arXiv:1610.07093v1 [quant-ph] 22 Oct 2016

Equivalence between contextuality and negativity of the Wigner function for qudits

Nicolas Delfosse^{1,2} Cihan Okay^3 Juan Bermejo-Vega^4 Dan E. Browne^5 and Robert Raussendorf^6

October 10, 2019

Abstract

Contextuality and negativity of the Wigner function are two notions of non-classicality for quantum systems. Howard, Wallman, Veitch and Emerson proved recently that these two notions coincide for qudits in odd prime dimension. This equivalence is particularly important since it promotes contextuality as a ressource that magic states must possess in order to allow for a quantum speed-up. We propose a simple proof of the equivalence between contextuality and negativity of the Wigner function based on character theory. This simplified approach allows us to generalize this equivalence to multiple qudits and to any qudit system of odd local dimension.

1 Introduction

Understanding what distinguishes quantum mechanics from classical mechanics and probabilistic models is a central question of physics. Besides its fondational aspects, this question is crucial for quantum information processing applications since the features that set quantum and classical mechanics appart are precisely the properties that we must exploit in order to obtain a quantum superiority for certain tasks [1–18]. In the present work, we compare two notions of non-classicality: Contextuality [19–22] and negativity of the Wigner function [23–25].

The ressemblance between contextuality and negativity was first noticed by Spekkens who generalized these two notions in order to prove that they coincide [26]. However, this result remains difficult to apply, since a large number of Wigner functions must be probed to identify contextuality. Howard et al. [17] showed that, if one restricts to a particular class of measurements, namely Pauli measurements, one can select a particular Wigner function which allows by itself to characterize contextuality. They proved that contextuality for stabilizer measurements and negativity of Gross’ Wigner function [25] are equivalent for a single qudit

1Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Riverside, CA, USA 2IQIM, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA, USA 3Department of Mathematics, University of Western Ontario, London, Ontario, Canada 4Dahlem Center for Complex Quantum Systems, Freie Universität Berlin, Berlin, Germany 5Department of Physics and Astronomy, University College London, Gower Street, London, UK 6Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, BC, Canada

of odd prime dimension. In the present work, we extends this result to multiple qudits and to any odd local dimension. We prove that, for quantum systems of odd local dimension, these two notions are equivalent. Such a neat equivalence between these features introduced in different fields is quite unexpected. Indeed, while contextuality is a concept from the fondation of quantum physics, Wigner functions originate from quantum optics. In addition, our proof of this equivalence is much more straightforward. Indeed, we directly compute the value of the Wigner function in terms of the hidden variable model and we observe that if the hidden variable model is non-contextual then the Wigner function is non-negative.

Our proof of this equivalence relies on the choice of a simple definition of contextuality based on value assignments whereas the work of Howard et al. is based on the graphical formalism of Cabello et al. [27]. The relations between these different notions of non-classicality are depicted in Fig. 1. In this work, we consider only contextuality of stabilizer measurements and hidden variable models are assumed to be deterministic.

(i) Operational notion of noncontextuality

(ii) Noncontextuality of value assignments

(iii) No graphical contextuality witness

(iv) W_ρ ≥ 0 Section 4

CSW [27]

HWVE [17] (for a single quopit)

Section 3

Figure 1: Relation between different notions of non-classicality.

This article is organized as follows. The necessary stabilizer formalism is recalled in Section 2. Section 3 introduces a notion contextuality based on value assignment and prove the equivalence between this notion and the negativity of Gross’ discrete Wigner function, i.e. (ii) ⇔ (iv). The purpose of Section 4 is to prove the equivalence between the 2 notions of contextuality (i) and (ii), completing the square in Fig. 1.

2 Background on the stabilizer formalism

In what follows, we consider the Hilbert space H = (C^d )^{⊗n}, where d is an odd integer and n is a non-negative integer. We consider an orthonormal basis (|a⟩)_{a∈Zd} of C^d . The n-fold tensor products of these vectors provide an orthonormal basis (|a⟩)_{a∈Z}n_d of the Hilbert space H indexed by Z^n_d.

The space V = Z^n_d × Z^n_d that is called the phase space and will be used to index Pauli operators acting on H. Vectors in V are denoted (u_Z, u_X), where both u_Z and u_X live in Z^n_d. The space Z^n_d is equipped with the standard inner product (a|b) = ∑_n i=1 a_ib_i for all a, b ∈ Z^n_d, whereas the phase space V is equipped with the symplectic inner product defined by

[u, v] = (u_Z|v_X) − (u_X|v_Z) mod d

where u = (u_Z, u_X) ∈ V and v = (v_Z, v_X) ∈ V .

Pauli matrices can be generalized to obtain matrices acting on C^d as follows. Let ω be the d-th root of unity, ω = e^{2iπ/d}. The Pauli matrices X and Z are defined by X|a⟩ = |a + 1⟩, Z|a⟩ = ω^a|a⟩ for all a ∈ Z_d. Tensor products of these matrices are denoted Z^a = Z^{a1} ⊗ . . . Z^{an} and X^a = X^{a1} ⊗ . . . X^{an} where a = (a_1, . . . , a_n) ∈ Z^n_d. They satisfy Z^aX^b = ω^{(a|b)}X^bZ^a.

Generalized Pauli operators acting on this Hilbert space H are of the form ω^aZ^{uZ} X^{uX} where u = (u_Z, u_X) ∈ V , and a ∈ Z_d. Just as qubits Pauli operators, they form a group. We fix the phase of Z^{uZ} X^{uX} to be ω^{−(uZ|uX)/2}. This defines Heisenberg-Weyl operators

T_u = ω^{−(uZ|uX)/2}Z^{uZ} X^{uX} (1)

for all u ∈ V . Recall that, since d is an odd integer, the term (u_Z|u_X)/2 in Eq.(1) is a well defined element of Z_d. This choice is well suited to describe measurement outcomes since T_uT_v = ω^{[u,v]/2}T_{u+v}, in particular two operators T_u and T_v can be measured simultaneously if and only if [u, v] = 0, which implies T_uT_v = T_{u+v}. Their commutation relation depends on the symplectic inner product as follows T_uT_v = ω^{[u,v]}T_vT_u. These operators satisfy (T_u)^d = 1 which proves that their eigenvalues belong to the group U_d = {ω^s | s ∈ Z_d} of d-th roots of unity.

Measuring a family of m mutually commuting operators C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } returns the outcome s = (s_1, . . . , s_m) ∈ Z^m_d with probability Tr(Π^s_u), where Π^s_u is the projector onto the common eigenspace of the operators T_{ai} with respective eigenvalue ω^{si} . When no confusion is possible, this projector is simply denoted Π^s_C . For a single operator T_u, we have T_u = ∑ s∈Z_d ω sΠ^s_u, by definition of these projectors. Moreover, Π^s_u can be obtained from the operator T_u as Π^s_u = 1 d ∑ k∈Z_d ω^{−ks}T^k_u · (2)

In order to generalize Eq.(2) to a family C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } of operators, introduce the Z_d-linear subspace M_a = ⟨a_1, . . . , a_m⟩ of V generated by the vectors a_i. Any measurement outcome s ∈ Z^m_d induces a Z_d-linear form ℓ_s : M_a → Z_d defined by ℓ_s( ∑_m i=1 x_ia_i) = ∑_m i=1 x_is_i where x_i ∈ Z_d for all i = 1, . . . , m. This map ℓ_s parametrizes the group generated by the operators ω^{si} T_{ai} as follows ⟨ω^{si} T_{ai} ⟩ = {ω^{ℓs(u)}T_u | u ∈ M_a}. The projector Π^s_a can be written

Π^s_a = 1 |M_a| ∑ u∈M_a ω^{ℓs(u)}T_u· (3)

3 Contextuality of value assignments and negativity

In this section, we prove that the notion of non-contextuality based on the existence of coherent value assignments is equivalent to the non-negativity of the discrete Wigner function. This equivalence was proven by Howard et al. [17] in the case of a single qudit in odd prime dimension. We propose a simple proof of this result which allows us to generalize this equivalence to multiple qudits and to any odd local dimension.

Recall that contextuality refers to the fact that measurement outcomes cannot be described in a deterministic way. One cannot associate a fixed outcome λ(A) with each observable A in such a way that this value is simply revealed after measurement. The algebraic relations between compatible observables must be satisfied by outcomes as well, making the existence of such pre-existing outcomes impossible. For instance, given two commuting operators A and B, the three observables A, B and C = AB can be measured simultaneously and the values λ(A), λ(B) and λ(C) associated with these operators must satisfy λ(C) = λ(A)λ(B). No value assignment satisfying all these algebraic constraints exists in general.

The Wigner functions of a state is a description of this state that was introduced in quantum optics in order to identify states with a classical behavior. Quantum states with a non-negative Wigner function are considered as quasi-classical states. The non-negativity of the Wigner function allows to describe the statistics of the outcomes of a large class of measurements in a classical way. The success of this representation motivated their generalization to finite dimensional Hilbert spaces, called discrete Wigner function. Different generalizations have been considered and finding a finite-dimensional Wigner representation that behaves as nicely as its original infinite-dimensional version [23] of use in quantum optics is a non-trivial question. The qubit case illustrates the difficulty of this task [28,29]. In this work, we restrict ourselve to system of qudits with odd local dimension and we consider Gross’ discrete Wigner function which encloses most of the features of its quantum optics counterpart [25].

3.1 Value assignments are characters in odd local dimension

In this definition, the HVM associates a deterministic eigenvalue λ_ν (a) ∈ U_d with each operator T_a. Measurements only reveal this pre-existing values that are independent on other compatible measurements being performed. Formally, non-contextual value assignments are defined as follows.

Definition 1. Let ρ be a density matrix over H. A set of NC value assignments for the state ρ is a triple (S, q_ρ, λ) where S is a finite set, q_ρ is a probability distribution over S and λ is a collection of maps λ_ν : V → U_d, for each ν ∈ S, such that

1. for all u, v ∈ V, [u, v] = 0 implies λ_ν (u + v) = λ_ν (u)λ_ν (v),

2. for all u ∈ V , Tr(T_uρ) = ∑ ν∈S λ_ν (u)q_ρ(ν). Without loss of generality, one can assume that the value assignment associated with distinct states ν ∈ S are distincts. Then, S is necessarily a finite set since there is only a finite number of distinct maps λ_ν from V to U_p. A map λ_ν which satisfies λ_ν (u + v) = λ_ν (u)λ_ν (v) for all u, v such that [u, v] = 0, is called a value assignment. Recall that the value λ_ν (u) is associated with the operator T_u defined in Eq.(1). With this phase convention, a value assignment is defined in such a way that the value of the product T_{u+v} = T_uT_v of two compatible operators is the products of their values. As we will see later, multiplicativity of λ_ν whenever [u, v] = 0 is the non-contextuality assumption whereas the condition Tr(T_uρ) = ∑ ν∈S λ_ν (u)q_ρ(ν) ensures that this triple is sufficient to recover the prediction of quantum mechanics.

A value assignment is a map λ_ν that satisfies the constraint λ_ν (u + v) = λ_ν (u)λ_ν (v), for all pairs of vectors such that [u, v] = 0. For instance, the |V | = d^{2n} characters of V , which satisfy this constraint for all pairs u, v, provide d^{2n} value assignments λ_ν . However, if value assignments λ_ν : V → C^∗ coicinde with a character of V over any isotropic subspace, nothing in Def.1 guarantees that these assignments are actually characters of V . The next lemma proves this property, i.e. the only consistent value assignments of the HVM are given by the d^{2n} characters of V .

Lemma 1. For any odd integer d > 1 and for any integer n ≥ 2, value assignments λ_ν are characters of V .

Proof. To make the proof easier to follow, we regard λ as a map from V to Z_d (through the group isomorphism between U_d and Z_d) and we use the additive notation λ(u) + λ(v) instead of λ(u)λ(v) in C . We already know that λ(u + v) = λ(u) + λ(v) whenever [u, v] = 0. In particular for all u ∈ V and for all k ∈ Z_d we have λ(ku) = kλ(u).

Consider the canonical basis of Z^n_d × Z^n_d that we denote (e_1, . . . , e_n, f_1, . . . f_n). Clearly, [e_i, f_i] = 1 and the planes P_i = ⟨e_i, f_i⟩ are pairwise orthogonal for all i = 1, . . . , n. The orthogonality between these planes allows us to write

λ(u) = n∑ i=1 λ(α_ie_i + β_if_i)

for all u = ∑_n i=1(α_ie_i + β_if_i). It remains to prove that the restriction of λ to any plane P_i is additive.

We will use a second plane P_j = ⟨e_j, f_j⟩ with j ≠ i (which exists only when n ≥ 2). Denote u = α_ie_i and v = β_if_i and define u^′ = β_ie_j and v^′ = α_if_j so that [u, v] = [u^′, v^′]. To conclude it suffices to prove that λ(u + v) = λ(u) + λ(v). Write

u + v = 1 2 ( (u + v + u^′ + v^′) + (u + v − u^′ − v^′) ) · This decomposition is chosen in such a way that (u + v + u^′ + v^′) and (u + v − u^′ − v^′) are orthogonal:

[(u + v + u^′ + v^′), (u + v − u^′ − v^′)] = [u, v] + [v, u] + [u^′, −v^′] + [v^′, −u^′] = 0·

We will also use the orthogonality relations [u ± v^′, v ± u^′] = 0 and between the planes P_i and P_j . We obtain

λ(u + v) = λ ( 1 2 (u + v + u^′ + v^′) + 1 2 (u + v − u^′ − v^′) )

= 1 2 λ(u + v + u^′ + v^′) + 1 2 λ(u + v − u^′ − v^′) = 1 2 λ ( (u + v^′) + (v + u^′) ) + 1 2 λ ( (u − v^′) + (v − u^′) ) = 1 2 ( λ(u + v^′) + λ(v + u^′) + λ(u − v^′) + λ(v − u^′) ) = 1 2 ( λ(u) + λ(v^′) + λ(v) + λ(u^′) + λ(u) − λ(v^′) + λ(v) − λ(u^′) ) ) = λ(u) + λ(v)·

This proves that λ is a character.

3.2 Discrete Wigner functions

The purpose of this section is to recall that a set of NC value assignments can be derived from a discrete Wigner function of a state whenever this function is non-negative.

Quantum states are generally represented by their density matrix ρ. The Wigner function W_ρ of a state ρ is an alternative description of the state ρ. This representation is sometimes more convenient than the density matrix. Wigner functions have been introduced in quantum optics [23] and the negativity of the Wigner function of a state is regarded as an indicator of non-classicality of this quantum state. In the present work, we consider their finite dimensional generalization which is called discrete Wigner function [7, 24].

We focus on Gross’ discrete Wigner function [25] W_ρ : V → R defined by W_ρ(u) = d^{−n} Tr(A_uρ) where A_u = d^{−n} ∑ v∈V ω^{[u,v]}T_v. The family (A_u)_{u∈V} is an orthonormal basis of the space of (d^n × d^n)-matrices equipped with the inner product (A|B) = d^{−n} Tr(A^†B). The values W_ρ(u) for u ∈ V are simply the coefficients of the decomposition of the matrix ρ in this basis: ρ = ∑ u∈V W_ρ(u)A_u. (4)

This proves that the Wigner function W_ρ fully describes the state ρ.

In order to describe measurement outcomes, the Wigner representation can be extended to POVM elements (E_s)_s. The Wigner function of a POVM element E_s is defined to be W_{Es} (u) = Tr(E_sA_u). This definition is chosen in such a way that the probability Tr(E_sρ) of the outcome s is given in terms of the Wigner functions W_ρ and W_{Es} by

Tr(E_sρ) = ∑ u∈V W_{Es} (u)W_ρ(u) (5)

This expression is obtained by replacing ρ by its decomposition (4).

Consider for instance the measurement of an operator T_a. It corresponds to the POVM elements (Π^s_a)_{s∈Zd}. Calculating the value of the Wigner function of the POVM element Π^s_a, we find W_Πs_a (u) = δ_{[a,u],s}, and injecting this in Eq.(5) yields Tr(Π^s_aρ) = ∑ u∈V δ_{[a,u],s}. Using the decomposition of T_a as a sum of projectors, this provides the expectation of T_a.

Lemma 2. For all Heisenberg-Weyl operators T_a given in Eq.(1), it holds that

Tr(T_aρ) = ∑ u∈V W_ρ(u)ω^{[a,u]}·

Comparing Lemma 2 with Def. 1, we see that the triple (V, W_ρ, (λ_u)_{u∈V} ) is a set of NC value assignments for λ_u(a) = ω^{[a,u]} whenever the Wigner function of the state ρ is nonnegative. Note that all characters of V can be written as ω^{[∗,u]} for some u ∈ V .

3.3 Equivalence between NC value assignments and non-negativity

The previous section shows that non-negativity of W_ρ implies the existence of a set of NC value assignments for the state ρ. We now prove the converse statement.

Proposition 1. Let n ≥ 2 and let ρ be a n-qudits state of odd local dimension d > 1. If ρ admits a set of NC value assignments then W_ρ ≥ 0.

Proof. Given a set of NC value assignments, let us compute the value of the Wigner function of ρ to prove that it is non-negative. We have

W_ρ(u) = d^{−n} Tr(A_uρ) = d^{−2n} ∑ v∈V ω^{[u,v]} Tr(T_vρ) = d^{−2n} ∑ v∈V ω^{[u,v]} ∑ ν∈S λ_ν (v)q_ρ(ν)

= d^{−2n} ∑ ν∈S ( ∑ v∈V ω^{[u,v]}λ_ν (v) ) q_ρ(ν) The fact that such a sum is positive or even real is not clear. However, Lemma 1 shows that ω^{[u,·]}λ_ν (·) is also a character. Hence, any sum ∑ v∈V ω^{[u,v]}λ_ν (v) is either 0 or d^{2n} [30]. Since q_ρ(ν) ≥ 0, this proves that W_ρ(u) ≥ 0.

Actually the HVM derived from the discrete Wigner function is essentially unique. The following corollary shows that the distribution q_ρ of any set of NC value assignments can be identified with the Wigner function distribution W_ρ over V .

Corollary 1. Let n ≥ 2 and let ρ be a n-qudits state of odd local dimension d > 1. If (S, q_ρ, λ) is a NC set of value assignments for ρ then there exists an bijective map σ : S → V such that

q_ρ(ν) = W_ρ(σ(ν))

for all ν ∈ S.

Proof. Let us refine the argument of the proof of Proposition 1. By Lemma 1 and since value assignments corresponding to distinct states of S are assumed to be different, there exists an injective map ϕ : S → V such that λ_ν = ω^{[ϕ(ν),·]}. Without loss of generality, we can assume that ϕ is sujective by adding extra elements to S corresponding to the missing characters of V . For these new elements ν ∈ S, we simply set q_ρ(ν) = 0 to preserve the prediction of this triple. With this notation, the expression of W_ρ(u) obtained in the previous proof becomes

W_ρ(u) = d^{−2n} ∑ ν∈S ( ∑ v∈V ω^{[u+ϕ(ν),v]} ) q_ρ(ν) = ∑ ν∈S δ_{u+ϕ(ν),0} · q_ρ(ν)· (6)

For all vectors u, there exists a unique state ν ∈ S such that u + ϕ(ν) = 0. Denote by ν_u ϕ^′(u) this state. Then, Eq.(6) becomes W_ρ(u) = q_ρ(ν_u). To conclude the proof, note that the map u → ν_u is invertible, by bijectivity of ϕ. Its inverse is the map σ of the corollary.

4 Operational definition of non-contextuality

Our proof of the equivalence between non-contextuality and non-negativity of the Wigner function relies on the choice of a simple definition of contextuality (Def. 1). The purpose of this section is to prove that, although simple, this definition is sufficient to capture the same notion of contextuality as the one considered in previous work. Namely, we prove that the notion of NC contextual value assignments is equivalent to the operational definition of contextuality given below.

4.1 Deterministic hidden variable model

The role of a hidden variable model (HVM) is to describe the outcome distribution of Pauli measurements for a state ρ. In what follows, an ordered family of commuting operators C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } is called a context. This guarantees that they can be measured simultaneously. We denote by C the set of all the contexts, that is of all ordered tuples of commuting Heisenberg-Weyl operators T_u.

The HVM considered in Def. 1 is designed to predict the expectation of single Pauli operators. We now consider a framework which is a priori more general. The HVM is required to predict the outcome distribution of the measurement of any Pauli context C ∈ C.

Definition 2. A HVM for a state ρ is defined to be a triple (S, q_ρ, p) such that S is a set, q_ρ is a distribution over S and p = (p_C )_{C∈C} is a family of conditional probability distributions p_C (s|ν) over the possible outcome s for any context C ∈ C and for any state ν ∈ S. We require that the prediction of the HVM matches the quantum mechanical value, i.e.

Tr(Π^s_C ρ) = ∑ ν∈S p_C (s|ν)q_ρ(ν), (7)

for all context C ∈ C and for all outcome s ∈ Z^m_d .

The set S is the set of states of the HVM. Note that this set is not a priori the same as the set used in Def. 1. We understand the probability q_ρ(ν) as the probability that the system is in the state ν ∈ S. As suggested by the notation, the probability p_C (s|ν) can be interpreted as the probability of an outcome s when measuring the operators of the context C and when the system is in the state ν of the HVM. It is then natural to define the prediction of the HVM as in Eq.(7).

In the present work, we consider HVM that are deterministic in the following sense. We can associate a fixed measurement outcome s with each state ν of the model. In other words, conditional probabilities p_C (s|ν) are delta functions.

Definition 3. A HVM (S, q_ρ, p) is said to be deterministic if conditional distributions p_C are all delta functions, i.e. for all C ∈ C and for all outcome s, we have p_C (s|ν) = δ_{αν (C),s} for some map α_ν that associates a value α_ν (C) ∈ Z^{|C|}_d with each context.

We often denote such a HVM by the triple (S, q, α). When C contains m operators, both α_ν (C) and s are m-tuples. If α_ν (C) = (x_1, . . . , x_m), then δ_{αν (C),s} is the product of the delta functions δ_{xi,si} .

4.2 Operational definition of non-contextuality

Within our formalism restricted to measurement of Pauli operators T_a, there exists different ways to realize a measurement. The operational notion of contextuality refers to the fact that the conditional distribution of outcomes in the HVM may depend on the way the measurement is implemented. This section presents a formal definition of this notion.

To illustrate what should be the right definition of an implementation, we start with some examples. We can measure the operators of a context C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{aℓ} } ∈ C and return the corresponding outcome s = (s_1, . . . , s_ℓ). This realizes the measurement defined by the family of orthogonal projectors (Π^s_a)_s for s ∈ Z^m_d . Different contexts C may produce the same family of projectors, that is the same measurement. For instance, the 2-qudit measurement defined by the projectors P^{x1,x2} = |x_1⟩⟨x_1| ⊗ |x_2⟩⟨x_2|, indexed by (x_1, x_2) ∈ Z^2_d, can be implemented via the contexts C = {X ⊗ I, I ⊗ X} or alternatively via C^′ = {X ⊗ I, X ⊗ X}.

We can also measure of a family of operators but read only a subset of the outcomes or even of function of the outcomes. Such a classical postprocessing extends the set of projectors that can be reached. For instance, for u ∈ V consider a pair of projectors {Π^0 = Π^0_u, Π^1 = I −Π^0_u}. This measurement is realized by measuring T_u and returning 0 if the outcome is 0 and returning 1 for all other outcome s ∈ Z_d\{0}. To provide an example with a less trivial postprocessing consider the measurement (Π^t_{u+v}) with outcome t ∈ Z_d, for u, v ∈ V such that [u, v] = 0. We can realize this measurement by measuring the pair C = {T_u, T_v} and by returning only the sum t = s_u + s_v ∈ Z_d of the two outcomes.

These examples motivate our definition of an implementation of a measurement. Consider a measurement defined by a family of stabilizer projectors (Π^s)_{s∈O}, that sum up to identity, indexed by the elements of a finite set O.

Definition 4. An implementation of a measurement (Π^s)_{s∈O}, is defined to be a pair (C, σ_C ) where C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{aℓ} } ∈ C and σ_C : Z^ℓ_d → O is a surjective postprocessing map such that

Π^s = ∑ t∈Z^ℓ_d σ_C (t)=s

Π^t_a

for all s ∈ O.

Neither the choice of the context C nor the corresponding map σ_C is unique. The postprocessing map is assumed to be surjective only to ensure that all the projectors of the family (Π^s)_{s∈O} are reached.

Let (S, q_ρ, ν) be a HVM describing measurement outcomes for a state ρ. Consider an implementation (C, σ_C ) of a measurement (Π^s)_{s∈O}. By definition of the projectors Π^s, the HVM predicts that the outcome s occurs with probability

p_C (σ^{−1}_C (s)|ν) = ∑ t∈Z^{|C|}_d σ_C (t)=s p_C (t|ν)

when the system is in position ν. Quantum mechanics predicts that the distribution of the outcome of a measurement only depends on the projectors Π^s and not on the implementation. That means that for any two implementations (C, σ_C ) and (C^′, σ_C′ ) of a measurement Π^s, we have

Tr(Π^sρ) = ∑ ν∈S p_C (σ^{−1}_C (s)|ν)q_ρ(ν) = ∑ ν∈S p_C′ (σ^{−1}_{C′} (s)|ν)q_ρ(ν)

However, nothing in Def. 2 requires that the probabilities p_C (σ^{−1}_C (s)|ν) and p_C′ (σ^{−1}_{C′} (s)|ν) coincide for all ν ∈ S. This assumption is a notion of non-contextuality.

Definition 5. A HVM (S, q_ρ, p) is said to be non-contextual if for all implementation (C, σ_C ) of a measurement (Π^s)_{s∈O}, for all ν ∈ S, the conditional probability p_C (σ^{−1}_C (s)|ν) depends only on the projector Π^s and not on the implementation (C, σ_C ).

For instance, we saw that the measurement (Π^s_{u+v})_{s∈Zd} can be implemented by C = {T_{u+v}} with a trivial map σ_C but also using C^′ = {T_u, T_v} with the postprocessing map σ_C′ (s_u, s_v) = s_u +s_v. For a non-contextual model, the corresponding conditional probabilities p_C (s|ν) and p_C′ (σ^{−1}_C′ (s)|ν) coincide for all states ν of the HVM. In this example, we have σ^{−1}_{C′} (s) = {(t, s − t) | t ∈ Z_d}. 4.3 Equivalence of the two definitions of non-contextuality

In this section we prove that the existence of a NCHMV as given in Def. 5 and the existence of a set of NC value assignments as in Def. 1 are two equivalent notions of non-contextuality. This is the equivalence (i) ⇔ (ii) in Fig. 1.

The following proposition shows that the implication (ii) ⇒ (i) holds.

Proposition 2. Let (S, q_ρ, λ) be a set of NC value assignments. Then (S, q_ρ, p) defines a deterministic NCHVM where p is defined by

p_C (s|ν) = 1 |M_a| ∑ u∈M_a ω^{ℓs(u)} · λ_ν (u) (8)

for all C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } ∈ C.

The notations M_a and ℓ_s used in Eq.(8) were introduced in Eq.(3). Recall that, by deterministic, we mean p_C (s|ν) ∈ {0, 1}.

Proof. First, let us prove that the HVM (S, q_ρ, p) defined in this proposition produces the same prediction as quantum mechanics. By Eq.(3), the probability of an outcome s = (s_1, . . . , s_m) when measuring {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } is given by

Tr(Π^s_aρ) = 1 |M_a| ∑ u∈M_a ω^{ℓs(u)} Tr(T_uρ).

Replacing Tr(T_uρ) by its value in terms of the value assignments, we obtain

Tr(Π^s_aρ) = ∑ ν∈S ( 1 |M_a| ∑ u∈M_a ω^{ℓs(u)} · λ_ν (u) ) q_ρ(ν).

This proves that the HVM (S, q_ρ, p) defined by Eq.(8) reproduces the quantum mechanical predictions.

It is deterministic since the sum ∑ u∈M_a ω ℓ_s(u) · λ

ν (u), which is the sum of the values of a character, is either 0 or |M_a|, implying that p_C (s|ν) ∈ {0, 1}. This HVM is also noncontextual. Indeed, conditional probabilities are defined in such a way that they do not depend on the particular choice of generators a_i for the subspace M_a, that is they do not depend on the context.

We now prove the converse statement. Together with the non-contextuality assumption, determinism of the HVM yields extra compatibility contraints on the functions α_ν . The following proposition proves that α_ν is completely determined by its value α_ν ({T_u}) over single operator contexts {T_u}. We shorten the notation α_ν ({T_u}) by α_ν (u). Moreover, we show that α_ν is additive when [u, v] = 0. Then, we will prove that we can construct a set of NC value assignments from the maps α_ν .

Proposition 3. If (S, p, α) is a deterministic NCHVM then,

• for all context C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } ∈ C, we have

α_ν ({T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} }) = (α_ν (a_1), . . . , α_ν (a_m)),

• if T_u and T_v commute, i.e. if [u, v] = 0, we have

α_ν (u + v) = α_ν (u) + α_ν (v)·

Proof. To prove the first item, we consider two implementations of the measurement (Π^s_{ai} )_{s∈Zd} for some a_i ∈ V . First, one can simply measure {T_{ai} } and reveal the outcome s_i. A second implementation is obtained via the context C = {T_{a1} , . . . , T_{am} } ∈ C and the map σ_C that sends a measurement outcome t = (t_1, . . . , t_m) onto its i-th component t_i. In other words, we measure these m operators but we only keep the outcome of T_{ai} . By non-contextuality, these two procedures yield the same conditional probabilities at the level of the HVM, that is p_C (σ^{−1}_C (s)|ν) = p_{Tai} (s|ν) for all ν ∈ S, for all s ∈ Z_d. Replacing the first term by its definition, we obtain ∑ (t_1 ,...,t_m)∈Z^m_d t_i=s p_C (t|ν) = p_{Tai} (s|ν). (9)

Fix ν ∈ S and denote α_ν (C) = (x_1, . . . , x_m). Sharpness of the measurements implies that p_C (t|ν) = ∏_m j=1 δ_{xj ,tj} and p_{Tai} (s|ν) = δ_{αν (ai),s}. Injecting these expressions in Eq.(9) produces the equality ∑ (t_1,...,t_m)∈Z^m_d t_i=s m∏ j=1 δ_{xj ,tj} = δ_{αν (ai),s}. (10)

that is satisfied for all s ∈ Z_d. The only possibility to have a non-trivial product at the left-hand side is to pick t_j = x_j for all j ≠ i, leading to δ_{xi,s} = δ_{αν (ai),s}. This equality is satisfied for all s ∈ Z_d, proving that α_ν (a_i) = x_i. This concludes the proof of the first property.

The second item is proven using two implementations of the measurement of (Π^s_{u+v})_{s∈Zd}. First, we consider the direct implementation by measuring T_{u+v}. Then, we use the context C = {T_u, T_v} with the postprocessing map σ_C (s_u, s_v) = s_u + s_v. Non-contextuality leads to ∑ k∈Z_d p_C ((k, s − k)|ν) = p_{Tu+v} (s|ν).

Using the first result, the delta function describing the conditional distribution for C is associated with α_ν ({T_u, T_v}) = (α_ν (u), α_ν (v)). This implies ∑ k∈Z_d δ_{αν (u),k} · δ_{αν (v),s−k} = δ_{αν (u+v),s}.

The left-hand side is equal to δ_{αν (v),s−αν (u)} proving that α_ν (u) + α_ν (v) = α_ν (u + v).

As a corollary, we prove that the maps u → α_ν (u) define a family of NC value assignments. This complete the proof of the equivalence between (ii) and (iii).

Corollary 2. If (S, q_ρ, α) is a deterministic NCHVM then the triple (S, q_ρ, λ) where the map λ_ν : V → U_d is defined by λ_ν (u) = ω^{αν (u)} for all ν, is a set of NC value assignments.

Proof. Additivity of the maps λ_ν was proven in Proposition 3. It remains to prove that this value assignment provides a good prediction for the expectation of operators T_u. Writing this operator as a linear combination of projectors T_u = ∑ s∈Z_d ω sΠ^s_u, we find

Tr(T_uρ) = ∑ s∈Z_d ω^s Tr(Π^s_uρ).

Using the prediction of the HVM and sharpness of the measurements, we obtain

Tr(T_uρ) = ∑ ν∈S ∑ s∈Z_d ω^sδ_{αν (u),s} q_ρ(ν) = ∑ ν∈S ω^{αν (u)}q_ρ(ν)

proving the Corollary.

5 Acknowlegdments

The authors thank Ana Belén Sainz, Mark Howard and Joel Wallman for discussions. ND acknowledges funding provided by the Institute for Quantum Information and Matter, an NSF Physics Frontiers Center (NSF Grant PHY-1125565) with support of the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation (GBMF-2644). CO acknowledges funding from NSERC. JBV acknowledges funding from SIQS, AQuS. RR is supported by NSERC and Cifar.

References

[1] Richard Cleve, Artur Ekert, Chiara Macchiavello, and Michele Mosca. Quantum algorithms revisited. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 454(1969):339–354, 1998.

[2] Guifré Vidal. Efficient classical simulation of slightly entangled quantum computations.

Physical Review Letters, 91(14):147902, 2003.

[3] Barbara M. Terhal and David P. DiVincenzo. Adaptive Quantum Computation, Constant Depth Quantum Circuits and Arthur-Merlin Games. Quantum Info. Comput., 4(2), 2014.

[4] Maarten Van den Nest, Wolfgang Dür, Guifré Vidal, and Hans Briegel, J. Classical simulation versus universality in measurement-based quantum computation. Physical Review A, 75(1):012337, 2007.

[5] David Gross, Steve T Flammia, and Jens Eisert. Most quantum states are too entangled to be useful as computational resources. Physical review letters, 102(19):190501, 2009.

[6] Janet Anders and Dan E Browne. Computational power of correlations. Physical Review Letters, 102(5):050502, 2009.

[7] Ernesto F Galvao. Discrete wigner functions and quantum computational speedup. Physical Review A, 71(4):042302, 2005.

[8] Dorit Aharonov, Zeph Landau, and Johann Makowsky. The quantum fft can be classically simulated. arXiv preprint quant-ph/0611156, 2006.

[9] Nadav Yoran and Anthony J Short. Efficient classical simulation of the approximate quantum fourier transform. Physical Review A, 76(4):042321, 2007.

[10] Daniel E Browne. Efficient classical simulation of the quantum fourier transform. New Journal of Physics, 9(5):146, 2007.

[11] I. Markov and Y. Shi. Simulating quantum computation by contracting tensor networks.

SIAM Journal on Computing, 38(3), 2008.

[12] Nadav Yoran. Efficiently contractable quantum circuits cannot produce much entanglement. arXiv preprint arXiv:0802.1156, 2008.

[13] Maarten Van den Nest. Simulating quantum computers with probabilistic methods.

Quantum Information & Computation, 11(9-10):784–812, 2011.

[14] Victor Veitch, Christopher Ferrie, David Gross, and Joseph Emerson. Negative quasi-probability as a resource for quantum computation. New Journal of Physics, 14(11):113011, 2012.

[15] Maarten Van den Nest. Universal quantum computation with little entanglement. Physical review letters, 110(6):060504, 2013.

[16] Robert Raussendorf. Contextuality in measurement-based quantum computation. Physical Review A, 88(2):022322, 2013.

[17] Mark Howard, Joel Wallman, Victor Veitch, and Joseph Emerson. Contextuality supplies the magic for quantum computation. Nature, 510(7505):351–355, 2014.

[18] Dan Stahlke. Quantum interference as a resource for quantum speedup. Physical Review A, 90(2):022302, 2014.

[19] John S Bell. On the problem of hidden variables in quantum mechanics. Reviews of Modern Physics, 38(3):447, 1966.

[20] Simon Kochen and EP Specker. The problem of hidden variables in quantum mechanics.

In The Logico-Algebraic Approach to Quantum Mechanics, pages 293–328. Springer, 1975.

[21] Samson Abramsky and Adam Brandenburger. The sheaf-theoretic structure of nonlocality and contextuality. New Journal of Physics, 13(11):113036, 2011.

[22] Antonio Acín, Tobias Fritz, Anthony Leverrier, and Ana Belén Sainz. A combinatorial approach to nonlocality and contextuality. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 334(2):533–628, 2015.

[23] Eugene Wigner. On the quantum correction for thermodynamic equilibrium. Physical review, 40(5):749, 1932.

[24] Kathleen S Gibbons, Matthew J Hoffman, and William K Wootters. Discrete phase space based on finite fields. Physical Review A, 70(6):062101, 2004.

[25] David Gross. Hudsons theorem for finite-dimensional quantum systems. Journal of mathematical physics, 47(12):122107, 2006.

[26] Robert W Spekkens. Negativity and contextuality are equivalent notions of nonclassicality. Physical review letters, 101(2):020401, 2008.

[27] Adán Cabello, Simone Severini, and Andreas Winter. Graph-theoretic approach to quantum correlations. Physical review letters, 112(4):040401, 2014.

[28] Nicolas Delfosse, Philippe Allard Guerin, Jacob Bian, and Robert Raussendorf. Wigner function negativity and contextuality in quantum computation on rebits. Physical Review X, 5(2):021003, 2015.

[29] Robert Raussendorf, Dan E Browne, Nicolas Delfosse, Cihan Okay, and Juan Bermejo- Vega. Contextuality as a resource for qubit quantum computation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.08506, 2015.

[30] Serge Lang. Algebra revised third edition. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 1(211):ALL– ALL, 2002.