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Abstract

It has been argued more than 30 years ago that it is not possible to test locality at colliders, due to the
inability to directly measure non-commutating observables such as spin components in current collider
experiments. Recently, there has been a lot of phenomenological and experimental activity around testing
locality via Bell-type experiments or entanglement versus non-entanglement in a collider environment.
These results seem to evade the earlier no-go theorem by indirectly measuring spin correlations via their
relation to angular correlations between momenta. We perform a careful study of the feasibility of such an
approach. We scrutinize the relationship between spin and angular correlations in both quantum mechanics
and local hidden variable theories. Our conclusion is that it is currently not possible to perform a logically
coherent set of experimental measurements at colliders that would allow one to test locality or entanglement
versus non-entanglement. This reaffirms the earlier no-go theorem. We stress that the no-go theorem does
not apply to measurements of observables inspired from entanglement and Quantum Information Theory
to test the Standard Model of particle physics.
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1 Introduction

One of the most striking features that sets quantum mechanics (QM) apart from classical theories is
entanglement, which leads to correlations between outcomes of causally-disconnected experiments that
cannot be explained by classical local theories. For this reason, entanglement and its consequences have
been the subject of interest since the early days of QM, cf. ref. [1]. It was realized [2] that QM leads
to results that are inconsistent with certain local hidden variable theories (LHVTs),1. In these LHVTs a
system is described by a set of hidden variables λ = (λ1, . . . , λn) ∈ Λ which determine the outcome of the
experiments, but which remain themselves inaccessible to direct experimental measurements. Instead, the
hidden variables are distributed according to a certain probability density function (PDF) P (λ), and the
expectation value of an observable A measured in an experiment takes the form

⟨A(a)⟩ =
∫
Λ

dnλA(a, λ)P (λ) . (1)

Here a = (a1, . . . , am) denote the settings of the experiment, which are assumed be to independent of
the hidden variables λ. In this context locality refers to the fact that the outcomes of a measurement of
another observable B(b) that is causally disconnected from A(a) cannot be influenced by the outcomes of
a measurement of A(a). In particular, this implies that the settings b must be independent of a, and the
correlation function of the product takes the form

⟨A(a)B(b)⟩ =
∫
Λ

dnλA(a, λ)B(b, λ)P (λ) . (2)

1See appendix A for a brief review of LHVTs.
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The distinctive features of LHVTs compared to QM were quantified in the famous paper by Bell [2],
who showed that, in the context where the observables A and B take the discrete values ±1, the correlation
function in eq. (2) necessarily satisfies certain inequalities which may be violated in QM. In particular,
Clauser, Horne, Shimony and Holt (CHSH) showed that, as a consequence of Bell’s result, in any LHVT
the correlation function in eq. (2) satisfies the inequality [3]∣∣⟨A(a)B(b)⟩ − ⟨A(a′)B(b)⟩+ ⟨A(a)B(b′)⟩+ ⟨A(a′)B(b′)⟩

∣∣ ≤ 2 . (3)

In QM the CHSH inequality in eq. (3) may be violated (though it is still bounded by 2
√
2). The origin

of the violation can be traced back to the non-commuting nature of the observables and the fact that the
quantum state can be entangled.

The Bell and CHSH inequalities provide tests that allow one to experimentally discriminate between
LHVTs and QM. Thus they are of fundamental importance if we want to unravel the structure of the laws
of nature. The violation of the CHSH inequality was established experimentally in the spin correlations
of an entangled pair of photons in the famous experiments by Clauser and collaborators, Aspect and
collaborators, Zeilinger and collaborators, and many others [4]–[14], where the observables A(a) and B(b)
correspond to measuring the spins of the photons in directions determined by the measurement settings a
and b. QM and entanglement are thus extremely well established in the context of quantum optics and
photon spin correlations, and rule out an interpretation in terms of an LHVT.

Proposals to measure entanglement and non-locality at collider experiments are not new [15], [16].
However, very recently, it was proposed that it is possible to test for entanglement versus non-entanglement
at very high energies at the LHC [17], [18], which has spurred follow-up experimental activities at the
ATLAS and CMS experiments [19]–[21] and also a very large number of phenomenological studies [18],
[22]–[52], which fall into different categories: studies of angular correlations of top quark decays [18], [22]–
[40], τ lepton decays [22], [41]–[49] and b quark decays [50], [51]. The decays of a Higgs boson to a pair of
vector bosons, H → V V ∗, with the vector bosons decaying leptonically have also been investigated [53]–
[66], see also the related work ref. [67]. In further proposals Kaons [68]–[71], B mesons [71]–[74] and
charmonium decays into strange baryons [15], [16], [75], [76] have been considered. Furthermore, critical
analyses of the specific logic of such interpretations have been put forward [77], [78]. We refer to ref. [52]
for an overview of various proposals. Very recently, it has been claimed that entanglement has been
measured with high significance at BESIII in strange baryon decays [79]. Most of these proposals are
based on measuring angular distributions and/or angular correlations of decay products, and of relating
these angular observables to spin states. Some ideas (e.g. refs. [70], [74]) employ flavor states and their
following self-analyzing decay as a laboratory for entanglement. While the majority of our analysis will
concentrate on angular observables, we will briefly comment on tests of locality based on flavor states in
the summary.

These proposals offer novel possibilities for collider phenomenology. For example, since quantum entan-
glement has been traditionally studied in the context of Quantum Information Theory, this may open the
door to import concepts from this field and to apply them to build new collider observables for precision
measurements of the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics and/or to constrain signals of new physics.
At the same time, we are confronted with new challenges, as is typically the case whenever concepts from
one field are applied to another. In particular, care is needed how to perform and interpret studies of
entanglement at colliders in order not to result in logical fallacies.2

Given the large amount of recent activity around studying entanglement and Bell’s inequalities at
colliders, in the present paper we critically assess the possibility of using collider experiments to test QM

2For example, recent literature often refers to ‘measuring entanglement’ at colliders. This is a clear misnomer: Entan-
glement is a property of a quantum state, and not an observable that can be measured. Similarly, one cannot ‘test Bell’s
inequality’. Bell proved a mathematical theorem which is valid for all LHVTs. One can only test for locality via Bell’s
inequality.
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against LHVTs, e.g. by testing for violations of Bell’s inequalities in a collider environment. Clearly, any
valid experiment that claims to test QM against LHVTs cannot at the same time implicitly assume QM
from the start. This seemingly obvious fact is particularly important at particle colliders, where theoretical
predictions are routinely performed in the context of Quantum Field Theory (QFT). Extreme care is thus
needed that QFT and QM are not assumed at any stage in the argument if QM itself is put to the test
against LHVTs at a collider. Our goal is to argue that it is currently not possible to perform any logically
coherent test of entanglement versus non-entanglement and locality via the Bell or CHSH inequalities at
colliders without already assuming the validity of QM from the start. Such an assumption invalidates any
of these proposed tests. This observation is not new. In fact, it has already been pointed out more than
30 years ago that it is not possible to test locality via a Bell’s inequalities at colliders [80]. In essence,
ref. [80] starts from the fact that at a collider we cannot measure the spins of the produced particles, but
only their momenta. Due to the commuting nature of the momentum operator in QM, it is always possible
to construct a LHVT that reproduces the expectation values of any given observable that is a function of
momenta only [80], [81]. Hence, no violation of Bell’s inequalities can be observed in this way. Only by
assuming QM can a non-local function be extracted from differential cross section measurements at current
colliders.

Violations of Bell’s inequalities are tightly linked to measuring correlations of products of non-commuting
observables, like spin correlations. Spin correlations, however, are not directly measurable at colliders.
Recent approaches to studying entanglement at colliders have mostly been based on the idea that spin
correlations can be measured indirectly at colliders, by extracting them from appropriate angular corre-
lations between decay products. This has led to a vast literature and proposals on how to test locality
via Bell’s inequalities and/or to establish entanglement versus non-entanglement at colliders, apparently
evading the no-go theorem of ref. [80]. The main result of this paper is a critical analysis of the idea
that spin correlations can be indirectly measured at colliders and used as a means to test locality through
studying entanglement versus non-entanglement and potential violations of Bell’s inequalities. By studying
the precise relation between spin and angular correlations at colliders, we find that these approaches always
ultimately assume QM at some stage in the reasoning. This reveals a logical fallacy also in this indirect
approach of attempting to access spin correlations through angular correlations of momenta, which invali-
dates the proposed tests of QM vs. LHVTs at colliders, and confirms the no-go theorem of ref. [80] (though
a certain subclass of LHVTs may still be constrained, as was also pointed out in ref. [80]). We emphasize
that the no-go theorem applies to the statement about tests of locality at colliders or of entanglement versus
non-entanglement. It does not apply to using observables inspired from Quantum Information Theory and
entanglement (e.g., concurrence) to test various models of QFT among themselves, e.g., as a means to test
the SM of particle physics against various extensions of it, while always assuming QM.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In section 2 we review existing ways of relating
spin and angular correlations, both in QFT and in LHVTs. In sections 3 and 4 we show that it is currently
not possible to relate spin and angular correlations without presupposing QFT and thus QM. This shows
that it is not possible to perform any logically consistent test of locality via Bell’s inequalities at colliders
based on spin correlations, in agreement with the no-go theorem of ref. [80]. In section 5 we discuss how
measurements of angular correlations can be turned into constraints on certain classes of LHVTs. In
section 6 we draw our conclusions.

2 Relating spin and angular correlations

In this section we review how to relate spin and angular correlations at colliders. More specifically, we
consider the production of a fermion pair F+F− that subsequently decays according to

F+ → f+,1, . . . , f+,n , F− → f−,1, . . . , f−,n . (4)
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We assume that the widths of the fermions are small enough so that they can be identified as sharp
resonances, which motivates to consider their on-shell production. Prime examples for such processes are
the production and the decays of top or τ pairs. In the following we focus on the correlations associated
with the first two final state particles, respectively, f±,1.

Our goal is to relate the spin correlation matrix

Cij = ⟨si+ s
j
−⟩ , i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3} , (5)

where s± = (s1±, s
2
±, s

3
±) are the directions of the spins of F± in their respective rest frames, to the

correlation matrix
Qij = ⟨qi+ q

j
−⟩ , (6)

where q± is the direction of the momentum of f±,1 in the rest frame of F±. Note that we assume
|s±| = |q±| = 1. The combination of spin correlations that enters the CHSH inequality can be cast in a
form involving the spin correlation matrix C. More precisely, eq. (3) is equivalent to∣∣(a− a′)TCb+ (a+ a′)TCb′∣∣ ≤ 2 . (7)

2.1 Relating spin and angular correlations in QFT

The relationship between spin and angular correlations in QFT is well known, and has been extensively
studied in particular in the context of top pair production [82]–[95]. We will therefore be brief with the
derivations and only focus on the main aspects.

In QFT the differential probability for the production of the fermion pair F+F− and its subsequent
decay is proportional to the matrix element squared of the process. In the narrow width approximation,
this matrix element squared factorizes into the spin-correlated matrix element for the production of an

on-shell F+F− pair, connected by the spin density matrix, Γ
F±
ββ̄

,

|M(F+F− +X → {f+,i}, {f−,i}+X)|2 ∼ M(F+F− +X)ββ̄ Γ
F+

ββ′ Γ
F−
β̄β̄′ M(F+F− +X)∗β′β̄′ , (8)

where X denotes additional radiation (which may need to be taken into account at higher orders in
perturbation theory), and β(′) and β̄(′) are the spin eigenvalues of the F+ and F− along some quantization
axis. We assume that we are inclusive over all final-state momenta except for the directions q+ and q− of
the decay products f+,1 and f−,1. The spin density matrices are hermitian 2 × 2 matrices, and may thus
be expanded into the basis (1, σ⃗) of Pauli matrices. By rotational invariance, the most general form is

ΓF+ ∝ 1+ α1 q+ ·σ⃗ . (9)

The constant of proportionality is related to the total decay rate of F+, and its precise form is irrelevant
here. The constant α1 is called the spin-analyzing power of F+. Inserting eq. (9) into eq. (8), one arrives at
the following expression for the normalized differential cross section as a function of the directions q± [94],

1

σ

dσ

dΩ+dΩ−
=

1 + α1 B+ ·q+ + ᾱ1 B− ·q− + α1ᾱ1 q
T
+Cq−

16π2
, (10)

where dΩ± are the infinitesimal solid angles in the respective F± rest frames, attached to the directions
q±, and ᾱ1 is the spin-analyzing power of F−. The vectors B± are related to the net polarizations of F+

and F−, and C is the spin correlation matrix from eq. (5). From eq. (10) we can easily read off the relation
between the spin and angular correlations (see appendix B),

Qij = ⟨qi+ q
j
−⟩ =

∫
S2×S2

dΩ+ dΩ−
1

σ

dσ

dΩ+dΩ−
qi+ q

j
− =

α1ᾱ1

9
Cij . (11)
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Equation (11) is the desired relation between the spin and angular correlations in QFT. This relation is
well known, and is the basis for many spin correlation studies at colliders, e.g., in the context of top or τ
physics. We stress that the derivation of this relation deeply relies on the use of QFT, in particular on the
squared matrix element in the narrow-width approximation, which is a quantity intrinsic to QFT. Before
we discuss what this relation becomes in a LHVT, let us make a comment about the spin-analyzing powers
α1 and ᾱ1. It follows from CPT-invariance (which is a very general property of a local relativistic QFT)
that the spin-analyzing powers of F+ and F− are related by

ᾱ1 = −α1 . (12)

Second, the spin-analyzing power is closely related to the differential decay rate of F+ in the direction of
f+,1,

1

Γ

dΓ

dΩ+
=

1 + α1 P+ cos θ

4π
, (13)

where cos θ = q+ ·d is the angle between q+ and some reference direction d, with |d| = 1, and P+ is the
polarization of F+ in the direction d. We have

P+ ≡ P (s+ ·d > 0)− P (s+ ·d < 0) ∝ B+ ·d , (14)

where P (s+·d > 0) is the probability that the spin s+ of F+ in the latter’s rest frame points in the direction
d. For a sample perfectly polarized in the direction d, i.e. P+ = 1, we infer the probability for the particle
f+,1 to be emitted in the direction q+, if the spin of F+ points in the direction s+ as

P (q+|s+) =
1 + α1q+ ·s+

4π
. (15)

2.2 Relating spin and angular correlations in LHVTs

We now discuss how the analysis of the previous section changes in the context of a LHVT. Since our goal
is to test QM against LHVTs, we pay particular attention not to assume any concepts from QFT. Our
analysis only relies on the following assumptions:

1. We assume a LHVT, with hidden variables λ ∈ Λ.

2. Special relativity holds, in particular Poincaré-invariance.

3. The particle species F+ and its anti-particle F− have spin 1
2 . In particular, the spin’s projection

along any axis can only take the values ± 1
2 .

4. F+ and F− decay independently, and the decays of one fermion do not depend on the measurement
process of the other. While this property is harder to check and may depend on the measurement
setup, it is essential in order to perform local Bell-type experiments.

Let us make a comment on CPT-invariance. If we assume CPT-invariance, then the anti-particle F− has
the same decay channels, lifetime and branching ratios as the particle F+. CPT-invariance is automatically
satisfied in the context of local, relativistic QFTs. Since our goal is to investigate if we can test QM, and
thus QFT, against LHVTs, we cannot logically take CPT-invariance for granted anymore. We therefore
do not assume CPT-invariance in our discussion, but we comment on it at the end.

We start from the representation of the matrix of angular correlations, cf. eq. (6),

Qij = ⟨qi+ q
j
−⟩ =

∫
S2×S2

dΩ+dΩ− q
i
+ q

j
− P (q+,q−) . (16)
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Here P (q+,q−) is the joint PDF to produce the final-state decay products, where the momentum of f±,1

points in the direction q± in the rest frame of F±. Let us make a comment: at first glance, the integral in
eq. (16) does not match the structure of an expectation value in a LHVT as given in eqs. (1) and (2). In
particular, eq. (16) does not involve any integration over the hidden variables λ. In appendix A we show
that both representations are valid and follow from the axioms of a LHVT, cf. ref. [96].

We now use Bayes’ law to write

P (q+,q−) =

∫
S2×S2

dΩs
+dΩ

s
− P (q+,q−|s+, s−)P (s+, s−) , (17)

where s± is the direction of the spin of F± in the particle’s rest frame (|s±| = 1), and dΩs
± is the infinitesimal

spherical solid angle associated with the direction s±. Here P (s+, s−) is the joint PDF to produce the
final state F+F− with the spins in their respective rest frames pointing in the directions s+ and s−, and
P (q+,q−|s+, s−) is the conditional probability that F+ and F− with these polarizations decay into the
final states with the given directions q± for f+,1 and f−,1. We may now use the assumption that the decays
of the two fermions are independent, and that they do not depend on the properties of the respective other
fermion. This implies

P (q+,q−|s+, s−) = P (q+|s+)P (q−|s−) . (18)

Hence,

⟨qi+ q
j
−⟩ =

∫
S2×S2

dΩs
+dΩ

s
−P (s+, s−)S

i
+(s+)S

j
−(s−) , (19)

where we defined

S±(s±) ≡
∫
S2

dΩ± q± P (q±|s±) . (20)

It seems that we need an explicit expression for P (q|s) to proceed. In QFT, it is given by eq. (15).
Here, however, we cannot rely on QFT, and we are limited to using the assumptions spelled out at the
beginning of this section. As we now show, the explicit functional dependence of P (q|s) is to a large extent
irrelevant.

By rotational invariance, we know that P (q|s) can only depend on

cos θ ≡ q · s . (21)

Rotational invariance also implies that

P (Rq|Rs) = P (q|s) , (22)

for every rotation R ∈ SO(3). This in turn implies that the functions S± defined in eq. (20) have the
property

S±(Rs±) = RS±(s±) . (23)

Indeed, changing integration variables from q± to Rq± and using the fact that the integration measure is
invariant under rotations, we find

S±(Rs±) =

∫
S2

dΩ± q± P (q±|Rs±) =

∫
S2

dΩ± Rq± P (Rq±|Rs±) = RS±(s±) . (24)

It is easy to see that eq. (23) forces the most general form of S±(s±) to be

S±(s±) = g±(s
2
±) s± , (25)
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for some scalar functions g±. Moreover, since s2± = 1, we see that

S+(s+) = A s+ and S−(s−) = Ā s− , (26)

for some real constants A ≡ g+(1) and Ā ≡ g−(1).

Inserting eq. (26) into eq. (19), we find

Qij = ⟨qi+ q
j
−⟩ = AĀ

∫
S2×S2

dΩs
+dΩ

s
−P (s+, s−) s

i
+ s

j
− = AĀ ⟨si+ s

j
−⟩ = AĀCij . (27)

We see that, very generally, the matrices of angular and spin correlations are proportional to each other.
We stress that this feature is generic, and does not rely at all on the detailed features of the underlying
LHVT. Indeed, the only assumptions that went into the derivation of eq. (26) are rotational invariance and
the independence of the two measurements, expressed through eqs. (22) and (18), respectively.

Let us conclude by connecting the constants A and Ā to the spin-analysing powers α1 and ᾱ1 known
from QFT. In order to see the connection, let us assume that the PDF P (·|s) is a continuous function of
cos θ (which is also the case in QFT). Since the unit sphere is compact, this immediately implies that P (·|s)
is bounded everywhere on the unit sphere, |P (·|s)| ≤M <∞, for some positive real number M (that may
depend on s). Then we have ∫

S2

dΩ |P (q|s)|2 ≤ 4πM2 <∞ . (28)

Hence, P (q|s) is a square-integrable function on the sphere S2. Thus it can be expanded into the basis
of spherical harmonics. Since P (q|s) only depends on cos θ, this expansion reduces to an expansion in
Legendre polynomials. We then have

P (q|s) =
∞∑
ℓ=0

αℓ

4π
Pℓ(cos θ) , (29)

where the αℓ are real numbers. The normalization condition
∫
S2 dΩP (q|s) = 1 implies α0 = 1. The

other coefficients are left unconstrained by the normalization condition. In appendix B we show that the
constants A and Ā are related to the coefficient of the Legendre polynomial with ℓ = 1,

A =
α1

3
and Ā =

ᾱ1

3
, (30)

where ᾱ1 is the coefficient of 1
4πq−·s− in P (q−|s−), i.e., for ℓ = 1. Note in particular that the result of the

integral in eq. (20) is entirely determined by the ℓ = 1 polynomial, and it is independent of the coefficients
of the Legendre polynomials with ℓ > 1. In analogy with the QFT case in eq. (15), we also refer to the
coefficients α1 and ᾱ1 as the spin-analyzing powers.

Let us make some final comments. In principle, αℓ and ᾱℓ are free parameters for ℓ > 0. However, they
are naturally bounded. For example, we have

|α1| = 3|⟨cos θ⟩| ≤ 3⟨| cos θ|⟩ = 3

∫
S2

dΩ+ | cos θ|P (q+|s+) ≤ 3 . (31)

Similar relations hold for ℓ > 1. Note that the same bound (with exactly the same derivation) holds in
QFT.3 Moreover, we have not assumed CPT- invariance, so that a priori α1 and ᾱ1 are distinct. If we
impose CPT-invariance, we find

ᾱℓ = (−1)ℓαℓ , (32)

in agreement with the corresponding result in QFT, cf. eq. (12).

3In QFT we have the even stricter bound |α1| ≤ 1.
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3 Testing locality at colliders

Comparing eqs. (11) and (27), we remarkably find exactly the same relation between spin and angular
correlations in QFT and LHVTs, namely we have in both cases

Q =
α1ᾱ1

9
C . (33)

Let us make some comments about this relation. In fact, the final form in eq. (33) has already appeared
in the literature before, cf., e.g., refs. [42], [80], [97]. We believe, however, that this is the first time
that a derivation has been performed that consistently only uses assumptions belonging to either QFT or
LHVTs. For example, previous derivations rely on the restricted form in eq. (15), or they assume that the
joint distribution P (s+, s−) is always a normalized PDF. The latter assumption is not valid in QM, where
P (s+, s−) is not a PDF, but rather has to be interpreted as the Sudarshan P -function [98], which may be
negative, or even singular.

Having established eq. (33) as the relation between spin and angular correlations in both QM and
LHVTs, we may ask for the implications. The left-hand side of eq. (33) only involves the matrix Q of
angular correlations, which are directly measurable at colliders. We can then use eq. (33) to extract (and
thus indirectly measure) the spin correlation matrix C, however only if the spin-analyzing powers α1 and
ᾱ1 are known. Any test of locality or study of entanglement via spin correlations at colliders will have to
face this fact.

Let us illustrate this on the example of the CHSH inequality. We assume that we have measured the
matrix of angular correlations in a collider experiment. From this we can compute the quantity (cf. eq. (7))

RQ ≡ max
a,b,a′,b′

∣∣(a− a′)TQb+ (a+ a′)TQb′∣∣ . (34)

Since angular correlations do not lead to a violation of the CHSH inequality (see ref. [99] for concrete
examples), we have

RQ ≤ 2 . (35)

Analogously, we define (cf. eq. (7))

RC ≡ max
a,b,a′,b′

∣∣(a− a′)TCb+ (a+ a′)TCb′∣∣ . (36)

Note that, unlike RQ, RC cannot be directly measured at colliders, but, since RQ and RC are linear in Q
and C, respectively, we can use eq. (33) to relate RC to RQ,

RC =
9

|α1ᾱ1|
RQ . (37)

From eq. (31) we see that we always have
RQ ≤ RC . (38)

Hence, even though RQ always satisfies the CHSH bound in eq. (35), RC may violate it. Whether or not it
is violated of course depends on the specific process studied, but it also depends on the model-dependent
values of α1 and ᾱ1, which are unknown at this point.

We then have two possibilities how to obtain values for the spin-analyzing powers:

1. Theory input: The spin-analyzing powers are computable within the SM (or an appropriate ex-
tension of it), and we use these theoretical values as input. This is what has typically been done in
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current phenomenological studies and experimental measurements. In this case, however, we have
used a QFT computation as input to our indirect measurement. As a consequence, our indirect
measurement presupposes QM, and therefore it can no longer serve as a test of QM against LHVTs.
Hence, in this approach, any test of locality via Bell’s inequalities or measurement that establishes
entanglement at colliders is logically invalidated.

2. Experimental input: One possible way out could be to obtain the spin-analyzing powers from an
independent direct experimental determination, without relying on theory input that presupposes
QM.

We will come back to the last point in section 4. Before that, let us illustrate the first point on the
study of entanglement in two cases. First, we discuss the interpretation of the measurement of angular
correlations in e+e− → γΛΛ̄ → γ pπ− p̄π+ from refs. [79], [100], [101] in terms of a test of entanglement,
and second in top-pair production at the LHC, proposed in refs. [17], [22]–[24], [39], [52] and measured in
refs. [19], [20].

In the first example of ref. [79], BESIII interprets the measurement of angular correlations of protons
and antiprotons in the process e+e− → γηc → γΛΛ̄ → γ pπ− p̄π+ as a measurement of entanglement and
as an exclusion of locality in LHVTs with a significance of 5.2σ using Bell- and CHSH-type inequalities.
This decay channel has already been critically discussed in ref. [80].4 The analysis is based on the idea
that the expectation value E of the spin correlations between the Λ spins along the directions n1,2, for the
Λ’s emerging from the ηc decay, can be measured through the observation of the relative angle between
the protons’ momenta, θpp̄:

E(n1,n2) = ⟨S|σ · n1 σ · n2|S⟩ = − cos θpp̄ , (39)

which is derived from QM. Furthermore, the paper by the BESIII collaboration starts with the claim that
the parameter αΛ in the function relating the measured distribution I(θpp̄) of the angle θpp̄ between the
proton momenta

I(θpp̄) = 1 + α2
Λ cos θpp̄ , (40)

has been experimentally measured as αΛ = 0.750±0.009±0.004 in refs. [100], [101]. Although experimental
input appears to have been used exclusively to determine the critical input parameter αΛ independently
of the assumption of QM, a look at the derivation of the angular distributions from which αΛ is obtained
reveals that the measurement of αΛ is inferred from a fit to a QFT prediction [102], and thus it is only valid
within the assumptions of QM. However, this parameter is necessary to interpret the observed distribution
I. Therefore, the interpretation of the pp̄ angular correlations at BESIII as a test of LHVTs depends in two
critical points on assuming QM in the measurement of decay angular parameters and thus cannot exclude
LHVTs. The same is true for the next section of the paper, where the corresponding dependence on αΛ

appears in the CHSH inequality.

In the second example, we discuss pp → tt̄ + X production, cf. refs. [19]–[21], where the tops decay
leptonically and the q± are the directions of the momenta of the charged leptons in the (anti-)top rest
frame, respectively. The distribution of the normalized differential cross section as a function of the angle
cosφ = q+· q− can be written as

1

σ

dσ

dcosφ
=

1−DQ cosφ

2
, (41)

where5 Here DQ = −3⟨cosφ⟩Q = −3TrQ is proportional to the trace of the measured angular correlation
matrix of the lepton momenta q.

4Interestingly, ref. [80] is cited in ref. [79], however without any acknowledgment of the critical discussion.
5We diverge here from the Atlas notation and introduce four variables D, Dexp, DQ, DC, as well as DSM, below. This

will hopefully help to keep the discussion unambiguous.
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Recently the CMS and ATLAS collaborations have measured angular distributions related to spin
correlations in top quark decays. In the following, we use the measurement of ATLAS as an example.
They obtained the value Dexp = −0.537 ± 0.002 (stat.) ± 0.019 (syst.) [19], where Dexp is a measurement
of DQ.

Let us examine this result in the light of the previous discussion. In general we can define a second
variable DC in terms of the spin correlation DC ≡ TrC/3. Please note the different sign and scaling
between DQ and DC. Using the general connection we have established between Q and C in eq. (33), we
can relate DQ and DC

−1

3
DQ !

= ⟨cosφ⟩Q = TrQ =
α1ᾱ1

9
TrC =

α1ᾱ1

3
DC . (42)

This equation can be read from right to left leading in the last (furthest to the left) equality in a prediction
for the observable DQ based on both the spin analyzers α and DC. Most importantly, for the case
α1 = −ᾱ1 = 1, we obtain DQ = DC. In QM we have DSM ≡ TrCSM/3. Analogously the SM thus makes
a prediction for the observed angular correlation relating DQ and DSM

−1

3
DQ !

= ⟨cosφ⟩SM = TrQSM =
αSM
1 ᾱSM

1

9
TrCSM =

αSM
1 ᾱSM

1

3
DSM = −

(
αSM
1

)2
3

DSM . (43)

In the last equality on the right we assumed CPT-invariance. The spin-analyzing power of top quarks is
predicted by the SM to be |αSM

1 | ≃ 1 and thus we have the prediction DQ ≃ DSM. However this only holds
as such within the SM. In the ATLAS paper [19] only one symbol D is used throughout corresponding to
setting α1 = αSM = 1 and thus D = DQ = DSM.

Furthermore, the SM predicts the inequality [18]

DSM < −1

3
, (44)

based on the Peres-Horodecki criterion [103], [104] for entanglement. The condition eq. (44) can be
interpreted as a sign of spin entanglement in top-pair production, because eq. (44) is equivalent to
⟨s+· s−⟩ = TrCSM = 3DSM < −1. In any LHVT, however, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

|⟨s+· s−⟩| ≤
∫
S2×S2

dΩs
+dΩ

s
− |s+· s−|P (s+, s−) ≤

∫
S2×S2

dΩs
+dΩ

s
− P (s+, s−) = 1 . (45)

Note that this reasoning crucially relies on P (s+, s−) being a normalized PDF, which is the case for a
LHVT, but not necessarily in QM. Thus in an LHVT we have |DC| = |TrC/3| ≤ 1/3, and therefore the
DC resulting from an LHVT always violates eq. (44).

If the experiment had measured a correlation of spins, the Peres-Horodecki criterion would allow to
make a statement about entanglement. However, the experiment has measured the angular correlation of
momenta q corresponding to

⟨cosφ⟩Q = TrQ . (46)

We see that ATLAS has not measured DSM directly, but only indirectly via eq. (43). Thus care has to be
taken to interpret this measurement. There are two possibilities:

1. The measured value agrees with the SM prediction, ⟨cosφ⟩exp ≃ ⟨cosφ⟩SM (within uncertainties).
Then it is no surprise that we have the inequality

Dexp ≡ −3⟨cosφ⟩exp = −3⟨cosφ⟩Q ≃ −3⟨cosφ⟩SM =
(
αSM
1

)2
DSM < −1

3
. (47)
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This is not a test of entanglement versus non-entanglement but just a consistency test of the SM. It
rests on the assumption that the SM relation |αSM

1 | ≃ 1 must hold. We would like to stress that the
fact that measured angular distributions between different momenta in top decays agree with the SM
prediction cannot be taken as a proof that correlations between spins and momenta agree with the
SM.

2. If instead a significant deviation between ⟨cosφ⟩exp and ⟨cosφ⟩SM was observed, then we may have
discovered new physics in the production and/or decay of top quarks. In that case, it is logically
flawed to assume |αSM

1 | ≃ 1 as a property of top decays.

Hence, we see that, either way, we do not arrive at the conclusion that we can unequivocally establish en-
tanglement in top production without presupposing QM, and so it is not logically possible to conclude that
ATLAS has observed entanglement without presupposing the SM. The same applies for the methodically
similar results of ref. [20] from the CMS collaboration. CMS obtained D = −0.480+0.016

−0.017 (stat.)
+0.020
−0.023 (syst.)

at the parton level.

4 Direct measurements of the spin-analyzing power

In the previous section we have argued that we cannot determine spin correlations from angular correlations
of momenta at colliders, unless we use the spin-analyzing powers α1 and ᾱ1 as inputs. If the spin-analyzing
powers are used as theory inputs derived under the assumption of QM, then the spin correlations cannot
provide any valid test of QM against LHVTs. This leaves us with the logical possibility that we may directly
measure the spin-analyzing powers in an independent fashion, without assuming QM. In this section we
discuss this possibility.

Since the spin-analyzing power of F+ is closely connected to the angular distribution of its decay
products, we can try to measure α1 from the differential decay rate of F+. We have in mind a situation
where F± are charged τ± leptons, but we keep the discussion general. The polarization of our sample of
F+’s in the beam direction ẑ is

P+ = P (s+ ·ẑ > 0)− P (s+ ·ẑ < 0) =
N(s+ ·ẑ > 0)−N(s+ ·ẑ < 0)

N(s+ ·ẑ > 0) +N(s+ ·ẑ < 0)
, (48)

or equivalently

P (s+ ·ẑ > 0) =
1 + P+

2
, and P (s+ ·ẑ < 0) =

1− P+

2
. (49)

If cos θ ≡ q+ ·ẑ is the cosine of the angle between q+ and the beam direction ẑ, we have

1

Γ

dΓ

dcos θ
= 2π P (q+|ẑ)P (s+ ·ẑ > 0) + 2π P (q+| − ẑ)P (s+ ·ẑ < 0)

=

∞∑
m=0

α2m

2
P2m(cos θ) +

∞∑
m=0

P+α2m+1

2
P2m+1(cos θ) .

(50)

We used the general form of P (q+|ẑ) derived in section 2.2, since we do not want to make any assumption
of QM vs. LHVT at this stage. The angular distribution on the left-hand side is measurable at colliders.
A measurement strategy could be to fit the distribution to a (truncated) ansatz in terms of Legendre
polynomials, as in the last line of eq. (50). However, we can only isolate the even coefficients α2m from the
fit, while for the odd Legendre coefficients we can only extract the product P+α2m+1 with the polarization.
In particular, we are only able to extract the product P+α1 from the fit.
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One may wonder if this is a limitation of our measurement strategy, and if we could find another
observable that allows us to extract the value of α1 without knowledge of the polarization P+. We believe
that this is not possible, as we now explain. At current collider experiments, we only have access to the
momenta of the particles; there is no direct spin measurement. The spin-analyzing power is connected to the
conditional probability P (q+|ẑ), which requires the knowledge of a spin quantization axis ẑ. Connecting
a measurement of only momenta to the spin-analyzing power requires Bayes’ law as in the first line of
eq. (50). The prior for the spin direction in eq. (49) then necessarily involves the polarization. Hence, we
will not be able to extract α1 independently from P+.

This leaves us with the possibility to determine the polarization by an independent experimental mea-
surement. Note that the measurements of the τ lepton polarization Pτ at the LHC in pp → Z → ττ
events [105], [106] do not qualify as an independent measurement of Pτ , because they use the QFT predic-
tion for the decay angular distribution of a variety of τ decay final states as an input to the interpretation
of the measurement. Then, the only way to know the τ polarization Pτ independently from the τ decay is
to determine it in the production of the τ . At first glance this seems indeed possible when polarized beams
are used in an e+e− collider. Assuming an idealized beam polarization of Pe− = −1 and Pe+ = +1, the
polarization of the τ pair would be given by the scattering angle θτ of the τ with respect to the beam axis
as in P+ = Pτ = cos θτ . This result is independent of QM itself and can be derived only from assuming
angular momentum conservation and projecting the spin of the initial state onto the final state. Then, in
bins of cos θτ , P+ would be known. Even when using realistic polarizations for, e.g., a future e+e− linear
collider of Pe− = −0.8 and Pe+ = +0.3, the remaining polarization of the τ ’s might result in sufficient
statistical precision on P+ to disentangle P+ and α1 in the decay angular distributions.

However, the above proposal does not stand up to scrutiny, because such a measurement of the τ
polarization also presupposes QM, albeit indirectly. It is derived from the beam polarization, and indeed,
all known ways of measuring the beam polarization (see ref. [107] for an overview and ref. [108] for an
in-depth description of the measurement from W+W− production) resort to testing quantum mechanical
predictions: The polarimeter measurement is based on observing the angular distribution of Compton
scattering of a polarized laser beam on the polarized beam. The polarization is extracted from fitting the
QFT prediction of polarized Compton scattering to the data. The same method is used for the in-situ
measurement in e+e− → W+W− → ℓ+ν ℓ−ν̄, where the cross-section and angular measurements of the
leptons in the final state are fitted to the predictions from QFT, and from which the polarization is then
extracted together with other information about the interaction. We thus see that, at least in current
collider experiments, it is not possible to measure the polarization P+ independently from the combination
P+α1, and thus we cannot extract α1 directly from experiment without presupposing QM.

5 Constraining subsets of LHVTs

In the previous sections we have argued that the only way to measure spin correlations in collider experi-
ments is by extracting them from angular correlations. This procedure involves the spin-analyzing powers
α1 and ᾱ1 (and ᾱ1 = −α1 if we assume CPT-invariance) via eq. (33), and we have argued that there is cur-
rently no way to extract the spin-analyzing powers from experiments without presupposing QM. Therefore,
any collider test of locality and violation of Bell’s inequalities based on spin correlations cannot succeed
in unequivocally establishing QM and ruling out LHVTs. This is in agreement with the no-go theorem of
ref. [80].

In ref. [80] it was also argued that it is possible to rule out certain subsets of LHVTs (see also ref. [78]).
In the following we elaborate on this fact, using the setup of the CHSH inequality from section 3, from
where we also borrow all the notations and conventions. For simplicity, we assume that CPT-invariance
holds, though the extension of the discussion to include CPT violation is immediate. Since we cannot

12



measure α1 = −ᾱ1 directly, we consider it a parameter of the model (which could be either a QFT or a
LHVT), bounded by eq. (31). Our goal is to determine if we exclude LHVTs with a certain value of α1,
given a certain experimental measurement of RQ. We will consider two different approaches how to do this
and evaluate their validity.

Attempting to exclude LHVTs based on RC instead of RQ. The first approach consists in fixing
α1 to some value, for example the value predicted by the SM, α1 = αSM

1 . We can then ask ourselves if
we can learn anything from a value of RC derived from an experimental measurement of RQ under the
assumption of the fixed value of α1 that we could not already have known from evaluating RQ alone. Such
a test only makes sense if we assume that the LHVT agrees with the experimental measurement of RQ –
otherwise there would be no reason to base the test on RC , because if a specific LHVT disagrees with a
specific measured value of RQ there is already enough reason to discard that LHVT. Since according to
eq. (35) we always have RQ ≤ 2, though, there can always be a set of LHVTs which satisfy the measured
RQ. Note that this is the approach taken in the literature in many phenomenological and experimental
studies of testing locality at colliders. If the value of RC derived from the measurement does violate the
CHSH inequality, it is tantalizing to speculate that we have excluded LHVTs with α1 ≃ αSM

1 . However, it
turns out that from such a test no LHVT can be excluded that is not already excluded by the assumptions
of the interpretation of the measurement: For it to be explained by an LHVT, said LHVT would need
to satisfy RC ≤ 2. Together with α1 = αSM

1 and RQ ≤ 2, this implies that we already know that no
LHVT exists that both predicts the measured RQ and has α1 = αSM

1 , because that theory would predict
a RC > 2, which no LHVT can. Thus, for every LHVT that is in agreement with the measured RQ that
leads to RC > 2 under the assumption α1 = αSM

1 , the assumption on α1 cannot be justified, and thus
nothing can be learned from testing against RC instead of testing against RQ.

Deriving bounds on α1. The other approach consists in using the experimental measurement to derive
a bound on α1 so that the CHSH inequality is satisfied. It is easy to check that the condition RC ≤ 2
reduces to

3

√
RQ

2
≤ |α1| ≤ 3 , (51)

where the upper bound comes from eq. (31). A measurement of RQ then allows us to exclude LHVTs

which violate that bound, i.e., LHVTs with |α1| < 3
√

RQ

2 . We stress, however, that LHVTs that satisfy

the bound cannot be ruled out by collider experiments.

We can use eq. (51) and check which range of α1 in an LHVT would make it impossible to exclude
that LHVT if we measure the value of RQ predicted by the SM. The exact value of that bound depends
on the specific CHSH test and the specific set of observables. As an example, we consider the analysis of
e+e− → Z → ττ processes at

√
s = 91.2GeV and e+e− → ZH → ff ττ at

√
s = 240GeV studied in

detail in refs. [41], [44], [80]. For these analyses, a measurement of an observable equivalent to RQ around
the SM value cannot anymore lead to a violation of the CHSH inequality for RC if α1 exceeds a value
of 4

√
1.238 ≈ 1.055 or 4

√
2 ≈ 1.19, respectively, well within the theoretical bound of eq. (31). From this

example we can observe that already a mild deviation of the spin-analyzing power of a LHVT compared
to the SM can shield said LHVT from exclusion.

6 Discussion and conclusion

In this paper, we have critically analyzed the possibility of testing locality using Bell- or CHSH-type
inequalities or establishing entanglement versus non-entanglement in current collider experiments without
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already presupposing the SM at some point in the reasoning. If such an experiment were feasible, it would
allow us to test QM against LHVTs in a high-energy, relativistic environment, which is very different from
the quantum optics experiments in which violations of Bell’s inequalities have been established. Moreover,
quantum optic experiments are performed on photons, while collider-based experiments would allow us for
the first time to test QM against LHVTs in fermionic systems, as in the original paper by Bell [2]. Most
importantly, it would allow for a revolutionary test: Excluding LHVTs without resorting to employing
non-commutating sets of measurements, and consequently without the need of a macroscopic manipulation
of the measurement during the lifetime of the particles under study. This has spurred a great deal of
activity in the collider physics community. Since the question of testing QM against LHVTs is such a
fundamental one, it is important to critically assess the proposed experiments, to make sure that they do
not present any fallacies or loopholes that would invalidate the conclusions.

In fact, it is well known that many, but not all (for (nearly) loophole- free experiments see, e.g., refs. [12]–
[14]), measurements of quantum non-locality suffer from a series of loopholes, caused by limitations in the
experimental realization of idealized assumptions in the CHSH and Bell inequality derivations. These
loopholes have mostly been put forward in the context of quantum optics based tests of locality, and they
also apply to collider environments. (See, e.g., ref. [52] and references therein for an overview of loopholes
at collider experiments.) These loopholes are present and need to be addressed. As an example relevant
for collider experiments, we can consider the detection loophole [109]. Here, it is assumed that the failure
to detect a particle in its final state is not only a function of random inefficiencies of the measurement
apparatus, but it is at least partly governed by an underlying feature of the LHVT. Particle physics
experiments presently do not meet the requirement of detecting a sufficient fraction of the final states
considered to exclude this loophole. Therefore, the question arises of whether the problems outlined in
previous sections are just another loophole that could be closed by improving the experimental apparatus:
for example, the detection loophole may be closed by a gradual increase of efficiency and background
rejection through building more and more ideal detectors. The purpose of this paper, however, is to
address a more fundamental issue: Is it even possible at all to test locality or entanglement versus non-
entanglement at a collider?

It has been pointed out a long time ago [80] that there are fundamental obstacles in testing locality in
collider experiments (see also refs. [77], [78]). Given the recent vast phenomenological and experimental
activity, the goal of our paper is to perform an explicit detailed study of the no-go theorem of ref. [80], in
order to highlight its features and to explain in detail the reasons why it is intrinsically not possible to test
locality in current collider experiments. In essence, the issue boils down to our inability to perform direct
measurements of spin correlations at colliders, as already pointed out in ref. [80]. Instead, they can only
be inferred from angular correlations. We have meticulously studied the relationship between spin and
angular correlations in both QM and LHVT, and remarkably, the relation between the two is identical in
both classes of theories (though the derivations are quite distinct). In both cases the relation involves the
spin-analyzing powers of the decaying particles, which need to be provided independently. They do not
follow from a direct measurement of the angular correlations. Hence, no test of locality or entanglement
can be logically consistent if the SM is presupposed in the values used for the spin-analyzing power, which
is typically the case when these values are taken from theory (e.g., by fixing them to their SM values).

We have also studied the possibility of directly measuring the spin-analyzing powers independently in
the experiment, which would be a way to obtain these values without presuming the SM. However, also in
this direction one hits a roadblock. We have shown that it is possible to measure only the product of the
spin-analyzing power and the polarization of the decaying particles. This is rooted (yet again) in the fact
that collider experiments only measure momenta, and not spins, and the conversion from momenta to spins
proceeds via Bayes’ law, which introduces the product of the two quantities. An independent measurement
of the polarization from the polarization of the initial state (e.g., at an e+e− collider) is currently also not
feasible without using information from theory, thus again presupposing the SM. Hence, we conclude that
with current experimental setups at colliders, where we can only measure momenta and not spins, it is not
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possible to perform a logically coherent and independent test of locality, reaffirming the no-go theorem of
ref. [80]. At the same time, our analysis extends the results of ref. [80] and shows that it is also not possible
to establish the presence of entanglement at current collider experiments without presupposing the SM.

We note another interesting difference between collider experiments and polarimeter-based experiments,
such as those in refs. [12]–[14]. The latter critically offer the option to experimentally establish the non-
commuting nature of spin-related measurements, because the same particle, say a photon, can be measured
consecutively in two polarimeters at different orientations x and y. Such an experimental confirmation of
non-commutation only occurs in measurements where a voluntary macroscopic manipulation of the mea-
surement device is possible (and required) during the lifetime of the particles studied in the measurement.
No such possibility exists in current collider-based experiments. No set of non-commuting measurements
can be performed, and consequently no repetition of a polarization measurement on the same particle is
possible to prove the non-commuting nature of a set of measurements. We would like to add the remark
that if it had been possible to construct the equivalent of a set of non-commutating measurements from
a combination of commutating measurements, it would potentially have represented one of the greatest
breakthroughs in our understanding of the measurement process in QM since its inception, with implica-
tions far beyond merely confirming non-locality in collider measurements.

The main argument underpinning our inability to test locality at current collider experiments goes in
essence back to Kasday [81]. In ref. [80] it was shown how to extend Kasday’s work on correlated photons
to the collider context and thus how to construct an LHVT that reproduces distributions at collider
experiments where only the momenta of the final state particles are measured. Said LHVT can obviously
not be excluded based on the measurement outcomes alone, and so this LHVT is consistent with these
experimental outcomes. We stress that this is very different from the famous result by Werner [110]. In
his seminal paper, Werner has shown that a quantum theory may admit so-called Bell local states, which
may be entangled, but still have the property that the expectation value of any product of two observables
A and B admits a description in terms of an LHVT. Thus QM and the LHVT give the same experimental
predictions on the product of these two observables.

The interpretation and the implications of Kasday’s construction are different. For example, if we
assume the SM of particle physics, spin correlations in a specific set-up may violate CHSH-type inequalities.
In that case, these spin correlations cannot be described by an LHVT, and the underlying quantum state
cannot be a Bell local state. The spin correlations, however, are not directly measurable at current colliders,
and need to be extracted from angular correlations using the model-dependent spin analyzing powers. The
angular correlations in turn admit a description in terms of an LHVT through Kasday’s construction, even
though the quantum state is not Bell local.

We have focused in our analysis on proposed Bell or CHSH tests or studies of entanglement based
on angular observables. However, we would like to stress that we expect that the no-go theorem of non-
locality tests at colliders also applies to other measurements, such as self-analyzing flavor states or using
measurements of CP-violation. As already noticed in refs. [77], [111], among other conceptual challenges,
QFT is also implicitly assumed in using the corresponding self-analyzing decay. In fact, we expect that the
proposals to test locality using flavor states or CP-violation suffer from similar problems as discussed in
this paper in the context of spin-correlations, and we expect them to be subject to the same no-go theorem.

We reiterate that the no-go theorem only applies to tests of locality in collider experiments or to
tests that aim at establishing the existence of entanglement in a system without presupposing the SM. In
particular, it does not apply to approaches that aim at transferring concepts from Quantum Information
Theory to build observables to discriminate between different QFTs describing models of particle physics,
e.g., between the SM and various extensions of it that by construction retain the SM spin analyzers.

Finally, we mention that our inability to test locality or entanglement versus non-entanglement at
colliders is reminiscent of the Münchhausen trilemma in philosophy [112], which can be stated as asserting
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that there are only three ways of proving any absolute truth:

• a circular argument, where a step in a proof presupposes the statement one wants to prove,

• an infinite regression, where every step in a proof requires another proof asserting its validity,

• dogmatism, which consists in accepting certain statements as true without requiring an independent
proof.

Indeed, we have argued at length how fixing the spin-analyzing power to its SM value presupposes QM,
thereby leading to a circular argument. The possibility of measuring the spin-analyzing power indepen-
dently led us to study how polarizations of decaying particles can be measured, which requires one to
understand how polarizations of initial states are determined without presupposing QM in general or the
SM in particular, thereby leading to a regression. This only leaves dogmatism, which would consist in
simply accepting that the spin-analyzing power or the polarization are known by some means without
questioning its origin. We consider each of these possibilities equally unsatisfactory, reaffirming the no-go
theorem of ref. [80] that it is not possible to test locality and entanglement versus non-entanglement at
colliders using spin correlations without already presupposing the SM.

Acknowlegdements

We thank Klaus Desch, Christian Grefe, Kazuki Sakurai, Fabio Maltoni and Xerxes Tata for important
constructive input and discussions. The Cluster of Excellence EXC 3107 “Color meets Flavor” has already
played an important role in its constituting phase in bringing the authors from theory and experiment
together and in supporting their collaboration.

A Local Hidden Variable Theories

In this appendix we give a short review of LHVTs, because they feature prominently in the context of
Bell’s inequalities, but they are typically not introduced in detail in textbooks on quantum physics. The
discussion in this appendix closely follows the exposition in ref. [96].

LHVTs postulate the existence of an ensemble of pairs of systems, labeled 1 and 2. Each pair is
characterized by a set of local hidden variables λ ∈ Λ, but otherwise the two systems are distinct. We also
assume that Λ is equipped with a PDF P (λ). We can perform experiments on each system. Assume that
we perform an experiment Ai with setting ai on the system i ∈ {1, 2}, and assume that each experiment
may deliver a result si ∈ Si ⊆ R. We assume measurement independence, by which we mean that the
experiment settings ai are independent of the local hidden variables λ and of the way the original system
was prepared.

We postulate that there is a joint PDF – called response probability – pa1,a2
(s1, s2|λ) that the experiment

Ai with setting a⃗i returns the value si. We also assume Bell locality, by which we mean that the joint PDF
factorizes as

pa1,a2(s1, s2|λ) = p1a1
(s1|λ)p2a2

(s2|λ) . (52)

Note that in this setting, experiments in an LHVT itself only deliver the result si with a given probability,
even for fixed λ. We could impose in addition outer determinism (sometimes also called realism), by
requiring that pa1,a2(s1, s2|λ) takes values in {0, 1}. For our purposes, this is not required.
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We can then define the expectation value of the product in the usual way

⟨A1(a1)A2(a2)⟩ =
∫
Λ

dnλ

∫
S1

ds1

∫
S2

ds2 s1 s2 pa1,a2(s1, s2|λ)P (λ) =
∫
Λ

dnλA1(a1, λ)A2(a2, λ)P (λ) ,

(53)
where in the last step we used Bell locality in eq. (52) to define

Ai(ai, λ) ≡
∫
Si

dsi si p
i
ai
(si|λ) . (54)

We recover in this way eq. (2) with A1 = A, A2 = B. Alternatively, we can also integrate over the local
hidden variables to obtain

⟨A1(a1)A2(a2)⟩ =
∫
S1

ds1

∫
S2

ds2 s1 s2 Pa1,a2(s1, s2) , (55)

where we defined the joint PDF

Pa1,a2
(s1, s2) =

∫
Λ

dnλ pa1,a2
(s1, s2|λ)P (λ) . (56)

This justifies eq. (16).

B Some useful Integrals in rewriting P (q|s)

The following angular integrals can be used to arrive at eq. (11):∫
S2

dΩ± q
i
± = 0 ,∫

S2

dΩ± q
i
± q

j
± =

4π

3
δij .

(57)

We now show that if P (q|s) has the form in eq. (29), then necessarily∫
S2

dΩqP (q|s) = α1

3
s . (58)

Note that this implies eq. (30). Let R be the 3× 3 rotation matrix such that s = Rẑ, where ẑ = (0, 0, 1)
is the unit vector pointing along the z-axis. Then, using rotational invariance∫

S2

dΩqP (q|s) =
∫
S2

dΩRqP (Rq|Rẑ) = R

∫
S2

dΩqP (q|ẑ) . (59)

We now choose standard spherical coordinates on S2,

q = (cosφ sin θ, sinφ sin θ, cos θ) , q · ẑ = cos θ , dΩ = dcos θ dφ . (60)

If we use the orthogonality of the Legendre polynomials,∫ 1

−1

dxPℓ(x)Pℓ′(x) =
2

2ℓ+ 1
δℓℓ′ , (61)

it is easy to show that ∫
S2

dΩqP (q|ẑ) = α1

3
ẑ . (62)

The result immediately follows.
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