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A bstract

M eyer origihally raised the question of whether non-contextualhidden
variable m odels can, despite the K ochen-Specker theorem , sin ulate the
predictions of quantum m echanics to within any xed nite experin ental
precision ™ eyer, D .1999. Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 3751-3754). M eyer's
result was extended by Kent Kent, A .1999. Phys. Rev. Lett., 83, 3755~
3757). Clifton and K ent later presented constructions of non-contextual
hidden variable theories which, they argued, indeed sinulate quantum
m echanics in this way (C liffton, R and Kent, A . 2000. Proc. Roy. Soc.
Lond. A, 456, 2101-2114).

T hese argum ents have evoked som e controversy. Am ong other things,
it has been suggested that the C lifton-K ent m odels do not In fact repro-
duce correctly the predictions of quantum m echanics, even when nite
precision is taken into account. It has also been suggested that care—
f1l analysis of the notion of contextuality in the context of nite preci-
sion m easurem entm otivatesde nitionswhich im ply that the C lifftonK ent
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m odels are In fact contextual. Several critics have also argued that the
issue can be de niively resolved by experin ental tests of the K ochen-
Specker theorem or experin ental dem onstrations of the contextuality of
N ature.

One aim of this paper is to respond to and rebut criticism s of the
M eyer< liffonK ent papers. W e thus elaborate in a little m ore detail
how the C lifton-K ent m odels can reproduce the predictions of quantum
m echanics to arbitrary precision. W e analyse in m ore detail the relation—
ship between classicality, nite precision m easurem ent and contextuality,
and defend the clain s that the C liffonK ent m odels are both essentially
classical and non-contextual. W e also exam Ine in m ore detail the senses
In which a theory can be said to be contextual or non-contextual, and in
which an experim ent can be said to provide evidence on the point. In par-
ticular, we criticise the suggestion that a decisive experin entalveri cation
of contextuality is possble, arguing that the idea rests on a conceptual
confusion.

K eywords: K ochen-Specker, contextual, nite precision, experin ent,
loophole

1 Introduction

1.1 The K ochen-Specker theorem

Consider a set K of Hemm itian operators that act on an n-din ensionalH ibert
space. Suppose that V is a m ap that takes a Hem iian operator n K to a real
num ber In its spectrum . W e call such a m ap a cwburing ofK . If the H©llow ing
conditions are satis ed

VE+EB) = vE)+V E)
v EE) = vEvE)
8K;B 2 K such that K;B 1= 0; @)

then them ap isa K S-coburing ofK . W e call these conditions the K S criteria.
K ochen and Specker’s celebrated theorem |Specket, [1960; K aochen & Specket,

) states that ifn > 2 there are K S-uncoburabk sets, ie., sets K for which
no K S-colouring exists. It ollow s trivially that the set ofallH em itian operators
acting on a H ibert space of dim ension > 2 is K S-uncolourable.

The fact that the set of all Hem itian operators in dim ension > 2 is K S—
uncolourable is a corollary of G leason’s theorem m,@) . Thiswas st
pointed out In @ M), where an Independent proofwas also given. K ochen
and Specker constructed the st nite K S-uncolourable set. M any proofs along
the lines of K ochen and Specker’s have since been produced by constructing
dem onstrably K S-uncolourable sets (see, eg., m,hﬂﬁ;mm,
11993;IConway & K oched;ICabell et all,[1996) . Them ost comm on type ofproof
descrbes a set of1-dim ensionalpro fction operators in n din ensionsthat isK S—
uncolourabl. If we represent 1-din ensional pro ctions by vectors onto which




they proct, and colour the corresponding set of vectorswih a 1 or a 0, the
K S criteria would in ply that for each orthogonaln-tuple of vectors, exactly one
must be coloured 1, and all the rest 0. T he K ochen-Specker theorem can then
be proved by show ing that the colouring condition cannot be satis ed. In their
originalproof, K ochen and Specker describe a set 0f 117 vectors in 3 dim ensions
that isK S-uncolourablel!

O foourse, the welkknow n proofs of the K ochen-Specker theorem referred to
above are logically correct. M oreover, the K ochen-Specker theoram undeniably
says som ething very iIn portant and interesting about fiindam ental physics: it
show sthat the predictions of quantum theory forthe outcom es ofm easurem ents
of Hem iian operators belonging to a K S-uncolourable set cannot be precisely
reproduced by any hidden variable theory that assigns real values to these op—
erators In a way that respects the K S criteria, since no such hidden variable
theory exists. H ow ever, debate continues over the extent to which K ochen and
Specker succeeded In their stated ain , \to give a proof of the nonexistence of
hidden variables" [K.ochen & Specker, 1967, p 59), even when this isquali ed (as
it must be) by restricting attention to non-contextualhidden variables. B efore
sum m arising and continuing this debate, we review why onem ight be interested
in hidden variable theories in the st place.

Consider a system in a state j i and a set of cbservables A ;B ;C;::: such
that j i is not an eigenstate ofAA;ﬁ;é;:::; here we use capial ltters w ith
hats to denote H em iian operators and capital letters w ithout hats to denote
the corresponding cbservables. O rthodox quantum m echanics leads us to say
som ething lke this: fwem easure A , we w illobtain the result a w ith probability
Pa, ifwemeasure B, we will cbtain the result b w ith probability p,, and so on.
W ith an ease bom of fam iliarity, the well trained quantum m echanic w ill not
bat an eyelid at such statem ents. But, one m ight well ask: why are they so
oddly phrased? Could this jist be a rather aw kward way of saying that w ith
probability p,;, the valuie of A is a, or w ith probability py, the valie ofB is b,
and so on?

Suppose that the set A ;B ;C;::: corresponds to a K S-uncolourable set of
operators AA;BA;CA; :::. The suggestion is that at a given tin e, each observable
In the set has som e de nite value associated w ith it, de ned by som e \hidden"
variables of the system . The signi cance of the K S criteria is that if the Her—
m iian operators associated w ih two observables com m ute, then according to
quantum m echanics, the ocbservables can be sin ultaneously m easured, and the
values obtained w ill satisfy the K S criterda (and in generalw ill satisfy any func-
tional relationships that hold between the operators them selves). W e are not
logically com pelled to assum e that any hidden variable theory sharesthese prop—
erties. H owever, the standard m otivation for considering hidden variables is to
exam Ine the possbility that quantum theory, while not incorrect, is incom plete,
Thus m otivated, it seem s natural to assum e that the colouring de ned by the
hidden variables m ust also satisfy the K S criteria. But given this assum ption,

lHow small can a K S-uncolourable set of vectors be? The current records stand at 31
vectors in 3 dim ensions [Conway & Kocher]) and 18 in 4 din ensions [Cabello et all,11994).



since there is no such colouring, the origihal supposition that the ocbservables
have de nie valuesm ust be w rong.

T he contradiction obtained in the K ochen-Specker theorem is avoided if, in—
stead ofde ningam ap V , we assign valuesto H em itian operatorsin such away
that the value assigned to a particular Hem itian operator depends on which
com m uting set we are considering that operator to be part of. Such a value
assignm ent is called contextual. H idden variable Interpretations of quantum
theory based on contextual value assignm ents can be de ned. In such contex—
tualhidden variable (CHV ) interpretations, the outcom e cbtained on m easuring
a certain quantum m echanical cbservable is indeed prede ned, but depends in
general on which other quantum m echanical cbservables are m easured at the
sam e tin e. Thus, ifwe take the K S criteria for granted, K ochen and Specker’s
results show that there are no non-contextualhidden variable WCHV ) interpre—
tations of the standard quantum m echanical form alisn .

Tt may seem tempting to phrase this m ore directly, concluding that the
K ochen- Specker theorem show s that N ature cannot be describbed by any non-
contextual hidden variable theory. A nother possble conclusion is that the K S
theorem in plies that we could excluide non-contextualhidden variable theories
if the predictions of quantum theory were con med In a suiably designed
experin ent. W e w ill argue below that neither conclision is correct.

12 Querying the scope of the K S theorem

W e next review som e earlier discussions that suggest lim itations on what can
be inferred from the K ochen-Specker theorem .

Som e tim e ago, P itow sky devised m odels [Pitow skyi, 11983, 11985) that as-
sign values non-contextually to the orthogonalpro fctions in three din ensions
and nonetheless satisfy [) \aIn ost everywhere" [P itow sky, 11983, p 2317). The
m odels are non-constructive, requiring the axiom of choice and the continuum
hypothesis (or som e suitable weaker assum ption) for their de nition. A nother
com plication is that the term \aln ost everyw here" isnotm eant In the standard
sense, but w ith respect to a non-standard version of m easure theory proposed
by P itow sky (see [Pitow sky, 1983) which, am ong other disconcerting features,
allow s the intersection of two sets of probability m easure 1 to have probability
m easure 0 [P_itow sky,119824) .

P itow sky’sm odels disagree w ith quantum m echanics for som e m easurem ent
choices, as the K S theorem show s they must. They thus do not per se seem
to pose an insuperable obstack to argum ents that | either directly from the
theorem orw ih the aid of suiable experim ents | purport to dem onstrate the
contextuality of N ature? A fter all, either the dem onstration of a nite non-
colourable set of pro ectors is su cient to run an argum ent, or it isnot. If it is,
P itow sky’sm odels are irrelevant to the point; if it is not, i is not obvious that
the m odels, equipped as they are w ith an entirely novel version of probability
theory, are either necessary or su cient for a refitation.

2N or, it should be stressed, did P itow sky suggest that they do.



A more direct challenge to the possbility of theoretical or experim ental
refutations of non-contextual hidden variables was presented in @ @),
where the m plications of nite experin ental precision are em phasised: \O nly

nie precision m easurem ents are experin entally reasonable, and they cannot
distinguish a dense subset from its closure" @ @, p3751). M eyer den-
ti ed a particularly sinple and elegant construction, originally described in
G odsils Zaks ll_&&d of a K S-colourable dense subset of the set of profctors
in three din ensions3 H is conclusion was that, at least in three dim ensions, the
K ochen-Specker theorem could be \nuli ed".* As a corollary, M eyer argued
that the K S theoram alone cannot discrim inate between quantum and classical
(therefore non-contextual) inform ation processing system s.

M eyer lkft open the question of w hether static non-contextual hidden vari-
able theories reproducing the predictions of quantum theory for three din en—
sional system s actually exist: his point was that, contrary to m ost previous
expectations, the K ochen-Specker theorem does not preclude such hidden vari-
able theories.

M eyer’s result was subsequently extended by a construction ofK S-colourable
dense sets of pro ctors n com plex H ibert spaces of arbitrary din ension @,
@) . Cliffon and Kent (CK) extended the result further by dem onstrating
the existence of dense sets of pro fction operators, In com plex H ibert spaces of
arbitrary dim ension, w ith the property that no two com patible profctors are
m em bersof ncom patible resolutionsofthe identity lCLJjﬂ:QD_&_KﬁDiI,,IZQQd) . The
signi cance ofthis property isthat it m akes it trivialto construct a distribution
over di erent hidden states that recovers the quantum m echanical expectation
values. Such a distrbution is, of course, necessary for a static hidden variable
theory to reproduce the predictions of quantum theory. Sin ilar constructions
of dense subsets of the sets of all positive operators were also dem onstrated
K ent,, 1999; C lifton & Kent, 2000). CK presented their constructions as non—
contextual hidden variable theories that can indeed sinulate the predictions
of quantum m echanics In the sense that the theories are indistinguishable in
real experin ents In which the m easurem ent operators are de ned wih nie
precision.

T he argum ents set out by M eyer, K ent, and C liffon and Kent M KC) have

evoked som e controversy (see, eg., M erm i, 11999; Ic abelld, 11999;
12001;Is:m on et al.,12001;Larsson, 2002; P eres, 2003; 1A ppleby, 12000, 2001, 2ood,
12003 ;1H avlicek et all,12001;C abelld,2004;B reuet,2004) and even a parody@
M) . Am ong other things, i hasbeen suggested @,M) that theCK
m odelsdo not in fact reproduce correctly the predictions of quantum m echanics,
even when nite precision is taken Into account. It has also been suggested

ISinon et all, 12001; Larssod, [2002; A ppleby, 12000) that carefil analysis of the

3A's P itow sky has since noted, M eyer’s argum ent could also be fram ed using one of
P itow sky’s constructions of dense K S-colourable sets of profctors rather than G odsil and
Zaks'.

4Tt should perhaps be em phasised that the sense of \nullify" intended here is \counteract
the force or e ectiveness of", not \invalidate". N either M eyer nor anyone else has suggested
that the proofs of the K ochen-Specker theorem are awed.




notion of contextuality in the context of nite precision m easurem ent m otivates
de nitionswhich in ply that the CK m odels are in fact contextual.

Several of these critiques raise novel and interesting points, which have ad—
vanced our understanding of the K ochen-Specker theorem and its im plications.
N onetheless, we rem ain convinced that the essential insight ofiM ever [1999) and
all the substantial points m ade in [Kentt [1999) and IC liffon & Kent [2000) are
valid. One ain of this paper is thus to respond to and rebut M K C’s critics.

P erhaps unsurprisingly, quite a few critics have m ade sin ilar points. A Iso,
som e purportedly critical argum ents m ake points irrelevant to the argum ents
ofthe M KC papers which were carefully lim ited in their scope). R ather than
producihg a com prehensive | but, we fear, unreadable | collection of counter—
critiques of each critical article, we have tried in this paper to sum m arise and
comm ent on the m ost Interesting new lines of argum ent.

Am ong otherthings, we explain here in a littlem ore detailhow the CK m od-
els can reproduce the predictions of quantum m echanics to arbitrary precision,
both for single m easurem ents and for sequences. W e point out a conoceptual
confusion am ong critics who suggest that the m odels are contextual, noting
that the argum ents used would (incorrectly) suggest that New tonian physics
and other classical theordes are contextual. W e also defend the clain that the
CK models are essentially classical. Indeed, as we explain, the m odels show
In principle that one can construct classical devices that assign m easurem ent
outcom es non-contextually and yet sin ulate quantum m echanics to any given

xed non-zero precision. In summ ary, we reiterate the originalclain of M KC
that the m odels, via nite precision, provide a Ioophole | which is physically
In plausble but logically possble | In the K ochen-Specker argum ent.

Running through these debates is another them e: the alleged possibility
of experim ental tests of the K ochen-Specker theorem , or experin ental dem on—
strations of the contextuality of Nature. Quite a few experin ents purporting
to test contextuality have recently been proposed [Cabello & G arcia-A lcaine,
1994;ISim on et all, 12000;Basu et all,12001) and perform ed [Huang et all,[2003;
Hasegawa et all, 12003). Several authors have suggested an analogy between
these purported experin ental tests of contextuality and B ell experin ents test—
ing local causaliy.

Anotherain ofthispaper is to go beyond previous discussions in exam ining
in detail the senses in which a theory can be said to be contextual or non—
contextual, and in which an experin ent can be said to provide evidence forthese.
B roadly, we are critical of the idea of an experim ental test of non-contextuality,
arguing that the idea rests on conceptualoconfusion. T he experin ents that have
been perfom ed test predictions of quantum m echanics which certainly con ict
w ith som e classical intuitions, and which m ight indeed raise questions about the
contextuality ofm easurem ents to som eone fam iliar only w ith certain aspects of
quantum theory. But, as we re-em phasize In this paper, they certainly do not
provide loophole-free dem onstrations of the contextuality of N ature, since the
CK m odels can reproduce the experin entaldata.

T here is also a m ore basic problm . Interpreting the experim ents in a way
which raises the question of contextuality at all requires assum ing signi cant



parts of the form alism of quantum theory. O n the other hand, ifwe sin ply as-
sum e quantum theory isvalid, w ithout any quali cation, we need no experin ent:
the K ochen-Specker theorem already exclides non-contextual hidden variable
theories. It is thus quite hard to pin down what exactly a purported experin en—
taltest of contextuality proves, or could prove, that we do not know already. In
our opinion, this key point is not adequately addressed in the papers under dis—
cussion (Cabello & Garcia-A lcaine, 1998;I1Sin on et all, 12000;Basu et all, 12001;
Huang et all, [2003;Hasegawa et all,12003) .

2 M KC models

K ochen and Specker’s declared m otivation for constructing nite uncolourable
sets is Interesting, both because it partly anticipates the point m ade a third of
a century laterby M eyer and because its in plications seem to have been largely
ignored in the period intervening:

Tt seem sto us In portant in the dem onstration ofthe non-existence of
hidden variables that we dealw ith a sm all nite partialBoolean al-
gebra. Forotherw ise a reasonable ob ction can be raised that in fact
it isnot physically m eaningfiilto assum e that there are a continuum
num ber of quantum m echanical propositions. [K.ochen & Specker,
1967, p.70)

W hat K ochen and Specker neglected to consider is that the ob fction m ight
be sharpened: it could be that in fact only a speci ed countable set of quan-—
tum m echanical propositions exist, and i could be that this set has no K S—
uncolourable subsets ( nie or otherw ise). T his is the possibility that the M KC
m odels exploit.

B efore discussing thesem odels, we w ish to reem phasise the disclain ersm ade
iniCliffon & Kent [2000). M K C m odelsdescribe a type ofhidden variable theory
that is a logically possible altemative to standard quantum theory, but not, n
ourview, a very plausble one. The CK constructions in particular, are ugly and
contrived m odels, produced m erely to m ake a logicalpoint. O nem ight hope to
devise prettier hidden variable m odels w hich do the sam e b, using a colouring
schem e as natural and elegant as G odsil and Zaks'. Even if such m odels were
devised, though, we would not be inclined to take them too seriously as scienti c
theordes.

However, we think it im portant to distinguish between scienti ¢ in plausbil-
ity and logical im possbility. The m odels show that only the form er prevents us
from adopting a non-contextual interpretation of any real physical experim ent.
A nother reason for studying the m odels | In fact, M eyer’'sm ain originalm oti-
vation M eyet,1999) | isto glean insights nto the possble réle of contextuality
In quantum inform ation theory.



2.1 P rojpEctive m easurem ents

The argum ent ofK ochen & Specker [1967), and m ost later discussions until
recently, incliding M ever [1999), assum e that the quantum theory ofm easure—
m ent can be fram ed entirely in term s ofpro ective m easurem ents. T his rem ains
a tenable view , so long as one is w illing to accept that the experin ental con—

guration de nes the quantum system being measured.’ W e adopt it here,
postponing discussion of positive operator valied POV ) m easurem ents to the
next subsection.

M eyer identi ed a K S-colouring, originally describbed in |G odsil & Zaks {1984),
ofthe set S2\ Q 3 ofunit vectors in R 3 w ith rationalcom ponents, or equivalently
of the pro fctors onto these vectors. A s he pointed out, not only is this set of
profctors dense I the set of all pro fctors in R 3, but the corresponding set of
pro ective decom positions of the identity is dense In the space of all pro fctive
decom positions of the identity.

M eyer’s resul is enough to show that an NCHV theory along these lines is
not ruled out by the K ochen-Specker theorem . It does not show that such a
theory exists. Forthiswe need there to be K S-colourable dense sets ofpro fctors
In com plex H ibert spaces of arbitrary dim ension. Further, it is not enough for
each set to adm it at least one K S-colouring. For each quantum state, one
must be abl to de ne a distribution over di erent K S-colourings such that
the correct quantum expectation valies are obtained. For these reasons, K ent
extended M eyer’s result by constructing K S-colourable dense sets of pro gctors
In complex Hibert spaces of arbirary din ension [Kent, [1999). Clifton and
K ent extended the result further [Clifton & K ent,2000) by dem onstrating the
existence of dense sets of profction operators, in com plex H ibert spaces of
arbitrary dim ension, w ith the property that no two com patible progctors are
m em bers of incom patdble resolutions of the identity. The signi cance of this
property is that it makes it trivial to construct a distrbbution over di erent
hidden states that recovers the quantum m echanical expectation valies.

CK argue that this construction allow s us to de ne a non-contextualhidden
variable theory that sin ulates quantum m echanics, by the follow ing reasoning.
F irst, let us suppose that, as in the standard von N eum ann fom ulation of quan-
tum m echanics, every m easurem ent correspondsto a pro gctive decom position of
the identity. H ow ever, because any experin ental soeci cation ofam easurem ent
has nite precision, we need not suppose that every pro fctive decom position
correspondsto a possblem easurem ent. H aving de ned a dense set ofpro gctors
P that gives rise to a dense set ofpro gctive decom positionsofthe identity D ,we
m ay stipulate that every possble m easurem ent corresponds to a decom position
of the dentity In D . The result of any m easurem ent is determ ined by hidden
variables that assign a de nite valie to each operator in P in a non-contextual
m anner. Via the spectral decom position theorem , those Hem iian operators
w hose eigenvectors correspond to profctors In P are also assigned values. If

SFor instance, a pro Ective m easurem ent on a quantum system S together w ith an ancillary
quantum system A requires us, on this view, to take S + A as the system being m easured,
rather than speaking of a positive operator valued m easurem ent being carried out on S.



m easurem ents could be speci ed w ith In nite precision, then i would be easy
to distinguish this altemative theory from standard quantum m echanics. W e
could sim ply ensure that ourm easurem ents corresoond exactly to the pro fctors
featured In som e K S-uncolourable set. If they in fact corresponded to slightly
di erent progctors, we would detect the di erence.

Now, for any nite precision, and any K S-uncolourable set of pro fctors,
there w ill be pro gctors from P su ciently close that the supposition that our
m easurem ents correspond to those from P w illnotm ake a detectable di erence.
So, which particular elem ent of D does this m easurem ent correspond to? CK
propose that the answer to this question is determ ined algorithm ically by the
hidden variable theory.

Let us illustrate how this could work by eshing out, w ith m ore detail than
was given in|Cliffon & Kentt [2000), oneway in which a CK m odelcould work.
C onsider som e ordering fd';d?; : : g ofthe countable setD . Let  be a param eter
much sn aller than the precision attainable in any current or foreseeable experi-
ment. M oreprecisely, issu ciently sm allthat i w illbe in possble to tell from
the outcom e statistics if a m easurem ent attem pts to m easure a decom position
d= fP;;:::;P,g and actually m easures a decom position d° = fP%; :::;P Vg,
provided P; Pfj< foralli. Suppose now we design a quantum experin ent
which would, if quantum theory were precisely correct, m easure the pro gctive
decom position d. (O f course, the experin enter can only identify d to within
the lim its of experin ental precision, but, on the hypothesis that allm easure-
m ents are fundam entally pro fgctive, we suppose that in reality the value ofd is
an ob Ective fact.) W e could in agine that the hidden variable theory uses the
fllow ing algorithm : rst, it identi esthe rst decom position d* = £fP;:::;P ig
n the sequence such that P4 ijLj< forall j from 1 to n. Then, i reports
the outcom e of the experin ent as that de ned by the hidden variables ordt: in
other words, it reports outcom e j if the hidden variable theory ascribes value 1
to P! (and hence 0 to the other projctors in d).

Tt may be helpfiul to visualise this sort of m odel applied to propctors in
three realdin ensions. The system to be m easured can be pictured as a sohere
wih (In nitesin ally thin) soinesofsome xed length sticking out along all the
vectors corresponding to profctorsin D , coloured w ith 1 or 0 at theirendpoint.
A quantum m easurem entde nesan orthogonaltriple ofvectors, which in general
is not aligned w ith an orthogonal triple of spines. A pplying the m easurem ent
causes the sphere to rotate slightly, so that a nearby orthogonaltriple of spines
becom es aligned w ith the m easurem ent vectors. T he m easurem ent outcom e is
then de ned by the spine colourings.

Som e points are worth em phasising here. F irst, the algorithm we have just
described obviously cannot be obtained from standard quantum theory. It is
the hidden variable theory that decides which profctive decom position is ac—
tually m easured. Som e critics have in plicitly (or explicitly) assum ed that the
m easured decom position m ust be precisely identi ed by standard quantum the—
oretic calculations® But nite precision hidden variable m odels need not be

6See, for exam ple, Peres 2003), where the \challenge" seem s to be based on a m isunder—



so constrained: all they need to do is sin ulate quantum theory to within nite
precision.
Second, as the algorithm above suggests, any given CK m odel actually con—

ofD w ith the property that they are able to reproduce quantum theory to w ithin
som e nie precision ,,where ,! Oasr! 1 .Atany given pont n tine,
there is a lower bound on the precision actually attainable In any feasble ex-—
perimn ent. Hence, at any given point In tin e, one (in fact in niely m any) of
the nite sub-m odels su ces to reproduce quantum theory to w ithin attainable
experin ental precision. In other words, at any given point in tine, M KC’s ar-
gum ent can be run w ithout using In nie dense subsets of the sets of pro fctors
and pro fctive decom positions.

Third, we recall that them odels CK originally de ned are not com plete hid—
den variablem odels, since no dynam icswasde ned forthe hidden variables. As
CK noted, the m odels can be extended to cover sequentialm easurem ents sin —
ply by assum ing that the hidden variables undergo a discontinuous change after
a m easurem ent, so that the probability distribbution of the post-m easurem ent
hidden variables corresponds to that de ned by the post-m easurem ent quan—
tum m echanical state vectors. A com plete dynam ical non-contextual hidden
variable theory needs to describe successive m easuram ents in which the inter—
vening evolution of the quantum state is non-trivial. In fact (though CK did
not note i), this could easily be done, by working in the Heisenberg rather
than the Schrodinger picture, and applying the CK rules to m easurem ents of
H eisenberg operators. In this version ofthe CK m odel, the hidden variables de—

ne outcom es for m easuram ents, change discontinuously so as to reproduce the
probability distrbutions for the transform ed quantum state, and then rem ain
constant until the next m easurem ent.

2.2 Positive operator valued m easurem ents

D ealing w ith pro fctive m easurem ents is arguably not enough. O ne quite popu-—
larview ofquantum theory holdsthat a correct version ofthem easurem ent rules
would take POV m easurem ents as findam ental, w ith pro f£ctive m easurem ents
either as special cases or as idealisations which are never precisely realised in
practice. In order to de ne an NCHV theory catering for this line of thought,
K ent constructed a K S-colourable dense set of positive operators in a com plex
H ibert space of arbitrary dim ension, w ith the feature that it gives rise to a
dense set of POV decom positions of the identity [Kent, [1999). Cliffon and
K ent constructed a dense set of positive operators in com plex H ibert space of
arbitrary dim ension w ith the special feature that no positive operator in the set
belongs to m ore than one decom position ofthe identity [Clifton & Kent:,[2000).
A gain, the resulting set of POV decom positions is dense, and the special feature
ensures that one can average over hidden states to recover quantum predictions.

standing of this point and on neglect ofthe POV m odels de ned in the next section, and also
Appleby 2007).
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E ach ofthe three pointsm ade at the end ofthe last section applies equally well
to the POV m odels.

W e should stress that the profctive and POV hidden variable m odels de—

ned In Kent [1999) and|Clifton & Kent [2000) are ssparate theories. O ne can
consider whichever m odel one prefers, depending whether one is m ost inter—
ested In sinulating profctive or POV quantum m easurem ents, but they are
not m eant to be combined. The POV hidden variable m odel does, as of course
it must, de ne outcom es for pro fctive m easuram ents considered as particular
cases of POV m easurem ents | but not In the sam e way that the profctive
hidden variable m odel does.

The CK models for POV m easurem ents have, surprisingly, been neglected
by som e critics (eg., Peres, 12003), who ob gct to the CK proctive m odels on
the grounds that they unrealistically describe outcom es of idealbut in precisely
Soeci ed pro ctive m easuram ents. A s we noted above, this ob fction is indeed
reasonable if one takes the view that one should de ne the m easured quantum
system In advance, independent of the details of the m easurem ent apparatus,
or ifone regards POV m easurem ents as fundam ental for any other reason. T he
POV m easurem ent m odels were devised precisely to cover these points.

3 Som e criticism s ofthe M KC m odels

3.1 A rethe CK m odels classical?

C lifton and K ent clain ed that the CK m odels show \there isno truly com pelling
argum ent establishing that non-relativistic quantum m echanics describes clas—
sically inexplicable physics" [Clifton & Kent, 2000, p2113). Some [Applkby,
2004, 12001, 12003; H avlicek et all, 12001) have queried whether the m odels can,
in fact, properly be describbed as classical, given that they de ne values on dense
subsets of the set ofm easurem ents In such a way that every neighbourhood con-
tains operators w ith both truth values. This feature im plies that the m odels
do not satisfy what we callthe aithfiilm easurem ent condition : that one can in
general ascribe a value to an operator P, such that this value, or one close to
it, is cbtained w ith high probability when a high precision m easurem ent ofP is
perform ed.

Appkby (see Applkby, 2000, 12001, 12003) has discussed the faithfil m ea—
surem ent condition at som e length, arguing that it is a necessary property of
m easurem ents In classicalm odels. A pplby notes that a classicalm easurem ent
tells us som e de nite fact about the system as it was before m easurem ent, and
goes on to argue that the dense | n Applkby’s words, \radical" or \patholog-
ical" Applkby,2001,12003) | discontinuities of truth values In the CK m odels
m ean that they cannot satisfy this epistem ological criterion: ket us call it the
de nite revelation criterion.

Before considering Applby’s argum ent, one m ight rst ask whether dense
discontinuities are actually necessarily a feature of any CK -type m odel that
sin ulates quantum m echanics. A s Applby RApplby, 2001, 12003) and Ca-
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bellb [Cabell, 2007) show, they are.! Applkby’s argum ent thus cannot be
sidestepped.

However, In our opinion, whilk the CK m odels clearly do not satisfy the
faithfiillm easurem ent criterion, they do satisfy the de nite revelation criterion,
In the sam e sense that standard m odels In classical m echanics do. The CK
m odels can thus Indeed properly be described as classical.

W e believe this clain is ultim ately justi ed by virtue of the phase space
structure and the logical structure ofthe CK m odels, both ofwhich are classical.
H ow ever, since discussion has focussed on the discontinuiy of the CK m odels,
it is worth considering this point In m ore detail.

Note, zst, that discontinuity per se is clearly not an obstacle to classicality,
according to standard de nitions. Point particles and nie extended ob fcts
w ith boundary discontinuities are routinely studied in classical physics. M ore—
over, if the m ere existence of discontinuities in the truth values assigned to
operators were the crucial issue, the K S theorem would be redundant | it is
Inm ediately obvious that any truth values assigned by hidden variables m ust
be discontinuous, since the only possble truth valies are 0 and 1, and both
m ust be realised. A ny argum ent against the classicality ofthe CK m odelsm ust,
then, stem from the fact that their discontinuities are dense.

O ne possbl argum ent against the classicality ofm odelsw ith dense disconti-
nuitiesm ight be that, ifthe aithfiillm easurem ent condition isnot satis ed, then
little sense can be given to the notion ofone nite precision m easurem ent being
m ore \precise" than another. Ifone is not able to com pare degrees of precision,
i m ight be argued, one has not recovered the classical concept ofm easurem ent
at all. In reply, we note that there is In fact a clear de nition of the precision
of m easurem ent devices within CK m odels. For exam ple, if a high precision
device is supposed to m easure z-spin, then it will w ith high probability retum
a value of + 1 whenever a m easurem ent is perform ed on a particle prepared (by
another high precision device) in the corresoonding eigenstate. T he precision of
the relevant devices is then calbrated by the di erence between the actualout-
com e probability and 1, which would represent perfect precision. This feature
0f CK m odels seam s to have been neglected: for instance, it is sin ply not true
that, as A pplkby suggests A pplkby, 2001, p.6), In CK m odels, the outcom e of
a m easurem ent of an observable P \does not reveal any m ore Informm ation :::
Bbout the preexisting value ofP ] :::than could be obtained by tossing a con".
If an unknown quantum state drawn from a known ensem ble ism easured, then
obtaining a valuation for the actually m easured cbservable P ° generally does
give som e statistical Inform ation about the pre-m easurem ent valuation of the
target observable P , whenever P is one of the observables to which the m odel

7T ICabelld 12007), it is ostensbly argued that any m odel of the type constructed by CK

must lead to experim ental predictions that di er from those of quantum m echanics. This
is clearly not correct. However, an exam ination of C abello’s argum ent reveals a technical
assum ption that is not true of the CK m odels, as noticed by C lifton in a private com m uni-
cation to C abello, reported by C abello in a footnote. C abello’s reply to C lifton is essentially
an attem pt to justify the assum ption by appeal to som ething like the faithfulm easurem ent
condition. T hus his argum ent is best view ed as a dem onstration that CK —type m odels cannot
have this feature. A ppleby 2001) o ers a sim ilar analysis of C abello’s argum ent.
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assigns a valuation.

A nother possble argum ent m ight begin from the observation that system s
that are actually studied in the context of classical m echanics generally sat—
isfy the faithfiilm easurem ent condition, which m ight suggest that the condition
is In plied by som e part of classical intuition. But induction based m erely on
fam iliarity is a dangerous exercise. (T hree-legged dogs are still canine, for ex—
am ple. It is, adm ittedly, rare to consider classical system s which have dense
discontinuities, but i does not contradict any standard de nition of classicality
ofwhich we are aware. G iven consistent evolution law s, one can sensbly study
the behaviour ofa classical system in which point particles are initially sited at
every rationalvector in R 3, for instance.

To address A pplby’s point directly, we note that according to the CK m od—
els a m easurem ent does, In fact, reveal the pre-existing valuation of an observ—
able. Consider again a CK model de ned by the algorithm given in section
21. It is true that nite experin ental precision m akes i in possble for a hu—
m an experin enter to identify precisely either the quantum observablew hich any
given experin ent would end up m easuring if quantum theory is correct, or the
CK observable which i would end up m easuring ifa CK m odel were correct.
N onetheless there is, according to the CK m odels, a fact of the m atter about
the identity of both observables. The process runs thus: som e de nie quan—
tum observable is de ned by the experim ental con guration; som e de nite CK
observable, related to the quantum observable by som e de nite algorithm , is
thus also indirectly de ned by the experin ental con guration; the pre-existing
valuation ofthis CK observable is revealed by the experim ent. An om niscient
deity view ing the whole process \from the outside" could verify the action of
the CK m odel, ollow Ing (for exam ple) the algorithm discussed in Section 2.1,
and predict In advance precisely which CK observable w illbe addressed and the
valuation that willbe revealed. In other words, the CK m odels do satisfy the
de nite revelation criterion, as we understand it.

F inally, but in portantly, we can o er an altemative regoonse to those unper-
suaded by any of the above argum ents. A s we noted earlier, one can de ne CK
m odels that sin ulate quantum m echanics adequately (given any soeci c attain—
able experin entalprecision) using nite collections ofpro gctionsand pro fctive
decom positions. T hesem odels are stilldiscontinuous, but they haveonly nitely
m any discontinuities, ratherthan a dense set. T hey therefore satisfy the aithfiil
m easurem ent condition (this being possible because any particular such m odel
w illm ake di erent predictions from quantum m echanicsonce a certain precision
is exoeeded). A s above, one can visualise such a model, in R3, as de ned by
a sphere w ith nitely m any spines pro fcting from i. In tem s of its disconti-
nuities Which are nite n number) and isdynam ics (which could be precisely
de ned by a su ciently complex force law) such an ob gct is analogous to a

nie set of point particles. There is no sensble de niion of classicality that
renders i (or analogues w ith m ore degrees of freedom ) non—-classical.
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32 Are the CK m odels consistent w ith quantum proba-
bilities?

InApplby 12004), it is argued that any m odelofa certain type m ust either be
contextual or violate the predictions of quantum m echanics. In B reuer 2002),
it isargued that NCHV m odels ofyet a di erent typem ake di erent predictions
from quantum m echanics. A pplby and B reuer both m ake assum ptions that are
not true of the CK constructions.

In Applkby 2004), it is argued that any non-contextualm odel of a certain
kind m akesdi erent predictions from quantum theory. A pplby assum esthat in
an in precise m easuram ent of observables corresponding to three pro gctors, the
three progctors actually m easured are not exactly com m uting, but are picked
out via Independent probability distribbutions. However, this is not how CK
m odels work. For exam ple, n a CK m odel for pro gctive m easurem ents, the
profctors actually m easured are always comm uting (assum ing that they are
m easured sin ultaneously) —this is one of the axiom s of the theory that relate
its m athem atical structure to the world, ie., it is not som e kind ofm iraculous
coincidence. If the pro gctors are m easured sequentially, then the rules of the
m odel stipulate that the hidden state changes discontinuously affer each m ea-
surem ent and A pplby’s analysis no longer applies. Sin ilar rem arks apply to
the POV version.

In Breuer [2002) it is shown that any nie precision NCHV m odel that
assigns values to a dense subset of profction operators, and also satis es a
certain extra assum ption, m ust m ake di erent predictions from quantum me—
chanics. Suppose that a spin m easurem ent is perform ed on a spin-1 particlke
and that the m easurem ent direction desired by the experin enter (the target
direction) isn. The assum ption is that the actualm easurem ent direction is in
a random direction m , and that the distribution !,; () over possible actual
directions, given » and the experim entalprecision , satis es

'ra; Rm)= 1y, (m);

for all rotationsR . O foourse, the CK m odels do not satisfy this condition, and
B reuernotes this. In fact, it is clear that nom odelthat coloursonly a countable
set ofvectors could satisfy the condition. To those w ho regard B reuer’s condition
as desirable on aesthetic grounds, we need o0 er no counterargum ent: it was
conceded from the beginning that the CK m odels are unaesthetic.

3.3 Non-locality and quantum logic

Any hidden variable theory that reproduces the predictions of quantum me-
chanicsm ust be non-local, by Bell’s theorem . The CK m odels are no exception.
Som e have argued [Applkby,2002;Bovie & Scha 1,12001), however, that non—
locality is itself a kind of contextuality, and that any theory that is non-local
m ust also, therefore, be contextual. Indeed, it is relatively comm on to read in
the literature the clain that non—locality is a specialcase of contextuality. H ere,
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we sin ply wish to point out that non-locality and contextuality are logically in—
dependent concepts. New tonian gravity provides an exam ple of a theory that
is non-contextualand non-local. O ne can also in agine theories that are contex—
tual and local - for exam ple, a sort of m odi ed quantum m echanics, In which
wave fiinction collapse propagates at the speed of light [K.ent, 2007). A pplby
notes the exam ple of N ew tonian gravity him self, but states that \in the fram e-
work of quantum m echanics the phenom ena of contextuality and non-locality
are closely connected" RApplkby, 2002, p.l). This is true, but i is not nec-
essarily the case that what is true In the fram ework of quantum m echanics is
still true when we take the point of view of the hidden variables | and when
assessing hidden variable m odels, it is the hidden variables’ point of view that is
In portant. Applkby [2004) concludes, based on a G H Z-type exam ple, that the
CK m odels digplay \existential contextuality". It seem s to us that, considered
from the proper hidden variable m odel theoretic rather than quantum theoretic
persoective, Applby’s argum ent sim ply dem onstrates the non-locality of the
CK m odels | w hich were, of course, explicitly presented as non-relativistic and
necessarily non-local.

F inally, som e have ob cted to theM K C m odelson the groundsthat elem ents
of the quantum fom alism , for exam ple the superposition principle (Cabella,
1999) orthe quantum logicalrelationsbetw een pro fctors [Havlicek et all,12001;
Busch,12003), are not preserved. W e note that this is ofno In portance from the
point of view of the hidden variables. T he whole point is that they have their
own classical logical structure.

4 Experim ental tests of contextuality?

A nother issue that has arisen, both prior to and during the course of these de—
bates, is that of an experim ental test of contextuality. Som e experin ents have
actually been perform ed. An exam nation of this issue, In particular of what
the experim ents can really tell us, is of interest independently from the M KC
m odels and will Im prove our understanding of the K ochen-Specker theoram .
But the issue is also relevant forM K C m odels. Indeed if it were possible to rule
out non-contextual theordies via a decisive experin entaltest, thiswould seem to
contradict the clain that the CK m odels reproduce the predictions of quantum
m echanics to arbitrary precision and are non-contextual. In Sec.[Z]l we argue
that, quite iIndependently of the issue of nite precision, the idea of an exper-
In ental refutation of non-contextuality is based on conceptual confiision, and
that the experin ents that have actually been carried out are, as far as contex—
tuality goes, not ofm a pr signi cance. W e exam ine in particular an experin ent
that has actually been perform ed, |Huang et all. [2003), Inspired by a proposal
oflSim on et all [2000), In tum based on a schem e ofiCabello & G arcia-A Icaine
199d). (A nother recent experin ent is that oflHasegawa et al. [2003), which is
sin ilar to a proposal oflBasu et all [2001) —we do not discuss this in detail,
since the sam e argum ents apply). In Sec.lJ, we argue that in addition, the
M KC nite precision loophole does apply, in the sense that any experim ent can
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be sin ulated by the CK m odels. Finally, in Sec.[Z3 we discuss the operational
approach ofiSim on et all 2001) and [Larssor [2007).

4.1 W hat can an experim ent tell us about contextuality?

W e begin by discussing the possbility of an experin ental test of contextuality
in the absence of nite precision considerations. It is easiest to do thiswih a
particularexam ple In m ind, so wem ake particular reference to the schem ewhich
Sinon et al. (SZW Z) proposed and w hich ingpired the experin ents reported by
Huangetal. HLZPG).Consider a 4-din ensionalH ibert space, which we can
think of as representing two 2-dim ensional subsystem s. T he two subsystem s are
associated w ith the path and polarisation degrees of freedom ofa single photon.
De ne the subsystem observables Z1;X 1;Z,;X ,, where subscript 1 indicates
the path degree of freedom and subscript 2 the polarisation degree of freedom .
Suppose that ZAi = ,; and XAi = i, Where ,; and 4; are Pauli operators
acting on subsystem i. Each of these observables can take the values +1; 1.
In an NCHV interpretation, a hidden state m ust assign a value to each ofthese
observablesthat would sin ply be revealed on m easurem ent. This In tum de nes
a colouring of the corresponding set of operators, V (ZAl );V (XAl );V (ZAZ );V (XAZ ).

O ne can also consider observables that are products of these cbservables, for
exam ple, Z1X 5 . P roduct observables also take the values+ 1; 1, and from the
K S criteria we have:

V (Z1Zy) = V@)V @)
v £1xXs) = V&V )
v eliZy) = vl @)
v (iXy) = vV ) @)

F inally, the contradiction arises on consideration of the quantum state

Jei o= = (j+ zij+ zi+ j zij zi)

= (J+ xij+ xi+ j xij =xi);

where J+ ziisan ejgenstateonA;L w ith eigenvalue + 1, and so on. T his state has
the property that m easurem ent of the product 2,7, always retums 1, as does
measuram ent of X 1X 5. IfV (Z1) = V Z3), V (1) = V {,), and Egs. ) are
satis ed, then it Hllows logically that V (£1X,) = V ¢{122). Yet in quantum
m echanics, one can m easure Z1X , and X 1Z, sin ultaneously, and if the state
is j + i, then one will get opposite results w ith certainty. Hence we have a
contradiction 2

8This argum ent di ers from standard K ochen-Specker-style proofs (and from Cabello and
G arcia-A Icaine’s argum ent) in that the predictions from a particular quantum state are used
to obtain a contradiction.
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In principle, a laboratory in plem entation could use a netw ork ofbeam split—
ters, polarising beam splitters and halfwave plates in order to prepare a single
photon In the state j , i and perform each of the pint m easurem ents

(21722); @1;X2); X 1;Z2); X 1;X2); @1X2;X123) :

In the exper:ment of HLZPG ’ on]y the X 1;X 2) and (Z]_X 2;X 1Z2) mea—
surem ents were actually perform ed, with the outcom e of a potential (Z1;Z2)
m easurem ent being assum ed from the m ethod of state preparation. Though a
detailed critique of HLZP G 's experin ent is beyond our scope here, we should
note that it deviates in variousways from the ideal version proposed by SZW Z,
and add that we nd their discussion hard to follow at variouspoints: forexam -
ple, they appear to interpret one of their settings (their setup 2) as perform ing
a sin ulaneousm easurement ofX 1, Z, and Z1X 5.

W hat, in any case, could an experin ent along the lines suggested by SZW Z
show? In each ofiCabello & Garcia-A lcaine (1994), ISimon et all [2000), and
Huang et all [2003), the work ism otivated via an analogy w ith Bell’s theorem .
Bell's theorem tells us that locally causal theories are ncom patble w th quan-—
tum m echanics, according to Bell’'s precise de nition (Bell, 11985) of \locally
causal'. The associated experin ental tests have strongly con m ed quantum
m echanics. Then it is clain ed, for exam ple, that

\T he K ochen-Specker theorem states that non-contextual theo—
ries are Incom patdblew ith quantum m echanics." [Simon et all, 2000,
p.1783)

Ifone takesthis at face value, it seem seasy to acoept that a K ochen-Specker ex—
perin ent to test non-contextuality would be of sin ilar interest and fiindam ental
In portance to a Bell experim ent that tests local causality.

H ow ever, there is a key point, not noted by these authors, w here the analogy
breaks down. A Bell experim ent allow s us to test the predictions of quantum
m echanics against those of locally causaltheories because a de nition ofall the
tem s used In a derivation of Bell's theorem (in particular the term \locally
causal" itself) can be given that is theory-independent. Yet In the K ochen-—
Spedker schem e above, the cbservableshave not been de ned In am annerthat is
theory-independent, but have instead been de ned w ith respect to the quantum
m echanicaloperators. W hen a sin ultaneousm easurem ent ofZ1X , and X 1Z, is
perfom ed, the experin ental setup asa whole looksdi erent from that em ployed
In a sin ultaneousm easurem ent of, say, X; and X ,.

For example, HLZPG describe two experin ental setups: to get from one
to the other one needs to rotate the two halfwave plates they callHW P 1 and
HW P2.W hat gives us licence to clain that one ofthese setups really m easures
two observables, of which one is the product of Z; and X, and the other is
the product ofX ; and Z,? The answer is: our conventional physical under—
standing of the experim ent, as inform ed by the quantum form alism . HLZPG
need to assum e that the e ects of devices such asbeam splitters and halfwave
plates are well described by the H ibert space form alism . T hat they do this in -
plicitly is evident In rem arks such as \the interference on a BS peam splitter]
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perform s a Hadam ard transform ation of the path qubi" [Huang et all, 2003,
p2).Butthere isno reason to assum e that such statem entsw illbe true (oreven
m eaningfi1]) in a theory that isnot quantum m echanics. T husthere isno theory—
Independent m eans ofknow ing that we really are doing a sin ultaneousm easure—
m ent of the product ofZ; and X ,, and the product ofX ; and Z,. But this
is crucial if we are to conclide unequivocally that contextuality is being exhi—
ited. Sin ilar com m ents apply to H asegaw a et al's experim ent [Hasegawa et all,
2003) : their spin rotator and phase shifter need to be adjisted to alter their
param eters and , and they naturally need to rely on the standard quantum
form alism in order to interpret the experin ent as carrying out m easurem ents of
particular pro gctions onto the path and soin degrees of freedom .

O f course, the m athem atical argum ents given by these various authors are
valid, and o er yet further proofs that there are no NCHV interpretations of
the quantum m echanical form alism . And clearly the experin ents con m som e
predictions of quantum theory. However, Cabello and G arcia-A Icaine’s clain
that this type of experin ent can show that

\NCHV theories, w ithout any callto the form alstructure ofQM ,
m akecon icting predictionsw ith thoseofQM " (Cabello & G arcia-A lcaine,
1994, p.1797, their em phasis),

which is echoed by HLZP G, is sin ply not correct.

T hese ram arks apply quite generally to any proposed test of contextuality
that Involvesm easuring product cbservables. W ithout using locality argum ents,
there isno way to guarantee that a given m easurem ent isofan observable that is
precisely in product form , northat two di erent m easurem ents nvolve products
ofthe sam e operator. If such an experin ent is perform ed, and results consistent
w ith quantum m echanics obtained, what can we conclude? W e have essentially
three choices. F irst, accept the basic quantum fom alism and accept also that
any underlying hidden variable theory assigning valies to H em itian operators
must be contextual. Second, look for loopholes In our interpretation of the
experin ental results. O r third, refect the H ibert space structure and look for
an entirely di erent theory of the experim ent that is non-contextual in its own
tem s.

The second m ove is exploited by the M KC models. The third m ove will
always be logically possible if non-contextuality is de ned (as it often is in the
literature) as sin ply requiring that the value cbtained on m easuring a given
observable does not depend on which other observables are m easured at the
sam e tin e. No m ention of Hem itian operators is given in this de nition, so it
has the appearance of being theory independent. But it is not all that useful
Tt allow s a non-contextual theory of any experin ent to be cooked up i a trivial
m anner, sin ply by rede ning what counts as an observable | for instance,
by taking an observable to correspond to the fi1ll pro ective decom position of
the identity de ning any given m easurem ent, rather than to a single pro fction

van Fraassen,|1973).

N ote that if a Bell experim ent is perform ed, and the quantum predictions
veri ed, then we have analogues of the st two options above: we can refct
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localcausality, orwe can look for loopholes In the experim ent. B oth optionshave
been m uch explored. But the analogy breaks down when we consider the third
option above, because the H ibert space structure was not used either in the
derivation of Bell's theorem or in the interpretation ofthe experimnent.”’ It also
breaks down when we consider the outcom es of exploring the second option:
nite experin ental precision poses no fundam ental di culty in the analysis
of Bell experin ents, but tums out to be an unstoppabl loophole n K ochen—
Specker experin ents.

G ranted then, that this type ofexperin ent cannot be ofdecisive signi cance,
can i have any signi cance? Can it be interpreted as a test between quantum
m echanics and a di erent kind of theory? If i can, then it must be as a test
between quantum m echanics and non-contextual theories of a rather restricted
kind. Such an experim ent, for exam ple, could serve as a test between quan-—
tum m echanics and a non-contextual theory that accepts som e part of H ibert
space structure (ncluding the operators for path and polarisation degrees of
freedom ,and the action of devices such as beam splitters), but refcts the K S
criteria. Logically, this would be a valid experin ent. H owever, In order to m o—
tivate i, one would need to devise an Interesting and plausible altemative to
quantum theory which retainsthe features just m entioned but violates [ll) . C on—
sidering such altematives is beyond our scope here; we only w ish to note that
the class of such altematives is not nearly as general and natural as the class
of locally causal theories. So far as the progct of verifying the contextuality
ofN ature (as opposed to the contextuality ofhidden variable interpretations of
the standard quantum form alism ) is concemed, the question is of rather lim ied
relevance and interest.

In conclusion, experin entsalong the linesofthose ofiC abello & G arcia-A Icaine

199€), ISinon et all 2000) and Huang et all [2003), do not and cannot deci-
sively distinguish between contextuality and non-contextuality in N ature. Ifthe
quantum form alism of states and operators (and the assignm ents of states and
operators to particular experin ental devices) is not assum ed, then the exper-
In ents tell us little. On the other hand, if the standard quantum form aliam

is assum ed, then we know already from the K ochen-Specker theorem , before
we carry out any experim ents, that there is no way of assigning values non-
contextually to the set of allH em itian operators. M emm in’s com m ent that

\the w hole notion ofan experin entaltest of fthe K ochen-Specker
theorem Jm issesthepoint” M em in, quoted iniCabello & G arcia-A lcaine,
1994)

still seem s to us to apply.

90 fcourse, even localcausality cannot be de ned w ith no assum ptions about an underlying
theory. It requires the notion of a background spacetim e with a causal structure. Bell's
discussion of the im plications of local causality for Bell experin ents also im plicitly requires
that the notion of an experim ental outcom e has its conventionalm eaning.

It is worth noting, incidentally, that this last point leaves room for arguing that an Ev-
erettian interpretation of quantum theory m ight be de ned so as to be locally causal. W e w ill
not pursue this here, since the larger questions ofw hether a coherent E verettian interpretation
exists, and if so on what assum ptions, are beyond our present scope.
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42 Experim ents and nite precision

In addition to the considerations of the last section, it is of course the case that
a CK modelcan sinulate any quantum experin ent, and this includes so-called
tests of the K ochen-Specker theorem . W e shall leave it to the reader to exam ine
in detailhow a CK m odelw illwork when applied to any speci ¢ experin ental
sstup. Obviously the fact that beam splitters, half wave plates and so on,
w ill be constantly shifting in alignm ent by m inute am ounts will lead to nie
precision in the case ofthe HLZPG experim ent. Thism eans that each tine a
photon passes through the apparatus, the actual cbservables m easured w ill be
slightly di erent. The CK m odels then show us that even if it is assum ed that
the operation of each experim entaldevice is welldescribed by the H ibert space
form alisn , a non-contextual, classicalsin ulation ofthe experin ent ispossible 1°

W e m ake a brief rem ark about the experin ent of|Hasegawa et al. 12003),
and the proposalofiBasu et all 2001). In both cases, an nequality is derived,
form ally identicalto the C Jauserf ome-Shim ony-H ol nequality (Clauseret all,
1969), that concems the spin and path degrees of freedom of a single neutron.
Tt may seam as if this evades the nite precision loophole, since the inequality
is violated by an irreducbly nite amount. The derivation of the inequality,
how ever, assum esthat allm easurem entsperform ed are strictly ofthe form A T,
in the case of a path degree of freedom , or I B, in the case ofa soin degree
of freedom . A CK m odel, on the other hand, assum es that the actualoperators
m easured are not In fact precisely separable, even in experin ents which are
designed to m easure separate com m uting observables. W hen argum ents based
on locality and spacelke separation are forbidden | as they are here, shce
the question is w hether quantum contextuality can be dem onstrated separately
from quantum non-locality | this is not physically in plausible. Beam splitters
generally have a slight polarising e ect, for exam ple. M ore generally, ad jasting
any piece of the experim ental apparatus slightly in uences all the others.

43 De ning observables operationally

O nem ay try to avoid the above argum entsby fram Ing a de nition of contextual-
ity that is genuinely independent ofH ibert space structure. T his could be done
by giving a com pletely operationalde nition of \cbservablk" and hence of \con-
textuality". Thismay seem to have the additional advantage of avoiding the
issue of nite precision, since operationalde nitions do not assum e in nite pre—
cision in the rstplace. T he operationalapproach ishinted at in M_em id [1999)
and worked out explicitly by Sin on, B ruckner and Zeilinger (SB Z) and Larsson

Sinon et al.,, [2001;Larsson,|12002) . T he work ofboth SBZ and Larsson ism oti-
vated by the issue of nite precision and is presented asa ripostetoM KC .SBZ,

10A t the end oftheirpaper, H LZP G m ake passing reference to the problem of nite precision,
m entioning the work ofiSim on et all [2001) and|Cabelld [2004). T he form er we discuss below ,
here noting only that it is not relevant to HLZP G ’s experin ent, since they do not actually
apply the result, nor can it be applied to their data. T he latter we have already m entioned
in Sec.Z, noting that the aithfiilm easurem ent condition m ust be assum ed, and that this is
not necessary for classicality.
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for exam ple, describe their w ork as show ing \how to derive hidden-variable the—
orem s that apply to real experim ents, so that non-contextual hidden variables
can indeed be experin entally disproved." T his seem s to contradict directly the
clain s of CK, In particular, who say that the CK m odels are non-contextual
and reproduce correctly the quantum predictions forany nite precision experi-
m ent. W e shall see, how ever, that there is really no tension here. T he apparent
contradiction rests on di erent uses ofthe word \contextual". Further, we shall
argue that the work of SBZ and Larsson, w hile interesting, does not have the
signi cance they clain . For de niteness, we discuss the work of SB Z, although

Larsson’s is very sim ilar.

SBZ consider a black box w ith three knobs, each ofwhich hasa nite num —
ber of di erent settings. A fter setting the knobs, an observer presses a \go"
button. He then receives an outcom e for each knob, which is eithera 1 or a
0. Asan exam pk of such a box, we can consider one that contains wihin it a
quantum experin ent in which the spin squared ofa spin-1 particlke ism easured
iIn three di erent directions. T he directions are determ ined to som e degree of
accuracy by the settings of the knobs. However, it w ill not be the case that a
given knob setting corresoonds to a m easurem ent of spin squared In precisely
the sam e direction every tim e the box is used. T here w ill be experin ental in—
accuracies. In general, we m ay In agine that there are som e hidden variables
associated w ith the m easuring apparatus, aswellas the quantum system , which
determ ine exactly what m easurem ent is being perform ed. From the point of
view of our observer outside the black box, however, none of thism atters. A 1l
he has access to are the three knobs and the outcom es. SBZ propose that the
observer should sin ply, by at, de ne observables operationally, w ith each ob—
servable corresgoonding to a di erent setting of one of the knobs. He can always
be sure which observable he is m easuring, according to this operationalde ni-
tion, even though he cannot be sure w hich ocbservable is actually being m easured
according to quantum theory.

Not know ng what is happening inside the box, our outside cbserver can
try to formulate a m odel theory. In a determm inistic m odel theory, the entire
Inside of the box can be described by som e hidden state that predicts what the
three outocom es w ill be for each possble pint setting of the knobs. The m odel
is non-contextual if, for each hidden state, the outcom e cbtained for each knob
depends only on is setting, and not on the settings of the other two knobs. O n
running the box repeatedly, the cbserver can build up outcom e statistics for
each possble pint knob setting. If no non-contextualm odel of the workings
of the box that reproduces these statistics exists, for any determ inistic m odel
theory, then, SB Z propose, we should say that the box is \contextual".

Let us consider the In plications ofthis de nition applied to pro gctive m ea—
surem ents on a 3-din ensional space. Take a set of 3-din ensionalvectors that is
K S-uncolburable, in the sense that it is in possble to give each vectora O ora 1
such that each orthogonaltriad consists ofone 1 and two 0s. T he set of vectors
can be w ritten, for exam ple

ffni;n2;039;fM170,4;059; 00198
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Forthe set to be K S-uncolourable, it m ust be the case that som e vectors appear
In m ore than one triad. Suppose that these triads are taken to indicate possible
triads of knob settings. Suppose that the experim ent is run m any tin es, and it
is found that whenever one of these triads is m easured, the outcom es consist of
one 1 and two 0s. Then we can conclude, from the fact that the set of vectors
is K S-uncolourable, that the box is \contextual" according to SBZ’s de nition

| a property we refer to hereafter as SB Z-contextual.

This, though, is too much of an idealisation. In a real experin ent there
w ill be noise, which will som etin es cause non-standard results, for exam ple
two 1s and a 0. The core of SBZ's paper is a proof of the follow ing result.
Im agine that the box is run m any tim es, w th knob settings corresponding to
orthogonal triads, and that the outcom es are one 1 and two Os In a fraction
1 of cases. Then, the box must be SBZ-contextualif < 1=N ,where N is
the num ber of orthogonal triads appearing in the set. If the box is in fact a
quantum experin ent in which the spin squared ofa spin-1 particlke ism easured
in di erent directions, then increasing the accuracy of the experin ent w ill be
abl to reduce below 1=N . The observer will be ablk to conclude that the
experin ent is SB Z-contextual.

W e wish to m ake several related rem arks conceming this result. The st
thing is to clarify the in plication forM KC m odels. A box w ith a quantum soin
experin ent inside is certainly sin ulable by a CK m odel, sinhce the m odels are
explicitly constructed to reproduce all the predictions of quantum m echanics
for nite precision m easurem ents. How w ill the sim ulation work? O n each run,
the knob settings determ ine approxin ately which m easurem ent is perform ed,
but exactly which is determ ined random ly, or by apparatus hidden variables.
The exact m easurem ent corresponds to som e Hem itian operator n the CK
K S-colourable set. T he outcom e is determm ined by a hidden state that assigns
a de nite value to each operator in the K S-colourable set in a non-contextual
m anner. Hence if observables are de ned by operators, it is true that the value
obtained on m easuring a given observable does not depend on which other ob—
servables are m easured at the sam e tim e and in this sense, the CK m odel is
non-contextual. The fact that the black box is SB Z-contextual tells us that
the settings of all three knobs together, along w ith the apparatus hidden state,
are needed to detem ine the Hem iian operators that are in fact being m ea—
sured. In a way, of course, i couldn’t be any di erent, since one cannot expect
an algorithm that chooses three vectors Independently generally to produce an
orthogonal triad. The SBZ-contextuality of the black box tells us in addition
that for at least som e apparatus hidden states, w hether the m easurem ent cor-
resoonds to a triad for which knob i gets outcom e 0 or a triad for which knob i
gets outcom e 1 depends on the settings ofknobs j and k.

T his should be enough to show that there isno fom alcontradiction betw een
the CK and the SBZ resuls. Som e m ay argue, however, that from a physical
point of view , the operationalde nition of SB Z-contextuality is the only inter—
esting one, and that the CK m odels, therefore, are not non-contextual In any
Interesting sense | or at least that the operational de nition is an interest—
ing one, and the CK m odels are not non-contextual in this sense. W e wish to
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counter such argum ents w ith som e cautionary rem arks conceming these black
boxes.

First, SBZ, as did the authors of the experin ents discussed in Sec.[d above,
m otivate theirw ork via an analogy w ith B ell’stheorem . T hedisanalogy wem en—
tioned in Sec.l has disappeared now that cbservables are de ned operationally.
H owever, there is another in portant disanalogy. T his is that there is nothing
spoeci cally non—classical about a black box that is behaving SB Z-contextually.
O ne could easily construct such a box out of cog-w heels and springs. Thusw ith
no know ledge of or assum ptions about the intemal workings of the box, one
could not use it to distinguish classical from quantum behaviour.

T his should be contrasted rigorously w ith the case of a black box which be—
haves non-locally in the sense of producing B ell correlations. (O foourse, to de—

ne this sense of non-locality, we assum e that special relativity is approxin ately
correct and an approxin ately M inkow skicausalstructure isgiven.) Then, ifwe
have a black box, large enough to allow space-like separated outputs to be iden—
ti ed, which behaves non-locally, we know that we are in a quantum , and not a
classical, universe. Such a box can even be used for lnform ation theoretic tasks
that cannot be accom plished classically (eg. Buhman et all, [2001). G ven a
black box that is SB Z-contextual, we have no such guarantees. This seem s to
us to cast doubt on the use or signi cance of a purely operationalde nition of
contextuality, as opposed to a theory-relative one.

Second, the fact of the m atter is that any realistic experin ent, whether
carried out in a classical or a quantum universe, w ill necessarily exhibi SBZ—
contextuality to som e (possbly tiny) degree. N ot only that, the outoom e proba—
bilities forany given SB Z-observablew illdepend (at least slightly) on the context
of the other knob settings. O n m oving one knob, for exam ple, its gravitational

eld w illbe changed, and thisw illa ect the behaviour of the whole apparatus.
T his isnot a consequence of quantum theory. It would be true of an experin ent
in which a classical m easuring apparatus m easures classical observables on a
classicalsystem . Yet we would not infer from this SB Z-contextuality ofthe out—
com esthat classicalphysics is (at least slightly) contextual. W e do not take SBZ
and Larsson to be advocating otherw ise: all sides in the K ochen-Specker debate
agree that classical physics is, paradigm atically, non-contextual. R ather, we
take the fact that the opposite conclusion follow s from SBZ’s and Larsson’s def-
Iniions to indicate that the de nition of SB Z-contextuality is mherently awed.
Sin ilarly, we take the fact that SBZ’sde nition ofan observable can In principle
an pirically be shown to be context-dependent | since the outcom e probabil-
ities depend at least slightly on knob settings that are m eant to correspond
to independent cbservabls | to be a fatal aw in that de nition. An SBZ-
observable tums out, under scrutiny, to be a rather com plicated construct, w ith
quite di erent properties from is quantum nam esake. A less freighted nam e
| \dial setting", for nstance | would m ake clearer the obstacles which SBZ
would need to sum ount in order even to begin a properly founded discussion
of nite precision experim ental tests of contextuality.

T his Jast point really needs no reinforcem ent, but it can be reinforced. C on—
sider again the black box that in fact contains a quantum experim ent in which
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the soin squared of a spin-1 particle is m easured in di erent directions. The
idea was to run the box repeatedly w ith certain com binations of knob settings
that correspond to the orthogonal triads in a K S-uncolourable set of vectors.
H ow ever, assum ing that they can be m oved independently, there is nothing to
stop us from setting the knobs in any com bination of settings, In particular,
In com binations that corresoond to triads of non-orthogonal vectors from the
K S-uncolourable set. W hat would happen in this case? The quantum exper-
In ent inside the box cannot be e ecting a sin ultaneous m easurem ent of the
spin squared in three directions approxin ating the knob settings, because these
soin squared observables w ill not be co-m easurable. P erhaps the box m easures
spin squared in three orthogonaldirections, at least one ofwhich isnot close to
the corresponding knob setting. O r perhaps the box does som e kind of positive
operator valued m easurem ent. In either case, it seem s that for m ost quantum
experin ents, from the observer’s point of view , the outcom es w ill nevitably be
contextual even at the level of the quantum probabilities, and even if we un—
realistically neglect the classical perturbations produced on the apparatus by
altering any ofthe knobs. G wwen that the box is behaving in an overtly contex—
tualm anner even at the level of probabilities, one is then again led to ask: why
should we be Interested in whether the box can be described in a non-contextual
fashion In the special case that we carefully restrict our knob settings so that
they always correspond to orthogonaltriads in the K S-uncolourable set?
Taking these points on board, carefiil operationalists m ight try to re ne
their position by speaking, not of a distinction between SB Z-contextuality and
SB Z-non-contextuality, but instead of degrees of SB Z-contextuality. Tt could be
argued that, although classicalm echanics is indeed SB Z-contextual, the pertur-
bations that in ply SB Z-contextualities in outcom e probabilities w ill generally
be very an all, and the outcom e probability SB Z-contextualities correspondingly
hard to detect: Indeed, In principle, w ith su cient care, the perturbations can
be m ade as an all as desired. In contrast, SBZ and Larsson’s resuls m ight be
Interpreted as I plying that quantum experin ents display an irreducible nite
degree of SB Z-contextuality. The di culy wih this line of argum ent is that,
as the CK m odels illustrate, i is not always true in classical m echanics that
an all perturbations induce (only) correspondingly subtle e ects. O perational-
ists would need to fram e a de nition which separates classical m echanics not
only from the CK models (de ned by In nite subsets of pro fctive or positive
operatorvalied decom positions) but also from in niely m any oftheir nite sub—
m odels (de ned, as above, by nite subsets which reproduce quantum theory
to some xed nite precision .), In order to m aintain both that classicalm e-
chanics is at least approxin ately or e ectively SB Z-non-contextualand that all
nite precision approxin ations to quantum theory de ned by CK m odels that
are precise to wihin , orsome > 0, are de nitively SBZ-contextual. This
cannot be done: as we have already noted, In principle the nie sub-m odels
give a prescription or building real classicaldevices w ith niely m any degrees
of freedom , and these devices are, of course, described by classicalm echanics.
In summ ary, even black box operationalde nitions do not allow unam bigu—
ous experin ental discrin ination between contextual and non-contextual theo—
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ries, and thus present no challenge to CK ’s assertion that non-contextual the—
ordes can acocount for current physics. SBZ’s operational de nition of contex-—
tuality does give us a clar, theory-independent notion of som ething, but it is
not contextuality In any sense consistent w ith standard usage. In particular,
the notion de ned isnot able to separate the properties of quantum theory and
classicalm echanics, and so is not of findam ental relevance to the debate over

nite precision and the K S theoram . A ttractive though i would be to devise a
sensible theory-independent de nition of (hon-)contextuality, we do not believe
it is possble. W e see no fundam entally satisfactory altemative to restricting
ourselves to taking of theories as being non-contextual or contextual, and us—
ing theory-relative de nitions of these tem s.

5 A Closing Comm ent

W e would like to em phasise that neither the preceding discussion nor earlier
contributions to this debate [Kent [1999);Clifton & Kent [2000)) are or were
Intended to cast doubt on the essential in portance and interest of the K ochen—
Specker theorem . A s we have stressed throughout, our Interest n exam Ining
the logical possibility of non-contextual hidden variables sin ulating quantum
m echanics is sin ply that i is a Jogical | if scienti cally highly i plausble |
possibility, w hich dem onstrates Interesting lim itationson w hat we can rigorously
infer about fundam ental physics.
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