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Non-existence of a local hidden variables (LHV) model for a phenomenon benchmarks its use in
device-independent quantum protocols. Nowadays photon-number resolving weak-field homodyne
measurements allow realization of emblematic gedanken experiments. Alas, claims that we can have
no LHV models for such experiments on (a) excitation of a pair of spatial modes by a single photon,
and (b) two spatial modes in a weakly squeezed vacuum state, involving constant local oscillator
strengths, are unfounded. For (a) an exact LHV model resolves the dispute on the “non-locality of
a single photon” in its original formulation. It is measurements with local oscillators on or off that
do not have LHV models.

Recent trailblazing experiments [1–3], involving weak-
field homodyne detection with photon-number resolution
[4], demonstrate that optical phenomena which exhibit
both particle and wave nature of light are now possible
to observe. Gedankenexperiments once more turn real.
For instance, Ref. [2] reports photon-number resolving
weak-field homodyne measurements in the case of the
two emblematic signal field entangled states of two spatial
optical modes, namely:

- (a) excitation of a pair of spatial modes by a single
photon (first discussed in [5]),

- (b) two spatial modes in a squeezed vacuum state
(first suggested in [6]).

In Ref. [2] the detectors were able to distinguish pho-
ton numbers with a significant probability. State of the
art techniques allow now this to up to 20 photons with
approx 90% efficiency [3].

The authors of [2] express the hope that the se-
tups, when perfected, could lead toward “the quanti-
tative study of the non-local properties of multimode
states”, including violation of local realism. This sug-
gests, that such operational arrangements could be used
for device-independent implementations of quantum in-
formation protocols, e.g. key distribution, or random
number generation.

The trait of experiments (a) and (b), and their realiza-
tion in Ref. [2] is that they use at the measurement stage
constant local oscillator strengths and 50-50 beamsplit-
ters. We construct an explicit LHV model for the ideal
predictions of experiment (a), and show that the hope
for a violation of local realism in experiment (b), in [6]
and [2] is not substantiated (a partial LHV model exists,
and claims about violation of Bell inequalities are at least
premature). On the positive note we show that Bell-type
experiments on the signal states (a) and (b) with each ob-
server switching the local oscillator on (setting 1) or off
(setting 2), and involving (non 50-50) optimized beam-
splitters, do violate a Bell inequality. Thus we show a
proper operational scenario for Bell experiment involving
weak-field homodyne measurements in the case of both

experiments.
This signals once more that a great care must be taken

when claiming Bell non-classicality (for earlier controver-
sies of this type involving other experiments see e.g. [7]
and [8], [9] and [10]).

Our explicit precise model closes the long standing dis-
pute on whether the 1991 gedankenexperiment by Tan,
Walls and Collett (TWC) [5] reveals “nonlocality of a
single photon”. Moreover, we show that thus far there is
no evidence that the 1988 proposal of Grangier, Potasek
and Yurke (GPY) [6] involving parametric down conver-
sion (intuitively an emblematic source of entanglement)
and weak-field homodyning (with constant local oscil-
lator strengths, and 50-50 beamsplitters) constitutes a
valid Bell-type experiment. We conjecture that a full
local realistic model for it exists.
Experiment (a) [5]. TWC considered the state ob-

tained by casting a single photon on a 50-50 beamsplitter,
|ψ〉b1,b2 = 1√

2
(|01〉b1,b2 + i |10〉b1,b2), where e.g. |10〉b1,b2 ,

indicates one photon excitation in exit mode b1 and vac-
uum in exit mode b2, see Fig. (1). They suggested that
its Bell non-classicality can be revealed in weak-field ho-
modyne measurements. No photon number resolution
was assumed at the time. The form of |ψ〉b1,b2 appears to
be similar to a two-qubit Bell state. However, |ψ〉b1,b2 is
intrinsically different in terms of the number of particles
involved and can be also thought of as a plain superpo-
sition of the photon in either of the beams.

In the experimental proposal of TWC, Fig. (1) (a),
the state |ψ〉b1,b2 is distributed between Alice (controlling
the mode b1) and Bob (b2). They both perform weak-
field homodyne measurements on their parts. Modes bj ,
where j = 1, 2, and the auxiliary coherent fields in state
|αj〉aj =

∣∣αeiθj〉
aj

are fed into input ports of 50-50 beam-
splitters BSj , and end up in detectors Dcj and Ddj .

The analysis of TWC was using the run-of-the-mill of
the time approach to photodetection, according to which
the probability of a detector to fire is proportional to the
intensity of the impinging light, e.g. [11]. They modelled
the intensity observable by the photon number opera-
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FIG. 1. Experimental configuration (a) proposed by Tan,
Walls and Collett in [5]. A single photon impinges on a 50-
50 beamsplitter via input s, along with the vacuum in the
input t. As a result we get state |ψ〉b1,b2 , which propagates
to the laboratories of Alice and Bob, who perform homodyne
measurements involving weak coherent local oscillator fields
(their amplitudes satisfy |α1| = |α2|), and photon number re-
solving detectors D. In experimental configuration (b), modes
b1 and b2 are fed with radiation in two-mode squeezed state
(Grangier, Potasek, Yurke [6]). Configuration “on/off" (c) is
the same as (b), with local oscillator switched off for the local
"off" setting, and beamsplitters of optimized transmittivity
(e.g. 0.8 for (b)).

tor. Their discussion assumes that the joint probability
of having a coincidence of firings for detectors Dx1 and
Dy2 is Pf (x1, y2|θ1, θ2) ≈ 〈Ix1(θ1)Iy2(θ2)〉. Here Ixj (θj)
is the intensity at output x = c, d, and the averaging is
done, depending on the context, over local hidden vari-
ables, or within quantum formalism. Without assuming
photon number resolution, the probability of a single fir-
ing reads: Pf (xj |θ) ≈

〈
Ixj (θ)

〉
.

To show a violation of local realism, TWC used the
correlation functions

E(θ1, θ2) =
〈(Ic1(θ1)− Id1(θ1))(Ic2(θ2)− Id2(θ2))〉
〈(Ic1(θ1) + Id1(θ1))(Ic2(θ2) + Id2(θ2))〉

. (1)

and following [12] a Bell-like inequality for these of the
well known CHSH form [13]. The local settings were de-
fined by the local phases θj and θ′j . For (constant) am-
plitudes of the local oscillators satisfying α2 <

√
2 − 1,

they showed a violation of the CHSH-like inequality,
and concluded that the single-photon state |ψ〉b1,b2 is
“nonlocal”. But, the inequality, derived in [12], rests on
an additional assumption that in LHV models the to-
tal intensity for each observer j does not depend on θj :
Ij(λ) = Icj (θj , λ) + Idj (θj , λ), where λ symbolizes the
hidden variables. As observed in [14] and [15] such a
condition is justified in classical optics, but severely con-
strains possible LHV models.

Santos suggested that the correlations of firings

Pf (x1, y2|θ1, θ2) in the TWC scheme could be explainable
with local hidden variables [14] and therefore cannot be
used to convincingly demonstrate “nonlocality” of a single
photon. However, his LHV model reproduced only the
correlations of firings, and not the full quantum predic-
tions, failing completely to recover quantum predictions
for P (xj |θ) ≈

〈
Ixj (θ)

〉
. Thus, this was not a hidden vari-

able model of the quantum predictions, but rather a hint
that there is something wrong in the TWC analysis. San-
tos suggested that the additional assumption is violated
rather than local realism. One has to add that Santos
did not consider photon number resolving detection.

Other works challenged the single-photon nature of the
effect [16, 17], or suggest modifications of the experiment
which would allow provable violations of local realism
[18, 19], while keeping the experiment all-optical. Thus
far, no definite answer was given to the problem whether
the TWC interference effect, which seemingly violates
local realism, admits a precise local realistic model, or
not. Papers describing the experimental realizations of
variants of this scheme [20–22] claim violations of a Bell
inequality. However, these claims were presented with
caution, e.g in [22], where it is stated that the results are
no better than those for conventional Bell tests with the
efficiency loophole.

Below we show a LHV model which reproduces pre-
cisely quantum predictions for the TWC setup (a), even
in the case of photon number resolving detection. This
obviously covers the course-grained description in terms
of the probabilities of firings of detectors whose response
is proportional to the number of impinging photons. Its
applicability is limited by the strength of the local oscil-
lators, but covers the range reported in [5] as revealing
the “nonlocality of the single-photon”. The result closes
the case and precludes any attempt to implement device-
independent protocols using TWC correlations.
Explicit LHV model of TWC correlations. Quantum

predictions for the TWC setup are fully characterized
by the probabilities p(n) of events consisting of register-
ing a specific numbers of photons in the output modes:
n = (kc1 , ld1 , rc2 , sd2) ∈ N4 (for readability, we omit the
indices indicating the modes in further parts of this re-
port). They read (see Appendix A for the derivation):

p(n) = A(α,n)
[
(k−l)2 + (r−s)2 + 2(k−l)(r−s) sin(θ12)

]
,

(2)

where A(α,n) =
e−2α2

(
α2

2

)k+l+r+s
2α2k! l! r! s! and θ12 = θ1 − θ2.

Note that, whenever both detectors of Alice or Bob
register the same number of photons, the probability does
not depend on θ12. Let us denote the set of these events
as N := {n : k = l or r = s}. We cover them by a
family of trivial LHV submodels assigning fixed outcomes
to Alice and Bob, see further.

Next, notice that all the probabilities that do depend
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on θ12 are of the form

p(n) = B(α,n) (1 + V(n) sin(θ12)), (3)

where B(α,n) = A(α,n)
[
(k − l)2 + (r − s)2

]
and

V(n) = 2(k−l)(r−s)
(k−l)2+(r−s)2 . To reproduce them, we adapt a

model by Larsson [23], see also [10], which reproduces
fully quantum predictions for a two-qubit singlet state,
provided that the detection inefficiency is lower than 2/π

Our model M is a convex combination of submodels
Mn, each chosen with probability P (Mn). The submod-
els belong to two infinite families: the trivial {Mn}n∈N
and Larsson-like one {Mn}n∈Ñ , where Ñ := {n : k >
l and r > s}. We focus on the latter first.

We group the probabilities that depend on the local
settings θj with the ones that correspond to the events
in which (perfect) detectors of either Alice or Bob do not
register any photons, and denote the set of such events
by O := {n ∈ N : k = l = 0 or r = s = 0}.

Each Larsson-like submodel {M(k,l,r,s)} is going to
predict eight events resulting from applying (or not) the
swaps k ↔ l and r ↔ s to events (0, 0, r, s), (k, l, 0, 0) and
(k, l, r, s). Notice that only one of the above matches the
index (k, l, r, s) ∈ Ñ of the model. To construct it, we
take a uniformly distributed continuous hidden variable
λ ∈ [0, 2π] and a coin toss one x ∈ {0, 1}.

Specifically, for x = 0 Alice can register the event
(c, d) ∈ {(k, l), (l, k)} with probability

PAn (c, d|θ1, λ, 0) = Rn(c, d|θ1, λ) = 1−V(n)
π

+ V(n)| sin (θ1 − λ)|H ((c− d) sin(θ1 − λ)) , (4)

where H is the Heaviside function, and for (0, 0) event
we put

PAn (c = 0, d = 0|θ1, λ, 0) = Rn(0, 0|θ1, λ)

= 1−
∑

(e,f)∈{(k,l),(l,k)}

Rn(e, f |θ1, λ). (5)

Bob detects (c′, d′) ∈ {(r, s), (s, r)} with probabilities

PBn (c′, d′|θ2, λ, 0) = Qn(c′, d′|θ2, λ)

= H ((c′ − d′) cos(θ2 − λ)) . (6)

For x = 1 we put PAn (c, d|θ1, λ, 1) = Qn(c, d|θ1, λ), and
PBn (c′, d′|θ2, λ, 1) = Rn(c′, d′|θ2, λ). This symmetrizes
the model.

The predictions for joint probabilities specified by
each submodel are given by: PABn (c, d, c′, d′|θ1, θ2) =

1
4π

1∑
x=0

∫ 2π

0
dλPAn (c, d|θ1, λ, x)PBn (c′, d′|θ2, λ, x). The ex-

plicit probability that the submodel Mn predicts the
event n = (k, l, r, s) in the simplest case of π/2 > θ1 >
θ2 > 0, k > l and r > s, reads
PABn (k, l, r, s|θ1, θ2) = 1+V(n) sin θ12

2π . All other predic-
tions of the submodel can be obtained similarly. For

events (k, l, r, s), (l, k, r, s), (k, l, s, r) and (l, k, s, r) we get
a concise formula:

PABn (c, d, c′, d′|θ1, θ2) =
1+ V(n) sgn ((c−d)(c′−d′)) sin(θ12)

2π
.

(7)
In the case of the O-events (0, 0, r, s), (0, 0, s, r), (k, l, 0, 0)
and (l, k, 0, 0), the probability is flat and reads 1

4 −
1
2π ,

which follows directly from the normalisation condition in
Eq. 5). Comparing (7) with the corresponding quantum
probabilities (3), we see that each Larsson-like submodel
Mn must appear in the full model M with probability
P (Mn) = 2πB(α,n).

In Appendix B we show that formulas for P (Mn) lead
to a properly normalized probability distribution, with a
proviso described below.

The model reproduces all probabilities which reveal in-
terference. However a condicio sine qua non for consis-
tency of the full model is to properly describe also events
O. The construction, due to the Larsson-like submodels,
ascribes probability (π2 − 1)B(α, (k, l, c′, d′)) to the event
(k, l, 0, 0) and (l, k, 0, 0). This is so, because for each of
the submodels M(k,l,c′,d′), a fraction 1

4 −
1
2π of it cov-

ers these events from O, and the sub-model as a whole
appears with probability 2πB(α,n).

The sum of all such contributions cannot be greater
than the quantum probability p(k, l, 0, 0). It can be lower
since the difference can be described by trivial models.
This gives the following consistency conditions:

∆(k,l,0,0) = p(k, l, 0, 0)

−
(π

2
− 1
) ∑
c′>d′

B(α, (k, l, c′, d′)) ≥ 0, (8)

which must hold for any k 6= l. Due to the symmetriza-
tion an analogous constraint holds for events of (0, 0, r, s).

In Appendix C we show that the condition in Eq. (8)
is satisfied for any (k, l) and (r, s), whenever α2 < 0.87.
The model can be completed using a family of trivial
submodels Mn for events n ∈ N . They predict fixed
outcomes for Alice and Bob, PAn (k, l) = PBn (r, s) = 1,
which lead to PABn (k, l, r, s) = 1. Obviously, for events
n ∈ N \ O, we choose each corresponding trivial model
Mn with probability p(n). Finally, for events n ∈ O
we might need to compensate the potential difference
∆(k,l,0,0) > 0 between the quantum predictions for the
O-events and the predictions specified by the Larsson-
like models. To do that, we use an additional trivial
submodel for event (k, l, 0, 0), which appears in the full
model with probability P (M(k,l,0,0)) = ∆(k,l,0,0). The
case of ∆(0,0,r,s) > 0 is treated the same way.

One can easily build a better version of the model
which would hold for slightly higher values of α. How-
ever, we were not able to find a model which has an
unconstrained validity, and one can conjecture that the
Larsson-like approach cannot lead to such. Still, our
model fully covers the range of α for which TWC pre-
dicted a violation of local realism. Thus, this claim is
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fully revoked, and this is done for finer, photon-number
resolving, measurements than in the original proposal.

Importantly, the model covers the range of local os-
cillator amplitudes α which can be thought of as giving
weak-field homodyne measurements (which following [2]
would mean here photon numbers, α2, in the local os-
cillators close to 1). Even more importantly the model
works for the intensities of the local oscillators used in
[2], Fig. 3 there, given by α ≈ 0.55.
Experiment (b). The setup proposed in [6], and re-

alised in [2] in a weak-field homodyne photon-number
resolving version, is a modification of the one proposed
in Fig. 1. In the setup the source is a parametric down
conversion process, in which a non-linear crystal trans-
forms part of the pumping light into a pair of photons,
fed into two output modes, b1, b2. The photons are sent
to two measurements stations which perform weak (in
the version of [2] photon-number resolving) homodyne
measurements. The state of beams b1 and b2 is a two
mode squeezed vacuum, |σv〉 =

√
1− γ2

∑+∞
k=0 γ

k |k, k〉 ,
where γ is for simplicity assumed to be real. As before,
Alice and Bob mix |σv〉 with two weak coherent states in
modes a1 and a2, namely |αj〉aj =

∣∣αeiθj〉
aj

using local
beamsplitters.

Below we show an explicit model for a subset of corre-
lations appearing in the GPY setup with photon-number
resolution, which is based on the model for the TWC cor-
relations, and covers events with maximally one photon
detected on one side, and maximally three on the other
one. They depend only on θ1 − θ2. We call them class
1 events. We were not able to find an explicit Larsson-
model for events with two photons detected on both sides,
as they depend also on 2θ12. Still we show, that there
is no evidence that such a model does not exist. This is
done by showing that CGLMP inequalities [24] cannot
be violated by this subset of events. Thus, for all events
with altogether up to four detected photons there is no
evidence for violation of local realism. As these events
definitely are most frequent, this constitutes a strong ar-
gumentation towards showing that the GPY configura-
tion does not constitute a proper Bell test.
Class 1 events follow a pattern: one party registers a

local event (k,l), k 6= l, while the other detects a sin-
gle photon. Their probabilities are of the form p(n) =
A(n)

(
α4 + c1(n) γ2 ± c2(n)α2γ cos θ12

)
(summarized in

Appendix E). Larrson like models exist in this case. In
each of them, one party predicts local events (k,l) and
(l,k) with probability R(c1(n), c2(n),±) and (0,0) w.p.
1−R(c1(n), c2(n),+)−R(c1(n), c2(n),−), where

R(c1, c2,±) =
1− c2α2γ

π(α4 + c1γ2)

+
c2α

2γ

(α4 + c1γ2)
| cos (θ1 − λ)|H (± cos(θ1 − λ)) . (9)

The other party predicts (1,0) and (0,1) with probability

H (± cos(θ1 + λ)).
Submodels are chosen with probability 2πA(n) c1(n).

The events whose probabilities do not depend on local
settings are covered by trivial models, with the exception
of single-photon events. This is because the submodels
corresponding to class 1 events contribute to their prob-
abilities. Just as in the TWC case, we need to check if the
sum of these contributions does not exceed the quantum
probabilities. This provides a condition for the validity
of the model. In the appendix D we show that in the case
of γ ≤ α2 it restricts the model to α2 < 0.58, but this
does not characterize its full range, which is broader.

The remaining events with two photons registered
on both sides, which we shall denote as (2&2),
come from the following term of the expansion of
the overall state (PDC modes plus local oscillators),
|ξ2&2〉=Z

(
α2

1α
2
2

4 a†21 a
†2
2 +γα1α2a

†
1a
†
2b
†
1b
†
2 + γ2

2 b
†2
1 b
†2
2

)
|Ω〉,

where Z is the overall normalization constant of the en-
tire state. The overall probabilistic weight of this term is
thus p(2&2) = Z2

4 (α8 + 4γ4 + 4γ2α4). The events in the
case of which two photons are registered on one side and
on the other side no photons, denoted by (2&0), come
from the component |ξ2&0〉 = Z

(
1
2!α

2
1a
†2
1 + 1

2!α
2
2a
†2
2

)
|Ω〉.

Its overall probabilistic weight is p(2&0) = Z2α4.
Note that |ξ2&2〉, after normalization, is a proper 3

dimensional state, and thus predictions for it can be put
into a CGLMP inequality for d = 4. We choose d = 4
because we want to analyze it together with |ξ2&0〉. We
ascribe the following numeric values to the results: for
Alice and Bob, counts 00, 02, 20, 11, are assigned values
a, b = 0, 1, 2, 3. The optimal way of ascribing these values
is given below.

The overall probability of events (2&2) and(0&2) is a
convex combination of the two cases. For the consid-
ered subset, S, of events p(a, b|S) = λp(a, b|2&2) + (1 −
λ)p(a, b|0&2), with λ = P (2&2)

P (2&2)+P (0&2) .

The CGLMP expression is linear. Thus its
value, W [p(·|S)], for the convex combination reads
λW [p(·|2&2)] + (1 − λ)W [p(·|0&2)]. The maximal pos-
sible algebraic value of the CGLMP expression is
4. Thus W [p(·|2&2)] ≤ 4. By considering
the explicit form of the CGLMP inequality we see
that the maximal possible value for W [p(·|0&2)] is
2
[
p(a = b|0&2)− 1

3p(a 6= b|0&2)
]

= 8
3p(a = b|0&2) − 2

3 .
This is because the probabilities p(a, b|0&2) are indepen-
dent of the settings. We must seek such a function re-
lating photon counts 00, 02, 20, 11 with these numbers
a, b, such that the value of W [p(·|0&2)] is highest. This
is so when e.g 00 result on Alice’s side is ascribed 0 and
11 on Bob’s side is also 0, and 11 on Alice’s is given 1
and 00 on Bob’s also 1. Then W [p(·|0&2)] = 2

3 , because
p(a = b) = 1

2 . Thus the value of the CGLMP expression
cannot be higher thanW [p(·|S)] = 4λ+(1− 2

3λ) = 7
3λ+ 2

3 .
As the local realistic bound is 2, a necessary condition
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for having a local realistic description for the considered
probabilities is W [p(·|S)] = 4λ + 2

3 (1 − λ) = 10
3 λ + 2

3 ,
which does not breach 2 for λ ≤ 0.4, and thus for α2 = γ
smaller than approximately 0.54. Since λ(γ2) increases
together with γ2, this holds also for all γ < α2 < 0.54.
This range is consistent with the range of the Larsson like
models, especially as for the state |ξ(2&2)〉 one definitely
must have W [p(·|2&2)] ≤ 4, since the Tsirelson bound
for d = 4 CGLMP inequality is much less than 4. In ref.
[25] it is estimated to be around 3.1.

Thus, there is no evidence in terms of a violation of
CGLMP Bell inequality that there is no local realistic
model for experiments of the type [2], and their precur-
sors like [20], at least for the situation in which up to
two photon counts per party matter. We conjecture that
this can be extended to more-photon events. We have
chosen the CGLMP inequality as it appears in [2] in an
argument on Bell nonclassicality of the correlations. Of
course, our claim is not that the model exists, but that
there is currently no evidence that it does not exist, and
that a partial explicit model exist. Still, this is not the
end of the story for photon-number resolving homodyne
measurements in the context of violation of Bell inequal-
ities, as shown below.
On/off unbalanced homodyne measurements as a solu-

tion. We use here CH inequality [26]:

−1 ≤ P (A,B) + P (A,B′) + P (A′, B)

−P (A′, B′)− P (A)− P (B) = CH ≤ 0. (10)

For the on/off arrangement by event A′ we denote a sin-
gle photon detected in mode d1 and no-photon in mode
c1 in the case we have a beamsplitter (now of an opti-
mized transmittivity T ) and the local oscillator field on
(‘on’ setting), and by A we denote a single photon count
at either d1 or c1 when the local oscillator is off (‘off’
setting). Events B and B′ play the same role for Bob.
Experiment (a). For α1 = iα2 we have P (A′, B′) =

2α2e−2α
2

T (1 − T ). The other probabilities are
P (A′, B) = P (A,B′) = 1

2α
2e−α

2

(1−T ), and for the (triv-
ial) off/off ones are P (A,B) = 0, and P (A) = P (B) = 1

2 .

The condition for CH < −1 reads 1
2e
α2

< T < 1.
An optimization results in CHmin ≈ −1.010, for α2 ≈
0.196, T ≈ 0.804. The violation is quite robust as the
probabilities for the non-trivial case read only P (A′, B) =
0.0157, P (A′, B′) = 0.0417.
Experiment (b). We have P (A′, B′) = e−2α

2

(1 −
γ2)(Tγ − α2(1 − T ))2, whereas P (A′, B) = P (A,B′) =

e−α
2

γ2(1 − γ2)T , finally P (A,B) = P (A) = P (B) =
γ2(1 − γ2). The necessary condition for CH > 0 reads
T > 1

2 . Optimization of the CH expression yields
CHmax ≈ 0.0027 for α2 ≈ 0.200, γ ≈ 0.175 and T ≈
0.799. The violation is quite robust as P (A,B) ≈ 0.0299,
P (A,B′) ≈ 0.0196 and P (A′, B′) ≈ 0.0065.
Closing remarks. We see that the TWC configuration

and most probably the GPY scheme are not proper Bell

experiments. Still, if one resorts to measurement settings
involving on/off local oscillators and optimized non 50−
50 beamsplitters a violation of local realism is detectable.
This works for both the TWC configuration (a) and the
GPY one (b).

The on/off scheme obviously represents the most ex-
treme version of complementarity between measuring
wave aspects of the state of the modes vs the particle
ones. Thus, it seems that quantum optical Bell tests
with homodyne measurements must involve at least one
operational situation in which photon counting replaces
weak-field homodyne measurements. This does work also
when the local oscillator is almost off, see for the TWC
case [27]. On/off situation led to a violation of local re-
alism in Refs. [18] and [19], albeit in a slightly different
situations: modification of the signal state in beam s in
[18], and a displacement procedure in [19]. Our results
suggest that this is not a peculiarity, but seems to be
a rule for homodyne photon number resolving measure-
ments.
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(i âj + b̂j). (12)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.56.R4353
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.2205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.2872
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.34.1260
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.34.1260
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.68.894
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.020102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.020102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2064
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2064
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.4571
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.4571
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.2279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.2279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.2009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.1349
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.1349
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.180401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.193601
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(99)00236-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.040404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.022118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.022118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.10.526
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.10.526


7

Applying (12) to the state (11) we get

|Ψ〉 = e−α
2
∞∑
j=0

(αeiθ1)j

j!
(â†1)j

1√
2

(ib̂†1 + b̂†2)

∞∑
k=0

(αeiθ2)k

k!
(â†2)k

= e−α
2
∞∑

j,k=0

2−
j+k
2

(αeiθ1)j

j!

(αeiθ2)k

k!

(
ĉ†1 + id̂†1

)j 1

2

(
− ĉ†1 + id̂†1 + iĉ†2 + d̂†2

)(
ĉ†2 + id̂†2

)k
|Ω〉

= e−α
2
∞∑

j,k=0

2−
j+k
2

(αeiθ1)j

j!

(αeiθ2)k

k!

j∑
p=0

(
j

p

)
(ĉ†1)j−p(id̂†1)p

1

2

(
− ĉ†1 + id̂†1 + iĉ†2 + d̂†2

) k∑
q=0

(
k

q

)
(ĉ†2)k−q(id̂†2)q |Ω〉 ,

=

∞∑
j,k=0

j∑
p=0

k∑
q=0

f(j, p, k, q)(ĉ†1)j−p(d̂†1)p
(
− ĉ†1 + id̂†1 + iĉ†2 + d̂†2

)
(ĉ†2)k−q(d̂†2)q |Ω〉 , (13)

=

∞∑
j,k=0

j∑
p

k∑
q=0

f(j, p, k, q)

[
−
√

(j − p+ 1)!p!(k − q)!q! |j − p+ 1〉c1 |p〉d1 |k − q〉c2 |q〉d2

+i
√

(j − p)!(p+ 1)!(k − q)!q! |j − p〉c1 |p+ 1〉d1 |k − q〉c2 |q〉d2
+i
√

(j − p)!p!(k − q + 1)!q! |j − p〉c1 |p〉d1 |k − q + 1〉c2 |q〉d2

+
√

(j − p)!p!(k − q)!(q + 1)! |j − p〉c1 |p〉d1 |k − q〉c2 |q + 1〉d2

]
(14)

where

f(j, p, k, q) = e−α
2

2−
j+k
2 −1

(αeiθ1)j

j!

(αeiθ2)k

k!

(
j

p

)(
k

q

)
(i)p+q, ∀p ≤ j, q ≤ k. (15)

Now,

Pr(k, l; r, s) = | 〈k, l, r, s|Ψ〉 |2

=

∣∣∣∣− f(k + l − 1, l, r + s, s) + if(k + l − 1, l − 1, r + s, s)

+if(k + l, l, r + s− 1, s) + f(k + l, l, r + s− 1, s− 1)

∣∣∣∣2k! l! r! s!

=
e−2α

2

k! l! r! s!

(α2

2

)k+l+r+s 1

2α2

[
(k − l)2 + (r − s)2 + 2(k − l)(r − s) sin(θ1 − θ2)

]
, (16)

APPENDIX B – EXPERIMENT (A): EXPLICIT CALCULATION OF THE SUM OF PROBABILITIES
OF ALL SUBMODELS Mn

In this section we prove that the probabilities P (Mn) of choosing specific submodels are properly normalized. We
have ∑

n∈N∩Ñ

P (Mn) =
∑

n∈N\O

B(α,Mn) +
∑
n∈Ñ

2πB(α,Mn) +
∑
n∈O

∆n, (17)

where

∑
n∈O

∆n =
∑
k 6=l

(
p((k, l,0,0))−

(π
2
− 1
) ∑
c′>d′

B(α, (k, l, c′, d′))

)
+
∑
r 6=s

(
p((0,0, r, s))−

(π
2
− 1
)∑
c>d

B(α, (c, d, r, s))

)

=
∑
n∈O

B(α,Mn)− 4
(π

2
− 1
) ∑

n∈Ñ

B(α,Mn) =
∑
n∈O

B(α,Mn)− (2π − 4)
∑
n∈Ñ

B(α,Mn).(18)
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Moreover, notice that ∑
n∈Ñ

B(α,Mn) =
1

4

∑
n∈N4

c 6=d, c′ 6=d′

B(α,Mn). (19)

Plugging Eqs.(18) and (19 )into Eq. (17) we get∑
n∈N∩Ñ

P (Mn) =
∑

n∈N\O
B(α,Mn) + 2π

∑
n∈Ñ

B(α,Mn)

+
∑
n∈O

B(α,Mn)− (2π − 4)
∑

n∈Ñ
B(α,n) =

∑
n∈N4 B(α,n) = 1. (20)

APPENDIX C – EXPERIMENT (A): THRESHOLD INTENSITY OF LOCAL OSCILLATORS FOR THE
VALIDITY OF THE LHV MODEL FOR THE TWC SCHEME

In this section we prove that if α2 < 0.87, the probabilities of choosing a specific submodel P (Mn) are non-negative.
To do that, we only need to consider n0 ∈ O, for which P (Mn0) = ∆n0 . Let us fix n0 = (k, l, 0, 0), k 6= l, as the
reasoning for n0 = (0, 0, r, s) is fully analogous. We need to check the conditions in which

∆n0 = B(α, (k, l,0,0))−
(π

2
− 1
) ∑
c′>d′

B(α, (k, l, c′, d′) ≥ 0. (21)

We plug the definition of the function B(α,n) from the main text into (21) and obtain, after some transformations,

∆n0 =
e−2α

2

2−k−l−3
(
α2
)k+l−1 (−(π − 2)eα

2 (
α2 + (k − l)2

)
+ (π − 2)I0

(
α2
)

(k − l)2 + 4(k − l)2
)

k!l!
. (22)

It is easy to see that the condition ∆n0 ≥ 0 is equivalent to

−(π − 2)eα
2 (
α2 + (k − l)2

)
+ (π − 2)I0

(
α2
)

(k − l)2 + 4(k − l)2 ≥ 0. (23)

As the Bessel function I0 satisfies I0
(
α2
)
≥ 1, the inequality (23) can be approximated by a slightly stricter

−(π−2)eα
2 (
α2 + (k − l)2

)
+(π−2)(k− l)2 +4(k− l)2 =

(
(π − 2)

(
−eα

2
)

+ π + 2
)

(k− l)2− (π−2)α2eα
2

≥ 0. (24)

For α < 1, the coefficient
(

(π − 2)
(
−eα2

)
+ π + 2

)
standing in front of (k − l)2 is positive. This means that the

critical case we need to consider is (k − l)2 = 1. Thus, we arrive at(
(π − 2)

(
−eα

2
)

+ π + 2
)
− (π − 2)α2eα

2

≥ 0. (25)

It can be shown that the inequality 25 is satisfied for

α2 ≤W
(

2e+ eπ

π − 2

)
− 1 ≈ 0.87, (26)

where W denotes the Lambert W function (W (z) returns the principal solution for w in z = wew ).

APPENDIX D – EXPERIMENT (B): THRESHOLD INTENSITY FOR THE VALIDITY OF THE
PARTIAL LHV MODEL FOR THE GPY SCHEME

The presented model definitely reproduces all probabilities of events other than (0,0,0,1), (0,0,1,0), (0,1,0,0) and
(1,0,0,0). We need to check if the probabilities of the single-photon events can also be recovered. To this end, we need
to calculate the sum of all the contributions to these probabilities stemming from the nontrivial submodels. It cannot
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be greater than the quantum probability for these event, but can be lower since the difference can be compensated
by the trivial models. This gives the following consistency condition

∆(0,0,0,1)(α
2, γ) = p(0, 0, 0, 1)− (π − 2)

∑
relevant submodels

Ac1

=
α2

2
− 1

48
(π − 2)

(
2α8 + 3α6 + 6α4

(
γ2 + 2

)
+ 12α2γ2 + 12γ2

)
≥ 0. (27)

Obviously a simmilar condition could be presented for other single-photon events. However, the one above is the most
strict of them all.

Under the assumption γ = α2, the condition (27) simplifies to

α2 ≥ 1

24
(π − 2)α4

(
8α4 + 15α2 + 24

)
. (28)

It is satisfied for approximately α2 < 0.58.

Finally, notice that the value of ∆(0,0,0,1)(α
2, γ) given by Eq. (27) decreases with the growth of γ. Thus, the model

definitely works for all γ ≤ α2 < 0.58. Of course, this not the full range of the model in the parameter space of α and
γ.

APPENDIX E – EXPERIMENT (B) QUANTUM PROBABILITIES OF FOUR-PHOTON EVENTS
REGISTERED IN THE GPY SCHEME

In this section, we are going to calculate the probability of detecting of detecting k, l, r, s photons respectively in
modes c1, d1, c2, d2, in the (b) configuration of the experimental setup outlined in the main text. It is given by:

P (k, l; r, s) = e−2α
2

(1− γ2)
∣∣∣ k∑
q=0

r∑
p=0

N∑
t=0

(
k

q

)(
l

q′

)(
r

p

)(
s

p′

)
γt(−1)q+pαk+l−t1 αr+s−t2 t!√

2klrs
√
k!l!r!s!

∣∣∣2, (29)

where the upper bound in the last sum, N = min(k + l, r + s), is a condition imposed by the expansion of the twin
beam state in the Fock basis.

The table below gives probabilities of the class 1 events reproduced by the LHV model in the main text.
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Events Probabilities divided by P(0,0,0,0) = e−2α
2

(1− γ2) {A(n)/P (0, 0, 0, 0), c1(n), c2(n)}(
0 1 0 1
1 0 1 0

)
1
4

(
α4 + 2α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + γ2

) {
1
4 , 2, 1

}
0 1 0 2
0 2 0 1
1 0 2 0
2 0 1 0

 1
16α

2
(
α4 + 4γ

(
α2 cos(θ1 + θ2) + γ

)) {
a2

16 , 4, 4
}


0 1 0 3
0 3 0 1
1 0 3 0
3 0 1 0

 1
96α

4
(
α4 + 6α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + 9γ2

) {
a4

96 , 6, 9
}

(
0 1 1 0
1 0 0 1

)
1
4

(
α4 − 2α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + γ2

) {
1
4 , −2, 1

}
0 1 1 2
1 0 2 1
1 2 0 1
2 1 1 0

 1
32α

4
(
α4 + 2α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + γ2

) {
a4

32 , 2, 1
}


0 1 2 0
0 2 1 0
1 0 0 2
2 0 0 1

 1
16α

2
(
α4 + 4γ

(
γ − a2 cos(θ1 + θ2)

)) {
a2

16 , −4, 4
}


0 1 2 1
1 0 1 2
1 2 1 0
2 1 0 1

 1
32α

4
(
α4 − 2α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + γ2

) {
a4

32 , −2, 1
}


0 1 3 0
0 3 1 0
1 0 0 3
3 0 0 1

 1
96α

4
(
α4 − 6α2γ cos(θ1 + θ2) + 9γ2

) {
a4

96 , −6, 9
}

The LHV model does not reproduce the following probabilities of events that belong to the (2&2) subspace.

Events Probabilities divided by P(0,0,0,0) = e−2α
2

(1− γ2)
0 2 1 1
1 1 0 2
1 1 2 0
2 0 1 1

 1
32

(
α8 − 4α4γ2 cos(2(θ1 + θ2)) + 4γ4

)
(

0 2 0 2
2 0 2 0

)
1
64

(
α8 + 16α4γ2 + 4α4γ2 cos(2(θ1 + θ2)) + 8α2γ

(
α4 + 2γ2

)
cos(θ1 + θ2) + 4γ4

)(
0 2 2 0
2 0 0 2

)
1
64

(
α8 + 16α4γ2 + 4α4γ2 cos(2(θ1 + θ2))− 8α2γ

(
α4 + 2γ2

)
cos(θ1 + θ2) + 4γ4

)(
1 1 1 1

)
1
16

(
α8 + 4α4γ2 cos(2(θ1 + θ2)) + 4γ4

)
APPENDIX F – A SIMPLE CALCULATION OF CH INEQUALITY VIOLATION BY ON/OFF VERSION

OF THE TWC EXPERIMENT (A) FOR VERY WEAK LOCAL OSCILLATORS

In this section we show the method of the derivation of the probabilities appearing in Eq. (10) of the main text.
We present this for an approximation in which the coherent local oscillator fields are replaced by their first two terms.
Thus what we present here is just illustrative. We want to avoid unnecessary technicalities.

For simplicity we take the single photon state as 1√
2
(b†1 + b†2). We have the following initial state:

1√
2

(b†1 + b†2)
1

1 + α2
(1 + α1a

†
1)(1 + α2a

†
2)|Ω〉. (30)

When the state in (30) impinges on the beamsplitters of transitivity T , and reflectively R, it transforms to
1√
2

(√
Td†1 + i

√
Rc†1 +

√
Td†2 + i

√
Rc†2

) 1

1 + α2

[
1 + α1(

√
Tc†1 + i

√
Rd†1)

] [
1 + α2(

√
Tc†2 + i

√
Rd†2))

]
|Ω〉. (31)
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The probability P (A′, B′) is related to the amplitude of detecting a photon in both detectors Dd1 and Dd2 , namely
to the amplitude 1√

2(1+α2)

(√
Ti
√
Rα1 +

√
Ti
√
Rα2

)
. That gives the probability P (A′, B′) = TR

2
|α1+α2|2
(1+α2)2 .

The event A (B) is defined as the firing of any any local detector when the local oscillator is off, that gives the
trivial probabilities P (A) = 1/2 = P (B) and P (A,B) = 0. While, the probability of the event pair P (A,B′) is related
to the final state

1√
2

(
b†1 +

√
Td†2 + i

√
Rc†2

) 1√
1 + α2

[
1 + α2(

√
Tc†2 + i

√
Rd†2)

]
|Ω〉 (32)

The amplitude of b†1d
†
2|Ω〉 is i√

2

√
Rα2√
1+α2

. Thus, P (A,B′) = Rα2

2(1+α2) and so is P (A′, B).
We take the left hand side CH inequality

−1 ≤ P (A,B) + P (A,B′) + P (A′, B)− P (A′, B′)− P (A)− P (B) = CH ≤ 0, (33)

and put the values of the probabilities, results: 0+ α2

1+α2R− 1
2TR |α1 + α2|2 1

(1+α2)2 −1/2−1/2. We choose the phases

of the coherent states to be identical to get α2

1+α2R− 2TRα2 1
(1+α2)2 − 1 = α2

1+α2R
(

1− 2T 1
1+α2

)
− 1, which obviously

can be less that −1, with a proper choice of T . The CH inequality will be violated when T > 1+α2

2 > 1
2 .

Note that the situation with balanced beamsplitters, T = 1/2, does not violate the CH inequality.
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