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A bstract

W e present a detailed analysis of assum ptions that J.Bellused to
show that localrealisn contradictsQM .W e nd that Bell's view point
on realisn is nonphysical, because it in plicitly assum e that observed
physical variables coincides w ith ontic variables (ie., these variables
before m easurem ent). The real physical process of m easuraem ent is
a process of dynam ical Interaction between a system and a m easure-
m ent device. T herefore one should check the adequacy ofQM not to
\Bell's realism ," but to adaptive realisn (cham eleon realism ). D rop-—
pihg Bell's assum ption we are abl to construct a natural represen—
tation of the EPR-Bohm correlations in the local (@daptive) realistic
approach.
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1 Introduction

11 \No—go" theorem s

During the last 70 years the understanding of QM was highly inproved
by w ide debate on various \no{go" theorem s, eg., von Neum ann, K ochen {
Specker, Bell, see [ll], R]. The latter one really beats all records on publica—
tions, citations, discussions and controversies, see B{ B] for recent debates.
W e em phasize that asany m athem aticaltheoram a \no{go" theorem isbased
on a num ber ofm athem atical assum ptions. A nd adequacy ofam athem atical
assum ption to physical reality should be the sub fct of very carefiil investi-
gation . For exam ple, J. Bell criticized strongly som e assum ptions of the von
N eum ann, Jauch-P iron, and G leason \no{go" theorem s [P]. Som e assum p—
tions of Bell's theoram were also strongly criticized, see eg. [B]{ [L8].

1.2 P robabilistic and quantum contextualities

In particular, it was pointed out that the proof of Bell's inequality is based
on the Inplicit use of a single K oln ogorov probability space, see A ccardi
[/1{ B], Khrennikov [L1]{[L4], Hess and Philipp [17]. W e can call such an
assum ption probabilistic non {contextuality. By prokabilistic contextuality we
understand dependence of probability on experin ental settings. T his notion
di ers essentially from the conventionalnotion of quantum contextualiy [2].

W e recall that quantum contextuality is de ned as follow s: the resul of
m easuram ent of an observabl a depends on another m easurem ent on an
observable b; although these two cbservables com m ute w ith each other R]. &
should be em phasized that property of locality is a special case of quantum
non-contexuality.

W e now com pare conventional quantum contextuality and probabilistic
one. In som e soecial cases one can obtain probabilistic contextuality from
quantum ocontextuality. However, probabilistic contextuality need not be
Induced by the quantum one:

T he prokability distribution can e dependenton koth (com m uting) observ—
abls even if the resul of m easuram ent of an observablke a does not depend
on another m easuram ent on observabk b:



2 Realistic m odels violating B ell’s inequality

M any authors studied di erent probabilistically contextualm odels which vi-
olate Bell's nequality. In particular, the e ciency of detectors loopholk as

well as m ore general the fair sam pling loophole, see eg. [L9]- R5] for these
loopholes, are jast special form s of probabilistic contextuality. In the lat—
ter cases di erent K olm ogorov spaces correspond to di erent ensambles of
particles created through selections corresoonding to various experin ental
settings. By choosing cbservabls a;band ¢;d n the EPR-Bohm fram ewoﬂ@
we select twvo di erent sub-ensambles ., and 4:Fair sam pling assum ption
m eans that restrictions of the probability P (origihally de ned on the com —
pkte space ofhidden variables) onto sub-ensambles 3 and .4 colncide:

Pja;b=ch;d (l)

T his is a special case of probabilistic non-contextuality. A nd unfair sam pling
m eans that the coincidence condition (1) is violated for som e experin ental
settings. This is a special case of probabilistic contextuality.

W e ram ark that In the probabilistic contextual approach one can derive
generalizations of Bell's nequality which are not violated for quantum oco-
variations [L1]{ [L4].

2.1 Physical origin of probabilistic contextuality

Thus m atham atically everything is clear: by dropping the assum ption on
probabilistic non { contextuality and assum ing that di erent experim ental set—
tings induce di erent probability spaces it ispossible to violate B ell’'s nequal-
iy. But the physical origin ofprobabilistic contextuality isa problem ofhuge
com plexity. In all conventionalm odels probabilistic contextuality is nduced
eitherby quantum contextuality orby losses ofpartjc]e@ O n the otherhand,
we do not know any natural physical explanation of quantum contextuality,
besides nonlocality.

lHere a and baswellas c and d are ordentations oftw o spatially separated polarization
beam splitters.

°E g.,e ciency ofdetectors, fair sam pling, and tin e{w indow loopholes [19]{ 5], nduce
losses of particles: a part of the original ensem ble should disappear. W e agree that losses
of particles is the in portant problm . However, we do not think that this is the essence
of Bell's argum ent. W e agree w ith experin enters that such losses of particles can be
considered m erely as a technological problem . O ne of the authors would lke to thank
A lain A spect and G regorW eihs for discussions on this problem during Vaxp conferences.



2.2 Cham eleon e ect

However, there exists a m odel In that probabilistic contextuality (ie. de—
pendence of probabilities on experin ental settings) can be produced w ithout
Josses of particles. M oreover, in that m odel probabilistic contextuality is not
a oconsequence of the quantum ocontextuality and hence the m odel is Iocal.

T his is the cham elon m odelwhich is described in detail [/]{ B]. In these
papers Bell's de nition of realisn was crticized and there was proposed a
new approach to realisticm odels, nam ely, adaptive realism . In the cham eleon
m odel one could not dentify results of m easuram ents w ith ontic varables
(ie., preexisting beforem easuram ent) . Suppose a particke has som e property,
say soin. At the ontic level spin is characterized by som e param eter . Can
one assert that precisely this param eter is obtained as the resul of a spin {
measurem ent? De nitely not! Any measuram ent is a com plicated process
of interaction of a m icroscopic system with a m easuram ent device. Finally
we cannot say that we obtain the ontic param eter ; but only the observed
FIn, say S . W eamn phasize that QM asabout S and not about (@sN .Bohr
pointed out In m any occasions QM is not about reality as it is, but about
the results of m easurem ents).

How doesthe result ofm easurem ent S arise? This isthe result ofdynam —
icalprocess of interaction ofa system and a m easuram ent device. In such an
approach there as nothing against realian . H owever, this is the adaptive (or
cham eleon) realism Whidch is not at all realism of balls having once and for
ever determ ined color).

T he cham eleon e ect sin ply states that, since dynam ics is determm ined by
the variable sub fcted to m easurem ent, we obtan probability distrdoutions
depending on experin ental settings. T hus the cham eleon approach im plies
probabilistic contextuality, hence, the possibility ofviolation ofBell’s inequal-
ity. Nevertheless, dynam ics of m easurem ents can be com plktely local. Let
a and b be two quantum observables represented by com m uting operators.
Then there are two di erent dynam ical system s corresponding to the a and
Ibm easuram ents, resgpectively. In general, they do not depend on each other.
T herefore the cham eleon e ect lnduces probabilistic contextuality, but not
at allquantum ocontextuality.

F inally, we ram ark that we question neither Bell’s theorem as a m athe-
m atical result nor experim ental violation of Bell's nequality. W e question
the adequacy ofBell’s realisticm odel (which he used to confront classicaland
quantum physics) to the physical situation. W e show that by refecting two



basic in plicit assum ptions in Bell’s de nition of a realistic m odel, nam ely

a) non-adaptive realian of cbservabls;
b) the range coincidence hypothesis,

we can construct a m odel w ith hidden variables which reproduces pre-
cisely the EPR {Bohm ocorrelations.

3 Formward and backward K olm ogorov equa-—
tions

O ur further considerations generalize the well known dynam ical schem e for
statistical states and variables associated w ith the di usion process. T here—
fore we recall the standard scheme. Let x(s) be a di usion process. To
sim plify considerations, we consider at the beginning the state space X = R ;
the real line. W e set

P(ixity) =P &k© = yk(s) = x)
W e consider the probability m easure (statistical state describing an ensemble
of particles) 7

plsitiy) = pEixity)po &)dx; @)

where py (x) is the density of the initial probability distribution on the state
goace. This probability satis es to the forward K oIm ogorov equation :

@p(sitiy)

ot = LpEity)) i @)
w here the generator of di usion is given by

1 @? d
L) Gy = - — [“Gypty)] — BGy)pEGy)]: @)
2 Qy Qy

Here a(t;y) and (t;y) are the drift and di usion coe cients, respectively.
W e note that in physics [3) is known as the Fokker{P lanck equation. The
evolution equation [(3) is com pleted by the initial condition:

Jg'g; pity) = po ) ©)



Let usnow consider the corresponding dynam ics of functions. W e sst
Z

fisi ix)= gEpEix; ;y)dy ©)

T hen this function satis es to the backw ard K oln ogorov equation :

Qf
— (s; iX)=W (£ (s; ;x)) (7
Qs
w here the operator W which is conjigate to the generator L is given by
S T i L @)
7 X) = — 7 X 7 X)— 7 X) <
2 @x2 @x

T he evolution equation [7) is com pleted not by initial condition, but by the
\ nalcondition":

Im £(s; ;%)= g&)

S

W e em phasize this crucial di erence between the equations for statistical
states (probabilities) and physical variables (functions on the con guration
soace). The fom er is a forward equation and the latter is a backward equa-
tion. By know Ing a probability distribution p, (y) at the initial instance of
tines= tywecan nditatanyt t:ply;ty). By knowing a physical
variabl g (y) at the end ofevolution t= we can reconstruct it at the initial
Instance oftine ty : £ (; ;x).
W e ram ark that
Z Z Z

fh; ;x)py ®X)Ax = gyp(wix; ;y)dy po &)dx

7 7 7
= g pix; iy)po ®X)dx dy= gE)pte; ;y)dy:

Since In our further considerations we w ill not always be abl to operate al-
ways w ith densities, we consider jist probability m easures: py [@y), p (s;t;dy)
and so on. W e rew rite the forward and backward K olm ogorov equations in
the com pact fom :

@ it

% =Lpt;Y)); plit)=rpo; ©)
Qf

— (57 )=W (£ )); £(;)=g 10)
@s



W e have the follow ing con jigation condition:
Z Z

f: ix)pp@x)= gE)p; ;dy) (11)

or Z Z
f; ix)ptit;dy) = £(; ix)plo; ;dx) 12)

W e ram ark that only one quantity, either a probability m easure ora flinction,
isknown In each side ofthis equaliy.
The Cauchy problem [9) nduces the dynam ical system Vi . In the space
of probability m easures:
Pl = Vir (0) (13)

and the packward) Cauchy problm [10) nduces the dynam icalsystem Ug,
In the space of functions:

f(s;i )= "Us ©) 14)
T hese dynam ical system s are conjugate:
Z Z

Uy; @) ®)po @x) = g&)Vy,; (o) @x) 15)

4 C lassicalstatisticalm odelw ith the cham eleon
e ect

Denote by the state space of physical systam s under consideration. W e
also consider statistical states describing ensembles of system s. They are
represented by probability m easureson . Physical variables are represented
by functions £ : ! R. The average of a variabl f wih respect to a
statistical state p is given by
Z
hfi,=  £()p@d) (16)

D ynam ics of a statistical state is given by a dynam ical system Vi, In the
goace of probability m easures. D ynam ics of a physical variabl is given by a
dynam ical system U, in the space of functions.

W e no longer assum e that these dynam ics are generated by a di usion
(not even a M arkov process). The V. and Ug;, are two general dynam ics.
The only condition coupling them is the conjugation condition [15).



W e an phasize that Vi is the orward dynam ics: by know ing the nitial
statisticalstate, pp, wecan nd fatany nstantoftinet: ph;t) = Vi 0) .
In contrast, Ug, is the backward dynam ics: by know ing the nalphysical
variabl f ®) = gx), we can reconstruct it for the t = t: £ (; ;x) =
Uy, (@) ). This was the well known story. The chamelon story starts
when one wants to describe processes of m easurem ents.

Suppose that wewould like to present classical statistical out dynam icall)
description of the process of m easurem ent of an observabl a. Here a is Just
a labelto denote a class of m easurem ent devices. n QM we use slffad pint
operators as such labels.

In the cham eleon m odel of m easuram ent the basic assum ption is that
dynam icsV and U depend on the observablk a :

Ve Viiei Us UG a7)

’ S;

This is a very natural assum ption: any m easurem ent device changes dynam —
ics. Suppose that nitially there was prepared an ensemble of system s w ith
the probability distribution py ( ). Then In the process ofthe a{m easurem ent
Po () evolves according to the dynam icsV 2.

W e assum e that the process of m easuram ent takes the nite Interval of
tine . Thus at that m om ent the probability distrdoution becomes p ()
(Which is, of course, dependson a):

The physical variable £2 () evolves according to the dynam ics U 2. W e
do not know the initial (ontic) physical variable f; (). This is a hidden
physical variable { an ontic property of system s before the a{m easuram ent
starts. In ourm odel a particle has the ontic position, m om entum , spin and
so on. But it would be very naive to expect (@s J. Bell did) to m easure
directly fg‘"; (). We measure the result of evolution, namely, £2(). The
Jatter varables are the results ofm easurem ents. QM is, In fact, about such
variables. But, in contrast to the cham eleon m odel, OM does not pem it the
fiunctional representation of cbservables.

W e repeat again that dynam ics for variables is a backward dynam ics.
Such a m athem atical description is totally adequate to the physical exper—
in ental situation. W e do not know the iniial variabl fg (), but only the

nal (cbserved) variables £2 ( ):

W e can reconstruct f; () from the obsarved quantity £2 (). But we
never know f$ () from the very begihning. Therefore we are not abk to
construct £2 () and hence predict the result of m easurem ent.



W e have two types of averages:
(CL) The ontic (\classical") averages are given by
Z

hf%ic,  hE2i, =  £2 ()po@) ; 18)

(© B ) The ocbservationalaverages (in particular, the quantum ones) are given
by Z
hf%iss  hf%i. = ff)p*ad): 19)

A s a consequence of the conjagation condition [11l), these averages concide:
hf%ic; = hf%ipp 0)

T hus one can either consider the average w ith respect to the initial prob-
ability distrdbution: hf%i.;, but the £* be the ontic varable and not the
observed one, or the average of the cbserved physical variable, hf?iy g , but
In this case the initial probability distrdbution py could not be used. In the
Jatter case one should consider the probability we assure p* that depends on
a.

In the special case of quantum m easurem ents the (O B) gives the quan-—
tum average and the average (CL) can be called prequantum . In the m odel
under consideration we assum e that the quantum and prequantum averages
coincide. Recently there was proposed a m odel, P requantum C lassical Sta—
tistical F'ield T heory, producing a prequantum average w hich coincides w ith
the quantum one only approxin ately, see R61{ R9].

F inally we ram ark that if £ takes, eg., the values £ 1g, then there will
be no reasons to assum e that f§ takes the sam e values.

4.1 The range of values coincidence hypothesis

Recently it was paid attention, see ROJ{ R9], to another problm in Bell's
de nition of realian [2]. T his is the range of values coincidence probkm :

A priori there are no rasons to assum e that the range of values of an
ontic physical variabk (say ontic spin ) should coincide with the range of
values of the corresponding observablkes (say m easured spin S):

A swas already pointed out, the process ofm easurem ent is the process of
Interaction of a m icroscopic system and a m easurem ent device. T herefore it



is not surprising that the can be transform ed Into a di erent value S. In
fact, by itsvery de nition isunocbservabl in principl.

Denoteby the state ofa system , the \hidden variablk". Both and S
are functionsof : = (),S = S ().But there are no reasons to assum e
that

Range = RangesS : (21)

T hus one should sharply distinguish ontic and observed variables. T he con-
dition that the cbserved spin S = 1 does not in ply that the ontic soin
(Which is in principle unocbservabl) also takes values 1:

42 Spectralpostulate

W e point out that we do not want to drop the standard spectral postulate
of QM . By this postulate the range of vales of a quantum observable coin—
cides w ith the spectral set of the corresponding selfadpint operator. This
postulate was con m ed by all quantum experin ents and it could not be
questioned. In our approach the range of values of say the cbserved soin S

coincides w ith the spectral st of the corresponding quantum operator. W e
sin ply rem ark that there is no reasons to expect that the range of values of
say the ontic spin  should coincide w ith this spectral set.

4.3 C lassical reproduction of the EPR -Bohm correla—
tions

In fact, we need not to consider a new classical adaptive (cham eleon) m odel
which would give usthe EPR-Bohm correlations. By taking into acoount the
analysis of m easurem ent process which was perform ed In the present paper
(and especially the evident possbility of violation of the range of values
coincidence hypothesis) we can now use the well known m odel of A ccardi
and Regoli [10].

Conclusion: The common conclusion that Bell's argum ents im ply in—
com patibility of bcalrealism and the quantum form alisn islased on a rmther
naive understanding of coupling between ontic mality (ie. reality as it is
when nobody m ake m easurem ents) and the observational reality. By consid—
ering the adaptive m easurem ent fram ework (cased on the cham ekon e ect)
we showed that in fact bl realian can peacefully coexist with the quantum
form aliam .

10
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