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Abstract

In this thesis we use the language of sheaf theory in an attempt to develop a deeper
understanding of some of the fundamental differences - such as entanglement, con-

textuality and non-locality - which separate quantum from classical physics.

We first present, based on the work of Abramsky and Brandenburger [2], how sheaves,
defined over certain posets of physically meaningful contexts, give a natural setting
for capturing and analysing important quantum mechanical phenomena, such as
quantum non-locality and contextuality. We also describe how this setting naturally
leads to a three level hierarchy of quantum contextuality: weak contextuality, logical
non-locality and strong contextuality. One of the original contributions of this thesis
is to use these insights in order to classify a particular class of multipartite entangled
states, which we have named balanced states with functional dependencies. Almost
all of these states turn out to be at least logically non-local, and a number of them
even turn out to be strongly contextual. We then further extend this result by show-
ing that in fact all n-qubit entangled states, with the exception of tensor products of
single-qubit and bipartite maximally-entangled states, are logically non-local. More-
over, our proof is constructive: given any n-qubit state, we present an algorithm

which produces n + 2 local observables witnessing its logical non-locality.

In the second half of the thesis we use the same basic principle of sheaves defined
over physically meaningful contexts, in order to present an elegant mathematical
language, known under the name of the Topos Approach [62], in which many quan-
tum mechanical concepts, such as states, observables, and propositions about these,
can be expressed. This presentation is followed by another original contribution in
which we show that the language of the Topos Approach is as least as expressive, in
logical terms, as traditional quantum logic. Finally, starting from a topos-theoretic
perspective, we develop the construction of contextual entropy in order to give a

unified treatment of classical and quantum notions of information theoretic entropy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The emergence of Quantum mechanics at the beginning of the last century has shaken many of
the intuitions underlying classical physics. One of its most peculiar aspects comes from the fact
that quantum mechanical states induce, in general, only statistical restrictions on the results of
measurements, instead of definite outcomes. One could be tempted to draw, as Einstein did, the
conclusion that these states are therefore incomplete descriptions of quantum systems. For a
while physicists have wondered whether quantum mechanics could be supplemented with a more
complete description involving hidden variables. Thus quantum probabilities could be naturally

interpreted as epistemic probabilities, of the sort that arise in ordinary statistical mechanics.

The existence of hidden variable theories has been refuted by two powerful theorems.
The more famous of these is Bell’s theorem which uses correlations between entangled states
to show that, assuming the premise of locality (i.e. the idea that spatially separated systems
cannot instantaneously influence each other), any hidden variable model can be used to derive
an inequality which is violated by the predictions of quantum mechanics and these predictions

have been experimentally confirmed.

The second important no-go theorem is that of Kochen-Specker, which shows that it is
not possible to assign values to observables under the premise of non-contextuality - which is the
assumption that if a quantum system possesses a property (value of an observable), then it does
so independently of any measurement context, that is, independently of which other observables

are measured alongside the one under consideration.

The more recent rise of Quantum Information Theory is now posing new challenges to our
understanding of both computation and physics. Entanglement, non-locality and contextuality,
which have proved so problematic to our understanding of quantum theory, have turned out,

when seen from a different viewpoint, to offer exciting new possibilities, thus challenging the



usual assumptions of classical computation. Quantum systems have been shown to be able
to perform information-theoretic tasks beyond the capabilities of classical systems. Famous
examples include secure key commitment [17,|67], quantum teleportation [18] and factoring

primes in polynomial time [118].

The work presented in this thesis has been guided and motivated by several recent attempts
to use the powerful mathematical tools of sheaf and category theory in order to obtain deeper
structural insights into the nature of physical reality. These insights would hopefully allow us

to fully harness the resources offered to information processing by quantum physics.

1.1 The Topos Approach

The topos approach to the formulation of physical theories was initiated by Chris Isham and
Jeremy Butterfield |28-31,89], expanded by Andreas Doring and Chris Isham [44-49}(52} |58~
63], and further developed by Heunen, Landsman, Spitters and Wolters [84-86}126|, Flori and
collaborators [70-72] and others [106,/108,127]. One of the initial ideas which motivated the
programme was that by choosing a suitable universe of mathematical discourse, that is to say
a suitable topos, one could express quantum mechanical concepts in a way which would render
them structurally similar to their classical mechanical counterparts. It was expected that such

a characterisation would bring to light new potentialities of the quantum world.

While recent results, including the approach to non-commutative K-theory developed
by Nadish de Silva [40], the new perspective on quantum probability developed by Dewitt
and Doring [55,/56] and the non-commutative generalisation of Gelfand duality obtained by
Déring [48,149,|51] give full justice to the claim that the formalism underpinning the topos
approach is in itself rich enough to be of mathematical interest, the choice of formulating real

world concepts within generalized mathematical universes appears rather counter-intuitive.

Mathematics is the language in which physical theories are formulated and perhaps one
of the reasons why the universe of sets and functions and the Boolean logic associated with it
have provided the foundation of most of the current mathematical discourse is the fact that
mathematics has been itself shaped by our experience of reality which, until relatively recently,

has only been directly perceived at the macroscopic level.

It is possible that, if we were living in a quantum world, our primary intuitions would
be different and our mathematics would not necessarily be based on set theory. It is at least
an interesting coincidence that the change in our basic perception of the natural world brought

about by the development of quantum mechanics has taken place in the same century in which



category theory, through the notion of topos, has succeeded in axiomatising set-theory, thus

bringing about an entirely new, categorical foundation of mathematics.

With these considerations in mind, one finds it less surprising that the same concepts
which have had such an impact on the foundation of mathematics have eventually found their

way into the realm of foundations of physics.

However, apart from these general arguments, there is of course no a priori reason why
quantum mechanical concepts, for example, should find a formulation in topos theoretic lan-
guage. The fact that an elegant formulation does exist is in itself rather remarkable and often

comes as a result of powerful theorems.

1.1.1 A Quantum State Space

Both classical mechanics and quantum mechanics have been traditionally formulated in the
topos of sets. Within this topos, the state space of a classical system is a set, which additionally
has the structure of a symplectic manifold. The points of this set are the pure states in which
the system can be. Physical observables can be thought of as real-valued functions on the state
space and, as such, they form a commutative algebra under pointwise multiplication. This
commutative algebra and the state space of the system effectively determine each other. This is
a consequence of a mathematical result known as Gelfand duality, which establishes a bijective

correspondence between compact Hausdorff spaces and unital commutative C*-algebras.

This correspondence does not hold for quantum mechanical systems which, in the usual
Hilbert space formalism, have non-commutative algebras of observables given by the self-adjoint
operators of the Hilbert space corresponding to the system. Non-commuting operators cor-
respond to incompatible physical observables, that is, to observables whose values cannot be

measured at the same time such as, for example, position and momentum.

Several approaches [12}22}46,74,/105] to extending Gelfand duality to non-commutative
algebras were compared in [90]. One of these has been further developed by Déring in [48,/49,51].
The underlying idea is to consider all commutative sub-algebras of the non-commutative algebra
of bounded operators on the Hilbert space associated with the system. Each of these subalgebras
can be interpreted as a classical ‘perspective’ on the physical system, as it only contains pairwise
commutative observables. We call it a classical context. Since two self-adjoint operators with
discrete spectra commute only if they have a joint set of eigenspaces, in finite dimensions a
classical context in effect corresponds to a set of pairwise orthogonal projections which add up

to identity.



Indeed, such projections generate, via the von Neumann double commutant construction,
a commutative von Neumann algebra. We can use Gelfand duality to associate a classical state
space to this algebra. The collection of all such classical state spaces forms a presheaf over the
base category given by the set of commutative subalgebras, partially ordered by inclusion. The

spectral presheaf is hence an object in the topos of presheaves over this base category.

The analogy between the spectral presheaf and a classical state space is further justified
by the fact that the set of quantum states is equivalent to the set of measures on the spectral
presheaf, just like in classical mechanics mixed states are given by probability measures on
state space. Pure states are given by ‘minimal’ measures, but it must be noted that unlike their
classical counterparts, these are not concentrated at points. A point of a presheaf, in the category
theoretical sense, is given by a global section, but the spectral presheaf has no global sections.
The lack of global sections of the spectral presheaf is equivalent [28] to the Kochen-Specker
theorem which asserts that it is not possible to simultaneously assign values to all observables
on a quantum system. The important insight provided by this elegant reformulation [28| was
one of the sources of inspiration behind both the topos programme as well as the later sheaf-
theoretic approach to characterising contextuality and non-locality developed in Abramsky and

Brandenburger’s paper [2].

1.1.2 From Boolean to Intuitionistic Logic and Back

We have mentioned that topoi include, but are more general than sets. Moreover each topos
comes equipped with its own logical calculus. Just like in the universe of sets and functions the
principles of classical logic are represented by operations on a certain set, namely the two-element
Boolean algebra, each topos carries an analogue of this algebra. This is called a Heyting algebra,
and the logical principles which hold in a topos turn out to be precisely those of intuitionistic

logic.

The defining characteristic of intuitionistic logic is that the law of excluded middle does
not necessarily hold. Hence the main difference between theorems proved using Heyting logic
and those using Boolean logic is that proofs by contradiction cannot be used in the former.
Doéring and Isham argue in [62] that this is not a major restriction and intuitionistic logic is a

viable alternative to classical logic for the purpose of building physical theories.

In particular, the internal, multivalued topos logic allows us to assign (generalised) truth
values to all propositions about a quantum system. As mentioned above, Kochen and Specker

proved [96] that such assignments are impossible if one works with classical two-valued logic.



However, one must carefully distinguish between the internal logic which is adequate to the
system in itself, and the meta-logic in which we argue about the system. Indeed we, as macro-
scopic entities, use a meta-logic, typically Boolean, to reason about the world, and to define

mathematical structures.

Although interesting work has been done by Heunen, Landsman, Spitters and Wolters
[84-86,(126] and Fauser, Raynaud and Vickers [68] using the internal topos logic, it is also
possible to reason about a topos in an external fashion. As Déring argues in [50], in order to
provide an objective report of some phenomena outside ourselves, we must separate ourselves
from the system we are considering, hence in our description and mathematical arguments
about a physical system we are free to use the metalogic. In technical terms, this is equivalent
to working in an ambient topos which is the familiar topos of sets and functions. This external

perspective has been adopted in the present work as well.

1.2 Sheaves and Contextuality

We have mentioned above that one of the basic ingredients of the topos approach is given by
the poset of contexts. The contexts capture the physical idea of measurements which can be
performed jointly. One can achieve an even higher level of generality by replacing the formalism
of operator algebras with abstractly defined families of maximal sets of commuting observables.
This is done by Samson Abramsky and Adam Brandenburger in [2] in order to study the key
information theoretic resources of contextuality and non-locality. Their approach covers n-
partite Bell-type scenarios as well as Kochen-Specker configurations, and many other examples

relevant to quantum information theory.

The basic ingredients of the mathematical formalism used by Abramsky and Branden-
burger include a set X of labels for observables, a cover U of X consisting of subsets U C X
(called measurement contexts) which correspond to the different combinations of observables
which can be measured together, and a set O which labels the possible outcomes. A joint out-
come for any compatible set of measurements U is specified by a function s : U — O, which
is called a section over U. From these ingredients one can build a sheaf of events £ which
associates to each U the set OU of sections over U, together with restriction maps given by
function restriction. In a quantum mechanical setting, this sheaf is closely related to Isham and

Butterfield’s spectral presheaf.

This sheaf of events is then composed with a certain distribution functor to obtain a

presheaf of R-valued distributions, Dr€, which assigns to each U C X the set Dr(E(U)) of



distributions on £(U). In this thesis the ring R will be taken to be either the positive reals or

the Boolean ring.

Measurement covers are defined as maximal sets of compatible measurements. An empir-
ical model over a given measurement cover M C P(X) is then defined as a compatible family

{ec}cem of probability distributions ec on £(C).

Using these basic ingredients, a novel three-level characterisation of multipartite quantum
states in terms of their degree of contextuality is obtained. This characterisation is linked to

the lack of global sections of the preseheaf Dr€, compatible with a given empirical model.

1.2.1 Three Levels of contextuality

The first, and lowest, degree of contextuality described by Abramsky and Brandenburger - weak,
or probabilistic contextuality - generalizes the original argument used in Bell’s theorem. Bell’s
argument essentially relies on the probabilistic predictions of quantum mechanics, which are
inconsistent with the predictions of any local realistic theory. Abramsky and Brandenburger
show that the content of Bell’s argument can be summarised by an empirical model over the
positive reals, that is by a probability table containing the empirical predictions for all allowed
combinations of measurements. The information encoded by this empirical model can be used to
derive a proof of Bell’s theorem, without recourse to inequalities, but based on the non-existence

of a certain joint distribution, or global section.

The second, intermediate degree of contextuality - logical, or possibilistic contextuality
- generalizes an argument used by Hardy [82],|83], who showed that an inequality-free proof
of Bell’s theorem could be given for almost all 2-qubit systems. Hardy’s construction works
for all bipartite entangled states, except for the maximally entangled states. The content of
Hardy’s argument can again be summarised by an empirical model, this time over the Boolean
ring, as Hardy’s argument essentially only relies on the possibility (probability greater than 0)
and respectively impossibility (probability 0) of certain measurement outcomes, that is, it only
relies on the support of the probability distributions. Abramsky and Brandenburger show that
the possibilistic contextuality of the Hardy model is a stronger property than the probabilistic
contextuality used in the Bell argument (i.e. the Bell model is not logically contextual, but any
probabilistic model whose support coincides with the Hardy model must be both weakly and

logically contextual).

The third degree of contextuality - strong contextuality - generalizes an argument used

by Greenberger, Horne, Zeilinger and Shimony [78|,79], who used the non-classical properties



of certain quantum states to give a strengthened inequality-free proof of Bell’s theorem. Their
proof, which predates Hardy’s argument, needs — on the other hand — systems of at least three
qubits, such as the entangled three-qubit GHZ state. The GHZ argument, like the Hardy
one, only relies on the possibility or impossibility of certain measurement outcomes. Yet it is
shown by Abramsky and Brandenburger that the three qubit GHZ model satisfies a stronger
property than the logical contextuality of the Hardy model, which is logically but not strongly
contextual. It is also interesting to note that strong contextuality can be exhibited in the usual

n-qubit multipartite Bell-type scenarios only if we have a scenario with three or more parties.

This line of work has been further developed by Abramsky and Hardy in [7] where they
introduce a notion of logical Bell inequality, based on logical consistency conditions. Logical
Bell inequalities can be used to obtain proofs of Bell’s theorem without probabilities, but also
to derive testable inequalities with provable violations for a wide variety of situations. It can
also be shown that measurement models achieve maximal violations of logical Bell inequalities if
and only if they are strongly contextual. Non-maximal violations are achieved by measurement
models which are possibilistically contextual - that is, they occupy the middle level of the

hierarchy.

1.3 Outline

According to the type of methodology used, the material presented in this thesis has been
divided into two parts. Each part begins with a background chapter which lays out the necessary

mathematical and physical terminology.

Thus Part I starts with Chapter [2] in which the reader is first given a brief overview of
some of the main information theoretic concepts, such as qubits and quantum gates. We also
present some of the intriguing properties which distinguish quantum mechanical systems from

classical ones, such as entanglement, non-locality and contextuality.

We then proceed to introduce some sheaf theoretic constructions which can be used to
describe general experimental scenarios. These are modelled in great generality as compatible
families of measurements. We also show how, for such scenarios, compatibility in a sheaf theoretic
sense corresponds to a physical condition motivated by Special Relativity, which is known as
no-signalling. In particular, the fact that quantum mechanics satisfies no-signalling is taken to
indicate a basic consistency between quantum mechanics and relativity. This core mathematical
structure is then used to analyse contextuality and non-locality in a unified way. In particular,

we show that these phenomena can be characterised precisely in terms of obstructions to the



existence of global sections of a certain distribution presheaf.

The chapter ends by distinguishing the three strengths of degree of contextuality: stan-
dard probabilistic non-locality, exhibited by the original example introduced by Bell; possibilistic
contextuality, exemplified in our presentation by the Hardy model and by permutationally sym-

metric states; and strong contextuality, exemplified by GHZ states.

In chapter [3| we use this hierarchy to classify balanced quantum states with functional
dependencies. These are non-permutationally symmetric entangled states which are described
by Boolean functions. The classification yields a large number of strongly contextual states.
Moreover, it turns out that all the states considered, except those which are equivalent to tensor

products of pure states and Bell pairs, are at least logically contextual.

Chapter [4] extends the results of the previous chapter’s classification by showing that in
fact all n-qubit quantum states, with the exception of tensor products of pure states and Bell
pairs, are logically contextual for suitable choices of measurements. We moreover show that n+2
observables suffice to witness the logical contextuality of any n-qubit state: two observables each
for two of the parties, and one each for the remaining n — 2 parties. Our proof is constructive,
so we are also able to present an algorithm which returns the witnessing local observables for

any n-qubit state.

The second part of this thesis begins with Chapter [5 in which the reader is first guided
through the category theoretical notions which are necessary for understanding the definition of

an elementary topos.

This is followed by a short presentation of the algebraic-geometric duality (Gelfand’s
duality) which is used in defining the main construction of the topos approach, the spectral
presheaf. Finally the reader is introduced to the way in which several basic physical concepts,
such as the state space, real number objects, and the collection of pure and mixed states of a
system are formulated within the topos approach. These will be the main building blocks used
in the construction of contextual entropy in Chapter [/} We also show how projections, which
are used to represent propositions about a system in the Hilbert space formulation of quantum

mechanics, can be represented in the topos formalism.

In Chapter [6] we discuss whether the topos-based form of logic for quantum systems is
(at least) as rich as the traditional quantum logic derived from the Hilbert space formulation
of quantum mechanics. Our discussion revolves around the question whether the orthomodular

lattice of projections on a Hilbert space, which is traditionally used in quantum logic to represent



propositions, can be reconstructed from the poset of contexts which underlies the constructions
in the topos approach. This question has a positive answer, according to a result obtained by
Harding and Navara in [80]. Our contribution in this chapter seeks to answer an open problem
stated at the end of [80], which asks for an explicit reconstruction of an orthomodular lattice
from its associated poset of distributive sub-lattices. We show that for atomic orthomodular

lattices a reasonably direct reconstruction is indeed possible.

In Chapter [7] we take a look at the concept of entropy, one of the cornerstones of infor-
mation theory, from the perspective of the topos approach. Since our reformulation of entropy
does not directly depend on the interpretation of states as density matrices within the usual
Hilbert space formalism of quantum mechanics, this endeavour is particularly relevant for the

topos programimne.

The chapter starts with a brief outline of some of the properties of Shannon entropy, its

quantum counterpart, von Neumann entropy and the more general family of Renyi entropies.

Using Doring’s reformulation of quantum states as probability measures [44] on the spectral
presheaf, we next show how a classical probability distribution, and hence also its corresponding
Shannon entropy, can be naturally associated to each context in the base category over which
the spectral presheaf is constructed. The numerical values of these Shannon entropies form a
global section of a presheaf of real values over the same base category, the poset of contexts.
This global section is the state’s contextual entropy. A powerful result known as the Schur-
Horn Lemma can be used to show that this construction unifies the Shannon and von Neumann

entropies by encoding the von Neumann entropy of the state in a distinguished way.

A comparison is then drawn between Shannon, von Neumann and contextual entropies.
This allows us to observe, for example, that one of the differences between Shannon and von
Neumann entropies (the property of being monotone) is precisely due to contextuality, an idea

which is not immediately obvious from the definition of these two entropies.

Perhaps the main result of this chapter is the informatic-theoretic characterisation of
quantum states provided by contextual entropy which can be shown to be rich enough to allow
one to reconstruct the quantum state from which it originated. This also provides us with a

new insight into Gleason’s theorem:.

At the end of the chapter we show that it is possible to adapt other classical entropies
within the formalism of the topos approach, given that they satisfy a certain weak recursivity
property. We explicitly describe how the contextual entropy construction can be generalised to

include Renyi entropies, and we observe that contextual Renyi entropies also encode sufficient



information to allow for a complete state reconstruction.

This approach has been inspired by one of the key ideas of the topos programme, namely
that one can hope to obtain a complete description of a quantum system by looking at it from

all possible classical perspectives and keeping track of the resulting information.

The final chapter, namely Chapter |8, contains a summary of the main results presented

in this thesis, as well as a number of concluding remarks and directions for further work.

The original material presented in this thesis is drawn from four research papers. The

material presented in Chapter [3]is based on:

1. S. Abramsky, C. M. Constantin, A Classification of Multipartite States by Degree of Non-
locality, EPCS, Proceedings of QPL 2013, arXiv:1412.5213, [5]

Chapter [ is based on:

2. S. Abramsky, C. M. Constantin, S. Ying, Hardy is (almost) everywhere: Non-locality
without inequalities for almost all entangled multipartite states, arXiv:1506.01365, [6]
Chapter [6] is based on:

3. C. M. Constantin, A. Déring, Reconstructing an Atomic Orthomodular Lattice from the
Poset of its Boolean Sublattices, Houston Journal of Mathematics, arXiv:1306.1950, [36]
Finally, Chapter [7]is based on:

4. C. M. Constantin, A. Déring, Contextual Entropy and Reconstruction of Quantum States,
arXiv:1208.2046, [54]
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Chapter 2

The Sheaf Theoretic Structure of

Contextuality and non-Locality

We begin this chapter by reviewing a number of fundamental notions in quantum information
theory, such as entanglement, non-locality, hidden variables, Bell inequalities and logic gates.
We show that these notions can be re-expressed in an elegant way using sheaf-theoretic lan-
guage. The presentation is based on the textbook [107] and the original work of Abramsky,

Brandenburger and Hardy [2}/7].

2.1 Entanglement, Non-locality and Contextuality

2.1.1 Qubits and qubit states

Classical information theory relies on the concept of bit, understood as the basic unit of infor-
mation, with possible values 0 and 1. Its quantum analogue, the quantum bit, or qubit for short,
is understood as a quantum system with two states |0) and |1). More formally, a qubit is an
element of a 2-dimensional Hilbert spaceﬂ (usually over C). While a classical bit can only have

one value at a time, 0 or 1, its quantum counterpart is, in general, a superposition of |0) and |1):

) = a|0) + B [1)

The qubit [¢) is said to be in a pure state if |a|?> + |3|> = 1 and in a mixed state if it is a

statistical mixture of different pure qubit states.

1Other frequent notations for a 2-dimensional orthonormal basis, which we will also use in this work, are

{I=), 1)} and {[1),[1)}.
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Pure qubit states can be represented as points on the so-called Bloch sphere parametrized
by 0 < 0 < mand 0 < ¢ < 2m, by setting a = ¢ cos(f/2) and § = sin(/2). On the Bloch
sphere, the North and the South poles correspond to the points accessible to a classical bit,

while the interior of the Bloch sphere corresponds to mixed states.

A system of n-qubits represents a finite-dimensional Hilbert space over the complex num-

bers of dimension 2". A state [¢)) in this Hilbert space is represented as a linear combination

|¢> - Z cjlijv---v]"n |.71> ® ’j?) ® tee ® |.77’L>
J15J25--5Jn=0,1
where |0) and |1) are the two states of a qubit. The vectors |j1) ® - - - ®|j,) form an orthonormal

basis and are usually labelled by binary strings of length n, |j1j2 ... jn).

A quantum computation process on n qubits represents the following sequence of steps.
First, we assemble n qubits and prepare them in a standard initial state. Then we apply a unitary
transformation U, usually written as a product of quantum gates, i.e. unitary transformations
that act on a small number of qubits. Finally, we measure all the qubits, by projecting on the

{]0), |1)} basis, which represents the (probabilistic) outcome of the computation.

2.1.2 Entanglement

Multiple qubits can exhibit quantum entanglement. Entanglement is a striking feature of quan-
tum mechanics, on which many of its information theoretic successes that go beyond classical
physics, such as quantum teleportation 18], superdense coding [19}/118] and quantum cryptogra-
phy [67], rely. As a result of interactions, quantum systems (e.g. qubits), can become entangled,
giving rise to correlations between the properties of the constituent systems which persist even
when these become spatially separated. The possibility of having entangled systems over large
distances, leading to non-local correlations, made Albert Einstein, Boris Podolski and Nathan
Rosen to conclude in 1935 that quantum mechanics must be an incomplete description of real-
ity [66]. However, nearly 30 years later, John Stewart Bell realised in his groundbreaking paper
“On the Einstein Podolsky Rosen Paradox” [15] that any physical theory which would satisfy
the principle of locality (stating that an object is directly influenced only by its immediate sur-
roundings) must necessarily satisfy certain inequalities. Bell then showed that the predictions
of quantum mechanics violate these inequalities. We will examine this circle of ideas into more

detail in Section 2.1.51

Since quantum entanglement appears as an indispensable resource in quantum information

processing, we will give particular attention to understanding the ways in which it can be
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quantified. To begin with, let us recall the basic definition of entanglement for bipartite (2-

qubit) systems.

Definition 2.1.1. Let H; and Ha be two Hilbert spaces and |1p) € Hi @ Ha. Then |¢) is said
to be disentangled, or separable or a product state if [¢) = 1) ® |¢2), for some |y1) € Hi and
|1o) € Ha. Otherwise, 1) is said to be entangled.

Example 2.1.2. The EPR-state (FEinstein-Podolsky-Rosen state) is defined as

1

) EPR = 7 (10) @ 1) — 1) ®0)) (2.1.1)

One can easily check that the EPR-state cannot be written as a product state.

Example 2.1.3. In the 2-qubit Hilbert space C*> @ C2, the Bell states are given by:

2= +hem) [ =S5 (0en-)em) -
W= (e L+ o)  |T) == (01— 1))

V2 V2

where {|0),|1)} represents an arbitrary orthonormal basis of the 1-qubit Hilbert space C2. The

Bell states are also entangled.

2.1.3 Measures of entanglement for bipartite states

The distinction between separable and entangled states is mathematically straightforward. How-
ever, in practice, it is generally difficult to discern. As such it is important to find operational

criteria to test separability.

The most crude measure of entanglement is the Schmidt number (also called the Schmidt
rank). For a state |¢) € Ha ® Hp the Schmidt number over H4 ® Hp is the smallest number
Sch(|y), Ha,Hp) such that |¢) can be written as

Sch(|v),Ha,HB)
) = > |us) ® |vj)
j=1
where |uj) € H and |vj) € Hp. Thus a separable state has Schmidt number 1 and an entangled
state has Schmidt number greater than 1. The Schmidt number can also be defined using the

Schmidt decomposition of |1)) over Hy ® Hp:

min(dim# 4,dimH )

) = > sj [ug) @ [vj)

J=1
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where |u;) form an orthonormal basis of H4 and |v;) are an orthonormal basis of Hp and the
coefficients s; are non-negative. The strictly positive coefficients are called Schmidt coefficients
and their number corresponds to the Schmidt number. Alternatively, form the rank 1 matrix
p = |¥)(¢| and take the partial trace with respect to either A or B. This will be a diagonal
matrix with non-zero elements |s;|>. Thus the Schmidt number can also be found by counting

the non-zero eigenvalues of p4 := trpp or, equivalently, the non-zero eigenvalues of pp := trap.

For bipartite pure states, the above comments lead to another measure of entanglement,
the entropy of entanglement. Entangled states have Schmidt number greater than 1, therefore a
bipartite pure state is entangled if and only if its reduced states are mixed states. Consequently,

the von Neumann entropy of either reduced state gives a well defined measure of entanglement:

S = —tr(palogpa) = —tr(pplogpp)

which can be written as the Shannon entropy S = — ), p;logp; where, e.g. pa is written in

terms of its eigenvectors pa = . p;i |9)(¢].

Many other entanglement measures for bipartite states exist, such as topological entan-
glement entropy, entropy of formation and dilution, squashed entanglement etc. For a review of

these and other related measures, see [109].

2.1.4 Measures of entanglement for multipartite states

For multiple qubit states, one has to distinguish between states that have all subsystems entan-
gled and those in which only certain subsets of qubits are entangled. To this end, one defines
the notion of biseparability as a property of n-qubit states for which there exists a partition of
the qubits into two disjoint subsets A and B, such that |A| 4+ |B| = n and the original state is a

product state with respect to the partition A|B.

However, the notion of biseparability (or multi-separability) is only a crude measure of en-
tanglement. To see that, consider the following two tripartite states, known as the Greenberger-

Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state and the W-state:

(GHZ,) = 12(yooo> L 111)
1

W) 7

(1001) + 010) -+ |100))

Clearly, both states have all three qubits entangled (non-biseparable). The essential difference

between these states can be seen if a measurement is performed on one of the three qubits;

16



after measurement, the state is separated in the case of the GHZ-state (it is either |000) or
|111)), while the W-state remains entangled. Put differently, if one of the three qubits is lost
(traced out), the reduced 2-qubit state is separated for the GHZ-state, while for the W-state it
is entangled. One says that the entanglement properties of the W-state are robust with respect

to particle loss, and fragile for the GHZ state.

It can be shown [64] that the W- and the GHZ-states cannot be transformed into one
another by any protocol involving local quantum operations (LO), i.e. transformations which
factor out as tensor products of local operators on each qubit and classical communication
systems (CC) between the three parties (LOCC). Moreover, Diir, Vidal and Cirac showed in [64]
that any non-biseparable three-qubit state can be transformed into either the W- or the GHZ-

state.

2.1.5 Non-locality, Bell’s theorem and hidden variables

One could, as Bell did, ask the following question: if qubits were replaced by local classical
variables (i.e. classical states with definite values for each qubit at every moment of time),
would it then be possible to reproduce the outcome of any quantum computation process by
replacing each quantum gate with classical operations which are randomly chosen from a set of

possible transformations?

The idea of using classical variables instead of qubits is in accord with the principle of
local realism (in the sense of Einstein, [65]), according to which any two objects A and B that
are far apart in space must exhibit relative independence, such that any external influence on A
has no direct (i.e. instantaneous or faster-than-light) influence on B (Principle of Local Action)
and moreover, material objects have properties independent of any observation, and the results

of any possible measurement depend on these properties (realism).

The proposal to describe the measurement process by randomly chosen classical opera-
tions, instead of quantum gates, is linked to the class of so-called local hidden variable theories.
Such theories attempt to obtain the non-classical features of Quantum Mechanics as emergent
phenomena of a Local Realist theory. This is based on the conjecture that quantum mechanics,
as a theory which violates the principle of local realism, cannot be a complete theory. As such
one needs to supplement quantum mechanics with additional variables that determine the re-
sults of individual measurements, in order to restore causality and locality. The answer to the

above question is provided by Bell’s theorem:

Theorem 2.1.4. (Bell) There is no local probabilistic algorithm, or equivalently, no local hidden
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variable theory that can reproduce the conclusions of quantum mechanics.

Bell’s theorem expresses the fact that if one considers correlations between ideal measure-
ments on entangled states, the predictions of quantum mechanics violate certain inequalities
which are necessary conditions for local realism. Thus Bell’s theorem imposes an incompatible
alternative between any local hidden variable theory and quantum entanglement as described

in quantum mechanics.

Bell’s theorem relies on the notion of non-local correlations. The existence of non-local
correlations makes it impossible to decipher a generic (entangled) multiple-qubit state by di-
viding the system into parts and studying each part separately. Let us consider the following
set-up, in which Alice and Bob have (each of them) access to one qubit of an entangled 2-qubit
state. Suppose Alice can perform measurements a and @’ and Bob can perform b and b and
assume that the possible outcomes for any of these measurements are 0 and 1. Then, assuming
the existence of local hidden variables s, the probability that Alice and Bob obtain the outcomes

which we denote by « and 3, when measuring the observables a and b, respectively, is given by:

P(a,a;b,8) = /p(s) Pi(s;a,a) Py(s;b,8)ds ,  «, € {0,1} (2.1.3)

Here s represents one or several parameters which contain all the relevant information about the
past interaction between the two qubits, p(s) > 0 is a probability density normalised to unity
and 0 < Pi(s;a,a), Pa(s;b, ) < 1. The value of P;(s;a,a) is assumed to be independent of the

measurement performed on the second qubit (locality). Following [34,135], one can show that:
—-1< P(aa Q; ba ﬁ) - P(a7 Q; b,76,) + P(a/7 O/; bv 6) + P(ala O/; b,a B,) - P(a,a O/) - P(ba B) <0

where o/, 5/ € {0,1} and P(a,«) = P(a,a;b,0)+ P(a,a;b,1) = P(a,a;V',0)+ P(a,a; ¥, 1). The
above relation is known as the CH74 inequality, obtained by Clauser and Horne in 1974 and we

will see in the next section that it is violated by the predictions of quantum mechanics.

2.1.6 Measurement contexts

Suppose a 2-qubit system (or rather, a large collection of identically prepared 2-qubit systems) is
prepared in one of the four Bell states, say |®1). Assume Alice measures in the basis {|0) 4, |1} 4}
with possible outcomes 0 and 1, and similarly for Bob. Then both Alice and Bob measure 0

and 1 with equal frequency. In fact, they would obtain the same probabilities for measurements
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done in any arbitrary orthonormal basis, e.g. of the type:
{]ag) = cosa|0) +sina|1) , |a; = g+ 7/2) = —sina|0) + cosa |1)}

To be more precise, when Alice measures in the basis {|a), |o + 7/2) }, she obtains the outcomes
0 and 1 with equal probabilities independently of Bob’s choice of measurement {|f3), |5 + 7/2)}.
For our set-up, the statement can be easily verified by computing the required probabilities with
the formula given by Equation in Section In general, the statement that Alice’s
outcome cannot be influenced by Bob’s choice of measurement is known as the no-signalling

condition.

If Alice and Bob communicate to each other only the frequencies with which they obtain
their different outcomes, they have no way of distinguishing between the four Bell states. In
order to discern, they have to correlate their measurements, and communicate the frequencies

with which the correlated outcomes are obtained, as summarised in the table below:

o) | oy | wo | @y

1/2 0 0 1/2

With this information, they can decide that the original state can only be |®*) or |®7).
In order to further distinguish between these, Alice and Bob have to measure other observables.

For example, Alice and Bob could perform the following measurements:

Alice / Bob Eigenbasis Outcomes
a |0y, 1) 0,1
a cos 5 [0) +sin g [1), —sin%|0) +cos & [1) 0,1
b |0), |1) 0,1
v cos & [0) —sin § |1), sin § [0) 4 cos § 1) 0,1

In this scenario, Alice can choose between measurements a and o’ and Bob between b
and o’. A particular choice will be called, from now on, a measurement context. Thus there are

four possible measurement contexts, {a, b}, {a,b'}, {d’,b}, {d’,b'}.

By elementary operations, one can show that, for |a) = cosa/|0) + sina|1) and |38) =
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cos 3 |0) + sin 5 |1), the following expressions hold:

(el ® {8 [#4)]* = 5 cos?(a — )
(o] @ (5]) |27)

1
|2 = 50052(61 +B)

Thus, if the entangled state corresponds to ®T, Alice and Bob would report the following

set of correlated probabilities:

B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
b 1/2 0 0 1/2
b 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
b 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
b 1/8 3/8 3/8 1/8
while if the state was &, they would obtain:
B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
b 1/2 0 0 1/2
b 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
b 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
b 1/2 0 0 1/2

Now let us consider the CH74 inequality for the ®* state:
P(a,a;b, B) — Pla, a5, ') + P(a’,a';b, B) + P(d', sV, 8') < P(d, @) + P(b, B)

In our case, the right hand side is always 1/2+1/2. In order to check the inequality, we need to

take one entry from each row of the above table, in total 16 choices. Among these, some violate
the CH74 inequality, e.g.:

1 §+3 9
8

1
P(a,0;b,0) — P(a,0;t',1) + P(d’,0;b,0) + P(a’,0;b',1) = 5
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2.1.7 Contextuality and the Kochen-Specker theorem

We will refer to a measurement context as a set of compatible measurements, i.e. measurements
that can be jointly performed in a certain experimental setup. In quantum mechanics, contexts
correspond to commutative algebras of self-adjoint operators, which can be simultaneously di-
agonalised. This is, indeed, the use of contextuality that will be employed in the next chapters
on the topos approach to quantum physics. The notion of contextuality discussed in the fol-
lowing section is more general, as it does not rely on the standard operator-algebra formulation
of quantum mechanics. As such, the results obtained in this picture will be independent of the

particular way in which quantum mechanics has been traditionally formulated and interpreted.

The notion of contextuality arises naturally from the question: is it possible to assign
definite values to all (hidden) variables at any given moment of time, independently of the
device used to measure them? The Kochen-Specker theorem shows that this is not the case, and
for quantum systems with more than two levels, the value of an observable depends on which

commuting set of observables is being measured along with it.

The Kochen-Specker theorem asserts that quantum mechanics forbids the simultaneous
existence of definite values for observables which cannot be measured together, that is it forbids

non-contextual hidden variables.

2.2 Non-locality and Contextuality in Sheaf-Theoretic Language

In a series of papers [2,3,/7,[8], Abramsky et al. formulated a mathematical description of con-
textuality phenomena in terms of sheaves over a poset of contexts. Their work was partly
inspired by [28], in which Butterfield and Isham realised that the Kochen-Specker theorem can

be elegantly reformulated in terms of the non-existence of global sections of a certain presheaf.

While the spectral presheaf used by Butterfield and Isham was based on an operator
algebra and, in this sense, it relied on concepts specific to quantum mechanics, the work of
Abramsky and Brandenburger was carried out at a much higher level of generality, whithout
using any of the characteristic mathematical structures of quantum mechanics. It moreover
introduced many new key structures in order to be able to capture and analyse probability
tables such as those used in Section in the discussion on non-locality and contextuality.

We shall describe some of these key structures in the rest of this section.

Let X be a set of measurements and O the set of possible outcomes for each measurement.

For the present discussion, it suffices to consider the same O for all measurements, although one
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could in general allow for different outcomes for each individual measurement.

Suppose now that a subset U C X of measurements are simultaneously performed. The
outcomes obtained in this particular context are specified by a section: s : U — O, which
associates to a measurement m € U an outcome s(m). The space of sections over U is denoted
by £(U) and is a subset of OV, where OU denotes the set of all functions from U to O. If one

considers £(U), together with the natural restriction maps

resy : E(U') — E(U)  for any U C U’

s+ sy

. . . ’ ” ” .
one immediately has res} = idy and resY oresf;, = resy] for any U C U’ C U”, thus € is a

pre-sheaf, namely the pre-sheaf of sections over the poset P(X). In other words, £ is a functor

£ :P(X)? — Set.

The construction, £ is in fact a sheaf since local sections can be uniquely glued together.
That is, given a cover {U, };c; of U and a family of sections {s; € £(U;)};cr which are compatible
on every intersection, i.e. s;|v;nu; = $j|u,nu;, there is a unique section s € £(U) such that its
restriction to U; is s; for all 4 € I. The sheaf condition is trivially satisfied, as one can always
glue together partial functions on a discrete space which agree on overlaps by taking the union

of their graphs. £ will be called the sheaf of events.

2.2.1 Measurement covers, the distribution functor and no-signalling

So far we imposed no restrictions on the poset P(X), which we think of as a set of labels
for different basic measurements. However, in quantum mechanics only certain measurements
can be performed jointly, thus it makes sense to introduce the notion of measurement cover
M C P(X) of X, composed of measurement contexts only, with the property that the union
of all contexts contained in M equals X. Additionally, we will require that M contains only
maximal contexts (maximal sets of compatible measurements), that is if C,C’ € M and C C C’

then C' = C’ (anti-chain condition on M).

Example 2.2.1. Bell-type scenarios. In the formulation of Bell-type theorems on non-locality,
one refers to composed systems, whose parts may be space-like separated, in a fashion similar
to our discussion in Section[2.1.6 The class of measurement covers used in Bell-type scenarios
and scenarios involving other non-local devices such as PR-boxes, can be described as follows.
Let I denote a set of indices labelling the different parts of a composed system and for each i € T

let X; be the set of basic measurements that can be performed on the part labelled by i. Then X
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is constructed as the disjoint union of the family {X;}icr. The measurement cover M is defined
as the set of contexts containing exactly one measurement from each part, i.e. we consider as
compatible any two measurements performed on different parts of the system, but we do not

allow for compatible measurements on the same part.

We shall refer to a Bell-type scenario which involves n parts, each of which has k possible
choices of measurement, each choice with | possible outcomes, as being of (n,k,l)-type. Note
that for a system of (n,k,l)-type, there are k™ measurement contexts, for each of which there
are I possible assignments of outcomes. Thus there are (kl)"™ sections over the contexts. The

set of all measurements is of size kn, and there are I*™ global assignments.

The last ingredient that we need refers to the probabilistic behaviour of quantum systems
in their interaction with classical measuring apparatus. Standard probability distributions are
represented by non-negative reals between 0 and 1, for which the usual addition and multipli-
cation rules apply. Put differently, standard probability distributions are valued in the semiring
(R>0,+,0,-,1), where multiplication distributes over addition and 0 and 1 denote the units in
the commutative monoids (R>g,+,0) and (Rx>o, -, 1), respectively. If one allows for negative
probabilities, the semiring R>( has to be extended to the reals R. Interestingly, the results of
Bell’s theorem do not hold if one allows for negative probabilities. A third type of semiring of

interest to us is the boolean semiring, B = ({0,1},V,0, A, 1).

Fixing a semiring R, we define an R-distribution over a set S as a function d : S — R
with finite support (i.e. d is non-zero only on a finite subset of S, its support), satisfying the

condition

> d(x) =1

T€S
We denote by Dr(S) the set of R-distributions over S. In the case of the semiring R>, this is
the set of probability distributions with finite support on S. In the case of the booleans B, it is

the set of non-empty finite subsets of S. Furthermore, given a function f :.S — T, we define:

DR(f): DR(S) — DR(T)

d — <t|—> Z d(s))

f(s)=t

It can be easily seen that Dg is functorial, Dr(g o f) = Dr(g) o Dr(f) and Dg(ids) = idp,,(s)-
Thus we have defined a functor Dy : Set — Set.
By composing the distribution functor with the event sheaf £ : P(X)°? — Set, we obtain

a presheaf Dr€ : P(X)°P — Set. This assigns to a set of measurements U the set Dr(E(U))

23



of distributions on sections over U. The above arrow function, applied to the restriction maps

resg/, with U C U’, gives:

DRE(U') — DrEU)

di—)d|U

where for each s € £(U),

dly == d(s") (2.2.1)
s'eEU); s'lu=s

Thus d|y is the marginal of the distribution d, in the sense that it associates to each section s
in the smaller context U the sum of the weights of all sections s’ in the larger context which

restrict to s.

Example 2.2.2. Let us consider a (2,2,2) Bell-type scenario, in which Alice can perform mea-
surements a and a' and Bob can perform b and /. There are two possible outcomes, 0 and 1,

for each measurement. The relevant measurement cover M consists of four maximal contexts:
M = {{a> b}v {a/> b}v {(I, b,}v {ala b/}}
Over each mazimal context C € M, there are four sections, e.g. for C = {a,b} we have:

E({a,b}) ={{a = 0,0 = 0},{a - 0,b > 1},{a — 1,b = 0},{a — 1,b — 1}}

Further, assume that we can associate a distribution ec € DrE(C) to each context C' € M.
This gives a number ec(s) for each section s € E(C). The distributions ec form the rows of the

following table:

A B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
a b p1 p2 p3 P4
a b Ps P6 p7 ps
a b D9 P10 P11 P12
a v p13 P14 P15 P16

The data given by M, the sheaf of events F and a family of distributions {ec}cen, will
be called an empirical model. In the standard case of probability tables, the numbers p; are

non-negative integers, and the values along each row sum up to 1; hence the distributions ec are
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probability distributions. One advantage of using empirical models is that they are formulated
in an elegant, robust and general mathematical language which does not depend in particular

on the Hilbert space formalism of quantum mechanics.

Example 2.2.3. One could also consider the weights p; to take values in other semirings, for
example the boolean semiring. The following model is a possibilistic version of a non-local Hardy

model [85], which can be viewed as specifying the support of a standard probabilistic Hardy model.

A B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
a b 1 1 1 1
a b 0 1 1 1
a b 0 1 1 1
a’ b 1 1 1 0

The no-signalling condition (the statement that the outcome obtained by Alice cannot
be influenced by Bob’s choice of a measurement) can be elegantly formulated in terms of the
presheaf DrE. We define a no-signalling empirical model for a measurement cover M to be an
empirical model for which the family of distributions {ec}cea is compatible in the sense of the

sheaf condition: for any C,C’ € M,

eclencr = ecr|oner (2.2.2)

where the restrictions ec|oncr and ecr|cner are defined as in Eq.

Example 2.2.4. For our previous example, involving two parties, Alice and Bob, consider the
contexts C = {mq,mp} and C" = {mq, my}. Fizing a section so € E({mq,}), e.g. so = {mq — 0},

the no-signalling condition can be expressed as

Yo oecls)= Y eols)

s€E(C) s'eg(c)
Sl’ma =30 s/|’ma =S0

For the above table, with mq = a,my = bymy = b and so = {a — 0}, we obtain the

condition:

p1+p2 =ps5+ Ds
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2.2.2 Global Sections

Let us recapitulate the mathematical structure introduced above. We started with a set of
measurements X and we defined the measurement sheaf of events £, which assigns to each
U C X the set of sections {s : U — O}. A particular section over U specifies a particular
set of outcomes, one outcome for each measurement in U. (Remember we assumed that all
measurements have the same set of possible outcomes O). Further, we defined the presheaf of
R-valued distributions, D€, which assigns to each U C X the set Dr(E(U)) of distributions

on £(U), which is the set of sections over U. The distribution presheaf satisfied the important
property [2:2.1]

Further, we had to deal with the factual requirement that, in general, not all measurements
can be performed together. This introduces the notion of contexts and we formed the set
M of maximal contexts (i.e. maximal sets of compatible measurements). Since M C P(X),
passing to the measurement cover does not affect the definitions and properties of the event
sheaf £ and the distribution presheaf Dr€ on X. Each context C' € M comes with a set of
sections O°. An empirical model is specified by providing, for each C' € M, a probability
distribution ec € DRE(C) over £(C) = OF. These probabilities may or may not be compatible,
in the sense of Eq. with a probability distribution over £(X) = OX. If such a ‘global’
probability distribution exists, the model corresponds to a deterministic hidden variable scenario,
in the sense that hidden variables determine which section s € £(X) is being chosen in any
certain situation and contexiﬂ The sheaf condition implies that the assignment of outcomes is
independent of the measurement context, thus the existence of global probability distributions

in the above sense is a form of non-contextuality.

For no-signalling empirical models, the compatibility condition satisfied by the family
of distributions {ec}cerm implies that a global section d € DrE(X), compatible with {ec}, if
it exists, will satisfy the sheaf condition with respect to M.

The existence of a global section d € DrE(X) which restricts to yield the probabilities

specified by the empirical model on each context C' € M, i.e. d|c = ec, has very important

2The unfamiliar reader might find helpful the following remarks: we have in mind the preparation of a state
in the same conditions over and over again. If one had access to the complete set of variables that characterise
this state, he should obtain the same set of outcomes each time he performs a ‘complete’ measurement, as the
state was prepared in the same conditions. The fact that, in practice (i.e. in quantum mechanics), this does not
happen, is explained in theories invoking hidden variables, by the existence of unaccessible variables which can
alter the values of the accessible variables.
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implications. Thus given a section ¢ € £(C),

colt) =dlo(®) = Y ds) = Y] bilo(t) d(s) (2:2.3)

s€E(X) s€E(X)
sle=t

where, for a global section s € £(X), ds € DrE(X) is the distribution defined globally by
ds(s) = 1 and d04(s’) = 0 for s # s'. Hence, the presence of a global section d € Dré(X),
such that d|c = ec turns out to be equivalent with the statement that the empirically observed
probabilities ec(t) can be obtained by averaging over the hidden variables with respect to the
distribution d. Further, from the definition of the globally induced distributions J;, it follows
that

sle() =] 0510y (i) (2.2.4)

zeC
which means that the probability distribution induced by s factorizes as a product of probabilities
assigned to individual measurements, independent of the context in which they appear. Note
that this is precisely the notion of locality employed in Bell-type scenarios, e.g. in Equation [2.1.3
we assumed that the probability P(s;a, a;b, 3) of the joint outcome {a +— a, 5+ b} determined
by the hidden variable s is the product of the probabilities that s determines for the outcomes

{a+ a} and {B — b}, i.e. P(s;a,a;5b,8) = Pi(s;a,a) Pa(s;b,3) leading to:

P(aaib3) = [ ps) Pu(sia,a) Pa(sib. ) ds

in agreement with Equation [2.2.3

We summarise the above discussion through the following:

Proposition 2.2.5. The existence of a global section for an empirical model implies the existence

of a local (non-contextual) deterministic hidden-variable model which realises it.

It is interesting to note that the converse of the above proposition also holds, as Abramsky

and Brandenburger have shown in Theorem 8.1 [2].

2.2.3 Existence of Global Sections

The above discussion leads to the following problem: given an empirical model, determine it if
has a global section. Let us refine the expression of this problem. An empirical model consists of
a measurement cover M (which covers a set of measurements X), together with the choice of a
(local) section of the distribution presheaf ec € DrE(C'), one over each context C' € M — more

precisely, one distribution ec over each set of local sections (events) £(C). In addition, for no-
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signalling empirical models the local distributions e satisfy the compatibility condition [2.2.2
What we mean by a global section for an empirical model (M, {ec}) is a global section of the
presheaf DrE, whose restriction to each context C' € M agrees with the local sections ec. Of
course, global sections for the presheaf DrE always exist, since DrE(X) represents the set of

distributions on the set £(X) = OX.

We shall give a general linear-algebraic method of finding global sections for a given
empirical model (M, {ec}). The main step involves constructing a incidence matriz for the
empirical model. This matrix is defined using only M and the event sheaf £. It can be applied

to any empirical model (M, {ec}) with respect to any distribution functor Dg.

To define the incidence matrix, we first form the disjoint union [[ocp E(C) of all the
sections over the contexts in M, and specify an enumeration t1,...,%, of this set. We also
specify an enumeration sq,...,s, of all the global sections of the sheaf £. We then form the
(p x q)-matrix M, with entries defined as follows:

1, sjlc =t;, wheret; € £(C)

M[i, j] =
0, otherwise

It acts by matrix multiplication on distributions in DrE(X), seen as row vectors: d —
(d|c)cem- The result of all multiplications of this form will be the set of families {ec}cem

which arise from global sections.

A given empirical model assigns an element in the semiring R to each section ¢; €
[Heer €(C). Thus it can be specified by a vector V of length p, where V[i] = ec(t;). We
can also introduce a vector X of length ¢ of ‘unknowns’, one for each global section s; € £(X).

Now a solution for the linear system MX = V will be a vector of values in R, one for each s;.

In the case of Bell-type scenarios of (n,k,[)-type, such solutions are automatically dis-
tributions - due to the regular structure of the incidence matrix for these cases - and they are
in bijective correspondence with global sections of the empirical model. For more general sce-
narios, one can simply augment M with an extra row, every entry in which is 1, and similarly
to augment V with an extra element, also equal to 1. A solution for this augmented system

enforces the constraint

and hence ensures that the first ¢ entries of X define a distribution on £(X).
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Example 2.2.6. Consider a general (2,2,2) Bell-type scenario:

A B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
a b D1 P2 P3 P4
a U s D6 p7 ps
a b P9 P10 P11 P12
a v P13 P14 P15 P16

Here X = a,b,d’,b' and the measurement cover is M = {{a,b},{d’,b},{a,b'},{d’,b'}}.
Assume O = {0,1} is the set of possible outcomes for all observables. Assume also that R = R>,
i.e. the numbers pi,...,p1e are probabilities in the usual sense. Note that any measurement

performed at at part A is compatible with any measurement performed by part B. The event

sheaf € has 16 global sections corresponding to:

(a,b,d’,0") €{(0,0,0,0),(0,0,0,1),(0,0,1,0),(0,0,1,1)
(0,1,0,0),(0,1,0,1),(0,1,1,0),(0,1,1,1)
(2.2.5)
(1,0,0,0),(1,0,0,1),(1,0,1,0),(1,0,1,1)
(]‘7 17 07 0)7 (17 17 07 ]‘)7 (17 17 17 O)? (]‘? ]‘7 17 1)}
Suppose now there is a probability distribution d over £(X) which associates probabilities q1, . . ., q16

to the above global sections in the given order. Then one must have:

P1L=q+q2+q3+qa
P3 = q9 + qi0 +q11 + q12
P5=q1+q3+4qs+4qr
P7 = q9 + qu1 + q13 + q15
P9 =q1+q2+ o+ qio
P11 = g5 + g6 + q13 + q14
P13 = q1+ g5+ qo +q13
P15 = q3 +q7 +q11 + q15

and the (16 x 16) incidence matrix is

29

P2 = g5+ g6 + 47 + gs
D4 = q13 + qua + q15 + q16
P6 = q2 +q4s+ g6 + G
P8 = qio + q12 + q1a + q16
D10 = g3 + g4 +q11 + Q12
P12 = q7 + g8 + q15 + q16
P14 = q2 + g6 + q10 + q14
P16 = g4 + g8 + q12 + q16

(2.2.6)
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One can solve the linear system MX = V and obtain X = [q1,...,qi6] in terms of the
given probabilities V.= [p1, ..., pig] and require that X > 0. If this system has a non-negative
solution, then the model admits a realisation in terms of local deterministic hidden variables and

s non-contextual, otherwise, the model is said to be weakly contextual.

So far we have assumed that the distributions in Dg(E(C)) are real valued. We made
this assumption explicitly or implicitly, by talking about probability distributions. It is both
interesting and important to discuss models involving B-valued distributions (where B is the
boolean semiring). In fact, any probabilistic model (i.e. a model involving R>g-distributions)
can be turned into a possibilistic model (i.e. a model involving B-distributions) by replacing all
non-zero probabilities with “1” (True) and all null probabilities with “0” (False). Many quantum
information-theoretic results, such as Bell’s theorem, generalise to possibilistic models (see [7]).

These considerations motivate the hierarchy of contextuality discussed below.

2.3 A Hierarchy of Contextuality

A probabilistic model (X, M, {ec},R>q) is non-contertual if there exists a global probabil-
ity distribution d € Dg_,&(X) compatible with the local probability distributions {ec}. The
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compatibility condition can be expressed by the equivalence between (X, M,{ec},R>p) and

(X, M, {d|c},R>p). If no such global distributions exist, the model is weakly contextual.

The probabilistic model (X, M, {ec}, R>0) induces a possibilistic model (X, M, {eg.},B)
with boolean-valued distributions. The boolean-valued distributions {e2} assign the boolean
value “1” to those sections which are in the support of the corresponding probability distributions
{ec}. If the model (X, M, {e£}, B) admits a global boolean distribution d € Dp&(X) compatible
with {eg}, then (X, M, {ec}, R>0) is either non-contextual or weakly contextual. Otherwise, it

is said to be logically contextual.

Remark 2.3.1. A logically contextual model is automatically weakly contextual, since a compat-
ible global probability distribution d € DRZOE(X) induces a compatible global boolean distribution
d € DpE(X). The converse, however, is not true: there are weakly contextual models which
are not logically contextual. In general, we say that an empirical model is probabilistically
non-extendable if it has no global section over Dr>¢, and possibilistically non-extendable

if it has no global section over Dg.

Working over the boolean ring comes with a number of simplifications. For instance, the
set of distributions D€(C) can be identified with P(£(C)) for any subset C' C X. Indeed, a
boolean distribution d € DpE(X) is a way of distinguishing between ‘possible’ sets of outcomes
and ‘impossible’ sets of outcomes. Moreover, the boolean distribution d induces a possibilistic
model (X, M, {d|c},B). If this model reproduces (X, M, {e%},lﬂ%), or, equivalently, the support
of the model (X, M, {ec},R>0), the model is not logically contextual.

There is a further refinement to this hierarchy of contextuality. Let {s1,...,sp} = E(X)
be the set of global sections of the events sheaf. The global sections of the presheaf D€ are
boolean distributions over £(X). Let dy, ..., d, be the global distributions with minimal support
{s1},...,{sn}, respectively. These distributions induce possibilistic models (X, M, {di|c},B),
ooy (XM {dn|c},B). If all these models are such that their support falls outside of the
support of the original model (X, M, {ec},B), then any other distribution with a larger support
{Siy, Siy, - - .} will produce a possibilistic model whose support will also fall outside of the support
of the original model (X, M,{ec},B). In this case, the model (X, M, {ec},B) is said to be
strongly contextual. In particular, the model is also logically contextual. However, there are

logically contextual models which are not strongly contextual.

In the case of dichotomic measurements (i.e. measurements with only two outcomes) we
can make a connection to logic by interpreting one outcome as true and the other outcome as

false. This allows us to think of the set of measurements X as a set of boolean variables. If C' is
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a finite context, any subset of 2¢ can be defined by a propositional formula. For example, each

joint outcome s : C' — 2 determines a propositional formula

Ps = /\ m A /\ -m

z€C, s(m)=True zeC, s(m)=False

The only satisfying assignment of ¢, in 2¢ is s.

The propositional formula whose set of satisfying assignments is the support of C' is

YC = \/ Ps-

seS(C)

An empirical model is logically contextual if there exists some C' € C and some s € S(C)

such that the formula

Y AN
vec\o

is not satisfiable. This says that there is a possible joint outcome s which cannot be accounted
for by any valuation on all the variables in X which is consistent with the support of the
model. This immediately implies that there is no joint distribution on all the observables which
marginalizes to yield the empirically observable probabilities as in Remark As originally
shown in the bipartite case by Fine [69], and in a very general form in [2], the non-existence of

a joint distribution is equivalent to the usual definition of non-locality as given by Bell [15].

2.3.1 Strong contextuality as a CSP

A constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) [97,104] is specified by a triple (V, K, R) where V is a
finite set of variables, K is a finite set of values, and R is a finite set of constraints. A constraint
is a pair (C,S) where C C V and S C K. This formulation is equivalent to the more common
one where a constraint is specified as a list of k variables together with a set of k-tuples of
values. An assignment s : V — K satisfies a constraint (C, S) if s|c € S. A solution of the CSP

(V,K,R) is an assignment s : V — K which satisfies every constraint in R.

To any empirical model e defined over a cover M, with outcome set O, we can associate
the CSP (X, O, {supp(ec)}cem) with e. An empirical model e is maximally contextual if and

only if the corresponding CSP has no solution.

In the case of dichotomic measurements (i.e. measurements with only two possible out-

comes), the CSP reduces to a boolean satisfiability problem. In this case global sections corre-
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spond precisely to satisfying assignments for the formula

Pe = /\ PYc

CeM

Hence an empirical model e is strongly contextual if and only if the above formula is unsatisfiable.

2.3.2 Contextuality for Quantum States

The hierarchy of contextuality which has so far been defined for abstract empirical models can
be naturally lifted to apply to quantum states. If we fix observables for each party, a n-qubit
quantum state gives rise to an empirical model. We shall mainly be concerned with (n,2,2)
scenarios where each of the n parties has access to one qubit of a quantum state and can
choose to perform one out of two available measurements on their qubit, each with two possible
outcomes. The two available measurements can be represented by 2 x 2 self-adjoint unitaries, A
and B. The two possible outcomes of a given measurement correspond to the two eigenvalues,
+1 and —1 of the corresponding unitary. We usually associate the Boolean value T'rue to the

+ eigenvalue and the Boolean value False to the — eigenvalue.

A compatible set of measurements is given by a choice of either A or B at each of the
n measurement sites. A given quantum state |¥) determines a probability distribution on the
set of possible outcomes for each compatible set of measurements. Thus if X;Xs...X, is a
compatible set of measurements (i.e. X; € {A, B} for all i) the probability of obtaining the

outcome o105 ...0, where o; € {+, —} is given by the squared norm of the inner product

P(U,0109...0,) = [{e1] ® (ea] @ ... ® (e, | V)2 (2.3.1)

where e; is the eigenvector corresponding to the o; eigenvalue of the unitary X; representing

the measurement performed by the i** party.

Thus for fixed observables A and B as above, a quantum state gives rise to an empirical
model with rows indexed by n-tuples X;1Xs...X,, X; € {4, B} and columns indexed by n-
tuples 0109 ...0,. The section on a given row and column is given by formula above.
The section is in the support of the model if and only if the inner product is non-zero.

The observables most frequently used in this thesis are the three Pauli matrices:



2.3.3 The Bell state

We look again at the (2,2, 2)-type scenario which can be represented in quantum mechanics by
measuring the |®F) Bell state, as discussed in Section [2.1.6] This scenario is specified by an

empirical model summarized in the following table:

A B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
a b 1/2 0 0 1/2
a Y 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
a b 3/8 1/8 1/8 3/8
a v 1/8 3/8 3/8 1/8

We are interested in finding a probability distribution on the global assignments £(X).
This amounts to solving MX = V over the reals, subject to the constraint X > 0, which is in

fact a linear programming problem.

However, it is easier in this case to give a direct argument, as in [2], showing that there is
no such solution. This implies that the above model has no hidden-variable realization, which
proves Bell’s theorem [15]. The argument starts by considering 4 out of the 16 equations,
corresponding to rows 1,6, 11 and 13 of the incidence matrix M given in Equation For

ease, we write X; instead of X[i].

X1+X2+X3+X4:V[1]:1/2
X2+X4+X6+X8:V[6]:1/8
X3+ X4+ X1+ X12=V][11] =1/8

Xi+ X5+ Xg+ X3 = V[l?)] = 1/8

Adding the last three equations yields
Xo+2X4+ Xo + Xg + Xz + Xu1 + Xig + Xq + X5 + Xo + X433 = 3/8

Since all these terms must be non-negative, the left hand side of this equation must be greater

than or equal to the left-hand side of the first equation, yielding the required contradiction.

In terms of our hierarchy, it is easy to see that, although this model is weakly contextual,
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it is not logically contextual. If we exclude from the set £(X) those global sections which
map a and b to different outcomes, we are left with one example of a set of global sections (or
equivalently, with one example of a boolean distribution over the set of global sections) whose

restriction to each context is equal to the model’s support.

2.3.4 The possibilistic Hardy model

The original purpose of the Hardy model, introduced by Lucien Hardy in [82,83], was to give a

‘logical” proof of Bell’s theorem in the bipartite case. Its support is specified by the following

table:
A B (0,0) (0,1) (1,0) (1,1)
a b 1 1 1 1
a VU 0 1 1 1
a b 0 1 1 1
a v 1 1 1 0

It has been shown in [2] that this model is logically contextual, as it admits no solutions
over the Boolean semiring. As for the previous example, this is can be done by a direct argument.
This time the equations specified by the incidence matrix are equations over B which can also
be interpreted as logical clauses. For example, the equation specified by the fifth row of the

incidence matrix is

X1VX3VX5\/X7:V[5]:O

This yields the equivalent logical formula

X1 A X3 A X5 A X7

We focus on the formulas corresponding to rows 1, 5, 9 and 16 of the incidence matrix:

X1 VXeVX3VXy
X1 A Xz A-X5 A X7
X1 A X9 A= Xg A Xy

Xy AN Xg A —-X9 A X716

Since every disjunct in the first formula appears as a negated conjunct in one of the other three
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formulas, there is no satisfying argument.

According to Remark the Hardy model satisfies a stronger non-locality property
than the Bell model. So far we have proved this directly, but it also follows from the general
results in [102], which show that models which rely on Hardy’s paradox are complete for the
(2,2, 2)-type cases, and in particular that there must be at least three null sections in the support

in order for non-locality to hold, while the Bell model has only two zero entries.

The Hardy model on the other hand is not strongly contextual, as the global assignment
{a = 1,b = 1,d’ — 0, — 0} is one example of a global section whose restriction to each

context is compatible with the model’s support.

2.3.5 Dicke states

A permutation-symmetric n-qubit state is one which is invariant under the action of the full
symmetry group S,. A natural basis for the permutation-symmetric states is provided by the

Dicke states [42], which are also physically significant. For each n > 2, 0 < k < n we define:

S(nk) = K Y ‘o’qn—’w.

perm

Here K = (2)71/ % is a normalization constant, and we sum over all products of k& 0-kets and

n — k 1-kets.

Note that the W state is the S(3,2) Dicke state in the above notation. For each n > 2,

and 0 < k < n, the Dicke state S(n, k) is logically contextual.

We have excluded the cases k = 0 and k = n, since in these cases S(n,k) = |0™) or [1™),
and these are obviously product states. We have also excluded the bipartite case, for which

. 01)+[10)
S(2,1) is the Bell state —

If each party is allowed choose to measure one of the Pauli observables X and Z, a Dicke
state S(n, k) gives rise to an (n, 2,2) empirical model. The model is specified by a table with 2"
rows, corresponding to the possible choices of an observable at each site. We shall focus firstly

n(n—1)
2

on the rows I?;j, where X observables are selected at sites ¢ and j, and Z observables at

the remaining sites. Let Tj; be the support of the model at row R;;.

Now consider any joint outcome t for this row in which there are k outcomes corresponding
to the + eigenvalue and (n — k) outcomes corresponding to the — eigenvalue, and the outcome
for X? is different to the outcome for X7. We claim that ¢ is not in T;;. If we compute the inner

product whose squared norm gives the probability for ¢, we see that there are two terms, of the

36



form +1/c and —1/c respectively. Thus the probability of ¢ is 0, and it is not in the support.

We can express this in logical terms by saying that T;; satisfies the formula

AN z"n AN 28 = (X X)) (2.3.3)
We now consider the row where Z measurements are selected by every party. The support of

this row is described by the formula

n

k
V IANZD A N\ -z (2.3.4)

€S, i=1 j=k+1

This is the logical counterpart of the description of S(n, k) in the Z-basis.

From each disjunct D of together with the relevant instances of , we can
prove that X* <+ X7 for all 4, j such that Z* and Z7 appear with opposite polarity in D. Note
that, by the conditions on k and n, both polarities do appear in D. By the transitivity of logical
equivalence, it follows that X? <+ X7 can be derived for all 4, j. Thus D, together with the
formulas ([2.3.3)), implies the formula

N\ X' X7, (2.3.5)
Y]
Thus (2.3.4) together with the conjunction of all instances of ([2.3.3)) implies (2.3.5]).

It follows that any global section which satisfies these formulas must restrict to just two
joint outcomes in the row where X measurements are selected by every party, namely those with

the same outcome at every part.

To complete the argument, it suffices to show that these two outcomes form a proper
subset of the support at that row. If we calculate the probability for each of these events, we

obtain

Thus we must show that

or equivalently
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which follows from Pascal’s rule:

ny (n-—1 n n—1
k) \k-1 k)
Note however that to obtain a strict inequality, we need the assumption that n > 2; the argument

for the Bell state S(2,1) fails at exactly this point.

We also note that logical contextuality is preserved by the action of local unitaries U; ®

-+ @ Up,. If a state |¢) is logically contextual with respect to measurement bases
I
then Uy ® --- ® Uy, [¢) is logically contextual with respect to the measurement bases
Umfr, Uy y.ony Unn:[, Unn,, -

This follows since inner products and hence probabilities are preserved:

U@ Ut | (Uh @ 0U) ) = (1@ - U)nf @ @n: | (U@ @U,) [¥)
= (@U@ @U)nf @ @nE 1)
)

= (F @ o).

(
(
Thus the orbits of the Dicke states under the actions of local unitaries are all logically contextual.

2.3.6 Permutationally symmetric states

In [125] it is shown that all permutation-symmetric states ezcept the unitary orbit of the Dicke
states admit a Hardy argument, making use of the Majorana representation of permutation-
symmetric states. This is easily converted into a proof of logical contextuality. By combining
this result with the one presented above, we can conclude that all permutation-symmetric n-

partite entangled states, for n > 2, are logically contextual.

2.3.7 GHZ models

A GHZ model of type (n,2,2) can be specified abstractly as follows. Each part can choose
between two measurements labeled as X? and Y, respectively, with 1 < i < n. The outcomes
are labeled as 0 and 1. For each context C, every section ¢ in the support of the model must

satisfy two conditions. First, if the number of Y measurements in C is a multiple of 4, the
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number of 1’s in the outcomes allowed by t is even. Second, if the number of ¥ measurements

in C' is 4k + 2, the number of 1s in the outcomes allowed under the assignment is odd.
In quantum mechanics, such models can be obtained by measuring the X and Y Pauli

observables for the n-partite GHZ state

10...0)+1...1)
\/§

IGHZ) =

To show that these are strongly contextual, we proceed by contradiction.

We first consider the case when n = 4k, k > 1. Assume that s is a global section compatible
with the support of the GHZ model. If Y measurements are taken at every part, the number

of 1 outcomes under the assignment is even.

If we replace any two Y’s by X’s, we must have the opposite parity for the number of
1 outcomes under the assignment. Thus for any Y? Y7 which have been assigned the same
outcome, if we substitute X’s in those positions, they must receive different values. Similarly,

for any Y, Y7 assigned different values, the corresponding X*, X7 must receive the same value.

Suppose firstly that not all Y are assigned the same value by s. Then there exist some
i, 7,k such that Y? is assigned the same value as Y7, and Y7 is assigned a different value to
Y*. Then X' is assigned the same value as X*, and X7 is assigned the same value as X*. By

transitivity, X is assigned the same value as X7, yielding a contradiction.

The remaining cases are those where all Y’s receive the same value. Then any pair of X’s
must receive different values. But by taking any 3 X’s, this yields a contradiction, since there

are only two values, so some pair must receive the same value.

The case when n = 4k+2, k > 1, is proved in the same fashion, interchanging the parities.

When n > 5 is odd, we start with a context containing one X, and again proceed similarly.

The most familiar case, for n = 3 does not admit this argument, which relies on having at
least 4 Y’s in the initial configuration. However, this case is also strongly contextual, [2]. The
proof uses a case analysis to show that there are 8 possible global sections satisfying the parity
constraint on the 3 measurement combinations with two Y's and one X, and all of these violate

the constraint for the X X X measurement.
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Chapter 3

Classifying a Class of
Permutationally Asymetric Quantum

States

In Chapter [2] we have seen that there is a hierarchy of forms of non-locality or contextuality

which empirical models may satisfy. This hierarchy has three levels:

e A model is strongly contextual if its support has no global section; that is, there is no
simultaneous assignment of outcomes to all the measurements whose restriction to each

compatible set of measurements is in the support.

e A model is logically contextual if there are events in the support of some compati-
ble family of measurements F; which are not consistent with the supports of the other

measurement contexts.

e Finally, a model is weakly contextual if it is contextual, but neither logically nor strongly

contextual.

These notions form a proper hierarchy. Strong contextuality implies logical contextuality,
which implies contextuality in the usual sense. On the other hand, there are weakly contextual
models which are not logically contextual, and logically contextual models which are not strongly

contextual.

The contextual characterisation of empirical models can also be used to characterise n-
partite quantum states shared by n observers, as long as we allow each observer to choose one

out of a finite set of measurements, each with a fixed set of possible outcomes. For example,
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when the set of allowed measurements contains two elements, each with two possible outcomes,

the resulting empirical model corresponds to a (n,2,2) Bell scenario.

Note that the bipartite case seems to be anomalous within the landscape of multipartite
entangled states. For example, the only strongly contextual bipartite models are given by super-
quantum devices known as PR-boxes [2,/110]. These are however not quantum realizable. By
contrast, for all n > 2, the n-partite GHZ states are strongly contextual [2]. Moreover, it is
known that in the bipartite case, all entangled states ezcept the maximally entangled ones admit

Hardy arguments, and hence are logically contextual [83]

We have seen at the end of the previous chapter that (almost) all permutationally sym-
metric entangled states are at least logically contextual. We will now look at a class of highly
non-permutation-symmetric entangled states, the balanced states with functional dependencies.
These states are described by Boolean functions, and have a rich structure, allowing a detailed
analysis. We provide logical contextuality witnesses (i.e. measurement choices) for almost all of
these states and we also reveal a large collection of strongly contextual multipartite entangled

states.

3.1 Balanced States with Functional Dependency

For each n > 2, a n-ary Boolean function is a function F : {0,1}" — {0,1}. Each n-ary Boolean

function can be expressed as a multivariate polynomial over GL(2):
: ij 12,..,
F(xi,...,xy) = ag + E ajx; + E as’wiz; + ..+ ay " Txg LTy,
( 2%

There are 2" = 14+n+(4) +...4 () summands in the expression of the above polynomial, each of
which containing a binary coefficient a?""’it. Hence there are 22" distinct n-variate polynomials
over GF(2). Alternatively, each n-ary Boolean function can be expressed as a propositional

formula in the Boolean variables 1, ..., z, [3§].

We define a balanced n + 1-qubit quantum state with a functional dependency given by a

n-variate polynomial F' as above to be a state which has the form

11..1
1

2n Z ‘QIQQ"'an(QLqu'”7Q71)>
q192...qn=00...0

\I/F(TL + 1) =

when expressed in the Z-basis.

We start by classifying the tripartite functionally dependent balanced states in terms of
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their contextuality properties. A classification of the n + 1-qubit states for n > 2 can then be

obtained using the results from the tripartite scenarios.

3.2 Contextuality classification for the tripartite case

3.2.1 Polynomials of degree zero

There are 22° = 16 tripartite balanced states with a functional dependency. Two of these,

namely

1 _(10) + 1)\ *2
51000) + |010) +[100) + [110) = (\@) ® |0)

and

2
%|001> +]011) + |101) + [111) = <M>® ® 1)

V2

are obviously product states, and hence non-contextual. They correspond to the constant poly-

nomials Fy(q1,q2) = 0 and Fi(q1,g2) = 1 respectively.

3.2.2 Degree one polynomials

There are six states whose corresponding polynomials have degree one. Two of these are given by
the functional dependencies which correspond to the two-variable propositional formulas XOR
and NXOR. Another four states are given by dictatorships, i.e. the value of the last qubit is
dictated either by the value of the first qubit or by the value of the second qubit. We shall look

at these two classes of states below.

XOR and NXOR The polynomials corresponding to the XOR and N XOR states have the

form

FYor(qi,@2) =a+q1 + ¢

with ¢ =0 for XOR and a =1 for NXOR.

Theorem 3.2.1. The XOR state is strongly contextual if each party chooses between Y and Z

measurements.

Proof: The support of the probability table for the XOR state is
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+++ FH- F-F - 4+ -+ - ———
YYy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
YYZ| 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1
YZY | 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1
ZYy | 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1
YzZ | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
vz | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
zzy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
777 | 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0

One can simply inspect the table above and check that none of the sections in the support of
the ZZZ row can be extended to global sections (i.e. each possible global assignment consistent
with the support of the ZZZ row will restrict to a section outside the support on at least one of
the three rows YY Z, YZY and ZYY'). Thus there cannot be any global assignment of outcomes

whose restriction to each set of compatible measurements is in the support of the model.

It is worth at this point to give a more formal expression to this argument in order to gain
a better understanding of what is actually going on. For this recall that the + and — eigenstates
of the Z observable are |0) and |1) respectively while for the Y observable they are (modulo
some normalization constant which does not play any role in our argument) |Y ) := |0) + i|1)
and |Y ™) := |0) — i|1) respectively

We start our argument by assuming that a global section does exist. Assume next that
this global section makes the assignment Z3 = +. The probability of obtaining the outcome
Z'Z%+ with Z° € {+, -} is given by the squared norm of the inner product

000) 4 ]011) +]101) + |110)

<6216220‘XOR> = <ezlez20‘ 9

where e; = 0 and e_ = 1. If we regard each ez as an element of GF'(2) then the inner product
above is non-zero only if

FRorlez,ez2) = ez +ez2 =0

So the sections in the support of the ZZZ for which Z2 = + must have Z' = Z?, as the

table confirms.

Next consider the YY Z set of compatible measurements. The probability (modulo nor-

malization constants) of obtaining the outcome Y!Y?2+ with Y? € {+, —} for this set of mea-
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surements is given by the squared norm of the inner product

| 000) + |011) + |101) + [110)

YY'YY?0lXxOR) = (vY'vY 0 .

(3.2.1)

We have

Y Y| = (00] +i(01] + i(10] — (11]

YTY | = (00| — i(01] + i(10] +

{ {
{ { 11
{ {
A A

YY1 = (00| +i(01] — (10| + (11|

( ( (
( ( (
( ( (
(Y=Y~ | = (00| — i(01] — 5(10] — (11

and since F$,5(0,1) = F$,5(1,0) # 0 the imaginary part of the tensor products above will
not bring any contribution towards the value of the inner product . The only contribution
will come from the real part of the tensor products above, and it is easy to see that the inner
product will vanish when Y1 = Y2, So we must have Y! # Y2 in any global assignment

which sends Z3 to + in order to stay within the support of the YY Z row.

On the other hand, the probabilities of obtaining the outcomes Y'!'2Y3 and 2Y?Y3, where
2z =27"= 72 for the YZY and ZYY sets of compatible measurements are given by the inner
products

(Y ey’ |XOR) = ((0e.0] + iY3(0e, 1| + iV (1e.0| — (Y'Y?)(le.1]) |XOR)

(3.2.2)
(e.Y'YY'|XOR) = ((e-00] +iY?(e,01| + iY?(e,10] — (Y2Y?)(e.11]) |XOR)

If e, = 0 the imaginary part of the two expressions in will be equal to zero for all values of
Y? If e, = 1 the real part of the two expressions in will vanish for all values of Y. In the
first case the expressions are non-zero only if Y! = Y? = —Y3 and in the second case they are
non-zero only if Y! = Y2 = Y3, But both these assignments violate the previous requirement

that Y £ Y?2.

So far we have established the fact that no global section can assign the outcome + to
Z3. If on the other hand the outcome — is assigned to Z3, we can construct a similar argument
which yields a contradiction. This time the sections in the support of ZZZ for which Z3 = —
must have Z' = —Z2. The sections in the support of YY Z must have Y! = Y2, while those
in the support of YZY and ZYY must either have Y! = Y3 = —Y2 forey» =0, e43s = 1 or

Y!=Y3=-Y2forey =1andeys = 0. O

Theorem 3.2.2. The NXOR state is also strongly contextual if each party chooses between Y

and Z measurements.
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Proof: The support of the probability table for the N XOR state is

+++ ++- F—F F—— —H+ —+— ——F ———
YYY | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Yyz | 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
Yzy | 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
vy | 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
YZZ | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
vz | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
zzy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Z7Z7Z | 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1

The argument for strong contextuality follows the same pattern as for the XOR state. We
assume by contradiction that a global section exists, and that it makes the assignment Z3 = +.
Then from the ZZZ row we obtain the requirement that Z' # Z2. From the YY Z row we
obtain that Y! = Y2 and from the YZY and ZYY rows we obtain that Y! # Y2 which is a

contradiction.

Similarly, if Z2 = — we must have Z! = Z? and Y! # Y? from the ZZZ and YY Z
rows. This means we must also have Y!' = Y2 from the YZY and ZYY rows, which again is a

contradiction.

Note at this point that the similarity between these two arguments for strong contextuality
is due to the similar structure of the tables for the XOR an N XOR states. Namely, the second
table can be obtained from the first by interchanging the + and — signs which label the table
columns. Thus the second argument is the same as the first, only with the + and — signs

interchanged. o
Dictatorships

The four degree one polynomials of the form F{(qi,q2) = a + ¢1 and F{*(q1,q2) = a + ¢2
where a € {0,1} correspond to the dictatorship states, where the value of the last qubit is

dictated by the value of either the first or of the second qubit. In the Z basis these states are

IERLE LR
A 01 oy +110)

V2 V2

if the dictatorship is given by the second qubit. Similarly, if the dictatorship is given by the first
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qubit, we have two possible states

AF — 02) + |12) _ |0103) + [1113)
1 = ®
NG NG
and
_ 09) + |1 0,13) + 1110
A1;:|2> |2>®’ 3) ‘13>

V2 V2
where the subscripts 1, 2 and 3 indicate whether the qubit belongs to the first, second or third

party respectively.

Proposition 3.2.3. The four dictatorship states are weakly contextual for suitable dichotomic

choices of measurements.

Proof:

Consider the general form of an observable, given in terms of angles 6 and ¢ on the Bloch

sphere

cosf e ®sing
U, ¢) =

e?sinf  —cosf

We will use the fact that the bell basis states ®T = % and - = % are weakly

contextual with respect to suitable choices of measurements.

It can be machine checked that the state ®* is weakly contextual if we allow each party
to choose between the measurements A := U (g, %) and B :=U (g, %”), while the state &~ is
weakly contextual if we allow each party to choose between the measurements C := U (%, g)

. 5
and D :=U (%, g)
In fact, it can also be machine checked that this choice of measurements gives a maximal

violation of Bell inequalities for both states.

The probability models of the dictatorship states can be obtained from the probability
models of the states ®* and &~ in a straightforward way. Let |+4) and |—4) stand for the

eigenstates of A and |+p) and |—p) stand for the eigenstates of B.

Define the two constants

ay = ((+4]0) + (+al1))

S-Sl

((=4l0) + (=al1))
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Note that a4 4+ a— = 1. Similarly, define the two constants

b+1

b_ :

1

-

V2

((+510) + (+5[1))

((=5l0) + (=5[1))

Up to two decimal points precision, the probability table of the ®T state for the observables A

and B is

++

_|__

—+

AA
AB
BA
BB

0.43
0.07
0.07
0.07

0.07
0.43
0.43
0.43

0.07
0.43
0.43
0.43

0.43
0.07
0.07
0.07

The inner product formula (2.3.1]) for computing probabilities implies that the probability

table of the dictatorship state A}L can be expressed in terms of the constants a4, a—, b4 and b_

and the probability table of ®*:

+++ ++- +-+ +-—|-++ -+- -—+ —-—-=
AAA | 0.43a+ 0.07a4+ 0.07ay 0.43a4+ | 0.43a— 0.07a— 0.07a— 0.43a_
AAB | 0.07ayx 0.43a;4 0.43a4+ 0.07a4+ | 0.07a— 0.43a— 0.43a_ 0.07a—
ABA | 0.07ay 043a4 0.43a4+ 0.07a4 | 0.07a— 0.43a— 0.43a_— 0.07a—
ABB | 0.07a; 0.43a+ 0.43ay+ 0.07a4 | 0.07a— 0.43a— 0.43a_ 0.07a_
BAA | 0.43by 0.07b4 0.07by 0.43b4 | 0.43b— 0.07b— 0.07b_  0.43b_
BAB | 0.07b4 0.43by 0.43by 0.07b4 | 0.07b— 0.43b_— 0.43b— 0.07b_
BBA | 0.07b4 0.43by 0.43b4 0.07b4 | 0.07b— 0.43b_— 0.43b— 0.07b_
BBB | 0.07b4 0.43by 0.43by 0.07b4 | 0.07b— 0.43b_— 0.43b— 0.07b_

Note also that the table of the dictatorship state Af will have the same values as the one

above, but the rows will be indexed in the order AAA, AAB, BAA, BAB, ABA, ABB, BBA,

BBB, since the coefficients a,,_ and b, come from the second qubit’s contribution to the

inner product.

It is now straightforward to deduce that the states A and AJ are indeed weakly con-

textual for the same choice of measurements for which the ®% state is weakly contextual, since

any probability distribution on the set of global sections of one of these two dictatorship states

would restrict to a probability distribution on the set of global sections of the ®* state.
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Next note that up to two decimal points precision, the probability table of the &~ state
for the observables C' and D is

++ - -+ -

AA | 043 0.07 0.07 0.43
AB | 0.07 0.43 0.43 0.07
BA | 0.07 043 0.43 0.07
BB | 0.07 043 043 0.07

and the probability tables of the A;” and A5 dictatorship states can be expressed in terms
of the table above and four suitably defined constants c,,_ and d ,_, so by analogy with the

Af and A; case, these states will also be weakly contextual. O

Theorem 3.2.4. None of the four dictatorship states is logically contextual, for any dichotomic

choice of measurements.

Proof: The relationship between probability tables discussed in Proposition [3.2.3| allows us to
reduce the problem to the bipartite scenario. Thus we seek to prove that neither of the two Bell

basis states is logically contextual for any given choice of measurements.

Let A := U(01,¢1) and B := U(02,¢2). Let ¢, s and f stand for cos %1, sin%1 and 1

respectively. Similarly, let k£, z and v stand for cos 922, sim%2 and e'?? respectively. Then the

general form of the probability model of the ®* state is

++ +— —+ —

AA | 12+ 12 8% Jes—f2cs]? Jes— fPees]? [s2 4 2R
AB | |ck+ fv-sz]? ez — fv-sk|* |sk— fv-cz|*> |sz+ fv-ck|?
BA | |ck+ fv-sz]? |sk— fv-cz|? |ez— fv-sk|> |sz+ fv-ck|?
BB | |k + 0% 222 Jkz—0? k2|? k2 — 0 k22 |22 402 K2

In most cases, all of the sections in the model of &1 will be in the support, in which case
the state is clearly not logically contextual. However, for certain values of ¢, f, v and k (which
may be chosen independently of each other) the entries of the table above may vanish, which
will exclude certain sections from the support. It suffices therefore to check that the resulting
possibilistic models are not logically contextual for any choices of ¢, f, v and k (and implicitly
also of s and z) which would allow one or more of the above table entries to vanish. We therefore

need to consider each element in the powerset of the following set of conditions on ¢, s, f, v, 2z

and k:
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1
{c\/k‘G{O,:l:l}, fvove{£l, i}, f=+—, c=+s, k=+z, ck = +sz, cz = :l:sk:}
v

A computer can easily verify that no subset of the above set of conditions leads to a

logically contextual probability model.

Finally, using the relation between probability tables from Proposition [3.2.3] we note
that any global section of the model above can be easily extended to a global section of the
corresponding dictatorship state model by adding the assignment + to the third party’s outcome
for the A measurement, if a4 # 0 and — otherwise, and similarly for the third party’s outcome
corresponding to the B measurement. We can therefore conclude that for all possible choices of

measurements, the dictatorship states corresponding to ®* can not be logically contextual.

For the @~ state note that the observables C' := U(¢1,01) and D := U(¢p2,62) will give
the probability model

++ - —+ —

AA | les — f2-es|? |2+ 2822 |2+ £ les— f?cs)?
AB | |ez — fv-sk|* |ck+ fv-sz|?* sz + fu-ck|? |sk— fv-cz|?
BA | |sk— fv-cz|* |ck+ fv-sz|®* |sz+ fu-ck|? ez — fu-sk|?
BB | |kz —v? kz*>  |K24+0% 222 22402 K Jkz — 0% kz)?

where ¢, k, s, z now take ¢;/2 as arguments while f and v take 6; as arguments.

We can show that this model is also not logically contextual, using an argument completely
analogous to the one used for the ®* state. Hence the dictatorship states corresponding to the

&~ state are also not logically contextual. O

3.2.3 Degree two polynomials

There are eight balanced functionally dependent states whose corresponding polynomials have
degree two. Four of these correspond to the two-variable propositional formulas AND, NAND,

OR and NOR. Their respective polynomials have the form

Finp(q1,q2) = a+ qiq2

and

FSr=a+a+@+qae
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with a =0 for AND and OR and a =1 for NAND and NOR.

The other four states correspond to logical implication and its negation. We use L1, Lo, N Ly

and N Ly to denote the propositional formulas ¢1 = ¢2, ¢2 = ¢1 and 1 = G2, G2 = ¢1 respec-

tively. The polynomials corresponding to these propositional formulas are of the form

Fyp, =a+ g +qqe

with ¢ € {1,2}, a =0 for NL; and a = 1 for L;.

All the eight states described above turn out to be logically contextual if we choose Y and

Z measurements in each part.

Theorem 3.2.5. The AND state is logically contextual.

Proof: The support of the probability table for the AN D state is

+H+ FH- FoF - 4+ - - ———
YYy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Yyz | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
YZy | 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
Zyy | 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
YzZ | 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1
vz | 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
zzy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
777 | 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

The global assignment Z'Z2Z3Y'Y?2Y3 = + 4 + 4+ ++ is clearly consistent with the
support of the AN D table, so this state is not strongly contextual for Y and Z measurements.
However, not all sections in the support can be extended to global sections. Consider for
example the section Y'Y?Z3 = + — — which is in the support. The only section on the ZZZ
row consistent with it is Z1Z%2Z3 = — — —. But it is now impossible to assign an outcome to
Y3 which will make the resulting global section restrict to sections in the support of both of the
rows YZY and ZYY. In fact, there are only two sections in the support of the Y'Y Z row which
cannot be extended to global ones. These are the sections where the two Y measurements are

assigned different outcomes, while the Z measurement is assigned the outcome —. O

Theorem 3.2.6. The NAND state is logically contextual.

Proof: The support of the probability table for the NAN D state is
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+++ FH- F-F - 4+ -+ - ———
YYy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Yyz | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Yzy | 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
Zyy | 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
YZZ | 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
ZYZ | 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
zzy | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
777 | 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0

Note that this table can be obtained from the AN D table by simply relabeling the columns.
The relabeling sends the first + to 4, the second + to + and the third 4+ to —, and it sends the
first two —s to — and the third one to +.

The same argument used in the proof of Theorem [3.2.5| can therefore be used to prove the
logical contextuality of the NAN D state, with the provision that the new labeling replaces the

one used within the old argument’s statements. O

Remark 3.2.7. The notation + + + — + 4+ — unambiguously describes the relabeling used in
the proof of Theorem [3.2.6, and we shall use this shorthand notation in further proofs.

Theorem 3.2.8. The OR, NOR, L1, NLy, Lo and N Ls states are all logically contextual.

Proof: The support of the probability tables for these states are also obtained from the AN D
table by column relabelings, so the argument used in the proof of Theorem [3.2.5| can again be

used to prove the logical contextuality of these states. The necessary relabelings are

1) ++ ++— — — — for the OR state
2) ++++— ——+ for NOR

3) +++ =+ ——for Ly

4) +4++— +—+ for NL;

5 ++++— —+ — for Lo

6) + 4+ > — + + for NLo
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Remark 3.2.9. The relabelings above can also be used for the probability tables themselves, not
only for their supports, but only for Y, Z measurements. For general choices of measurements
there is no simple relation between the probability tables of the balanced states with functional

dependency given by degree two polynomials, nor between their supports.

3.3 Contextuality classification for the n + 1-partite case, n > 2

We can use the results of the previous section to classify the n 4+ 1-partite balanced states which
have a functional dependency. In the rest of this section, let Fj, denote a polynomial in n

variables.

3.3.1 Strongly contextual states

Theorem 3.3.1. Given a n + 1-partite balanced quantum state whose functional dependency is
given by the polynomial F,(q1,-..,qn), the state is strongly contextual if the polynomial F,, is of
the form

Fn(q1,,Qn)ZQz+QJ+Fn—2(q17,qu,,qu,,Qn)

for some variables q; and q; and some polynomial F,_o.

Proof: If Y and Z measurements are chosen by each party, then we can show that none of the

sections in the support of the ZZZ ... Z row can be extended to a global section.

Consider any fixed assignment of outcomes to the Z measurements performed by the first
n parties, except the i*" and the j** party. Let o), € {+,—}, k # i,j denote the outcome
corresponding to the measurement performed by the k' party. Next evaluate the polynomial
F,_ at the values of ¢1,...,G;,...,qj,...,qn corresponding to the fixed assignment of outcomes,
using the convention that 0 corresponds to the + outcome and 1 corresponds to the — outcome.

Use a to denote the result of the evaluation.

Depending on the value of a we can use the argument made for the strong contextuality
of either the XOR or the NXOR state in order to show that there is no consistent assignment

of outcomes which will restrict to sections in the support for all four of the following rows:
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A AVAR A/ VA
NNV €V S VAR /A

VAV A LY AS

NN NN

LIV Z .. 227 ... 7Y

Since this can be done for all possible assignments of outcomes to the Z measurements
performed by the first n parties, except the " and the j* party, the quantum state we are

considering must be strongly contextual. O

3.3.2 Logically contextual states

Theorem 3.3.2. Any n+1-partite balanced quantum state whose functional dependency is given

by a polynomial F,,(q1,...,qn) of degree at least two which is not of the form

Fn(q1>aQn):%‘i‘QJ‘FanQ(QLanu,qu’,Qn)

for any choice of variables q; and q; and polynomial F,_o is logically contextual.

Proof: Consider any two variables ¢; and ¢; which appear in at least one of the terms with

degree at least two of the polynomial F;,. The polynomial F}, can be rewritten as
_ gl 2 3 4
Fn(Qla cee ;Qn) - Fn—2 + QiFn—Q + qun—Q + Qiqun—2

where F_, are n — 2 variable polynomials in ¢1,...,d;, ... v Qjye > Qn-

Next choose any assignment of outcomes to the Z measurements performed by the first
n parties, except the i*" and the j** party, such that the polynomial F* evaluates to 1 at the
values of q1,...,Gi,...,qj,...,qn corresponding to this assignment. Using this assignment, we

have obtained a degree two polynomial in two variables, ¢; and g;.

We can now use one of the arguments in Section [3.2.3] in order to identify at least two
sections in the support of the

Z...2YZ...2Y;7 ... 27
row which cannot be extended to a global section consistent with the support of the rows
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Z...ZZ;7 ... 2Y;7 ... ZY
Z...2Y;7 ... 272;7 ... 2Y
and

Z... 207 .. .. 227 ... ZZ O

Note however that showing that at least one global section does exist for the class of states
considered in the Theorem above is not as simple as in the tripartite case, so strong contextuality
cannot be immediately ruled out for these states even in the special case when one considers

only Y and Z measurements.

3.3.3 Weakly contextual states

Theorem 3.3.3. Any n+1-partite balanced quantum state whose functional dependency is given

by a polynomial F,,(q1,...,qn) of degree one which is not of the form

Fn(ql,a‘]n):qz+q‘j+Fn72(qla7417ad]77Q77,)

for any choice of variables q; and q; and polynomial F,_o is weakly contextual.

Proof: Any degree one polynomial which is not of the above form must contain precisely one
term. Thus the state we are dealing with is a dictatorship state, i.e. the value of the last qubit

is dictated by the value of its i*" qubit, and the state is either of the form

At = (’0>+|1>>®n ® 10;0511) + [Lilpy1)
7" \/§ \/i

or

T o= M o 0;1541) + [1i0p41)
= ( V2 ) N NG

and its probability table can be expressed in terms of a suitable choice of n — 2 constants and

the probability table of either the ®* or of the ®~ state.

A straightforward inductive argument based on the argument used in Proposition will

show that the n + 1-partite dictatorship states are also weakly contextual for the measurements

U(3,5), U (5:%) and U (5.3), U (% 5) respectively
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Moreover, the generalization of the argument used in Theorem shows that the n + 1-
partite dictatorship states are not logically contextual for any possible dichotomic choice of

measurements. O

3.3.4 Non-contextual states

Any n + 1-partite balanced quantum state whose functional dependency is given by a constant

polynomial is clearly a product state and hence non-contextual.

56



Chapter 4

Logical Contextuality is Almost

Everywhere

We have seen in previous chapters that quantum states together with local observables (i.e.
one-qubit measurements which can be made by each of the parties on their part of the state)

give rise to probability tables which are, respectively, weakly, logically or strongly contextual.

This leads to the natural question of finding the maximum level of contextuality which a

quantum state can exhibit for some choice of local observables.

We have seen in the previous chapter that maximally entangled two-qubit states are weakly
contextual, but they cannot be logically contextual, regardless of the local observables chosen.
This is consistent with Hardy’s results [82}83], who showed that an inequality-free proof of
Bell’s theorem (or equivalently, in the language of Abramsky and Brandenburger [2], a logically
contextual empirical model) can be given for all entangled two-qubit quantum states which are

not maximally entangled.

We have also seen that among the multipartite states considered so far, Dycke states, GHZ
states, and balanced states with functional dependencies, almost all of them have turned out to
be at least logically contextual, for a suitable choice of observables. The only exceptions were
given by those states which were equivalent to tensor products of maximally entangled two-qubit
states and single states. In this chapter we shall see that this is not simply a coincidence, and

in fact the following statement holds.

Theorem 4. Let [1)) be an n-qubit pure state. Then ezactly one of the following two cases must

hold:
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1. ) can be written (up to permutation of tensor factors) as a product

) = |1) @ & |thy) (4.1)

where each [1);) is either a 1-qubit state, or a 2-qubit maximally entangled state.

2. There are local observables such that the probability table arising from |¢) and these local
observables is logically contextual, that is, it admits a “Hardy paradox”, i.e. an inequality-

free, probability-free proof of non-locality.

If (2) holds, then only n + 2 local observables are needed; two each for two of the parties, and
one each for the other n — 2 parties. Moreover, there is an algorithm to decide which of the
above cases holds, and which in case (2) explicitly computes the witnessing local observables.

The complezity of this algorithm is O(dlog® d) in the dimension d = 2™.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the detailed proof of this theorem. In particu-

lar, while the algorithm is quite simple, the arguments justifying its correctness are non-trivial.

4.1 Overview of the argument

In this section, we shall state a number of main lemmas, and show how Theorem 4 is proved

from these lemmas. The proofs of the lemmas will be given in the following section.

Notation. We shall write P,, for the set of n-qubit pure states of the form (4.1) given in
Theorem 4. For succinctness, we shall write the tensor product of a ket [1)) with a 1-qubit ket
|4), i = 0,1, as [¢) |¢) rather than |¢) ® |4).

We shall prove Theorem 4 by induction on n. The case n = 1 is trivial. The n = 2 case

is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1.1 (The Base Case Lemma). Every 2-qubit state |) is either in Po (i.e. it is
either a product state, or a mazimally entangled bipartite state), or there are two local observables
for each party, which can be computed directly from the Schmidt decomposition of 1), and which

witness the logical contextuality of |1).

The following lemmas and corollary will be used in the induction step.

Lemma 4.1.2 (Going Up Lemma I). If an n-qubit state 1)) is logically contextual with

some choice of local observables, then for any n-qubit state |0), and o, € C with o # 0 and
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la|? 4+ |B|2 = 1, the states

alg)[0)+516) 11, B10)10) + afy) 1)

are also logically contextual with the same choice of observables, augmented with a single addi-

tional observable for the n + 1" party.

Lemma 4.1.3 (Going Up Lemma II). If |0) = «|¢) + B|¢) is a logically contextual n-
qubit state under some choice of local observables, then for any non-zero x,y € C such that
lza|? + |yB|? = 1, the state |w) = za|)|0) +yB|@)|1) is also logically contextual under the same

choice of observables, augmented with a single additional observable for the n+ 1" party.

As an easy consequence of these lemmas, we have:

Corollary 4.1.4. If |0) is logically contextual under some choice of local observables, so are
10) @ |n) and |n) @ |6) for any state |n), with the same choice of local observables for each party

in |0), and a single observable for each party in |n).

We now consider the induction step where we have an n 4+ 1-qubit state |w), n > 1. We

can write

w) = aly)[0) + Be) [1). (4.1.1)

By the Going Up Lemma I, if either [¢)) or |¢) are logically contextual, so is |w), and we are

done.

Suppose now that |¢)) and |¢) are both in P,. We consider the parameterised family of

states

T(a) = al) +v1—a?|p), a € [0,1]. (4.1.2)

If for some a, 7(a) is logically contextual, so is |w), by the Going Up Lemma II. For the remaining

case, we have the following rather remarkable result.

Lemma 4.1.5 (The Small Difference Lemma). Let [¢)) and |$) be states in P, and suppose
that for all a € [0,1], 7(a) is in Py, where 7(a) is defined by ({{.1.9). Then |¢) and |¢) differ in

at most one qubit.
Applying this result to our decomposition (4.1.1)) of |w), we have the following possibilities:

e |Y)) = |¢), in which case, from (4.1.1)) and the bilinearity of the tensor product:

w) = ) [0) + B [ = [¢) @ (a]|0) + £[1)).

99



Since by assumption [¢) is in Py, |w) is in Ppy1.
e |Y) # |¢), in which case (up to permutation) we can write
) = [¥) @ |n)
) = Vel

where |U) is in P,_; and |n) and |6) are 1-qubit states. From this and (4.1.1]), using the

bilinearity of tensor product again we have
w) = [¥) © &)

where |€) is a 2-qubit state. We can apply the Base Case Lemma to |§) to conclude that
|€) is either in P, in which case |w) is in Pp41, or |€) is logically contextual, in which case

|w) is logically contextual by the corollary to the Going Up Lemma.

At this point, we have established (1) and (2) of Theorem 4, but it seems that we require an

infinite search to determine if there exists some a € [0, 1] for which 7(a) is logically contextual.

However, the following lemma shows that we only need to test a fixed, finite number of

values for a to determine this.

Lemma 4.1.6 (The 21 Lemma). With the same notation as in the Small Difference Lemma,

suppose that T(a) is in Py, for 21 distinct values of a in [0,1]. Then 7(a) is in Py, for alla € [0, 1].

Thus this lemma allows us to determine which case applies on the basis of a finite number

of tests.

In the next section, we shall give proofs of these lemmas. We shall then give an explicit

algorithm in Section 5 to complete the proof of Theorem 4.

4.2 Auxiliary lemmas

Firstly, we collect a few useful basic properties.

4.2.1 Background lemmas

We consider relations ~ = {~,, },,cn, where ~,, is an equivalence relation on n-qubit states. We

say that ~ is LC invariant if for all n-qubit states |1}, |¢):
o If |Y) ~,, |§), then |¢) € P, iff |¢) € P,,.
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o If 1)) ~y, |@), then |9) is logically contextual iff |¢) is logically contextual.
Lemma 4.2.1. The relation induced by permutation of tensor factors is LC invariant.

Lemma 4.2.2. The relation of LU equivalence is LC invariant. Here LU equivalence refers to

the relation induced by the action of local (1-qubit) unitaries.

The following result will be used in the proof of the Small Difference lemma. It refers to

the “partial inner product” operation described e.g. in [116, p. 129}E|

Lemma 4.2.3. Let |¢) be a state in H® K. For any states |n) in H and |0) in IC, if for all |17L>
orthogonal to |n), (n*|¢) =0, and for all |6) orthogonal to |6), (8+|¢) = 0, then (up to global
phase) |¢) = |n) ® 0).

Proof: We extend |n) into an orthonormal basis |91),...,|n,) with |n) = |n), and similarly
extend |6) into |01),...,|0,) with |8) = |61). Then B = {|n;) ® |0;)};; forms an orthonormal
basis of H ® K. Note that

HOK = (el es

where S = {|n;) ®10,) | (3,5) # (1,1)}. Hence S**+ = (|n) ® |#))*. By our assumption and the

defining property of the partial inner product [116, Equation (6.47)], S C |¢)*. Hence
@) St =5 = (I @6)

Since these are one-dimensional subspaces, this implies that, up to global phase, |¢p) = |n) ®|6).

We now turn to detailed proofs of the main lemmas. For convenience, we shall repeat the

statements of the lemmas.

4.2.2 The Base Case lemma

Lemma 4.1.1 (The Base Case Lemma). Every 2-qubit state |1)) is either in Po (i.e. it is
either a product state, or a mazimally entangled bipartite state), or there are two local observables
for each party, which can be computed directly from the Schmidt decomposition of |1), and which

witness the logical contextuality of |1).

Proof: This is essentially Hardy’s construction in [83]. Using the Schmidt decomposition, every

two-particle entangled state can be written in the form

V) = al+)1]+)2 + Bl=)1]—)2

!This is actually the application of a linear map to a vector under Map-State duality [4].
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for an appropriate choice of basis states |t+); for each particle i, and normalized non-zero real

constants « and (.

The logical contextuality of |1)) is witnessed by a set of four dichotomic observables, two
for each of the two parties, namely U; and D;, ¢ = 1,2. These observables can be defined as

U; = |u;)(u;| and D; = |d;)(d;| where

1 1 1
u;) = ———(B2|+); + a2|—); 4.2.1
|ui) \04|+\5|( |+) |=)4) (4.2.1)
1 3

3
|di) = ————=—==(B2|+)i — a2|-)) (4.2.2)
af® +18/°
Hardy’s paper also explains why it is not possible to run this particular non-locality argument

when either « or 8 are equal to zero (product states), or when |a| = |5| (maximally entangled

states), that is, when the state [i)) belongs to Ps.

There is one subtle remaining point. To show that the dichotomy asserted in the lemma
is strictly disjoint, we must show that in the maximally entangled case, there is no choice of
local observables which can give rise to logical contextuality. This is shown for the case where
each party has the same two local observables as in Theorem in the previous chapter, and

more generally for any finite sets of local observables as Theorem 2.6.5 in [101].

4.2.3 The Going Up lemmas

The proofs of the two Going Up lemmas are quite similar. We shall prove the second, which is

somewhat harder.

Lemma 4.1.3 (Going Up Lemma II). If |0) = «|Y) + B|¢) is a logically contextual n-
qubit state under some choice of local observables, then for any mon-zero x,y € C such that
lza|? + |yB|? = 1, the state |w) = za|)|0) +yB|#)|1) is also logically contextual under the same

choice of observables, augmented with a single additional observable for the n + 1" party.

Proof: Since |f) is logically contextual there must be some context U’ and some s’ € S(U’)
such that the formula ¥ = pg A /\Uez/{\U’ u is not satisfiable. We will show that it is possible

to construct a similar unsatisfiable formula in order to prove the logical non-locality of |w).

The n + 1" party is assigned a single observable B = B(z,y), whose eigenvectors are

|b4) =7|0) + Z|1) and |b_) = x|0) — y|1). The observable B is given by the self-adjoint matrix

—|zP +ly* 227
B(z,y) = B ) ) (4.2.3)
2zy [ = 1y[%)
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For any n-qubit state |u) we have

(pl(bs| - w) = walu|ih) (b+0) + yB{ul¢) (b4 1)

= zyal{u|) + xyB{u|e)

= ay(a(ulv) + B(ul¢))
= zy(u|0)
which implies
(WO = 0 & (ul{bs] - )P = 0 (4.2.4)

The augmented set of allowed measurements X=XU (B,n 4+ 1) is then covered by the family
of compatible subsets

U:={U=UU(B,n+1)|Uecl}.

Let T(U) denote the support of U € U. Equation (4.2.4) implies that S(U) = {s | s+ €
T(U} where s+ : U — 2 extends s by mapping (B,n+ 1) to 4. As a side remark, note that the

presence of an analogously defined section o— in T'(U) does not necessarily imply the presence

of o in S(U).

Now let t' := s'+. We have t' € T (ﬁ) and we can define the analogue of the proposition

Ps’ as

Py = /\ Tz A /\ -

a2l ¢ (z)=+ a2l ¥ (z)=—

= /\ x A /\ T N Zp4i
zelU’, s'(x)=+ zelU’, s'(x)=—

= s N Znt1

where 2,1 denotes the boolean variable corresponding to the outcome on the n + 1" qubit.

Recall that + stands for true and — stands for false.
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It also holds that

ep= \ wu= v\ e

teT(U) teT(U), t=s+ teT(U), t=s—

- \/ (bs A znt1) ) Yo N TZnt1
seS(U) tET ), t=0—

= \/ Ps A Zn41 \ \/ Po A TZn+1
se€S(U) t=0—€T(U)
YU

=(pu A zny1) V(W0 A —Zng1)

We can now define the formula Q which specifies the joint outcome t' = s'+ € U’ as well
as the joint outcomes within the supports of all compatible sets of measurements U =+ U’. This
formula is just the conjunction of ¥ and z,4;. In order to show that |w) is logically contextual,
it suffices to show that {2 has no satisfiable assignment. This is indeed the case, as the fact that
¥ is not satisfiable implies that € is also not satisfiable, thus completing our proof. Indeed, we

have

Q=py A /\ b

Uet\U’
= (psr N Znt1) A /\ (b5 A zn1) V(w A —zpg1)]
Tet\U’
= A e A zp) A ((pg A 204) V(0 A 2041)]
Tet\U’
= A (s A zas1) A (05 A 2041)]
Ue\U’

=g A /\ g | N 1=V A zpn
Uet\U’

The proof of the Going Up Lemma I follows by a similar argument, where the observables

are augmented by the Z measurement for the n + 1** party.

The Going Up lemmas have the following useful corollary.

Corollary 4.1.4. If |0) is logically contextual under some choice of local observables, so are

10) @ |n) and |n) @ |0) for any state |n), with the same choice of local observables for each party
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in |0), and a single observable for each party in |n).

Proof: We argue by induction on the number of qubits in |n). If |n) = a|0) + 5]|1), then by

bilinearity of the tensor product,
16) @ |n) = |6} 0) + B 16) |1)

and we can apply the Going Up Lemma I.

For the inductive case, we can write

) = afno) [0) + Bm) [1)
and by bilinearity
16) @ [n) = a|6) o) [0) + B16) [m) [1).

By induction hypothesis, |0) [no) and |0) |1) are logically contextual, and we can apply the Going

Up Lemma I again to conclude.

4.2.4 The Small Difference lemma

Lemma 4.1.5 (The Small Difference Lemma). Let |¢) and |¢p) be states in Py, and suppose
that for all a € [0,1], 7(a) is in Py, where 7(a) is defined by ({{.1.9). Then |¢) and |¢) differ in

at most one qubit.

Proof: Firstly, we note that each state [¢)) in P, has an entanglement type, which can be
described by a graph on n vertices with an edge from ¢ to 5 when the corresponding qubits of
|t) are maximally entangled. There are finitely many such graphs, and we can partition P, into

Py, ..., Py according to the entanglement type. All the states in each P; are LU equivalent.

As before, we can write [¢), up to permutation of tensor factors, as

) = Y1) @ @ Uy (4.2.5)

where each [¢;) is either a 1-qubit state, or a 2-qubit maximally entangled state.

We recall the definition of the parameterised family of states 7(a), a € [0, 1]:
7(a) = alY) +g(a)|d)

where g(a) = V1 — a?.
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Now for each ¢ € [0, 1], we define a set
Rs={r(a)|1-d<a<1}

Under our assumption on 7(a), each set Rs, which is infinite, is partitioned among the sets
Py,...,Py. Also, § < ¢’ implies Rs D Rgs. Hence, by an application of Konig’s infinity
lemma [98], we can conclude that there is [ with 1 <1 < M, and an infinite increasing sequence

{a;} with supremum 1, such that 7(a;) is in P, for all 1.

Since all the states 7(a;) are LU-equivalent, we can express them in terms of a represen-
tative state |©) € P, as
m(a;) = Uy @UZ ®...@ U |O) (4.2.6)

Since U(2)" is compact, there is a convergent subsequence {Ubli ® ... ® Uy }p;, whose limit as
i — oo is W!®...®@ W™ The limit of the corresponding subsequence {a, } is still 1. Hence |¢))

is also a member of P, as

W) = lim 7(a;) = lim 7(ap,) = W'®...@ W"|0).

1—00 1—>00

This, together with Equation (4.2.6)), implies that we can express each 7(a;) as
r(@) = (W) @0 URw]).

Equivalently, using Equation and the definition of 7(a;), we can obtain a family of equa-

tions, one for each a;:

ail) + g(a)lg) = (UL W ® ..o (U2 W™)][4)

=Yh) ®...®¢;) (4.2.7)

where |@D§> is the state obtained after the LU transformation of |;), 1 < j < k.

We shall now make use of the “partial inner product” operation described e.g. in [116,

p. 129]. We will use this operation to probe the components of (4.2.7)).

By Lemma {4.2.3] if for all j, and for any state ‘w]l) orthogonal to |1);), the application of

wﬁ to |¢) results in a null vector, we must have |¢) = |¢), and the lemma is proved.

Otherwise, assume there is some j, and some ‘d)j-), such that (¢j‘|¢3) is a non-zero vector.

For ease of notation, we take j = k.
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Applying (¥;i| on both sides of Equation (4.2.7), we obtain

9(as) (Wi le) = 1) ® ... @ [bh_y) (Wr [t (4.2.8)
#0
Wrle) = ) ®...®[Yi_y) (4.2.9)

constant vector

The fact that the LHS of (4.2.9)) is constant implies that for any i and j we must have ¢; = ¢;.
We write € for this common value. We must also have [i}) = |¢§ ) for all ¢ < k, and we write

|4b;) for the common value. In fact we have

[e) = lim [y) = [yf), 1<t<k (4.2.10)

This means that we can rewrite Equation (4.2.9) as

Wrl) = €)@ ... ® [Pp_1).

A similar analysis will apply to any state |n) orthogonal to |t¢y) for which (n|¢) is non-zero.

Using Equation (6.48) from [116], and bilinearity of the tensor product, we obtain
¢) = xld2) @ [Vr) + €lthr) @ ... @ |hr-1) @ ) (4.2.11)
for some |¢9) and |£). We can use Equation to rewrite Equation as
ail)) + g(ai)|) = [¢1) @ ... ® |p_1) @ [¢}).

For any j < k, if we apply any state ‘wjf), orthogonal to [1;), to the above equation we obtain
<¢JJ"|¢> = 0. Together with Equation (4.2.11)), this implies that |¢2) = [1) ® ... ® |¢k_1). So

|¢) and |¢)) can differ by at most one component.

These components cannot be two-qubit maximally entangled states, since by assumption
all linear combinations 7(a) of |¢) and |¢), with a € [0,1], belong to P,, and hence, using
bilinearity again, the corresponding linear combinations of these components would also have to

be maximally entangled, yielding a contradiction.

Thus we conclude that |¢) and |¢) can differ at most in a one-qubit component.
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4.2.5 The 21 lemma

We shall need some elementary facts about partial traces (see e.g. [107])):

e A pure state in H ® K is a product state if and only if tracing out over H results in a pure

state.

e Tracing out over one party of a maximally entangled bipartite state yields a maximally

mixed state.

e A mixed state p is pure if and only if Trp? = 1.

Lemma 4.1.6 (The 21 Lemma). With the same notation as in the Small Difference Lemma,

suppose that T(a) is in Py, for 21 distinct values of a in [0,1]. Then 7(a) is in Py, for alla € [0, 1].

Proof:

If a state belongs to P, then all partial traces over n — 1 parties result either in a pure

state or in the maximally mixed state %Ig.

We can express |¢) and |¢) as

) = > alloa)|0) + > al loi)1)

@) = D _05,103)[0) + > by lou)[1)

where the o; index the elements of the computational basis on n — 1 qubits.

This means we can write the density matrix corresponding to |7(a)) = a|¢) + b|y), with

b= g(a), as

m(a))(r(a)] = ) (aag, + bby,)(aad, + bbg )|o:) (o] @ |0)(0]

0,04

+ Y (aal, + bbY,)(aak + bb} )|o) (05| @ 0)(1]

0,0

+ > (aak, + b)) (aal, + bbY.)|oi){o5] © [1)(0]

0,04

+ ) (aa, +bby,)(aal, + bBL o) (o, @ [1)(1]

O',L‘,O'j
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The partial trace over the first n — 1 qubits of |7(a)) is given by

pn = Troalr(@))(r(@)] = ) (oilr(a))(7(a)|oi)

o5

=) (aad, +bbY,)(aad, + bb3,)[0)(0 + > (aad, + bbY,)(aak, + bbE.)|0)(1|

(<47

+ (aa}, + b} )(aad, +660)[1)(0] + Y (aa}, + bb,)(aak, + bbL )[1)(1]

(o4

o4

— 0)(0] (0%, + (1~ @B, + av/T — a2(al, 3, + al)
o

10y (1] " (a%al,al, + (1~ a?)b0,BE, + ay/1 — a(al,BE, +19,a,))
o

(10 (a%al,ad, + (1~ a)bh B9, +ay/1 — a2(ab, 1Y, + b},a,))
(e}

+ 1D (dPa),ak, + (1 a®)b) b) + av/1 — a?(a) bL, +b}al))

The partial trace p, is equal to the maximally mixed state if and only if

1/2 =Y (a%al,af, + (1 — a®)b0,b0, + /1 — a2(al, 3, +12,a0,))

04

0 = Z(a2a2ia7},i + (1 —a®)B2 0L +av1—a2(ad bl +b) al))

(ex

0 = Y (a®ah,ad, + (1 —a®)bL b0, + a1 —a?(ag by, +b},a3,))

g;

1/2 =Y (a®alal, + (1 - a®)b}bl, + a1 —a2(alb}, + b} al))

g;

Each of these equations yields a polynomial of degree 4 in a. Indeed, each equation has
the form

cab+q(a) =d

where ¢ and d are constants, b = v/1 —a?, and ¢(a) is a quadratic polynomial in a. We can
write this as

cab = —q(a) +d

and square both sides to obtain

(1 - a®) = (~q(a) + d)’
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which is a quartic polynomial in a. Hence, there can be at most 4 values of a in [0, 1] for which

the partial trace p, is equal to a maximally mixed state.

On the other hand, p, is equal to a pure state if and only if Trp2 = 1. By a similar
analysis, this condition turns out to be equivalent to a polynomial equation of degree 16 in a.
Unless the polynomial is degenerate, i.e. the coefficients cancel so that the equation reduces to

1 =1, there can be at most 16 values of a for which the partial trace p, is equal to a pure state.

Therefore, if there are more than 4 + 16 = 20 values of a in [0,1] for which the linear
combination 7(a) belongs to P,, we can conclude that one of the polynomial equations above

was degenerate, hence 7(a) € Py, for all values of a.

Remark If |[¢)) and |¢) differ by one qubit, the partial trace of 7(a) for any value of a will
yield a pure state, and hence we will always have Trp2 = 1. Thus the polynomial will indeed be

degenerate in this case. This shows the necessity for the Small Difference Lemma.

4.3 The algorithm

We now give an explicit, albeit informal description of the algorithm which follows straightfor-

wardly from our results.

We begin with a subroutine which we will use to test if a state is in P,,.

SUBROUTINE TestP,
Input n-qubit quantum state |6)
Output Either
Yes, and entanglement type of |6), or

No

1. Compute the n — 1 partial traces p; over n — 1 qubits of |6). If any p; is not a maximally

mixed state, compute Trp?. If Trp? # 1, return No.
We now have the list {i;,...,ix} of indices for which the maximally mixed state was

returned.

2. For each i;, in the list, find its “partner” i, by computing the partial traces p;,, ;, over n—2
qubits, and then testing if Trp?mq =1.

If we cannot find the partner for some i,, return No.
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3. Otherwise, we return Yes. We also have the complete entanglement type of |f), and we

have computed all the single-qubit components. O

ALGORITHM
Input An n-qubit state |w)
Output Either

Yes if |w) is logically contextual,
together with a list of n + 2 local observables, or

No if |w) is in Pp,.

Base Cases
1. If n = 1, output No.
2. If n = 2, apply the Hardy procedure of the Base Case Lemma to the Schmidt decomposition
of |w).
Recursive Case: n+ 1, n > 1
1. We apply TestP,,41 to |w). If |w) is in Pp41, return No.

2. Otherwise, we write

w) = aly)[0) + Be) [1).

Explicitly, if |w) is represented by a 2"*!-dimensional complex vector

Z aq |o)

oe{0,1}n+1

in the computational basis, we can define

o = Z |a00|2a B = Z ’aal‘Q
oe{0,1}n oe{0,1}n

W= 3wl =3 Y anlo),

oe{0,1}n oe{0,1}n

3. We apply TestP,, to |¢). If [¢) is not in P, we proceed recursively with [¢), and then

extend the observables using the construction of the Going Up Lemma I.

4. Otherwise, we proceed similarly with |¢).
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5. Otherwise, both |¢) and |¢) are in P,,.
For a in (0,1), we define

7(a) == ald) + V1-a®|g).

For 19 distinct values in (0, 1), we assign these values to a, and apply TestP,, to 7(a).

If we find a value of a for which 7(a) is not in P,,, we use that value to compute the local

observable B(%, \/1577) for the n 4 1** party, as specified in the Going Up Lemma II, and

continue the recursion with the n-qubit state 7(a).

6. Otherwise, by the 21 Lemma and the Small Difference Lemma, the only remaining case is
where [¢)) and |¢) differ in one qubit. We have these qubits |¢1), |¢1) from our previous

applications of TestP,. In this final case, we can write |w) as
jw) = [0) @ &)
where |¥) is in P,_1, and [{) is a 2-qubit state. Moreover, we have

&) = aly) [0) + Blon) [1).

7. We apply the Base Case procedure to |£), which we know cannot be maximally entangled,
by Step 1. We output Yes, together with the two local observables for each party produced
by the Hardy construction, and the n—2 local observables for |¥) produced by the Corollary

to the Going Up lemmas. O

The above algorithm of course involves computation over the real and complex numbers.
More precisely, with the usual coding of complex numbers as pairs of reals, we require the field
operations and comparison tests on real numbers. For simplicity, we discuss the complexity
of the algorithm in the Blum-Shub-Smale model of computation [21], where we assume that
arbitrary real numbers can be stored, and the above operations performed, with unit cost. Thus

the input size of an n-qubit state is the dimension d = 2".

The TestP,, subroutine performs n — 1 partial traces over n — 1 qubits. Each such partial
trace involves computing the 4 entries of a matrix, where each entry is a sum over 2"~ ! products.
It also computes O(n?) partial traces over n — 2 qubits, each of which involves computing 16

27=2 products. For an n-qubit input, at each level of the recursion, we

entries, each a sum over
call the subroutine a number of times bounded by a constant, and the recursion terminates in

O(n) steps. Thus we obtain a complexity bound of O(dlog3 d) operations, in the input size d.
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Of course, in practice the limiting factor is the exponential size of the classical representation of
a quantum state.

T™

The algorithm has been implemented in Mathematica'™, and has been tested on input

states of up to 10 qubits.
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Part 11

Second part
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Chapter 5

Overview of the Topos Approach

In this chapter we shall gradually build up the necessary mathematical machinery needed to
understand the main topos theoretic constructions. The abstract mathematics is presented
first, and we have limited our exposition of category theoretical abstractions to those notions
which are absolutely indispensable for understanding the concept of an elementary topos and
the categorial definition of Gelfand duality, plus a few illuminating examples and comments.
The basic category theoretical concepts introduced here can be found in any standard textbook,
such as [|77,99] and, for the sake of clarity, we have chosen to follow the slightly more simplified

presentation in [77].

We then proceed to give the technical definitions of those physical concepts which the topos
approach seeks to model, again restricting ourselves to those which are absolutely necessary for

the understanding of the following chapters.

5.1 The Basics

5.1.1 Categories and functors

A category may be thought of in the first instance as a universe for a particular kind of mathe-

matical discourse. In axiomatic terms a category % consists of
a) a class Ob(%) of objects
b) for each A, B € Ob(%) a class (A, B) of morphisms from A to B

c) for each A, B, D € Ob(%) a binary opperation (called composition of morphisms)

%(B,D) x €(A, B) — €(A, D)
(g, f) > gof

77



which satisfies the following axioms

(i) identity: for each A € Ob(%¥) there exists an identity 14 € € (A, A) such that

fola=f, Vfe%(A B)
lyof=1, VfGCg(B,A)

(ii) functoriality: for any A, B,D,E€Ob(¥), f€e€(A,B), g€ (B,D), he ¢(D,E)

ho(gof)=(hog)of

The opposite category of € is denoted by €°P and it has the same objects as € but the directions

of the arrows are reversed.

Definition 5.1.1. An arrow m : C — D is monic if for any pair of arrows f,g : B = C if

mo f=mog then f=g.

Examples

1. One of the most familiar examples of a category is the category Set whose objects are sets

and whose arrows are functions between sets.

2. If P is a partially ordered set, we can regard it as a category in which the objects are the
elements of P and the arrows correspond to the partial order on P. Thus if x < y in the poset

P we have an arrow z — y in the poset P seen as a category.

Definition 5.1.2. Given two categories € and 2, a covariant functor F : € — 2 is given by:
a) a map F : Ob(€) — Ob(Z)
b) for all A,B € Ob(%), a map F : €(A, B) — 2(F A, FB) satisfying the principles of

i) identity preservation: F(l,) = 1px

ii) functoriality preservation: F(fog)=FfoFyg

A contravariant functor F : € — 2 is a covariant functor from ¢°? to . Functors can be

composed in an obvious manner.

A contravariant Set-valued functor defined on a category % is called a presheaf over the base
category ¥. Note that this can also be regarded as a covariant functor defined on ¢°P with

values in Set.

Definition 5.1.3. If F' and G are (covariant) functors between the categories € and 9, then

a natural transformation n from F to G associates to every object X in € a morphism nx :
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F(X) —» G(X) in Z such that for every morphism f : X — Y in € we have ny o F(f) =

G(f) o nx; this means that the following diagram is commutative:

N
>
<7
3
>-<

For contravariant functors the arrows F'(f) and G(f) in the definition above will be re-
versed. The two functors F' and G are called naturally isomorphic if there exists a natural

transformation from F' to G such that nx is an isomorphism for every object X in €.

Natural transformations act on functors just like functors act on objects of a category.
Hence the collection of functors between two categories together with the natural transformations
between them is a category in itself. A notable example is the collection Set?”” of all presheaves

Set-valued presheaves over €.

Definition 5.1.4. If € and & are categories then functors F : € — 2 and G : 2 — € form

an adjunction if for any A in € and B in &, there an isomorphism
Oap:2(FA B) — ¢(A ,GB)

which is natural in both A and B. In this case we say that F is the left adjoint of G, or

equivalently that G is the right adjoint of F'.

What is meant by ‘naturality in A’ in the definition above is that given any A’ in ¢ and

any arrow h : A’ — A the following diagram commutes:

D(FA, B) 222, 4(4,GB)

s

P(FA',B)——€(A,GB)
eA’,B

where h* denotes composition on the right by h. Similarly, for ‘naturality in B’.

Definition 5.1.5. Given two categories € and &, an equivalence of categories consists of a
functor F : € — 2, a functor G : 9 — €, and two natural isomorphisms ¢ : FG — Iy and

n:1ly > GF. Here FG : 9 — 2 and GF : € — € denote the respective compositions of F' and
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G, while Iy : € — € and Ig : D — D denote the identity functors on € and 2, assigning each
object and morphism to itself. If F' and G are contravariant functors one speaks of a duality of

categories instead.

5.1.2 Limits and colimits

It is possible to define limits and colimits in a category 4" by means of diagrams in . A diagram

of type J in € is a functor from J to %

F:J—=%

The category J is thought of as index category, and the diagram F' is thought of as indexing a
collection of objects and morphisms in € patterned on J. The actual objects and morphisms in

J are largely irrelevant, only the way in which they are interrelated matters.

A diagram is said to be finite whenever J is.

Definition 5.1.6. Let F': J — % be a diagram of type J in a category €. A cone to F' is an
object N of € together with a family 1x : N — F(X) of morphisms indexed by the objects of
J, such that for every morphism f: X —Y in J, we have F(f)ox = iy

=
>
=
=

Definition 5.1.7. A limit of the diagram F : J — € is a cone (L,p) to F such that for any

other cone (N,1) to F there exists a unique morphism | : N — L such that pxoly = x for

oy

F(X)—— S F(Y
F(f)

all X andY in J:

The dual notions of limits and cones are colimits and co-cones. It is straightforward to

obtain the definitions of these by inverting all morphisms in Definitions and
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Important examples of limits include pullbacks, products and terminal objects, while
examples of colimits include coproducts and initial objects. So, for instance, a pullback (P, )
is the limit of a diagram F of type

|

o—@©0

in a category %. More explicitly, if the image of F' in % is

X
f

YT>Z

we say that the object P, together with the family of arrows ¢ = {¢x, ¢y}, giving the limit of

this diagram is the pullback of f and g, and we call the diagram below

PxX
— X

P
‘PYJ f
YT>Z

a pullback square.

A product is the limit (P, ¢) of a diagram F of type @ @, while a coproduct is the colimit
of a diagram of the same type. More explicitly, if the image of F'in ¥ is A B we say that the
object P, together with the family of arrow ¢ = {@4, pp}, giving the limit of the diagram is the
product of A and B. Similarly, the object, and arrows, giving the colimit of the same diagram

is called the coproduct of A and B.

A terminal object 1 in a category % is the limit of the empty diagram in C. Thus the
terminal object has the property that for any other object N in € there is a unique arrow !y
going from N to 1. Similarly, an initial object O in a category % is the colimit of the empty

diagram in € and there is a unique arrow going from 0 to each N in ¥.
Examples

1. The terminal object in Set is the one-element set.
2. The terminal object in Set®” is the functor (presheaf) which assigns the one element set

{*} to all objects in ¢ and the identity on {*} to every % -arrow.
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5.1.3 Lattices and Heyting algebras

A lattice is a partially ordered set in which any two elements have a least upper bound (also
called a join) as well as a greatest lower bound (also called a meet). The symbols A and V are
used to denote these two operations. A lattice can also be defined in categorial language as a
poset which, when seen as a category, has all finite limits and colimits. From this point of view,

the lattice operations A and V correspond to the categorical notions of product and coproduct.

A morphism of lattices is a monotone function which preserves both (binary) meets and

(binary) joins.

A lattice is called complete if it has all limits and colimits. A complete lattice has an
initial element given by the empty join, which we denote by 0, and dually, a terminal element

given by the empty meet, which we denote by 1.

Definition 5.1.8. An element x of a lattice L with global minimum 0 is called an atom if any
element y in L which is strictly smaller than x is equal to 0. A lattice is atomic if for every
non-zero element y € L there is some atom x such that x < y. An atomistic lattice is an

atomic lattice such that each element is a join of atoms.

Definition 5.1.9. An orthocomplemented lattice or ortholattice is a bounded lattice which is
equipped with o function L that maps each element x to an orthocomplement x in such a way

that the following axioms are satisfied:

(i) complement law: z*Vz =1 and z* Nz =0
(ii) involution law: '+ =z
(iii) order-reversing: if x <1y then y*~ < x=t.
We call a lattice complemented if it is equipped with a (not necessarily unique) function
that satisfies only the first of the three conditions above. We say that a lattice L is distributive
if, for all x,y,z € L,

xA(yVz)=(xAy)V(zAz)

and hence also

zV(ynz)=(xVy A(zVz2)
We say that two elements x and y of L are orthogonal if z < yt.
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Definition 5.1.10. A Boolean algebra is a complemented distributive lattice (and thereby also

orthocomplemented).

Stone’s representation theorem [120] for Boolean algebras states that every Boolean alge-
bra is isomorphic to the Boolean algebra of all clopen subsets of some (compact totally discon-

nected Hausdorff) topological space called the Stone space.

Boolean algebras are intimately connected with classical propositional logic. The Linden-
baum algebra given by the set of sentences in propositional calculus modulo tautology has the
structure of a Boolean algebra [121]. A truth assignment in propositional calculus is then a

homomorphism from the Lindenbaum algebra to the two-element Boolean algebra.

Definition 5.1.11. A Heyting algebra is a lattice H containing a bottom element with the

property that for any two elements x,y € H there exists an exponential x = y characterised by
z2<(z=vy) < zAz<y

A Heyting algebra is called complete if the underlying lattice is complete.

The exponential = y is also referred to as the pseudo-complement of x relative to .
When y is equal to the bottom element, x = 0 is referred to as the pseudo-complement of x. In
a Boolean algebra, the pseudo-complement is actually the complement of an element, so every
Boolean algebra is also a Heyting algebra. However, while the definition of the exponential
implies that the meet of an element and its pseudo-complement is always equal to 0, their join

may be less than 1. This means that there are Heyting algebras which are not Boolean.

It can be shown that the underlying lattice of a Heyting algebra is distributive. Moreover,
if the underlying lattice is complete, then for any family (h;);cs of elements of H, the following

infinite distributivity law holds:

vhe H, hA\/hi=\/(hAh)
iel el

Just like classical propositional logic is modelled by Boolean algebras, the Lindenbaum
algebra of intuitionistic logic has the structure of a Heyting algebra. Intuitionistic logic can have

more than two truth values, as we will see in the following section.
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5.1.4 Topoi

An (elementary) topos is a category which is similar to the category of sets and functions
in a sense which will be made precise in this section. The elementary topoi which we will
be considering in this thesis are all Grothendieck topoi of Set-valued presheaves over a base
category given by a partially ordered set. We will pay special attention to topoi of presheaves

throughout the remainder of this section.

We start our discussion by extending the notion of subset to a general category. Thus we
define, as in [77], a subobject of an object A to be an object S from the same category such that
there exists a monic m : S — A. In Set the collection of subobjects of a given set A is equivalent
to the power set of A. The set-theoretic operations of union, intersection and complement give

the structure of a Boolean algebra to this collection of subobjects.

In Set?”, a subobject of a presheaf A is another presheaf S which associates a subset

Sc of Aq to every object of € in a way which is compatible with the restrictions A(f)|, . for

lse
all arrows C L> D in €°P. In other words, there is a natural transformation between the

presheaves A and § given by the collection of monics:

A(Dls,,
Sg———8p

| ]

AC;}AD

A point of an object A in a category % is an arrow (which is necessarily monic) from the
terminal object in € to A. For the category Set the terminal object is the one object set {x}
and so the categorical notion of point coincides with the familiar notion of an element of a given
set. In Set?” a point of a presheaf is a collection of set-theoretic points which is compatible

with the restriction maps. It is also called a global section.

It is a well-known fact that in Set, a subset S C A is uniquely determined by its charac-
teristic function £g. This connection can be generalised to arbitrary categories, as long as they

contain what is known as a subobject classifier.

Definition 5.1.12. In a category € with finite limits, a subobject classifier is an object Q) and
a monic true : 1 — Q going from the terminal object in € to  such that for any subobject

m : .S — A there is a unique arrow xs : A — Q making the following square a pullback:
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f !S
A——
Xs

1
J{true
Q)

One can readily check that in Set the subobject classifier is given by = {0, 1} together
with the map true(x) = 1, and xg above is simply the characteristic function corresponding to

S.

Using the fact that the pullback of a monic is itself monic one can prove that, in any
category where such constructions are possible, there is a bijective correspondence between the
collection of subobjects of an object A and the collection of arrows between A and 2. In
particular

Sub(1) = €(1,9)

The collection of subobjects of a given object can be given the structure of a Heyting
algebra using a suitable generalisation of the set-theoretic operations of union, intersection and
complement (see, for example Ch. 7 in [77]). This means that the category theoretic points of §2
are in bijective correspondence with the subobjects of the terminal object, and as such they form
a Heyting algebra. The points of 2 can be thought of as the truth-values of the intuitionistic

logic associated with the topos in which €2 is defined.

We now describe the subobject classifier in Set?””. For this we need to introduce the
notion of sieve. For a %-object A, let G4 be the collection of all ¥-arrows with co-domain A.
Note that &4 is “closed under right composition”, i.e. if an arrow B 25 C in €° can be

composed with f € G4 then fog € G4 since the arrow f o g has co-domain A.

Definition 5.1.13. A sieve on A is a subset s of G 4o which is itself closed under right compo-

sition.

Note that for every object A there are at least two A-sieves &4 and (), the empty sieve.

Now we are ready to define the subobject classifier in Set?” as the presheaf © which

associates the set of sieves on A to every &/-object A. To each arrow A 4. Bin €, the
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subobject classifier associates a function

Q(f) : QB) — QA)

s—54={g€B64| fogeEs}

The set s4 is closed under right composition because if h can be composed with some
g € s4 then fogoh € s because sieves on B are closed under right composition, and so

goh € sy, as required.

The arrow true : 1 — § is defined as the natural transformation that has components

truey : {x} — Q(A) given by true(x) = S 4.
Examples

1. In the limiting case when the category ¢ has only one object A and only one arrow, namely
the identity on A, there are precisely two A-sieves: &4 = {id4} and (). In this case, the definition

of the subobject classifier in Set?” reduces to the classical one, as expected.

2. When the category % is a poset, there is an arrow from A to B only when A < B. We can
identify arrows to B with their domains. A sieve on B is therefore the equivalent of a lower
set on B in order-theoretic terms. To see how subobjects are classified in this case, consider a
subpresheaf X of some presheaf Y and, for simplicity, assume that the monic between them is
given by inclusions at every stage. For every stage A an element of Y 4 is classified according
to whether that element together with its restrictions to all possible Y 5 belong to the sets X 4
or X g respectively. This classification yields a sieve on A for every point because if y restricts
to an element of X 5 for B < A then it also restricts to an element of X for any C' < B. The
sieve, which is a lower set on A, possibly empty, tells us from which stage onwards we can expect

to find the restriction of y € Y 4 within the subpresheaf X.

We need one more concept: exponentiation, before we are able to state the formal definition
of a topos. In the category of sets the exponential B4 is the set of all functions from A to B.
To characterise B4 by arrows note that associated with B4 is a special arrow, the evaluation
function:

ev:BAx A= B

given by the rule ev(f,z) = f(z). The evaluation function is distinguished from the set of all

functions of the form g : C x A — B because given any such g, there is exactly one function
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G : C' — B* making the diagram below commute:

gxida

CxA

By abstraction, we say that a category %€ has exponentiation if it has all binary products
and if for any €-objects A and B there is a @-object B4 and a €-arrow ev : B4 x A — B which
enjoys the universal property we have described in the diagram above. If such an arrow exists,

the assignment of § to g establishes an adjunction

€(C x A, B) 2 ¢(C,BY)

Definition 5.1.14. An elementary topos is a category which has

1. all limits and colimits taken over finite index categories
2. exponentials

3. a subobject classifier

5.2 C*-Algebras and von Neumann Algebras

In this section we shall briefly present a selection of standard algebraic results which will allow
the reader to understand the statement and implications Gelfand duality. This important duality
will then be used in the following section to define the central construction of the Topos Approach
- the spectral presheaf. A more detailed presentation of the concepts introduced in this section

can be found in [93] and [43].

Definition 5.2.1. A Banach algebra B is an associative algebra over the real or complex num-
bers, whose underlying vector space is a Banach space. The algebra multiplication and the

Banach space norm must be related by the following inequality called submultiplicativity:
Vz,y € B, lzyll < |lz|| [lyl]

This ensures that the multiplication operation, seen as a function from B x B to B is continuous

with respect to the norm topology.
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The prototypical example of a commutative Banach algebra is the space Cy(X) of complex-
valued continuous functions on a locally compact Hausdorff space, which vanish at infinity. The
algebra operations are pointwise addition and multiplication of functions. When the space X is

compact, this is equivalent to the algebra C'(X) of continuous complex valued functions on X.

Definition 5.2.2. A C*-algebra A is a Banach algebra over the field of complex numbers,

together with an involution map * : A — A satisfying the following properties:

o (") =1z

o (z+y)=a"+y"

o (\z)* = \z*

o (zy)" =yra”

o [|lz*a|| = [[z*x]] = || ||z~

for all elements x,y of the algebra.

A C*-algebra is called unital if it contains a unit element u such that

ua =au=a, Va€ A

The prototypical example of a non-commutative C*-algebra is the complex algebra of
continuous bounded linear operators on a Hilbert space H with involution given by the adjoint,
which we shall denote by B(H). A subset of B(H) is a C*-algebra if it is a topologically closed
set in the norm topology of operators, and closed under involution, that is under the operation
of taking adjoints of operators. Note that if the Hilbert space H is finite-dimensional, then
B(H) ~ M,(C).

The Banach algebra C'(X) is also an example of a C*-algebra since the operation of

pointwise complex conjugation satisfies the involution properties above.

Definition 5.2.3. A *-homomorphism is a homomorphism between two C*-algebras which is

compatible with the involution maps of the two algebras i.e., ¢(z*) = ¢p(x)* for all x € A.
Definition 5.2.4. An element x of a C*-algebra is called self-adjoint if it satisfies x* = x.

Definition 5.2.5. If A is a unital Banach algebra we define the spectrum of an element x € A

to be the set of scalars \ such that x — A4 is not invertible. We denote it by o(x).
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Note that the spectrum of a self-adjoint element of a C*-algebra consists only of real
numbers. As we have mentioned in the introduction, self-adjoint operators of C'*-algebras have
a special significance from the physical point of view: they represent the observables of the
system described by the respective algebra. The spectrum of a self-adjoint operator contains the

possible values which the observable represented by that operator can take upon measurement.

Definition 5.2.6. A C*-algebra B is called a W*-algebra if as a Banach space it is the dual of
a Banach space (i.e. if there exists a Banach space B, such that (B.)* = B, where (B,)* is the
dual of the Banach space By ). B is called the predual of B.

A von Neumann algebra is a C*-subalgebra of some B(H) that is closed in the weak

(and equivalently, the strong) operator topology on B(H).

Von Neumann algebras arise as (faithful) representations of W*-algebras by linear op-
erators on a Hilbert space, and W*-algebras can be seen as abstract, representation-free von

Neumann algebras.

An important example of a von Neumann algebra is the algebra B(H) of all bounded
operators on a Hilbert space H. Moreover it is known that every von Neumann algebra is

isomorphic to a subalgebra of some B(H) for a suitable Hilbert space H.

Recall that a self-adjoint element of a C*-algebra or von Neumann algebra is called a
projection if it is idempotent. We can define a partial order < on the projections of a von
Neumann algebra such that p < ¢ iff pg = gp = p. Note that the projections of a von Neumann

algebra form a complete orthomodular lattice.

Definition 5.2.7. An atom of a von Neumann algebra N is an atom of the projection lattice
P(N). A von Neumann algebra is called atomic if every non-zero projection is greater than an

atom of that algebra.

Definition 5.2.8. A linear functional f on a C*-algebra is called positive if f(z*x) > 0 for all

non-zero elements x of the algebra.

A bounded linear functional f is positive if and only if ||f|| = f(1) (see Theorem 4.3.2
in [93]). If f and g are two linear functionals on an algebra, we say that f is majorized by g if

f — g is positive.
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Note that every positive linear functional defines an inner product on A:

Ve,y e A (zly) = f(y'r)
The Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (see Proposition 4.3.1 in [93]) then gives | f(y*z)|? < f(z*z)f(y*y)
for all z,y € A.
Definition 5.2.9. A state of an algebra is a positive linear functional of norm 1.

Definition 5.2.10. The positive linear functionals of norm < 1 form a convex subset of the

dual space of a C*-algebra A. The non-zero extremal points of this subset are called pure states.

In the case of a commutative C*-algebra the pure states are precisely those positive linear
functionals of norm 1 which are multiplicative. For non-commutative algebras this does not hold

in general.

5.2.1 Gelfand duality and Gelfand spectra

Definition 5.2.11. The Gelfand spectrum of a commutative C*-algebra A is the set of pure

states of that algebra, equipped with the weak*-topology. We will denote it by Spec A.

The spectrum of a unital C*-algebra is a compact Hausdorff space with respect to the
weak*-topology. The Gelfand spectrum of a commutative C*-algebra A and the spectrum of an

element z € A are related in the following way:

o(x) = {f(x) | f € Spec A}

Theorem 5.2.12 (Gelfand and Naimark, 1943). For every unital and commutative C*-algebra

A, there exists a *-isomorphism between A and C(Spec A):

G:A— C(SpecA)
ar— a:SpecA— C

[ f(a)

called the Gelfand representation of A. The functional @ is called the Gelfand transform of

the element a.
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Let UComC* Alg denote the category of unital commutative C*-algebras, and let KHausSp®’
denote the opposite of the category of compact Hausdorff spaces. A direct consequence of The-
orem [5.2.12] is that these are equivalent categories. The equivalence is given by the following

pair of functors:

b
UComC*Alg %* KHausSp“’
C(—

A — Spec A

C(X) — X

Both functors are contravariant and act in the following way: if ¢ : A — B is a unital

*-homomorphism between two C*-algebras, A and B, then X(y) is given by

Y(p) : Spec B — Spec A

fr— foo.

Similarly, if ¢ : X — Y is a morphism between two compact Hausdorff spaces, X and Y, then

C(¢) is given by

Co): CY) — C(X)

gr—>goo.

5.3 The spectral presheaf

In classical mechanics, Gelfand duality establishes a correspondence between the state space S
of a physical system, which at the most basic level can be seen as a set, and the commutative

C*-algebra of observables, which is given by the collection of real-valued functions
fa:S >R (5.3.1)

on state space, under the operations of pointwise addition and multiplication. Each function f4
corresponds to an observable of the classical system. In this interpretation of classical mechanics,

propositions about the system correspond to measurable subsets of S of the form fgl(D). Such
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a subset represents the proposition asserting that the observable A takes values in the subset D

of the real numbers.

Within the topos approach [284311/58-61], the spectral presheaf associated with the non-
commutative von Neumann algebra N of observables of a quantum system is the analogue of

the state space of a classical system.

We denote the set of all commutative subalgebras (or contexts) of N, minus the trivial
one Vp = C1, by V(IN). This is a partially ordered set under inclusion, and as such it forms a
category. We can use Gelfand duality to associate a Hausdorff space to each context, and this

collection of Hausdorff spaces forms the spectral presheaf.

Definition 5.3.1. The spectral presheaf Y of a given von Neumann algebra N is the fol-

lowing contravariant functor from the category V(N) to the category of sets:

a) on objects: for all V.€ V(N), let =% be the Gelfand spectrum of V, i.e. the set of
multiplicative positive linear functionals of norm one, or equivalently, the set of pure states

on'V, equipped with the weak-* topology

b) on arrows: for all inclusions iyy: : V' — V, let EN(Z'VV/) : Z{\/[ — Z% be the function
that sends each pure state f to its restriction f|y to the smaller algebra. This function is

well-known to be continuous and surjective.

When no confusion arises we will simply write ¥ instead of XV,

For the sake of obtaining a better understanding of this abstract construction, we consider
a concrete von Neumann algebra N := M,,(C), which corresponds to a quantum system described
by the Hilbert space H := C", and we show what the spectral presheaf looks like in this particular

case.

Let (11,2, ...,1%y) be an orthonormal basis of H, and let (Py, Py, ..., P,) be the n projec-
tions onto the one-dimensional subspaces spanned by each of the basis vectors. These projections

are pairwise orthogonal, i.e., P;P; = 0;; F;.

Using von Neumann’s double commutant construction (see below), we can define the

abelian subalgebra of N generated by the n projections considered above, V- = { Py, Py, ..., P,}".

Definition 5.3.2. If B(H) is the algebra of bounded operators on some Hilbert space H and

F C B(H), the commutant of F is the subset of B(H) consisting of all elements that commute
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with every element of F, that is
F ={T e€B(H)|TS=ST, VS € F}
The double commutant of F is just (F') and is usually denoted by F”.

With respect to the basis (¢1, 12, ..., 1), the abelian algebra V' is equal to the algebra D,,
of diagonal n X n matrices with complex entries on the diagonal. In this way, every orthonormal
basis of C™ determines a maximal abelian subalgebra of N, and all maximal abelian subalgebras

of N are isomorphic to each other.

The abelian von Neumann subalgebras of V' ~ D,, above are the diagonal matrices with &
independent entries. A diagonal matrix with k& independent entries corresponds to a collection
S of k pairwise disjoint sets S, So, ..., Sk whose union is the set {1,2,...,n}. Each set in S
contains the indices of those positions on the diagonal which have the same value. For example,

the maximal algebra D,, corresponds to the collection
{{1h.{2},....{n} }

The minimal algebra CI,, corresponds to the collection

{{1,2,...,n}}

Recall that this algebra is excluded by convention from the poset V(N).

Given a collection § containing k sets Si,... Sk, for every ¢ from 1 to k we can construct

the projections

Qi:=)» P

JES;

The algebra corresponding to S is

VS == {Q17Q27 .. '7Qk}”

Of course, there are other projections whose double commutant would give the same algebra,
but the advantage of using this particular set of projections is that they form an ‘orthonormal

basis’ for Vs in the sense that the projections are pairwise orthogonal and sum up to the identity
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The Gelfand spectrum of Vs hence contains k elements and is equipped with the discrete
topology. The spectral elements are linear multiplicative functionals, and they are determined

by their behaviour on the ‘basis’ @1, ...Qk, that is

fZ(QJ) = 51']', 1 E {1,2,. . .,k}

If A € Vs is an arbitrary operator, A = Zle a;Q; for some (unique) complex coefficients a;.
For each i, linearity gives us f;(A) = a;. The a;s are the eigenvalues of A and if A is self-adjoint,

they are real numbers.
If Vs C Vg, then S is a refinement of S in the following sense: every set S; € S can be

written as the union of #; > 1 pairwise disjoint sets S%, S5 ..., S’}Z such that

sz{gg,gg,...ggl, S2.82..82 .., gf,gg,...gg}

where all the sets in S are pairwise disjoint. For each i € {1,...,k} and j € {1,...,t;} define

the projection

zeSi
The collection of all projections of this form generates the algebra Vs via the double commutant

construction. The pure states of Vs are therefore given as

The restriction map going from Xy, to Xy, takes the spectral element f]’ to the element f;.

5.3.1 Daseinisation

We can use the spectral theorem to interpret projections of a von Neumann algebra N as
propositions of the form “AeA”, that is propositions of the form “the physical quantity A,
which is represented by the self-adjoint operator A € NN, has a value in the set Borel set A”.

More precisely, each projection corresponds to an equivalence class of such propositions.

If we take a commutative subalgebra V of N, every state f € SpecV of V gives us a way to

94



assign truth values to propositions which involve quantities represented by self-adjoint operators
from V. Any such f can take only one of the two values 0, 1 when applied to a projection P € V,

since

f(P) = f(P?) = f(P)f(P)

So we can assign to those propositions which correspond to the projection P the value true
if f(P) =1, and false if f(P) = 0. We know from the Kochen-Specker theorem that, under
certain natural conditions, it would not be possible to make such truth-value assignments for

the projections of the non-commutative algebra N (unless N was a type I[s-algebra).

The projections in a commutative von Neumann algebra V' correspond bijectively to clopen

subsets of SpecV:

Proposition 5.3.3. If P(V) is the lattice of all projections in V' and Cl(SpecV') is the lattice

of clopen subsets of Spec V', then the map

ay : P(V) — Cl(SpecV)

P— Sp:={f¢eSpecV | f(P)=1}

s a lattice isomorphism.

Proof: It is easy to check that Sp is indeed a clopen subset of Spec V. We have

()
)

and so Spec V'\S is open, hence S is closed.

and so S is open. Similarly

Since the Gelfand representation is a *-isomorphism for unital commutative algebras, ay

must be a bijective map. O

Note that this result is also a consequence of the Stone representation theorem, as shown
by de Groote (see Theorem 3.2 in [39]): the projections in V' form a complete Boolean algebra
P(V'), which is isomorphic to the complete Boolean algebra of clopen subsets of the Stone space
of P(V). For an abelian von Neumann algebra V', the Stone space of P(V') is homeomorphic to

the Gelfand spectrum of V.
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We have seen that for a ‘classical part’ of a quantum system described by a commutative
algebra V there is a correspondence between propositions, or rather the projections which rep-
resent them, and clopen subsets of the Gelfand spectrum of the algebra V. Next we will see that
for quantum systems (as a whole) there is an analogous correspondence between propositions

and clopen sub-objects of the spectral presheaf.

The collection of all contexts of a non-commutative von Neumann algebra N can be
understood as the collection of all classical perspectives on a quantum system. As we have
mentioned before, the idea behind the spectral presheaf is to characterise a quantum system
by taking into account all the classical perspectives at the same time. In order to do this, we
need to adapt every proposition about the whole quantum system to each possible classical
context. That is, given a proposition “AeA” and its representing projection P, we want to
choose for every context V' the strongest proposition implied by “AeA” which can be made
from the perspective of that context. For projections, this is equivalent to taking the smallest

projection in any context V that is larger or equal to P:

°(Pyv = \{QeP(V)| Q> P}

If P € P(V), the above approximation will simply be equal to P. We will call the original propo-
sition “AeA” the global proposition, while a proposition “Bel™ corresponding to the projection

d°(P)y will be called a local proposition.

From the family of projections (0°(P)y )yey(n) We can obtain a family of clopen subsets

of the Gelfand spectra (Spec V)yecy(ny by choosing for every V' the subset

S(;o(p)v = av(60(P)V) - SpecV

These subsets form a subobject under the restriction mappings of the spectral presheaf X

and so we can give the following definition, as in [46].

Definition 5.3.4. The daseinisation of a projection P is the subobject (or equivalently, the
subpresheaf) §(P) of the spectral presheaf & given by the collection of clopen subsets (Sso(p),, )vev(n)

together with the restriction mappings between them.

We denote the collection of all sub-objects of the spectral presheaf by Sub(X). It can be

seen as the analogue of the lattice of subsets of the state space of a classical system.
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Definition 5.3.5. A subobject S of the spectral presheaf ¥ such that for each V- € V(N) the

component Sy, is a clopen subset of Xy, is called a clopen subobject.

Daseinisation thus gives us a map between the projections of a von Neumann algebra and

the collection of clopen subobjects of the spectral presheaf
0 :P(N) = Suba(X)

since all sub-objects obtained from the daseinisation of projections are clopen. The collection
Sub.(X) can be seen as the analogue of the collection of measurable subsets of the state space

of a classical system.

The daseinisation J(P) of a projection P representing the proposition “AcA” can be seen
as quantum the analogue of the measurable subset f;l(D) of the state space of a classical
system, where f4 represents a classical observable, as in Equation We interpret 6(P) as

the representative of the global proposition “AeA”.

The daseinisation w of a projection Py which projects onto the ray spanned by the
vector 1 is called the pseudo-state associated to 1. It can be regarded as the analogue of a point
in the state space of a classical system. It is important to note however that the pseudo-states
are not global elements of 3. In fact, global elements of a presheaf are the category-theoretical
analogues of points. Isham and Butterfield have observed [28] that the Kochen-Specker theorem
is equivalent to the fact that the spectral presheaf has no global elements. A global element ~
of 3 would pick one vy € Xy, for each context V' such that, whenever V' C V', one would have
v |y = yyr. Each yy assigns values to all physical quantities described by self-adjoint operators
A in V by evaluation, i.e., by simply forming vy (A). If A is contained in different commutative
subalgebras V, V| then it is also contained in V/ := V NV, and y(A) = y(A) = 75 (4), so
the defining condition of the global element v guarantees that A is assigned the same value in
every context. Since every self-adjoint operator is contained in some commutative subalgebra
V', a global element v of % would provide a consistent assignment of values to all self-adjoint

operators. But the Kochen-Specker theorem precisely shows that this is impossible, hence such

global elements v cannot exist.

Pseudo-states on the other hand are minimal sub-objects in a suitable sense: they come

from rank-1 projections, the smallest non-trivial projections, and daseinisation is order-preserving,
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so pseudo-states are the smallest non-trivial sub-objects of ¥ that can be obtained from dasein-

isation. Hence, pseudo-states are ‘as close to points as possible’.

Note also that, in analogy with the classical case where the powerset of the state space
formed a Boolean algebra, the collection of all sub-objects of the spectral presheaf can be turned

(see |47]) into a complete Heyting algebra by defining suitable meet and join operations.

Definition 5.3.6. If S1 and Sy are two sub-objects of the spectral presheaf, their join is defined

by stagewise unions in the following way:

(S1V Sa)v = S1,, U Sy,

Similarly, their meet is given by stagewise intersections:

(S1ASo)v = S1, N Sy,

In [47,52], Doring has also shown that the clopen sub-objects of the spectral presheaf ¥
form a complete Heyting algebra under stagewise meet and join operations. For more information
about the daseinisation map, its physical interpretation, its properties, and in particular its
relation to the logic of the Topos Approach and to the lattice of clopen subobjects of the
spectral presheaf the interested reader is directed to the clear and concise presentation exposed

in [47].

5.3.2 States as measures on the spectral presheaf

In general, a state on a von Neumann algebra is a positive linear functional of norm one on
that algebra. Given such a state, we can associate to it a certain measure on the corresponding
spectral presheaf. This construction was explored in detail by Doring, who also showed that
measures on the spectral presheaf can be defined without reference to states and moreover that
from each abstractly defined measure a unique state can be reconstructed [44]. We give a brief

overview of these ideas below.

In classical physics states are represented by probability measures on state space, and pure
states are represented by Dirac measures. A probability measure assigns a number between 0
and 1 to each measurable subset of state space. Within the topos approach the role of the state

space is played by the spectral presheaf, and so in analogy with classical mechanics we would like
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states to be represented by probability measures on (clopen subobjects of) the spectral presheaf.
However, since subobjects of the spectral presheaf are not simply sets, but collections of sets,
we can not expect the values taken by the measure to be given by single numbers. Instead we
would expect to obtain a collection of such numbers, one for each context of the algebra which
represents our system. With this in mind we give the following definitions of presheaves of real

values and their global sections, which will be essential to our discussion.

Definition 5.3.7. Given a von Neumann algebra N and its associated poset of abelian subalge-
bras V(N), let L V .= {W € V(N) | W C V'} denote the down-set of a context V€ V(N).The
presheaf RZ is defined

e on objects: R=y, = {f :l V — R | f is order reversing }

e on arrows: for iy : V' <V, RZ(iyy) : R — R is given by

R=(ivv)(f) = [,

Note that this presheaf lives in the same topos as £. However, we do not explicitly
specify this topos, by indicating the base category, when discussing this and similar presheaves

of real values. It is usually clear from the context, which base category we are using.

A global section of this presheaf can be regarded as an order-reversing function from the

partially ordered set V(N) to the real numbers equipped with the usual ordering.

The presheaf defined above plays an important role within the topos approach, and is
discussed extensively in [60,62]. However, when defining measures we will only use a sub-
presheaf of this presheaf of real numbers, which we denote by w Later on, when we will
introduce the notion of entropy we will encounter a closely related presheaf, [0,1nn]~, where n
denotes the dimension of the algebra corresponding to our system. In this case global sections

will be equivalent to order-preserving functions from V() to the real interval [0, Inn].

Definition 5.3.8. Given a von Neumann algebra N, a measure on its associated spectral
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presheaf ¥ is a mapping

g

@ Subg(X) — I'0, 1]

S = (Sy)vevwy —> w(S) : V() — [0,1]

Vo= u(Sy)

which satisfies the following conditions:

1. p(E) = 1y

2. for all Sy, Sy € Suby(X), it holds that

p(S1 V Ss) + p(Sy A Sp) = pu(8h) + p(Ss)

where the addition, just like the meet and the join for sub-objects, is defined as a stagewise

operation.

The conditions above also imply that p(0) = 0, where 0 is the subobject of ¥ which assigns
the empty set to each context. Note also that we have slightly abused notation by writing p

both for the measure and for its contextual components.

In this text we will mostly be concerned with a particular type of von Neumann algebras,
the algebras of bounded linear operators on finite dimensional Hilbert spaces (i.e. matrix alge-
bras). For these algebras the states can be identified with the density matrices: to each density

matrix p € M, we can associate the functional

A— Tr(pA), VAe M,

and moreover every positive linear functional of unit norm is of this form in the finite dimensional
setting. With this in mind, when talking about matrix algebras we shall refer to the density

matrices as states on those algebras.

Definition 5.3.9. Given a state p on the matrix algebra My, it is straightforward to define its
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associated measure:

Hp - Subcl(ZMn) — F[O’ 1]t

S = (Sv)vev,) — kp(S) : V(My) — [0,1]

\%4 — Tr(pPﬁv)
where Pg,, = ay (Sy).

One can easily check that the function p,(S) is order reversing and that p, satisfies the
two properties required in the definition of a measure. This is explicitly done in [44] for arbitrary

von Neumann algebras without type I» summands.

On the other hand, an abstract measure on the spectral presheaf associated to any given
algebra IV, determines a unique state of N, provided N contains no direct summand of typels.
The proof of this rather surprising result uses a generalized version of Gleason’s theorem, a

review of which can be found in [100].

Definition 5.3.10. A finitely additive probability measure m on the projections of a von Neu-
mann algebra N is a map

m:P(N) — [0,1]

such that m(I) =1 and if P and Q are orthogonal projections then
m(PV Q) =m(P + Q) =m(P) +m(Q)

Theorem 5.3.11 (Generalized Gleason’s Theorem). Each finitely additive probability measure
on the projections of a von Neumann algebra without type Is summands can be uniquely extended

to a state on that algebra.

Using this powerful result we can show that each measure on the spectral presheaf uniquely
determines a state on the corresponding algebra by showing that such a measure determines a
unique finitely additive probability measure on the projections of the respective algebra. This

has been done by Déring in [44], and we will reproduce his proof in the remainder of this section.

Given a measure p on the spectral presheaf 3 associated to some von Neumann algebra

N, let S be a clopen subobject of X. From Proposition we know that for each context V
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there exists an isomorphism ay between P(V) and CI(Sy). If P = ay,'(Sy) we define

m(P) = pu(S)(V) = u(Sy)

First note that for every projection P, there is some subobject S and context V such that
ay'(Sy) = P: for example, the daseinisation of P has this property, if we set V = P,1— P".
But we also have to show that this does not depend on the choice of the subobject S and the
context V, i.e. we must show that if S is another subobject of ¥ and V is a context such that

oy (Sy) = a‘?/l(g‘;) then u(Sy) = M(Sf/)~ For this we will need two intermediate results.

Lemma 5.3.12. If S is a clopen subobject of ¥ and V' C V are two contexts such that P is

contained in both V and V' and a(/l(ﬁv) = a(/,l (Sy/) = P, then pu(Sy) = p(Sy)-

Proof: Since the maximal projection I is contained in every context, it follows that I — P €

V', V. Let S¢ be another clopen subobject such that

Such a subobject certainly exists: 6(I — P), for example, satisfies the above property.

Since every « is a lattice isomorphism, we have

(SAS)y=0v=0, (SAS)y =0y =0

EVSYy =Xy ,  (§V )y = ZEy

Using the two defining properties of a measure p we obtain

L= pX)(V)
= pu(SVS)V)

= () (V) + ) (V) — (S AS)(V)

Since the last term vanishes we obtain that p(S)(V) + w(S€)(V) = 1. Similarly, we can also
deduce that p(S)(V') + u(S¢(V’) = 1. But u(S) : V(N) — [0,1] is an order-reversing function,
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hence

p(S) (V') = () (V)

p(S)(V') = u(S9)(V)

This implies that in fact u(S)(V') = u(S)(V) and u(S€) (V') = u(S°)(V), which completes our

proof. O

Lemma 5.3.13. If S and S are two subobjects which coincide at V, i.e. if Sy = SV, then
wS)(V) = p(S)(V).

Proof: From the second defining property of a measure p we obtain that

p(S) (V) +u(S)(V) = (S VS (V) + (S A S)(V)
= p((SVIS)y) + (S AS)y)
= pu(Sy U Sy) + pu(Sy N Sy)
= u(Sy) + pu(Sy)

= u(S)(V) + u(S)(V)

which implies that u(S)(V) = u(S)(V). O

Now assume that S and S are two clopen subobjects of ¥ and V' and V are two contexts
such that Sy, and S v correspond to the same projection P € V, V. Then we must have that P
also belongs to V' NV. We know that the clopen subobject §(P) coincides with S at V and it

also coincides with S at V. Moreover, 6(P) __ C Xy~ and a;l - (0(P)

vap =& A Vm7) = P. From the

previous two lemmas we obtain that

= u(@(P)(VNV)
=p

= u(S)(V)

This shows that the value m(P) = u(S)(V) is well defined. For any V', the projection

corresponding to X, is the maximal projection, I. So from the first defining property of a
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measure p, we must have

m(I) = p(X)(V) =1

Finally, let P and @ be two orthogonal projections and let V' be a context that contains both P
and Q. Let S¥ and S9 be two subobjects such that a\_/l (LPV) = P and a‘_/l (iQV) = (. Then

(ST v Se )y corresponds to PV @ and we obtain

m(PV Q) = u(S” v S9)(V) (5.3.2)
= u(STYV) + u(S (V) — (ST A S(V) (5.3.3)
= u(ST)V) + u(S2) (V) (5.3.4)
— m(P) +m(Q) (5.3.5)

This shows that the map m : P — [0,1] is indeed a finitely additive probability measure,
and so from the generalised version of Gleason’s theorem we know that m extends to a unique

state py, of the algebra N.

In particular this implies that when the algebra N is a finite dimensional matrix algebra,
of dimension greater than 2, there is a bijective correspondence between density matrices and

measures on the corresponding spectral presheaf.
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Chapter 6

Quantum Logic vs. the Logic of the
Topos Approach

Quantum logic was initially introduced in the ’30s by Birkhoff and von Neumann [20]. At that
time, the mathematical apparatus of quantum mechanics, mostly developed by von Neumann,
was already in place. Birkhoff and von Neumann’s goal was “to discover what logical structure
one may hope to find in physical theories which, like quantum mechanics, do not conform
to classical logic”. Their paper discusses the mathematical structures which may be used to
describe propositions about the values of physical quantities, and how states assign truth values

to these propositions.

Orthomodular lattices play a prominent role in quantum logic [33,[123]. Often, existence of
atoms is required for conceptual reasons: it corresponds to the assumption that every pure state
represents a ‘physical property’. The prototypical example is P(H), the lattice of projections

on a Hilbert space H, which is an atomic complete orthomodular lattice.

In Chapter [5| we have seen that the topos-based form of logic for quantum systems uses
certain presheaf constructions over the poset V(N) of abelian von Neumann subalgebras of a
von Neumann algebra N. For clarity and simplicity, we focus here on the case N'= B(H), the
algebra of bounded linear operators on the Hilbert space H. Its lattice of projections is given

by P(H).

An abelian von Neumann subalgebra V' C B(H) has a lattice of projections P(V') that
is a complete Boolean algebra. The abelian subalgebras V' € V(B(H)) and their corresponding
complete Boolean sublattices P(V) € B(P(H)) are called contexts. Conceptually, they can be

thought of as ‘classical perspectives’ on the quantum system, as discussed in Section [5.3.1}
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We now turn our attention to an interesting question: can the orthomodular lattice
P(H), which is traditionally used in quantum logic, be reconstructed from the poset of contexts
B(P(H)) that underlies the constructions in the topos approach? The answer is affirmative, as
was shown by Harding and Navara in [80]. Their main result is that if L and M are OMLs and
¢ B(L) — B(M) is an isomorphism of posets, then there is an isomorphism ¢* : L — M with
¢(B) = ¢*[B] for each Boolean subalgebra B of L.

Conceptually, this means that by considering the partially ordered set of contexts, one
does not lose information compared to considering the whole orthomodular lattice. This also
implies that the new form of presheaf- and topos-based form of logic for quantum systems is (at

least) as rich as traditional quantum logic.

One motivation for the work presented in this chapter comes from a question posed in the
concluding section of [80]: let S(L) denote the lattice of all subalgebras of an OML L. Give
an order-theoretic construction of S(L) from B(L). As a partial solution to this problem, we
present here a reasonably direct order-theoretic way of reconstructing an atomic OML L from
B(L).

We are concerned only with a single atomic OML L, not with morphisms between two
OMLs, so our contribution can moreover be seen as the ‘object counterpart’ to the result by
Harding and Navara. The atoms of B(L) have the form {0, P, P 1}, where P and P are
elements of L. The main task is to show how the order relations between the elements of L
arise from the order relations between the elements of B(L). Of course, L determines S(L) in a

straightforward way.

6.1 Grouping and splitting

We first remark that if L = P(H), the projection lattice on a Hilbert space H, then the height
of the poset V(H) of abelian subalgebras equals the dimension of H (if we include the trivial
subalgebra Vy = C1 in V(#); otherwise, the dimension of # equals the height of V() plus 1).
The dimension of H determines the Hilbert space H up to isomorphism, and hence determines
P(H) up to isomorphism. This is a cheap (and rather indirect) way of ‘reconstructing’ P(H)
from V(H).

In this chapter, we will present a more explicit and generally applicable reconstruction.

Remark 6.1.1. It would be conceivable to have a reconstruction of an atomic OML L from the

poset B(L) of its Boolean subalgebras along the following lines[]

"We thank the anonymous referee for suggesting this alternative.
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a) First, one identifies the atoms of L from B(L). Of course, this is not entirely straightfor-
ward, since atoms in B(L) are of the form {0, P, P+, 1} for arbitrary elements of L, not
just atom - co-atom pairs, but the identification can be made using only the order-theoretic

information encoded within B(L).

b) Then, by considering which atoms of L jointly lie in which elements of B(L), one identifies

the compatibility (i.e., orthogonality) relations between atoms.

c) Finally, one attempts to reconstruct L in a bottom-up fashion, starting from the sets of
pairwise orthogonal atoms, using the additional information about relations between ele-

ments of L and atoms which is encoded within B(L)

If one uses a bottom-up reconstruction then, even when L is a Boolean algebra, one must
pay attention to the fact that infinite atomic Boolean algebras may have the same set of atoms
without being isomorphic. A well-known example is given by the following two Boolean algebras:
on the one hand, By = PN, the power set of the set of natural numbers, with intersections as
meets, unions as joins, and complements (with respect to N) as complement operation; on the
other hand the Boolean algebra By, whose elements are the finite and the cofinite subsets of N
(a subset S of N is cofinite if S = N\S is finite), with intersections, unions and complements

as operations.

Clearly, the atoms in both B1 and By are the singleton subsets of N, and both algebras are
atomic and infinite. Yet, By contains more elements than B (uncountably many, vs. countably
many), so the algebras are not isomorphic. This relates to the fact that By is complete, while

Bs is not complete.

Our reconstruction algorithm, to be presented below, is also based on the poset B(L) of
Boolean subalgebras of a given atomic OML L. However, in our reconstruction we will follow a
top-down route which can be summarized as follows: if V = {0, P, P+ 1} is an atom of B(L),
we use the order structure of B(L) to identify Boolean sup-algebras of V' that contain only P,
or respectively P+, and atoms of L as generating elements (such algebras are called minimal
spiked Boolean super-algebras below). We then form equivalence classes, corresponding to P, or
respectively P, and show that the order on generic elements P,Q of L can be deduced from the

structure of these equivalence classes (which is determined by the order on B(L)).

Thus, instead of singling out atoms of L and proceeding from them, we use the order-
theoretic information encoded within B(L) to identify the elements of L directly — they are in a
two-to-one correspondence with the atoms of B(L). We then show that the order between generic

elements of L can also be deduced from the order structure of B(L).
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We now briefly consider the special case of atomic Boolean algebras in order to make
clear how, for example, the two infinite atomic Boolean algebras By, By are distinguished by our
reconstruction procedureﬂ the poset (in fact, lattice) B(B) of Boolean subalgebras of a Boolean
algebra B has atoms itself, namely the Boolean subalgebras of the form {0, P, P+ 1}, where P
is an arbitrary element of B (not necessarily an atom). Let By, By be the two atomic Boolean
algebras presented above. Since By has more elements than Ba, the poset B(B1) has more atoms
than the poset B(B3), so By and By can be distinguished at the level of their posets of Boolean

subalgebras, and our reconstruction makes use of this.

Let L be an atomic orthomodular lattice with 0 and 1, and let B(L) be the set of Boolean
subalgebras (BSAs) of L, partially ordered under inclusion. Two elements P and @ of L are
orthogonal if P < Q1, where P+ denotes the orthocomplement of P. Orthogonality also implies
that the meet of P and @ is equal to 0. It is clear that every element P of L is contained in at

least one Boolean subalgebra V' of L (for example in Vp = {0, P, P+, 1}).

Let F ={Py, Ps,..., P, ...} be a (possibly infinite) family of pairwise orthogonal elements
in L with join 1. Then F generates an atomistic BSA V C L. The elements in F are the atoms

of the V' and since each element of V is a join of elements in F, V is an atomistic BSA.

We say that a BSA V generated by a family F as above has dimension n = #F, the
cardinality of F. In general, not every BSA V of an atomic orthomodular lattice L is generated
by a family F of pairwise orthogonal elementsﬁ but each element of L is contained in some

BSA, as we have remarked in the previous paragraph.

From now on, we will only consider those BSAs in B(L) which are generated by families
of pairwise orthogonal elements. This allows us to describe inclusion relations within B(L) in
terms of grouping and splitting actions. We will write Fy for the family of join 1, pairwise

orthogonal elements generating a BSA V.

Definition 6.1.2. If F and G are two families of pairwise orthogonal elements with join 1, we
say that G is obtained by grouping the elements in F if any Q € G can be written as a join
of elements in F. Let Sg denote the set of elements in F that have join Q. The fact that the
elements in G are pairwise orthogonal implies that the sets Sg, Q € G, are pairwise disjoint. If

G is obtained by grouping the elements in F, we say that F is obtained by splitting the elements
mng.

2In general, by the result by Sachs [113], two Boolean algebras have order-isomorphic posets of Boolean
subalgebras if and only if they are isomorphic.

3An example is P(H), the projection lattice on an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, which has complete
Boolean sublattices that have no atoms at all, e.g. the projection lattice of the abelian von Neumann algebra
generated by the position operator. There also are Boolean sublattices of P(H) that have some atoms, but are
not generated by them.
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The BSAs contained in a BSA V are obtained from grouping the elements in Fy while the

algebras which contain V, if they exist, are obtained from V' by splitting the elements in Fy .

A 2-dimensional BSA V C L is generated by two complementary elements. We can find
out from the order relations within B(L) when one (or both) of these elements are atoms. This

result will be useful later in our reconstruction of the lattice L.

Lemma 6.1.3. Given an atomistic ortholattice L and a 2-dimensional BSA V of L, we have

three possible scenarios:

i) if V is maximal in B(L) then its generating elements are complementary atoms.

ii) if V is included in a 3-dimensional BSA W which is maximal in B(L) then V is generated
by an atom of L together with its complement which is a join of two atoms in L. Moreover,

W contains precisely two other 2-dimensional BSAs, apart from V itself.

iit) if V' is neither maximal, nor included in a mazximal BSA, then V' contains an atom of L
if and only if all 4-dimensional BSAs W C L which contain V also contain precisely three
3-dimensional BSAs, Vi, Va and Vs, such that V C V;, i € {1,2,3}.

Proof: For the first two statements, it is sufficient to observe that a BSA is maximal in B(L)
if neither of its generating elements can be split. Since L is atomistic, this implies that the

generating elements of a maximal BSA must be atoms of L. This proves the first statement.

For the second statement note that, W being maximal, must be generated by three pairwise
orthogonal atoms, call them P, @) and R which add up to the identity. The only BSAs included
in W are those generated either by {P,Q V R} or {Q, PV R} or {R, PV @}, so V must also be

generated by one of these three families.

For the third statement, let i, = {P, P} denote the generating family of the 2-dimensional
BSA V. If P is an atom of L then any 4-dimensional algebra W which contains V is obtained
by splitting P into three elements, since P is an atom and cannot be split. Hence, W has gen-
erating family Fiy = {P, Q2,Q3,Q4}. There are precisely three sub-BSAs of W which contain

V. These are given by

FVI = {P7 QQ V Q37Q4})
Fvo = {P,Q2V Q4,Q3},
Fvy ={P,Q3V Q4,Q2}.
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Note that there are three other ways of grouping the elements in W to obtain a 3-dimensional
BSA. The resulting 3-dimensional BSAs V;, i = 4,5,6 do not contain V, since it is not possible

to obtain the element P; by grouping the elements generating these other algebras.

On the other hand, consider a 2-dimensional BSA given by F; = {Q, Q*} generated by
two orthogonal elements which are not atoms. Since () is not an atom, it is possible to write it as
a join of two orthogonal non-zero elements (in L), that is Q = Q1 V Q2. Similarly, it is possible
to express Q1 as the join of some orthogonal @3 and Q4. The BSA Fi =1{Q1,Q2,Q3,Q4} is a

4-dimensional algebra which includes V, but only two of its sub-BSAs also contain V', namely

Fi, ={Q1V Q2,Q3,Qu4},
Fi, =1{Q1,Q2, Q3 V Qu}.

6.2 Spiked BSAs

Note that a family of pairwise orthogonal atoms of L with join 1 generates a mBSA (maximal

Boolean subalgebra) of L.

Definition 6.2.1. A sub-mBSA of L is a BSA of L generated by a family F of pairwise
orthogonal elements with join 1 with the property that only one element in F is the join of two

atoms in L, while all others are atoms in L.

Definition 6.2.2. An algebra is spiked if it is either a mBSA, or is generated by a family F of
pairwise orthogonal elements with join 1 which contains precisely one non-atom of the lattice L
(we call this the leading element), while all other elements of F are atoms of L. If an algebra

is spiked, we will say that its family F of generating elements is also spiked.

Remark 6.2.3. The concept of a spiked Boolean subalgebra of an orthomodular lattice is related
to the concept of a principal dual subalgebra of a Boolean algebra, introduced by Sachs [ZZS/H
Indeed, since all the atoms of a Boolean algebra B must be pairwise orthogonal, the collection
of atoms in any spiked family of elements generates a principal ideal of B, while the leading
element corresponds to the dual of this ideal [75]. Their union is a principal dual subalgebra of
B according to the definition by Sachs [115]. For the general case when L is an orthomodular
lattice, every spiked (non-mazimal) BSA will also be a principal dual subalgebra of every Boolean

subalgebra B of L that contains the given spiked BSA. However, there is no canonical choice for

4We would like to thank the anonymous referee for pointing out this connection.
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the Boolean algebra B of which a spiked BSA of L is a principal dual subalgebra, so we have

used a non-relational term for denoting those BSAs of L which enjoy the property described in

Definition [6-2.3.

Definition 6.2.4. Given a BSA V which is not a mBSA, we say that a BSA W is a successor
of Vif V.C W and there is no BSA W' such that V.C W' C W. We call a successor of a

successor of a BSA V', if it exists, a double successor of V.

Note that in terms of generating elements, if W is a successor of V' then the family of
elements generating W is obtained from the family of elements generating V' by splitting precisely

one element into two pairwise orthogonal elements.

Since L is atomic and orthomodular, such a splitting is possible whenever V' is not a
mBSA (i.e. when its generating family contains at least one non-atom of L). This is because
any non-atomic element P of an atomic lattice must be larger than some atom ) and the
orthomodularity condition then allows us to write P as the join of Q and Q* A P, which are
easily seen to be pairwise orthogonal. Moreover, note that any element of L can be written as

a join of pairwise orthogonal atoms of L.

Proposition 6.2.5. Let V € B(L) be a BSA generated by the (possibly infinite) family of
elements Fy = { Py, Pa, ..., Py,...}. If we assume that V' is neither a mBSA, nor a sub-mBSA,

then V is spiked if and only if all double successors of V' contain precisely three successors of V.

Proof: Completely analogous to the proof of the third statement of Lemma [6.1.3 O

This result is important because it shows that the order structure of B(L) allows us
to decide whether a given BSA V' € B(L) is spiked or not. Since every spiked BSA has a
distinguished leading element, one can guess that we want to somehow link the elements of the
lattice L to the spiked BSAs of B(L) using the information encoded within the order structure

of B(L), which is what we will do in the following section.

Let V be a 2-dimensional BSA generated by Fyy = {P, P}, and let Sy be the set of spiked
BSAs which contain V. The generating family F of an element V of Sy is obtained either by
completely splitting P into pairwise orthogonal atoms and splitting P+ into a spiked family of
elements, or by completely splitting P+ into pairwise orthogonal atoms and splitting P into a

spiked family of elements.

The set Sy of spiked BSAs which contain V is partially ordered under inclusion.

(a) If V' is not spiked, the generating family F of a minimal element in Sy with respect to

this partial order is obtained by either taking P as the leading element and splitting P+
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into atoms, or by taking P+ as leading projection and splitting P+ into atoms. Let My,
denote the set of minimal elements in Sy,. We call My, the set of minimal spiked sup-BSAs

of Vin B(L).

(b) If V is spiked, the minimal element of Sy which contains V' will of course be V itself.
Hence for a spiked 2-dimensional BSA V we establish by convention the set My, to be the
set of all mBSAs which contain V/, as these algebras correspond to keeping the atom fixed
and completely splitting the co-atom, together with V itself which corresponds to keeping

the co-atom fixed.

(c) if V is spiked and submaximal, we again define My to be the set of all mBSAs which

contain V together with V itself.

(d) If V is spiked and maximal then it is generated by a pair of orthocomplementary atoms.
These two atoms are not comparable to any other elements in the lattice L except for the

top and bottom elements. The set My, contains only one element, namely V' itself.

6.3 Reconstructing L from B(L)

As we have already remarked, every 2-dimensional BSA V with Fy, = {P, P} is generated
by two complementary elements. Hence there is an obvious two-to-one mapping from L to the
2-dimensional elements of B(L), which of course are the atoms of the poset B(L). Therefore, in
order to generate all the elements of the atomic orthomodular lattice L from the poset B(L), we
need to assign two elements (corresponding to the two elements P, P) to each 2-dimensional

BSA V with Fyy = {P, P1}.

The minimal spiked sup-BSAs of a given 2-dimensional BSA V make good candidates for
this assignment. On the one hand, they can be characterised using only information derived
from the poset structure of B(L), on the other hand, a minimal spiked sup-BSA of V' can be
identified with its leading element, which is one of the two generating elements of V. Yet, this
would give us a many-to-one mapping in general, since there are many (e.g. in B(H) continuously
many) minimal spiked sup-BSAs of V' with the same leading element, corresponding to the many
possible ways of splitting its complement. Therefore, it will make sense to define two equivalence
classes of algebras within My, consisting of those algebras whose generating families of elements

have the same leading element.

In the non-degenerate cases (a-c) above, our task is to identify these two equivalence

classes using the information encoded within the order structure of B(L). By partitioning the
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sets My into two equivalence classes, we are in effect identifying all pairs of complementary
elements of the lattice L. Later we will see how the order relations between non-complementary

elements can be replicated using the corresponding equivalence classes.

Of course, in the degenerate case (d) when V is also maximal, we already know that V' is
generated by two orthocomplementary atoms, and since these are not comparable to any other

elements of L, the set My does not need any further analysis.

For a spiked 2-dimensional BSA V with Fyy = {P, P}, where P is an atom, it is easy to
establish what the two equivalence classes should be. One of them, call it Ry, ought to contain
the mBSAs which contain V' — this corresponds to keeping the atom P as the ‘leading’ element
and completely splitting its complement P+ into atoms (this is a slight abuse of terminology,
since there is no leading element in a mBSA). The other equivalence class, call it Sy, ought to

contain only V itself — this corresponds to keeping the co-atom P~ as the leading element.

Similarly, for a 2-dimensional BSA W generated by an element P that is the join of two
atoms, together with its complement PL, we define one equivalence class to contain all the

sub-mBSAs in My, and the other one to contain all the 3-dimensional BSAs in Myy.

For non-spiked 2-dimensional BSA whose (minimal) generating elements are joins of 3 or
more atoms, the two equivalence classes can be determined by considering the inclusion relations

between elements belonging to different sets of minimal spiked sup-BSAs, as we will show now.

Lemma 6.3.1. If V is a non-spiked 2-dimensional BSA whose generating elements are joins of
3 or more atoms, and if A, B € My, then A and B have the same leading element if and only
if there exists some non-spiked 2-dimensional W # V and C,D € Myw such that A C C and
BCD.

Proof: Assume that Fiy = {Q,Q*} and Fyy = {P, P*} and that A, B € My and C,D € My,
such that A C C and B C D. If P4, P, Pc and Pp are the respective leading elements of
A,B,C and D (it makes sense to speak about leading elements, since My and My do not

contain any mBSAs,; as neither V nor W are spiked BSAs), the inclusion relations imply that

PCSPA and PDSPB'

Note at this point that the leading element of a minimal spiked sup-BSA of V' must be
equal to either P or Pt (hence Pa,Pp € {P,Pt}), while the leading element of a minimal
spiked sup-BSA of W must be equal to either Q@ or Q* (hence Po, Pp € {Q,Q*}). Assume
towards a contradiction that P4 # Pp. Then P4 and Pp must be complementary elements. But
if Pj = Ppg, then Po and Pp must also be complementary elements, otherwise the inclusion

relations would imply that P4 > Po and Pj‘ > Pp = Pc¢, which is imposible. This means that
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Pé = Pp. However, this leads to a contradiction, since
1 _ pl
PC —PD§PB—PA :>P02PA,

but Po = P4 is not possible since W # V. Hence P4 must be equal to Pp.

On the other hand, if A and B have the same leading element, then their generating
families are of the form F4 = {P, Ry, Ra,...} and Fp = {P,S1,52,...}, and it is possible to
write P as the join of two orthogonal elements ) and Z, where @ is an atom, and Z is not an

atom. The BSAs C' and D given by
]:C = {Q, Z, Sl, SQ, .. } and .FD = {Q, Z, Rl, RQ, . }

are sup-BSAs of A and B, respectively, and they belong to the set of minimal spiked sup-BSAs
of the non-spiked 2-dimensional BSA W with Fiy = {Q, Q}. O

Once the equivalence classes on the sets of minimal spiked sup-BSAs have been established,
it is possible to define an order =< on them which replicates the order within the lattice of

elements.

Definition 6.3.2. If [X] and [Y] are two equivalence classes corresponding to non-spiked BSAs,
we say that [X] 2 [Y] if there exists A € [X] and B € [Y] such that A D B.

If A D Basaboveand Fq = {P, R1, Ra, ...} with all the R; atoms while F5 = {Q, S1, So, ...}
with all the S; atoms, then the generating elements of B are obtained by grouping the generating
elements in A. This implies that the leading element of B (which is the only non-atom) must
be equal to a join of generating elements of A. This join must include the leading element of A
among its terms, as this is the only possible way of grouping the generating elements of A into

a spiked family. Hence there is some index set I such that
Q=PV \/ Si
i€l
and hence Q) > P.

Since all elements of [X|] have the same leading element and similarly, all elements of [Y]

have the same leading element, the order relation introduced in Definition [6.3.2]is well defined.

Moreover, given any two elements ) and P of an atomic orthomodular lattice which are
neither atoms nor co-atoms, and which satisfy the order relation ) > P within L, one has

Q = PV (Pt AQ), and we know that P+ A Q can be expressed as a join of pairwise orthogonal
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atoms. Hence the equivalence classes corresponding to elments of L which are neither atoms
nor co-atoms, will always be related by =< whenever their corresponding leading elements are

related within the lattice L.

We have to use a different approach for defining the order relations which involve the

equivalence classes corresponding to atoms and co-atoms of L.

Recall first that for a spiked 2-dimensional BSA V', the set Ry denotes the mBSAs which
contain V', and this is the equivalence class which corresponds to the atom of V', while Sy
denotes the one member equivalence class (containing only V' itself) which corresponds to the

co-atom of V.

Definition 6.3.3. If V and W are 2-dimensional BSAs such that V is spiked and W is not
spiked, and [X] C My, then Ry < [X] if there exists A € My — [X] such that V C A. If this
is the case, then also Sy = My — [X].

Note that if V with Fy, = {P, P1} is a spiked BSA with P an atom, and W with Fy =
{Q, Q") is a non-spiked BSA. And if moreover P < @, then P+ > Q' and there is some way
of decomposing @ into a join over a set of atoms which includes P. Hence V will be contained
in some minimal spiked sup-BSA of W which has Q1 as its leading element. So < is again

well-defined and it captures all the relations between atoms (or co-atoms) and other elements

of L.

The only relations from L we have not yet captured are those between the atoms and

co-atoms themselves. We do this with the following definition.

Definition 6.3.4. If both V and W are spiked, their generating elements will contain either
equal atoms (if V.= W) or pairwise orthogonal atoms (if V. and W are both contained in some
maximal BSA of L) or incomparable atoms. Between equivalence classes we then either have

Ry = Rw and Sy = Sw, or we define Ry = Sw and Ry =< Sy, or they are incomparable.

Theorem 6.3.5. Let Bo(L) denote the set of 2-dimensional BSAs of an atomistic ortholattice
L which are not mBSAs. Let Ma(L) denote the set of 2-dimensional mBSAs of L. The set

C(L) == { My /Yves, ) Y {4y, Ay hwems(zy U {0,1}

together with the order < defined in[6.3.2], [6.5.9] and[6.3.4] above, and the additional conventions
that 0 and 1 stand for the top and the bottom elements of C(L), while the A‘I,Vs and A%/s are

pairs of orthocomplementary atoms which are only comparable with 0 and 1, is isomorphic to L.
Proof:
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The lattice isomorphism can easily be constructed using the results presented so far. It
sends the top and bottom elements of L to the top and bottom elements of C(L). The ortho-
complementary atoms of L are identified with the elements of the pairs of the form {A%/V, A%V}
And for all the other elements P € L, if {P, Ry, Ra,...} is a spiked family of elements, we have
the assignment

P— [{P,Rl,RQ,...,}] S M{P,Pl}
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Chapter 7

Entropy within the Topos Approach

It has been argued [23/[25//261/73] that Quantum Mechanics can be understood in a more natural
way as a theory about the possibilities and impossibilities of information transfer and processing
as opposed to a theory about the mechanics of nonclassical waves or particles. Understanding
the representation and manipulation of information can help us shed light on the fundamental
structure of both classical and quantum theories and it can lead to fresh insights about the

essential differences between these two.

Shannon entropy [117] is used in classical mechanics as a measure of the unpredictability of
a physical system. Its analogue in quantum mechanics is the von Neumann entropy [124]. Several
generalizations of these entropies have already been considered [13,[119] and it is interesting to
ask how much information about a quantum state can be encoded using Shannon and von
Neumann entropies. This led to the task of finding a formulation of the notion of entropy within
the framework of the topos approach. It turns out that this can be done in a natural way, via
the contextual entropy construction, which unifies the concepts of Shannon and von Neumann
entropy. It should also be noted that throughout this section we only consider quantum theory

on finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces.

In classical physics entropy is a real-valued function defined on the set of probability
distributions. In the quantum case, entropy is a real-valued function on the set of density
matrices. In this chapter we shall define contextual entropy within the topos approach. There
the role of the real numbers is played by a slightly more complicated presheaf based on real
numbers, whose ‘points’ are given by its global sections, while the set of states is given by a set
of measures on a certain non-commutative space (the spectral presheaf). In analogy with the
classical case, our entropy will be a map from this set of measures to the set of global sections

of our real-number object.
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In particular, in section we show how a measure on the spectral presheaf (i.e. a
state) gives a canonical probability distribution in each classical context, and how it is therefore
possible to associate a Shannon entropy to each classical ‘perspective’ on a state. Contextual
entropy is defined in terms of this collection of Shannon entropies, which are shown to form a
global section of a certain presheaf of real values (which can differ from context to context). We
also show how one can retrieve the von Neumann entropy of a state from such a global section.
This confirms our expectation that entropy within the topos approach should ‘look’ like Shannon
entropy from each classical perspective, but one can also retrieve the quantum mechanical von

Neumann entropy by taking into account all perspectives at the same time.

In fact, one can do even more than this, and we show that contextual entropy encodes
enough information to explicitly reconstruct the quantum state from which it originated. This
argument relies on a powerful result known as the Schur-Horn Lemma. In Sections and
we show how pure quantum states and general quantum states respectively can be reconstructed

from the contextual entropy map.

In Section we show that it is possible to adapt other classical entropies within the
formalism of the topos approach. In particular, we show how Renyi entropies can be defined
within the topos formalism, and moreover we will see that contextual Renyi entropies also encode

sufficient information to allow for state reconstruction.

7.1 Entropy in Classical and Quantum Mechanics

7.1.1 Majorization order

In classical physics states can be interpreted as probability measures on the classical state space.
In the discrete case, these measures are simply probability distributions over a set of n outcomes.
Given two such distributions we would like to tell which one is more ‘uniform’. For this purpose
one can compare the two distributions in the so called majorization order (for more details,
see |16]. If 7 is a vector with n components representing a probability distribution, let a*

denote the vector with the same components as @ but arranged in decreasing order.

Definition 7.1.1. Given two n-dimensional probability distributions, we say that T s majorized

by o, and write @ < Y, if and only if

foZyii, Vk=1,...,n
i=1 i=1
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Roughly speaking, this would mean that Z is a more ‘uniform’ probability distribution.
The smallest probability distribution with respect to the majorization order is given by the
totally mixed distribution z, = (1/n,...,1/n), while the largest probability distribution with
respect to this order is given by any distribution 7 such that y* = (1,0,...,0).

Because the passage of time tends to make things more uniform, many processes in physics

occur in the direction of the majorization arrow.

Definition 7.1.2. A bistochastic matriz is a matriz B with positive entries such that the entries

of each row and of each column add up to one.

Note that a bistochastic matrix preserves positivity, and as the sum of the entries of each
column add up to one, it also preserves the [; norm, when acting on positive vectors. The
fact that its rows also add up to one implies that it leaves the totally mixed distribution , z,
invariant. Hence a bistochastic matrix acting on the set of probability distributions will cause
some kind of contraction of the probability simplex towards its centre. More precisely, we have

the following lemma which we state without proof:

Lemma 7.1.3 (Hardy, Littlewood and Polya [81]). 7 < Y if and only if there exists a bis-
tochastic matriz B such that 7 = B?.

7.1.2 Shannon entropy

Entropy was initially developed within the framework of thermodynamics, where it was intro-
duced in order to explain the loss of energy within thermodynamic systems. Later, Claude
Shannon attempted to mathematically quantify the statistical nature of lost information in
phone-line signals. To do this, Shannon developed the very general concept of information

entropy, a fundamental cornerstone of information theory [117].

Definition 7.1.4. If 7 is an n-dimensional probability distribution, we define its Shannon
entropy to be
Sh(2) = Sh(z1,...,2n) = kY _x;lnz;
i=1

where k is a positive real number that we usually set equal to 1, and with the convention that

0ln0 =0.

The Shannon entropy has many useful properties which follow more or less directly from

its definition, and we state some of them below, following the standard presentation made in [16].

e Positivity: Clearly, Sh(7) > 0 for all discrete probability distributions.
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Continuity: Shannon entropy is a continuous function of the distribution, where the

topology of the probability simplex is the natural one inherited from R".
Expansibility: Sh(zi,...,z,) = Sh(z1,...,z,,0).
Concavity: Sh(pz + (1 —p)¥/) > pSh(Z) + (1 — p)Sh(¥) for any p € [0, 1].

Additivity: If we have a joint probability distribution of two independent random vari-
ables described by probability distributions 7 and 7, so that the joint probabilities are

products of the individual probabilities, then
Sh(Z1y1, -+ s T1Ymy - oy TnYly- -y Tnlm) = Sh(?) + Sh(?)
Subadditivity: If we have a joint probability distribution

?:(211,...,217”, ey an,...,an)

of two random variables given by the probability distributions
m m n n
7:(2,2”,...,22”@') and?z ZZjl,...,Zij
i=1 i=1 j=1 =
then
Sh(Z) < Sh(Z) + Sh(¥)
with equality if and only if the two random variables are independent.

Monotonicity: If 7, Z and 7 are defined as for the subadditivity property, then the
Shannon entropy of the joint probability distribution is larger than the Shannon entropy

of each of its parts.

Recursion property: If we coarse grain our probability distribution in the sense that we
do not distinguish between all the outcomes then we are dealing with a new probability

distribution with components

k1 ko kr
PL=) T, p2= Y Ti ..o, Pr= > P
=1

i=k1+1 i=kr_1+1

for some 0 < k1 < kg < ... < k. =n. One can easily show that

T
xT T
Sh(x17' : 'axn) = Sh(plv 7p7’) + E pZSh (17' ) k1>
i—1 Di pi
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e Schur concavity: Shannon entropy is majorization reversing (or Schur concave). This
implies that the maximum is attained for the totally mixed probability distribution T
(1/n,...,1/n), when Sh(a?i) = Inn, while the minimum, 0, is attained for any of the

probability distributions of random variables with one certain outcome.

One can interpret Shannon entropy as a measure of the uncertainty about the outcome
of an experiment that is known to occur according to a given probability distribution, or as the
expected length of communication needed to specify the outcome that actually occurs. When
using the later interpretation we usually set the constant k£ to be 1/1n2, which simply means
that we use logarithms to the base 2 instead of natural logarithms. With this choice the entropy
is said to be measured in units of bits: if we have a n = d*dimensional distribution then the
maximum value of the Shannon entropy is logon = a bits, which is the length of the string of

binary digits one can use to label the outcomes.

To make this interpretation more precise, consider a source that produces outcomes of
an infinite sequence of independent and identically distributed random variables. We want to
represent each possible outcome by a code word (i.e. a string of binary numbers) such that
given any sequence of code words, it can be read in an unambiguous way. The expected length

of string needed to code one outcome is defined as
L=> pii
i

where p; is the probability that the i** possible outcome will occur and I; is the length (in bits)
of the code word used to represent that outcome. Given the probability distribution, we would
like to find optimal codes which minimize the expected length. While we will not describe their

construction, we state the following important theorem concerning such codes:

Theorem 7.1.5 (Shannon’s noiseless coding theorem). Given a source distribution 2, let L.

denote the expected length of a code word used in an optimal code. Then

Sh(7) < L, < Sh(@) +1

For the proof of this theorem and how to find an optimal code we refer the reader to the

literature [37].
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7.1.3 Von Neumann entropy

The quantum mechanical analogue of Shannon entropy, which is actually an older concept than
Shannon entropy, is called the von Neumann entropy [124]. In finite dimensional quantum
mechanics states are usually represented by density matrices. Any given n-dimensional density

matrix p can be decomposed as
n
p=Y_Alei)eil
i=1

where ); are the eigenvalues of p and |e; ) are the corresponding eigenvectors. This decomposition
is unique if p has distinct eigenvalues. Since the eigenvalues of a density matrix are non-negative

and they sum to 1, we can give the following definition:

Definition 7.1.6. The von Neumann entropy of the state p is defined as the Shannon entropy
of the spectrum of p:

VN(p) = —Tr(plnp) = Z)\ In \;

Note that unitarily equivalent states have the same von Neumann entropy.

We shall end this section by stating and proving some of the most important properties
of the von Neumann entropy. The proofs will rely on several well-known results which extend
inequalities that hold for functions defined on R to functions of operators. We summarize these

results below and direct the reader to [16] for more details.

Definition 7.1.7. Hermitian operators admit a partial order: B > A if and only if B — A
18 a positive operator. An operator monotone function is a function f defined on Hermitian

operators such that f(A) < f(B) whenever A < B.

Theorem 7.1.8 (Lowner). A function f(t) on an open interval is operator monotone if and
only if it can be extended analytically to the upper half plane and transforms the upper half plane
into itself.

In particular, f(t) = —tInt is operator monotone.

Definition 7.1.9. An operator concave function is a function f such that
f(pA+ (1 —p)B) <pf(A)+ (1 —p)f(B), vpe[0,1]

A continuous function mapping [0,00) to itself is operator concave if and only if f is
operator monotone. An operator convex function f is a function such that —f is operator

concave.
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Lemma 7.1.10 (Klein’s inequality). If f is an operator convex function and A and B are

Hermitian operators then

Tr[f(A) - f(B)] = Tr[(A - B) f/(B)]

with equality if and only if A = B.

In particular, if we restrict ourselves to f(t) = tInt we have

Tr(AlnA— AlnB) > Tr(A - B)

with equality if and only if A = B.
Now we are ready to have a look at some of the properties of von Neumann entropy.

e Positivity: It is clear that von Neumann entropy is positive. Moreover VN(p) vanishes

if and only if p = |1 ) (4|, for some unit vector |10 ) (i.e. if and only if p is a pure state).

e Continuity: Von Neumann entropy is a continuous function of the eigenvalues of p seen

as a vector in R™ with its standard topology..

e Concavity: Is a direct consequence of Klein’s inequality: let p = po+(1—p)w, 0 < p < 1.
We can use the particular case of the inequality, with B = p and A = ¢ and then A = w.

This gives us two sets of inequalities:

Tr(oclnp) < Tr(clno+p—o0)

Tr(wlnp) < Tr(wlhhw + p —w)

Multiplying the first inequality by p, the second one by (1 — p) and adding, we obtain

Tr(plnp) = pTr(olnp) + (1 —p)Tr(wlnp) < pTr(oclno) + (1 — p)Tr(wlnw) +p —p

Reversing the sign gives us VN(p) > pVN(o) + (1 — p)VN(w).

e Subadditivity: This is a property concerning composite systems. Let p be a state defined
on a Hilbert space which is isomorphic to a tensor product of two Hilbert spaces. If p;
and po are the reduced density matrices obtained by taking the partial trace of p over
the second and the first subsystem respectively, then subadditivity is expressed by the
following equation

VN(p) < VN(p1) + VN(p2)
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Again, this can be proved using Klein’s inequality, this time with A = pand B = p1 ®ps =
(p1 ®I)(I ® p2), with the observation that Tr(A — B) = 0 since both are density matrices.
We then have

Tr(plnp) > Tr(pln p1 @ p2)
=Tr(p(Inpy ® I +In1 ® p2))

= Tr(p1Inp1) + Tr(p21n p2)
which becomes subadditivity when we reverse the sign.

e Additivity: It is not hard to see that if (and only if) p = p; ® p2 we have equality in the
above and

VN(p) = VN(p1) + VN(p2)

e Recursion: If the density matrices p; are defined on orthogonal subspaces H; of a Hilbert

space H = ®;H;, then the density matrix p = ), p;p; has the von Neumann entropy
VN(p) = Sh(P) + Y _ piVN(p:)
i

This follows from the recursion property of Shannon entropy and the fact that if the matrix

p; has eigenvalues )\3- then the eigenvalues of p will be of the form pM}

Monotonicity: This is a property concerning composite systems, and it can be expressed
by the following equation: VN(p) > VN(p;). However, this does not hold in general for von
Neumann entropy. It is known that a composite system can be in a pure state (and so its von
Neumann entropy will vanish) while its subsystems can be mixed (and so have positive von

Neumann entropy).

7.1.4 Renyi entropy

Renyi entropies form a one parameter family of Schur concave, additive entropies defined by

1 n
Ry(p1,....pn) = 1_qln [Zpg] , Vg >0
i=1

Special cases of the Renyi entropies include ¢ = 0, which is the logarithm of the number of

non-zero components of the distribution and is known as the Hartley entropy. When g — 1, we
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have the Shannon entropy, and when ¢ — oo the Chebyshev entropy Roo = — I Dz, a function

of the largest component py,qz-

For any given probability vector F the Renyi entropy is a continuous, non-increasing

function of its parameter:

Ry(T) < Ry(q), ¥t > g

To illustrate this, we have plotted in Figure [I| several Renyi entropies as functions of a prob-
ability distribution with two variables. Note that since Renyi entropies are Schur concave,
their maximum value is attained for the totally mixed probability distribution, in which case

R,(1/n,...,1/n) =Inn.
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Figure 1: Ry(x,1 —z) for ¢ =0,0.5,3, ¢ = 1 and ¢ — oo

At each parameter ¢, the quantum Renyi entropy can be defined on the set of density

matrices as the classical Renyi entropy of the corresponding spectra:

= RO, )

1 1 °
Ry(p) = 1= ¢ InTr(p?) = 1= qln [Z A
=1

Quantum Renyi entropy assigns the value 0 to pure states exclusively, and Inn to the maximally

mixed state p, = %I.

Note that Renyi entropies are not concave in general, nor subadditive, but they are Schur-

concave, additive and monotone [16].

7.2 Contextual entropy

7.2.1 Measures and partial traces

We saw that, given a probability measure p on the clopen subobjects of a spectral presheaf, if

we fix a subobject S of ¥ we obtain a map from V(N) to [0, 1]. We assume from now on that we
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are given a certain probability measure pu, representing a quantum state. Then we can adopt a
different perspective and instead of looking at a fixed subobject we can look at a fixed context
V. There is a lattice isomorphism «ay between the projections in V' and the clopen subsets of

2y. Hence from p we can also obtain a map

ply 2 P(V) — [0, 1]

P — p(Sp)

where Sp = ay (P) C Xy,

Using this new perspective, we can show that measures on the spectral presheaf associated
to a matrix algebra behave well with respect to the partial trace. This result has a certain
physical significance. We have already seen that there is a bijective correspondence between
states and probability measures, and we now show that moreover these measures capture the
essential information theoretic property of the partial trace in a natural way. Thus, if we are
given a measure corresponding to a composite state, we can obtain its partial traces in a direct
way by simply considering its restrictions to contexts of a particular form. Intuitively, we would
expect these contexts to be precisely those which only encode information related to the first
subsystem (if we want to trace out the second one) or vice versa, and we will see that this will

indeed be the case.

Note also that this result will be useful for us later on, when discussing the subadditivity

property of our contextual entropy.

Proposition 7.2.1. Consider a state p on the matrix algebra My ~ My @ My,. Let p1 =
Trao(p) € My, and py = Tri(p) € My, be the partial traces of p. Then if V€ V(M,)) and CI,,

denotes the trivial subalgebra of M,, we have

MP’V@C[m = Hp: ‘v

Similarly, if W € V(M, ) and CI,, denotes the trivial subalgebra of M,, we have

ILLP’CI,,L@W = /‘LPQ‘W

Proof: Note first that there is a lattice isomorphism between the domains of definition of

and fip, |, which takes P € P(V) to P® I,,, € P(V ® CI,;,). Then using the definition

Ko | V&CIm | v

of measures for states on matrix algebras and the defining property of the partial trace, we have
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that
tolyect, (P ® In) =Tr(p- P @ Iy) =Tr(p1 - P) = pp, |, (P), YP € P(V®Cly)

and similarly for the second statement. O

Finally, the fact that p is a measure implies several properties for |, which hold for all

contexts V € V(N), and which we shall state below:

L. /’L’V(I) =1 and :U"v(o) =0

[\)

-l (PV Q)+ ply (PAQ) = ply (P) + pl(Q)

©w

in particular, if P and @ are orthogonal then P A @ =0 and PV Q = P+ @Q and hence

ply (P + Q) = ply (P) + pl, (Q)

4. if P < Q then p|, (P) < pl, (Q)

These properties show that p|, is a finitely additive probability measure on the lattice of

projections of V.

7.2.2 The entropy of a measure

We saw that in classical probability theory Shannon entropy assigns a real number to every
discrete probability distribution. It is known that a von Neumann algebra on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space is simply a matrix algebra, or a finite direct sum of matrix algebras. We will
see further on how to associate a distinguished probability distribution to each commutative
subalgebra (or context) of a von Neumann algebra of bounded operators on finite dimensional
Hilbert space, given a state on the system described by that algebra in the form of a measure
on its associated spectral presheaf. Omnce this is done, we will be able to associate to each
context its corresponding Shannon entropy, and moreover we will see that this collection of
Shannon entropies fits together in a nice way and gives a global section of a certain real-number
presheaf. This is consistent with the basic idea of the topos approach, that of putting together
the information obtained from each classical perspective on a quantum system. We will see in
later sections that by keeping track of all classical entropies associated to a quantum state we

can not only retrieve that state’s von Neumann entropy, but also reconstruct the state itself.

Definition 7.2.2. Let H be an Hilbert Space, B(H) the algebra of bounded operators in H and
F C B(H). The von Neumann commutant of F, usually denoted by F', is the subset of B(H)
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consisting of all elements that commute with every element of F, that is

F' ={T €B(H) | TS =ST, VS € F}

The von Neumann double commutant F of is just (F') and is usually denoted by F".

If we consider a set of orthogonal rank-one projections {Pi, ..., P,}”, their double com-

mutant can be shown to be simply CP; + ...+ CPF,.

This shows that in finite dimensions each context V' can be generated via the von Neumann
double commutant construction in a unique way from a set of pairwise orthogonal projections
which add up to the identity. If we denote this canonical set of projections by { Py, Pa, ..., Py}
then (u|, (P1), ply (P2), ..., 1, (Px)) is a probability distribution. Hence to each context V' we

can assign the Shannon entropy of its associated probability distribution:

Sh(M’V(Pl)?M|V(P2)7'"a:u‘v Pk Zlu"v ln:u’ ( )
If V' OV then V' = {Q%,...,Qll, < QIQQ, S, QF L .,ka}”, where the Qfs are pairwise
orthogonal and
k;
> Ql=r
i=1

The Shannon entropy associated to V' is related to the Shannon entropy associated to V/

via the recursion formula:

N . ul (@) pl, (@) pl,.(Q))
Sh(V") = Sh(V) + 2_ sl (P) h(ubGﬂ’MMRV””ubﬁw

Since Shannon entropy is non-negative, it follows that Sh(V”’) > Sh(V') and this enables

us to give the following definition for the entropy of a measure (and hence of a quantum state).

We call a context k-dimensional if it is generated by k pairwise orthogonal projections

which add up to the identity.

Definition 7.2.3. If u is a measure on the clopen subobjects of the spectral presheaf ¥ then
the entropy E(u) associated to u is a global section of the presheaf [0,Inn]= which at a context
V ={Py,P,,..., P}’ has the value

k

E(u)l, = Sh(ply, (P1), ply (P2), - ply (Pr)) = — ZM|V(P’L) In ply, (F5)

=1
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Note that if the V is a k-dimensional context then the value taken by E(u) at V' is less then or
equal to Ink, and hence for an n-dimensional matrixz algebra, the maximal value taken by E(u)
at any context is Inn. Therefore contextual entropy can be seen as a mapping defined on the set

of measures associated to a spectral presheaf:

E: M(X) — T[0,Inn]~ .

Notice that although there is a bijective correspondence between states of a von Neumann
algebra and measures on the spectral presheaf associated to it, the above definition does not

make any direct reference to the quantum state which the measure corresponds to.

7.2.3 Properties of the contextual entropy
Retrieving the von Neumann entropy

Given a density matrix p, there exists at least one orthonormal basis of Hilbert space with
respect to which p is diagonal. Such a basis corresponds to a set of one-dimensional pairwise
orthogonal projections {P,...,P,}, which in turn determine a maximal context V, via the
double commutant construction. It is easy to check that the eigenvalues {\;}I' ; of p satisfy
Xi = Tr(pP;). Hence the value assigned to the entropy of the measure 1, at any context V,

obtained through the above procedure, is just the von Neumann entropy of the state p:
n
Elp)y, = =" tply, (P syl (P)
i=1

== Tr(pP)InTr(pP,)
=1

n
== Xiln) = VN(p)
i=1
The natural question to ask at this stage is whether there is any way of determining the
von Neumann entropy of a state if we are given an arbitrarily defined measure p without being
explicitly told which state it corresponds to. It turns out that the answer is yes, since it can be
showed that the von Neumann entropy is the minimal value amongst the numbers assigned to
the maximal contexts of a von Neumann algebra by our generalized notion of entropy. Proving

this result requires the Schur-Horn Lemma, which we state below.

Theorem 7.2.4 (Schur-Horn Lemma). Let p be a Hermitian matriz, and let the vector (A1, ..., An)
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denote its spectrum. Let (01,...,0,) denote its diagonal elements in a given basis. Then

(513 00) < M,y An)

Conversely, if this equation holds, there exists a Hermitian matriz with spectrum (Ai,...,A\p)

whose diagonal elements are given by (d1,...,0,).

The proof of this useful result can be found in [87].

Theorem 7.2.5. Given a state p, a maximal context V, in which p is diagonal, and any other

mazximal context V, we have
Sh(01,...,0n) = E(u,), > E(,up)vp = Sh(A1,...,\n) = VN(p)

where we have denoted by 0; the diagonal entries of p in the basis (unique up to phases) in which

the elements of V are diagonal matrices.

Proof: The key part of this proof is showing that E(u,), is equal to the Shannon entropy of

the diagonal elements of p in some given basis.
Let V ={Q1,...,Qn}". Then
E(up)y ==Y Tr(pQs) In Tr(pQ;)
i=1

Since the Q);’s are pairwise orthogonal, there exists a unitary U which simultaneously diagonalises

them. Using the fact that Tr(AB) = Tr(BA) for any two matrices A and B, we can write

E(pp)y ==Y TrUpU 'UQU ) InTx(UpU ' UQ:U ™)
=1

Since for all i, UQ;U ! is a diagonal rank-one projection, the collection of numbers given by the
traces Tr(UpU 'UQ;U') is he same as that which consists of the diagonal entries of UpU ™!,
i.e. it is simply the collection of diagonal entries of p when expressed in the basis determined
by the column vectors of the unitary matrix U. Since these entries are positive and add up to

unity they form a probability distribution, and we can say that
E(IU“P)V = Sh(dlv ceey 511)

The Schur-Horn Lemma together with the fact that Shannon entropy is majorization
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reversing give us

E(pp)y = Sh(d1,...,0,) > Sh(A1,..., An) = VN(p)

and we have already seen that E(p,), = VN(p). O

Remark 7.2.6. From the proof of the last theorem we can extract an important observation: if
we evaluate the contextual entropy of a state p at some context V' (not necessarily mazimal), this
will be equal to the contextual entropy of any unitarily equivalent state as long as we evaluate it

at a context which is obtained from V' through rotation by the same unitary. That is,
E(:“’P)v = E(MUprl)UVUfl

This equation expresses a covariance property: it does not matter if we consider the con-
textual entropy of a state p (expressed in some basis) or of the same state expressed with respect
to some other basis, UpU™Y, as long as we also adapt the context V that we are considering
accordingly, i.e. to UVU™Y. As functions, E(u,) and E(pypu-1) are not the same, but they are

the same up to a ‘rotation by U of contexts’.

Given the contextual entropy map, the problem of finding a maximal context for which the
minimum discussed above is attained is equivalent to the problem of finding the point at which a
real-valued function on the group of unitaries U(n) attains its minimal value. To see why this is
the case, let C' := (F1, ..., E,) denote the maximal context determined by projections which are
diagonal with respect to the computational basis. Any other maximal context V = (P,..., P,)
can be written as UCU! := (UEL,U~}, ..., UE,U"!) for some unitary U. Hence we can
construct a real-valued function on the group of unitaries by considering the values which the
contextual entropy map takes when it is evaluated on the set of maximal contexts. Explicitly,

this map is

W, :Un) — R

Ur— E(n)

vcu—1

It is possible to use existing optimization algorithms [9/10] in order to determine the point

at which this function attains its global minimum.
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Contextual vs. Shannon and von Neumann entropies

We will now consider which of the properties of Shannon and von Neumann entropies have
counterparts for contextual entropy. An immediate difficulty is posed by the fact that the values
of the contextual entropies are not real numbers but global sections of certain presheaves of
real numbers, which may live in different topoi, i.e. they may be defined over different base
categories. In some cases it is possible to work around this difficulty by adapting the definitions

of order relations and algebraic operations on R to suit our more general framework.
1) Positivity

Both von Neumann and Shannon entropies are positive. Shannon entropy is zero for any
probability distribution in which one outcome occurs with 100% certainty and strictly positive
otherwise. Similarly, von Neumann entropy is zero for all pure states, and strictly positive for

the others.

The contextual entropy does assign non-negative values to all contexts, hence the resulting
global section can be thought of as non-negative. The minimum of contextual entropy on
maximal contexts is 0 if and only the state is pure. This is entirely analogous to Shannon and

von Neumann entropy.
2) Concavity

Shannon entropy is concave: if p and ¢ are two probability distributions then
Sh(r-p+ (1 —r)-q) > rSh(p) + (1 — r)Sh(q)
For von Neumann entropy concavity is defined by a similar formula:

VN(rp+ (1 —7r)o) > rVN(p) + (1 —r)VN(0o)

The contextual entropy satisfies a similar property. If p and o are defined on the same
Hilbert space H then for every context V' € B(H), if V is generated by the projections { P, ..., P},

we have

E(,U/rp+(1fr)a)v = Sh( TI‘[(Tp + (1 - T)O')Pl}v SR TI‘[(T’,O + (1 - T)U)Pk] )
= Sh( [rTr(pP1) + (1 —r)Tr(cPy)], ..., rTr(pPy) + (1 — r)Tr(o Py) )
> rSh(Tr(phPr), ..., Tr(pPy)) + (1 —r)Sh(Tr(oPr), ..., Tr(cFy))

=7 Eup)y + (1 =1)E(uo)y
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Hence contextual entropy is globally concave:
E(/Lrp-l-(l—r)a) > E(:up) + (1 - T)E(MU)v Vr € [07 1]

3) Additivity and Subadditivity

Subadditivity a property concerning composite systems. Recall that an entropy is called
subadditive if the entropy of a composite system is smaller than the sum of the entropies of its
parts. Both von Neumann and Shannon entropies are subadditive. We would like to obtain an

inequality of the form

E(up) < E(pp,) + E(py)

where p is the density matrix representing a composite state and p; and po are the partial traces
of p. It is not immediately clear how one could define such an inequality, since this time the
terms involved are global sections of presheaves over three different base categories. Hence in
order to talk about subadditivity in a meaningful way, we must first define a suitable notion of

addition between the global sections E(j1,,) and E(fp, ).

In order to see how this might be done, we start by considering some context V of the
first subsystem and some other context W of the second subsystem. If V = {P,..., P}” and
W ={Q1,...,Q.,}", from the definition of the entropy we have

k
E(up)ly = Y Tr(p1 P) In Tr(p1 Py),
i=1

E(ppy)lw = > Tr(p2@;) InTr(p2Q;)

j=1
We can add these two numbers together, and we can use the fact that Shannon entropy is additive
for independent probability distributions (i.e. Zle p; Inp; + 22:1 ¢gjlng; = Z” Piq; Inpig;)
and the fact that Tr(p1 P;)Tr(p2Q;) = Tr(p1 ® p2 P ® Q;) to obtain

E(Mm”v + E(Mm)‘w = Z Tr(pl ® p2 P ® Qj) In Tl"(pl ® p2 P ® Q]) = E(Mm@ﬂz”\/@w
i=1,j

Hence we could use the following requirement for the definition of subadditivity: FE(su,)
should be less than or equal to E(j,,0p,) at each context V of the composite system. This
definition enables us to say, for instance, that the contextual entropy is additive when p = p1 ®p2.

Note that this is a direct consequence of the additivity property of Shannon entropy.
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Even when p is not equal to p; ® p2 the subadditivity property holds in split contexts (i.e.
contexts of the form V ® W) as a consequence of Shannon subadditivity. Consider V=V W,
with V and W as above. We know that

,Um(Pi) = Np(Pi@I) = ZNP(Pi@Qj)
j=1

for all i € {1,...,k} and
1p2 (@) = po(I ® Q;) = ZMp(Pi ® Q)
j=1

for all j € {1,...,7}.

Using the subadditivity property of Shannon entropy we obtain

E(/j,p)‘V@W:Sh(Pl@Ql,... P1®Qr, Pk®Q1,... Pk®Qr)

<Sh<zupP®Q1 Zupf’@Qz ZupP@)Qr))

Sh Z,upP1®Q] Z,upP2®Qg Zﬂp Py ® Q)

= Sh (:um (P1)7 Kpy (PQ)a <o Mpy (Pk)) + Sh(lupz (Ql)a Hpo (QQ)a <o Mpg (QT))

= E(Nm)‘v + E(:Upz)’W - E(Mm@pz)‘v«gw

Remark 7.2.7. The fact that the contextual entropy is subadditive in all split contexts can be
used to give a more direct proof of the subadditivity property of von Neumann entropy, which
avoids using Klein’s inequality: if we choose the split context V such that p1 is diagonal in W

and py is diagonal in W we have from Theorem [7.2.5 that

VN(p) < E(p)lvow < E(pp)ly + E(pp,)lw = VN(p1) + VN(p2)

For contexts which are not split (which we usually call entangled contexts), the subaddi-
tivity property does not necessarily hold. Intuitively, we can understand why this happens: the

converse of the Schur-Horn lemma implies that for any density matrix p, there is some unitary

U for which the diagonal of UpU ™! is the maximally mixed vector (%, %, e %) Let D,, denote
the context generated by the set of projections {Ei1,. .., Eny,}, where we have fixed our basis

such that Fj; is the projection with the i** diagonal entry equal to one and all other entries

equal to zero. Then
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E(uo)ly-1 = Blwpr—)lp, =Sh((UpU i1, .., (UpU ™ )pp) = Inn

There is however no guarantee that the diagonal of Up; ® poU ~! will also be the maximally
mixed vector. Hence the contextual entropy map will assign a smaller value to the state Up; ®

p2U1 at the context D,,. This in turn implies that
E(Np)|U71‘Dn_U > E(Mpl®p2)’U714Dn.U

Note however that explicitly finding the unitary matrix U for which the diagonal of UpU !
is the maximally mixed vector is an example of an inverse eigenvalue problem, and is not at all
trivial. Algorithms for finding such unitaries do exist, see [41], but they will not help us find a
counter-example of the subadditivity property - we may end up finding a unitary which takes
both the state p and the state p; ® p2 to a basis where each has the maximally mixed vector on
the diagonal. Instead we can look at particular density matrices and construct general examples
for which the subadditivity property fails to hold. The details of these computations can be
found in Appendix [A]

The conclusion is that subadditivity is not a global property of our contextual entropy. In
particular, it may fail to hold at entangled contexts, a behaviour which is not captured either

by the classical Shannon entropy, or by its quantum-mechanical counterpart.
4) Monotonicity

Monotonicity is a property which refers to composite systems. Recall that an entropy is
called monotone if the entropy of a composite system is larger than each of the entropies of its
parts. Shannon entropy is monotone: let (p1,...,ps) and (q1, ..., qm) be two probability distri-
butions, and let (p1q1,...,P1Gm;s ---5 Pnqis---,Pndm) be the probability distribution obtained
by composing them. The Shannon entropy of the latter is at least as large as the Shannon

entropies of the each of the former distributions.

Von Neumann entropy on the other hand is not monotone. Let p be defined on a Hilbert
space H = H1 ® Hs, and let p; = Trop and ps = Trip be defined on the Hilbert spaces H;
and Ho respectively. We know that a composite system can be in a pure state, in which case

VN(p) = 0, but its subsystems might be mixed, and then VN(p;) > 0.

When we consider the contextual entropy, we would like to obtain an equation of the form
E(u,) > E(pp,;) for each subsystem i. However, we are again faced with the problem that the

entropy of a composite system and the entropies of its parts are global sections of presheaves

135



which live in different topoi. We try to solve this problem by giving a general method of

comparing such global sections.

Definition 7.2.8. Let H = H1 ® Ha and let N = B(H), N; = B(H,;), fori =1,2. Ify €
['[0,Inn]= is a global section of the presheaf of real values which lives in the topos SetsY (V)™
and ~y; € T'[0,1n ni]j are global sections of the presheaves living in the topoi SetsV(WVi)™

that v > 1 if for all contexts V€ V(N1), W € V(Na) and all unitaries U:

, we say

7U-V®W-U—1 z 71V
Similarly, one can define a binary order relation between ~y and ys.

Note that the order relation we have just defined is not a partial order since it is not
reflexive. However, with respect to this order we can see that for split contexts our contextual
entropy behaves like Shannon entropy: let {P,..., P,} be the projections generating V and
{Q1,...,Qm} the projections generating W. Then {P; ® Q1,1 ® Q2,...,P, ® Qn,} are the

canonical projections generating V. For any p, p1 and ps defined as above we have

m

pii=Te(pP) =Tr(pP @ 1) = Tr(pPi® Y Q;) =Y Tr(pP, @ Q)) =: ¥ 1y
j=1

j=1 Jj=1

If we now use the recursion relation for Shannon entropy we have:

n
ri Tio r
Sh(rlla cee 7rnm) = Sh(pb cee apn) + Zpl . Sh(i7 La sy Zm)
i—1 pi Di pi
and since all the terms in the sum on the right hand side of the equation are positive we must

have

’YV®W = Sh(Tlh e )Tnm) > Sh(plv v 7pn) = ’Ylv

for all contexts V and W.

For entangled contexts our contextual entropy behaves like von Neumann entropy in the
sense that it does not satisfy the monotonicity property. In order to see this, we can look at the
same situation in which monotonicity failed for von Neumann entropy: let p; be a mixed state
and p a pure one such that Trap = p;. Let V, be a maximal context in which Vv, = VN(p)=0.
We know that V, must be of the form U-V @ W -U~! for some maximal contexts V and W and
unitary U. From Theorem we have 71, > VN(p1) > 0. Hence it is not true that v > 1.

Clearly if this happens, U -V ® W - U~! must be an entangled context, if it would be split

we would be in the situation analyzed previously.
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7.3 Reconstructing pure states from global sections

A direct implication of Remark is that unlike von Neumann entropy, which gives the
same value for unitarily equivalent states, our contextual entropy gives different (though in a
sense unitarily equivalent) global sections of the presheaf [0,Inn]=. This enables us not only
to distinguish which global sections come from measures associated to pure states but also to

explicitly reconstruct those pure states. We explain this method in more detail.

Recall that the von Neumann entropy of a state vanishes if and only if that state is a
pure one. Given a global section v € I'[0,Inn]= if v is in the image of the contextual entropy
mapping F then it comes from a measure associated to a pure state if and only if there exists
a maximal context V' such that |, = 0. This means that if V' is generated by the set of rank

one projections

{Pr, ... P} = {n) (al - [on) (o}

our state must equal one of these projections and our only task is to determine which one. For

this, consider unitaries Uy, ..., U, which have the property that UZ-PiU;1 = P; and

Think of this as taking n rotations in Hilbert space, each of which preserves one axis of the
orthonormal basis {|¢1),...,[1,)} and rotates the others, but without permuting them.

If we consider the contexts V; = {UiPlUifl, e UZ-PnUifl}” then p will be diagonal only
in one of the orthonormal bases which correspond to these contexts. This means the contextual

entropy will assign the value zero to precisely one of the contexts V;, and hence our state is

p={UPU ", .. UPU "y {P,..., P}

7.4 Reconstructing arbitrary quantum states from global sec-

tions

Consider a global section v € I'[0,Inn]=. We present here an algorithm for reconstructing the
state p for which E(u,) = . We assume for now that + is in the image of the contextual entropy
mapping. If our algorithm will fail to find a solution we will know that our initial assumption
was false. Otherwise we must perform one final check at the end of our algorithm to make sure

that this assumption was correct.
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Step 1. Start by identifying one maximal context V' such that ~|, < 7], for all maximal
contexts W. This amounts to retrieving the von Neumann entropy of the state p from the
contextual entropy. Note that in general, the minimal value of E will be attained in many

different maximal contexts, but any of them can be used in our reconstruction.

If the minimal value among maximal contexts equals zero we must have a pure state, and
we have already discussed these. Otherwise, we know from Section that p must be diagonal
in the context V. If we consider the canonical projections {Pi, ..., P,} which generate V, the

fact that p is diagonal at V implies that it is of the form

where the \;’s are the eigenvalues of p.

Of course, if we have access to the probability distribution on the spectral presheaf from

which E, was constructed, just identifying this context immediately yields the quantum state:
p=_ul (PP,
i

However, we are seeking to reconstruct the state mathematically using only information

encoded by the contextual entropy map.

Step 2. We are now left with the task of determining the eigenvalues of p. For this assume

that the dimension n of our Hilbert space is greater or equal to 3. For each ¢ € {1,...,n} let
Wi = {P,I - P}
Then Sh(A;,1 — A;) must equal 7|, for all i. If
’y]Wi >1n?2

then the global section v cannot be in the image of the contextual entropy mapping, and our
algorithm stops. Otherwise, the transcendental equation Sh(z1, z2) = k has two solutions which

are symmetric around % as indicated in Figure

Let p; and 1 — p; be the solutions of Sh(zy,zs) = 'y|Wi and assume without loss of generality

that p; < % For each i we have at most two choices for the value of the i** eigenvalue of p: we
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In2

0 x 12 x, 1
Figure 2: The Shannon entropy of a two-variable probability distribution

can either set \; = p; or \; = 1 — p;. Since
Mt ...+ A =1

there can be at most one j such that p; < % and A\; = 1 — p;, while for all ¢ # j we must have

Ai = p;. Let
n
S = Zpi
i=1
Clearly > ; A > S. We are now faced with three possible scenarios:

(a) If S > 1 we obtain a contradiction, hence 7 can not be in the image of the contextual entropy
mapping.

(b) If S =1 then the assignment \; = p; gives one possible solution for the set of eigenvalues of
our state p. This solution is clearly unique: any other choice of values will make the total sum

of the eigenvalues of p greater than 1.

(c) If S < 1 then we must determine the j for which p; < 3 and \; = 1 — p;. If such a j exists
then

n
122/\i25—pj+(1—pj)
i=1
hence p; should equal % Now
(c1) if the value g does not appear amongst {pi,...,p,} then we have no solution
(c2) if % appears once, we have a unique solution

(c3) if it appears more than once, let {ji,...,jm} be the set of indices for which p;, = %

If we set A\, =1 — pj, and take another [ € {1,...,m}, l # k. Then

n
DNz A A =1y =1
=1
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In order to have equality we must have m = 2 and p; = 0 for all i ¢ {j1,72}. Unless this
happens we cannot find a solution. On the other hand, for m = 2 we have two possible

solutions. These correspond to the two states

P1 = pj1Pj1 + (1 _pj1)Pj2

and

p2 = (1 _pj1)Pj1 +pj1Pj2

In order to decide between the two states in (c¢3) we need to run our algorithm again but
with a slight modification: instead of considering two-dimensional subalgebras of V', we take a
unitary U which rotates all the canonical projections generating V', except P;,, which it leaves

unchanged, and we consider the two dimensional subalgebras of U - V - U~ of the form
W; ={URU~Y, I -URU™}

We solve the equations Sh(z;, 1 —z;) = 7|W7 and choose as before n numbers from these solutions,
such that they add up to one. These numbers represent the diagonal entries of the matrix
U~1pU. We will not encounter any problems when retrieving these entries (unless of course,
our initial assumption about 7 being in the image of the contextual entropy mapping was false)
because unlike the eigenvalues of p, these diagonal entries must contain more than three non-zero
elements, so the (c3) branch is not accessible this time. Moreover, the j" entry on the diagonal
of U~!pU will be the same as the ji" eigenvalue of p, which allows us to choose between p; and
p2-

Step 3. We have now reached the end of our algorithm. If it has failed to retrieve a solution, we
conclude that we have considered a global section v which was not in the image of the contextual

entropy mapping. Otherwise, our reconstructed state is

In order to obtain p we have taken into account only a finite number of contexts, and it might
happen that when all contexts are taken into account E(u,) # 7. In this case we also conclude

that « was not in the image of the contextual entropy mapping, and discard the state p.
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7.4.1 Two-dimensional Hilbert spaces

For two dimensional Hilbert spaces the contextual entropy is a two-to-one mapping. We will

justify this statement below.

First, it is easy to check that for any one dimensional projection P the states p; =
AP+ (1 —=X)(I —P) and p2 = (1 — A\)P + A(I — P) are mapped to the same global section of
[0,In2]=: note that p; = I — py. Hence for every context W = {Q, I — Q}"

E('upl)‘w = Sh(Trp1Q7 1- TI“,OlQ)

while

E(pr—p)lw = Sh( Tr(I — p1)Q, 1= Tr(I — p1)Q)

— Sh( Te(I = p1)(I = Q), 1= Tr(I — p1)(I - Q))
And since every one dimensional projection () has trace equal to unity,

Tr(I = p1)(I — Q) =Trl — p1 — Q + pQ = Trp1Q

and so also E(up, )|y = E(tr—p:)|w -

On the other hand, given a global section of Mj, the poset V(Mj) consists only of
two-dimensional subalgebras. We can identify a context V = {P,1 — P}" for which ~|, is
minimal, and solve the equation Sh(z,1 — x) = |, to find the eigenvalues of p. Since we have
no further information available, we cannot say which eigenvalue corresponds to which of the

two projections generating V.

Note however that we are not far from reconstructing p: we would need to encode only

one extra bit of information in order to fully reconstruct a two-dimensional quantum state.

7.5 Renyi entropy

We have seen how Shannon entropy can be encoded in the topos approach, and how one can
afterwards retrieve its quantum analogue, the von Neumann entropy. It is natural to ask at this
point whether a similar encoding can be found for other classical entropies, and whether such an
encoding would still enable us to retrieve their quantum analogues. We will look here at Renyi

entropies, and show that it is possible to obtain their topos theoretic equivalent.
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We first define contextual Renyi entropy locally as

R(I(M)V = RQ(N|V(P1)7 cee 7N|V(Pn)’ YW =A{p,... aPn}”

Of course, we would like these local components to fit together nicely as before, and to form a
global section of some presheaf of real numbers. For Shannon entropy, the fact that a global
section could be formed was a consequence of the recursion property. Renyi entropies are in
general not recursive, but they do satisfy a property which we shall call weak recursivity, and

we shall see that this is enough for our purposes.

Definition 7.5.1. Let S be some function defined on the set of all probability distributions.
If we coarse grain a probability distribution (x1,...,x,) by not distinguishing between all the

outcomes, we obtain a new probability distribution with components

k1 k.
plzzx’h "'7p7‘_ E x’t
i=1 i=kr_1+1

for some 0 < k1 < kg < ... <k, =n. We say that S is weakly recursive if
S(xla v 7xn) Z S(pb e apr)

One can easily check that Renyi entropies indeed satisfy this property, and hence for any
two contexts V/ DV

Ry(1)y = Re(p)y, Y € M(Z)

This means it is possible to define contextual Renyi entropy as a mapping

Ry M(Z) — T[0,Inn]~

Since Renyi entropies are Schur concave, their quantum counterparts can be retrieved
from the contextual Renyi entropies by finding the minimum over the set of values assigned to
all maximal contexts. This is justified by the Schur-Horn lemma and similar arguments to those

that were already used in Section [7.2.3

7.5.1 Properties

We will now briefly discuss some of the properties of Renyi entropies and their contextual

analogues.
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Concavity

We saw in Section that the global concavity of the contextual entropy was expressed
as the concavity of each of its local components, and hence it was a direct consequence of the
concavity property of Shannon entropy. Renyi entropies however are only concave for 0 < ¢ < 1.
In fact, it is known that concavity is lost for ¢ > g« > 1, where ¢, depends on the dimension of
the probability distribution. Concavity of the contextual Renyi entropies is then going to hold

under the same conditions.
Additivity and Subadditivity

Renyi entropies are additive, so we can use the same justification as in Section to

define subadditivity for contextual Renyi entropies as the following condition:

Rq(.up)v < Rq(ﬂp1®p2)va VYV e V(B(H))

This allows us to say that contextual Renyi entropies are also additive. On the other hand,
since neither classical nor quantum Renyi entropies are subadditive (except for ¢ = 0 and

q = 1), contextual Renyi entropy also doesn’t have this property.
Monotonicity

Classical Renyi entropies are monotone, just like Shannon entropy. However, their quan-
tum counterparts do not necessarily have this property since, just like von Neumann entropy,
they assign the value 0 to pure states and it is possible to have a composite system in a pure
state and both its components in mixed states. For contextual Renyi entropies, this means that
we will not have a global property of monotonicity. Instead this property is going to hold only

for split contexts.
State reconstruction

Finally, recall that the reconstruction algorithms described in Sections relied
on Gleason’s theorem, the Schur-Horn lemma, and two extra ingredients: one was the fact
that von Neumann entropy vanished only for pure states, and the second was the fact that for
probability distributions with two variables one could find precisely two solutions (symmetric
around 1/2) for which Shannon entropy would take any given value within its image. Both
of these ingredients are present when we consider Renyi entropy, for positive parameter g0, as
Figure [1| clearly indicates. This means that the reconstruction algorithms can also be applied

to contextual Renyi entropies, with the exception of Ry.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions and Outlook

In this thesis we have investigated two distinct but related research strands involving sheaf and
category theory, within the fields of quantum information theory and foundations of physics. In
the following paragraphs we will outline the key results of this work and discuss its potentially

interesting extensions to future research.

In the first half of the thesis we have surveyed the landscape of multipartite entangled states
through the lens of the contextuality classification developed by Abramsky and Brandenburger
in [2].

In Chapter [3] we have made a complete classification of a particular class of non-symmetric
multipartite entangled states, the balanced states with functional dependencies. We have showed
that each of the three strengths of contextuality distinguished by Abramsky and Brandenburger
is exhibited by a certain subclass of these functionally dependent multipartite quantum states.
This classification has recently been shown to relate to the study of violations of local realism

in quantum hypergraph states conducted by Giihne et al. in [27].

One potential future use of the results of this investigation could fructify the fact that
the study carried out by Abramsky and Brandenburger has been conducted at a very high
level of generality, without any presupposition of quantum mechanics. Although their methods
are readily applicable in quantum mechanical scenarios, there is also the possibility of making
further connections between the study of contextuality and non-locality in physics and ideas
arising in other fields. Since the functional dependency in the states considered in Chapter (3] is
given by Boolean functions, it would be interesting to see if our classification could yield any

insights within other areas of research where Boolean functions play a prominent role.

We have also noted in Sections [3.2.2] and [3.3.3| that the states belonging to the subclass

with the weakest degree of contextuality, the dictatorship states, are closely related to maximally
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entangled two-qubit states, being equivalent to tensor products of pure states and maximally
entangled two-qubit states. We have shown that such states can not exhibit a stronger degree
of contextuality if the parties which share such a state each have a choice between the same two

local observables.

This observation naturally leads to the question of quantifying the maximum degree of
contextuality which can be exhibited by a quantum state for some choice of local observables.
Given the current scarcity of results related to the classification and quantification of multipartite
entanglement, the perspective offered by the question of the strongest degree of contextuality
which a state may achieve could become very useful, particularly in the light of recent results

[88.[111] showing that contextuality is a key feature enabling quantum computation.

A first step in this direction has already been taken in Chapter [4] where we demonstrate
that all n-qubit quantum states, with the exception of tensor products of maximally entangled
bipartite states and single quantum states, are at least logically contextual. That is to say,
they occupy at least the middle level of the three-level hierarchy of contextuality. This implies
that the probability- and inequality-free logical formulation of contextuality and non-locality
specific to logically, and in particular also to strongly contextual quantum states, is not a rare

occurrence, but in fact arises for almost all states.

If we further consider the notion of strong contextuality, a natural next challenge follows
from the results presented in the first half of this thesis. Namely, to characterise those quantum
states for which local observables giving rise to a strongly contextual empirical model can be

found.

This question remains open, and appears difficult. It has an interesting relation to the
question of “All-versus-Nothing” arguments first used by Mermin [103], which have recently
been studied in the sheaf-theoretic approach by Abramsky et al. [1], and shown to be related
to the cohomological witnesses for contextuality previously introduced by Abramsky, Mansfield
and Soares Barbossa in [§]. All currently known examples of strong contextuality arising in
quantum mechanics come from All-versus-Nothing arguments. Determining whether this is true

in general is another challenging problem, which may hold the key to the main question.

The qualitative arguments of Chapters [3]and [f] can easily be turned into quantitative ones.
Abramsky and Hardy have shown in [7] how any instance of logical contextuality gives rise to
a Bell inequality based on logical consistency conditions, which allows for quantitative, robust
experimental tests. While the structure of the argument in Chapter [4 can be easily modified to

yield a lower bound for the violations of the logical Bell inequalities corresponding to each logi-
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cally non-local quantum state, it would also be interesting to seek to obtain concrete violations

of Bell inequalities for each particular type among the functionally dependent entangled states.

In the second half of our thesis, we have explored two strands of research within the Topos

Approach to the formulation of physical theories.

First, in Chapter [6] we have showed that it is possible to give a fairly direct reconstruction
of an atomic orthomodular lattice from its associated poset of distributive sub-lattices. Harding
and Navara had shown in [80] that an isomorphism of the posets of distributive sub-lattices of
two orthomodular latices implies the existence of an isomorphism between the respective or-
thomodular lattices themselves. This result has an important implication, as far as the Topos
Approach is concerned, since it establishes that the orthomodular lattice P(#), which is tradi-
tionally used in quantum logic, can be reconstructed from the poset of contexts B(P(H)) that
underlies the constructions in the Topos Approach. In other words, this means that the new
form of presheaf- and topos-based form of logic for quantum systems is (at least) as rich as

traditional quantum logic.

Our reconstruction result has provided a partial answer to one of the open questions
posed by Harding and Navara towards the end of their paper. In future research it would be
interesting to investigate whether the reconstruction can be extended to the case of non-atomic

orthomodular lattices in order to provide a complete answer to Harding and Navara’s question.

Finally, in Chapter [7], we have considered the information theoretic concept of entropy from
the perspective of the Topos Approach. This new perspective allowed us to treat classical and
quantum notions of entropy, such as Shannon and von Neumann entropies, or Renyi entropies, in
a unified setting, via the innovative construction of contextual entropy. Within this construction
a classical Shannon entropy is associated to each commuting subalgebra of observables of the non-
commutative algebra corresponding to a given quantum system. This assignment of Shannon
entropies is based on the reformulation of quantum states within the Topos Approach described
by Déring in [44]. Given a quantum state, the classical Shannon entropies which build up
the contextual entropy map are the entropies of the quantum state seen through the ‘classical
windows’ given by the commuting subalgebras. We have further analysed how the state’s von
Neumann entropy, which is the quantum counterpart of Shannon entropy, is associated to a
distinguished maximal commuting subalgebra. In Section [7.5 we have showed that the same
principles can be applied to construct the Renyi contextual entropy, which similarly treats

classical and quantum Renyi entropies in a unified setting.

Perhaps the most striking feature of the contextual entropy map is the fact that it is rich
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enough to allow for a reconstruction algorithm which takes in a contextual entropy map and
outputs a quantum state. This implies that contextual entropy can be seen as a mathematical
equivalent of quantum states based on the information theoretical concept of entropy. As such

it is a step towards an information-theoretic characterisation of quantum states.

In future work we propose checking whether the concept of contextual entropy could also
be defined for infinte dimensional quantum systems. Since both Gleason’s theorem and the
Schur-Horn lemma, which the reconstruction algorithm essentially relies on, can be used in
infinite dimensions (as proved by Kaftal and Weiss in [94]), it would be particularly interesting

to see if our reconstruction results can also be applied in the infinite dimensional case.

Finding an axiomatic characterisation of the contextual entropy map would allow us to
relate our reconstruction results to a generalized version of Gleason’s theorem. This theorem
states that every finitely additive probability measure m on the projections of a von Neumann

algebra with no type I summand can be uniquely extended to a state on that algebra.

Since every m as above uniquely determines a measure p on the spectral presheaf, we could
easily construct its associated contextual entropy map FE,. Using our reconstruction algorithm,
we could in principle retrieve the unique quantum state p associated to £, and hence also the
probability measure p. However, the caveat is that in our algorithm we had to assume in the
first place that we had started from a probability measure u on projections. Therefore having an
axiomatic characterisation of those real-valued maps on contexts which are contextual entropy
maps (and hence come from quantum states) would allow us to reconstruct quantum states
directly. This would be an important step towards giving a new structural proof of Gleason’s

theorem, and as such it promises to be both an interesting and non-trivial task.

Last, but not least, perhaps the most advanced and important application of this topos-
theoretic construction during this exciting era of Quantum Information Theory would be to
obtain new quantitative and qualitative insights into the nature of multipartite entanglement

starting from the rich structure of the contextual entropy map.
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Appendix A

The Subadditivity Property of

Contextual Entropy

In this Appendix we seek to find general examples of density matrices and entangled contexts,

for which the subadditivity property of contextual entropy fails to hold.

Let us assume we are looking at a composite system of dimension n = ning, with ni,no >

2. Consider the following diagonal density matrix:

[l

p= 0,2
1

2
Its partial traces will be of the same form, and their tensor product will also be a diagonal

matrix:

=

0n272

PN

p1 & pg = 0(n172)n2

N,

0n2—2

1
4
If U = (U;;) is a n-dimensional unitary matrix, then we are only interested in the diagonal

entries of UpU~! and of Up; ® poU ! and these can be easily calculated:
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U1 + |Urpl?
|Un—l,1|2 + ’Un—l,n|2
Unal* + [Unnl?
while

U112 + [Urnl? + U ng |2 + Ut p—n, |2

1
Upt @ poU~" = 1
|Unfl,1|2 + |Un71,n|2 + |Un717n2|2 + |Un71,n*n2|2

Una|? + [Unnl? + 1Unine [* + Unn—na|?

We want to calculate

A = E(’up)|U*1<Dnl®Dn2-U = E(/’LP)’UflADn.U

= Eugpu-)lp, = Sh (UpU ™1, ... (UpU ™))

and show that it is strictly greater than
B = E(Mp1®p2)|U—1<Dnl®Dn2»U = Sh ((Up1 ® IO2U_1)117 IR (U,O1 ® pZU_l)Tm)

In order to compute these we need to specify only four columns of the unitary matrix
U, namely columns 1, ng, n — no and n. That is, we must specify four orthonormal vectors of
dimension n. We first look at the situation when n is even and greater or equal to six. In this

case the four vectors can be taken as follows:
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Ul =<

and so

which is strictly greater than

1
B =Sh
S 2n

m T8 TR

DN =

—_

11

- {1,-1,0,...
N——

A=S5h(1/n,...,1/n)=1nn

as desired. For n = 4 we can see that ﬁ + % = 1/n, and this approach will fail to produce

a counterexample.

However, by randomly generating four-dimensional density matrices and

unitaries on a computer, it is easy to come across an example for which subadditivity fails. For

instance if we consider the state

0.089
—0.107 + 0.0384
0.070 + 0.0097
0.116 + 0.0561

and the unitary matrix

0.662 + 0.1631
—0.250 — 0.2321¢
—0.011 + 0.1063
0.601 — 0.213:

—0.107 — 0.038:

0.328

—0.150 + 0.048:
—0.226 — 0.053:

0.027 + 0.130:2
0.459 — 0.5261¢
0.490 — 0.268¢
—0.161 — 0.394¢

153

0.070 — 0.009¢
—0.150 — 0.048:
0.205
0.117 4+ 0.0737

0.411 — 0.532:
0.290 — 0.229¢
0.147 + 0.2424
—0.117 + 0.5621

0.116 — 0.056%

—0.226 + 0.0531

0.117 — 0.073¢
0.376

0.234 — 0.098:¢
0.261 + 0.4351
0.017 — 0.772¢
0.238 4 0.1551



it is only a matter of straightforward computations to check that

E(:U'p)|U71.D4,U = EI(:uUpU*I)‘D4 > E(MUp1®p2U*1)|D4 = E(MP1®P2)’U71,D4,U

and hence the subadditivity property does not hold at the entangled context U~!- Dy - U.

The last case to consider is the one when the dimension of our system is odd. Then we
must have both n; and ne odd and greater or equal to three, so n > 9. In this case the four

vectors can be taken as follows:

vl =—@a,1,...,1,1,1,...,1,3,0,0

1 \/ﬁ( )
UT—i 1,1 1,-1,—1 -1,0,3,0
n \/ﬁ ) Ly cy ) Ity y Yy Yy

(n—3)/2 (n—3)/2
s 1
ul =-(-110,...,0,-1,1,0,0,0
2 AL
n—"7

1

T

Un—n2:§ 17_1707"‘70)_171707070
n—"7

in which case

3 3
A=Sh(1/n,...,1/n,—,—,0
(1t e 0)

which is less than Inn, but it is still greater than

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3
B=Sh ot o T o amon T8 o T8 an
7
~
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