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Empirical falsifiability of the predictions of physical theories is the cornerstone of the scientific
method. Physical theories attribute empirically falsifiable operational properties to sets of physical
preparations. A theory is said to be empirically complete if such properties allow for a not fine-tuned
realist explanation, as properties of underlying probability distributions over states of reality. Such
theories satisfy a family of equalities among fundamental operational properties, characterized exclu-
sively by the number of preparations. Quantum preparations deviate from these equalities, and the
maximal quantum deviation increases with the number of preparations. These deviations not only
signify the incompleteness of the operational quantum formalism, but they simultaneously imply
quantum over classical advantage in suitably constrained one-way communication tasks, highlighting
the delicate interplay between the two.

Quantum theory is all set to fuel the key technolog-
ical advances of the 21st century. However, even after
almost a century since its conception, there is no con-
sensus about the precise sense in which the structure of
reality that quantum theory posits conflicts with classical
worldviews. Addressing such questions necessitates for-
mal notions of classicality, and the realist (ontological)
framework provides a vital ground for such notions [1–4].

Typically, these notions of classicality ascribe certain
operational phenomena a not fine-tuned realist basis by
requiring these phenomena to hold intact at the level
of potentially inaccessible underlying reality [5]. These
phenomena double as empirically falsifiable operational
prerequisites for tests of the notions of classicality. For
instance, Bell’s local causality [1, 6] ascribes to non-
signalling correlations a parameter-independent realist
explanation 1, and the no-signaling condition ensured by
sufficient spatial separation forms the operational pre-
requisite of Bell tests. Generalised noncontextuality at-
tributes identical realist counterparts to operationally
equivalent physical entities, and the operational indis-
tinguishability of these entities forms the prerequisite of
experimental tests of noncontextuality [3]. The recently
introduced notion of classicality, bounded ontological dis-
tinctness (BOD) explains the distinguishability of opera-
tional physical entities by the distinctness of their realist
counterparts, and p-distinguishability of the physical en-
tities forms a prerequisite of the experimental tests of
BOD [4].

1 Bell’s local-causality entails two distinct realist assumptions.
While parameter independence forms the not fined tuned realist
basis for the operational no-signaling condition, outcome inde-
pendence is an auxiliary assumption of purely causal nature.

On the other hand, the realist notions of classical-
ity yield empirically falsifiable operational consequences,
typically in the form of statistical inequalities. The quan-
tum violation of these inequalities not only highlights the
necessity of realist fine-tuning, discarding a large class of
realist explanations, but also powers quantum advantage
in a plethora of computational, communication and infor-
mation processing tasks [4, 7–9]. Therefore, empirically
falsifiable phenomena feature as the operational prereq-
uisites, as well as the operational consequences of the re-
alist notions of classicality. Moreover, to distill the spec-
trum of non-classical operational predictions of quantum
theory, all empirically falsifiable operational phenomena
warrant a not fine-tuned realist basis. Stemming from
this unifying perception, in this Letter, we introduce a
realist notion of classicality, termed empirical complete-
ness.

Operational theories attribute empirically falsifiable
operational properties to sets of preparations. Here, we
consider an operationally relevant class of such proper-
ties, namely, the maximum success metrics of one-way
communication tasks. If these properties allow for a not
fine-tuned realist explanation, i.e., if there exists corre-
sponding sets of probability distributions over states of
reality (referred to as epistemic states) which exactly and
exclusively explain the operational properties, the theory
or the fragment thereof is said to be empirically complete.

In contrast to other notions of classicality, we demon-
strate that empirically complete theories satisfy a family
of equalities among elemental operational properties of
set of preparations. These equalities hold irrespective
of the particulars of the preparations and are charac-
terised solely by their number. The corresponding prop-
erties of sets of quantum preparations deviate from these
equalities, signifying the incompleteness of the theory.

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

13
12

4v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
5 

O
ct

 2
02

1



2

Moreover, as classical communication is empirically com-
plete, these deviations imply quantum over classical ad-
vantage in suitably constrained one-way communication
tasks. The fact that classical preparations adhere to sta-
tistical equalities implies that quantum advantage can be
obtained with very inefficient detectors, making the ex-
perimental demonstrations much more feasible [10]. Fi-
nally, employing state of the art semidefinite program-
ming (SDP) techniques we characterise the quantum de-
viations for the case of three preparations, and provide
evidence of increasing maximal quantum deviation with
the number of preparations.

Let us begin by revisiting the requisite preliminaries.
Operational physical theories such as quantum theory
serve a two fold purpose, (i) they prescribe mathematical
objects to experimental procedures, and (ii) predict the
consequent observations. Here we consider simple exper-
iments entailing a preparation P ∈ PO of a physical sys-
tem, followed by a K-outcome measurement M ∈ MO,
where PO and MO are sets of preparations and mea-
surements featuring in an operational theory. The the-
ory yields predictions of the form p(k|P,M) specifying
the probability of observing an outcome k ∈ [K] (where
[a] ≡ {1, . . . , a}) as a result of performing a measurement
M on a preparation P .

In quantum theory preparations are described by den-
sity operators ρP ∈ {ρ ∈ B+(H)|Tr ρ = 1}, and measure-
ments are defined by POVMs {Mk ∈ B+(H)}k such that∑
kMk = I, where B+(H) is the set of bounded positive

semidefinite operators on some Hilbert space H which
is assumed to be finite dimensional, and I is the iden-
tity operator on H. The predictions of quantum theory
are specified by the Born rule p(k|P,M) = Tr(ρPMk).
Yet another relevant class of operational models is that
of d-levelled classical communication. In such theories
an operational preparation P corresponds to an encoding
scheme entailing a probability distribution eP over a d-
levelled classical message ω ∈ [d], and a K-outcome mea-
surement M is described by a decoding scheme specifying
the probability dM (k|ω) of producing an outcome k ∈ [K]
upon receiving the message ω. The predictions of such
models are given by p(k|P,M) =

∑
ω eP (ω)dM (k|ω).

Owing to the ubiquitous distinction between prepara-
tion and measurement procedures, operational theories
implicitly assign empirically falsifiable properties to sets
of physical preparations. In this Letter, we consider an
operationally relevant subclass of such properties defined
as follows,

Definition 1 (Operational properties). Associated to a
given set of n preparations P ≡ {Px ∈ PO}nx=1, an em-
pirically falsifiable operational property has the generic
form,

S(O)
n (P ) = max

M∈MO
{
∑
x,k

cxkp(k|Px,M)}, (1)

where {cxk ∈ R}x,k are real coefficients and the maximiza-
tion is over the set of all measurements MO allowed in
the operational theory.

The operational properties (1) are closely linked to
one-way communication tasks, wherein the sender en-
codes the classical input x ∈ [n] onto a physical prepa-
ration Px ∈ P , and receiver decodes the message by
performing some measurement M ∈ MO to produce an
outcome k. We gauge the performance of these resources

using a success metric S
(O)
n (P ,M) =

∑
x,k c

x
kp(k|Px,M).

For a given set of preparations P , each operational prop-
erty (1) corresponds to the maximal attainable success

metric, i.e., S
(O)
n (P ) = maxM∈MO{S

(O)
n (P ,M)}. The

maximization relieves S
(O)
n (P ) of its dependence on the

measurements featuring in an operational theory deem-
ing it to be an exclusive operational property of the given
set of preparations P .

For a given set of preparations P , if one can ex-

perimentally demonstrate higher success than S
(O)
n (P )

in the associated communication task, then the op-
erational theory and its prescriptions are falsified.
For a given set of quantum preparations ρ ≡
{ρx}nx=1, evaluating an operational property S

(Q)
n (ρ) =

maxM∈MQ{
∑
x,k c

x
k tr(ρxMk)}, invariably constitutes a

semidefinite program, which owing its to strong duality
yields the precisely the maximum success metric along
with the optimal POVM {Mk} [11]. Whereas evaluating

an operational propriety S
(C)
n (e) for a given set of encod-

ing schemes e ≡ {ex}nx=1 constitutes a linear program.

The realist framework seeks to explain the predictions
of an operational theory, whilst assuming the existence of
observer independent attributes associated with physical
systems. The complete specification of each attribute is
referred to as the state of reality λ of a physical system.
A realist model for a prepare and measure fragment of
an operational theory consists of the following three el-
ements: (i) a measurable space, Λ, known as the realist
state space, (ii) a probability measure µP on Λ describ-
ing the epistemic state of the system for each prepara-
tion P ∈ PO, and (iii) for every state of reality λ ∈ Λ
and measurement M ∈ MO, a probability distribution
ξM (·|λ) over the possible outcomes of M , referred to as
a response scheme. A realist model explains the opera-
tional predictions if p(k|P,M) =

∫
Λ
dλµP (λ)ξM (k|λ).

A realist explanation of an operational

property (1) has the form S
(O)
n (P ) =

max{M∈MO}{
∑
x,k c

x
k

∫
Λ
dλµx(λ)ξM (k|λ)}, where

the maximization is over the possibly fine-tuned set of
operationally accessible response schemes. To distill the
necessity of such fine-tuning, we define not fine-tuned
exclusive properties of sets of epistemic states as,

Definition 2 (Not fine-tuned realist properties). Asso-
ciated to a given set of n epistemic states µ ≡ {µx}nx=1
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a not fine-tuned realist property has the generic form,

S(Λ)
n (µ) = max

{ξ(k|λ)}
{
∑
x,k

cxk

∫
Λ

dλµx(λ)ξ(k|λ)}, (2)

where {cxk ∈ R}x,k are real coefficients and the maximiza-
tion is over the set of all valid response schemes which
satisfy positivity (∀λ ∈ Λ, k ∈ [K] : ξ(k|λ) > 0) and
completeness (∀λ ∈ Λ :

∑
k ξ(k|λ) = 1).

As the set of response schemes constrained by only
by positivity and completeness forms a convex polytope
with deterministic response functions as extremal points,
we can solve the maximization in (2) by selecting the
response functions that for each λ, yield the outcome k
which maximises the function

∑
x c

x
kµx(λ) such that,

S(Λ)
n (µ) =

∫
Λ

dλmax
k
{
∑
x

cxkµx(λ)}. (3)

This expression further substantiates the fact that the

maximization over response schemes relieves S
(Λ)
n (µ)

from its dependence on response schemes, deeming it to
be an exclusive property of the set of epistemic states µ.

Now we have all the necessary ingredients to formally
introduce empirical completeness as a characterising fea-
ture of operation theories,

Definition 3 (Empirically complete theories). An oper-
ational theory or a fragment thereof is said to be em-
pirically complete (EC) if for all sets of preparations
P ≡ {Px ∈ PO}nx=1, and all associated empirically fal-

sifiable operational properties S
(O)
n (P ) (1), there exists

underlying sets of epistemic states u ≡ {µx}nx=1 with not

fine-tuned realist properties S
(Λ)
n (µ) (2) such that,

S(Λ)
n (µ) = S(O)

n (P ). (4)

As an example, d-levelled classical communication
models are empirically complete, owing to the fact that
the d-levelled classical message ω forms an operationally
accessible sufficient statistic for the underlying state of
reality λ. This implies that for all empirically falsifi-
able operational properties SCn(e) associated with a set
of encoding schemes e ≡ {ex}nx=1, we can obtain not fine
tuned realist explanations by taking the message itself
to be the state of reality, i.e., λ = ω, and the encoding
schemes to be the epistemic states, i.e., e ≡ µ, such that

S
(Λ)
n (µ) = S

(C)
n (e).

Defined in this way, empirical completeness underlies
other well-known notions of classicality. As the distin-
guishability of a set of preparations forms an empiri-
cally falsifiable operational property, empirical complete-
ness directly implies (symmetric) maximal ψ-epistemicity
[12], bounded ontological distinctness of preparations [4],
and preparation noncontextuality [3]. Equipped with cer-
tain quantum theory dependent assumptions, empirical

completeness can also be shown to imply [4, 13, 14] gen-
eralized noncotextuality [3], Kochen-Specker noncontex-
tuality [2] and Bell local-causality [1]. Consequently, the
quantum violation of the operational consequences of all
other well-known notions of classicality which typically
constitute statistical inequalities, imply the operational
incompleteness of quantum theory.

To bring forth the characteristic empirically falsifiable
operational consequences of empirical completeness we
consider the following elemental operational properties
associated with a set of n > 2 operational preparations
P ≡ {Px}nx=1 and its two member subsets, respectively,

(i.) Average set distinguishability (�̄�Dn) is the average
maximum success probability of correctly guessing which
non-trivial m-member subset a given preparation Px be-
longs to,

�̄�D
(O)
n (P ) =

1

n− 1

n−1∑
m=1

��D(O)
n,m(P ), (5)

where��D
(O)
n,m(P ) = 1

n maxM
∑
i1<...<im

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}{p(k =

{i1, . . . , im}|Px,M)} forms an operational property of
entire set of preparations P ≡ {Px}nx=1, where the
first summation is over all distinct m-member sub-
sets {i1, . . . , im} ⊂ [n]. We note here that ��D

(O)
n,1 (P )

corresponds to the distinguishability of the set of prepa-

rations P , whereas ��D
(O)
n,n−1(P ) is equivalent to their

anti-distinguishability [13, 15].

(ii.) Average pair-wise distinguishability (D̄
(O)
n ) is the

average of maximum success probability of perfectly
distinguishing distinct pairs of preparations {Pi, Pj ∈
{Px}},

D̄(O)
n (P ) =

1(
n
2

) ∑
i<j

��D
(O)
2,1 ({Pi, Pj}), (6)

where ��D
(O)
2,1 ({Pi, Pj}) = 1

2 maxM∈MO{
∑
x∈{i,j} p(k =

x|Px,M)} forms an operational property of the pair
{Pi, Pj}, commonly referred to as their distinguishability.
Now we are prepared to present the operational conse-
quences of empirical completeness, namely, a family of
empirically falsifiable statistical equalities,

Theorem 1. For any empirically complete theory (EC),
for any given set of n preparations P ≡ {Px}nx=1, the
average set distinguishability is exactly equal to average
pair-wise distinguishability, i.e.,

D̄(EC)
n (P ) = �̄�D

(EC)
n (P ). (7)

The proof has been deferred to the supplementary ma-
terial for brevity. These equalities imply that for any em-
pirically complete theory, and any set of n preparations
P , if there exists measurements that achieve an average

pair-wise distinguishability D̄
(EC)
n (P ) = p, there must ex-

ist measurements that attain an average set distinguisha-

bility with exactly the same efficiency, i.e., �̄�D
(EC)
n (P ) = p,
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and vice versa. On the contrary, if either average pair-
wise distinguishability or average set distinguishability
falls short of the other, i.e., there is non-zero deviation

from the equalities ∆
(O)
n (P ) = D̄

(O)
n (P ) − �̄�D

(O)
n (P ) 6=

0, then this signifies the lack of operational measure-
ments which would saturate the equalities. The deviation

∆
(O)
n (P ) forms a measure of incompleteness of the oper-

ational theory with respect to the set of preparations P .
Moreover, it is easy to see that any realist model under-
lying such an operational theory must fine-tune the set of
operationally accessible response schemes to explain the
operational deviation.

We now demonstrate that such instances of in-
completeness of an operational theory fuel advantage
over classical communication in one-way communication
tasks. To demonstrate this, we cast set distinguishability
as an one way communication task, wherein the sender
(Alice) encodes her classical input x ∈ [n] onto an op-
erational preparation Px ∈ P ≡ {Px ∈ PO}nx=1, and
transmits it to the receiver (Bob). Bob upon receiving
the transmission performs a

(
n
y

)
-outcome measurement

My ∈M ≡ {My ∈MO} based on her input y ∈ [n− 1].

They aim to maximize the success metric �̄�D
(O)
n (P ,M).

Unlike communication complexity problems, here the
amount of communication remains unconstrained, in-
stead Alice’s preparations are constrained such that their

average pair-wise distinguishability D̄
(O)
n (P ) is at most

p. Now as classical communication is empirically com-
plete, (7) implies that the success metric is bounded by

p, i.e., �̄�D
(C)
n = max{e,d}�̄�D

(C)
n (e,d) 6 p. Similarly, av-

erage pair-wise distinguishability can also be cast as a
promised communication task with the success metric

D̄
(O)
n (P ,M) and the channel constraint �̄�D

(O)
n (P ) 6 p,

such that for such tasks D̄
(C)
n 6 p. If a set of operational

preparations P , have ∆
(O)
n (P ) < 0 they fuel advantage

in the former task, and when ∆
(O)
n (P ) > 0 an advantage

is obtained in the latter.

Consider the set of three qubit preparations ρ4 ≡
{ρx = I+nx·σ

2 }3x=1 which form an equilateral trian-
gle on the Bloch sphere, specifically with Bloch vec-
tors n1 = [1,0,0]T,n2 = [cos 2π

3 , sin
2π
3 ,0]T and n3 =

[cos 4π
3 , sin

4π
3 ,0]T. While their average set distinguisha-

bility turns out to be �̄�D
(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 5

6 ≈ 0.833, their av-

erage pairwise distinguishability is D̄
(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 1

2 (1 +
√

3
2 ) ≈ 0.933, such that the deviation from equality is

∆
(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 3

√
3−4
12 ≈ 0.0997. The set of four qubit

preparations ρ 5

5

5 which form a regular tetrahedron on

the Bloch sphere attains a higher deviation from the four
preparation equality, i.e., ∆Q4 (ρ 5

5

5 ) ≈ 0.1453.

While these form lower bounds specific to the set
of states ρ, finding out the maximal quantum devia-

tion from the equalities (7) |∆(Q)
n | = maxρ{|∆(Q)

n (ρ)|}

boils down to finding the maximal quantum values of

a n preparation preparation success metric, i.e., S
(Q)
n =

maxρ{S(Q)
n (ρ)} given an upper bound on another generic

operational property, i.e., T
(Q)
n (ρ) 6 p, where S

(Q)
n (ρ),

and T
(Q)
n (ρ) are arbitrary operational properties of n

density operators of the form (1). Such optimization
problems are very arduous to solve as the dimension of
the quantum systems remains unconstrained. To this
end, in a forthcoming article [16], we device a hierarchy
of SDP relaxations for such problems 2, to obtain efficient

dimension independent tightening upper bounds S
(QL)
n ,

where L ∈ N+ is the level of the relaxation such that

∀L ∈ N+ : S(QL) > S(QL+1)n > S
(Q)
n . We also device

a see-saw SDP algorithm to obtain dimension dependent

efficient lower bounds S
(QLB)
n 6 S

(Q)
n . Whenever the

upper bounds from the relaxations coincide with the di-
mension dependent lower bounds, we obtain the maximal

quantum value S
(Q)
n (upto machine precision).

We employed the hierarchy of SDP relaxations for the

optimization problem D̄
(Q)
n = maxρ D̄

(Q)
n (ρ) such that

�̄�D
(Q)
n (ρ) 6 p. Remarkably, the second level of the hierar-

chy yields a maximum deviation from the three prepara-

tion equality saturated by ρ4, i.e., ∆
(Q2)
3 = ∆

(Q)
3 (ρ4) =

3
√

3−4
12 when p = �̄�D

(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 5

6 . Quantum prepara-
tions can also violate the inequality the other way. We
employed the SDP hierarchy and the see-saw technique
to obtain upper and lower bounds for the solution of

the inverse optimization problem, �̄�D
(Q)
n = maxρ�̄�D

(Q)
n (ρ)

such that D̄
(Q)
n (ρ) 6 p. We find that the third level of

the hierarchy yields the maximum deviation −∆
(Q3)
3 =

D
(Q)
3 (�ρ) ≈ 0.0277 when p = D̄

(Q)
3 (�ρ) ≈ 0.8214 satu-

rated by a triplet of qutrits �ρ. This implies that the
maximal quantum deviation from the three preparation

equality is |∆(Q)
3 | = ∆

(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 3

√
3−4
12 . Using these

SDP techniques, we characterized the quantum devia-
tions from the three preparation equality (see FIG. 1).
Moreover, the second level of the hierarchy yields a higher
maximum deviation from the four preparation equality

|∆(Q)
4 | = ∆

(Q)
4 (ρ 5

5

5 ) ≈ 0.1453. In fact, we present ev-

idence that the maximal quantum deviation from the
equalities increases with the number of preparations in
FIG. 2.

In summary, we introduced a realist notion of clas-
sicality, termed empirical completeness, which requires
empirically falsifiable operational properties associated
with sets of preparations, to have a not fine-tuned realist
explanation, as properties of stochastic distributions over
states of reality. However, unlike the other notions, the

2 Similar to the Navascués–Pironio–Aćın hierarchy for nonlocal
quantum correlations [17], and [18, 19] for generalized contex-
tuality scenarios, [20] for informationally restricted correlations.
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FIG. 1. Characterising quantum deviation from the three
preparation equality: The average pair-wise distiguishability

D̄
(Q)
3 (·) is plotted against the average set distinguishability

�̄D
(Q)
3 (·) for randomly sampled (from an Haar uniform distri-

bution) triplets of density operators ρ (green crosses), pure
states ψ (orange solid circles). The solid black line repre-

sents the three preparation equality D̄
(EC)
3 (·) = �̄D

(EC)
3 (·) sat-

isfied by all empirically complete (EC) theories (7). All ran-
dom samples deviated from the equality with over 99% ex-

hibiting a deviation |∆(Q)
3 (·)| > 0.00005. The red solid line

represents the dimension independent upper bounds D̄
(Q3)
3

such that �̄D
(Q)
3 (ρ) = p and �̄D

(Q3)
3 when D̄

(Q)
3 (ρ) = p

from the third level of the hierarchy of SDP relaxations.

The blue circles represent lower bounds D̄
(QLB)
3 and �̄D

(QLB)
3

from the see-saw technique. The triplet of qubit states
ρ4 which form an equilateral triangle on the Bloch sphere
attain the maximal quantum deviation from the equality

|∆(Q)
3 | = D̄

(Q)
3 (ρ4)−�̄D

(Q)
3 (ρ4) = 3

√
3−4
12

≈ 0.0997. Whereas,
a triplet of qutrit states �ρ attain the maximal quantum dif-

ference �̄D
(Q)
3 (�ρ)− D̄(Q)

3 (�ρ) ≈ 0.0277.

distinguishing experimentally falsifiable operational con-
sequence of empirical completeness constitute a family
of equalities among elemental operational properties of
sets of preparations. Quantum preparations violate these
equalities both ways, implying the theory’s incomplete-
ness. In general, operational violation of empirical in-
completeness highlights the operational properties which
require realist fine-tuning, and fuels advantage over clas-
sical communication in communication tasks wherein the
sender’s preparations are constrained such that they at-
tain bounded success in other communication tasks.

AC and MP acknowledge financial support by the
Foundation for Polish Science (IRAP project, ICTQT,
contract No. 2018/MAB/5, co-financed by EU within
Smart Growth Operational Programme). AC ac-
knowledges financial support by NCN grant SHENG
2018/30/Q/ST2/00625. DS acknowledges financial sup-
port by National Post-doctoral Fellowship, India. MP
financial support by QuantERA grant funded by NCBiR
QUANTERA/2/2020. AC acknowledges Racecar by Pe-
riphery for creative support.

FIG. 2. Increasing quantum deviation: This graphic pro-
vides evidence for increasing maximum quantum deviation
|∆Qn | = ∆Qn from the equalities (7) with the number of prepa-
rations n. The larger blue bars represent upper bounds
∆Q1

n obtained from the first level of the hierarchy of SDP
relaxations, while the smaller orange bars represent lower
bounds ∆QLB

n obtained via sea-saw SDP technique. For
n = {3, 4, 5} the yellow circles represent upper bounds from
the second level ∆Q2

n of the hierarchy of SDP relaxations
which saturate the lower bounds for maximal quantum devi-
ation |∆Q2

3 | = ∆Q3 (ρ4), |∆Q2
4 | = ∆Q4 (ρ 5

5

5 ), |∆Q2
5 | = ∆QLB

5 ,

and hence constitute the maximal quantum deviations |∆Qn |.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1 states that for any empirically complete theory, for any given set of n preparations P ≡ {Px}nx=1,

the average set distinguishability D̄
(EC)
n (P ) is exactly equal to average pair-wise distinguishability �̄�D

(EC)
n (P ), i.e.

D̄
(EC)
n (P ) = �̄�D

(EC)
n (P ). To prove this thesis, first, for a set of epistemic states µ ≡ {µx}nx=1, we obtain expressions for

the not fine-tuned realist counterparts of average set distinguishability�̄�D
(Λ)
n (µ) and average pair-wise distinguishability

D̄
(Λ)
n (µ),

D̄
(Λ)
n (µ)=

1(
n
2

) ∑
i<j

��D
(Λ)
2,1 ({µi, µj})

=
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

∫
Λ

dλmax{µi(λ), µj(λ)},

�̄�D
(Λ
n (µ) =

1

n− 1

n−1∑
m=1

��D(Λ)
n,m(µ)

=
1

n(n− 1)

n−1∑
m=1

∫
Λ

dλ max
i1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}

{µx(λ)}, (8)

where the second and fourth equality follows from ��D
(Λ)
n,m = 1

n

∫
Λ
dλmaxi1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}{µx(λ)} which in-

turn follows from (3). Now we introduce following elementary identity [21] which forms the key ingredient of our
proof technique,

Lemma 1. For any set of n real numbers {ux ∈ R}nx=1, the following identity holds,

∑
i<j

max{ui, uj} =

n−1∑
m=1

max
i1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}

{ux}. (9)

Proof. To prove the above thesis, we consider an ordered list {ax}nx=1 such that a1 > a2 . . . > an−1 > an associated
to a given set of real numbers {ux}nx=1. Consequently, we re-express

∑
i<j max{ui, uj} in terms of members of the

ordered list {ax}nx=1 as,

∑
i<j

max{ui, uj} =

n−1∑
x=1

(n− x)ax (10)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.250403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.250403
https://doi.org/10.12743/quanta.v3i1.22
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.120401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.062111
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.062111
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1367-2630/10/7/073013
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-06-29-484
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.020334
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Notice that the right hand side of the above equation can be regrouped into sums of m 6 n− 1 largest numbers such
that,

∑
i<j

max{ui, uj} = (n− 1)a1 + (n− 2)a2 + . . .+ 2an−2 + an−1 =

n−1∑
m=1

m∑
x=1

ax, (11)

Finally, observe that for any m 6 n,

max
i1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}

{ux} =

m∑
x=1

ax, (12)

which when plugged back into (11) yields the desired thesis (9). �

As any set of epistemic states µ ≡ {µx}nx=1 yields a set of positive numbers {µxλ}nx=1 for each ontic state λ ∈ Λ,
Lemma 1 implies,

∑
i<j

max{µi(λ), µj(λ)} =

n−1∑
m=1

max
i1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}

{µx(λ)}, ∀λ ∈ Λ. (13)

Integrating both sides of (13) over the ontic-state space, and multiplying by 1
n(n−1) yields,

D̄(Λ)
n (µ) =

1

n(n− 1)

∫
Λ

dλ
∑
i<j

max{µi(λ), µj(λ)} =

∫
Λ

dλ

n−1∑
m=1

max
i1<...<im∈[n]

∑
x∈{i1,...,im}

{µx(λ)} = D̄(Λ)
n (µ), (14)

where we have used the relations (8). Finally, as for any empirically complete theory, for any set of preparations
P ≡ {Px}nx=1 there exists an underlying set of epistemic states µ ≡ {µx}nx=1, such all that operational properties

have a not fine-tuned realist explanation, i.e., S
(EC)
n = S

(Λ)
n . In particular, empirical completeness allows us to port

the relation (14) to the operational level such that D̄
(EC)
n (P ) = �̄�D

(EC)
n (P ), which concludes the proof.
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