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Abstract

Wigner's marginal probability theory is revisited, and tgysatically applied to n-particle corre-
lation measurements. A set of Bell inequalities whose tariel are Hardy contradiction and its
generalisation are derived with intuitive graphical asaly
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1. Introduction

An unambiguous signal of the departure from local causalityuantum mechanics is ex-
pressed as violation of Bell inequalinﬁ [1] and its variarttee Bell theorems, such as CHSH
inequalitiesmz], GHz theorenﬂ[3] and Hardy’s ar umeﬁtﬁ]f},which has been verified by the
experiments by use of various physical systelﬂl [EI. , EJ]Q'IJI@ relations among these Bell
theorems have been uncovered gradu@k/l, 12]. The ioolaf Bell inequality can be viewed
also as a sign of the breakdown of the classical conceptsrmifgoobability. As independently
pointed out by Wigner and Fin@l@ﬂ] 15], the Bell ineqgwyaln its original form devised by
Bell, presupposes underlying joint probability distrilout for all possible measurement setups
and outcomes in the experiment, whose marginal probasiljield the probability distributions
of the actual measurement setup of each run.

In this article, we revisit the argument by Wigner and FB,I@], and try to make clear
the relation between their arguments and the concept of leakty. In the process, we uncover
the graphic structure of the underlying joint probabilityhich we utilise to systematically to
search general form of Hardy’s equalities and associaeglialities.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introdti@concepts of the underlying
probabilities which respects statistical independendey@gld the measurable probability distri-
butions as their marginal probabilities. In Sec. 3, we clemisistency between the assumptions
of statistical independence and the local reality. In Seavelturn to the graphical representa-
tion of the marginal probability for two-by-two experimefuising this representation, we clarify
that Hardy’s equalities can be thought of as an extremal cB§&HSH inequality. In Sec. 5,
we generalise the above observation for multi-setting easemulti-partite case. Sec. 5 has the
discussion and our conclusion.
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2. Marginal and Underlying Probabilities, Statistical Independence of Measurements

Consider a system of twq2-spins, each of which are measured separately by two arserv
Alice and Bob, both of whom can set up the measurement dealoag two diferent axesq =
0, 1 for Alice , andb = 0, 1 for Bob. We assume that the result of the dichotomic measemés
is specified bydA = 0,1 for Alice, andB = 0, 1 for Bob. The usual sign notations of projection
are recovered by identificationg = (-)4 andsz = (-)5.

Let us denote the probability of Alice finding the system ia #tateA along thes-axis and
Bob in B alongb-axis byP,,(A, B). The assumption of statistical independence is expressed

Pub(A’ B) = Pu(A)Pb(B) (1)

Let us now consider parallel measurements on an ensemliie system in two combinations of
axes pair¢, b) and ¢, b’). We write the joint probability of finding the resultd,(B) and @A’, B’)
asW([A, Bla; [A’, B'lew). If the parallel measurements are statistically indepaindve should
have

W([A, B]ub; [A/, B’]a’b’) = Pab(A’ B)Pu’b’ (A” B/)7 (2)
From the assumptiofi](1), we have
Poo(Ao, Bo)P11(A1, B1) = Po1(Ao, B1)P10(A1, Bo) (3

since both are given by the produg(Ao) P1(A1)Po(Bo)P1(B1). This immediately leads to the
equivalence betweé ([Ao, Boloo; [A1, B1]11) andW([Ao, B1lo1; [A1, Bol1o). This means that we
can define unconditional underlying probabilitfA,, Bo; A1, B1) which is the joint probability
of Alice finding her system in staté, along 0-axisA; along 1-axis and Bob finding his particle
in stateBy along 0-axisB; along 1-axis;

p(Ao, A1; Bo, B1) = W([Ao, Boloo; [A1, B1]11) = W([Ao, B1]o1; [A1, Bo]10), (4)

which signify the “reality” of the set of physical observabl@,, Bo; A1, B1) irrespective to the
measurement. There aré2 16 of Us. As probabilities, they are all non-negative real numbers
which add up to unity. The observable probabilitesare obtained frorp by partial sum as

Poo(Ao, Bo) = Z p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1),  P1o(A1, Bo) = Z p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1),

A1,Bl AO,BI
Po1(Ao, B1) = Z p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1), P11(A1, B1) = Z p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1). (5)
Al,BO AO’BO

Following Wigner, we call the probability,,s that are obtainable from direct measurements
asmarginal probabilities. Although the existence of unconditional probabijityvhich is guar-
anteed by the relationEl(4), or equivalenfly (3), are détwdrom the statistical independence
between Alice’s and Bob’s observabldg, (1), the former isosér assumption, from which the
latter may not necessarily follow. So irrespective to thgidove have followed until now, we
shall use the existence of unconditional probabilitexpressed in relationgl(4) arld (5) as the
basic assumption.



3. Derivation of Joint Probability Based on Locally Realistic Theory with Hidden Variable

Although in the derivation gb(Ao, Bo; A1, B1), the cornerstone of our approach, we have pre-
tended that it is derived from the statistical independersseimption of marginal probilities, it
can be derived by quite deferent set of assumption basedeasotitept ohidden variable the-
ory with local realism. Of course, this is how the Bell inequality has been histlycderived,
and this is exactly the reason that Bell theorem is termedobtige most profound theorem in
phyisics. We need, however to put it in perspective in viewheffact that there are vocal dis-
senting vieW|L_:L|7] on the significance of Bell experiment twaht is proven is just the statistical
separability of probabilities, not the negation of locallrem.

Here, we detail how Wigner has arrived at conditional andonddional underlying proba-
bilities W andp, stating from deterministic theory with hidden variabl&though we base our
argument on the specific case of two-by-two Bell experimeaders will see its generality and
applicability to broader situations. We first want to constra framework of deterministic the-
ory with hidden variables, that are, unknown variables Wiaie not to be observed directly, but
whose ensemble average generates’a# 26 marginal probabilitie®,, (A, B), that completely
specifies the outcomes of two-by-two Bell experiment.

Itis, in fact, rather easy to have such a theory, givefigant number of variables are brought
in. Consider four variableg,, with « = 0,1 andb = 0, 1. we assume,, takes four values 0,1,2
and 3, which we express as

qab = Aub + ZBub (6)

with binary variablesA,, = 0,1 andB,, = 0,1. We can alternatively think ayte variable
made up of eight bit§A,;, By}, hamely

A = {Aoo, Boo, A10, B1o, Ao1, Bo1, A11, B11) (7)

as our hidden variables. These variables are governed bg saspecified dynamics. It is just
suficient if we accept that the result of the projection measergmwith axes: for Alice andb
for Bob is determined by the value gf, in such way that the projectiong andsp for Alice
and Bob respectively are given by = (-)* andsp = (=)5.

We now consider an ensemble of this deterministic systense/kdensity of distribution on
the space oA\ is given by

W(A) = W(Aoo, Boo; A10. B1o; Ao1. Bo1; A11, B11) (8)

The observable probability,, are given by

Poo(A, B) = Z Z Z W(A, B; A1o, B1o; Aot Bo1; A11, B11),
A10,B10Ao1,Bo1 A11,B11

P10o(A, B) = Z Z Z W(Ago, Boo; A, B; Ao1, Bo1; A11, B11), etc., 9

Aoo.Boo Ao1,B01 A11.B11

and we should always be able to construct a deterministaryhghose initial ensemble of vari-
ableA(r = 0), that corresponds to the initial setup of the experimartlve into the distribution
W(A) with A = A(r) at the time of the measurement, that reproduces the olibBry&4, B). It
has to be remarked that the existence of this supposed yimdgitieory itself is rather unremark-
able. The fact, that it requires an eight-bits variablesabégpof 2 = 256 values to reproduce 16
experimental numbers, makes this theory an example of-ineffective” generalization.
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Now, we consider only those deterministic theories thgbeeslocal realisna: la J.S.Bell.
Then, the result of the Alice’s measurement should not dgépahow Bob’s measurement device
is placed, and Bob’s result should not depend/any Alice’s measurement device is placed . The
values of the variables, in this type of theory, have to bétéichin such way to reflect this fact,
namely

Ago=Ao1=Ao, Aww=A11=A1, Boo=Bio=Bo, Boi1= Bi1=Bi. (10)

So half of the bits in the variablé are redundant. In other word, local realistic theories ulyee
ing the observabl® (A, B) is to be described by kalf byte variabled, which we define in the
form

A ={Ao, Bo, A1, B1}. (11)

The ensemble-averaged system we observe in experimentbés dpecified by the density of
distribution

p(A) = p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1), (12)

which gives the observable probabili®y, in the form

Poo(A, B) = Z o(A, B; A1, B1), Pio(A,B) = Z o(Ao, B;A,By),  etc.. (13)

A1,B1 Ao,B1

Note that the variablg can take 16 discrete values, as opposed to 258 f@€onsequently,
there are 16 of(1) functions as in contrast to 256 @f(A) functions.

In formal term, the local realistic subclass of hidden Jalgatheory is obtained from all
possible theory by the reduction of density distribution

W(Aoo, Boo; A10, B10; Ao1, Bo1; A11, B11) = p(Aoo, B10; A11, B01)04gpA010 4014110 Boo, BroO BorBrr»  (14)
or conversely,
p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1) = W(Ao, Bo; A1, Bo; Ao, B1; A1, B1). (15)

We see that the “hidden variablest,;, , B,, and their reductiond, , B, are indeed hidden
behind their guise as projection indicesiihandU.

4. Diagrammatical Proof of Bell inequalities and Hardy Contradiction

The assumption of the existence of underlying unconditipnabability p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1)
leads to several relations among marginal probabilRigéA, B).

Let us first reconfirm our notational conventions. The indethat takes two values 0 and 1,
stands for the axis of choice by Alice, along which the firattipke is projectively measured to
yield the values, = + or —, which is alternatively expressed 4s= 0 or 1. Similarly, the index
b, that can be 0 or 1, stands for the axis of Bob’s measureménthwields the valugg = + or
— that is alternatively expressed Bs= 0 or 1. We define inter-particle axis specific projections

i = Ao + 230, J = A]_ + 231. (16)
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The value ofi represents the combined projection along the “0” axes afeAtind Bob, and
along their “1"- axes. We now reordp(Ao, A1; Bo, B1) by the indices and; with the use of a
matrix V defined by

Vij = p(Ao, Bo; A1, B1)l(i=Aq+2Bo,j=A1+2B1)- (17)

The partial sun({5) then becomes

3 1
P11(A, B) = Z Va+2p,j P1o(A,B) = Z (Vopria + Voprins2) s

=0 i=0
1 3
Po1(A, B) = Z (VA,ZB+j + VA+2,23+,'), P11(A,B) = Z Via+2 (18)
j=0 i=0

These expression has a very intuitive graphical representgig. 1. If we place on a 4-by-4
grid according to the indicesand j, Poo are given by sums along horizontal linég; by sums
along vertical lines, whileP1p and Pp; are given by sums ribbon-shaped lines vertically and
horizontally placed.

J
(—— (@) o (@) (@) ©) o
Py (00) 7 B I\I P,0.0)
o

i o (@) o o @) o (@) (@) o
PO p 11
(@] (@) €] o (@) o o - ® @) o
P(L,1) P, (0,0) T P,(,D)
(———— @) o o @] @) o

Figure 1: Marginal probabilitie®,,(A, B) represented as a line or linked lines which cover the thasghat represent
the underlying probabilitie¥’; ; to be summed up.

From the composition§(18), it follows, for example, that

Plo(o, O) + P01(0, O) + P]_]_(l, 1) = 2V0,0 + VO,l + Vo’z + V0’3

+V1,o + V1,2 + V]_,g
+V2,o + VZ,l + V2,3 (19)
+ V3,3
which contains
Poo(0,0) = Voo + Vo1 + Voo + Vo3 (20)

and some more positive quantities. Thus we have a Bell iy irathe form
P10(0, 0) + P01(0, 0) + P11(1, 1) — Poo(0,0) > O (21)

A graphical representation of this inequality is shown ig.F.
A corollary immediately obtained is that

if P]_o(o, 0) = P01(0, O) = Pll(l, 1) =0 h0|d, then Poo(o, 0) = 0 follows. (22)
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P,(0.0)+P ,(0,0)
+P,,(1,1) = P,,(0.0)

Figure 2: Graphical depiction of a Bell inequality among giaal probabilitiesP,,(A, B) represented as a line or linked
lines for terms in LHS, a dashed box for the RHS, superimpasethe grid representing the underlying probabilities
V; j to be summed up.

This is nothing but the equality obtained by Lucien Hardy.idikar construction to[{119) [{20)
leads to

P10(1, 1) + Po1(1,1) + P11(0,0) — Poo(1,1) > O,
P10(1,0) + Po1(1,0) + P11(0, 1) — Poo(1,0) > O, (23)
P10(0, 1) + Pp1(0, 1) + P11(1,0) — Pgo(0, 1) > 0.

With the definition of corelatiold,,,
Cap = Pap(0,0) = Pap(1,0) = Pup(0, 1) + Pap(1, 1) (24)
inequalities[(2ll) and(23) lead to
|C10+ Co1 + C11 — Cool < 2, (25)

which is a celebrated CHSH inequality.

With the interchanges of axis indicesand b, and with interchanges of projections 0 and
1 for bothA andB in P,,(A, B), there are 64 inequalities of the type}(21). Each four ofrthe
sharing the same legh form a single CHSH inequality. As an obvious corollary, there 64
variants of Hardy equality.

5. Three Particle Generalization and More

The extension ta-particle case is rather straightforward. We illustrateith three particle
case. Let us now consider a system consisting of three gpipdrticles that are respectively
measured by Alice, Bob and Chris, all of whom have two choe&ash for the orientation of
measurement represented by= 0 or 1,» = 0 or 1 andc = O or 1, respectively. Alice’s
measured projection is representeddyy= 0 or 1, Bob’s byB, = 0 or 1 and Chris’ byC. = 0 or
1. Ifthere is an underlying probabilip(Ao, Bo, Co; A1, B1, C1), that presuppose the simultaneous
existence of all projections for all three observers, thegimal probabilitiesP,,,.s which are the



1'}-'Ef(o ’,6\‘,0) : -
o (e} O o P‘lli;(l ‘6’1) o O (o] @ C C—
Sm—p © O cwmmp G 0 O p
— T Fodn
¢ [ ) I l I 15) P 5] e Pm(O?O’O) ‘
riond R ) e
. .0, Q.0 e o\ o o ] @ 4l () L 5] « a ¢
o ’P,fn',(l,(O",l)q o ;‘ o {‘P,,:,‘(0,0,0): {‘Pu‘p(l’o»l):
I |
P,,(000)
oo [ l ‘P,,,(l,d,’l)‘f

Figure 3: Graphical depiction of three-body marginal ptalitges P.,(A, B, C) represented as a line or linked lines
superimposed on the grids representing underlying prétyaly}; ; to be summed up.

joint probabilities of direct observables are given by thetial sums

PoodA, B,C) = ) p(A,B,C;A,B',C’), P1oofA,B,C)= > p(A,B,C;A",B',C),

A B .C’ A B .C

Poi(4, B.C)= > p(A,B,CiA",B,C’), P1o(A,B,C)= > p(A,B,C;A",B,C’),
A B A B.C

Poot(4,B,C)= > p(A,B,C;A',B,C"), Pia(A,B,C)= ) p(A,B,C;A",B,C"),
AB.C’ AB.C

Pou(A,B,C)= > p(A,B,C;A",B,C"), Pii(A,B,C)= ) p(A,B,C;A",B,C"). (26)
A B .C" A’B'.C’

This set of construction may or may not result in the assuwngif statistical independence
Pape(A, B, C) = Po(A)Py(B)P.(C), (27)
although the latter necessarily results in the former. bed2T) holds, we have

Pooo(A, B, C)P111(A’, B', C") = Pooi(A, B,C")P110o(A’, B, C),
Pooo(A, B, C)P11o(A’, B', C") = P1oo(A’, B, C)Po1o(A, B', C’),
P111(A, B, C)Poo(A’, B', C") = Po11(A’, B, C)P101(A, B', C"), (28)

etc.. With the three-digits grouping of indices

Vi.j = p(Ao, Bo, Co; A1, B1, C1)l(i=A¢+2Bo+4Co, j=A1+2B1+4C1) (29)
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the partial sum4(26) become

7 7
PoooA B,C) = D" Vazgracss  Prau(A,B.C) = > Viasaracs
=) =0
3 3
P110(A,B,C) = Z (Vac+iav2s +Vacrias2p+4) » Poor(A, B,C) = Z (VA+ZB,4C+ i+ Vasopraacs j) ,
i=0 Jj=0
1
P100(A, B,C) = Z (Vagracsia + Vopracins2 + Vopracsiara + Vopiactin+e) ,
i=0
1
Po11(A, B,C) = Z (VA,ZB+4C+ i+ Vasoopracsj + Vavazpracsj + Vare2p+4c+ j),
Jj=0
1
Po10(A, B,C) = Z (VA+4C,ZB+ i+ Vavac228+j + Vasacopiarj + VA+4C+2,23+4+_/),
Jj=0
1
P101(A,B,C) = Z (Variarac + Vopriasacs2 + Vopsariavac + Vopiariasacs2) - (30)
i=0

This extends the previous graphical expression of 4-by-#tirngrid for two-particle case with
8-by-8 matrix grid on whiclps are placed with indices= Ag+2Bo+4Cp andj = A1+2B1+4C;.
PoogandP11 are sums over horizontal and vertical lines, wifilgo, Po10andPqo; are sums over
variously shaped ribbons, aid;1, P101 and P11 their respective mirror images with respect to
the diagonal lines, all indicated in Fig.3. Comparison lestwFig. 1 and Fig. 3 reveals how the
n = 3 graphs are made out of= 2 graphs;Pooo, P10o andPpsp are just the "sideway doubling”
of Pgo, P10 andPyp1, and the remainings11, Po11 andPio; are obtained by mirroring with respect
to diagonal line that corresponds to the reversing axiceslg, b, c: 0 « 1). This construction
carries over to any — n + 1 extension. Drawing various ribbons on the matrix grid deitge
the following inequality is shown to hold

P100(0, 0, 0) + Po10(0, 0, 0) + Poo1(0, 0,0) + P111(1, 1, 1) — Pooo(0,0,0) > 0 (31)
whose corollary is a three body extension of Hardy equalibich states

if P100(0, 0, 0) = Po10(0, 0, 0) = Poa(0, 0,0) = P111(1,1,1) = 0 hold
then Pooo(0,0,0) = 0 follows. (32)

The geralization of this result

P100.0(0,0, ...,0) + Po10.0(0,0, ...,0) + ... + Pgo_01(0,0, ..., 0)
+P11.1(1, 1, ..., 1)~ Poo.0(0,0, ...,0) > O, (33)

and its associated Hardy equality is not hard to prove. Quéfarately from above extension,
we can prove a Zukowski inequality

C111— Coo1 — Co10— C100 = -2 (34)
8



P, (0,00)+P,,,(0,0,0)+P,(0,0,0)
+P, (1,1,1)> P, ,(0,0,0)

m 111

Figure 4. Graphical depiction of three-body marginal pholites for the extended Hardy contradiction, represéras
a line or linked lines for terms in LHS, a dashed box for the Rbierimposed on the grid representing the underlying
probabilitiesV; ; to be summed up.

in a similar fashion with the ribbons on 8-by-8 grid, whoseatiary
if Coor=Coi0=C100=1 thenCy111=1 (35)

is, of course, the negation of GHZ contradiction.

Another set of extension exists in the form of two pariyaxes Bell experiments. Take for
example, a system of two spifi2lparticle each measured by Alice and Bob both of whom now
has a choice of three projection axes 0,1,2 andb = 0, 1, 2. Experimental results are specified
by 64 marginal probabilitie®,,(A, B). The assumption of underlying unconditional probability
distribution now involves 64 quantitig§Ao, Bo; A1, B1; A2, B2). The proper tabulation gf now
requires the definition of three two-digits indices

Iy = Ak + ZBk, k= 0, 2, 3, (36)

thus is a cube grid of size 4-by-4-by-4. As depicted in FigP,is the sum over a slice parallel
to the cube surfaces, alyj; with k # [ half sums of two non adjacent surfaces.

In a similar fashion to the previous cases, although nowirgmusome 3-dimensional recog-
nition of patterns, we can prove a set of three-axes noritg@aéqualities. One such example is
depicted in Fig. 6, showing an inequality

Poo(l, 1) + Plo(o, O) + Pog(o, O) - P]_z(O, 0) > 0. (37)

This is a three-axes version of inequalities of the typé.(dh)a sense, it can be regarded as
physically identical to them, since just by renaming thesa®@” of Bob as "1”, this simply
reduces back to one of the two-axis type inequality. Butitésjuality does involve genuinely
different three axes. We may obtain a three-axes version of Hgpdyequality again by setting
the fisrt three term of (37) to be zero. Instead, we show anatteresting face of this inequality
by it requiring only the first term to be zero. We then have

if Poo(1,1) =0, then P19(0,0)+ Po2(0,0)— P12(0,0) > 0. (38)

This is nothing but the original Bell inequality in the fornevdsed by J. S. Bell expressed in

marginal probabilities instead of correlation functioasd the proof shown here is just the graph-

ical dressing of Wigner’'s proof. Note that the original regment of “being in singlet state” is
9
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P,0.0)

P,,(0,0) P,,(00) P,0,0)

Figure 5: Graphical depiction of two-body three-axes nmaabgprobabilitiesP,,(A, B) represented as planes painted in
identical colors, which cover the three-dimensional gtit represent the underlying probabilitigs;; to be summed

up.
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P ,(00)+P,,(00)+ P, (1,1)
=P (00)

Figure 6: Graphical depiction of two-body three-axes Badiquality which leads to “Bell’s” Bell inequality. Margiha
probabilitiesP,; (A, B) are represented as identically colored planes for terrh$iiB, a transparent square for the RHS,
which are superimposed on the grid representing the uridgnprobabilitiesV; jx to be summed up.

loosened taPpo(1,1) = 0. We can now see that “Bell’s” Bell inequality occupies a paiht
between CHSH type inequality and Hardy type equality.

6. Discussion

The derivation of Bell inequalities with the use of undenlyiprobabilities examined here is
quite general. The argument is very straightforward, aiapproach, in principle, is extend-
able to Bell inequalities with four or more choices and atséour or more players. But actual
graphical representation quickly becomes messy and tatskcfor higher number of choices
and players, and therefore, is not expected to be competithainst traditional systematic ap-
proaches[[20]. There is, however, an advantage in our approfhaving intuitive graphical
representation, which should not be missed in pedagogtiags.

We thank Prof. I. Tsutsui and Dr. T. Ichikawa for stimulatitigcussions. This research was
supported by the Japan Ministry of Education, Culture, &y@cience and Technology under
the Grant number 15K05216.
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