detection probabilities per time window, that is the single
P4, Pp and coincidence Psp detection rates, are

Py = ([Maly),Pp = ([Ma]y), Pap = ([Ma], [Mg],),

T
My = Tﬁl/ ﬁA'I_;gtal (I‘A,t)dt,
0
T =
Mp = T7! / fig - IB, . (ra,t)dt, (37)
0
where [M], = M if M > 0, [M], = 0 otherwise, and 7 is a unit vector

+ +
in the direction of the incoming signal beams, that I assume perpendicular

to the active area of the detector. I use units such that both the intensities
and the detection rates are dimensionless (as explained above the rates are
defined as probabilities of detection within a detection time window T"). In
eq.(37) the positivity constraint (i.e. putting [Ma], rather than M) is needed
because the detection probabilities must be non-negative for any particular run
of an experiment whilst the quantities M4 and Mp are fluctuating and may
be negative sometimes. Nevertheless the ensemble averages involved in eq.(31)
are positive or zero and the fluctuations will not be too relevant due to the
time integration that washes them out. Therefore I will ignore the positivity
constraint substituting M, for [M4], and Mp for [Mg], in the following.

In order to have a realistic model of the experiments I will consider a simpli-
fied treatement involving just two vacuum radiation modes, with amplitudes a;
and a;, as in the WW calculation of the previous section. After crossing several
appropriate devices the fields will arrive at the Alice and Bob detectors. Each
one of these two fields consists of two parts, one of order 0 and another of order
|D| << 1. The former, given in eqs.(22]) , is what would arrive at the detectors if
there was no pumping laser and therefore no signal. It is just a part of the ZPF,
whilst the rest of the ZPF consists of radiation not appearing in the equations
of the previous section because they were not needed in the calculations. The
total ZPF should have the property of isotropy, therefore giving nil net flux in
the detector (modulo fluctuations that we shall ignore at that moment). The
terms of order |D|, given by eqs.([22) correspond to the signal produced in the
nonlinear crystal after the modifications introduced by beam splitters and po-
larizers (and other devices like apertures, filters, lens systems, etc. whose action
is not detailed in our simplified model). In summary the Poynting vectors of
the radiation at the (center of the) active area of the detectors may be written

Alice : Iihy, (t) = Ipp () + 1a(t),
Bob : ID,, (t)=1Zpp () +1p(t). (38)

fA, fB, are due to the fields E4, Ep, eqs.([2I), coming from the fields emerging
from the non-linear crystal. The Poynting vectors I4 (t) and Ip (t) have the
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direction of 74 and 7ip respectively, see eqs.[31), and their moduli would be
the field intensities. Furthermore these intensities are time independent (in our
representation of the fields), so that we may write

T
My =1I4pp+1a,I5pp =T ! / fia-I4pp (rat)dt (39)
0

and similar for Mp. In order to get the Alice single detection rate we need the
average of M 4, that we will evaluate by comparison with the case when there is
no pumping on the nonlinear crystal. In this case 4 becomes the intensity I4g
and the Poynting vector of all vacuum fields arriving at the detector of Alice, i.
e. f’Z4PF (t) 4+ L0 (), should have nil average due to the isotropy of the ZPF.
And similar for Bob. As a consequence the intensities 49 and Ipg, eqs.(23),
should fulfil the following equalities

(Igpp + Ia0) = (Ifpp + Ipo) = 0. (40)

It would appear that this relation could not be true for all values of the an-
gles 0, ¢ eqs.(22) because the ZPF Poynting vector IAIZLXPF and I?PF should not
depend on our choice of angles whilst 149 and Ipy do depend. However the
positions of the polarizers may influence also the ZPZ arriving at the detectors
and it is plausible that the total Poynting vector has always zero mean. From
eqs.([39) and ({@0) we may derive the single rates of Alice and Bob, that is

Pa={(Ma) = (Ia) — {Lao) = 5 IDI*, Py = (M) = 5 [D]P. (a1)

The coincidence detection rate may be got taking eq.([37) into account, that
is
For the sake of clarity the calculation of this average is made in some detail as
follows. I will start deriving the joint probability distribution of M4 and Mp
from the distributions of the amplitudes of normal modes, eq. (), that is

p(Ma, Mp) = /Wo [ dajdass (Ma — [py — 1a) 6 (Mp — [2pp — 1)
J
(43)
where 6 () is Dirac’s delta and 4, Ip are functions of the two modes involved,
i. e. those with amplitudes as, a;, see egs.(ZI)). Hence the expectation eq.([@2)
becomes

— / WOHdajda; [IZpp +1a] [IZpr + I5]
J

= ([Igpp +1a] [IBpr +I5]), (44)
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where we have performed the M4 and Mp integrals in the former equality.
If there was no pumping laser on the nonlinear crystal the joint detection
rate should be zero whence eq.(@) leads to

([IZpp + Lao] [IZpr + Ipo]) = 0. (45)

From eqs.([ @) , @4) and ({3 it is possible to get Pap. Firstly I point out that
I ‘Z4P pand [ EP r could not depend on whether the pumping is switched on or
out. More specifically the probability of the possible values of Izpr would be
the same whether the pumping is on or out. Then subtracting eq.(@H]) from

eq.([@d) we get

Pap = ((Ir—Ipo) I?PF> + ((Ia — Ia0) IZBPF> + (Ialp) — (LaolBo)
= (Ipigpp) + {InIBpp) + (Inlp) — (Laolpo)

where we have taken into account the definition of I4; and Ip1, eq.(23). The
ZPF intensity I ?PF should be independent of whether Ip; is zero (pumping
out) or finite (pumping on) as commented above, therefore I4,, and Ip; are
uncorrelated. Similarly for 125, and I4;. Hence we may write, taking eq. (@)
into account,

Pap = (Up1){Izpp)+ Ia1) (IZpp) + (Ials) — (Ia0lBo)
= (Ialp) — (Ia1) {(IBo) — {IB1) (1a0) — {(La0lBo)
= (Laolp1) + (LarIpo) — (1a1) (IBo) — (IB1) (1a0) - (46)

Now we may write (I40Ip1)+ (Ia1lpo) in terms of the fields taking into account
the property of Gaussian random variables used in the evaluation of eq.(B3),
that is

<IA0]BI> = <E24L0E,Xo> <E§1E1§1> + <E24L0E1§1> <EX0E§1> + <E24L0E7§1> <EXOEI§1>
_ 2 2
= ({ao) (Ip1) "‘} <EX0E31>} + }<EX0E§1>| ’
and similar for (I417p0) . Then eq.(@@) becomes
2 2 2 _ 2
Pap = |<EX0E§1>| + |<ELE§0>| + KEXOEBIM + }<EX1EBO>} :
The two latter terms are nil and the former two give, taking egs.(22]) into ac-
count,
1
Pap = B |D? cos?(0 — ¢). (47)

As a conclusion the results of our realistic model, eqs.(I) and 1), agree with
the quantum predictions egs.(25]) , (26) and @I) , modulo an scaling parameter
1/2.

Our model, resting upon the WW formalism of quantum optics, provides a
picture quite different from the one suggested by the Hilbert-space in terms of

photons. We do not assume that the photocount probability within a time win-
dow is the product of a small probability, of order |D|2 , that the pumping laser
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produces in the crystal an “entangled photon pair” times a detection probabil-
ity of order wunity conditional to the photon production. The latter probability
is defined as the detection efficiency (neglecting small losses). In our model
the probabilities of photocounts do not factorize that way. Furthermore the
concept of photon does not appear at all, but there are continuous fluctuating
fields including a real ZPF arriving at the detectors that are activated when the
fluctuations are big enough.

It is interesting to study more closely the “quantum correlation” qualified
as strange from a classical point of view because it is a consequence of the
phenomenon of entanglement. The origin is the correlation between the signal
Ip1 produced in the crystal and the part 149 of the ZPF, that is essential for the
large value of the coincidence rate eq.([d6)) . It is remarkable that this correlation
derives from the fact that the same normal mode appears in both radiation fields,
EXO and Egl see eq.([32) , received by Alice and Bob respectively. And similarly
for B, and E},. Also with reference to eqs.([22) and (29) we see that if I49 —
(Ia0) is positive for some value of the random variable I 4o then Ip; is large, but
if Tag — (Ia0) is negative then I is small. This argument explains intuitively
why the product is positive on the average, that is proved quantitatively by
eq.([@6). Furthermore I stress that the ensemble average of 49 — (Iag) is zero,
meaning that only the fluctuations are involved in the enhancement of detection
probability by Bob due to the intensity Ip;. And similarly for the fluctuations
of (Bob) term Ipg — (Ipo) that enhance the detection probability of Alice due
to I41. This leads to an interesting interpretation of entanglement: it is a
correlation between fluctuations involving the vacuum fields.

Finally I stress that the hypothesis that the quantum vacuum fields are real
allows a concept of locality weaker than Bell’s. Indeed the signal fields (ac-
companied by vacuum fields) travel causally from the source (the laser pumping
beam and the nonlinear crystal folowed by a beam-splitter and other devices) to
the detectors. Thus I claim that the model of this paper is local. On the other
hand the results for the single and coincidence detection probabilities within a
time window, eqs.(I]) and [{@T) , violate a Clauser-Horne inequality ([6]) as may
be easily checked. Therefore it is possible a definition of locality, weaker than
Bell’s, able to explain the entangled photon experiments without the need of
assuming the violation of relativistic causality.
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