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An experiment or theory is classically explainable if it can be reproduced by some noncontextual
ontological model. In this work, we adapt the notion of ontological models and generalized noncon-
textuality so it applies to the framework of operational probabilistic theories (OPTs). A defining
feature of quotiented OPTs, which sets them apart from the closely related framework of gener-
alized probabilistic theories (GPTs), is their explicit specification of the structure of instruments,
these being generalizations of quantum instruments (including nondestructive measurements); in
particular, one needs to explicitly declare which collections of transformations constitute a valid
instrument. We are particularly interested in strongly causal OPTs, in which the choice of a fu-
ture instrument can be conditioned on a past measurement outcome. This instrument structure
might seem to permit the possibility of a contextual kind of ontological representation, where the
representation of a given transformation depends on which instrument it is considered a part of.
However, we prove that this is not possible by showing that for strongly causal quotiented OPTs the
structure of instruments does not allow for such a contextual ontological representation. It follows
that ontological representations of strongly causal quotiented OPTs are entirely determined by their
action on individual transformations, with no dependence on the structure of instruments.

I. INTRODUCTION

If an experiment or theory can be reproduced within
a generalized-noncontextual ontological model, then it
is said to be classically-explainable. This approach can
be motivated by a methodological version of Leibniz’s
principle [1], by its equivalence to the existence of some
positive quasiprobabilistic representation [2, 3], and by
its equivalence to the notion of classical-explainability
arising in the framework of generalized probabilistic the-
ories [3, 4]. By characterizing phenomena that cannot be
reproduced in any such model, one learns what features
of quantum theory are genuinely difficult to explain, and
consequently what features are likely to provide quantum
advantages in information processing and other physi-
cal protocols. Such phenomena have been found in the
study of quantum computation [5, 6], state discrimina-
tion [7–10], interference [11–14], compatibility [15–19],
uncertainty relations [20], metrology [21], thermodynam-
ics [21–23], weak values [24, 25], coherence [26–28], en-
tanglement [15, 29], quantum Darwinism [30], informa-
tion processing and communication [31–37], cloning [38],
broadcasting [39], pre- and post-selection paradoxes [40],
randomness certification [41], psi-epistemicity [42], and
Bell [43, 44] and Kochen-Specker scenarios [45–51].
Recently, the study of ontological models [52] and of

generalized noncontextuality [53] was reformulated [3, 4,
54, 55] in the language of generalized probabilistic the-
ories [56–58] and in the newly developed framework of
causal-inferential theories [44]. A GPT is best thought
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of as a quotiented operational theory [3], where trans-
formations constitute equivalence classes of operational
procedures which cannot be distinguished by any experi-
ment that could be performed within the theory. As was
shown in Ref. [3], it follows that an ontological model of
a GPT cannot be said to be either contextual or noncon-
textual, as a quotiented operational theory simply does
not have any contexts on which one could ask whether
or not a representation depends. Still, it was also shown
in Ref. [3] that there is a one-to-one correspondence be-
tween ontological models for a GPT and noncontextual
ontological models for the operational theory that quo-
tients to give that GPT.

A closely related framework is that of operational prob-
abilistic theories, or OPTs [59–61], and so it is natural to
ask how to formulate ontological models and generalized
noncontextuality also within this framework.

The framework of OPTs allows for both quotiented
and unquotiented theories. Roughly speaking, an unquo-
tiented OPT is analogous to an operational theory in the
sense of Harrigan-Spekkens [52], while a quotiented OPT
is analogous to a GPT. Consequently, one might expect
that there exist both contextual and noncontextual on-
tological representations for unquotiented OPTs, while
ontological representations of quotiented OPTs cannot
be said to be either contextual or noncontextual. We
will ultimately show that this is indeed the case.

However, quotiented OPTs have a key difference when
compared to GPTs (at least as they are often presented,
e.g., in [3]), as the former includes an explicit formal
structure capturing how certain collections of transfor-
mations form instruments. In the language of quan-
tum theory, this would be a specification of which col-
lections of completely-positive trace-nonincreasing maps
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form valid quantum instruments.1 One then intuitively
expects that this extra structure enables the possibility
of contextual representations. After all, the same trans-
formation can appear in different instruments, and so
this “which instrument” information constitutes a con-
text upon which a representation could seemingly de-
pend. Contrary to this intuition, we demonstrate that
this is not the case. What we show, in fact, is that an
ontological model of a quotiented OPT is entirely rep-
resented by its action on the transformations, and that
this lifts to a representation of instruments in the obvious
way (where the action on an instrument is given simply
by its action on each of the individual transformations
comprising it).

An important consequence of this is that one can define
noncontextuality of ontological models of unquotiented
OPTs in terms of whether they factorize through the
quotiented version of the OPT (analogous to what was
shown for GPTs in Ref. [3] and for causal-inferential the-
ories in Ref. [44]).

This paper first provides a brief introduction to the
OPT framework, illustrating how quotiented OPTs re-
sult in a linear structure and the conventional summa-
tion rule for coarse-graining. We subsequently introduce
the notion of strong causality, which plays a key role for
the following sections, and we conclude this introduction
with a concise review of strictly classical OPTs.

In the subsequent section, we begin by introducing the
notion of a general map between two arbitrary OPTs,
with a particular focus on how such maps must accom-
modate the structure of instruments (or more gener-
ally, tests). We then define various properties that such
maps can have, including outcome preservation, diagram
preservation, coarse-graining preservation, and condi-
tioning preservation. With these constraints in place, we
define ontological models as maps from strongly causal
OPTs to classical OPTs, that satisfy all the aforemen-
tioned properties. We then present a specific class of on-
tological models, namely noncontextual ontological mod-
els, and discuss why—unlike in the GPT framework—it
might appear possible to have contextual representations
for quotiented OPTs. Finally, we prove that this seem-
ing possibility is illusory, and we demonstrate that the
context induced by the structure of instruments in quo-
tiented OPTs can be disregarded without loss of gener-
ality. This allows ontological models to be defined solely
at the level of transformations, ultimately establishing
a one-to-one correspondence between noncontextual on-
tological models of unquotiented OPTs and ontological
models of quotiented OPTs.

1 In a GPT, at least as presented in Ref. [3], one rather treats
such a collection of transformations as a single process with a
classical input and/or output that ranges over the elements of
the collection.

II. INTRODUCTION TO OPERATIONAL

PROBABILISTIC THEORIES

A. Primitives and compositional structure

The primitive notions in an operational probabilistic
theory are systems, events, tests, and probabilities. A
system refers to physical objects that can be investigated
in a laboratory, such as elementary particles, atoms, or
radiation fields. An event describes some evolution tak-
ing one physical system to another, while a test is a collec-
tion of events with an outcome space representing pos-
sible evolutions that might occur in some probabilistic
process; finally, an operational probabilistic theory must
also specify how to combine these primitive elements to
account for the probabilities of experimental outcomes.
We use Sys(Θ), Event(Θ), Test(Θ) to denote re-

spectively the classes of systems, events, and tests in an
OPT, Θ. Systems will be denoted by uppercase Latin
characters A, B, C, . . . ∈ Sys(Θ). The class of events
from a system A to a system B will be denoted by
Event(A → B). Events t ∈ Event(A → B) are rep-
resented as wired boxes, with the input-output direction
represented as going from left to right:

A B
t . (1)

A test with an outcome space X is denoted by TA→B
X ∈

Test(A → B). Each test TA→B
X is an indexed list of

events from A to B, namely,

TA→B
X = [tx]x∈X; ∀x ∈ X, tx ∈ Event(A → B). (2)

Such a test is represented pictorially as

A B
TX . (3)

When clear from context, we may denote the test TA→B
X

as TX, or simply as T. A test with a single outcome will
be called a singleton test, and will have an outcome set
denoted by ⋆ := {∗}. Operational probabilistic theories
also incorporate sequential composition. Specifically, it
is possible to arrange two tests in succession such that
the outcome system of the first test serves as the input
system for the second test (provided these systems are of
the same type). That is, for all A, B, C ∈ Sys(Θ) and all
t1 ∈Event(A → B), t2 ∈Event(B → C), there exists an
associative map ◦, called sequential composition, and an
event t2 ◦ t1 ∈ Events(A → C), such that the following
sequential composition rule is defined for the two tests

TA→B
X , T

′B→C
Y :

(T
′

◦T)A→C
X×Y ≡ T

′B→C
Y ◦TA→B

X := [t
′

y◦tx](x,y)∈X×Y . (4)

Such a sequential composition of two events is depicted
as

A B
t
′

y ◦ tx =
A B

t
′

y

C
tx . (5)
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To allow the OPT framework to encompass the possi-
bility of doing nothing on systems we introduce an iden-
tity event, IS, for each system S ∈ Sys(Θ), as well as the

(singleton) identity test, IS→S
⋆ := [IS]. Since the identity

event represents doing nothing on the systems, it can be
depicted as

S S
IS =

S
. (6)

This, in particular, implies that the identity events satisfy

IB ◦ tx = tx = tx ◦ IA, ∀ TX, ∀ tx ∈ TA→B
X , (7)

for all A and B.
One can put two systems A and B in parallel to make

the composite system AB, depicted as

A

B
=

AB
. (8)

We define the parallel composition map to combine two
individual events into a single composite event, where the
input (output) system of the composite event is given by
the parallel composition of the inputs (outputs) of each
individual event. Specifically, for two arbitrary events,
t1 ∈ Event(A → B) and t2 ∈ Event(C → D), we define
the parallel composition map ⊠ as an associative map
that produces the composite event t1⊠t2 ∈Event(AC →
BD). One can use the parallel composition map to define
the parallel composition of tests via

(T⊠T
′

)AC→BD
X×Y ≡ TA→B

X ⊠T
′C→D
Y := [tx ⊠ t

′

y](x,y)∈X×Y.
(9)

This map is pictorially represented as

AC BD
tx ⊠ t

′

y =

A B

DC tx ⊠ t
′

y =

A B
tx

C D
t
′

y

. (10)

The ◦ and ⊠ maps must jointly satisfy:

(t1 ⊠ t3) ◦ (t2 ⊠ t4) = (t1 ◦ t2)⊠ (t3 ◦ t4) , (11)

for all systems A, B, C, D, E, F ∈ Sys(Θ) and all
t1 ∈ Events(A → B), t2 ∈ Events(B → C), t3 ∈
Events(D → E), t4 ∈ Events(E → F).

One can consider physical processes without inputs or
outcomes, corresponding to situations where either the
input or output is omitted from the physical description.
To address this, one requires the notion of a trivial sys-
tem I ∈ Sys(Θ), which satisfies IA = A = AI for all
A ∈ Sys(Θ). Composing I with any system is equiva-
lent to doing nothing, so to represent the trivial system,
it is sufficient to leave blank spaces. Thus, events ρ ∈
Events(I → A), and a ∈ Events(A → I) can be respec-
tively depicted as

A
ρ a

A
and . (12)

These are respectively called preparations and observa-
tions.
To describe exchanging systems, an OPT requires the

notion of braiding, namely, a family S of invertible single-
ton tests, defined in a way that for any two systems A and
B, the braiding S contains two tests, SAB→BA

⋆ = [sA,B],

and its inverse (S−1
⋆ )AB→BA = [s−1

A,B] that are denoted as

sA,B

A

A

B

B
=

A

A

B

B
(13)

s−1
A,B

B

B

A

A
=

B

B

A

A
. (14)

Braiding is required to satisfy the sliding property,
namely,

t1

t2

A B

C D

D

B
=

t2

t1

A

B

C D

AC
(15)

for all A, B, C, D ∈ Sys(Θ) and all t1 ∈ Event(A → B),
t2 ∈ Event(C → D). In the case where s−1

A,B = sB,A, the
OPT is said to be symmetric.

B. Probabilistic structure, coarse-graining,

quotienting, and linear properties

Tests with both trivial input and output are proba-
bility distributions PX = [px] ∈ Tests(I → I) over the
outcome space, X. That is, Events(I → I) = [0, 1], and
for any test PX we have

∑

x∈X px = 1. We denote prob-
ability distributions pictorially as

PX , and px , (16)

but, often, we will drop the diamond shape around these
for clarity. Moreover, parallel composition is given simply
by multiplication of real numbers

p⊠ q := pq, ∀p, q ∈ Events(I → I). (17)

In particular, this means that given some arbitrary
preparation ρx for system A, followed by an event ty
from system A to system B, and eventually followed by
an observation az, the theory provides a joint probability
distribution to the scenario:

ρx az
A B

ty := p (x, y, z|ρX,TY,AZ) . (18)
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For all p ∈ Events(I → I) and all t ∈ Events(A → B)
one can define multiplication by scalars via

p ·
A B

t := A B
t

p
=

A B
t
p

. (19)

It is possible for an agent to perform a test conflating
the outcomes within an arbitrary subset of the outcome
space of a test. In other words, one may ignore the in-
dividual occurrences within a subset of events. To in-
corporate this possibility into the OPT framework, we
adopt the notation and use the results of [62]. Let
K (X) = {Xk}k∈K denote an arbitrary partition of X,
that is

⋃

k∈K Xk = X, and for any k1 6= k2 one has
Xk1 ∩ Xk2 = ∅. Additionally, let Part(X) denote the

set of all such partitions of X. Then, for all tests TA→B
X

and all partitions K (X) ∈ Part(X), there exists a coarse-
graining map CK(X) defined by the action

CK(X)

(

TA→B
X

)

:= [tXk
]k∈K ∈ Test(A → B), (20)

such that when an element of an arbitrary partition
Xk = {xk} is a singleton set for some xk ∈ X, the coarse-
grained event associated with Xk, is identical to the orig-
inal event corresponding to the outcome xk, so

t{xk} := txk
, ∀xk ∈ X, ∀K(X) ∈ Part(X) : {xk} ∈ K(X).

(21)
The coarse-graining map must preserve both sequen-
tial and parallel composition of tests. Specifically, for
an arbitrary pair of partitions K(X) = {Xk}k∈K and
L(Y) = {Yl}l∈L, and for all k ∈ K, l ∈ L, one can define

(X×Y)(k,l) := {(x, y) ∈ X×Y|x ∈ Xk, y ∈ Yl}. (22)

This definition can be used to define the compositionally
induced partition of X×Y as

KL (X×Y) := {(X×Y)(k,l)}(k,l)∈K×L. (23)

Having defined the compositionally induced partition,
the preservation of both sequential and parallel compo-
sition of arbitrary tests AX, BY, and CZ under the par-
titions K(X), L(Y), and M(Z) requires that

CKL(X×Y) (BY ◦AX) = CL(Y) (BY) ◦ CK(X) (AX)

CKM(X×Z) (AX ⊠ CZ) = CK(X) (AX)⊠ CM(Z) (CZ) .

(24)

These conditions ensure that the coarse-graining map be-
haves consistently with the compositional structure of the
OPT framework. The coarse-graining map also induces a
binary operationg between distinct events of the associ-
ated test (corresponding to different outcomes), namely,

tx g tx̃ := t{x}∪{x̃}, ∀tx, tx̃ ∈ TA→B
X , x 6= x̄. (25)

The above operation g is both associative and commu-
tative, and both sequential and parallel composition dis-
tribute over g. The g operation corresponds to the

coarse-graining that Xk in the partition K(X) contains
two elements, and the event associated with tXk

is given
by (25). When Xk contains more than two elements, the
g operation can be naturally extended. That is, for an
arbitrary partition K(X) = {Xk}k∈K, the corresponding
coarse-grained event associated with Xk, with the out-
comes of Xk being labeled as 1 ≤ x ≤ m, is given by

j

x∈Xk

tx := tXk
= t1 g t2 g . . .g tm . (26)

At this point, we have only relied on operational con-
siderations to define the coarse-graining map. Later, we
will see that by considering scalar tests as probability dis-
tributions and using them to construct quotiented OPTs,
a linear structure will be induced, which can be used
to derive the standard summation rule for the coarse-
graining map.
Having equipped the OPT framework with probabil-

ities as in (18), it turns out that for scalar tests, i.e.,
probability distributions, the coarse-graining of events is
given by the usual sum of real numbers. Namely, for all
PI→I
X = [px]x∈X ∈ Test(I → I), and for every partition

K(X) = {Xk}k∈K ∈ Part(X), one has

g
x∈Xk

px = pXk
=
∑

x∈Xk

px. (27)

See [62] for details.
Having a rule for assigning joint probabilities to events

allows us to define an equivalence relation. In an OPT Θ,
two arbitrary events t1, t2 ∈ Events(A → B), are said
to be operationally equivalent, denoted as t1 ∼ t2, if one
has

ρ a

A Bt1

E
= ρ a

A Bt2

E
, (28)

For all E ∈ Sys(Θ), for all ρ ∈ Events(I → AE), and for
all a ∈ Events(BE → I).
This allows us to define a quotiented OPT by defining

equivalence classes of events:

Transf (A → B) := Events (A → B) / ∼ . (29)

These equivalence classes of events are called transfor-
mations from system A to system B. Equivalence classes
of preparations St(A) := Transf(I → A) are called
the states of A, while the equivalence class of observa-
tions Eff(A) := Transf(A → I) are called the effects

of A. In this regard, two tests TA→B
X = [tx]x∈X and

T
′A→B
X = [t

′

x]x∈X, for an arbitrary outcome space X,
and for arbitrary systems A and B, are equivalent if for
all x ∈ X, one has tx ∼ t

′

x. The equivalent classes
of tests are called instruments and are represented as
Instr(A → B). Sometimes, similar to tests, we denote

the instrument TA→B
X as T. States of an arbitrary sys-

tem A are denoted as |ρ)A, while effects are denoted as
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(a|A. The parallel composition between states and effects
is represented as |ρ1)A1

|ρ1)A1
and (a1|A1(a2|A2 , and the

sequential composition between a state and an effect is
denoted as (a|ρ)A ∈ [0, 1].
Starting from an arbitrary OPT Θ, one can define a

new OPT, Θ̃, which has the same systems as in Θ. In Θ̃,
the events and tests correspond to the transformations
and instruments from Θ. The identity in Θ̃ for system S,
denoted IS , is the equivalence class containing the iden-
tity IS from Θ. Each event t in Θ is represented in Θ̃ by
its equivalence class t̃. It follows directly that this equiv-
alence relation is a congruence, and it is compatible with
sequential and parallel composition, as well as coarse-
graining [3, 62]. Consequently, the resulting quotiented

OPT Θ̃ is itself a valid OPT. From this point forward,
we refer to Θ as an unquotiented OPT and to Θ̃ as a quo-
tiented OPT. Sometimes, when clear from the context,
we use Θ (and generally letters without the tilde symbol)
to refer to both unquotiented and quotiented OPTs.
Furthermore, considering (28), one has two important

consequences. First, St(A) is a set of functionals from
Eff(A) to the real interval [0, 1] and vice versa. Sec-
ond, the set of states is separating for the set of ef-
fects, and vice versa. That is, for every pair of states
|ρ)A and |σ)A ∈ St(A) that are distinct, |ρ)A 6= |σ)A,
there exists an effect (a|A ∈ Eff(A) such that (a|ρ)A 6=
(a|σ)A (and similarly for every pair of different effects).
These two consequences induce a linear structure; that
is, the coupling between states and effects and the fact
that they are separating for each other, can be used
to define a complete class of linearly independent vec-
tors in St(A) spanning a real vector space StR(A) :=
Span

R
St(A). Similarly, since Eff(A) is a class of non-

negative linear functionals on St(A), it spans the dual
space EffR(A) = span

R
Eff(A) = StR(A)

∗. The dimen-
sion DA := dim StR will be called the dimension of sys-
tem A. DA is the minimum number of probabilities that
one must know to determine the state of a system A. In
this work, we only consider finite-dimensional quotiented
OPTs, for which one has dim StR(A) = dim EffR(A) for
all systems A.
Like with states and effects, transformations can also

be viewed as living in vector spaces. That is, equa-
tion (28) allows us to view transformations from A to
B as functionals from state-effect pairs to to probabili-
ties, which similarly to the case of of states, enables the
assignment of a vector space spanned by transformations,
namely TransfR(A → B) := Span

R
Transf(A → B)

Also as a consequence of (28), every transformation t ∈
Transf(A → B) naturally defines a linear map t̂E from
the vector space StR(AE) to StR(BE) for any system E.
Every transformation t is therefore characterized by the
family of linear maps {t̂E}E∈Sys(Θ). That is, for any two
transformations t1 and t2 ∈ Transf(A → B), one has

t1 = t2 ⇐⇒ t̂1E = t̂2E, ∀E ∈ Sys(Θ). (30)

Note that, in general, the entire infinite family of linear
maps {t̂E}E∈Sys(Θ), for all systems E, may be required

to fully specify a transformation. However, under cer-
tain conditions, this may not be necessary. For example,
in “locally tomographic” theories each transformation is
fully determined by the single map associated with the
local action, where the ancilla E is trivial.
Due to the compositional properties of the coarse-

graining map (22-24), in any unquotiented OPT Θ, one
has

ρ a

A BtXk

E
= g

x∈Xk

ρ a

A Btx

E
,

(31)

for all systems A and B ∈ Sys(Θ), all tests TA→B
X =

[tx]x∈X ∈ Test(Θ), all partitions K(X) = {Xk}k∈K ∈
Part(X), all systems E ∈ Sys(Θ), all ρ ∈ Events(I →
AE), and all a ∈ Events(BE → I), for the coarse-grained
event tXk

. To see this, consider an arbitrary test T
with the outcome space X, and without loss of generality,
assume ρ and a are singleton preparation and observa-
tion. Then, the outcome space for the scalar of the form
aBE ◦

(

TA→B
X ⊠ IE

)

◦ ρAE would still be X. For an arbi-
trary partitionK(X), applying coarse-graining to the test
T, is equivalent to applying the coarse-graining to the
entire compositional scenario, that is the scalar, which
leads to (31), and it can be straightforwardly generalized
to arbitrary preparations and arbitrary observations that
are not singleton.
Now, using the induced linear structure in quotiented

OPTs, and also the fact that one has the summation
rule for the coarse-graining of probabilities (27), would
result in the standard summation rule for coarse-grained
transformations, as it is shown in Ref. [62]. To illustrate
this in an arbitrary quotiented OPT Θ, consider an ar-
bitrary instrument TA→B

X = [tx]x∈X for some arbitrary
systems A and B ∈ Sys(Θ). Then for all E ∈ Sys(Θ),
|ρ)AE ∈ St(AE), (a|BE ∈ Eff(BE), and all choices of
subsets of outcomes Xk ⊆ X, one has

(a|BE(tXk
⊠ IE)|ρ)AE = g

x∈Xk

(a|BE (tx ⊠ IE) |ρ)AE

=
∑

x∈Xk

(a|BE (tx ⊠ IE) |ρ)AE =(a|BE(
∑

x∈Xk

tx ⊠ IE)|ρ)AE .

(32)

Where (31) and (27), together with the property of lin-
earity, are used, which consequently implies

g
x∈Xk

tx = tXk
=
∑

x∈Xk

tx. (33)

In order to accommodate zero probabilities into the
framework, we assume that 0 ∈ Transf(I → I). Scalar
multiplication (19) also implies the existence of null
transformations εA→B := 0 · t ∈ Transf(A → B) for any
t ∈ Transf(A → B) and every system A and B ∈ Sys(Θ),
such that for every E ∈ Sys(Θ), |ρ)AE ∈ St(AE),
(a|BE ∈ Eff(BE) one has (a|BE (εA→B ⊠ IE) |ρ)AE = 0.
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A transformation t ∈ Transf(A → B) is called de-
terministic if there exists a singleton instrument such
that T⋆ = [t] ∈ Instr(A → B). In other words,
deterministic transformations, also known as channels,
are the transformations happening with certainty, i.e.,
with the marginal probability 1, and will be denoted by
Transf1(A → B). For any deterministic transformation
in a quotiented OPT, each element of the correspond-
ing equivalence class in the associated unquotiented OPT
is referred to as a deterministic event. Deterministic
states and deterministic effects are respectively denoted
as St1(A) and Eff1(A). For any given instrument TA→B

X ,
the full coarse-graining of the instrument is a determin-
istic transformation i.e.,

∑

x∈X tx ∈ Transf1(A → B).

C. Causality and conditioning

The assumption that the probability distribution of
preparation instruments is independent of the choice of
observation instrument at their output is often called
causality. This is equivalent to the uniqueness of de-
terministic effect for every system [59]. Namely, a quo-
tiented OPT is causal if and only if there exists a unique
deterministic effect for every system A, depicted as

A
. (34)

We denote the elements of the corresponding equivalence
class of the deterministic effect in the associated unquo-
tiented OPT as

A c

. (35)

where the letter c represents an element within this
equivalence class. It is well known that this notion of
causality is equivalent to the principle of no-signalling
from the future [59], and it can also be shown to entail
spatial no-signalling—also known as no-signalling with-
out interaction [59, 63].
In the OPT framework, one can also consider condi-

tional tests, where the choice of which test to implement
depends on the outcome of an earlier test. For example,
given a test AX ∈ Test(A → B), the occurrence of an
outcome x ∈ X might dictate the implementation of a

test B
(x)

Y(x) ∈ Test(B → C), which will have an outcome

in Y(x). The space of outcomes for the conditional test
will be given by

⊔

x∈X

Y(x) =
⋃

x∈X

⋃

y(x)∈Y(x)

(x, y(x)), (36)

where each outcome (x, y(x)) corresponds to the event

b
(x)

y(x) ◦ ax having occurred. That is, the full conditional

test is given by
[

b
(x)

y(x) ◦ ax
]

x∈X,y(x)∈Y(x)
.

We can, moreover, think about conditioning as a bi-
nary operation, denoted ⊲, which takes a test AX and

an indexed list of tests [B
(x)

Y(x) ]x∈X as an input, such that

[

B
(x)

Y(x)

]

x∈X
⊲AX :=

[

b
(x)

y(x) ◦ ax
]

x∈X,y(x)∈Y(x)
. (37)

Note that in general OPTs, this is only a partial opera-

tion, as it may be the case that
[

b
(x)

y(x) ◦ ax
]

x∈X,y(x)∈Y (x)

is not a valid test within the OPT.
With slight abuse of notation, we depict conditional

tests as

A C
[

B
(x)

Y(x)

]

x∈X
⊲AX :=

A B
AX

C[

B
(x)

Y(x)

]

x∈X
.

(38)
An OPT is called strongly causal [64] if ⊲ is a total
operation, that is, if the conditional test defined as in
(37) is a valid test within the theory for all systems A,
B, C ∈ Sys(Θ) and for all outcome sets X, all tests
AX ∈ Test(A → B), and all X indexed lists of tests
[

B
(x)

Y(x)

]

x∈X
with B

(x)

Y(x) ∈ Test(B → C) for all x ∈ X.

In other words, every possible conditional test must also
be a valid test within the theory. Since we have defined
conditional tests and the notion of strong causality for
an arbitrary unquotiented OPT, they are also defined
for quotiented OPTs as a specific case.
The justification for considering this property as a

stronger notion of causality is presented in [60], where
it is argued that the possibility to implement any condi-
tional instrument in an arbitrary quotiented OPT implies
the uniqueness of the deterministic effect for every sys-
tem. In other words, causality is a necessary condition to
have conditional instruments, and a theory where every
conditional instrument is possible is causal. Note that
the converse is not true, as shown by Refs. [18, 64].
Strong causality also implies that every convex combi-

nation of tests is itself a test. Specifically, in any arbitrary
strongly causal OPT, given a conditional test, based on
an arbitrary probability distribution PX = [px]x∈X, and

arbitrary tests D
(x)

Y(x) = [d(x)y ]y∈Y(x) ∈ Test(A → B), the
resulting conditional test

[

D
(x)

Y(x)

]

x∈X
⊲ (PX ⊠ IA→A

⋆ ) =
[

px · d
(x)

y(x)

]

x∈X,y(x)∈Y(x)

(39)
is itself a test in the theory. If we then fully coarse-grain
the X variable, then this can be interpreted as a convex
combination of tests, demonstrating that every convex
combination of tests is itself a test.

D. Classical theory

Classical theory (CT) is a strongly causal quotiented
OPT ∆ in which systems are labeled by finite sets Λ,
composite systems are given by the Cartesian product,
that is, ΛΓ := Λ × Γ, and the trivial system is given
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by the singleton set ⋆. Transformations from system Λ
to system Γ are given by the substochastic matrices M
∈ SubStoch(Λ → Γ), and deterministic transformations
by stochastic matrices S ∈ Stoch(Λ → Γ). As a special
case of this, states are (subnormalised) probability dis-
tributions, effects are response functions, and scalars are
probabilities.
Sequential composition is the composition of

(sub)stochastic matrices, and parallel composition
is the usual tensor product.
Finally, instruments in the classical theory are all

collections [tx]x∈X ⊂ SubStoch(A → B) such that
∑

x∈X tx ∈ Stoch(A → B), and will be denoted as
[tx]x∈X ∈ CInstr(A → B) [62].

III. ONTOLOGICAL MODELS OF OPTS

A. Maps between different OPTs

In the following subsections, we discuss the notion of
ontological models and noncontextual ontological models
for OPTs. We will first examine the general concept of a
map between two OPTs, and then focus on a specific class
of these maps that constitute ontological models. Since
the domain and codomain of these maps can be either
unquotiented or quotiented OPTs, we will for simplicity
use the terms “tests” and “events” to also refer to in-
struments and transformations within quotiented OPTs
(although this is nonstandard terminology). Given two
arbitrary operational probabilistic theories, we can define
the following map:

Definition III.1. (Maps between two OPTs). A map

φ : Θ → Φ , where the domain and codomain of this

map can be either quotiented or unquotiented OPTs,
takes every system A ∈ Sys(Θ) to a system φ(A) ∈
Sys(Φ) and maps every test TA→B

X to a φ
(

TA→B

X

)

∈
Test(Φ) with outcome space φ(X |TX). We depict this
as

φ ::
A B

TX 7→
A Bφ(A)

φ

φ(B)
TX . (40)

If the map φ preserves the outcome space, such that
φ (X |TX) = X, then for any arbitrary test TA→B

X =
[t1, t2, . . . , tm] and its corresponding events, we can use
the following notation:

φ
(

TA→B
X

)

:=
[

φ(t1|T
A→B
X ), φ(t2|T

A→B
X ), . . . , φ(tm|TA→B

X )
]

.

(41)

In this regard, the event φ(ti|T
A→B
X ) ∈ φ

(

TA→B
X

)

can be
viewed as the event that the map φ assigns to the event
ti ∈ TA→B

X . For the sake of brevity, we sometimes use

the shorthand notation φ(T) for φ
(

TA→B
X

)

, and so write

φ(T) := [φ(t1|T), φ(t2|T), . . . , φ(tm|T)] . (42)

For a map φ that preserves the outcome space, we rep-
resent how the map transforms events pictorially as

φ ::
A B

tx ∈ TX 7→
A Bφ(A)

φ

φ(B)
tx ∈ TX .

(43)

1. Diagram preservation

The specific class of maps that are relevant in this work
are those with the property of diagram preservation de-
fined as follows:

Definition III.2. (Diagram-preserving maps). A

diagram-preserving map φDP : Θ → Φ is one that, for

an arbitrary test in Test(Θ) with a composite input sys-
tem A1 ⊠ A2 ⊠ . . . ⊠ An and composite output system
B1 ⊠ B2 ⊠ . . . ⊠ Bm, assigns a corresponding test in
Test(Φ) with composite input system φDP(A1)⊠φDP(A2)⊠
. . . ⊠ φDP(An) and composite output system φDP(B1) ⊠
φDP(B2)⊠ . . .⊠ φDP(Bm)

φDP :: TX...
...

A1

A2

An

B1

B2

Bm

7→

φDP(A1)

φDP

TX...
...

...
...

φDP(A2)

φDP(An)

φDP(B1)

φDP(B2)

φDP(Bm)

A1

A2

An

B1

B2

Bm

,

(44)
Such that composing tests before or after applying the
map remains equivalent. For example,

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

φDP(B)

φDP(C)

φDP(J)

φDP(K)

φDP(L)

φDP

ρX

TY YZ

VQ

aP

=

φDP

φDP

φDP

φDP

φDPA A

B

C

D

E

D

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

H

I

E

F

G
φDP(B)

φDP(C)

φDP(A)
φDP(D)

φDP(E)

φDP(F)

φDP(G)

φDP(J)

φDP(K)

φDP(L)

φDP(H)

φDP(I)

TY YZ

VQ

ρX

aP

.

(45)

Diagram-preserving maps also preserve the identity

A φDP(A)φDP(A)

φDP

=
φDP(A)

, (46)

and, similarly, preserve braidings.

As for general maps between two OPTs, when φDP sat-
isfies outcome preservation, it is straightforward to define
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it at the level of events:

φDP :: tx ∈ TX...
...

A1

A2

An

B1

B2

Bm

7→

φDP(A1)

φDP

tx ∈ TX...
...

...
...

φDP(A2)

φDP(An)

φDP(B1)

φDP(B2)

φDP(Bm)

A1

A2

An

B1

B2

Bm

(47)

Thus, for composite tests, it can likewise be defined for
the corresponding composite events, i.e.,

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

φDP(B)

φDP(C)

φDP(J)

φDP(K)

φDP(L)

φDP

ρx ∈ ρX

ty ∈ TY
yz ∈ YZ

vq ∈ VQ

ap ∈ aP

=

φDP

φDP

φDP
φDP

φDPA A

B

C

D

E

D

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

H

I

E

F

G
φDP(B)

φDP(C)

φDP(A)
φDP(D)

φDP(E)

φDP(F)

φDP(G)

φDP(J)

φDP(K)

φDP(L)

φDP(H)

φDP(I)

ρx ∈ ρX

ty ∈ TY
yz ∈ YZ

vq ∈ VQ

ap ∈ aP

.

(48)

2. Coarse-graining preservation

For maps with outcome space preservation, we can de-
fine the coarse-graining-preserving maps as follows:

Definition III.3. (Coarse-graining-preserving maps).

A coarse-graining-preserving map φCGP : Θ → Φ is one

that preserves the outcome space and commutes with the
coarse-graining operation g, that is

A

φCGP

Bg
x∈Xk

tx ∈ TX φCGP(B)φCGP(A)

= g
x∈Xk

A

φCGP

Btx ∈ TX
φCGP(B)φCGP(A) . (49)

This means the map ensures that for any coarse-
grained event, the result of applying the map to the
coarse-grained event is the same as the coarse-graining
of the map’s action on the individual events.

3. Probability preservation

Definition III.4. (Probability-preserving maps). A

probability-preserving map φPP : Θ → Φ is an outcome

space preserving map which leaves probability distribu-
tions invariant. Specifically, for every probability distri-
bution PX = {px}x∈X, one has

φPP

PX = PX . (50)

Or, equivalently,

φPP

px = px , (51)

for every x ∈ X.

4. Conditioning preservation

Definition III.5. (Conditioning-preserving maps), A

conditioning-preserving map φCP : Θ → Φ is an out-

come space preserving map such that for any conditional
test

A C

[B
(x)

Y (x) ]x∈X ⊲AX =
A B

AX

C
B

(x)

Y(x) (52)

in Θ, the corresponding test in Φ is the conditional test
given by

A C

[B
(x)

Y (x) ]x∈X ⊲AX

φCP (A)

φCP

φCP (C)

=
A B CB

AX B
(x)

Y(x)

φCPφCP

φCP (A) φCP (C)φCP (B)
.

(53)

B. Ontological models for quotiented and

unquotiented OPTs

In this section, we examine specific types of maps be-
tween OPTs—namely, ontological models.

Definition III.6. (Ontological models of strongly causal
OPTs). An ontological model of a strongly causal OPT

is a diagram-preserving map ξ : Θ → ∆ , where ξ sat-

isfies outcome space preservation, coarse-graining preser-
vation, and conditioning preservation, and is depicted as

ξ ::
A B

TX →
A B ΛBΛA

ξ

TX . (54)

Due to outcome preservation, ξ can be represented at the
level of events

ξ ::
A B

tx ∈ TX →
A B ΛBΛA

ξ

tx ∈ TX . (55)

An ontological model of a strongly causal OPT assigns
each event to a substochastic process within CT. It also
maps every preparation and observation event in an OPT
to corresponding states and effects in classical theory, and
associates each system A with a system in CT, where ΛA

denotes the dimension of the associated classical system,
i.e., the dimension of the ontic space [52]. For an arbi-
trary test T = [t1, t2, . . . , tm] from system A to system B
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in any strongly causal OPT, and given that ontological
models preserve the outcome space, the corresponding
instrument in an ontological model, from system ΛA to
system ΛB, similar to (42), can also be denoted as

ξ(T) = [ξ(t1|T), ξ(t2|T), . . . , ξ(tm|T)] . (56)

Since ontological models must satisfy outcome space
preservation, they inherently preserve determinacy. That
is, deterministic events are represented by determinis-
tic transformations. This is because deterministic events
correspond to singleton tests, and due to outcome space
preservation, the resulting instruments in ontological
models remain singleton instruments, and so determinis-
tic. This, in turn, implies the following for the equiva-
lence class of deterministic effects:

ΛA

ξ

A c

=
ΛA

. (57)

An essential property that ontological models must sat-
isfy is the preservation of probabilities, as defined in Def-
inition III.4. We do not include this assumption in Def-
inition III.6 because, as we prove in Appendix A, prob-
ability preservation follows from the other properties of
an ontological model. Moreover, since we assume strong
causality, we are inherently working with convex OPTs,
for which (as previously noted) convex combinations of
tests can be understood as a specific form of conditioning
based on probability distributions. Given that condition-
ing and probabilities are preserved by ontological models,
convex combinations of tests, conditioned upon probabil-
ity distributions, are consequently preserved as well, and
hence ontological models preserve convex combinations
of tests. The domain of ontological models can consist
of either quotiented OPTs or unquotiented OPTs. We
denote an ontological model of an OPT by ξ, or, when
specifically considering the case of a quotiented OPT, we
use ξ̃.
In the following sections, we will see that for ontologi-

cal models of strongly causal quotiented OPTs, one can
only consider the action of the map solely on transfor-
mations, regardless of the instrument that they belong
to, and this can be used to demonstrate that ontological
models of strongly causal quotiented OPTs are convex-
linear when acting on transformations, which eventually
can be extended to the general linear behaviour on trans-
formations as shown in Appendix A.

C. Noncontextual ontological models

Not all ontological models for an OPT Θ provide satis-
fying classical explanations for Θ. In particular, scientific
explanations are also expected to satisfy certain physical
principles that have been successful elsewhere in physics.
In particular, it has been argued that Leibniz’s principle
of the identity of indiscernibles [1] is an essential principle
that should be followed in constructing candidate expla-
nations, and it follows from this that an ontological model

must satisfy the principle of generalized noncontextual-
ity to be a satisfying explanation for a given operational
theory.
In brief, noncontextuality means that the representa-

tion of a given event in an ontological model should not
depend on the context of the event [44]. In the case of un-
quotiented OPTs, there are two relevant notions of con-
text on which the representation ξ(t|T) of a given event,
could depend. The first is variability within a given op-
erational equivalence class of events; that is, for the rep-
resentation to be noncontextual, ξ(t|T) should depend
only on the equivalence class, so ξ(t|T) = ξ(̃t|T). The
second is variability of the test to which the event be-
longs, that is, for the representation to be noncontextual
ξ(t|T) should not depend on T, that is, ξ(t|T) = ξ(t).
Putting these two together noncontextual representa-
tions are those which satisfy ξ(t|T) = ξ(̃t).

Definition III.7. (A noncontextual ontological model
of a strongly causal unquotiented OPT). An ontologi-
cal model of the strongly causal unquotiented OPT Θ

ξnc : Θ → ∆ satisfies the principle of generalized non-

contextuality if and only if it maps every member of
an equivalence class of events to the same substochastic
transformation, independent of the specific tests to which
the events are associated, that is:

A B

t1 ∈ T1 ∼
A B

t2 ∈ T2

⇓

t1 ∈ T1

A B ΛBΛA

ξnc

= t2 ∈ T2

A B ΛBΛA

ξnc

. (58)

This definition guarantees that the representation of
events is independent of the specific test to which those
events belong; namely, for every arbitrary test T =
[t1, t2, . . . , tm] in any unquotiented OPT, its represen-
tation in a noncontextual ontological model is given by

ξnc(T) = [ξnc(t1|T), ξnc(t2|T), . . . , ξnc(tm|T)]

= [ξnc(t1) , ξnc (t2), . . . , ξnc(tm)] . (59)

If we consider ontological models of quotiented OPTs,
then the first kind of contexts (that is, variability
within an operational equivalence class) is quotiented
out. Hence, trivially, an ontological model of a quo-
tiented OPT cannot depend on this kind of context.
However, it is conceivable that ontological models of quo-
tiented OPTs could still depend on the second kind of
context, that is, to which instrument a given transforma-
tion belongs. That is, for every two arbitrary instruments

T = [t∗, t1, . . . , tn] and T
′

= [t∗, t
′

1, . . . , t
′

m] from system
A to system B in a given quotiented OPT, where the two
have t∗ in common, it is conceivable that one could have

ξ̃(t∗|T) 6= ξ̃(t∗|T
′

). (60)

(This is not possible in the GPT framework, which is not
equipped with instrument structure.)
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In the following section, however, we will demonstrate
that this is in fact not a possibility at all. That is, by uti-
lizing some generic features of strongly causal quotiented
OPTs, along with the properties we have defined for on-
tological models, we demonstrate that the instrument
structure cannot be leveraged to allow for any contextual
ontological representation of a strongly causal quotiented
OPT. Consequently, similar to in the GPT framework,
there is a one-to-one correspondence between noncontex-
tual ontological models of an unquotiented OPT and on-
tological models of the corresponding quotiented OPT.

D. Impossibility of contextual ontological models

of strongly causal quotiented OPTs

To disprove the possibility of having contextual repre-
sentation for ontological models of strongly causal quo-
tiented OPTs, first we need to define a particular kind
of coarse-graining. Given an arbitrary instrument T =
[t1, t2, . . . , tm] from system A to system B in any strongly
causal quotiented OPT, we define the coarse-graining
CB(T) for instruments with outcome space cardinality
greater than two as the one that results in the binary
instrument

CB(T) := [t1, t2 + . . .+ tm] (61)

Note that any ontological model must commute
with coarse-graining, which in this case means that
ξ̃
(

CB(T)
)

= CB

(

ξ̃(T)
)

, so that

[

ξ̃
(

t1|CB (T)
)

, ξ̃
(

t2 + . . .+ tm|CB (T)
)

]

=
[

ξ̃(t1|T), ξ̃ (t2|T) + ...+ ξ̃ (tm|T)
]

. (62)

Having defined the above coarse-graining, consider two

arbitrary instruments T = [t∗, t1, . . . , tn] and T
′

=

[t∗, t
′

1, . . . , t
′

m], both from system A to system B, and
with one transformation t∗ in common. Applying CB to
these instruments, we have

CB (T) = [t∗,w :=

n
∑

i=1

ti] , CB(T
′

) = [t∗,w
′

:=

m
∑

j=1

t
′

j ] .

(63)
For their ontological representations, using (62), we have

ξ̃
(

CB(T)
)

=
[

ξ̃
(

t∗|T
)

, ξ̃(w |CB(T)
)

]

(64)

ξ̃
(

CB(T
′

)
)

=
[

ξ̃
(

t∗ |T
′ )

, ξ̃
(

w
′

|CB(T
′

)
)

]

. (65)

Now, consider the transformations

B B
, S

BB
, (66)

namely the identity transformation IB on system B, and
a second transformation, DS, that involves discarding

system B and preparing it in an arbitrary determinis-
tic state S of the theory. Since these transformations are
deterministic, each can also be regarded as a singleton
instrument, and we also use IB and DS to denote the
singleton instruments. By implementing the instruments

CB(T) and CB(T
′

), and then applying IB and DS, ap-
propriately conditioned on their outcomes, we can define
the following conditional pair of instruments from system
A to system B:

CT := [IB ◦ t∗,DS ◦w] , CT
′ := [IB ◦ t∗,DS ◦ w

′

]. (67)

Diagrammatically, these are

CT
A B = [

B B
t∗

A
,

B
w

A B
DS ] (68)

CT
′

A B = [
B B

t∗
A

,
B

w
′

A B
DS ] . (69)

By strong causality, both CT and CT
′ are instruments

within the theory. Moreover, by virtue of causality and
the fact that the full coarse-graining of T and T′ are
deterministic transformations, one has

DS ◦ (t
∗ +w) = DS = DS ◦ (t

∗ +w
′

) ⇒ DS ◦w = DS ◦w
′

,
(70)

which implies that CT = CT
′ . Now consider an ontolog-

ical representation of CT, which is an instrument from
system ΛA to system ΛB:

ξ̃(CT) =
[

ξ̃(IB ◦ t∗|CT), ξ̃(DS ◦ w|CT)
]

. (71)

Using conditioning preservation of ontological models, we
have

ξ̃(CT) =
[

ξ̃(IB) ◦ ξ̃(t
∗|T), ξ̃(DS) ◦ ξ̃

(

w|CB(T)
)

]

, (72)

and using identity preservation, we further have

ξ̃(CT) =
[

ξ̃(t∗|T), ξ̃(DS) ◦ ξ̃
(

w|CB(T)
)

]

. (73)

It may help to repeat this logic diagrammatically. For
the first transformation of (71), one has

ξ̃(IB ◦ t∗|CT) =
A B ΛBΛA

ξ̃

t∗ ∈ CB(T)
B

=
A B ΛBΛA

ξ̃

B B ΛB

ξ̃

B
t∗ ∈ CB(T)

=
A B ΛBΛA

ξ̃

B
t∗ ∈ CB(T)

=ξ̃
(

t∗|CB(T)
)

= ξ̃ (t∗|T) ; (74)

for the second transformation, one has

ξ̃ (DS ◦ w|CT) =
A B ΛBΛA

ξ̃

t∗ ∈ CB(T)
B

DS

=
A B ΛBΛA

ξ̃

B B R
ΛB

ξ̃

B
t∗ ∈ CB(T) DS

=ξ̃ (DS) ◦ ξ̃
(

w|CB(T)
)

. (75)
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Similarly, for CT
′ , we have

ξ̃(CT
′ ) =

[

ξ̃(t∗|T
′

), ξ̃ (DS) ◦ ξ̃
(

w
′

|CB(T
′

)
)

]

. (76)

But as CT = CT
′ , we must have ξ̃(CT) = ξ̃(CT

′ ) , which
then immediately implies

ξ̃ (t∗|T) = ξ̃(t∗|T
′

) (77)

This contradicts (60), and so proves there is no possi-
bility of a contextual ontological model of a quotiented
OPT. It also shows that ontological representations of a
quotiented OPT is determined entirely by its represen-
tation of the transformations, which naturally extend to
give a unique representation of the instruments. Thus,
one has the following:

Lemma III.8. For every instrument T = [t1, t2, . . . , tm]
in a strongly causal quotiented OPT, the corresponding
instrument in an ontological model, from system ΛA to
ΛB, is represented as

ξ̃ (T ) =
[

ξ̃ (t1|T ) , ξ̃ (t2|T ) , . . . , ξ̃ (tm|T )
]

=
[

ξ̃(t1), ξ̃(t2), . . . , ξ̃(tm)
]

. (78)

Thus, despite having defined ontological models of quo-
tiented OPTs based on instrument structure and explor-
ing the potential to use this structure for contextual rep-
resentations of quotiented OPTs, it turns out that due to
some very generic properties of quotiented OPTs (partic-
ularly strong causality), one can demonstrate that it is
sufficient to consider ontological models solely at the level
of transformations, independent of the instruments they
are associated with. Note that for ontological models
of unquotiented OPTs, the same line of reasoning (with
a minor modification for coarse-graining and replacing
the sum with g) cannot be applied. This is because, in
unquotiented theories, (70) does not generally hold—the
two sides of the equation are merely operationally equiv-
alent rather than equal. Consequently, CT and CT

′ are
also operationally equivalent, but not equal, allowing for
the possibility of an ontological model acting differently
on them.
However, ontological models of unquotiented theories

that are noncontextual (Definition III.7) must satisfy the
property in Lemma III.8. Thus, one can follow a similar
line of reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 3.2 from
Ref. [3] to obtain the following.

Theorem III.9. There is a one-to-one correspondence
between noncontextual ontological models of a strongly

causal unquotiented OPT ξnc : Θ → ∆ and ontological

models of the associated strongly causal quotiented OPT

ξ̃ : Θ̃ → ∆ .

In particular, an ontological model of an unquotiented
OPT is noncontextual if and only if it factors through the

quotienting map. Note that if our result, Lemma III.8,
did not hold, then this would not be the case (and the
above theorem would not hold), since then it would be
possible that despite a given map (from the unquotiented
OPT to the strictly classical OPT) factoring through
the quotienting map, the ontological representation could
still depend on the instrument structure (as this survives
the quotienting map).

IV. DISCUSSION

Our main result shows that for strongly causal quo-
tiented OPTs, any ontological model cannot depend on
the “which instrument” context. This means that once
one has a specification of what the ontological model does
to transformations, one can immediately say what hap-
pens to the instruments in the theory. This raises the
question, why not forget about the structure of instru-
ments entirely, and just define ontological models at the
level of transformations?
This is essentially what was done in Ref. [3]. The GPTs

defined therein can be thought of as a strongly causal
quotiented OPT where one does not have the instrument
structure, and ontological models are defined therein as
maps acting on the level of transformations.
It is instructive to consider how these two frameworks

match up with one another. On the one hand, we can
turn an ontological model for a strongly causal quo-
tiented OPT (where it is formally defined by its action
on tests/instruments) into one for the GPT (where it is
formally defined by its action on transformations). And,
on the other hand, we can turn an ontological model for
the GPT into one for the full strongly causal quotiented
OPT. Importantly, one can show that going in either di-
rection does indeed result in a valid ontological model.
That is, the assumptions imposed in Ref. [3] are in fact
equivalent to those we demand here. Hence, we have a
one-to-one correspondence between noncontextual onto-
logical models as defined in Ref. [3] and those that we
define here. At least for the study of noncontextual on-
tological models, the choice of which framework to work
with is therefore simply a matter of personal preference.
The most interesting direction for future work is to

construct noncontextual ontological models for existing
OPTs (or to prove that this is not possible). In forth-
coming work, we begin this process by showing that one
can construct a noncontextual ontological model for the
theory known as bilocal classical theory [15]. More gen-
erally, this opens the door for relating topics studied in
the framework of OPTs to generalized noncontextuality.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Rob Spekkens for helpful discussions on the
possibility of contextual representations of quotiented
theories. SS, ME, DS, and JHS were supported by the



12

National Science Centre, Poland (Opus project, Cate-
gorical Foundations of the Non-Classicality of Nature,
project no. 2021/41/B/ST2/03149). JHS conducted
part of this research while visiting the Okinawa Institute
of Science and Technology (OIST) through the Theoreti-
cal Sciences Visiting Program (TSVP). DS was supported
by Perimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics. Research

at Perimeter Institute is supported in part by the Govern-
ment of Canada through the Department of Innovation,
Science and Economic Development and by the Province
of Ontario through the Ministry of Colleges and Univer-
sities. All of the diagrams within this manuscript were
prepared using TikZit.

[1] R. W. Spekkens, The ontological identity of empir-
ical indiscernibles: Leibniz’s methodological principle
and its significance in the work of Einstein (2019),
arXiv:1909.04628 [physics.hist-ph].

[2] R. W. Spekkens, Negativity and Contextual-
ity are Equivalent Notions of Nonclassicality,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 020401 (2008).

[3] D. Schmid, J. H. Selby, M. F. Pusey, and R. W. Spekkens,
A structure theorem for generalized-noncontextual onto-
logical models, Quantum 8, 1283 (2024).

[4] D. Schmid, J. H. Selby, E. Wolfe, R. Kunjwal, and
R. W. Spekkens, Characterization of Noncontextuality
in the Framework of Generalized Probabilistic Theories,
PRX Quantum 2, 010331 (2021).

[5] D. Schmid, H. Du, J. H. Selby, and M. F. Pusey, Unique-
ness of noncontextual models for stabilizer subtheories,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 120403 (2022).

[6] F. Shahandeh, Quantum computational advantage im-
plies contextuality, arXiv:2112.00024 (2021).

[7] D. Schmid and R. W. Spekkens, Contextual advantage
for state discrimination, Phys. Rev. X 8, 011015 (2018).

[8] K. Flatt, H. Lee, C. R. I. Carceller, J. B.
Brask, and J. Bae, Contextual advantages and
certification for maximum-confidence discrimination,
PRX Quantum 3, 030337 (2022).

[9] S. Mukherjee, S. Naonit, and A. K. Pan, Discriminating
three mirror-symmetric states with a restricted contex-
tual advantage, Phys. Rev. A 106, 012216 (2022).

[10] J. Shin, D. Ha, and Y. Kwon, Quantum contextual
advantage depending on nonzero prior probabilities in
state discrimination of mixed qubit states, Entropy 23,
10.3390/e23121583 (2021).

[11] L. Catani, M. Leifer, D. Schmid, and R. W. Spekkens,
Why interference phenomena do not capture the essence
of quantum theory, Quantum 7, 1119 (2023).

[12] L. Catani, M. Leifer, D. Schmid, and R. W. Spekkens,
Reply to “comment on ‘why interference phenom-
ena do not capture the essence of quantum theory”’,
arXiv:2207.11791 (2022).

[13] L. Catani, M. Leifer, G. Scala, D. Schmid, and
R. W. Spekkens, Aspects of the phenomenol-
ogy of interference that are genuinely nonclassical,
Phys. Rev. A 108, 022207 (2023).

[14] T. Giordani, R. Wagner, C. Esposito, A. Camillini,
F. Hoch, G. Carvacho, C. Pentangelo, F. Cecca-
relli, S. Piacentini, A. Crespi, et al., Experimental
certification of contextuality, coherence, and dimen-
sion in a programmable universal photonic processor,
Science Advances 9, eadj4249 (2023).

[15] G. M. D’Ariano, M. Erba, and P. Perinotti,
Classicality without local discriminability: De-
coupling entanglement and complementarity,

Physical Review A 102, 052216 (2020).
[16] J. H. Selby, D. Schmid, E. Wolfe, A. B. Sainz, R. Kun-

jwal, and R. W. Spekkens, Contextuality without incom-
patibility, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 230201 (2023).

[17] J. H. Selby, D. Schmid, E. Wolfe, A. B. Sainz,
R. Kunjwal, and R. W. Spekkens, Accessible frag-
ments of generalized probabilistic theories, cone equiv-
alence, and applications to witnessing nonclassicality,
Phys. Rev. A 107, 062203 (2023).

[18] M. Erba, P. Perinotti, D. Rolino, and A. Tosini, Mea-
surement incompatibility is strictly stronger than distur-
bance, Phys. Rev. A 109, 022239 (2024).

[19] A. Tavakoli and R. Uola, Measurement incompatibility
and steering are necessary and sufficient for operational
contextuality, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 013011 (2020).

[20] L. Catani, M. Leifer, G. Scala, D. Schmid, and R. W.
Spekkens, What is nonclassical about uncertainty rela-
tions?, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 240401 (2022).

[21] M. Lostaglio, Certifying Quantum Signatures in Thermo-
dynamics and Metrology via Contextuality of Quantum
Linear Response, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 230603 (2020).

[22] N. E. Comar, D. Cius, L. F. Santos, R. Wagner,
and B. Amaral, Contextuality in anomalous heat flow
(2024), arXiv:2406.09715.

[23] M. Lostaglio, Quantum fluctuation theorems,
contextuality, and work quasiprobabilities,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 040602 (2018).

[24] M. F. Pusey, Anomalous Weak Values Are Proofs of Con-
textuality, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 200401 (2014).

[25] R. Kunjwal, M. Lostaglio, and M. F. Pusey, Anomalous
weak values and contextuality: Robustness, tightness,
and imaginary parts, Phys. Rev. A 100, 042116 (2019).

[26] V. P. Rossi, D. Schmid, J. H. Selby, and A. B. Sainz, Con-
textuality with vanishing coherence and maximal robust-
ness to dephasing, Phys. Rev. A 108, 032213 (2023).

[27] R. Wagner, A. Camillini, and E. F. Galvão, Coher-
ence and contextuality in a Mach-Zehnder interferom-
eter, Quantum 8, 1240 (2024).

[28] R. Wagner, R. S. Barbosa, and E. F. Galvão, Inequali-
ties witnessing coherence, nonlocality, and contextuality,
Physical Review A 109, 032220 (2024).

[29] G. M. D’Ariano, M. Erba, and P. Perinotti,
Classical theories with entanglement,
Physical Review A 101, 042118 (2020).

[30] R. D. Baldijão, R. Wagner, C. Duarte, B. Amaral, and
M. T. Cunha, Emergence of Noncontextuality under
Quantum Darwinism, PRX Quantum 2, 030351 (2021).

[31] R. W. Spekkens, D. H. Buzacott, A. J. Keehn,
B. Toner, and G. J. Pryde, Preparation Con-
textuality Powers Parity-Oblivious Multiplexing,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 010401 (2009).

https://tikzit.github.io/
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.04628
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.020401
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-03-14-1283
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010331
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.120403
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.00024
https://journals.aps.org/prx/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.011015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.030337
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.012216
https://doi.org/10.3390/e23121583
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-09-25-1119
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.11791
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.108.022207
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.adj4249
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.052216
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.230201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.062203
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.022239
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.013011
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.240401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.230603
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.09715
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.09715
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.040602
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.200401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.100.042116
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.108.032213
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-02-05-1240
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.032220
https://journals.aps.org/pra/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.042118
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030351
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.010401


13

[32] A. Chailloux, I. Kerenidis, S. Kundu, and J. Sikora, Op-
timal bounds for parity-oblivious random access codes,
New J. Phys. 18, 045003 (2016).

[33] A. Ambainis, M. Banik, A. Chaturvedi, D. Kravchenko,
and A. Rai, Parity oblivious d-level random ac-
cess codes and class of noncontextuality inequalities,
Quantum Inf. Process. 18, 111 (2019).

[34] D. Saha, P. Horodecki, and M. Paw lowski, State inde-
pendent contextuality advances one-way communication,
New J. Phys. 21, 093057 (2019).

[35] S. A. Yadavalli and R. Kunjwal, Contextuality in
entanglement-assisted one-shot classical communication,
Quantum 6, 839 (2022).

[36] A. Hameedi, A. Tavakoli, B. Marques, and M. Bouren-
nane, Communication games reveal preparation contex-
tuality, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 220402 (2017).

[37] A. M. Fonseca, V. P. Rossi, R. D. Baldijão, J. H. Selby,
and A. B. Sainz, Robustness of contextuality under dif-
ferent types of noise as quantifiers for parity-oblivious
multiplexing tasks (2024), arXiv:2406.12773.

[38] M. Lostaglio and G. Senno, Contextual advantage for
state-dependent cloning, Quantum 4, 258 (2020).

[39] P. Jokinen, M. Weilenmann, M. Plávala,
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the property of diagram preservation, the third from the
preservation of coarse-graining, and the last from the
preservation of determinacy. Using the above properties,
it is straightforward to show that ξ̃ is linear on proba-
bilities. Furthermore, since there are two fixed points,
ξ̃(1) = 1 and ξ̃(0) = 0 (as it is straightforwardly derived
by using coarse-graining preservation), one also has

ξ̃(p) = p . (A1)

That is, ξ̃ preserves probabilities. This result can like-
wise be established for ontological models of strongly
causal unquotiented OPTs. It is important to note, as
mentioned earlier, that the proof outlined for Lemma
III.8 is not applicable to ontological models of strongly
causal unquotiented OPTs. Nevertheless, it remains
valid for probability distributions. To see this, consider
two probability distributions P = [p∗, p1, p2, . . . , pn] and

P
′

= [p∗, p
′

1, p
′

2, . . . , p
′

m] in an strongly causal unquo-
tiented OPT. Applying CB as defined in (61), results in

CB(P) = [p∗,
∑n

i=1 pi] and CB(P
′

) = [p∗,
∑m

j=1 p
′

j] that
are equal, and since any ontological model ξ commutes
with coarse-graining, it follows that

ξ(p∗|P) = ξ(p∗|P
′

) . (A2)

Hence, test dependency can be dropped for probabil-
ity distributions, namely, for every probability distribu-
tion PX = [px]x∈X in any strongly causal unquotiented
OPT, and for every ontological model ξ, it holds that
ξ(px|PX) = ξ(px). Consequently, all the properties listed
also apply to ontological models of unquotiented OPTs,
ensuring the preservation of probability.

ξ(p) = p . (A3)

For srongly causal quotiented OPTs, it can be demon-
strated that ξ̃ is convex-linear with respect to transfor-
mations. Specifically, in an arbitrary strongly causal
quotiented OPT Θ, for every probability distribution
[px]x∈X, every system A and B ∈ Sys, and for every
transformation tx ∈ Transf(Θ) ∈ Transf(A → B), one
has

ξ̃

(

∑

x

pxtx

)

=
∑

x

pxξ̃ (tx) . (A4)

This would indeed follow by applying Lemma III.8, along
with the preservation of conditioning, probabilities, and
coarse-graining of ξ̃. To see this, consider two arbitrary

instruments T = [t1, t2] and T
′

= [t
′

1, t
′

2], from system A
to system B, and a probability distribution P = [p, 1−p].
Conditioning based on the probability distribution P, we
can then define the conditional instrument

CP :=
[

pt1, pt2, (1− p)t
′

1, (1 − p)t
′

2

]

. (A5)

In other words T is implemented with the probability

p ∈ P, and T
′

with the probability 1 − p ∈ P. Applying
an ontological model ξ̃ on the above conditional instru-
ment, and using conditioning preservation, probability
preservation, and the fact the one can drop instrument
dependency from ξ̃ in the light of Lemma III.8, one has

ξ̃(CP) =
[

pξ̃(t1), pξ̃(t2), (1 − p)ξ̃(t
′

1), (1− p)ξ̃(t
′

2)
]

.

(A6)
Now, given the outcome space X := {1, 2, 3, 4} in
the instrument CP, consider the partition K(X) =
{{1, 3}, {2}, {4}}. Applying coarse-graining map based
on this partition results in

CK(X)

(

ξ̃(CP)
)

=
[

pξ̃(t1) + (1− p)ξ̃(t
′

1), pξ̃(t2), (1− p)ξ̃(t
′

2)
]

.

(A7)
However, note that every ontological model, by defini-
tion, preserves coarse-graining, that is

CK(X)

(

ξ̃(CP)
)

= ξ̃
(

CK(X)(CP)
)

=
[

ξ̃(pt1 + (1− p)t
′

1), ξ̃(pt2), ξ̃
(

(1− p)t
′

2

)

]

.

(A8)

And hence, one has

ξ̃(pt1 + (1 − p)t
′

1) = pξ̃(t1) + (1− p)ξ̃(t
′

1). (A9)

Which can be easily generalized to (A4).2 Given that we
have assumed the existence of the null transformation
in quotiented OPTs, it follows from the preservation of
coarse-graining that ξ̃(εA→B), for every system A and B,
is also a null transformation in any ontological model.
Using this property of ontological models, along with the
convex-linearity of transformations, it can be shown, as
demonstrated in Appendix 1 of Ref. [56], that ξ̃ is linear
with respect to transformations, that is for every rx ∈
R, every system A and B ∈ Sys(Θ), and every tx ∈
Transf(A → B), such that

∑

x rxtx ∈ Transf(A → B),
one has

ξ̃

(

∑

x

rxtx

)

=
∑

x

rxξ̃ (tx) . (A12)

2 It should be noted that, since it is unclear whether Lemma III.8
holds for strongly causal unquotiented OPTs, and because for
coarse-graining between events, the g operation must be used

instead of the usual summation, the conclusion that can be drawn
for ontological models of strongly causal unquotiented OPTs,
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based on the same reasoning as above, is

ξ
(

pt1 g (1− p)t
′

1

∣

∣ CK(X)(CP)
)

= pξ(t1|T) + (1 − p)ξ(t
′

1|T
′

).

(A10)
If one considers noncontextual ontological models, then it follows

that

ξnc

(

pt1 g (1− p)t
′

1

)

= pξnc(t1) + (1 − p)ξnc(t
′

1). (A11)


