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Loophole-free Bell inequality violations cannot disprove local realism
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For almost three decades in the twentieth century, the physics community believed that John von
Neumann had proved the impossibility of completing quantum mechanics by a local realist, hidden-
variables theory. Although Grete Hermann had raised strong objections to von Neumann’s proof,
she was largely ignored. This situation lasted, until John Bell rediscovered that von Neumann’s
proof was flawed: a sufficient condition for local realism had been taken as a necessary one. Bell
subsequently established various constraints on hidden-variables theories, in the form of inequalities
that can be submitted to experimental test. All performed tests to date have opened some loopholes.
The quest to close them motivated great technical achievements and ongoing efforts to improve what
has already been reached. There is, however, a rather ironic twist concerning Bell inequalities. On
deriving them, Bell also took a sufficient condition for local-realism, as if it were a necessary one.
As a consequence, even completely loophole-free Bell inequality violations would not disprove local
realism. We argue that Bell inequalities cannot follow from local-realism alone. The proof is given
by constructing three local-realist models that entail Bell inequality violations.

The challenge of achieving a loophole-free Bell inequal-
ity violation has motivated the investment of considerable
technical and financial efforts. A few years ago, three dif-
ferent groups almost simultaneously announced to have
met that challenge [1–3]. Despite the rather bold and
general way in which the announcements were dissem-
inated, the reported achievements were more precisely
framed, in each case. It was namely noted that, “strictly
speaking, no Bell experiment can exclude all conceivable
local-realist theories” [1], that the reported experiments
provided just “the strongest support to date for the view-
point that local realism is untenable” [2], and that the
announced test [3] was loophole free, insofar as only a
minimal set of assumptions was made, while “It is im-
possible, even in principle, to eliminate a form of these
assumptions in any Bell test” [3]. There seems to be
a consensus that local-realism has not been completely
banned from physics yet [4–7]. For that to be the case,
more compelling evidence must be provided. Hence, in-
creasingly sophisticated tests are currently under plan-
ning [8]. The motivation is not only to provide a definite
proof of Bell’s claim that “no theory of nature that obeys
locality and realism can reproduce all the predictions of
quantum theory‘” [1]. There are also practical motiva-
tions. Bell tests could fit some essential needs of quan-
tum information, such as randomness certification and
quantum-secure communication. It is thus important to
make sure that a loophole-free Bell inequality violation
implies that local realism is untenable. We claim that
this is not the case. At least not for the Bell inequality
that is addressed in the aforementioned tests. This is
the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality, or
variants thereof (e.g., the Clauser-Horne inequality).

Let us make precise what is meant by local realism. Lo-
cality is understood in its relativistic meaning: physical
influences cannot propagate faster than light. Realism
means that physical properties exist independently of be-
ing measured. That is, measurements reveal preexisting
properties. The probabilistic interpretation of quantum

mechanics (QM) seemed to be at odds with local realism
and this prompted Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen to ar-
gue that QM was incomplete [9]. It was then suggested
that hidden variables could deterministically rule the be-
havior of quantum objects. Their hidden nature would
translate into an apparent randomness of quantum phe-
nomena. QM being an incomplete theory, it should be
possible to construct a deeper description of physical re-
ality.

We can identify two main stages regarding the view of
hidden-variables theories. During the first stage, a broad
community accepted that von Neumann had definitely
proved (in 1932) the impossibility of a hidden-variables
theory. This acceptance lasted for roughly three decades,
even though Grete Hermann had pointed out (in 1935)
a flaw in von Neumann’s proof [10, 11]. Nevertheless,
the community’s view prevailed over rigorous reasoning.
The situation remained basically unchanged, until Bell
(in 1966) “rediscovered the fact that von Neumann’s no-
hidden variables proof was based on an assumption that
can only be described as silly” [10]. However, only in
hindsight could von Neumann’s assumption be regarded
as “silly”. When regarded in its own context, it appears
as a natural and convenient assumption to make. The
assumption was the following one. Consider two observ-
ables, Â and B̂, whose preexisting values in a hidden-
variables theory are v(Â) and v(B̂). The preexisting

value of Ĉ = Â+B̂ is assumed to be v(Ĉ) = v(Â)+v(B̂).

This should hold, even if Â and B̂ do not commute. As
pointed out by Mermin [10], von Neumann’s assumption

that v(Ĉ) = v(Â) + v(B̂) holds for each individual sys-
tem of an ensemble is a sufficient condition for it to hold
in the mean, i.e., 〈Ĉ〉 = 〈Â〉 + 〈B̂〉, which is required
for the hidden-variables theory to be in accordance with
QM. While it is clear that von Neumann’s assumption is
a sufficient condition, it is not a necessary one. Indeed,
one can straightforwardly prove that v(Ĉ) = v(Â)+v(B̂)
does not generally hold in QM. An example is given by
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the Pauli matrices σx and σy [10]. Hence, if von Neumann

would have proved that v(Ĉ) = v(Â) + v(B̂) necessarily

holds for any hidden-variables theory, then he would have
proved the incompatibility of any such theory with QM.
But von Neumann did otherwise and took a sufficient
condition as if it were a necessary one, thereby providing
a proof which prompted Bell to describe it as “silly” [10].
Bell then proceeded to develop an alternative approach.
His goal was the same as von Neumann’s: to show that
it is impossible to construct a hidden-variables comple-
tion of QM. Bell’s approach started the second, current
stage regarding the community’s view of hidden-variables
theories.

As we shall see, what Bell did in fact closely resem-
bles what von Neumann did. Bell’s inequality involves
correlations 〈ÂB̂〉 between spin measurements that are
performed at two distant sites, A and B. At each site,
the spin measurements are made along two directions, â
and â′ at A, and b̂ and b̂′ at B. Bell’s assumption is that
〈ÂB̂〉 is given by an expression whose precise form will be
shown below. For now, we just need to point out that the
assumed form of 〈ÂB̂〉 is sufficient for it to comply with

local realism. On considering various 〈ÂB̂〉, a quantity S
is constructed and proved to be bounded: |S| ≤ 2. QM
predicts the existence of cases for which |S| > 2. Many
experiments have confirmed this prediction, modulo some
loopholes. That is, additional assumptions besides local
realism were made, each of which opened a loophole. A
loophole-free experimental violation of |S| ≤ 2 allegedly
proves that local realism is untenable. As we said, sim-
ilarly to what happened with von Neumann’s assump-
tion, Bell’s assumption is a sufficient condition for 〈ÂB̂〉
to comply with local realism. It is hardly a necessary

condition. Let us mention in advance that Bell’s expres-
sion for 〈ÂB̂〉 involves only scalar quantities. However,

〈ÂB̂〉 is supposed to quantify correlations between mea-

surements that involve three directions: e.g., â, b̂, and
a third direction, say ẑ, that relates to the two-party
state which is employed in the measurements. The most
general 〈ÂB̂〉 should depend on vectorial quantities and,
possibly, on their scalar products, which account for the
relative orientation of â and b̂. Such a dependence would
not be in conflict with locality, because correlations are
generally a matter of definition and not a consequence of
some cause-effect relationship.

We should also notice that correlations are not directly
measured. Correlations are defined per convention and,
experimentally, they are constructed from raw measure-
ment data, such as the number of simultaneously de-
tected particles at two distant sites. The conventional
character of correlations diminishes the decisive power
that an experiment is supposed to have over the valid-
ity of theoretical results. Moreover, it should be kept
in mind that correlations do not prove a cause-effect re-
lationship, as it is sometimes suggested by referring to
nonlocal effects between two correlated measurements.

As already said, we are now in the second stage re-
garding hidden-variables theories, a stage in which the

community’s view is that Bell violations do prove wrong
local realism, in spite of the above remarks. As it oc-
curred with von Neumann’s assumption, the validity of
Bell’s assumption is taken for granted. However, it is a
matter of logic that Bell inequality violations prove local
realism wrong only if it is proved that Bell’s inequality is
a necessary consequence of local realism. We could stop
here and say that the burden of proof lies with those who
claim that Bell’s inequality necessarily follows from local
realism. But we can also go further and show that such
a proof cannot be furnished. The reasons are given in
what follows.

To begin, let us recall that Bell’s correlations are given
by

〈ÂB̂〉 =
ˆ

Aâ(λ)Bb̂
(λ)ρ(λ)dλ. (1)

These correlations correspond to a standard Bell test in
which two parties, “Alice” and “Bob”, perform measure-
ments of the Stern-Gerlach (SG) type at two distant sites.
The particles on which Alice and Bob perform their mea-
surements are supplied by a source, which produces a
pair of spin-1/2 particles and sends one particle to each
party. Each SG magnet has a binary output, upward and
downward, with respect to its orientation, â or b̂. Detec-
tions at the upward and downward directions are labelled
by ±1, respectively. The quantities entering 〈ÂB̂〉 have

the following meaning: Â and B̂ stand for the observ-
ables being measured, in this case the spin components
along â and b̂, respectively; Aâ(λ) = ±1 is the binary
output of Alice’s SG magnet when it is oriented along
â, this output being determined by the hidden variables
λ, which have a probability distribution ρ(λ) ≥ 0, with
´

ρ(λ)dλ = 1. B
b̂
(λ) is similarly defined. Bell’s assump-

tion is that, in a hidden variables theory, the observ-
able AâBb̂

has a definite value (AâBb̂
)(λ) for each λ.

Moreover, Bell claims [13] that a deterministic hidden-

variables theory is local if for all â and b̂ and λ we have

(AâBb̂
)(λ) = Aâ(λ)Bb̂

(λ). (2)

The expectation value of AâBb̂
is then given by Eq. (1)

and may be taken as a measure for the correlation be-
tween the involved observables. Bell’s claim is certainly
true; but it should be clear that Eq. (1) is a sufficient

condition for local realism. Bell did not prove that it is a
necessary one. The same remark holds for what follows.

For simplicity, let us write A and A′ when referring to
the settings â and â′, respectively, and similarly for b̂
and b̂′. The CHSH measure is defined as

S = 〈AB〉+ 〈AB′〉+ 〈A′B〉 − 〈A′B′〉. (3)

The structure of S comes from considering the function

f(λ) = (A(λ) +A′(λ))B(λ) + (A(λ)−A′(λ))B′(λ), (4)

which is the sum of two terms, one of which is ±2 and
the other zero for each λ, whereupon f(λ) = ±2. From



3

this and |
´

f(λ)ρ(λ)dλ| ≤
´

|f(λ)ρ(λ)|dλ = 2, one gets

|S| ≤ 2, (5)

which is the Bell-CHSH inequality.
Experiments designed to violate inequality (5) use en-

tangled states, viz., states that cannot be written as a
product of two terms, one related to A and the other to
B. These experiments have much more to do with en-
tanglement than with local realism [12], as we shall see.

It is clear that inequality (5) cannot be submitted di-
rectly to experimental test, because the outputs of SG-
type experiments are not correlations 〈AB〉exp, but num-
ber of registered particles at each detector. One records
the number of coincident detections during some fixed
interval of time. There are two detectors at each site,
one for each output of the SG magnet. Let us denote by
Nâ,b̂(α, β), with α = ±1 and β = ±1, the number of co-
incident detections at SG magnets oriented along â and
b̂, with detections occurring at the upward (+1) or down-
ward (−1) outputs. Having recorded a sufficiently large
number of coincidences, one can assess the corresponding

probabilities for simultaneous detections: P
(exp)

â,b̂
(α, β) =

N
â,b̂

(α, β)/Ntot, with Ntot =
∑
α,β Nâ,b̂

(α, β). The ex-
perimental correlations are constructed as

〈ÂB̂〉exp =
1

Ntot

∑

α,β

αβN
â,b̂

(α, β) =
∑

α,β

αβP
(exp)

â,b̂
(α, β),

(6)
and are then used to obtain the experimental CHSH mea-
sure Sexp, as per Eq. (3). There are numerous experi-
ments in which |Sexp| > 2 have been observed. Even if
all their loopholes would have been closed, one cannot
claim that these experiments falsify local realism. As
already said, for this to be the case, one should prove
that Eq. (1) necessarily follows from local realism. Al-
ternatively, one can address probabilities. These are con-
ceptually more fundamental than expectation values or
correlations. The connection between probabilities and
measurement results, such as Aâ and B

b̂
, is given by

Pâ,b̂(α, β) =

ˆ

(
1 + αAâ(λ)

2

)(
1 + βB

b̂
(λ)

2

)
ρ(λ)dλ,

(7)

and similarly for the cases involving â′ and b̂′. From
Eq. (7), one can straightforwardly obtain

〈ÂB̂〉 =
∑

α,β

αβPâ,b̂(α, β) =

ˆ

Aâ(λ)Bb̂
(λ)ρ(λ)dλ, (8)

in accordance with Eq. (1). Equation (7) can be written
as follows:

P
â,b̂

(α, β) ≡
ˆ

p(α, β|â, b̂, λ)ρ(λ)dλ (9)

=

ˆ

p(α|â, λ) p(β|b̂, λ)ρ(λ)dλ. (10)

Here, p(α, β|â, b̂, λ) is the conditional probability distri-
bution for Alice and Bob obtaining α and β as results of

their spin measurements, provided these measurements
have been performed with their SG magnets oriented
along â and b̂, respectively, while the hidden variables
took on the value λ. Likewise, p(α|â, λ) denotes the prob-
ability distribution for Alice’s spin measurement to yield
α, if her SG magnet was oriented along â and the hidden
variables took on the value λ. Similarly for p(β|b̂, λ).

As can be seen, the probability distribution for α and
β factorizes:

p(α, β|â, b̂, λ) = p(α|â, λ) p(β|b̂, λ). (11)

The above decomposition “represents a precise condition
for locality in the context of Bell experiments” [14]. We
may rephrase this statement by saying that the decom-
position in Eq. (11) is a sufficient condition for local real-
ism. Although it is not a necessary condition, it seems to
have been generally taken as such. It was perhaps too ap-
pealing that, from this simple relationship, an inequality
such as |S| ≤ 2 could be straightforwardly derived and
used to submit local realism to experimental test.

A salient feature of Eq. (11) is the inclusion of only
scalar quantities, even though it refers to measurements
for which directions play an essential role. The vectors
â and b̂ appear only as labels. As appealing as it is,
Eq. (11) does not exhaust all the possibilities we have to
define a probability measure. Indeed, we can proceed as
follows. Let us consider an inner product vector space V
and a continuous function f that is orthogonally additive
and maps vectors v ∈ V to the reals, i.e., f : V →
R. We denote the inner product by v · v′. A function
f is orthogonally additive, if f(v + v′) = f(v) + f(v′),
whenever v · v′ = 0. Gudder’s theorem [15] states that if
f : V → R is orthogonally additive and continuous, then
it is of the form

f(v) = c(v · v) + k · v, (12)

where c ∈ R and k ∈ V .
As we are interested in Bell tests of the CHSH type, we

may focus on two-state systems. These are represented
by a (generally unnormalized) ket, e.g., |ψ〉 = α| ↑〉 +
β| ↓〉. Correspondingly, we focus on the space V4, with
elements (v0, v1, v2, v3) ≡ (v0,v). These vectors can be
put in one-to-one correspondence with |ψ〉〈ψ|, via

|ψ〉〈ψ| = 1

2

3∑

µ=0

vµσµ, (13)

where σ0 is the identity and σµ=1,2,3 the Pauli matrices.
We can now define a measure fφ relative to any ref-

erence vector vφ ≡ (1, n̂φ), with n̂φ being a three-
dimensional unit vector. We take fφ to be orthogonally
additive and continuous. Continuity guarantees that very
small changes of preexisting values are reflected in simi-
lar changes of measured values. The requirement that fφ
is orthogonally additive is just an instance of a general
requirement that is put on measures. These are generally
defined as a map m from elements of an appropriate set
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(a so-called σ-algebra) to, e.g., the real numbers. The
map m is required to satisfy m(A ∪B) = m(A) +m(B),
whenever A ∩B = ∅.

Additionally, we put on fφ the following requirements:
1) fφ(vφ) = 1.
2) fφ(vφ⊥

) = fφ(vφ′

⊥
) = 0 for vectors vφ⊥

≡ (1,−n̂φ)

and vφ′

⊥
≡ (−1, n̂φ) which are orthogonal to vφ.

3) fφ(vψ) ∈ [0, 1] for any vector vψ = (1, n̂ψ).
The first requirement means that fφ fits exactly one

time into itself, something that should happen with any
sensible measure. Indeed, measurements essentially con-
sist on counting how many times a given unit fits into
what is being measured. The second requirement consis-
tently complements the first one. The third requirement
allows us to use fφ as a probability measure. Of course,
all this is a matter of convention. There is nothing in-
herently “classical” or “quantal” in it.

From Gudder’s theorem and the above requirements,
it follows that [16]

fφ(vψ) =
1

2
(1, n̂φ) · (1, n̂ψ) =

1

2
(1 + n̂φ · n̂ψ) . (14)

The probability measure fφ(vψ) is in fact closely re-
lated to what is called a “quantum” probability. The
latter refers to Born’s rule for the probability of measur-
ing the state |ψ〉 on a system that has been prepared in
state |φ〉. This probability is given by |〈ψ|φ〉|2, provided
the two states are normalized. In terms of the projectors

Π̂φ = |φ〉〈φ| and Π̂ψ = |ψ〉〈ψ|, we can write Born’s rule
in the form

|〈ψ|φ〉|2 = Tr
(
Π̂φΠ̂ψ

)
=

1

2
(1 + n̂φ · n̂ψ) , (15)

where we have used Π̂φ = (1/2)(σ0+ n̂φ ·σ) and similarly

for Π̂ψ. We see therefore that

fφ(vψ) =
1

2
(1 + n̂φ · n̂ψ) = |〈ψ|φ〉|2. (16)

This shows, first, that “quantum” probabilities |〈ψ|φ〉|2
fit well in the general scheme we have given for prob-
ability measures. What is essential for this scheme is
the linear vector space structure on which it is based.
Second, the probabilities we have used in the context of
Bell’s inequality are too narrowly framed. They are lim-
ited by their dependence on scalar quantities alone, and
by having a structure which does not incorporate entan-
gled quantities. Let us see how this limitations can be
removed. Our framework will continue to be just that of
a linear vector space.

We want to address two-particle systems. Each par-
ticle is supposed to carry a two-state degree of freedom
(DOF), such as spin-1/2, polarization, two-way paths,
etc. For the description of a single particle having
such a DOF, we can use a vector space V4 with ele-
ments v = (v0, v1, v2, v3) and Euclidean inner product

〈v,v′〉 = ∑3
µ=0 vµv

′
µ. When addressing two particles, A

and B, we use the tensor product space V AB = V A4 ⊗V B4
with orthonormal basis

{
êAµ ⊗ êBν

}
(µ, ν ∈ {0, . . . , 3}).

We define the inner product 〈vA ⊗ wB ,v
′
A ⊗ w′

B〉 =
〈vA,v′A〉〈wB ,w′

B〉, and extend it to all V AB by linearity.
Gudder’s theorem let us connect inner-product measures
with correlations. With this in mind, we represent Alice’s
and Bob’s observables by the following vectors:

A = a1ê
A
1 + a2ê

A
2 + a3ê

A
3 , (17)

B = b1ê
B
1 + b2ê

B
2 + b3ê

B
3 , (18)

which correspond to the operators Â = â · σA and B̂ =
b̂ · σB, respectively, of the quantum formalism. Here, σ
is the triple of Pauli matrices.

The source delivers two-particle states, which in the
present framework are represented by vectors φAB ∈
V AB. Correlations between Alice’s and Bob’s measure-
ments along directions â and b̂, respectively, are given by
the inner product 〈A ⊗ B,φAB〉. This last prescription
is, up to normalization, just an application of Gudder’s
theorem to the case of the tensor-product space V AB

[17]. In Bell tests, one usually employs one of the four
Bell states. In the present formalism, these states are
prescribed to be given by

φ+
AB =

1

2

(
êA0 ⊗ êB0 + êA1 ⊗ êB1 − êA2 ⊗ êB2 + êA3 ⊗ êB3

)
,

(19a)

φ−

AB =
1

2

(
êA0 ⊗ êB0 − êA1 ⊗ êB1 + êA2 ⊗ êB2 + êA3 ⊗ êB3

)
,

(19b)

ψ+
AB =

1

2

(
êA0 ⊗ êB0 + êA1 ⊗ êB1 + êA2 ⊗ êB2 − êA3 ⊗ êB3

)
,

(19c)

ψ−

AB =
1

2

(
êA0 ⊗ êB0 − êA1 ⊗ êB1 − êA2 ⊗ êB2 − êA3 ⊗ êB3

)
.

(19d)

The above vectors are not factorable, i.e., they cannot
be written in the form v̂A ⊗ ŵB . So, they fit the def-
inition of “entangled states”. This definition applies for
tensor-product spaces, irrespective of their employment
in a quantum or classical context [18–25]. From the defi-
nition of the inner product in V AB, it readily follows that

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉 =

1

2
(a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3), (20a)

〈A⊗B,φ−

AB〉 =
1

2
(−a1b1 + a2b2 + a3b3), (20b)

〈A⊗B,ψ+
AB〉 =

1

2
(a1b1 + a2b2 − a3b3), (20c)

〈A⊗B,ψ−

AB〉 =
1

2
(−a1b1 − a2b2 − a3b3). (20d)

On absorbing the factor 1/2 in the definition of the cor-
relations, we obtain the same results that follow from the
quantum formalism. These are given by, e.g.,

〈Φ+
AB |(â ·σA)⊗(b̂·σB)|Φ+

AB〉 = a1b1−a2b2+a3b3, (21)
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and similarly for all Bell states:

|Φ±

AB〉 =
1√
2
(| ↑〉| ↑〉 ± | ↓〉| ↓〉), (22)

|Ψ±

AB〉 =
1√
2
(| ↑〉| ↓〉 ± | ↓〉| ↑〉). (23)

On applying Gudder’s theorem, we get the probabili-
ties for simultaneous detections with results α and β at
SG magnets oriented along â and b̂:

PφAB

â,b̂
(α, β) =

1

4
〈(1, αâ)⊗ (1, βb̂),φAB〉 (24)

=
1

4
[1 + αβ 〈A⊗B,φAB〉] . (25)

Here, φAB stands for any Bell state in which the system
was prepared. Equations (20) show that the correlations
〈A⊗B,φAB〉 are given by a scalar product of two vectors

that differ from â or b̂ only in the sign of one or more

components. The algebraic structure of PφAB

â,b̂
(α, β) thus

markedly differs from that of Pâ,b̂(α, β) (see Eq. (7)).
It should be clear that nothing in the above formula-

tion brings it into conflict with local realism, and yet it
is in accord with Bell inequality violations. The above
formulation thus shows that Pâ,b̂(α, β) was too narrowly
framed. It does not have the most general structure that
is compatible with local realism. The correlations 〈ÂB̂〉
that follow from Pâ,b̂(α, β) (see Eq. (8)) have a structure
in which entanglement is, at most, only nominally re-
ferred to, via the hidden variables λ. These are supposed
to define the state in which the two-particle system was
prepared. However, one cannot explicitly distinguish an
entangled state from a factorable one, because the very
structure of 〈ÂB̂〉 does not allow us to make such a dis-
tinction.

In our description, we have not included hidden vari-
ables. Though this was irrelevant to our purposes, we
can extend our description to include them. Indeed, we
can generalize what we did before, by considering a con-
tinuous, orthonormal basis in V A, i.e.,

〈êAµ (λ), êAν (λ′)〉 = δµνδ(λ− λ′), (26)

and similarly in V B. We then proceed as before and
define the inner product

〈êAµ (λ)⊗ êBσ (λ), êAν (λ′)⊗ êBτ (λ′)〉 =
= 〈êAµ (λ), êAν (λ′)〉 〈êBσ (λ), êBτ (λ′)〉,

(27)

and extend it to all V AB by linearity. Alice’s and Bob’s
observables also depend on hidden variables. However,
they can freely choose the orientation of their SG mag-
nets, thereby fixing the respective hidden variables:

A(λA) = a1ê
A
1 (λA) + a2ê

A
2 (λA) + a3ê

A
3 (λA), (28)

B(λB) = b1ê
B
1 (λB) + b2ê

B
2 (λB) + b3ê

B
3 (λB). (29)

We assume that λA ≈ λB , which reflects that Alice and
Bob use SG-magnets that are supposed to be identically

constructed, from a macroscopic point of view. We admit
some randomness, though, so that the hidden variables
at Alice’s and Bob’s sites are governed by a probabil-
ity distribution ρM (λ), which is sharply peaked at some
value λM , so that λA ≈ λB ≈ λM .

As for the source, it is set to deliver, e.g., the Bell state

φ+
AB =

1√
N

ˆ ∞

−∞

[
êA0 (λ)ê

B
0 (λ) + ê

A
1 (λ)ê

B
1 (λ)

− êA2 (λ)êB2 (λ) + êA3 (λ)êB3 (λ)
]
ρS(λ)dλ,

(30)

where, for brevity, we have suppressed the tensor-
product symbol, and the normalization factor reads
N = 4

´∞

−∞
ρ2S(λ)dλ. The probability distribution at the

source, ρS(λ), is also supposed to be sharply peaked at
λ = λS . We may further assume that λS ≈ λM . This
reflects that the orientations of the SG-magnets and that
of the apparatuses used to produce φ+

AB are subjected to
similar conditions.

On observing that, e.g.,

〈êAµ (λA)êBν (λB),
ˆ ∞

−∞

êAσ (λ)ê
B
τ (λ)ρS(λ)dλ〉 =

= δµσδντ

ˆ ∞

−∞

δ(λA − λ)δ(λB − λ)ρS(λ)dλ =

= δµσδντδ(λA − λB)ρS(λA),

(31)

we obtain

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉 =

δ(λA − λB)ρS(λA)√
N

(a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3).

(32)
We can now take, e.g., Alice’s setting λA as a reference,
and let Bob’s setting λB vary, so that ρM (λB)dλB is the
number of cases in [λB, λB + dλB ], for which λB ≈ λA.
We thus define the following correlation

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉T =

ˆ

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉ρM (λB)dλB , (33)

as the one which can be compared with experimental
outputs. From Eqs. (32) and (33), we get

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉T =

ρS(λA)ρM (λA)√
N

(a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3)

≈ κSM (a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3), (34)

where we have set

κSM =
ρS(λS)ρM (λM )√

N
. (35)

This factor can be absorbed by including it in the defi-
nitions of A(λA) and B(λB) (see Eqs. (28) and (29)), so
that we have again the results given by QM.

Another way to include hidden variables in our de-
scription is as follows. We take just one hidden variable
λ, which has the meaning of being the probability for the
source to deliver a Bell state, say,

φ+
AB =

1

2

(
êA0 ⊗ êB0 + êA1 ⊗ êB1 − êA2 ⊗ êB2 + êA3 ⊗ êB3

)
.

(36)
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Otherwise, the source delivers a completely random state:

IAB = êA0 ⊗ êB0 . (37)

Hence, the source delivers the Werner-type states

Φ
+
AB = λφ+

AB + (1− λ)IAB . (38)

In this case, we obtain the correlation

〈A⊗B,Φ+
AB〉 = λ(a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3). (39)

Here again, the factor λ can be absorbed by including it
in the definitions of the observables A and B.

It is instructive to consider a third model, in which we
assume that the vectors entering the expression for φ+

AB,
see Eq. (36), are randomly produced according to

êAµ =
1√
NA

ˆ ∞

−∞

êAµ (λ)ρA(λ)dλ, (40)

êBµ =
1√
NB

ˆ ∞

−∞

êBµ (λ
′)ρB(λ

′)dλ′, (41)

where Nk =
´∞

−∞
ρ2k(λ)dλ, k = A,B. In contrast to

Eq. (30), here we do not assume that a single hidden
variable λ is shared by the vectors entering φ+

AB. That is,
in the present case, êAµ (λ) and êBµ (λ

′) have independent
random fluctuations when produced at the source. There
is no “shared randomness” in this case. Nevertheless, we
readily obtain

〈A⊗B,φ+
AB〉 =

ρA(λA)ρB(λB)√
N

(a1b1 − a2b2 + a3b3).

(42)
This case shows that the entangled nature of the state
can be accounted for in a local realistic model without
assuming “shared randomness”. The latter can be incor-
porated, as in Bell’s model, but as long as entanglement
is absent, no Bell violation should be expected.

The above examples show that Bell-type correlations,
i.e., those given by Eq. (1), while being in accord with lo-
cal realism, constitute a very limited family. The reasons
for which Eq. (1) complies with local realism also apply,
term by term, to the expressions leading to Eqs. (32),
(33), (39) and (42). This shows that Bell-type correla-
tions, and the inequality that these correlations imply,
do not derive from local realism alone.

The formalism we have developed has two essential
features. First, a probability measure that arises from a
linear vector space structure when we put some require-
ments on a general measure, so as to make it appropriate
for being used as a probability measure. Second, the in-
volvement of a tensor-product structure, which allows us
to deal with entangled states. There is nothing “quan-
tum” in all this. It applies at both the quantal level and
the classical level, whatever the distinction between these
levels might be.

As for the experimental Bell inequality violations, they
involve three types of correlations: Bell-type correla-
tions 〈ÂB̂〉Bell, given by Eq. (1), quantum correlations
〈ÂB̂〉QM, and experimental correlations 〈ÂB̂〉exp. All of
them are expressed in terms of probabilities for obtaining
the results α, β when the SG magnets are oriented along
â and b̂, respectively:

〈ÂB̂〉K =
∑

α,β

αβPK
â,b̂

(α, β), (43)

with K = “exp”, “Bell”, and “QM”. These probabilities
are given by

P exp

â,b̂
(α, β) =

Nâ,b̂(α, β)

Ntot

, (44)

PBell

â,b̂
(α, β) =

ˆ

p(α|â, λ) p(β|b̂, λ)ρ(λ)dλ. (45)

PQM

â,b̂
(α, β) =

〈
ΠA(â, α)⊗ΠB(b̂, β)

〉
Φ
, (46)

where ΠA(â, α) = 1
2

(
σA0 + αâ · σA

)
and similarly for

ΠB(b̂, β).
Equations (43) and (44) show how experimentalists

construct 〈ÂB̂〉exp. They keep separate record of, say,
N

â,b̂
(α, β) and N

â′,b̂
(α, β) (for all possible results α and

β). This means that, e.g., Alice does not mix her mea-
surement results Aexp

â = +1 and Aexp
â′ = +1, which cor-

respond to having detected a particle at the “upward”
detector in the two cases, but with her SG magnet ori-
ented along â in one case, and along â′ in the other
case. This is equivalent to having recorded (+1, 0) (for
â) and (0,+1) (for â′). Hence, one should more properly
write Aexp

â = (+1, 0) and Aexp
â′ = (0,+1). This vecto-

rial notation reflects what experimentalists actually do
to calculate 〈ÂB̂〉exp from their raw data.

On recalling the derivation of |S| ≤ 2, in which use is
made of Aâ = Aâ′ = +1, it becomes clear that experi-
ments need not be constrained by Bell’s inequality. This
inequality rests on treating Aâ and Aâ′ as scalar quan-
tities, in contrast to what is effectively done with Aexp

â

and Aexp
â′ in the actual experiments. On the other hand,

Eqs. (43) and (46) show that 〈ÂB̂〉QM has an intrinsic
vectorial nature and can therefore be in accordance with
〈ÂB̂〉exp, as it is indeed the case.

Experimental Bell tests are sometimes idealistically de-
scribed as if they were an experimentum crucis, i.e., as
having the purpose of deciding which of two conflicting
predictions is right, the one made by QM or the one made
by local realism. This is not the actual case. In light of
the above considerations, we may conclude that even an
ideal, completely loophole-free Bell inequality violation
would not imply that local realism is untenable.
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