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Arising from Measurement Contextuality
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The prevailing view is that quantum phenomena can be harnessed to tackle certain problems be-
yond the reach of classical approaches. Quantifying this capability as a quantum—classical separation
and demonstrating it on current quantum processors has remained elusive. Using a superconducting
qubit processor, we show that quantum contextuality enables certain tasks to be performed with
success probabilities beyond classical limits. With a few qubits, we illustrate quantum contextual-
ity with the magic square game, as well as quantify it through a Kochen—Specker—Bell inequality
violation. To examine many-body contextuality, we implement the N-player GHZ game and sepa-
rately solve a 2D hidden linear function problem, exceeding classical success rate in both. Our work
proposes novel ways to benchmark quantum processors using contextuality-based algorithms.

It is widely believed that distinct non-classical fea-
tures allow certain quantum algorithms to outperform
their classical counterparts, an expectation that has mo-
tivated extensive research on quantum processors. Yet
proving separations between computational algorithms is
extremely challenging; to date, no unconditional proof
of quantum advantage exists for a general computational
model. Nevertheless, a few rare algorithms demonstrate
provable separation, and hence advantages, under specific
bounded resources beyond metered memory and time. On
the hardware side, however, there is still no direct experi-
mental measurement of the quantum-—classical separation
for these algorithms, nor of the degree of ‘quantumness’ in
the corresponding many-body states, as sufficiently large
quantum processors have only recently become available.

Beyond quantum-—classical separations, a central ques-
tion is which unique aspect of quantum phenomena con-
stitutes a computational resource. While entanglement is
well understood as a resource for quantum communica-
tion, some studies suggest that contextuality could be the
key resource enabling the superiority of quantum compu-
tation [1-8]. The role of contextuality in many-body com-
putation, unlike in few-body tasks, remains poorly under-
stood. Most studies on the information-theoretic aspects
of many-body quantum states have focused on other as-
pects, entanglement for example, with only a few excep-
tions examining their contextuality [3, 9-14]. Although
central to modern views on quantum mechanics, contex-
tuality has seen few experimental studies [15-28].

Quantum measurement contextuality arises from the
observation that in certain quantum systems the out-
comes of observables depend on the measurement context
and are not predetermined [29, 30]. The discussion of this
phenomenon traces back to the famous EPR argument
and Finstein’s question, “Is the moon there when nobody
looks?” [31, 32], reflecting the realist belief that physical
properties exist objectively and independently of observa-
tion. This notion of pre-existing properties became cen-
tral to the EPR (Einstein—Podolsky—Rosen) argument for
the incompleteness of quantum theory [33], a view that
was ultimately challenged by experimental tests [34, 35].

A set of measurements on a tripartite quantum state
¥ = (]000) — [111))/+/2 can illustrate the impossibil-
ity of assigning pre-defined values to physical observ-
ables [36, 37]. When measuring the 3-qubit Pauli oper-

ators A = X1Y2Y3, B = Y1X2Y3, and C' = Y1Y’2X3, the
outcomes are always +1. One can measure A, for exam-
ple, by simultaneously measuring X7, Y5, and Y3, obtain-
ing outcomes x1, Y2, and ys, respectively, which are each
+1, such that product z1y2ys3 is always +1. However, a
measurement of D = X;X5X3, yields —1 even though
multiplying z1y2ys = +1, y122ys = +1, and y1ya23 = +1
would give z1zox3 = 41, which one would expect to agree
with the measurement of D if one assumed that all of
the z; and y; had pre-determined values. This counterin-
tuitive finding highlights the subtle role of measurement
context in describing what is observed in quantum sys-
tems.

Quantum contextuality-based tasks exploit classically-
impossible correlations to design games where players can
succeed despite being unable to communicate [38, 39]. In
these so-called quantum pseudo-telepathy games, players
achieve higher winning probabilities by sharing an entan-
gled quantum state and conditioning their strategies on
measurement outcomes, compared to using a classical set
of pre-agreed instructions. To experimentally illustrate
contextuality, we implement the magic square game [40—
44] on our superconducting qubit processor. This is a
cooperative game featuring two players, Alice and Bob,
and a referee. The rules of the game are as follows.

i. Resource sharing: Initially, players are allowed to
communicate and share a strategy.

ii. Imposing non-communication: Alice and Bob are
separated, and the referee randomly assigns to Alice
j-th row and to Bob k-th column of a 3x3 table that
they must fill with a;;, € {+1}.

iii. Constraint: The products of the numbers for Al-
ice’s assigned row must be +1, and for Bob’s column
must be —1,

Rj = Hajvk =41, C, = Haj’k =—-1. (1)
k J

iv. Winning condition: They win if they have the same
number at the intersecting cell.

Any classical strategy that they could share before they
know their row and column assignment can be represented
as a 3 x 3 table of the values +1. In this table, the number


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.02284v1

2

A Acooperative game B Quantum strategy C Assignment-based quantum measurements D Measured probability of winning

1st row
1st row 2nd row 3rd row
n Sharing an entangled 1.00 + +
= & quantum state Q1 0.95
i) Allowed to strategize o1 Q2 0.90 } _ errorbar= 100x6 ~
ii) No communication }
2
Q l Q 2nd row
3
iii) Asked to fill an assigned Q } 1.00 + + }
row column Q4 0.95
1st column  2nd column 3rd column 0.90 F e
-11X0-1x | +1 X
- +1
= +1 Measurement plan Q3 3rd row
+1| =1 Q4 ) A H ~
2| @EE Sl LT
iv) Win if agreed on the 0.95
shared square EEE LS s 0.90 | R, = 8/9 classical strategy

DD 1st

2nd
column

FIG. 1. The Mermin-Peres magic square game. (A) The rules of this game. The green dashed line indicates the
incommunicado constraint. Alice gets a row and Bob a column of a 3 x 3 table; entries must satisfy row products = 41, column
products = —1, and they win if their shared cell matches. (B) Leveraging a quantum strategy, the players share two Bell pairs
and agree on what measurements to perform for each assigned row (Alice) or column (Bob), using the measurement plan table,
where first Pauli in each cell refers to their first qubit. (C) Each player performs two simultaneous measurements and, given the
product constraint rule (iii), they infer the third value needed to fill out their assigned row or column. (D) Measured probability
of winning the game when played on our processor, shown for 9 distinct games (row or column assignment) sorted by where
the assigned rows and columns intersect. The average probability of winning is P, = 0.9830 4+ 0.0001. Each game is played
N = 100,000 times and the error bar plotted for each game is 100 times the statistical uncertainty derived from the binomial

distribution.

—1 would need to appear an even number of times for each
row and an odd number of times for each column. There-
fore, the total number of —1 needs to be even and odd at
the same time, which is impossible. Thus there is no clas-
sical strategy that wins every time. It can be seen that
the best classical strategy results in a winning probabil-
ity of 8/9, under the assumption that the referee assigns
them rows and columns uniformly at random. Here, we
implement a quantum pseudo-telepathy strategy that en-
ables players to win the game with probability P, = 1.
Starting with a pair of Bell pairs,

) = (|OO> + |11>)Q17Q3 <|OO> +1]11)

Alice and Bob each take half of each Bell pair, i.e. Alice
takes Q1 and @2, and Bob takes Q3 and Q4. After they
are separated and informed about their row and column
assignment, they each use the pre-agreed Table I to select
which measurements they should make. To play the game,
we use a 2x2 square of qubits. We prepare Bell pairs
between the vertical pairs and then identify the top two
qubits as Alice and the bottom two as Bob.

In Fig. 1(D) we show the result of playing the 9 games,
sorted based on the intersection of the assigned row and
column. Fach of these distinct games is played N, =
100,000 times, yielding an average winning probability of
P, =0.9830+0.0001. The uncertainty in each of the nine
distinct games comes from a binomial distribution and is
proportional to 1/4/Ng, and can be made much smaller

)QQ,Q4’

column 1 column 2 column 3
row 1 1175 Z11> 717>
row 2 X1l I X5 X1X2
row 3 —Xlzg —Zle Ylva

TABLE I. The Mermin—Peres table is a set of measurement
instructions that the two players can use to deterministically
win the game, P, = 1, if given noiseless quantum resources.

by increasing Ng;. The higher P, than classical bound
values are rooted in the non-commutativity of quantum
observables. These scores illustrate why quantum theory
requires matrix representations, unlike classical physics
with scalar observables. The threshold where quantum
advantage disappears marks the point beyond which ma-
trix mechanics is no longer needed.

To quantify the degree of contextuality for our proces-
sors we use an inequality, analogous to the Bell inequal-
ity. The Bell-Kochen-Specker (BKS) theorem states that
no non-contextual hidden-variables (NCHV) theory can
reproduce the predictions of quantum mechanics for cor-
relations between measurement outcomes of some sets of
observables [45-48]. Cabello [49] and others [50] derive a
set of inequalities that are satisfied by any NCHV theory
but are violated by quantum mechanics for any quantum
state. These inequalities bound certain linear combina-
tions of ensemble averages of correlations between mea-
surement outcomes of compatible observables; thus creat-
ing a separation between the predicted outcomes of quan-
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FIG. 2.

Quantifying contextuality by measuring xkss.
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(A) Measuring xxsB requires successive quantum non-

demolition (QND) measurements of two qubits (Q1, Q2) which we achieve by using an ancilla qubit (An). We construct a
long circuit of 180 randomly selected rows or columns (contexts, 540 QND measurements) and run the sequence for 1,000 times.
Using single qubit and two qubit entangling gates, a random sequence of rows and columns of Table I is measured and after
each measurement the ancilla is reset to the |0) state. (B) Measuring each row or column (a “context”) entails three successive
measurements, each +1, which in the absence of noise, would multiply to 4+1 for the rows or —1 for the columns. Plotted are
6(R;) and —6(C;), for all rows and columns; error bars indicate 10 x the statistical uncertainty, . The horizontal dashed line
corresponding to xykss = 4 is the classical limit assuming pre-existing classical values of +1 for each of the 9 elements of the
table and the olive, horizontal solid line corresponds to the sums of the averages xxsg = 5.618 & 0.005, as given in Eq. (3).

Additional data are provided in the Supplementary Materials.

tum mechanics, and the bound that is satisfied by NCHV
theories. Consider the set of observables shown in Table
I, where observables within each column and each row
commute. For any NCHV theory,

XksB = (1) + (R2) + (R3) — (C1) = (C2) — (C3) < 4 (3)

where the average is the ensemble average of the prod-
ucts of the outcomes of the observables listed in the first
row, and so forth. The above inequality is independent
of the preparation of the ensemble, provided all terms are
estimated for the same preparation.

In Fig.2(A) we show a gate sequence that performs
QND measurements of the operators in Table I. Each row
and column represents a distinct measurement context,
and entails three successive measurements, which in the-
ory should multiply to 41 for each row and —1 for each
column. We run a circuit with a random sequence of 180
contexts and repeat this sequence 1000 times. The three
measurements within each context are also performed in
random order. In Fig.2(B), we show the measured expec-
tation value for each context. The sum of these averages
gives xksp = 5.618 £ 0.005, closer to the quantum limit
of xksp = 6 and exceeding previous experiments [15], and
significantly above the classical limit of yxsg = 4. The
deviation from 6 is due to various experimental errors in
our system (see Supplementary Materials).

It is worth emphasizing the connection between the two
experiments presented thus far. Any state-independent
proof of strong contextuality can be reformulated as a
state-dependent nonlocal game [51-54]. Although our im-
plementations of these two approaches on noisy hardware
incur different types of errors, both are well captured by
our error-budget analysis. Thus, the observed success
probabilities mainly reflect the distinct experimental in-
gredients and demands of each protocol.

To examine contextuality beyond few-body quantum
states, we implement a non-communication game that can
be won against classical strategies if the players share an
N-qubit GHZ state [55] before playing the game. This

scalable game provides a natural entry point to many-
body condensed-matter settings [56, 57], raising the ques-
tion of whether such games can certify contextuality in
ground states of physical systems.

In the N-qubit GHZ parity game, there are N play-
ers and each player j is given a classical bit z; €
{0,1}, the “question,” with the promise that }, z; is
even (Fig.3(A)). In order to win the game, the players
must output bits y; € {0,1} such that

N N
S0 =22 (mod ). (1)
j=1

If the players do not take advantage of quantum physics,
the optimal strategy available to them is random guessing,
which wins with a probability 1/2 + 1/2¥/2] (gray line
in Fig.3(B), ref. [57]). If the players instead share the
quantum state |GHZ) before playing the game, they can
win with probability P, = 1 by measuring their qubits in
either the X or Y basis, depending on whether their input
x; is 0 or 1. The players perform the following operations:
each applies an S gate to their qubit if z; = 1. Then all
players apply the Hadamard gate and measure their qubit
in the Z basis, which gives y; € {0,1}. Since the GHZ
state, [GHZ) = (]000...) + |111...))/+/2, is stabilized by a
tensor product of Pauli X and Y with an even number of
Y, the results will always have even parity.

In Fig. 3(B), we show the results of implementing this
algorithm on our superconducting processor up to N = 71
players, where each player corresponds to a qubit. For
each choice of the number of players, 20 distinct games (a
given set of z;) and 50 choices of qubits for each game
are played, where each of these 1000 games is played
Ny = 1000 times, and each instance results in a definite
win or loss. The winning probability is the average over all
games with the indicated standard deviation coming from
statistical error in each game. While the measured prob-
ability of winning always stays above the classical win-
ning probability, the margin of advantage narrows with
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FIG. 3. The N-qubit GHZ parity game. (A) Quantum circuit for the game. Each of the N players is given a binary value
x; and is asked to return a binary answer y; such that the sum of the answers (mod 2) is the same as the sum of the questions
divided by two. Using an N-qubit GHZ state, players can answer the questions by measuring in a corresponding basis, depending
on the binary question (x;) they were assigned. (B) The average winning probability measured on up to 71 qubits (or players).
20 distinct games (a random set of z; values) were selected, and each game was implemented on 50 choices of GHZ state growth
pattern. Each of these 1000 configurations was measured Ny = 1000 times. The shaded regions are 200 and +40c of statistical
error computed from the 50 qubit configurations used, after averaging over 20 games played (see Supplementary Materials).

the number of players. Nevertheless, if errors do not sys-
tematically favor the (|000...) — |111...)) /v/2 state, play-
ing each game more times reduces the standard deviation
of the mean and increases the confidence in outperforming
the classical strategy.

Having benchmarked the contextual capabilities of our
processor at the many-body level, we now turn to an algo-
rithm with a provable computational advantage. There is
a strong equivalence between problems that can be natu-
rally formulated as non-local games and quantum circuits
with bounded connectivity [3, 58, 59]. Exploiting this,
Bravyi et al. gave the first unconditional quantum advan-
tage result for a restricted class of circuits [3]. They con-
sidered a family of computational problems and showed
that these can be solved exactly by a quantum circuit of
fixed constant depth, whereas any classical solution re-
quires logarithmic-depth circuits. Beyond the theoretical
proof, it is important to test the noise resilience of such
circuits on current quantum processors.

The computational problem that Bravyi et al. con-
sidered can be viewed as a non-oracular variant of the
well-known Bernstein-Vazirani problem [60].  Consider
quadratic forms ¢ : {0,1}" — Z, = {0,1,2,3}, defined
as

a@)= Y Ayw; (mod 4), (5)

ij=1

where z = (z1,...,2,) is a vector of n binary variables
and A is a symmetric binary matrix. We consider the fol-
lowing hidden linear function (HLF) problem: Given an

nxn symmetric binary matrix A specifying a quadratic
form q(x) = 2T Az, which is evaluated modulo 4, find a
binary vector z € {0,1}" such that ¢(z) = 227z (mod 4)
for all z in the binary null-space of A. Bravyi et al. de-
vised a quantum algorithm for solving this 2D problem,
specializing to the case where A; ; is nonzero only if ¢ and
j can be mapped to nearest-neighbors on a 2D grid. They
assign each input bit A4; ; to the edge {7,j} and each bit
A; ; at the vertex ¢ of the 2D grid of qubits. They showed
that the 2D HLF problems that are mappable to a 2D
square grid of qubits with local gates can be solved with
certainty by a shallow quantum circuit.

In Fig. 4(A), we show the gate sequence used for solv-
ing a 2D HLF problem for an nxn symmetric binary ma-
trix. Qubits are initialized in the |0) state and then a
Hadamard gate is applied to all qubits to create a su-
perposition of all computational states. We focus on a
subset of random binary n x n matrices A in which each
connectivity-allowed entry is non-zero with probability
Pyate, with all other entries set to zero. To implement the
circuit associated with such a matrix, we apply S gates
followed by four layers of CZ gates, where S and CZ gates
are included whenever the corresponding elements of A
are non-zero. Next, there is a layer of Hadamard gates,
followed by a measurement of all qubits, where each mea-
surement instance returns a bitstring that one can verify
by comparing against the classical simulation of the quan-
tum circuit. In panel (B), we show the results of measur-
ing Ny = 1000 different choices of A and measuring each
choice Ny = 100 times for matrix size n values ranging
from 9 to 105 qubits.
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FIG. 4. Quantum advantage in finding solutions of 2D hidden linear functions. (A) Quantum circuit for finding a
hidden function. Qubits are initialized in a product |0) state and then a gate is applied to all of them. The encoding of the
symmetric n X n matrix A is done by applying an S-gate where A; ; is non-zero and CZ-gate between qubits ¢ and j where A; ; is
nonzero. The diagonal and allowed off-diagonal elements in A are non-zero with probability 0.5, where the allowed off-diagonal
elements are those which connect neighboring qubits. At the end all qubits are measured in the computational basis, after
a layer of Hadamard gates on all qubits. (B) The effective number of layers is defined as 4 divided by the fraction of total
number of measured bitstrings that are correct (right axis). Solid data points are the average of Ny = 1000 distinct matrices,
each run N, = 100 times, at each n-value, and the standard deviation o is the statistical fluctuations of N, distinct runs (see
Supplementary Materials for details). The gray horizontal line segments are the classical lower bound.

In the absence of errors, every run of the algorithm re-
turns a correct hidden bitstring. On the quantum pro-
cessor, errors lead to incorrect outcomes. Comparing
measured bitstrings with classical Clifford simulations us-
ing Stim [61], we compute the fraction of correct results
and define its inverse as an effective two-qubit gate depth
for finding the correct bitstring. This metric, sometimes
called time-to-solution, quantifies the extra runs needed
to find the correct bitstring [62]. In an error-free system,
the number of layers remains four at all system sizes,
and for smaller n, the effective depth stays close to this
value. As n grows, the probability of incorrect outcomes
increases, raising the effective depth to about six layers
for a 105 x 105 matrix.

For the classical circuit depth required to solve the HLF
problem, Bravyi et al. provide a lower bound for large
n. However, the logarithmic scaling of these bounds im-
plies relevance only for n ~ 10% qubits, far beyond cur-
rent experimental sizes. In the absence of a theoretical
lower bound for near-term devices, we conjecture that for
a function depending on all s inputs, the minimum clas-
sical circuit depth required to implement a Boolean func-
tion using two-input, one-output gates is log,(s) for an
ezxact solution to the HLF problem. This formula counts
the number of two-bit gate layers a classical computer
needs to find a bitstring of length n, without constrain-

ing circuit connectivity. We plot these bounds as gray
lines in Fig. 4(B), which exceed our quantum results, sug-
gesting that the problem is effectively solved with fewer
two-qubit gate layers on our quantum processor than the
two-bit gate layers required in the classical circuit model.

In this work, we leveraged the flexibility of a large
2D array of superconducting qubits to show that many-
body quantum contextuality can enable bounded-resource
tasks more efficiently than classical counterparts. At the
few-qubit level, we implemented the Mermin—Peres game
and violated a Kochen—Specker—Bell inequality, achieving
record performance where the maximum attainable con-
textuality, rather than merely a lower-bound violation,
becomes the target. FExtending to scalable many-body
tasks, we demonstrated contextual behavior by outper-
forming classical strategies using up to 105 qubits. The
sensitivity of these many-body algorithms also allowed us
to benchmark our processor and detect subtle coherent
errors absent in random unitary operations. To guide
hardware development and reduce the performance gap
from the noiseless quantum expectation, we propose us-
ing many-body contextuality as a benchmark for future
quantum devices.
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1. LIST OF SYMBOLS

Symbol Description
N Number of qubits in the GHZ state
1

|GHZ) N-qubit GHZ state, — ([0)®" + |1)®V)

V2
PCGHZ Experimentally prepared GHZ state
F Fidelity of pguz with respect to |GHZ)
P, N-qubit Pauli operator
{5;} Set of 2%V stabilizers of |GHZ)
Qi Generator of the stabilizer group
FX FZ Fidelities associated with X-type and Z-type stabilizers
Fr, Fidelity of GHZ state under 17 decay
Nsq Number of single-qubit gates
eyt Pauli error probability per single-qubit gate
Fyq, Fs)é , Fé Total, X-type, and Z-type fidelities from single-qubit errors
Nog Number of two-qubit gates
egq Pauli error probability per two-qubit gate

Foq, F5$ F¥,
nI‘O

€0, €1

g

Zp, XA, YA

Freadout,asym

X
Freadout,symv Freadout,sym’

Ftotal

SDs0, S D1ooo
Lejassical

A

S

CZ

Pyate

FZ

readout,sym

Fidelities from two-qubit gate errors

Number of measurement gates

Probabilities of misidentifying |0}, |1) in readout
Symmetric readout error rate (eg = e; =€)

Transformed observables under readout noise

Fidelity under asymmetric readout error

Fidelities under symmetric readout error

Total GHZ fidelity including all error channels

Winning probability of the bounded-resource task
Number of randomized GHZ game or HLF instances
Number of shots (repetitions) per instance

Standard deviation across 50 GHZ or 1000 HLF instances
Lower bound on classical circuit depth

n X n matrix defining the 2D HLF problem

Phase gate (v/Z) used in the HLF encoding

Controlled-Z gate (native two-qubit entangling operation)

Probability of applying each allowed S or CZ gate in the 2D HLF problem

10
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2. DEVICE CHARACTERIZATION

The experiments were performed on 72-qubit and 105-qubit Willow processors, with architectures similar to those
described in Ref. [63]. In all cases, CZ gates served as the native entangling operation. Fig. S1 shows representative
error rates for a 71-qubit grid on the 72-qubit processor and a 105-qubit grid on the 105-qubit processor. Details of
gate optimization are provided in Refs. [64, 65].

71 qubit 2D grid 105 qubit 2D grid
I
I
08¢ I
IS I
®© I
87 I
% 0.6
=
°
2
® 04r
=2 I = 1Q RB
E : —— 2QXEBCZ
0.2t I €o 1
I
I — e
0.0_ s M .....l._ i P - . .—J—r‘.._ ....l._ o
10" 107 10 10" 107 107 102 10"
Pauli and measurement error rates Pauli and measurement error rates

FIG. S1. Representative error rates for a 71-qubit 2D grid on the 72-qubit Willow processor and a 105-qubit
2D grid on the 105-qubit Willow processor. The data include readout (measurement) errors, single-qubit randomized
benchmarking (1Q RB) errors, and two-qubit cross-entropy benchmarking (2Q XEB) Pauli errors for CZ gates. Vertical dashed
lines denote the median values for each dataset. The readout errors eg and ei correspond to the probability of reporting |1)
when the qubit is prepared in |0) and of reporting |0) when prepared in |1), respectively.
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3. MERMIN-PERES MAGIC SQUARE GAME: VARIATIONS AND ERROR BUDGET

When using quantum resources, the Mermin-Peres square game can be played in several different ways that would
all be equivalent in the absence of noise:

e Variation I. Alice and Bob decide to measure only two of the three Pauli operators corresponding to their
assigned row and column. They then each infer the outcome of the third Pauli such that the product of the three
results equals +1 for Alice (assigned to rows) and —1 for Bob (assigned to columns). This is the strategy that is
used in Figure 1 of the main text.

e Variation II. In this version, they do not compute the third Pauli outcome but measure it directly on the
processor (Fig. S2). Consequently, the circuits become larger to accommodate the third Pauli measurement.
Each player uses two ancilla qubits to measure two Paulis and employs their half of the Bell pair to measure the
third Pauli. This circuit construction is not unique and could alternatively be done with one ancilla. Either the
rules of the game or the strategy utilized by Alice and Bob must be modified to accommodate cases where the
three measurements do not multiply correctly (which was stipulated as a rule in the original formulation of the
game), but here we focus on presenting the experimental data itself rather than discussing the implications of
variations of the game’s rules.

A Quantum strategy B Assignment-based quantum measurements (variation II) C Measured probability of winning
(variation I1)
1st row 2nd row 3rd row
Sharing 1st row
anentangled | Al I I I 100p  erorbar=5x0
uantum state ®
q Q1 I I g-gg ¢ 3
Q1 } Q2 I R
Q2 A2
Q3 } D
Q4 2nd row
1.00
®
1st column 2nd column 3rd column 0.95 ¢ ¢
Measurement plan 090F
A3 I I I R~ 8/9 classical strategy
1z ZI zZ Q3
x|l ] aa I
xzllzx][vv] m@ 3rd row
1.00
& 0.95 s
090} ¢ ! ]
I CZ gate Hadamard gate Half rotation around x-axis Measurement 1st 2nd 3rd
column

FIG. S2. Variation II of the Mermin-Peres magic square game. (A) Players share two Bell pairs and agree on the
measurement basis for each assigned row (Alice) or column (Bob). (B) Using ancilla qubits, each player performs three simul-
taneous measurements corresponding to their assigned row or column. For clarity, we omit the dynamical decoupling sequences
applied to qubits during idle periods. We also depict the circuits using CZ, Hadamard, and X/2 gates, although in the actual
implementation, contiguous single-qubit gates are compiled into a single operation. (C) Measured probability that both players
follow their respective multiplication rules and obtain matching outcomes in the shared cell, shown for nine distinct games
(row-column assignments) sorted by the position of their intersection. The average win probability is Pv = 0.9355 + 0.0008.
Each game is played Ns = 10,000 times, and the error bar for each game is five times the statistical uncertainty derived from
the binomial distribution.
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Figure S3(A) shows the measured win probabilities for Variations I and II. Panel (B) presents the estimated error
budget for both variations, in agreement with the average measured probability of winning (green/red points). We
model each mechanism separately (colored bars) by either adding depolarizing noise following the single-qubit (SQ)
or two-qubit (2Q) gates, using Cirq [66], or by randomly flipping bits in the simulated bit strings to model readout
errors. These error processes are simulated with the measured single-qubit Pauli error e, two-qubit Pauli error ef)q,
and readout error rates eg (0 — 1) and e; (1 — 0) for the qubits involved. We also perform simulations with all
error mechanisms enabled simultaneously (black stars), which are consistent with the per-mechanism estimates within
uncertainties. Because Variation II directly measures the third Pauli in each context, it requires additional gates and
therefore exhibits a higher loss rate. Simulations are performed with 10,000 shots and are therefore subject to statistical
uncertainties, which are reflected in the error bars on the black stars. These error bars do not reflect uncertainty due
to imprecision in measurements of the physical error rates or due to limitations of the model (e.g. errors may not be
exactly depolarizing, and other sources of error such as 77 decay were not included). Nevertheless, the agreement with
the experimental win rate suggests that we have correctly captured the major sources of error.

A Measured probability of winning B  Estimation of error contributions
1st row
error bar = 5x0
1.00 |o o — 7 | mmm Readout Error
° = B 2Q Gate Error
0-
0.95 @ L ® - [ sQ Gate Error
090 b _____ < 6| ® Experiment
R, 8/9 classical strategy = % Noisy simulation
g 5
2nd row o
1.00 ® ® E
0.95 [® ¢ s 5 4
>
090 fooo Z error bar =G
8 3
® Variation | g_
@® Variation Il fe]
3rd row 2 2
1.00 2
[] >
0.95 L] 2
Y é IS 1
oeOp_____ . * 7T 8
1st 2nd 3rd
column variation | variation Il

FIG. S3. Comparing the performance of game variations. (A) Win probabilities for Variation I (green) and Variation
IT (red) across the 9 distinct games ordered by the corresponding row-column intersection. The average win probability is
P, = 0.9773 £+ 0.0005 for Variation I and P,, = 0.9355 4 0.0008 for Variation II. Each game is played Ns; = 10,000 times. The
error bars represent five times the standard error. (B) Colored bars represent the simulated contributions of individual error
mechanisms to the total probability of losing. Black stars show simulations with all mechanisms enabled. Points (green/red)
show the measured average loss probability for each variation. Error bars in this panel indicate the standard error.
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4. KOCHEN-SPECKER-BELL INEQUALITY: FURTHER DATA AND CALIBRATION
4.A. Continuous Measurement of a Random Sequence

To evaluate xksp, we stream a random sequence of 180 measurement contexts, rows or columns from the Mermin-
Peres square (table I of the main text), and collect statistics over Ny = 1000 runs of such sequences. If a measurement
Pauli P appears in two consecutive compatible contexts, that is, with only commuting operators in between (compatible
contexts, e.g., Xo in Fig. S4(A), green), the two outcomes, in principle, should agree, s0 Pagree = 1. We experimentally
measure P,gee for every Pauli over all such compatible occurrences and plot the results in Fig. S4(A) (right). The
binomial standard error is

I agree(l I agree)
o= S1
\/ N, ’ (81)

with N, = 20,000, the average number of occurrences of each Pauli. If a given Pauli (e.g., X5 in Fig. S4(B), red) is
measured before and after a context incompatible with it (Zs2, Z1, Z1Z3), the two measurement results should be fully
uncorrelated. For such instances, the measurements for all Paulis are shown in Fig. S4(B) (right), with uncertainties
from Eq. (S1).

Example of two measurements of X, within compatible contexts

A
1.00 [m======mmmm—mm——— e
Q1 + + +
Q2 é é é {
< 0.95
An =
X, XX X, XX X, X,
J L context j-1 J L context j J L error bar =10x G
0.90
1Z ZI ZZ XI IX XX -XZ-ZXYY
B Example of two measurements of X, within incompatible contexts 0.51
Q1
Q2 £ é é é § 0 0
@ 0.5
An <
X, Z, Z, 2.z, X,
context j-1 J L context j J L context j+1 o error bar = G
1Z ZI ZZ XI IX XX -XZ-ZXYY
& 180 contexts >

FIG. S4. (A) Example segment where a Pauli (here X5) is measured twice with only commuting operators between contexts
j—1and j, implying Pagree = 1. Right: Pagree for each Pauli over all such compatible occurrences. The horizontal solid line is the
average Pagree = 0.9636 £ 0.0004. The error bars in the plot are 10 x ¢ for visibility. (B) Example segment where intermediate
operators do not commute with Xs, implying Pagree = 1/2. Right: Pagree for each Pauli over all such incompatible occurrences.
The horizontal solid line is the average Pagree = 0.500 & 0.001.
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4.B. Calibrating Compensation Phases

To continuously measure the two-qubit Pauli operators that enter x xsp, we map the joint state of Q1 and Q2 onto
the phase of an ancilla qubit. Figure S5(A) illustrates the circuit used to implement this mapping. In this construction,
the ancilla is highly sensitive to undesired phase accumulation. Between successive two-qubit Pauli measurements, the
ancilla is measured and reset, a process that requires large frequency excursions in our architecture. The finite settling
time associated with these excursions introduces additional phase accumulation on the qubits, which in turn produces
a distribution of yxsp values that depends on the flux-line transfer function of each ancilla qubit.

To compensate for this effect, we insert a virtual Z rotation before the final Hadamard in each two-qubit Pauli-
mapping sequence(Fig. S5(B)) and calibrate its value to cancel the accumulated phase. Figure S5(C) shows the
estimated xxsp as a function of the applied virtual Z.

A Mapping a 2-qubit Pauli to an ancilla C Calibrating optimal virtual Z to maximize x
6 .
a! tgﬁii ;
Q2 I I 4 3 5 classical bound--—---
An@ @ @ @ 2} ] )
Z,Z, Z, Z, error bar =20x0
e J( Jleee 2|
Prev. context Example: row 1 context Next context 3
2 [} ®
L) 3
B c tion of undessired ph lati -4} Y o
ompensation of undesired phase accumulation Calibrated virtual Z I,,}I
Q1 6L : : : :
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00
Q2 I I Virtual Z
) ) ) N
An \@ B, Z \@ Z \@ Z @ I CZ gate Hadamard gate Virtual Z
PP J L 172 2 1 J t’
2 ) Measurement Reset
Prev. context Example: row 1 context Next context &)

FIG. S5. Compensating undesired phase accumulation. (A) Example segment within the 180-context sequence where
we measure row 1. (B) To compensate for the undesired phase accumulation, we introduce virtual Z gates before each final
Hadamard during a Pauli mapping. (C) Calibrating the optimal virtual Z (applied in (B)) that will maximize the value of
xksB- The error bars plotted are 20 times the statistical uncertainty derived from the binomial distribution.
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5. GHZ STATE: FIDELITY AND ERROR ESTIMATION
5.A. Fidelity
a. Definition

We aim to estimate the fidelity of the experimentally prepared state, pguz, with respect to the N-qubit GHZ state,

cazy = 0T (52)
V2
The fidelity is defined as
Expanding the state pguz in the Pauli basis,
1 4N 1
ponz = 5yl + Y b (54)
i=1

where P; are N -qubit Pauli operators, and the ¢; are the real-valued Pauli expansion coefficients, and substituting this
expansion into Eq. (S3) gives

4N -1
1 .
i=1

Since the GHZ state is a stabilizer state, it has 2V stabilizer operators {.SA}} For these operators
(GHZ| S; |GHZ) =1, (S6)
whereas for all other Pauli operators P/,
(GHZ| P! |GHZ) = 0. (S7)
The fidelity F' can therefore be expressed in terms of the stabilizer coefficients as
2N 1

F=)Y g, (S8)
=0

where the sum is restricted to the 2%V stabilizers. In particular, cg is the expansion coefficient of the identity stabilizer,
co = 1/2N. From Eq. (S4), these coefficients are

= QLN Tr {ﬁGHZ S’Z] . (S9)

Thus, the fidelity is the arithmetic mean of the stabilizer expectation values

2N _1

F= QLN Z Sy, (S10)

where (S’Z) denotes the expectation value of stabilizer 5'2 in state pgrz. As shown in Refs. [67, 68], this quantity can
be estimated by Monte Carlo sampling over a polynomial number of stabilizers, thereby avoiding the exponential cost
of full N-qubit tomography.
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b. Stabilizers

The N-qubit GHZ state |GHZ) is a stabilizer state with 2V stabilizers generated by N independent stabilizers, which
can be chosen to be

Zi i+1 ’L'G{O,l,...,N*Q},

Q=N (S11)
II %, i=N-1.
j=0
The stabilizers S; can be written in terms of these generators as
L Bter) 12

where i;, denotes the kth binary digit of . The 2V~! stabilizers with iy_; = 0 are Z-type stabilizers, diagonal in the
computational basis. The remaining 2V ! stabilizers with ix_1 = 1 are X -type stabilizers, which involve measurements
in rotated bases X and Y. The total fidelity can be expressed in terms of the average fidelities of these two classes as

_ FX 4+ FZ
- . _

F (S13)

5.B. Error Estimation
a. Fidelity under Ty with Dynamical Decoupling

To estimate the fidelity of the GHZ state, we consider a mean relaxation time 73 for all qubits. Let 7 denote a small
idle interval, the amplitude-damping rate is

-
= —. S14
V=T (S14)
A general single-qubit density matrix, with unit trace and positivity constraints, takes the form
bo ¢
p=1 . . po,p1 >0, po+pi=1, |c]*<popr. (S15)
¢ N

Here py and p; denote the ground- and excited-state populations, respectively, while ¢ encodes the coherence between
the two states. The amplitude-damping channel with Kraus operators

1 0 0
Ko = K="V (S16)

0 VI—7/’ 0 0

acts on p as

po+yp1 V1—7c
VI=7yc (1-7)p

When using dynamical decoupling, this interval is split into two equal halves of duration 7 = dt/2. Counsidering
a particular dynamical decoupling sequence, the time duration can be separated by a Y pulse, followed by another
Y (so that the net unitary is identity). For simplicity, we assume the Y gates are applied instantaneously. The
amplitude-damping parameter per half-interval becomes

Ap) =Y KipK] = (S17)

dt

gl

After a single cycle of the Amplitude Damping—Y —Amplitude Damping—Y" sequence as illustrated below, the density
matrix evolves as:
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(1 =) po +p1 (1-9)c

+ 0. S19
(I=vc  Apo+ (1 —=7)p ) (519

P Prinal(T) =

Passing to the limit of a large number of dynamical decoupling cycles in time ¢ > dt, the differential equation for the
ground-state population is

dpo 1
—_— = —(1-2 2

With the initial condition p(0) at ¢t = 0, and denoting the ground-state population at time ¢ as po(¢), the solution to
the differential equation is

po(t) = e M (po(0) = 5) + 5, pult) = e T (pa(0) = 5) + 5 (521)
The coherence term decays as

c(t) = ¢(0) et/ (2T, (S22)

Application of the resulting many-cycle channel to the four density matrix components of an N-qubit GHZ state
with idle times ¢; on the i*" qubit yields:

05 (0 > Jh (1 ety oY+ T] 1= ety o™ o™ (523)
=0

NN oy TT 20— /™) 08 00N + ] S1+ %) eV, (524)
i=0 1=0

0V (12N 1:_[ 0/ (T1) |g)®N (18N ($25)

1)EN (0] h /G ) BN 0O (S26)

Thus, the transformed density matrix, after discarding terms orthogonal to the GHZ state, is

1 1 N-1 N-1
penz = 5 [2N< H (14 e t/T) 4 H (1- e—ti/T1)> (\0>®N<0|®N + |1>®N<1|®N)
=0

=0
N—-1
+ [ e/ (o= @Y + 1) =70 >]. (527)
1=0
The resulting fidelity is
1 1 N—-1 1 N-1 N—-1
= (GHZ| panz |GHZ) = 3 {2—N 11 (LT + o5 11 (1— e t/Try 4 ]1 e*ti/@Tﬂ] (S28)

The first two terms contribute to the Z-type fidelity, as they arise from the diagonal elements of the density matrix
and are affected only by X-type Pauli errors. In contrast, the final term originates from the off-diagonal coherence and
is therefore sensitive to Z-type Pauli errors, contributing to the X-type fidelity.
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b. Fidelity under Single-Qubit Gates

To estimate the effect of single-qubit gate errors on the GHZ fidelity, we model each gate by a local depolarizing
channel with Pauli error rate ej!. Because any nontrivial Pauli error reduces the fidelity, the contribution from nsq
number of single-qubit gates is

Foq = (1 —eyt)™ . (S29)
For the Z-type fidelity, only X and Y Pauli errors contribute,

2 n
Ff=(1-geh™, (S30)

and since the total fidelity is defined as the arithmetic mean of the X- and Z-type contributions,

Fy =2Fq — FZ. (S31)

c. Fidelity under Two-Qubit Gates

Similarly, let no, denote the number of two-qubit gates, each followed by local depolarizing channels on the involved
qubits with error rate ezq. Out of the 15 non-identity two-qubit Pauli operators, all but ZZ reduce the GHZ fidelity.

14
Thus, the effective error probability is 1—56]2)% and

14 50 no,
Foq=(1- 1—56pq) 2, (S32)
For the Z-type fidelity, only ZZ, IZ, and ZI errors leave the stabilizers unchanged, giving

12
Ff =(1- 1—5612701)”2‘1. (S33)

Since the total fidelity is defined as the arithmetic mean of the X- and Z-type contributions, we obtain

F5\ = 2Fpq — F3,. (S34)

d. Fidelity under Readout Error

To estimate the fidelity contribution from readout errors, we model the readout channel with Kraus operators

vV1—e¢eg O 0 0 0 /el 0 0
ko = , k= , ko= - , k3= ) (S35)
0 0 \/% 0 0 0 0 V1—e

where eg and e; denote the probabilities of misidentifying |0) and |1), respectively. For a qubit in state p, measurement
in the Z basis under this channel yields

Z Tr(kipkj Z) - Z Tr(pijki) = Tv(pZy), (S36)

where the transformed observable is
Zpn=(e1—ep)l+(1—eg—ey)Z. (S37)
By inserting basis changes before the readout channel, the corresponding transformed observables for X and Y are
Xa=YY2Z, Y72 = (e —eo) 1 + (1 —eg — e1) X, (S38)
Ya=X 122, X2 = (e; —eg) 1+ (1—eg— 1) Y. (S39)

The expectation value of any stabilizer is obtained by replacing each Pauli operator with its corresponding transformed
observable. The resulting fidelity under asymmetric readout error, incorporating the effect on the expectation values
of the X- and Z-type stabilizers of the GHZ state, is
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1 1 1 TN
Freadout7asym = Z (1 — eo)N + e(J)V + (1 — el)N + eivj| + 5(1 — €9 — 61)N + W(el — eo)N COS(4> . (840)

Since in practice eg =~ e; < 1%, as shown in Fig. S1, it is convenient to approximate the asymmetric model by the
symmetric case eg = e; = €. Under this assumption, the total fidelity simplifies to

1
Freadoutsym = 5 [(1 —2)N 4 (1— )N + V. (S41)

The corresponding fidelities for X-type and Z-type stabilizers are
X

readout,sym

=(1-2)N, FZ =(1-e)N &V, (542)

readout,sym

Finally, we approximate all error channels as independent. In our framework, the fidelity is estimated post measurement
and therefore includes readout errors, consistent with the conditions of the GHZ game. The combined fidelity is bounded
by the product of contributions from the independent error channels,

Ftotal = FT1 X qu X F2q X Freadout,sym- (843)
Fidelity (X-type stabilizers only) Fidelity (Z-type stabilizers only) Fidelity
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FIG. S6. Experimental and estimated X-type, Z-type, and total fidelities of the GHZ state as a function of system
size, up to 71 qubits. Shaded regions indicate the contributions of individual error channels, with mean values used for all
estimates (see Section 5B): single-qubit Pauli error e;? = 5 x 104, two-qubit Pauli error ef,q = 3x 1073, symmetric readout error
€ =7 x 1073, and relaxation time T) = 73 us. The measured total fidelity drops below 0.5 at N = 45, which serves as a witness
of genuine N-partite entanglement (the genuine entanglement limit). Labels within the shaded regions mark the system size at
which each channel alone would reduce the fidelity below 0.5. The shaded wedge corresponding to single-qubit errors is relatively
large due to the additional single-qubit gates introduced by dynamical decoupling. Inset: representative two-dimensional GHZ
growth pattern, with colors denoting the entangling-cycle index at which qubits are added to the GHZ state.
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5.C. GHZ State Growth and Fidelity

The growth of an N-qubit GHZ state is implemented using a randomized breadth-first search (BFS) [69] on a two-
dimensional qubit grid. The procedure begins with a single qubit and expands outward by sequentially entangling
neighboring qubits. At each step, the set of unentangled qubits adjacent to the GHZ state is identified, and the order
of their inclusion is randomized by shuffling this set. This stochastic growth path distributes the effect of local noise and
device-specific imperfections. Averaging results over multiple randomizations yields spatially homogeneous statistics.
The entangling CNOT operation is realized with a gate sequence {Hadamard, CZ, Hadamard} on the target qubit,
which incorporates a new qubit into the existing GHZ state. Owing to the radial expansion on a two-dimensional
geometry, the required two-qubit gate depth scales approximately as v/N.

For each system size, we generate 50 randomized growth patterns and, for each pattern, perform 20 independent
instances of the GHZ game (choices of the x;). This results in N, = 1000 games per system size, with each game
executed Ny = 1000 times. In each shot, a win is recorded when the parity of the measured output bitstring fulfills the
GHZ winning condition defined in the main text. The mean winning probability, averaged across the 50 randomizations,
is shown in Fig. 3 of the main text. The standard error of the mean is given by

o ~ 8Dxo
N \/%7

where SDs5¢ denotes the standard deviation of the average win rate across the 50 growth patterns. The winning
probability of the GHZ game, PSHZ, is directly related to the X-type stabilizer fidelity, FX, through PSH? = (1 +
FX)/2. The total GHZ fidelity is obtained as the average of the X- and Z-type stabilizer fidelities. To obtain
both contributions, Z-type measurements are interleaved with the game experiments, and the order of all circuits is
randomized. Error suppression is implemented through dynamical decoupling and randomized compiling (one instance
per X-type stabilizer circuit). Fig. S6 summarizes the measured X-, Z-, and total fidelities, together with an error
analysis described in Section 5B.

(S44)
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6. SHALLOW CIRCUITS AND HIDDEN LINEAR FUNCTION (HLF) PROBLEM
6.A. Formalism and Further Experimental Data

Our work experimentally implements the two-dimensional Hidden Linear Function (HLF) problem [3], comparing
the two-qubit gate depth required to obtain exact solutions with the corresponding classical circuit depth needed for
exact evaluation. We note that the theoretical results of Ref. [3] establish a quantum—classical separation for circuits
achieving correctness with probability p = 7/8, whereas our implementation operates in the regime of exact solutions.

The minimum classical circuit depth required to implement a Boolean function with s inputs, that depends on each
input, using two-input, one-output gates, is log,(s). To encode the two-dimensional Hidden Linear Function (HLF)
problem [3] on a square qubit grid, the diagonal entries of the defining matrix A are mapped to S gates on individual
qubits, while the off-diagonal entries correspond to CZ gates between qubits. Pairs of qubits that are not connected
in the two-dimensional geometry always correspond to zero entries in A. An illustrative example of mapping a n x n
matrix A, with n = 9, onto a grid is shown below.

A matrix 2D grid of qubits

m [ 0or 1 diagonal —» S-gate
[ 1 | B 0 or 1 off-diagonal — CZ gate

H EE 0 always

O©COONOOADRWN -

Because all Boolean inputs of the 2D HLF problem acquire a geometric representation, the total number of inputs can
be counted directly from the grid. A lower bound on the number of classical circuit layers to exactly solve the HLF
problem is given by

Lelassical = logy (number of edges + number of nodes), (S45)
where the terms edges and nodes refer to the elements of the grid’s graph. This expression provides a measure of

classical computational complexity for comparison with the quantum implementation.

Pgate = 075 Pgate = 05 Pgate = 025

10}

Classical Lower Bound
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FIG. S7. Additional data for finding solutions of 2D hidden linear functions experiment at different gate ap-
plication probabilities. The trends indicate that a similar number of effective two-qubit layers is required to solve the HLF
problem at a given dimension. Shaded regions denote confidence intervals: dark shading corresponds to 100 and light shading
to £200. Numerical studies up to a few tens of qubits indicate that an extensive set of bitstrings represents valid solutions for
a given problem, so that even in the presence of errors, the measured output bitstring may yield a correct solution.



23

For the quantum case, the target unitary is implemented using S gates together with four layers of CZ gates.
Fig. 4 shows representative 2D HLF instances, constructed by randomly applying gates to the allowed geometry with
probability Pgate = 0.5 and evaluated in terms of the effective number of two-qubit layers (defined in the main text and
also in Section 6B). Additional data are provided in Fig. 57, including gate application probabilities of Pyate = 0.25 and
0.75 for both S and CZ gates, complementing the results in Fig. 4. For each system size, the mean value is computed
as the average over N; = 1000 random HLF instances, each executed N, = 100 times. The standard error of the mean
is obtained from the distribution of results across the same ensemble and is defined as

S SD1g00
/1000’

with SD1ggp denoting the standard deviation across the ensemble of 1,000 HLF problems.

(S46)

6.B. Lower Bound Analysis
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FIG. S8. Effective number of layers to obtain a solution to the HLF problem as a function of the encoding size.
The experimental data from our implementation (blue) are compared with several candidate classical bounds. The three curves
correspond to parameterized lower bounds of the form ¢ log,(n)/16, obtained by extrapolating the asymptotic result of Ref. [3]
into the experimentally relevant regime as the scaling parameter c is varied. The red horizontal line marks the 7/8 fidelity.

To enable a practical comparison with the classical lower bound, defined in terms of computational time or circuit
depth, we adopt a resource-based figure of merit commonly used for benchmarking noisy quantum systems: the Time-
To-Solution (TTS) metric; see Fig. S8. This metric quantifies the total temporal cost required for a quantum processor
to reliably solve a problem, thereby incorporating the impact of noise on algorithmic performance. The TTS is defined
as the product of the physical circuit depth, Dphysical, and the inverse of the observed success probability, Psuccess:

1
Effective Depth (TTS) = Dphysical X

(S47)

PS'LICCBSS

The quantity 1/Psyccess represents the number of repetitions required to obtain the correct bitstring with high
confidence on a noisy device, and therefore quantifies the associated quantum resource overhead. By converting this
probabilistic performance into an “Effective Depth,” the TTS metric enables a direct comparison of quantum resource
requirements against the theoretical classical depth lower bound for the HLF problem. We employ this Effective Depth
metric to position contextuality-based tasks as a metrological standard for quantum computation, shifting the emphasis
from complexity-theoretic supremacy proofs toward rigorous, hardware-level benchmarking.

The argument of Bravyi et al. applies in the asymptotic limit of large problem size n and lies well outside the regime
accessible to near-term quantum devices. This limitation can be appreciated through a simple estimate. Consider an
HLF instance of size n = 65,000, corresponding to an n x n matrix. Extrapolating the theoretical result of Ref. [3]
to this “small” value of n implies that a classical circuit of depth 1 [~ log,(n)/16] layers of two-bit, two-fan-in gates
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would already succeed with probability at least 7/8. For smaller n, the asymptotic argument becomes unreliable, and
no functional dependence is known for the performance of optimal classical algorithms. Moreover, the theoretical lower
bound on circuit depth, D, pertains to worst-case complexity and does not directly apply to noisy, finite-sized quantum
processors. For example, the minimum quantum circuit depth implied by the theory would require an unattainably
large device (n = 2%4 for D = 4), underscoring the gap between asymptotic results and present hardware capabilities.
In the absence of a closed-form expression that allows a direct comparison with classical performance, we provide a
conjecture in Section 6A. The corresponding classical circuit depth is plotted as gray horizontal lines in Fig. S8.

We further compare our experimental results with the theoretical predictions of Ref. [3]. We first note that the bound
derived by Bravyi et al. applies to circuits that solve the HLF problem with success probability exceeding 7/8. It is
therefore instructive to identify where the performance of our quantum processor falls below this threshold. As shown
in Fig. S8, the data intersect the horizontal line at 4/(7/8) (red) at approximately N ~ 35 qubits. Interpreting this
crossing through the asymptotic formula would suggest the existence of a depth-1 classical circuit that outperforms our
device at this point. However, this conclusion is an artifact of extrapolating an asymptotic bound far outside its valid
regime and should not be taken as a meaningful prediction for finite-size experiments.

A second possible comparison is obtained by introducing a prefactor ¢ into the functional form of the Bravyi et al.
and examining its consistency with the data at moderate system sizes. Assuming the scaling with n remains valid while
allowing the overall constant to vary, we find in Fig. S8 that for ¢ = 8 the classical curve lies entirely below the data,
for ¢ = 16 it intersects the data near N ~ 20, and for ¢ = 24 the data remain below the curve across the full range
shown.
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