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In this paper, we investigate the possibility of explaining nonclassical correlations between two
quantum systems in terms of quantum interferences between collective states of the two systems.
We achieve this by mapping the relations between different measurement contexts in the product
Hilbert space of a pair of two-level systems onto an analogous sequence of interferences between
paths in a single-particle interferometer. The relations between different measurement outcomes are
then traced to the distribution of probability currents in the interferometer, where paradoxical re-
lations between the outcomes are identified with currents connecting two states that are orthogonal
and should therefore exclude each other. We show that the relation between probability currents
and correlations can be represented by continuous conditional (quasi)probability currents through
the interferometer, given by weak values; the violation of the noncontextual assumption is expressed
by negative conditional currents in some of the paths. Since negative conditional currents corre-
spond to the assignment of negative conditional probabilities to measurements results in different
measurement contexts, the necessity of such negative probability currents represents a failure of
noncontextual local realism. Our results help to explain the meaning of nonlocal correlations in
quantum mechanics, and support Feynman’s claim that interference is the origin of all quantum
phenomena.

I. INTRODUCTION

In order to understand the boundary between classi-
cal theories and quantum mechanics, we first need to
more fully examine the role of quantum correlations.
Such correlations are difficult to access directly, because
they involve different measurement contexts, defined by
mutually incompatible measurements. The most well-
known example of these correlations is quantum entan-
glement [1], where the quantum state of one or more
degrees of freedom of a system cannot be described in-
dependently of the state of one or more degrees of free-
dom of another system. These correlations can be ob-
served even when these systems are separated by arbi-
trarily large distances, and their existence in the quan-
tum formalism is often referred to as nonlocality [2], or
nonseparability [3, 4]. The experimental violation of Bell
inequalities is the most striking demonstration of the ex-
istence of these nonclassical correlations [5–9]. A closely
related concept, quantum contextuality, concerns the im-
possibility of reconciling the statistics observed in differ-
ent measurement contexts with any context-independent
description of the measurement outcomes [10–12]. A
compact description of the relation between contextual-
ity and nonlocality was first given by Hardy for entangled
systems [13, 14], and was later generalised to the relations
between measurement outcomes in a three-dimensional
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space [15, 16]. Cabello and collaborators then proved
that contextuality is a generalisation of nonlocality to
single-particle systems [17, 18].

In order to examine the aspects of the quantum for-
malism which are behind the paradoxical behaviours as-
sociated with nonlocality and contextuality, two of the
authors previously analysed the quantitative relations
between the different measurement contexts defined by
the Hilbert space formalism [19–21]. Ref. [20] showed
that quantitative arguments about contextuality based
on Hilbert space inner products can be used equally to
analyse a three-dimensional Hilbert space of a single sys-
tem or the nonlocality of two entangled two-level systems.
In parallel, Ref. [21] introduced a three-path interferom-
eter, in which the five measurement contexts required for
the demonstration of quantum contextuality in a three-
dimensional Hilbert space are physically implemented by
a sequence of beam splitters. Each of the paths represents
a possible measurement outcome obtained in one of the
measurement contexts represented by a quantum state,
directly relating the problem of contextuality to the prob-
lem of attempting to trace the path of a photon through
the interferometer. Ref. [20] also showed that the non-
classical correlations between two entangled qubits can
be expressed in a three-dimensional Hilbert space when
collective measurements of the two systems are included
in the description. This means that we can map the
relations between measurement contexts for qubit pairs
onto the path of photon through the three-path interfer-
ometer. It is then possible to explore the quantum cor-
relations between two qubits using concepts that were
previously limited to the investigation of single-particle
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contextuality.

Feynman famously claimed that interference is the ori-
gin of all quantum phenomena [22]. Ref. [21], which illus-
trates contextuality through single particle interferences,
provides support for this view. However, it is not imme-
diately obvious how quantum interferences relate to non-
classical correlations between separate quantum systems
[23–26]. Taken together, Ref. [20] (relating contextuality
and nonlocality) and Ref. [21] (relating contextuality to
interference) suggest a potential route to clarify the rela-
tion between nonlocal quantum correlations, and quan-
tum interference between the amplitudes associated with
different measurement outcomes. The specific problem
that makes it difficult to identify quantum interference
effects in both Bell inequalities and Hardy’s paradox orig-
inates from the assumption of local realism [12], which
requires that the alternative measurement contexts all
correspond to local measurements. Focusing on the quan-
tum mechanical description of the relation between two
systems, it is important to analyze the meaning of col-
lective measurement outcomes through their expression
as a superposition of local states. We can then take a
“shortcut” through Hilbert space by using the outcomes
of collective measurements to relate local measurement
outcomes to each other. The physics of nonclassical cor-
relations between two systems can thus be described by
the different ways in which the same collective state can
be expressed by different superpositions of local states.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section II,
we consider a product Hilbert space describing a pair
of two-level systems; each measurement outcome can be
identified with a state in this product space. We map
the relation between different measurement contexts for
this space onto an analogous sequence of interferences
between paths in a single particle interferometer. We
discuss the relations between the contexts described by
the beam splitters in the interferometer, and identify the
role of collective measurements and their outcomes.

Using this mapping of collective states to paths, in
Section III we investigate how the outcomes of collective
measurements represent paradoxical relations between
the results of local measurements. We show that these
paradoxical relations are associated with an interference
between quantum state components of a specific maxi-
mally entangled state.

In Section IV, we confirm the relation between collec-
tive interference and nonclassical correlations by varying
the quantum coherence of the input state. The results
show that quantum interferences re-direct the probabil-
ity currents in the interferometer, until it is impossible
to trace the origin of the output currents back to the
corresponding input port.

In Section V, we relate the distribution of probability
currents to the quasiprobabilities given by the Kirkwood-
Dirac distribution [27–29], allowing us to identify the ef-
fects of interferences directly with nonclassical correla-
tions between different measurement contexts. Paradoxi-
cal statistics are described by negative weak values, corre-

sponding to negative joint probabilities in the Kirkwood-
Dirac distribution [30–34]. We show that the paradoxical
correlations associated with the entanglement of the two
qubits can be traced back to a negative conditional cur-
rent at a collective measurement outcome. It is possible
to explain the role of these collective measurement out-
comes by considering the local states to which they are
connected by the beam splitters in the interferometer.
Each collective measurement outcome can be identified
with a set of conditional statements about the two qubits
that must be valid if that outcome is detected. The ap-
pearance of negative conditional currents shows that it is
impossible to assign simultaneous reality to both the col-
lective statements and the local statements represented
by the different measurement contexts. Quantum inter-
ferences thus trace the origin of quantum correlations
characteristic of entangled states back to the fundamen-
tal dependence of the reality of the measurement out-
comes on the context established by the application of a
specific measurement. Finally, in Section VI, we discuss
the implications of our work, and summarise the paper.

II. ILLUSTRATION OF COLLECTIVE
INTERFERENCE USING AN ANALOGOUS

INTERFEROMETER

Consider a product Hilbert space describing a pair of
two-level systems, where each measurement outcome can
be identified with a state in this product space. What
is the relation between measurements performed sepa-
rately on the two systems and collective measurements
performed on both systems at the same time? To in-
vestigate this question, we start by considering a local
measurement, with outcomes {|0, 0⟩ , |0, 1⟩ , |1, 0⟩ , |1, 1⟩}.
These outcomes form a complete orthogonal basis of the
Hilbert space of the two systems. Any transformation
to a different measurement basis can be represented by
interferences between these basis states. We can there-
fore map the relation between different measurement con-
texts onto an analogous sequence of interferences between
paths in a single particle interferometer.
First, let us consider the interference between the paths

representing the measurement outcomes |0, 0⟩ and |1, 0⟩
at a beam splitter of reflectivity R01. This interference
corresponds to a unitary transformation of the measure-
ment basis given by

|a, 0⟩ =
√

R01 |0, 0⟩ −
√
1−R01 |1, 0⟩

|b, 0⟩ =
√
1−R01 |0, 0⟩+

√
R01 |1, 0⟩ .

(1)

Note that only two of the four paths representing the
initial measurement basis interfere here. Specifically,
the interference represents a change of basis states that
only transforms the states with system two in state |0⟩.
This corresponds to a quantum controlled unitary opera-
tion, where system two is the control system, and system
one is the target system. Even though the new context
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FIG. 1. A three-path interferometer, where the paths rep-
resent five different measurement contexts being transformed
into each other by beam splitters of reflectivities Ri. The in-
put ports and the output ports represent the same context,
but the relative order of the three states has been reversed.

{|1, 1⟩ , |0, 1⟩ , |a, 0⟩ , |b, 0⟩} is defined by product states,
it describes a collective measurement, where system two
must be measured first to determine the measurement
basis used on system one (i.e., system 1 should be mea-
sured in “a or b” if system 2 is in state |0⟩, or instead
should be measured in “0 or 1” if system 2 is in state
|1⟩). It is therefore not possible to describe the interfer-
ence as an effect confined to only one of the two systems.
Instead, we should consider it to be a collective inter-
ference, describing correlations between the two systems
which do not have a classical analogue.

A local transformation of only one of the two systems
would require a corresponding interference between the
paths |0, 1⟩ and |1, 1⟩. However, the collective nature
of the interferences between individual pairs of paths al-
lows us to simplify the relations between measurement
contexts by excluding the |1, 1⟩ path from all the interfer-
ences. This means that the |1, 1⟩ outcome is shared by all
of the measurement contexts. We can then represent the
relations between the measurement contexts as a three-
path interferometer, where one can always imagine the
existence of a fourth path running parallel to the entire
interferometer. To construct a complete set of measure-
ment contexts, sequentially interfere one of the output
paths of the immediately preceding interference with the
path that was not involved in that interference. This pro-
duces a three-path interferometer relating five different
measurement contexts to each other, as previously in-
troduced for the investigation of contextuality in a three
dimensional Hilbert space [21]. Fig. 1 shows the three-
path interferometer applied to the Hilbert space of two
separate systems. As explained above, the second beam
splitter interferes paths |0, 1⟩ and |a, 0⟩ with reflectivity
Rb0, where the index b0 indicates that the path |b, 0⟩ runs
parallel to the beam splitter, and is not involved in the
interference. Since the output paths cannot be repre-
sented by product states, it is not immediately obvious
what kind of inter-system relation they describe.

The reflection of |0, 1⟩ (transmission of |a, 0⟩) forms
output path |fNL⟩, and the reflection of |a, 0⟩ (transmis-
sion of |0, 1⟩) forms output path |N1⟩. Thus, both |fNL⟩
and |N1⟩ can be expressed as a superposition of |0, 1⟩
and |a, 0⟩. The precise relation between the two sys-
tems described by the corresponding measurement out-

comes now depends on the specific reflectivities assigned
to the beam splitters. In the following, we consider when
R01 = 1/2, so the local measurement bases {|0⟩ , |1⟩ and
|a⟩ , |b⟩} are mutually unbiased. In addition, we require
that the state |fNL⟩ is perfectly symmetric in the two
systems, with equal contributions from |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩.
This means the second beam splitter must have a reflec-
tivity of Rb0 = 1/3, and identifies the state |fNL⟩ as an

eigenstate of the swap operation ÛSWAP (which swaps
the values of the two qubits), with an eigenvalue of one,

ÛSWAP |fNL⟩ = |fNL⟩ . (2)

On the other hand, the output state |N1⟩ is not symmet-
ric in the two systems, and the swap operation changes it
into a different state |N2⟩. Using the reflectivities given
above, their representations in the input basis read,

|N1⟩ =
1√
6
(|0, 0⟩+ 2 |0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩)

|N2⟩ =
1√
6
(|0, 0⟩ − |0, 1⟩+ 2 |1, 0⟩).

(3)

The inner product of these two states is −1/2, indicating
that the reflectivity Rf of the next beam splitter should
be 1/4, so that the interference between |N1⟩ and |b, 0⟩
corresponds to the swap operation acting on the two sys-
tems,

|N2⟩ = ÛSWAP |N1⟩
|0, b⟩ = ÛSWAP |b, 0⟩ ,

(4)

The fourth beam splitter with reflectivity R0b = 1/3
then connects to a context represented by product states,
{|1, 0⟩ , |0, a⟩ , |0, b⟩}, and the fifth and final beam splitter
with reflectivity R10 = 1/2 restores the original context,
with paths |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩ exchanged by the swap oper-
ation of the central beam splitter.
|fNL⟩, |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ cannot be expressed as prod-

uct states of the two systems. However, the descrip-
tion of these states in terms of interferences relating
them to the product states {|0, 1⟩ , |a, 0⟩ , |b, 0⟩} and
{|1, 0⟩ , |0, a⟩ , |0, b⟩} allows us to identify the relations
between the two systems described by these collective
states. In the next section, we will investigate how these
collective measurement outcomes represent paradoxical
relations between the results of local measurements.

III. RELATION BETWEEN LOCAL AND
COLLECTIVE MEASUREMENT OUTCOMES

As shown in [21], the interferometer given in Fig. 1
can be used to demonstrate quantum contextuality, by
relating different measurement contexts to each other se-
quentially. Here, we apply this tool to the problem of
nonclassical correlations between two quantum systems.
We follow the analogy between contextuality and non-
locality previously established in [20, 21]. As shown in
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the interference effects defining the
state |fNL⟩. The first beamsplitter Rb0 interferes the paths
|0, 1⟩ and |a, 0⟩, and the second beamsplitter R0b splits |fNL⟩
into paths |1, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ .

that work, one could extend the interferometer to fully
represent a version of Hardy’s paradox. However, we in-
stead intend to show that the three-path interferometer
analogy is sufficient to demonstrate collective quantum
effects in the two systems, based on the non-separability
of the input state. We will do this by investigating how
interference describes the relation of the central collective
outcome |fNL⟩ to local outcomes belonging to different
contexts.

As shown in Fig. 1, |fNL⟩ can be related to the inter-
ference between the outcomes |0, 1⟩ and |a, 0⟩ on the one
side, and to the interference between the outcomes |1, 0⟩
and |0, a⟩ on the other. On the left-hand side, |fNL⟩ is
described by an interference between |0, 1⟩ and |a, 0⟩ at a
beamsplitter of reflectivity Rb0 = 1/3, corresponding to
the superposition

|fNL⟩ =
1√
3
|0, 1⟩+

√
2

3
|a, 0⟩ . (5)

On the right-hand side, the same collective outcome
|fNL⟩ is split into a coherent superposition of the out-
comes |1, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ by a beam splitter of reflectivity
R0b = 1/3, as given by

|fNL⟩ =
1√
3
|1, 0⟩+

√
2

3
|0, a⟩ . (6)

These two relations are illustrated in Fig. 2. In non-
contextual logic, both superpositions are interpreted as
“either/or” relations between two logical alternatives.
Eqs. (5) and (6) show that if the outcome |fNL⟩ is ob-
tained, “|0, 1⟩ or |a, 0⟩” and “|1, 0⟩ or |0, a⟩” are the only
available options in such an interpretation. Since |0, 1⟩
and |1, 0⟩ are mutually exclusive, we can infer two state-
ments from the combination of Eqs. (5) and (6) and the
noncontextual model:

1. If the noncontextual model predicts the outcome
|fNL⟩, any prediction of |0, 1⟩ necessarily implies a
prediction of |0, a⟩;

2. If the noncontextual model predicts the outcome
|fNL⟩, any prediction of |a, 0⟩ necessarily implies a
prediction of |1, 0⟩.

By combining the two statements, we see that any time
the noncontextual model predicts the outcome |fNL⟩, it
also predicts either |0, a⟩, or |a, 0⟩, or both. We can ex-
press this noncontextual requirement as an inequality of
the measurement probabilities for these outcomes,

P (fNL) ≤ P (a, 0) + P (0, a). (7)

Note that this is a typical noncontextual inequality, of
the same form as given in [19, 35–47]. This inequality
quantifies the limit of the “either/or” interpretation as-
sociated with the detection of single particles. It has been
pointed out that its violation can be explained by the in-
tensity distributions of classical wave interferences [48].
As explained in [21], this is a consequence of the joint
presence of all amplitudes and intensities of a classical
wave, which makes it impossible to identify the origin of
different energy terms in the output. Since a single par-
ticle always arrives at only one output port, it is natural
to assume that it also entered at only one port. The vi-
olation of the inequality indicates that this assumption
might be problematic.
It is central that quantum interference can modify the

contributions of the different outcomes in a manner that
contradicts “either/or” logic, resulting in a violation of
the inequality. Fig. 2 gives an idea of how this violation
can be achieved. Quantum interferences should increase
the probability of |fNL⟩ beyond the value of the sum of
the probabilities of |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩. Since the superposi-
tion of |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩ can provide such an enhancement
while limiting the probabilities of |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ to only
half the probabilities of |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩ respectively, the
ideal state for a violation of the inequality should be

|Φmax⟩ =
|0, 1⟩+ |1, 0⟩√

2
(8)

For this state, the probability of |fNL⟩ is 2/3, while the
probabilities of both |0, a⟩ and |a, 0⟩ are both 1/4.
The state |Φmax⟩ is a maximally-entangled state of the

two systems. The state given in Eq. (8) represents a
maximal correlation of outcomes in the {0, 1} basis. In
the collective interference between |0, 1⟩ and |a, 0⟩, the
|a, 0⟩ amplitude is simply an attenuated version of the
amplitude of |1, 0⟩, so the enhanced probability of |fNL⟩
originates from a constructive interference between |0, 1⟩
and |1, 0⟩. Likewise, the amplitude in |N1⟩ is reduced by
destructive interference. On the other side, a low ampli-
tude in |N2⟩ interferes with the high amplitude in |fNL⟩
to concentrate the probability into |1, 0⟩, explaining why
the probabilities in |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ can be lower than al-
lowed by noncontextual models. It is remarkable that the
very low amplitudes of |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ can each interfere
constructively with |fNL⟩ to restore the high probabil-
ities of |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩ without having to increase the
probability of |a, 0⟩ or |0, a⟩. The role of the outcome
|fNL⟩ is to describe a relation between the two systems
which, in a noncontextual model, would require a corre-
lation between {0, 1} and {a, b}. Quantum interference
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is necessary to observe independent statistics for {0, 1}
and {a, b} when the probability of |fNL⟩ is larger than
1/2.
We can see that there is a quantitative relation be-

tween the collective interference between |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩,
and the suppression of correlations between {0, 1} and
{a, b}, which results in the inequality violation. We will
now examine how these quantum interferences modify
the correlations associated with the collective measure-
ment outcome |fNL⟩.

IV. COLLECTIVE INTERFERENCE AND
QUANTUM CORRELATIONS

To fully understand the importance of a collective in-
terference, we need to look at the cases where no such
interference happens. For this, we can look first at the
cases where the input state is solely either |0, 1⟩ or |1, 0⟩,
before introducing a state with a variable visibility of the
interference.

Since the reflectivities R0,1 and R1,0 are both 1/2,

P (a, 0|1, 0) = 1

2
,

P (0, a|0, 1) = 1

2
.

(9)

For both input state |0, 1⟩ and input state |1, 0⟩, one of
the probabilities on the right-hand side of the inequality
in Eq. (7) is 1/2, and the other is zero. Therefore, the
inequality is satisfied by the probability of P (fNL) = 1/3
obtained as a result of the reflectivities of our R0b = 1/3
and Rb0 = 1/3. It is worth noting that these states
clearly satisfy both Statements 1 and 2 obtained from the
noncontextual model—specifically, the state |0, 1⟩ corre-
sponds to the prediction in Statement 1, and the continu-
ity in the input-output relations at the beamsplitter Rb0

requires that the probability of finding |0, 1⟩ is equal to
the sum of the probabilities of |fNL⟩ and |N1⟩ (and sim-
ilarly for |1, 0⟩, Statement 2, and |N2⟩). Note that the
continuity of input-output relations at beamsplitters can
have similar role to noncontextuality, but may lead to
different consequences; this is something we will explore
further in Section V.

We can now consider a situation where the visibility of
the interference between |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩ is not reduced
(e.g. by decoherence effects or dephasing). For this, we
consider the general input state ρ̂(η), where the parame-
ter η describes the visibility,

ρ̂(η) =
|0, 1⟩⟨0, 1|

2
+

|1, 0⟩⟨1, 0|
2

+

η
|0, 1⟩⟨1, 0|

2
+ η

|1, 0⟩⟨0, 1|
2

.

(10)

η decreases from 1 to 0 as we go from a pure superposition
to an incoherent mixture of the two states. For all of
these states, P (0, a) and P (a, 0) have the same value,

FIG. 3. Illustration of probabilities in the interferometer for
the input state |Φmax⟩. The probability P (fNL) = 2/3 is
higher than the sum of probabilities P (a, 0) and P (0, a) (1/2).
This is equivalent to the observation that the sum of the prob-
abilities of |a, 0⟩, |0, a⟩, |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ are lower than one.

of 1/4 each, indicating that Statements 1 or 2 must be
violated whenever the probability of |fNL⟩ exceeds 1/2.
This probability depends on the visibility η, as given by

P (fNL) = Tr[ρ̂(η)(|fNL⟩ ⟨fNL|)]

=
1

3
(1 + η).

(11)

As expected, the value of P (fNL) is 1/3 whenever the
value of η is zero, due to the absence of collective inter-
ference in the input state. P (fNL) can only be greater
than the sum of P (a, 0) and P (0, a) when η is above 1/2.
This shows a threshold amount of collective interference
is necessary for the failure of the noncontextual model.
Interestingly, even some entangled states can satisfy the
noncontextual model.
Continuity here requires that, since the |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩

probabilities are both 1/2, and the |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ prob-
abilities are both 1/4, the probabilities of |N1⟩ and |N2⟩
are related to the probability of |fNL⟩ by

P (N1) = P (N2) =
3

4
− P (fNL) (12)

The interference effect redistributes probability between
P (fNL), and P (N1) and P (N2). The noncontextual con-
ditions given by Statements 1 and 2 can be satisfied if
the current through |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ is sufficiently high, to
establish a connection between |b, 0⟩ and |1, 0⟩, and be-
tween |0, 1⟩ and |0, b⟩, that does not involve either |a, 0⟩
or |0, a⟩. If collective interference increases P (fNL) be-
yond the threshold of 1/2, it is difficult to identify a con-
tinuous probability current through the interferometer
representing the collective quantum interference of the
two systems. The extremal case associated with the in-
put state |Φmax⟩ (where η = 1) is shown in Fig. 3. For
this case, the probabilities of |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ are each only
1/12. In the figure, we can see it looks as though a cur-
rent from |1, 0⟩ to |1, 0⟩ should pass through either |a, 0⟩
or |N2⟩—however, the sums of the probabilities P (a, 0)
and P (N2) are not sufficient to account for the probabil-
ity of obtaining output |1, 0⟩. This suggests that part of
the probability current in the output port |1, 0⟩ should
be transferred from the input port |0, 1⟩.
Given we expect a continuity of probability, we could

ask whether it is possible to trace probability currents
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through the interferometer, if we relax the noncontex-
tual assumptions in accordance with the effects of quan-
tum interference. Since we have already seen that the
correlations between the two systems include collective
interference effects that are responsible for the apparent
contradiction between these correlations and noncontex-
tual models, we would expect to find an alternative ex-
planation of the nonclassical correlations.

V. NEGATIVE WEAK VALUES AS
INDICATORS OF CONTEXTUAL CONTINUITY

Our problem in understanding the violation of non-
contextual logic originates from an expectation of joint
realities of outcomes from different contexts. If we iden-
tify these outcomes with the paths taken by a particle
in an interferometer, this expectation corresponds to the
assignment of a single input and single output path for
the particle at each beamsplitter, irrespective of where
the particle is eventually detected. However, it is not
possible to experimentally observe both an single input
and output path for each beamsplitter when interference
takes place. Instead, the inequality in Eq. (7) refers to
the consistency between the individual detection prob-
abilities and an assumed joint probability of finding the
particle in a sequence of paths. However, in quantum me-
chanics, the assignment of joint probabilities is inherently
problematic; an approach taken to address this problem
is the introduction of quasiprobabilities that do not con-
form to the expectation of having real positive values
(and so therefore do not necessarily satisfy Kolmogorov’s
first axiom). As was shown in [21], interference effects
can be described well using the Kirkwood-Dirac distribu-
tion [27–29, 34], which is based on weak values [49–53]
of the projection operators associated with the measure-
ment outcomes. For an input state ρ̂, a fixed output |o⟩,
the weak value of an outcome |i⟩ is given by

W (i|o) = ⟨o|i⟩ ⟨i| ρ̂ |o⟩
⟨o| ρ̂ |o⟩

, (13)

In the three-path interferometer, these weak values can
be interpreted as a decomposition of the current of proba-
bility through |i⟩, conditioned on the output port |o⟩ [21].
Like probability currents, these weak values respect con-
tinuity: the sum of the weak values entering a beamsplit-
ter will be equal to the sum of the weak values exiting
that beamsplitter, just like how the sum of the probabil-
ities entering the beamsplitter will be equal to the sum
of the probabilities exiting the beamsplitter. Weak val-
ues also respect the orthogonality relations that express
the concept of distinguishability in quantum mechanics
(e.g. the weak value of state |0, 1⟩, conditioned on the
postselection |1, 0⟩, will always be zero). This means
considering the conditional probability currents given by
the weak values provides an advantage over considering
only unconditioned probability currents through the in-
terferometer, insofar as they respect our intuitions about

both continuity and the noncontextuality of the distin-
guishability of outcomes. However, different from classi-
cal probability currents, weak values are not associated
with a joint reality of the outcomes |o⟩ and |i⟩, meaning
they do not have to respect noncontextual inequalities.
We will therefore use these conditional currents to anal-
yse the violation of noncontextual logic by the collective
interference of the two systems.
The inequality violation originates from a redistribu-

tion of probability from |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ to |fNL⟩, as shown
in Eq. (12). In the conditional currents described by weak
values, this redistribution of probability can be separated
into a redistribution of conditional currents between |N2⟩
and |fNL⟩ for |0, 1⟩, and between |N1⟩ and |fNL⟩ for |1, 0⟩.
Continuity requires that probability currents which flow
from |fNL⟩ and |N2⟩ to |0, 1⟩must also pass through |0, a⟩,
corresponding to the relation between the weak values
given by

W (fNL|0, 1) +W (N2|0, 1) = W (0, a|0, 1) (14)

Likewise, probability currents flowing from |1, 0⟩ to either
|fNL⟩ or |N1⟩ must pass through |a, 0⟩, corresponding to
the relation between the weak values given by

W (fNL|1, 0) +W (N1|1, 0) = W (a, 0|1, 0) (15)

Eqs. (14) and (15) are similar to the conditions in State-
ments 1 and 2, except the weak values can be nega-
tive. If conditional currents were limited to positive val-
ues, this would prevent any violation of the inequality in
Eq. (7). We can now reformulate the inequality in Eq. (7)
by observing that the probability P (fNL) is given by a
weighted sum of the probability currentsW (fNL|0, 1) and
W (fNL|1, 0), while the probabilities P (0, a) and P (a, 0)
are completely explained by the corresponding condi-
tional currents W (0, a|0, 1) and W (a, 0|1, 0). The in-
equality violation can then be traced back to the con-
ditional currents through |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ only,

W (N2|0, 1) +W (N1|1, 0) ≥ 0. (16)

For the state ρ̂(η), the two conditional currents in this
equation depend on the visibility η of the interference
between |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩, as given by

W (N2|0, 1) = W (N1|1, 0) =
1

3

(
1

2
− η

)
. (17)

This shows that sufficient visibility of interference is nec-
essary for negativity of weak values—specifically, a visi-
bility of at least η = 1/2. This is also the threshold for
the violation of the inequality in Eq. (7), which is a nat-
ural consequence of the fact that the two weak values are
equal for this symmetric input state.
Fig. 4 shows the conditional current distributions for

the case with maximal visibility of η = 1, giving the
negative currents −1/6 in paths |N1⟩ and |N2⟩. This
figure also shows the continuity in the splitting of the
path |0, 1⟩ into |fNL⟩ and |N1⟩ (Fig. 4a), and merging
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FIG. 4. Weak values Wρ̂(i|o) of the projectors on the paths
i, conditioned by the detected outcomes o, for the input state
|Φmax⟩. (a) shows the values for o = |0, 1⟩, which occurs
with a probability of P (0, 1) = 1/2. (b) shows the values for
o = |1, 0⟩, which occurs with a probability of P (1, 0) = 1/2.

of the path |fNL⟩ and |N2⟩ into |1, 0⟩ (Fig. 4b). It
is interesting to observe that the positive conditional
current W (N2|0, 1) overcompensates the negative condi-
tional current W (N1|1, 0), resulting in the directly ob-
servable probability of P (N1) = 1/12, and similarly for
W (N1|1, 0), W (N2|0, 1), and P (N2). This ensures that
the requirement of positive probabilities is always satis-
fied when we measure at N1 or N2.
We can now use the relations between outcomes illus-

trated by the interferometer to explain the correlations
between the two systems represented by the complete
four-dimensional Hilbert space. For this, we need to un-
derstand the physical meaning of the collective measure-
ment outcomes |fNL⟩, |N1⟩ and |N2⟩, in terms of the
relation between local properties of the two systems. As
we can now see, |fNL⟩ requires that |0, 1⟩ can only occur
if |0, a⟩ is true, and |1, 0⟩ can only occur if |a, 0⟩ is true.
This requirement is also valid in the quantum mechani-
cal case, since it does not depend on interferences. |fNL⟩
makes a joint statement about |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩, one of
which must always be relevant, whether the system is in
the state |0, 1⟩ or |1, 0⟩. The negative conditional cur-
rents in |N1⟩ and |N2⟩ are needed to offset this relation
when the inequality is violated because the probabilities
in |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩ are lower than the probability of |fNL⟩.
In terms of correlations between the two systems, |N1⟩
requires that |1, 0⟩ can only occur if |a, 0⟩ is true, and
|N2⟩ requires that |0, 1⟩ can only occur if |0, a⟩ is true.
The negative conditional currents of these outcomes rep-
resent a suppression of the correlations associated with
|N1⟩ and |N2⟩, resulting in a lower value in the probabil-
ities of |a, 0⟩ and |0, a⟩. This suppression would not be
possible if |a, 0⟩ would require that either the correlations
described by |fNL⟩ or |N1⟩ were valid (and same for |0, a⟩,
and |N2⟩ or |fNL⟩). If we know something about |a, 0⟩,
it is not just ignorance that prevents us from applying
the conditions expressed by |fNL⟩ or |N1⟩. The relation
between different contexts cannot be expressed in terms

of simultaneous assignment of reality, even if the state-
ments are collective statements about the two systems.
Different correlations can seem to contradict each other
simply because they refer to incompatible measurement
contexts, where collective measurements can represent
simultaneous statements about correlations that would
be incompatible when measured separately. We can thus
identify the problem of supposed nonlocal interaction (or
“spooky action at a distance” [2]) associated with quan-
tum entanglement instead with the fundamental depen-
dence of the reality of the measurement outcomes on the
context established by the application of a specific mea-
surement.

VI. DISCUSSION

The enhancement of probabilities by interference sug-
gests that the idea of a noncontextual reality is invalid
in quantum mechanics. In the case of a single particle,
this may not seem to be as extreme as in the bipartite
case, as we could always explain the interference process
when two paths meet up at a beam splitter in a realist
dynamical way. However, the equivalence of the Hilbert
space structures of multipartite and single-particle sys-
tems indicates that collective interference explains the
correlations between separate quantum systems in ex-
actly the same way as single particle interference explains
quantum contextuality. Collective interference explains
the absence of a viable local realist model for quantum
entanglement by showing that the statistics of the col-
lective system do not correspond to context-independent
assignments of reality to measurement outcomes. The
extreme redistribution of probabilities between measure-
ment outcomes by collective interferences corresponds to
negative values in the quasiprobability distributions that
describe the correlations between the two entangled sys-
tems. Collective interference thus describes correlations
between different systems in ways which can be illus-
trated by paths, even though the physics of the interac-
tions between the systems is different from the physics
describing the passage of individual quantum particles
through beam splitters. In general, the paths in an in-
terferometer represent logical statements which can refer
to any physical system, including multipartite systems,
despite this difference in their underlying physics. This
analogue is unique to quantum mechanics, insofar as the
unifying Hilbert space structure allows us to map arbi-
trary statements about complex physical systems to the
transmission of particles through a sequence of beam-
splitters. This does not lead to a simple analogy with
wave interference, as the separation of wave amplitude
and measurement result is nontrivial, even for classical
waves [21]. The specific quantum-mechanical character
of the analogy is expressed by the difference between the
meaning of interference for wave amplitudes and for prob-
ability amplitudes; the statistical nature of probability
amplitudes is necessary for the fundamental contextual-
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ity of reality.

To summarise, we mapped the Hilbert space describing
a pair of two-level systems onto an interferometer, where
the paths represent a sequence of five different measure-
ment contexts, including collective measurements of the
two systems at the centre of the interferometer. Using
this mapping, we traced the nonclassical correlations de-
scribed by entanglement between the two systems back
to the collective interference between two components of
the entangled state. We showed that this quantum in-
terference is responsible for a redistribution of probabil-
ities which cannot be represented by a joint probability
distribution for the different measurement contexts. In
the interferometer, such a joint probability distribution
would describe conditional probability currents travelling
from each input port to the corresponding output port.
In quantum mechanics, such a continuous expression for
conditional currents is provided by the quasiprobability
associated with weak values and the Kirkwood-Dirac dis-
tribution. While these conditional currents automati-
cally satisfy the expectation of continuity, their values
can be negative, explaining the violation of the inequal-
ity in Eq. (7) by entangled states. The magnitude of
this violation is directly related to the coherence that
defines the entanglement, indicating that the negative
conditional currents link the observation of nonclassical
correlations directly to collective quantum interferences
of the components |0, 1⟩ and |1, 0⟩.

The results presented here indicate that the nonclassi-
cal correlations that characterise entangled states are a
natural consequence of collective quantum interferences.

These interferences contradict any assignment of noncon-
textual reality to the outcomes of different measurement
contexts, by increasing the probability of the collective
measurement outcome |fNL⟩ beyond the limit of noncon-
textual models. We showed that a visibility of interfer-
ence above a certain level forces some of the conditional
currents to be negative; this visibility threshold is also
the threshold at which the system becomes observably
contextual. We therefore conclude that the quantum
correlations characteristic of entangled states originate
from collective interferences that describe a general de-
pendence of reality on the context established by the ap-
plication of a specific measurement. It is not necessary
to invoke any nonlocal interactions in order to explain
this phenomenon, since the dependence on the measure-
ment context implies that a joint assignment of reality
to the outcomes of different measurements has no phys-
ical meaning. Instead, the dependence on measurement
context provides an alternative explanation of nonlocal
quantum correlations, that supports Feynman’s claim
that interference is the origin of all quantum phenom-
ena.
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