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The task of conclusive exclusion for a set of quantum states is to find a measurement such that for
each state in the set, there is an outcome that allows one to conclude with certainty that the state
in question was not prepared. Defining classicality of statistics as realizability by a generalized-
noncontextual ontological model, we show that there is a quantum-over-classical advantage for how
well one can achieve conclusive exclusion. This is achieved in an experimental scenario motivated by
the construction appearing in the Pusey-Barrett-Rudolph theorem. We derive noise-robust noncon-
textuality inequalities bounding the conclusiveness of exclusion, and describe a quantum violation
of these. Finally, we show that this bound also constitutes a classical causal compatibility inequality
within the bilocality scenario, and that its violation in quantum theory yields a novel possibilistic

proof of a quantum-classical gap in that scenario.

Introduction— Conclusive exclusion refers to a
quantum state discrimination task where one is given a
set {pr}}_, of quantum states, and one must find a mea-
surement {Ey }7_; (i.e., with a number of outcomes equal
to the number of states in the set) such that obtaining
outcome FEj allows one to conclude with certainty that
state pr was not prepared. The success probability for
conclusive exclusion can be quantified by

== S P, (1)
k=1

where P(Fy|px) is the probability of obtaining outcome
E) when the state is pg. Conclusive exclusion occurs
when this quantity is one.

The task of conclusive exclusion was first studied by
Caves, Fuchs and Schack in an article on quantum state
compatibility (under the name “post-Peierls compatibil-
ity”) [1]. It subsequently became a subject of greater in-
terest when it was used by Pusey, Barrett and Rudolph
(PBR) as part of an argument about the interpretation of
the quantum state [2]. The term “conclusive exclusion”
was introduced in Ref. [3], where a study was undertaken
of what conditions a set of states must satisfy in order for
there to be a possibility of conclusive exclusion. Leifer’s
review [4] of y-ontology theorems highlighted the signif-
icance of conclusive exclusion (under the name ‘antidis-
tinguishability”).

We undertake a study of what aspects of conclusive
exclusion resist classical explanation. The notion of clas-
sicality of experimental statistics we adopt here is realiz-
ability by a generalized-noncontextual (henceforth, sim-
ply ‘noncontextual’) ontological model [5, 6], whose mo-
tivations are given in Refs. [6-9].

The causal structure of the experiment considered by
PBR involves two systems, A and B, that are prepared
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independently and measured jointly. We consider a slight
generalization of this causal structure, depicted in Fig. 1,
which we refer to as the ‘PBR™ scenario’*. We show that
the quantum prediction for how well one can achieve con-
clusive exclusion within the PBR™ scenario resists clas-
sical explanation. We do this by showing that such con-
clusive exclusion implies a novel proof of the impossi-
bility of a noncontextual ontological model. We more-
over derive robust noncontextuality inequalities bound-
ing how well one can achieve this task, and we show that
quantum theory can violate these bounds. These results
help tease out what is genuinely nonclassical about the
phenomenology of quantum state discrimination, comple-
menting prior works showing quantum-over-classical ad-
vantages for minimum error and unambiguous state dis-
crimination [10-16]. They furthermore contribute to the
broader project of identifying the precise boundary be-
tween classical and quantum for any given phenomenol-
ogy, as has been carried out in the contexts of computa-
tion [17, 18], interference [19-21], compatibility [22-24],
uncertainty relations [25], metrology [26], thermodynam-
ics [26, 27], weak values [28, 29], coherence [30, 31], quan-
tum Darwinism [32], information processing and commu-
nication [33-39], cloning [40], broadcasting [41], as well as
Bell scenarios [42, 43] and Kochen-Specker scenarios [44—-
50].

Finally, we show that the existence of noncontextual
inequalities for the PBR™ scenario implies the existence
of classical causal compatibility inequalities for the bilo-
cality scenario [51]. That is, we demonstrate a bridge be-
tween the two sorts of scenarios and no-go theorems and
inequalities pertaining to each. Via this bridge, we estab-
lish that conclusive exclusion is implicated in a quantum

1 Like the original PBR paper, we consider two quantum sys-
tems prepared independently and measured jointly; however, we
conceptualize the different preparations and measurements via
multi-sources and multi-meters.
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violation of a classical causal compatibility inequality in
the bilocality scenario. Thus our work also contributes to
the broader project of identifying networks with classical
causal incompatibility inequalities that can be violated
by quantum theory [51-65].

Conclusive exclusion in the PBR' scenario—
Our construction is inspired by the particular conclu-
sive exclusion task that is used in the proof of the PBR
theorem. (This operational task should not be conflated
with the PBR theorem itself, which is sometimes believed
to be a strong argument against y-epistemic ontological
models of operational quantum theory—a conclusion we
reject for the reasons described in Ref. [66].)
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FIG. 1. The quantum circuit diagram for our PBR™ scenario.
Product states are prepared by a pair of independent multi-
sources, and then measured by a joint (entangled) measure-
ment which aims to achieve conclusive exclusion on various
quadruples of these product states. Single-stroke wires repre-
sent classical systems; double-stroke wires represent quantum
systems.

We take the two systems in the PBR™ scenario to be
two qubits and denote them A and B. We now define the
construction, beginning with a particular choice of prod-
uct states on the composite AB. The basic construction
presumes that each qubit has a state chosen from the
set Qo4 == {]0), |[+)}, so that the possible product states
for the two qubits form the set denoted Py := {pgjo+ }&
with (nonorthogonal) elements

p1jo+ =[0X0[ 4, ® [0X0[ 5, (2a)
p210+ = [0X0] , ® [+X+|5, (2b)
p3jo+ =|+)X+[4 ® [0)X0] 5, (2¢)
pajot+ =+ X+ @ [+X+p - (2d)

(Here, the notation P is chosen to remind the reader it is
a set of product states.) The measurement that achieves
the conclusive exclusion of the states in this set is the one
associated to the orthonormal basis Moy = {Ejjo4 =

’¢k|o+><¢k|o+|}i=1, where

Ib1j04) = 7 (0)al)p +1)al0)5),  (3a)
|pajor) = 7 (10)al=)B + [1)al+)B) (3b)
63104 ) ::ﬁ (a5 + 1-)al0)5),  (3¢)
(6a04) == (H)al=)5 + | -)alH)5) . (3d)

S

This is easily verified to achieve conclusive exclusion be-
cause Eyo4 is orthogonal to pyjg4, Eajoq4 is orthogonal
to p2jo4, and so on.

This result about conclusive exclusion is invariant un-
der application to the state of any unitary that factor-
izes across the AB partition, since applying the inverse
of this unitary to the measurement maintains the opera-
tional statistics. Thus, we can introduce rotated sets of
states for which one can also achieve perfect conclusive
exclusion using inversely rotated measurements.

In this way, we will consider four related conclusive
exclusion protocols.

In particular, we consider three other sets of pairs of
single qubit states Qo_ = {|0),|-)}, Qiy = {|1),]|+)},
and Q,_ = {|1),|—)}, for each of which we consider
the set of nonorthogonal product states on AB that
they define. The sets are respectively denoted Py_ =
{prj0-Yie1» Prv = {pkjny Yooy and Pio = {pr-}ies,
where

Prjo— = (Z ® Z)prjo—» (4a)
Prji+ = (X ® X)pg|1+, (4b)
pk|17 = (Y & Y)pku,. (4C)

The corresponding measurements that achieve conclusive
exclusion are Mo_ = {Egjo_}ie1, My = {Exj1+}iey
and Mi_ == {Ej;_}}_,, where

Epjo— = (Z ® Z)Eyjo-, (5a)
Eyjiq = (X ® X)Egj14, (5b)
By = (Y ®Y)Ey—. (5c)

Define a Z-source as a preparation procedure that ran-
domly prepares one of the states in {|0),|1)}, and out-
puts the bit 0 in the |0) case and outputs the bit 1 in the
|1) case. Similarly define an X-source as a preparation
procedure that randomly prepares one of the states in
{|+), =)}, and outputs the bit 0 in the |+) case and out-
puts the bit 1 in the |—) case. Next consider a device that
toggles between the Z-source and X-source based on the
value of a binary setting variable. This is an instance of
a multi-source [67]. The experiment in Fig. 1 involves a
multi-source S# on qubit A with setting variable S, and
outcome variable X 4, and a multi-source S? on qubit B
with setting variable Sp and outcome variable Xp.

The 16 possible product states on AB that this pair of
multi-sources can generate, as a function of the different



possible values of (S4,Xa;Sp,Xp), are listed in Fig. 2.
All of the states in our four conclusive exclusion protocols
can be so generated, and so appear in the table. (Note
that four of the product states in the table do not appear
in any of our conclusive exclusion protocols, while the
four along the diagonal of the table each appear in two of
the conclusive exclusion protocol.) The states appearing
in Py are highlighted in yellow, those in Py_ in red,
those in P4 in green, and those in P;_ are highlighted
in blue.
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FIG. 2. The product states generated by the pair of
multi-sources.  Quadruples of states which can be con-
sistently excluded are circled in matching colors. Yellow
(states in Poy): (Sa,Xa),(Se,XB) € {(0,0),(1,0)} x
{(0,0),(1,0)}. Red (states in Po_): (Sa,Xa),(SB,XB) €
{(0,0),(1,1)} x {(0,0),(1,1)}.  Green (states in Pi4):
(SAvXA)a(SB7XB) € {(0?1)7(170)} X {(071)7(170)}' Blue
(states in Pi—): (Sa,Xa),(Se,XB) € {(0,1),(1,1)} x
{(0,1), (1,1)}.

The multi-measurement implemented on AB has a set-
ting variable T' € {0+,0—,14+,1—} that toggles among
the four measurements My that achieve conclusive ex-
clusion for each corresponding set Pr. Specifically, the
outcome Y € {1,2,3,4} of My, namely, the one corre-
sponding to Ey|r, conclusively excludes the Y'th state in
Pr, namely, the state py 7.

The measure of success for each of the conclusive exclu-
sion tasks, which we term the conclusiveness of exclusion,
is

1
CEr:=1- 1 EY: P(EY|T|PY|T)~ (6)

CEr can equivalently be written more explicitly in
terms of the classical variables Y, T, Sa, X4, Sp and
Xp appearing in Figure 2, (instead of only Y and T), as

1 -
CEr=1- 1 Z P(Ey|1|ps.(v,T),X A(Y,T),S5(Y,T),Y5(Y,T))s
Y
(7)

of S4 as
and similarly

such that
PSA(Y,T),Xa(Y,T),S5(Y,T),Ys(Y,T) = PY|T- (The ex-
plicit form of these functions can be identified by
checking how the py|ps defined in Eqs. (2) and (4)
correspond to states generated by (Sa,Xa,Sp,Xp) as
shown in Fig. 2.)

where S4(Y,T) indicates the value
a function of the tuple (Y,T),
for XA, T),Sp(Y.T),Yp(Y,T),

Summing the conclusiveness of exclusion for the four
tasks, we have the quantity for which we will provide a
noncontextual bound, namely,

CE = CEOJ,- + CEO_ + CE1+ + CEl_. (8)

It will be important in what follows that the qubit
states {|0), |1), |4}, |—)} satisfy the operational identity

S0+ 1Al = R+ 5] )

expressing the fact that the Z-source and X-source pro-
duce the same average quantum state if one marginalizes
over their outcomes.

Noncontextual bound on the success rate— The
operational identity of Eq. (9), together with the as-
sumption of noncontextuality, implies constraints on the
conclusiveness of exclusion. To prove this, we use the
fact [9, 68] that if we view quantum theory as a general-
ized probabilistic theory [69-71] (quotiented with respect
to contexts [43, 68, 72]), consistency with the principle
of noncontextuality is equivalent to the existence of a
linear representation that is positive for all states and
effects. Such a model for the scenario of Fig. 1 must
have the following form. One associates a set of ontic
states to system A, denoted A 4, and a set of ontic states
to system B, denoted Ag. One then associates to each
quantum state on system A a probability distribution
over this set, denoted p,(A4), which is a linear func-
tion of the density matrix. Similarly for system B. One
associates to each POVM element a response function,
denoted &(y|Aa, Ap), which is a linear function of the
POVM element. Finally, the quantum predictions must
be reproduced via

tr[ ;% (pa ® pB)]

- / WM A8 ip (M)ips (Ap)dAadA.
AA XAB

(10)

Let po(A), 1 (A), a-(A), and p—(A) denote the distri-
butions associated to the quantum states |0), |1), |[+), and
|—) respectively. From the operational identity of Eq. (9),
the linear dependence of the distributions on quantum
states implies that

1 1 1 1

5#0()\) + 5#10\) = §M+(/\) + 5#—(/\)-

(11)

Let Q4 denote the set of distributions that represent
the set of quantum states Q4, and QF the set of distri-
butions that represent the set Q2.

As shorthand, we say that a set Q7 of quantum states
has nontrivial ontic overlap if the elements of the cor-
responding set Q‘f? of probability distributions on A4
have a nontrivial overlap of their ontic supports. For in-
stance, if the set of quantum states Qf, = {|0)4, |+)4}

is represented by the set of epistemic states (264+ =
{po(Xa), pr(Aa)} of the sort depicted in Fig. 3(a), then



this set of quantum states is said to have nontrivial on-
tic overlap. We make an analogous definition for sets of
states on B and on the composite AB.

Under the assumption of noncontextuality, we prove in
Appendix A that |0) and |[4+) must have nontrivial ontic
overlap. The same is true for |0) and |—), for |1) and |+),
and for |1) and |—).2

If the 2-element set ', has nontrivial ontic overlap
then so does the 2-element set Qf, and so does the set
of product states Pyi. The latter implication can be
understood by noting that the ontic support of a product
state in Py is simply the Cartesian product of the ontic
supports of its factors. This is illustrated in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 3. (a) A depiction of the probability distributions over
A4 for the |0) and |+) states having overlapping ontic sup-
ports. (b) A depiction of the ontic supports of the probability
distributions over A4 x Ap for the four product states |0) |0),
|0) [4), |+)]0), and |+) |+). Assuming the supports of |0) and
|4+) overlap, as in (a), it follows that there is a region where
all four overlap.

We noted above that each of the four sets of states,
(2644_, QL Qﬁ_ and Q7' has nontrivial ontic overlap.
Therefore, each of the four sets of product states, Py,
Po—, P14+ and P;_, must also have nontrivial ontic over-
lap.

But any set of product states that has nontrivial on-
tic overlap is one for which perfect conclusive exclusion
is impossible. This is because even in a theory allow-
ing a perfect measurement that reveals the exact ontic
state of the system, ontic states in the region of over-
lap are consistent with having been sampled from any of
the distributions, and so none of the distributions can be
excluded conclusively.

So, in any model consistent with noncontextuality, the
sum of the success rates for conclusive exclusion for the

2 This strengthens a similar claim in Ref. [5], namely, that the
principle of noncontextuality can only be satisfied in ontological
models that are 1-epistemic and more precisely, at least one of
the four pairs must have nontrivial ontic overlap.

four tasks, namely CE, must be bounded away from 4.
But quantum theory predicts that CE = 4, since the
optimal quantum conclusive exclusion in each of these
four exclusion tasks above is 1. Consequently, the (per-
fect) conclusive exclusion allowed by quantum theory is
a proof of the nonrealizability of the statistics by a non-
contextual ontological model, hence of nonclassicality.

In Appendix B, we determine the precise amount by
which CE is bounded away from 4 in any noncontextual
model, namely

CE <pc 3. (12)

This is a noise-robust noncontextuality inequality [73,
74], expressed in terms of the sum of four conclusiveness
of exclusion quantities. Having a noise-robust inequal-
ity is important for achieving an experimental test, since
any real-world experiment will have noise and imperfec-
tions that cause CE to be bounded away from its logical
maximum of 4. However, as long as the noise and im-
perfections are small enough, one can still violate the
noncontextual bound.
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FIG. 4. The circuit diagram for the bilocality scenario.

Connection to the bilocality scenario— Assump-
tions about the causal structure that holds among a num-
ber of variables can imply constraints on the correla-
tions that can be realized on these variables, with the
paradigm example being how the Bell causal structure
(with a classical latent variable as a common cause) im-
plies that the distribution over outcome variables given
setting variables should satisfy Bell inequalities. Gener-
ally, inequality constraints on the realizable correlations
when the latent nodes are assumed to be classical in a
given causal structure are termed classical causal com-
patibility inequalities for that causal structure [56] (see
Refs. [53, 58, 75] for examples). In Appendix C, we show
that the noncontextuality inequality of Eq. (12) for the
PBR™ scenario (Fig. 1) arises as a classical causal com-
patibility inequality within the causal structure known
as the bilocality scenario [51], depicted in Fig. 4. (Recall
that from Eq. (7), this inequality can be expressed in
terms of the conditional probability P(X 4 XgY|SaSpT)
that are native to the bilocality scenario.) That is, if one
is certain that the causal structure of one’s experiment is
as shown in Fig. 4, then one does not even need to appeal
to noncontextuality to derive the bound in Eq. (12)—
rather, the bound follows from the causal structure itself.



One way to obtain a nontrivial classical causal com-
patibility inequality (i.e., one that can be violated by
quantum theory) in the bilocality scenario is to piggy-
back on Bell’s theorem: by postselecting on the joint
measurement’s outcome, one can achieve entanglement
swapping, effectively reducing the scenario to a standard
Bell scenario with entanglement between A’ and B’. It
follows that one can achieve every variety of proof that is
achievable in the standard Bell scenario, including possi-
bilistic proofs (the paradigm example of which is Hardy’s
proof [76]) wherein the quantum-classical gap is mani-
fest already at the level of the support of the distribu-
tion, i.e., a specification of which outcomes are possible
and which are impossible, without regard to the values
of the nonzero probabilities. However, the question of
interest has always been whether there are novel proofs

of quantum-classical gaps in the bilocality scenario, i.e.,
proofs which do not piggyback on Bell’s theorem through
the entanglement swapping protocol [51, 77, 78]. The
quantum-classical gap we have manifested here is of this
variety. Furthermore, to our knowledge, it is the first ex-
ample of a novel proof of nonclassicality in the bilocality
scenario that is possibilistic.
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Appendix A: Overlapping ontic supports

A

Here we prove that each of the four sets of states, Qg‘+, Q- Qﬁ_ and ©{' | must have nontrivial ontic overlap.

Proof. Denote the respective ontic supports for pg(A), p1(A), g4 (A), p—(A) as Ag, A1, Ap, A,

As mentioned in the main text, under the assumption of linear representations of states and effects in the ontological
model of the quotiented theory (which is equivalent to the assumption of noncontextuality for the unquotiented theory),
the operational identity among these four states, namely, Eq. (9), implies the corresponding identity among their ontic

representations, namely, Eq. (11).

As proven in Ref. [10], Ag # A, thus, there exists \* € Ag such that A* ¢ A+, i.e., po(A*) > 0 while py (A*) = 0.
Then, together with the fact that p;(\) is nonnegative, Eq. (B4) implies that p—(A*) > 0. Thus, A* is in the ontic
support for both pg and p_, implying that €y_ has nontrivial ontic overlap.

Similarly, since it is proven in Ref. [10] that Ag # A_, A1 # A4, and A; # A_, the analogue of the argument just
presented implies that Q¢, Q1 and Q4 have nontrivial ontic overlap.

O

Appendix B: Proof of the noncontextuality inequality

Here we derive the noncontextuality inequality on CE, namely, Eq. (12), and show that it is tight, meaning that
the maximal value of CE that can be achieved for any theory that admits of a noncontextual ontological model is 3.
Such a proof does not assume the correctness of quantum theory, so we first translate the scenario described in the
main text to one for a general GPT.

In the experimental scenario depicted in Fig. 1, the Z-source now toggles between the GPT states 55 and 57 while
the X-source now toggles between the GPT states s and §_ such that they satisfy the operational identity:

1 1 1 1

=5+ =8 =-5.+-5_ B1

550 T 551 = 55+ + 55— (B1)
We use Qo4 to denote the set {50, 5, }, and use Po; for the set of product states generated by it, namely, {574 =
80 ® 80, 89104 = So ® 84, 8304 = 54 ® 5o, Syp0+ = 54 ® 84} Similarly, Qo_ = {5o,5_}, Q4 = {51,54}, and
O = {51,5_} , and the corresponding sets of product states are denoted as Po_ := {50 }&, P14 = {5kj1+ }+ and
Pi = {8k }k-

The measurement now toggles between four GPT measurements, each of them is labeled by the measure-
ment setting T € {0+,0—,1+4,1—} and have four outcomes labeled by Y € {1,2,3,4}. For example, Moy =

{61\0+7 €2]04 €3|0+> €4\0+}-
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The optimal conclusiveness of exclusion that can be achieved by the set of states Pr and the measurement M is
now

1 4

4
o s 1 ~ -
CEot =1—— § P(ey|r|syir) =1~ 1 E €y|r " Sy|T- (B2)
k=1 k=1

=

Summing the probabilities of conclusive exclusion for the four tasks, we have the quantity for which we will provide
a noncontextual bound, namely,

CE = CEO+ + CEO_ + CE1+ + CEl_. (B3)

The ontic state space is denoted A. The ontic representations of 3§p,51,584,5- are denoted by
1o (A), 1 (A), g (A), u—(N), respectively; and their corresponding ontic supports are denoted Ag, A, Ay, A_. The
operational identity of Eq. (B1) together with the assumption of noncontextuality implies

S0 + 5 () = sy )+ e () (B4)

The ontic state space of a bipartite system is simply the Cartesian product, namely, Ag x A = A x A, and the ontic
representation of a product state is the product of the ontic representations of the unipartite state in the product. We
denote the response function representing the measurement effect €y |7 as &y 7(Aa, Ag) to, and denote the probability
distribution representing the GPT state on AB, 5y|p, as puy|r(Aa, Ap), such that

P(€Y|T|§Y\T):/1\/A§Y\T(/\Aa/\B)NY|T()‘A7)‘B)d/\Ad/\B' (B5)

Let us first consider CEg4.. We have

4
1
CEo+ =1 - 1 E /A/{\§Y|O+()\A,)\B)MY\0+(>\A,)\B)d)\ACD\B- (B6)
Y=1

Since (Ag N Ay) C A, we have

4
1
CEoc <=3 [ [ o Oadmhivior (a Am)idadAs, (B7)
4Y 1 AoNAL JANAL

Expanding the probability distributions on the composite AB into the probability distributions on the components
A and B, we have

CEo4 <1 — / / [€oojo+ (Aa, Ap)po(Aa)o(AB) + Eovjo+ (Aas Ap)po(Aa) 4 (Ap)
AoﬂA+ AoﬁA+

+ &rojo+ (Aa, AB) 1+ (Aa) o (AB) + E4j0+ (Aa, AB) ks (Aa) 4 (Ap)|dAadAp
4
<1- i//\omm /AoﬁA+ YZZIEY\OJF(/\A, Ap) min{uo(Aa), 4 (Aa)} min{po(Ap), p+ (Ag) tdAadAp (B8)

=1 - i [/Aomhr min{uo()\),u+()\)}d)\] .



We can repeat the above analysis for the other three terms in CE and get:

- 92
1 .
CEo; <1- / min{o(A), s (A)}dA| (BY)
AoﬂA+

r 142
1
CEo- < 1= | [ min{uo(h).a-(V}dA| .
4 L AgNA_ ]
LT -2
CBii <11 / min{u (A), s (\)}dA|
A1NA L

- 42

CEp. <1- 1+ / min{ps (A), ji— () }dA
4 ANA_

Thus,

2
CE<1-— V min{puo(A), pt-(A) pdA | + / min{uo(/\)#—(/\)}d/\] (B10)
AoNA AoNA_

2 2
+ /AM+ min{yy (A), g4 (A) YA |+ /Alm_ min{ul(/\)“u_(,\)}d)\]

For simpler notation, define

o = | il (A o= | min{u). )y

oNA_

By, = /A Pl VR = /A min{ 1 (V). i (A) b,

1A
(B11)
The expression of CE is thus simplified to:
1
CE<1— 2 [By + B0+ 8L + 4] (B12)
From Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we know that
2
(B34 + B3 + ALy +BL) (12 + 12+ 12 +1%) > (Boy + o + Buy + 1) =4. (B13)
Thus,
1
CE<1- 1(50+ + Bo— + P14+ + 51—)2~ (B14)

Let us consider By first. In general, for a A € Ag N A4, it may also belong to A; and (or) A_. As such, the ontic
space of Ag N A4 can be separated into the following four disjoint subregions:

e the region where all four ontic spaces overlap, denoted by Ag14— == AgNA;NALNA_;

e the region where only Ao, Ay and A; overlap, denoted by Ag1+ = AgNAT NAL \ Agr4—;

e the region where only Ag, Ay and A_ overlap, denoted by Agy— == Ao NAL NA_\ Apr4—;

e the region where only Ao and Ay overlap, denoted by Aoy = Ag N AL\ (Ap1+— U Ao+ UAor—).

Since Ag N Ay = Aoy UAgr— UAgr+ UApi4— and since the four subregions are disjoint, Sy can be expanded as:

Bo+ :/ min{ g, g4 }dA —|—/ min{ g, py A —|—/ min{ g, g4 A —|—/ min{ po, it .
Ao+

Aot — Ao1+ Ao14-—
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Here and later in the proof, the arguments of the us are omitted in integrals for concise expressions, i.e. the expression

w; should be understood as u;(\) with ¢ € {0,1,4+, —}.
Similarly, we can define

Aot = Ao Ar A A\ Ay,
Ao = A NAL A A\ Aoy,

Ao = Ao NMA_\ (Apr4— UAg1— UAgy_),
Ay =AM NAL\ Aprp— UAgrp UAL,
A=A NA_\Aprp— UApi— UA 4,

and expand the integral regions in fy_, S14 and f1— to get:

Bo— :/ min{,uo,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{,uo,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{,uo,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{ g, p— A
Ao— Ao+

- Ao1— No14—

By Z/ min{u1,u+}dk+/ min{ﬂla,u-i-}d)‘_"/ min{u1,u+}dk+/ min{p1, pi4 fdA
A1+

Arg— Ao1+ Ao14—
B1— :/ min{,ul,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{,ul,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{,ul,,u,}d)\—i—/ min{ gy, p_ A,
A Ay Ao1— ANor4—

Let us begin by focusing on the first term in each fy. Taking the term on+ min{po(A), p+(A)}dA in Bot as an
example. For any A € Aoy, we have pi(A) = p_(A) = 0. Together with Eq. (B4), this implies that po(A) = pi(X).

Thus VA € Aoy, we have min{pg(A), p+(A)} = po(A) or p4(A). Hence,

min{juo (M), iy (A)}dA = / Ho(\)dA,

Ao+ Ao+

Similarly, Eq. (B4) also implies that,
VA€ Ao, pio(A) = p—(A); VA€ Arg, pn(N) = iy (N); VA€ Are, (X)) = p—(A).

Thus, the expressions of the Srs are simplified to:

Bo+ :/ uod)\+/ min{uo,u+}d/\+/ min{uo,/ur}d)\—&—/ min{ po, py A
Aoy Aot— Ao1+ A

01+4—

Bo- :/ uodAJr/ min{uo,u—}d/\Jr/ min{uo,u—}d/\Jr/ min{, pi— pdA
A07 A()+ 01

_ Ao1— Aorg—

B1+ :/ uld)\+/ min{ul,u+}d)\+/ min{ul,u+}d)\+/ min{ gy, py pdA
Aig Aqg_ Ao1+

Ao1q—

B1_ z/ pidA —|—/ min{ gy, p— pd\ —|—/ min{ g, p— A —|—/ min{ g, p— }dA,
Ar— A1y 01 Aory—

(B20)

For the second and the third terms in the Srs, the integral regions are the ones overlapped by three out of the
four ontic spaces in {Ag, A1, Ay, A_}. There are eight terms in total, but only four different integral regions. Let us
first look at the terms that integrate over Ag4_, which are the second terms in fy4 and Sy—. From Eq. (B4), for any
X € Agy—, we have pg(A) = pyp (A) + p—(N), and thus, po(A) > g4 (A) and po(A) > p—(N). Therefore, the sum of the

second terms of Sy; and Byg— (recall from Eq. (B14) that we need to sum all Srs) satisfies

/A min{uo(\), e (N} + mingao(N), e (VNI = [ (e () + p(A)]dA

A0+—

- /A 0(A) + s (V)]dA,

where in the last line we used Eq. (B4) again.
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Similarly, for the other six terms where the integral regions are overlapped by three out of the four ontic states, we
can derive that,

/ fmin{ g, iy} + min{n, A = / o + A, (B21)

A1+7 A1+,

/ [min{so, pi4 } + min{jur, gy }]dA = / o + A,
Ao1+

Ao1+

/ [min{ o, p—} + min{u, p—}dA :/ [o + pa]dA.
Ao1- Ao1-

Therefore, when we sum all the s together, we have:

Bo+ + Bo— + Biy + Bi- (B22)

:/ uod)\+/ ,uod)\+/ uldA+/ H1dA
Ao+ Ao— Ary A1

+ / [ + pua]dA + / [o + p1)dA + /
Aoy — Aig—

Ao14

[0 + pa]dA + / (1o + p1]dA
A01_

+ / [min{so, s4} + min{pio, -} + min{p, s} + min{pur, u_}dA,
Aoig—

where the last term is obtained by combining the forth terms from each Sr.

The integral region in the last term in Eq. (B22) is overlapped by all four ontic spaces. If, for example, for some

A € Ap14—, 4+ (N) is the smallest among {po(A), p1(A), g (A), p—(A)}, Eq. (B4) then implies that p— () is the largest
among the four. Therefore, for such a A, the expression in the integral in the last term satisfies

min{io(A), g (A)} + min{po(A), p— (A)} + min{ps (A), g (A)} + min{pa (A), p—(A)} (B23)
=4 (A) + 10 (A) 4 s (A) + pa (A).

By repeating the analyses for the case where u_, g or pp is the smallest among the four, we see that

min{ja(A). e (V) } -+ min{po(A), - (A)} + min{pa (A), 4 ()} + mingar (V) - (A)}
—p0(A) + 11 (A) + 2min{pto (A), 11 (N), s (N, - (\)}

Therefore, the expression of the sum of the 8rs can be further simplified to

Bo+ + Bo— + By + Bi- (B24)

:/ /~L0d>\+/ /Lod)\-i-/ ﬂld)\+/ pidA
Aot Ao— Ay A1

+ / [0 + pa]dA + / [o + p1)dA + / [0 + pa]dA + / [1o + pua]dA
Aot — At Ao1+

Aop1—

+ / (o + p1 + 2min{po, p1, fiy, p—}dA.
Ao14—
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Since min{pg, {1, i+, 44— } > 0, we can remove the last term in the last integral and get the inequality:

Bot + Bo— + By + Pi- (B25)

2/ uod)\+/ ,uod)\—i-/ uld)\—i—/ H1dA
Ao+ Ao— Ary A1

# [ ormlans [ lormlant [ o mlait [ oty
Aoy — Ay Ao1y Ao1—

+ / [/J‘O + Ml]dAv
Aors_

By regrouping the terms in the above expression, we get

Bo+ + Bo— + Bi+ + Bi- (B26)
A0+UA07UA0+7UA01+UA017UA01+7 A1+UA17UA1+7UA01+UA017UA01+7
:/ LodA +/ tidA
Ao Ay
=2
As such, from Eq. (B14), we have that
3
CE <. - (B27)

Now we show that this bound is tight by constructing a quantum experiment saturating the bound while admitting of
a noncontextual ontological model. Consider the experiment where the sets of states Pr are the same as the quantum
ones in the main text, e.g., Po+ = {|00),]04),]4+0),|++)}, while the measurements are different from the ones in
the main text. Specifically, now Moy = Mo_ = {|11),]10),|01),]00)}, and M1+ = M;_ = {|00),|01),|10),|11)}.
Then, the conclusiveness of exclusion in each of the four tasks is

1 3
CEOJFZCEO,:CElJr:CEl, :1—(0+0+0+ Z):Z (BQS)

Thus,
CE = 3. (B29)

This experiment admits of a noncontextual ontological model since all states and measurements are in the stabilizer
subtheory of the qubit theory, and it is well known than any prepare-measure experiment of the stabilizer qubit
subtheory admits of a noncontextual ontological model [79].

(

Appendix C: From the PBR construction to the nario on the bipartite system AB via steering, and so we
bilocality scenario can relate it to our conclusive exclusion task from the

main text. This is analogous to a well-known method
of relating noncontextuality no-go theorems in prepare-
sources in Fig. 2 is via quantum steering, as depicted in =~ casure experlmen‘gs with locality 10-go the.zorems. in Bell
Fig. 4. This is possible because of the operational iden- sccn;n(')rsh[l(),f?lt 4, EO] g Th%thnngctl;on 18 stral.ghtft(;lr—
tity of Eq. (9), L[0)(0] + L11)(1] = ) (4] + L=\ (= ward. e effective device obtained by composing the
Y a- (9), 3[0)(0] + 3[1)¢1| 21 1) (4 1) (] entangled state A’A with the multi-meter on A’ is a

One natural way to implement each of the multi-

which expresses the fact that the Z-source and X-source : W . LIS
produce the same average quantum state if one marginal- .multl—source on A. Similarly for B g Th}s composition 18
izes over their outcome, i.e., the condition of no-signaling ~ ilustrated by the red-dashed boxes in Fig. 4. The opera-
from S4 to A and from Sp to B, which must be satisfied tional identity which was assumed to hold for the multi-

for the causal structure assumed in Fig. 4. This causal ~ SOUrce in our conclusive exclusion task in, i.e., Eq. (9),
structure is known as the bilocality scenario [51]. is now a necessary consequence of the causal structure,

. . . tioned above. M th tological identit
The bilocality scenario induces a prepare-measure sce- as mentioned above oreover, the ontological identity



that follows from this condition together with the as-
sumption of noncontextuality, namely §/io(A)+ g1 (A) =
Lp4(X) + $u—(X), is now a constraint on any classical
causal model with this causal structure.

By the same logic as in the main text, then, it follows
that there is no classical causal model within the bilo-
cality scenario that can reproduce the perfect conclusive
exclusion that quantum theory allows. It also follows
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that the inequality in Eq. (12) is a causal compatibility
inequality in the bilocality scenario—that is, an inequal-
ity that follows for any classical causal model having the
causal structure depicted in Fig. 1. Finally, it follows
that one can find a quantum violation of this inequality
in the bilocality scenario.

Among proofs of quantum-classical gaps in the bilocal-
ity scenario that do not piggyback on Bell’s theorem by
leveraging entanglement swapping, this is to our knowl-
edge the first example of a possibilistic such proof.
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