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The incompatibility of quantum channels in general probabilistic theories [1
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In quantum theory, there exist sets of operations that cannot be performed simultaneously. These
sets of operations are referred to as incompatible. While this definition of incompatibility extends
to general probabilistic theories, the dependency of the set of compatible sets on the definition
of composite systems has not been thoroughly investigated. In the context of quantum channels,
compatibility is defined using the tensor product of Hilbert spaces, employing the usual composite
system. However, in the context of general probabilistic theories, composite systems are not uniquely
determined, and the set of states can range from min tensor to max tensor, forming various convex
sets. In this paper, in addition to quantum compatibility using the usual composite system, we in-
troduce min-tensor-compatibility using the min-tensor on the composite system of effect spaces and
investigate their relationship using noisy identity channels on qubits. As a result, we found that the
set of min-tensor-compatible channel pairs is strictly broader than the set of quantum-compatible
channel pairs. Furthermore, we introduce the concept of almost quantum compatible channel pairs
from an operational perspective. This concept corresponds to cases where the correlation functions
appearing in the verification of compatibility can be realized through a channel and local reinter-
pretation of effects. We demonstrate that the set of all almost quantum compatible channel pairs
is strictly narrower than the set of all min-tensor-compatible channel pairs.

I. INTRODOCUTION

In the realm of quantum theory, there exist pairs of operations that cannot be carried out simultaneously, a
phenomenon termed incompatibility[l]. One of the most prominent examples is the uncertainty principle[245], which
asserts that certain pairs of observables cannot be measured concurrently. This concept extends beyond observable
measurements to encompass quantum channels as well[6, |7]; certain pairs of channels cannot be realized simultaneously,
a principle exemplified by the no-cloning theorem|g; [9], which highlights the incompatibility of two identity channels.

While incompatibility serves to underscore the disparities between quantum and classical theories, its relevance
extends to broader physical frameworks. Indeed, the no-cloning theorem holds in general probabilistic theories (GPTSs)
beyond classical theory[10], a fact elucidated within the context of incompatibility. Investigating these generalized
frameworks holds promise for uncovering key characteristics of quantum theory.

This paper delves into the study of channel incompatibility, focusing particularly on the principles governing the con-
struction of composite systems. In GPT, determining the composite system for a given pair of systems lacks a singular
solution, leading to a multitude of potential composite systems beyond the conventional quantum framework|[11-13].
The definition of generalized incompatibility inherently depends on how the composite system is constructed. Con-
sequently, we inquire whether a pair of channels incompatible with the standard quantum composite system may
exhibit compatibility within alternative composite systems.

More specifically, we demonstrate that pairs of noisy identity channels can be compatible within a min-tensored
composite system despite being incompatible within the normal quantum composite system. This disparity prompts
the introduction of new categories of compatible channels. Of particular interest is the exploration of whether this
gap can be bridged by considering compatibility in a device-independent manner.

The paper is organized as follows: Section [[I] begins with an exploration of preliminary concepts surrounding
quantum incompatibility and properties of composite systems within general probabilistic theories. Within this
context, we introduce the notion of min-tensor-compatibility, which is grounded in identifying composite systems that
yield the smallest effect space.

Section [[TI] presents the primary findings. Initially, we contrast the normal quantum compatibility class with the
min-tensor-compatibility class by analyzing a pair of noisy identity channels. Additionally, we introduce a distinct
class of compatibility called almost quantum compatibility, motivated by operational considerations. This class is
then compared with min-tensor-compatibility.
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II. PRELIMINARIES
A. quantum incompatibility of channels

A quantum system is described by a Hilbert space. In the following, Hilbert spaces are assumed finite-dimensional.
L(H) is the set of all linear (bounded) operators acting in a Hilbert space H. L4 (H) is the set of all positive
operators in L£(H), which forms a positive cone in L4(H) = {4] A € L(H),A = A*}, the set of all self-adjoint
operators. The positive cone completely specifies the theory (system). The positive cone is used to introduce E(H) :=
LiH)N(A—-L(H) ={E| E € L.(H),E < 1}, the set of all effects. The state space S(H) is a subset of its
dual as S(H) := {p| 0 < (p,E) < 1for all E € E(H), (p,1) = 1}, which can be identified with the set of all density
operators through Hilbert-Schmidt inner product (p, E) = tr[pE]. A physical state change is described by a map
called a channel. A linear map A : £L(K) — L(H) is a channel if it is unit-preserving and completely positive. (In
the following, we will mainly use the Heisenberg picture. A superscript * refers to the Schrodinger picture.) The
complete positivity means that a map A ® id : L(K) ® L(C?) — L(H) ® L(C?) is positive for all d < occ.

In quantum theory, a composite system of two systems described by Hilbert spaces H1 and Hs is described by a
tensored Hilbert space Hi ® Ho. Thus we arrive at the following definitions of compatibility and incompatibility |1].

Definition 1. Suppose that we have three quantum systems described by Hilbert spaces Ha, Hp and Hc. Channels
Ay L(HB) = L(Ha) and Ay - L(He) — L(Ha) are quantum compatible if there exists a channel A : L(Hp ®
He) = L(Ha) satisfying AX ®1) = A (X) and AAQY) = Ao (Y) for all X € L(Hp) andY € L(Hc). The channel
A is called a joint channel. We call A1 and Ao quantum incompatible if they are not quantum compatible.

Note that for compatible A; and A2 their joint channel is not unique in general.

B. min-tensor-incompatibility of channels

In GPT, a composite system is not uniquely determined for a given pair of systems|11H13]. For a given pair of
quantum systems described by H; and Hs, the state space of a composite system is a convex subset S of a set
S(H1) ®maz S(Hz) defined by

S(Hl) ®maw S(HQ)
= {w| w: L(H1) x L(Hz2) — C bilinear map satisfying 0 <w(E, F) <1 for all E € E(H1),F € E(H2), and w(1,1) = 1}.

S satisfies S(Hl) Rmin 8(7‘[2) cScC S(Hl) Rmaz S(HQ), where
S(H1) @min S(H2)
={wlw=Y Mo @00, 0< A\ S 1LY A= 1,0, € S(H1),nn € S(Ha)}

Note that S(H1 ® H2) coincides with neither of S(H1) ®min S(Hz2) and S(H1) @maz S(Hz). Thus we need another
condition to specify the quantum composite system. Positive cones which generate effect spaces and thus their
corresponding state spaces are denoted by £ (H) ®maz L+(H) for the state space S(H1) @min S(H2) and L4 (H) Qmin
L(Hs) for the state space S(H1) ®maz S(H2). For state spaces §; C Ss, their corresponding positive cones P; and
P satisfy P; D Po in general. In particular, the concrete form of £ (H1) ®min L4 (Ha) is

Ly (M1) @min Ly (Ma) ={E € Ly (M1 @Ha)| E=Y_ AFn @ G, Ap > 0,F, € L (H1),Gr € Ly (Ha)}.

For each composite system, it is natural to define its corresponding compatibility.

Definition 2. Suppose that we have three quantum systems described by Hilbert spaces Ha, Hp and Ho. We
consider a composite system of Ly (Hp) and Ly (Hc) defined by its positive cone P. Channels A1 : L(Hp) — L(H4)
and Ao : L(Hco) — L(Ha) are P-compatible if there exists a linear map A : L(Hp ® He) — L(Ha) satisfying
AP) C Li(Ha) and A(X ®1) = Ai(X) and A(1RY) = Ax(Y) for all X € L(Hp) and Y € L(Hc). The map
A is called a joint map. We call A1 and Ao P-incompatible if they are not P-compatible. In particular, we call
L(HB) Qmin L(Hc)-(in)compatible as min-tensor-(in)compatible.

From the definition, it is trivial to see that for two composite systems specified by positive cones P; C Py a pair
of Py-compatible channels (A1, Ag) is Pi-compatible. In particular, quantum compatible A; and Ay are min-tensor-
compatible.



III. MAIN RESULTS
A. quantum compatibility vs min-tensor-compatibility

In this section, we study the min-tensor-compatibility of two noisy identity channels to compare the min-tensor-
compatibility and the quantum compatibility. We treat a family of noisy identity channels A, : £(C?) — L£(C?)
(0 <7n <1) on a qubit defined by, for all A € £(C?),

—-n

Ay(A) = A+ =l

The channel is a probabilistic mixture of the identity channel and the completely depolarized channel. The (quantum)
no-cloning theorem represents the quantum incompatibility of A; and A;. It is known that A,, and A,, are quantum
compatible if and only if the parameters 71 and 7y satisfy[14]

n+n+1—m—n) <1 (1)

On the other hand, the generalized no-cloning theorem|10] is applied to show A; and A; are min-tensor-incompatible.
We find the following theorem for the min-tensor-compatibility.

Theorem 1. A pair of noisy identity channels A, and A, is maz-compatible if and only if
s < 1. (2)
In addition for ni,n2 satisfying n? +n3 = 1, the joint map A is unique.

Proof. Let us assume that Ay and Ay are min-tensor-compatible and A is a joint map. For arbitrary normal vectors
n and m in R3, the joint map defines a POVM {A(2(1+n-0)® (1 +m-o)}. The POVM is a joint POVM of

{A(l+n-0)201)}={A),(1+n-0)/2)} ={(1+mn- 0)/2}
and
{Al®(1+m-0)/2)} ={Ap,(1+m-0)/2} ={(1£nm-0)/2}

These unbiased qubit observables are jointly measurable if and only if |m1n|? + [nom|? < 14 (9172(n - m))? holds|15].
Taking orthogonal n and m, we conclude

nt+mns < 1.

Now we show that A,, and A,, are max-compatible if n; and 7, satisfy the above inequality. Let us first consider the
case 7 + 12 = 1. We construct a joint map of A, and A,,, which is also shown to be the unique joint map. We set
an orthogonal basis {e1, ez, e3} of R3. A set {£o,&1,&2,63,84} := {1,e1-0,e3- 0,e3- o} forms a basis of L(C?). A
linear map A : £(C?) ® £(C?) — L(C?) is completely specified by coefficients {A%,} defined by

3
A& ®&) =D At
a=0

For the map A to be a joint map of A,, and A,,, the coefficents must satisfy for ¢,j = 1,2, 3,

Ay = biam

[ 2
AGj = djan2

and Ay = oa. For A to be a well-defined map from £ (C?) ®yin L4 (C?) to L4 (C?), for all i, j = 1,2, 3 the following
inequality must hold:

A(%(&J +&)® %(fo +¢;)) > 0.



That is,

1+771§z+772§7+ZA 50120
1— &+ — ZA £o >0
1+mé& —mg; — ZA i§a >0

1_77151 772§]+ZA §a>0

For i =1 and j = 2, they give

1+A}, > \/ (m + Alp)? + (2 + Afy)? + (Ay)? = \/ 2(Afgm + Afgme) + 14 (Afp)? + (A)? + (A,)?
1= A% > + Al)2 + (12— A3)2 + (A)2 = \/2(ALym — Adap) + 1+ (Ag)2 + (A35)2 + (Ady)2
1—AY, > \/ (m — Alg)? 4 (n2 + Afy)?2 + (A,)? = \/_2(A12771 — Afyme) + 14 (Af)? + (A3,)? + (A3,)?

1A% > fOm — AL+ (2 — A3)? + (A)2 = \/=2(Adym + Afyma) + 1+ (ML) + (AB)? + (AD,)?.

Let us first assume A%, > 0. This contradicts with the second inequality in the case of Alyn; — A3ymo > 0 and with
the third one in the case of Alym1 — A2yme < 0. Therefore AYy > 0 cannot be true. On the other hand, A9, < 0
contradicts the first and the fourth inequalities in a similar way. Thus we conclude AYy = 0 and A, = A%, = A, =0
for the above inequalities to hold. For any normalized e and d satisfying e - d = 0, we can set an orthonormalized
basis {e1,es,e3} so that e = e and es = d. Thus we conclude for any e - d = 0,

Ale-o®d-o)=0.

Let us examine A(n- o @ m- o) for arbitrary normalized vectors n and m. As m is written as m = (n- m)n+ (m —
(n-m)n) with (m — (n-m)n) - n = 0, we obtain

An-o@m-o)=n-mAn-c®n- o).
Similarly it holds that A(n-oc®m- o) = (n-m)A(m o ®m - o). Therefore we find for any n-m # 0,
Anh-o®@n-o)=A(m-c@m-o).
Thus N := A(n- o ®n- o) is independent of n and is written as
N=aql+a-o

with (ag,a) € R*. Now for A to be well-defined, it must hold that for arbitrary n, m,

A(%(l—l—n-a)@%(l—i—m-a)) :i(l—i—(nln—i—ngm)-a+(n-m)(a01+a-a))20.

Mnin+nam

TFmmyms to rewrite the above quantity as

We introduce a normalized vector r :=

i(1+(nln—l—ngm)-a+(n-m)(a01+a-a)) = -1+ (4+2mn(n-m))r-o+ (n-m)(al+a-o))

I T

(14+n-mag)l+(1+2(n-m)yn)r+ (n-m)a)-o) > 0.

Let us set n and m so that r-a = 0. We obtain

14 n-mag > +/(1+2(m-m)pn2)?+ (n-m)2al2.
Therefore it must hold that

1+n-mag>1+2n-mnns. (3)



The vectors n and m can be taken arbitrarily as far as n-m # 0 and r - a = 0. The value n - m can take both
positive and negative values as seen below. Let a® be a normalized vector orthogonal to a. For 0 < § < T, we set
n = cosfa’ + sinfa and m = cos (9 — %) al +sin (6‘ — %) a, which gives n-m = 1/4/2 > 0. For given 71,72, there
exists # satisfying r = a*. On the other hand, to obtain n and m realizing n- m < 0, we set n = cosfa’ + sinfa
and m = cos (6 — %T’T) at +sin (0 — %Tﬂ) a for 0 < 6 < 37/4, which gives n-m = —1/v/2 < 0. There exists  satisfying
r=ao.

For n-m > 0, the above inequality @) gives ag > 21m172. On the other hand, for n-m < 0, it gives ag < 2n17s.

Thus we conclude
ap = 2mn2.
Next, let us set r to be parallel with a so that we can write a as a = |a|r. Then (B) shows
14 2mnz(n-m) > [1+ 2mpn2(n-m) + |a|(n - m)|.

It gives |a] = 0. Thus we find N = 21121 and conclude
1 1 1
A (5(1 +n-o0)® 5(1 +m~o-)) =1 (14+2mne(n-m))l+ (mn+nm) - o).

This A is a map from £ (C?) ®yin L4 (C?) to L£4(C?). Thus we proved that A,, and A,, are min-tensor-compatible
for n? + 2 = 1 and their joint map is uniquely determined.

For n? +n3 < 1, we first consider A,, and Aﬁ whose joint map is denoted by A. As o < /1 —nf holds, A,,
can be written as A, = A i © & with some channel €. In fact, in general for n} < 7,

Ay = A 0 Dy g

holds. The map Ao (id® £) is a joint map of A,, and A,,[13]. Thus A,, and A,, are min-tensor-compatible. O

The above theorem shows that the set of all min-tensor-compatible pairs of channels is strictly larger than that of
all quantum compatible pairs.

B. min-tensor-compatibility vs almost quantum compatibility

We introduced the notion of min-tensor-compatibility. Theorem [ showed that there are pairs of min-tensor-
compatible channels which are not quantum compatible. Joint maps of such pairs are not completely positive.
Let aside the incompatibility issue for the moment, we consider a map ® : £(C? @ C?) — L(C?) defined by

(X) = (p-[(id @ T)(X)lp-)1,

where |p_) is a singlet state defined by |p_) = \%(|01> —|10)) and T is a transpose map for z-basis. For A > 0

and B > 0, P(A® B) = (p_|A®T(B)|¢—)1 > 0 holds as T'(B) > 0. On the other hand, for X = |p4){p4| with
lot) = %(|OO> +|11)), we obtain ®(X) = —1/2 < 0. Thus ® is not completely positive but is well-defined as a map

from £y (C?) @min L1 (C?) to £, (C?). The map is unphysical as it is not completely positive. On the other hand,
in the context of compatibility we are not interested in effects like X = |p1){p4|. Instead, quantities P(A, Blp) :=
tr[p®(A @ B)] for all A, B € £L,(C?) and p € S(C?) are all that we concern about in order to check if the map ® is
a joint map of some channels. Although ® is not completely positive, the set of data {P(A, B|p)] 0 < A,B < 1} is
physically realizable by the following procedure. First we map a state p € S(C?) to a state ¥*(p) on the composite
system by a channel ¥ defined by U(:) := (p_| - |¢-)1. (I*(p) = |p_){p—_] holds for all p. ) Then we measure an
effect A® T(B) > 0 and read its outcome probability as that for A ® B. More concretely, an apparatus measuring
T(B) is constructed by changing its reference frame from {e,,e,,e,} to {e,, —e,,e.}. Thus we may introduce yet
another class of compatibility.

Definition 3. Consider a pair of channels Ay : L(H1) = L(Ho) and Ao : L(Ha) = L(Ho). The pair is called almost

quantum compatible if and only if it is min-tensor-compatible and there exists a joint map A written in a form
A:\IJO(®1®@2),
where ¥ : L(H1 @ Ha) — L(Ho) is a channel, and ©1 : L(H1) — L(H1) and O : L(H2) — L(H2) are positive maps.



By definition almost quantum compatible pairs of channels are min-tensor-compatible. We show the converse is
not true. There are min-tensor-compatible pairs that are not almost quantum compatible.

Theorem 2. Let A, (0 < n < 1) be a noisy identity channel on a qubit. Ay, and A,, are almost quantum compatible
if and only if

n+n+1—m—n)? <1 (4)

Proof. If part is trivial as A,, and A,, satisfying inequality (@) are quantum compatible.

Let us consider the only if part. Suppose that A,, and A,, are almost quantum compatible. We assume 7y + 12 > 1
and show that 71 and 7 satisfy (@). There exists a channel ¥ : £(C? @ C?) — L(C?) and positive maps O1, O, :
L(C?) — L£(C?) such that A := ¥ o (01 ® ) is a joint map of A,, and A,,. We introduce an auxiliary qubit K = C?
and consider a singlet state |p_){(p_| € S(K ® Ho) = S(C? ® C?). While (id ® A)*(|¢—)(p—|) may not be a quantum
state, p := (id® ¥)*(Jp_){p—_|) is a quantum state on a composite system K @ H; @ Hz = C? @ C? @ C2. We examine
tripartite correlation functions with respect to the state p. We study ©; to choose appropriate effects in considering
the tripartite correlations. The map can be written with coefficients v;, 4;; € R? (i,j = 1,2,3) as

3
@1(1) =1, @1(01') :Ui1+ZAijUj-

j=1
Thus a = [a1, az, az] € R3 satisfying a- v = 0 with v = [v1, v, v3] gives

3
@1(8.'0') = Z aiAijoj.

i,7=1

That is ©1(a - o) has no 1 component. We introduce a two-dimensional subspace V; := {a € R*| a-v = 0}. The
above argument shows that ©;(a - o) for any a € Vi does not have 1 component. (V; is R? in case v = 0. The
following argument holds also in this case.) By repeating the argument for O3, one can conclude that there is a
two-dimensional subspace Vo C R? such that ©, (a- o) has no 1 coefficient for a € Vo. We denote by V = V1 N V4,
which satisfies dim V' > 1. Let us set an orthonormal basis {e1, e2,es} so that e; € V and e; € V;. We can write as,
by using normalized vectors p,q,r,s € R and z1, y1, 25, 22, Y2, 61,02 € R,

Oi(e; o) = zp- o

O1(ex - o) = yi1(sinbip + cosbiq) - o
Oz(e3-0) = 251+ 2r-0

Os(ez - 0) = yo(sinbaor + cosbss) - o,

where p-q=0and r-s = 0. As ©; is a unit-preserving positive map, ©1(1 —e; - o) =1 — z1p - o > 0 holds and
therefore |z1| < 1 follows. Similarly, |y1],|y2] < 1 holds. In addition, as ©1(1 —e3- o) = (1 — 25)1 — zor - 0 > 0, we
have 1 — 2, > |z5| and thus 0 < 2}, < 1 and |22| < 1. For later use, we choose q so that y; cosf; < 0 and s so that
y2 cos By < 0. We need the following lemma on Clifford algebra.

Lemma 1. Let {E,}N_, be self-adjoint operators satisfying for any n,m,
E.E,, + E,E, =25,,1.
For x € RN, we introduce E(x) := Zﬁ;l xn En. For any state p, it holds that

[trlpEx)]] < [x].

In addition, it holds that

Z tr{pE,)? < 1.

The proof will be presented in Appendix [Al We apply the Lemma to an anticommuting set {e; -0 ® p- o ®1,e;3 -
ocR1®r-0,12q-0®s-0o} to obtain

trlp(er-o@p-o@1)*+trples-o@1@r-o)* +trp(leq-o®s-0)? <1 (5)



The first term of the left-hand side of the above inequality is calculated as

1
trlp(e; o @p-o@1)? = Ptr[p(el 0 © 0 (e1-0)®1))?

1
1

= P<<p,|e1 co®@U(O1(e1 - o) ® O(1))[p-)?
1
1 2 77%

= P<<Pf|el'0®f\1(el'f7)|@f> =2 (6)
1 1

The second term of the left-hand side of (&) is

1
trjples o ®@1@r-0)]* = —trlples 0 ®1® Os(es - o — z51))]?

)
3
= Slp-les-o@Asfes- 0 = 21)|p)? = 3. (7)
22 22

Now we employ the following lemma to evaluate the third term of (&l).

Lemma 2. Let {p(a,b,c)}qp.cefo,1} be a probability distribution. We introduce the following quantities:

P12 1= Zp(a, b, c)(—l)a®b

abe

p23 ‘= Zp(aa bu c)(_l)béBc
abc

P13 = Zp(a, b,c)(—1)2%c.
abe

They satisfy
p23 = p12 +p13 — L.

The proof is found in Appendix [Bl This lemma claims that the second and the third random variables are strongly
correlated if the correlation between the first and the second and that between the first and the third are strong. We
examine

p(a,b, ) = tr [p (1+ (—12)ae2-0' - 1+ (—;)bq.a 5 1+ (_21)cs.a>] |

For this probability distribution, one can calculate to obtain
prz =trlp(ez- 0 ®©q-o®1)] = (p_[(e2- 0 @V(q-o@1)[p-)

As it holds that
1 1 tan 91

o=——© o) —tanbip-o = — 0O co) — o .
q-o rcosts 1(ex-0) —tanbip- o Ty costr 1(ez-0) o 1(er - o),
we obtain
ey O tanbie; - o
P2 = (o—| (ez '0'®‘I’(91( 2 - it >®92(1)> lo—)
y1C0891 T
e o tanfie; - o m
= _ . A — )= (.
(v |(e2 e 1(ylcos91 T >)|90 ) y1 cos 61
Similarly, as
1
s-0 = ————0s(ex-0) —tanbor- o
Yo COS 0o
1 tan @
= ————0Os(ez-0) — an 204(e3 - o — Z)1)

Y2 COS 92 z9



holds, we obtain

72

b1 = _y2 cos sy’

The condition 0 > 3 cos 01, y2 cosfa > —1 gives p1o > n1 and p13 > 12. Applying Lemma 2 we obtain
pos =tr[p(l®q-oc®s-0)]>m +n2 — 1. (8)

Combining (®), (@), (@) and (&), we find

77% 77% 2
—2+;+(771+772—1) <1.

Ty 2

As |z1],|22] <1, we obtain the wanted inequality. O

IV. DISCUSSIONS

In the expanded concept of compatibility, a pair of maps is termed compatible if a joint map exists. The presence
of this joint map might vary depending on how we define a composite system. This paper addresses this issue through
an examination of composite systems involving two qubits. Min-tensor-compatibility refers to compatibility within
the context of the min-tensor product of effect spaces. We established the necessary and sufficient condition for a pair
of noisy identity channels on qubits, denoted as A,, and A,,, to be min-tensor-compatible. These condition reveals
the existence of min-tensor-compatible pairs of noisy identity channels that do not satisfy the criteria for quantum
compatibility. This underscores that compatibility is contingent upon the approach to composite systems. This is
distinct from the Tsirelson bound for the CHSH inequality, which yields an identical value for both normal quantum
and min-tensored composite systems. Additionally, we introduced a novel concept, almost quantum compatibility,
driven by operational perspectives. We derived the necessary and sufficient condition for a pair of noisy identity
channels on a qubit to be almost quantum compatible, which aligns with those for quantum compatibility. In proving
the condition, we investigated tripartite correlation functions of quantum states. While any bipartite correlations for
quantum effects can be realized by quantum states|16], there exist tripartite correlations that cannot be replicated
by any quantum states[17]. We introduced a new criterion in our proof to ascertain whether two given bipartite
correlations can be extended to a tripartite quantum correlation.

There are still avenues for further exploration. Regarding the set of channel pairs, we demonstrated the inclusion:

quantum compatible C almost quantum compatible C min-tensor-compatible .

Whether the sets of all quantum compatible pairs and all almost quantum compatible pairs coincide remains unknown.
Additionally, from a device-independent perspective, we may introduce another class of compatibility allowing a
channel ¥ to have a domain as £(C% ® C%) and positive maps ©; (j = 1,2) to have codomains £(C%) with
di,ds > 2. Finally, the overarching goal is to develop a general theory unrestricted to qubits.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemma [T

Proof. Note that E(x)? = |x|?1 holds. Thus we obtain
tr[pB(x)]|* < trpE(x)?] = [x/*.

For any x € RV with |x| = 1 it holds that

Z Tptr[pFE,] < 1.

tr[pEn]

Taklng Tn = W,

we obtain

Z tr[pFn)? < 1.

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma [2]

P’l"OOf. As Zc7a®b:0 p(a7 b7 C) + Zc,a@bzl p(au b7 C) = 17

P12 = 2 Z p(CL, b7 C) -1= 2(p(07 Oa O) +p(07 Oa 1) +p(17 15 O) +p(17 15 1)) -1
c,a®b=0
holds. Similarly, we have
pis=2 Y pla,bc)—1=2(p(0,0,0)+p(0,1,0) +p(1,0,1) +p(1,1,1)) - L.
b,a®c=0

Therefore we obtain

+
14+ 22728 505(0,0,0) 4 p(1,1,1)) + p(1,1,0) + p(0,0, 1) + p(0, 1,0) + p(1,0,1)

2
Thus
P23 = 2(p(05070 +p(15070) +p(05 17 1) +p(15 17 1)) - 1 Z 2(p(07050) +p(17 15 1)) - 1 Z D12 +p13 - 1
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