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Abstract

For a given target system and apparatus described by quantum
theory, the so-called quantum no-programming theorem indicates that
a family of states called programs in the apparatus with a fixed unitary
operation on the total system programs distinct unitary dynamics to
the target system only if the initial programs are orthogonal to each
other. The current study aims at revealing whether a similar behavior
can be observed in generalized probabilistic theories (GPTs). Gener-
alizing the programming scheme to GPTs, we derive a similar theorem
to the quantum no-programming theorem. We furthermore demon-
strate that programming of reversible dynamics is related closely to a
curious structure named a quasi-classical structure on the state space.
Programming of irreversible dynamics, i.e., channels in GPTs is also
investigated.

1 Introduction

In the field of quantum technology such as quantum computation, imple-
menting unitary dynamics to a target system is one of the most important
tasks. The implementation of various quantum gates is significant in general
quantum computation, or, more specifically, the implementation of quantum
Fourier transformation is a crucial part of Shor’s algorithm [1]. In analogy
with classical computers, Nielsen and Chuang proposed implementing uni-
tary dynamics by means of “programmable gate array” [2]. In their scenario,
an apparatus was considered besides the target system, and the desired uni-
tary dynamics on the target system were implemented by controlling states
of the apparatus called “programs” and operating a unitary to the total
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system. It could be marvelous if there exist an apparatus and a unitary
operator on the total system that realize arbitrary unitary dynamics on the
system, but such protocol was proved to be mathematically impossible in
[2]. In fact, there was proved that if N unitary dynamics on the target sys-
tem can be programmed, then a perfectly distinguishable set of N states in
the apparatus are used as the corresponding programs. This result is known
as a quantum no-programming theorem, and has been studied extensively:
for instance, its optimal protocol for approximate universal programming
was found [3], or a no-programming theorem with respect to measurement
processes was also studied [4]

In this paper, we study whether such a relation is general between the
possibility of programming unitary (reversible) dynamics and the structure
of the apparatus. We extend the programming scheme from quantum theory
to generalized probabilistic theories (GPTs) [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15], which are the most general framework of physics, and investigate
how a family of states in an apparatus should behave as programs when
programming reversible dynamics in a target system. It is then proved
similarly to the quantum case that if we can implement a pair of distinct
reversible dynamics in the system, then the corresponding programs in the
apparatus are perfectly distinguishable. This observation indicates that the
quantum behavior observed in the programming scheme is in fact a more
general one. At the same time, when deriving this observation, we find
that a curious structure (named a quasi-classical structure) appears in the
target system that quantum theory does not have. Interestingly, we prove
that this structure appears in the apparatus in turn when it can program
a fixed number of reversible dynamics on an arbitrary target system. We
also discuss another generalization of the quantum setting on the scenario
of programming irreversible dynamics, i.e., channels.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present a brief
review on GPTs. Not only notions for single systems but also fundamentals
for bipartite systems are explained there. In terms of those descriptions,
we generalize the scheme of quantum programming to GPTs in Section
3. In addition to the generalization of the setting originally introduced by
Nielsen and Chuang [2], where only reversible dynamics were focused, we
also consider programming channles in Section 4. There we also give the
concrete observations on how to implement channels if we use states in a
family of GPTs called regular polygon theories [16].

2 Generalized probabilistic theories (GPTs)

In this section, we present a brief review on GPTs according to [13, 14, 15].
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2.1 States, effects, and transformations

A system is specified by its state space. A state space Ω is a compact
convex set in a finite-dimensional Euclidean space V such that Ω satisfies
V “ spanpΩq and aff pΩq does not contain the origin O of V .1 We note
that only finite-dimensional cases are treated in this paper. Elements of
Ω are called states, and if a state ω P Ω satisfies ω1 “ ω2 “ ω whenever
ω “ pω1 ` p1 ´ pqω2 with ω1, ω2 P Ω and p P p0, 1q, then ω is called a
pure state. We denote by Ωext the set of all pure states in Ω, and we call
elements in ΩzΩext mixed states. The convexity of a state space originates
from the physical intuition that probabilistic mixtures of states are possible:
if we can prepare two states ω1 and ω2, then we can also prepare a state
pω1 ` p1´ pqω2 p0 ă p ă 1q through the probabilistic mixture of ω1 and ω2

with respective probabilities p and 1´ p respectively. Measurements on the
system are described by the notion of effects. An effect e is a real-valued
linear function on V that satisfies epΩq Ď r0, 1s, and the set of all effects
is denoted by E Ă V ˚. For a state ω P Ω and effect e P E , the quantity
epωq represents the probability of observing some specific outcome when
the system is prepared in ω. We note that in this article we follow the
no-restriction hypothesis [9, 17], which means that all effects are physically
valid. We often write the expression epωq also as xe, ωy in the following. The
effect u P E satisfying upωq “ 1 for all ω P Ω is called the unit effect. An
observable E “ texuxPX is a family of effects satisfying

ř

xPX ex “ u. In this
expression, the index set X represents the set of all outcomes observed in the
measurement of E, and each effect ex outputs the probability of observing
the outcome x P X acting on states. In this article, we assume that the
outcome set of an observable is a finite set. A family of states tωxux Ă Ω
is called perfectly distinguishable if there exists an observable texux such
that expωyq “ δxy. On the other hand, a family of states tωiuiPI Ă Ω
with an index set I is called pairwise distinguishable if any pair tωi, ωju of
its distinct elements is perfectly distinguishable. Although the two notions
above coincide with each other in quantum and classical theories [6, 18], they
are in general different notions: a perfectly distinguishable set of states is
pairwise distinguishable, but the converse does not necessarily hold in GPTs.
For a finite-dimensional state space Ω, while a perfectly distinguishable set
of states is seen easily to be a finite set (bounded by the dimension of the
vector space spanpΩq), we can prove that a pairwise distinguishable set of
states is also a finite set (see Proposition A.1 in Appendix A).

Transformations between systems are described through the notion of
channels. For state spaces Ω1 and Ω2 whose underlying vector spaces are V1

1For a subset A of a vector space, its convex hull convpAq, affine hull aff pAq, and
linear span spanpAq are given by convpAq :“ t

řn
i“1 λiai | ai P A, λi P r0, 1s,

ř

i λi “
1, n: finiteu, aff pAq :“ t

řn
i“1 λiai | ai P A, λi P R,

ř

i λi “ 1, n: finiteu, and spanpAq :“
t
řn
i“1 λiai | ai P A, λi P R, n: finiteu respectively.
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and V2 respectively, we define the set CpΩ1,Ω2q as CpΩ1,Ω2q “ tΛ: Ω1 Ñ

Ω2 | affineu “ tΛ: V1 Ñ V2 | ΛpΩ1q Ď Ω2, linearu, and call its elements
channels. When Ω1 “ Ω2 “ Ω, we write CpΩ,Ωq simply as CpΩq. Among
channels from a system described by Ω to itself, reversible dynamics are of
particular importance. A channel α P CpΩq is called a reversible dynamics
if it is bijective, and the set of all reversible dynamics on Ω is written as
GLpΩq. We remark that not all elements of GLpΩq are physically realizable:
in quantum theory, only reversible dynamics described by unitary operators
are allowed [19, 20].

We have so far explained transformations in terms of state changes (the
Schrödinger picture), but we can also describe them through transitions
between effects (the Heisenberg picture). For a channel Λ P CpΩ1,Ω2q, its
dual map Λ˚ : E2 Ñ E1, where E1 and E2 are the respective effect spaces for
Ω1 and Ω2, is defined by the affine map satisfying xΛ˚peq, ωy “ xe,Λpωqy for
all ω P Ω1 and e P E2. We note that the dual map Λ˚ can be extended linearly
to Λ˚ : V ˚2 Ñ V ˚1 , where V ˚1 and V ˚2 are the dual space of the underlying
vector spaces of Ω1 and Ω2 respectively, and that the dual α˚ of a reversible
dynamics α P GLpΩq becomes a bijection on E (and V ˚) as well.

2.2 Bipartite systems

In this part, the description of bipartite systems in GPTs is briefly reviewed.
Let Ω1 and Ω2 be state spaces embedded in finite-dimensional Euclidean
spaces V1 and V2 respectively, and let E1 and E2 be the respective effect
spaces for Ω1 and Ω2. We remember that E1 and E2 are subsets of the dual
spaces V ˚1 and V ˚2 of V1 and V2 respectively, and V ˚1 » V1 and V ˚2 » V2

hold due to the assumption of finite dimensionality. For a bipartite system
composed of systems with state spaces Ω1 and Ω2, we write its state space
by Ω12. Then, requiring several physical principles, we obtain the following
observations (see [13, 14, 15] for detailed explanations).

1. The bipartite state space Ω12 is embedded in the Euclidean space
V1 b V2, that is, spanpΩ12q “ V1 b V2 (thus the bipartite effect space
E12 is a subset of V ˚1 b V

˚
2 );

2. When states ω P Ω1 and ξ P Ω2 are prepared independently in each
single system, the bipartite state is given by ω b ξ;

3. When effects e P E1 and f P E2 are measured independently in each
single system, the bipartite effect is given by eb f ;

4. The unit effect for Ω12 is given by u1 b u2, where u1 and u2 are the
unit effects for Ω1 and Ω2 respectively;

5. The bipartite state space Ω12 satisfies

Ω1 bmin Ω2 Ď Ω12 Ď Ω1 bmax Ω2, (2.1)
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where

Ω1 bmin Ω2 “ tµ P V1bV2 | µ “
n
ÿ

i“1

piωi b ξi, ωi P Ω1,

ξi P Ω2, pi ě 0,
n
ÿ

i“1

pi “ 1, n : finiteu

(2.2)

and

Ω1 bmax Ω2 “ tµ P V1bV2 | xu1 b u2, µy “ 1,

xeb f, µy ě 0, for all e P E1, f P E2u;
(2.3)

6. The bipartite effect space E12 satisfies

E1 bmin E2 Ď E12 Ď E1 bmax E2, (2.4)

where E1 bmin E2 and E1 bmax E2 are defined in the same way as (2.2)
and (2.3) respectively.

The convex sets Ω1 bmin Ω2 and Ω1 bmax Ω2 in (2.2) and (2.3) are called
the minimal tensor product and the maximal tensor product of Ω1 and Ω2

respectively (similarly for E1 and E2). These convex sets do not coincide with
each other unless either state space is classical (a simplex) [21]. We note
that if the bipartite state space Ω12 is given by Ω12 “ Ω1 bmin Ω2, then the
corresponding effect space E12 is E12 “ E1bmax E2, and if Ω12 “ Ω1bmaxΩ2,
then E12 “ E1 bmin E2 holds. We also remark that these tensor products
are compatible with the notion of complete positivity [14]. That is, for a
channel Λ P CpΩ1,Ω2q and an arbitrary state space Ω1,

rΛb idΩ1spΩ1 bmin Ω1q Ď Ω2 bmin Ω1

and
rΛb idΩ1spΩ1 bmax Ω1q Ď Ω2 bmax Ω1

hold, where idΩ1 is the identity channel on Ω1 and Λ b idΩ1 is the tensor
product of the linear maps Λ and idΩ1 . For a bipartite state space Ω12, we
can introduce the notion of partial trace. In fact, we can prove that there
exists ξ P Ω2 for a bipartite state µ P Ω12 such that

xu1 b f, µy12 “ xf, ξy2 p@f P E2q

holds, where u1 is the unit effect for Ω1 and x¨, ¨y12 and x¨, ¨y2 represent the
action of an effect on a state in Ω12 and Ω2 respectively (the same observation
can be obtained also for Ω1). In the following, when considering a bipartite
state space composed of state spaces Ω1 and Ω2, we often use the tensor
product notation Ω1 b Ω2 instead of Ω12 to represent the bipartite state
space. We remark that the symbol b used in the expression Ω1 b Ω2 does
not have any specific meaning as in the tensor product of two vector spaces.
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2.3 Fidelity in GPTs

How “close” two states are can be quantified by means of fidelity in classical
and quantum theory [1]. In this part, we show that fidelity also can be
introduced in GPTs, and present its properties. The quantity plays a crucial
role to prove our main results.

For a state space Ω and a pair of states ω, σ P Ω, the fidelity between
them is defined by [22, 23]

F pω, σq :“ inf
ÿ

xPX

xex, ωy
1{2xex, σy

1{2, (2.5)

where the infimum is taken over all the observables texuxPX on Ω. The
fidelity takes a value in r0, 1s. For states ω, σ P Ω, F pω, σq “ 1 holds if
and only if ω “ σ. On the other hand, F pω, σq “ 0 holds if and only if
there exists an effect e such that xe, ωy “ 1 and xe, σy “ 0, i.e., tω, σu is
perfectly distinguishable. In addition to these observations, the fidelity has
the following properties [22, 23].

Proposition 2.1
Let Ω and Ω1 be state spaces.
(i) F pΛpωq,Λpξqq ě F pω, σq holds for an arbitrary channel Λ P CpΩ,Ω1q and
states ω, ξ P Ω.
(ii) F pΛpωq,Λpξqq “ F pω, ξq holds for an arbitrary reversible dynamics
Λ P GLpΩq and states ω, ξ P Ω.
(iii) F pω1 b ξ1, ω2 b ξ2q ď F pω1, ω2qF pξ1, ξ2q holds for arbitrary states
ω1, ω2 P Ω and ξ1, ξ2 P Ω1.
(iv) F pω1 b ξ, ω2 b ξq “ F pω1, ω2q holds for arbitrary states ω1, ω2 P Ω and
ξ P Ω1.

We note that the expression (2.5) of fidelity in GPTs reduces to the usual
one when quantum or classical theory is considered [1, 22].

3 Programming of reversible dynamics in GPTs

In this section, we study how to program reversible dynamics in GPTs gen-
eralizing the idea of programming quantum dynamics in [2].

3.1 Programming in quantum theory

We first review the quantum scenario discussed in [2]. Suppose that there
exist a quantum system and a quantum apparatus associated with finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces H and K respectively. We consider programming
a unitary (i.e., reversible) dynamics on the system by choosing a state of
the apparatus. Let W be a unitary operator on HbK. We say that a state
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|ξy P K (called a program) in the apparatus implements a unitary dynamics
Uξ on the system through W if the following condition holds for any |ϕy P H:

W p|ϕy b |ξyq “ pUξ|ϕyq b |ξ
1y, (3.1)

where |ξ1y P K is a state of the apparatus. In [2], it was proved that when
programs ξ and η implement unitary operators Uξ and Uη respectively, Uξ ‰
Uη is possible only if xξ|ηy “ 0 holds. It implies that the number of programs
is at most the dimension of K. We note that one can program dimK number
of distinct unitary dynamics tUnu

dimK
n“1 by choosing the unitary operator W

to be W “
ř

n Un b |nyxn|, where t|nyun is an orthonormal basis of K. The
original proof for the necessity of xξ|ηy “ 0 goes as follows. First it is shown
in (3.1) that |ξ1y does not depend on |ϕy. In fact, assuming

W |ϕ1y b |ξy “ Uξ|ϕ1y b |ξ
1
1y

W |ϕ2y b |ξy “ Uξ|ϕ2y b |ξ
1
2y,

we take their inner product to obtain

xϕ1|ϕ2y “ xϕ1|ϕ2yxξ
1
1|ξ
1
2y.

Since the above equality holds for an arbitrary pair of nonorthogonal |ϕ1y

and |ϕ2y, it follows that xξ11|ξ
1
2y “ 1. Now we have

W |ϕy b |ξy “ Uξ|ϕy b |ξ
1y

W |ϕy b |ηy “ Uη|ϕy b |η
1y.

Their inner product indicates

xξ|ηy “ xϕ|U˚ξ Uη|ϕyxξ
1|η1y.

It implies that the term xϕ|U˚ξ Uη|ϕy does not depend on |ϕy unless xξ|ηy “
xξ1|η1y “ 0. Thus for nonorthogonal programs |ξy and |ηy we find U˚ξ Uη “ c1l
for some c P C and |c| “ 1 due to the unitarity. That is, the program states
must be orthogonal with each other.

3.2 Programming in GPTs

Let us formulate a similar problem in GPTs. We have a system and an
apparatus associated with state spaces Ωsys and Ωapp respectively. The
total system is described by their tensor product Ωtot :“ Ωsys b Ωapp. We
introduce a subset GL0pΩsysq of GLpΩsysq such that any α P GL0pΩsysq

satisfies αb idΩapp P GLpΩsys b Ωappq for the bipartite system Ωsys b Ωapp.
This condition is not satisfied for every α1 P GLpΩsysq in general (e.g. the
transpose map in quantum theory with the usual composite rule), while in
the minimal and maximal tensor product α1 b idΩapp P GLpΩsys bmin Ωappq

7



and α1b idΩapp P GLpΩsysbmaxΩappq holds respectively for any α1 P GLpΩq.
We also assume that the subset GL0pΩq has a group structure with respect
to the concatenation, that is, the identity channel idΩsys P GL0pΩq, α1 ˝

α2 P GL0pΩq whenever α1, α2 P GL0pΩq, and α´1 P GL0pΩq whenever
α P GL0pΩq.

Now let us consider a reversible dynamics Λ P GLpΩtotq on the total
system. We say that a state (called a program) ξ P Ωapp implements a
reversible dynamics αξ P GL0pΩsysq on Ωsys through Λ if the following
equation holds for any ω P Ωsys and e P Esys:

xeb uapp,Λpω b ξqy “ xe, αξωy, (3.2)

where uapp is the unit effect for Ωapp. The condition (3.2) implies that the
dynamics restricted on the system coincides with αξ. In particular, if we
consider a pure state ω P Ωext

sys of the system, then (3.2) indicates that the
state after the reversible evolution is written as

Λpω b ξq “ αξω b ξ
1 (3.3)

with some ξ1 P Ωapp because the pure state αξω cannot have any correla-
tion with the apparatus [24]. On the other hand, it follows from a similar
observation that programs can be assumed to be pure. To see this, let
ξ P Ωapp be a program that can be decomposed into a convex combination
as ξ “

ř

n pnσn with σn P Ωext
app. Then, from (3.3), it holds for any ω P Ωext

sys

that
ÿ

n

pnΛpω b σnq “ αξω b ξ
1,

where ξ1 P Ωapp. Because the restriction (partial trace) of the left hand side
to the system is a pure state αξω, we can find that Λpω b σnq “ αξω b σ1n
holds with some state σ1n P Ωext

app. Thus hereafter we assume programs to be
pure.

We investigate conditions that enable distinct reversible dynamics to be
programmed in GPTs. While the original proof for the quantum setting
relies on the inner product of the Hilbert spaces (see the last subsection),
fidelity introduced in (2.5) plays a crucial role to mimic the argument in
its generalization to GPTs. Let ξ P Ωext

app be a program implementing αξ P
GL0pΩsysq through Λ P GLpΩtotq. The following lemma is important.

Lemma 3.1
Let ξ P Ωext

app be a program implementing αξ P GL0pΩsysq through Λ P

GLpΩtotq. For distinct pure states ω1, ω2 P Ωext
sys of the system, define states

ξ11, ξ
1
2 P Ωext

app of the apparatus by

Λpω1 b ξq “ αξω1 b ξ
1
1,

Λpω2 b ξq “ αξω2 b ξ
1
2.
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If ω1 and ω2 are not perfectly distinguishable (i.e., the fidelity between them
is nonzero), then ξ11 “ ξ12.

Proof
From Proposition 2.1, it follows that

F pω1, ω2q “ F pω1 b ξ, ω2 b ξq

“ F pΛpω1 b ξq,Λpω2 b ξqq

“ F pαξω1 b ξ
1
1, αξω2 b ξ

1
2q ď F pω1, ω2qF pξ

1
1, ξ

1
2q.

Thus we find that F pξ11, ξ
1
2q “ 1, i.e., ξ11 “ ξ12 holds for F pω1, ω2q ‰ 0. 2

Based on this lemma, we can introduce a disjoint decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

νPZ Ωext
syspνq of Ωext

sys by the following rule. We define a binary relation „
on Ωext

sys by ω1 „ ω2 if and only if either F pω1, ω2q ‰ 0 or there exists a
set of elements tσ1, . . . , σL´1u of Ωext

sys such that F pσl, σl`1q ‰ 0 holds for
every l “ 0, 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , L ´ 1 (here we set σ0 “ ω1 and σL “ ω2). It is easy to
see that this relation is an equivalence relation, and that αω1 „ αω2 if and
only if ω1 „ ω2 for α P GLpΩq. Then we obtain a disjoint decomposition
Ωext
sys “

Ť

νPZ Ωext
syspνq, where Z “ Ωext

sys{ „ is the quotient set and Ωext
syspνq “

tω | ω P νu is the set of all elements of Ωext
sys that belong to an equivalence

class ν P Z. It can be shown that when ν, ϕ P Z pν ‰ ϕq,

Λpω1 b ξq “ αξω1 b ξ
1,

Λpω2 b ξq “ αξω2 b ξ
1

(3.4)

hold for any ω1, ω2 P Ωext
syspνq with ξ1 P Ωext

app due to Lemma 3.1, and that
F pων , ωϕq “ 0 holds for any ων P Ωext

syspνq and ωϕ P Ωext
syspϕq since ων  ωϕ.

Moreover, the latter observation implies that a family of states tωνuνPZ with
each ων P Ωext

syspνq is pairwise distinguishable, and thus Z is a finite set.

Example 3.2
A classical system with N pure states is described by a simplical state space
with N extreme points. All pure states are inequivalent in this case.

Example 3.3
Consider a quantum system described by a Hilbert space H “ Cd (d ă 8).
Its state space is the set Ω “ SpHq :“ tρ| ρ P LpHq, ρ ě 0, trrρs “ 1u of all
density operators on H, where LpHq is the set of all linear operator on H.
In this case, all states are equivalent.

Example 3.4
Consider a classical-quantum hybrid system whose state space Ω is described

by a direct sum Ω “
ÀN

n“1 SpHnq, where SpHnq is the quantum state space
with a finite-dimensional Hilbert space Hn (see Example 3.3). The asso-
ciated observable algebra is given by A “

ÀN
n“1 LpHnq. The system is

sometimes called a quantum system with a superselection rule. In this case,
there are N inequivalent classes.
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Example 3.5
Consider a system described by a square state space. The square has four
pure staets ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4, where ω1 and ω3 form a diagonal. In this case all
four pure states are inequivalent.

・
・
・

Figure 1: Associated with a program ξ P Ωapp, two
decompositions for Ωext

sys can be introduced.

Besides the decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

νPZ Ωext
syspνq, we introduce another

decomposition of Ωext
sys based on the program ξ P Ωext

app. Let us define a set
Kξ Ă Ωext

app by

Kξ “ tξ
1 P Ωext

app | Λpω b ξq “ αξω b ξ
1, ω P Ωext

sysu. (3.5)

In addition, for each ξ1 P Kξ we define Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs Ă Ωext
sys by

Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs :“ tω P Ωext
sys | Λpω b ξq “ αξω b ξ

1u. (3.6)

Thus we obtain a disjoint decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

ξ1PKξ
Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs of Ωext
sys

(see Figure 1). We can find from Lemma 3.1 that if ωi, ω
1
i P Ωext

syspνiq pνi P Zq,
i.e., ωi „ ω1i, then ωi, ω

1
i P Ωext

sysrξ
1
i|ξs holds for some ξ1i P Kξ. It follows that

there in general exist Ωext
syspν

1
i q,Ω

ext
syspν

2
i q, . . . with ν1

i , ν
2
i , . . . P Z for ξ1i P Kξ

such that Ωext
syspν

1
i q,Ω

ext
syspν

2
i q, . . . Ď Ωext

sysrξ
1
i|ξs. That is, the decomposition

Ωext
sys “

Ť

νPZ Ωext
syspνq is finer than

Ť

ξ1PKξ
Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs (the latter decomposition

will be studied further in the next section). We note that we can in particular
obtain |Kξ| ă 8 because Z is finite (see the argument above Example 3.2).

Now we investigate how programs should be organized to implement
dynamics in GPTs. Let us first consider the case where all elements of Ωext

sys

are equivalent to each other, i.e., |Kξ| “ 1. In this case, if we consider two
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distinct programs ξ, η P Ωext
app, then it holds for any ω P Ωsys that

Λpω b ξq “ αξω b ξ
1,

Λpω b ηq “ αηω b η
1

with ξ1, η1 P Ωapp since ω can be represented as a mixture of pure states.
Letting ω “ ω0, where ω0 is a fixed point for GLpΩsysq (see e.g. [25] for its
construction), in the above equations, we obtain

Λpω0 b ξq “ ω0 b ξ
1,

Λpω0 b ηq “ ω0 b η
1.

Again the properties of fidelity are applied to show

F pξ, ηq “ F pω0 b ξ, ω0 b ηq

“ F pΛpω0 b ξq,Λpω0 b ηqq

“ F pω0 b ξ
1, ω0 b η

1q “ F pξ1, η1q.

Furthermore, for arbitrary ω P Ωsys, we find

F pξ, ηq “ F pω b ξ, ω b ηq

“ F pΛpω b ξq,Λpω b ηqq

“ F pαξω b ξ
1, αηω b η

1q

ď F pαξω, αηωqF pξ
1, η1q “ F pαξω, αηωqF pξ, ηq.

Thus we conclude that αξω ‰ αηω is possible only if F pξ, ηq “ 0 is satisfied.

Remark 3.6
In [26], a similar mathematical setting and result to the ones in the above
argument were shown under a condition called the “covariant condition”
similar to our |Kξ| “ 1. In this paper, as we shall demonstrate below, we
treat more general cases without the mathematical assumption of |Kξ| “ 1,
and observe that the conclusion F pξ, ηq “ 0 holds also in those general cases.

Let us next consider the general case where a nontrivial decomposition
Ωext
sys “

Ť

θ1PKθ
Ωext
sysrθ

1|θs may exist for some program θ. For distinct pro-
grams ξ, η P Ωext

app implementing αξ, αη P GL0pΩsysq through Λ P GLpΩtotq,
suppose first that there exists a pure state ων P Ωext

syspνq of the system satis-
fying αξων  αηων . Since ξ, η P Ωext

app are programs, it holds that

Λpων b ξq “ αξων b ξν ,

Λpων b ηq “ αηων b ην .
(3.7)

with ξν , ην P Ωapp. Because F pαξων , αηωνq “ 0, we obtain

F pξ, ηq “ F pων b ξ, ων b ηq

“ F pΛpων b ξq,Λpων b ηqq

“ F pαξων b ξν , αηων b ηνq ď 0.

11



Thus F pξ, ηq “ 0, i.e., ξ and η must be distinguishable. On the other hand,
suppose that αξω „ αηω holds for all ω P Ωext

sys, and pick up an arbitrary pure

state ων P Ωext
syspνq. Defining the reversible dynamics Γξ :“ pα´1

ξ b idq ˝ Λ P
GLpΩtotq, we can see from (3.7) that

Γξpων b ξq “ ων b ξν ,

Γξpων b ηq “ rpα
´1
ξ ˝ αηqωνs b ην

(3.8)

hold. Let Ωsyspνq denote the convex hull of Ωext
syspνq: Ωsyspνq “ tω P Ωsys |

ω “
ř

n pnων,n, ων,n P Ωext
syspνq, pn ě 0,

ř

n pn “ 1u. We remember that the

condition αξων „ αηων implies ων „ pα
´1
ξ ˝ αηqων , and thus α´1

ξ ˝ αη is a

bijection on Ωext
syspνq, which induces an affine bijection on Ωsyspνq. It follows

that similar relations to (3.8) hold for an invariant state ωinvν P Ωsyspνq of
GLpΩsyspνqq:

Γξpω
inv
ν b ξq “ ωinvν b ξν ,

Γξpω
inv
ν b ηq “ ωinvν b ην .

Comparing the fidelity, we find

F pξ, ηq “ F pξν , ηνq. (3.9)

Therefore, for arbitrary ων P Ωext
syspνq, we obtain

F pξ, ηq “ F pων b ξ, ων b ηq

“ F pαξων b ξν , αηων b ηνq

ď F pαξων , αηωνqF pξν , ηνq “ F pαξων , αηωνqF pξ, ηq.

It concludes that F pαξων , αηωνq ‰ 1 is possible only if F pξ, ηq “ 0. We have
proved the following theorem.

Theorem 3.7
If states ξ and η of the apparatus implement distinct reversible dynamics of
the system, then they are distinguishable.

Theorem 3.7 can be considered as a generalization of the quantum result in
[2] to GPTs: programs in the apparatus should be pairwise distinguishable,
and thus only finite number of reversible dynamics can be programmed on
the system.

3.3 Quasi-classical structure

In this part, we study the decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

ξ1PKξ
Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs of the

pure states of the system introduced by a program ξ P Ωext
sys in the previous

subsection. To do this, we need some terminologies.

12



Definition 3.8
Let Ω and Ωext be the state space of a system and the set of all its pure states
respectively, and consider a disjoint decomposition Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs of
Ωext with each Ωextrzs ‰ H and |Z| ě 2. We call the decomposition a
quasi-classical decomposition of degree |Z| if there exists an observable A “
tAzuzPZ called a quasi-classical observable satisfying xAz, ωz1y “ δzz1 for
each ωz1 P Ωextrzs. A system that yields a quasi-classical decomposition is
called to have a quasi-classical structure.

We can prove that the decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

ξ1PKξ
Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs introduced
previously is quasi-classical.

Proposition 3.9
Assume that a program ξ P Ωext

app implements αξ P GL0pΩsysq through Λ P

GLpΩsysbΩappq. If |Kξ| ě 2, then the decomposition Ωext
sys “

Ť

ξ1PKξ
Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs
is quasi-classical.

Proof
For each ξ1 P Kξ, define Ωsysrξ

1|ξs as the convex hull of Ωext
sysrξ

1|ξs. We ob-
serve Ωsysrξ

1|ξsXΩsysrξ
2|ξs “ H for ξ1 ‰ ξ2 since ω P Ωsysrξ

1|ξsXΩsysrξ
2|ξs

implies Λpωbξq “ αξωbξ
1 “ αξωbξ

2. Let us consider a reversible dynamics
Γξ :“ pα´1

ξ b idq ˝ Λ : Ωtot Ñ Ωtot, which gives for ωξ1 P Ωsysrξ
1|ξs

Γξpωξ1 b ξq “ ωξ1 b ξ
1.

We remember that the channel α´1
ξ b id is assumed to be an element of

GLpΩtotq. For a general ω P Ωsys, because it can be decomposed as ω “
ř

ξ1PKξ
pξ1ωξ1 with ωξ1 P Ωsysrξ

1|ξs and a probability distribution tpξ1uξ1PKξ ,
it follows that

Γξpω b ξq “
ÿ

ξ1

pξ1ωξ1 b ξ
1.

Thus we can define successfully an affine map Γ̂ξ : Ωsys Ñ ΩsysbminΩapp as

Γ̂ξpωq :“ Γξpω b ξq.

Now we iterate this map. We introduce an affine map Γ̂ξ b id : Ωsys bmin

Ωapp Ñ pΩsys bmin Ωappq bmin Ωapp “ Ωsys bmin Ωapp bmin Ωapp, where the
right-hand side consists of the mixtures of ω b ω1 b ω2 with ω P Ωsys and
ω1, ω2 P Ωapp [14]. We note that this affine map is well-defined. It can be
seen that the map

pΓ̂ξ b idq ˝ Γ̂ξ : Ωsys Ñ Ωsys bmin Ωapp bmin Ωapp,

gives for ωξ1 P Ωsysrξ
1|ξs

ωξ1 ÞÑ ωξ1 b ξ
1 b ξ1.

13



We iterate this procedure to obtain a map Ωsys Ñ Ωsys bmin Ω
bMmin
app such

that

ωξ1 ÞÑ ωξ1 b ξ
1 b ξ1 b ξ1 b ¨ ¨ ¨ b ξ1

holds for ωξ1 P Ωsysrξ
1|ξs. Let us consider an observable F “ tfξ1uξ1PKξ

on Ωapp (note that |Kξ| ă 8) , and write ppξ2|ξ1q “ xfξ2 , ξ
1y. Due to the

assumption of distinctness of tξ1uξ1PKξ , the observable F can be chosen so
that it distinguishes tξ1uξ1PKξ , i.e., the observed probability distributions
satisfy pp¨|ξ1q ‰ pp¨|ξ2q for ξ1 ‰ ξ2 (see Proposition B.1 in Appendix B). If
we measure an observable tfξ11 b fξ12 b ¨ ¨ ¨ b fξ1M upξ11,¨¨¨ ,ξ1M qPpKξ1 qM on the M

apparatuses Ω
bMmin
app , we obtain

ppξ11, ξ
1
2, ¨ ¨ ¨ , ξ

1
M |ξ

1q :“ ppξ11|ξ
1q ¨ ¨ ¨ ppξ1M |ξ

1q. (3.10)

as a probability to observe pξ11, ¨ ¨ ¨ , ξ
1
M q. According to the law of large

numbers (Theorem 12.2.1 in [27]), the freqeuncy distribution pM pξ
2|ξ1q :“

|tn | ξ1n “ ξ2u|{M behaves as

Prob
 

DppM p¨|ξ
1q}pp¨|ξ1qq ą εq

(

ď 2
´M

´

ε´|Kξ|
logpM`1q

M

¯

, (3.11)

where Dpp}qq denotes the relative entropy of probability distributions p
and q. It follows that for sufficiently large M the frequency distribution
becomes very close to pp¨|ξ1q in almost probability one. Thus, by counting
the frequency, we can estimate tξ1u with arbitrarily high accuracy. Hence,

taking M Ñ8, we conclude that there exists an observable Aξ :“ tAξξ1uξ1PKξ

satisfying xAξξ1 , ωξ2y “ δξ1ξ2 for ωξ2 P Ωsysrξ
2|ξs (see Theorem 1 in [6] for the

mathematically rigorous construction of such Aξ). 2

Example 3.10
A classical system has a quasi-classical structure.

Example 3.11
A quantum system SpCdq (see Example 3.3) does not have a quasi-classical

structure. To see this, suppose that SextpCdq “
ŤK
i“1 Si is a quasi-classical

decomposition with a quasi-classical observable A “ tAiu
K
i“1 pK ď dq, where

SextpCdq is the set of all pure states of SpCdq. Then an effect Ak of A should
output 0 or 1 when acting on an arbitrary pure state. However, for pure
states obtained by superpositions of elements in Si and Sj pi ‰ jq, the effect
Ak in general does not output 0 or 1, which is a contradiction.

Example 3.12
A quantum system with a superselection rule (see Example 3.4) described

by a state space Ω “
ÀN

n“1 SpHnq has a quasi-classical structure: Ωext “

14



ŤN
n“1 Sextrns with

Sextr1s “ SextpH1q ‘ 0‘ 0‘ ¨ ¨ ¨ ,

Sextr2s “ 0‘ SextpH2q ‘ 0‘ 0‘ ¨ ¨ ¨ ,

...

Sextrns “ 0‘ 0‘ ¨ ¨ ¨ ‘ 0‘ SextpHnq.

In this case, with 1ln the identity operator on Hn, the observable t1lnun gives
a quasi-classical observable.

Example 3.13
For a family of state spaces Ωrns Ă Vn (n “ 1, 2, . . . , N), define Ω :“
À

n Ωrns Ă
À

n Vn by a direct sum: Ω “ t‘npnωn| ωn P Ωrns, pn ě

0,
ř

n pn “ 1u. Then the state space Ω has a quasi-classical structure in
a similar way to the previous example.

Example 3.14
A square system in Example 3.5 has a quasi-classical structure. It has two
distinct decompositions: Ωext “ tω1, ω2u Y tω3, ω4u “ tω1, ω4u Y tω2, ω3u.

Example 3.15
Consider a state space Ω described by a triangular prism in Figure 2. For
the set of its pure states Ωext “ tω1, . . . , ω6u, we have quasi-classical decom-
positions

Ωext “ tω1, ω2, ω3u Y tω4, ω5, ω6u

“ tω1, ω4u Y tω2, ω5u Y tω3, ω6u.

Figure 2: A state space shaped by a triangular
prism.
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The last two examples show a difference between a quasi-classical structure
and a classical system. For example, in the square system, each state ω is
decomposed as ω “ pω12 ` p1´ pqω34, where ω12 is a mixture of ω1 and ω2

and ω34 of ω3 and ω4. For a given ω, while p is uniquely determined, ω12

and ω34 are not unique.
To conclude this subsection, we exhibit several properties of quasi-classical

structures.

Proposition 3.16
Let Ω be a state space with dim spanpΩq “ d pd ă 8q and Ωext be the set
of all its pure states, If there exists a quasi-classical decomposition Ωext “
Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs for Ωext, then |Z| ď d holds, and the equality is satisfied only
if Ω is a simplex with d pure states.

Proof
To prove the first claim, we introduce a set of its elements tωzuzPZ with each
ωz P Ωextrzs and consider a relation

ř

zPZ czωz “ 0 pcz P Rq. Applying the
corresponding quasi-classical observable A “ tAzuzPZ , we find that cz “ 0
for all z P Z, i.e, tωzuzPZ is a linearly independent set, which implies |Z| ď d.
To prove the second claim, assume that |Z| “ d holds. In this case, we
can find that each Ωextrzs is composed of only one element. In fact, if we
suppose ωz, ω

1
z P Ωextrzs, then ω1z can be expressed as ω1z “

ř

zPZ czωz with
each ωz P Ωextrzs and cz P R (note that such tωzuzPZ is a basis of V due to
the assumption |Z| “ d). Then, applying the corresponding quasi-classical
observable A “ tAzuzPZ , we find ω1z “ ωz. Hence the pure states of Ω is
given by d linearly independent states. 2

Proposition 3.17
Let Ω and Ωext be a state space and the set of all pure states respectively,
and let Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs be a disjoint decomposition for Ωext. The de-
composition Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs is quasi-classical if and only if it satisfies
the following condition (‹):
(‹) if ω P Ω is expressed as ω “

ř

zPZ pzωz “
ř

zPZ qzω
1
z, where each

ωz, ω
1
z P Ωrzs with Ωrzs the convex hull of Ωextrzs and tpzuzPZ and tqzuzPZ

probability distributions on Z, then pz “ qz holds for all z P Z.

The proof of this proposition is given in Appendix C.

3.4 Universal programmings in GPTs

In the previous part, we found that a quasi-classical structure naturally
appears in a system when we consider implementing reversible dynamics via
a program in an apparatus. In the following, we show that an apparatus
with a quasi-classical structure also plays an important role.
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Definition 3.18
Let N be an integer with N ą 0. An apparatus Ωapp has an N -universal
programming property if for any Ωsys with |GLpΩsysq| ě N and arbitrary
tαnu

N
n“1 Ă GLpΩsysq there exist a composite system Ωsys b Ωapp and Λ P

GLpΩsys b Ωappq such that there are states tξnu
N
n“1 Ă Ωext

app implementing

the N reversible dynamics tαnu
N
n“1 through Λ.

We obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 3.19
An apparatus Ωapp has the N -universal programming property if and only
if Ωapp has a quasi-classical structure such that Ωext

app “
Ť

zPZ Ωext
apprzs with

|Z| ě N .

The following two lemmas prove the claim.

Lemma 3.20
Let Ωapp be an apparatus with a quasi-classical strucutre Ωext

app “
ŤN
n“1 Ωext

apprns.

For a system Ωsys with |GLpΩsysq| ě N and tαnu
N
n“1 Ă GLpΩsysq, one can

construct a composite system Ωtot “ Ωsys b Ωapp and a reversible dynamics
Λ P GLpΩtotq such that each pure state ξn P Ωext

apprns works as a program
implementing its corresponding αn.

Proof
Let A “ tAnu

N
n“1 be a quasi-classical observable corresponding to the quasi-

classical decomposition Ωext
app “

Ť

n Ωext
apprns. We employ the minimum tensor

product to define Ωtot :“ Ωsys bmin Ωapp. We first note that the composite
system Ωtot also has a quasi-classical structure. In fact, we can see that the
set Ωext

tot of all its pure states is given by Ωext
tot “ tωb σ | ω P Ωext

sys, σ P Ωext
appu.

It has a decomposition

Ωext
tot “

ď

n

tω b σ | ω P Ωext
sys, σ P Ωext

apprnsu “:
ď

n

Ωext
tot rns.

This decomposition is quasi-classical because the observable ub A :“ tub
Anun satisfies xu b An, ω b σmy “ δnm for σm P Ωext

apprms. It follows that
each Θ P Ωsys bmin Ωapp is decomposed as Θ “

ř

n pnΘn with Θn P Ωtotrns
(Ωtotrns :“ convpΩext

tot rnsq). The probability distribution tpnun is uniquely
determined due to Proposition 3.17. Now we define a map Λ: Ωext

tot rns Ñ
Ωext
tot rns by Λpω b σq “ αnω b σ. This map can be extended safely to an

affine bijection Λ: Ωtotrns Ñ Ωtotrns. We can further extend this map to
the whole Ωtot by ΛpΘq “

ř

n pnΛpΘnq. It is easy to see that Λ P GLpΩtotq

holds. 2

We write a simplex with M pure states as ∆M : ∆M “ convptδmu
M
m“1q with

affinely independent tδmu
M
m“1.
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Lemma 3.21
Let Ωsys be a classical system with N pure states, i.e., Ωsys “ ∆N , and Ωapp

be an apparatus. If for arbitrary N reversible dynamics tαnu
N
n“1 on Ωsys

there exists a reversible dynamics Λ on the composite ΩsysbΩapp (remember
that Ωsys b Ωapp “ Ωsys bmin Ωapp holds because Ωsys is a simplex) through
which tαnu

N
n“1 are implemented, then Ωapp has a quasi-classical structure

with degree N .

Proof
Let tδmu

N
m“1 be the pure states of Ωsys. Each reversible dynamics on Ωsys

is described by a permutation of t1, . . . , Nu. Let us consider a reversible
dynamics Λ on Ωtot “ Ωsys b Ωapp. For any m “ 1, . . . , N and ω P Ωapp,
a pure state δm b ω is mapped to Λpδm b ωq P Ωext

tot . It is expressed as
Λpδm b ωq “

ř

k δk bΛmk pωq, where tΛmk uk are affine maps defined on Ωapp.
Since

ř

k δk b Λmk pωq is pure, there exists k0 (depending on ω) such that
Λmk0pωq P Ωext

app and Λmk pωq “ 0 for k ‰ k0. Operating usys b uapp, we find

that
řN
k“1 Λm˚k puappq “ uapp holds, where Λm˚k is the dual map for Λmk (the

Heisenberg picture), that is, Am :“ tAmk u
N
k“1 with Amk “ Λm˚k puappq is an

observable satisfying either xAmk , ωy “ 0 or 1 for ω P Ωext
app. On the other

hand, there exists a family of permutations tπnu
N
n“1 such that πnp1q “ n

for each n “ 1, . . . , N , and we introduce N reversible dynamics tαnu
N
n“1 by

αnpδmq “ δπnpmq for all l “ 1, . . . , N . Assume that Λ P GLpΩsys b Ωappq

implements tαnu
N
n“1. By the assumption, there exist programs tξnu

N
n“1 Ă

Ωext
app such that Λ1

kpξnq “ 0 holds except for k “ πnp1q “ n, that is, xA1
k, ξny “

δkn holds. Therefore, we conclude that Ωapp has a quasi-classical structure
of degree N . 2

We should remember that the degree satisfies |Z| ď dim aff pΩappq ` 1 and
that the equality is attained by a classical system with pdim aff pΩappq ` 1q
pure states (see Proposition 3.16).

4 Programming of channels in GPTs

We have so far considered programming reversible dynamics in the frame-
work of GPTs to prove that this is possible only when the apparatus is close
to classical theory. In this section, we investigate whether similar observa-
tion can be obtained when programming more general state changes, i.e.,
channels.

4.1 Irreversible universal programming

We start with introducing a similar notion to the one in Definition 3.18.
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Definition 4.1
Let N be an integer with N ą 0. An apparatus Ωapp has an irreversible
N -universal programming property if for any Ωsys with |CpΩsysq| ě N and
arbitrary tτnu

N
n“1 Ă CpΩsysq, there exist a composite system ΩsysbΩapp and

Θ P CpΩsys bΩappq such that there are states tξnu
N
n“1 Ă Ωext

app implementing

N distinct channels tτnu
N
n“1 of Ωsys through Θ.

Similarly to Theorem 3.19, we obtain the following observation.

Theorem 4.2
An apparatus Ωapp has an irreversible N -universal programming property if
and only if there exists a family of perfectly distinguishable states tξnu

N
n“1

in Ωapp.

Remark 4.3
A similar result to Theorem 4.2 was obtained also in [28]. They both mani-
fest that if we use a set of states as programs to implement arbitrary chan-
nels on an arbitrary system via a channel on a total system, then it is
necessary and sufficient that the states are perfectly distinguishable. This
indication can be compared with our previous result Theorem 3.19, where
quasi-classical structures appear as a consequence of considering reversible
dynamics instead of channels.

The following two lemmas prove the claim of the theorem.

Lemma 4.4
Let tξnu

N
n“1 Ă Ωapp be a perfectly distinguishable set of states, and Ωsys be

a system with |CpΩsysq| ě N and tτnu
N
n“1 Ă CpΩsysq. One can construct a

composite system Ωtot “ Ωsys b Ωapp and a channel Θ P CpΩtotq such that
each state ξn works as a program implementing its corresponding channel
τn.

Proof
Let A “ tAnu

N
n“1 be an observable for the perfectly distinguishable tξnu

N
n“1

such that xAn, ξmy “ δmn. We employ the minimum tensor to define Ωtot :“
ΩsysbminΩapp. Now we constitute Θ P CpΩtotq in the following way. First, we
define a map θ1 : Ωtot Ñ Ωtotbmin ∆N by the relation θ1pωbσq “ ωbσb δ
pω P Ωsys, σ P Ωappq with some δ P ∆N and its affine extension, where
∆N is a simplex with N pure states tδnu

N
n“1. We note that this map θ1

defines successfully a channel: θ1 P CpΩtot,Ωtot bmin ∆N q. Next, we define
another map θ2 : Ωtot bmin ∆N Ñ Ωtot bmin ∆N as a measure-and-prepare
channel [14] on Ωapp bmin ∆N by the observable tAn b u∆u

N
n“1 and states

tξ1n b δnu
N
n“1 with u∆ the unit effect for ∆N and tξ1nu Ă Ωapp states in

Ωapp. That is, θ2 is given by the tensor product of the identity channel on
Ωsys and the corresponding measure-and-prepare channel on Ωappbmin∆N ,
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which particuarly satisfies

θ2pω b σ b δq “
N
ÿ

n“1

xAn, σy ω b ξ
1
n b δn.

Finally, we introduce θ3 by the tensor product of the identity channel on
Ωapp and the channel γ on Ωsysbmin ∆N defined via γpωb δnq “ τnpωqb δn
and its affine extension such that θ3pω b ξ1n b δnq “ τnpωq b ξ1n b δn. We
note that each θi pi “ 1, 2, 3q is not necessarily bijective. It is easy to see
that the map Θ P CpΩtotq given by the composite of the channel θ3 ˝θ2 ˝θ1 P

CpΩtot,Ωtot b∆N q and the partial trace implements tτnun. 2

Lemma 4.5
Let Ωsys be a classical system with N pure states, i.e., Ωsys “ ∆N . Assume
that an apparatus Ωapp implements arbitrary N distinct channels on Ωsys

with programs tξnu
N
n“1 Ă Ωapp. Then tξnu

N
n“1 is perfectly distinguishable.

Proof
Let tδmu

N
m“1 be the pure states of Ωsys. We introduce N channels tτnu

N
n“1 by

τnpδmq “ δπnpmq pm “ 1, . . . , Nq, where tπnu
N
n“1 is a family of permutations

satisfying πnp1q “ n for each n “ 1, . . . , N . Assume that states tξnun
programs tτnun through a channel Θ P Cp∆N b Ωappq. We obtain Θpδm b
ξnq “ τnδm b ξ1mn “ δπnpmq b ξ1mn with ξ1mn P Ωapp for each pure state
δm P ∆N of the system. The term Θpδm b ξnq has another expression
Θpδm b ξnq “

řN
k“1 δk bΘm

k pξnq through maps tΘm
k uk,m on Ωapp. It follows

that

Θm
k pξnq “

#

ξ1mn pk “ πnpmqq

0 potherwiseq,

or

xΘm˚
k puappq, ξny “

#

1 pk “ πnpmqq

0 potherwiseq,

where uapp is the unit effect on Ωapp and Θm˚
k is the dual map for Θm

k .

We note that
řN
k“1 Θm˚

k puappq “ uapp holds, i.e., tΘm˚
k puappqu

N
k“1 defines an

observable on Ωapp for each m. Therefore, if we define an observable tAku
N
k“1

with Ak “ Θ1˚
k , then it satisfies xAk, ξny “ δkn, i.e., tξnun is perfectly

distinguishable. 2

4.2 Approximate programmings via regular polygon theories

In the previous subsection, we demonstrated that channels can be pro-
grammed by means of perfectly distinguishable set of states in any GPT.
Then it is natural to ask how well one can program them if we use a set of
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states that are not perfectly distinguishable. In this part, following the argu-
ment in Lemma 3.21 and Lemma 4.5, we consider programming M channels
tτiu

M
i“1 on a classical system by using M pure states of the regular poly-

gon theory [16] with M sides as programs, and investigate how well those
programs can realize the desired channels.

The state space Ωpoly
M of the regular polygon theory with M sides is given

by the convex hull of M pure states tωMi u
M´1
i“0 in V “ R3 with

ωMi “

¨

˝

r2
M cos 2πi

M
r2
M sin 2πi

M
1

˛

‚, (4.1)

where rM “ rcosp πM qs
´ 1

2 . The corresponding effect space EpolyM is given by

EpolyM “ convpteMi u
M
i“1q with eMi “

1

2

¨

˚

˝

cos p2i´1qπ
M

sin p2i´1qπ
M

1

˛

‹

‚

(M : even), (4.2)

or

EpolyM “ convpteMi u
M
i“1, tu´ e

M
i u

M
i“1q

with eMi “
1

1` r2
M

¨

˝

cos 2πi
M

sin 2πi
M

1

˛

‚ (M : odd).
(4.3)

In this expression, we identify effects with elements in the vector space
V “ R3 spanned by the state space through the Riesz representation theorem
[29] (thus the action of an effect on a state is given by their inner product).

We also note that under this parameterization, conepEpolyM q Ď conepΩpoly
M q

holds, i.e., for any e P EpolyM zt0u, there exists λ ą 0 such that λe P Ωpoly
M .

Let us consider the following game between two parties, Alice and Bob.
Alice has a classical system ∆N with sufficiently large N , and hopes to
implement a family of reversible dynamics tτiu

M
i“1 on ∆N . Representing each

τi pi “ 1, . . . ,Mq as τipδnq “ δπipnq through a permutation πi of t1, 2, . . . , Nu,
we assume that they satisfy πipnq ‰ πjpnq for all i ‰ j and n P t1, 2, . . . , Nu.

On the other hand, Bob has a polygon system Ωpoly
M , and can control the

total system, that is, Bob can determine channel Θ P CpΩtotq on the total

system Ωtot “ ∆N bmin Ωpoly
M . The game goes as follows: Alice chooses

randomly one of the dynamics τi, and then Bob prepares the corresponding
initial state (program) ωMi of Ωpoly

M (see (4.1)). Our question is how well Bob
can choose the channel Θ to make the state ωMi a good program. To tackle
this problem, let us consider the case where Alice’s initial state is δn P ∆N .
Because

Θpδn b ξq “
N
ÿ

k“1

δk bΘn
kpξq (4.4)
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holds for all ξ P Ωpoly
M , where tΘn

ku
N
k“1 are affine maps on Ωpoly

M , the prob-
ability of observing the successful dynamics τipδnq “ δπipnq for this δn is

given by xΘn˚
πipnq

puappq, ω
M
i y with Θn˚

k the dual map for Θn
k pk “ 1, . . . , Nq.

The average with respect to the initial state is 1
N

řN
n“1xΘ

n˚
πipnq

puappq, ω
M
i y.

Since Alice chooses the dynamics randomly, the total success probability is
written as

PsucpΘq :“
1

MN

M
ÿ

i“1

N
ÿ

n“1

xΘn˚
πipnq

puappq, ω
M
i y. (4.5)

Then what we want to obtain is the maximum success probability with
respect to every channel on the total system implementing by Bob, that is,

PM :“ max
ΘPCpΩtotq

PsucpΘq. (4.6)

To evaluate (4.5), we focus on the expression (4.4). We can find that

the maps tΘn
ku
N
k“1 satisfy

řN
k“1xuapp,Θ

n
kpξqy “ 1 for all ξ P Ωpoly

M . Thus
Θ defines a family of N observables tΘn˚puappqu

N
n“1, where each observable

Θn˚puappq is given by Θn˚puappq “ tΘn˚
k puappqu

N
k“1 by means of the dual

maps tΘn˚
k uk for tΘn

kuk. On the other hand, for a given family of N observ-
ables tAnuNn“1 with An “ tAnku

N
k“1, one can construct Θ P CpΩtotq such that

An “ Θn˚puappq for all n “ 1, . . . , N . In fact, if we set Θn
kpξq :“ xAnk , ξy ξ

n
k

with an arbitrary state ξnk P Ωpoly
M for each n, k “ 1, . . . , N , then the map

Θ defined through the expression (4.4) is a channel on Ωtot and satisfies the
condition An “ Θn˚puappq for all n “ 1, . . . , N . It follows that the maximiza-
tion over all channels CpΩtotq in (4.6) can be replaced by the maximization

over all families of N observables tAnuNn“1 on Ωpoly
M with N outcomes. Now

(4.6) becomes

PM “ max
tAnuNn“1PrApNqs

N

1

MN

M
ÿ

i“1

N
ÿ

n“1

xAnπipnq, ω
M
i y,

where ApNq is the set of all observables on Ωpoly
M with N outcomes and

rApNqsN is its N products. Because πipnq ‰ πjpnq pi ‰ jq is assumed, the
above equation can be rewritten as

PM “
1

N

N
ÿ

n“1

max
tAnuNn“1PrApNqs

N

1

M

M
ÿ

i“1

xAnπipnq, ω
M
i y

“ max
APApNq

1

M

M
ÿ

i“1

xAi, ω
M
i y

“ max
APApMq

1

M

M
ÿ

i“1

xAi, ω
M
i y. (4.7)
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We note that the last equation is obtained by identifying an observable
A “ tA1, . . . , Anu with N outcomes with observable tA1, . . . , AM´1, AM `

AM`1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ `ANu with M outcomes.
The problem is to search how well we can optimize (4.7), that is, to

find an observable A “ tAiu
M
i“1 that maximizes (4.7). This problem is

equivalent to the so-called state discrimination problem, and there have
been studies on this problem not only in quantum theory [30] but also in
GPTs [31, 32, 33, 34]. Here we refer to the results in [31] by Kimura et

al. According to their results, if we can find a set of states ttiu
M
i“1 Ď Ωpoly

M

and positive numbers tp̃iu
M
i“1 with each p̃i P r0, 1s (called a “weak Helstrom

family”) for tωMi u
M
i“1 such that

p̃i “ p̃j ě
1

M
(4.8)

and

p̃iω
M
i ` p1´ p̃iqti “ p̃jω

M
j ` p1´ p̃jqtj , (4.9)

for all i, j “ 1, . . . ,M , then PM ď 1
Mp̃i

holds. They also revealed that the

equality holds if the observable tAiu
M
i“1 satisfies Aiptiq “ 0 for all i. In the

regular polygon theory Ωpoly
M , we can easily find a weak Helstrom family for

tωMi u
M
i“1. In fact, if we set

pti, p̃iq “

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

ˆ

ωM
i`M

2

,
1

2

˙

(M : even)

¨

˝

ωM
i`M´1

2

` ωM
i`M`1

2

2
,

r2
M

1` r2
M

˛

‚ (M : odd),

(4.10)

then it is easy to see that they satisfy (4.8) and (4.9). Moreover, we can find
that the condition Aiptiq “ 0 is satisfied with each Ai given by (remember
(4.2) and (4.3))

Ai “

$

’

&

’

%

2

M
eMi (M : even)

1` r2
M

M
eMi (M : odd).

(4.11)

We note that the coefficients 2
M and

1`r2M
M are determined so that

řM
i“1Ai “

usys holds. This tAiui is realized by a channel Θ P CpΩtotq satisfying

Θn
πipnq

“ Θn˚
πipnq

“

$

’

&

’

%

4

M
|eMi y xe

M
i | (M : even)

p1` r2
M q

2

M
|eMi y xe

M
i | (M : odd),
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where the linear operator |eMi y xe
M
i | on V “ R3 is defined as |eMi y xe

M
i | : x ÞÑ

xeMi |xy e
M
i with x¨|¨y the Euclidean inner product on V . For this tAiui, the

probability PsucpΘq (4.5) attains its maximum value PM as

PM “

$

’

&

’

%

2

M
(M : even)

1` r2
M

M
(M : odd).

(4.12)

We can see, for example, that P3 “ 1, and P4 “
1
2 . The above result

(4.12) is compared with the success probability to program M reversible
dynamics on the system ∆N by a single bit ∆2 (thus the total system is
∆Nb∆2). Since ∆2 has two pure states, it can program perfectly at most two
reversible dynamics on ∆N . It follows that in this case the optimal value of
average success probability is 2

M . This manifests that when implementing M
reversible dynamics on a classical system, using the regular polygon theory
as apparatus with M sides results in a better or equal success probability
than using classical bit.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we considered the generalization of quantum programming
scheme to GPTs. It was found that a family of reversible dynamics on
a target system is programmable only if a pairwise distinguishable set of
states in an apparatus is used as programs. While this result seems to be
just a straightforward generalization of the quantum result, it should be
emphasized that this was obtained for any physically valid composite of the
system and apparatus, i.e., any bipartite state space between the minimal
and the maximal tensor products of them. On the other hand, we also con-
sidered changing the programming scenario itself: universal programming
of reversible dynamics and channels, and investigated when an apparatus
makes them possible. It was demonstrated that the former scheme is realiz-
able if and only if the apparatus has a quasi-classical structure, which was
originally derived for the target system in the initial programming scheme,
and that the latter is possible if and only if the corresponding programs
in the apparatus are perfectly distinguishable. We believe that the former
result is particularly important in that it is peculiar to GPTs beyond quan-
tum theory. We also presented numerical evaluations for how well we can
implement channels on a classical system if states in regular polygon theo-
ries (that are in general not perfectly distinguishable) are used as programs,
where only approximate programming is possible. It will be interesting to
present similar evaluations for more general cases when channels on non-
classical GPTs are to be programmed. Future study will be also needed
to give further investigations of quasi-classical structures. As Example 3.15
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shows, state spaces with quasi-classical substructures seem to have proper-
ties that the classical (triangle) and square theories have. Since these two
theories exhibit respectively minimum and maximum values for the CHSH
value [8, 35] or incompatibility [36], it may be possible to give other theo-
retical characterizations for quasi-classical structures.
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Appendix A A pairwise distinguishable family of
states is always finite.

In this appendix, we prove that a pairwise distinguishable family of states
in a finite-dimensional state space is a finite set.

Proposition A.1
Let Ω be a state space in V “ spanpΩq with dimV “ d pd ă 8q, and let
C :“ tωiuiPI Ă Ω be a pairwise distinguishable set of states. Then C is a
finite set, i.e., |I| ă 8.

Proof
Since dim spanpΩq “ d, we can choose a linearly independent set of states

tω̃ku
d
k“1 that forms a basis of V . Then a set of linear functions twku

d
k“1 on

V defined as wkpω̃k1q “ δkk1 can be introduced. It can be seen that twku
d
k“1

is a linearly independent set of vectors, and thus forms a basis of the dual
space V ˚. For such vectors, we define s :“ minkPt1,...,du infωPΩwkpωq and
t :“ maxkPt1,...,du supωPΩwkpωq. We note that s and t are finite quantities
because Ω is a compact set. Now we divide the interval rs, ts into M parts
as A1 :“ rs, s` t´s

M q, A2 :“ rs` t´s
M , s` 2 t´sM q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , AM :“ rt´ t´s

M , ts. It
defines a pairwise disjoint partition of Ω by

Ω “
ď

pn1,n2,...,ndqPt1,2,...,Mud

Pn1n2...nd ,

where Pn1n2...nd :“ Ω X w´1
1 pAw1q X w´1

2 pAn2q X ¨ ¨ ¨ X w´1
d pAndq. In other

words, a state σ P Pn1,n2,...,nd satisfies wkpσq P Ank for each k “ 1, . . . , d. Let
us suppose that the set C is an infinite set. Because C is infinite, there exists
at least one Pn1n2...nd such that Pn1n2...nd XC is an infinite set (|Pn1n2...nd X

C| ě 2 is enough for the following argument). For such Pn1n2...nd X C, we
take its elements σ1, σ2. Since tσ1, σ2u are perfectly distinguishable, there
exists an effect e such that epσ1q “ 1 and epσ2q “ 0 holds. On the other
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hand, representing e P V ˚ in terms of the basis twkuk as e “
řd
k“1 αkwk

pαk P Rq, we have αk P r0, 1s for each k “ 1, . . . , d because epω̃kq P r0, 1s
holds. It follows that

1 “ |epσ1 ´ σ2q| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

d
ÿ

k“1

αkwkpσ1 ´ σ2q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
t´ s

M

d
ÿ

k“1

|αk| ď
dpt´ sq

M
,

but, because we can choose arbitrarily large M , it contradicts. 2

Remark A.2
For a system described by a state space Ω, the integer

di :“ maxtt P N | tω1, . . . , ωtu Ă Ω is pairwise distinguishableu

is called the information dimension of the system [18]. Proposition A.1 in-
dicates that the information dimension of a system with a finite-dimensional
state space is always finite (thus di is a well-defined quantity).

Appendix B N distinct states can be discriminated
by an N-outcome observable via the
observed statistics

In this appendix, we prove that N distinct states can be discriminated by
an observable with N outcomes in terms of the observed probability distri-
butions.

Proposition B.1
Let Ω be a state space in V “ spanpΩq with dimV “ d pă 8q, and let
D :“ tωnu

N
n“1 pN ă 8q be a finite set of distinct states. There exists an

observable F “ tfnu
N
n“1 with N outcomes such that the observed probability

distributions pp¨|ωnq :“ txfn1 , ωnyu
N
n1“1 pn “ 1, . . . , Nq are all distinct.

Proof
Let V 1 :“ spanpDq be a subspace of V , and let M :“ dimV 1 pM ď Nq be
its dimension. Then there exists a linearly independent set tω̃mu

M
m“1 Ď D.

Also, there is a linearly independent set of states tω̃lu
d
l“m`1 Ď ΩzD such

that tω̃ku
d
k“1 forms a basis of V . We introduce a set twku

d
k“1 of elements

of V ˚ defined as wkpω̃k1q “ δkk1 , which is a basis of V ˚. It can be seen
easily that the unit effect u P V ˚ for Ω is represented as u “

řd
k“1wk. Now

we construct an M -outcome observable that discriminates states in V 1. Let
tbmu

M
m“1 be a set of elements in V ˚ defined as

bm “

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

wm pm “ 1, . . . ,M ´ 1q

d
ÿ

l“M

wl pm “Mq.
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We note that
řM
m“1 bm “

řd
k“1wk “ u holds. The vectors tbmu

M
m“1 discrim-

inates states in V 1XΩ. In fact, if states ω, ω1 P V 1XΩ satisfy bmpωq “ bmpω
1q

for all m “ 1, . . . ,M , then, representing the states as ω “
řM
m“1 αmω̃m and

ω1 “
řM
m“1 βmω̃m via the basis tω̃mu

M
m“1 of V 1, we obtain αm “ βm for

all m “ 1, . . . ,M , that is, ω “ ω1. Let c “ infmPt1,...,Mu infωPΩ bmpωq. We
have rbm ´ cuspωq ě 0 for all ω P Ω and m “ 1, . . . ,M . In addition, the
vectors tbm ´ cuuMm“1 discriminate states in V 1 X Ω because the condition
bmpωq “ bmpω

1q is equivalent to rbm ´ cuspωq “ rbm ´ cuspω1q whenever
ω, ω1 P Ω. Then we take a suitable normalization for tbm´cuu

M
m“1 to obtain

an observable E “ temu
M
m“1 that discriminates states in D (remember that

řM
m“1 bm “ u holds). Adding the zero effect to E if necessary, we have an

N -outcome observable F that discriminates states in D. 2

Remark B.2
From the above proof, we obtain the following observation: for a state space
Ω, there exist observables with at most dim spanpΩq outcomes such that
an arbitrary number of distinct states can be discriminated through the
probability distributions observed in their measurements. Those observ-
ables are called informationally complete observables [37, 38], and informa-
tionally complete observables with dim spanpΩq outcomes (i.e. observables
whose effects compose a basis of spanpΩq) are called particularly minimal
informationally complete observables [6].

Appendix C Proof of Proposition 3.17

In this appendix, we present the proof of Proposition 3.17 shown as follows.

Proposition 3.17
Let Ω and Ωext be a state space and the set of all pure states respectively,
and let Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs be a disjoint decomposition for Ωext. The de-
composition Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs is quasi-classical if and only if it satisfies
the following condition (‹):
(‹) if ω P Ω is expressed as ω “

ř

zPZ pzωz “
ř

zPZ qzω
1
z, where each

ωz, ω
1
z P Ωrzs with Ωrzs the convex hull of Ωextrzs and tpzuzPZ and tqzuzPZ

probability distributions on Z, then pz “ qz holds for all z P Z.

Proof
(the ‘only if ’ part)
Due to the Krein-Milman theorem [29], any ω P Ω can be decomposed
as ω “

ř

z

ř

j λz,jωz,j , where ωz,j P Ωextrzs and tλz,juz,j is a probability

distribution. We introduce ωz “
ř

j λz,jωz,j
ř

j λz,j
P Ωrzs and pz “

ř

j λz,j for z P Z
satisfying

ř

j λz,j ‰ 0 to obtain ω “
ř

z pzωz. To prove the uniqueness of
tpzuz, suppose that there are two decomposition ω “

ř

z pzωz “
ř

z qzσz
with ωz, σz P Ωrzs. Applying the quasi-classical observable tAzuz associated
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with the quasi-classical decomposition, we obtain pz “ qz for each z P Z.
(the ‘if ’ part)
The claim is proved by induction on the integer |Z|. First we consider
the case of |Z| “ 2, i.e., Z “ tz1, z2u. For the corresponding decomposition
Ωext “ Ωextrz1sYΩextrz1s, it holds that affpΩextrz1sqXaffpΩextrz2sq “ H. To
see this, suppose that affpΩextrz1sqXaffpΩextrz2sq ‰ H and v P affpΩextrz1sqX

affpΩextrz2sq. There exist positive numbers tc`i ui, tc
´
j uj , td

`
k uk, and td´l ul,

and pure states tω1`
i ui Ď Ωextrz1s, tω

1´
j uj Ď Ωextrz1s, tω

2`
k uk Ď Ωextrz2s,

and tω2´
l ul Ď Ωextrz2s such that

ÿ

i

c`i ´
ÿ

j

c´j “ 1,
ÿ

k

d`k ´
ÿ

l

d´l “ 1, (C.1)

v “
ÿ

i

c`i ω
1`
i ´

ÿ

j

c´j ω
1´
j “

ÿ

k

d`k ω
2`
k ´

ÿ

l

d´l ω
2´
l . (C.2)

It follows that

ÿ

i

c`i ω
1`
i `

ÿ

l

d´l ω
2´
l “

ÿ

j

c´j ω
1´
j `

ÿ

k

d`k ω
2`
k ,

or

ř

i c
`
i

K
¨

ř

i c
`
i ω

1`
i

ř

i c
`
i

`

ř

l d
´
l

K
¨

ř

l d
´
l ω

2´
l

ř

l d
´
l

“

ř

j c
´
j

K
¨

ř

j c
´
j ω

1´
j

ř

j c
´
j

`

ř

k d
`
k

K
¨

ř

k d
`
k ω

2`
k

ř

k d
`
k

,

where K “
ř

i c
`
i `

ř

l d
´
l “

ř

j c
´
j `

ř

k d
`
k pą 0q. Because

ř

i c
`
i ω

1`
i

ř

i c
`
i

,

ř

j c
´
j ω

1´
j

ř

j c
´
j

P Ωrz1s and

ř

k d
`
k ω

2`
k

ř

k d
`
k

,

ř

l d
´
l ω

2´
l

ř

l d
´
l

P Ωrz2s

hold, we have from the assumption p‹q

ÿ

i

c`i “
ÿ

j

c´j ,
ÿ

k

d`k “
ÿ

l

d´l .

This contradicts (C.1), and thus affpΩextrz1sq X affpΩextrz2sq “ H is con-
cluded. Then, according to the separating hyperplane theorem (Theorem
11.2 in [39]), there exist hyperplanes H1 and H2 in V :“ spanpΩq such
that affpΩextrz1sq Ď H1, affpΩextrz2sq Ď H2, and H1 X H2 “ H (in partic-
ular, H1 and H2 are parallel). They can be represented as H1 and H2 as
H1 “ tx P V | xx, hy “ au and H1 “ tx P V | xx, hy “ bu respectively, where
a, b P R with a ă b and h P V , and x¨, ¨y is an inner product in V . We note
that we identify the dual space V ˚ with V via the inner product x¨, ¨y in the
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following. We can observe that the vector e :“ 1
b´aph´ auq, where u is the

unit effect, satisfies

@

e, ωext
D

“

#

0 pωext P Ωextrz1sq

1 pωext P Ωextrz2sq.
(C.3)

In particular, e is properly an effect because xe, ωy P r0, 1s for all ω P Ω due
to (C.3), and thus Ωext “ Ωextrz1s Y Ωextrz1s is quasi-classical (te, u ´ eu
gives the corresponding quasi-classical observable).

Assume that the claim holds when |Z| “ N pN ě 2q, and consider the
decomposition Ωext “

Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs with |Z| “ N ` 1 satisfying the relevant
condition p‹q. Expressing Z “ tz1, . . . , zN`1u, we introduce the disjoint
decomposition Ωext “

ŤN
i“1 Ωext

1 rzis, where

Ωext
1 rzis “

#

Ωextrzis pi “ 1, . . . , N ´ 1q

ΩextrzN s Y ΩextrzN`1s pi “ Nq.

It is not difficult to see that this decomposition satisfies p‹q, and thus there
exists a quasi-classical observable A “ tAiu

N
i“1 such that

Aipωq “

#

1 pω P Ωext
1 rzisq

0 pω P Ωext
1 rzjs with j ‰ iq.

On the other hand, if we consider the disjoint decomposition Ωext “
ŤN
i“1 Ωext

2 rzis,
where

Ωext
2 rzis “

#

Ωextrzi`1s pi “ 1, . . . , N ´ 1q

ΩextrzN`1s Y Ωextrz1s pi “ Nq,

then there similarly exists an observable B “ tBiu
N
i“1 such that

Bipωq “

#

1 pω P Ωext
2 rzisq

0 pω P Ωext
2 rzjs with j ‰ iq.

Now we obtain easily Ai`1 “ Bi for i “ 1, . . . , N ´ 1. Besides, we can
observe that pBN ´A1q is a proper effect satisfying

pBN ´A1qpωq “

#

1 pω P ΩextrzN`1sq

0 pω P Ωext
2 rzis with i ‰ N ` 1q.

Therefore, a family C “ tCuN`1
i“1 of effects defined as

Ci “

$

’

&

’

%

Ai pi “ 1, . . . , N ´ 1q

BN´1 pi “ Nq

BN ´A1 pi “ N ` 1q.
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is an observable that satisfies

Cipωq “

#

1 pω P Ωextrzisq

0 pω P Ωextrzjs with j ‰ iq,

that is, the initially considered decomposition Ωext “
Ť

zPZ Ωextrzs is quasi-
classical. 2
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[14] M. Plávala, “General probabilistic theories: An introduction,” 2021,
arXiv:2103.07469.

[15] R. Takakura, Convexity and uncertainty in operational quantum foun-
dations. PhD thesis, Kyoto University, 2022.

[16] P. Janotta, C. Gogolin, J. Barrett, and N. Brunner, “Limits on nonlocal
correlations from the structure of the local state space,” New Journal
of Physics, vol. 13, no. 6, p. 063024, 2011.

[17] P. Janotta and R. Lal, “Generalized probabilistic theories without the
no-restriction hypothesis,” Physical Review A, vol. 87, p. 052131, May
2013.

[18] N. Brunner, M. Kaplan, A. Leverrier, and P. Skrzypczyk, “Dimension of
physical systems, information processing, and thermodynamics,” New
Journal of Physics, vol. 16, p. 123050, Dec. 2014.

[19] P. Busch, P. J. Lahti, J.-P. Pellonpää, and K. Ylinen, Quantum Mea-
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