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State-independent violation of correlation inequalities for non-contextual theories
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We show that for any physical system of dimension d ≥ 3, any non-contextual theory satisfies
some inequalities for the correlations of compatible measurements which are violated by quantum
mechanics for any quantum state. These inequalities are obtained from the observables used in the
proofs of the Kochen-Specker theorem.
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Introduction. Suppose that A, B, and C are physi-
cal observables such that A is compatible with B and
C, but B is incompatible with C. The principle of non-
contextuality of probability states that, for every state,
the expectation value of A is the same whether A is
measured with B, or whether A is measured with C.
That is, the expectation of an observable is context in-
dependent. A non-contextual theory is one in which
the non-contextuality of probability is satisfied. Non-
signaling theories are special cases of non-contextual the-
ories, where unrestricted non-contextuality is replaced
by a particular type of non-contextuality: no-signaling.
In quantum mechanics, non-contextuality of probability
leads to Born’s rule (this is Gleason’s theorem [1]).
Consider then a physical system admitting d com-

patible dichotomic observables (values ±1) and consider
n different (mutually incompatible) characterizations of
this system Sj = {Aj

1, . . . , A
j
d}

n
j=1. Some of the mutually

incompatible sets Sj may overlap, so one can have j 6= k,
for which A

j
i = Ak

m for some values of i and m. The non-
contextuality of probability implies that the expectation
of Aj

i = Ak
m remains the same, whether measured in the

context Sj or Sk. As is well known, the situation is dif-
ferent when one tries to assign non-contextual values to
the observables: The Kochen-Specker (KS) theorem [2]
states that, for d ≥ 3, there are families of compatible di-
chotomic observables {Sj}nj=1, such that it is impossible
to consistently assign non-contextual values ±1 to all the
observables A

j
i , so that exactly one observable in every

family is assigned −1. Finding a suitable family {Sj}nj=1

establishes a proof of the KS theorem.
The question addressed in this paper is whether one

can derive from every proof of the KS theorem an in-
equality for correlations, which will be satisfied by every
classical theory (i.e., whenever the A

j
i are interpreted as

±1 valued classical random variables), and will be vio-
lated by the family {Sj}nj=1 for any quantum state. Such
an inequality can be tested in the following way: Fix a
quantum state, measure the observables in the set S1,
then prepare another system in the same state and repeat
the experiment for S2, and so on many times. Then, vary
the state and repeat it. For the procedure to make sense,

the inequality must be written as a bound on the sum of
components, each involving only compatible observables.
In a previous publication, one of us [3] derived such

inequalities on the basis of a few proofs of the KS theo-
rem, and asked whether a general construction can work
for every KS proof. We settle this problem below. For a
detailed history of the problem, see [3].
Classical inequality. Consider a physical theory which

interprets the observables A
j
i as classical random vari-

ables with (simultaneous) non-contextual values ±1. We
shall show that it must satisfy the following inequality:

β(d, n) ≤ n(d− 2)− 2, (1)

where

β(d, n) =
n∑

j=1

〈Bj〉, (2)

and

Bj = −
∑

p6=q

Aj
pA

j
q −

∑

p6=q 6=r 6=p

Aj
pA

j
qA

j
r − . . .

−
d∏

k=1

A
j
k − 1. (3)

The proof is as follows:

Bj =

d∑

k=1

A
j
k −

d∏

k=1

(1 +A
j
k). (4)

When A
j
k = 1 for all k, then Bj = d− 2d. When, for at

least one value of k, Aj
k = −1, then Bj =

∑d

k=1 A
j
k. For

any d ≥ 2, the former value is smaller than all the latter
values. Therefore, Bj

max = d − 2, which is obtained for
d − 1 positive and one negative value of Aj

k. Since the
(overlapping) sets Sj are chosen so that it is impossible
to produce Bj

max for all j (because {Sj}nj=1 yields a proof

of the KS theorem), then an upper bound for
∑n

j=1 B
j

is n(d − 2) − 2. Therefore, this is also an upper bound
for

∑n

j=1〈B
j〉.
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Quantum violation. Quantum predictions violate in-
equality (1). If we associate every A

j
k with a unit vector

|vj,k〉 by

A
j
k = 11− 2|vj,k〉〈vj,k|, (5)

where 〈vj,k|j,k
′

〉 = δkk′ for every 1 ≤ j ≤ n, then the
operator corresponding to the observable Bj is

Bj =

d∑

k=1

A
j
k −

d∏

k=1

(11 +A
j
k) (6)

= (d− 2)11, (7)

where equality (7) follows from the observation that 11+
A

j
k is twice the projection on the (d − 1)-dimensional

subspace orthogonal to |vj,k〉; hence
∏d

k=1(11 + A
j
k) = 0

and thus (7) follows from
∑d

k=1 A
j
k = (d− 2)11.

By summing Eq. (7) over all the sets Sk, one concludes
that, independently of the quantum state, the results of
the measurements of the observables Bj lead to a viola-
tion of inequality (1). Specifically, according to quantum
mechanics,

βQM = n(d− 2). (8)

Remarks. Among all known proofs of the KS theorem
for d = 3 [2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], the one with the smallest n

has n = 36 sets and 49 observables [4]. Among all known
proofs of the KS theorem for d = 4 [8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13],
the one with the smallest n has n = 9 sets and only 18
observables [11]. There are also proofs for other values
of d [14, 15], and methods to generate proofs of the KS
theorem for any value of d [9, 15, 16, 17].
For some {Sj}nj=1, the upper bound of inequality (1)

cannot be reached. For instance, for the 24 observables
in d = 4 of [8], n = 24. However, the upper bound of in-
equality (1) is not 46, but 40, while the value predicted by
quantum mechanics is 48 (thus the violation is 8 instead
of 2). This is due to the fact that the set of 24 observ-
ables in [8] is not critical in the sense that it contains
96 (critical) 20-observable and 16 (critical) 18-observable
proofs of the KS theorem [11].
The case d = 4 using the 18 observables in [11] deserves

a closer examination. The resulting inequality is a sum
of 99 terms and is bounded by 16, while the quantum
prediction is 18. However, if we omit all the correlations
but those between 4 observables, then we obtain the 9-
term inequality bounded by 7 but violated by 9 intro-
duced in [3]. Therefore, the method presented here lead
to inequalities that are not optimal in the sense that they
can contain inequalities with fewer terms but the same
violation. Finding simpler inequalities with the same vi-
olation is interesting since in actual experiments every
expectation value is affected by errors.
Our inequality (1) is related to earlier “KS inequal-

ities” [18, 19] between probabilities instead of correla-
tions. Although an equivalence can be established be-
tween the final inequalities, the main difference is that,

while the derivation of the inequalities in [18, 19] assumes
the sum rule (i.e., it requires quantum mechanics), the
derivation of inequality (1) only requires the assumption
of non-contextual probabilities (i.e., it does not require
quantum mechanics). Quantum mechanics is only used
to predict that (1) will be violated by the experimental
results.

This result solves one of the problems formulated in
[3] and provides a new insight in the relationship between
the proofs of the KS theorem and experimentally testable
inequalities.
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