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Abstract

The quantum state is an abstract concept used to compute the probabilities of possible measure-
ment outcomes in experiments. Whether it corresponds to some physical reality (i.e., is ontic) or
represents our knowledge of reality (i.e., is epistemic) has been the subject of discussion since the
inception of quantum theory [1, 2, 3, 4]. Assuming a natural continuity assumption and a separability
assumption, we show here that epistemic interpretations of the quantum state are in contradiction
with quantum theory. Our argument is different from the recent proof of Pusey, Barrett, and Rudolph
[5] and it already yields a non-trivial constraint on epistemic models using a single copy of the sys-
tem in question. We then present a simple high-precision experiment based on high-dimensional
attenuated coherent states of light travelling in an optical fibre which tests the predictions of such
epistemic models. Our experimental results are in agreement with the predictions of quantum theory
and provide strong constraints on possible epistemic extensions of quantum mechanics.

Quantum mechanics textbooks usually begin by making the hypothesis that to every physical system
corresponds a mathematical object –a ray in Hilbert space– called the quantum state. They then go on to
deduce the multitude of quantitative predictions that make quantum theory so successful. But does the
quantum state correspond to a real physical state, or merely represent an observer’s knowledge of reality?
A major reason for doubting the reality of the quantum state is that it cannot be observed directly: it can
only be reconstructed indirectly by lengthy state estimation procedures [6, 7]. Furthermore, an epistemic
interpretation of the quantum state could provide an intuitive explanation for many counterintuitive
quantum phenomena and paradoxes, such as the measurement postulate and wavefunction collapse.

Whether or not the quantum state corresponds to some aspect of reality, or only represents our
knowledge of it, can be formulated with precision by assuming that the real state of a physical system is
described by means of a variable λ ∈ Λ called the ontic state of the system [4, 5]. A preparation procedure
Q therefore gives rise to a probability distribution P (λ|Q) over ontic states. If we then subject a system in
state λ to a measurement M , we get result r with probability P (r|M,λ). Hence the probability to obtain
the outcome r when preparation Q is followed by measurement M is P (r|M,Q) =

∑

λ P (λ|Q)P (r|M,λ).
(For notational simplicity in the main text we formulate our results in the case where the set Λ is finite
or denumerable. The generalisation to measurable spaces is given in Supplementary Information A. This
generalisation is important since it is known that any ontic model for even a single qubit must have a
non-countable number of ontic states [8, 9, 10]).

Following [4], we can distinguish two classes of models of the above type reproducing the predictions
of quantum theory. In ψ-ontic models, preparations that give rise to distinct pure quantum states always
result in distinct ontic states. That is, for every λ either P (λ|Q) = 0 or P (λ|Q′) = 0 if the preparations
Q and Q′ correspond to distinct quantum states |ψQ〉 6= |ψQ′〉, where ψQ is the quantum state assigned
by quantum theory to the preparation Q. In this case, every ontic state is compatible with only one
pure quantum state. The quantum state is “encoded” in the underlying reality λ and we can consider it
to represent a real property of the system, akin, e.g., to the total energy of a system in classical physics
[11]. In the second class of models, known as ψ-epistemic models, preparations that would yield distinct
pure quantum states sometimes yield identical ontic states. Formally, this corresponds to the existence
of preparations Q and Q′ corresponding to distinct quantum states |ψQ〉 6= |ψQ′ 〉 whose corresponding
ontic distributions overlap, i.e., there exists some λ such that both P (λ|Q) > 0 and P (λ|Q′) > 0. In this
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Figure 1: Illustration of ontic and δ-continuous epistemic models. Depicted is the space Λ of ontic states,
as well as the support of the probability distribution P (λ|Qk) for preparation Qk associated to distinct
pure states ψk, k = 1, . . . , 5. In ontic models (left) distinct quantum states give rise to probability
distribution P (λ|Qk) with no overlap. In δ-continuous epistemic models (right), states that are close to
each other (such as {ψ1, ψ2, ψ3} and {ψ3, ψ4, ψ5}) all share common ontic states. However states that
are further from each other (such as ψ1 and {ψ4, ψ5}) do not necessarily have common ontic states.

case, the quantum state is not uniquely determined by the underlying reality and has a status analogous,
e.g., to the Liouville distribution of statistical physics.

While non-trivial ψ-epistemic models exist in any fixed dimension d [12], such models are necessarily
highly contrived. Indeed, Pusey, Barrett, and Rudolph (PBR) have recently shown that the predictions of
ψ-epistemic models are in contradiction with quantum theory under the assumption, termed preparation

independence, that independently prepared pure quantum states correspond to product distributions
over ontic states [5]. For subsequent discussions and extensions of the PBR theorem, see [11, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18].

Results

No-go theorems for continuous epistemic models

Our first theoretical result shows that even at the level of a single system there exist strong constraints
on ψ-epistemic models. (Constraints on ψ-epistemic models using single quantum systems have also
been obtained independently in [18] using a different assumption termed ontic indifference). The key
motivation behind this result is that a natural ψ-epistemic model should satisfy a form of continuity.
Indeed, in a ψ-epistemic model, a quantum state corresponds to an ensemble of ontic states, some of
which pertain to other quantum states. It is then natural to expect that a slight change in the preparation
procedure will induce only a slight change in the underlying ontic ensemble. In particular, it is reasonable
to expect that at least some λ’s from the initial ensemble would also belong to the perturbed ensemble.
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We use a slightly stronger form of continuity which asserts that there are ontic states in the initial
ensemble that will remain part of the perturbed ensemble, no matter how we perturb the initial state,
provided this perturbation is small enough. Models that violate this condition are presumably very
contrived. Formally this continuity condition is defined as follows (see Fig. 1 for a depiction of the
difference between ontic and δ-continuous epistemic models).
Definition: δ-Continuity. Let δ > 0 and let Bδψ be the ball of radius δ centred on |ψ〉, i.e., Bδψ is the
set of states |φ〉 such that |〈φ|ψ〉| ≥ 1− δ. We say that a model is δ-continuous if for any preparation Q,
to which is associated the quantum state |ψQ〉, there exists an ontic state λ (which can depend on Q)
such that for all preparations Q′ corresponding to quantum states |φQ′ 〉 in the ball BδψQ

centred on the

state |ψQ〉, we have P (λ|Q′) > 0.
By extension we have:
Definition: Continuity. We say that a model is continuous if there exists a non-zero δ > 0 such that
it is δ-continuous.

We now state and prove our first main result.
Theorem: Constraint on δ-continuous models for single systems. There are no δ-continuous
models with δ ≥ 1−

√

(d− 1)/d (this constraint is nontrivial for d ≥ 3, and it obtained by reasoning on
a single system).
The proof proceeds in two steps. First we show that the δ-continuity assumption imposes a certain
constraint on an observable quantity, and then that this constraint is in contradiction with the predictions
of quantum theory. Consider d preparations Qk corresponding to distinct quantum states |ψk〉 (k =
1, . . . , d) all contained in a ball of radius δ. Denote ω(λ) = mink P (λ|Qk). By definition of a δ-continuous
model, there is at least one λ for which ω(λ) > 0 and thus ǫ =

∑

λ ω(λ) > 0 (this last quantity can be
viewed as a measure of the extent to which ontic distributions overlap in the neighbourhood of a given
state). Suppose now that a measurement M yielding one of the possible outcomes r = 1, . . . , d is made
on each of the prepared systems. A δ-continuous model then makes the prediction

∑

k

P (k|M,Qk) =
∑

k

∑

λ

P (k|M,λ)P (λ|Qk) ≥
∑

k

∑

λ

P (k|M,λ)ω(λ) =
∑

λ

ω(λ) = ǫ > 0 . (1)

According to quantum theory, however, there exist states in a Hilbert space of dimension d contained in
a ball of radius δ = 1−

√

(d− 1)/d such that the left-hand side of Eq. (1) is equal to 0. To show this, let
{|j〉 : j = 1, . . . , d} be a basis of the Hilbert space. Consider the d distinct states |ψk〉 = 1√

d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉.
These states are all at mutual distance |〈ψk|ψ〉| =

√

(d− 1)/d from the state |ψ〉 = 1√
d

∑

j |j〉. Let

the measurement M be the measurement in the basis {|j〉}. Then P (k|M,Qk) = 0 for all k = 1, . . . , d
and thus

∑

k P (k|M,Qk) = 0. (These states and measurements were considered in the d = 3 case in
[19]). Note that the above result also applies if we only require δ-continuity to hold around some fixed
quantum states rather than for all states in Hilbert space. Interestingly, the only ψ-epistemic model for
Hilbert spaces of dimension d known so far [12] is δ-continuous around a specific state with a value of δ
saturating the above bound.

For our second theoretical result we consider, in the spirit of PBR, a separability assumption, defined
as follows.
Definition: Separability. We consider a preparation Q of a physical system yielding with non-zero
probability P (λ|Q) > 0 the ontic state λ. The model is separable if, for any positive integer n, using n
identical copies of the preparation devices yields with non-zero probability P (λn|Qn) > 0 a system in
the joint ontic state λn, with λn = (λ, . . . , λ) and Qn = (Q, . . . , Q).
We can now state our second main result:
Theorem: Separable continuous epistemic models do not exist.
We sketch the proof. First one constructs a specific set of states |φk〉 (k = 1, . . . , d) belonging to a
Hilbert space of dimension d such that 1 − |〈φ0|φk〉| = δnk for some specific |φ0〉, where δnd = 1 −
√

[1 + (d− 1)(n−1)/n(d− 2)1/n]/d. If the model is δnd-continuous, these states share a common ontic
state. Then the separability assumption implies that the states |φk〉⊗n also share a common ontic
state. The states |φk〉 are constructed such that there exists a unitary U that maps U |φk〉⊗n = |ψk〉,
where |ψk〉 = 1√

d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉 are the states used in the previous Theorem. Hence these states satisfy

|〈ψ|ψk〉| =
√

(d− 1)/d. But by the previous Theorem these states cannot share a common ontic state,
yielding a contradiction. Hence the original hypothesis that the model is δnd-continuous must be wrong.
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We have thus shown that one can exclude δ-continuous models with δ ≥ δnd-continuous models for
any positive integers d and n. For large n this bound behaves as δ & γ/n, with γ = (d− 1)[log(d− 2)−
log(d − 1)]/(2d), thereby implying by taking n arbitrarily large that no ψ-epistemic model for Hilbert
spaces of dimension d ≥ 3 can satisfy both the assumptions of continuity (i.e., δ-continuity for some
non-zero δ > 0) and separability. The details of the argument are given in Supplementary Information
B.

Experimentally probing the reality of the quantum state

We now report a simple but highly effective experimental test of δ-continuous epistemic models on states
of a single quantum system in spaces of dimension up to 80 (see Supplementary Information C for a
detailed description of our setup). We realise good approximations of the states |ψk〉 using coherent
states of light travelling in an optical fibre. The basis states |j〉 correspond to a photon localised at
equally spaced positions in the optical fibre. Such states are called time bins as they are conveniently
labeled by the time tj = jτ at which they are detected, where τ is the spacing (in time) between the
time bins, taken to be much larger than the time resolution of the single-photon detectors. (Time bins
have been extensively used in quantum optics, and in particular in quantum key distribution, see e.g.
[20, 21]).

Our experimental setup is schematised in Fig. 2. The source, a long coherence laser operating well
above threshold, produces at its output a coherent state [22]. (In Supplementary Information D we
show that the interpretation of our experiment is robust against deviations from this ideal output). The
continuous-wave laser output is cut into a train of d pulses with one missing using an acousto-optic
modulator (AOM), and it is then attenuated. Using the standard notation of quantum optics, this

procedure yields with high precision a coherent state |αk〉 ≃ |0〉+ α
(

1√
d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉
)

where |0〉 denotes

the vacuum state and where for simplicity of notation we omit the contributions from two and more
photons (which do not affect the interpretation of the experiment, see Supplementary Information E.2).
The mean number of photons is chosen to be 〈n〉 = |α|2 ≃ 0.2 for all dimensions d investigated. The
interval between pulses is 300 ns. The pulses themselves are approximately 100 ns long (their exact shape
depends on the rise and fall time of the AOM). To complete the state preparation phase, the light is
sent through a fibre spool long enough to store the complete pulse train. For the measurement, the
light is sent to a superconducting single-photon detector (SSPD). Dimensions d = 3, 10, 30, 50, 80 were
investigated. An example of recorded data is depicted in Fig. 2.

Because the states prepared in our experiment have a significant vacuum component, and because
of losses and finite detector efficiency, the preparation of a quantum state |αk〉 can either give rise to
a detection in one of the time bins, or to a no-click event wherein no photon is registered. These no-
click events affect the interpretation of the experiment. To deal with this issue we need to make the
assumption, known in the context of non-locality as the fair sampling assumption and discussed in detail
in Supplementary Information E, that the epistemic model does not exploit in a trivial way the no-click
events. In this context we argue that the parameter δexp defining the δ-continuity assumption should be
given by δexp ≃ 0.55/d (see Eq. (12) of Supplementary Information E.2 for the exact expression which
takes into account multi-photon contributions). On the other hand, the left-hand side of Eq. (1) is
experimentally given by

ǫexp =
∑

k

P (k|Qk, clk) ∼
∑

k

N(k,Qk)
∑

j N(j,Qk)
, (2)

where N(j,Qk) is the number of clicks registered in time bin j when one prepares state αk and clk is the
event that the detector clicks. Our experimental results are reported in Table 1 and Fig. 3. In particular
we have also determined the expected values of ǫexp(d), as given by the following measured experimental
parameters: extinction ratio of the AOM, mean number of photons in each pulse, optical attenuation
and detector efficiency, detector dark counts (see Supplementary Information C). The measured values of
ǫexp, which are of the order 10−3, do not exhibit large deviations from the expected behaviour of ǫexp(d).
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Figure 2: Top panel: Experimental setup. Red links are optical fibres and blue links are radio-frequency
cables. A continuous laser source (S) emits a coherent state whose intensity is modulated by an acousto-
optic modulator (AOM) driven by a pattern generator (PG), yielding a train of d pulses with one
missing. The train of pulses is then attenuated to the single-photon regime by passing through an
optical attenuator (A). The complete pulse train is stored in a 5 km fibre spool (FS), and then sent
to a superconducting single-photon detector (SSPD). A fibre polarisation controller (FPC) is used to
ensure maximum sensitivity of the SSPD (which is polarisation sensitive). When a photon is detected,
an electric signal is sent to a data acquisition system (DAQ) which stores the time at which the detection
event has taken place relative to the time at which the state preparation began. Bottom panels: Example
of experimental results for d = 10, and states |α1〉, |α5〉, |α10〉. Horizontal axis: time at which a detection
is registered. Vertical axis: number of detections in each 10 ns time window. Continuous ψ-epistemic
models would predict a non-zero count rate in the bins which should be empty. The small number of
counts which do occur due to detector dark counts and finite extinction ratio of the AOM are not visible
on this scale.
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Figure 3: Experimental bound on epistemic models as a function of dimension d of the quantum state

space. The vertical axis gives the measured value of ǫexp =
∑

k

N(k,Qαk
)

∑
j N(j,Qαk

) , where N(j,Qαk
) is the

number of clicks registered in bin j when one prepares state αk (error bars are statistical). The curve
gives the dependency of ǫexp on d as predicted by quantum theory, taking into account the values
of measured experimental parameters (see Supplementary Information C; these results, including the
conversion from d to δexp, are also given in Table 1). The grey area gives the range in which this
theoretical prediction could vary, given the uncertainty on dark-count rate, extinction ratio, and overall
detection probability η〈n〉. The main uncertainty comes from the dark-count rate which depends on
the exact temperature of the detectors and the amount of ambient light, both of which can vary during
the experiment. Positive deviation from the curve would signal a break-down of quantum theory. The
absence of such deviation rules out a large class of δ-continuous models.

Table 1: Experimental results. d is the dimension of the quantum state space, δexp is deduced from d
and from the mean number of photons α2 (see Eq. (12) of Supplementary Information E.2 for the exact
epression; the approximate expression is δexp = 0.55/d), and ǫexp, given by Eq. (2), is directly measured.

d 3 10 30 50 80
δexp(d, α

2) 0.1988 0.0563 0.0185 0.0111 0.0069
ǫexp × 103 0.26± 0.05 0.45± 0.07 1.27± 0.18 1.62± 0.23 1.66± 0.28

Discussion

In the seminal paper in which he introduced the probabilistic interpretation of quantum theory [23], Max
Born also raised the question whether this probabilistic character was intrinsic, or might hide a more
deterministic underlying theory. In the latter case, the true, ontic, state of a physical system is described
by variables λ (often called hidden variables) whose knowledge provides more predictability than that
given by the quantum state. The PBR theorem, and its extensions such as the one presented here,
address the possible structures of hidden-variable theories. These theorems show that, under natural
hypotheses such as preparation independence, or δ-continuity and separability, the only possible structure
of hidden-variable theories that exactly reproduce the predictions of quantum theory is that the ontic
state λ = (ψ, λ′) consists of the quantum state ψ, possibly supplemented by additional variables that
add predictability to the theory. Epistemic models, in which the ontic state λ is not in correspondence
with a unique quantum state, can be ruled out.

For the proponent of quantum theory, the most important conclusion to draw from these results is
that the quantum formalism, as initially introduced by Heisenberg and Schrödinger, is essentially unique.
The only possible reformulation of quantum theory consists of supplementing the wavefunction ψ by some
additional variables λ′. In particular all physical systems must be associated with a quantum state.

For the proponent of the epistemic point of view, these results suggest that the behaviour of physical
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systems should differ slightly from the predictions of quantum theory, in a way that would undermine the
above no-go theorems. It could then be possible to devise an alternative, epistemic, theory (in the sense
that preparations that we presently associate with pure quantum states would in fact be associated in the
alternative theory with overlapping distributions over some more fundamental ontic states) that provides
a successful account of physical observations. Because of the above no-go theorems, it necessarily should
then also be possible to devise experiments that demonstrate deviations from quantum theory.

If this alternative epistemic theory respects approximately the geometry of quantum theory, in the
sense that preparations that we associate with pure quantum states that are close give rise to distributions
over ontic states that are close, then it is natural to expect that it will share the same notion of δ-
continuity. But then it should also, in particular, predict a value of

∑

k P (k|M,Qk) > 0 for the left-hand
side of Eq. (1). An experimental measurement of the quantity

∑

k P (k|M,Qk) can thus be used to rule

out δ-continuous epistemic models with δ > 1−
√

(d− 1)/d, even in the context of theories more general
than quantum theory. Note that there is not a single test that in one go will rule out all epistemic
models. Rather there are a large number of tests, each of which can rule out some epistemic models. In
particular experimental imperfections will always limit the quality of the tests, yielding e.g. a non-zero
value for the left-hand side of Eq. (1). Experiments can thus only put constraints on epistemic models,
i.e., they can rule out δ-continuous models satisfying δ > δexp and ǫ > ǫexp, where δexp is determined by
the experimental preparation accuracy and ǫexp =

∑

k P (k|M,Qk) is directly measured.
Our experimental results do not exhibit unexpected deviations from the predictions of quantum

theory. They therefore rule out a class of epistemic models. Our experiment has a number of weaknesses,
such as use of coherent states that have a non-zero vacuum component, inefficient detectors, absence
of tomography of the quantum states. These weaknesses are however counterbalanced by its precision
(as expressed by the small value of δ that can be probed, see Table 1). There are many other possible
experiments that could rule out other epistemic models. A more detailed discussion of the interpretation
of the present experiment is presented in Supplementary Information F.

In summary, the PBR theorem and its extensions demonstrate the unique and inevitable character
of the quantum formalism. They also motivate a novel suite of experimental tests of quantum theory.
A positive result for these tests would be truly revolutionary, as it would show that quantum theory is
only an approximation, and that it must be replaced by an alternative, presumably epistemic, theory.
A negative result, such as obtained here, confirms our confidence in the quantum formalism, while
simultaneously ruling out a large class of epistemic models.

Note added: A related experiment testing the predictions of the PBR theorem, but using a different
experimental system, is reported in [24].

Acknowledgments. M. P. would like to thank Rob Spekkens for helpful discussions. The authors
acknowledge financial support from the European Union under project QCS, from the FRS-FNRS under
project DIQIP, and from the Brussels-Capital Region through a BB2B grant, from the Belgian Federal
Government throug the Interuniversity Attraction Pole project Photonics@be.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Theory

A. General formulation of the no-go theorem

Here we formulate our main result in the context of measurable spaces. Two main cases are of interest:
when the space of ontic states Λ is discrete, and when it is absolutely continuous. For simplicity one can
think of the latter as the case where Λ = Rn with the standard measure on Rm.

A.1. Measurable spaces

The state space Λ is assumed to be a (probability) measure space with a fixed σ-algebra Ω of events. We
assume the existence of a reference measure m on Λ. For a measurable set A ⊂ Λ, m(A) =

∫

χAdm(λ),
where χA is the indicator function for A (1 on A and 0 elsewhere).

Each preparation Q induces a conditional probability measure P (−|Q) defined on Ω. From the
Lebesgue decomposition theorem [25] we infer that the measure P (−|Q) can be decomposed as

P (−|Q) = Ps(−|Q) + Pa(−|Q) ,

where the measures Ps(−|Q) and Pa(−|Q) are respectively singular and absolutely continuous with
respect to m. Recall that a measure µ is concentrated on a set C if for any measurable set B, µ(B) =
µ(B ∩ C), and that two measures are singular with respect to each other if they are concentrated on
disjoint sets. Furthermore the singular part Ps(−|Q) can be decomposed into a discrete singular part
which consists of a sum of Dirac measures (“δ functions”) and a singular continuous part.

In the remainder we consider the case where P (−|Q) only consists of an absolutely continuous part.
This is the assumption that is generally made in the literature. The case where there is only a discrete
singular part was discussed in the main text. Note that our results can be extended to the case where
either the absolutely continuous or the discrete singular part are non-zero. Our results do not apply to
the case where there is only a singular continuous part.

We denote by Sm the set on which m is concentrated. The fact that the measure P (−|Q) is absolutely
continuous with respect to m (P (A|Q) = 0 whenever m(A) = 0) implies that there is an m-measurable
function p(λ|Q) on Λ such that for all A ∈ Ω

Pa(A|Q) =

∫

A

p(λ|Q)dm(λ) .

In integration theory the function p(λ|Q) is called the Radon-Nikodym derivative [25].
We further suppose that the probability of obtaining result r given measurement M and ontic state

λ is given by an m-measurable function p(r|M,λ). Then we have

P (r|M,Q) =

∫

Sm

p(r|M,λ)p(λ|Q)dm(λ) . (3)

We can define the support SupQ of the function p(λ|Q) as the complement of the set on which it vanishes.
Since m(SupQ) = m(Sm ∩ SupQ) there will be no loss of generality if we restrict the support to Sm.
(Note that if the measure is not absolutely continuous, we cannot introduce in general the concept of
“support” of the measures P (−|Q) as it requires a topology on Λ which we do not assume).

A.2. Statement and proof of the no-go theorem in the case of absolutely

continuous measures.

Definition: A statistical model is epistemic if there exist two preparation procedures Q1 and Q2

giving two distinct quantum states such that m(SupQ1
∩ SupQ2

) > 0.
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Definition: An epistemic model is δ-continuous if, given the preparation Q of the pure quantum
state ψQ, there is a set Aδ ∈ Λ (which can depend on Q) such that for all states φ satisfying 1−|〈φ|ψ〉| ≤ δ,
Aδ ⊂ SupQφ

and
∫

Aδ p(λ|Qφ)dm(λ) > 0. This implies that m(Aδ) > 0.
Why is δ-continuity a “natural” condition? Informally the reason is that –except in rare occasions–

physical quantities depend continuously on their parameters. Discontinuities are generally attributable
to mathematical idealisation. To illustrate this, suppose that we can write Q = (Q′, ψQ), where ψQ is
the pure state produced by Q, and Q′ are additional variables specifying the preparation. Furthermore
suppose that λ,Q′, ψQ all belong to compact subsets of real euclidean space Rn, and that the probability
distribution p(λ|Q′, ψQ) is a continuous function of all its parameters. Then it is uniformly continuous,
and hence δ−continuous for some δ > 0.

Proof of the no-go theorem. Let the dimension of the quantum state space be d. We consider
the same d independent non-orthogonal states ψk = 1√

d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉 as in the main text. Suppose the

model is δ-continuous for δ < 1/(d − 1). Then there exists a set Aδ ⊂ Supψk
for all k = 1, . . . , d with

m(Aδ) > 0. Define a new function p̃(λ) = mink p(λ|ψk). Then we have

∑

k

p(k|ψk) =

∫

Λ

∑

k

p(k|λ)p(λ|ψk)dm(λ)

≥
∫

Aδ

∑

k

p(k|λ)p(λ|ψk)dm(λ)

≥
∫

Aδ

∑

k

p(k|λ)p̃(λ)dm(λ)

=

∫

Aδ

p̃(λ)dm(λ) . (4)

It remains to show that
∫

Aδ p̃(λ)dm(λ) is strictly positive. To this end we note that for each function

p(λ|ψk) there must be a positive integer Nk such that the set TNk
= {λ ∈ Aδ|p(λ|ψk) > 1/Nk} satisfies

m(TNk
) > 0. Otherwise

∫

Aδ p(λ|ψk)dm(λ) = 0, contrary to our hypothesis. Let M = max{Nk}. Then

for the set TM ≡ {λ ∈ Aδ|p̃(λ) > 1/M} we have TM ⊃ TNK
for all k and hence m(TM ) > 0. We conclude

that
∫

Aδ

p̃(λ)dm(λ) ≥ 1

M
m(TM ) > 0 .

We thus arrive at the contradiction 0 =
∑

k p(k|ψk) > 0.

B. No-go theorem for ψ-epistemic models using the assumptions

of continuity and separability

In the main text, we have shown that there are no δ-continuous ψ-epistemic models with δ ≥ 1 −
√

(d− 1)/d for Hilbert spaces of dimension d. This bound applies to single quantum systems. Here we
show that, upon making the additional assumption of a weak form of preparation independence which
we term separability, there are no ψ-epistemic models for Hilbert spaces of dimension d ≥ 3 that can
satisfy both the assumptions of continuity (i.e., δ-continuity for some non-zero δ > 0) and separability.
The proof we give is different, and arguably simpler, than the one given in [5].

Definition of separability. Consider a preparation Q of a physical system and any subset of
ontic states A ∈ Λ that occurs with non-zero probability P (A|Q) > 0. Consider n identical copies of
the preparation devices, which when used yield preparation Qn = (Q, . . . , Q). Then the product set
An = A× . . .×A occurs with non-zero probability: P (An|Qn) > 0.

Note that according to this definition the space of ontic states for n independent preparations may
be larger than the product Λ× . . .× Λ. This does not affect the definition of separability.

Using this weak form of preparation independence, we show that there are no δ-continuous ψ-epistemic
models with δ ≥ 1 −

√

[1 + (d− 1)(n−1)/n(d− 2)1/n]/d for any integer n ≥ 1. For large n, this bound
behaves as δ & γ/n, with γ = (d − 1)[log(d − 2) − log(d − 1)]/(2d) which, taking the limit of large n,
rules out all continuous ψ-epistemic models for d ≥ 3.
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To prove this bound, consider d distinct preparationsQk corresponding to d quantum states |φk〉 ∈ Cd

(k = 1, . . . , d) all contained in a ball of radius δ. In a δ-continuous model, there exists a set B ⊂ Λ of
measure m(B) > 0 such that P (B|Qk) > 0 for every preparation Qk.

Consider n independent uses Qnk = (Qk, . . . , Qk) of the preparation procedure Qk, yielding n copies
|φk〉⊗n ∈ C

n
d of the state |φk〉. By the assumption of weak separability, the set Bn = B × . . . × B has

positive measure P (Bn|Qnk ) > 0.

Denote by dm(~λ) the product measure in Λ× . . .×Λ. Given that we are dealing with the absolutely

continuous case, we can shift our attention to the probability density p(~λ|Qnk ) where ~λ = (λ1, . . . , λn).

We can also suppose that p(λ|Qk) > 0 for all ~λ ∈ B (if this is not the case, simply replace B by its

support). Then separability implies that for all ~λ ∈ Bn, p(~λ|Qnk ) > 0. By analogy with the argument in

the previous section, denote p̃(~λ) = mink p(~λ|Qnk ).
Suppose now that one performs a joint measurement M with at least d possible outcomes r =

1, . . . , d on each of the d systems prepared according to Q
(n)
k . Suppose further that quantum theory

predicts that
∑d

r=1 P (r|M, |φk〉⊗n) = 1 for all k. Then compatibility with quantum theory requires that
∑d

r=1 p(r|M,~λ) = 1 for almost every ~λ in the support of Bn.

Combining this observation with the definition of p̃(~λ), one finds

d
∑

k=1

P (k|M,Qnk ) =
d

∑

k=1

∫

Λ×...×Λ

p(k|M,~λ)p(~λ|Qnk)dm(~λ)

≥
d

∑

k=1

∫

Bn

p(k|M,~λ)p(~λ|Qnk )dm(~λ)

≥
d

∑

k=1

∫

Bn

p(k|M,~λ)p̃(λn)dm(~λ)

=

∫

Bn

p̃(~λ)dm(~λ)

> 0 . (5)

The strict positivity of the last relation is proved as in the case of a single system (see the reasoning
after Eq. (4)).

According to quantum theory, however, there exist states |φk〉 in a Hilbert space of dimension d

contained in a ball of radius δ =
√

[1 + (d− 1)(n−1)/n(d− 2)1/n]/d such that
∑

k P (k|M,Qnk) = 0 for
an appropriate joint measurement M on the states |φk〉⊗n. To show this, consider the d distinct states

|φk〉 = α|k〉+ β√
d

∑d
i=1 |i〉 with

α = −

√

1−
(

d− 2

d− 1

)1/n

(6)

and

β = − α√
d
+

√

α2

d
+

(

d− 2

d− 1

)1/n

. (7)

It is easily checked that these states are normalised, have mutual scalar product |〈φk|φl〉| =
(

d−2
d−1

)1/n

for k 6= l, and are all at distance 1 − |〈φk|φ〉| = 1 −
√

[1 + (d− 1)(n−1)/n(d− 2)1/n]/d from the state

|φ〉 = 1√
d

∑d
i=1 |i〉. The d n-fold copies |φ̃k〉 = |φk〉⊗n have thus mutual scalar product |〈φ̃k|φ̃l〉| =

(d − 2)/(d− 1) for k 6= l. There therefore exists a unitary transformation U in the subspace Sd ⊂ C
⊗n
d

spanned by the d states |φ̃k〉 that carries out the following transformation: U |φ̃k〉 = |ψk〉 where |ψk〉 =
1√
d−1

(
∑d

j=1 |j〉 − |k〉) for some basis {|j〉}. The states |ψk〉 are identical to the states used in the proof

of the bound corresponding to the case n = 1 presented in the main text.
Therefore the sought for measurement M is the measurement in the basis {U †|j〉 : j = 1, . . . , dn}.

Then
∑d

r=1 P (r|M,Qnk ) = 1 and the bound of Eq. (5) should therefore hold according to a δ-continuous
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ψ-epistemic model. However, according to quantum theory we have P (k|M,Qnk ) = 0 for all k = 1, . . . , d,

and thus
∑d

k=1 P (k|M,Qnk ) = 0 in contradiction with Eq. (5).

Experiment

C. Detailed description of the experimental setup

The experiment is realised using fibre pigtailed components in the telecommunication C-band. The laser
source (Koheras AdjustiK) continuously emits 1 mW of power at 1549.4 nm into an optical fibre. Its
narrow spectral linewidth (∆ν ∼ 1 kHz when measured during 120µs, as specified by the manufacturer)

corresponds to a coherence time τcoh = (2π∆ν)−1 ∼ 160µs significantly longer than all other time scales
in the experiment. (We have indirectly measured the linewidth of the laser ourselves. Indeed it has
been used as pump laser in a fibre optics cavity in [26]. Success of this experiment required that the
linewidth of the laser be less than the linewidth of the cavity, estimated to be 20 kHz). Power fluctuations
are less than 0.4 dB in 10 hours, and side lobes are rejected by more than 63 dB. This guarantees that
within the time interval used to produce the train of pulses the source emits a coherent state of well-
defined photon mean number. To create the pulse train from the cw laser we use an acousto-optic
modulator (AOM model M111-2J-FxS from Gooch and Housego) with a 25 ns rise/fall time and a 50 dB
extinction ratio in cw regime. In the pulsed regime used in the experiment the extinction ratio is
estimated to be Ext = (40 ± 1.5)dB. A pattern generator (Hewlett-Packard model 81110A) drives the
AOM. The AOM is turned on for 100 ns and then off for 200 ns, but we only keep clicks occurring during
an interval Tp = 80 ns so as to minimize the effects of the finite rise and fall time of the AOM. To
attenuate the state we use a fixed attenuator complemented with a variable optical attenuator (Hewlett-
Packard model 8156A). An overall attenuation of up to 120 dB with an absolute precision of 0.1 dB and
a repeatability of 0.01 dB can be achieved. The mean number of photons in the pulse train is 〈n〉 = 0.2.
The photons are detected with a superconducting single-photon detector (SSPD from Scontel) cooled to
(1.7 ± 0.1)K with overall efficiency (including losses in optical components after the state preparation
and data acquisition inefficiency) η = (4± 0.2)% and dark-count rate Dk = (3± 1)Hz. The dark-count
rate can be measured with high precision, but it is sensitive to environmental conditions (temperature of
the detectors, ambient light) that fluctuate during the experiment, which is the reason the quoted error
is large. The data acquisition is realised by a time-to-digital-converter (Agilent Acqiris system). The
overall time resolution of the detector and data acquisition is approximately 150 ps. For the different
dimensions d = 3, 10, 30, 50, 80 studied, the total number of times each state αk was produced was
12, 10, 4, 3, 2× 128× 104 respectively. The data was acquired over the duration of one week.

Taking into account the known experimental imperfections, the probability of detecting a photon
in bin k when state αk is prepared is approximately Dk Tp + Ext 〈n〉η/(d − 1) and the probability of
detecting a photon when state αk is prepared is approximately 〈n〉η, where d is the dimension of the
state, Dk Tp is the probability of a dark count during a pulse, Ext is the extinction ratio of the AOM,
〈n〉 = 0.2 is the mean number of photons in the pulse train, and η is the overall detection efficiency.
The ratio of these two quantities multiplied by d yields the following estimate for the experimentally

measured quantity ǫexp =
∑

k
N(k,Qk)∑
j N(j,Qk)

:

Expected value of ǫexp =
Dk Tp
〈n〉η d+ Ext

d

d− 1
. (8)

It is this estimate which is plotted in Fig. 3 of the main text.
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D. Deviations from an ideal laser source

In the main text we considered the case where the output of the laser is a coherent state, whereupon the
state produced after the AOM and attenuator is

|αk〉 = exp
[

−α2/2
]

exp





α√
d− 1

∑

j 6=k
a†j



 |0〉 . (9)

Here we show that even if the laser used in the experiment is non-ideal, this need not affect the inter-
pretation of the experiment. Deviations from an ideal source could include slow changes of the carrier
frequency, average power, phase of the laser output; output state differing slightly from an ideal coherent
state; etc.

We label the successive states produced in the experiment by a discrete time index t = 0, 1, 2, . . .
Because of the above effects the states produced at successive times t will differ slightly. We recall that
under attenuation any state of light will tend towards a mixture of coherent states (see the argument in
[27] based on the theory of generalised Wigner functions [28]). Hence, given that the attenuation is very
large, the output of the AOM and attenuator is a mixture of coherent states of the form

|α(t)
k 〉 = exp

[

−α(t)2/2
]

exp





α(t)

√
d− 1

∑

j 6=k
a
†(t)
j



 |0〉 , (10)

where α(t) is the amplitude of the state produced at time t and a
†(t)
j is the creation operator associated

with bin j at time t.
Let us imagine that the attenuation was realised by passing the light through a beam splitter, and

that part of the light beam which is split off is measured, for instance using a highly stable reference
laser and homodyne measurements. Because the laser does not deviate much from an ideal laser, the

operators a
†(t)
j ≃ a†j are close to the ideal operators and α(t) ≃ 0.2 is close to its ideal value. Hence

by carrying out measurements on the split-off light beam, one could determine these parameters with
very high precision. That is, by monitoring the output of the beam splitter, one can in principle ensure
that the state prepared in the experiment is very close to a pure coherent state of the form Eq. (10).

Furthermore for each realisation of the operators a
†(t)
j , the no-go theorem introduced in the main text

applies.
In practice we have not carried out the above measurements, and do not know the exact state prepared

in the experiment. However it is very natural to assume that the ontic states λ do not depend on whether
or not the above measurement was carried out. (We note that in principle all the information required to
carry out the above measurement is stored in the states of the atoms, phonons, etc. which have absorbed
the light inside the attenuator, and that one could in principle get the relevant information by measuring
these degrees of freedom).

In summary, we expect the conclusions reached in the main text to hold even if the laser used in the
experiment deviates slightly from an ideal source.

E. No-go theorems in the presence of detection inefficiency

E.1. Motivation

Because the states prepared in our experiment have a significant vacuum component, and because of
losses and finite detector efficiency, the preparation of a quantum state |αk〉 can either give rise to a
detection in one of the time bins, or to a no-click event when no photon is registered. The latter are
significantly more common than the detections. Indeed, use of coherent states with 〈n〉 ≃ 0.2 and overall
detection efficiency of approximately 4% (see section C) yields an overall probability of registering a click
of approximately P (clk) = 8 ·10−3, where clk is the event that the detector clicks in one of the time bins.

These no-click events affect the interpretation of the experiment. To understand why, remember that
the key point in the no-go theorem proven in the main text was showing that if there is an ontic state
that occurs with positive probability for all states |ψk〉, then one finds a contradiction with quantum
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theory. But in the presence of no-click events this contradiction no longer holds. Indeed there exists a
trivial epistemic model that explains our experimental results in which the ontic states common to all
preparations |αk〉 only give rise to no-click events. Furthermore, the vacuum component of the states
|αk〉 affects the interpretation of their mutual scalar product (since states that are almost orthogonal
become arbitrarily close to each other when superposed with a sufficiently large vacuum component that
does not contribute to the click events).

We present two approaches to deal with this issue. In the first approach, we introduce a continuity
assumption defined on the space orthogonal to the vacuum state. And furthermore we distinguish
between two classes of ontic states: a set of ontic states denoted Λ0 which only give rise to no-click
events; and the complementary set Λclk = Λ \ Λ0, see Fig. 4. All ontic states belonging to the set Λclk

give rise to a click in some time bin with positive probability. Our experiment gives a strong constraint
on epistemic models in which there is a common ontic state belonging to Λclk. A quantitative bound on
these models is obtained by conditioning all quantities in the above no-go theorem on the occurrence of
a click. In particular Eq. (1) in the main text becomes

∑

k

P (k|Qk, clk) ≥
∑

λ

ωclk(λ) = ǫclk > 0 , (11)

where ωclk(λ) = mink P (λ|Qk, clk). The reasoning leading to the above constraint is presented in detail
in section E.2.

A second line of reasoning, based on an analysis of the measurement process, is presented in sec-
tion E.3. This analysis makes a stronger set of assumptions but yields directly a bound on ω(λ) rather
than ωclk(λ). These two approaches are similar in spirit –they require that epistemic models do not
exploit in the above trivial way the detection inefficiency– but differ in the exact hypothesis they make.
The first approach modifies the continuity condition so that it applies conditional on the detector click-
ing. The second approach conserves the original continuity condition, but postulates that the predictions
of the epistemic model are independent of how the measurement is realised. We use the notation for
discrete distributions below for ease of reading.

E.2. Modifying the continuity condition

Here we show how the no-go theorem of the main text can be adapted if all quantities are measured
conditional on a click occurring.

We first redefine the notion of distance between states to take into account that the vacuum component
never gives rise to a click. The new notion of distance δ0 should have the following properties: (1) it
measures the distance between states on the space orthogonal to the vacuum state; and (2) it equals
the old distance δ0 = δ on the single-photon space. The exact way δ0 acts on the two and more photon
space is not essential for the argument (since the overlap of the states we consider with the two and more
photon space is small). The reason for property (1) is that the vacuum component of the state will not
give rise to a click, and hence does not give rise to any measurable quantity. The reason for property
(2) is that in the case of single-photon states and perfect detectors we wish to recover the notion of
continuity defined in the main text.

The continuity condition is rephrased as: a model with no-click events is δ0-continuous if, for all
preparations Q corresponding to pure state |ψQ〉 with P (clk|ψQ) > 0, there exists an ontic state λ (which

can depend on |ψQ〉) such that, for all preparations Q′ corresponding to state |φQ′〉 with |〈φ̃Q′ |ψ̃Q〉| ≥
1− δ0, we have P (λ|φQ′ , clk) > 0, where

|ψ̃Q〉 = (I − |0〉〈0|)|ψQ〉/|(I − |0〉〈0|)|ψQ〉|

and |φ̃Q′ 〉 is similarly defined.
We now consider a measurement which can give rise to d + 1 outcomes. The first d outcomes

correspond to a click in time bin k. The last outcome corresponds to the no-click event. We consider d
different preparations |ψj〉, j = 1, . . . , d. We suppose that for all j, P (clk|ψj) > 0.

We define the subnormalised measure ωclk(λ) = minj P (λ|ψj , clk), with P (λ|ψj , clk) = P (clk|λ)P (λ|ψj)
P (clk|ψj)
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given by Bayes rule. We then have the mathematical identity:

∑

k

P (k|ψk, clk) =
∑

k

P (k|ψk)
P (clk|ψk)

=
∑

k

∑

λ

p(k|λ)
P (clk|λ)

P (clk|λ)P (λ|ψk)
P (clk|ψk)

=
∑

k

∑

λ

P (k|λ)
P (clk|λ)P (λ|ψk, clk)

≥
∑

k

∑

λ

P (k|λ)
P (clk|λ)ωclk(λ)

=
∑

λ

ωclk(λ) . (12)

This identity will provide a strong constraint on epistemic models if on the one hand the states |ψj〉 are
such that

∑

k P (k|ψk, clk) is small, whereas on the other hand the continuity hypothesis would imply
that

∑

λ ωclk(λ) should be large.

We now consider two examples. First consider the states |ψk〉 =
√
1− α2|0〉 + α√

d−1

∑

j 6=k a
†
j |0〉

and |ψ0〉 =
√
1− α2|0〉 + α√

d

∑

j a
†
j |0〉, which are superpositions of vacuum and one-photon states. For

these states we have |〈ψ̃k|ψ̃0〉| =
√
d−1√
d

independently of α, and (if the detectors have no dark counts)
∑

k P (k|ψk, clk) = 0. This implies that δ0 > 1−
√
d−1√
d

continuous epistemic models are in contradiction

with quantum theory no matter how small the probability P (clk) of a click.
Next consider the coherent states used in the experiment

|αk〉 = exp
[

−α2/2
]

exp





α√
d− 1

∑

j 6=k
a†j



 |0〉 ,

and the reference state

|α0〉 = exp
[

−α2/2
]

exp





α√
d

∑

j

a†j



 |0〉 .

Then we have

|〈α̃k|α̃0〉| =
eα

2
√

(d−1)/d − 1

eα2 − 1
. (13)

Therefore the distance δexp is given by

δexp(d, α
2) = 1− eα

2
√

(d−1)/d − 1

eα2 − 1
≃ α2

2d(1− e−α2)
≃ 0.55

d
, (14)

where in the approximation we have neglected next to leading orders in 1/d and finally assumed α2 =
〈n〉 = 0.2. These states also have

∑

k P (k|αk, clk) = 0 (assuming no detector dark counts), hence they
rule out δexp >

0.55
d continuous epistemic models.

In the real experiment the extinction ratio is not perfect, meaning that the states |αk〉 have a small
component in the time bin k, and the detectors have dark counts. Hence

∑

k P (k|αk, clk) will be small
and positive. Therefore the experiment does not allow to rule out all δexp >

0.55
d continuous epistemic

models, but rather it strongly constrains these models by putting an upper bound on
∑

λ ωclk(λ). It is
the (exact) expression for δexp(d, α

2) given in Eq. (14) that we have used in Table 1 of the main text to
relate d to δexp.

E.3. Alternative treatment of the detection loophole

In this section we adopt a different approach. There are many different physical implementations of
single-photon detectors which would give the same response to incoming light than the SSPD used in
the experiment. Our main assumption is that for a given ontic state λ the probabilities of outcomes are
independent of how the detector is implemented, provided it gives the same measurement statistics as
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Figure 4: Schematic depiction of the structure of the space Λ of ontic states in the case of inefficient
detectors. We have represented the supports Supψk

of the probability distributions p(λ|ψk) for three
states |ψ1〉, |ψ2〉, |ψ3〉. The subset of ontic states which never give rise to a click is denoted by Λ0. The
experiment described in the main text cannot rule out the existence of a non-empty intersection of the
supports Supψk

and of Λ0, since all ontic states in this intersection always give rise to no-click events.
The reported experiment can rule out the existence of a non-empty intersection of the supports Supψk

and the complementary space Λclk = Λ \ Λ0.
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the actual one. This obviously constitutes a strong assumption on the behaviour of ψ-epistemic models.
Its interest is that it allows us to keep the same continuity condition as in the main text, contrary to the
reasoning in the previous section.

We suppose that the interaction of the detector with the electromagnetic field obeys photon-number
superselection rule. That is, the excitations in the superconducting wire depend on the quanta of energy
(or photon number) and not on the relative phases. With this hypothesis the response of the SSPD
should be very well approximated by an ideal detector consisting of three steps:

1. a beam splitter, one arm of which absorbs a fraction 1 − η of the coherent light, where η is the
efficiency of the actual detector;

2. the beam splitter is followed by a quantum non-demolition (QND) detector which measures the
photon number (the result of this measurement is not provided to the experimenter);

3. the state at the output of the QND measurement is sent to a perfect single-photon detector with
100% efficiency and dark-count rate Dk which provides as output the first time bin in which a
photon is detected.

Such a model for a single-photon detector is standard in quantum optics [28, 29]. Note that the ac-
tual SSPD may differ slightly from the above idealisation (for instance the attenuation may not be
linear). Such small changes could be implemented by changing slightly the model, and do not affect our
conclusions.

From the point of view of quantum theory, step 1 results in the preparation of an attenuated coherent
state with mean photon number η〈n〉, and step 2 results in the preparation of a mixture ρk =

∑

n pnρ
n
k

of states ρnk with photon number n, if the initial state was |αk〉. Note that the states ρnk are pure states.
In particular the state ρ1k = |ψk〉〈ψk|, where |ψk〉 is the state given in the main text.

Now we make the assumption that, from the point of view of epistemic models, steps 1 and 2 can
be thought of as additional state preparation steps. That is, the result of steps 1 and 2 is to prepare a
new ontic state λ′. Following [30], we assume that the ontic distribution corresponding to a statistical
mixture ρk =

∑

n pnρ
n
k of states ρnk is of the form

∑

n pnP (λ|ρnk ). With these assumptions, we have the
following identity for the predictions of epistemic models:

d
∑

k=1

P (k|clk, Qαk
) =

1

P (clk)

d
∑

k=1

∞
∑

n=0

P (k|ρnk )P (n|αk)

=
1

P (clk)

d
∑

k=1

∞
∑

n=0

∑

λ

P (k|λ)P (λ|ρnk )

≥ p1
P (clk)

d
∑

k=1

∑

λ

P (k|λ)P (λ|ρ1k) ,

where n is the result of the QND measurement and p1 = P (n = 1|αk) is the probability for the QND mea-
surement of detecting n = 1 photons. Note that the n = 0 component in line 2 only contributes through
the effect of dark counts. In the last line we have restricted ourselves to the one-photon component.

We now restrict our analysis to epistemic models associated to the single-photon states ρ1k. We assume
δ-continuity of epistemic models (using the definition given in the main text). If the states ρ1k are δ-close,
then we have the bound

∑

λ P (k|λ)P (λ|ρ1k) > ǫ > 0, as in the main text.
In summary the assumptions made above lead to the bound

d
∑

k=1

P (k|clk, Qαk
) ≥ p1

P (clk)
ǫ .

This is the same bound as obtained in the main text, except for the factor p1
P (clk) ≃ 0.90 (where we take

into account that 〈n〉 = 0.2 and neglect dark counts).
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F. Critique of the experiment

Q. What is the meaning and interpretation of an experiment that tests the reality of the quantum state?

A. The PBR theorem, and extensions thereof, proves that in order to be compatible with the predictions
of quantum theory, one must associate to each individual physical system in a pure state its wave-
function, possibly supplemented by additional variables. In addition to illustrating this theoretical
fact, experiments based on the PBR theorem also have a more profound meaning. Namely the
PBR theorem provides the motivation for novel tests of quantum theory. It suggests that Nature
could in fact be epistemic, and therefore –in view of the PBR theorem– deviate from the predictions
of quantum theory. We thus have a new suite of well-motivated experimental tests of quantum
theory. The quality of these experiments can be quantified by the degree to which they rule out
epistemic models.

Q. What would be the consequence of an experimental result showing that the wavefunction is not real?

A. Revolutionary! Such a result would go way beyond purely philosophical considerations. It would
show that quantum theory is not the correct description of Nature, and has to be replaced by an
alternative –presumably epistemic– theory.

Q. Let us turn to the experiment itself. The states used in the experiment are coherent states, hence
classical states. Does this mean that no conclusion on the validity of quantum theory can be drawn
from an experiment using coherent states?

A. Wrong. Coherent states are quantum states. They are often called classical because they have many
properties resembling what would be expected from classical systems. But they also have many
quantum features, such as obeying Heisenberg uncertainty relations. These quantum features are
often exploited in quantum optics experiments, and in particular quantum cryptography. There is
no reason why coherent states cannot be used in foundational physics experiments.

Q. Why use 0.2 photons in average? Is this what makes the experiment quantum?

A. Yes. If you reread section E on the detection loophole, you will note that the interpretation of the
experiment changes completely if the contribution of the two (or more) photon component is large.
The technical reason is that the distance δ0(α0, αk′ ) = 1 − 〈α̃0|α̃k〉 between the states increases
rapidly once the two-photon component becomes large. The choice of 0.2 photons in each pulse
train is a compromise between having reasonable detection rates while keeping the two-photon
component small.

Q. The experimental results can be reproduced classically, therefore no conclusions concerning the va-
lidity of quantum theory can be drawn from such an experiment.

A. The results can be reproduced classically, but conclusions about quantum theory can be deduced
from the experiment. In order to understand more precisely the interpretation of such an experi-
ment, it is interesting to compare the experiment reported here with non-locality experiments (Bell
experiments). The results of Bell experiments are dichotomic: either a Bell inequality is violated,
or it is not. Furthermore this conclusion can be reached solely by looking at the data, without
modeling the internal workings of the apparatuses. For these reasons such experiments are called
“device independent”. An experiment based on the PBR theorem is not of this type. Rather such
an experiment only has meaning if one trusts (at least to some extent) the experimental apparatus.
It is necessarily “device dependent”. Furthermore the outcome of such an experiment will not be a
yes/no answer that discriminates a classical from a quantum worldview. Rather the outcome will
be that, provided one trusts the apparatuses, certain classes of epistemic models can be ruled out.
A contrario, if one does not trust the apparatuses, then the experimental data can be reproduced
classically, and no conclusion can be drawn from the experiment.

Q. There is indeed a fundamental difference between experiments based on the PBR theorem and
Bell experiments. But the above answer somewhat does not completely answer the question.
Indeed there is a very simple classical explanation for the experimental data. Suppose that the
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preparation device, instead of preparing the coherent states |αk〉, prepares the mixed states ρk =
1
d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉〈j|. That is, it prepares a single photon in bin j, where j is chosen uniformly at
random from amongst all bins different from k. Measuring the state ρk would reproduce all the
experimental data. But no conclusion could be reached from this experiment since one is measuring
a classical state.

A. This is perfectly correct. The conclusions one can draw from the present experiment depend on
whether or not one can trust the preparation device. That is, can one trust that the device
prepares the coherent state |αk〉 rather than the mixed state ρk = 1

d−1

∑

j 6=k |j〉〈j|? To answer
this question let us review the evidence that we can trust the preparation device. First of all, the
theory of coherent states is very well established. It is discussed in all quantum optics textbooks,
see for instance [31, 32, 33]. This theory has been validated directly and indirectly by numerous
experiments. Related to this point, we note that the theory of coherent states implies that even if
the laser deviates from an ideal laser, the output of the attenuator will be extremely close to the
state |αk〉, possibly with some slightly modified amplitudes and phases. This argument is presented
in section D. It shows that there is some inherent robustness in the preparation procedure. Secondly,
time bins have been extensively used in quantum optics experiments, and these experiments have
never shown that sources such as the one used here break down. As illustrative experiments using
coherent states in time bins we refer to: 1) quantum key distribution (QKD) experiments using
coherent states in 2 time bins, see [34] for a review; 2) the coherent one-way QKD protocol that
uses trains of coherent states of variable length [35, 36]; 3) an experiment illustrating quantum
algorithms using up to 8 time bins [37]. In addition, there are experiments on time-bin entangled
photons, using both 2 (see e.g. [38] for a recent high-visibility experiment) and 3 [39] time bins.

Q. But in all these experiments the coherence between the time bins was verified by making them
interfere. In the present experiment this coherence is not verified.

A. Indeed. We could have realised an alternative experiment in which the coherence between the time
bins was verified using an interferometer. More generally we could have carried out a full tomog-
raphy of the quantum states in order to certify that we prepare the coherent state |αk〉. Such a
tomography is however highly complex, and has its own inherent errors. It could only be carried
out for small-dimensional systems. So this would have been a completely different experiment: one
in which we prepare the states |ψk〉 in a small-dimensional space (say d = 3) and carry out the
tomography of the state. By omitting this tomographic step, we have been able to carry out an
experiment in a very high-dimensional space.

Q. So, what is better? To carry out the tomography and be restricted to small dimension, or to omit it
and increase the dimension?

A. Both are interesting, inequivalent experiments. And both experiments should be done. In one case
we put more trust in the preparation devices, but then we can increase the dimension to large
values. In the other case one puts less trust in the devices (but one still has to trust them to some
extent, recall that we are in a “device dependent” scenario), but the accessible dimension is more
limited. To understand why both experiments are equally interesting, recall that, motivated by
the PBR theorem and its extensions, we are carrying out novel tests of the validity of quantum
theory. These two possible experiments explore the validity of quantum theory in different ways,
by making different tradeoffs between how much one trusts the apparatuses and the precision of
the test.

Q. To conclude, what are the next experiments to carry out?

A. There are many possible extensions of the present experiment. To list a few: A) work in smaller
dimension, but carry out a full tomography of the quantum state (as discussed above); B) in the
opposite direction make similar hypothesis as in our work, but try to extend further the precision
of the experiment (for instance by increasing the dimensionality); C) work with (heralded) single
photons, rather than attenuated coherent states; D) carry out similar experiments, but with the
detection loophole closed; E) address experimentally the consequence of the separability condition
studied theoretically in section B.
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