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The Bell-K ochen-Specker contradiction is presented using continuous observables in in�nite di-

m ensionalHilbert space. It is shown that the assum ption ofthe existence ofputative values for

position and m om entum observablesforonesingleparticleisincom patiblewith quantum m echanics.

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

O ne ofthe centralquestionsin the interpretation ofquantum m echanicsfrom a realistperspective iswhetherthe

indeterm inacies or uncertainties in quantum m echanics are ofan ontological or gnoseological character. They are

gnoseologicalifthe observablesofthe system possessexactvaluesthatquantum m echanicsisunable to predictand

can only provide probability distributions forthem . In this case the uncertainty isin ourknowledge ofthe system

and notin thesystem itselfand thedevelopm entofa determ inistictheory with hidden variablesthatareaveraged to

produce the sam e statisticalpredictionsofquantum m echanicsiswished. The indeterm inaciesare ontologicalifthe

observablesdo notassum eexactvaluesbutinstead they aredi�use by nature and the indeterm inaciesarein nature

and notin ourknowledge. In thiscase quantum m echanicscan be considered to be a com plete theory and notthe

statisticalaverage ofa bettertheory. The Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen argum ent[1]wasoriginally designed in orderto

provethatquantum m echanicsisnotcom plete,although laterdevelopm entsfavouran interpretation oftheargum ent

where the values ofthe \elem ents ofphysicalreality" are nonlocality determ ined (a specialcase ofcontextuality).

Indeed,the experim entalviolations[2]ofBell’sinequality[3]haveestablished such nonlocale�ectsin the valuation of

observables.

The existence ofde�nite contextindependentvaluesforthe observableswasshown by Bell[4]and by K ochen and

Specker[5]to be in conict with quantum m echanics on logicalgrounds,that is,in conict with the geom etrical

structure ofthe Hilbertspace,m ore than with the postulatesofquantum m echanics. The K ochen Speckertheorem

isa com plicated argum entrequiring 117 vectorsin a threedim ensionalHilbertspace.A sim plerproofwasproduced

by Peres[6]with only 33 vectorsand Penrose[7]found a beautifulgeom etricalrepresentation forthese vectors.W ith

anothergoal,nottryingtom inim izethenum berofdirections,aproofofthetheorem wasgiven[8]involvingcontinuous

sets ofdirections. Analysing spin observablesfor system s oftwo and three particles,M erm in[9]presented physical

exam plesofthe Bell-K ochen-Speckercontradiction.

The originalEinstein-Podolsky-Rosen argum entinvolvesobservablesofposition and m om entum and D.Bohm [10]

presented thesam eargum entbutin term sofspin observables.Sincethen,spin observableswerepreferred forEinstein-
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Podolsky-Rosen and Bell-K ochen-Speckertypeofargum ents.Thispreferenceisnotonly becausetheseinvolvea �nite

dim ensionalHilbertspacewith sim plerm athem atics,butm ainly becausespin observablesarem oreadequateforreal

experim entaltests.However,spin isan essentially quantum m echanicobservablewith alm ostno correlatein classical

m echanicsand therefore itisinteresting to exhibitthese argum entsalso forposition and m om entum observablesin

ordertoem phasizethedrasticdi�erencesbetween classicaland quantum m echanics.W ith theseobservables,a\fram e

function" wasconstructed and a rigourousproofoftheBell-K ochen-Speckertheorem wasprovided[11].Furtherm ore,

illustrations ofthe Bell-K ochen-Specker contradiction were built involving Sign and Reection observables[12]and

also for unitary operators,functions ofposition and m om entum [13]. In allthese cases,the operators involved are

nottrivialfunctionsofposition and m om entum and itwould be convenientto devise a sim ple proof. In this work,

the incom patibility ofquantum m echanicswith the assum ption ofthe existence ofnoncontextualvaluesforposition

and m om entum ofjust one particle is shown. The proofis very sim ple (a posteriori) and it involves the sim plest

physicalsystem (onespinlessfreeparticle)and thereforeitm akestheBell-K ochen-Speckerresulteasieraccessibleto

non experts.

In thiswork wewillinvestigatethepossibility ofexistenceofde�nitevaluesforposition and m om entum observables

ofa single particle.O fcourse these putative valuesare notprovided by quantum m echanicsand itdoesnotm atter

whetherthey are determ inistic,asin a hidden variable theory,orare random valuesdistributed according to som e

inherent random ness in nature (zitterbewegung). In an ensem ble ofsystem s,we only require that the proposed

putativevaluesshould be distributed according to the distributionspredicted by quantum m echanics.

II. T H E P U TA T IV E VA LU E

Letusassum e thatwe can assign to any Hilbertspace operatorA a num ericalvalue A called the putative value,

with the following properties.

� Com pleteness:the setfAg ofallpossibleputative valuesisthe spectrum ofthe corresponding operator.

� Functionalconsistency: theputativevaluepreservesfunctionalrelationsin thesensethatforany function F it

isF (A)= F (A).

� Contextindependence: the putative value assum ed by an operatorisindependentofthe contextin which the

corresponding observableisplaced.Di�erentcontextsarede�ned by di�erentsetsofcom m uting operators.

Itcan beproved[14]thatthefunctionalconsistency condition hastheim portantconsequencethattheputativevalue

forcom m uting operatorsareadditiveand m ultiplicative.Thatis,

[A;B ]= 0 ! A + B = A + B and A �B = A �B : (1)

Theserelationscan begeneralized to functionsthatcan beexpanded aspowerseries:F (A;B )= F (A;B ),howeverwe

willnotusethegeneralform .In factwewillonly need theadditiveproperty.Thisadditiveproperty isnotnecessarily

true fornon com m uting operators. Forinstance ifA = Jx and B = Jy are two com ponentsofangularm om entum ,

then A + B =
p
2Ju isalso a com ponentofangularm om entum in a di�erentdirection butthe spectrum of

p
2Ju is

clearly notequalto the sum ofthe spectra ofJx and Jy.

W e willnow investigate whetheritispossible to assign putative valuesX and P to the position and m om entum

observables X and P ofa particle,in a way com patible with quantum m echanics. This com patibility m eans that

theputativevaluesshould be distributed according to theprobability functionsprovided by quantum m echanics.O f
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course,quantum m echanicscan notpredictorcom pute these putative valuesbutwe wantto know iftheirexistence

isallowed by quantum m echanics. W e justwantto see ifwe can think thatthese valuesexist. Itis also irrelevant

whetherthese valuescan be calculated by a determ inistic hidden variablestheory orthey areassigned random ly.

Letusassum e thatthe position observable isdivided by som e length scale � (Com pton length,forinstance)and

m om entum ism ultiplied by �=�h m aking them dim ensionless.Thereforetheirassociated valuesarepurenum bersand

theaddition ofposition with m om entum isnotm eaningless.LetusconsidertheoperatorsX 1;X 2;P1;P2 corresponding

to the observables of position and m om entum of a particle in a plane and let X 1;X 2;P 1;P 2 be their putative

values.Letusnow build severallinearcom binationsoftheseoperatorsthatcan begrouped in intersecting subsetsof

com m uting operators.In Fig.1 weseesom eoftheselinearcom binationsand wenoticethatalloperatorsjoined by a

straightlinecom m ute.Letusconsiderthetwo operatorsA = X 1 �X 2 + P1 + P2 and B = X 1 + X 2 + P1 �P 2.Since

they com m ute,theirputativevaluesaresuch that

A + B = A + B : (2)

The lefthand side ofthisequation isA + B = 2X 1 + 2P1,and the righthand side isA + B = X 1 �X 2 + P1 + P2 +

X 1 + X 2 + P1 �P 2 = X 1 �X 2+ P1 + P2+ X 1 + X 2+ P1 �P 2 = X 1�X 2+ P 1+ P 2+ X 1+ X 2+ P 1�P 2 = 2X 1+ 2P 1.

Thereforethe equation abovebecom es

X 1 + P1 = X 1 + P 1 : (3)

W e have used the additive property ofthe putative valuesofcom m uting observablesand we have shown that,even

though X 1 and P1 do notcom m ute,their putative values are also additive. This is indeed very suspicious and for

m ostexpertsthiswould be su�cientreason to deny the existenceofthe putative values.Anyway wewillprovethat

thisresultisin contradiction with quantum m echanics,butbeforedoing this,som ecom m entsareconvenient.

Theproperty ofcontextindependenceisnecessary in theaboveargum entbecauseweassum ethatthevalueof,for

instance,theoperatorX 1 + X 2 in theupperrightcornerofFig.1,isthesam ewhen weconsideritasa m em berofthe

setfX 1�X 2;X 1;X 2;X 1+ X 2gasthevalueittakeswhen itisam em berofthesetfX 1+ X 2;B ;P1�P 2g.W ithoutthis

assum ption,Eq.(3)could notbeobtained.W ecould havetaken othersetsofcom m uting operatorsleading to sim ilar

results.Forinstancein thetop lineofFig.1 wecould taketheoperatorsX 1+ P2;X 1;P2;X 1�P 2 and theappropriate

setin thelowerline.Also,choosing thesignsproperly,instead ofan addition wecould geta substraction in Eq.(3)or

any linearcom bination ofthe operators.Considering the projection ofposition and m om entum along two arbitrary

orthogonaldirectionsin three dim ensionalspace,would lead usto the conclusion thatforany linearcom bination we

have�X + �P = �X + �P .Noticethatin orderto obtain theseresultsitisim portantthatthecom m utatorofX and

P isa constant and a subtle cancellation ofthe com m utatorin di�erentdirectionsism ade. Thiscancellation isno

longerpossiblewhen weusea sim ilarschem ein orderto try to provethatX 2 + P 2 = X 2+ P 2.Unfortunately several

attem ptsto prove thisfailed. Ifwe could prove this,then we would obtain an im m ediate contradiction because the

spectrum ofX 2+ P 2 isdiscretewhereasthespectra ofX 2 and P 2 arecontinuous.An im m ediatecontradiction would

also follow ifwecould provethatX P = X P becausein onecasethespectrum iscom plex and in theotheritisreal.

III. C O N T R A D IC T IO N W IT H Q U A N T U M M EC H A N IC S

If the putative values for position X and m om entum P exist, then they m ust be such that, for the operator

S = X + P ,we have S = X + P = X + P . W e willnow see thatthisisin contradiction with quantum m echanics.
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x x x x

x x x x

x x

X 1 � X 2 X 1 X 2 X 1 + X 2

P 1 + P 2 P 1 P 2 P 1 � P 2

A = X 1 � X 2 + P 1 + P 2 B = X 1 + X 2 + P 1 � P 2

FIG .1: Set ofoperators used to show that,although X and P do not com m ute,their putative values are additive. Notice

thatalloperatorsjoined by a straightline com m ute.

Forthis,letusconsideran ensem ble ofsystem sdescribed by quantum m echanicsby a Hilbertspace elem ent .Let

f’xg ;f�pg ;f�sg be the eigenvectorsofthe operatorsX ;P;S corresponding to the eigenvaluesx;p;s.According to

quantum m echanics,these threeobservableswillhavethe probability distribution functions

�(x) = jh’x; ij
2 ; (4)

$ (p) = jh�p; ij
2 ; (5)

�(s) = jh�s; ij
2
: (6)

Theassum ptionsm adearetheusualoneswhen wedealwith position and m om entum observables.Howeverin order

tobem orerigourousweshould statethattheoperatorsX ;P and S areunbound (thisfollowsfrom theircom m utation

relations)and theyhavenoeigenvectorsin theHilbertspace.Thesolution tothisproblem istode�neaRigged Hilbert

space(known asaG el’fand tripletin m athem atics)thatcontainsthesetsofgeneralized eigenvectorsf’xg;f�pg;f�sg

thatcan be used asbassesin orderto expand any Hilbertspaceelem ent[15].The m odulussquared ofthe expansion

coe�cientsare interpreted in quantum m echanicsasthe probability distributionsgiven in the equationsabove. As

an exam ple,the generalized eigenvectorsin the coordinaterepresentation,whereX = x and P = �i@ x,aregiven by

’x0(x) = �(x �x0); (7)

�p(x) =
1

p
2�

exp(ipx) ; (8)

�s(x) =
i1=4
p
2�

exp

�

�i

�

(x �s)2

2
�
s2

4

��

: (9)
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O necan easily check thatthey satisfy theircorrespondingeigenvalueequationsand thatthey are\deltafunction"nor-

m alized.W ewillnotusethesefunctionsbutwepresentthem justin orderto clarify thattheprobability distributions

in Eqs.(4)to (6)arem athem atically wellde�ned.

In the ensem ble ofsystem s,the putative valuesofposition and m om entum X and P are distributed according to

�(x)and $ (p),then theaddition ofthesetwo random variablesS = X + P = X + P isdistributed,according to the

theory ofrandom variables,by the convolution

�pv(s) =

Z

dx �(x)$ (s�x)

=

Z

dx

Z

dp �(x)$ (p)� (s�(x + p)) : (10)

Now we willsee that this putative value prediction for the distribution is di�erent from the quantum m echanical

prediction in Eq.(6),thatcan be written as

�(s)=

Z

dx

Z

dp h’x; ih ;�pih�p;�sih�s;’xi; (11)

and appearsform ally quite di�erentfrom the putative value distribution. The form aldi�erence between these two

distributionsissuch that,presum ably,�pv(s)6= �(s)forallstates . In particular,itiseasy to show thatforsom e

statesboth distributionshavedi�erentdispersion,thatis,� 2

pv
(s)6= � 2

m q
(s).Thequantum m echanicalprediction is:

� 2

m q
(s) = hS

2
i�hSi

2 = h(X + P )2i�hX + P i
2

= hX 2 + P 2 + X P + P X i�hX i
2
�hP i2 �2hX ihP i

= � 2(x)+ � 2(p)+ hX P + P X i�2hX ihP i;

and the putative valueprediction is

� 2

pv
(s) =

Z

ds s2�pv(s)�

�Z

ds s �pv(s)

� 2

=

Z

ds s
2

Z

dx

Z

dp �(x)$ (p)� (s�(x + p))�

�Z

ds s

Z

dx

Z

dp �(x)$ (p)� (s�(x + p))

� 2

=

Z

dx

Z

dp (x + p)2�(x)$ (p)�

�Z

dx

Z

dp (x + p)�(x)$ (p)

� 2

=

Z

dx

Z

dp (x2 + p2 + 2xp)�(x)$ (p)�

�Z

dx x �(x)+

Z

dp p $ (p)

� 2

= � 2(x)+ � 2(p):

Clearly,atleastforany state with non vanishing correlation[16]hX P + P X i�2hX ihP i6= 0,the assum ption ofthe

existenceofthe putativevaluesisin contradiction with quantum m echanics.

IV . C O N C LU SIO N

Ifthepredictionsofquantum m echanicsarecorrect,then wehaveproved thatposition and m om entum observables

can notbeassigned any contextindependentvalue.Theproofpresented hereinvolveselem entary observablesofone

singleparticleand providesa very sim ple illustration ofthe Bell-K ochen-Speckercontradiction.

Contextdependentputativevaluesarenotprohibited and allattem ptsto replacestandard quantum m echanicsby

som eform ofhidden variablestheoriesm ustnecessarilyincludethecontextdependencein thedeterm inisticassignm ent



6

ofvaluesto theobservables.Thisnecessity m akessuch determ inistictheorieslessappealing.O neofthem ain reasons

fordeveloping hidden variablestheorieswasto bring the quantum world closerto the classicalexpectationsbutthe

necessary contextuality goesin the otherdirection.
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