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Studying generalized non-local theories brings insight to the foundations of quantum mechanics. Here we
focus on non-locality swapping, the analogue of quantum entanglement swapping. In order to implement such a
protocol, one needs a coupler that performs the equivalent of quantum joint measurements on generalized ‘box-
like’ states. Establishing a connection to Bell inequalities, we define consistent couplers for theories containing
an arbitrary amount of non-locality, which leads us to introduce the concepts of perfect and minimal couplers.
Remarkably, Tsirelson’s bound for quantum non-locality naturally appears in our study.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum Mechanics (QM) is a non-local theory [1], how-
ever not a maximally non-local one according to relativity
[2]. More precisely there exist theories, containing more non-
locality than QM, that still respect the no-signalling principle
[3, 4]. The study of such theories has already brought a lot
of insight to QM [4, 5, 6, 7], but one of the great remaining
challenges is to find what physical principle, yet still unknown
despite intensive research, limits quantum non-locality.

Interestingly it has been shown by van Dam [8] and Bras-
sard et al. [9] that a particular class of post-quantum theo-
ries known as (isotropic) Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) boxes [2],
appear very unlikely to exist since they allow for a dramatic
increase of communication power compared to QM. Essen-
tially these models make all communication complexity prob-
lems trivial, while QM does not. Moreover it was also shown
by Linden et al. [10] that these same post-quantum theories
allow for non-local computation, a feature also forbidden in
QM. The remarkable fact about this last work is that, contrary
to [8, 9], it indicates a tight separation between quantum and
post-quantum correlations.

Recently it was also suggested that the bound on quantum
non-locality may be a consequence of the rich dynamics fea-
tured in QM. In particular, Barrett [4] and Short et al. [11]
showed that a theory restricted only by the no-signalling prin-
ciple allows only for poor (or classical) dynamics, suggesting
“a trade-off between states and measurements” [12].

In a recent paper we (together with another author) intro-
duced the concept of a genuine box, a particular way of re-
stricting the set of allowed states in a generalized theory. In-
spired from the black-box approach to quantum correlations
[13], we argued that the set of states to be considered for dy-
namical processes (such as joint measurements) must be re-
stricted to genuine boxes. The idea is that these genuine boxes
are the elementary states of the theory; all other states can then
be constructed by adding classical circuitry. Remarkably, this
restriction allows one to reintroduce quantum-like dynamics
into the model, even in theories allowing for maximal non-
locality.
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The theory features then a new element, the coupler, a de-
vice performing the analogue of a quantum joint measure-
ment [11]. The coupler enables non-locality swapping of PR
boxes and teleportation. Astonishingly, quantum correlations,
in particular Tsirelson’s bound [14] of quantum non-locality,
naturally emerged from the coupler [15].

In the present paper, we generalize the coupler of [15] to
theories allowing for limited non-locality. We also investigate
the possibility of varying the set of genuine boxes. For each
case we derive couplers for non-locality swapping and study
their properties. Remarkably, quantum correlations, more pre-
cisely Tsirelson’s bound, will appear again in our study.

The paper is organized as follows. After reviewing general
properties of couplers (Sec. II), we indicate a strong analogy
between couplers and Bell inequalities (Sec. III). Taking ad-
vantage of this connection, we then extend the coupler of [15]
to theories with bounded non-locality, introducing perfect and
minimal couplers (Sec. IV). Indeed an example of particu-
lar interest will be a theory where non-locality is bounded by
Tsirelson’s bound, similarly to quantum mechanics (Sec. V).
Finally we highlight two occurrences where Tsirelson’s bound
naturally appears (Sec. VI).

II. PROPERTIES OF COUPLERS

Here we work in generalized non-signalling theories, where
states are bipartite boxes with binary inputs (x,y ∈ {0,1}) and
binary outputs (a,b ∈ {0,1}), such as PR boxes [2, 3].

Let us consider the scenario of non-locality swapping, the

FIG. 1: Coupler for non-locality swapping. The coupler is the ana-
logue of a quantum joint measurement. When applied to two PR
boxes shared by Alice-Bob and Bob-Charlie, it enables non-locality
swapping. More precisely, when the protocol succeeds (b′ = 0) the
final box shared by Alice and Charlie P(ac|xz) is non-local since it
violates the CH inequality.

ar
X

iv
:0

81
2.

07
58

v1
  [

qu
an

t-
ph

] 
 3

 D
ec

 2
00

8

mailto:paul.skrzypczyk@bristol.ac.uk
mailto:n.brunner@bristol.ac.uk


2

analogue of quantum entanglement swapping [16]. An ob-
server, Bob, shares non-local boxes with both Alice and Char-
lie. The goal of the protocol is for Bob to establish non-local
correlations between (initially uncorrelated) Alice and Char-
lie. In order to do this, Bob applies the coupler to his two
boxes (see Fig. 1), which is the analogue of a quantum joint
measurement [4, 11]. The coupler χ encompasses the inputs
and outputs of his two boxes, and returns a single bit b′, thus
implementing the following transformation:

P(ab1|xy1)P(b2c|y2z)
χ−→ P(ab′c|xz) . (1)

where P(ab1|xy1) is the initial box shared by Alice and Bob,
P(b2c|y2z) the initial box shared by Bob and Charlie. The
final box shared by Alice and Charlie, given that the coupler
returns b′, is P(ac|xzb′).

In order to be valid, the coupler must fulfil a certain number
of requirements; we refer the reader to [11] for more details on
properties of couplers. First of all, the coupler must be non-
signalling, in the sense that Bob cannot signal to Alice and
Charlie by applying or not applying the coupler. Therefore,
one must have

P(ac|xz) = ∑
b′

P(ab′c|xz) = ∑
b′

P(b′)P(ac|xzb′) .

Moreover, the coupler must be consistent when applied di-
rectly to any bipartite state allowed in the model. That is, one
should check that the probability that the coupler outputs b′,

P(b′) = ∑
b1b2y1y2

χ(b′,b1b2y1y2)P(b1b2|y1y2) (2)

is a valid probability, i.e. 0 ≤ P(b′) ≤ 1. Note that since the
coupler’s action on a box is linear [11], it is sufficient to check
this for extremal allowed states only.

III. CONNECTION BETWEEN COUPLERS AND BELL
INEQUALITIES

As just mentioned, the probability that the coupler outputs
b′ is a linear function of the state the coupler is applied to.
Therefore it is convenient to rewrite equation (2) in vectorial
form:

P(b′ = 0) =~χ ·~P (3)

Subsequently, the requirement that the coupler χ outputs with
a valid probability when applied on the state ~P is given by

0≤~χ ·~P≤ 1 (4)

for all allowed states ~P.
In [11] equation (4) was (rightly) interpreted as defining a

polytope of couplers: the coupler polytope. Its facets are given
by the set of vectors ~P; any consistent coupler is therefore a
vector ~χ inside the polytope. There is however a second pos-
sible interpretation of (4), which consists in inverting the roles
of the the vectors ~P and the vectors ~χ , thus defining another

polytope, the dual of the coupler-polytope. This new polytope
is much more familiar; it is the (well-known) state polytope
[17]. In this representation, the vertices of the polytope are
specified by the extremal states (vectors ~P) while its facets are
now associated to the couplers ~χ .

The advantage of this second interpretation is that facets of
the state polytope are well understood [3]. There are only two
classes of facets; the first are positivity facets, so-called trivial
facets, ensuring that any state is a valid probability distribu-
tion. The second are Bell inequalities. Our interpretation of
equation (4) now leads us to identify valid couplers with facets
of the state polytope, and as expected, it turns out that there
are two corresponding classes of couplers.

In [4, 11], it was shown that, in the case all boxes (with
binary inputs and outputs) compatible with the no-signalling
principle are taken into account, any valid coupler is a wiring,
that is a measurement which admits a classical description
in terms of inputting into each box and applying circuitry.
From the analogy explained above, wirings should be associ-
ated with the facets of the full non-signalling polytope, which
are known to be (trivial) positivity facets [3]. More generally,
associating wirings with trivial facets strongly suggests that
there are no joint measurement in any theory constrained only
by the no-signalling principle, which turns out to be correct,
as shown recently in [12].

On the other hand, intuition also suggests that Bell inequal-
ities could represent joint measurement, since in general a
Bell inequality reveals a joint property of a state, namely the
amount of non-locality it contains. This intuition turns out to
be correct as well. In [15], we presented a coupler enabling
non-locality swapping of PR boxes. The action of this coupler
on any allowed state P(ab|xy) was found to be

~χ ·~P(ab|xy) = 2
3

~CH ·~P(ab|xy) , (5)

where ~χ ·~P(ab|xy) ≡ P(b′ = 0|P(ab|xy)). Here we have de-
noted the Clauser-Horne (CH) [18] value of a state as a scalar
product

~CH ·~P(ab|xy) = P(11|00)+P(00|10)
+ P(00|01)−P(00|11) . (6)

For local states, one has 0 ≤ CH ≤ 1, the CH Bell inequal-
ity. The importance of the factor 2

3 in equation (5) will be
discussed later.

This demonstrates a clear connection between couplers and
facets of the state polytope. On the one hand, trivial facets are
associated to classical measurements, so-called wirings. On
the other hand, Bell inequalities represent joint measurements.
Indeed this connection enforces the idea of a trade off between
states and measurements [12]; discarding states is essential for
defining joint measurements.

IV. GENERALIZED COUPLERS

This connection can now be built upon substantially to look
at the task of non-locality swapping in a more general setting.
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FIG. 2: The set of states allowed in our model. Here we study theo-
ries with limited non-locality. More precisely, non-locality is upper
bounded by Xt and lower bounded by Xb; for perfect couplers, the
genuine states must be taken to be Lξ and PPR

ξ
(see text). In or-

der to output with a valid probability when applied on any allowed
state, the coupler (right scale) must be a re-scaling of the CH in-
equality (left scale). Note that the asymmetry of the restricted poly-
tope (Xb < 1−Xt ) will turn out to be a necessary condition for the
existence of couplers.

In [15] we restricted the set of genuine states to the (local)
deterministic states

PL
αβγδ

(ab|xy) =

{
1 a = αx⊕β , b = γy⊕δ

0 otherwise
(7)

parameterized by α,β ,γ,δ ∈ {0,1}, and added a single non-
local vertex, the PR box:

PPR(ab|xy) =

{
1
2 a⊕b = xy
0 otherwise

(8)

where ⊕ denotes addition modulo 2.
A very natural extension of this previous analysis consists

of varying the set of genuine boxes. There are two interesting
directions to investigate (see Fig. 2).

1. Decrease the amount of non-locality allowed in the the-
ory; that means that the genuine PR box (8) may be
replaced by a noisy box.

2. One may add another genuine non-local box, violating
the lower bound of the CH inequality. This will bring
back into the study non-local boxes sitting in the lower
region of the polytope, which was completely discarded
in our previous study.

Here we shall choose all non-local genuine boxes to be
isotropic, though a similar study may be done for more gen-
eral genuine boxes. Isotropic states have the form

PPR
ξ

= ξ PPR +(1−ξ )PPR (9)

where PPR is the ‘anti-PR’ box:

PPR(ab|xy) =

{
1
2 a⊕b⊕1 = xy
0 otherwise

(10)

One has ~CH · ~PPR =− 1
2 , and ~CH · ~PPR

ξ
= 2ξ − 1

2 .
Here we will choose the set of genuine boxes by fixing the

amount of non-locality allowed in the theory. More precisely
we will define an upper bound Xt as well as a lower bound Xb
on the CH value of authorized boxes (see Fig. 2).

To associate a coupler to a given choice of Xt and Xb we
recall that our previous coupler [15] returned b′ = 0 with a
probability proportional to the CH value of the state it is ap-
plied to (see equation (5)). For the PR box – the state leading
to the largest CH value – the output b′ = 0 is deterministically
returned, while b′ = 1 is always returned for states sitting on
the lower CH facet – states with the smallest CH value.

This suggests the following generalization. The coupler
should return the output b′ = 0 deterministically for states
with CH = Xt and b′ = 1 for states with CH = Xb (see Fig.
2). In practice this means that the coupler will not simply be
proportional to the CH value, but given by the linear function

~χ =
1

Xt −Xb

(
~CH−Xb~χD

)
(11)

where ~χD is the deterministic coupler which always outputs
b′ = 0 and acts as an identity element [28]. Note also that
equation (11) is a shift of −Xb of the CH value, followed by a
re-scaling by a factor of 1

Xt−Xb
.

Let us stress that these couplers are probabilistic, similarly
to quantum partial Bell state measurements. We will refer to
P(b′ = 0) as the success probability of the coupler as when
Bob obtains the outcome b′ = 0 the desired (non-local) state
is created between Alice and Charlie. Note that in case the
coupler fails (b′ = 1), Alice and Charlie are left with a local
state. It can be shown that the success probability of the cou-
pler (11), when Bob shares two initial PPR

ξ
boxes with Alice

and Charlie, is given by

P(b′ = 0) =
1−2Xb

2(Xt −Xb)
(12)

which notably is independent of ξ . In the case of success, the
CH value of the final box shared by Alice and Charlie is

~CH ·~P(ac|xz) =
1

1−2Xb
(2ξ −1)2 +

1
2

(13)

These two last relations can now be used to characterize the
entire class of couplers – details of their derivations can be
found at the end of the paper in Appendix A.
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Consistency requires that the final state shared between Al-
ice and Charlie should not be more non-local than the original
states shared between Alice-Bob and Bob-Charlie, since this
would enable the creation of non-locality. On the other hand,
for non-locality to be swapped we also require that the final
state must be non-local. In the next subsections, we show that
valid couplers, i.e. satisfying these requirements, are charac-
terized by the relations:

1
2
− (Xt − 1

2 )2 < Xb ≤
3
2 −Xt

2
. (14)

A. Perfect couplers

An important requirement for the coupler is that it does not
allow one to create non-locality, otherwise the study of mod-
els with restricted non-locality would be pointless. Mathemat-
ically, this translates to the condition

~CH ·~P(ac|xz)≤ Xt . (15)

Inserting 2ξ −1 = Xt − 1
2 into (13), this leads to

Xb ≤
3
2 −Xt

2
(16)

the right hand inequality of (14).
We call a coupler reaching the upper bound of inequal-

ity (16) a perfect coupler. When Bob applies such a perfect
coupler (and the swapping succeeds), the final box of Alice
and Charlie is as non-local as the two initial boxes shared by
Alice-Bob and Bob-Charlie; starting from two PPR

ξ
boxes, Al-

ice and Charlie get a PPR
ξ

, where PPR
ξ

is the most non-local

box allowed in the model, i.e. Xt = 2ξ − 1
2 .

The coupler presented in Ref. [15] (given by Xb = 0, Xt =
3
2 ) is a perfect coupler – it swaps two PR boxes to a PR box –
and indeed saturates inequality (16).

For perfect couplers, the probability of success, i.e. of ob-
taining the outcome b′ = 0, turns out to be equal to 1

3 , inde-
pendently of Xt .

Remarkably, a perfect coupler can be found for any model
with limited non-locality (see Fig. 3). However the existence
of such a perfect coupler imposes restrictions on the set of
genuine local boxes, since Xb > 0 when 1 < Xt < 3

2 . This
means that the deterministic states sitting on the lower CH
facet are no longer authorized. Even though this restriction
may appear quite strong, we will argue that it is not. In fact,
the crucial requirement for the coupler to be consistently de-
fined is that it acts validly on any local states that can be ob-
tained from the genuine non-local box itself. In particular,
when the initial non-local box is noisy, these (reduced) local
states are also noisy which does not force us to include deter-
ministic states for consistency. Below we discuss this issue
and show that the perfect coupler can be defined consistently
in any model with limited non-locality.

FIG. 3: Couplers (defined by Xb and Xt ) for non-locality swapping in
theories where non-locality is bounded; more precisely the CH value
of any allowed state is upper bounded by Xt . The shaded region,
delimited by perfect and minimal couplers, represents all valid cou-
plers. Note that a perfect coupler can be validly defined for all theo-
ries, since the noisy local states (see text) are allowed (their CH value
is always larger than Xb). The minimal coupler allows one to keep all
deterministic states if and only if the theory is post-quantum (dot).
Furthermore, in a theory with an arbitrarily small amount of non-
locality, the noisy states are obtained from a Tsirelson box (cross),
the maximally non-local box allowed by QM.

1. Noisy local states

It is instructive to think how single-party states can be ob-
tained starting from an initial (bipartite) non-local box. For
instance, in a theory limited only by non-signalling one can
prepare any deterministic state starting from a PR box. If
Alice and Bob share a PR box, and Alice sends her input x
and output a to Bob, then Bob holds the deterministic (single-
party) state PL

xa (i.e. b = xy⊕a). Now, in a theory with limited
non-locality, i.e. where extremal non-local states are noisy PR
boxes PPR

ξ
, the local states obtained by such a procedure are

not deterministic but noisy. These states are given by

Lξ

αβ
= ξ PL

αβ
+(1−ξ )PL

α,β⊕1 (17)

(see Fig. 2). One can show that any bipartite local states ob-
tained from these noisy local states satisfy

Zb ≤ ~CH ·~Lξ

αβγδ
≤ Zt (18)

where Zb = 1
2

(
1− (2ξ −1)2

)
, Zt = 1− Zb, and Lξ

αβγδ
≡

Lξ

αβ
Lξ

γδ

Importantly, for a perfect coupler one has that Xb ≤ Zb (in-
deed Zt < Xt ), thus ensuring that the coupler acts consistently
on any local states that can be created in the model. Therefore
the perfect coupler can be consistently defined in any model
with limited non-locality, i.e. with 1 < Xt ≤ 3

2 . Note that local
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boxes sitting on the upper CH facet must also be made noisy,
otherwise the coupler runs into inconsistencies.

Let us point out that, except for the case of a fully non-local
theory, the CH value of the noisy local state do not reach the
minimal authorized CH value Xb (see Fig. 3). More precisely,
one has that Xb < Zb when 1 < Xt < 3

2 . Indeed one could have
expected to find that these two values would in fact coincide
(i.e. Xb = Zb for all Xt ), thus giving a natural motivation for
restricting the set of genuine local states, but this is not the
case. An interesting open question would be to explain this
discrepancy.

B. Minimal couplers

A second requirement for the coupler is that it swaps non-
locality, i.e. that when Bob succeeds in applying the cou-
pler to two copies of the most non-local state allowed in the
model ( ~CH · ~PPR

ξ
= Xt), non-locality – even an arbitrarily small

amount – is swapped to Alice and Charlie. This implies

~CH ·~P(ac|xz) > 1 (19)

which leads to

Xb >
1
2
− (Xt −

1
2
)2 (20)

the left hand inequality of (14).
Here Xb represents, roughly speaking, the tolerable amount

of boxes sitting in the lower region of the polytope. In particu-
lar, deterministic states can be kept if and only if the model is
post-quantum, i.e. Xt > BQ where BQ = 1

2 + 1√
2

is Tsirelson’s
bound [29]. Interestingly, it is precisely when the model be-
comes quantum that the deterministic states must be made
noisy (Xt = BQ implies Xb > 0).

The probability of success for the minimal coupler is
bounded by P(b′= 0) < Xt−1/2

Xt+1/2 ; note that P(b′= 0)→ 1
2 when

Xt → 3
2 .

Interestingly, the minimal coupler in a model restricted only
by non-signalling (i.e. Xt = 3

2 ) is given by Xb > − 1
2 . Thus

non-locality swapping is possible as long as the anti-PR is
discarded. More generally, it can be seen from Fig. 3 that a
theory with symmetric non-locality (that is with Xb = 1−Xt )
does not allow the existence of couplers, therefore enforcing
the idea that some states must be discarded in order to get in-
teresting dynamics.

V. QUANTUM CASE

The quantum case deserves indeed special attention. Here
non-locality is limited by Tsirelson’s bound Xt = BQ.

The perfect quantum coupler is given by Xb = 1
2 (1− 1√

2
). It

prevents non-locality swapping, when the two initial isotropic

states are such that ~CH · ~PPR
ξ
≤ 1

2 + 2−
3
4 . It is worth men-

tioning that in quantum mechanics, Werner states (ρw =
w|ψ−〉〈ψ−|+(1−w)11

4 ) cannot be swapped under a similar
condition, namely ~CH ·~Pρw ≤ 1

2 +2−
3
4 .

Note however that the perfect quantum coupler has a suc-
cess probability of 1

3 , whereas a quantum partial Bell state
measurement (here basically the projection onto the antisym-
metric subspace, see [15]) succeeds with probability 1

4 .
Finally, the minimal quantum coupler can be associated to

the perfect coupler for a PR box (see below).

VI. PERFECT VS MINIMAL AND TSIRELSON’S BOUND

In this section we discuss the relation between perfect and
minimal couplers, and show that Tsirelson’s bound for quan-
tum non-locality naturally emerges from it on two occasions.

Let us first point out that perfect and minimal couplers
are directly related. In a model with a given amount of
non-locality Xt , the perfect coupler is characterized by Xb =
3/2−Xt

2 . Because of the linearity of the coupler, all non-local
boxes with ~CH · ~PPR

ξ < Xt are swapped to a noisier box PPR
ξ ′

with ξ ′ < ξ . At some point, the boxes become too noisy and
forbid non-locality swapping with the perfect coupler: let us
denote the box at the threshold PPR

th . Then it follows that the

coupler defined by Xt = ~CH · ~PPR
th and Xb is a minimal cou-

pler. In other words, the point where a perfect coupler stops
to swap corresponds to a minimal coupler.

Astonishingly, this implies that the perfect coupler for a PR
box (i.e. Xt = 3

2 , Xb = 0) corresponds to the minimal quantum
coupler (i.e. Xt = BQ, Xb → 0). This is a way of rephrasing
the result of [15]; though there the correspondence could be
generalized to a whole section of the polytope. Let us stress
that this link is remarkable, since it relates a dynamical pro-
cess in a very natural generalized theory directly to quantum
correlations.

Next let us point out another occurrence where Tsirelson’s
bound naturally appears in our study. In a theory containing
a vanishing amount of non-locality (Xt → 1), the perfect and
minimal couplers coincide, as can be seen from Fig. 3. This
is intuitive since the theory allows only for very weakly non-
local boxes. In this regime, the coupler is characterized by
Xb → 1

4 ; therefore the noisy local states Lξ must satisfy the
condition that ~CH ·~Lξ ≥ 1

4 . Now, a natural question is the
following. What non-local box is required in order to obtain
such noisy local states (i.e. satisfying ~CH ·~Lξ = 1

4 ) from the
procedure described previously (Sec. IV.A.1) The answer is
that this box must be the Tsirelson box, that is the isotropic
PR box PPR

ξ
satisfying ~CH · ~PPR

ξ
= BQ.

This second link is astonishing since it involves not only the
coupler, but also the procedure for creating noisy local states
explained previously. In this sense it is also clearly different
from the first connection we mentioned above.

Let us stress that, at the moment, both of these connections
remain completely mysterious to us. Nevertheless we believe
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they might be related to some physical principle potentially
restricting quantum non-locality.

VII. CONCLUSION

In summary, we presented a study of generalized couplers
for non-locality swapping. We started by pointing out a strong
connection between couplers and Bell inequalities. This led
us to associate (trivial) positivity facets (or inequalities) with
classical measurements, so-called wirings, and Bell inequali-
ties with joint measurements. Then, taking advantage of this
connection we presented a general class of couplers for the-
ories with limited non-locality. This allowed us to introduce
two important classes of couplers, namely perfect and min-
imal couplers. Finally we discussed the quantum case and
presented two appearances of Tsirelson’s bound in our study

To conclude, we would like to point out some interesting
open questions. First concerning the connection between cou-
plers and Bell inequalities. There exists another type of in-
equalities – apart from trivial and Bell inequalities. These are
Bell-type inequalities allowing the use of some non-local re-
source [19, 20, 21], such as classical communication or non-
local boxes. Interesting couplers may also appear from such
inequalities. Second it would be worth studying more general
scenarios, especially those featuring more measurement in-
puts. As noted in [11], the case of three settings is of particular
interest, since quantum tomography of qubits requires three
measurements. Next, concerning couplers, it would be nice to
find a coupler performing the analogue of a complete (quan-
tum) Bell state measurement, where all eigenstates are entan-
gled. Another point is to see whether the existence of couplers
have implications for information theoretic tasks in general-
ized theories, for instance for bit commitment [22, 23, 24, 25],
or non-locality distillation [26, 27]. Finally, the biggest ques-
tion is definitely to find why quantum correlations and cou-
plers seem to be so intimately related.
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APPENDIX A: DERIVATION OF COUPLER ACTION

We recall that the action of a coupler is a linear transforma-
tion of the form

P(ab1|xy1)P(b2c|y2z)
χ−→ P(ab′c|xz) . (A1)

We are interested in the specific case of applying the coupler
(11) to isotropic PR boxes (9). First it is advantageous to re-
alise that the probability of success P(b′ = 0) is determined
entirely by the state that Bob holds locally, i.e.

P(b′ = 0) =~χ ·~P(b1b2|y1y2). (A2)

Since isotropic PR boxes have uniform marginals, indepen-
dently of ξ , Bob always holds the maximally mixed state
11(b1b2|y1y2) and therefore we find

P(b′ = 0) = ~χ · 11(b1b2|y1y2),

=
1

Xt −Xb

(
~CH−Xb~χD

)
· 11(b1b2|y1y2),

=
1−2Xb

2(Xt −Xb)
, (A3)

where we used the fact that ~CH · 11 = 1
2 .

To find the final state prepared between Alice and Charlie
upon Bob obtaining the outcome b′ = 0 (i.e. when the coupler
succeeds in swapping non-locality) we must use the facts that
(i) the coupler (11) is a linear combination of two couplers
that both act linearly (ii) the isotropic PR boxes (9) are convex
combinations of the PR and anti-PR box. Therefore the only
actions we need to know are the following

PPR
AB1

PPR
B2C

~CH−−→
b′=0

1
2 PPR

AC , PPR
AB1

PPR
B2C

~CH−−→
b′=0

1
2 PPR

AC , (A4)

PPR
AB1

PPR
B2C

~CH−−→
b′=0

1
2 PPR

AC , PPR
AB1

PPR
B2C

~CH−−→
b′=0

1
2 PPR

AC .

Note that any combination of PPR and PPR is taken to the max-
imally mixed state when the deterministic coupler ~χD is ap-
plied. Upon expanding all the terms and using relations (A4)
the final state is found to be

P(ac|xz,b′= 0)=
1

1−2Xb

(
[1−2ξ (1−ξ )−Xb]PPR(ac|xz)

+ [2ξ (1−ξ )−Xb]PPR(ac|xz)
)

, (A5)

which has CH value

~CH ·~P(ac|xz) =
1

1−2Xb
(2ξ −1)2 +

1
2
. (A6)

Equation (A6) can be simply generalized to the case where
Alice-Bob share a PPR

ξ
box, and Bob-Charlie share a PPR

ξ ′ box;
it suffices to replace the term (2ξ −1)2 by (2ξ −1)(2ξ ′−1).
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