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Causal modelling frameworks link observable correlations to causal explanations,
which is a crucial aspect of science. These models represent causal relationships
through directed graphs, with vertices and edges denoting systems and transforma-
tions within a theory. Most studies focus on acyclic causal graphs, where well-defined
probability rules and powerful graph-theoretic properties like the d-separation theo-
rem apply. However, understanding complex feedback processes and exotic funda-
mental scenarios with causal loops requires cyclic causal models, where such results
do not generally hold. While progress has been made in classical cyclic causal models,
challenges remain in uniquely fixing probability distributions and identifying graph-
separation properties applicable in general cyclic models. In cyclic quantum scenarios,
existing frameworks have focussed on a subset of possible cyclic causal scenarios, with
graph-separation properties yet unexplored. This work proposes a framework applica-
ble to all consistent quantum and classical cyclic causal models on finite-dimensional
systems. We address these challenges by introducing a robust probability rule and a
novel graph-separation property, p-separation, which we prove to be sound and com-
plete for all such models. Our approach maps cyclic causal models to acyclic ones
with post-selection, leveraging the post-selected quantum teleportation protocol. We
characterize these protocols and their success probabilities along the way. We also
establish connections between this formalism and other classical and quantum frame-
works to inform a more unified perspective on causality. This provides a foundation
for more general cyclic causal discovery algorithms and to systematically extend open
problems and techniques from acyclic informational networks (e.g., certification of
non-classicality) to cyclic causal structures and networks.
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1 Introduction
Bridging causal explanations with observable correlations lies at the heart of scientific in-
quiry. Causal models provide a rigorous framework for describing correlations arising from
a causal structure and identifying which structures are compatible with observed data.
Classical causal modelling [Pea09, SGS93], captures causal relationships among random
variables and has been widely applied across fields such as machine learning, economics,
and clinical trials [RCLH21, KH11, Pea09, Spi05, PL14, AHK20, LKK21]. However, as
demonstrated by Bell’s theorem [Bel64], this classical framework cannot account for quan-
tum correlations without invoking fine-tuned mechanisms or modifications to the causal
structure naturally associated with a Bell scenario [WS15]. This limitation has spurred the
development of non-classical causal modelling frameworks that encompass quantum and
broader operational theories [HLP14, BLO20], enabling the causal explanation of quan-
tum correlations without invoking fine-tuning or adjustments to the operational causal
structure.

Causal models are typically represented as directed graphs, with vertices and edges
being associated with systems and transformations within a theory that embody its causal
mechanisms. The mechanisms themselves are theory-dependent: functional dependencies
in classical models, and quantum channels in quantum models. Broadly, causal modelling
is an umbrella term that spans different approaches, in particular (i) approaches which
focus on observable correlations generated by causal mechanisms of a theory, which are
often referred to as Bayesian/causal networks (e.g., [GVP90, HLP14]) and (ii) approaches
such as structural equation models (e.g., [FM17, BFPM21]) or split-node quantum causal
models (e.g., [BLO20, BLO21]), which examine properties of the causal mechanisms di-
rectly, such as solvability of functions or causal influences between quantum systems in
unitary channels. In this work, we use “causal models” to encompass both approaches,
distinguishing them where necessary.

The classical and non-classical causal modelling literature have predominantly focused
on acyclic graphs, where there exists a well-defined probability rule for deriving correlations
from causal mechanisms [Pea09, HLP14, BLO20]. Moreover, a foundational and power-
ful result in acyclic causal models (both classical and non-classical) is the d-separation
theorem [VP90, GVP90, HLP14], proving the soundness and completeness of a central
graph-theoretic notion, d-separation [Pea09, Spi05]. This theorem enables to read off
conditional independences in correlations purely from the structure of the graph (causal
structure), and is central to how we explain correlations (conditional dependencies) in
terms of causal connections. Moreover, the d-separation theorem plays an integral role
in causal discovery algorithms and inference across data-driven disciplines (see [SZ16]), in
causal compatibility problems as well as certification of non-classical correlations in causal
structures [WS15, HLP14].

Recent years have witnessed growing interest in causal modelling for cyclic graphs,
which can represent physical processes with feedback [FM17, BFPM21] as well as provide
information-theoretic models for describing exotic and fundamental causal phenomena,
such as solutions to general relativity admitting closed timelike curves [G4̈9, Sto38, MM67,
Deu91, LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b]. However, cyclic models introduce challenges, including
potential pathologies like the “grandfather paradox”. Two significant open problems arise in
this context. First, for general cyclic causal models both in the classical and quantum case1,

1For example, in the classical literature, the observed distribution is only considered uniquely defined by
the causal mechanisms (functional dependencies) in models that admit unique solutions to the functional
dependencies [FM17, FM18], but this is not the case for non-uniquely solvable classical causal models, see
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no well-defined and robust method to compute observable probabilities from the causal
mechanisms exists. Secondly, certain cyclic causal models, even in classical settings and
where the probabilities are well-defined, violate the soundness of d-separation, i.e., there
exist classical causal models on cyclic graphs leading to correlations between vertices that
are d-separated in the graph [Nea00]. This complicates causal reasoning, raising concerns
whether observations can be causally explained in a systematic manner in scenarios with
cyclic causal structures.

Existing frameworks for cyclic causal modelling often impose restrictions on causal
mechanisms to ensure consistency and define probabilities. For instance, classical cyclic
models require global consistency conditions (e.g., unique solvability of functional depen-
dencies [FM17, BFPM21]), while quantum models enforce conditions like factorization of
unitary channels (corresponding to requiring valid process operators [BLO21]). Although
these approaches capture meaningful subclasses of cyclic causal models and provide valu-
able techniques for studying them, the soundness of d-separation already fails within such
classes of models (in particular, even in uniquely solvable models as shown in [Nea00]).
Moreover, there exist more general types of consistent cyclic causal models which cannot
be captured in these approaches and constructing robust probability rules for arbitrary
cyclic causal models has remained unresolved.

A general framework for cyclic causal modelling, applicable to non-classical theories,
was proposed in [VC22a, VC22b]. This top-down approach accommodates any theory,
causal mechanism, and probability rule on a given cyclic graph, provided that the result-
ing probability distribution adheres to the soundness of d-separation (i.e., d-separations in
the graph imply corresponding conditional independence in the distribution). Specifically,
[VC22a] constructed examples of non-classical cyclic causal models respecting d-separation
soundness and [VC22b] introduced a new method for computing probabilities for a spe-
cific classical cyclic model that is not uniquely solvable. However, models violating the
soundness of d-separation fall outside this framework, and the general applicability of the
probability method, beyond the particular examples, was not explored.

Finding alternative graph-separation properties to d-separation that are sound and
complete in the cyclic case is an active research area in classical causality commu-
nity [BFPM21]. Notably, the concept of σ-separation was proposed as a sound and com-
plete criterion for a specific subclass of classical models admitting unique solutions [FM17].
However, to our knowledge, no graph-separation property applicable to all models is known
even in the classical case. The problem remains unexplored for quantum and non-classical
cyclic models, to the best of our knowledge.

Contributions. In this work, we present a general framework for cyclic causal modelling
involving finite-dimensional quantum systems. This framework extends beyond existing
approaches to include cyclic causal models which are not necessarily associated with valid
quantum process operators [BLO20, BLO21] and it embeds classical causal models, includ-
ing not uniquely solvable ones. We define a robust probability rule for all models in this
framework, recovering existing results under the relevant restrictions. A central contribu-
tion is the introduction of a novel graph-separation property, p-separation, which we prove
to be sound and complete for all quantum cyclic causal models within our framework, and
which reduces to d-separation for directed acyclic graphs.

Our causal modelling approach aligns more closely with Bayesian networks in terms
of its primary focus on questions related to observable correlations and their relationships

also [FGV25] for details.
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to underlying graph-separations. However, we also discuss connections to other causality
frameworks, emphasizing the broader relevance of our results. Our methods are based on a
general mapping of cyclic models to acyclic ones using a post-selected quantum teleporta-
tion protocol. This entails new results on quantum teleportation [BBC+93], which might
be of independent interest to the quantum information community. Thus, our framework
equips post-selected closed timelike curves (P-CTCs) [LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b], which are
a quantum informational model for causal loops motivated by exotic solutions of general
relativity, with a causal modelling and graph-separation semantic.

Furthermore, in a companion paper [FGV25], we develop the framework and results
for the classical causal modelling community by introducing the concept of classical post-
selected teleportation. This includes an alternative formulation of p-separation for classical
functional causal models which we prove to be equivalent to the quantum version presented
herer when restricted to classical scenarios. In [FGV25], we establish connections between
unique solvability properties and post-selection success probabilities in classical models.
This enables our results to be directly accessible and applicable within the classical causal-
ity community, without requiring familiarity with quantum formalism.

1.1 Structure of the paper
In section 2, we provide a high-level overview of the framework, the new graph-separation
property of p-separation and its soundness and completeness, offering intuition through
illustrative examples, without delving into technical details or proofs.

• Framework and probability rule: In section 3, we introduce a general framework
for cyclic quantum causal modelling, starting with the known probability rule for
the acyclic case illustrated through examples. In section 4, we define a probability
rule for general models on cyclic graphs, which is achieved by constructing a map-
ping from a given (possibly cyclic) causal model to a family of acyclic models with
post-selection. A key ingredient, post-selected quantum teleportation protocols, is
described in section 4.1. Using this, section 4.2 constructs the relevant family of
acyclic models, and section 4.3 formalizes the probability rule for cyclic models. By
establishing relevant results on post-selected quantum teleportation in appendix A,
we prove the robustness of our probability rule, namely, that it is independent of
the choice of teleportation protocol and of the particular acyclic model in the family.
Finally, section 4.4 illustrates these methods with examples of cyclic causal models.

• Soundness and completeness of p-separation: In section 5, we discuss graph sep-
aration properties, beginning with a review of d-separation in section 5.1 and its
failure for cyclic graphs in section 5.2. In section 5.3, we introduce p-separation, the
new graph-separation property generalizing d-separation, proving its soundness and
completeness for all causal models within our framework. Examples of p-separation
are given in section 5.4, including a discussion on how p-separation reduces to d-
separation in the acyclic case.

• Further results: In section 6, we generalize the concept of probabilistic Markovianity
to cyclic graphs and derive conditions for this property in terms of post-selection
success probabilities. In section 7 (and further in appendix B), we situate our work
within broader causality frameworks (summarised in figure 1) and discuss its connec-
tions with the causal modelling approaches of Barrett-Lorenz-Oreshkov (BLO) for
cyclic models and Costa-Shrapnel (CS) for acyclic models, to the causal decomposi-
tion problem, as well as links to closed time-like curves and indefinite causal order
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quantum processes. In particular, in appendix B we show that a class of BLO causal
models, which we call tensor-restricted BLO models, can be faithfully mapped into
our formalism, which implies the same for all CS causal models. In appendix C,
we focus on classical functional models, showing how to faithfully map them to our
causal models and proving consistency with the classical formulation of the cyclic
probability rule and p-separation given in [FGV25].

Finally, section 8 summarizes the main contributions and discusses directions for future
research.

1.2 Notation
We denote with H a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, i.e., a finite-dimensional complex
vector space equipped with an inner product. We denote with L(H) the complex vector
space of linear operators acting on H. The trace is denoted as Tr[·] : L(H) 7→ C. The
identity map on H is denoted 1 ∈ L(H).

We use the following acronyms: CP map stands for completely positive map, CPTP
map stands for completely positive and trace preserving map, and POVM stands for pos-
itive operator valued measurement.

We associate to a finite set X a finite dimensional Hilbert space H(X ) such that
dim(H(X )) = |X |. The Hilbert space H(X ) is equipped with a preferred basis, labelled
{|x⟩}x∈X and referred to as the computational basis, so that

H(X ) = span
{
|x⟩
∣∣x ∈ X}. (1)

We denote with G = (V,E) a directed graph where each edge e = (v1, v2) ∈ E is an
ordered pair of two vertices v1, v2 ∈ V . We shall always assume, for convenience, that the
set of vertices V is equipped with a preferred order, such that we can write V = {v1, . . . , vn}
where n = |V |. The incoming and outgoing edges to a vertex v ∈ V are denoted

In(v) =
{
e ∈ E

∣∣ ∃v′ ∈ V : e = (v′, v)
}
, (2a)

Out(v) =
{
e ∈ E

∣∣ ∃v′ ∈ V : e = (v, v′)
}
, (2b)

while the parents and children of a vertex v ∈ V are denoted

Pa(v) =
{
v′ ∈ V

∣∣ (v′, v) ∈ E
}
, (3a)

Ch(v) =
{
v′ ∈ V

∣∣ (v, v′) ∈ E
}
. (3b)

Given a G = (V,E), we say that a vertex v ∈ V is exogenous if the set Pa(v) is empty,
endogenous otherwise and we define the sets

Vex = {v ∈ V : Pa(v) = ∅} and Vend = V \ Vex, (4)

of exogenous and endogenous vertices of a graph.

2 Overview of the framework and main results through examples
In this section, we present the results in an informal manner with the scope of providing an
intuitive picture of their use. Complete definitions and proofs are provided in the following
sections and referenced here.
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Causal graphs and causal models. We present our framework using the following
directed graph as example

G = v3 v4 v2v1 . (5)

The notation allows to distinguish between observed and unobserved processes and classical
or quantum systems. Directed graphs that are decorated as follows are called causal graphs
(definition 1). Specifically,

1. quantum edges are represented as and carry a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
H;

2. classical edges are represented as and carry a finite set X ;

3. unobserved vertices are represented as circles v and carry a CPTP map, E ;

4. observed vertices are represented as a rectangles v and carry a finite-cardinality
random variable taking values from a finite set X and a POVM, E = {Ex}x∈X .

Observed vertices correspond to the operation of performing a measurement, described by
the POVM, E, on the incoming edges. The outcome of the measurement, x ∈ X , is carried
by the vertex itself and broadcast to its children vertices.

Given the causal graph of equation (5), one can define a causal model (definition 2)
by associating finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, H(3,4) and H(4,3) respectively to the edges
(v3, v4) and (v4, v3), and finite sets to the edges (v3, v1) and (v4, v2), respectively X(3,1)
and X(4,2). The finite sets are associated with finite dimensional Hilbert spaces as in equa-
tion (1), namely

H
(
X(3,1)

)
= span{|x⟩}x∈X(3,1) and H

(
X(4,2)

)
= span{|x⟩}x∈X(4,2) (6)

Then, we associate CPTP maps,

E3 : L
(
H(4,3)

)
7→ L

(
H(3,4) ⊗H

(
X(3,1)

))
and E4 : L

(
H(3,4)

)
7→ L

(
H(4,3) ⊗H

(
X(4,2)

))
respectively to the vertices v3 and v4. To the observed vertices, v1 and v2 we associate the
finite sets X1 and X2 and POVMs

E(1) =
{
E(1)

x1 ∈ L
(
H
(
X(3,1)

))}
x1∈X1

and E(2) =
{
E(2)

x2 ∈ L
(
H
(
X(4,2)

))}
x2∈X2

. (7)

In the special case where the causal graph is acyclic, the probability distribution over
observed vertices is defined as is standard in the literature (definition 3) [HLP14]. Con-
cretely, one first takes the tensor product of the maps associated to each exogenous vertex
with input the only trace-one and positive linear operator in the trivial input space C,
i.e., 1. Then, one applies the composition of the CPTP or CP maps associated to each
endogenous vertex with the composition order given by the directed edges of the graph
G. Eventually, because the graph is finite and acyclic (where the childless vertices are
associated with maps having a trivial output space), and because all maps are completely
positive2, the output of this composition operation will be a real number between 0 and 1.

2Complete positivity implies that the outcome that resulting from composing all these maps is still a
positive operator. Since the outcome is a value in C, it implies such value is real and positive. In addition,
one can easily see that the maps we associate are also trace non-increasing, thus the final output is smaller
than 1.
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Mapping cyclic causal models to acyclic with post-selection and the probability
rule. Firstly, given a well-defined causal model on a causal graph, we aim to define a
rule for computing a single, well-defined probability distribution over the observed vertices’
random variables. We achieve this by constructing a mapping from cyclic causal models
to acyclic ones with post-selection (section 4) using a post-selected teleportation protocol
(from the general class of such protocols as per definitions 4 and 5) to replace directed
edges. Specifically, since directed edges act as identity channels which connect the maps
associated to the vertices of the causal model and the post-selected teleportation protocol
allows us to simulate identity channels, the latter can be used to replace a directed edge.
Let us clarify this statement with an example.

In a typical teleportation protocol [BBC+93], Alice and Bob share a bipartite entangled
state, whose preparation is represented by R and the two subsystems by the edges (R, Y )
and (R, T ). Alice performs a Bell-state measurement, represented by T , on her half of the
entangled state, i.e., the edge (R, T ), and the state to be teleported, i.e., the edge (X,T ). If
Alice’s measurement results in a specific outcome, p = Φ+, Bob’s system is automatically
in the correct quantum state, and Bob does not need to perform any further operations.
Thus, by post-selecting on the successful instances where Alice measures p = Φ+, such a
protocol simulates an identity channel and it can be used to simulate a direct edge between
X and Y , i.e.,

X

Y

R

T
(R, T )(X,T ) (R, Y ) =

X

Y
. (8)

With this in mind, a causal model on a cyclic causal graph G is mapped to an acyclic
causal model with post-selection through the following steps:

1. Consider an acyclic subgraph, G′, of G obtained only by removing edges, e.g.,

G′ = v3 v4 v2v1 . (9)

2. Construct an acyclic graph, Gtp, by replacing each edge in G that is missing in G′

with the edges and vertices of the post-selected teleportation protocol (definitions 4
and 6), e.g., since (v4, v3) is missing in G′ we get

Gtp =

R

v1

v3

v4

v2T

. (10)

3. Define a causal model on the acyclic graph Gtp by keeping the same associations
of the original causal model to all vertices and edges that are preserved from G in
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Gtp and associating a post-selected teleportation protocol on the added vertices and
edges (definition 8), e.g, to R associate the state ρR = |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+| and to T the binary
variable t ∈ {✓,✗} given by the measurement {|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|,1− |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|}.

4. Evaluate the probability of the casual model on the acyclic graph Gtp using the
known acyclic probability rule (e.g., [HLP14]) and consider the conditioned proba-
bility where t = ✓, obtaining

Pracyc(x1, x2, t = ✓)Gtp and Pracyc(x1, x2|t = ✓)Gtp = Pracyc(x1, x2, t = ✓)Gtp

Pracyc(t = ✓)Gtp

.

The conditional probability defines a valid probability distribution over the variables
x1 and x2 associated with the observed vertices v1 and v2, unless the probability of
successful post-selection, Pracyc(t = ✓)Gtp , vanishes.

5. If Pracyc(t = ✓)Gtp > 0, i.e., the post-selection succeeds with non-zero probability,
define the probability distribution over observed vertices in the causal model on the
cyclic graph G as the conditional probability distribution Pracyc(x1, x2|t = ✓)Gtp ,
i.e., (definition 12)

Pr(x1, x2)G := Pracyc(x1, x2|t = ✓)Gtp

If Pracyc(t = ✓)Gtp = 0, we say that the model is inconsistent and the probabilities
are undefined.

The construction defines a family of acyclic graphs (definition 6), Gtp(G), that can be ob-
tained from G by performing steps 1-2 starting from different choices of acyclic subgraphs
G′ of G. The probability rule obtained in the last step is independent of which graph in this
family is used to define it (proposition 10). The choice of causal mechanisms on the pre-
and post-selection vertices is also not constrained to the Bell teleportation protocol (corol-
lary 16). Indeed, any pair of state and measurement that allows to simulate an identity
channel can be used to define a causal model in step 3 and leads to the same probability
rule (see also appendix A for more details on post-selected teleportation protocols).

Cyclic graph separation property: p-separation. A powerful tool in causal mod-
elling is given by theorems relating graph properties, independent of the model’s mecha-
nisms, to conditional independencies of the observed probability that would arise for any
choice of mechanisms in a class of theories. Specifically, d-separation is a graph-theoretic
notion which defines whether two vertices are d-separated or d-connected conditioned on
a third vertex [Pea09, Spi05] (definition 18). For example, in the collider graph

A C B ,

A and B are d-separated and become d-connected conditioned on C, i.e., once we post-
select on C. In the special case of a causal model on an acyclic graph G, the d-separation
theorem states that if two vertices, A and B, are d-separated conditioned on a third, C,
then probability distribution PracycG over the outcomes of these vertices also presents the
same conditional independence (theorem 20). Specifically, if we denote d-separation with
⊥d and conditional independence3 with ⊥⊥, it holds:

3Here we write A ⊥⊥ B|C in PG to denote conditional independence (see definition 19) i.e., P(a, b|c)G =
P(a|c)GP(b|c)G for all values a, b, c of the variables A, B, C, where P denotes an arbitrary probability
distribution over the random variables A, B and C.
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Soundness: if A ⊥d B|C in G, then for all causal models A ⊥⊥ B|C in PracycG,

Completeness: If A ̸⊥d B|C in G, then there exists a causal model on G where
A ̸⊥⊥ B|C in PracycG,

This d-separation theorem was shown in the classical case in [VP90, GVP90] and in
the non-classical case in [HLP14], both for acyclic graphs. One could hope that an anal-
ogous theorem holds for cyclic graphs with some definition for probability distributions
compatible with that graph. However, this typically fails [Pea09, Nea00] (section 5.2). For
example, consider the following graph:

v3 v4

v1 v2

. (11)

Here, v1 and v2 are d-separated, but there exist cyclic causal models on this graph where the
two variables must be correlated (section 5.2). Hence, d-separation in the graph no longer
implies (conditional) independence in the probabilities. Therefore, there has been interest
in finding new graph separation properties and proving their soundness and completeness
at least for a subclass of cyclic models. In the classical causal modelling literature, the
notion of σ-separation is defined as a graph separation property [FM17]. This was shown
to be sound and complete for a subclass of uniquely solvable classical cyclic causal models
called modular structural equation models [FM17, FM18]. However, to our knowledge,
no general sound and complete graph-separation property is known to hold even for all
finite-cardinality classical functional models (including non-uniquely solvable ones).

We propose a new graph-separation property, p-separation (definition 21), based on
the correspondence between cyclic causal models and acyclic ones with post-selection. We
say that two vertices A and B are p-separated conditioned on a third C, if there exists an
acyclic causal model in the family Gtp(G) such that A and B are d-separated conditioned
on C and on all the post-selection vertices. For the graph in equation (11), one can easily
see that the following graph, Gtp, is in Gtp(G):

Gtp =

Rv1

v3

v4

v2

T

. (12)

In Gtp, v1 and v2 are d-connected after post-selecting on T . One can show that in all
graphs in Gtp(G), v1 and v2 become d-connected through conditioning on post-selection
vertices, thus v1 and v2 are p-connected in G.

Similarly to the d-separation theorem, we prove the p-separation theorem connecting
p-separation, which is purely a graph property, to conditional independencies of any prob-
ability distribution arising from causal models on the graph. Specifically, given a graph G,
possibly cyclic, and considering the probability rule PrG, defined above (section 4.3), the
following hold (theorem 22)
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Soundness: If A ⊥p B|C in G, then for all causal models A ⊥⊥ B|C in PrG,

Completeness: If A ̸⊥p B|C in G, then there exists a causal model on G where
A ̸⊥⊥ B|C in PrG,

where we denoted p-separation relations with ⊥p. The soundness part of the theorem states
that if two vertices are p-separated conditioned on a third, then the probability distribution
over the outcomes of these vertices also presents the same conditional independence in any
(possibly cyclic) quantum or classical causal model involving finite dimensional systems.
Completeness ensures that there cannot be a stronger graph-separation property, in the
sense of one which entails strictly more graph-separations than p-separation, which is also
sound.4 In particular, this explains by means of a sound and complete graph-separation
criterion why the variables associated with the vertices v1 and v2 can become correlated
in certain causal models on the cyclic graph in our above example.

3 Causal modelling framework
In this section, we introduce our causal modelling framework which is based on a graphical
representation of cause and effect relations though so-called causal graphs. We will then
describe how to equip causal graphs with a causal model, and define a probability distri-
bution over the observed variables in the special case of acyclic causal graphs (deferring
the discussion of probabilities in the cyclic case to the next section). Finally, we provide
examples of causal models.

3.1 Causal models and acyclic probabilities
A causal graph is a decorated directed graph which is allowed to be cyclic. The graph
specifies causation relations between systems or variables, and the decorations specify
whether the variables are observed or unobserved, and whether systems are classical or
quantum.

Definition 1 (Causal graph). A causal graph is defined to be a graph G = (V,E) such
that:

1. The set of vertices V can be partitioned into V = Vo ∪ Vu, where the vertices v ∈ Vo
are called the observed vertices, denoted as v , while the vertices v ∈ Vu are called
the unobserved vertices and are denoted as v .

2. The set of edges can be partitioned into E = Ecl ∪ Eq, where the edges e ∈ Ecl are
called the classical edges, denoted as , while the edges e ∈ Eq are called the
quantum edges and are denoted as .

3. The outgoing edges of an observed vertex v ∈ Vo are classical, i.e., Out(v) ⊆ Ecl.

Given a causal graph G, the incoming and outgoing classical or quantum edges to a
vertex v ∈ V are denoted

Incl(v) = In(v) ∩ Ecl, Inq(v) = In(v) ∩ Eq, (13a)
Outcl(v) = Out(v) ∩ Ecl, Outq(v) = Out(v) ∩ Eq. (13b)

4If such a property existed, then there would be at least one p-connection A ̸⊥p B|C where we would
have separation relative to the new property, and if that property were sound, A ⊥⊥ B|C in all causal
models. This is disallowed by completeness.
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A causal model assigns to a causal graph specific causal mechanisms for each vertex. These
causal mechanisms have to match the type of the vertex, e.g., if the vertex is observed, the
causal mechanism has to specify how the observed outcome is obtained.

Definition 2 (Causal model on causal graph). A causal model on a causal graph G =
(V,E), CmG, is specified by the following items:

1. A finite-dimensional Hilbert space He is associated to each edge e ∈ E. We will use
the notation where if E′ ⊆ E is a non-empty subset of edges,

HE′ =
⊗
e∈E′

He, (14)

and if E′ = ∅, then HE′ = H∅ = C.
2. A random variable Xv taking values xv from a non-empty finite set Xv is associated

to each observed vertex v ∈ Vo.
3. A finite set Xe is associated to each classical edge e ∈ Ecl. The Hilbert space as-

sociated to a classical edge then has to take the form He = H(Xe) with associated
computational basis {|x⟩}x∈Xe (see equation (1)). For consistency, we require that
for all observed vertices v ∈ Vo, for all outgoing edges e ∈ Out(v) thereof, the set of
outcomes match: Xe = Xv.

4. A CPTP map is associated to each unobserved vertex v ∈ Vu:

v 7→ Ev : L
(
HIn(v)

)
7→ L

(
HOut(v)

)
, (15)

where HIn(v) and HOut(v) refer to equation (14). If Outcl(v) is non-empty, the CPTP
map Ev satisfies the decoherence condition

Ev = Dv ◦ Ev, (16)

where the channel Dv is defined as Dv = ⊗
e∈Outcl(v)De, and De : L(He) 7→ L(He)

is a decohering channel acting as De(ρ) = ∑
x∈Xe

|x⟩⟨x|ρ|x⟩⟨x|.
5. A POVM is associated to each observed vertex v ∈ Vo:

v 7→ Ev = {Ev
x ∈ L(HIn(v))}x∈Xv . (17)

We furthermore associate to v a set of CP maps{
Mv

x : L
(
HIn(v)

)
7→ L

(
HOut(v)

)}
x∈Xv

(18)

defined as follows: for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(v)),

Mv
x(ρ) = Tr[Ev

xρ]
⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He . (19)

By definition of POVM, Ev = {Ev
x}x∈Xv satisfies

∑
x∈Xv

Ev
x = 1HIn(v) and the map∑

x∈Xv
Mv

x is CPTP.

Few comments on the definition are in order:

• The decoherence condition required for CPTP maps associated to unobserved vertices
ensures that the output of Ev on systems defined over classical edges is classical, i.e.,
diagonal in the computational basis. The analogous condition for classical input
edges e = (v′, v) ∈ Ecl is already satisfied due to the decoherence condition of the
map associated to v′.
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• If a vertex v is exogenous, the set In(v) is empty. In this case, L(HIn(v)) = L (H∅) =
L (C) ∼= C whose only positive and trace-one element is 1 ∈ C ≃ L(C). Therefore,
for exogenous unobserved vertices we will write ρv = Ev(1) ∈ L

(
HOut(v)

)
, which

can be shown to be a valid density operator. For exogenous observed vertices, we
will also denote pv

x = Tr[Ev
x], which is a valid probability distribution over x ∈ Xv,

and σv
x =Mv

x(1). It can be checked that {σv
x}x∈Xv is a collection of sub-normalized

density matrices that sum up to a normalized density matrix.

Our goal for the next section will be to define a probability distribution over the values
of the observed vertices given a causal model on any causal graph. An important special
case of causal graphs happens when the graph is acyclic. In that case, we can define a
probability distribution over the observed vertices in the usual way (in particular, as given
by the acyclic causal modelling formalism of Henson, Lal and Pusey for the quantum case
[HLP14]). This is equivalent to considering the quantum protocol specified by the acyclic
causal model and applying the Born rule.

Definition 3 (Probabilities of acyclic causal graphs). Consider a causal model on an
acylic causal graph G = (V,E) and a global observed event x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo. The
probability Pracyc(x)G ∈ [0, 1] is obtained by composing all the channels according to the
graph, and we denote this as follows:

Pracyc(x)G =⃝
v∈Vo

Mv
xv ⃝

u∈Vu

Eu. (20)

Concretely, one first takes the tensor product of the states ρu = Eu(1) associated to
each exogenous unobserved vertex u and of the subnormalized states Mv

xv
(1) associated to

each exogenous observed vertex v. Then, one applies the composition of the CPTP maps
Eu associated to each endogenous unobserved vertex u and the CP map Mv

xv
associated

to each endogenous observed vertex, with the composition rule5 being obtained from the
connectivity of the graph G. Eventually, because the graph is finite and acyclic, the output
of this composition operation will be in L(C⊗ · · · ⊗C), which we canonically identify with
C. Thus the composition operation⃝ entails both parallel and sequential composition (in
an order unambiguously specified by the acyclic causal graph).

Notice that the maps associated to exogenous vertices in definition 2 are defined for
all linear operators on L(C) ∼= C but we choose 1 as input state in the probability rule
of definition 3. By linearity, the choice of any other λ ∈ C in definition 3 would yield

Pr′
acyc(x)G = λPracyc(x)G. (21)

It is easy to verify that this defines a valid probability distribution only for λ = 1.

3.2 Examples of acyclic causal graphs
In this section, we present few examples of causal models on acyclic graphs. These should
clarify how to define causal models on causal graphs and evaluate the acyclic probability
distribution over observed vertices given in definition 3.

5Meaning: the order in which to compose, and how to take the tensor product of each map with identity
channels so that each map acts on the correct subsystems.
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Prepare-and-measure scenarios. Consider the following causal graphs:

Gq =

A

L

B

and Gc =

A

L

B

. (22)

Let us analyze a general causal model for Gq. The vertex A is observed, thus, it has
associated a POVM {EA

a ∈ L(HIn(A))}a∈XA
. Since the vertex A has no incoming edges,

we have by definition that HIn(A) = H∅ = C, so that the POVM {EA
a }a∈XA

amounts to a
probability distribution {pA

a }a∈XA
. A only has one outgoing edge: Out(A) = {e = (A,L)}.

The corresponding set of CP maps, {MA
a : C 7→ L(He)}a∈XA

, can be substituted for a set
of sub-normalized density matrices σA

a =MA
a (1). We have

σA
a = pA

a |a⟩⟨a|, (23)

where {|a⟩}a∈XA
is the computational basis of the Hilbert space He = H(XA) associated to

the classical edge e = (A,L). Then, the unobserved vertex L (for “latent”) has an associated
CPTP map EL : L(He) 7→ L(He′), where e′ = (L,B) is the edge going from L to B. Finally,
the vertex B has an associated POVM {EB

b ∈ L(He′)}b∈XB
, and an associated set of CP

maps {MB
b : L(He′) 7→ C}b∈XB

that simply act as MB
b (ρ) = Tr[EB

b ρ]. Since the causal
graph is acyclic, we can use definition 3 to obtain the following probability distribution
over the observed vertices:

Pracyc(a, b)Gq =MB
b ◦ EL ◦MA

a (1) (24a)
= Tr[EB

b EL(σA
a )] (24b)

= pA
a Tr[EB

b EL(|a⟩⟨a|)]. (24c)

This probability can be interpreted as follows: the value a is first drawn with probability
pA

a , the state EL(|a⟩⟨a|) is then prepared (this can be any state: the value a merely encodes
the classical label of a collection of states), and this state EL(|a⟩⟨a|) is then measured with
the POVM {EB

b }b∈XB
.

Let us now analyze the causal graph Gc of equation (22). Compared to the previous
case of Gq, the difference is that the edge e′ = (L,B) is now classical. In any causal model,
it is thus equipped with a set Xe′ . The channel EL associated to the vertex L has a classical
outgoing edge e′: it has to satisfy the decoherence condition D ◦ EL = EL. In particular,
for the input state |a⟩⟨a| ∈ L(He) = L(H(A)), this implies that

EL(|a⟩⟨a|) = D ◦ EL(|a⟩⟨a|) (25)
=
∑

l∈Xe′

⟨l|EL(|a⟩⟨a|)|l⟩|l⟩⟨l| (26)

=:
∑

l∈Xe′

pL
l|a|l⟩⟨l|, (27)

where it can be checked that pL
l|a is a probability distribution on l ∈ Xe′ . The probability

of equation (24) then reads:

Pracyc(a, b)Gc = pA
a

∑
l∈Xe′

pL
l|a⟨l|E

B
b |l⟩ =: pA

a

∑
l∈Xe′

pL
l|ap

B
b|l, (28)

14



where it can be checked again that pB
b|l is a probability distribution on b. This probability

can be interpreted as follows: a value a is generated with probability pA
a , followed by a

value l generated with probability pA
l|a, and finally the result b is obtained with probability

pB
b|l.

Bell scenario. We now consider the following two causal graphs:

Gq =

X Y

A B

L

and Gc =

X Y

A B

L

. (29)

In both cases, we will label the Hilbert spaces as follows: H(X,A) = HX , H(L,A) = HL1 ,
H(L,B) = HL2 , and H(Y,B) = HY . We start with the quantum Bell scenario, described
by the causal graph Gq. The unobserved vertex L is associated a CPTP map EL : C 7→
L(HL1 ⊗HL2), from which we obtain the state ρL = EL(1). The treatment of the vertices
X,Y is analogous to the vertices A and B in the previous prepare-and-measure scenario.
Thus, the probability distribution pX

x is associated to X and pY
y to Y . These vertices have

one child, thus the associated CP maps are

MX
x (1) = pX

x |x⟩⟨x|X andMY
y (1) = pY

y |y⟩⟨y|Y . (30)

The vertices A and B are observed with two incoming edges each, thus they are associated
respectively with POVMs {EA

a ∈ L(HX ⊗ HL1)}a∈XA
and {EB

b ∈ L(HL2 ⊗ HY )}b∈XB
.

Since these vertices have no children, the associated CP maps act on states of the form
ρL1 ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|X for all ρL1 ∈ L(HL1) and ρL2 ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|Y for all ρL2 ∈ L(HL2) as

MA
a (ρL1 ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|X) = TrL1X

[
EA

a ρL1 ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|X
]

=: TrL1

[
EA

a|xρL1

]
(31)

and
MB

b (ρL2 ⊗ |y⟩⟨y|Y ) = TrL2Y

[
EB

b ρL2 ⊗ |y⟩⟨y|Y
]

=: TrL2

[
EB

b|yρL2

]
(32)

where we defined EA
a|x = TrX [EA

a |x⟩⟨x|X ] ∈ L(HL1), and EB
b|y = TrY [EB

b |y⟩⟨y|Y ] ∈ L(HL2)
The acyclic probability rule yields in this case:

Pracyc(a, b, x, y)Gq = (MA
a )XL1 ⊗ (MB

b )L2Y

(
MX

x (1)⊗ EL(1)⊗MY
y (1)

)
(33)

= (MA
a )XL1 ⊗ (MB

b )L2Y

(
pX

x |x⟩⟨x|X ⊗ ρL
L1L2 ⊗ p

Y
y |y⟩⟨y|Y

)
(34)

= pX
x p

Y
y TrXL1L2Y

[
(EA

a )XL1(EB
b )L2Y |x⟩⟨x|XρL

L1L2 |y⟩⟨y|Y
]

(35)

= pX
x p

Y
y TrL1L2

[
(EA

a|x)L1(EB
b|y)L2ρ

L
L1L2

]
. (36)

The expression in equation (36) is what we expect in the quantum Bell scenario: Alice and
Bob sample a setting x (y) with probability pX

x (pY
y ), and then measure their shared state

ρL
L1L2

with their local POVMs {EA
a|x}a ({EB

b|y}b).
Let us now analyze the case of the classical Bell scenario, described by the causal graph

Gc in equation (29). The edges L1 = (L,A) and L2 = (L,B) are now assigned a finite set
XL1 and XL2 , respectively. The channel EL satisfies the decoherence condition EL = D◦EL,
which implies that

ρL = EL(1) = D ◦ EL(1) = D(ρL) (37)
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=
∑

l1∈XL1
l2∈XL2

(
⟨l1|L1 ⊗ ⟨l2|L2(ρL)L1L2 |l1⟩L1 ⊗ |l2⟩L2

)
|l1⟩⟨l1|L1 ⊗ |l2⟩⟨l2|L2 (38)

=:
∑

l1∈XL1
l2∈XL2

pL
l1,l2 |l1⟩⟨l1|L1 ⊗ |l2⟩⟨l2|L2 , (39)

We then define the response functions of the parties as follows:

pA
a|x,l1

= Tr
[
(EA

a )XL1 |x⟩⟨x|X ⊗ |l1⟩⟨l1|L1)
]
, (40)

pB
b|y,l2

= Tr
[
(EB

b )Y L2 |y⟩⟨y|Y ⊗ |l2⟩⟨l2|L2)
]
. (41)

It can be checked that the acyclic probability rule simplifies in this case to

Pracyc(a, b, x, y)Gc = pX
x p

Y
y

∑
l1∈XL1
l2∈XL2

pL
l1,l2p

A
a|x,l1

pB
b|y,l2

, (42)

which satisfies Bell’s local causality condition, and can be obtained in a local hidden
variable model where Alice and Bob use classical response functions, and where the shared
source distributes two systems described classically, i.e., by a probability distribution pL

l1,l2
.

4 Mapping cyclic to acyclic causal models with post-selection
Our aim is to define a probability distribution over the values of the observed vertices
given a causal model on a causal graph. To this goal, we map a given causal model on a
(possibly cyclic) causal graph to a causal model with post-selection on an acyclic causal
graph. This allows us to define the probability rule of the original causal model using
the acyclic probability rule in definition 3. The mapping is constructed from post-selected
teleportation protocols, introduced in the next section, which are known to simulate closed
time-like curves [LMGP+11b, LMGP+11a].

4.1 Post-selected teleportation
Teleportation is a protocol that proceeds on three systems A, B and C. The systems A
and C are identified as the same type, so that it makes sense to say that A and C are in the
same state. The teleportation protocol goes as follows: A is prepared in some initial state,
and B and C are prepared in some correlated state. Then, a measurement is performed on
the systems A and B. After this, a correction that depends on the measurement outcome
is applied on the system C, so that the final state of C is the same as the initial state on A.
The final state on A is arbitrary. We may represent this teleportation protocol as follows:

= . (43)

A teleportation protocol may have the following feature: it can be that for a specific
outcome of the AB measurement, there is no correction to apply on the system C. If that
is the case, this allows for a post-selected teleportation protocol: upon conditioning on
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this specific outcome of the AB measurement (i.e., discarding all rounds where a different
outcome occurred), the teleportation succeeds without corrections. We will represent this
post-selected teleportation protocol as follows:

A

C

B =

A

C

. (44)

We now restrict the discussion to quantum theory.

Definition 4 (Quantum post-selected teleportation protocol). Let HA = HC be finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces. A quantum post-selected teleportation protocol consists of a
finite-dimensional Hilbert space HB and a pair (EAB, φBC) where EAB ∈ L(HA ⊗HB) is
a POVM element6 and φBC ∈ L(HB ⊗HC) is a density matrix, such that for all density
matrices ρA ∈ L(HA),

TrAB[EABρAφBC ] = ptpρC , (45)

where ptp ∈ (0, 1] is the success probability of the post-selected teleportation protocol.

As we show in appendix A, equation (45) together with the linearity of quantum theory
implies that ptp is independent of the state ρA being teleported. However, it may depend
on the pair (EAB, φBC). We also show that for any post-selected teleportation protocol
ptp ≤ 1/ dim(HA)2. Out of all possible choices of (EAB, φBC) that satisfy definition 4, we
consider the following as canonical choice [BBC+93], which defines a valid post-selected
protocol with optimal success probability of ptp = 1/dim(HA)2.

Definition 5 (Bell post-selected teleportation protocol). The canonical choice of quantum
post-selected teleportation protocol consists of choosing HB = HA and

EAB = |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|AB, φBC = |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|BC , (46a)

where |Φ+⟩AB = 1√
dim(HA)

dim(HA)∑
i=1

|i⟩A|i⟩B, (46b)

and where {|i⟩}dim(HA)
i=1 is an orthonormal basis. We refer to this choice as Bell post-selected

teleportation protocol.

4.2 Family of acyclic causal models from a cyclic model
In this section, we construct a family of acyclic causal models from a given, possibly cyclic
model. The construction involves replacing a subset of edges of the graph with post-
selected teleportation protocols. We first construct a family of acyclic causal graphs from
a given causal graph.

Definition 6 (Family of acyclic causal graphs Gtp(G)). Given a causal graph G = (V,E),
we define an associated family Gtp(G) of directed acyclic causal graphs, where each element
Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) is obtained from the causal graph G as follows.

6In the teleportation protocol, there is a POVM describing the measurement. EAB here is the POVM
element that corresponds to the outcome for which there is no correction to apply.

17



1. Choose any subgraph G′ := (V ′, E′) of G = (V,E) with V ′ = V and E′ ⊆ E, such
that G′ is acyclic.

2. Include in Gtp all the vertices and edges of the subgraph G′ associated with the same
vertex types (observed or unobserved) and edge types (classical or quantum) as the
original causal graph G.

3. Denoting the set of so-called split edges Es(Gtp) := E\E′, for each edge (vi, v
′
i) ∈

Es(Gtp), include in Gtp, two vertices Ti and Ri and three edges (vi, Ti), (Ri, Ti) and
(Ri, v

′
i).

4. The vertex Ti is observed and Ri unobserved. Outgoing edges from Ri, (Ri, Ti) and
(Ri, v

′
i), are quantum edges. The edge (vi, Ti) is of the same type of the edge (vi, v

′
i)

in the original causal graph G.

Gtp constructed in this manner is thus a causal graph. It will be useful to refer to Ti and
Ri as pre and post-selection vertices respectively and depict them with distinct vertex styles
Ti and Ri , as these will play a special role in our framework. This makes Gtp

identical to G up to replacing each split edge (vi, v
′
i) ∈ Es(Gtp) ⊆ E with the following

structure:

vi

v′
i

Ri

Ti

(Ri, Ti)(vi, Ti) (Ri, v
′
i) (47)

We will refer to every Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) as a teleportation graph, as we will later associate
teleportation protocols to such graphs. It will be useful to denote the set of all post-selection
vertices and the set of all pre-selection vertices in Gtp as Vpost := {Ti}(vi,v′

i)∈Es(Gtp) and
Vpre := {Ri}(vi,v′

i)∈Es(Gtp).

As an example, consider the cyclic causal graph

G =
L

M

. (48)

Let us follow the steps of definition 6.

1. Choosing E′ = {(L,M)}, we obtain the following acyclic subgraph G′:

G′ =
L

M

2. The only edge e which is absent in G′ compared to G is e = (L,L), therefore we have
Es(Gtp) = {(L,L)}. We have to add the post-selection vertex T and pre-selection
vertex R to the graph, as well as the appropriate quantum edges. We obtain the
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following teleportation graph:

Gtp = L

MT

R

Alternatively, we could remove all edges of the graph, corresponding to E′ = ∅ and
Es(Gtp) = {(L,L), (L,M)}, resulting in the following teleportation graph:

Gtp = L

MT1

R1 R2

T2

The following lemma, which is proven in appendix D, confirms that the result of the above
definition is indeed a family of acyclic graphs.

Lemma 7 (Acyclicity of teleportation graphs). Each directed graph Gtp obtained from a
directed graph G as described in definition 6 is acyclic.

We constructed a family Gtp(G) of acyclic causal graphs for any given causal graph G.
Given a causal model on G, we can construct a corresponding family of causal models on
Gtp(G), as in the following definition.

Definition 8 (Teleportation causal models on the graph family Gtp(G)). Given a causal
model, CmG, associated with a causal graph G, we can define a corresponding family of
causal models, by associating a causal model CmGtp to each teleportation graph Gtp ∈
Gtp(G), as follows:

1. For every edge, as well as every vertex present in both G and Gtp, the assigned
Hilbert spaces, outcome sets, CPTP maps and POVMs (according to definition 2)
are the same in the two causal models CmG and CmGtp.

2. Using the same notation as in definition 6, for the pre-selection vertex Ri, post-
selection vertex Ti and corresponding three edges (vi, Ti), (Ri, Ti) and (Ri, v

′
i) intro-

duced in Gtp for each edge (vi, v
′
i) ∈ Es(Gtp) that was removed from G, the causal

model CmGtp has the following specifications:

(a) The Hilbert spaces associated to the edges are

H(vi,Ti) = H(Ri,v′
i)︸ ︷︷ ︸

in CmGtp

= H(vi,v′
i)︸ ︷︷ ︸

in CmG

. (49)

(b) The outcome set associated to the post-selection vertex consists of XTi = {✓,✗},
the outcome taking values in this set will be denoted as ti.
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(c) The POVM element ETi
✓ of the post-selection vertex and the state ρRi of the

pre-selection vertex form a post-selected teleportation protocol (definition 4).7

Furthermore, the labelling of the CPTP and CP maps of the causal models are such
that the H(vi,Ti) output of a map in CmGtp is identified with the H(vi,v′

i) output of
the same map in CmG. Similarly, the H(Ri,v′

i) input of a map in CmGtp is identified
with the H(vi,v′

i) input of the same map in CmG.
We will refer to each such CmGtp as a teleportation causal model.

As every causal model constructed according to definition 8 is an acyclic causal model,
we can readily compute probabilities within such models using the acyclic probability rule
of definition 3. Specifically, note that all observed vertices Vo ⊆ V of G are preserved in
every Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). For a given teleportation graph Gtp, denoting Vpost as the set of all
post-selection vertices of the graph (which are by construction also observed), Vo ∪ Vpost
corresponds to the set of all observed vertices of Gtp. Therefore, by applying the acyclic
probability rule (definition 3) to any causal model CmGtp defined on Gtp (definition 8),
we can compute the probability distribution Pracyc

(
x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

on the observed
vertices ofGtp, where x := {xv}v∈Vo . We are interested in the event that the post-selections
involved in all the teleportation protocols of the model succeed.

Definition 9 (Success probability in a teleportation causal model). Let CmG be a causal
model of a causal graph G and CmGtp be a corresponding teleportation causal model defined
on Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). The post-selection success probability of CmGtp is defined as follows

p✓ := Pracyc
(
{ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

=
∑

x

Pracyc
(
x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

, (50)

where the summation is over x := {xv}v∈Vo and Vo is the set of all observed vertices of G.

This allows to obtain the probability associated with observed events in Vo, conditioned
on the success of the post-selections in the teleportation causal model, which will be the
probability of interest in our framework,

Pracyc
(
x
∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

=
Pracyc

(
x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

p✓
. (51)

In appendix D, we prove the following proposition which shows that this conditional
probability is independent of the choice of teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G).

Proposition 10 (Equivalent probabilities from different teleportation graphs). Let CmG

be a causal model on a causal graph G, and let Vo ⊆ V be the set of all observed vertices of
G. Consider any Gtp,1, Gtp,2 ∈ Gtp(G), and for i ∈ {1, 2}, let CmGtp,i

be a causal model
on the teleportation graph Gtp,i that is associated to CmG (definition 8). Then, we have

Pracyc
(
x
∣∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈V 1

post

)
Gtp,1

= Pracyc
(
x
∣∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈V 2

post

)
Gtp,2

, (52)

where we denoted the set of all post-selection vertices of Gtp,1, Gtp,2 as V 1
post and V 2

post
respectively, and the joint observed event of Vo in short as x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo.

7As shown in lemma 26, this implies that dim(H(Ri,Ti)) ≥ dim(Hei ) = dim(He′
i
). The assigned Hilbert

spaces in equation (49) satisfy this condition.
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Thus, as long as we are only interested in the conditional probabilities of equation (51),
all teleportation graphs Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) are equivalent. We define the maximal teleportation
graph as canonical choice.

Definition 11 (Maximal teleportation graph). Given a causal graph G = (V,E), consider
the family of acyclic causal graphs Gtp(G). The canonical choice of teleportation graph
Gmax

tp ∈ Gtp(G) consists in choosing Es(Gmax
tp ) = E. We refer to this choice as maximal

teleportation graph.

4.3 General probability rule for cyclic quantum causal models
In the previous section, we have constructed a family of acyclic causal models associated
with a given causal model (definition 8). We have proven that the acyclic distribution
conditioned on successful post-selection is independent of which teleportation causal model
we choose in this family. In this section, we use these results to define a probability rule
for the cyclic causal model underlying the family.

Definition 12 (Probabilities in a general causal model). Consider a causal model CmG on
a causal graph G associated with a set Vo of observed vertices. Let CmGtp be a teleportation
causal model on Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) obtained from CmG (definition 8) and p✓ be the success
probability of post-selection in CmGtp (definition 9). If p✓ > 0, the probability associated
with the joint observed event x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo in CmG is defined as

Pr (x)G := Pracyc
(
x
∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

=
Pracyc

(
x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost

)
Gtp

p✓
. (53)

If p✓ = 0, we say that the causal model CmG is inconsistent and the probabilities Pr (x)G

are undefined.

In the above definition of Pr (x)G, there are two choices involved. Firstly the choice
Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) of the teleportation graph and secondly, once Gtp is fixed, there is still
freedom in the specific implementation of post-selected teleportation protocol one picks for
each pair of pre- and post-selection vertices in Gtp. Proposition 10 proves that definition 12
is independent of the first choice. In the following, we show that it is also independent
of the second choice. In fact, we show a general formula that makes this fact explicit.
This involves the following composition rule, which is a special case of loop composition
introduced in [PMM+17].

Definition 13 (Self-cycle composition). Let HA
∼= HC with d = dim(HA) = dim(HC).

Further, let {|k⟩A}dk=1 and {|l⟩A}dl=1 be any orthonormal bases of HA and {|k⟩C}dk=1 and
{|l⟩C}dl=1 be the corresponding bases of HC i.e., |k⟩A ∼= |k⟩C and |l⟩A ∼= |l⟩C for all
k, l = 1, . . . , d. Then for any linear mapMA|C : L(HC) 7→ L(HA), we define the self-cycle
composition cycle(MA|C) ∈ C as follows

cycle(MA|C) =
d∑

k,l=1
⟨k|AM(|k⟩⟨l|C)|l⟩A. (54)

It is easy to check that cycle(MA|C) is indeed independent of the choice of orthonormal
basis one makes in the above definition.

Proposition 14 (General probability rule in terms of self-cycle composition). Consider
a causal model CmG on any causal graph G, associated with the sets Vo and Vu of observed
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and unobserved vertices. Let Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) be a teleportation graph and CmGtp a corre-
sponding teleportation causal model on Gtp constructed from CmG. By construction, pre
and post-selection vertices in Gtp come in pairs Ri and Ti, and are associated in particular
with edges ei := (vi, Ti) and e′

i := (Ri, v
′
i). Suppose that the cardinality of the split edges

set Es(Gtp) is k, then we have the edges {e1, . . . , ek} and {e′
1, . . . , e

′
k} defined as above.

We let a joint observed event associated with Vo be denoted as x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo, and
define the collection of CP maps{

Cx : L
(⊗k

i=1He′
i

)
7→ L

(⊗k
i=1Hei

)}
x

(55)

through

Cx =⃝
v∈Vo

Mv
xv ⃝

u∈Vu

Eu, (56)

whereMv
xv

and Eu refer to the maps of the causal model CmG (see definition 2), and where
the composition rule is dictated by the acyclic subgraph G′ of G which is used in definition 6
to construct Gtp

8. It holds that the success probability p✓ and the probabilities Pr(x)G of
definition 12, defined if and only if p✓ ̸= 0, satisfy

p✓ =
(

k∏
i=1

p
(i)
tp

)∑
x

cycle(Cx), Pr(x)G = cycle(Cx)∑
x cycle(Cx) , (57)

where the cycle operation was introduced in definition 13 and p
(i)
tp is the teleportation

probability associated to the post-selected teleportation protocol implemented by the vertices
Ri and Ti (definition 8).

The proof of the proposition above is given in appendix D. Notice that proposition 14
holds for any teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). In the special case of the maximal tele-
portation graph (definition 11), Gmax

tp ∈ Gtp(G), the collection of CP maps of equation (56)
reduces to the tensor product of the maps of the causal model CmG, i.e.,

Cmax
x =

⊗
v∈Vo

Mv
xv

⊗
u∈Vu

Eu. (58)

In addition, we can prove that cycle(Cx) is independent of the choice of teleportation
graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) used in its construction. This follows from the proof of the above
proposition (specifically lemma 28 used therein).

Corollary 15. For any causal model on an arbitrary directed graph G, the quantity
cycle(Cx), defined with respect to the causal mechanisms {Mv

xv
}v∈Vo and {Ev}v∈Vu of the

causal model as in proposition 14, is the same independently of the choice of teleportation
graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) used in its construction.

Finally, we obtain the following corollary showing that definition 12 does not depend
on the implementation of teleportation protocol (definition 4). This immediately follows
from proposition 14 and corollary 15, and observing that, by definition, the success prob-
ability of a post-selected teleportation protocol is strictly greater than zero.

8This is similar to how the composition works in definition 3, but here specified by the chosen graph
G′.
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Corollary 16. Consider a causal model CmG on a causal graph G and any causal model
CmGtp in the family of teleportation causal models derived from CmG according to def-
inition 8. It holds that whether or not the probabilities Pr(x)G of CmG (equation (53))
are defined and the values they take (if they are defined) do not depend on the choice
of implementation of post-selected teleportation protocol (definition 4) one makes in the
construction of CmGtp from CmG.

Thus, we have proven that definition 12 does not depend on which teleportation graph
one picks in the family of definition 6 nor on the implementation of teleportation proto-
col definition 4.

4.4 Examples of cyclic causal graphs
In this section, we present few examples of causal models on cyclic graphs. These should
clarify how to construct a family of acyclic teleportation graphs (definition 6), define a
teleportation graph on elements of this family (definition 8) and evaluate the probability
distribution over observed vertices (definition 12).

The self-cycle graph. We start by considering the causal graph G given below (which
is the same as the example of equation (48)), and we choose the following teleportation
graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G):

G =
L

M

D

A
Gtp = L

M

D

T

R

A

B

C

(59)

Consider a generic causal model onG, namely, a channel EL
AD|A and a POVM {(EM

m )D}m∈XM
.

We want to compute the probability Pr(m)G as in definition 12. For that, we pick the
above Gtp, and we pick a causal model on Gtp associated to the causal model of G, which
simply means that L and M get the same causal mechanisms as in G, but we also associate
a post-selected teleportation protocol (EAB, φBC) with teleportation probability ptp to the
pre- and post-selection vertices R and T of Gtp. Notice also that we set HA = HC , as
prescribed by definition 8. The success probability of the causal model in Gtp is given by

p✓ =
∑

m∈XM

TrABD

[(
EAB ⊗ (EM

m )D

)
EL

AD|C(φBC)
]
. (60)

For concreteness, we choose the post-selected teleportation protocol to be implemented
with Bell states as in definition 5, thus obtaining

p✓ = 1
dim(HA)2

dim(HA)∑
i,j=1

dim(HD)∑
k=1

⟨i|A ⊗ ⟨k|DEL
AD|C(|i⟩⟨j|C)|j⟩A ⊗ |k⟩D (61)

=
cycle(TrDEL

AD|C)
dim(HA)2 (62)

as expected from proposition 14, where we can see that Cm = TrD[EM
m EL

AD|C ] : L(HC) 7→
L(HA). If this success probability is nonzero, the causal model on G is non-paradoxical,
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and we then obtain the probabilities

Pr(m)G =
cycle(TrD[EM

m EL
AD|C ])

cycle(TrD[EL
AD|C ])

. (63)

A two-cycle with inputs. We now move on to a case that displays some quantum-
classical interplay. We let

G = L1 L2

M N

X Y

A

D

E F

Gtp =

L1

L2

M

NX

YR

T

D

E

F

A
B

C

A causal model on G consists of distributions {pX
x }x∈XX

and {pY
y }y∈XY

for X and Y ,
of POVMs {(EM

m )E}m∈XM
and {(EN

n )F }n∈XN
for M and N , and collections of channels

{EL1,x
AE|D}x∈XX

and {EL2,y
DF |A}y∈XY

for L1 and L2. In section 3.2, we applied definition 2 to
examples of acyclic graphs, a similar procedure applies here noting that Gtp is also acyclic.
To define the causal model on Gtp associated to the above causal model on G, we take
HA = HC , and we let (EAB, φBC) be the post-selected teleportation protocol of R, T ,
with teleportation probability ptp. The success probability can then be written as

p✓ =
∑

x∈XX
y∈XY

∑
m∈XM
n∈XN

pX
x p

Y
y TrABEF [(EM

m )E ⊗ EAB ⊗ (EN
n )F (EL1,x

AE|D ◦ E
L2,y
DF |C)(φBC)] (64)

=
∑

x∈XX
y∈XY

pX
x p

Y
y TrAB[EAB(EL1,x

A|D ◦ E
L2,y
D|C )(φBC)] (65)

=
∑

x∈XX

∑
y∈XY

pX
x p

Y
y cycle

(
EL1,x

A|D ◦ E
L2,y
D|C

)
, (66)

where we defined

EL1,x
A|D =

∑
m∈XM

TrE

(
(EM

m )EEL1,x
AE|D

)
= TrE

(
EL1,x

AE|D

)
,

EL2,y
D|C =

∑
n∈XN

TrF

(
(EN

n )FEL2,y
DF |C

)
= TrF

(
EL2,y

DF |C

)
,

(67)

and used that
∑

m∈XM
EM

m = 1 and
∑

n∈XN
EN

n = 1 by the definition of POVMs.
If the success probability is non-zero, the causal model is non-paradoxical, and we

obtain the following probabilities:

Pr(m,n, x, y)G =
pX

x p
Y
y cycle

(
TrE [(EM

m )EEL1,x
AE|D] ◦ TrF [(EN

n )FEL2,y
DF |C ]

)
∑

x∈XX

∑
y∈XY

pX
x p

Y
y cycle

(
EL1,x

A|D ◦ E
L2,y
D|C

) (68)

In particular, observe that the marginal Pr(x)G is in general not equal to the distribution
of the causal mechanism pX

x . Furthermore, we have Pr(x, y)G ̸= pX
x p

Y
y , and in particu-

lar, Pr(x, y)G ̸= Pr(x)GPr(y)G. This means that the causal model yields a distribution
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that features correlations between X and Y . As we will see in the next section, these
correlations are generated by requiring logical consistency of the model, which effectively
post-selects over the variables in the loop which are not paradoxical. This feature is rel-
evant in understanding the failure of the soundness of existing graph-separation criteria
like d-separation as well as the intuition behind the new property, p-separation that we
propose in the following section.

5 A sound and complete graph-separation property for cyclic QCMs
A powerful feature of the causal modelling approach is that by providing a graph-theoretic
framework for describing information-theoretic circuits and networks, it allows us to infer
properties of observable data from the topology of the underlying causal graph. Specif-
ically, d-separation is an important graph separation property, originally introduced in
the classical causal modelling literature for acyclic graphs and subsequently generalised to
quantum and post-quantum theories. It is useful as the associated d-separation theorem
shows that we can use the property to “read off” conditional independences in the out-
come probabilities of any causal model on an acyclic graph, through the connectivity of
the graph [VP90, GVP90, Pea09, HLP14]. However, this theorem has been known to fail
even in classical causal models on cyclic graphs, and a general graph separation property
applicable to all finite dimensional (or with finite-cardinality variables in the classical case)
causal models on cyclic graphs has been lacking.

In this section, we apply our cyclic causal modelling framework to propose such a graph
separation property, which we call p-separation. We begin by discussing d-separation for
acyclic graphs and examples indicating its failure in cyclic scenarios before introducing
p-separation and discussing its applications.

5.1 Previous results for acyclic case: d-separation
We motivate the concept of d-separation and then provide the general definition. Consider
the following three types of simple directed graphs. Although d-separation is a purely
graph-theoretic property defined for any directed graph, for explaining the motivation
behind this concept, it is useful to consider classical causal models and probabilities on
the associated vertices. We therefore stylize all vertices as observed v and all edges as
classical edges for now.

Chain: A C B (69)

Fork: A C B (70)

Collider: A C B (71)
Suppose that the classical vertices A, B and C are each associated with a random variable
of the same name. For causal models on the chain and the fork, we would generally expect
A and B to get correlated, through the (indirect) causal influence of A on B in the first
case and through the common cause C in the second case. However, we would expect
that A and B would become independent conditioned on C as C mediates the correlations
between A and B in both cases. In the chain and fork, we would say A is d-connected to
B, denoted A ̸⊥d B while A is d-separated from B given C, denoted A ⊥d B|C. For the
collider on the other hand, A and B have no prior causes and we would expect them to
be uncorrelated and we would say A ⊥d B. However, conditioning on their common child
C amounts to post-selection and can correlate A and B, i.e., they become d-connected
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conditioned on C, A ̸⊥d B|C. In the case of the collider, if we further had C → D as
shown below, then we would also expect A and B to get correlated given D (as it is in the
future of both), and expect A ̸⊥d B|D also for descendants D of a collider C.

Collider with descendant:

A C B

D

(72)

This is the intuition behind the following definitions. Although the intuition comes
from thinking of the correlations, the definition is purely graph-theoretic. A subsequent
theorem links this definition to conditional independences between the classical outcomes
in a quantum causal model, which recovers the above intuition for the simple classical
examples.

Definition 17 (Blocked paths). Let G be a directed graph in which V1, V2 and V3 are
disjoint sets of vertices with the former two being non-empty. A path (not necessarily
directed) from V1 to V2 is said to be blocked by V3 if it contains, for some vertices A
and B in the path, either A → W → B with W ∈ V3, A ← W → B with W ∈ V3 or
A→W ← B such that neither the vertex W nor any descendant of W belongs to V3.

Definition 18 (d-separation). Let G be a directed graph in which V1, V2 and V3 are
disjoint sets of vertices with V1 and V2 non-empty. V1 and V2 are d-separated by V3 in
G, denoted as (V1 ⊥d V2|V3)G if for every pair of vertices in V1 and V2 there is no path
between them, or if every path from a vertex in V1 to a vertex in V2 is blocked by V3.
Otherwise, V1 is said to be d-connected with V2 given V3, denoted as (V1 ̸⊥d V2|V3)G.

Definition 19 (Conditional independence). Let V be a non-empty finite set, and let P(x)
be a joint probability distribution over a set X = {Xv}v∈V of finite-cardinality random
variables, whose values are denoted x = {xv}v∈V . Let V1, V2 and V3 be three disjoint
subsets of V , with V1 and V2 being non-empty. We denote the corresponding sets of
random variables as Xi = {Xv}v∈Vi and the corresponding values as xi = {xv}v∈Vi for
i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. We say that X1 is conditionally independent of X2 given X3 and denote it
as (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3)P if, for all x1, x2, x3, it holds that P(x1, x2|x3) = P(x1|x3)P(x2|x3).

Then the next theorem follows from the theory-independent d-separation theorem
of [HLP14], when restricted to the case of quantum theory.

Theorem 20 (d-separation theorem for acyclic graphs). Consider a directed acyclic graph
G and let V1, V2 and V3 be any three disjoint sets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being
non-empty. Then, the following holds:

(Soundness) For any causal model CmG on G where the sets Vi are observed, we
have that d-separation between the vertex sets Vi implies conditional independence
for the corresponding sets of random variables Xi := {Xv}v∈Vi where i ∈ {1, 2, 3},
i.e.,

(V1 ⊥d V2|V3)G =⇒ (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3)Prf,acycG
. (73)

(Completeness) If the d-connection (V1 ̸⊥d V2|V3)G holds in G, then there exists
a causal model CmG such that the sets Vi are observed and (X1 ̸⊥⊥ X2|X3)PracycG

..

The above conditional (in)dependence statements are relative to the marginal Pracyc(x1, x2, x3)G

on X1∪X2∪X3, where xi = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vi, of the observed distribution Pracyc(x)G, where
x = {xv}v∈V , in the causal model fCmG.
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Example: Bell scenario. We illustrate these concepts and the conventions of our frame-
work, through their application to the familiar example of a Bell scenario (see also sec-
tion 3.2). This is represented through the following graph

G =

X Y

A B

L

,

representing two parties, Alice and Bob, who perform measurements on sub-systems of a
shared bipartite system L. The exogenous vertices X and Y model the classical settings
of Alice and Bob and are associated with channels that prepare a prior distribution on the
associated classical variables x and y (see section 3.2 for more details).

We have Vo = {X,Y,A,B} and the outcome distribution is Pracyc(x, y, a, b)G. We
observe the following d-separations between observed vertices in G: (X ⊥d B|Y )G and
(Y ⊥d A|X)G due to the absence of collider-free unblocked paths between the setting of one
party and the outcome of another. These imply corresponding conditional independences
(X ⊥⊥ B|Y )PracycG

and (Y ⊥⊥ A|X)PracycG
in the distribution Pracyc(x, y, a, b), which are

precisely the two bipartite non-signalling conditions of the Bell scenario, i.e.,

(X ⊥d B|Y )G ⇒ Pracyc(a|x, y)G = Pracyc(a|x)G,

(Y ⊥d A|X)G ⇒ Pracyc(b|x, y)G = Pracyc(b|y)G.

5.2 Failure of d-separation in cyclic graphs
Theorem 20 can fail already for classical causal models on cyclic graphs. We provide a
simple example, based on what is already known in the classical causal modelling litera-
ture [Pea09, Nea00]. As this is a classical example, we use a causal graph with observed
vertices and classical edges. Consider the following cyclic causal graph:

G =
v1 v2

v3 v4

(74)

Clearly we have (v3 ⊥d v4)G. However, it is possible to construct a simple classical causal
model (more precisely, a functional model, see appendix C and section 2 of [FGV25]) where
the associated outcomes x3 and x4 are correlated in the resulting probability distribution.

A functional model (see appendix C) involves specifying a prior distribution for every
exogenous vertex along with a function for each vertex that determines the value of the
variable of the vertex given values of its parental variables. Here, consider binary outcome
variables, xi associated to vi, for all four vertices and the following functional dependencies:
the outcome associated to v1 depends on its parents as x1 = x2⊕x3 and x2, associated to v2,
depends on its parents as x2 = x1⊕x4. Here ⊕ denotes modulo 2 addition. It is easy to see
that x3 = x4 is the only consistent solution to this causal model, independently of the priors
pv3(x3) and pv4(x4) specified on these vertices in the functional model. Indeed, computing
the probability through our rule, it can be checked that we would obtain Pr(x3, x4)G = 0
whenever x3 ̸= x4 indicating the perfect correlation.

Notice that the probability for the variables associated to exogenous vertices (computed
through definition 12) does not equal the prior distribution,

Pr(x3, x4)G ̸= pv3(x3)pv4(x4).
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As a consequence of the d-separation theorem (theorem 20) the equality is always true
in acyclic causal models. Hence, this non-equivalence demonstrates a violation of the d-
separation theorem (specifically, the soundness of d-separation) in this cyclic causal model
as x3 and x4 are correlated despite being d-separated.

Looking carefully, one can identify the reason for the failure of the d-separation prop-
erty: The loop between v1 and v2 effectively acts as a collider for the exogenous vertices
v3 and v4. Recall that conditioning on a collider can d-connect previously d-separated
vertices. Here, the collider is not explicitly conditioned upon in the original cyclic graph,
however the consistency conditions of the model impose an effective post-selection on the
values of the loop variables. This intuition is already incorporated in how probabilities
are computed in our formalism (definition 12), which maps probability computations in
cyclic graphs to corresponding computations in acyclic graphs with post-selection, namely
teleportation graphs. In each of the acyclic teleportation graphs, v3 and v4 are in fact
d-connected when additionally conditioning on the post-selection vertices. The correlation
between x3 and x4 (without d-connection) in the cyclic graph here is due to the fact that
in the corresponding acyclic model (on any of the associated teleportation graphs) the
post-selection success probability p✓ is zero whenever x3 ̸= x4. This forces x3 = x4 in
the post-selected distribution, which defines the probability of our original causal model.
We illustrate this point more explicitly in the following section where we introduce a new
graph separation property, p-separation, that generalises d-separation.

We note that the example provided here for the violation of the soundness of d-
separation in cyclic causal models involves a scenario where the model is inconsistent (in
the classical case here, the functional dependencies admit no solutions) for certain values of
the exogenous variables v3 and v4. Such functional causal models are called non-uniquely
solvable. It is important to note that there exists an example [Nea00] of a uniquely solvable
functional models defined on finite, binary variables where the soundness of d-separation
fails, in that case, the associated graph is more complex than the simple one considered
here. As we will see in the next section, the soundness and completeness of our new
graph-separation property p-separation, will apply to such examples as well.

5.3 Introducing p-separation: soundness and completeness
The example from the previous sub-section provides an intuition for why d-separation fails
in cyclic graphs. It also suggests that the properties of correlations in cyclic graphs are
more naturally captured if, rather than looking at d-separation in the original cyclic graph
G, we consider d-separation in a corresponding acyclic graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) while also
conditioning on the graph’s post-selection vertices. This motivates the introduction of a
new graph separation property, called p-separation, where p stands for post-selection. As
with the case of d-separation, p-separation is also purely a property of a directed graph.

Definition 21 (p-separation). Let G be a directed graph and V1, V2 and V3 denote any
three disjoint subsets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being non-empty. Then, we say
that V1 is p-separated from V2 given V3 in G, denoted (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G, if and only if there
exists Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) (definition 6) such that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp, where ⊥d denotes
d-separation and Vpost denotes the set of all post-selection vertices in the teleportation
graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). Otherwise, we say that V1 is p-connected to V2 given V3 in G, and
we denote it (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G. To summarize,

p-separation: (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∃Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) : (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp ,

p-connection: (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∀Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) : (V1 ̸⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp .
(75)
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Notice that p-separation is defined as a property of a graph, not necessarily decorated
as a causal graph. The following theorem establishes that p-separation is a sound and com-
plete graph separation property for cyclic quantum causal models within our framework.

Theorem 22 (p-separation theorem). Consider a directed graph G and let V1, V2 and V3
be any three disjoint sets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being non-empty. Then, the
following holds:

(Soundness) For any causal model CmG on G where the sets Vi are observed, we
have that p-separation between the vertex sets Vi implies conditional independence
for the corresponding sets of random variables Xi := {Xv}v∈Vi where i ∈ {1, 2, 3},
i.e.,

(V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G =⇒ (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG
. (76)

(Completeness) If the p-connection (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G holds in G, then there exists a
causal model CmG such that the sets Vi are observed and (X1 ̸⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG

.

The above conditional (in)dependence statements are relative to the marginal Pr(x1, x2, x3)G

on X1 ∪ X2 ∪ X3, where xi = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vi of the observed distribution Pr(x)G, where
x = {xv}v∈V , in the causal model CmG.

Soundness and completeness of p-separation are proven in appendix E.

5.4 Examples: p-separation in acyclic and cyclic graphs
Recovering d-separation in acyclic graphs Notice that our definition of p-separation
reduces to d-separation whenever the causal graph G is acyclic. This is because in this case
the graph is a representative of its own acyclic family, G ∈ Gtp(G) with an empty set of
post-selection vertices Vpost = ∅. Thus we immediately have that d-separation of V1 from
V2 given V3 implies p-separation of V1 from V2 given V3 in G, according to definition 21.
The other direction, namely that p-separation implies d-separation is also true from the
contrapositive d-connection implies p-connection. Indeed, if V1 and V2 are d-connected
conditioned on V3 in a given graph, the same d-connection will hold in all its teleportation
graphs once we additionally condition on the post-selection vertices. Thus, V1 and V2 are
p-connected conditioned on V3.

To further motivate the definition of p-separation (definition 21), we now consider
some examples. These highlight why it is natural to define p-separation through the ∃
Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) rather than ∀ Gtp ∈ Gtp(G), specifically for recovering d-separation in the
acyclic case. For this, consider the chain, fork and collider graphs of equations (69) and (70)
and equation (71) respectively, and consider the graph Gmax

tp ∈ Gtp(G) obtained by adding
pre and post-selection vertices to every edge (which leads to the maximal number of such
vertices for the given graphs). Then, we obtain the following graphs:

Gmax
tp for the chain: A

T1

R1

C

T2

R2

B (77)
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Gmax
tp for the fork: A

R1

T1

C

T2

R2

B (78)

Gmax
tp for the collider: A

T1

R1

C

R2

T2

B (79)

Recall that we had (A ̸⊥d B)G and (A ⊥d B|C)G in the original chain and fork. Denoting
Vpost := {T1, T2}, we see that we have (A ̸⊥d B|Vpost)Gmax

tp and (A ⊥d B|C, Vpost)Gmax
tp in

the above graphs for the chain and fork. For the collider, recall that we had (A ⊥d B)G

and (A ̸⊥d B|C)G, and we can see that we also have (A ⊥d B|Vpost)Gmax
tp and (A ̸⊥d

B|C, Vpost)Gmax
tp . That is, for the graphs of the chain, fork and collider without descendants,

the d-separation in the original graph G matches d-separation with conditioning on the
post-selection vertices in the representative graph Gmax

tp . However, an interesting difference
occurs when we consider colliders with descendants as in equation (72). The graph Gmax

tp
for the collider with descendant is

A

T1

R1

C

R2

T2

B

T3

R3

D

. (80)

The d-separation (A ⊥d B)G still holds in the collider with descendant, even though (A ⊥d

B|Vpost)Gmax
tp no longer holds here for Vpost := {T1, T2, T3} since T3 is now a descendant of

the collider which we condition on. However, notice that Gmax
tp is just one representative of

Gtp(G). If we consider a teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) where the edge C → D does
not receive any post-selection vertices, then (A ⊥d B|Vpost)Gmax

tp will still hold. Therefore,
by definition 21, (A ⊥p B)G holds in this case.

In other words, our definition only implies a p-connection in G when that connection
is reflected in all the graphs of the graph family Gtp(G). Indeed, we have shown (see
proposition 10 and definition 12) that the observed probabilities for the causal model are
independent of the representative of Gtp(G) chosen in computing them. It is easy to check
that applying our probability rule, the outcomes a and b of the vertices A and B will be
conditionally independent even when conditioned on the colliders Vpost := {T1, T2, T3} in
equation (80), this is because the post-selection on the unblocking collider T3 is fine-tuned
such that it simulates a directed edge from C to D through an identity channel (without
post-selecting a particular outcome value on C or D). Thus our definition of p-separation
serves to avoid such fine-tuning and enables us to construct a sound and complete graph
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separation property for general directed graphs that reduces to d-separation in the acyclic
case.

Example of section 5.2 Let us now apply the results of this section to the cyclic graph
of equation (74), to see how p-separation captures the failure of d-separation discussed in
the previous sub-section. We consider two representatives of Gtp,1, Gtp,2 ∈ Gtp(G) for G
given by equation (74). These are given by introducing pre- and post-selection vertices in
one or both edges in the cycle.

Gtp,1 : v1

T1

v2

R1
v3 v4

(81)

Gtp,2 : v1

T1

v2

R1

T2

R2
v3 v4

. (82)

Notice that we have (v3 ̸⊥d v4|T1)Gtp,1 and (v3 ̸⊥d v4|T1, T2)Gtp,2 . It is easy to see that
this d-connection would hold in all other teleportation graphs in this case, as all of them
would involve at least one of the post-selection vertices T1, T2. Thus we have the p-
connection, (v3 ⊥p v4)G, which justifies why we would expect the outcomes of v3 and v4
to get correlated when we have a causal model on the original graph equation (74), as was
the case in the example of section 5.2. Indeed, probabilities of that model are nothing
but conditional probabilities of a corresponding model on Gtp,1 with conditioning on T1
or equivalently of a model on Gtp,2 with conditioning on {T1, T2}.

Notice that the same graph of equation (74) also has a non-trivial p-separation: (v3 ⊥p

v4|v1, v2)G.9 Further, the following is an example of another cyclic graph with a non-trivial
p-separation:

G = v1 v2

v3

v

v4 . (83)

Here, we have the non-trivial p-separation (v3 ⊥p v4)G. Here, the only (possibly undi-
rected) path between v3 and v4 goes through v. However, v acts as an unconditioned
collider on this path for any Gtp ∈ Gtp(G), even when we condition on the set of post-
selection vertices in Gtp, i.e., (v3 ⊥p v4|Vpost)Gtp holds for all Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) implying the
p-separation (v3 ⊥p v4)G by definition 21.

9This is because conditioning on v1, v2 blocks all paths from the remaining two vertices to the post-
selection vertices within the loop which will ensure that v3 and v4 remain d-separated conditioned on v1, v2
in all teleportation graphs, even when additionally conditioning on the post-selection vertices.
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6 Links between Markovianity, linearity and success of post-selection
Consider a classical causal model (functional model or classical Bayesian network, see
also appendix C) defined on a directed acyclic graph G where all vertices are observed,
i.e., Vo = V . The joint distribution on the observed outcomes, which we denote with
Pracyc (see definition 33), respects the Markov property, which corresponds to the following
factorisation of this distribution

Prf,acyc({xv}v∈V )G =
∏
v∈V

Prf,acyc (xv|Pa(xv))G , (84)

where Pa(xv) denotes the outcome set of all parents of the vertex v. If some of the vertices
are unobserved, one simply marginalises over the outcomes of V \ Vo on both sides of the
above equation, to define the Markov property for Prf,acyc({xv}v∈Vo)G.

In quantum causal models on directed acyclic graphs, we have the probability rule of
equation (20) which expresses the joint probability of observed outcomes as a composition
of completely positive linear maps, one for each vertex. We can simplify this by combining
the maps Mv

xv
and Ev associated with observed and unobserved vertices, to a single map

T v
xv

associated with each vertex v with an empty outcome set xv = ∅ (and the associated
map being CPTP) whenever the vertex is unobserved, v ∈ Vu. Observed vertices, v ∈ Vo,
have non-trivial outcomes and the map associated to each outcome, T v

xv
, is CP but not

necessarily trace preserving. Then, we have

Pracyc({xv}v∈Vo)G =⃝
v∈V

T v
xv
. (85)

One can check that the above expression is identical to that given by the Markov property
in quantum Bayesian networks [HLP14], where the observed distribution is given by a
generalised product of “tests”, one for each vertex v. Each test is a map from incoming
quantum systems from unobserved parents to outgoing systems to its children, conditioned
on the outcomes of its observed parents. When v is observed, the test is associated with a
particular outcome on that vertex of which we compute the probability.10

The expressions of equation (20) or equivalently equation (85), which can be applied
to define the Markov property for Pracyc(x)G in the acyclic case, are not defined for cyclic
models. Indeed, in this case the composition operation⃝, which captures parallel and
sequential composition, is not defined. To understand how we can extend Markovianity to
the cyclic case, we relate equation (85) to the self-cycle composition of definition 13, which is
a special case of loop composition introduced in [PMM+17]. Recall that in proposition 14,
we showed that the general probability rule for cyclic quantum causal models can be
written in terms of self-cycle composition of a channel Cx constructed for a given choice
of teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) and the causal mechanisms of the original causal
model. In addition, in proposition 10 we proved that the probability is independent of
the choice of teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). It follows from the results of [PMM+17,
VR24a, VR24b], which express sequential composition in terms of loop composition11,

10Here, the composition operation instantiates the generalised product in the quantum case, the tests
correspond to the quantum CP(TP) maps T v, and we do not have an explicit conditioning on outcomes of
observed parents as these are encoded into a preferred basis of a quantum system and we do not need to
differentiate incoming edges from observed vs unobserved parents, and can treat all of them as quantum
inputs to our “tests”.

11Self-cycle composition of definition 13 is a special case of loop composition [PMM+17] for finite-
dimensional systems, where the result is a number (a map with no in or outputs). Generally, loop com-
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that in acyclic causal models, the acyclic probability of equation (20) and equation (85) is
equivalent to

Pracyc({xv}v∈Vo)G = cycle(Cx), (86)

where x in the self-cycle expression is short hand for {xv}v∈Vo , as we had in proposition 14.
While equation (20) and equation (85) are not defined in the cyclic case, the above

equation is, since the cycle operation is defined generally. This expression is independent
of the choice of teleportation graph used (corollary 15), thus, without loss of generality
one can choose the teleportation graph obtained by splitting all edges, in which case

Cx =
⊗
v∈V

T v
xv

=
⊗
v∈Vo

Mv
xv

⊗
v∈Vu

Ev, (87)

and

Pr({xv}v∈Vo)G = cycle
(⊗

v∈V

T v
xv

)
= cycle

⊗
v∈Vo

Mv
xv

⊗
v∈Vu

Ev

 . (88)

The above expression gives the observed probability in terms of a composition operation
on all the maps of the causal model where cycle links a pair of isomorphic in and output
systems for each edge of the causal graph of the model.

This suggests the following definition of Markovianity for the general cyclic case.

Definition 23 (Markov property in cyclic quantum causal models). For a causal model de-
fined on a directed graph G, the associated observed probability distribution Pr({xv}v∈Vo)G

is said to be Markov with respect to G if it can be expressed as in equation (88). If this is the
case, we will say that the causal model satisfies the Markov property or is probabilistically
Markovian.

Then the following corollary is implied by proposition 14.

Corollary 24. Given a causal model on a directed graph G, CmG, the following statements
are equivalent:

1. CmG is probabilistically Markovian;

2.
∑

x cycle(Cx) = 1;

3. For every choice of Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) used in the definition of Cx and p✓, the post-
selection success probability is

p✓ =
(

k∏
i=1

p
(i)
tp

)
, (89)

where k is the cardinality of the split edges set of Gtp, i.e., k = |Es(Gtp)|, and p
(i)
tp

is the teleportation probability associated to the post-selected teleportation protocol
implemented instead of the i-th split edge in Es(Gtp) (see proposition 14).

position for a map with inputs A and C, and outputs B and D allows part of the output (say C) to be
connected to part of the input (say B) to result in a new a map from A to D. Then sequential composition
of first applying M1 : L(HA) 7→ L(HB) and then M2 : L(HC) 7→ L(HD) (with HB

∼= HC) is equivalent
to loop composition of C to C in M1 ⊗ M2 : L(HA) ⊗ L(HC) 7→ L(HB) ⊗ L(HD). Using this, it is easy to
see that applying all the compositions of an acyclic graph, we will end up with a cycle composition once
all maps are fully composed.
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This corollary has an interesting interpretation. Recall that in general, we have

p✓ =
(

k∏
i=1

p
(i)
tp

)∑
x

cycle(Cx). (90)

The term
∑

x cycle(Cx) depends on the causal mechanisms of the causal model and not on
the choice of teleportation protocols used on the split edges, while the term

(∏k
i=1 p

(i)
tp

)
is a product of the individual success probabilities of the teleportation protocols used
on the split edges and does not depend on the causal mechanisms of the original causal
model at all. When we use the maximally entangled post-selected teleportation protocol
(involving an entangled state of two d-dimensional systems) on the i-th edge then p(i)

tp = 1
d2 .

This corollary tells us that Markovianity holds whenever the overall post-selection success
probability of the causal model is entirely independent of its causal mechanisms.

Moreover, notice that p✓ and hence the
∑

x cycle(Cx) term appears in the denominator
of our general probability expression (proposition 14), this makes the probabilities generally
non-linear in the causal mechanisms {Mv

xv
}v∈Vo and {Ev}v∈Vu of the causal model. Causal

models leading to Markovian distributions are therefore linear in the causal mechanisms of
the model. Note, however, that for linearity, it suffices that

∑
x cycle(Cx) equals a constant

value c not necessarily equal to 1, while Markovianity requires c = 1.

Link to linear P-CTCs. The intuition behind the results of this section are similar
in spirit to certain characterisation results known for process matrices or equivalently
quantum supermaps [OCB12, CDPV13], which are formalisms for describing so-called
indefinite causal order (ICO) quantum processes. These are known to be a linear subset
[AGB17] of the general (possibly non-linear) post-selected closed timelike curves (P-CTCs)
[LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b]. In particular, P-CTCs are defined with respect to maximally
entangled pre and post-selections and process matrices correspond to P-CTCs where the
overall success probability equals the product of 1

d2 for each maximally entangled state of
two d-dimensional systems used in the construction. This is precisely what we would get for
the success probability p✓ here by choosing the maximally entangled pre and post-selections
on each split edge. Thus, process matrices, when mapped to our framework as discussed in
appendix B.2, would correspond to probabilistically Markov causal models. More generally,
our framework can give a causal modelling semantic to general non-linear P-CTCs as well,
which would not necessarily correspond to probabilistically Markov models.

7 Overview of relationships to other causality frameworks
Figure 1 illustrates relationships between our framework and several other causality frame-
works proposed within the classical statistics and quantum information communities. Be-
low, we highlight the key features distinguishing these frameworks and briefly compare
them to ours to discuss the generality of our formalism. For further details, see also ap-
pendices B and C. We note that this is not an exhaustive list of such frameworks, but
refers to notable and commonly used ones from different types of approaches.

1. Classical vs Non-classical

(a) Classical: finite-cardinality vs continuous variables, unique vs non-
uniquely solvable. Functional causal models (fCM, reviewed in appendix C.1,
and also referred to as structural equation models or structural causal models in
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mfCM [FM18] fCM [Pea09] Non-classical cyclic models [VC22a, VC22b]

mfCMfinite fCMfinite This frameworkd−sep

d-sep
HLP [HLP14]

Cyclic q. networks [VR24a, VR24b]
String diagrams (quantum)[CK17]

p-sep
This framework

d-sep
HLPQ

Post-selected CTCs [LMGP+11a] BLO-QCM⊗

d-sep
Costa-Shrapnel [CS16]

Process matrices [OCB12] BLO-QCM [BLO21]
d-sep

BLO-QCMacyc [BLO20]

\ continuous var.
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\

non-unique solv.

\ continuous var. \
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\non-classical

\ non-quantum

\no d-sep
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\ non-quantum
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non-quantum
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\non−process
\

non−process

\ non-linear

\cyclic

Appendix B.1.2

Definition 31

\non-unitary

coarse \cyclic

\
non−factor

Causal decomp.?

\non-factor

Figure 1: Relationships between different causality frameworks and ours. Each vertex represents a
causality framework, a directed (black) arrow from vertex A to vertex B represents that all objects in
framework A can be mapped to and studied within framework B in a manner that preserves the relevant
causal information. A red arrow from A to B represents that not all scenarios in A can be captured
within B, the annotation indicates the reason why. For instance, our framework can describe all classical
functional causal models on discrete variables with finite cardinality (fCMfinite) but the converse is not
true as our framework contains quantum causal models that are not captured in fCMfinite. Whether the
Barrett-Lorenz-Oreshkov formalism for cyclic quantum causal models can be faithfully mapped to ours
is an open question (represented by a blue arrow) that relies on another prominent open question in
field relating to causal decompositions of quantum channels (see appendix B.1.2 for further discussion).
The green boxes highlight the graph-separation property (annotated above the box) whose soundness
and completeness is known to hold within that formalism. For further explanation of this diagram, see
section 7.
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the classical literature) and their restricted variants, such as on finite-cardinality
variables or modular functional causal models (fCMfinite, mfCM, mfCMfinite),
are purely classical frameworks. The relationships among these frameworks are
evident from their specified restrictions. Modular fCMs (mfCMs) [FM17, FM18]
correspond to cases where the functional dependencies or structural equations
possess a particular solvability property, which is stricter than unique solv-
ability12. In [FM17], a graph-separation property for cyclic fCMs, called σ-
separation was proposed and proven to be sound and complete for all modular
fCMs (referred there as modular structural equation models) which cover finite
and infinite cardinality, discrete and continuous variables. However, the sound-
ness of σ-separation (and d-separation) can fail in non-modular fCMs even in the
discrete and finite-cardinality case: this includes uniquely solvable models (such
as [Nea00]) as well non-uniquely solvable models (see section 4 of [FGV25] for
more details on σ-separation). Our framework, when restricted to the classical
domain, can fully describe fCMfinite (appendix C.2) and, by extension, its subset
mfCMfinite (see also the companion paper [FGV25]). However, since we work
with finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, we cannot capture continuous-variable
or infinite-cardinality fCMs.

(b) Non-classical: quantum vs post-quantum. The remaining frameworks
in figure 1 are inherently quantum, except for the Henson-Lal-Pusey (HLP)
framework [HLP14] and the non-classical cyclic causal modelling framework
of [VC22a, VC22b], which apply to general operational probabilistic theories.
These theories can include non-quantum and post-quantum models not captured
by other frameworks, with the latter accommodating cyclic and post-quantum
scenarios. Our framework can describe many of the quantum frameworks, as
shown in the diagram, but it does not generically capture post-quantum causal
models.

2. Cyclic vs acyclic: satisfaction of d-separation property and correspon-
dence with valid process operators. The four frameworks in the bottom-most
row are defined on directed acyclic graphs, where d-separation is known to be sound
and complete. The other frameworks, by contrast, do not assume acyclicity and
allow for certain types of cycles. The framework of [VC22a, VC22b] defines a class
of cyclic causal models applicable in classical, quantum and post-quantum theo-
ries but restricted to those respecting the soundness of d-separation, while other
formalisms, like [BLO20, BLO21], focus on cyclic models associated with valid pro-
cess operators. Process operators/process matrices/ quantum supermaps [OCB12,
CDPV13] correspond to a linear subset of post-selected closed timeline curves (P-
CTCs) [LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b]. Our framework allows for classical and quantum
models that violate the soundness of d-separation (section 5.2) as well as those with
cycles that do not necessarily correspond to valid process operators.

3. Unitary vs general quantum channels. The Barrett-Lorenz-Oreshkov (BLO)
approach [BLO20, BLO21] focuses on causal influence within unitary quantum chan-
nels, while the quantum restriction of the HLP approach [HLP14] (and our extension
to the cyclic case) allows for general quantum channels. While there are scenarios
that can be modelled in both approaches, there are notable differences in the defi-

12Unique solvability corresponds to having a unique solution of the functional dependences for every
valuation of the exogenous vertices.
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nition of causal influence conditions and the associated concept of causal structure
between these two approaches (see also appendix B.1.2 for further discussion).

4. Existence/Non-existence of tensor factorization across multiple edges. A
related point to the above is whether or not a separate tensor factor is assigned to
each quantum system for each edge. For instance, when A is a cause of both B and
C, whether B and C receive distinct quantum systems in tensor product with each
other. In the BLO formalism, non-factor constructions are allowed, meaning a single
system that cannot be split into an n-fold tensor product can still be a common
parent for n vertices. All BLO models that involve such tensor factorization can be
faithfully reproduced within our framework as shown in appendix B.1.2. Whether
non-factor BLO models can be reproduced directly in our framework depends on
solving the open problem of causal decompositions of unitary channels in terms of
arbitrary quantum channels, as discussed in appendix B.1.2.

5. Modelling of open wires. Many causal modelling approaches, including ours, do
not include open in/output wires; wires are fully contracted with a state prepara-
tion, channel, or POVM. Causality frameworks that are not strictly about causal
modelling, such as process matrices/quantum supermaps [OCB12, CDPV13], cyclic
quantum networks [VR24a, VR24b], and category-theoretic approaches based on
string diagrams (e.g., [CK17, CK16]) allow for open in/output wires. These can
still be modelled within our framework by introducing a “slot” for state preparation
or POVM measurement on an open in/output wire. This slot can be filled with a
variable preparation/measurement box, which, depending on an input variable, pre-
pares an arbitrary state or measures an arbitrary POVM. Thus, there is no strict
loss of generality in this case, though explicitly modelling open wires may be useful
in certain scenarios.

6. Faithful vs unfaithful mappings and coarse-graining. The BLO QCM formal-
ism [BLO21] provides detailed causal semantics for several unitary process matrices
including those with indefinite causal order, by decomposing the process operator into
marginal channels. When mapping such processes back from the BLO framework to
process matrices, the causal semantics given by the causal graph is not maintained
and the process operator/matrix is treated as one (coarse-grained) entity that inter-
acts through feedback loops with each local operation. As discussed in appendix B.2,
such a mapping between formalisms that involves coarse-graining no longer faithfully
reflects the causal connectivity, although the operational predictions can be recov-
ered in both pictures. Figure 1 shows that although direct path from BLO-QCMs
to our framework is an open question (blue arrow), there exists a directed path of
black arrows from BLO-QCMs to our framework via process matrices. The former
says that the existence of a faithful mapping (in the sense of definition 30) is open
while the latter says that there exists an unfaithful mapping nevertheless, as shown
in appendix B.2.

7. Choice of post-selected teleportation The Post-selected Closed Timelike Curves
(P-CTCs) framework [LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b] defines cyclic causal structures through
post-selected quantum teleportation. While P-CTCs are specifically associated with
post-selected teleportation using maximally entangled states (definition 5), our work
generalizes this by allowing for arbitrary post-selected teleportation protocols that do
not necessarily involve maximally entangled pre- and post-selections (definition 4).

37



Notably, we have demonstrated in section 4.3 that the operationally accessible prob-
abilities can always be computed via a cyclic composition operation, irrespective of
the chosen teleportation protocol. This establishes a direct connection between our
framework and prior works based on cyclic composition, such as [VR24a, VC22b,
PMM+17]. Additionally, similar ideas linking between cyclic composition and pre-
and post-selection exist in category-theoretic approaches that employ string diagrams
[CK17, CK16]. In these approaches, special pairs of bipartite states and effects, called
cups and caps, combine to simulate an identity channel used in cyclic compositions.
Although maximally entangled states are frequently used as canonical examples in
the literature, the string-diagrammatic framework accommodates the broader class
of teleportation protocols in definition 4. While we have focused on a more concise
representation of our causal models via causal graphs, which is suitable for study-
ing open problems relating to graph-separation properties in cyclic models, one can
equivalently represent our models through string diagrams defined in a category in-
stantiated by quantum channels.13

To summarize, our formalism exhibits generality by encompassing both quantum and
classical causal models. It allows for non-unitary quantum channels, cyclic models that
potentially violate the soundness of d-separation, and models that are not necessarily
associated with valid process operators (but may involve non-linear post-selected closed
timelike curves). The graph separation property p-separation, introduced here, is sound
and complete for all causal models within this formalism.

Two potential limitations in its generality arise from the assumption of finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces and the requirement of associating a separate tensor factor for each edge.
The former restricts the classical limit of the formalism to discrete and finite-cardinality
variables. While no quantum causal modelling frameworks for infinite-dimensional Hilbert
spaces are known, continuous-variable and infinite-cardinality classical models are have
been studied formally even in cyclic scenarios (see e.g., [BFPM21]). Whether the restric-
tion to requiring a separate subsystem (tensor factor) to each edge leads to any loss of
generality is an open question, and we are not aware of any counter examples that relax
this restriction and cannot be modelled faithfully within our framework.

8 Discussion and outlook
The main contributions of our work are summarised in section 1. There are a number of
interesting future directions for building on this framework and results, and open questions
that remain to be explored. We discuss these below.

• Causal discovery and causal compatibility in cyclic causal structures. In
the case of acyclic models, the soundness and completeness of d-separation plays a
central role in causal discovery algorithms which infer underlying causal explanations
in terms of directed acyclic graphs from observed data. Such algorithms exist in the
classical and quantum literature for acyclic models (e.g., [SZ16, GC18]). A natural
question is whether p-separation can be applied to generalize such causal discovery
algorithms in a useful way to cyclic classical and quantum causal models. Similarly,
the d-separation criterion underpins causal compatibility questions and witnessing
non-classical correlations, such as in Bell’s inequalities and network non-locality,

13Generally, the diagrammatic and category-theoretic approach can be applied to non-classical and non-
quantum theories as well.

38



where one asks whether a given causal structure supports a certifiable gap between
sets of correlations realizable via classical vs non-classical causal models (see e.g.,
[HLP14]). Our results create possibilities for exploring analogous questions in cyclic
graphs, such as whether meaningful separations between classical and non-classical
correlations can be identified, or whether there exist novel cyclic quantum causal
models that violate classical compatibility constraints in a genuinely cyclic graph.
More conceptually, this may bear insights for the question of whether in a world
with causal loops, quantum theory can still be more powerful than classical.

• Accounting for interventions. We have focussed our attention on observed
correlations. However, data resulting from active interventions is also central for
identifying causal influences. We have shown how objects from the Barrett-Lorenz-
Oreshkov [BLO21], Costa-Shrapnel [CS16] and process matrix/quantum supermaps
[OCB12, CDPV13] frameworks can be described in our framework. These frame-
works allow for arbitrary interventions, as their vertices correspond to empty “slots”
where any quantum channel can be plugged in. For every such choice of intervention,
one obtains a causal model in our framework. Explicitly modelling interventions in
our framework and studying the causal inference implications of allowing different
classes of interventions is a subject of an upcoming work based on the master’s the-
sis [Fer23]. Such problems have been considered in the acyclic quantum literature
[FK23]. Beyond this, there is scope to extend these works to systematically inves-
tigate causal inference (inferring the causal graph from available data) and causal
identification (identifying the causal mechanisms, such as channels, from available
data) in cyclic graphs using correlations and interventions.

• Infinite-dimensional, continuous case and σ-separation In this work, we have
focused on causal models for finite-dimensional quantum systems, which embed clas-
sical functional models on finite-cardinality variables (including non-uniquely solvable
models). A direction for future work would be to identify whether and to what extent
our results can be generalised to the infinite-dimensional case. This would require
considering generalisations of the post-selected teleportation protocol to the infinite-
dimensional case and a careful, measure-theoretic treatment of the associated success
probabilities.

While cyclic quantum causal modelling frameworks for infinite-dimensional systems
have not been considered to our knowledge, the classical literature has explored
functional models or structural equation models (fCMs)14 with continuous variables,
including cyclic graphs. In this context, a cyclic generalization of d-separation, known
as σ-separation, was proposed in [FM17] and shown to be sound and complete for
a subclass called modular fCMs (mfCMs) that satisfy a unique solvability property.
The relationship between p-separation (introduced here) and σ-separation is dis-
cussed in detail in our companion paper [FGV25], which focuses on classical causal
models. Notably, we find that neither concept is strictly more general than the
other, although both extend d-separation to cyclic settings15. Moreover, this moti-
vates open questions regarding gaps between different graph separation properties,

14In [FM17], these are denoted as SEMs instead of fCMs. The two acronyms refer to the same object
for our present purposes.

15This is perhaps to be expected as they consider different domains, σ-separation was constructed for
uniquely solvable but possibly continuous variable classical fCMs while p-separation for possibly non-
uniquely solvable finite cardinality/dimensional classical and quantum models.
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e.g., under what conditions (on the graph and causal model) can we have different
conditional independence constraints imposed by the soundness of two graph separa-
tion properties (among d, σ and p separation), where a causal model violates one of
the constraints and satisfies the other? The results and further examples of [FGV25]
present relevant insights and techniques for this question.

Additionally, our results also indicate the possibility of correlation gaps between all
finite-dimensional causal models (classical and quantum) and continuous variable
classical models. This is because there exist scenarios (see [FGV25]) where there
is p-separation but σ-connection. The p-separation would imply corresponding con-
ditional independence in all finite-dimensional causal models (by theorem 20), but
there exist continuous variable models leading to conditional dependence as allowed
by the σ-connection in this case [FM18, FM17]. In the broader context of quantum
foundations, this may bear insights on correlation gaps between measurement statis-
tics from finite and infinite dimensional systems in the presence of consistent causal
loops.

• Characterizing “indefinite causal order” processes from graph-separation.
While we have introduced a generally sound graph separation criterion, p-separation,
for cyclic models, it remains a relevant question to understand which subclass of cyclic
causal models, in both classical and quantum settings, respects the soundness of d-
separation. In the classical case, d-separation soundness holds for a class of models
called ancestrally uniquely solvable [FM17], though it is unknown whether these are
the most general models respecting d-separation. On the other hand, indefinite causal
order (ICO) processes, particularly those described by process matrix and quantum
supermap formalisms [OCB12, CDPV13], are a specific subclass of cyclic causal struc-
tures that can be understood in the post-selected closed timelike curve framework
[AGB17]. Interesting subsets of such ICO processes, such as unitary, causal, causally
non-separable processes have been studied [ABC+15, OG16, AFNB17, WAB19]. It
would be valuable to explore concrete relations between the subclass of cyclic quan-
tum causal models respecting d-separation soundness and subclasses of models cor-
responding to valid process matrices, or a subset of these such as unitary, causal
or causally non-separable processes. This would address open questions in classical
causal modelling while providing an alternative characterization of quantum pro-
cesses.

There is already some evidence for such connections between the two domains, but
a clear characterization is lacking. For example, process matrix protocols satisfy
the conditions for probabilistic Markovianity identified in our framework (section 6),
and in acyclic causal models soundness of d-separation and Markov factorizations of
probabilities share close links [LDLL90, GP90]. Furthermore, d-separation is tied to
unique solvability properties in the classical case [FM17], while valid classical process
matrices are characterised via having unique fixed points under all choices of local
interventions [BW16a]. This motivates concrete future research at the intersection of
cyclic causal models, graph separation, and indefinite causality. Further discussions
on the link between our framework and ICO protocols, and related open questions
can be found in appendix B.2.

• Understanding space-time structure from operational causality. Causal
models define causation through information-theoretic mechanisms, whereas causal-
ity in relativistic physics is tied to space-time geometry. Understanding the gen-
eral interface of information-theoretic and spatio-temporal causality notions houses
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a number of intriguing and unexplored problems. A set of recent works connect causal
models to relativistic principles by embedding them in space-time and considering
the compatibility between the two notions of causal order [VC22a, VC22b, VR24a,
VR24b]. Conversely, one may ask whether certain properties of spatio-temporal cau-
sation can “emerge” from information-theoretic models of causation, and can we thus
understand them from more basic operational principles. With this motivation, in
a follow-up work based on the master’s thesis [Fer23], we link the present causal
modelling framework to tensor networks, which are used in the quantum information
and relativistic physics communities for studying questions relating to the emergence
of space-time from quantum correlations, to enable a transfer of techniques between
the two research communities. From a fundamental perspective, it would be inter-
esting to develop the initial insights of this and follow-up works towards the larger
goal of understanding the emergence of acyclic causal structures and thus an opera-
tional arrow of time from information-theoretic principles, or analogues of space-time
properties such as distance and curvature through graph-separation criteria.
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A Post-selected teleportation
Throughout this section, we let (EAB, φBC) be an implementation of a postelected tele-
portation protocol according to definition 4. We start by confirming that the success
probability of the teleportation protocol does not depend on the input state. This will be
needed for the upcoming results.

Lemma 25. The teleportation success probability ptp of definition 4 cannot depend on the
state ρA to be teleported.

Proof. Suppose that ptp is allowed to depend on the input state, so that

TrAB[EABρAφBC ] = ptp(ρ)ρC . (91)

Suppose that ptp(ρ) was not constant, so that there exist ρ ̸= ρ′ with ptp(ρ) ̸= ptp(ρ′).
Consider a mixture of ρ and ρ′ to be teleported, for some λ ∈ [0, 1]:

TrAB[EAB(λρA + (1− λ)ρ′
A)φBC ] = ptp

(
λρ+ (1− λ)ρ′)(λρC + (1− λ)ρ′

C

)
. (92)

By linearity, we also have

TrAB[EAB(λρA + (1− λ)ρ′
A)φBC ] = λTrAB[EABρAφBC ] + (1− λ)TrAB[EABρ

′
AφBC ]

= λptp(ρ)ρC + (1− λ)ptp(ρ′)ρ′
C . (93)

Equating equations (92) and (93), we get

ptp
(
λρ+ (1− λ)ρ′)(λρC + (1− λ)ρ′

C

)
= λptp(ρ)ρC + (1− λ)ptp(ρ′)ρ′

C . (94)

Taking the trace of this equation yields

ptp
(
λρ+ (1− λ)ρ′) = λptp(ρ) + (1− λ)ptp(ρ′). (95)

Inserting this identity back in equation (94), we obtain a quadratic expression in λ:

(ptp(ρ)− ptp(ρ′))(ρC − ρ′
C)λ2 + (· · ·)λ+ (· · ·) = 0. (96)

This equation needs to hold for all λ ∈ [0, 1], which implies in particular that the term
proportional to λ2 must vanish. This is a contradiction to our assumption that ρ ̸= ρ′ and
ptp(ρ) ̸= ptp(ρ′).

We now prove a type of self-testing result: the pre- and post-selection implementing a
post-selected teleportation protocol have to take a specific form.

Lemma 26 (Self-testing of post-selected teleportation implementations). Let dA = dim(HA) =
dim(HC) and dB = dim(HB). It holds that (EAB, φBC) is a post-selected teleportation
protocol implementation as in definition 4, with ptp ∈ (0, 1] the teleportation probability,
if and only if dB ≥ dA and there exist coefficients {0 ̸= φk ∈ R}dA

k=1 satisfying

dA∑
k=1

φ2
k = 1,

dA∑
k=1

1
φ2

k

≤ 1
ptp

, (97)

and there exist an ancilla Hilbert space HB′, as well as orthonormal bases {|k⟩A}dA
k=1

16 for
HA, {|k⟩BB′}dBdB′

k=1 for HB ⊗HB′ such that

φBC = TrB′ [|φ⟩⟨φ|BB′C ], ΠBB′EABΠBB′ = |E⟩⟨E|ABB′ , (98)

16This basis is also an orthonormal basis {|k⟩C}dA
k=1 for HC = HA.
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where we defined the pure state |φ⟩BB′C , the subnormalized state |E⟩ABB′ and the orthog-
onal projector ΠBB′ as follows:

|φ⟩BB′C =
dA∑

k=1
φk|k⟩BB′ ⊗ |k⟩C , (99)

|E⟩ABB′ = √ptp

dA∑
k=1

1
φk
|k⟩A ⊗ |k⟩BB′ , ΠBB′ =

dA∑
k=1
|k⟩⟨k|BB′ . (100)

Proof. The “if” direction is trivial. We now prove the “only if” direction: suppose that
(EAB, φBC) implements a post-selected teleportation protocol.
We first prove that dB ≥ dA. Since the teleportation probability is independent of the
input state (as shown in lemma 25), by linearity, we must have that R ◦O = ptpI, where
I : L(HA) 7→ L(HC) is the identity map, and O : L(HA) 7→ L(HB), R : L(HB) 7→ L(HC)
are defined as

O(ρA) = TrA[EABρA], R(ρB) = TrB[φBCρB]. (101)

Since the rank of the identity map I is equal to d2
A (the dimension of L(HA), the complex

vector space of linear operators on HA)), we must have that the rank of R and O is at
least equal to d2

A. However, the rank of a linear map is at most the minimum of the input
and output vector space dimension. In particular, the rank of R and O are at most the
vector space dimension of L(HB), which is equal to d2

B. We thus obtain dB ≥ dA as a
necessary condition.
We now prove the bulk of the self-testing result. We let HB′ be an ancilla Hilbert space
so that there exists a pure state |φ⟩BB′C that purifies φBC , i.e.,

φBC = TrB′ [|φ⟩⟨φ|BB′C ], (102)

This implies the equality of equation (97).
We consider the Schmidt decomposition of the state |φ⟩BB′C with respect to the BB′|C

partition: this implies that there exists an orthornormal basis of HB ⊗ HB′ denoted
{|k⟩BB′}dBdB′

k=1 , an orthonormal basis of HC denoted {|k⟩C}dA
k=1, and coefficients {0 ̸= φk ∈

R}dφ

k=1, where dφ ≤ min(dBdB′ , dA), such that

|φ⟩BB′C =
dφ∑

k=1
φk|k⟩BB′ ⊗ |k⟩C . (103)

The teleportation condition can be rewritten as follows, tracing out over the ancilla: for
all density matrix ρA ∈ L(HA),

TrBB′ [EABρAφBB′C ] = ptpρC . (104)

Now, we define the orthogonal projector

ΠBB′ :=
dφ∑

k=1
|k⟩⟨k|BB′ . (105)

This projector is such that ΠBB′ |φ⟩BB′C = |φ⟩BB′C . We then define

EABB′ := (1A ⊗ΠBB′)(EAB ⊗ 1B′)(1A ⊗ΠBB′), (106)
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which can be checked to be a valid POVM element. Using the “partial cyclicity” of the
partial trace, equation (104) is equivalent to

TrBB′ [EABB′ρAφBB′C ] = ptpρC . (107)

We let {|k⟩A}dA
k=1 be the orthonormal basis of HA that corresponds to the orthonormal

basis {|k⟩C}k of HC through the identity that the teleportation protocol assumes, namely,
HA = HC . Since the teleportation probability ptp does not depend on ρ, we can use the
linearity of equation (107), together with the fact that the linear span of density matrices
consists of all (possibly non-Hermitian) linear operators on the Hilbert space, to substitute
|i⟩⟨j|A instead of ρA. Then, we have for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , dA},

TrBB′ [EABB′ |i⟩⟨j|AφBB′C ] = ptp|i⟩⟨j|C . (108)

Introducing the Schmidt decomposition of equation (103), we obtain

dφ∑
k,l=1

φkφl⟨j|A⟨l|BB′EABB′ |i⟩A|k⟩BB′ |k⟩⟨l|C = ptp|i⟩⟨j|C . (109)

This directly implies that dφ = dA, which in turn implies that dBdB′ ≥ dA. Furthemore,
we can solve equation (109) for EABB′ : for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , dA}, for all l, k ∈ {1, . . . , dA},

⟨j|A⟨l|BB′EABB′ |i⟩A|k⟩BB′ = ptp
φkφl

δikδjl. (110)

This yields

EABB′ = ΠBB′EABB′ΠBB′ = ptp

dA∑
k,l=1

1
φkφl

|k⟩⟨l|A ⊗ |k⟩⟨l|BB′ =: |E⟩⟨E|ABB′ , (111)

where we defined the following sub-normalized state:

|E⟩ABB′ = √ptp

dA∑
k=1

1
φk
|k⟩A|k⟩BB′ . (112)

Note that for EABB′ to be a valid POVM element, we need EABB′ ≤ 1ABB′ , which
implies that the norm of the above state must be at most one, implying the inequality of
equation (97).

We can now prove that the optimal teleportation probability is given by 1/d2
A, which

is achieved by the Bell state preparation and measurement of definition 5.

Lemma 27 (Maximal teleportation probability). Given HA = HC , the maximal telepor-
tation probability ptp that can be achieved within definition 4 is 1/d2

A.

Proof. First, we have seen that the teleportation probability ptp = 1/d2
A is always achiev-

able by the Bell state implementation of definition 5. Indeed, we can put this implementa-
tion in the form of lemma 26: we have φk = 1√

dA
, and the pure state |E⟩BB′C = |Φ+⟩BB′C

defining the POVM element of the implementation can be written as

|E⟩BB′C =
√

1
d2

A

dA∑
k=1

√
dA|k⟩BB′ ⊗ |k⟩C , (113)
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thus showing that for this protocol, ptp = 1/d2
A.

We now wish to show that any teleportation probability is upper-bounded by 1/d2
A. For

a vector φ⃗ = (φk)k, we denote with ∥φ⃗∥2= ∑
k φ

2
k the Euclidean norm squared. First, we

argue that the maximal teleportation probability is given by

max
{
ptp

∣∣∣ ∃φ⃗ ∈ RdA : φk ̸= 0, ∥φ⃗∥2= 1 and ∑dA
k=1

1
φ2

k
≤ 1

ptp

}
(114)

= max
{
ptp

∣∣∣ ∃φ⃗ ∈ RdA : φk ̸= 0, ∥φ⃗∥2= 1 and ∑dA
k=1

1
φ2

k
= 1

ptp

}
(115)

≤max
{
ptp

∣∣∣ ∃φ⃗, ψ⃗ ∈ RdA : ∥φ⃗∥2= 1 and φ⃗ · ψ⃗ = dA and ∥ψ⃗∥2= 1
ptp

}
, (116)

where the last inequality follows from seeing that any ptp achievable for some φ⃗ in equa-
tion (115) can be achieved by using the same φ⃗ in equation (116) together with setting
ψk = 1/φk. To maximize ptp, we need to minimize the norm of ψ⃗. However, subject to
the constraints φ⃗ · ψ⃗ = dA and ∥φ⃗∥= 1, this means that we need to pick ψ⃗ = dAφ⃗, so that
∥ψ⃗∥2= d2

A, and the maximum teleportation probability is indeed 1/d2
A.

We now prove the following lemma, which will allow us to prove that the probabilities
associated to cyclic causal models according to our proposed probability rule do not depend
on the choice of post-selected teleportation implementation.

Lemma 28 (Cyclic composition is independent of post-selected teleportation implemen-
tation). It holds that for all post-selected teleportation implementation (EAB, φBC) with
associated teleportation probability ptp (see definition 4),

TrAB[EABMA|C(φBC)] = ptp cycle(MA|C), (117)

where cycle(MA|C) is defined in definition 13.
Proof. Consider an arbitrary post-selected teleportation implementation (EAB, φBC) with
associated teleportation probability ptp, and letHB′ , {|k⟩A}dk=1, {|k⟩BB′}dk=1, |φ⟩BB′C and
|E⟩ABB′ be as in lemma 26. We then have

TrAB[EABMA|C(φBC)]
= TrABB′ [|E⟩⟨E|ABB′MA|C(|φ⟩⟨φ|BB′C)]

=
d∑

k,l,m,n=1
TrABB′

[
ptp
φmφn

|m⟩⟨n|A ⊗ |m⟩⟨n|BB′φkφl|k⟩⟨l|BB′ ⊗MA|C(|k⟩⟨l|C)
]

= ptp cycle(MA|C).

B Links to other quantum causality frameworks
B.1 Barrett Lorenz Oreshkov cyclic causal models
In this section, we outline relationships and distinctions between our framework and
the cyclic quantum causal modelling formalism of Barrett, Lorenz and Oreshkov (BLO)
[BLO21]. We show that whenever the output space of each party Ai factorises into tensor
factors, one for each child of the vertex Ai, then such causal models in the BLO framework
can be recovered faithfully within our framework. This tensor factor restriction of the BLO
framework can be seen as a natural cyclic generalization of the acyclic causal modelling
framework of Costa and Shrapnel [CS16], thus in particular, the latter is also recovered
in our framework. We then discuss the prospects for faithfully mapping the more general
case (without the tensor factor restriction) into our framework and its links to the causal
decomposition problem.
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B.1.1 Review of the BLO formalism

We begin by outlining how cyclic causal models are defined in the BLO formalism, the
main ingredients are the Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism [Cho75, Jam72] and the concept
of process operators.

Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism. With every linear completely positive (CP) map,
EA 7→B : L(HA) 7→ L(HB), we can associate a corresponding Choi-Jamiolkowski (CJ) oper-
ator,

ρB|A =
∑
i,j

EA 7→B (|i⟩⟨j|A)⊗ |i⟩⟨j|A∗ ∈ L(HB)⊗ L(H∗
A), (118)

where {|i⟩A} is an orthonormal basis of HA and {|i⟩A∗} is the corresponding dual basis
(an orthonormal basis of the dual space H∗

A). When the map is completely positive and
trace preserving (CPTP), we have TrB(ρB|A) = 1A∗ . The inverse isomorphism is given as
follows and allows us to compute the action of the channel EA 7→B on an input state ρA:
EA 7→B(ρA) = Tr[τ id

AA∗ρB|AρA], where τ id
AA∗ = ∑

i,j |i⟩⟨j|A ⊗ |i⟩⟨j|A∗ is known as the link-
ing operator. This equation has a striking similarity to classical conditional probabilities
(which describe the action of classical channels) P(Y ) = ∑

X P(Y |X)P(X) [LS13], where
P denotes an arbitrary probability distribution over two random variables X and Y .

There are multiple versions of the CJ isomorphism (see for instance [FC24]), the above
version is chosen in the BLO formalism as it is basis independent and yields a positive CJ
operator. In particular, the more commonly used version is

ρ
(1)
B|A =

∑
i,j

EA 7→B(|i⟩⟨j|A)⊗ |i⟩⟨j|A ∈ L(HB)⊗ L(HA), (119)

which is positive but basis dependent, and another version is given by

ρ
(2)
B|A :=

∑
i,j

EA 7→B(|i⟩⟨j|A)⊗ |j⟩⟨i|A ∈ L(HB)⊗ L(HA), (120)

which is basis-independent but not necessarily positive. The inverse isomorphisms in these
cases are given as EA 7→B(ρA) = Tr[ρ(1)

B|A(1B ⊗ ρT
A)] = Tr[ρ(2)

B|A(1B ⊗ ρA)].

Process operators and probabilities. The next ingredient is the concept of process
operators, which was previously used in the process matrix [OCB12] and higher-order
quantum process [CDPV13] frameworks. The idea is to consider multiple laboratories
A1, ..., AN , each Ai being associated with a pair of in and output spaces Ain

i := L
(
HAin

i

)
,

Aout
i := L

(
HAout

i

)
. An agent may perform a local quantum operation within each such lab,

which corresponds to a quantum instrument, i.e., a set of CP maps {Mxi : Ain
i 7→ Aout

i }xi

such thatM := ∑
xi
Mxi is CPTP. Generally, the local operations can be parametrised by

a classical setting choice ai and we have a corresponding quantum instrument {Mxi|ai
}xi .

The process operator σA1,...,AN ∈ L
(⊗

iHAin
i

⊗
iH∗

Aout
i

)
describes the environment of these

labs, and encodes information on how they are connected, for instance whether or not there
is a channel connecting the output Aout

1 of lab A1 to the input Ain
2 of the next lab A2. The

outcome probabilities can be computed as follows

PrBLO(x1, ..., xN |a1, ..., aN ) = Tr
[
σA1,...,AN

( n⊗
i=1

ρ
xi|ai

Aout
i |Ain

i

)T
]
, (121)
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where ρxi|ai

Aout
i |Ain

i
denotes the CJ operator of the local operationMxi|ai

.

The conditions for σA1,...,AN being a valid process operator17 ensure that the distri-
bution defined above is a valid, normalised probability distribution. See [ABC+15] and
[OG16] for further details on necessary and sufficient constraints on valid process operators.
In the above, all output spaces appearing in the CJ operators ρAout

i |Ain
i

and the process
operator σA1,...,AN are the dual spaces H∗

Aout
i

.

We could alternatively use the CJ operators according to the variant ρ(1)
Aout

i |Ain
i

of the
CJ isomorphism where the dual spaces do not feature, and define the process operator on
the joint in and output spaces of all parties. One can show that the probability expression
equation (121) will be identical. However, in the latter case, one must be careful to express
all operators and take the transpose in the same basis. We are now ready to review the
definition of causal models in this framework.

Definition 29 (BLO-QCM [BLO21]). A BLO-QCM is given by

1. A causal structure which corresponds to a directed graph G with vertices A1, ..., AN

2. For each Ai, a quantum channel (in CJ representation)

σAi|Pa(Ai) ∈ L

HAin
i
⊗

 ⊗
Ak∈Pa(Ai)

H∗
Aout

k


where Pa(Ai) denotes the set of all parents of Ai in G, such that

[σAi|Pa(Ai), σAj |Pa(Aj)] = 0

for all i, j and σA1,...,AN = ∏N
i=1 σAi|Pa(Ai) is a valid process operator.

Note that the original papers [BLO20, BLO21] use ρAi|Pa(Ai) rather than σAi|Pa(Ai) for
the channels mentioned in the above definition. We employ the latter notation in order
to make it clear that these are internal channels of the process operator as opposed to the
channels ρAout

i |Ain
i

corresponding to the external operations performed by the parties.
The BLO framework focuses process operators σA1,...,AN which correspond to the CJ

operator of a unitary channel from the outputs of all parties to their inputs. Generally,
given a channel E , the dependence of an output O of a channel E on an input I is checked
by whether a choice MI of local operation on I can lead to distinguishable states on O,
i.e., we have signalling from I to O through E when Tr\O ◦ E ◦MI ̸= Tr\O ◦ E , where \O
denotes all outputs of E except O (see [OVB23] for equivalent definitions). If the channel
is unitary, the signalling relations between in and outputs form a directed acyclic graph
where the in and output systems are the vertices [BLO20]. This is not the case for general
CPTP maps, where we can have non-trivial signalling relations between subsets of systems
without signalling between individual systems, e.g., an input I of a (non-unitary) CPTP
map E can signal to outputs O1 and O2 jointly but not individually.

Therefore, for unitary channels one can construct the edges of the graph through sig-
nalling relations, i.e., the parents of every output system S, Pa(S), correspond to inputs

17These include that σA1,...,AN > 0 and Tr
[
σA1,...,AN

(⊗n

i=1 ρAout
i

|Ain
i

)T ]
= 1 when ρAout

i
|Ain

i
are CJ

operators of CPTP maps.
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that signal to S through the unitary channel. If we apply such construction to the unitary
channel of the process operator, the factorisation

σA1,...,AN =
N∏

i=1
σAi|Pa(Ai)

can be derived as a theorem (Theorem 4.3 of [BLO20]). The factors are marginals of the
full channel and commute with each other as required by definition 29. This motivates
using such signalling relations to define causal relations in the case of unitary channels as
processes — which is the case in the BLO framework. For further details on causality in
unitary channels, we refer the reader to [ABH+17, BLO20, BLO21]. For details on the
inequivalence between causation and signalling in non-unitary channels, we refer the reader
to the above and to [VR24a].

B.1.2 Tensor restriction of the BLO formalism and mapping to our framework

At this point, we can observe an important distinction between causal models in ours and
the BLO formalism. Consider a simple common cause graph where we have vertices A, B
and C and directed edges (A,B) and (A,C). In our formalism, any causal model on this
graph will have a channel EA which has two outgoing wires, one for each outgoing edge
and no incoming wires as A is exogenous (i.e., a bipartite state preparation), while B and
C will be associated with channels EB and EC acting on the sub-systems of the bipartite
state sent along the respective edges, i.e.,

A

B C
. (122)

In the BLO formalism, a common cause structure emanating from A does not generally
imply a channel at A with multiple outgoing wires (each associated with a separate system).
More specifically, considering the three vertices as three labs and using trivial in/output
spaces for exogenous or childless vertices, we notice that the BLO framework associates a
single global channel from the output space Aout of A to the inputs Bin and C in whose CJ
operator is σBC|A ∈ L(HBin ⊗HCin ⊗H∗

Aout) (this would in fact be the process operator, if
we ignore the trivial spaces), with commuting marginals [σB|A, σC|A] = 0 (keeping factors
of identity implicit), σB|A = TrC(σBC|A) and σC|A = TrB(σBC|A). Generally, A could be
a qubit and need not factorise into independent tensor factors corresponding to two wires.

In the BLO formalism, a vertex A corresponds to (pairs of) systems, HAin and HAout

and the edge structure specifies the channels σA|Pa(A) that connect the in/output systems
between vertices. By contrast, in our formalism vertices v are associated with channels Ev

while edges e are associated with systems He. How should we compare and map between
the frameworks in a faithful manner that preserves the relevant information?

Faithful mappings and tensor-restriction of BLO models. We now show that if
we require a tensor factorisation of output spaces in the BLO framework in terms of the
structure of outgoing edges, then there is a faithful mapping into out framework for every
choice of local operations. More formally, we first define these concepts, starting with
defining when a mapping between two quantum causality formalisms can be considered
faithful. As different frameworks formalize causal models in distinct ways, we will use a
more general terminology that captures the essential features of such models: a quantum
causal description consists of a directed graph together with an assignment of causal mech-
anisms (quantum channels) to that graph, and a rule for computing observed correlations
arising from those mechanisms.
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Definition 30 (Faithful mapping between quantum causal descriptions). We say that a
mapping from one quantum causal description to another is faithful if

(a) all the vertices and associated causal mechanisms of the former are preserved in the
image of the mapping,

(b) if there is no directed path from Ai to Aj in the former, then there will be no directed
path from Ai to Aj in the latter,

(c) the probability rules associated with both descriptions lead to the same observed cor-
relations.

This usage of the term faithful is also consistent with its formal usage in causal mod-
elling and inference parlance. There, a causal model is said to be faithful if whenever
there is connectivity in the graph, there is a corresponding conditional dependence in the
causal model. If we mapped a BLO-QCM to our framework in a way that reproduces the
operational predictions but there are additional directed paths in the causal graph of the
image than the original model specifies, then the final causal model will generally not be
faithful to the graph as it will contain additional observable independences not reflected in
the connectivity (see appendix B.2 for further details). Note that any reasonable graph-
separation notion would regard Ai and Aj as connected when there is a directed path from
one to the other, i.e., when one is a cause of the other (d, σ and p separation satisfy this).

Next, we define the tensor-restriction of BLO quantum causal models as follows.

Definition 31 (BLO-QCM⊗). We define a tensor product restricted BLO-QCM, denoted
BLO-QCM⊗ as being specified by the following.

1. A causal structure which corresponds to directed graph G with vertices A1, ..., AN .

2. For each Ai, a tensor factorisation of its output space as HAout
i

= ⊗
Ak∈Ch(Ai)HAout

ik

where Ch(Ai) denotes the set of all children of Ai in G and HAout
ik

are arbitrary finite
dimensional Hilbert spaces.

3. For each Ai, a quantum channel

σAi|Pa(Ai) ∈ L

HAin
i
⊗

 ⊗
Ak∈Pa(Ai)

H∗
Aout

ki


such that σA1,...,AN = ∏N

i=1 σAi|Pa(Ai) is a valid process operator.

Since each channel σAi|Pa(Ai) acts on a distinct Hilbert space (distinct tensor factors
of the parental Hilbert space), the commutation condition [σAi|Pa(Ai), σAj |Pa(Aj)] = 0 is
satisfied for all i, j. Hence, every BLO-QCM⊗ is indeed an instance of a general BLO-
QCM.

Faithfully mapping a tensor restricted BLO-QCM to our formalism. We now
show that any BLO-QCM⊗ (definition 31) can be faithfully mapped (definition 30) into our
framework. Given a BLO-QCM⊗ together with a choice of quantum instrument Mai :=
{Mxi|ai

: L(HAin
i

) 7→ L(HAout
i

)}xi , one for each agent Ai, we can obtain a causal model
in our formalism (definition 2) through the mapping we describe below. Therefore, each
BLO-QCM⊗ maps to a family of QCMs in our framework, with each element in the family
corresponding to a fixed choice of instruments for the N parties, labelled by the settings
{ai}i. A previous causal modelling framework by Costa and Shrapnel [CS16] can be seen
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as a further restriction of BLO-QCM⊗ above to the case of directed acyclic graphs G.
Hence, the mapping we give here shows that the Costa and Shrapnel formalism can also
be faithfully recovered within ours.

• Causal graph If G is the graph associated with the given BLO-QCM⊗, by con-
struction it has N vertices {A1, ..., AN}. Without loss of generality, let {A1, ..., Ak}
denote the vertices associated with a trivial (1-dimensional) input Hilbert space.

Define a new causal graph G′ constructed from G as follows with 2N + k vertices:
{A1, ..., AN}∪{σ1, ..., σk}∪{X1, ..., XN}, where {X1, ..., XN} are observed while the
rest are unobserved vertices. Whenever (Ai, Aj) is a directed edge in G, Aj cannot
have a trivial input space, and we include a corresponding directed edge (Ai, σj) in
G′. Further, include directed edges (σj , Aj) for every j ̸∈ {1, ..., k} and (Aj , Xj) for
all j ∈ {1, ..., N} in G′. This construction ensures that absence of directed paths in
G implies the same in G′ as required by definition 30.

• State spaces We now associate a state space to each edge on the causal graph G′ as
required by definition 2. Consider the edges (Ai, σj) of G′, which correspond to edges
(Ai, Aj) of G. Since each BLO-QCM⊗ assigns a tensor factor HAout

ij
of Ai’s output

space HAout
i

to every child Aj of Ai, we can assign this space to the edge (Ai, σj) of
G′. The edges (σj , Aj) are incoming to the lab Aj and will be associated with the
input space HAin

j
. The edges (Aj , Xj) model the influence of each party’s action on

their classical outcome, and will be associated a Hilbert space H(Xj) which encodes
the outcome set of the j-th party Xj := {xj}xj in a preferred basis.

• Quantum channels In this mapping, we will ignore the dual spaces of the BLO
framework. This is not an issue, as discussed earlier, as long as we are consis-
tent about taking transposes in the same basis in which the CJ operators are ex-
pressed. Each of the σi vertices is assigned the quantum channel σ̂i : L(HAin

i
) 7→

L(⊗Ak∈Pa(Ai)HAout
ki

) whose CJ operator is the operator σAi|Pa(Ai) of the BLO frame-
work18. Each of the Ai vertices is assigned the corresponding local quantum instru-
ment, Mai with a slight modification to make explicit the outcome as a separate
system. The modified instrument is associated with a CPTP map M̃ai : L(HAin

i
) 7→

L(HAout
i
⊗H(Xi)) defined as follows (where each term in the sum below is a CP map

M̃xi|ai
, the set of which defines the instrument)

M̃ai(ρAin
i

) :=
∑
xi

Mxi|ai
(ρAin

i
)⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi|. (123)

Finally, theXi vertices are associated with a set of maps {Exi}xi specified by a POVM
which has elements Exi := |xi⟩⟨xi|, according to equation (19) (we have used E for
this map as opposed toM of the defining equation, in order to distinguish this from
the maps assigned to the labs). Note that the in and output spaces of all channels
in this step match with the state spaces assigned to the in/outgoing edges in the
previous step.

• Probabilities The above fully specifies a causal model according to definition 2,
for every BLO-QCM⊗ and choice {ai}Ni=1 of local instruments. We can now show

18According to the basis-dependent CJ representation without the dual spaces (equation (119)). We
referred to this with a superscript 1 before but drop this to avoid clutter, since the meaning is clear from
context.
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that the probabilities PrBLO(x1, ..., xN |a1, ..., aN ) as computed in the BLO formalism
(equation (121)) and using the probability rule of our formalism (section 4.3) would
be the same.

For simplicity and for sake of illustration, we make the argument for a particular
example. However, the argument readily generalises to all graphs that support BLO-
QCM⊗. Consider the graph G in the BLO framework with 4 vertices A, B, C and D and
edges (D,B), (A,B) and (A,C) i.e.,

G =
D A

B C
. (124)

Let D and A have trivial input spaces. Then the corresponding causal graph G′ in our
formalism would be as follows (it has 10 vertices as N = 4, k = 2):

G′ =

D A

σB σC

B C

XD XA

XB XC

. (125)

Notice that the absence of directed paths from D to C in G is also reflected in G′, in
accordance with definition 30. We now explain why the observed probabilities are the
same under this mapping.

Consider a causal model on the causal graph G′ obtained from a BLO-QCM⊗ through
the mapping that we have described above. We can construct an acyclic causal graph
G′ ∈ Gtp(G′) by replacing each of the edges (Ai, σj) of G′ (which arise from the edges
(Ai, Aj) of the BLO-QCM⊗) with a post-selected teleportation protocol. Suppose there

are k edges of the type Ai σj . We then have the pre and post-selection
vertices {R1, . . . , Rk} = Vpre and {T1, . . . , Tk} = Vpost, and each such edge is replaced with
the following protocol for a pair (Rl, Tl):

Ai

σj

Rl

Tl

(Rl, Tl)el e′
l

Then we can define a family of causal models on the acyclic causal graph G′ based
on any given causal model on the original graph G′: for all the original edges and ver-
tices, all the causal mechanisms are the same and we assign a post-selection teleportation
protocol specified by pre and post-selection mechanisms (El, φl) to each pair of pre and
post-selection vertices (Rl, Tl) and associated edges. This is a family since we have a choice
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over the pre and post-selection mechanisms (El, φl) that result in a post-selected telepor-
tation protocol (definition 4). Using the acyclic probability rule, the required probability
Pr(x1, ..., xN |a1, .., aN )G′ of the original causal model on G′ is then given as follows.

Pr(x1, ..., xN |a1, .., aN )G′ =⊗k
l=1E

l⃝N

i=1 Exi⃝N

i=1 M̃xi|ai⃝N

i=1 σ̂i(
⊗k

l=1 φ
l)∑

y1,...,yN

⊗k
l=1E

l⃝N

i=1 Eyi⃝N

i=1 M̃yi|ai⃝N

i=1 σ̂i(
⊗k

l=1 φ
l)
.

(126)

In the above, the composition rule is dictated by the acyclic graph G′ (definition 3) and
some factors of identity have been suppressed for brevity. The fraction form of the above
expression is due to the usual conditional probability rule (Bayes rule). The numerator
is the joint probability of obtaining the outcomes xi and the post-selections given by El

succeeding, while the denominator is just the probability of the latter. The fraction thus
gives us the probability of the outcomes conditioned on post-selection success, which is
what yields the required probabilities of the cyclic model (definition 12).

In proposition 14, it is shown that this expression can be equivalently written in
terms of self-cycle composition, which is independent of the choice of El and φl. For
this, define Cx1,...,xN |a1,...,aN

:=⃝N

i=1 Exi⃝N

i=1 M̃xi|ai⃝N

i=1 σ̂i and notice that Cx1,..,xN :
L(⊗k

l=1He′
l
) 7→ L(⊗k

l=1Hel
). Then it follows that the probabilities can be written as fol-

lows where cycle links the space of each edge el to that of e′
l through a self-cycle composition

(definition 13),

Pr(x1, ..., xN |a1, .., aN )G′ =
cycle(Cx1,...,xN |a1,...,aN

)∑
x1,...,xN

cycle(Cx1,...,xN |a1,...,aN
) . (127)

The composition operation cycle here is identical to loop composition as defined in
[PMM+17], which takes on the form given in [VR24a] for finite dimensional Hilbert spaces.19

It follows from the results of [VR24a] (Lemma 2 of arXiv v4) that cycle(Cx1,...,xN |a1,...,aN
)

equals the right hand side of equation (121), and it follows that the denominator above
equals 1, by the normalisation condition for BLO probabilities. Although the particular
example graph G considered here is acyclic, that the denominator equals 1 holds for BLO
models on any (possibly cyclic) graph, as these models are associated with valid process
operators or process matrices. The above-mentioned results of [VR24a] apply generically
to cyclic graphs as well, and one can similarly establish the equivalence of the probabili-
ties computed in the BLO framework and ours, in any BLO-QCM⊗. Finally, notice that
all probability computations in our framework directly use the quantum channels and do
not refer to the CJ operator, in contrast to the probability rule of the BLO formalism,
equation (121).

B.2 General BLO causal models and indefinite causal order processes
General BLO-QCMs and the causal decomposition problem. Having discussed
the mapping to our formalism for tensor restricted BLO causal models, let us consider the
more general case. Consider the motivating example from the beginning of the section,
where A is a common cause of B and C, i.e.,

A

B C
. (128)

19Here, we use cycle only for compositions relevant for probability computations where the result of the
composition is a number (a map with no in or outputs).
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The process operator corresponds to the CJ operator σBC|A of a channel EA 7→BC from Aout

to Bin and C in. The model specifies the commuting marginals σB|A and σC|A, which are
CJ operators of channels EA 7→B and EA 7→C , which non-trivially overlap on A. Generally,
Aout is not a classical system (i.e., states on A can not be perfectly copied) and need not
factorise into two factors, one for each of the marginal channels σB|A and σC|A. It is also
not immediate how the overall channel EA 7→BC can be written as a composition of the
marginal channels EA 7→B and EA 7→C .

In an earlier paper [ABH+17], it is shown that whenever the overall channel factorises
into a product of its (commuting) marginals σBC|A = σB|AσC|A, then HAout = ⊕

iHAout,i
L
⊗

H
Aout,i

R
and ρBC|A = ∑

i σB|Ai
L
⊗ σC|Ai

R
where the marginals σB|Ai

L
and σC|Ai

R
are CJ

operators of channels EAi
L 7→B : L(H

Aout,i
L

) 7→ L(HBin) and EAi
R 7→C : L(H

Aout,i
R

) 7→ L(HCin).
This gives EA 7→BC a circuit decomposition in terms of physical operations: measure Aout

through a von Neumann measurementM and depending on the outcome i, split Aout into
two subspaces Aout,i

L and Aout,i
R sending one to EAi

L 7→B and the other to EAi
R 7→C . This can

be mapped to our framework using three vertices A, B and C for the local operations of
the three parties and 3 more vertices M , σA and σC for the internal decomposition of the
process channel into the measurementM (that can possibly involve an additional ancilla)
and the two marginal channels EAi

L 7→B and EAi
R 7→C . Further, if we add a fourth vertex D

with directed edge (D,B) to the common cause graph above i.e.,

A

B C

D
, (129)

and apply a similar channel decomposition for the common cause edges from A to B
and C, the total unitary channel from AD to BC given by the BLO formalism, would
decompose into sub-channels such that the absence of a directed edge/path from D to C
in the graph is reflected in the absence of a directed path of wires in the decomposition.
This would allow a faithful mapping into our framework. It is shown in [ABH+17] that
such direct-sum decompositions of the Choi states exist also when A is a common cause of
any number n of vertices, allowing this case also to be mapped faithfully to our framework
by considering the corresponding decomposition at the level of the channels. Thus, it is in
principle possible to construct faithful mappings to our framework for BLO causal models
that do not belong to BLO-QCM⊗.

An interesting open question is whether such faithful decompositions (where the con-
nectivity of the wires in the circuit decomposition matches the connectivity of the causal
graph) exist for all valid causal models in the BLO formalism. This question of causal
decomposition is an important one in the quantum causal modelling literature, and the
question can be refined by specifying the subset of channels with respect to which one seeks
a decomposition of the original channel. In particular, causal decompositions of unitary
channels in terms of smaller unitary channels has been studied and has led to interesting
possibility and potential impossibility results in a range of directed acyclic graphs (de-
fined relative to the signalling structure of the original unitary, as in the BLO framework)
[LB21]. For there to exist a faithful mapping of every BLO causal model to our formalism,
it is sufficient if the overall unitary channel defined in the BLO formalism admits a faithful
causal decomposition in terms of general (not necessarily restricted to unitary) quantum
channels. This remains an open problem even in acyclic causal models, and we are not
aware of any counter-examples to show that this is not possible.

We leave a further investigation of this for future work. We note that unfaithful map-
pings into our formalism still exist for all process matrices and therefore for BLO-QCMs
(based on unitary process matrices), and discuss this in the next subsection.
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Process matrix protocols within our framework. In usual quantum protocols, op-
erations occur in a well-defined and acyclic order. Frameworks for modelling so-called indef-
inite causal order processes have been proposed (e.g., [Har05, Har09, OCB12, CDPV13]),
where the order in which quantum operations are applied can be subject to quantum
uncertainty or may not be acyclic. This includes scenarios such as the quantum switch
[CDPV13], which involves a quantum superposition of Alice acting before Bob and Bob
acting before Alice on a target quantum system (possibly depending on the state of a
control system), as well as purely classical scenarios where there is a cyclic dependence
between the operations of the parties (such as the Baumeler-Wolf process [BW16b]). One
such prominent framework is that of process matrices [OCB12]. Here one considers N
parties associated with labs A1, ..., AN where just as in the BLO framework each lab is
associated with a pair of in and output spaces HAin

i
and HAout

i
. The process matrix

σ ∈ L(⊗iHAin
i

)⊗L(⊗iHAout
i

) models the environment of these labs and tells us how they
can be connected. The process operator σA1,...,AN of the BLO formalism, when expressed
in the basis-dependent convention for CJ operators (without the duals) is precisely the
process matrix σ. Given such a process operator or process matrix together with a set of
local quantum channelsMxi|ai

, and the same probability rule equation (121) can be used
to compute the joint probability PrBLO(x1, ..., xN |a1, ..., aN ). Recall that the form of this
rule is independent of whether we use the basis-independent version of the BLO framework
(with the dual spaces) or the standard basis-dependent version of the CJ isomorphism.

In the BLO formalism, the process operator σA1,...,AN is associated with a unitary
channel on the parties outputs to their inputs, and this is linked to the process operator
having further internal structure as a factorisation in terms of the channels σAi|Pa(Ai).
While the BLO formalism includes certain classes of indefinite causal order process such as
the quantum switch, it cannot model more general non-unitary processes (for instance the
causal inequality violating process proposed by Oreshkov, Costa and Brukner [OCB12]).

In the earlier section, we discussed how to faithfully map tensor restricted BLO causal
models to our framework. More generally, one can also formulate all process matrices within
our formalism through a generic mapping, which is similar to mappings proposed from pro-
cess matrices to other cyclic quantum causality frameworks [LMGP+11a, LMGP+11b] and
[VR24a, VR24b] (we will discuss such frameworks shortly). While this gives alternative
and equivalent ways to study processes matrices (and in particular the resulting probabili-
ties), it will generally not be a faithful mapping. The mapping is rather simple, it involves
including 2N+1 vertices {A1,...,AN}∪{X1,...,XN}∪{σ} in the causal graph where all the
Ai vertices and σ are unobserved and all Xi vertices are observed. The vertex σ associ-
ated with the channel whose CJ operator is the process matrix σ, while for the remaining
vertices the channels associated with them are given by the chosen local operations in the
lab through the same procedure as we used the previous section for BLO-QCM⊗s. The
generic graph for all processes would be the one where we have a directed cycle (σ,Ai)
and (Ai, σ) for each Ai, along with an edge (Ai, Xi) for every agent (see figure 2 for an
example).

The generic graph constructed above has a high connectivity, a process where neither A
norB causally influence the other would also be mapped to the same graph where the lack of
causal influence between the parties cannot be discerned from the graphical representation
alone. This implies that the model is unfaithful: the graph shows connectivity although we
will observe independences in the joint probability distribution. There is scope to employ
additional procedures to fine-grain the σ vertex of this graph into multiple vertices and
thereby fine-grain the causal model (while preserving the overall behaviour of the channel
σ) to discern more information on the causal structure. For instance such a notion of
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Figure 2: On the top left is an example of bipartite process matrix [OCB12, CDPV13]. Here, the joint
probabilities of two agents obtaining outcomes x and y conditioned on inputs a and b is associated with
the local operations MA

x|a and MB
y|b of the two agents. The process σ̂ describes the global behaviour

of the protocol and defines the information-flow between the local operations. On the top right, the
process is equivalently viewed in terms of a network formed by the loop composition of the process
map σ̂ with the local operations of the agents as shown on the top right, where we have modelled the
classical outcomes explicitly in terms of an additional system on which the corresponding POVM acts.
The top two figures are adapted from Figure 9 of [VR24a]. The bottom figure shows the causal graph
corresponding to the cyclic causal model (definition 2) specified by the top right cyclic network). Here,
the process and each local operation correspond to unobserved nodes with quantum in and output
edges while the outcomes correspond to observed classical nodes.
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fine-graining for causal networks has been formally developed in [VR24a, VR24b]. Fine-
graining has the potential to transform cyclic into acyclic causal models [VR24a, VR24b]
as well as unfaithful into faithful causal models [GV24] while preserving the overall action
of the channels involved. We leave an exploration of fine-graining in the context of causal
inference in cyclic quantum causal models for future work.

C Functional causal models and connection with [FGV25]
In a related work [FGV25], we define the probability rule for arbitrary cyclic functional
causal models. There, we use the same ideas of mapping a functional models on a cyclic
graph to a functional causal model on an acyclic graph with post-selection, making use
of a classical analogue of post-selected teleportation. For further details on the classical
framework see [FGV25]. In this section, we show that classical functional models can be
embedded in our quantum causal modelling framework and prove that the probability rule
given in definition 12 of [FGV25] is equivalent to definition 12 applied to the embedded
casual model. First, we briefly review functional causal models. Then, we define a mapping
from functional causal models to causal models (definition 2). Finally, we prove consistency
between the results of [FGV25] and the quantum formalism presented here.

C.1 Review of functional models
Classical causal models [Pea09], also known as functional or structural causal models, de-
scribe how variables are related to each other through deterministic functions and are used
for classical causal inference between classical random variables. The general definition
of functional causal models allows for continuous variables. However, in what follows we
restrict the discussion to finite random variables. Therefore, all functional causal models
considered in this section belong to the subset fCMfinite (see figure 1). For brevity, we
denote a finite functional causal model on a graph G as fCmG.

Definition 32 (Finite functional causal model). Given a directed graph G = (V,E), a
finite functional model (fCmG) is given by associating the following specifications to each
vertex v ∈ V :

1. A random variable Xv taking values xv from a non-empty finite set Xv. We will use
a notation where if V ′ ⊆ V is a non-empty subset of vertices,

XV ′ =
∏

v∈V ′

Xv (130)

where
∏

here denotes the Cartesian product.

2. An error random variable Uv taking values uv from a finite set Uv, distributed as
pv : Uv 7→ [0, 1].

3. A function fv : XPa(v) × Uv 7→ Xv.

In literature, the probability is considered to be well-defined for all functional models on
acyclic graphs [Pea09] and for a restricted set of cyclic functional models [FM17, BFPM21].
In definition 12 of [FGV25], we provided a probability rule over the vertices of any — except
for a handful of pathological cases — cyclic functional models. In the special case of acyclic
models, the probability is defined as follows in the literature (and recovered by the general
rule of [FGV25]).
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Definition 33 (Probability distribution of an acyclic functional model). Consider a
functional model fCmG on an acyclic graph G = (V,E) and a global observed event
x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V . The probability Prf,acyc (x)G ∈ [0, 1] is defined as

Prf,acyc (x)G =
∑

u

∏
v∈V

pv(uv)δxv ,fv(xPa(v),uv), (131)

where the sum
∑

u runs over u = {uv ∈ Uv}v∈V .

If a subset of vertices is unobserved, the distribution over the remaining observed
vertices is obtained through marginalising definition 33 over the unobserved variables.

C.2 Mapping a functional model to a causal model
Classical systems are naturally embedded into quantum mechanical systems. Indeed, they
correspond to systems whose state belongs to a subset of density operators, namely states
which are diagonal in a given fixed basis, the so-called computational basis. Classical
causal modelling, involving classical states and functional causal mechanisms is also nat-
urally embedded into quantum causal modelling. In this section, we define a map from
functional causal models to causal models which preserves the acyclic probability defini-
tion 33 through definition 3.

Causal graph. Functional models are defined over graphs, not causal graphs. Hence,
we first need to define causal graphs associated to functional models. Since these involve
classical random variables, all edges of the causal graph are classical. Without loss of
generality, we consider all vertices to be observed. If some vertices are unobserved, the
probability distribution over the remaining ones is obtained though marginalising the joint
distribution over the unobserved variables. Hence, it is not restrictive to consider all
vertices as observed and eventually marginalise over unobserved ones.

Definition 34 (Causal graph of a functional model). Given a functional model on a
directed graph G = (V,E), we define a causal graph by decorating G such that all vertices
are observed, V = Vo, and all edges are classical, E = Ecl. Hence, all edges of the graph
are represented as , and all vertices are represented as v .

Notice that the outgoing edges of an observed vertex are necessarily classical, since all
edges are classical, which proves that definition 34 gives a well-defined causal graph.

Causal model. Mapping a functional causal model to a causal model as in definition 2,
involves describing classical objects, such as random variables and functional dependencies,
as quantum ones. Recall that, given a finite set X , we associate to it a finite dimensional
Hilbert space, such that dim(H(X )) = |X | and label the elements of an orthonormal basis
of H(X ) as |x⟩ for x ∈ X , i.e.,

H(X ) = span { |x⟩ | x ∈ X} .

This allows us to describe classical random variables. In addition, functional dependencies
can be described using quantum channels as follows.

Definition 35. Let us consider a function f : Y 7→ X , where X and Y are finite sets. We
define a POVM Ef = {Ef

x}x∈X ⊆ L (H(Y)) , as

Ef
x =

∑
y∈Y

δx,f(y)|y⟩⟨y|. (132)
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For all functions f : Y 7→ X , we have

Tr
[
Ef

x |y⟩⟨y|
]

= δx,f(y). (133)

In addition, {Ef
x}x∈X is a POVM, since Ef

x are positive and it holds∑
x∈X

Ex
f =

∑
x∈X
y∈Y

δx,f(y)|y⟩⟨y| =
∑
y∈Y

∃x∈X :f(y)=x

|y⟩⟨y| =
∑
y∈Y
|y⟩⟨y| = 1. (134)

With these results in mind, we proceed to describe functional models within our causal
modelling framework.

Definition 36 (Causal model associated to a functional model). Consider a functional
model fCmG (definition 32) on a directed graph G = (V,E). Using the same notation
of definition 32, we define a causal model Cm(fCm)G on the causal graph given by defini-
tion 34, through:

1. To each edge e ∈ E = (v, v′) associate the finite dimensional Hilbert space He =
H(Xv), where H(Xv) is defined as in equation (1);

2. To each error variable Uv of v ∈ V associate the finite dimensional Hilbert space
H(Uv), where H(Uv) is defined as in equation (1), and the state

σv =
∑

uv∈Uv

pv(uv)|uv⟩⟨uv|H(Uv); (135)

3. To each vertex v ∈ V associate the finite set Xv as outcome set;

4. To each vertex v ∈ V associate the set of CP maps{
Mv

x : L
(
HIn(v)

)
7→ L

(
HOut(v)

)}
x∈Xv

(136)

defined as follows: for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(v)),

Mv
x(ρ) = Tr

[
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
] ⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He , (137)

where {Efv

x }x∈Xv is the POVM obtained through applying definition 35 to the func-
tion fv : XPa(v) × Uv 7→ Xv and σv is defined in equation (135).

The following lemma proves that given an acyclic functional causal model fCmG, the
probability distribution evaluated using definition 33 equals the probability distribution of
the image causal model (definition 36), Cm(fCm)G evaluated using definition 3.

Lemma 37 (Equivalence of ayclic probabilities under definition 36). Consider a functional
model on a directed and acyclic graph G = (V,E), fCmG, and its image under the mapping
of definition 36, Cm(fCm)G. Let x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V be a joint observed event, then we
have:

Prf,acyc(x)G = Pracyc(x)G, (138)

where Prf,acycG is the acyclic probability distribution of fCmG, evaluated with definition 33,
and PracycG the acyclic probability distribution of Cm(fCm)G, evaluated using definition 3.
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Proof. For all v ∈ V , let us consider the action of Mv
xv

on states of the form

|xPa(v)⟩⟨xPa(v)| :=
⊗

v′∈Pa(v)
|xv′⟩⟨xv′ |, (139)

where xv′ ∈ Xv′ for all v′ ∈ Pa(v). Using equation (133) and linearity of the trace, we
have

Mv
xv

(
|xPa(v)⟩⟨xPa(v)|

)
=

∑
uv∈Uv

pv(uv)δxv ,fv(xPa(v),uv)
⊗

e∈Out(v)
|xv⟩⟨xv|He . (140)

The maps associated to vertices are composed according to the graph connectivity (see def-
inition 3 for more details) taking as input 1 ∈ C. In addition, the output of any CP map
Mv

x is always decohered in the basis specified by the values of xv (this is always the case
for maps associated to observed vertices). Thus, the input of all maps is always of the form
considered in equation (140), up to a constant factor. Since the graph is finite and acyclic,
the output of the maps composition will eventually be in C. By linearity and because of
trace-preservation, such composition will equal the product of the proportionality factors
mentioned above, i.e., ∑uv

pv(uv)δxv ,fv(xPa(v),uv) for each v ∈ V .
Thus, applying definition 3 gives

Pr(x)G =⃝
v∈V

Mv
xv

=
∏
v∈V

∑
uv∈Uv

pv(uv)δxv ,fv(xPa(v),uv)

=
∑
uV

∏
v∈V

pv(uv)δxv ,fv(xPa(v),uv) = Prf,acyc (x)G ,
(141)

where the sum ∑
uV

runs over uV = {uv ∈ Uv}v∈V and x = {xv}v∈V . Thus proving the
equivalence of this definition and definition 33.

Remark. We described functional models within our framework as causal models on a
causal graph having only observed vertices. In the functional modelling literature, if a ver-
tex is unobserved the probability distribution over the remaining ones is obtained through
marginalising the joint distribution. Within our framework, unobserved variables can be
naturally represented as unobserved vertices of the causal graph. Consider a functional
model as in definition 32, and assume that a subset of vertices are unobserved, Vu ⊆ V .
Then, we associate to this graph a causal graph where all edges are classical, E = Ecl, the
unobserved vertices are Vu and the observed are Vo = V \Vu. We define a causal model on
this causal graph by preserving the same associations of definition 36 to edges, observed
vertices v ∈ Vo and all error variables. However, to each unobserved vertex v ∈ Vu, we
associate the CPTP map such that, for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(v)),

Ev(ρ) =
∑

x∈Xv

Mv
x(ρ) =

∑
x∈Xv

Tr
[
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
] ⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He , (142)

where ρv
x andMv

x are as in definition 36.
The probability distribution of this causal model, evaluated through definition 3, gives

for all x = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V

Pracyc ({xv}v∈Vo)G =⃝
v∈Vo

Mv
xv ⃝

v′∈Vu

Ev′ =
∑

{xv}v∈Vu

⃝
v∈V

Mv
xv

=
∑

{xv}v∈Vu

Prf,acyc (x)G = Prf,acyc ({xv}v∈Vo)G .
(143)

where the sum runs over {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vu . Therefore, the distribution of the causal model
which accounts for unobserved vertices in the causal graph is equal to the distribution ob-
tained through marginalising definition 33 over variables associated to unobserved vertices.
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C.3 Equivalence of p-separation definitions
In a companion paper [FGV25], we provide a causal modelling framework for cyclic classical
causal models. This follows the same ideas of this work in mapping a given cyclic functional
model to a family of acyclic models with post-selections. However, the mapping in section
3 of [FGV25] is constructed on a slightly different family of acyclic graphs which simplifies
the mapping in the classical case without relying on the quantum notation and formalism
used in this paper20. The graph family of definition 6 plays a crucial role in defining
p-separation (definition 21), while in [FGV25], p-separation defined with respect to this
slightly modified family. Here, we show that the two definitions of p-separation, which
only depend on the graph, are equivalent. Let us first comment on the two different graph
families.

One graph, two acyclic families. Given a (causal) graph G, we constructed a family
of acyclic causal graph as in definition 6. This is denoted as Gtp(G), and defined above.
For completeness, let us repeat the definition of Gtp(G).

Definition 6 (Family of acyclic causal graphs Gtp(G)). Given a causal graph G = (V,E),
we define an associated family Gtp(G) of directed acyclic causal graphs, where each element
Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) is obtained from the causal graph G as follows.

1. Choose any subgraph G′ := (V ′, E′) of G = (V,E) with V ′ = V and E′ ⊆ E, such
that G′ is acyclic.

2. Include in Gtp all the vertices and edges of the subgraph G′ associated with the same
vertex types (observed or unobserved) and edge types (classical or quantum) as the
original causal graph G.

3. Denoting the set of so-called split edges Es(Gtp) := E\E′, for each edge (vi, v
′
i) ∈

Es(Gtp), include in Gtp, two vertices Ti and Ri and three edges (vi, Ti), (Ri, Ti) and
(Ri, v

′
i).

4. The vertex Ti is observed and Ri unobserved. Outgoing edges from Ri, (Ri, Ti) and
(Ri, v

′
i), are quantum edges. The edge (vi, Ti) is of the same type of the edge (vi, v

′
i)

in the original causal graph G.

Gtp constructed in this manner is thus a causal graph. It will be useful to refer to Ti and
Ri as pre and post-selection vertices respectively and depict them with distinct vertex styles
Ti and Ri , as these will play a special role in our framework. This makes Gtp

identical to G up to replacing each split edge (vi, v
′
i) ∈ Es(Gtp) ⊆ E with the following

structure:

vi

v′
i

Ri

Ti

(Ri, Ti)(vi, Ti) (Ri, v
′
i) (47)

We will refer to every Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) as a teleportation graph, as we will later associate
teleportation protocols to such graphs. It will be useful to denote the set of all post-selection
vertices and the set of all pre-selection vertices in Gtp as Vpost := {Ti}(vi,v′

i)∈Es(Gtp) and
Vpre := {Ri}(vi,v′

i)∈Es(Gtp).

20The simplification is possible as classical variables can be copied and broadcast to multiple parties,
i.e., the children vertices of the variable.
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From the same underlying graph G, in definition 7 of [FGV25] we introduce a different
family of acyclic graphs. We provide the definition of this family, which is denoted as
Gc,tp(G), here.

Definition 38 (Family of acyclic classical teleportation graphs Gc,tp(G)). Given a directed
graph G = (V,E), we define an associated family Gc,tp(G) of acyclic graphs, where each
element Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G) is obtained from the graph G as follows.

1. Choose any subset of vertices Vs(Gc,tp) ⊆ V , such that the subgraph G′ = (V ′, E′) of
G with V ′ = V and E′ = E \

(⋃
v∈Vs(Gc,tp) Out(v)

)
is acyclic. We refer to Vs(Gc,tp)

as the split vertices of Gc,tp.

2. The vertices Vc,tp of Gc,tp consist of the vertices V of the original graph G together
with new vertices Rv, Tv for each split vertex v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp), i.e.,

Vc,tp = V ∪ {Rv}v∈Vs(Gc,tp) ∪ {Tv}v∈Vs(Gc,tp). (144)

3. The edges Ec,tp of Gc,tp consist of the edges E′ of the subgraph G′ together with the
following new edges:

Ec,tp = E′ ∪ {(v, Tv)}v∈Vs(Gc,tp) ∪ {(Rv, Tv)}v∈Vs(Gc,tp)

∪ {(Rv, v
′)}v∈Vs(Gc,tp),v′∈Ch(v)G

, (145)

where Ch(v)G refers to the children vertices of v in the graph G.

For each v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp), we refer to the vertices Rv and Tv as pre- and post-selection
vertices respectively and depict them with distinct vertex styles Tv and Rv , as
these will play a special role in our framework. This construction makes Gc,tp identical to
G up to replacing all vertices v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) with the following structure

v

...

...

Pa(v)

Ch(v)

7→
v Rv

...

...

Pa(v)G

Ch(v)G

Tv

. (146)

Each element of the family Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G) is called a classical teleportation graph. The
set of all pre- and post-selection vertices in Gc,tp are denoted as Vpre = {Rv}v∈Vs(Gc,tp)
and Vpost = {Tv}v∈Vs(Gc,tp).

Definition 6 is formulated in terms of causal graphs while definition 38 is not. However,
we can equivalently consider a causal graph where all vertices are observed in definition 38
(consistently with the notation used in equation (146))and compare the two definitions.

With this in mind, the family of acyclic graphs of definition 38 is constructed in a
similar way to the family of acyclic teleportation graphs in definition 6. Specifically, both
definitions involve considering an acyclic subgraph of G. The subgraphs that are used to
construct definition 38 are a subset of those considered for definition 6. Indeed, in the latter,
one can remove any subset of edges from G to make graph acyclic, while in definition 38
one removes all outgoing edges from a subset of vertices Vs(Gc,tp). In addition, in the
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classical case all outgoing edges are jointly substituted with one pair of pre- and post-
selection vertices, while, in the teleportation graph family of definition 6, each split edge
is associated to a pair of pre- and post-selection vertices.

To understand the difference between these two families, consider the cyclic graph, Geg,
and its subgraphs, G′

eg and G′′
eg.

Geg = A

B

C

, G′
eg = A

B

C

, G′′
eg = A

B

C

(147)

The acyclic sugraph G′
eg is a valid acyclic subraph for both definitions 6 and 38, respectively

with set of split edges Es(G′
eg) = {(A,B), (A,C)} and split vertices Vs(Geg) = {A}. While,

the acyclic subgraph G′′
eg, which has set of split edges Es(G′′

eg) = {(A,B), (C,A)}, is not
valid for definition 38.

The member of the families in definitions 6 and 38 constructed from G′
eg, are, respec-

tively,

Gtp = A

B

C

R1

R2

T1

T2

and Gc,tp = A

B

C

RT (148)

which differ in the amount of pre- and post-selection vertices. Such difference reflects the
fact that each vertex of a functional model broadcasts its value to all its children, thus
allowing for simplification compared to the quantum definition.

Equivalence of p-separation definitions. Let us now show that p-separation can
be equivalently defined using either of these graph families. This result is necessary to
establish consistency of the present work with the results of [FGV25]. First we recall the
two definitions of p-separation by repeating the definition given in section 5 and in [FGV25].

Definition 21 (p-separation). Let G be a directed graph and V1, V2 and V3 denote any
three disjoint subsets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being non-empty. Then, we say
that V1 is p-separated from V2 given V3 in G, denoted (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G, if and only if there
exists Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) (definition 6) such that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp, where ⊥d denotes
d-separation and Vpost denotes the set of all post-selection vertices in the teleportation
graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G). Otherwise, we say that V1 is p-connected to V2 given V3 in G, and
we denote it (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G. To summarize,

p-separation: (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∃Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) : (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp ,

p-connection: (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∀Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) : (V1 ̸⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp .
(75)
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In section 4 of [FGV25], p-separation was defined with respect to the graph family def-
inition 38.21

Definition 39 (p-separation in [FGV25]). Let G be a directed graph and V1, V2 and V3
denote any three disjoint subsets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being non-empty.
Then, we say that V1 is p-separated from V2 given V3 in G, denoted (V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G, if
and only if there exists Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G) (definition 38) such that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪Vpost)Gc,tp,
where ⊥d denotes d-separation and Vpost denotes the set of all post-selection vertices in
the teleportation graph Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G). Otherwise, we say that V1 is p-connected to V2
given V3 in G, and we denote it (V1 ̸⊥p,c V2|V3)G. To summarize,

p-separation: (V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∃Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G) : (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gc,tp ,

p-connection: (V1 ̸⊥p,c V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ ∀Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G) : (V1 ̸⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gc,tp .
(149)

The following lemma shows equivalence of the two definitions of p-separation.

Lemma 40 (Equivalence of p-separation in the two graph families). Let us consider a
directed graph G and three disjoint subsets of vertices V1, V2, V3 ⊆ V with V1, V2 being not
empty. Then, it holds

(V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G ⇐⇒ (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G, (150)

where (V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G denotes p-separation with respect to the graph family Gc,tp(G)
(definition 39) and (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G denotes p-separation with respect to the graph family
Gtp(G) (definition 21).

Proof. (⊥p,c =⇒ ⊥p): By definition 39, (V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G implies that ∃ Gc,tp ∈ Gc,tp(G)
(definition 38) such that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪Vpost)Gc,tp , where Vpost is the set of all post-selection
vertices in Gc,tp. We now define a teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) (definition 6) by
choosing Es(Gtp) := Out(Vs(Gc,tp)). Then the graphs Gtp and Gc,tp are equivalent up to
the following replacement (see equation 20 in [FGV25])

. . .

v

=

v

. . .

. (151)

The left hand side represents the structure of Gtp and the right hand side, Gc,tp, and where
the red vertices correspond to the post-selection vertices in both cases. Then it is easy to
see that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪Vpost)Gc,tp implies (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪V ′

post)Gtp , where V ′
post is the set of

all post-selection vertices in Gtp. By definition 21 of p-separation, (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪V ′
post)Gtp

implies (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G as required.

21In what follows we modify the notation of p-separation with respect to Gc,tp(G) compared to [FGV25],
which is denoted there as (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G. Here, (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G denotes p-separation with respect
to Gtp(G), while (V1 ⊥p,c V2|V3)G is with respect to Gc,tp(G). This distinction is necessary to show
equivalence of the two definitions. Once this is established the notation (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G will denote either
definition.
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(⊥p =⇒ ⊥p,c): If (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G, then there exists Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) such that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3∪
Vpost)Gtp where Vpost denotes the set of all post-selection vertices in Gtp (definition 21).
Let Es(Gtp) be the set of split edges of Gtp and define

Vs(Gc,tp) := {v ∈ V s.t. ∃e = (v, v′) ∈ Es(Gtp)}. (152)

Consider the graph G′
tp ∈ Gtp(G) such that Es(G′

tp) = ⋃
v∈Vs(Gc,tp) Out(v). We want to

prove that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ V ′
post)G′

tp
, where V ′

post denotes the set of post-selection vertices
in G′

tp.
Let us consider v1 ∈ V1 and v2 ∈ V2, if these are d-separated conditioned on v3, Vpost

in Gtp, then one of the following conditions is satisfied:

• There is no path (even undirected) between v1 and v2 in Gtp. G′
tp can be obtained

through substituting some edges of Gtp with a pre- and post-selection edges and
vertices. Such substitution does not create new paths, hence there is also no path
between v1 and v2 in G′

tp.

• All paths between v1 and v2 are blocked by V3 ∪ Vpost. Hence, for each path in Gtp,
one of the following holds:

◦ There exists W ∈ V3 ∪ Vpost such that A ← W → B for some A and B in the
path. Adding pre and post-selection edges and vertices does not change the
path, hence, the difference between Gtp and G′

tp is that some edges of the path
might be substituted with such vertices and edges. If this substitution does not
involve the subgraph A ← W → B, then the same W blocks the path in G′

tp.
If the edge A ← W is substituted, we have A ← Q → P ← W → B. Since,
the path between v1 and v2 contains P ← W → B and W ∈ V3 ∪ V ′

post, then
the path is blocked in G′

tp. The same considerations hold if the edge W → B
is substituted.
◦ There exists W ∈ V3 ∪ Vpost such that A → W → B for some A and B in the

path. Adding pre and post-selection edges and vertices does not change the
path, hence, the difference between Gtp and G′

tp is that some edges of the path
might be substituted with a teleportation subgraph. If this substitution does
not involve the subgraph A→W → B, then the same vertex W blocks the path
also inG′

tp. If the edge A→W is substituted, we have A→ P ← Q→W → B.
Since the path between v1 and v2 contains Q → W → B and W ∈ V3 ∪ V ′

post,
then the path is blocked in G′

tp. The same considerations hold if the edge
W → B is substituted.
◦ There exists U such that A → U ← B for some A and B in the path and U

nor any descendent of U are in V3 ∪ Vpost. Assume first that the substitution
of edges with pre and post-selection vertices and edges does not involve the
subgraph A→ U ← B, but that there is a descendent of U in the conditioning
set, i.e., W ∈ V3 ∪ V ′

post such that

UA B

. . .

W

. (153)

Since, U had no descendents in the set W ∈ V3 ∪ Vpost, W is a post-selection
vertex that was not in Gtp, i.e., W ∈ V ′

post \ Vpost. However, by construction
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of Es(G′
tp), this means that v ∈ In(W ) is also a split vertex, v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp).

Therefore, there exists e = (v, v′) ∈ Es(Gtp). In G′
tp we have

UA B

. . .. . .

v

W

W ′
and in Gtp

UA B

. . .. . .

v

. . .

W ′
. (154)

Hence, W ′ ∈ V3 ∪ Vpost and it is a descendent of U . This is not possible by
hypothesis, meaning that even in G′

tp, U has no descendents in the conditioning
set. If the edge A → U is substituted, we have A → P ← Q → U ← B. The
path between v1 and v2 contains Q → U ← B, hence the path is blocked in
G′

tp. The same considerations hold if the edge U ← B is substituted.

This proves that if (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp , then (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ V ′
post)G′

tp
. Using

equation (151) to relate G′
tp and Gc,tp, it holds that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ V ′

post)G′
tp

implies
(V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ V c

post)Gc,tp .

Thus, p-separation relations of a given graph G can be equivalently deduced using def-
inition 21 or definition 39.

C.4 Equivalence of cyclic probabilities under the mapping in definition 36
In appendix C.2, we showed that applying definition 36 to map an acyclic functional model
to an acyclic causal model preserves the probability distribution over observed events. In
this section, we consider probabilities over cyclic functional models and show that the
probability rule given in definition 12 of [FGV25] is equivalent to applying the probability
rule of definition 12 to the image causal models through definition 36.

Lemma 41. Consider a functional model on a directed graph G = (V,E), fCmG, and its
image under the mapping of definition 36, Cm(fCm)G. Let x = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V be a joint
observed event, then we have:

Prf(x)G = Pr(x)G (155)

where Prf G is the probability distribution of fCmG evaluated with definition 12 of [FGV25]
and PrG is the probability distribution given by definition 12 of Cm(fCm)G.

Proof. In the proof the following two results are used.

Lemma 42. Consider a functional model on a directed graph G = (V,E) with functional
dependencies fv : XPa(v) × Uv 7→ Xv, associated to each vertex v ∈ V . The maps Mfv

x

obtained though definition 36, satisfy

DEout ◦Mfv

x ◦ DEin =Mfv

x (156)

for any subset of outgoing and ingoing edges to v, Eout ⊆ Out(v) and Ein ⊆ In(v). The
decohering channel DE′ : L(HE′) 7→ L(HE′) is defined for any subset of edges E′ ⊆ E as
DE′ = ⊗

e∈E De acting as De(ρ) = ∑
x∈Xe

|x⟩⟨x|ρ|x⟩⟨x| for any ρ ∈ L(He).

Proof. Let us prove that
De ◦Mfv

x =Mfv

x =Mfv

x ◦ De′ (157)
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for any e ∈ Out(v) and e′ ∈ In(v). Once this is proven the general results follows from
iterative application of this equality. The first equality follows immediately from the form
of Mv

x, since for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(v)), we have

Mv
x(ρ) = Tr

[
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
] ⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He , (158)

which is already coherence-free. The second follows from the form of Efv

x and of the state
σv (see equation (135)), indeed

Tr
(
Efv

x (De′(ρ)⊗ σv)
)

= Tr
(
Efv

x De′∪Uv (ρ⊗ σv)
)

= Tr
(∑

y

δx,fv(y)|y⟩⟨y|Dẽ(ρ̃)
)

=
∑

y

∑
z

δx,fv(y)Tr (|y⟩⟨y||z⟩⟨z|ρ̃|z⟩⟨z|)

=
∑

y

δx,fv(y)Tr (|y⟩⟨y|(ρ⊗ σv)) = Tr
(
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
)
.

(159)

where we denoted ẽ = e′∪Uv and ρ̃ = ρ⊗σv for brevity, and the sums run over y = {yv′ ∈
Xv′}v′∈Pa(v) ∪ {uv ∈ Uv} and z = {zv′ ∈ Xv′}v′∈Pa(v) ∪ {u′

v ∈ Uv}.

Lemma 43. Consider a Hilbert space HIn(v) = ⊗
e∈In(v)He

22. For any Ex, ρ ∈ L
(
HIn(v)

)
and Ein ⊆ In(v), it holds

Tr [Ex(DEin(ρ))] = Tr [(DEin(Ex))ρ] . (160)

Proof. The proof follows from the cyclicity of the trace

Tr [Ex(DEin(ρ)] =
∑

y

Tr [Ex(|y⟩⟨y|Ein ⊗ 1)ρ(|y⟩⟨y|Ein ⊗ 1)] (161)

=
∑

y

Tr [(|y⟩⟨y|Ein ⊗ 1)Ex(|y⟩⟨y|Ein ⊗ 1)ρ] = Tr [(DEin(Ex))ρ] . (162)

Given these two results, we can proceed with the proof.

Overview of the proof and relevant notation. The goal of this proof is to
connect the probabilities of a functional causal model on a possibly cyclic graph G, namely
fCmG, and those of its image causal model through the embedding definition 36, namely
Cm(fCmG) (which, for brevity, we will simply denote as CmG in what follows). To achieve
this, we define auxiliary functional models (definition 32) and causal models (definition 2).
Although the idea behind the proof is straightforward, given our formalism, it involves
relating a number of different causal graphs and causal models. We therefore first sketch
the main steps and notation of the proof, before detailing it.

Step 0: We start considering a functional causal model on G: fCmG (definition 32).
The cyclic probability distribution for the observed event x relative to this functional
model is Prf(x)G (definition 12 in [FGV25]).

22The lemma holds for any Hilbert space with such partition. We call the space HIn(v) since the lemma
will be applied to subsystems in a causal model.
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Step 1: We define a classical teleportation causal model on a teleportation graph Gc,tp in-
duced by fCmG: fCmGc,tp (definition 9 of [FGV25]).
Let Vpost be the set of post-selection vertices in Gc,tp, which is acyclic by construc-
tion, and Vs(Gc,tp) the set of split vertices of Gc,tp. The probability distribution
of the event x and successful post-selections {tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost relative to this acyclic
functional model is Prf,acyc(x, {tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost)Gc,tp (definition 33).
By definition, the probability distribution of the cyclic model fCmG equals the con-
ditional distribution of the acyclic model fCmGc,tp , i.e.,

Prf(x)G = Prf,acyc(x|{tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost)Gc,tp (163)

for all observed events x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V .

Step 2: We define an intermediate functional model on a graph G′
c,tp which is constructed

from the classical teleportation graph Gc,tp: fCmG′
c,tp

. The idea is to use the corre-
spondence between a single broadcasted classical teleportation protocol and multiple
copies of regular classical teleportation, in going from Gc,tp to G′

c,tp (equation (151)).
Let V ′

post be the set of post-selection vertices in G′
c,tp. The acyclic probability distri-

bution of the event x and successful post-selections {tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
relative to this

functional model is Prf,acyc(x, {tev = 1}T e
v ∈Vpost)G′

c,tp
(definition 33).

We prove that the conditional probabilities in fCmGc,tp (from Step 1) and fCmG′
c,tp

are equal, i.e.,

Prf,acyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
= Prf,acyc(x|{tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost)Gc,tp . (164)

Step 3: We map the acyclic functional model fCmG′
c,tp

to a causal model (definition 36):
CmG′

c,tp
.

The acyclic probability distribution of the event x and successful post-selections
{tev = 1}T e

v ∈V ′
post

relative to this functional model is Pracyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
.

As a consequence of lemma 37, the acyclic probability rule is preserved through the
mapping, i.e.,

Prf,acyc(x, {tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
= Pracyc(x, {tev = 1}T e

v ∈V ′
post

)G′
c,tp
. (165)

Before proceeding, let us sketch the results of the first three steps. The following diagram
summarises the (functional) causal models that we introduced so far and their conditional
probabilities. Each step establishes equivalence between the (conditional) distributions of
these causal models.

fCmG fCmGc,tp fCmG′
c,tp

CmG′
c,tp

Prf(x) Prf,acyc(x|t) Prf,acyc(x|{te}e) Pracyc(x|{te}e)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

:= = =
(166)

Step 4: We map the initial functional model fCmG (from Step 0) to a causal model (defini-
tion 2): CmG (as specified by the mapping in definition 36).
The cyclic probability distribution for the observed event x relative to this causal
model is Pr(x)G (definition 12).
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Step 5: We define a teleportation causal model on a specific teleportation graph Gtp induced
by CmG: CmGtp (definition 6 and definition 8). Specifically, we choose Gtp with split
edges correspond to the outgoing edges of split vertices of Gc,tp (see Step 1), i.e.,
Es(Gtp) = ∪v∈Vs(Gc,tp)Out(v).

Let us denote the set of post-selection vertices ofGtp as Ṽpost. The acyclic probability
distribution of the event x and successful post-selections {tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost
relative

to this causal model is Pracyc
(
x, {tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

(definition 3).

By definition, the cyclic probability of CmG equals the acyclic conditional distribu-
tion of CmGtp , i.e.,

Pr(x)G = Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

. (167)

Let us sketch what the previous two steps achieve. The diagram summarises the causal
models introduced in Step 4-5 together with the original functional causal model intro-
duced in Step 0, and their (conditional) probabilities. Step 5 established the equivalence
between the two probabilities of the newly introduced causal models. The equivalence be-
tween Prf(x)G and Pr(x)G is what we aim to prove.

fCmG CmG CmGtp

Prf(x) Pr(x) Pracyc(x|t)

Step 4 Step 5

:=
(168)

Step 6: We prove that the conditional probability distribution of the causal models CmG′
c,tp

(from Step 3) and CmGtp (from Step 5) are equal, i.e.,

Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

= Pracyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
. (169)

Combining together all the equalities established concludes the proof. The following dia-
gram combines those of equations (166) and (168) through Step 6.

fCmG fCmGc,tp fCmG′
c,tp

CmG′
c,tp

Prf(x) Prf,acyc(x|t) Prf,acyc(x|{te}e) Pracyc(x|{te}e)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

:= = =

CmG CmGtp

Pr(x) Pracyc(x|t)

Step 4
Step 5

:=

Step 6 = (170)

Details of the proof. In what follows, we prove in detail the results of Steps 1-6.

Step 1: We define a classical teleportation causal model on a teleportation graph Gc,tp ∈
Gc,tp(G) with split vertices Vs(Gc,tp) ⊆ V (see definition 38), as prescribed in def-
inition 9 of [FGV25]. For completeness, let us briefly remind what this amounts
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to. The classical teleportation graph is obtained through performing the following
substitution for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp):

v

...

...

Pa(v)

Ch(v)

7→
v Rv

...

...

Pa(v)G

Ch(v)G

Tv

. (171)

Then, we define a classical teleportation functional model on Gc,tp through definition
9 of [FGV25]. In particular, this construction prescribes that the same finite sets,
functions and probabilities of the original functional model are associated to vertices
and edges that are preserved from G to Gc,tp. To pre- and post-selection vertices we
associate uniform prior classical teleportation protocols23, i.e., for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp)
we associate to the corresponding pre-selection vertex Rv the finite set XRv = Xv,
a uniform distribution to its error variable pRv (u) = |Xv|−1 for all u ∈ Xv and a
function fRv (u) = u. Notice that this amounts to having the variable associated
to pre-selection vertices Rv distributed as pRv (for more details see the remark in
section 2 of [FGV25]), thus in what follows we will refer to Rv and its distribution.
We associate to the corresponding post-selection vertex Tv the finite set XTv = {0, 1}
and a (deterministic) delta function fTv (x, y) = δx,y for all x, y ∈ Xv.
By definition 12 of [FGV25], given an observed event x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V , the
probability of fCmG is defined as

Prf(x)G = Prf,acyc
(
x|{tT = 1}T ∈Vpost

)
Gc,tp

, (172)

where Vpost denotes the set of post-selection vertices of Gc,tp.

Step 2: We define an intermediate functional causal model over a graph G′
c,tp, fCmGc,tp . The

graph G′
c,tp is constructed from Gc,tp through performing the following substitution

of edges and vertices for v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp)

Rv

Tv

v

. . .

7→

. . .

v

Re
v

T e
v

Re′

v

T e′

v

. (173)

This substitution is motivated by equation 20 of [FGV25] which proves that n copies
of a classical teleportation protocol (on the right) are equivalent to one classical
teleportation protocol which is broadcast to n parties (on the left). For each split
vertex v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and each outgoing edge e ∈ Out(v), let us denote with Re

v and

23Any other choice of classical post-selected teleportation protocol would yield the same probability as
this canonical choice, as shown in [FGV25] paper.
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T e
v the pre- and post-selection vertices in G′

c,tp associated to the outgoing edge e of
v (see equation (173)). Let us denote with V ′

post the set of post-selection vertices of
G′

c,tp.
We define a functional causal model over G′

c,tp, fCmG′
c,tp

, as follows:

1. To each vertex present in both Gc,tp and G′
c,tp assign the same finite set, func-

tional dependency (for endogenous vertices) or probability (for exogenous ver-
tices), of the causal model fCmGc,tp

24.
2. For all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e ∈ Out(v), associate to Re

v the finite set XRe
v

= Xv

and a uniform distribution to its error variable pRe
v (u) = |Xv|−1 for all u ∈ Xv

and a function fRe
v (u) = u. Notice that this amounts to having the variable

associated to pre-selection vertices Re
v uniformly distributed (for more details

see the remark in section 2 of [FGV25]).
3. For all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e ∈ Out(v), associate to T e

v the finite set XT e
v

= {0, 1}
and a (deterministic) delta function fT e

v (x, y) = δx,y for all x, y ∈ Xv.

Hence, each outgoing edge from a vertex v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) in G has been replaced with
a uniform prior classical teleportation protocol (definition 6 in [FGV25]).
Since this model is acyclic, we can use the acyclic probability rule (definition 33) to
evaluate probabilities. The equivalence between broadcasting a classical teleporta-
tion protocol to n parties and n copies of the same classical teleportation protocol
(established in equation 20 of [FGV25]) implies that

Prf,acyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
= Prf,acyc(x|{tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost)Gc,tp , (174)

i.e., probabilities in fCmGc,tp and fCmG′
c,tp

, conditioned on all post-selections being
successful, are equal. Notice that the variables associated to pre-selection vertices
are considered unobserved.

Step 3: We map the acyclic functional causal model fCmG′
c,tp

to a causal model using defini-
tion 36, CmG′

c,tp
. As prescribed by the mapping, G′

c,tp is decorated to form a causal
graph whose edges are all classical. In addition, we consider the pre-selection ver-
tices V ′

pre to be unobserved25 and the remaining ones, V ∪V ′
post to be observed. The

associations prescribed by the mapping in definition 36 together with the specific
form of uniform prior teleportation protocols, give the following assignments:

1. To each vertex that is present in both G and G′
c,tp, i.e., v ∈ V , we associate

the set of CP maps acting on ρ ∈ L(HIn(v))

Mv
x(ρ) = Tr

[
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
] ⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He (175)

where {Efv

x }x∈Xv is the POVM obtained through applying definition 35 to the
function fv associated to v in the original functional model fCmG and σv is the
state associated to the error variable (see equation (135)).

24By construction, these are also the same association of the original causal model fCmG on G.
25In definition 34, all vertices are considered observed. In what follows, pre-selection vertices are always

marginalised, hence unobserved. In the remark of appendix C.2, we showed that in this case we can
consider such vertices unobserved and modify the associated maps and states.
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2. For all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e ∈ Out(v), associate to T e
v and outcome tev = 1 the

map acting on ρ ∈ L
(
HIn(T e

v )
)
∼= L

(
H(v,T e

v ) ⊗H(Re
v ,T e

v )
)

MT e
v

1 (ρ) = Tr
[
EfT e

v

t=1 ρ

]
= Tr

 ∑
x∈Xv

(
|x⟩⟨x|H(v,T e

v ) ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|H(Re
v,T e

v )

)
ρ

 , (176)

where EfT e
v

t=1 is the POVM element obtained through applying definition 35 to
a delta function and outcome 1, i.e., fT e

v (x, y) = δx,y = 1.
3. For all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e = (v, v′) ∈ Out(v), associate to Re

v, which is
considered unobserved, the state

σRe
v =

∑
x∈Xv

1
|Xv|

⊗
e∈Out(Re

v)
|x⟩⟨x|He =

∑
x∈Xv

1
|Xv|
|x⟩⟨x|H(Re

v,T e
v ) ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|H(Re

v,v′) .

(177)

Lemma 37 establishes that probabilities are preserved through mapping an acyclic
functional model to an acyclic causal model through definition 36. Since G′

c,tp is
acyclic, this implies that

Prf,acyc(x, {tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
= Pracyc(x, {tev = 1}T e

v ∈V ′
post

)G′
c,tp
. (178)

Step 4: We map the original functional model fCmG to a causal model (definition 2), CmG,
using definition 36. As prescribed by the mapping, the graph G is decorated to form
a causal graph such that all edges are classical and all vertices are observed. The
causal model is then defined through the associations of definition 36. In particular,
to each vertex v ∈ V we associate the set of CP maps acting on ρ ∈ L(HIn(v))

M̃v
x(ρ) = Tr

[
Efv

x (ρ⊗ σv)
] ⊗

e∈Out(v)
|x⟩⟨x|He (179)

where {Efv

x }x∈Xv is the POVM obtained through applying definition 35 to the func-
tion fv associated to v in the functional model fCmG.

Step 5: We define a teleportation causal model induced by CmG. Firstly, let us consider the
graph Gtp which is constructed using definition 6 and has split edges

Es(Gtp) =
⋃

v∈Vs(Gc,tp)
Out(v), (180)

i.e., the split edges of Gtp correspond to the outgoing edges of split vertices in Gc,tp
(see Step 2). As given by the definition, this amounts to adding pre and post-
selection vertices for each split edge. For v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e ∈ Out(v) let us denote
the pre and post-selection vertices respectively as Re

v and T e
v . Thus, the graph Gtp is

obtained from G through performing the following substitution for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp)

v

...

...

Pa(v)

Ch(v)

7→

. . .

v

Re
v

T e
v

Re′

v

T e′

v

. (181)
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Let us denote with Ṽpost the set of post-selection vertices of Gtp.
Then, we define a teleportation causal model on Gtp through definition 8. In particu-
lar, this construction prescribes that the same maps and Hilbert spaces are associated
to vertices and edges that are preserved from G to Gtp. To pre- and post-selection
vertices we associate (without loss of generality, corollary 16) Bell teleportation pro-
tocols (definition 5), i.e., for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e = (v, v′) ∈ Out(v) we associate
to the corresponding pre-selection vertex Re

v the Bell state

σ̃Re
v = |Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|Out(Re

v) = 1
|Xv|

∑
x,y∈Xv

|x⟩⟨y|(Re
v ,T e

v ) ⊗ |x⟩⟨y|(Re
v ,v′) (182)

and to the corresponding post-selection vertex T e
v and outcome t = ✓ the CP map

acting on all ρ ∈ L
(
HIn(T e

v )
)
∼= L

(
H(v,T e

v ) ⊗H(Re
v ,T e

v )
)

as

M̃T e
v

✓ (ρ) = Tr
(
|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|In(T e

v )ρ
)

= 1
|Xv|

Tr

 ∑
x∈Xv

(
|x⟩⟨y|H(v,T e

v ) ⊗ |x⟩⟨y|H(Re
v,T e

v )

)
ρ

 . (183)

By definition 12, given an observed event x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V , the probability of
CmG (see Step 4) is defined as

Pr(x)G = Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

, (184)

where Ṽpost denotes the set of post-selection vertices of Gtp.

Step 6: Finally, we show that the causal models CmG′
c,tp

(introduced in Step 3) and CmGtp

(introduced in Step 5) are equivalent, in the sense that for all observed events
x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈V it holds

Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

= Pracyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
. (185)

Firstly, we notice that the construction of G′
c,tp and Gtp give the same causal graphs,

indeed, the subsequent substitutions in equation (171) and equation (173) are equiv-
alent to equation (181). Let us show that the maps associated to each vertex are
equivalent in the two causal models, CmG′

c,tp
and CmGtp . We have:

1. For all vertices which are preserved from G to G′
c,tp (and Gtp), v ∈ V the maps

associated in CmGtp and CmG′
c,tp

are equal (see equations (175) and (179)), i.e.,
for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(v)) it holds

M̃v
x(ρ) =Mv

x(ρ) (186)

where we recall that M̃v
x is the map associated to v in CmGtp and Mv

x is the
map associated to v in CmG′

c,tp
.

2. For all post-selection vertices, i.e., for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e ∈ Out(v), we have
(by the decoherence condition for observed vertices in definition 2)

M̃T e
v

✓ ◦ M̃
v
x = M̃T e

v
✓ ◦ D(v,T e

v ) ◦ M̃v
x (187)
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where all maps M̃ are in CmGtp and D(v,T e
v ) is a decohering channel acting as

De(ρ) = ∑
x∈Xe

|x⟩⟨x|ρ|x⟩⟨x| for any ρ ∈ L(He). In order to evaluate probabili-
ties, the maps of CmGtp are composed as described in definition 3. In particular,
the map M̃T e

v
✓ is always composed with M̃v

x as in equation (187), hence, it can
be replaced with M̃T e

v
✓ ◦ D(v,T e

v ) without affecting probabilities. Thus, we have
for all ρ ∈ L(HIn(T e

v ))

M̃T e
v

✓ ◦ D(v,T e
v )(ρ) =Tr

(
|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|In(T e

v )D(v,T e
v )(ρ)

)
lem. 43= Tr

[
D(v,T e

v )
(
|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|In(T e

v )
)
ρ
] (188)

and

D(v,T e
v )
(
|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|In(T e

v )
)

= 1
|Xv|

∑
x∈Xv

|x⟩⟨x|(v,T e
v ) ⊗ |x⟩⟨x|(Re

v ,T e
v ). (189)

Thus we can compare this map, associated to the post-selection vertex T e
v

in CmGtp , to the map MT e
v

1 associated to the same post-selection vertex in
CmG′

c,tp
(see equation (176)). It holds

M̃T e
v

✓ ◦ D(v,T e
v ) = 1

|Xv|
MT e

v
1 . (190)

3. For all pre-selection vertices, i.e., for all v ∈ Vs(Gc,tp) and e = (v, v′) ∈ Out(v)
we have

M̃v′
x′ ◦ σ̃Re

v
lem. 42= M̃v′

x′ ◦ D(Re
v ,v′) ◦ σ̃Re

v (191)
where˜denotes associations in CmGtp and D(Re

v ,v′) is a decohering channel. In
order to evaluate probabilities, the maps of CmGtp are composed as described
in definition 3. In particular, the state σ̃Re

v is always composed with the map
M̃v′

x′ as in eq. (191), hence, the state σ̃Re
v can be replaced with D(Re

v ,v′) ◦ σ̃Re
v

without affecting probabilities. Thus, we can compare the decohered state
D(Re

v ,v′) ◦ σ̃Re
v , associated to the pre-selection vertex Re

v in CmGtp , to the state
σRe

v associated to the same pre-selection vertex in CmG′
c,tp

(see eq. (177)). It
holds:

D(Re
v ,v′) ◦ σ̃Re

v = D(Re
v ,v′)

(
|Φ+⟩⟨Φ+|Out(Re

v)
) eq. (189)= σRe

v . (192)
Using the probability rule in definition 3, we can easily see that the conditional
probabilities in CmGtp and CmG′

c,tp
satisfy

Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

= Pracyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp
, (193)

notice that the scaling factor between the two maps in equation (190) drops
out once we condition on successful post-selections.

Finally, we can combine the results of Steps 1-6 to complete the proof. Indeed, we have

Prf(x)G
S1=Prf,acyc

(
x|{tv = 1}Tv∈Vpost

)
Gc,tp

S2=Prf,acyc(x|{tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp

S3=Pracyc(x, {tev = 1}T e
v ∈V ′

post
)G′

c,tp

S6=Pracyc
(
x|{tev = ✓}T e

v ∈Ṽpost

)
Gtp

S5=Pr (x)G

(194)
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where Prf G is the probability in fCmG (Step 0), Prf,acycGc,tp in fCmGc,tp (Step 1),
Prf,acycG′

c,tp
in fCmG′

c,tp
(Step 2), PracycG′

c,tp
in CmG′

c,tp
(Step 3), PrG in CmG (Step

4) and PracycGtp in CmGtp (Step 5).

D Proofs of section 4
Lemma 7 (Acyclicity of teleportation graphs). Each directed graph Gtp obtained from a
directed graph G as described in definition 6 is acyclic.

Proof. In the first step of definition 6, the graph G′ is acyclic. The second step introduces
pre- and post-selection vertices, Ri and Ti, and associated edges according to equation (47).
To show that this step preserves acyclicity, notice that a directed graph is acyclic if and
only if it can be drawn on a page with all directed edges oriented from bottom to top of
the page26. Since G′ is acyclic, we can represent it on a page through such a diagram. We
now add the pre- and post-selection vertices to this diagram by drawing all the Ri at the
bottom of the page, below all other vertices, and all the Ti at the top of the page, above
all the other vertices. Since all pre-selection vertices Ri only have outgoing edges and all
post-selection vertices Ti only have incoming arrows, both of which will be oriented from
bottom to top in our diagram, it follows that Gtp is acyclic.

Proposition 10 (Equivalent probabilities from different teleportation graphs). Let CmG

be a causal model on a causal graph G, and let Vo ⊆ V be the set of all observed vertices of
G. Consider any Gtp,1, Gtp,2 ∈ Gtp(G), and for i ∈ {1, 2}, let CmGtp,i

be a causal model
on the teleportation graph Gtp,i that is associated to CmG (definition 8). Then, we have

Pracyc
(
x
∣∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈V 1

post

)
Gtp,1

= Pracyc
(
x
∣∣∣{ti = ✓}Ti∈V 2

post

)
Gtp,2

, (52)

where we denoted the set of all post-selection vertices of Gtp,1, Gtp,2 as V 1
post and V 2

post
respectively, and the joint observed event of Vo in short as x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo.

Proof. Proof in a special case. Consider the special case where Gtp,1 and Gtp,2 were con-
structed by choosing

Es(Gtp,2) = Es(Gtp,1) ∪ {e0}, (195)

i.e., Gtp,2 splits the same edges as Gtp,1 plus the edge e0. Let V 1
post denote the set of post-

selection vertices of Gtp,1 and t := {ti ∈ {✓,✗}}Ti∈V 1
post

. Then, taking t0 to be the outcome
of the post-selection vertex associated to the edge e0, we have t∪t0 := {ti ∈ {✓,✗}}Ti∈V 2

post
.

Consider the probability Pr(x, t)Gtp,1 associated to the causal model CmGtp,1 on the
causal graph underlying the teleportation graph Gtp,1. As this is an acyclic causal model
by construction (c.f., lemma 7), this probability is immediately given by applying the
acyclic probability rule of definition 3 to this causal model. Here, x = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo

denotes an observed event on Gtp,1 (which is also an event on Gtp,2, since these graphs
have the same observed vertices). We can write

Pr(x, t)Gtp,1 = Tr[F (x,t)ρ(x,t)], (196)

26This representation is equivalent to a Hasse diagram for partially ordered sets, recognising the fact
that every directed acyclic graph induces a partial order and vice versa.
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where we defined the subnormalized density matrix and POVM element ρ(x,t), F (x,t) ∈
L(He0) obtained from composing all the channels of the causal model CmGtp,1 , but leaving
the composition along the e0 edge as the last step.27 We then consider the post-selected
teleportation protocol that the causal model CmGtp,2 implements in place of the edge
e0 =: (v0, v

′
0), with associated pre- and post-selection vertices R0 and T0. The associated

teleportation probability is denoted ptp ∈ (0, 1]. For convenience, we label as A, B and C
the Hilbert spaces involve in this teleportation protocol:

HA = H(v0,T0), HB = H(R0,T0), HC = H(R0,v′
0). (197)

This allows us to denote the post-selected teleportation implementation as (EAB, φBC).
Visually, the situation is as follows:

Gtp,1 :

ρ(x,t)

F (x,t)

e0 Gtp,2 :

ρ(x,t)

F (x,t)EAB

φAB

A B C

Thanks to the Hilbert space identities of equation (49), we have He0 = HA = HC . We
can thus rewrite equation (196) as

Pr(x, t)Gtp,1 = TrA[F (x,t)
A ρ

(x,t)
A ]

= 1
ptp

TrAB

[
(EAB ⊗ F (x,t)

C )(ρ(x,t)
A ⊗ φBC)

]
= 1
ptp

Pr(x, t, t0 = ✓)Gtp,2 , (198)

where Pr(x, t, t0)Gtp,2 denotes the probabilities associated to the causal model CmGtp,2 on
the causal graph underlying the teleportation graph Gtp,2. In the last equation, we used
that CmGtp,1 and CmGtp,2 can be chosen to have the same associated ρ(x,t) and F (x,t) (to
see this, one may for simplicity restrict all the post-selected teleportation protocols to be
implemented as in definition 5 — if we establish proposition 10 in this case, the general
result follows from corollary 16). We can now relate the success probability p

(i)
✓ of the

causal model CmGtp,i
on the teleportation graph Gtp,i for i ∈ {1, 2}. By definition 9, we

have

p
(1)
✓ =

∑
x

Pr(x, t = ✓)Gtp,1 (199)

= 1
ptp

∑
x

Pr(x, t = ✓, t0 = ✓)Gtp,2 (200)

= 1
ptp

p
(2)
✓ , (201)

where the sum ∑
x runs over all x = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo , and where we denote with t = ✓

the event {ti = ✓}Ti∈V 1
post

. We see that the two success probabilities differ by a multi-
plicative constant (the success probability ptp of the post-selected teleportation protocol

27This decomposition is not unique for teleportation graphs with disconnected components, in which
case we can pick any such decomposition.
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defined by CmGtp,2 for the split edge e0), and hence, p(1)
✓ is zero if and only if p(2)

✓ is zero.
Hence, the probabilities PrGtp,1 are defined if and only if the probabilities PrGtp,2 are de-
fined. Furthermore, if they are defined, we can relate them as follows (again appealing to
definition 9):

Pr(x)Gtp,1 =
Pr(x, t = ✓)Gtp,1

p
(1)
✓

= ptp
ptp

Pr(x, t = ✓, t0 = ✓)Gtp,2

p
(2)
✓

= Pr(x)Gtp,2 , (202)

which completes the proof in this case.
Proof in the general case. Consider two general elements of Gtp(G), Gtp,1, Gtp,2 ∈ Gtp(G).
We can prove the general statement by first noticing that the repeated application of the
above argument can be used to prove that the probabilities of both Gtp,1 and Gtp,2 are
equivalent to those of Gtp,0, where the latter corresponds to the graph where all the
edges have been split (i.e., Es(Gtp,0) = E, where G = (V,E)). The result follows by
transitivity.

Proposition 14 (General probability rule in terms of self-cycle composition). Consider
a causal model CmG on any causal graph G, associated with the sets Vo and Vu of observed
and unobserved vertices. Let Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) be a teleportation graph and CmGtp a corre-
sponding teleportation causal model on Gtp constructed from CmG. By construction, pre
and post-selection vertices in Gtp come in pairs Ri and Ti, and are associated in particular
with edges ei := (vi, Ti) and e′

i := (Ri, v
′
i). Suppose that the cardinality of the split edges

set Es(Gtp) is k, then we have the edges {e1, . . . , ek} and {e′
1, . . . , e

′
k} defined as above.

We let a joint observed event associated with Vo be denoted as x := {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vo, and
define the collection of CP maps{

Cx : L
(⊗k

i=1He′
i

)
7→ L

(⊗k
i=1Hei

)}
x

(55)

through

Cx =⃝
v∈Vo

Mv
xv ⃝

u∈Vu

Eu, (56)

whereMv
xv

and Eu refer to the maps of the causal model CmG (see definition 2), and where
the composition rule is dictated by the acyclic subgraph G′ of G which is used in definition 6
to construct Gtp

28. It holds that the success probability p✓ and the probabilities Pr(x)G

of definition 12, defined if and only if p✓ ̸= 0, satisfy

p✓ =
(

k∏
i=1

p
(i)
tp

)∑
x

cycle(Cx), Pr(x)G = cycle(Cx)∑
x cycle(Cx) , (57)

where the cycle operation was introduced in definition 13 and p
(i)
tp is the teleportation

probability associated to the post-selected teleportation protocol implemented by the vertices
Ri and Ti (definition 8).

Proof. We start by considering a teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) associated with our
given graph G, and the causal model CmGtp on the teleportation graph Gtp, associated
with a set Vpost := {Ti}ki=1 of post-selection vertices.

28This is similar to how the composition works in definition 3, but here specified by the chosen graph
G′.
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The associated probability distribution Pr(x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost)Gtp is then given by
definition 3 since CmGtp is an acyclic causal model by construction (as Gtp is a directed
acyclic graph, lemma 7).

Pr(x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost)Gtp = Tr
[

k⊗
i=1

E(i) Cx

(
k⊗

i=1
φ(i)

)]
, (203)

where the state ⊗i φ
(i) acts on ⊗iH(Ri,Ti) ⊗ He′

i
, and consists of the tensor product of

the pre-selection states of each post-selected teleportation protocol. The POVM element⊗
E(i) acts on ⊗iH(Ri,Ti) ⊗Hei and consists of the tensor product of the post-selection

POVM elements of each post-selected teleportation protocol. Recall that the map Cx takes
inputs in L(⊗iHe′

i
) and outputs in L(⊗iHei). Let us define the following Hilbert spaces:

HA =
k⊗

i=1
Hei , HB =

k⊗
i=1
H(Ri,Ti), HC =

k⊗
i=1
He′

i
. (204)

By construction (definition 8), we have that Hei = He′
i
, so that we also have HA = HC .

We denote EAB = ⊗k
i=1E

(i) and φBC = ⊗k
i=1 φ

(i), and we denote the map Cx as (Cx)A|C .
The probabilities of equation (203) can be rewritten as

Pr(x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost)Gtp = TrAB[EAB(Cx)A|C(φBC)]. (205)

It is easy to prove that (EAB, φBC) implements a post-selected teleportation protocol.
Indeed, this follows from the linearity of the post-selected teleportation condition equa-
tion (45), which allows to successfully teleport part of a multipartite state (see also
lemma 25), together with the fact that (EAB, φBC) corresponds to k parallel independent
post-selected teleportation protocols. Furthermore, it is easy to see that the teleportation
success probability of (EAB, φBC) is the product of the individual teleportation probabil-
ities. Using lemma 28, we see that the probabilities of equation (205) can be rewritten
as

Pr(x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost)Gtp =
(

k∏
i=1

p
(i)
tp

)
cycle(Cx). (206)

Finally, by recalling definition 9 of the post-selection success probability p✓ and defini-
tion 12 of the probability Pr(x)G of the observed outcomes of the original causal model
CmG in terms of the probability Pr(x, {ti = ✓}Ti∈Vpost)Gtp of the teleportation causal
model CmGtp (on the graph Gtp), we see that equation (206) immediately implies the
required equation (57),

E Proofs of section 5
Theorem 22 (p-separation theorem). Consider a directed graph G and let V1, V2 and V3
be any three disjoint sets of the vertices of G with V1 and V2 being non-empty. Then, the
following holds:

(Soundness) For any causal model CmG on G where the sets Vi are observed, we
have that p-separation between the vertex sets Vi implies conditional independence
for the corresponding sets of random variables Xi := {Xv}v∈Vi where i ∈ {1, 2, 3},
i.e.,

(V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G =⇒ (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG
. (76)
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(Completeness) If the p-connection (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G holds in G, then there exists a
causal model CmG such that the sets Vi are observed and (X1 ̸⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG

.

The above conditional (in)dependence statements are relative to the marginal Pr(x1, x2, x3)G

on X1 ∪ X2 ∪ X3, where xi = {xv ∈ Xv}v∈Vi of the observed distribution Pr(x)G, where
x = {xv}v∈V , in the causal model CmG.

Proof. (Soundness) From definition 21, we have (V1 ⊥p V2|V3)G ⇔ ∃Gtp ∈ Gtp(G), such
that (V1 ⊥d V2|V3 ∪ Vpost)Gtp , where Vpost is the set of all post-selection vertices in the
chosen teleportation graph Gtp. From theorem 20, it then follows that the conditional
independence (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3 ∪ Vpost)PracycGtp

holds since Gtp is a directed acyclic graph
(lemma 7). Finally, by definition 12, the probability distribution associated with a causal
model on the possibly cyclic causal graph G is given by the corresponding probability
computed in any representative teleportation graph Gtp ∈ Gtp(G) with an additional
conditioning on the associated post-selection vertices Vpost. Recall from proposition 10
that this distribution is the same, independently of which representative Gtp ∈ Gtp(G)
is chosen. Therefore, using definition 12, we know that (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3 ∪ Vpost)PracycGtp

is
equivalent to (X1 ⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG

by definition 21, which completes the proof.

(Completeness) Suppose we have a p-connection (V1 ̸⊥p V2|V3)G in the given directed
graph G according to definition 21. Then by lemma 40 this implies p-connection (V1 ̸⊥p,c

V2|V3)G according to the alternative definition, definition 39, of this notion introduced
in [FGV25]. By the completeness result for ⊥p,c proven in [FGV25] (Theorem 20)29, it
follows that there exists a functional causal model (definition 32) fCmG on G where the
conditional dependence (X1 ̸⊥⊥ X2|X3)Prf G

holds. By lemma 37, fCmG induces a causal
model Cm(fCm)G on G with equivalent probabilities, and hence the same conditional
dependence holds in this causal model of G, (X1 ̸⊥⊥ X2|X3)PrG

as required. This completes
the proof.

29We note that the notion of definition 39 is referred to as ⊥p in [FGV25], but we use ⊥p,c here to
distinguish it from the definition 21 introduced here.
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