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Contextuality is a fundamental manifestation
of nonclassicality, indicating that for certain
quantum correlations, sets of jointly measurable
variables cannot be pre-assigned values indepen-
dently of the measurement context. In this work,
we characterize nonclassical quantum correla-
tion beyond contextuality, in terms of supernon-
contextuality, namely the higher-than-quantum
hidden-variable(HV) dimensionality required to
reproduce the given noncontextual quantum cor-
relations. Thus supernoncontextuality is the
contextuality analogue of superlocality. Specif-
ically, we study the quantum system of two-
qubit states in a scenario composed of five con-
texts that demonstrate contextuality in a state-
dependent fashion. For this purpose, we use
the framework of boxes, whose behavior is de-
scribed by a set of probabilities satisfying the no-
disturbance conditions. We observe that super-
local states must have sufficiently a high HV di-
mension in order to lead to a contextual box. On
the other hand, a noncontextual superlocal box
can be supernoncontextual, but superlocality is
not a necessary condition. For sublocal (i.e., not
superlocal) boxes, supernoncontextuality arises
owing to a different type of simultaneous cor-
relation in two MUBs present in any nonprod-
uct state and correlations due to nonlocal mea-
surements. From an operational perspective, the
superlocal states that can or cannot be used to
demonstrate contextuality can be distinguished
by quantum correlations in two and three mu-
tually unbiased bases (MUBs) of the discordant
correlations in the states.
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1 Introduction

The observation of quantum systems admits certain
correlations with features that defy classical intuition.
Such correlations can come in two setups: Bell sce-
narios [1] and Kochen-Specker scenarios [2]. In a
Bell scenario, outcomes are observed locally on a
composite system, whilst on the other hand, in a
Kochen-Specker scenario, outcomes are observed in
a non-contextual way on a single system that does
not have subsystems or a composite system that need
not admit a spatial separation between the subsys-
tems. In such scenarios, an outstanding question in-
troduced at the time [3] was whether predefined val-
ues to the outcomes could be assigned based on a hid-
den variable description. Remarkably, it was shown
by Bell that the correlations between the outcomes of
quantum measurements in an appropriate setup can
violate an inequality based on locality and realism
[4]. This phenomenon is referred to as Bell non-
locality of quantum correlations [1]. On the other
hand, Kochen and Specker proposed a setup of a cer-
tain set of quantum measurements on a quantum sys-
tem, on which, they showed a logical contradiction
with predefined value assignments originating from
a hidden variable in a non-contextual way [5]. Such
yet another remarkable discovery is called Kochen-
Specker contextuality of quantum correlations [2].
Just like Bell inequalities, detecting Kochen-Specker
contextuality based on an inequality satisfied by any
non-contextual hidden variable model was also pro-
posed [6, 7, 8].

The quantum advantage of quantum correlations
due to Bell nonlocality is shown against local-hidden-
variable (LHV) models [9], or, in other words, Bell
non-locality of quantum correlations provides cer-
tification of relevant properties in a Bell scenario
in a device-independent way, i.e., without describ-
ing the Hilbert-space dimension of the quantum sys-
tem and the quantum measurements used to demon-
strate the phenomenon [10, 11]. This remarkable cer-
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tification offered by Bell non-locality powers gen-
uinely quantum information protocols such as device-
independent quantum key distribution [12] device-
independent certification of randomness [11, 13],
random access coding using Bell-nonlocal correla-
tions [14, 15, 16] and device-independent certifica-
tion of quantum devices (such as entangled states,
incompatible measurements and quantum channels)
[17, 18, 19]. Quantum information protocols such
as quantum computation, quantum cryptography and
quantum communication for which quantum advan-
tage is powered by Kochen-Specker contextuality
have also been explored [20, 21, 22, 23, 24], see also
Sec. VI in Ref. [2]. Based on contextuality, cer-
tification of quantum devices for quantum computa-
tion has been shown in a dimension-independent way
[25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. A quantum computation
device that has such certification in it provides the
computational power to have genuine quantum ad-
vantage [32]; otherwise, it is hard to believe that it
is truly a quantum computer [33].

Quantum correlations in a Bell scenario have also
been studied in a dimension-bounded way. In this
context, super-locality refers to a quantum advan-
tage in simulating certain boxes that have a local-
hidden-variable model in terms of the dimension of
the quantum system against that of the hidden vari-
able [34, 35, 36]. In Refs. [37, 38], the authors stud-
ied in a specific scenario superunsteerability, which
is an extension of super-locality to steering scenarios
[39, 40]. Such studies provide a better understanding
of quantum steering and quantum correlations due to
quantum discord [41, 42]. Superlocality or superun-
steerability also acts as a resource for quantum ad-
vantage in certain quantum information protocols in
the presence of a finite amount of shared classical
randomness [43, 44, 45]. It would be interesting to
extend the concept of superlocality to contextuality
scenarios to identify useful new applications and a
useful new understanding of quantum contextuality.

In this work, we characterize these correlations
beyond the contextuality of two-qubit states in a
scenario that demonstrates contextuality in a state-
dependent fashion which is considered by Peres [46].
To this end, we adapt the box framework of contex-
tuality to this scenario. We identify that quantum
correlations based on superlocality can act as a re-
source for contextuality. While we observe that cer-
tain superlocal states with the minimal hidden vari-
able dimension 4, in the context of a Bell scenario
with two-input and two-output on each side, can lead

to contextuality, there are superlocal states with the
minimal hidden variable dimension 3 that do not im-
ply contextuality. We also note that these two types
of superlocal states can be distinguished by the si-
multaneous correlations in two and three MUBs, as
studied in Ref. [47], respectively. We next introduce
the concept of supernoncontextuality as the exten-
sion of superlocality to contextuality scenarios. Su-
pernoncontextuality indicates a quantum advantage
in using a quantum system of lower Hilbert space
dimension to simulate the box over the requirement
of higher dimensionality of the noncontextual hidden
variable model required to simulate it. We provide
two examples of supernoncontextual boxes that im-
ply quantum correlation beyond contextuality in the
above-mentioned contextuality scenario. For one of
these examples, superlocality of the two-qubit state
that does not imply contextuality acts as a resource.
In our other example of supernoncontextuality, we
demonstrate that superlocality is not necessary for su-
pernoncontextuality, but quantum correlation beyond
discord as captured by simultaneous correlations in
two MUBs [48], and correlation due to nonlocal mea-
surements, act as a resource.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Quantum correlation beyond entangle-
ment and discord

Quantum discord captures quantum correlations be-
yond entanglement [41, 42]. Let D7 (pap) denote
quantum discord as from Alice to Bob, on the other
hand, quantum discord from Bob to Alice is denoted
as D (pap). Quantum discord from Alice to Bob,
D~ (pap), vanishes for a given p4p if and only if
(iff) it is a classical-quantum (CQ) state of the form,

pea = D_pili) (il ® o, (1)

where {]7)} forms an orthonormal basis on Alice’s

Hilbert space and pg) are any quantum states on
Bob’s Hilbert space. On the other hand, D (pap)
vanishes for a given p4p iff it is a quantum-classical
(QC) state of the form,

pac =D pipy) @ i) il (2)

where now {|i)} forms an orthonormal basis on
Bob’s Hilbert space and p(j) are any quantum states




on Alice’s Hilbert space. A CQ state can have one-
way discord as measured through D (p4p), on the
other hand, a QC state can have one-way discord as
measured through D7 (p4p). A quantum-quantum
(QQ) state which has a nonzero discord both ways
is neither a CQ state nor a QC state. A classically-
correlated (CC) state which has two-way zero discord
has the form,

pec :szm (il 4 ®9) (il - (3)

In the above three equations, p; > 0 with >, p; = 1.

Classical correlation of a bipartite state C'(pap) as
used in the definition of quantum discord [42] is cal-
culated as the maximal correlation obtained from a
certain optimal basis measured on one side of the bi-
partite system. The amount of correlation is captured
by the Holevo quantity of the ensemble prepared on
the other side of the bipartite system. Let {|a;),i =
0,1,---,d — 1} be a basis measured on Alice’s side
of the bipartite state pap. The ensemble prepared
on Bob’s side due to this measurement is given by
{p(ai); p)}. where p(a;) = Tr (|as) (i @ Lpap)
is the probability of obtaining an outcome a; and
pP = Tra (|a;) (a;| ® 1pap) is a conditional state
prepared on Bob’s side corresponding to the outcome
a;. Then, the Holevo quantity of this ensemble pre-
pared on Bob’s side is given by X(p(ai);p%)) =
S(X; plar)piy) — p(a:)S(X; ply). where S(-) is the
von Neumann entropy of the density matrix. Classi-
cal correlation denoted as C1(p4p) is given by

Ci(pap) = max x (plas); ps) (4)
where the maximization is performed over all bases.
Considering another set of bases which are mutually
unbiased to the basis that provides classical correla-
tion C'y (pap), the maximal correlation obtained from
a certain optimal choice of the second basis, denoted
()2, as quantified in the case of classical correlation
mentioned above, was studied in Ref. [47]. This
quantity is used to capture quantum correlation in
simultaneous correlations in two MUBs. Consider-
ing the third set of bases that is mutually unbiased
to the bases that provide C; and ()2, another mea-
sure of quantum correlation, denoted (3, is also in-
troduced to characterize simultaneous correlations in
three MUBs. If there are n MUBs for the quantum
system, the series of measures Q1, @2, - -+ @y can
be used to capture different quantum correlations due
to a nonzero discord [47].

Quantum correlations in terms of the simultaneous
correlations in MUBs of the discordant correlations
in two-qubit states can be characterized using (2 and
Q3. In Ref. [47], nonzero values of ()2 and (3 for the
Bell-diagonal two-qubit states were presented. In this
work, we consider the two-qubit Werner state given

by

14
pw = W)W+ (1 =W)== (5
where [15°) is the maximally entangled state of a
two-qubit system given by the Bell state

1
ﬁ

and 14 is the identity operator of two-qubit Hilbert
space. The one-parameter family of states is entan-
gled iff W > 1/3 [49] and has a nonzero quan-
tum discord for any W > 0 [41, 42]. The Werner
states belong to the broader family of states, the Bell-
diagonal states mentioned above.

Simultaneous correlations in MUBs are also
present in any nonproduct state. Extending the mea-
sures of quantum correlations studied in Ref. [47]
which are zero for one-way zero discord states, in
Ref. [48], the measures of quantum correlations to
capture the amount of simultaneous correlations in
MUBs in any nonproduct state, denoted Co, Cs, - - -,
C,,, were studied. Here C5 denotes the maximal cor-
relation as quantified in the definition of ()2, but op-
timized over a set of bases which are mutually unbi-
ased to any basis which is not the basis that quantifies
(. Variable (5 is defined as the maximal correlation
due to a third basis that is mutually unbiased to the
bases that quantify C, C5 and similarly, other quan-
tities Cy, - -+, C, are defined recursively, provided
that the n MUBs, with n > 4, exist for the system (It
is known that for a system of prime power dimension
q, there are ¢ + 1 MUBs).

Let 12, X9, Y5> and Zs denote the identity op-
erator acting on qubit Hilbert space and the Pauli
operators given by Xo = |0) (1| + [1) (0], Yo =
—i]0) (1] 4 ¢[1) (0] and Zy = [0)(0] — [1){1], re-
spectively. Consider a CC state given by

¥5°%) = —=(100) + [11)) (6)

pec = 5(00)(00] + 1T, (1)

Classical correlation C of the above state is achieved
by the basis of Z5. For this state, Q2 = Q3 =
0. Whereas, for this state, quantum correlation
in general MUBs, (5 and (3, takes a nonzero




value and arises due to the presence of the si-
multaneous correlations in two MUBs which are

that of the observables in {%, %} and
three MUBs which are that of the observables
[1;8~]{ Z2+\)§§+YQ, ZQJF%_YQ, Z2_f/(§+y2 1, respectively

2.2 Quantum correlation beyond Bell nonlo-
cality

In a Bell scenario where two spatially separated ob-
servers Alice has access to inputs z and observes
outputs a and Bob has access to inputs y and ob-
serves outputs b, a bipartite box P = P(ablzy) =
{p(ablzy)}a,zby is the set of joint probability dis-
tributions p(ab|zy) for all possible a, x, b, y. Such
a bipartite box that can be observed in a Bell sce-
nario satisfies the no-signaling (NS) conditions. The
single-partite box P(a|z) := {p(a|x)}4  of a NS box
P(ab|zy) is the set of marginal probability distribu-
tions p(a|x) for all possible a and z; which are given
by,

plalz) = Zp ablry), Va,z,y. (8)
The single-partite box P(b|y) := {p(b|y)}s,, of a NS
box P(ab|zy) is the set of marginal probability dis-
tributions p(bly) for all possible b and y; which are
given by,

p(bly) = Zpab\xy vV, b,y. (9)

Bell’s notion of locality for the NS boxes is defined
as follows. A NS box P(ab|zy) is Bell-local [4] iff it
can be reproduced by an LHV model,

Zp )p(bly, ) Va,b,z,y;

p(ablzy) = plalx, \)

(10)
where A denotes shared randomness which occurs
with probability p()); each p(a|z, A) and p(bly, A)
are conditional probabilities. Otherwise, it is Bell
nonlocal. The set of Bell-local boxes which have an
LHV model forms a convex polytope called a local
polytope. Any local box can be written as a convex
mixture of the extremal boxes of the local polytope,

Z pip's

p(ablzy) = ab|xy Va,b,z,y; (11)

where Pg)(ab|xy) = {pg) (ablzy)}q,zp,y are local
deterministic boxes.

In the context of describing a Bell-local box as in
Egs. (10) and (11) using a finite amount of shared
randomness, one can identify a quantum advantage
with superlocality [34, 35]. In a bipartite Bell sce-
nario, superlocality is defined as follows:

Definition 1. Suppose we have a quantum state
in C @ C98 and measurements which produce a
local bipartite box P(ablzy) := {p(ablzy)}a zby-
Then, superlocality holds iff there is no decompo-
sition of the box in the form,

dy—1

Zp

p(ablry) = p(alz, \)p(bly, ) Va,z,b,y,

(12)
with the dimension of the shared random-
ness/hidden wvariable d < de, with de =
min(dé,dg) being the minimum local Hilbert
space dimension between Alice’s and Bob’s
Hilbert space dimensions. dé and dg, respec-
tively. Here >-\p(A) =1, p(alz, X) and p(bly, \)
denotes arbitrary probability distributions arising
from LHV X\ (X occurs with probability p(\)).

To demonstrate superlocality using a bipartite
state, a nonzero two-way discord is necessary. Quan-
tum correlation beyond Bell nonlocality based on su-
perlocality has been studied for Bell local states that
have a nonzero two-way discord [35].

In Ref. [35], an example of superlocality has been
demonstrated in the context of the Bell scenario with
two-input and two-output for each side. In this exam-
ple, superlocality of the noisy CHSH local box given
by

2+(_1)a®b®xy\/§v
S )

P(ablzy) = (13)
with 0 < V < 1/4/2, was explored. Such local
correlations can be produced by a two-qubit pure en-
tangled state or a two-qubit Werner state having en-
tanglement or a nonzero two-way discord for appro-
priate local non-commuting measurements. On the
other hand, it cannot be reproduced by an LHV model
with d) = 2 as shown in Ref. [35].

In a given scenario, one may discern a strength
of superlocality in terms of the number of bits of
shared hidden-variable resources required to simu-
late the given superlocal correlation. Accordingly,
the superlocal states in the context of the Bell sce-
nario corresponding to the noisy CHSH box given
above have been classified into two classes [37]: (i)
QQ states which demonstrate superlocality with local




boxes having minimum hidden variable dimension 3,
and (ii) QQ states which demonstrate superlocality
with local boxes having minimum hidden variable di-
mension 4.

2.3 Quantum contextuality

A contextuality scenario [2] is described by a set of
contexts C;. Each context C; has a set of observables
which are jointly measurable. Such jointly measur-
able observables are mutually commuting, i.e., if the
observables Ay, A, and A3 belong to a context, then
they satisfy [A;, As] = [A1, A3] = 0. A contextu-
ality scenario may be described by a compatibility
graph which depicts the contexts of the given sce-
nario as in Fig. 1 of Ref. [50]. For the contextual-
ity scenarios that use up to six ideal measurements,
the relationship between the incompatibility of mea-
surements in different contexts and contextuality has
been studied in Ref. [50].

Quantum contextuality has been recently formal-
ized in terms of boxes to characterize better the phe-
nomenon and its applications [51, 52, 53]. Such
boxes are called no-disturbance boxes, analogous
to no-signaling boxes in Bell scenarios. Let P =
P(c;|C;) = {p(ci|Ci)}¢, ¢, denote a box arising in a
contextuality scenario. Here p(c;|C;) are the proba-
bilities of jointly observing the outcome set ¢; condi-
tioned on measuring the observables in a context C;.
In a contextuality scenario, the boxes satisfy the no-
disturbance (ND) conditions [54], analogous to the
NS conditions in Bell scenarios. Consider the joint
measurements of A and B, and A and C with the
joint outcomes denoted by ab and ac, respectively.
Then the ND condition for these two contexts read as
follows:

> _p(ablAB) = p(ac|AC) = p(alA), (14)
b c

analogous to the characterization of NS conditions.
Noncontextuality of the ND boxes is defined as fol-

lows. A ND box is noncontextual iff it has a non-

contextual hidden variable model as follows:

p(cilCi) =Y p(M\p(cilCi, A) Ve, G (15)
X

Here 32\ p(A) = 1, P(¢;i|Cs, A) = {p(ci|Ci, A) ey
denotes an arbitrary noncontextual box for the given
A (A occurs with probability p(\)). Otherwise, it is
contextual. The set of ND boxes which are noncon-
textual forms a convex polytope. A non-contextual

box can be written as a convex mixture of the deter-
ministic boxes [52],

p(cilCi) = 3 pip)(cilCy), Ve, G, (16)
J

where Pg)(ci\Ci) = {pg)(cﬂC’i)}chci are non-
contextual deterministic boxes.

Kochen-Specker contextuality of different set-ups
is often investigated through a logical paradox or
a noncontextuality inequality [2]. A simple logical
paradox with a two-qubit system was addressed by
Peres [46], which corresponds to the measurement
scenario whose compatibility graph is shown in Fig.
1 [6, 50]. Let us choose the observables of the con-
texts of this scenario as follows:

Ao =2Z2® 13, By=12® Zy,
Bi=1:®Xs, A1=Xo®1y, (17)
D=2®% Xy, E=Xy® 2.

Measurements of these Pauli operators in the contexts
Ao By, A1B1 and DgD on the two-qubit maximally
entangled state implies that the state and observables
satisfy the following conditions:

Ao Bo [¢5°%) = [¢5°),
A1 By [95°%) = [¢5°), (18)
DE|45°) = —[¢5°) .
Note that where in the above equation, we can also
write D and F as a product of the two other observ-
ables of the scenario as D = AygBy and £ = A1 By
since ApB1 and A By can be jointly measured for
the above-mentioned observables. Using this, we can
write Eq. (18) in terms of Ag, A1, By and Bj as fol-
lows:
AoBo [¢5°) = [¥5°),
A1 By [95%) = [¢5°), (19)
(AoB1)(A1Bo) [¢5%) = — [95°) .
If we try to assign a non-contextual value v(-) to the
outcomes of Ay, A1, By and Bj satisfying the above
conditions, we have
U(AQ)U(BO) = 1,
v(Ap)v(By) =1,
v(AgB1)v(A1By) = v(Ap)v(B1)v(Ar)v(By) = —1.
(20)
Multiplying both the sides of the three lines in the
above equation, we have

1=—1,
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Figure 1: Compatibility graph associated with the con-
textuality scenario of the inequality given by Eq. (21).

where we have used v?(A4,) = v?(By,) = 1, with
xz,y = 0,1. This is a contradiction since 1 # —1.
The above paradox was argued to imply Kochen-
Specker contextuality [46, 55].

For a box P(¢;|C;) = {p(c;|C;)} arising in the
scenario in Fig. 1, the probability distributions are
denoted as p(apbo|AoBo) and p(a1bi|A1By) in case
of the contexts Cy and Cs, respectively, p(de| DE)
in case of the context Cy and p(agbi1d|AgB1D) and
p(a1boe| A1 BoE) in case of the contexts C; and Co,
respectively. Here a;,b,, € {0,1}, VI,m € {0,1}
and d,e € {0,1}. D and E are a joint measurement
acting jointly on two subspaces. For instance, in the
case of the set of observables given by Eq. (17), the
observables D and E can be realized using a nonlo-
cal gate followed by a Pauli measurement as in Ref.
[56] or implementing joint projectors corresponding
to these observables as in Ref. [57].

For the scenario whose compatibility graph is Fig.
1, to demonstrate quantum contextuality in an exper-
imental setup, Cabello et. al. [6] considered the
following noncontextuality inequality:

(AoBo) + (Ao B1D) + (A1 BoE) + (A1 By)
—(DE) <3, (21)

where each term in the left-hand-side (LHS) is an ex-
pectation of the value of the joint measurement of
the observables in each context such as (AgBy) =
> 00 (—1)0Pp(agbo|Cp). Consider the contex-
tual box Pp(c;|C;) arising from the state [¢/5°) for
observables given by Eq. (17). This box has the fol-

lowing distributions:

1
, ifag+by=0 for Cy

, ifag+bi+d=0 for (4

ifai +bg+e=0 for

ifap +b1 =0 for (3

2
1
4
1
Pp(c;|Cy) = ‘11
2
1 .
2 ifd+e=1 for Cy
0

, otherwise.

(22)
We call this box Peres box. The maximal violation
5 of the inequality (21) is achieved by the Peres box
(Pp(c;|C;) ). The Peres box (22), which is an ex-
tremal contextual box, is given by (according to the
matrix notation provided in the Appendix. A):

100}
100201 10
Pp(ci|lCi) =17 0 0 3 0 3 7 Of (23)
100
0 5 30

Based on contextual boxes that imply logical para-
doxes, a notion called “strong contextuality" was for-
malized, see Sec. IV. A. 4 in Ref. [2]. Such a notion
is characterized as having a measure of contextuality
called the contextual fraction, 0 < 1 — a < 1, to take
its maximal value 1 [58]. The contextual fraction is
obtained from the noncontextual fraction or noncon-
textual content [59, 60], o, analogous to the quantity
“local fraction" in Bell nonlocality [61] in the context
of no-signaling boxes [62].

We consider the measure of contextuality called
“contextuality cost" [51], related to the above mea-
sure. It is defined as

C(P):=1inf{p € [0,1]: P =pPc + (1 —p)Pnc},
(24)

where infimum is the overall possible decomposition
of the box into a mixture of some noncontextual box
and some contextual box which may be quantum or
non-quantum. The Popescu-Rohrlich box [63] is an
example of a nonquantum box [54] that has C'(P) =
1 implying maximal contextuality. On the other hand,
the Peres box (22) also has C(P) = 1 while it is
quantum.




3 Contextuality in the Peres’ scenario

We analyse in which range a one-parameter family of
correlations arising in the scenario of Fig. 1 is con-
textual. This family of correlations is the noisy Peres
box P, p(c;|C;), given by

Pop(ci|Ci) = WPp(ci|Ci) + (1 — W) Pn(ci|Cy),
(25)

with 0 < W < 1, where Pp(c;|C;) is the Peres box
given by Eq. (22) and Py (c¢;|C;) is a noncontextual
box given by

1

Z, VCZ' for C(),Cg,C4

1

-, ap+bi+e=0 for
Pn(c|Ci) = ‘11

vk a1 +bgp+e=0 for (4

0, otherwise.

(26)
The noisy Peres box can be produced quantum-
mechanically by two-qubit Werner state given (5)
for the observables given by Eq. (17). The one-
parameter family of states is entangled iff W > 1/3
[49] and has a nonzero quantum discord for any W >
0[41, 42].

The noisy Peres box violates the noncontextuality
inequality (21) for W > 1/3, implying contextuality
in the range 1/3 < W < 1. On the other hand, for
0 < W < 1/3 too, it does not have a noncontex-
tual hidden variable model. This has been checked
by finding out that it cannot be written as a convex
mixture of the deterministic boxes in Appendix A for
any W > 0. For instance, consider the noisy Peres
box (25) for W = 1/3 (adapting the notation in Ap-
pendix. A) given by

11 1 1

3 6 6 3

1 1 1 1

10037037 370
W=1/3, 1~y ._ | 1 1 1 1

11 1 1

3 6 6 3

11 1 1

6 3 3 6

(27)

It can be checked that the above box cannot be written
as a convex mixture of the deterministic boxes in the
Appendix A (see Appendix. B for the proof). On the

other hand, for W = 0, the box can be written as the
uniform mixture of four noncontextual deterministic
boxes as follows:

1
Py (P(oooo)(oo) p(0110)(10) | 5(0111)(01)
(28)

n P]goom)(u))

)

where the deterministic boxes are given in the Ap-
pendix A. From the above considerations, we can
now state the following observation:

Observation 1. The noisy Peres box P,p(c;|C;)
given by Eq. (25) is contextual for 0 < W <1
and has the contextuality cost C(P) = W.

It follows from this that the entanglement of the
two-qubit state producing the box having contextual
correlations is not necessary. Specifically, this is the
case when it does not violate the noncontextuality in-
equality (21).

It may be noted that in Ref. [64], following the
approach of Peres [46] directly, the impossibility of
noncontextual value assignments was argued for the
two-qubit Werner state for any nonzero discord. On
the other hand, our approach is based on characteriz-
ing the box arising from the Werner state in terms of
the extremal boxes.

The separable two-qubit states which have a
nonzero discord in the Werner state family have su-
perlocality in the context of the Bell scenario with
two-input and two-output for each subsystem with
local boxes having minimum hidden variable dimen-
sion 4 [35, 37]. We now consider a box that can be
produced from a two-qubit state which demonstrates
superlocality in the above-mentioned Bell scenario
with a lower amount, i.e., with a local box with min-
imum hidden variable dimension 3. The following
separable state has a rank of 2:

PR = 2 (100)(00] + |+ H)(+ 1), (29)

where |+) is the +1 eigenstate of the Pauli observable
X, demonstrates superlocality with a local box (as in
Eq. (42) of Ref. [37]) having the minimal d) = 3.
Consider the box arising from the two-qubit state
(29) for the observables given by Eq. (17). This box




is given by,

5 1 1 1
8§ &8 8 8
0000 10
P(|lCi)=13 0 0 0 0 3 7 0]. (30)
5 1 1 1
8 8 8 8
11 1 1
4 4 4 4

The above box is noncontextual as it has a noncon-
textual deterministic model as follows:

1

P
8

(zp(oooo)(oo) 4+ p(0010)(10) | p(0011)(01)

(31)
4 p(1000)(01) 4 p(1010)(11) 4 p(1100)(10)

+ P(H“)(“)).

We are now going to consider a box arising from a
rank-3 separable state given by

rank— 1
P = 5 (100)(00] + | ++)(+ +|

]+ N+ ). (32)

Here |+') is the + eigenstate of the Pauli observables
Y5. Quantum correlations in the above rank 2 and
rank 3 states can be distinguished by the simultane-
ous correlations in MUBs, Q5 and (03, [47]. The ba-
sis that can be used to quantify the classical corre-
lations in these two states can be chosen to be that
of Z5. While the rank-2 state has the correlation in
the basis of X5 which is mutually unbiased to that of
Z5, the correlation in the third basis, i.e., that of Y5,
which is mutually unbiased to that of X5 vanishes,
whereas, the rank-3 state has the correlation in both
of the two bases which are mutually unbiased to Z».
This implies that the rank-2 state has ()2 > 0 and
(3 = 0, whereas, the rank-3 state has (o > 0 as
well as Q3 > 0.

The box arising from the rank-3 state (32) for the
observables given by Eq. (17) is contextual. This box

is given by
11 1 1
2 6 6 ©6
5 1 11
2 00 35 0330
P(ci|Ci)=|7 0 0 35 0§ 3 0

o
=
o=
[

<))
wl—
Wl
<))

(33)

It has been checked that the above box cannot be writ-
ten as a convex mixture of the noncontextual deter-
ministic boxes. The box (33) can be decomposed in
terms of the extremal contextual box and a noncon-
textual box as follows:

1 2
P(ci|C;) = §PP(Cz‘\Ci) + anc(Ci’Ci)7 (34)

where
1 1 1
2 11 0
1 1 1
Tooo0oo0l Lo
Py(cilCi)=|2 0 0 0 0 2 % 0f,
1 1 1
2 11 0
11 1 1
4 4 4 4

(35)

implying that the box has the contextuality cost
C(P)=1/3.

Note that the marginal correlations
{p(azby|AzBy)}, with z,y = 0,1, of the box
(25) correspond to the family of superlocal boxes
studied in Ref. [37] (given by Eq. (32)), on the other
hand, the marginal correlations {p(a,by|A;By)}, of
the box (35), also corresponds to a superlocal box
having the minimal d) = 4 (see Appendix. C for an
LHYV model of the box with d) = 4). We have now
obtained the following observation.

Observation 2. The noisy Peres box P,p(c;|C;)
given by Eq. (25) having the contextuality cost
0 < C(P) <1/3 and the contextual box P(c;|C;)
given by Eq. (33) which has the contextuality cost
C(P) = 1/3 detects superlocal states with dy = 4.
On the other hand, there exist superlocal states
with the minimal dy = 3 that do not produce a




contextual box. The superlocal states that pro-
duce a contextual box have the simultaneous cor-
relations in MUBs [}7] as Q2 > 0 and Q3 > 0,
on the other hand, the superlocal states that do
not produce a contextual box have Q2 > 0, but

Q3=0.

From the above observations, we have now ob-
tained the following main result.

Theorem 1. Superlocality is necessary but not
sufficient for producing a contextual box in the
state-dependent scenario of Peres.

Proof. Consider the marginal correlations
{p(azby|AzBy)} of a box in the Peres’ scenario.
Considering these marginal correlations as a
bipartite NS box, if it is local and not superlocal,
it can be produced using an LHV model of the
minimal d), < 2 while quantum mechanically
having a realization with a two-qubit system.
It follows from our analysis that such sublocal
correlations of two-qubit states cannot be used
to demonstrate contextuality. The two-qubit
states that do not have superlocality have zero
discord in at least one way’. Correlations in
such a zero-discord state always lead to a non-
contextual box. Also, if correlations in a nonzero
discord state lead to a sublocal box which has
no superlocality, such a sublocal box cannot be
used to imply contextuality. As superlocality
necessarily implies a nonzero discord both the
ways and sublocal correlations of two-qubit
states cannot be used to produce a contextual
box, it follows that superlocality is necessary
for producing a contextual box. On the other
hand, there exists a superlocal state such as the
state given by Eq. (29) which cannot lead to
contextuality. This implies that superlocality is
not sufficient for producing a contextual box. [

4 Supernoncontextuality

As in the Bell scenarios, in the context of observing
a non-contextual box using a finite amount of non-
contextual hidden variable [65], a quantum advantage
can be identified in terms of supernoncontextuality.
In a contextuality scenario, supernoncontextuality is
defined as follows:

Whether any nonzero discord in both the ways implies
superlocality is not yet known.

Definition 2. Suppose we have a quantum state
in C%@ and a set of contexts {C;} which produce
a non-conteztual box P(c;|C;) := {p(¢;|Ci)}ei.c;-
Then, supernoncontextuality holds iff there is no
decomposition of the box in the form,

dy—1

p(cilCi) = D p(M\p(cilCi, A) Ve, Ci, (36)
A=0

with dimension of the hidden wvariable dy <
dj.  Here y,p(\) = 1, P(¢|Ci,\) =
{p(ci|Ci, N }e,,c;  denotes an  arbitrary non-
contextual bozes for the given N\ (A occurs with
probability p(\)).

In the following, we present examples of supernon-
contextuality in the Peres’ scenario.

4.1 Supernoncontextuality in the Peres’ sce-
nario

Let us now start by providing an example of super-
noncontextuality with the maximally entangled state
|15°) that can produce the Peres box. To this end, we
consider the following choice of observables:

Ay=72Z2® 1y, By=12® Zy,
Bi=1y0 X2, A1=Xo®1y, (37
D=1, X3, FEF=Xo® ls.

In the above choice of observables, we do not invoke
a nonlocal observable for D and E as used for the
demonstration of contextuality. This also creates the
above choice of observables to have less incompati-
bility than in the case of the observables (17) as there
is no incompatibility between D and A; and E and
B in Eq. (37).

For the observables given above, the box produced
from the two-qubit state |¢/5°) is noncontextual and
is given by

ool
00—
0O
ool—
ool—
ool—
ool
ool

_ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Poe(cilCi) =15 5 5 5 5 5 5 8
1 1
2 00 3
1 1
2 00 3

(38)




The box given above has the following noncontextual
deterministic model:

PSTLC

1
_ é(Pj(joooo)( )+P(0101)( )+P(1010)(00) (39)
+P(1111)(00) +P(OOOO)(H) +P(o101)( 1)

_|_Pl()1010)(11) +Pl()1111)(11))‘

The simulation of the box using the deterministic
boxes requires the 8 deterministic boxes as appear-
ing in the above decomposition, which implies the
following noncontextual model:

dy—1

Zp

CZ’C (Ci‘Cia )‘)7 (40)

with the dimension of the hidden variable d) = 8.
Here P(¢;|C;, \) = {p(ci|Ci, N)}e, ¢, are the deter-
ministic boxes appearing in Eq. (39), respectively.
From the above noncontexual model, it follows that
the box is supernoncontextual since dy = 8 > dg
and this value of d is the minimal overall possible
noncontextual hidden variable models. Similarly, su-
pernoncontextuality of the Werner state family (5)
and contextual state (32) can be demonstrated. We
now state the following observation.

Observation 3. Supernoncontextuality of the con-
textual states in Peres’ scenario occurs due to su-
perlocality and not employing nonlocal measure-
ments as in the case of demonstration of contex-
tuality.

It may be checked that supernoncontextuality can
also be demonstrated for the superlocal state (29)
without invoking nonlocal observables.

In Observation. 2, we have seen that there are su-
perlocal states which can lead to contextuality and
certain superlocal states having lower superlocality in
terms of the minimal d cannot lead to contextuality.
In the following, we demonstrate examples of super-
noncontextuality for such a noncontextual state em-
ploying incompatible measurements having nonlocal
measurements. To this end, we consider the noncon-
textual box given by Eq. (30) which arises from the
superlocal state (32) for the observables given by Eq.
(17). This box, however, has the correlations that im-
ply supernoncontextuality as we illustrate below.

For the box (30), from the decomposition of the
box in terms of the deterministic boxes as given by

Eq. (31), we have obtained the following noncontex-
tual hidden variable model:

dy—1

Cz‘C Z p Cz’Cu)\) (41)

with the dimension of the hidden variable dy = 7.
Here Y, p(\) = 1, P(c|Ci,A) = {p(c|Ciy M}ec,
denotes a non-contextual box for the given A as in
Eq. (31) (A occurs with probability p(\) = 1/4 for
A = 0,1 and p(A\) = 1/8, otherwise). It has been
checked that the simulation of the box using the non-
contextual deterministic boxes requires the above-
mentioned seven deterministic boxes. This implies
that the box has the minimal dy = 7. Therefore, we
have obtained the following observation.

Observation 4. The box P(c;|C;) given by Eq.
(30) is supernoncontextual. In other words, the
box requires a hidden variable of dimension dy =
7 to be simulated using a noncontextual hidden
variable model, on the other hand, it can be simu-
lated quantum mechanically using a quantum sys-
tem with global Hilbert space dimension dg =4.

We now proceed to provide our next example of
supernoncontextuality for which the quantum simu-
lation of the box demonstrating supernoncontextual-
ity does not require a superlocal state. Before that,
we provide an example of a noncontextual box that
arises from a classically-correlated state for incom-
patible measurements given by Eq. (17), but has no
supernoncontextuality. Let us consider the following
noncontextual box:

1 1

2 00 3

1 1 1 1
10030737 70

P(|Ci)=|% 0 0 2 0 1+ 3 0f (42

1101 1

4 4 4 4

1101 1

4 4 4 4

which can be produced using the CC state pgc given
by Eq. (7) for the observables given by Eq. (17). The
above box (42) can be reproduced using a noncontex-
tual hidden variable model with dy = 4 as follows:

3

> p(A)P(ci|Ci, N).

A=0

P(CZ‘CZ) = (43)
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Here Z)\p()\) = 1’ P(C|C’La )\) = {p(CZ|Cla A)}Ci,ci
denotes a deterministic non-contextual box for the

given A\ given by P(Ci|ci,0) _ PSJOOO)(UO)
0111 1101
P(c;|Cy,1) = P( )(10), P(ci|C;,2) = Pl() )(01)

and P(¢;|C;,3) = P(1010)(11) are the deterministic
boxes given in Appendlx A. (X occurs with probabil-

ity p(A) = 1,V \).
In the above example of a noncontextual box
which has the minimal d) = 4, correlations are

present in the three contexts Cy, C; and C5. We now
proceed to provide another example of a noncontex-
tual box arising from the classically-correlated state
(7), but having supernoncontextuality. In this exam-
ple, the number of contexts having correlations is in-
creased to the four contexts Cy, C1, Co and C3. This
is achieved by invoking the following choice of ob-
servables:

Zy+ Xo Zy + Xo
A = ®]]-7 By=1 ® 9
0 NG 2 ) 2 NG}
Zy — Xo Zy — X5
Bi=1,® LA = ® 1o,
1 2 NG} 1 NG 2
D_ZQ+X2 Zy — Xy Lo —Xo _ Zo+ Xo
V2 V2o V2 V2 o
(44)

For this choice of observables, we obtain the follow-
ing noncontextual box:

3 1 1 3
8 8 8 8
3 3 1 1
§ 00 5 035 50
PlCy=[2 0 0 2 0 L L o (45
3 1 1 3
8 8 8 8
1 1 1
7 110

The above box can be decomposed in terms of the
noncontextual deterministic boxes in more than one
way. Out of these models, we present the following
model which provides a noncontextual hidden vari-
able model with d) minimized. The box (45) has the
following noncontextual deterministic hidden vari-
able model:

dy—1

Zp

with dimension of the hidden variable dy = 6. Here

Z)\ p(>\) =1, P(C’Cw )\) = {p(CZ‘Cz, )\)}ci,Ci de-
notes a deterministic non-contextual box for the given
A given by P(ci[C;,0) = PS*V) P(ei|Ci,1) =

CZ|C CZ‘CM )\) (46)

POV peoicn 9y _ pO0I0)(10)
P(c;|C;,3) = P00 p(ei|Cy,4) = P(OOH)(Ol)

and P(c¢;|Cy,5) = Pl()()llo)(m)’ are the deterministic
boxes given in Appendix A (A occurs with probabil-
ity p(A) = 1, for A = 0,1 and p()) = £, otherwise).
We have now obtained the following observation.

Observation 5. The box P(c;|C;) given by Eq.
(45) is supernoncontextual. In other words, the
box requires a hidden variable of dimension dy =
6 to be simulated using a noncontextual hidden
variable model, on the other hand, it can be sim-
ulated quantum mechanically using a quantum
system with lower global Hilbert space dimension
dgg = 4. Supernoncontextuality of the box (45)
as quantified by dy is lower than that of the box

(30).

We now identify the resources present in two-
qubit states leading to supernoncontextuality in the
above two examples. We note that in the case
of box given by Eq. (30), the marginal correla-
tions {p(a,by|A.By)} correspond to a superlocal
box (given Eq. (42) in Ref. [37]) that detects a su-
perlocal state with the minimal dy = 3. We have
now obtained the following observation.

Observation 6. The box (30) detects a noncontez-
tual state which has superlocality with the mini-
mal dy = 3. Such superlocal states have the si-
multaneous correlations in MUBs [}7] as Q2 > 0
and Q3 = 0.

In the case of the box given by Eq. (45), the
marginal correlations {p(a,by|A;By)} correspond to
a local box that detects quantum correlation of the
two-qubit state (7) due to the simultaneous correla-
tions in two MUBs (5 [48] . These bases are that of
the observables in the set {ZQ\J/FEXQ, Z2 ﬂXQ } Thus,
the nonzero C5 of the two-qubit state acts as a re-
source of supernoncontextuality of the box (45) since
it arises invoking incompatible measurements as in
Eq. (44) that contain the mutually unbiased basis in
each qubit subspace giving rising to the nonzero C5.
We have now obtained the following observation.

Observation 7. While the occurrence of supernon-
contextuality does not require a superlocal state,
supernonconteztuality of the box (}5) arises due
to quantum correlation beyond discord of the two-
qubit state as captured by the simultaneous cor-
relations in two MUBs (Cy > 0) [48].
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5 Quantum correlation beyond contex-
tuality in Peres’ scenario

It has been checked that the sublocal state (42) cannot
lead to supernoncontextuality if nonlocal measure-
ments are not employed in the incompatible measure-
ments giving rising to the given box, even if quan-
tum correlation due to the nonzero Cs is used. For
instance, employing the following choice of observ-
ables:

Zo + X9 Zy + Xo
Ay=——R® 1y, By=1y0 ———,
0 \/§ 2 0 2 \/5

ZQ—XQ ZQ—XQ
Bi=1, ———=, A1 = ——"Q 15,
1 2 \/é 1 \/i 2

Zy — X Zy — X
D=1,022 2 E=22"2g1,,

V2 V2

(47)

the CC state (7) produces a noncontextual box, whose
marginal correlations {p(a,b,|A,B,)} detects the si-
multaneous correlations due to the nonzero C, has a
noncontextual hidden variable model with dy = 4.
Note that the above choice of observables has less in-
compatibility than in the case of (44).

The above observation leads us to formulate a no-
tion of nonclassicality which we refer to as ‘quantum
correlation beyond contextuality’ based on supernon-
contextuality for noncontextual boxes that implies the
presence of nonlocal observables. This notion is de-
fined as follows.

Definition 3. Suppose we have a quantum state
in C% and a set of measurements of the contexts
{C;} of the Peres’ scenario, which produce a box
P(¢;|C;). Then, the box implies the presence of
quantum correlations iff there is no decomposi-
tion of the box in the form,

dy—1

p(cilCi) = Y p(Np(ailCi, A) Ve, Gy,
A=0

(48)

with the dimension of the hidden variable dy <
d?,, provided that the box detects incompatible

measurements having nonlocal observables for D
and E.

We now provide the following observation in the
context of the above definition.

Observation 8. Contextual bores in the Peres’
scenario satisfy the condition of quantum cor-
relation in Def. 3. On the other hand, from

this definition, it follows that quantum correla-
tion beyond contextuality is present in the boxes
(30) and (45), whereas, the noncontextual boxes
arising from superlocal states with the minimal
dy = 4, such as the box given by Eq. (38), do not
have such form of quantum correlation though
they exhibit supernoncontextuality.

In Table. 1, we have summarized the results of
quantum correlation in the context of the boxes stud-
ied in this work.

Based on the above observations in the context of
supernoncontextuality, we have obtained our second
main result.

Theorem 2. For quantum correlation based on su-
pernoncontextuality, superlocality is neither suf-
ficient and is nor necessary.

Proof. There exist superlocal correlations lead-
ing to supernoncontextuality that do not imply
the presence of full incompatibility of measure-
ments with nonlocal observables in the set of con-
texts. For instance, consider the supernoncontex-
tual box given by Eq. (38). This box which im-
plies the presence of superlocality does not imply
the presence of full incompatibility with nonlo-
cal observables. On the other hand, there exists
sublocal states which lead to supernoncontextu-
ality such as the box given by Eq. (45). Such su-
pernoncontextuality also implies the presence of
full incompatibility of measurements with nonlo-
cal observables. O

6 Conclusions and Discussions

In this work, we have characterized contextuality of
certain classes of two-qubit states in the scenario of
the Peres’ proof of contextuality [46], which has the
five contexts as in Fig. 1. To this end, we have
adopted the framework of boxes in the contextuality
scenarios to the above-mentioned scenario. We have
characterized the contextuality of certain classes of
boxes arising from the two-qubit states having dif-
ferent types of quantum correlations. While entan-
glement of the two-qubit states is not necessary to
imply contextuality in the state-dependent scenario,
we have identified which types of quantum correla-
tions in the two-qubit states lead to contextuality. We
have demonstrated the superlocality of certain two-
qubit states in the two-input and two-output Bell sce-
nario with the minimal hidden variable dimension 4
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’ State ‘ Quantum correlation ‘ Resource used ‘

=4

pw (5) Contextuality cost C(P) =W (25) Superlocality with dy =4 (Q2 > 0 and Q3 > 0)
and correlations due to nonlocal measurements
pea % (32) Contextuality cost C(P) = % (33) Superlocality with dy =4 (Q2 > 0 and Q3 > 0)
and correlations due to nonlocal measurements
pESnk*z (29) | Supernoncontextual (30), dy =7 > dg | Superlocality with dyx =3 (Q2 > 0 and Q3 = 0)
and correlations due to nonlocal measurements

poc (7) Supernoncontextual (45), dy =6 > dg Quantum correlation due to nonzero Cy

and correlations due to nonlocal measurements

Table 1: Summary of the results concerning quantum correlations of the boxes arising from the two-qubit states
considered in this work. The states given by Egs. (5) and (32) have a nonzero contextuality cost C'(P), while the
states (29) and (7) do not produce a contextual box, but have supernoncontextuality with the minimal dy = 7,6,
respectively. For the states that have a nonzero contextuality cost, superlocality with d) = 4 and correlations
in nonlocal measurements are used to imply contextuality. Such states have simultaneous correlations in two and
three MUBs as indicated by a nonzero Qs and @3, respectively. For the states that have supernoncontextuality with
dy = 7, the lower amount of superlocality, i.e., superlocal correlations with d) = 3 is used to imply supernoncontextual
correlations. For such states, the simultaneous correlations in third MUBs, i.e., (O3, vanishes. For the states that
demonstrate supernoncontextuality with the lower amount of the hidden variable dimension, i.e., d) = 6, quantum
correlation beyond discord, i.e., the simultaneous correlations in general two MUBs C5 and correlations in nonlocal
measurements act as a resource. See also Fig. 2 for a different hierarchy of correlations in separable states that we
have identified in this work.

can be used to demonstrate contextuality. On the state as indicated by the simultaneous correlations in
other hand, we demonstrate that the superlocality of  two mutually unbiased bases (Cy > 0) [48] and cor-
the two-qubit states is not sufficient for producing relations due to nonlocal measurements.

a contextual box as there are superlocal states with
the lower minimal hidden variable dimension, i.e., 3,
which cannot be used to demonstrate contextuality.
We also identify that the simultaneous correlations in
both two and three MUBs as captured by ()2 and Q3
defined in [47] have to be present in the superlocal
states to observe contextuality.

Bell nonlocality of a bipartite state in the context
of the given Bell scenario may be interpreted as quan-
tum correlation due to the two-way discordant corre-
lation present in the state while employing a certain
choice of incompatible measurements on each sub-
system. The set of quantum correlations of two-way
discordant states, however, forms a nonconvex super-
set of the set of all quantum correlations that have
Bell nonlocality in the given Bell scenario. The con-
dition that the boxes that do not imply Bell nonlocal-
ity lead to a subset of boxes that have the convexity
property [34]. In this convex set of boxes, there exists
a subset of the boxes within the two-way discordant
correlations that imply quantum correlation based on
superlocality [35]. The complement of this set which
has the boxes which are neither Bell nonlocal nor su-
perlocal is, however, not convex.

We have considered supernoncontextuality as an
extension of superlocality to contextuality scenar-
ios. Supernoncontextuality indicates a quantum ad-
vantage in using a quantum system of lower Hilbert
space dimension to simulate the box over the require-
ment of high dimensionality of the hidden variable
required to simulate it using a noncontextual hidden
variable model. Based on such a quantum advantage,
a different notion of nonclassicality, which we refer
to as ‘quantum correlation beyond quantum contex-

tuality’, can be identified. In one of our examples Analogous to the above characterization of NS
of quantum correlation based on supernoncontextu- boxes, the contextuality of the ND boxes in the sce-
ality in the context of the scenario in Fig. 1, we have nario studied in this work arises due to the two-way
demonstrated that superlocality with the minimal hid- discordant correlations of the two-qubit states em-
den variable dimension 3 which does not demonstrate ploying certain choices of measurements having in-
contextuality acts as a resource. In our other example, compatibility between different contexts and nonlo-
we have demonstrated that superlocality is not nec- cal observables. The condition of contextuality iden-

essary for supernoncontextuality, but it arises from tifies a nonconvex subset of the boxes that require a
quantum correlation beyond discord of the two-qubit nonzero discord implying superlocality to be simu-
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Superlocal, d ;=3

Sublocal

Superlocal, d, =4

Contextual

<
4=2 supernoncontextual, Supernoncontextual,

d,=6 d,=7

Figure 2: The regions I-V II represent the convex set of
correlations in separable two-qubit states. The regions
VI and VII denote the superlocal correlations that im-
ply superlocality with the minimal d, = 4. Within such
correlations that have a simultaneous correlation in two
and three mutually unbiased bases, i.e., @2 > 0 and
Q3 > 0, the region VI denotes the contextual correla-
tions. On the other hand, the regions IV and V de-
note the superlocal correlations that imply superlocality
with the minimal d) = 3. Within such correlations that
have the simultaneous correlations only in two mutu-
ally unbiased bases, i.e., Q2 > 0 and QY5 = 0, the region
IV denotes the supernoncontextual correlations with the
minimal d) = 7 that imply quantum correlation beyond
contextuality. The region V' has noncontextual correla-
tions that may have a minimal d) > 7. Whereas, the
regions I-111 denote sublocal correlations that have the
minimal d)x = 2 and a different form of simultaneous
correlations in mutually unbiased bases, i.e., Cy; > 0.
Within such sublocal correlations, the regions I1-I11
denote the noncontextual correlations with a minimal
dy > 6. Within such noncontextual correlations, the
region I denotes the supernoncontextual correlations
with the minimal d) = 6 that imply quantum correlation
beyond contextuality. Whereas the region I denotes the
subnoncontextual correlations with a minimal dy < 5.

lated, while the complement of this set has the con-
vexity property. Within this convex set of boxes that
do not demonstrate contextuality, there exists a non-
convex subset of boxes that imply supernoncontextu-
ality. Bell nonlocality of quantum correlations neces-
sarily requires a strong form of quantum correlation
in the state, i.e., a nonzero discord in both ways with
entanglement. Whereas, the contextuality of the sce-
nario studied in this work does not require the pres-
ence of entanglement either in the two-qubit state or
in the measurements.

Superlocality of quantum correlations requires a
nonzero discord both ways, whereas, supernoncon-
textuality of quantum correlations of the scenario
studied in this work does not require such a form of
quantum correlation, but arises due to a different as-
pect of quantum correlation of the two-qubit states.
From the perspective that quantum correlation in con-
textuality scenarios arises due to a certain choice of
incompatible measurements [50], the quantum corre-
lation of the scenario studied in this work may be in-
terpreted as quantum correlation originating from the
simultaneous correlations in the incompatible bases
that are present in any nonproduct state and correla-
tions in nonlocal measurements.
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A Noncontextual deterministic boxes of the scenario in Fig. 1

Let us denote the ND boxes P(c;|C;) of the contextuality scenario with the compatibility graph as shown in
Fig. 1 in the matrix form as follows:

p(00] A9 Bo) p(01[AgBy) p(10]AgBy) p(11| Ao Bo)

p(000|A9B1D) p(010]49B1D) p(100[AgB1D) p(110[AgB1D) p(001|AgB1D) p(011|AgB1D) p(101|AgB1D) p(111|AgB1D)
p(000|A1BoE) p(010]A1BoE) p(100[A1BoE) p(110[A1BoE) p(001|A1BoE) p(011]A41BoE) p(101[A1BoE) p(111|A;BoE)

p(00[A1B1) p(01]A1By) p(10]A1 B1) p(11]A1B1)

p(00|DE) p(01|DE) p(10|DE) p(11|DE)
The scenario has 64 extremal noncontextual boxes which are deterministic boxes denoted as PISO‘B 76)(d6),

with o, 8,v,¢ € {0,1}. P%"(azby|A,B,) denote the marginal deterministic boxes of P\#79(%),
PP (a,by| A, B,) are given by

1, ifa, =ax® B,by =7y De

P (0 b IA B, =
D (azby| Ay By) {0, otherwise,

in matrix form, the above boxes are given by

1000 0100 1000 0100
powoo _ |10 0 0F oo |0 10 0f o0 {010 0f oo |10 00
1000 0100 1000 0100
1000 0100 010 0 1000
0010 0001 0010 0001
0010 0001 0010 0001
0010 0001 0001 0010
1000 0100 1000 0100
prooo _ |10 0 0 pioon _ |0 10 0] pioio_ [0 10 0f o 1000
0010 0001 0010 0001
0010 0001 0001 0010
0010 0001 0010 0001
puoo _ [0 0 10 pror _ |00 0 L) b 00 0 1 b f00 10
1000 0100 1000 010 0
100 0 0100 010 0 1000

The probability pp (00| DE) takes the value 1 if de = 00 in Pgw ve)(de) Using the above mentioned nota-
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tions, the 16 deterministic boxes Pl()aﬁ 79(00) are given in the matrix form as follows:
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respectively, the 16 deterministic boxes for de

)(4) are given as follows:
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de

respectively, the 16 deterministic boxes for de = 01 in P,(jaﬂ 79(9) e given as follows:
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and, finally, the 16 deterministic boxes for de = 11 in Pl()o‘ﬁ 7909 are given as follows:
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B Contextuality of the box (27)

There are 16 deterministic boxes that satisfy the zero probabilities of the box (27). Any convex mixture of these
boxes given by

P:plP,ODOOO(OO)—i— P0101(00)+ P1011(“0)+p4p,§“0(”0)
+p P0010(10)+ P0111(10)+ P1001(10)+p8P11)100(10)
4p P2)011(01)+ Pg110(01)+ P[1)000(01)+ Pl1)101(01)
+p13P0001(11)+ p0100(11)+ P1o10(11)+ PHH(H), (50)

has the zero probabilities of the box (27). To check the contextuality of the box (27), it suffices to show if there
are no weights, 0 < p; < 1,withi =1,2---16and ), p; = 1, in the above decomposition to produce all other
nonzero probabilities of the box (27). Using such a decomposition, it has been checked that it is either possible
to reproduce only the probabilities in rows 1 to 4 of the box (27), i.e., a noncontextual box given by

1 1 1 1
P(ci|Cy) = pLoooo) 1 pororo) 1 piotio) | L o)

6 Pp 6 P 12 D 12 D
1 1
i Plo)001(11)+ P0100(11)+ P1010(11)+ P1111(11)
12 6 6
101 1 1
3 6 6 3
1 1 1 1
1003073 370
=l 00 0% 1 o], (51)
101 1 1
3 6 6 3
3 00 3

is obtained or only the probabilities in rows except for the row 1 or 4 i.e., a noncontextual box given by

P(c;|C;) = 1 <1Pgooo(00)jL P0101(00)+ P1011(00)_|_ P1110(00)>

6 \3 3 6 6
1 /1 _ooto(10) 0111(10) 1001(10) 1100(10 )
— =P P P
T3 (3 b T3 R
1/1 0011(01) 1 ot1o001) | 1 1000(01) 1101(01)
— (=P - Pp =Pp
T3 (6 b G T3
1/1
1 (Pgom(n)_i_ Powo(n)+ P1010(11 1111(11>
6 \6 6
11 1 1
3 6 6 3
1 1 11
1 00 5073 70
=12 0 0 o011 1of, (52)
2 5 5 2
9 18 18 9

o=
wl—
Lol
[N
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or the following noncontextual box:

1
Pes|Cy) = < pLo00(00) P0101(00) n P1011(00 1110 00>
6 6
1
41 < P0010 (10) P0111(10) + P1001(10 1100(10 )
3 3
1
41 ( Poou o) P0110(01) n P1000(01 1101(01 >
3 6
1 1
L1 ( 0001(11 Pgm()(n) n 7PL1)010(11 1111(11 )
6 \6 3
2 5 5 2
9 18 18 9
1 1 11
1 00 50737 370
N 1 11
=({f 0o o Lol 1 of, (53)

L1 1 1
3 6 6 3

11 1 1

6 3 3 6

respectively, is obtained. It then follows that the box is contextual as it does not admit a decomposition in terms
of the noncontextual deterministic boxes.

C LHV model with the minimal dimension for the marginal local box of the con-
textual box (33)

Consider the marginal correlations {p(a,by|A,B,)} of the box given by (33). These marginal correlations
correspond to a superlocal box given by

1 1 1 1
2 6 6

5 1 1 1
12 4 4 12

P(agby|AB,) = . (54)

5 1 1 1
12 4 4 12
1 1 1 1
2 6 6 6

The above local box can be written in terms of the deterministic boxes given by (49) as follows:

1
12

+Pg101 +P,%)010 _i_P[l)lll). (55)

( ’A B ) (3P0000 + 2P0010 + 2P0011 + 2P0100

From the above decomposition, we now obtain the following LHV model of the box by letting nondeterministic
outcomes for Bob’s observables:

3

P(azby| Az By) = ZP(A)P(QHAW)‘)P/\(by’Bya)‘)a (56)
A=0
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where Alice’s strategies P(ay|Az, \) are given by P(az|Az, A = 0) = PY(ax|Az), Plag|Az, ) = 1) =
Pay]AL), Plag| Az, N = 2) = P (ay|A,) and P(ag|Az, A = 3) = P (az|As), on the other hand, Bob’s
strategies P(b,| By, A) are given by

3Pp (b| By) + 2P (ba| By) + 2Py (ba| By)

P<by‘by7/\:0) = 7 )

2P (by|By)+PY (by|B
P(by|By, N = 1) = HECABZIROAR) py,|B,, N = 2) = PY(b,|B,) and P(b,|B,, ) = 3) =
P (by| By), which have nondeterministic outcomes for A = 0, 1. The above LHV model also minimizes the
dimension of the hidden variable overall possible LHV models for the box. This may be checked by adopting
the approach taken in Ref. [37].
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