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By studying generalized non-signalling theories, the hsp® find out what makes quantum mechanics
so special. In the present paper, we revisit the paradigmaddel of non-signalling boxes and introduce the
concept of a genuine box. This will allow us to present the fieneralized non-signalling model featuring
gquantum-like dynamics. In particular, we present the cerjpl device enabling non-locality swapping, the ana-
logue of quantum entanglement swapping, as well as tekgimnt Remarkably, part of the boundary between
gquantum and post-quantum correlations emerges in our.study

Quantum correlations cannot be ascribed to a local the- Here we take a new conceptual perspective on general-
ory ﬂ]], as confirmed by all experiments performed to dateized non-signalling models, which allows us to implement
[Iﬂ]. However, Quantum Mechanics (QM) predicts an upperjoint measurements. We revisit the paradigmatic model of
bound on the non-locality of allowed correlations, as showrPopescu-Rohrlich (PR) boxed [4] and introduce the concept
by Tsirelson|[3]. In trying to understand this bound Popesclof a genuine box. This allows us to present a model featur-
and Rohrlich[[4] asked whether it was a direct consequence ahg rich dynamics, such as non-locality swapping, the ana-
relativity — whether correlations more non-local woulddeéa  logue of quantum entanglement swapping, and teleportation
signalling — and surprisingly found this not to be the case. Joint measurements are implemented using an imaginary de-

This discovery prompted the study of general models, convice called acoupler. Finally, and probably most sqrprisingly,
taining more non-locality than QM, but still respecting the W€ show that the set of quantum correlations partially eeerg
no-signaling principle[[5]. The ultimate goal of this lingé o N our model. _ _
research is to find out what is special about QM; what dis- Genuine boxes. As we shall work with generalized non-
tinguishes it from other non-signaling theories. Among theSignaling theories, the quantum formalism is no longer-rele
fundamental questions is the following: What physical girin ~ V&nt; here bipartite states are not given by vectors in aelilb
ple limits quantum non-locality? This is still unknown tgdla  SPace but by bipartite joint probability distributions.iprob-
but there is no doubt that answering this question will bring2Pilities of a pair of results (outputs) given a pair of measu
deeper understanding of the foundations of QM, as well a§"ents (inputs). In other words, quantum correlations véll b
further developments in quantum information science. reﬂaced by mhorﬁ ?eneral ”bct)ﬁes" ( '-el- 'ntpUt'OU_EUt desjice
. . . . . ere we shall focus on the simplest possible scenario,
Studying the information theoretic properties of general—namely the case of two possible mea?surerrrl)ents for each party

ized non-signaling models has already provided insight tg. i - .
these questionﬂ[ 7 8 9]. On the one hand, many astoz[nputh,y € {0, 1}); each measurement providing a binary

ishing features of QM, such as no-cloning, no broadcasting
and monogamy of correlations, have been shown to be gen-

‘ . . 24 CH PR P) 4
eral properties of any non-signaling model([9, [10, 11]. Henc 3/ 1
these properties do not indicate any separation between QM LA .
and post-quantum theories. On the other hand, van Dam [12] 11 If ' fj 12/3
and Brassaret al.] showed that particular classes of post- 4 A
guantum models allow for a dramatic increase of communi- 58 ’ "\

. . PPRe . PPR2
cation power compared to QM. Moreover, Lmdelnal.[lﬂ] 1215 < 1 T8
showed that the same post-quantum theories allow for non- h y
local computation while QM does not, here providing a tight L
separation between QM and post-quantum models. 0+ Pt —4pL Lo

More importantly however, there is one crucial aspect of
QM that generalized models have failed to reproduce until -1/2- \‘F:ﬁ

now, namely its dynamics; in particular, the ability to e

joint measurements on two systems, which is the key ingregig. 1: The set of allowed states is restricted to (i) the liquay-
dient for fascinating quantum processes such as teleortat tope £ and (ji) the PR box. The other PR boxes are discarded since
[IE] and entanglement SW&ppil@[lG]. In fact, Shebet. [17] they are not genuine, and should therefore not be consideredn-

and Barrett[9] showed that there are no joint measurements focality swapping. The left axis is the CH value. Local statetisfy
theories constrained only by no-signaling, thus sugggstia 0 < CH- PL < 1, the CH Bell inequality. The coupler (right axis)

existence of another fundamental principle inherent to QMS a re-scaling of the CH value (see text). Note that the pplytis
that generalized models fail to capture. 8-dimensional; the figure is a 2-dimensional illustration.
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FIG. 2: Genuine boxes. (a) A ‘quantum’ black-box containsiarqum state and measurement devices (polarizers, defectbe orientation
of the polarizers depends on the input valueg. The genuine part of the box is the quantum state; befor@peifig a joint measurement,
one must remove the measurement devices. (b) A non-genRitm®contains the genuine PR box and classical circuitrpoimantly, upon
applying the coupler, one should first open the box, remoeeitituitry, and connect the coupler directly to the gentifebox.

result (outputs, b € {0,1}). Itis very insightful to think of  purest form; measurement choices and outcomes are both re-
such a scenario in geometrical terms! [18]. In this approachjuced to single bits of informati0|E[|21]. It is instructive t
a box is viewed as a vector in a space of boxes; the vectorthink about how such a setup would in reality be produced.
components are the joint probabilities characterizingotive The black box consists of a quantum system and measur-

The set of boxes that can be obtained from local means onling devices (see Fig. 2a). For the case of two polarized
forms a polytope. This local polytope is itself embedded in aphotons, we would require one polarizer on each side of the
larger polytope, the non-signalling polytope, which camta box, with two possible orientations, and detectors recaydi
all boxes compatible with the non-signalling princidIb.[Sﬂ the measurement outcome and outputting the corresponding
has 8 non-local vertices, which are all symmetries of the PRit. Here, the quantum state is the genuine part of the box,
box. The set of boxes attainable by QM also form a convex.e. the non-local resource; the measurement is then a pro-
body, though not a polytope. The quantum set is strictlydarg cessing. Indeed, by changing the orientation of the paesiz
than the local polytope — quantum correlations can be nonene can produce many different black-boxes starting fraen th
local — but strictly smaller than the non-signalling poly¢éo-  same initial quantum state, but they are clearly not geryine
guantum non-locality is bounded by Tsirelson’s bound. different. Moreover, it is also possible to produce the same

Here we will voluntarily restrict the set of allowed boxes, black-box by using two different quantum states, subjetted
by discarding certain non-signaling boxes. More precjsely  appropriate measurements.
consider the entire local polytope, given by its 16 vertities Inthe case of the PR box there are clearly no quantum states
deterministic boxes and polarizers in the box, and so it is more delicate to sépara
. what is genuine in the box from what is not. Note that as
L ifa= ar 8, b=1y®9 (1) long as we do not need to look inside the box, as is the case
0 otherwise in most of the scenarios considered so far, we need make no
distinction between genuine and non-genuine.

However, when dynamics are introduced in the model,
things change. Let us first think of how a joint measurement
would be implemented in the quantum case; importantly it

bR % ifa®b=uay is performed on quantum particles, and not on measurement
P (ablzy) = 0 otherwise (2)  outcomes. Thus, one should fiogten the box, remove the po-

larizers, and then perform the joint measurement on the two
where ® is addition modulo 2. The resulting set of boxes particles; i.e. it must be performed on the genuine partef th
forms a polytope (see Fig. 1). The non-locality of a given boxbox, that is on the quantum state and not on the box itself.
is characterized by the Clauser-Horne (CH) valué [19]. Sinc Clearly, now it is important what the actual quantum state is
boxes are considered as vectors, it is convenient to denote/o boxes that appeared to be the same while containing dif-
the CH value of a box as a scalar prod@d - P(abjzy) =  ferent states and polarizers, may now behave differently.
P(11]00) + P(00[10) 4+ P(00[01) — P(00|11). We argue that for PR boxes, the situation is fully analogous.

The fact that we consider only a single PR box turns out toAll 8 PR boxes are not genuinely different, since they can be
be a crucial aspect of our model. However, one may wondegenerated from the single PR bdX (2) by adding classical cir-
why the other seven symmetries of the PR box are not takeauitry (see Fig. 2b). In order to perform a joint measurement
into account. Below we argue that these restrictions have iit is crucial to apply the coupler to the genuine part of thg,bo
fact a deep significance, and force us to re-examine the cone. to the genuine PR box; all circuitry must be removed.
ceptual foundations of this entire line of research. Adyual In the light of the results of Reﬂ[ﬂ?] and of our own
revisiting the model will turn out to be highly rewardingnse  results, we argue that the concept of genuine boxes is not a
it will provide it with rich dynamics, a feature proven to be particularity of the quantum case, but is in fact generalio-n
impossible when all non-signalling states are considered osignaling models. When all 8 PR boxes are put on an equal
an equal footind]ﬂ'DO]. footing, i.e. as all being genuine, then interesting dyrami

Let us first re-examine the standard “black box” approachare forbiddenl__[J9|:1|7]. Here we choose the simplest and most
to quantum correlations, where they are stripped back o thenatural possibility: we consider as genuine all local deter

Pyg.s(ablay) = {

parameterized by, 5,v,6 € {0,1}. To this we add a single
non-local vertex, the PR box:



applied the coupler or not, i.e.
0B 1 B 1) Y
Bob
z

Alice Charlie P(aclzz) = Z P(aby|xy1)P(baclysz) = Z P(al'c|zz) .(4)
Z
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O - e () o —
a c In case Bob shares a PR box with both Alice and Charlie,
v one has thatP(aclzz) = L(aclzz) = 1V a,c 2 the

fully mixed state. The requirement tha&’ is an allowed
FIG. 3: (a) Entanglement swapping and (b) Non-locality viag. box imposes a limit on the probability of success; here we
The coupler is the analogue of the quantum joint measurement make the optimal choice = % Thus we havd?f(ac|:vz) =

% (:ﬂ.(ac|a:z) — %PPR(adxz)) andCH . Pf — 0.

istic states[{l) and we add one single PR tidx (2). This choice Next it must be checked that the coupler acts consistently
will allow for rich dynamics, as we show below. Importantly, When applied directly t@ny allowed box; not only when it
our model does not restrict the set of valid probabilityritist- 1S @Pplied between two boxes. For example, the output proba-
tions (circuitry is allowed); we only restrict the set of géme bilities must be positive when the cogpler is connected th bo
boxes, on which the coupler must be consistently defined. €nds of a single PR box. Here we just sketch the argument;

Coupler for non-locality swapping. Let us start by briefly the full proof can be be found in Appendix A. The proof is
reviewing the quantum protocol of entanglement swappind)ased on thefoIIowmg_observatlon: |_f Bob_, afterapplylhgt
[16]. An observer, Bob, shares a maximally entangled stateoupler, learns from Alice and Charlie their respectiveliisp
with both Alice and Charlie, two distant observers. Inlgial @nd outputs, he should get the same result as if he learned Al-
the global state of the system g ), [¢~) ., Where ice’s and Charlie’s inputs and outputs first and then apytied

1 2 s . H

lv-) is the singlet state. The core of the protocol is the abil-cOUPler. We find that the coupler outpits= 0 with a proba-
ity of Bob to perform a joint measurement of his two par- _b|||ty proportional to the CH value of the box it is applied to

ticles (B1, B2). The simplest form of such a measurement'-€-
is the projection onto the symmetric and antisymmetric sub-
spaces of two qubits, i.eM = {|v =)W~ |, L — |7 )~ |}.
When the protocol is successful (Bob’s particles are ptepbc _ L o .

The constant of proportionality is here crucial, since gumes

onto |¢)7)), the global state undergoes the transformation . . - .
0 ) ap, [ ) e = 7)o, [t ) acs €ntanglement has that the coupler outputs with a valid probability when apgli

been swapped betweetB, and B,C to B, B, andAC. Im- to any allpwed box (see Fig. 1). Notably, upon applying the
portantly, it is not until the announcement of Bob's sucgss coupler directly to a PR box, one always obtains the outcome

P g ) )
joint measurement that Alice and Charlie learn which stat h_ Oé :;hr']s II(? exagtlyl v¥hatdhap$ens n t_h(_e ?uantum case.t
they hold and whether they share any non-local correlations /€N BOD NOIAS a Singlet and pertorms a joint measurement,

Itis straightforward to extend the scenario of entanglelmenhe always prOjech andfj‘ .
swapping to our generalized model. Instead of entangled Note that the inconsistency of the potential coupler pre-

quantum states, Bob shares now a non-local box with botfented in Ref.[[17] becomes now clear, since it output with a
Alice and Charlie. To implement non-locality swapping one Probability equal to the CH value; thus, when applied oneo th

must first define the coupler, the analogue of a quantum joinf R POX. it output with a non-valid probability of Along the
measurement (see Fig. 3). When applied on Bob’s two boxeS$2Me line, it is also clear why our coupler runs into inconsis
ancies if we try to reintroduce disallowed (non-genuing) P

the coupler encompasses the inputs and outputs and returffd oo : )
a single bity', i.e. implementing the linear transformation POXes; forinstance the anti-PR box (givendy b & 1 = xy)

Paby|zy1) P(baclynz) > P(ab'cla) ]_ Wo,éj-ld Iltlead tg negatl_ve probhab|l|t|es|. )
Now let us define the action of the coupler on two PR boxes: Inally'to be consistent, the coupler must take any two gen-

uine boxes to a genuine box. Itis straightforward to cheak th
this is the case, by applying the coupler to all pairs of cesi

Emergence of quantum correlations. The coupler enables

qPPR(ac|zz) if =0 3 perfect swapping of two PR boxes; this means that the fi-

(1 —q)P(aclzz) if b/ =1 (3) nal state of Alice and Charlie, which is a PR box, is as

non-local as the initial states shared by Alice-Bob and Bob-

With probabilityq = P(b' = 0) Bob succeeds in swapping Charlie. Now a natural question to ask is whether Bob, by
a PR box to Alice and Charlie. With probability — ¢ = applying the coupler, can also swap non-locality startiogif
P(b = 1) the protocol fails, and Alice and Charlie share theimperfect boxes. Here we consider a natural section of the
failure boxPf. Importantly, relativity imposes that Bob could polytope, which includes PR, BRanother PR box given by
not signal by applying the coupler. Therefore the (reduced) & b = zy @ x)), and the identityl. Thus we have noisy
box of Alice and Charlie must be independent of whether Bokboxes of the form

P(V = 0|P(ab|zy)) = 2CH- P(ab|zy). (5)

PPRaby|zy1 ) PPR(baclyzz) X5 P(ab'c|z2)
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3/24 CH PRR P41 Conclusion and Perspectives. In summary, we revisited the
post-quantum model of PR boxes, introducing the concept of
genuine boxes. This allowed us to to consider a restricted

BQ + $3 space of non-signalling boxes; this space features mulkhrric
: pPR dynamics than the full non-signaling space. We presented th
1+ ¥ : y 11 +2/3 coupler, a device enabling non-locality swapping. The ¢aup

also implements teleportation (see Appendix B). Even more

FIG. 4: In awhole section of the polytope, the boxes uselassdn-  SUTPrisingly, quantum correlations partially emergedrfrine
locality swapping correspond exactly to the set of quantorebQ  coupler. Though we do not understand its full significance at
(red region), characterized by the TLM criteria; for isgiimboxes  this stage, we believe this intimate connection is taritadiz

(dashed line), this corresponds to Tsirelson's bound &rBs =  since it links a dynamical process in a natural non-signglli
75 + 3. the quantum bound of the CH inequality. model directly to QM. In the future we plan to investigate-fur

ther on this link, and look for a fundamental principle peten

tially underlying it. Studying other information theoretasks

from the new perspective of genuine boxes may help us under-
pr,s =¢PPREAPPR L (1 - —9)1 (6)  stand what is so special about QM.
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Appendix A: Deriving the action of the coupler on allowed states
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the first decompositio (10) being the equal sum of the 8 ex-
tremal vertices of the upper facet. By applying the coupder t
both decompositions, using the linear action of the cougher
the convex sum and demanding they give the same probability

SI-,

of outputtingt/, it is found that
P (b = 0[PPR(b1baly1ys)) = 1. (12)

Thus upon applying the coupler directly to a PR box, Bob

(see Fig. 5). Since all consistent couplers are linear fanst

of the inputs and outputs of a b17], it is sufficient here to

consider only extremal boxes.

Let us start with the deterministic ones. Note first that the

output of the coupler must be consistent regardless ofitie ti
ings of Alice’s and Charlie’s inputs and of Bob’s applicatio

of the coupler. That is, if Bob, after applying the coupler,

learns from Alice and Charlie their respective inputs antd ou

case.

From inspection of equatiors|(9) alid|(12) it is clear that the
coupler output$’ = 0 with a probability that is proportional
to the CH value of the box it is applied to, i.e.

P(V = 0|P(ab|zy)) = 2CH- P(ablzy).  (13)

puts, he ?h'O‘ﬂ'd get the same result as if he learnt Alice’srhs constant of proportionality ensures that the couples o

Conditioning the final probability distributioR (ab’c|zz), on

Note that the inconsistency of the potential coupler preskn

Bob learning Alice’s and Charlie’s inputs and outputs, onejn Ref, [17] becomes now clear, since it outputted with a prob

has P(b Olaczz) = 2, whenzz ® a ® ¢ = 0, and

P(V = 0Olacxz) = 0 otherwise. Finally we note that when
Bob learns the four values c, =, z he knows that he is hold-
ing the extremal local bo®®. ., thus the action of the coupler

xrazc?

on the deterministic states is given by

2 fay®Be6=0
PV = 0|Pgg,s) = {3 ! 9)

0 otherwise

This again can be understood geometrically — if the local box

is on the facet CH= 1 the coupler outputs’ = 0 with prob-
ability % whilst if the box is on the facet CH= 0 then it
deterministically outputs’ = 1.

ability equal to the CH value; therefore, when applied ohto t
PR box, it gave a non-valid probability <§f. Along the same
line, it is also clear why the coupler runs into inconsisten-
cies if we try to reintroduce the seven disallowed non-geaui
PR boxes; for instance the anti-PR, defined by the relation
a®b@ 1 =zywould lead to negative probabilities.

Appendix B: Teleportation.

When Alice-Bob share a PR box, and Bob holds a deter-

Next, let us find the action of the coupler on the PR box. Inministic boxPc';ﬁ, the coupler implements the transformation

orderto do this, we decompose a given probability distrdmut
in two different ways. We consider the poiR (b1 b2|y1y2) in
the centre of the CH= 1 facet, half way between the PR box

and the identity, which can be written as a convex combinatio

of the extremal boxes in the following ways:

Pe(biba|yry2) = (10)

1
8 Z Polc_ﬁ'v(a'vew)(blb?lyly?)

aBy

1
3 (PPR(b1baly1ya) + L(b1ba|y1y2))
(11)

.
PR |
N/

bl

FIG. 5: Bob applies the coupler directly to a PR box.

PPR(abiayn) Py (balya) = Phy(ale). (14)

Therefore the final box held by Alice (given that the joint
measurement succeeded)Hgﬁ(am (see Fig. 6). Thus,
Bob can teleport to Alice any single-party bds (bly) =
Y5 PapPg(bly), with 3° 5 pas = 1, which can be seen
by using the linearity of the coupler. Here the PR provides th
teleportation channel, as does the maximally entanglad sta
in the quantum protocol.

T Wi

V=0
PR ] —»
a a

bl

FIG. 6: Teleportation with the coupler.



