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Abstrat

We show that the projetion postulate plays a ruial role in the dis-

ussion on the so alled "quantum nonloality", in partiular in the EPR-

argument. We stress that the original von Neumann projetion postulate

was ruially modi�ed by extending it to observables with degenerate spe-

tra (the Lüders postulate) and we show that this modi�ation is highly

questionable from a physial point of view, and it is the real soure of

"quantum nonloality". The use of the original von Neumann postulate

eliminates this problem: instead of "ation at the distane"-nonloality,

we obtain a lassial measurement nonloality. The latter is related to

the synhronization of two measurements (on the two parts of a ompos-

ite system). It seems that EPR did mistake in their 1935-paper: if one

uses orretly von Neumann projetion postulate, no �elements of real-

ity� an be assigned to entangled systems. Our analysis of the EPR and

projetion postulate makes learer Bohr's onsiderations in his reply to

Einstein.

1 Introdution

We shall show that the main soure of debate indued by the EPR ar-

gument [1℄ as well as later disussion on the EPR-Bohm experiment and

Bell's inequality [2, 3℄ is the misuse of von Neumann's projetion postulate

[4℄.

The projetion postulate (PP) plays indeed the ruial role in the EPR

argument [1℄. We onsider a omposite system s = (s1, s2). Assigning an

element of reality to s2 on the basis of a measurement performed on s1 is

fundamentally based on the PP. Although von Neumann had presented

strong physial arguments stressing that the PP should be applied only to

observables with nondegenerate spetra [4℄, it was nevertheless applied by

Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen [1℄ in the ase of observables with degener-

ate spetra. This misappliation of von Neumann's projetion postulate

[4℄ was later on formalized as a ustom by Lüders [5℄.

Hene, we show that the EPR-argument is in fat based on an improper

extension of von Neumann's postulate, and that as suh it should not be

onsidered as a valid attak against the Copenhagen interpretation (whih

is itself based solely on von Neumann's axiomati [4℄). It means that
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Quantum Mehanis an (but, in priniple, need not) be interpreted as a

omplete and loal theory.

Our analysis shows that measurements on entangled systems, as pre-

dited by QM formalism, are nonloal. However, suh a measurement

nonloality is essentially a lassial synhronization nonloality and has

nothing to do with ation-at-a-distane. Thus, instead of the �state-

nonloality,� everything is redued to nonloality of the (lassial) design

of the EPR-experiment.

The presene of a measurement nonloality in the EPR-Bohm experi-

ment implies the violation of the onditions of Bell's theorem and, hene,

provides a possibility to violate Bell's inequality, f. works of Raedt et al

[6℄� [8℄ on numerial simulation for the EPR-Bohm orrelations via time

window synhronization.

We remind that the projetion postulate is nowadays formulated in

the following form:

PP: Let a be a physial observable desribed by a self-adjoint operator

ba having purely disrete spetrum. Any measurement of the observable a

on the pure quantum state ψ indues a transition from the state ψ into

one of the eigenvetors eka of the operator ba.

It is in this form that the projetion postulate was used by EPR in [1℄

as well as in numerous disussions on "quantum nonloality."

2 Tensor produt desription of measure-

ments

LetH1 andH2 be two omplex �nite dimensional Hilbert spaes, dimHi ≥
2. Let ba1 : H1 → H1 and ba2 : H2 → H2 be two self-adjoint operators. The

Hilbert spae Hi represents (quantum) states of the system si, i = 1, 2.
The operator bai represents an observable ai orresponding to measure-

ments on si, i = 1, 2. The omposite system s = (s1, s2) is desribed by

the tensor produt spae H = H1 ⊗H2.

The operators

bA1 = ba1⊗ I and bA2 = I⊗ba2 represent partial measure-

ments A1 and A2 on s : a1 on s1 and a2 on s2, respetively.

To simplify onsiderations, we assume that both operators ba1 and ba2
have purely disrete nondegenerate

1

spetra. We onsider eigenvetors eα1
and e

β
2
of these operators: ba1e

α
1 = λα

1 e
α
1 , α = 1, . . . , N1 = dimH1 and

ba2e
β
2
= λ

β
2
e
β
2
, β = 1, . . . , N2 = dimH2.

By taking two arbitrary (independent) eigenvetors for eah operator

we onstrut an "entangled state":

ψ = c1e
i
1 ⊗ e

j
2
+ c2e

j
1
⊗ e

i
2, |c1|

2 + |c2|
2 = 1. (1)

Suppose a measurement of A1 was performed on the omposite system

s = (s1, s2), i.e., a1 was performed on s1. Suppose that the result

A1 = λ
i
1

was obtained. This measurement is represented by the operator

bA1 =
ba1 ⊗ I.

1

The latter ondition is redundant. We would like just to emphasize that degeneration of

spetra in Hi does not play any role. Even operators with nondegenerate spetra in Hi indue

operators with degenerate spetra in H.
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By the projetion postulate PP the state ψ is projeted onto

ψ
ij
1

= e
i
1 ⊗ e

j
2
.

Thus instantaneously (and in priniple without any interation of the A1-

measurement devie with the system s2) the state of s2 is hanged. It

beame sharply determined:

bA2ψ
ij
1

= λ
j
2
ψ

ij
1
, and hene A2 = λ

j
2
.

This is nothing else than the so alled "quantum nonloality". To get

it one need not appeal to Bell's inequality [2℄, [3℄ (and hidden variables

at all).

2

If one takes this into aount Bell's onsiderations would play a

subsidiary role. The main problem is to explain "quantum nonloality"

as it follows from the quantum formalism.

3 Observables with degenerate spetra: mea-

surement does not indue projetion!

By reading von Neumann's book [4℄ I found that the modern formula-

tion PP of the projetion postulate, see introdution, is not the original

von Neumann's formulation at all. One extremely important ondition is

omited. It is the ondition of non degeneration of spetrum of the quan-

tum observable. The formulation PP is, in fat, Lüders' postulate [5℄ and

not at all von Neumann's one [4℄.

Opposite to Lüders, von Neumann sharply separated the ases of non-

degenerate and degenerate spetra. The PP ould be applied only in the

�rst ase. In the seond ase the result a = λ does not determine any

de�nite state. To obtain a de�nite state, one should perform a re�nement

d of the a-measurement, suh that a = f(d) and d is represented by an

operator

bd having nondegenerate spetrum.

Let us go bak to the situation desribed in setion 2. Here the op-

erators

bA1 and

bA2 (orresponding to measurements on s1 and s2) always
have degenerate spetra:

If e.g. ba1e = λe, e ∈ H1, then bA1ψ = λψ for any ψ = e⊗φ ∈ H,φ ∈ H2.

(We just remind that dimH2 ≥ 2).
By von Neumann the result A1 = λ

j
1
does not indue projetion onto a

de�nite pure state. The state of the system s = (s1, s2) is not determined

after suh a partial measurement!

Thus if one follows really the Copenhagen interpretation, no trae of

"quantum nonloality" would be found.

4 Re�nement measurements

What would von Neumann reommend to do to get the de�nite post

measurement state? He would reommend to perform a re�nement A of

the A1-measurement whih would be represented by an operator, say

bA,

having nondegenerate spetrum.

The ruial point is that one ould not onstrut suh a re�nement

bA

by operating only in H1, i.e., by using operators of the form

bA = bC ⊗ I, bC : H1 → H1.

2

I remark that preisely in this way the EPR-Bohm experiment was presented by Alain

Aspet in his talk at the Växjö onferene [9℄: by measuring polarization of s1, one projets

the state of the omposite system and makes the state of s2 determined, see also [10℄.
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One should onsider "nonloal measurements" whih are represented by

operators ating in the omplete tensor produt H = H1 ⊗H2.

In partiular, one an not reate a nondegenerate re�nement of the s1-

spin measurement via modi�ation of the spin operator in H1 = C
2. The

orresponding nongenerate operator is nontrivial in the whole H = C
4.

The simplest re�nement

bA an be onstruted as

bAeα1 ⊗ e
β
2
= γαβe

α
1 ⊗

e
β
2
, where γαβ 6= γα′β′ , if α 6= α′

or β 6= β′.

Example. (Spin re�nement) Let ba1 =
P

3

i=1
xiσi and ba2 =

P

3

i=1
yiσi,

where σi are Pauli matries. Here H1 = H2 = C
2, hene, H = C

4.

Consider eigenvetors baie
±

i = ±e±i , i = 1, 2. We onsider the following

enoding: −− = 00 = 0,+− = 10 = 1,−+ = 01 = 2,++ = 11 = 3. We

now set

bAeα1 ⊗e
β
2
= αβeα1 ⊗e

β
2
. This operator has nondegenerate spetrum

λ = 0, 1, 2, 3. We have

bA1 = f1( bA), where f1(αβ) = α. In the same way

bA2 = f2( bA), where f2(αβ) = β. By von Neumann only measurement of

the observable A represented by

bA indues projetion of the entangled

state ψ onto the pure state eα1 ⊗ e
β
2
(in the ase of the result λ = αβ).

Thus, instead of mysterious �quantum nonloality� (or state nonloality),

we have measurement nonloality whih is purely lassial nonloality.

Measurement whih is performed on a omposite system s = (s1, s2)
onsisting of two spatially separated parts is, of ourse, nonloal. It is

not surprising that it is represented by a "nonloal operator"

bA, f. [11℄.

Nothing nonloal happens with the state of s. Only (lassial) design of

the experiment is nonloal.

5 Compatible observables

I expet that my previous arguments on lassial measurement nonloality

in experiments with entangled systems would be ritiized in the following

way: "There is nothing about measurement nonloality, sine one an

perform, instead of measurement of a nonloal observable A, simultaneous

measurements of two ompatible observables A1 and A2. The ruial point

is that the operators

bA1 and

bA2 ommute."

Suh an argument would be based on another von Neumann postulate,

namely about measurement of ompatible observables [4℄, p. 200-201:

(PC) The probability that in the state ψ the quantities with (om-

muting)

3

operators

bR1, . . . , bRn take on values from respetive intervals

∆1, . . . ,∆n is

||E1(∆1) . . . En(∆n)ψ||
2
,

where E1(λ), . . . , En(λ) are resolutions of the identity belonging to bR1, . . . , bRn,

respetively.

One may say that in measurements for entangled states one an on-

sider simultaneous measurement of two ompatible observables repre-

sented by the operators

bA1 = ba1 ⊗ I and A2 = I ⊗ba2, [ bA1, bA2] = 0. Hene
the story is about simultaneous measurement of ompatible observables

and not about measurement of �nonloal� observable A represented by

bA.

Again by reading von Neumann [4℄, p. 201-206, we understand that

the above argument does not take into aount the ruial fat that si-

multaneous measurement of two ompatible observables is not redued to

3

"Commuting" was absent in the original postulate. Von Neumann formulated (PC) �rst

for arbitrary self-adjoint operators, but then after analyzing it he pointed out that they should

ommute.
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separate measurement of eah of them. By the onventional quantum for-

malism simultaneous measurement of a and b given by ba and

bb, [ba,bb] = 0,
is performed in the following way.

One should onstrut an observable d (having nondegenerate spe-

trum) represented by

bd suh that ba = f1(bd) and bb = f2(bd). Then simulta-

neous measurement of a and b is performed in two steps:

a) measurement of d;

b) a and b are obtained as a = f1(d) and b = f2(d).

Therefore in the ase of measurements on omposite systems, s =
(s1, s2), one ould not (!) proeed without (lassially) nonloal measure-

ment of a re�nement A given by

bA.

What does it mean physially?

It means that one should make synhronized measurement on both

systems. Then the result λ = αβ should be deoded into A1 = α,A2 = β.

After this one an alulate e.g. the orrelation < A1A2 > between A1

and A2. Nonloality appears here via synhronization. An observer to

whom suh a synhronization is not available would not be able to �nd

the right mathing between the results of A1 and A2-measurements.

Thus the EPR-Bohm experiment is really nonloal, but it is mea-

surement nonloally whih is ompletely lassial time synhronization

nonloality.

6 EPR experiment

It is evident that Alain Aspet simply borrowed "quantum nonloality"

argument [10℄ from EPR. Thus the root of misunderstanding was in the

original paper [1℄.

Let now H1 = H2 = L2(R
3, dx). Let a1 and a2 be observables repre-

sented by operators ba1 and ba2 with purely disrete nongenerate spetra:

baie
α
i = λ

α
i e

α
i , i = 1, 2.

Any state ψ ∈ H = H1 ⊗H2 an be represented as

ψ =
X

α,β

cαβe
α
1 ⊗ e

β
2
,

where

P

α,β |cαβ |
2 = 1. Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen laimed that mea-

surement of A1 given by

bA1 = ba1 ⊗ I indues projetion of ψ onto

one of states eα1 ⊗ u, u ∈ H2. In partiular, for a state of the form

ψ =
P

γ cγe
γ
1
⊗ e

γ
2
one of states e

γ
1
⊗ e

γ
2
would be realized. Thus by

performing measurement on the s1 with the result λ
γ
1
the "element of

reality a2 = λ
γ
2
" is assigned to s2.

However, the EPR onsiderations did not math von Neumann's pro-

jetion postulate, beause the spetrum of

bA1 is degenerate. Finally, (after

onsideration of operators with disrete spetra), Einstein, Podolsky and

Rosen onsidered operators of position and momentum having ontinu-

ous spetra. Aording to von Neumann [4℄ one should proeed by ap-

proximating operators with ontinuous spetra by operators with disrete

spetra.

Thus by von Neumann to get "an element of reality" one should per-

form measurement of �nonloal observable� A given by a nonloal re�ne-

ment of e.g.

bA1 = bq1 ⊗ I and

bA2 = I ⊗ bp2.
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We point out that von Neumann's viewpoint oinides with Bohr's

viewpoint in his reply to Einstein [13℄. Unfortunately, Bohr did not use

mathematial arguments of von Neumann [4℄ to explain to Einstein why to

produe "an element of reality" for the subsystem s2 one should measure

A on s = (s1, s2) and not just e.g. A1 on s1.

7 Bell's inequality

What are onsequenes of our analysis of the EPR-Bohm and the EPR

experiments for Bell's onsiderations?

7.1 Measurement nonloality as opposed to a-

tion at the distane

The main onsequene is that lassial random variables (if they exist) for

A1 and A2 measurements should have the form A1(λ) = f1(d(λ)),A2(λ) =
f2(d(λ)), where d(λ) is the variable orresponding to synhronized mea-

surement on both systems. Sine d ≡ dA1,A2
, Bell's ondition of loality

is violated. Therefore it is nothing surprising that Bell's inequality an

be violated.

The ruial point is that suh measurement nonloality has nothing

to do with ation at the distane. It is lassial time synhronization

nonloality.

7.2 Time synhronization and time window

The time synhronization viewpoint in the EPR-Bohm experiment im-

plies that experimenters should ouple in time two liks of detetors

orresponding to measurements on the �rst and seond subsystems, re-

spetively. Of ourse, suh a time oupling is nonloal. Roughly speaking

if Alie and Bob ount the �rst and the seond types of liks, respe-

tively, they should all eah other to ouple their liks in time. This

proedure has nothing to do with QM. It is a lassial nonloal design of

the experiment.

Whih onsequenes for studies on Bell's inequality has this viewpoint

on the EPR-Bohm experiment?

First of all, the time synhronization viewpoint on the problem of

loality (based on the orret appliation of von Neumann's projetion

postulate) stressed the role of time oupling in the EPR-Bohm experiment.

Consider following settings of polarization beam splitters in the EPR-

Bohm experiment: 1) a for measurements on the �rst subsystem; 2) b

for measurements on the seond subsystem. Suppose that one measures

the pair of observables whih are represented by operators

bA = ba ⊗ I

and

bB = I ⊗ bb. In the real experiment one ould not expet that the

detetors would lik simultaneously. The �rst and the seond photons

an have di�erent delays indued by passing through polarization beam

splitters and eletro-opti modulators, see [14℄ and espeially [15℄, [6℄�[8℄

for details and referenes. Moreover, I would like to point to another

soure of delays. In modern experiments a pair of entangled photons is

produed via interation of a laser pulse with the rystal. It is important

for us that photons are emitted not simultaneously. Thus delays an

appear from the very beginning.
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Thus in the real EPR-Bohm experiment (in opposite the ideal one)

time synhronization is more ompliated. It is not the oinidene time

synhronization, but synhronization by using the time window, see [14℄

and espeially [15℄ for details.

Let A-measurements and B-measurement produe liks at the mo-

ments:

t
a
1 , t

a
2 , ..., t

a
N ,

t
b
1, t

b
2, ..., t

b
M

(in general N 6= M).
Suppose that a time window ∆ is �xed. Then two liks are oupled

to the same measurement i�

|taj − t
b
j | ≤ ∆. (2)

This ondition is de�nitely nonloal! Hene, in the real EPR-Bohm ex-

periment measurement nonloality via time synhronization is even more

evident than in the ideal experiment.

Can one simulate numerially the EPR-Bohm orrelations by using

time synhronization argument?

The answer is to be positive, see [6℄�[8℄.

In priniple, one may expet that it would be done, sine the time

window ondition (3) indues unfair sampling, see [16℄, [17℄. Sine some

pairs of liks violate (3), they are not taken into aount. If one were

hosen another setting for the seond polarization beam splitter, say b′,

then another olletions of pairs of liks and hene pairs of photons would

be seleted via the time window ondition:

|taj − t
b′

j | ≤ ∆. (3)

Of ourse, design of a natural algorithm [6℄�[8℄ essentially supported this

point.

7.3 Frequeny approah to the EPR-Bohm ex-

periment

The time synhronization onsequene of our analysis of the role of von

Neumann's postulate for the EPR-Bohm experiment also supports the fre-

queny (von Mises) approah to Bell's inequality, see [18℄, [19℄, [20℄. It is

very natural to onsider olletives (random sequenes) given by sequenes

of pairs of liks whih are seleted via the time window ondition. By

operating with frequeny probability, instead of measure-theoreti prob-

ability (whih was used by Bell [2℄: it was denoted by dρ(λ)), I obtained
the EPR-Bohm orrelations in the loal realisti (in the sense of absene

of ation at the distane) framework, see [20℄.

7.4 Probabilisti (in)ompatibility

On the other hand, in the presene of time synhronization it is extremely

unnatural to assume, as Bell did, that all observables (measured in a

few inompatible experiments) an be represented by random variables

on the same probability spae: a(λ), b(λ), b′(λ), ... (so one an use the

unique probability measure dρ(λ)) whih does not depend on experimen-

tal settings). The latter assumption was alled in [21℄ the probabilisti

ompatibility assumption - PC. Its role in Bell's argument was studied in

7



detail [18℄. In partiular, it was pointed out that violation of PC (and

hene Bell's inequality) has been studied in probability theory and statis-

tis during the last hundred years.

7.5 Contextuality

Finally, we remark about ontextuality. As was pointed by Bell [3℄, ontex-

tuality � in the sense of taking into aount simultaneous measurements

of ompatible observables � bloks derivations of Bell-type inequalities,

see S. Gudder [12℄ for deep analysis of relation between ontextuality and

Bell's theorem. The ruial point is that Bell personally onsidered non-

loality as the state nonloalty and not the measurement one. Therefore

ontextuality was explained in suh a way: it an be generated by nonloal

state redution. In our approah ontextuality an be naturally explained

by lassial (time synhronization) measurement nonloality.

8 Did EPR make a mistake?

The answer is not so simple, sine the whole EPR-story is very ompli-

ated. In fat, this story is not about QM by itself, but about its inter-

pretations. EPR wanted to show that QM endowed with the Copenhagen

interpretation is not omplete. It is ruial that they did not laim that

QM endowed with any interpretation is inomplete. The main problem is

that EPR did not formulate preisely the interpretation under attak! It

was more or less lear that it was the interpretation of Bohr and Heisen-

berg.

As we have already pointed out, EPR's argument was heavily based

on the projetion postulate. They de�nitely assigned it to the ritiized

interpretation. The possibility to apply the projetion postulate for oper-

ators having degenerate spetra played the fundamental role in the EPR-

onsiderations.

However, one might be urious: "Would fathers of the Copenhagen in-

terpretation aept suh a (mis?) use of the projetion postulate?" Shortly

the question is "Was EPR's argument against the real Bohr-Heisenberg

interpretation? May be it was simply based on EPR's misinterpretation

of views of Bohr and Heisenberg?"

I remark that in this framework it would be better to speak about

views of onrete persons, sine the "Copenhagen interpretation" is an ex-

tremely di�use olletion of views, see Arady Plotnitsky [22℄ for details.

I have not yet studied well views of Heisenberg. But I read Bohr's reply

[13℄ to Einstein. I have the impression that Bohr wrote to Einstein (unfor-

tunately, in nonmathematial terms) that no "element of reality" an be

"reated" by measurement on a single sub-system. To reate an "element

of reality" one should perform measurement on the seond sub-system.

This is nothing else than von Neumann's re�nement measurement!

I would say that in 1935 EPR misinterpreted the Copenhagen inter-

pretation (at least the Bohr-von Neumann one). They attaked a sort of

"perverse Copenhagen interpretation" based on abuse of the von Neumann

projetion postulate.

4

They demonstrated that QM endowed with this

EPR-version of the Copenhagen interpretation was inomplete.

5

How-

4

Von Neumann's book was being on the book-shell in Einstein's o�e. Did Einstein read

it?

5

So alled quantum nonloality was onsidered as totally absurd at that time.

8



ever, the EPR-argument did not imply that QM with the real (Bohr-von

Neumann) Copenhagen interpretation was inomplete.

Unfortunately, the situation was not lari�ed at the very beginning.

Bohr's reply was not su�iently lear and it was not oupled to von Neu-

mann's book. And later the EPR-story developed in really unexpeted

way. The pseudo-Copenhagen interpretation of EPR beame the ortho-

dox Copenhagen interpretation. In partiular, Bohr's reply and hene

his views were ignored. Nowadays Lüders' postulate is widely used, in-

stead of von Neumann's projetion postulate. Thus the EPR arguments

beame fundamentally important and their stimulated Bell toward his in-

equality argument. He de�nitely believed that QM is not omplete (as

it was "proved" by EPR). And inompleteness was understood in the

EPR-fashion.

One may ask: "Is it the end of the hidden variable story?" Not at all. It

is just a new beginning. Instead of the EPR-inompleteness and assigning

to a hidden variable λ values of quantum observables, λ → a(λ), we an

analyze possibilities of more ompliated ouplings between prequantum

and quantum worlds, see e.g. [23℄.

Conlusion. The EPR paradox is a onsequene of misinterpretation

of the Copenhagen interpretation based on the vague appliation of von

Neumann's projetion postulate.
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