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Recently the study of general non-signalling theories has brought a lot of insight to quantum mechanics. By
investigating these generalized models, the hope is to find out what is essential in quantum mechanics; what
makes it so special. Answering this question will definitely provide a deeper understanding of the foundations
of quantum mechanics, and may enable further developments in quantum information science. In the present
paper, we revisit the paradigmatic model of non-signalling boxes and introduce the concept of a genuine box.
This will allow us to present the first generalized non-signalling model featuring quantum-like dynamics. In
particular, we present the coupler, a device enabling non-locality swapping, the analogue of quantum entangle-
ment swapping, as well as teleportation. Remarkably, a clear boundary between quantum and post-quantum
correlations naturally emerges in our study.

It is a remarkable fact that we observe correlations between
distant measurements that cannot be explained on the basis of
a previous interaction. Specifically, Bell inequalities [1] show
that the correlations predicted by Quantum Mechanics (QM)
cannot be ascribed to a local theory. To date, all experiments
confirm that Nature is inherently non-local [2, 3].

However, QM predicts also an upper bound on the non-
locality of allowed correlations, as shown by Tsirelson [4]. In
trying to understand this upper bound Popescu and Rohrlich
[5] asked whether it was a direct consequence of relativity –
whether correlations more non-local would lead to signalling
– and surprisingly found this not to be the case.

This discovery prompted the study of more general models,
containing more non-locality than QM, but still respecting the
no-signaling principle [6]. The ultimate goal of this line of
research is to find out what is special about QM; what dis-
tinguishes it from other non-signaling theories. Among the
fundamental questions is the following: What physical princi-
ple limits quantum non-locality? This is still unknown today,
but there is no doubt that answering this question will bring
deeper understanding of the foundations of QM, as well as
further developments in quantum information science.

Studying the information theoretic properties of general-
ized non-signaling models has already provided insight to
these questions [7, 8, 9]. On the one hand, many astonish-
ing features of QM, such as no-cloning, no broadcasting and
monogamy of correlations, have been shown to be general
properties of any non-signaling model [9, 10, 11]. Hence
these properties do not give a clear separation between QM
and post-quantum theories. On the other hand, first steps to-
wards establishing such a separation were taken by van Dam
[12] and Brassard et al.[13] who showed that particular classes
of post-quantum models allow for a dramatic increase of com-
munication power compared to the quantum case. Further-
more, Linden et al.[14] showed that the same post-quantum
theories allow for non-local computation while QM does not.
Tantalizingly, a first glimpse of a clear separation appeared:
the non-local AND gate can be performed when one has ac-
cess to post-quantum correlations, but the probability of suc-
cess vanishes the instant these correlations become quantum.

More importantly however, there is one crucial aspect of
QM that generalized models have failed to reproduce until
now, namely its dynamics; in particular, the ability to perform
joint measurements on two systems, which is the key ingre-
dient for fascinating quantum processes, such as teleportation
[15] and entanglement swapping [16]. In fact, Short et al. [17]
and Barrett [9] showed that there are no genuinely joint mea-
surements in theories constrained only by no-signaling, thus
suggesting the existence of another fundamental principle in-
herent to QM, that generalized models fail to capture.

Here we take a new conceptual perspective on general-
ized non-signalling models, which allows us to implement
joint measurements. By revisiting the paradigmatic model of
Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) boxes [5], we present a model featur-
ing rich dynamics, such as non-locality swapping, the ana-
logue of quantum entanglement swapping, and teleportation.

The starting point of our study will be to make appropriate
restrictions to the set of attainable states. While these restric-
tions may appear at first sight to be completely arbitrary, we
will fully justify them. We argue that the set of states to be
considered for describing dynamical processes such as joint
measurements must be restricted to genuine boxes. These
boxes are in fact the most elementary states of the theory; all
the other valid boxes can be built from these genuine boxes by
adding classical circuitry. While this distinction plays no role
in the case of disjoint (or classical) processes, it turns out to
be crucial for the implementation of joint measurements.

Then, we will move to the presentation of the coupler, an
imaginary device that allows one to perform such joint mea-
surement on PR boxes [17], enabling non-locality swapping,
as well as teleportation.

Finally, and probably most surprisingly, we show that quan-
tum non-locality emerges naturally from the coupler. More
precisely, when considering noisy PR boxes, the coupler pre-
vents non-locality swapping exactly from the moment the
noisy PR box reaches the Tsirelson bound [4]. Furthermore,
in a natural subspace of the full state space, the coupler pre-
vents non-locality swapping if and only if the state is attain-
able by QM. Let us stress that this correspondence is utterly
surprising: the set of quantum states naturally emerges from
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the coupler, which is a very natural form of a genuine joint
measurement restricted only by the non-signalling principle.

GENUINE BOXES

As we shall work with generalized non-signaling theories,
the quantum formalism is no longer relevant; here bipartite
states are not given by vectors in a Hilbert space, but by bipar-
tite joint probability distributions; i.e. probabilities of a pair
of results (outputs) given a pair of measurements (inputs). In
other words, quantum correlations will be replaced by more
general “box-like” states, such as the PR boxes.

Here we shall focus on the simplest possible scenario,
namely the case of two possible measurements for each party
(inputs x, y ∈ {0, 1}); each measurement providing a binary
result (outputs a, b ∈ {0, 1}). It is very insightful to think of
such a scenario in geometrical terms [18]. In this approach,
a state, i.e. a probability distribution, is viewed as a vector in
a space of states; the components of the vectors are the joint
probabilities characterizing the state.

The set of states that can be obtained from local means
only forms a polytope. This local polytope is itself embed-
ded in a larger polytope, the non-signalling polytope, which
contains all states compatible with the non-signalling princi-
ple [6]. It has 8 non-local extremal points, which are all sym-
metries of the PR box. The set of states attainable by quantum
mechanics also form a convex body, though not a polytope.
The quantum set is strictly larger than the local polytope –
quantum correlations can be non-local – but strictly smaller
than the non-signalling polytope – quantum non-locality is
bounded by Tsirelson’s bound. Why quantum non-locality
is limited remains one of the deepest mysteries in the founda-
tions of quantum mechanics, and one of the achievements of
the present paper will be to show that the quantum structure
partly emerges from general non-signalling models.

The first step for presenting our model is to define the set of
allowed states. As announced we will voluntarily discard cer-
tain non-signalling states, thus restricting ourselves to a subset
of the non-signalling polytope. More precisely, we shall con-
sider the entire local polytope, given by its 16 vertices, the
deterministic states

P L
αβγδ(ab|xy) =

{
1 a = αx⊕ β , b = γy ⊕ δ
0 otherwise

(1)

parameterized by α, β, γ, δ ∈ {0, 1}. To this we add a single
non-local vertex, the PR box:

P PR(ab|xy) =

{
1
2 a⊕ b = xy

0 otherwise
(2)

where⊕ denotes addition modulo 2. The resulting set of states
forms a polytope, sketched in Fig. 1. An important parameter

FIG. 1: Diagrammatic representation of the set of allowed states.
In our study, we consider a restricted polytope formed of (i) the entire
local polytope L – specified by 16 extremal states P L – and (ii) one
additional non-local vertex: the PR box. Thus the polytope contains
non-local states, the region NL. The entire non-signalling polytope
(containing also the dashed region) is larger than our set; it has 7
additional vertices, which are symmetries of the PR box. Here we
discard these states since they are not genuine, and should therefore
not be considered for non-locality swapping. The vertical axis is the
Clauser-Horne (CH) value. All local states satisfy 0 ≤ ~CH · ~P L ≤ 1,
which is the CH Bell inequality, in fact a facet of the local polytope
L. One has that ~CH · ~P PR = 3

2
; the PR box is non-local. Note that the

polytope is eight-dimensional; here the figure is a two-dimensional
projection.

will be the Clauser-Horne (CH) value [19], which will char-
acterize the non-locality of a given state. Since states are con-
sidered as vectors, it is convenient to denote the CH value of
a box as a scalar product

~CH · ~P (ab|xy) = P (11|00) + P (10|10)
+ P (01|01)− P (00|11) .

The fact that we consider only a single PR box turns out
to be a crucial aspect of our model. However, one may won-
der why the other seven symmetries of this PR box, while
being fully valid probability distributions, are not taken into
account. Moreover this restriction may appear completely ar-
bitrary when realising that any of these discarded PR boxes
can in fact be simply obtained from the single PR box (2) by
applying some classical circuitry. Why should one discard
a state which does obviously exist, since it can be produced
by processing an allowed state. Below we argue that these
restrictions have in fact a deep significance, and force us to
re-examine the conceptual foundations of this entire line of
research. Actually, revisiting the model will turn out to be
highly rewarding, since it will provide it with rich dynamics,
a feature that has been proven to be impossible when all non-
signalling states are considered on an equal footing [9, 17, 20].
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FIG. 2: Genuine boxes. (a) A ‘quantum’ black-box contains a source producing a quantum state, here two photons entangled in polarization,
and on both sides a measurement device, here a polarizing beam splitter (PBS) followed by detectors. To each input value x, corresponds an
orientation of the PBS, thus performing the polarization measurement in a different basis. The genuine part of the box is the quantum state;
in order to perform a joint measurement, an observer must first remove the measurement device (PBS and detecors). (b) Construction of a
non-genuine PR box. It contains the genuine PR box and some classical circuitry: NOT gates on the inputs and outputs. All symmetries of the
PR box can be obtained in this way. Importantly, when a joint measurement is to be performed, that is by applying the coupler, one should first
open the black-box, remove the circuitry, and connect the coupler to the genuine PR box.

Let us first re-examine the standard “black box” approach
to quantum correlations, where they are stripped back to their
purest form; where measurement choices and outcomes are
both reduced to single bits of information [21]. It is instructive
to think about how such a setup would in reality be produced.

The black box must consist of a quantum system, to be mea-
sured, and the appropriate measuring devices (see Fig. 2). For
the case of two polarized photons, we would require one po-
larizer on each side of the box, with two possible orientations
(one to be used for each input bit), and detectors recording the
measurement outcome and outputting the corresponding bit.
In this picture, the quantum state is the genuine part of the box;
the measurement is then a processing. Indeed, by changing
the orientation of the polarizer for each measurement setting
one can produce many different black-boxes starting from the
same initial quantum state, but they are clearly not genuinely
different. On the other hand, it is also possible to produce the
same black-box by using two different quantum states, sub-
jected to appropriate measurements, i.e. the boxes appear to
be the same although their genuine part is different. This will
have important implications as we show below.

The PR box can be seen as the abstraction of this arrange-
ment. Clearly in this case there are no quantum states and
polarizers in the box, which makes it more delicate to sepa-
rate what is genuine in the box from what is not. Note that as
long as we do not need to look inside the box, as is the case
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 the quantum case. Sup-
pose Bob shares two quantum boxes, with Alice and Charlie
respectively. The important point here is that joint measure-
ments are performed on quantum particles, and not on mea-
surement outcomes. Thus, in order to perform a joint mea-
surement on his two particles, Bob clearly has to open the
boxes, remove the polarizers, and then perform the joint mea-
surement on the two particles. Therefore, it is crucial that
the joint measurement is performed on the genuine part of the

box, that is on the quantum state, and not on the black-box it-
self. Clearly, now it is important what the actual quantum state
is: two boxes that appeared to be the same while containing
different states and different polarizers, may now behave dif-
ferently.

Now we argue that for PR boxes, the situation is completely
analogous. As mentioned earlier, all 8 different PR boxes can
be generated from the single PR box (2) by adding classical
circuitry. Thus these boxes are not genuinely different. Now,
in order to perform a joint measurement, it is crucial to apply
the coupler to the genuine part of the box, i.e. to the genuine
PR box and not the input and output wires. Therefore, when
applying the coupler, one has first to remove any classical cir-
cuitry and then connect the coupler to the genuine PR box (see
Fig. 2).

In the light of the results of Ref [9, 17] and of our own
results, we argue that the concept of genuine boxes is not a
particularity of the quantum case, but is in fact general to non-
signaling models. Therefore we believe it is of fundamental
importance.

The question now is what is the set of genuine boxes. While
the full set of non-signalling states is a well defined concept,
there is here some freedom in choosing the set of genuine
boxes. When all 8 PR boxes are put on an equal footing, i.e.
as all being genuine, then interesting dynamics are forbidden
[9, 17]. Here we choose the simplest and most natural possi-
bility: we consider as genuine all local deterministic states (1)
and we add one single PR box (2). This choice will allow for
rich dynamics, as we will show in the next section.

COUPLER FOR NON-LOCALITY SWAPPING

Entanglement swapping [16] is among the most fascinating
dynamical processes allowed by quantum theory as well as a
key ingredient for quantum communication and computation.
It has been experimentally demonstrated in a wide range of
physical systems [22, 23, 24].
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Let us start by briefly reviewing the quantum protocol.
An observer, Bob, shares a maximally entangled state with
both Alice and Charlie, two distant observers. Initially, the
global state of the system is |ψ−〉AB1

|ψ−〉B2C
, where |ψ−〉 =

1√
2
(|01〉 − |10〉) is the singlet state. A successful protocol

entangles Alice’s and Charlie’s particles, though these never
interacted.

The core of entanglement swapping is the ability of Bob
to perform a joint measurement of his two particles (B1, B2),
that is to measure them in a basis where the eigenstates are
entangled. The simplest form of such a measurement is the
projection onto the symmetric and anti-symmetric subspaces
of two qubits, i.e. the projective measurement

M =
{
|ψ−〉〈ψ−|, 11− |ψ−〉〈ψ−|

}
. (3)

Such a process is also referred to as a partial Bell state mea-
surement, since it is in general possible to find a basis where
all eigenstates are maximally entangled – the Bell basis. Here
the protocol is successful when Bob’s particles are projected
onto the singlet state; otherwise the procedure failed. In the
first case, the global state of Alice, Bob and Charlie undergoes
the following transformation

|ψ−〉AB1
|ψ−〉B2C

→ |ψ−〉B1B2
|ψ−〉AC .

Thus entanglement has been swapped betweenAB1 andB2C
to B1B2 and AC, so that Alice and Charlie now share a sin-
glet state and are both uncorrelated from Bob (see Fig. 3).
Importantly, it is not until the announcement of Bob’s suc-
cessful joint measurement that Alice and Charlie learn which
state they hold and whether they share any non-local correla-
tions.

It is straightforward to extend the scenario of entangle-
ment swapping to our generalized model. Instead of entan-
gled quantum states, Bob shares now a generalized non-local
state, i.e. a probability distribution, with both Alice and Char-
lie. To implement non-locality swapping one must first define
the coupler, the analogue of a quantum joint measurement (see
Fig. 3). The coupler is a device which, when applied on Bob’s
two states, encompasses the inputs and outputs and returns a
single bit b′, i.e. the transformation

P (ab1|xy1)P (b2c|y2z)
χ−→ P (ab′c|xz) .

Now let us define the action of the coupler on two PR states:

P PR(ab1|xy1)P PR(b2c|y2z)
χ−→ P (ab′c|xz)

=

{
1
3P

PR(ac|xz) b′ = 0
2
3P

f(ac|xz) b′ = 1

Thus with probability P (b′ = 0) = 1
3 Bob succeeds in

swapping a PR state to Alice and Charlie. With probability
P (b′ = 1) = 2

3 , the protocol fails, and Alice and Charlie
share the failure state

FIG. 3: Entanglement and non-locality swapping. (a) The quan-
tum protocol of entanglement swapping. By performing a joint mea-
surement on his two particles, Bob swaps entanglement to Alice and
Charlie. (b) Non-locality swapping is the analog procedure on gen-
eralized non-signalling states, here PR boxes. The joint measure-
ment is performed by applying the coupler. The coupler encompasses
Bob’s inputs and outputs and returns a single bit b′, which informs
Bob whether the swapping procedure succeeded or failed. Note that
the original measuring devices of Bob’s two boxes (the PBS in Fig.
2) have been removed and replaced by a single joint measuring de-
vice (a beam-splitter and two detectors for measuring coincidences).

P f =
3
2

(
11(ac|xz)− 1

3
P PR(ac|xz)

)
,

which is an allowed state.
An important requirement for the coupler to be valid is that

Bob cannot signal to Alice and Charlie by applying the cou-
pler. Indeed, here we have

P (ac|xz) =
∑
b′

P (ab′c|xz) = 11(ac|xz) ,

where 11(ac|xz) = 1
4 ∀ a, c, x, z is the maximally mixed state.

Therefore, the state of Alice and Charlie is independent of
whether Bob applied the coupler or not, as desired.

Next we find that, when applied directly onto any allowed
state, the coupler outputs b′ = 0 with a probability that is
proportional to the CH value of that particular state, that is

P (b′ = 0|P (ab|xy)) = 2
3
~CH · ~P (ab|xy) . (4)

This constant of proportionality is however crucial, since it
ensures that the coupler outputs a valid probability when ap-
plied to any allowed state. Notably, upon applying the coupler
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FIG. 4: Emergence of quantum correlations from the coupler. In
a natural section of the polytope, the states that cannot be used for
non-locality swapping (by the coupler) correspond exactly to the set
of quantum states Q (red region), as characterized by the Tsirelson-
Landau-Masanes criteria (red border). For isotropic states, which lie
on the line joining the PR box and the identity 11, the limit for non-
locality swapping corresponds to the Tsirelson bound (cross) BQ =
1√
2

+ 1
2

, the bound of quantum non-locality for the CH inequality.
Note that the coupler acts consistently on any allowed state, since the
probability of outputting b′ = 0 (right axis) is a re-scaling of the CH
value (left axis).

directly to a PR state, Bob always obtains the outcome b′ = 0.
This is exactly what happens in the quantum case: when Bob
holds a singlet and performs the joint measurement (3), he al-
ways projects onto the anti-symmetric subspace. A derivation
of equation (4) can be found in the Methods section.

Finally, the analogue of quantum teleportation can also be
implemented with the coupler; see the Methods section for
details.

EMERGENCE OF QUANTUM CORRELATIONS

We have just seen that the coupler, when applied to two PR
boxes shared by Alice-Bob and Bob-Charlie, creates a PR box
between Alice and Charlie. We will refer to this as perfect
swapping, since after the process Alice and Charlie share a
state which is exactly as non-local as both initial states.

A natural question to ask is now whether Bob, by apply-
ing the coupler, can also swap non-locality between Alice and
Charlie, starting from imperfect boxes. Let us first consider
noisy state of the form

P PR
ξ ≡ ξP PR + (1− ξ)11 , (5)

with 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1. These states are called isotropic, and are
similar to quantum Werner states [25]. The CH value of the
noisy states (5) is ~CH · ~P PR

ξ = ξ + 1
2 .

Using the linearity of the coupler one can check that when
Bob succeeds in swapping non-locality (i.e. he obtains the
outcome b′ = 0 from the coupler) starting from two P PR

ξ

boxes, the final state shared between Alice and Charlie has
CH value

~CH · ~P (ac|xz) = ξ2 +
1
2
. (6)

Note that since this function is quadratic, the coupler en-
ables perfect swapping only for noiseless PR boxes; two noisy
boxes can only be swapped to a noisier box.

Now, the remarkable point is the following. Non-
locality can be swapped using two boxes P PR

ξ if and
only if P PR

ξ is post-quantum; that is if and only if
~CH · ~P PR

ξ > BQ = 1
2 + 1√

2
, where BQ is the Tsirelson bound

of the CH inequality. This means that when the two initial
boxes P PR

ξ are noisy enough to have been produced quantum
mechanically, the resulting box shared by Alice and Charlie is
so noisy as to become local. This is easily shown by solving
equation (6) under the condition ~CH · ~PAC > 1.

Even more surprisingly, this result can be generalized to
an entire section of the polytope (see Fig. 4); details sup-
plied in the Methods section. In other words, the fact that two
copies of a given state – sitting on this particular section –
can swap non-locality when the coupler is applied, is a nec-
essary and sufficient condition for that state to be quantum.
Here quantumness is checked using the criteria of Tsirelson-
Landau-Masanes [26, 27, 28]. Hence just by considering the
issue of non-locality swapping in the simplest possible set of
genuine non-local states part of the boundary between quan-
tum and post-quantum correlations emerges.

Let us point out however that not the entire quantum versus
post-quantum boundary emerges in this way: on other sec-
tions the coupler ceases to swap non-locality before reaching
the quantum bound.

CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES

In summary, we have revisited the paradigmatic model of
post-quantum non-signalling correlations (PR boxes), intro-
ducing the concept of genuine boxes. In practice this allows us
to restrict the space of non-signalling boxes. In this restricted
space the dynamics turns out to be far richer than the one al-
lowed in the full space of non-signalling boxes and some well-
known quantum effects reappear in this model. In particular
we presented the coupler, a device which allows non-locality
swapping between two PR boxes.

Surprisingly, we showed that quantum correlations natu-
rally emerge from the study of the coupler. Let us stress that
this intimate connection is remarkable, since it links a dynam-
ical process in a very natural non-signalling model directly
to quantum mechanics. We must recognize however that at
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this stage neither is it clear for us why quantum mechanics
emerges in this way, nor what is the full significance of these
results.

In the future we plan to investigate further on this connec-
tion, and look for a fundamental principle potentially underly-
ing it. We believe that studying other information theoretical
tasks from the new perspective of genuine boxes may help us
understand what is so special about quantum mechanics.

METHODS

Deriving the action of the coupler on allowed states

Here we derive the action of the coupler on any allowed
state. Since all consistent couplers are linear functions of the
inputs and outputs of a state [17], it is sufficient here to con-
sider only extremal states.

Let us start with the deterministic ones. Note first that the
output of the coupler must be consistent regardless of the tim-
ings of Alice’s and Charlie’s inputs and of Bob’s application
of the coupler. That is, if Bob, after applying the coupler,
learns from Alice and Charlie their respective inputs and out-
puts, he should get the same result as if he learnt Alice’s
and Charlie’s inputs and outputs and then applied the coupler.
Conditioning the final probability distribution P (ab′c|xz), on
Bob learning Alice’s and Charlie’s inputs and outputs, one
has P (b′ = 0|acxz) = 2

3 , when xz ⊕ a ⊕ c = 0, and
P (b′ = 0|acxz) = 0 otherwise. Finally we note that when
Bob learns the four values a, c, x, z he knows that he is hold-
ing the extremal local state P L

xazc, thus the action of the cou-
pler on the deterministic states is given by

P (b′ = 0|P L
αβγδ) =

{
2
3 αγ ⊕ β ⊕ δ = 0
0 otherwise .

(7)

This again can be understood geometrically – if the local state
is on the facet CH = 1 the coupler outputs b′ = 0 with prob-
ability 2

3 , whilst if the state is on the facet CH = 0 then it
deterministically outputs b′ = 1.

Next, let us find the action of the coupler on the PR box. In
order to do this, we decompose a given probability distribution
in two different ways. We consider the point P c(b1b2|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 combination
of the extremal states in the following ways:

P c(b1b2|y1y2) =
1
8

∑
αβγ

P L
αβγ(αγ⊕β)(b1b2|y1y2) (8)

=
1
2
(
P PR(b1b2|y1y2) + 11(b1b2|y1y2)

)
(9)

the first decomposition (8) being the equal sum of the 8 ex-
tremal vertices of the upper facet. By applying the coupler to
both decompositions, using the linear action of the coupler on

the convex sum and demanding they give the same probability
of outputting b′, it is found that

P
(
b′ = 0|P PR(b1b2|y1y2)

)
= 1 . (10)

Thus upon applying the coupler directly to a PR state, Bob
always obtains the outcome b′ = 0; exactly as in the quantum
case.

From inspection of equations (7) and (10) it is clear that the
coupler outputs b′ = 0 with a probability that is proportional
to the CH value of the state it is applied to, i.e.

P (b′ = 0|P (ab|xy)) = 2
3
~CH · ~P (ab|xy) . (11)

This constant of proportionality ensures that the coupler out-
puts a valid probability when applied to any allowed state.
Note that the inconsistency of the potential coupler presented
in Ref. [17] becomes now obvious, since it outputted with
a probability equal to the CH value; therefore, when applied
onto the PR box, it gave a non-valid probability of 3

2 . Along
the same line, it is also clear why the coupler runs into incon-
sistencies if we try to reintroduce the seven disallowed non-
genuine PR boxes; for instance the anti-PR, defined by the
relation a⊕ b⊕ 1 = xy would lead to negative probabilities.

Teleportation

Teleportation can also be implemented with the coupler.
When the joint measurement succeeds (b′ = 0), one has

P PR(ab1|xy1)P L
αβγδ(b2c|y2z)

χ−−−→
b′=0

P L
αβγδ(ac|xz) . (12)

Thus when Alice-Bob share a PR state, and Bob-Charlie a de-
terministic state P L

αβγδ , the final state held by Alice, given that
the joint measurement succeeded, is P L

αβ . Therefore, Bob can
teleport any (single-party) state PB =

∑
α,β pαβP

L
αβ , with∑

α,β pαβ = 1, to Alice, which can be seen by using the
linearity of the coupler. Note that here the PR provides the
teleportation channel, as does the maximally entangled state
in the quantum protocol.

Quantumness and no-swapping

Here we show that, in a two dimensional section of the
polytope, non-locality can be swapped using two copies of
a noisy box if and only if this box is post-quantum. Let us
consider noisy state of the form

P PR
ξ,γ ≡ ξP PR + γP PR2 + (1− ξ − γ)11 (13)

with ξ + γ ≤ 1 and γ ≤ 1
2 ; note that PR2 is another PR box

(given by the relation a⊕b = x(y⊕1)). This is however not an
allowed state, but is convenient for decomposing noisy states;
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note that this introduces no inconsistency. The CH value of
the noisy states (13) is ~CH · ~P PR

ξ,γ = ξ + 1
2 .

When Bob succeeds in swapping non-locality starting from
two P PR

ξ,γ boxes, the final state shared between Alice and Char-
lie has CH value

~CH · ~P (ac|xz) = ξ2 + γ2 +
1
2

(14)

Similarly to the case of isotropic states, non-locality can be
swapped from two noisy boxes P PR

ξ,γ if and only if P PR
ξ,γ is post-

quantum; i.e. if ~P PR
ξ,γ violate the Tsirelson-Landau-Masanes

inequality [26, 27, 28], a necessary and sufficient condition
condition for a probability distribution to be quantum.

The proof goes as follows. Noisy states P PR
ξ,γ that do not

allow for non-locality swapping, i.e. which lead to ~CH ·
~P (ac|xz) ≤ 1, are characterized by the relation

ξ2 + γ2 ≤ 1
2
. (15)

A necessary and sufficient criteria for a set of correlations to
be quantum is given by the Tsirelson-Landau-Masanes criteria
which we write here in the form of Laudau [27]

|E00E01 − E10E11| ≤
√

(1− E2
00)(1− E2

01)

+
√

(1− E2
10)(1− E2

11) (16)

where Exy = P (a = b|xy) − P (a 6= b|xy) is the correlator
associated to the pair of measurements x, y. For noisy states
P PR
ξ,γ , the four correlators are given byE00 = E01 = ξ+γ and
E10 = −E11 = ξ−γ. Inserting these last expressions in (16),
we get exactly the relation (15), which completes the proof.
Note that (15) is simply the equation of a circle of radius 1√

2

in the (ξ, γ) plane; the center of the circle corresponds to the
maximally mixed state 11 (see Fig. 4).
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