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In Section 3 of his paper [], Gisin argues that a \carelss application of
generalized quantum m easurem ents can violate Bell's inequality even form ixtures
of product states." However, the observed violation of the CHSH inequality is
not in fact due to the application of generalized quantum m easurem ents, but
rather to a m isapplication of the inequality itself | to conditional expectations
In which the conditioning depends upon the m easurem ents under consideration.

C onsider the usual sstup ofquantum nonlocality argum ents: a system consists
of two widely ssparated subsystam s, and In each of the subsystem s one of two
possble experin ents a;a’ and b;I, respectively, can be perform ed. The system
isin a quantum state which is a density m atrix on the H ibert space H; H,.
W e shall denote by O} the positive operatoron H; giving via tr O 1I) the
probability of obtaining the value i for the measurem ent of a. Sim ilarly Of;
denotes the positive operator on H , r the value j of the m easurem ent of b]

A localhidden variablesm odel for this sstup consists of random variablesX .,
X 40, Xy, and Xy for the experin ents under consideration on som e probability
soace ( ;P ) such that the pint distrbutions ofthem odel reproduce the quantum
pint distroution P

PX.=4X,=J)=P @=ib=3j)=tr O 0} (1)

a

ra jpint m easurem ent of a and b, and sin ilarly for the pairs (3;1"), @%b), and
@%1") . Thus we have for the expectation value of the producta b
z

E @ b=EXXy = X.()Xp()dP () ; @)

1T his covers m easurem ents associated w ith positive operator valuied (POV) m easures, as
well as the special case of m easurem ents associated w ith selfad-pint operators, w here Oai will
be the progction on the eigenspace of the eigenvalue i.
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and sin ilarly for the pairs (;1"), @%b), and @%F). Random variables X,
n= 1:::4 taking values in [ 1;1] satisfy the CHSH inequality J,[3]

EXi1X2)+ EX1X3)+ EX4X,) ERXX3) 2@ 3)

Thus {J) inplies that if there is a Jocal hidden variables m odel for quantum
m easuram ents taking values In [ 1;1] then

E @ b+E@ H+E @ b EE b 2; @)

and the violation of @) proves that a Tocal hidden variables m odel for the con—
sidered setup is in possble.

A quantum state that is a product state quite cbviously allow s for a local
hidden variables m odel reproducing the distribbutions of local experin ents, and
thus thism ust also be true of a m xture of product states. M oreover, this conclu-
sion holds regardless of the nature of the local experin ents and in particular it
doesnotm atterw hether these experin ents are described by standard ocbservables
represented by selfad pint operators or by generalized cbservables represented by
positive operatorvalied POV ) m easuresﬁ T hus forquantum m easurem entsw ih
resulkts in [ 1;1], @) mustbe satis ed in a m ixture of product states.

N evertheless, G isih presents POV ’s | which m ay be regarded as correspond-—
Ing to the three possbl outcomes  1;0;1 | which apparently yield a violation
of ) even for a state which is a m ixture of product states. W hile the expec—
tations that he considers only concem the Instances in which the particles both

rst pass through a Ier, one would expect the ensemble so de ned to still be
localand hence to still satisfy @), even for generalized cbservables.

W e thus must m ore carefully analyze the expectation values used by G isin.
T he expectation value of the product ofa and b | our a corresoonds to G isin’s

(;a),bto ( ;b) etc. | is given by
E @ b = * P @= Lb= 3j)
$32f 1;071g
= P @= L;b=1)+P @= 1;b= 1)
P @= 1;b= 1) P @= 1;b=1) o)

and analogously orE @ H,E @ b),andE @ 9. Thisequalsthe num erator
in Gisin’s Egn. (10), and this quantity cannot violate () when caloulated In a
quantum state which isam ixture of product states. But the quantities forwhich
G isin show s that they can kad to a violation of {§) | G isin’s Eqn. (10) | are
notE @ D) but the conditional expectation valies
E @ b6 0bSE0) = 1P @= b= iR 0;b6 0)
$32f 1;071g
E @ b
= Q)
P @6 0;b6& 0)

2G isih also states this in the second sentence afferEgn. (12) In ]. W e have proven a m ore
general statem ent In B].




oonditioned under \both outcom es di erent from zero," an event that depends
upon the the choice of experiments. In a local hidden varables m odel these
conditional expectations are represented by

EXXp)
PX.6 0;X,6 0)

C learly, since for the di erent random varables X ,, X 50, X, and X these
conditional expectations refer to di erent subensambles of the origihal ensem —
bl de ned by ( ;P), In general the conditional expectations need not satisfy

@), and thus the violation of this nequality does not preclide the existence of
a local hidden variables m odel in this case. In G isin’s exam plk the subensam —
blkes X,.6 0;X1,6 0), X, 6 0;Xp 6 0), etc., correspond to the event that the
photonspassthe Ilterswhich are put in the directions (@@;b), @;b?, etc., respec—
tively, and the problem arises sin ply | as G isin points out | because the \
ters depend on the m easured quantity” which am ounts to selecting experin ent—
dependent subensam bles.

Thus the results G isin presents ;n Section 3 of [l] are not at all \bizarre."

N or are they related to the application of POV m easures. In fact, one can easily
construct a sim ilar situation with 3-valied standard observables (however, of
course not in H ibert space din ension 2): take 2 spin-1 particles, H = @° a3,

consider the spin cbservables J 1n direction in the x—z-plane
0 ) 1
ws P 0

2

E @ bh#6 0;b60)= EXX,K.6 0;X,6 0)= (7)

B . .
Jg=% ¥ 0 ¥ K,
0 ﬁi% oS
and take the state = 2P 10,0y 1,000 + 3P i) @it - Then the conditional
expectations® (; )=E (J J J 6 0;J 6 0)satisyE (; )+ E (% )+
B (; 9 B (% 9= 2> 2frthechoice =0, = 4, %= 5, °=

7- T his, however, as explained above, tells nothing about nonlocality, ie., the
nonexistence of a Jocalhidden variables m odel.
W e thank Shelly G oldstein for valuable discussions.
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