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Local hidden-variables can account for EPR quantum correlations
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Abstract

A local hidden-variable model for two entangled particles in an EPR setting is shown to reproduce
the quantum-mechanical outcomes and expectation values. Contrarily to the usual hidden-variable
(HV) distributions introduced by Bell, we relax the constraint (necessary in order to derive the Bell
inequalities) requiring that a given HV distribution should account for the simultaneous reality of
quantum-mechanical counterfactual events. We assume instead that a random local interaction
induced by measurements results in a change of the corresponding hidden-variable distribution.
We first recover from the HV distribution the quantum probabilities and averages for a single
spin-1/2 particle, and then tackle the two-particle problem in the singlet state. By introducing an
initial correlation between hidden variables at the source, the averages of spin measurements along

arbitrary axes are obtained from the HV distributions without appealing to nonlocal effects [1].
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In their celebrated paper [2], Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) argued that quantum
mechanics was incomplete on the ground that for entangled states the formalism predicts
with certainty the measurement outcomes of noncommuting observables although they can-
not have simultaneous reality. They argued the alternative to incompleteness was to make
the reality of one particle’s properties depend on the measurement made on the other par-
ticle, irrespective of their spatial separation. EPR concluded: "mno reasonable definition of
reality could permit this” nonlocal action at-a-distance. In a seminal work [3], Bell showed
that local models based on a distribution of hidden variables (HV) intended to complete
quantum mechanics must satisfy an inequality involving averages taken over the hidden
variable distributions. He also showed these models fail, given that in certain circumstances
the average values of 2-particle quantum observables violate these inequalities. Since then,
experimental setups aimed at measuring observables violating the inequality have confirmed
with increasing precision the quantum mechanical predictions [4]. The current received view
is that Bell-type inequalities 'prove’ that local realism is incompatible with quantum me-
chanics [5] and that acceptable HV models can only be non-local. However, it is seldom
emphasized that Bell-type HV models are only a subset of the local models that can be en-
visaged in order to reproduce quantum correlations. Indeed, the main assumption [6, [7] in
the derivation of the Bell inequalities — to suppose that the hidden variables can account for
counterfactual events that would make sense of the simultaneous existence of noncommuting
observables — arises from a particular reading of the EPR argument, but is by no means
a necessary ingredient in order to enforce locality or to reproduce quantum correlations.
General arguments going in this direction have already been given [8, 9]. In this work we
go further by putting forward, for the first time, an explicit local hidden variable model
compatible with quantum mechanical predictions. The model will be developed for the pro-
totypical spin-1/2 pair. The basis of our model will consist in relaxing the counterfactual
assumption recalled above by introducing a probabilistic interaction between the hidden
variables and the measurement apparatus, and in imposing an initial correlation between
the hidden variables determining the measurement outcomes of each particle.

In his original derivation of the inequalities, Bell [3] investigated the fragmentation of
two spin-1/2 particles formed in the singlet state. Before getting to the 2 particle problem
proper, we will consider the hidden variable distribution for a single spin-1/2 particle. Recall

first that the measurement of the spin projection along an axis b making an angle 6, with



an arbitrarily chosen a axis is represented by the operator (we put i = 1)
1
Sp(0) = §(P+(9b) — p—(6h)) (1)

where pi(0y) = |£(6)) (£(6)| are the density matrices corresponding to the eigenstates
with eigenvalues 4+1/2 that represent the possible outcomes of a spin measurement along
the axis. If the system is initially in the state py(6,), measuring S, perturbs the system,
which ends up in either of the states p+(f,) with probabilities obtained from elementary

quantum mechanics as

O, — 0,
Pro—yp=Tr (py(6a)ps(6)) = cos® e (2)
. ‘9 - 9(1
Piop =Tt (pi(6a)p-(6,)) = sin’ ' 5 (3)

From a generic viewpoint, we will assume the outcomes are determined by the hidden vari-
ables in the following way: (i) The eigenvalues depend on a given property of the HV and on
an interaction induced by the measurement; by analogy with the EPR criterion of physical
reality (that involves the prediction with certainty of a physical quantity ”without in any
way disturbing a system” [2]), we will use the term disturbance to describe this interaction.
(ii) An eigenstate is characterized by an HV distribution for which the disturbance has no
net effect on the individual outcome. (iii) When a measurement disturbs the initial state of
the quantum system, the HV in the distribution are modified, the disturbance acting on the
HV as an interaction with a random character. (iv) On average the perturbation has no net
effect: average values over the initial HV distribution do not depend on the disturbance.
Here we shall take as the hidden variable a unit vector A on the unit sphere (see Fig. 1(a)).
The distribution of A and the disturbance are chosen as follows. Let ¥, be the positive (+)
or negative (—) hemisphere centered on the a axis. We denote by Ryx_, () the uniform
distribution on the hemisphere ¥.,. When the system is in the state described by pi(6,),
the corresponding hidden-variable distribution is set to be given by Ry, ()\). Suppose a
measurement is made along the b axis; we will assume that the outcome is related to the
sign of the projection A\, = A - b and to the disturbance provoked by the measurement. We
will model the disturbance with a random variable e uniformly distributed on [—1/2,1/2]

and defined such that the measured spin projection Mj on b is
My=+1/2if \y+e>1/2 (4)
My=—=1/2if \y+e < —1/2, (5)



and if —1/2 < A\, +¢€ < 1/2, ¢ is reapplied until one of the conditions () or (G is met. The
probability of obtaining a positive outcome for a given A by a single application of ¢ is given
by

b, =ple > 5 - M) = HOw, (6)
where H(z) is the step function (p}, vanishes if A\, < 0 because ¢ < 1/2). For a negative

outcome,

Py, = —H (=Xp) N (7)
The probability of obtaining M, = +1/2 (resp. —1/2) after the first application of ¢ is
obtained by integrating p;fb (p;b) over the HV distribution. Suppose the system is in the
state p1(6,); then A € Ry, and integrating over A gives

2 eb_ea
Ay ) cos” =5

P = [ B, O sinadtadoy = 54 ) 2 Y
sin” =—=¢

where A; = 1; the position of A on the sphere is expressed for convenience relative to the a
axis, and in spherical coordinates Ry, is simply given by H(7w/2 — 6,)/(27). According to
Eq. (8), the probability of obtaining either outcome after one application of ¢ is 1/2, so that
for the remaining half of the A’s further applications will take place. The kth application
of ¢ acts on the remaining 2'~*th fraction of the distribution and gives a contribution P,;t
identical to Eq. (8) but with a factor A, = 2!7%. The total probability of obtaining
My, = +1/2 is obtained by summing the terms P in the limit & — co. Since Y, Ay = 2,

we obtain
2 eb _ga

C
Py, (My=%1/2)=¢ % (9)
sin %

where Eqgs. (@) are identical to the quantum results (2) and (B). If we take the initial
quantum state to be p_(6,), then relative to Eqs. ([2)-(3]) the quantum probabilities become
P_ .1y = Pro—sp, and it can be checked that our HV model, with now A € Ry _,, gives
probabilities identical to the quantum results,

sin? —‘9”59"
o (10)
cos? 2o
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The quantum measurement probabilities are therefore recovered by postulating a hidden-
variable distribution and a probabilistic interaction of the hidden-variable with the measur-

ing apparatus. Note that when the axes a and b are taken to be the same, the disturbance
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has no effect on the individual outcomes: for a distribution Ry;,, the condition (B]) will never
be met, and one will obtain M, = +1/2 with certainty (and M, = —1/2if A € Ry ). A
consequence is that if A is uniformly distributed on the entire sphere ¥, for any axis b the
disturbance will result in a positive or negative outcome depending on whether A belongs

to the positive or negative hemispheres, so that
P (M, = £1/2) = 1/2. (11)

The model employed for the disturbance is arbitrary and was given here for illustrative
purposes due to its mathematical simplicity (more elaborate models can be constructed,
the only requirement being to recover the quantum probabilities). However according to
our assumption (iv) given above, the following property must be verified irrespective of
the model: the disturbance must vanish on average, so that averages over the measured
outcomes are those obtained directly in terms of the relevant HV property (here the value

of the projection \). Indeed, we have

Mogy, = <Mb>RE:ta = ﬂ:% cos(B, — 6,), (12)
where
<)\b>REia = /)\bRgia(A) sin 0dfxdoy (13)
is the average taken over the distribution and
: k
Rzia Z PRzi (M, = 2) (14)

is the average obtained from the measurement outcomes. The term on the right in Eq. (I2)

is identical to the quantum mechanical average (Sp) Eq. (I2)) ensures that the average

p=(0a)
values do not depend on the specific model chosen for the disturbance, so that the quantum
mechanical expectation values are directly related to averages over the HV properties.

We proceed to the 2 particle case. Following Bell [3] we assume the particles were origi-
nally formed in the singlet state and are spatially separated so that individual spin measure-

ments along arbitrary axes can be made. The singlet state, whose density matrix is given

by

k1—Fko

= 3 E 0) ki (0,) (Ra0.)] (—a(6) (15)

k1,ka==%1
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FIG. 1: (a) Single particle HV distribution: a vector A on the unit sphere belonging to the distribu-
tion Ry, (zone shaded in blue) corresponding to the quantum eigenstate p, (6,); the measurement
of the spin along the b axis depends on the value of the projection A\, on that axis, but also on a
disturbance e that randomly modifies the value of this projection (except if the spin is measured
along the symmetry axis of the distribution — here the a axis — in which case the disturbance has
no effect). (b) and (c) 2-particle HV distributions. (b) shows the HV distribution for the singlet
state, with the hidden variables A1 and Ay describing particles 1 and 2 respectively being uniformly
distributed on the unit sphere, but correlated by pointing in opposite directions. Predictions rela-
tive to the first measurement are made with this distribution. (c) shows the situation after having
measured particle 1’s spin on the a axis and found My, = —1/2. We infer that A; was in the ¥_,
region (in blue) and given the correlation (7)) we know that A, is in the ¥, region (in orange).
Predictions relative to the second measurement are made with this distribution, conditioned on
the result of the first measurement. The overall average matching the quantum mechanical value

is obtained by summing the conditional expectation over all the events.

is rotationally invariant (and does not depend on the choice of 6,). The total spin and its
projection along any quantization axis vanish. The spin projections of particles 1 and 2
along respective axes a and b, represented by the observable 57,52, has the expectation

value

1
(SlaSgb>p = Tr(5145%p) = ~2 cos(Op — 0,). (16)

Our aim is to extend the HV model expounded above to the 2 particle-case. We will suppose
that the spin of each particle is determined by a hidden variable attached to each particle.
Let us denote by Ay and Ay two vectors on the unit-sphere pointing in the direction of the
spin angular momentum of each of the particles. In order to account for the rotational

invariance and the total spin properties of the singlet state, we choose each hidden variable



to be uniformly distributed on the sphere and impose the correlation
A+ A =0 (17)

between the hidden variables. Eq. (7)) means that in the singlet state, the hidden variables
are uniformly distributed on the sphere 3, but point in opposite directions. This is exactly
what one would expect for the angular momenta of two classical particles with a uniform
statistical distribution and zero total angular momentum [10]. The correlation between A;
and Ay is imposed initially at the source. The disturbance between each particle and its
measurement apparatus will not conserve the correlation, but as we now show, Eq. (1)
allows to make a conditional inference on the distribution of the hidden variable attached
to one of the particles if the measurement outcome on the other particle is known.

After the particles have been formed and have flown apart, the first step consists in
measuring on particle 1 the spin projection S, along an axis a. We know from Eq. (III)
that if A\; is distributed on ¥ we will obtain M;, = +1/2 with probability 1/2 (which is
of course the quantum result in the state (IH)). Now if, say, one obtained M;, = +1/2,
then this means that \; was, before the measurement, somewhere on the half-sphere >,
and from the correlation Eq. (7)) we infer that Ay is on the half-sphere ¥_,. Conversely if
M, = —1/2, then we infer that \; € Ry, , and A\; € Ry, ,. Needless to say, the change in
the distribution of the HV, distributed on the entire sphere before the measurement and now
restricted, with equal probability, to one of the hemispheres >, is a logical inference made
on the basis of the knowledge of the measurement outcome and of the initial correlation
between the hidden variables (i.e., the distributions do not 'physically collapse’ to one of the
hemispheres).

The second step, namely measuring the spin projection of particle 2 along an axis b, now
becomes a one-particle problem. If the first measurement yielded M, = +1/2, we know
that \y € Ry,_,, and we apply our one-particle model given above with the HV distribution
Ry, , for A\o. In the particular case in which b is taken to coincide with a, we know from
Egs. (@) or (I0) that we will obtain with certainty My, = —1/2. If b is different from
a the outcomes My, = 41/2 are possible with respective probabilities sin®*(8, — 6,)/2 and
cos®(0, —0,)/2 [Eq. ([IQ)]. If the first measurement yielded M;, = —1/2 we apply the model
with the HV distribution Ry, for A2, obtaining again the correct quantum probabilities for

the measurements carried out on particle 2.



The average of the 2 particle measurements is obtained by considering all the possible
combinations involving these two steps, namely an initial measurement and the subsequent
measurement conditioned on the result of the first. We assume for definiteness that particle
1 is measured first on the a axis, but we can interchange 1 < 2 or a < b, i.e. it does not
matter which axis or particle is measured first. Let My, = k1/2 (k; = £1) denote the result
of the initial measurement. We then know that Ay € Rg(ikl)a and can determine the average
for the second measurement, obtained by summing over the possible outcomes Mo, = ko /2
each having a probability PRE(%W (Mo, = ko) [given by Eqs. (@) or ([IQ)]: this yields by
Egs. (I2) and (I4)

Doy, = (Mo, = 2 cos(th — 6) (18)
(—k1)a (—k1)a 2
which is a conditional expectation. The total average for the 2 particle outcome is then
obtained by summing Eq. (I8]) over the possible outcomes My, = k1 /2 of the first measure-
ment, each having a probability P, (Mi, = k1) = 1/2. This gives

k1

(MiaMar) g, = D | SPro(Mua = ki) (), (19)
i1 (=kya)
= —i cos(b, — 0,). (20)

which is seen to be equal to the quantum expectation value ([I6]).

We therefore obtain the quantum expectation value (S1,5) o known to violate Bell’s
inequality, by postulating HV distributions perturbed by a measurement interaction with an
imposed initial correlation. Nonlocality does not play any role. The fact that in Eq. (I9) the
distribution for the hidden variable Ay depends on the measurement outcome k; of particle
1 is not the result of action at a distance but a conditional statement, the inference being
grounded on the initial correlation (I7)). Action at a distance would imply that measuring
the first particle instantaneously changes the distribution of the second particle, whereas
here we employ a logical inference in our computations in order to make predictions with
the maximally available knowledge. This is consistent with the hidden variable approach,
in which the distributions are statistical tools representing a certain state of information
[12]. As remarked by Jaynes [8], Bell’'s HV model does not allow to make this type of
inference. Indeed, Bell sought hidden variable distributions capable of completing quantum

mechanics as required by his reading of EPR, namely able to account for simultaneous



events that are quantum-mechanically incompatible (like measuring the spin projection of
a single particle along 2 different axes). This imposes the factorization of the probability
of obtaining joint events, thereby precluding the use of conditional probabilities. In our
model, introducing a disturbance impedes the realization of the simultaneous counterfactual
events, which become mutually exclusive, and assuming the correlation (7)) naturally leads
to the use of conditional statements. Our HV distributions are therefore not bound by Bell’s
theorem (recall that the existence of these counterfactual events is a necessary condition in
the derivation of Bell’s inequalities [6, 7]). Note that from a logical viewpoint, the substance
of Bohr’s reply [11] to EPR was quite similar to the mechanism put forward in the present
model: "the finite interaction between object and measuring agencies conditioned by the
very existence of the quantum of action” implies that measuring the spin projection along
a given axis brings in ”an essentially uncontrollable” action that ” cuts ourselves off from
any possibility of applying the law of conservation” of rotation to the system so as to make
predictions on the second particle.

We have shown that by assuming that hidden variable distributions are disturbed by
measurements — in an analog manner that Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen stated that a
quantum state is disturbed when a measurement involves observables that do not commute
with the corresponding density matrix — we are able to recover the quantum expectation
values. Our model is local and based on a double inference: the measurement outcome of
the first particle allows to infer its HV distribution previous to the measurement; in turn,
the knowledge of this distribution allows to infer, via an initially established correlation
between the hidden variables attached to each particle, the HV distribution relative to the
second particle. We can therefore conclude that without supplementary assumptions, the
violation of Bell inequalities by quantum-mechanical averages does not appear to be a valid

ground to support nonlocality.
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