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Abstract

We discuss quantum non-locality and contextuality, emigivaslogical
and structural aspects. We also show how the same mathahsitiactures
arise in various areas of classical computation.

1 Introduction

In this paper we shall discuss some fundamental conceptsintgm mechanics:
non-locality, contextuality and entanglement These concepts play a central
réle in the rapidly developing field of quantum information,delineating how
guantum resources can transcend the bounds of classicahiation processing.
They also have profound consequences for our understaoiflihg very nature
of physical reality.

Our aimis to present these ideas in a manner which shoulddessible to any
computer scientist, and which emphasises the logical andtatal aspects. We
shall also show how the same mathematical structures whigd ia our analysis
of these ideas appear in a range of contexts in classical utatign.

2 Alice and Bob look at bits

We consider the following scenario, depicted in Figure licéland Bob are
agents positioned at nodes of a network. Alice can access liicregistersa;
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Figure 1: Alice and Bob look at bits

A B |(00) (L0) (01) (L1)
a; by | 1/2 0 0 1/2
a; by| 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
a by| 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
a, by| 1/8 3/8 3/8 1/8

Figure 2: The Bell table

anda,, while Bob can access local bit registéxs b,. Alice can load one of her
bit registers into a processing unit, and test whether itas 0. Bob can perform
the same operations with respect to his bit registers. Taeg the outcomes of
these operations to a common target, which keeps a recong gdint outcomes.

We now suppose that Alice and Bob perform repeated roundsesttopera-
tions. On diferent rounds, they may makefi@irent choices of which bit registers
to access, and they may observatent outcomes for a given choice of register.
The target can compile statistics for this series of datd,iafer probability dis-
tributions on the outcomes. The probability table in FigRirecords the outcome
of such a process.

Consider for example the cell at row 2, column 3 of the tabl@s Torresponds
to the following event:



Source

Figure 3: A Source

¢ Alice loads registea; and observes the value 0.

e Bob loads registe, and observes the value 1.

This event has the probability &, conditioned on Alice’s choice @& and Bob’s
choice ofb,.
Each row of the table specified a probability distributiontb@ possible joint
outcomes, conditioned on the indicated choice of bit regssby Alice and Bob.
We can now ask:

| How can such an observational scenario be realised?

The obvious classical mechanism we can propose to explasetbbserva-
tions is depicted in Figure 3.

We postulate aourcewhich on each round chooses values for each of the
registersay, a,, by, by, and loads each register with the chosen value. Alice and
Bob will then observe the values which have been loaded bystlece. We
can suppose that this source is itself randomised, and ebdbs values for the
registers according to some probability distributieron the set of 2 possible
assignments.

We can now ask the question: is there any distributfowhich would give
rise to the table specified in Figure 2?



Important Note A key observation is that, in order for this question to be-non
trivial, we must assume that the choices of bit registersentadAlice and Bob
areindependentof the sourcd. If the source could determine which registers are
to be loaded on each round, as well as their values, thenonbes a trivial matter
to achieveany given probability distribution on the joint outcomes.

Under this assumption of independence, it becomes natutlirik of this
scenario as a kind aforrelation game The aim of the source is to achieve as
high a degree of correlation between the outcomes of AliceBob as possible,
whatever the choices made by Alice and Bob on each round.

3 Logicrings a Bell

We shall now make a very elementary and apparently innocdedisction in ele-
mentary logic and probability theory, which could easilycheried out by students
in the first few weeks of a Probability 101 course.

Suppose we have propositional formuias. . ., ¢n. We suppose further that
we can assign a probabilify to eachy;.

In particular, we have in the mind the situation where thel&ao variables
appearing inp; correspond to empirically testable quantities, such agsdahees of
bit registers in our scenarigj; then expresses a condition on the outcomes of an
experiment involving these quantities. The probabilifeare obtained from the
statistics of these experiments.

Now suppose that these formulas a@ simultaneously satisfiable Then

(e.9)

N-1 N-1
/\¢i — =gy, oOrequivalently ¢y — \/ —¢i.
i=1 =1

Using elementary probability theory, we can calculate:
N-1 N-1 N-1 N-1
pu < Prob(\/ ~¢)) < ) Prob(=g) = > (1-p) = (N-1)- > p.
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
The first inequality is the monotonicity of probability, atide second is sub-

additivity.
Hence we obtain the inequality

ZN:pi < N-1
i=1

1This translates formally into a conditional independerssaienption, which we shall not spell
out here; see e.d. [14,117].




We shall refer to this aslagical Bell inequality, for reasons to be discussed later.
Note that it hinges on a purely logical consistency conditio

3.1 Logical analysis of the Bell table

We return to the probability table from Figure 2.

(0.0) (LO) (0.1) (L1

(a1, by) 0 0
(a1, ) 1/8 18
(ap, by) 1/8 1/8
(3, b) | 1/8 1/8

If we read O as true and 1 as false, the highlighted entrieach eow of the
table are represented by the following propositions:

o1 = (@Ab) Vv (rauA-b) = & & b
w2 = (Ab) Vv (rapA-by) = & & b
g3 = (@Ab) VvV (mA-b) = & o b
ps = (C@Ab) vV (@A-b) = a & b

The events on first three rows are the correlated outcomedpthth is anticor-
related. These propositions are easily seen to be jointhatisfiable. Indeed
starting withe,, we can replace, with b; usinges, by with a; usinge;, anda;
with b, usingys,, to obtainb, @ b,, which is obviously unsatisfiable.

It follows that our logical Bell inequality should apply,elding the inequality

4
Zpi < 3
i=1

However, we see from the table that = 1, pi = 6/8 fori = 2,3,4. Hence the
table yields a violation of the Bell inequality by 4.

This rules out the possibility of giving an explanation fbetobservational
behaviour described by the table in terms of a classicalceouwe might then
conclude that such behaviour simply cannot be realised. edewy as we shall
now seejn the presence of quantum resources, this is no longer the sa



3.2 A crash course in qubits

We shall now very briefly give enough information about sorhthe primitives
of quantum computing to show how these can be used to realsaviwur such
as that in the Bell table in Figure 2. There are a number oflkxantroductions
to quantum computing aimed at or accessible to computentsstie (see e.gl [31,
36,/32]), and we refer the reader seeking more detailedrnrdton to these.

A classical bit register of the kind we began our discussigh wan hold the
values 0 or 1; we can say that it has two possible states. Téeipns we can
perform on such a register, or an array of such registerkidec

¢ Reading the value currently held in the register withouthgiiag the state
of the register.

e Using the values currently held in one or more such registecempute a
new value according to any boolean function.

In quantum computing, we introduce a new object, the qubih wery differ-
ent properties. The key features of the qubit are best engdiaiising the beautiful
geometric representation in terms of the “Bloch sphereé (ihit 2-sphere), as
illustrated in Figure 4.

Note the following key features:

e States of the quiﬁtare represented as points on the surface of the sphere. In
Figure 4, a stat@) is depicted. Note that there are a continuum of possible
states.

e Each pair Up, Down) of antipodal points on the sphere define a possible
measurement that we can perform on the qubit. Each such neeasot
has two possible outcomes, correspondindgJpoand Down in the given
direction. We can think of this physically e.g. as measu8p@ Up or Spin
Down in a given direction in space.

¢ When we subject a qubit to a measuremelt, Oown), the state of the qubit
determines a probability distribution on the two possiblécomes. For a
geometric view on this see Figure 5. The probabilities aterdaned by
theanglesbetween the qubit stat¢) and the points|(Up), |Down)) which
specify the measurement. In algebraic terjgs,|Up) and|Down) are unit
vectors in the complex vector spacé and the probability of observirigp

2More precisely, the pure states; mixed states are repegbastpoints in the interior of the
sphere.
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Figure 4: The Bloch sphere representation of qubits
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Figure 5: Truth makes an angle with reality

when in statey) is given by the square moduflisf the inner product:

KylUp)P.

This is known as thdéorn rule. It gives the basic predictive content of
quantum mechanics.

e Note in addition that a measurement hassfirct on the state, which will
no longer be the original stag), but rather one of the statép or Down,
in accordance with the measured value.

The sense in which the qubit generalises the classicalthiatsfor each ques-
tion we can ask —.e. for each measurement — there are just two possible an-
swers. We can view the states of the qubit as superpositidhs alassical states
0 and 1, so that we have a probability of getting each of thevarssfor any given
state.

But in addition, we have the important feature that thereaacentinuum of
possible questions we can ask. However, note that on eaatf tbhe system, we
can only askone of these questions. We cannot simultaneously obsép/er
Down in two different directions. Note that this corresponds to the featfitiee
scenario we discussed in Section 1, that Alice and Bob conlg look at one
their local registers on each round.

3Recall that the square modulus of a complex nunier a + ib is given by|Z? = zZ =
(a+ib)(a-ib).
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Figure 6: The Bell state

3.3 Compound systems and entanglement

The deeper features of quantum behaviour are revealed whdnok atcom-
pound systemsof multiple qubitsﬂ It is here that we find the phenomena of
guantum entanglement and non-locality.

Consider for example the 2-qubit system shown in Figure 6 c8vethink of
Alice holding one qubit, and Bob the other. The combinedestdtthe system is
described by the vect¢fT) + |¢¢)E According to the standard postulates of quan-
tum mechanics, when Alice measures her qubit, she may, \gihlgrobability,
get either answer (Spin Up or Down). If she gets the answar Bpi then the
state of the entangled qubit beconiE®, so that if Bob now measures his qubit,
he canonly get the answer Spin Up; while if she gets the answer Spin Down,
the state becomeés]), and Bob can only get the answer Spin Down. This is re-
gardless of the fact that Bob may be far away from Alice (spleeaseparated).
This is the phenomenon that Einstein famously referred ts@soky action at a
distance”, and which Schrodinger namesttanglement

How can the world be this way? This remains a challenge to nderstand-
ing of the nature of physical reality. Meanwhile, thoughe field of quantum
information seeks to understand how entanglement camsbd as a new kind
of resource, opening up new possibilities which transcéwdd of the classical
models of information and computation.

3.4 From the Bell state to the Bell table

We refer again to the table in Figure 2. This table can be pghllgirealised, us-

ing the Bell state|(T) + |1))/V2, with Alice and Bob performing 1-qubit local
measurements corresponding to directions in the XY-pldriaeoBloch sphere,

at relative angler/3. Thus this behaviour iphysically realisable using quan-

tum entanglement, although, as we have seen, it has noateati$y means of a
classical source.

“More generally, we can considdrdimensional quantum systems for any positive inteyer
A system ofn qubits has dimension'2Contextuality emerges already at dimensioa 3.
SWe are ignoring normalisation constants.



Computing the Bell table

Some readers may find it helpful to see in detail how a tablle aat¢hat in Figure 2
is computed. We shall now explain this. Nothing followingstsubsection will
depend on this material, so it can safely be skipped.

We shall consider spin measurements lying in the equagadak of the Bloch
spherej.e.the XY-plane as shown in Figure 4. For such a measurement at an angle
¢ to the X-axis, the Spin Up outcome is specified by the vecttir£ €¢|1))/V2,
while the Spin Down outcome is specified H) €@||))/V2. For theX
direction itself, we haves = 0, and these are the vectot$) |1))/V2 and
(IT) — 1))/ V2 respectively.

We shall use the measurement in Kelirection for Alice’s measuremeat
and Bob’s measuremebt; while a, andb, will be interpreted by the measure-
ments at angle = n/3 to theX axis. Note that Alice’s measurements are applied
to the first qubit of the Bell state, while Bob’s measurements applied to the
second qubit.

For example, consider the following situation: Alice pens the measure-
menta; on the first qubit and observes the outcome 0 (Spin Up), wiolle Ber-
forms the measuremei} on the second qubit and observes outcome 1 (Spin
Down). This corresponds to the cell in row 2, column 3 of tHadan Figure 2.
This event is represented by taking the tensor product ofeltors representing
the outcomes for the local measurements by Alice and Bobaindhbits:

m+1b D+ R NI+ MBI + LD + €7
V2 V2 2 '

Call this vectorM. The probability of observing this event when performing th
joint measurementg, b,) on the Bell statB = (|11) + [11))/V2 is given, using
the Born rule, byl(B|M)|?. Since the vector§1), |T1), IL1), L) are pairwise
orthogonal, this simplifies to

1+ e43)?

2V2

Using the Euler identitg = cosh + i sind, we have

|1 + ei47r/3|2
3 .

11+€? = 2+2cos.

Hence .
1+e¥32  2+2cos(4/3) 1

8 8 8’
the value given in the table in Figure 2. The other entrieshmanomputed simi-
larly.



(0.0) (0.1) (1L0) (11)
(au, by) 1
(au, by) 0
(@,b,) | O
(a2, 2) 0

Figure 7: The Hardy Paradox

Summary

More broadly, we can say that this shows that quantum mecfamedicts cor-
relations which exceed those which can be achieved by asgick mechanism.
This is the content oBell’'s theorem [15], a famous result in the foundations of
guantum mechanics, and in many ways the starting point ®mithole field of
quantum information. Moreover, these predictions havel lweafirmed by many
experiments which have been performed [11, 10].

4 The “Hardy Paradox”

We shall now see how the same phenomena manifest themseleestionger
form, which highlights a direct connection with logic. Cae the table in Fig-
ure 7.

This table depicts the same kind of scenario we considemdqarsly. How-
ever, the entries are now either 0 or 1. The idea is that a ¥ eepresents a
positive probability. Thus we are distinguishing only beémpossible(positive
probability) andimpossible (zero probability). In other words, the rows corre-
spond to thesupports of some (otherwise unspecified) probability distributions
Moreover, only four entries of the table are filled in. Ouririas that just from
these four entries, referring only to the supports, we calude that there is no
classical explanation for the behaviour recorded in théetaliloreover, this be-
haviour can again be realised in quantum mechanics, ygklistronger form of
Bell's theorem, due to Lucien Hardy [2].

SFor a detailed discussion of realisations of the Bell andianodels in quantum mechanics,
see Section 7 of [2]. Further details on the Hardy constonatan be found ir [20, 30].



4.1 What Do “Observables” Observe?

Classically, we would take the view that physical obsergsblirectly reflect prop-
erties of the physical system we are observing. These aectlg properties
of the system, which are independent of our choice of whichsuements to
perform — of ourmeasurement context More precisely, this would say that
for each possible state of the system, there is a functiamich for each mea-
surementn specifies an outcom&gm), independently of which other measure-
ments may be performed This point of view is callechon-contextuality, and
may seem self-evident. However, this viewingpossible to sustainin the light
of ouractual observations of (micro)-physical reality

Consider once again the Hardy table depicted in Figure 7 p&gpthere is
a functionA which accounts for the possibility of Alice observing valuéor a;
and Bob observing O fdp,, as asserted by the entry in the top left position in the
table. Then this function must satisfy

/l:a1|—>0, b1»—>0

Now consider the value af at b,. If A(b,) = 0, then this would imply that
the event thah; has value 0 andb, has value O is possible. Howevéhjs is
precluded by the O entry in the table for this event. The only other gufiy
is thatA(by) = 1. Reasoning similarly with respect to the joint valuesptind
b,, we conclude, using the bottom right entry in the table, thatmust have
A(ap) = 0. Thus the only possibility for consistent with these entries is

A:ag—0 a—0 b —~0 b1

However, this would require the outcome Q) for measurements4, b;) to be
possible, and this igrecluded by the table.

We are thus forced to conclude that the Hardy models are xinaie More-
over, we can say that they are contextual in a logical sersmger than the
probabilistic form we saw with the Bell tables, since we omgeded information
about possibilities to infer the contextuality of this beioar.

5 Mathematical Structure of Possibility Tables

Consider again a table such as



(0,0) (1L0) (01) (1L1)
(a,by) | 1 1 1 1
(az, b)) | O 1 1 1
(a,b) | O 1 1 1
(A b)) | 1 1 1 0

Let us anatomise the structure of this table. Therana@asurement contexts

{al’ bl}’ {a2’ bl}’ {al’ bZ}’ {aZa b2}

These are the possible combinations of measurements whitlbe& made to-
gether, yielding the directly accessible empirical obationd] Each measure-
ment has possible outcomes 0 or 1. More generally, we \@iter the set of
possible outcomes. Thus for example the matrix entry at epyb() and column
(0, 1) indicates thevent

{a, — 0, bl — 1}.

The set of events relative to a contéxtis the set of function©®. Each row
of the table specifies Boolean distribution on eventsOF for a given choice of
measurement contekt. Such a Boolean distribution is just a non-empty set of
events.

Mathematically, this defines@esheaf We have:

e A set of measuremenk6(the “space”). In our exampl& = {a;, a,, by, by}.

e A family of subsets ofX, the measurement contextga “cover”). In our
example, these are

{a, b}, f{ag, b1}, {a, b2},  {ag, by}
as already discussed.

e To each such s& a boolean distribution (finite non-empy subset)acal
sectionss : C — O, whereO is the set ofoutcomes Each row of the
above table specifies such a distribution. Note that thienaif distribution
generalises naturally to distributions valued ic@mmutative semiring
We assume that the distributions have finite support, anchammalised
(have total weight 1). In our case, we are using the idempatamniring of
the booleans. We use the notati®g(X) for the set of boolean distributions
on a seX.

“In quantum mechanics, these correspond to compatibleiésnaif observables.



Figure 8: Gluing functions

Note that, if we use the semiring of non-negative reals atteve obtain
probability distributions with finite support.

A distribution onC restricts toC’ C C by pointwise restriction of the local
sections. More precisely, given such a distributiosn O, we restrict it to
C’ by defining, forse O%':

de(9 = ), ds).

§€0C,8|cr =5

This definition makes sense for any semiring. In the booleae ovhere ad-
dition is disjunction, it can be expressed equivalentlprgection, where
we think of the distribution as a finite set:

dic = {Sc : sed}.
In the probability case, it gives the usual notiomadrginalisation.

These local sections correspond to the directly obseryalieoutcomes of

compatible measurementswhich can actually be performed jointly on the sys-
tem. The dfferent sets of compatible measurements correspond to fiieeeahit
contexts of measurement and observation of the physicasyd he fact that the
behaviour of these observable outcomes cannot be accdontedsome context-
independent global description of reality correspondsheogeometric fact that
these local sections cannot be glued together inflmbal section

For a picture of the familiar and simple situation of gluingp€tions together,

consider the diagram in Figure 8.4f|u~v = Svlunv, they can be glued to form

s:UuVvV —0



branch-name | account-no | customer-name| balance

Cambridge 10991-06284 Newton £2,567.53
Hanover 10992-35671 Leibniz €11,245.75

Figure 9: A relation table

such thatgy = sy andsly = sy.

In geometric language, the Hardy paradox corresponds téatiehat there
is alocal sectionwhich cannot be extended tayéobal sectionwhich is compat-
ible with the family of boolean distributions. In other wastdhe space otocal
possibilitiesis suficiently logically ‘twisted’ toobstruct such an extension.

The quantum phenomena nbn-locality and contextuality correspond ex-
actly to the existence of obstructions to global sectionthia sense. This ge-
ometric language is substantiated by the results lin [7]clvishow thatsheaf
cohomologycan be used to characterise these obstructions, and toswitos-
textuality in a wide range of cases.

This geometric picture and the associated methods can bedpp a wide
range of situations in classical computer science, whichatseem to have any-
thing in common with the quantum realm. In particular, as thalsiow see, there
is an isomorphism between the formal description we havergior the quantum
notions of non-locality and contextuality, and basic défms and concepts in
relational database theory.

6 Relational Databases and Bell's Theorem

Consider an example of a table in a relational database,Fagume 9.
Let us anatomise such tables:

e The columns are determined by a #ebf attributes. AssumeA c A for
some global se# specified by the database schema.

e For each attribute, there is a possible set data valuesD,. For simplicity,
we collect these into a global sBt= | |,.4 Da.

e An A-tuple is specified by a functioh: A — D.

e A relation instanceor table of schemaA is a set ofA-tuples.



e A database schemas given by a familyz = {A,, ..., A of finite subsets
of A.

e A databasenstanceof schem& is given by a family of relation instances
{Ri} whereR, is of schemaj.

Does this look familiar? In fact, it is straightforward toperss this structure
in the language of presheaves:

e An A-tupletis just a local section ovek: t € DA,

A relation tableR of schemaA is a boolean distribution oA-tuples:

R e Dg(DY).

Note that ifA C B, then restriction is jugprojection. ForR € Dg(DB)

Ra:=1{tla : teR.

We can regard a schemiaas a cover ofA.

A database instance of schei&s a family of element$Ra}acs.

The compatibility condition for an instancepsojection consistency

Ralane = Relans

means that the two relations have the same projections batodommon
set of attributes.

6.1 Universal Relations

A universal relation for an instancgR, : A € X} of a schem& is a relation
R € Dg(D™) such that, for alA € X:

R|A = RA.

Thus it is a relation defined on the whole set of attributefom which each of
the relations in the instance can be recovered by projection

This notion, and various related ideas, played an importdatin early devel-
opments in relational database theory; see é.9.[ 127, 12644]. Note that a
universal relation instance corresponds exactly to thenaif global sectionfor
the database instance viewed as a compatible family. (Culoiiig is obviously
a necessary condition for such an instance to exist).



It is also standard that a universal relation need not exigeneral, and even
if it exists, it need not be unique. There is a substantiafditure devoted to the
issue of finding conditions under which these propertiesald.h

There is a simple connection between universal relatioddassless joins.

Proposition. Let (Ry, ..., R be an instance for the schefa {Aq, ..., Ad.
DefineR := =¥, R. Then a universal relation for the instance exists if ang onl
if Ra = R, 1 =1,...,k and in this cas® is the largest relation iR(; A)
satisfying the condition for a global sectian.

We can summarise the striking correspondence we have foeiwebn the
realms of quantum contextuality and database theory inalf@fing dictionary:

Relational databases measurement scenarios

attribute measurement

set of attributes defining a relation tableompatible set of measurements

database schema measurement cover

tuple local section (joint outcome)
relatioryset of tuples boolean distribution on joint outcomes
universal relation instance global sectiofhidden variable model
acyclicity Vorob’ev condition [35]

This dictionary goes beyond what we have discussed so fae. 13t entry
concerns Vorob’ev’'s Theorem [35], a remarkable result vadéid by game theory
which provides a necessary andistient combinatorial condition on a set cover
or hypergraph (formulated equivalently in terms of abstsaoplicial complexes)
such that any compatible family of probability distributover this cover can
be glued together into a global section — a joint distribaten the whole set
of vertices which marginalises to yield the given distribatover each simplex.
This condition is equivalent to the well-studied notionaddyclicity of database
schemes [13, 25].

It seems that there is considerable scope for taking theseections and com-
mon structures further. For example, we can consider priitabdatabases, and
more generally distributions valued in semirings. See ¢t Jaf more detailed dis-
cussion.
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Figure 10: The Mermin instruction set picture

6.2 Hidden variables and all that

We mentioned hidden variable models in the above table, & hot otherwise
done so in this article. Traditionally, such models havey@tha leading role in
discussions of guantum non-locality and contextualitgdasially, a local hidden-
variable model is what we called a “classical source” in ®ecB. Indeed, a
standard way of picturing such a model, due to David Merm8j,[ shown in

Figure 10. This is essentially the same picture as Figure &rnivh calls the

hidden variables “instruction sets”; these corresponathxé&o the global assign-
ments we have been discussing, which can be considered asicalforms of

hidden variables. It is shown ihl[3, Theorem 8.1] that theseeguivalent to the
more general forms of hidden variable models which have beasidered in the
literature.

6.3 Contextual semantics

Why do such similar structures arise in such apparentigdint settings? The
phenomenon of contextuality is pervasive. Once we stakimhgpfor it, we can
find it everywhere! Examples already considered include/sps [3], computa-
tion [5], and natural languagel[8].



This leads to what we may call tH@ontextual semantics hypothesiswe
can find common mathematical structure in all these diverseifestations, and
develop a widely applicable theory.

7 Kochen-Specker Models

We now return to quantum mechanics, and discuss anotheaufugctal result, the
Kochen-Specker theorem [Z@]This result shows the contextuality of quantum
mechanics in an even stronger form than Bell's theorem arsémse that the argu-
ment is independent of any particular quantum state. Wheareaarguments for
the Bell and Hardy theorems hinged on realising contextelabiiours using cer-
tain entangled quantum states, the Kochen-Specker arguests on properties
of certain families of measurements which hold &y quantum state.

There is, however, a tradd¢foWhereas the conclusion of the Kochen-Specker
theorem is stronger than that of Bell's theorem, its assionpfare also stronger,
in that it assumes (for a contradiction) non-contextudtitymeasuremenis gen-
eral. By contrast, Bell's theorem applies to a particular claksneasurement
scenarios where Alice and Bob are spacelike separatedgge thituations, the
assumption of non-contextuality is supported by relatiwisonsiderations, which
imply that there can be no direct causal influence by the neasnts on each
other.

The stronger form of state-independent contextuality milbg the Kochen-
Specker theorem is nevertheless of great interest, anddeasthe subject of a
number of recent experimental verificationhs|[12, 22]. Itlsoaa topic of current
interest to develop methods for exploiting contextualgyaaresource in quantum
information, extending what has been done for non-local#yfeature of our
sheaf-theoretic framework, as described in Section 5 asitlprovides a unified
setting for Bell's theorem, the Kochen-Specker theorerd,aher results relating
to non-locality and contextuality.

We recall the general setting discussed in Section 5. We &ige¢X of mea-
surement labels, and a family of subsets oX — a “measurement cover”. The
setsC € U are themeasurement contextsthose combinations of measurements
which can be performed together. Formally speakiXgll is just a hypergraph.

For convenience we fix our set of outcomedas {0, 1}. GivenC € U, we
say thats € OF satisfies th&<S property if (x) = 1 for exactly onex € C. The
Kochen-Specker modebver (X, U) is defined by settinglc, for eachC € U, to
be the set of als € O which satisfy the KS property. Note that the model is
uniquely determined once we have giveq ().

8Since Bell independently proved a version of this resuli],[16is often called the Bell-
Kochen-Specker theorem.



Note that, if we regard the elements Xfas propositional variables, we can
think of s € O€ as a truth-value assignm@ﬂ'.hen the KS property for an assign-
mentsis equivalent tcs satisfying the following formula:

ONE(QC) = \/(x A A -x)

xeC X eC\{x}

We say that the Kochen-Specker model ov€rl) is contextual if there is no
global assignmerd : X — O on the whole set of variables such thatsc € dc
for all C € U. Equivalently, we can say that the model is contextual iffdmenula

/\ ONE(C)

Celu

is unsatisfiabl@

It is interesting to compare this with the property of the tHamodels dis-
cussed in Section 5. As we saw there, the contextuality prpgxhibited by
these models was that there was a local section in the suppedmeC € U
which was not extendable to a global assignmenXowhich was compatible
with the support. By contrast, the form of contextuality we eonsidering here is
much stronger; thahere is no global assignment at alWwhich is consistent with
the support. In fact, the Hardy models do not satisfy thisrgjer property.

The simplest example of a contextual Kochen-Specker madélki triangle,
i.e.the cover

{a,b}, {b,c},{a,c}

onX = {a, b, ¢}. For a more elaborate example, consider th&Xset{my, .. ., Mg},
and the measurement covkt whose elements are the columns of the following
table:

Mg | M| Mg | Mg | Mp | Mg | Mg | Mye | M7
Mo | Mg | Mg | Mg | Mg | My | M7 | Mg | Mhg
Mg | Mg | Mg | My | Mug | Mg | My | Mg | Mh3

My | My | Mo | Mo | Mug | Mys | Mo | Mo | Mhs

How we do we show that a model such as this is contextual? Wegha
a combinatorial criterion onX, U) which can be used for most of the examples
which have appeared in the literature.

SInterpreting 1 as true and 0 as false.
ONote that in the general case whéés some finite set, this becomes a constraint satisfaction
problem. Contextuality means that the problem has no swluti



For eachx € X, we define
UX):={CelU : xeC}.

Proposition [3, Proposition 7.1]. If the Kochen-Specker model 6Q) is
non-contextual, then every common divisofjdf(x)| : x € X} must dividgU|. O

Applying this to the above example, we note that the cavenas 9 elements,
while each element of appears in two members #fl. Thus the Kochen-Specker
model on K, M) is contextual.

Quantum representations

What do these combinatorial questions have to do with qumamhechanics? A
contextual Kochen-Specker mod#l {[) gives rise to a quantum mechanical wit-
ness of contextuality whenever we can lalelith unit vectors inR", for some
fixed n, such thall consists exactly of those subs€tef X which form orthonor-
mal bases oR". The point of our examplé&1 above is that it is possible to label
the 18 elements oK with vectors inR* such that the four-element subsets in
M are orthogonal [18]. This yields one of the most economicaivikn quantum
witnesses for contextuali@.

To connect this directly to quantum measurement, note thet a family of
vectors can be used to define corresponding measuremealsttsai the mea-
surements corresponding to orthogonal sets are compatitdenoreover for any
quantum statg ), the support of the distribution on outcomes induced byqrerf
ing this joint measurement gy) will satisfy the KS property. Thus contextuality
of the model yields a state-independent witness of quantumtegtuality. For a
detailed discussion of this point, see Section 9.2 of [3].

The smallest dimension for which contextuality witnesggsear in this form
isn = 3. Currently, the smallest known Kochen-Specker modeligiog a con-
textuality witness in dimension 3 has 31 vectors [33]. Cotafanal methods
have established a lower bound of 18 [9].

8 Discussion and Further Reading

One aim of this paper has been to present some central cermfegpzantum in-
formation and foundations in a form which will be accessibleomputer scien-
tists, in particular those with an interest in logical andistural methods. At the
same time, we have also aimed to provide an introductiondenteresearch by

1By contrast, the triangle doemt yield a quantum witness, since orthogonality is a pairwise
notion; if all the pairs are orthogonal, the whole set musalse.



the author and a number of colleagues, which aims to use wdoth have been
developed within computer science logic and semanticsumysthese quantum
notions. This “high-level” approach has led to a number ofettlgpments, both
within quantum information, and in identifying the samenf@al structures in a
number of classical computational situations; we have seegxample of this in
the case of relational database theory.

We shall conclude by discussing some references where trested reader
can find further information, and see these ideas developgreater dept@

8.1 The sheaf-theoretic approach

As discussed briefly in Section 5, our analysis of non-légand contextuality
uses the mathematical framework of sheaves and presheBvesssue of find-
ing “local realistic” explanations of correlated behawvigaiinterpreted geometri-
cally in terms of finding global sections in the sense of shieabry. These ideas,
and many basic results, are developed in the paper [3] widmABrandenburger
which laid the basis for this approach.

This leads to a number of developments in quantum informatrad founda-
tions:

e The sheaf-theoretic language allows a unified treatmenvoflacality and
contextuality, in which results such as Bell's theorém [4B§l the Kochen-
Specker theorem [23] fit as instances of more general resotiserning
obstructions to global sections. In recent workl [28], it basn shown how
this framework can be used tansform contextuality scenarios into non-
locality scenarios.

e A hierarchy of degrees of non-locality or contextuality demtified in [3].
This explains and generalises the notion of “inequaligefror “probability-
free” non-locality proofs, and makes a strong connectidodec, as devel-
oped in [2]. This hierarchy is lifted to a novel classificatiof multipartite
entangled states, leading to some striking new resultseroimg multi-
partite entanglement, which is currently poorly underdtodhese results
will appear in forthcoming joint publications with Carmemi&stantin and
Shenggang Ying.

e The obstructions to global sections witnessing contekjuare charac-
terised in terms of sheaf cohomology in [7] with Shane Maidtad Rui
Barbosa, and a range of examples are treated in this fashion.

12The papers by the author which are referenced can be foundat . org.



e A striking connection between no-signalling models andoglosections
with signed measures (“negative probabilities”) is essdiald in [3]. An
operational interpretation of such negative probabditiavolving a signed
version of the strong law of large numbers, is developed]|in [4

8.2 Logical Bell inequalities

The discussion in Section 3 is based on [6]. Bell inequalitiee a central tech-
nigue in quantum information. In_[6] with Lucien Hardy, a g@eal notion of
“logical Bell inequality”, based on purely logical congsty conditions, is intro-
duced, and it is shown that every Bell inequalitg (every inequality satisfied by
the “local polytope”) is equivalent to a logical Bell inediina The notion is devel-
oped at the level of generality of|[3], and hence applies lbiti@ary contextuality
scenarios, including multipartite Bell scenarios and Kaeispecker configura-
tions.

8.3 Contextual semantics in classical computation

We discussed the isomorphism between the basic concepisaafugn contex-
tuality and those of relational database theory in Sectiod &Gumber of other
connections have been studied:

¢ In [2] connections between non-locality and logic are ensjpged. A num-
ber of natural complexity and decidability questions arsa@din relation to
non-locality.

e Our discussion of the Hardy paradox in Section 5 showed higgtey issue
was that a local section (assignment of values) could noxtended to a
global one consistently with some constraints (the “supfaie”). This
directly motivated some joint work with Georg Gottlob andoRion Ko-
laitis [5], in which we studied a refined version odnstraint satisfaction,
dubbed “robust constraint satisfaction”, in which one atapartial assign-
ment of a given length can always be extended to a solutioatrilstability
boundary for this problem is delineated iin [5], and this isdit settle one
of the complexity questions posed in [2].

e Application of the contextual semantics framework to naltlanguage se-
mantics is initiated in [8] with Mehrnoosh Sadrzadeh. Irsbaper, a basic
part of the Discourse Representation Structure framew®tk i formu-
lated as a presheaf, and the gluing of local sections intoaglones is used
to represent the resolution of anaphoric references.



ing

Further connections and applications of contextual seicgate currently be-
studied, and it seems likely that more will be forthcogin
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