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Generalised contextuality is a well-motivated notion of nonclassicality powering up a myriad of quantum
tasks, among which is the celebrated case of a two-party information processing task where classical informa-
tion is compressed in a quantum channel, the parity-oblivious multiplexing (POM) task. The success rate is the
standard quantifier of resourcefulness for this task, while robustness-based quantifiers are as operationally mo-
tivated and have known general properties. In this work, we leverage analytical and numerical tools to estimate
robustness of contextuality in POM scenarios under different types of noise. We conclude that for the 3-to-1
case robustness of contextuality to depolarisation, as well as a minimisation of robustness of contextuality to
dephasing over all bases, are good quantifiers for the nonclassical advantage of this scenario. Moreover, we
obtain a general relation between robustness of contextuality to depolarisation and the success rate in any n-to-1
POM scenario and show how it can be used to bound the number of bits encoded in this task.

Since the advent of quantum technologies, the superior-
ity of quantum over classical methods has been anticipated
across various areas, such as computation, information pro-
cessing, and metrology. A celebrated result by Holevo [1]
suggests that communication tasks may be an exception, stat-
ing that one can never retrieve more than logn bits of classi-
cal information out of n qubits, apparently forbidding quan-
tum superiority over classical strategies for communicating.
Quantum advantage, however, can arise in communication
tasks that profit from the quantum systems’ capacity to carry
more information than classical ones [2, 3]. Therefore, such
tasks prove interesting from both practical and foundational
perspectives: they point to advantageous technological op-
portunities using quantum systems and also showcase how
Holevo’s theorem can be conciliated with such an advan-
tage in communication. We here focus on one of such tasks,
called parity-oblivious multiplexing (POM), in which Alice
sends Bob an n-bit string by sharing a smaller number of
qubits. It has been demonstrated that the maximum success
probability using quantum strategies for POM tasks is strictly
higher than the maximum success probability obtained using
classical systems, constituting an instance of quantum ad-
vantage over classical strategies for communication [4].

It was previously shown that quantum advantage in POM
tasks is powered by contextuality [5], one of the best-
motivated notions of nonclassicality available [6]. Besides
POM, contextuality powers up other aspects of communi-
cation [7-9], as well as computation [10], machine learn-
ing [11], information processing [12—15], metrology [16],
state-dependent cloning [17], and state discrimination [18—
21]. Contextuality first appeared in the literature in the
Kochen-Specker theorem [22], and only recently it has been
preliminary employed to make statements about generalised
probabilistic theories (GPTs) [23-25] other than quantum
theory. Generalisations of this notion have been developed
in recent years, and Spekkens introduced an alternative ap-
proach that extends the notion of contextuality to encom-
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pass preparations, transformations, and unsharp measure-
ments [5], contrasting with the Kochen-Specker theorem
that primarily focuses on projective measurements. Since
then, generalised contextuality has been proved to subsume
or be related to many common notions of nonclassical-
ity [4, 10, 18, 26-33], while challenging the nonclassical
status of some phenomena [34-38]. Within the general-
ized contextuality framework — and therefore throughout this
manuscript — a theory or scenario therein is deemed classi-
cal when it can be explained by a generalized noncontextual
ontological model.

Proving whether a general operational scenario is classical
is not straightforward, but Ref. [39] presents a linear program
for testing this in any arbitrary prepare-and-measure scenario
and a ready-to-use implementation available in Mathematica
and Python'. Formally, to check for the existence of such a
noncontextual model the code instead checks for the condi-
tion of simplex- embeddability, an equivalent notion of non-
classicality devised for GPTs [40]. Moreover, the code esti-
mates how much depolarising noise must act on the exper-
iment so that it admits of a noncontextual explanation, and
it can be modified to include other noise models since it is
open-source. This novel tool has already been employed to
explore prepare-and-measure scenarios related to the quan-
tum minimum-error state-discrimination protocol [41] and
to provide a certification of contextuality in an experimen-
tal implementation of the quantum interrogation task [42].

Since we have good and operationally motivated measures
for contextuality — robustness against different kinds of noise
— and we know that contextuality powers up the advantage
behind parity-oblivious multiplexing tasks, it is natural to ask
how these contextuality measures relate to the natural quan-
tifier in POM tasks, i.e., the success probability itself. In this
work, we turn to this problem by exploring the generality al-
lowed by the code in Ref. [39] to define different kinds of

! Available in Mathematica at
https://github.com/eliewolfe/SimplexEmbedding and in Python
athttps://github.com/pjcavalcanti/SimplexEmbeddingGPT.
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noise and compare its behaviour to the success probability in
POM tasks. We find a general expression relating the robust-
ness of contextuality to depolarisation and the success rate
for n-to-1 POM tasks and show how it can be used to recover
a well-known bound on the number of bits optimally en-
coded in a qubit in this task. Then, building up on Ref. [41],
we generalise its modification to estimate robustness of con-
textuality to dephasing noise in a family of scenarios re-
lated to the 3-to-1 POM. Our numerical results show that
robustness of contextuality to dephasing can also perform as
a quantifier when minimised over specific axes. Moreover,
since the code essentially tests for simplex-embeddability of
noisy states and effects, the method we adopt here can also
be used for testing a class of generalized probabilistic theo-
ries broader than just quantum theory.

I. PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS
A. Noncontextuality

The so-called operational approach is a way to construct
physical theories based on laboratory experience [23, 24,
43]. This means that instead of the physical properties of
a system and their time evolution, operational theories focus
on how this physical system can be prepared, manipulated,
and investigated in general experimental setups. Therefore,
this approach is broad in the sense that it can be used to de-
scribe different kinds of theories, quantum and classical the-
ories included. A typical prepare-and-measure scenario is
described in this framework by the possible preparation pro-
cedures P € P, measurement procedures M € M, and possi-
ble outcomes k € K for each measurement that can be imple-
mented in the experiment, as well as the statistics p(k|M, P)
obtained by implementing these procedures. Moreover, these
scenarios are also characterised by equivalences between dif-
ferent procedures: two preparations, denoted as P and P’, are
deemed operationally equivalent, denoted as P ~ P, if they
cannot be distinguished empirically, even in principle. This
implies that any possible measurement outcome yields the
same probability for both preparations. Similarly, two mea-
surement outcomes, denoted as k|M and kK \M’ , are consid-
ered operationally equivalent, denoted as k|M ~ k'|M’, if they
both yield the same probability for any possible preparation.
The tuple (P, M ,K, p,~) defines an operational theory. As
previously mentioned, quantum theory is one possible oper-
ational theory.

Generalized contextuality arises within this operational
framework as the impossibility of an operational theory to
conform with a noncontextual ontological model. An onto-
logical model for an operational theory provides an underly-
ing explanation for its statistics based on classical probability
theory and Boolean logic, such that the behaviours captured
by the operational theory can be reasoned about in classical
terms. In particular, the ontological model maps the system
to an ontic space A, preparation procedures are associated
with probability distributions up(A), and measurement out-
comes are associated with response functions &y () over
the ontic space, with A € A. This model explains the op-
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erational theory when, for all P € P and k|M € K x M, it
satisfies

p(k|M,P) =Y & (Mup(X). 6))
AEA

Admitting of some ontological model is not yet a classical
feature but a general one. Indeed, classicality has additional
demands: any equivalences between operational procedures
must hold at the ontological level”, which underpins the no-
tion of noncontextuality [5, 6]. An ontological model satis-
fies the assumption of noncontextuality if, for any P, P’ € P,
KM, K'|M' € K x M,

PP = up(A) =up()), VAEA, @)

M ~ KM = Euu(A) =& (N), YAEA  (3)

The condition of admitting of some noncontextual ontologi-
cal model has proven to be a precise definition of classicality
since the noncontextual ontological model itself provides a
classical explanation to the empirical predictions. As was
shown before, quantum theory does not admit such explana-
tions [5], featuring nonclassicality.

B. Operational measures of contextuality

Often, assessing noncontextuality of an operational sce-
nario requires the characterisation of a large ontic space’ and
the possible epistemic states and response functions over it
that can explain the statistical data and conform to the as-
sumption of nonlocality for all equivalence relations. To
avoid these issues when assessing the nonclassicality of the
examples investigated in this work, we will employ the lin-
ear program introduced in Ref. [39], which relies on re-
sults from the framework of generalised probabilistic theo-
ries (GPT) [23-25]. We will not enter into the details of
how the operational scenario translates to the GPT descrip-
tion, but a summary of the linear program and the reason-
ing behind it is provided in Appendix A. The relevant as-
pect for the present work is that this linear program decides
the existence of a simplex embedding for the GPT fragment
(see Fig. 1), which in turn is equivalent to the existence of
a noncontextual ontological model for the associated oper-
ational scenario [40]. If the program cannot find a simplex
embedding for the input scenario, i.e., the scenario exhibits
contextuality, it calculates how much depolarising noise r is
necessary so that the simplex embedding becomes possible.
The implementation of the program takes in sets of states and
effects of a GPT and outputs this minimal value of r along
with the respective noncontextual ontological model explain-
ing the scenario partially depolarised by a factor r.

2 Otherwise, further arguments must be provided on why the procedures are
not operationally distinguishable, despite being ontologically different.

3 In quantum scenarios, for instance, the ontic space might be as large as
|A| = (dim#)? [39].



(a) Embedding of states (b) Embedding of effects

Figure 1. Example of simplex embedding. In the figure we see a
qualitative example of a simplex-embedding: consider a scenario
with the four pure qubit states in the equator of the Bloch ball
depicted in (a) (and their convex combinations) and consider the
effects to be the projection onto the same states — represented as
{F,'}?: | in (b) — together with the 0 and 1 elements of POVM (and
convex combinations thereof). This fragment can be represented
as the green square in (a) and blue diamond-shaped object in (b).
One can see that these objects can be embedded (colloquially, ‘fit
inside’) into a classical GPT: the green set of states is embedded
into a four-dimensional simplex (the tetrahedron in (a)) and the ef-
fects are embedded into the dual of the tetrahedron (the cube in
(b)). If this is not possible to do — for simplices in any dimension
— then there is no simplex embedding. For any GPT that admits no
simplex-embedding, one can see that by shrinking either the effects
or the states via some noise process, one will always make this pro-
cedure possible.

The quantity r hence may serve as an operational measure
of nonclassicality, which we denote as the robustness of con-
textuality to depolarisation. It is known from simplex em-
bedding reasoning that there is always a finite amount of par-
tial depolarising noise under which an operational scenario
becomes noncontextual, and explicit examples of this fact
have been reported [18, 44, 45]. Alternatively, robustness
can be defined in terms of different kinds of noise besides
depolarising, so in this work, we also consider the case of
dephasing. This is because it is a well-established fact that a
completely dephased prepare-and-measure scenario will al-
ways admit of a noncontextual model [41], so the action of
dephasing noise over a scenario will also eventually allow
for a simplex embedding*. Therefore, we have further mod-
ified the code to estimate the robustness of contextuality to
dephasing noise. Our modification works for any strongly
self-dual GPT with finite dimension, and the reasoning be-
hind it is given in detail in Appendix B.

C. Parity-oblivious multiplexing

In a n-to-1 parity-oblivious multiplexing (POM) task, a
bitstring x of n classical bits is encoded in the preparation Py
of a quantum state. Measurements are constructed such that a

4 Although in this case, partial dephasing noise might not be enough to
allow for the simplex embedding, as shown in Ref. [41].

binary measurement M), returns outcome k = 0 when x, = 0,
where xy is the y-th entry of the string x, and k = 1 otherwise.
Moreover, the encoding must be done so that no information
about the parity of any subset of the string with more than
one bit can be recovered from a single measurement.

Mathematically, one can define the parity of subsets
of x as follows: consider the parity bitstrings {¢|t =
(t1y..,ta), Yit; > 2}; then, x -t tell us the parity of some
subset of x determined by ¢ — and the condition Y'#; > 2
ensures this subset has at least two bits. Therefore, the set
{x-1}: encodes the parity information of all subsets of x con-
taining more than one bit. With this notation, we say that
a scenario satisfies parity-obliviousness if, given the parity
strings {r}, it satisfies

Z p(k:Xy‘My,Px): Z p(k:xy|My7Px)7 (4)

x|x1=0 x|xr=1

for all #, x and y.

In the quantum realisation of a 3-to-1 parity-oblivious
task that is going to be explored in this work, a 3-bitstring
is encoded in different preparations of a qubit. Parity-
obliviousness imposes that mixing preparations with equal
parity must yield the same statistical mixture as mixing
preparations with the opposite parity. This adds symme-
tries to the shape formed by the convex hull formed by the
preparations. We exploit these symmetries by considering
implementations whose set of states is given by a rectangu-
lar cuboid, with each vertex parameterized by the angle 6
that all preparations equally form with respect to the Z axis
of the Bloch sphere. Measurements are assigned as the to-
mographic complete set X, ¥, Z of Pauli measurements. This
realisation obeys parity obliviousness constraints given in
Eq. (4), and a schematic representation of this scenario can
be found in Figure 2. Notice that even though Bob cannot
retrieve more than 1 bit of information in a single-shot, he
can choose which information to retrieve (though not deter-
ministically). This can only be done because, even though
one can at most retrieve 1 bit of information from a qubit,
the qubit can carry more information than that. In this sense,
Holevo’s theorem is obeyed, but communication advantage
is also achieved.

In general, the resourcefulness of a POM task is usually
quantified by the probability of getting the outcome for mea-
surement y that correctly matches the y-th bit in the string x,
for any outcome and string, i.e.,

1
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It has been demonstrated that indeed the success rate is
a good quantifier for a resource theory of contextual-
ity [46]. Moreover, it is known that quantum realisa-

tions of this protocol can exceed the noncontextual bound
of sye = % (1+1) [12], attesting that contextuality is the

source of quantum advantage for these tasks, since quan-
tum realisations can achieve success rates of up to sg =

3 (1 + ﬁ) [14], constituting instances of quantum advan-
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Figure 2. Representation of the preparation and measurement pro-
cedures of a 3-to-1 POM scenario among the family of scenarios
investigated. Measurements lay on the X, Y, and Z axes, while
preparations are represented by the vertices of the hexahedron.

tage for communication.

II. RESULTS

A. Robustness to depolarising noise in n-to-1 parity-oblivious
multiplexing

Given that the advantage in POM tasks is underpinned by
contextuality, and that depolarizing noise may transform a
contextual scenario into a noncontextual one, it is natural to
ask how much noise a POM scenario must receive to perform
as poorly as classical realisations thereof. In particular, in the
case of partial depolarising noise in a quantum realisation,
every state under the action of this noise will be described by
the mixture

x> (1=r)px+ru, (6)

where y is the maximally mixed state, and r € [0,1] is the
noise quantifier. Notice that this represents a modification in
all probabilities obtained in the scenario, since

p(b=2xy|Pe;My) = Tr(Ep—y,px) @)
— (1 —I‘)TI'(Eb:xypx)+rTI'(Eb:Xy‘u)
= (1=r)p(b = xy|P;,My) + rTr(Ep—y,u),
where Eh:x)_ are the POVM elements of measurement M.

Once we calculate the success rate for the depolarised ver-
sion of the experiment, we find

(1-r)
2"n Z

Sdepol = p(b:xy|PX7My>
y=1xe[0,1]*"
r n
FLY F ) ®
y=lxe[0,1]%n
r n
= (I1=r)s+5- ) Tr(y) ©)

y= 1

= (l—r)s—l—z, (10)
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where the second equality follows from the fact that for every
choice of measurement y, there will be 2"~! strings x with y-
th input equal to 0, and 2"~! strings with the same input equal
to 1. Since all Ej,_, are elements of POVM, it must be that
Ep—o, + Ep=1, =1 for any y, simplifying the summation.

Let us define the robustness of contextuality to depolar-
L depol .. . .. .
isation, r,,;, , as the minimum partial depolarising noise
to be added to a scenario such that its depolarised version
performs as poorly as a noncontextual realisation. In other
words, r“?*" is the minimum depolarizing noise such that the
success rate of the depolarised scenario is the optimal non-
contextual one, syc. Substituting this condition into Eq. (10),
we get

depol S —SNC
Vinin. = - an
S

This proves the following result:

Proposition 1. In any n-to-1 parity-oblivious multiplexing
scenario, success rate and robustness of contextuality to de-
polarisation are monotonically equivalent resource quanti-
fiers via Eq. (11).

Proposition 1 then links a geometrical feature of states
and effects used to implement a POM task and their suc-
cess in such a task: the higher the depolarizing noise needed
to make states P, and measurements M, become simplex-
embeddable, the best they perform in the POM task, and
vice-versa.

With this relation, one can derive bounds on the number
of bits that can be optimally encoded in a particular quan-
tum system by assuming bounds on the maximal robustness

to depolarising achievable for this system. For instance, for

depol

qubits, it is common to assume that r,,;,
1

the value 5 for whatever signature of quantum advantage

taken into consideration, in particular rjslf‘)l < % for a fi-
nite amount of extremal states and effects in the fragment
(which is always the case in n-to—1 POM tasks with finite
n). We provide a compelling numerical induction for this
bound in Appendix C1 that relies on the simplex embed-
dability of an ever-increasing set of preparations and mea-
surements. Then notice that the optimal quantum success

rate is given by s = %(l+ﬁ) [14], while syc = %(1+%) [4].

1f 127 < 1 then

min

can never exceed

1 _
LS (12)
27 -1
S
- WL" (13)
v
|
— (14)

which means that n < 4. In other words:



Proposition 2. A two-dimensional quantum system used in
a n-to-1 POM task can achieve a maximal advantage over
classical systems only if n < 4.

This result has been derived before by geometrical [47]
and locality [48] arguments, but Proposition 1 allows us to
reframe it solely on simplicial embedding assumptions. This
method can, in principle, be generalized: if one finds bounds
on robustness for quantum systems of higher dimensions,
one can immediately use Eq. (11) to derive an upper bound
to the number of optimally encoded bits.

The linear program from Ref. [39] can also be used to get
numerical results for different quantum implementations of
an n-to-1 POM task. We focus on the case of a qubit and,
given Prop. 2, the most interesting cases are n = 2 or n = 3.
We will, however, focus on POM scenarios encoding 3 bits in
a qubit, as introduced in Sec. I C. We deem these examples as
more engaging than the simplest 2-to-1 POM since the latter
is equivalent to the simplest prepare-and-measure scenario
for which contextuality can be demonstrated, and much is
already known about it [31, 49-52].
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Figure 3. Robustness of contextuality to depolarising noise vs. pa-
rameter 0 and vs. success rate for the 3-to-1 POM task. The red
curve represents the plot of Eq. 11 for the 3-to-1 task.

In order to showcase this relation between robustness to
depolarisation and success rate in a concrete example, we in-
put the family of scenarios introduced in Sec. I C to the linear
program, obtaining the plots in Figure 3. Notice that, as dic-
tated by Prop. 1, robustness of contextuality to depolarising
noise grows monotonically with the success rate. In partic-
ular, when n = 3, we have sy¢c = %, and the numerical plot
reproduces Eq. (11). We can also see that the peak on ro-
bustness of contextuality is achieved when 6 = g, i.e. when
the states form a perfect cube inside the Bloch sphere. This
scenario is compatible with the case in Ref. [12] for which
the success rate is optimal. Intuitively, this can be related to
the fact that this set of states has the greatest volume among
the family of scenarios, and this situation would be expected
to need the most noise for a simplex embedding to exist.

B. Robustness to dephasing noise in 3-to-1 parity oblivious
multiplexing

Robustness-based quantifiers are advantageous in general
since there is a fair knowledge about their properties, for in-
stance, that in many resource theories, they are monotonic
under linear combinations of free operations [53]. Moreover,
robustness has a strong operational appeal since it relates to

the ubiquitous characteristic in laboratories of uncontrolled
degrees of freedom, and hence it would be interesting if
statements about robustness of contextuality to other types of
noise could be produced for the parity-oblivious tasks. De-
phasing noise, for instance, is universally present in quan-
tum computation and represents a considerable obstacle to
the implementation of many protocols, especially concern-
ing scalability. Moreover, it displays similarities with de-
polarising noise, in the sense that complete dephasing will
deem any prepare-and-measure scenario noncontextual [41].
In this section, we thus analyze robustness to dephasing and
how this contextuality measure relates to quantifying advan-
tage in POM tasks. However, general results such as Prop. |
are challenging when it comes to dephasing since it is a more
structured type of noise, making arguments of this type dif-
ficult to build. We will therefore rely on the numerical in-
vestigation of the proposed 3-to-1 POM scenarios to investi-
gate the usefulness of robustness to dephasing in quantifying
the nonclassical advantage for these tasks by employing the
modified code (see Appendix B).

For practical purposes, we chose the Z axis as the pre-
served axis, although the symmetry of this scenario should
imply similar results for the X and ¥ axes. The results of
our numerical explorations are presented in Fig. 4. As was
previously shown in Ref. [41], the quantum advantage gets
increasingly robust to dephasing as the preparations overlap
with the dephasing basis. This however is not a good quan-
tifier of this quantum advantage, since for the particular case
in which robustness of contextuality is maximal, the success
rate is very close to the classical bound, and robustness of
contextuality decreases for scenarios in which the success
rate improves. Since achieving a success rate s > syc is the
only contextuality inequality in this scenario, we can safely
deem robustness to dephasing with respect to the Z axis as a
bad quantifier’. It is interesting to see that, differently from
the depolarising case, there are scenarios achieving a better
than classical success rate that can endure a noise larger than
0.5.
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Robustness to dephasing
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Figure 4. Robustness of contextuality to dephasing noise vs. pa-
rameter 0 and vs. success rate for the 3-to-1 POM task.

Notice that the statement that this is not a good quantifier
tells about how well the value of r captures the resource-
fulness of the scenario for this particular task in contrast to

3 The reason why this is the unique contextuality inequality is that r > 0 (be
it robustness to depolarising or dephasing) happens if and only if there is
no noncontextual ontological model for the scenario, and from Prop. 1
this is equivalent to having s > syc.



a classical realisation. However, robustness, in this case, is
still a good certifier of nonclassicality, since as long as it
is nonzero, it attests to the impossibility of a noncontextual
ontological model for the scenario. This is possibly related
to the axial symmetry of dephasing noise, when compared
to the radial symmetry of the scenarios under investigation.
Dephasing noise with respect to a particular axis is therefore
not in a good fit with the symmetry suggested by the task,
which motivates our following result.

We further show that robustness to dephasing can still per-
form as a good quantifier by exploiting the symmetry of this
scenario and minimizing the robustness of contextuality to
dephasing over all relevant dephasing bases. In particular,
we here consider all available measurement basis X,¥,Z. To
gain intuition on why, notice that these axes will maximise
the action of the noise over the volume of the set of states,
requiring a smaller amount of noise to produce a greater
change. Allowing for axes that align with a particular prepa-
ration, for instance, would possibly yield a larger value of
robustness since the polyhedron from Fig. 2 would keep one
of its diagonals unchanged, and the value of robustness with
respect to this axis would be discarded by the minimisation.
Indeed, we show the numerical investigation leading to this
choice in Appendix C 2.
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Figure 5. Minimal robustness of contextuality to dephasing noise
across all of Bob’s measurements vs. parameter 6 and vs. success
rate for the 3-to-1 POM task.

The plots are given in Figure 5. Maximal robustness of
contextuality is now not achieved for small values of 0 since,
for the same scenarios, there is another dephasing axis with
respect to which robustness of contextuality is almost null.
In particular, dephasing with respect to either X or ¥ axes is
the minimal one up until the parameter 0 reaches 6 = %, pre-
cisely the scenario to which success rate is maximal. From
that point on, the minimal robustness to dephasing is the one
with respect to the Z axis.

The reason why this is still a good quantifier is that the
extremal cases in which contextuality (and therefore success
rate) is minimal and maximal are captured as extremal cases
by the minimised robustness to dephasing, i.e., it assigns
r = 0 only for s = sy, and its highest value coincides only
with s = s¢. Evidently, this minimised robustness distin-
guishes scenarios that the success rate does not and vice-
versa, so we cannot deem them as monotonically propor-
tional. However, specifying a value of r in most cases singles
out the value of s, and in the worst scenario it is upper and
lower bounded by the success rate. These bounds do increase
monotonically when they exist, which displays some sort of
coherence between these two quantifiers [54].

It is interesting to see how this quantity displays a coher-
ent relation with the success rate similar to the depolaris-
ing case, even though robustness of contextuality is not min-
imised over all possible axes in the Bloch sphere. It would be
interesting to investigate whether this quantifier, when taken
with respect to all possible axes, has any relation to quanti-
ties that are Bargmann invariants such as basis-independent
coherence [55, 56].

III. CLOSING REMARKS

Our work builds up on the results from Refs. [39, 41] to
further explore the role of different types of noise over the
possibility of a noncontextual ontological model in prepare-
and-measure scenarios. We derive an analytical relation be-
tween robustness of contextuality to depolarisation and the
success rate that usually quantifies the quantum advantage
in POM tasks (Prop. 1). We then use it to recover a result
that has been previously derived from both geometrical [47]
and locality arguments [48] that a POM with optimal suc-
cess rate is impossible when encoding more than 3 bits in
a qubit. In particular, we give a re-framing of these proofs
solely on simplex-embedding arguments, and we believe that
more general statements can be made by observing the re-
lation between robustness of contextuality and success rate,
increasing the insight provided by these proofs.

Furthermore, we present a generalisation of the linear pro-
gram from Ref. [39] estimating robustness of contextuality
to dephasing noise for any GPT fragment of a strongly self-
dual GPT, with quantum theory as the example of interest,
and leverage it to explore the particular case of the 3-to-1
parity-oblivious multiplexing task, to which contextuality is
known to be a resource. We conclude that beyond robustness
of contextuality to depolarisation, other noise models (such
as a minimisation of robustness of contextuality to dephas-
ing over a set of bases) can also display a consistent relation
with respect to the standard resource quantifier. In contrast,
robustness to dephasing with respect to the Z axis does not
display such a relation. It however remains a good certi-
fier of nonclassical advantage, since for any nonzero value
of robustness, advantage over classical implementations is
ensured. These results showcase the versatility of the lin-
ear program introduced in Ref. [39] since many experimen-
tal constraints can be taken into consideration when deciding
the nonclassicality of a prepare-and-measure scenario.

It would be interesting to investigate how the quantifiers
explored in our framework relate to quantifiers of Bargmann
invariants [55, 56] and quantifiers obtained by SDP hierar-
chies [57, 58].

Another direction of future research includes a better
understanding of how noise models beyond depolarisation
should be defined in more complex GPTs, for instance,
in weakly self-dual GPTs. The operational approach to
quantum resource theories has gained space in the litera-
ture [46, 59-61] and might provide useful insights on the
relation between different signatures of nonclassicality.
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Appendix A: Linear program for testing nonclassicality —
Formal definitions

The linear program introduced in Ref. [39] is the main tool
employed in this manuscript and is constructed entirely in the
GPT framework. Here we give some formal definitions for
this program and our further modification of what some of
the notions mentioned in the main text comprise.

The notion of operational equivalence enables us to define
a GPT for the associated operational theory. For this, we
concentrate on the quotiented sets P/ ~and K x M/ ~, i.e.,
the sets of equivalence classes [P] and [k|M] such that

[P]:= {P' € P|P' ~ P}; (A1)

kM) :={K'|M e Kx MK M ~klM}.  (A2)

In this framework, every equivalence class [P] € P/ ~
in the quotiented operational theory is associated to a state
sp € Q, and every equivalence class [k|M] € K x M/ ~ is
associated to an effect ¢yy € . Each state or effect can be
described as a vector in a real vector space V equipped with
an inner product (-,-). Additionally, these sets must satisfy
some specific properties, the most important of which be-
ing that the sets Q and E are tomographic. A GPT can be
defined as a tuple (V,(-,-),Q,E) satisfying these properties,
and a formal definition for the purposes of this paper is given
below:

Definition A.1 (GPT). A generalised probabilistic theory
associated to an operational scenario is a tuple (Q, E,V, {-,-))
where Q and ‘E are convex sets of vectors in a real vector
space V equipped with an inner product (-, -). Moreover,

* Q does not contain the origin 0 € V, and each ele-
ment sp € § is associated with an equivalence class
[Ple P/ ~;

* ‘E contains the origin and the privileged unit effect u,
and each element ¢; ), € Z is associated with an equiv-

alence class [k|M] € K x M/ ~;

* Probabilities are given via the
p(k|M,P) = (sp,exm);

inner product,

e Forall s € Q, ﬁs € Q, where u is the unit effect;

* Q and E are tomographic, i.e.,

s1 =82 <= (s1,e) =(s,e), Ve€<E; (A3)

Vs € Q.

el =ep < (s,e1) =(s,e2), (A4)

As mentioned in the main text, however, the linear pro-
gram in Ref. [39] is written to also take into consideration
scenarios in which some of the above properties are not sat-
isfied. In principle, one can simply conceive a relaxation of
a GPT in which one merely has access to subsets of the sets
Q and ‘E. This already implies dropping some features, such
as the inclusion of normalised counterparts or tomographic
completeness. Such a relaxation receives the name of GPT
fragment.

Definition A.2 (GPT fragments). A GPT fragment associ-
ated to an operational scenario is a tuple (QF, EF,V,(-,-))
such that QF C Q and £ C £, with (Q, E,V,(-,-)) being a
GPT.

Alternatively, these states and effects can be naturally de-
scribed with respect to the subspaces of V they span (which
will most probably not match®), respectively Span(Q) and
Span(‘E), and from here on we will always assume this is the
case unless stated otherwise. One can easily describe these
vectors with respect to the full vector space V by employing
inclusion maps Iq : Span(Q) — V and Iz : Span(E) — V, in
which case the tuple (Q, E, I, Iz) is referred to as the acces-
sible GPT fragment [62].

Definition A.3 (Accessible GPT fragments). An accessible
GPT fragment associated with an operational scenario is a
tuple (Q4, E4,Ig,Iz), such that’

s In(QY) eV, Iz (EY) eV,

6 Consider, for instance, the POM scenario introduced in Sec. I C for 8 = %
In this case, all states lie in the equator of the Bloch sphere, spanning
R2, while the effects remain lying on the three Pauli axes and therefore
spanning IR3. This is only one of many examples in which the sets of
states and effects in a fragment span different subspaces.

7 In fact, accessible GPT fragments must satisfy more properties than these,
for instance, the sets Q4 and E* must have more structure than merely
convexity. We leave these nuances out of this manuscript since they are
not relevant to any of the conclusions drawn.
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o p(k|M,P) = (Ia(s),I£(e)) , for all [P] € P/ ~ and
[kIM] € K x M [ ~;

e (In(Q"), I, (E*),V,{-,-)) is a GPT fragment.

Beyond characterising these sets and the subspaces they
span, we can further characterise their positive cones, i.e.,
the sets Cone(Q) of states that are linear combinations with
non-negative coefficients of the states in Q, and similarly
for Cone(E). In th case that (Q,E) are polytopes, we can
characterise their cones by the facet inequalities {/{*}"_, for
states and {hjf};”:l for effects, where /$* : span(Q) — R and

hf : Span(‘E) — R. These are linear maps such that

B (v) >0 <= ve Cone(Q),i=1,...,n, (A5)

hT(w) >0 <= we Cone(E), j=1,..,m. (A6)
Equivalently, we can concatenate the sets {A{*}" | and
{hjz};f’:l into matrices Hg, Hz such that

Ho(v) := (B(v),...,h(»))T Wy € Span(Q), (A7)

Hg(w) := (hF(w),...,hE(w))T ,¥Yw € Span(E).  (A8)
Notice that, by construction, Hq(v) is entry-wise non-
negative iff v € Cone(Q), and similarly for Hg iff w €
Cone(‘E). Using this characterisation of the accessible GPT
fragment, we can introduce the linear program developed in
Ref. [39].

Program 1. Let r be the minimum depolarising noise that
must be added for the statistics obtained by composing any
state-effect pair from Q and £ to be classically explainable.
Given (Hgq,Hg,lo,Iz) characterising the cones of the
accessible GPT fragment, r can be computed by the linear
program:

minimize r such that

3 6 >,.0, an m X n matrix such that

1% - Daepor - Io + (1 — 1)l - Io = HE -6 - Hg (A9)
where Dgepo; is the completely depolarising channel for the
system, and >, denotes entry-wise non-negativity.

Notice therefore that the linear program assesses the
simplex-embeddability of accessible GPT fragments that are
not necessarily within quantum theory. The notion of depo-
larising noise for such cases is in fact much broader since
the code does not demand any particular property from the
state labeled as maximally mixed. Abstractly, the code sim-
ply “shrinks” the set of states towards a point specified by
the input maximally mixed state until a simplex embedding
becomes possible, which in case of a qubit happens to be the
center of the Bloch sphere.

This linear program decides nonclassicality because the
existence of a matrix ¢ satisfying equation A9 is equiva-
lent to the existence of a simplex embedding for the GPT
fragment depolarised by a factor ». This, in turn, has been
demonstrated to imply the existence of a noncontextual on-
tological model for the associated operational scenario [40].
The quantity r therefore may serve as an operational mea-
sure of nonclassicality, which we denote as the robustness of
contextuality.

Appendix B: Modification of the code

The implementation for the linear program in Ref. [39] re-
quests as inputs the sets of states and effects (Q, E) that con-
stitute the fragment, a privileged effect u that plays the role
of the discard effect and a privileged state u, called maxi-
mally mixed state. The code then constructs the accessible
GPT fragment associated with the input fragment and the
fully depolarising map Dy, po1, consisting of discarding any
state it receives and preparing the maximally mixed state in-
stead. The code in Mathematica has the additional feature
of checking whether the input states and effects are repre-
sented by density operators and POVM element matrices,
and if they do, already assumes the discard effect to be 1,/
and the maximally mixed state to be 1,,/dim(#), where H
is the Hilbert space with respect to which the density opera-
tors and POVM elements are represented.® Both implemen-
tations then proceed to characterise the accessible GPT frag-
ment and its cone facets and solve Program 1. Finally, they
construct an ontological model for the depolarised scenario
by factorising the matrix ¢ found by the program, and output

an array (r,1i,&), where r is the robustness of contextuality
to depolarisation, g is a list of epistemic states for the non-

contextual ontological model, and E a list of the respective
response functions.

Ref. [41] modified the original Mathematica code so that
instead of requiring a maximally mixed state as input, it
would take a real parameter 1 € [0,T) representing an an-
gle between an axis in the ZX plane of the Bloch sphere and
the Z axis. The depolarising map is then replaced by an ex-
plicit matrix representation of the fully dephasing map with
respect to the axis singled out by 1, and this modification is
employed to investigate the interplay between contextuality
and coherence in a family of prepare-and-measure scenarios
related to the minimume-error state-discrimination task. Al-
though successful for this particular task, this modification is
rather limited, since it will not give an account of any GPT
fragment whose associated accessible GPT fragment cannot
be described in the hemisphere of the Bloch sphere. So even
though many important tasks to which contextuality is a re-
source fit in the scope of this modification, we are interested
in a more general approach that can cover the whole scope
of quantum prepare-and-measure scenarios.

8 In this case, the user does not need to provide the discard and the maxi-
mally mixed state.



In the modification introduced by this manuscript, the
code asks for the GPT fragment (Q”, E7), the discard ef-
fect, and a finite collection of effects M = {¢;}’" |, and then
constructs the fully dephasing map as the process that re-
alises the effects ¢; € £ and prepare the respective states
¢; € Q for which (¢;,e;) = 1 for all i = 1,...,m, and where
(V,(-,-),Q, E) is the GPT from which (Q7, E7) is derived.
Notice therefore that this modification will not give an ac-
count of GPTs in which the effects characterising the de-
phasing axis do not have normalised states as counterparts.
In practice, what the code does is to construct the matrix

Ddeph:(El...ém>-(61...em)T, (B1)

such that ¢; = eiT, and which will replace the depolarising
map Dgepoi in Equation A9.

Notice that such implementation is not valid for all possi-
ble GPTs, since to conform to Definition A.1 does not imply
that all effects &; have corresponding states ¢; as introduced
in the previous paragraph. In demanding this structure for the
noise model we restrict ourselves to a subset of the strongly
self-dual GPTs [63-65]. Given a GPT (V,(-,-),Q,E), and
their positive cones Cone(Q) C V and Cone(‘E) C V. Then:

Definition B.1 (Strongly self-dual GPT). A GPT
(V,{-,),Q,E) is strongly self-dual if there is a symmetric,
positive-semidefinite isomorphism 7' : Cone(‘E) — Cone(Q)
such that, for any e, e, € Cone(E),

* (T(e1),e2) = (T(e2),e1);
d <T(€1),€1> > 0.

That is, strongly self-dual GPTs are those in which one can
find a symmetric and positive-semidefinite 7 under which
the cones of effects and states are isomorphic Cone(E) ~
Cone(Q). Note that GPTs that are not strongly self-dual can
be made turned into self-dual GPTs if one restricts the set
of effects or states in a suitable way [65]. In particular, the
self-dual theories considered in this work are the ones whose
isomorphism 7 is a transposition of the effect vector. This
might miss, for instance, GPTs associated to some Euclidian
Jordan algebras [66].

Notice also that in principle there is no constraint over the
set M of dephasing effects, for instance, it is not required to
form a normalised measurement or to have orthogonal terms.
As an additional constraint, the code also checks whether the
effects in M are orthogonal to each other and sum up to the
unit effect. This constraint makes sure that, for the quantum
case, only the common notion of dephasing is going to be in-
vestigated, and these constraints by no means undermine the
generality of our results since there is not a clear definition
of how a dephasing noise model should look like in GPTs
other than quantum theory, so we merely focus our atten-
tion to noise models that for sure match the standard notion
of quantum dephasing noise. Investigating the noise models
ruled out by these constraints, i.e., the ones in which the ef-
fects provided by M are incomplete or coarse-grained, rep-
resenting projections onto hypervolumes other than an axis,
or investigating whether GPTs that are not strongly self-dual
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accommodate some notion of dephasing noise, are interest-
ing directions for future research. For instance, the Linear
Program | and modifications thereof rely only on proper-
ties of the positive cones of states and effects to decide the
nonclassicality of GPT fragments. It would be interesting to
see if weakly self-dual GPTs’ can accommodate some no-
tion of dephasing that still leads to trustworthy statements of
simplex-embeddability.

Another aspect of this choice of noise model that deserves
attention is that, in principle, the set M that characterises the
dephasing axis does not need to be a subset of E, neither
the state counterparts of these effects need to belong in Q.
This might lead to situations in which assessments of non-
classicality in these scenarios become inconclusive since the
dephased GPT fragment might not admit of a simplex em-
bedding for any value of . We argue however that allowing
for this sort of noise is a reasonable choice that captures the
nature of noise in many experiments. Indeed, noise is usu-
ally understood as a process replacing the original informa-
tion encoded in the system with undesired one, which might
include information making the experiment more “nonclas-
sical” than it is. Furthermore, this is also the approach taken
in the formulation of the original Linear Program, in which
the maximally mixed state provided is not required to be in
Q [39]. This can also lead to situations in which the whole
set of states is “shrunk” towards a point that lies outside it,
and yet it can capture instances of noise other than depolari-
sation, such as decay to a (pure) ground state.

Finally, as an example of our reasoning, consider a sce-
nario that takes states and effects from a qubit and in which
dephasing happens with respect to the Z axis. The code will

receive as input the set M = {]liﬁz, %}, and the dephasing

map takes the form

Ddeph = (B2)

S o oo
(NN
—_ o oo

(=N

Naturally, this map will act on any state or effect such that

(8) (%

X

Ddeph . \ﬁ <?> = \ﬁ Q ) (B3)
(z) (Z)

which is a point in the Z axis of the Bloch sphere.

9 Weakly self-dual GPTs are the ones whose positive cones of states and
effects are isomorphic, with no further restrictions on the isomorphism
linking them.



Appendix C: Numerical investigations

1. Numerical motivation for the bound r < % for n-to-1 POM
with a qubit

To build up evidence that justifies the bound r < % em-
ployed in the main text, we once again rely on a numerical
investigation using the linear program from Ref. [39]. For
this purpose, we consider a prepare-and-measure scenario
with an ever-increasing number of equally distributed prepa-
rations and measurement outcomes.

For a scenario with 2n preparations and measurement out-
comes over a qubit Hilbert space, consider the sets

= [y =en(F) i in ()0}
E, = {|k> = cos (I;i—i-g) |0) + sin (I;:—i—g) |1>}

(C2)
with k£ = 0,...,2n. For instance, for n = 2, this example
comprises the preparations and measurement outcomes used
in the optimal 2-to-1 POM task. Notice that, for n — oo,
this comprises all preparations and measurements in the real
hemisphere of the Bloch sphere. We input these sets to the
code from Ref. [39] to observe the relation between robust-
ness to depolarisation and the number 2 of preparations and
outcomes. This plot is given in Figure 6.

It is immediate to see that robustness quickly approaches
the value % from bellow. This alone is enough to build mo-
tivation for expecting r < % in a POM task encoding a fi-
nite amount of bits into a finite amount of preparations since
these values will only be achievable for n > 3 preparations
and measurements.

As argued in the main text, one can easily generalise this
method of inspection to quantum systems of greater dimen-
sion, recovering bounds of robustness of contextuality and
consequently, of optimal quantum performance for parity-
oblivious multiplexing tasks via Eq. 11.

057 eeseees

0.4 o
037 =

Robustness to
depolarisation

0.0{ ==
0 20 40 60
Number of preparations/measurement
outcomes

Figure 6. Robustness to depolarisation with the number of prepa-
rations and measurement outcomes in the real hemisphere of the
Bloch sphere.
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2. Numerical motivation for neglecting dephasing axes
beyond X, Y and Z

In Sec. II B, we chose minimising robustness to dephasing
over the axes X, Y, and Z. We here show by a numerical
investigation that indeed the axes X, Y, and Z are the only
ones that matter.

By using a pseudo-random number generator function, we
can generate random axes of the form

1 1
1 [ sin@,cos¢, | 1 [ —sinB,coso, (3)
V2 sin®,sin¢, |’ V2l - sin 0, sin ¢, ’
cos 6, —cos 9,

where 6, and ¢, are independently generated random angles.

We then compute the relation between robustness to de-
phasing and success rate with respect to the Z axis; min-
imised over X, Y and Z axis; minimised over X, Y, Z and
n random axes, with n being 2, 10, 20 and 100, respectively.
The plot is displayed in Figure 7.

—_

Minimised robustness
to dephasing
T

0.70 0.75
Success rate

Figure 7. Robustness to dephasing vs. success rate for the 3-to-1
POM task, minimised over axes X, Y, Z and additional pseudo-
random axes.

Notice that once we minimise robustness to dephasing
over axes X, Y, and Z, the addition of the extra random axes
becomes irrelevant. Indeed, all points for the plots with extra
axes coincide with the plots without it. Despite this not be-
ing a minimisation over all possible axes, it provides enough
evidence for our conjecture to hold.
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