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Abstract. Bell's theorem is a statement by which averages obtained ecific types of statistical distributions must con-
form to a family of inequalities. These models, in accora@awith the EPR argument, provide for the simultaneous axiste
of quantum mechanically incompatible quantities. We fiestatl several contradictions arising between the assompfi a
joint distribution for incompatible observables and thel@bility structure of quantum-mechanics, and conclude Bell’s
theorem is not expected to be relevant to quantum phenoneswailded by non-commuting observables, irrespectiveef th
issue of locality. Then, we try to disentangle the localggue from the existence of joint distributions by introdgctwo
models accounting for the EPR correlations but denying xistence of joint distributions. We will see that these nisdio
not need to resort explicitly to non-locality: the first mbdglies on conservation laws for ensembles, and the secamtdim
on an equivalence class by which different configuratioad e the same physical predictions.
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INTRODUCTION

The Bell inequalities result from Bell's theorem [1, 2]. $htheorem is a mathematical statement, unrelated to any
specific physical theory [3]. Briefly put, Bell's theorem its isimplest form tells us that average values obtained
from a specific type of statistical distribution of a varialhust conform to a family of inequalities. The specificity
in question, coined under the questionable but widely usemiihology "local hidden variables” (LHV), is to be
found in the assumptions made in the derivation of the thmohs connection with quantum mechanics springs up
from the dilemma put forward by Einstein, Podolsky and Roggneither (i) quantum mechanics is complete or
(ii) physical quantities associated with nhon-commutingervables have simultaneous reality provided that lgcalit
holds. Indeed, LHV models adopt branch (ii) of the dilemmaadimain assumption, is the 'simultaneous reality’
of incompatible quantities — locality plays the role of arxidiary assumption to avoid action at a distance. In Bell's
theorem, this hazy terminology takes the form of a preciatestent: the existence of a joint probability distribution
for outcomes corresponding to incompatible observable5,[8, 7] — which in quantum mechanics only exists for
commuting operators. In the first part of this note, we resalleral well-known contradictions between alternative
(i) of the EPR dilemma and quantum mechanics. All thesereaiittions are grounded on the fact that incompatible
physical quantities require a different probabilistizsture than the one offered by LHV models; in this sense, LHV
models and the resulting Bell inequality are not relevanguantum mechanics. The interesting question then is
whether models complying with the quantum-mechanical irequent of non-commutativity are, in the context of
EPR correlations, necessarily non-local. In the secontgbdhis note, we will introduce two types of models which
will turn out to be not necessarily non-local: in the first rebdhe EPR correlations can be attributed to a conservation
law (in a holistic context however). The second model exgidocality issue from the EPR paradox by viewing a
guantum state as an equivalence class of different but alguit/field/particle configurations.

BELL-TYPE MODELS AND INCOMPATIBLE PHYSICAL QUANTITIES

Bell's theorem

Bell's theorem (BT) is a mathematical statement giving ast@int on certain type of probability distributions,
unrelated to any specific physical theory. We will neverisslintroduce the setting and the notation in line with
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the two spin-1/2 particles in the singlet state system, tigcthe paradigmatic application of the Bell inequalities
in quantum mechanics. We thus have two particles (formedhbyftagmentation of an initial compound system)
flying apart in opposite directions. A measurement, the ppajection along a chosen axis, is made on each of the
particles. Let = 1,2 denote the particla, bthe axis of the measurement (the "parameter” of the measmgmaking
respective angle@;, 6, with an arbitrarily choseraxis, and;, B; the outcome obtained by measuring partic@éong

the axisa, b, ... Let us assume that particle 1 is measured albagd particle 2 along. Each measurement can yield
as possible outcoméa,By) = (i%, i%) with observed frequencids(A;, B,). The resulting expectation value is

E(ab)= ¥ AB.F(A.B 1
(a)Anglz(lz) 1)

whereA;, B, = 3.

Bell's theorem arises by supposing that each measuremantually determined by an unknown varialehat
completely specifies the state of the systeindenotes the set containing all thés, and p(A) the normalized
distribution of the variable corresponding to a certairtestaf preparation of the system. Eaghgives rise to an
outcome(A1(A),B2(A)) with a probabilityp(A1,Bz,A). The observed frequencies are obtained by averaging over

p(A)

Fp(A1.B2) = [ P(ALB2A)P(A)dA @
and the expectation valug(a, b) follows from
Ep(ab)= 3 [ AB2p(ALB2A)p(A)IA ®
A1By

To derive BT, one further assumption is needed, namely ttterfiaation of the joint probabilityp(A1, B2, A) in terms
of two independent single particle probabilities,

p(AlaBZaA) = p(Ala/\)p(827/\) (4)
With this factorisation, condition, the expectation valakes the form
En(ab) = [ A(h)Bo(A)p(A)d2, ©)
where _ _
Ar(A) = ZAlp(AL/\) and By(A) = ngp(Bz,)\)- (6)
1 2

A1(A) (resp.Bz(A)) is the average over the outconmfes(resp.By) obtained for a fixed value of. Indeed, in its most
general formA does not determine the value of a given outcofméut rather the probabilityp(A, A ) of obtaining
this outcome. This situation correspondstochastidBell models. The so-called “deterministic” Bell models app

as a particular instance of the stochastic models when thteapilitiesp(Aq,A) andp(Bg,A) are all 0 or 1, in which
caseA;(A) = A1(A) andBy(A) = By(A) meaning that a giveA univoquely determines the value of the measured
outcomes. To obtain Bell's theorem, consider two directmm@’ for particle 1 measurements and two directibns

for particle 2 measurements (for simplicity all the direats are assumed to be coplanar). Then

|E(a,b) FE(a,b)| + [E(&,b) E(a,b)| < 2V3a0 ©)

whereVnay is the maximal value that can be taken/ypr B (here,%). Eq. (7) is easily proven [1, 2] by making use of
the factorization property (4) within each absolute vakrer|...| and then employing triangle inequalities of the type
|B2F B/2| + B2+ B/2| < 2Vmax-

Ruling out joint distributions

Let’s forget about hidden variables for a moment to obtaimtwell-known inequalities. First, from the existence of
a joint probability distribution (de(Al,A'l, Bo, B'z), it is easy to recover the expectation values by marginéizaso
that for example
E(a,b) = }B AiBz 5 F(A1,A1,Bz,By). 8)
A1,B2 ALB,



Employing (8) and recalling that the absolute value of anaye is bounded by the average of the absolute values, we
have

‘E(aa b):FE(aa b/)| < F(Alv /lvBZaB/Z) ‘Al (BZZFB/Z)‘ (9)

AlAlszB/z
and the analog inequality foE (a’,b) + E(&,b')|. Adding both inequalities yields

|E(a,b) FE(a,b))|+|E(@,b) £E(&,b)| <

Z F(A1,AL, B2, By) (|A1 (B2 FBY) |+ |AL (B2 £BS) |) < 2V2, (10)
AIATE,B)

where the right handside is obtained by using
|AL (B2 BY) | + |A] (B2 BY) | < 2VAu (11)

The second inequality is a quantum mechanical result vatiggin-1/2 projection operators. L8ts, S,y ... denote
the operators whose eigenvalues correspond to the specim)sAg, Aj ... = £Vmax A direct computation establishes
that [8]

(é:LaéZD + é1a’$b’ + é_La’ ézn + é.La’ é'zb’) ? = 4Vn£}|ax:|: [élav éla'] [é2b7 ézb’] (12)

This expression gives a bound for the norm of the operatomes (...). Since||éH = Vmax the norm of each
commutator is bounded byZ,,, hence

Hélaézb + élaézb’ + A&a’ é2b + A&a’ é2b’ H < 2\/_2Vn21axv (13)

and using the linearity of the operators and the fact thaxgea&ation value (denoted.), irrespective of the state)
is bounded by the norm yields

|<é1aé2b> + <é1aé2b’> + <éla'é2b> + <éla'é2b’>| < 2\/_2\/n21ax (14)

Obviously if the commutators in Eq. (12) vanished, then BE¢) fvould be bounded by 2, just like the bound in BT.
And in that case quantum mechanics allows to compute prhtiebfor joint events. But there is no joint distribution
for non-commuting operators. Hence [3, 5, 6, 7], writing IR®’irrelevant to quantum mechanics’, one has

Bell's theorem is IRQ because it assumes joint distribii@here quantum mechanics deniesit  (15)

In the derivation of BT the factorization (4) is what bringsthe existence of jd. Although (4) is known as Bell’s
locality condition, one can replace it withreon-local factorizableondition and still derive Bell's theorem [9]: non-
local models also obey BT if they are factorizable.

Ruling out stochastic, then deterministic hidden variable

In the quantum context involving the fragmentation of twinsp/2 particles formed in the singlet state

_1
V2

whereu is any axis, the observed frequendig®\;, By) are given according to quantum mechanics by the probaisiliti

|l1U> (|1+>u|2_>u_ |1_>u|2+>u (16)

Py (A1, Bp) = | (@] 1sign(Ay)),|2sigr(By))y|*. (17)

In terms of the LHV, Egs. (2) and (4) imply

Fo(A1,B2) = [ P(A1,2)p(B2A)p(A)dA 18)



wherep is the distribution corresponding to the system having heepared in the singlet staig/). Eq. (18) is
inconsistent with stochastic Bell models. Indeed, chapbia a in Eq. (17) yields

1 1
Pw(Alz—i-E,BzEAz:Al:—l—é):O, (19)
1 1
Pw(Alz—E,BzEAzzAlz—é)Zo, (20)
while for the other 2 possibilities
1 1. 1
Pw(Al—i§7A2—$§)—§- (21)
Egs. (19)-(21) yield the single particle probabilitRg(A ) = 1/2. Now summing Eq. (18) ovek; or B, = Ay gives
1 1 1 .
Fo(A =35) = [ PIA =25, M)p(A)dA =5 (i=12). (22)

But sinceF, (A1, A2 = —A1) should also match (21), the expressions of the fypé\;) — Fo (A1, A2 = —A) vanish,
from which it follows that

p(As = %3,A)(1 - plAo =F3,4)) =0 23

foranyA € A, compatible only with unit or vanishing probability funatis. Hence stochastic HV must be ruled out.
The only possibility is thus that of deterministic HV, bueie must be ruled out as well. The argument goes back

to Wigner [10], and is based on simple set theoretic assomptt a sef\ over which a probability measure is defined

is partitioned into different subsets having non-emptgiiséctions [11]. A subset @ is in correspondence with an

event, so that the measure of a subset represents the gitybafithe event. For example let, ;5 denote the subset

suchtha#\;(A) = +% (and hencéy,(A) = —%; conversely foll € A_; we haveAy(A) = +% since the index is always

relative to particle 1). These subsets cover the state gpaoeh that

/\ == /\+a U Afa. (24)
Eq. (24) must be valid for any directi@nso that ifa’ denotes an arbitrary axis, we have
/\ia - (Aiam/\+a/) U (/\iam/\,a/). (25)

Assume now thaB, has been measured and the outcome is knoerﬁaiy—%. The quantum mechanical probabil-
ities,

1 1 lcog &b jf oy = 41
Po(Ai==4+-,Bp=—2)={ 2 : 2 26
Wha=25.8=—3) { Isi? &% it pp =1 ’ (26)
should match the frequency predicted by LHV
1 1
Fo(Au==%5,Bo=—5)= [ p(A,A)p(A)dA, (27)
2 2 Nip
Sincep(A1,A) is 1 or 0 depending on whethére AL, Eq. (49) becomes
1 1
Fo(AL=+5,B2 = —3) = /A PO = A (28)
+ a

where.Z , ., defines the mesure of the subsel, NALa C A (actually one can show that the rotational symmetry
of the singlet state imposes thafA) must be uniform and# is simply the relative volume ol ., NALy). If we
measure particle 1's spin aloag rather than along, F, (A} = i%, B, = —%) = MNooN, - USINGA =N g UN_y
[Eq. (24)], we note that

NipNAra= (NaN A NA L) U (AaNApNA y) (29)

so that

AN OOy = AN NNy — AN O oAy - (30)



Using the trivial inequalities%/,\mmmm/\fa, S AN Ny and///,uam/\mmm, < <///\+a,n/\+b we infer from Eq. (30)
that

> AN a0y — AN ANy (31)
which, following (28) is an inequality corresponding to thr@babilities predicted by the deterministic HV. However,

this inequality is inconsistent with the quantum mechdrpcababilitiesPy: indeed according to Eq. (26), plugging
in thePy in Eq. (31) would lead to

AN,y Z AN AON 0N

cog P~ % > cog b0 g ea—ea/’ (32)
2 2 2
arelation that is not valid in general (eg it doesn't hold & ehoose coplanar angles obeying 6, < 6; < 6y < 11/2).
Therefore, assuming deterministic HV leads to a contraicso that they must be ruled out as well; therefore

Bell's theorem is IRQ because neither stochastic nor detestic factorizable LHV are consistent with quantum prbbisies.
(33)

This inconsistency is grounded on the quaniity, N Ay N A, 4, Which does not correspond to any quantum-

mechanical probability or associated quantity but is megfiuil within the Bell-type deterministic models: this is

the support for the joint events mentioned above, so thataBBears as a consequence of (15).

LOCALITY AND NON-BELL-TYPE MODELS

The conclusion to be drawn from the preceding Section isféttabrizability, implying the existence of joint distribu
tions, is the origin of the inadequacy of Bell-type LHV masléd account for quantum probabilities and expecation
values. Non-local models can be factorizable (in which ¢hsg are also constrained by BT) or not. But what about
local models? Since it is usually stated that Eq. (4) is the cormsrpiof locality, it would appear that non-factorizable
models cannot be local In this section we challenge this assertion by giving amaes of two different types of
models. The first model is built from the remark that the putgabnon-locality actually arises by the combination of
non-commutative observables (precluding factorizaf)ikind a conservation law (imposed by rotational invarignce
S0 giving priority to non-locality or asserting that a consgion law is all that is needed becomes a matter of taste.
The second model, based on particle and field configurataefsses the EPR dilemma from the start: this model
negates the existence of an element of reality from the pitiggiof making a prediction with unit-probability. As

a consequence the model does not allow to efficiently compgjaantum mechanics by a fully deterministic model
ascribing sub-quantum probabilities.

Model 1: Conservation laws, holism or non-locality?

The model described in details elsewhere (see [13] and ticpkar Sec. 1V of [14]) is based on ensemble properties
of classical angular momenta distributions. Consider tagrhentation of an initial particle with a total angular
momentumlt = 0 into 2 particles carrying angular momegdtsandJ,. Conservation of the total angular momentum
imposes); = J =Jand

J1+J2=0. (34)

Without further constraints (or additional knowledge) tHassical distribution in the 2-particle phase spacevisrgi

by
P(Q1,Q2) = N&(J1 +32)8(FF — 37, (35)

whereN is a normalization constant. The corresponding distrimstiof the angular momenta in physical space — easier
to visualize tharp — is uniform on the angular momentum sphere, wWittandJ, pointing in opposite directions. We
can takel = 1 without loss of generality [13]. The detectors containradiam interaction and only deliver the results

1 Bell was actually more precise — he carefully argued that&ocould be derived by assumitmral causality that is physical theories in which
the measurement outcomes can be fully specified in terms ofplete set of beables [12]. This is stronger than requsintple locality, which
only involves the absence of action at a distance and nossues of completeness and determinism.



i%. Let us take a closer look at the measurement process fogk garticle whosd distribution isp,., a uniform
distribution on the hemisphere characterizedlpy 0. LetR, = i% denote the outcomes for measurements along
b. The system-apparatus interaction is assumed to veriffotteving property: the average over the outcorigss
equal to the mean value of the projectiyover the initial distribution:

1
(Ro) gy, = ZkP(Rb =K, Pa+) = (Jo)p,, = 5 cos(6, — 6,). (36)
Three interesting properties follow. (i) Eq. (36) alonghwitormalization is sufficient to impose the probabilities
P(R, = i%,pa+) = (cos(8, — 8a) =1)/2. (ii) Eq. (36) is inconsistent with the existence of eletaey probabilities
depending od, ie there can be np(R, = +3,J) such that

P(Ry=+5.001) = [ PRy =-+3.9)pa (), @7)

as only ensemble-dependent elementary probabiliti&s = i%,\],pag are consistent with Eq. (36) [13, 14]. (iii)
puttingb=ain Eq. (36) giveP(Ry = i% ,Pa+) = 1 or 0; taking into account the ensemble dependency, thisstaat
Ra=1/2< J;3 > 0 forevery J € pat: when the distribution and measurement axes coincideg ikero interaction
and the measurement device senses at most one hemisphisreotiel is compatible eg with a particle following a
stochastic motion with its angular momentum constraineditaain in the ensemble, the timescale of the measurement
being significantly larger than the timescale of the stotbasotion.

We now return to the 2-particle problem with the uniform disition p. Eq. (36) become$Ria>p = <Jia>p =0
wherei = 1,2 anda is any axis. Eq. (34) and point (iii) above imply that the amnes and the distributions for the
particles along the same axis must be anti-correlated aopgxisa

<32a> =Ry =—Rua=- <~]1a>pai (38)

where the efficient distributiopa.. in which the particle undergoes its stochastic motion ddpem the initial position

of the angular momentum and on the choice of the measuremisnteasuringRy; links the outcome to one of the
two ensemblep;, depending on whethdR; = +1/2. Note that contrarily to the correlation between indiatiu
phase-space positions (for which one Bas= —Ji5 andJy, = —Ji jointly for any axesa andb), Eq. (38) cannot hold
jointly along several directions (this is a consequencéefinsemble dependency, implying non-commutativity even
for a single particle). Since the measurement outcomes tldefend on the individual phase-space positions, the
averageE(a,b) = (RlaR2b>p cannot be computed from phase-space averages, but fromath&lyilities of detecting a

given outcome as a function of the distributi&{a, b) is computed from the general formula

Par

1/2
(RiaRop), = 5 kKR with R = P(Ria = kN R =K', p) = P(Ria=K)P(Rop =K'|Ria=k). ~ (39)
kkZo1)2

The two particle expectation takes the form

1/2 1/2
(RiaRan)p = 5 kP(Ria=K)| 5 KP(Rp=K|Ria=K)|. (40)
k=32 K="1/2

For any particleé and directiora, we haveP(R; = i%,p) = % The conditional probabilitP(Ry, = K'|Ria = k) is the
probability of obtainindRy, = K’ if it known thatR;; = k. But obtaining an outconmig;, = k means that the distributions
for particles 1 and 2 can be restrictedoiQsigrk)) andP2ajsign k) respectively. The conditional probability is therefore
given by

P(Rap = K'|R1a = k) = P(Rab = K, P2ajsign—k)))» (41)

which is a single particle probability of the type given inip(i) below Eq. (36). Plugging these quantities into (40)
leads toE(a,b) = —%cos(eb — 6,3), the quantum mechanical result for the singlet spin stagg (1

The present model therefore does not abide by BT. The readwofold. First comes the ensemble dependency,
enforcing not only non-commutativity, but the impossilyilof ascribing elementary probabilities. Second comes the
conservation of the angular momentum: what Eq. (38) doestigrh the conservation of the angular momentum over



the ensembles into the conservation of the angular momebaiweerthese ensembles. This means that somehow,
the particles must know what ensemble was picked by the fessurement in order to conserve the ensemble angular
momentum of the second ensemble previous to its measureifvat is really happening is the application of
the conservation law in the context of non-commutative meaments: contrarily to the commutative case where
Jia = —Jra @and Jy, = —Jpp can hold jointly, hereRj; = —Rp and Ryy = —Ry, do not. At this point it would be
possible to invoke non-locality to explain how the angulamnentum can be conserved, though one can also uphold
that conservation laws and symmetry principles are jusiyteted, without the need to invoke a specific mechanism.
Alternatively it can be argued that symmetries can give tdsponlocality, a position leading to a holistic vision of
symmetries as holding beyond a space-time framework. Natenbechanical holistic systems — that is two systems
maintaining a mechanical link between them — were alreadwito violate the Bell inequalities (an ad-hoc model
was proposed in Ref. [15]). Here we have given a physical ib@de turns out to be the classical counterpart of
guantum mechanical coupled angular momenta [14]: the tiholaof the Bell inequalities is necessary in order to
conserve symmetries.

Model 2: Quantum states as equivalence classes

The model [16] represents a single spin-1/2 by a field-pgartigstem composed of a small sphere, with the position
of its center in the laboratory frame being denotedkand the internal spherical variables relative to the ceotter
the sphere by = (1,0, ¢). A classical scalar fiel& (r) is defined on the sphere’s surface, while the point-likeigiart
sits still at a fixed (but unknown position) on the sphere.Séc. 2, leB denote the spin projection along an alzis
making an anglé), with thez axis. The outcome may depend on the position occupied bythiéeld on the spherical
surface and (ii) on the position of the particle. The fiElds defined on the hemispherical surface centered on a given
axis, the value of the field at any point being given by the getipn of that point on the axis. L&t 5 denote the
positive half-sphere centered on the aximaking an anglé, with thez axis, andrs , denote the field distributed on
that hemispherd= () is thus defined by

[ r-a/mRifrez,
Fra(r) = { 0 otherwise ’ (42)
R being the radius of the sphere (for simplicity we will takéthe axes to be coplanar witf). The mean value of
r -b/mR? taken ovei 4 is given by

-b R
<Fz+b+|:sz>z+a£/z %dr:cos(eb—ea), 43)

+a

wheredf denotes the spherical surface element for a sphere of ®dilree only requirement we make on the particle’s
position is that it must embedded within the field: the p#&tcannot be in a field free region of the sphere.

When a measurement is made we assume that the apparatubafdegcts with the fields . Let [a+b] and
[a— b] denote the directions lying halfway between the axéef the distribution) and or —b (of the measuring
direction), with respective angléé, + 6.)/2 and(6, + 11+ 6,) /2. We will assume that the field-apparatus interaction
results in aotation of the original pre-measurement fidftg, , toward both of the apparatus axes,, — Fs,, +Fs .

A definite outcomeB = i% depends on which of the hemisphebes, the particle is after the interaction. In terms
of the field, this probability is given by the relative valutbe average of the rotated fiel , +Fs_, over the
intermediate 'half-rotated’ hemispheng[ depending on the initial fiel8s ., yielding in accordance with Eq. (43)

ath] a

PZ+3(B = +%) = ’<Fz+b + Fz*b>z[a+b] ‘Z/N - Cog Gb; . (44)
1 2 ) ea_

P.(B=-5)= ’<Fz+b * Fz*b>z[a—b]‘ N =i = . )

with N being the sum of both terms. ifanda are taken to be the same, then one Basy = 214 andPs (A=
i%) =1 and 0 respectively. Hence a fieffd,, corresponds to a well-defined positive spin projection gltrea
axis. In this case the symmetry axis of the field distributtomcides with the post-measurement axis and the field-
apparatus interaction may change the position of the pattiough it remains within the hemisphexg,. On the



other hand wheb anda lie along different directions, the spin projection aldngnly acquires a valuB = i% after
the field has interacted with the measurement apparatusotated toward the measurement axis: the measurements
do not commute, and thus joint spin measurements alongeéiffaxes are undefined.

Since fields obey the principle of superposition, we can sageé superpositions of fields defined on different
hemispheres. But fields defined on different hemispheresdut to beequivalentto a field defined on a single
hemisphere. Indeed it is easy to see that one can write foaday

9

R~ cog 2 OE sin ROy (46)

2

meaning that although the two fields on the right and left ke of Eq. (46) are different — they are not defined on
the same hemispherical surfaces —, they lead to exactlyathe predictions. Indeed, when measurements are made
alonganyaxisb the averages of the left and right handsides (hs) of Eq. (#@)the same result c()g‘E—eb). These
fields thus define arquivalence clasd=rom the particle standpoint, the field on the rhs of Eq. (&) implies a
different behavior: the no-perturbation axisuisnot a, and the particle distribution is not uniform. Hence theyai
probability functionpg, (U = i%, r) =1 or 0 depending on whetherX ., and such that

1 6,— 6
PriolU = 3) = [ Prau(U =3 .ol = cof (2%

T
Z(lﬂ: 1)) (47)

whereps(r) denotes the particle distribution when the field is givent®yths of Eq. (46). However fdr# u there
is no probability functionpg,, (B = £3,r) hencePk, (B = £3) cannot depend on: the particle position does not
ascribe probabilities and there is no sub-field mechanisshdbtermines the outcome. This is consistent with Egs.
(44)-(45) in which the field rotation does not allow to defin@j probabilities of the typ&:, (U = +1NB = £1).
Note that measuring in the fieldFs involves a perturbation in which the fields interfere duehte fiotations in such
away as to obtaift-, (A= —%) = 0 irrespective of the initial the particle’s position. Th@del cannot give a more
specific interpretation in terms of the particle for thisuleproduced by the interaction between the system and the
apparatus measuring the spin projection alang

Assume now an initial two-particle system is fragmented imto subsystems flying apart in opposite directions.
Each of the two particles is embedded in a field defined on thfac of a small sphere; (resp.xz) denotes the
position of the subsystem 1 (resp. 2) sphere in the labgrdtame. The internal variables within each sphere are
labeled byr; andr,. As soon as the fragmentation process is completed, thégesof each point-like particle as
well as the fields are fixed, the spin of each system dependinigeofield distribution and the particle position on its
spherical surface. The correlation of the particle posgimust be set ag = —r, in order to achievé\, = —A; for
any axisa when there is no measurement perturbation. However the etament characterizing the correlations is
the field distribution. For example the total field arising(mrrelatinngl+a defined on subsystem 1's sphere with,

on subsystem 2 is given tﬁ;:l (r1)F# (r2). Ifin addition we also require the correlatiég <+ Fzz+a the total field
is given by the expression

Fo(rurz) =R, ()R (1) — R (r)FE(r2). (48)

The definition offg is mathematically non-separable over the individual satesy spheres; this means that the field
is defined as a whole, jointly over the two spheres. This i®tiig way to account for correlations between more than
two hemisphere$ without further specifications, non-separability hashirg to do with non-locality (the field is set
at the source in the intersection of the past light-cone®tf bystem’s space-time location). Recall that non-ségpara
functions are not exceptional in classical physics, eg thssical action for multiparticle systems is non-sepaabl
but that does not make particle classical mechanics naa:loc

Let us now investigate measurements along arbitrary dimest for particle 1 and for particle 2, and consider

PO(Ci=1B=1)= %' <le[a+cl >+c <Fzz[*a+b] >+b - <le[*a+c] >+c <F22[a+b] >+b |2 (49)

whereN = 2 is the probabilities normalization factd®; is a two-outcome probability and consequently depends
on the correlated local averages of the both subsystemdsfieitated by the local interaction of each field with

2 Actually it is possible to replace the non-separable fieldseparable, factorizable one if the field is allowed to takmpmlex values [16]; the
separable field is then expanded as the sum of two non-sépdiedts, one of which never contributes to the averagesttedther beind— .



the measurement apparatus along the axasdb. It can be simplified by using the expressions employed fer th
single particle averages: we then see that the expressiaede|...| reduces to cq@) and is independent @t.
ThereforeP; does not depend on the directiorofthe single-particle fields that defifg in Eq. (48). This implies
theequivalencéetween fields FZ —F! FZ _defined by different directions i.e. for anyb # a

F21+aF227a - FZlfaFZia ~ le+b Fzsz - FZlbeZZH)' (50)

Both of these fields lead exactly to the same predictions feasurements along arbitrary axes and can thus not be
distinguished. We will denote the left and right handsidesap (50) byFp o) andFq ) respectively. One consequence

is that when computing®; (A,Bz) one can use any of the two forms (50). EmployiRg, allows to make a
conditional inference foB,, given that the measurement yieldiAg does not perturb subsystem 1 and thus reveals to
which hemispher&.., r1 belonged previous to the measurement;

1 1 1 1 1 1
Poa (A= 5.B=3) =P(AL=5)P(B2 = S|A1=5) =P(r1 € >1a)P(B2 = PLESS 51a) (51)
1 1
=P €T )P(Br= 52 € 22, =P € T,)R (B2=73). (52)

The last step yieIdsPFzz (Bz = %) which is a single subsystem probability; this step is jutifby the fact that

givenr, € 32, the field over subsystem 2 is equivalent, as discussed bEtpw47) tonzfa. Egs. (51)-(52) can

be repeated by employing ), giving Py (A1,B2) in terms of a conditional probability inferred from a no-
perturbation measurement alobgfor subsystem 2). As in the single particle system case padictular realization

of an equivalence class gives rise to different, incompati@iccounts grounded on the measurement that does not
disturb the original field. Here however the equivalencaelaolds relative to the two-particle system, but relative
to a single subsystem the specific form takenFerhas different implications regarding the relation betwéean
particle position and a given outcome. This does not affesimgle subsystem probabilitieB(A;) = 2 for anya, but
conditional probabilities can only be explicited when tloenf of the field corresponds to a measurement axis. For
exampleP ) (AL = %|Cz = %) cannot be computed: it is not correlated with the particlsitpons and due to the

subsystems-apparata interactions, no inferences can te; tiatP- ) (A = %|C2 = %) can be inferred in terms of
a single subsystem probability. The situation was the sam#hé single particle system described above, where no
elementary probability could be ascribed to comgRgg (B).

In this model, the particles’ positions thus appear as terchined but only determine the outcome when there is
no field perturbations from the apparatus interaction. Téle ftonfigurations can also be taken as hidden variables
and they do ascribe probabilities but only as members of aivalgnce class that does not give a more complete
specification than afforded by the quantum-mechanica¢ stétte first implication is that there is no pre-existing
outcome as an element of reality, even when it is possibleakena prediction with unit probability (in this case
also there is an infinity of field/particle configurationsigiy that outcome). The second is that a given field/particle
configuration (even if known) does not allow to specify sutaatum probabilities for measurements along arbitrary
axes. Any prediction that would complete quantum-mectsfilke the inference made on one subsystem'’s outcome
once the other outcome is known, relies on a specific (butifias) field/particle configuration for which one of
those measurements does not give rise to perturbations Mduel therefore expels the locality issue from the EPR
paradox (completeness of Qbt simultaneous existence, based on locality, of physicahtities associated with
non-commuting observables): by equating a quantum stéteamiequivalence class comprising an infinity of possible
field-particle configurations the model denies the simatars existence of those physical quantities regardlesgof t
locality issue, while keeping the physical predictionsainant. Note that the idea of a quantum state as being a label
for an ensemble of underlying phenomena appears naturéignwlassical fields are considered as constituting a
sub-quantum level of description [17, 18].

CONCLUSION

Bell-type hidden variable models give an explicit mathdozformulation of the EPR’s simultaneous reality require
ment concerning incompatible quantities. These modelsregievant to quantum mechanics in so far as the latter
denies the existence of joint distributions for incomplatipuantities. We have argued that it is possible to uphold



non-commutativity and locality simultaneously and comsted to that effect two different types of models. However
these models despite being local fail both Einstein’s gbafficiently completingguantum mechanics and Bell's goal
of implementing explicitlycausalityto describe quantum correlations.
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