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Quantum theory is in principle compatible with processes that violate causal inequalities, an ana-
logue of Bell inequalities that constrain the correlations observed by a set of parties operating in
a definite order. Since the introduction of causal inequalities, determining their maximum quan-
tum violation, analogue to Tsirelson’s bound, has remained an open problem. Here we provide a
general method for bounding the violation of causal inequalities by arbitrary quantum processes
with indefinite causal order. We prove that the maximum violation is generally smaller than the
algebraic maximum, and determine a Tsirelson-like bound for the paradigmatic example of the
Oreshkov-Brukner-Costa causal inequality. Surprisingly, we find that the algebraic maximum of
arbitrary causal inequalities can be achieved by a new type of processes that allow for information
to flow in an indefinite direction within the parties’ laboratories. In the classification of the possible
correlations, these processes play a similar role as the no-signalling processes in Bell scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory is in principle compatible with exotic
scenarios where the order of events is indefinite [1–3],
a phenomenon that gives rise to analogues of quantum
entanglement and nonlocality in the domain of causal
structure [4]. The first analogue of quantum nonlocality
was discovered by Oreshkov, Costa and Brukner (OCB),
who developed a framework for studying the most general
correlations arising in a set of local quantum laboratories
without making any assumption on their causal order [2].
In this setting, the assumption of a pre-defined causal or-
der leads to a set of inequalities, called causal inequalities,
which provide an analogue of Bell inequalities for causal
order. OCB showed that the validity of quantum theory
in the local laboratories is in principle compatible with
correlations that violate a causal inequality, now referred
to as the OCB inequality.

Over the past decade, quantum violations of other
causal inequalities were found in a variety of scenarios [5–
12]. These findings raise a fundamental question: what
is the maximum violation of causal inequalities allowed
by quantum mechanics? Can it reach the maximum alge-
braic value for the corresponding correlations? The ana-
logues of these questions have been extensively studied
in the setting of Bell inequalities, where they lead to the
famous problem of bounding the set of quantum correla-
tions [13]. This problem has been extensively studied due
to its foundational importance [14–21] and to its applica-
tions to quantum cryptography [22–24], communication
complexity [25], and self-testing of quantum hardware
[26, 27]. In the paradigmatic case of the Clauser-Horne-
Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality [28], the problem was
famously solved by Tsirelson [29], who derived the max-
imum quantum violation, now known as the Tsirelson
bound.

In stark contrast with the Bell scenario, little is known
about the boundary of the set of quantum correlations

with indefinite causal order. In paradigmatic examples,
such as the original OCB inequality [2], the maximum
quantum violation has remained unknown until now. In
fact, even the basic question of whether or not the vi-
olation can reach the algebraic maximum has remained
unanswered so far. For general causal inequalities, no
explicit upper bound other than the algebraic maximum
have been found so far. In addition, new questions have
recently arisen from the introduction of a new class of
quantum processes that allow for quantum indefiniteness
not only in the causal order, but also in the direction
of time [30]. Can these operations lead to even larger
violations of causal inequalities? And in the affirmative
case, where does the boundary lie between this new set of
quantum correlations and the set of quantum correlations
achievable with indefinite causal order alone?

Here we develop a general method for bounding the
maximum violation of arbitrary causal inequalities by
quantum processes with indefinite causal order. As an
application of the general method, we establish the ana-
logue of Tsirelson bound for the OCB inequality and for
other causal inequalities. Then, we show that allowing
for general operations with indefinite causal order and in-
definite time direction leads to a violation of all causal in-
equalities to their algebraic maximum for arbitrary num-
bers of parties, outcomes, and settings. Remarkably, this
extreme violation of causal inequalities can be achieved
in a setting where all local laboratories are restricted to
classical operations. This result establishes correlations
with indefinite order and time direction as the analogue of
no-signalling correlations in the Bell inequality scenario.
Overall, our findings open up a search for physical prin-
ciples for characterizing the set of quantum correlations
with indefinite causal order.
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II. RESULTS

Single-trigger causal inequalities. Here we intro-
duce a special class of causal inequalities that provide the
foundation of our method. For the inequalities in this
class, the maximum violation can be determined explic-
itly by a semidefinite program (SDP) and can be used
to provide upper bounds on the violations of arbitrary
causal inequalities.

In the framework of causal inequalities [2, 5, 12], a set
of parties operate in different regions of spacetime, per-
forming local operations in their laboratories. The inter-
action between the parties’ laboratories and the outside
world takes place only at specific moments: in the sim-
plest presentation of the framework, the i-th laboratory
is assumed to be shielded from the outside world at all
times, except for two moments ti and t′i ≥ ti when a
shutter is opened, allowing physical systems to enter and
exit the laboratory, respectively [2].

In the time between t1 and t′i the i-th party performs an
experiment, obtaining an outcome. We denote by xi (ai)
the setting (outcome) of the experiment performed by the
i-th party, and by x⃗ = (x1, . . . , xN ) (⃗a = (a1, . . . , aN ))
the vector of all parties’ settings (outcomes). An N -
partite correlation function is an expression of the form

I =
∑
x⃗,⃗a

αx⃗,⃗a p(⃗a | x⃗) , (1)

where each αx⃗,⃗a is a real coefficient and p(⃗a | x⃗) is the con-
ditional probability distribution of the outcomes given
the settings.

When the parties operate in a definite causal or-
der, the probability distribution p(⃗a | x⃗) is subject to
a set of linear constraints [2, 5, 12]. In the case of
N = 2 parties, Alice and Bob, the constraints have
a simple expression: if Alice’s experiment precedes
Bob’s experiment, then the probability distribution of
Alice’s outcomes must be independent of Bob’s set-
tings, namely pA(a1 |x1, x2) = pA(a1 |x1, x

′
2), ∀x2, x

′
2,

with pA(a1 |x1, x2) :=
∑

b p(a1, a2 |x1, x2). Vice-versa,
if Bob’s experiment precedes Alice’s experiment, then
Bob’s outcomes must be independent of Alice’s settings,
namely pB(a2 |x1, x2) = pB(a2 |x′

1, x2) ,∀x1, x
′
1, with

pB(a1 |x1, x2) :=
∑

a1
p(a1, a2 |x1, x2). A probability

distribution p(a1, a2 |x1, x2) is called causal if it is a ran-
dom mixture of probability distributions corresponding
to scenarios in which either Alice’s experiment precedes
Bob’s or Bob’s experiment precedes Alice’s. In the mul-
tipartite case, causal probability distributions can arise
in a more general way, by dynamically controlling the
order of some of the parties based on outcomes obtained
by some of the other parties [5, 12].

A causal inequality is an upper bound on the correla-
tions achievable by causal probability distributions; ex-
plicitly, it is a bound of the form Icausal ≤ β, where
Icausal is the maximum correlation achieved by causal
probability distributions and β ∈ R is some constant.

The first example of a causal inequality was introduced
by OCB [2], who showed that quantum theory is in prin-
ciple compatible with its violation. In general, the vio-
lation of causal inequalities takes place when the exper-
iments performed by the different parties are connected
in an indefinite order. The connections are implemented
by suitable processes, which are in principle compatible
with the validity of quantum theory in the parties’ local
laboratories. In the N -partite setting, a process of this
kind is represented by a linear map S that transforms the
parties’ local operations into the conditional probability
distribution

p(⃗a | x⃗) = S
(
M(1)

a1 | x1
, · · · ,M(N)

aN | xN

)
, (2)

where, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, M(i)
ai | xi

is the quantum

operation occurring in the i-th laboratory when an exper-
iment with setting xi produces the outcome ai. The pos-
itivity and normalization of the probability distributions
p(⃗a | x⃗) for every possible set of experiments performed
in the parties’ laboratories place constraints on the ad-
missible maps S (see Appendix A for details). The set of
maps S satisfying these constrains contains all possible
processes with definite causal order, as well as other pro-
cesses that are incompatible with any pre-defined causal
order, hereafter referred as quantum processes with in-
definite causal order (ICO).

Given a correlation function I, a fundamental prob-
lem is to determine the maximum of I over all possible
probability distributions (2) generated by local quantum
experiments and by quantum processes with ICO. In the
following, we will denote the maximum by IICO, and call
it the ICO bound. The ICO bound is an analogue of the
Tsirelson bound [29] for causal inequalities: the value of
IICO determines whether quantum mechanics allows for
a violation of the causal inequality for the correlation I,
and, in the affirmative case, it provides the maximum
quantum violation.

Finding the maximum of a correlation over all local
experiments and over all ICO processes is a non-convex
optimization problem that in principle requires optimiza-
tion over quantum systems of arbitrary dimension, as in
the case of Bell correlations. Compared to the maximiza-
tion of Bell correlations, however, the maximization of
ICO correlations appears to be a harder problem, and the
exact value of the ICO bound has remained unknown un-
til now for all causal inequalities, except those that have
been shown to be violated to their algebraic maximum.

We now introduce a class of N -partite correlations for
which the maximum quantum violation can be computed
explicitly. These correlations, called single-trigger corre-
lations, can be thought as the score that the parties can
achieve in a game where each party is asked a question
and the payoff depends on the party’s answer only if the
party receives one specific question, called the “trigger.”
The precise definition is as follows: an N -partite corre-
lation (1) is single-trigger if for every party i there exists
a setting ξi (the “trigger”) such that αx⃗,⃗a depends on ai
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only if xi = ξi.

An example of single-trigger correlation in the N = 2
case arises from the game known as Lazy Guess Your
Neighbor’s Input [6]. This game involves two parties, Al-
ice and Bob, each of which has to guess the other party’s
setting when her/his own setting is equal to 1. The prob-
ability of success is P 11

succ := p(1, 1 | 1, 1) if both parties
have input 1, P 01

succ := pB(0 | 0, 1) or P 10
succ := pA(0 | 1, 0)

if only one of the parties has input 1, and is equal to one
when both parties have input 0. Assuming uniform prob-
abilities for the possible inputs, the average probability
of success is ILGYNI = (P 11

succ + P 01
succ + P 10

succ + 1)/4.

Crucially, every correlation I can be decomposed into a
sum of single-trigger correlations, and the number of non-
zero terms in the sum is at most equal to the total number
of settings, namely n1 ·n2 · · ·nN , where ni is the number
of settings for the i-th party. The existence of a decompo-
sition with this number of terms is immediate, as one can
always write a general correlation I =

∑
x⃗,⃗a αx⃗,⃗a p(⃗a | x⃗)

as I =
∑

ξ⃗ Iξ⃗, where Iξ⃗ is the single-trigger correlation

with coefficients αξ⃗
x⃗,⃗a := δx⃗,ξ⃗ αξ⃗,⃗a. In general, there can

be other decompositions with a smaller number of non-
zero terms.

In the following, the causal inequalities associated to
single-trigger correlations will be called “single-trigger
causal inequalities.” For these inequalities, we will pro-
vide an explicit expression for the ICO bound. Since
every possible correlation can be decomposed into a sum
of single-trigger correlations, the ICO bound for single-
trigger causal inequalities will imply general bounds on
the maximum violation of arbitrary causal inequalities.

Maximum quantum violation of single-trigger
causal inequalities. We now provide the central result
of the paper: the ICO bound for single-trigger causal
inequalities. A crucial feature of our result is that it re-
duces the original non-convex problem in the definition
of the ICO bound to an SDP on a space of fixed dimen-
sion, depending only on the number of parties, settings,
and outcomes. Thanks to this fact, one does not need
to optimize over the dimension of all possible quantum
systems in the parties’ laboratories.

In addition to the value of the ICO bound, our result
provides a canonical choice of local experiments that can
be used to achieve the bound. The canonical choice for
the i-th party is to use as input a quantum system of
dimension mi, equal to the number of possible outcomes,
and to append to it an auxiliary system of dimension
ni, equal to the number of possible settings. In other
words, the canonical strategy uses an input system with

Hilbert space H(i)
in = Cmi and an output system with

Hilbert space H(i)
out = H(i)

in ⊗ Haux
i with Haux

i = Cni .
The auxiliary system is used by the i-th party to com-
municate their setting to the outside world: if the set-
ting is xi, the party will set the auxiliary system to the
pure state |xi⟩⟨xi|. If the setting is equal the trigger,
then the party will measure the input system on the

canonical basis for H(i)
in . If the setting is not the trig-

ger, the party will not perform any measurement and
will just output a random outcome. Mathematically, this
strategy is described by quantum operations of the form

M(i)∗
ai | xi

= N (i)∗
ai | xi

⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi|, where N (i)∗
ai | xi

is a quan-

tum operation acting only on the input system. The
action of this quantum operation on a generic density

matrix ρ is N (i)∗
ai | xi

(ρ) = ⟨ai|ρ|ai⟩ |ai⟩⟨ai| if xi = ξi and

N (i)∗
ai | xi

(ρ) = ρ/mi if xi ̸= ξi.

The value of the ICO bound is expressed in terms of
the canonical strategy. To this purpose, we define the
linear map M∗

I =
∑

x⃗,⃗a αx⃗,⃗a M∗
a⃗ | x⃗, where {αx⃗,⃗a} are the

coefficient of the correlation I [cf. Eq. (1)] and M∗
a⃗ | x⃗ :=

M(1)∗
a1 | x1

⊗M(2)∗
a2 | x2

⊗ · · · ⊗M(N)∗
aN | xN

. We then prove that

the ICO bound is a measure of the deviation between the
map M∗

I and the set of N -partite no-signalling channels,
that is, the set of quantum processes that do not allow
to any party to transmit information to the other parties
(see Methods). Without loss of generality, here we focus
our attention on the case where all the coefficients αx⃗,⃗a

are nonnegative, leaving the general case to the Methods
section. In this case, we show that the single-trigger ICO
bound is

IICO
single−trigger = 2Dmax(M∗

I ∥NoSig) , (3)

where NoSig is the set of N -partite no-signalling chan-
nels, Dmax(A∥B) := min{λ | A ≤ 2λ B} is the max rel-
ative entropy between two completely positive maps A
and B (with the notation A ≤ B meaning that B − A is
completely positive), and, for a set of completely positive
maps S, Dmax(A∥S) := maxA∈S Dmax(A∥B).

The quantity Dmax(M∗
I ∥NoSig) appearing in the ICO

bound is also known as the max relative entropy of sig-
nalling [31]. Eq. (3) provides an SDP expression for the
ICO bound of all single-trigger causal inequalities. For
example, numerical computation of the SDP using the
software CVXPY [32, 33] and SCS [34] yields the ICO
bound IICO

LGYNI ≈ 0.8194 for the single-trigger causal in-
equality corresponding to the LGYNI game. This result
provides the answer to an open question raised in Ref.
[6], where the value ILGYNI ≈ 0.8194 was obtained by
numerically optimizing over local experiments and ICO
processes under the assumption that all quantum systems
in the parties’ local laboratories are two-dimensional.

Bound for arbitrary causal inequalities. The ICO
bound for single-trigger causal inequalities directly im-
plies a general bound on the violation of arbitrary causal
inequalities. The bound follows from the fact that ev-
ery correlation I can be decomposed as a sum of single-
trigger correlations, and therefore its ICO bound cannot
exceed the sum of the ICO bounds for the single-trigger
correlations in its decomposition. Optimizing over all
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possible decompositions, one obtains the bound

IICO ≤ min
{Ij}n

j=1


n∑

j=1

IICO
j

 , (4)

where {Ij}nj=1 are a single-trigger correlations satisfying

the condition
∑n

j=1 Ij = I.
Crucially, the evaluation of the right-hand-side of Eq.

(4) is an SDP on a space of fixed dimension (See Ap-
pendix A). The solution of this SDP provides a com-
putable upper bound on the violation of causal inequali-
ties for every desired correlation I. Mathematically, the
upper bound can be seen as an SDP relaxation of the
original problem of computing the ICO bound.

In the next sections, we show three important implica-
tions of our general results.

Maximum quantum violation of the OCB in-
equality. The first example of a causal inequality is
the OCB inequality [2], which corresponds to a bipar-
tite scenario in which a1, a2, and x1 are bits, while x2

is a pair of bits, here denoted by b and c, respectively.
The inequality arises from a game, in which either Al-
ice is asked to guess Bob’s input b or Bob is asked to
guess Alice’s input x1, depending on the value of the
control bit c. When the order between Alice’s and Bob’s
experiments is well-defined, only one player can commu-
nicate the value of his/her input to the other player, and
therefore one of the two players must make a random
guess of the other players’ input. Hence, every causal
probability distribution satisfies the constraint that the
probability that Alice’s guess is correct, plus the prob-
ability that Bob’s guess is correct is upped bounded as
Icausal
OCB := P (a1 = b | c = 0) + P (a2 = x1 | c = 1) ≤ 3

2 ,
with P (a1 = b | c = 0) :=

∑
x1,b

pA(b |x1, b, 0)/4 and

P (a2 = x1 | c = 1) :=
∑

x1,b
pB(x1 |x1, b, 1)/4.

OCB showed that the above causal inequality can be
violated by a quantum ICO process and by suitable ex-
periments in Alice’s and Bob’s laboratories, the combi-
nation of which reaches the value

IOCB = 1 +
1√
2
. (5)

A fundamental question raised in the original OCB paper
is whether higher violations are possible, and, in case
they are, what is the maximum violation. Finding the
maximum violation of the OCB inequality is the analogue
of deriving the Tsirelson bound for the CHSH inequality
in the Bell scenario [29]. The value (5) was shown to be
maximum over a restricted set of measurements [35], but
whether other strategies could lead to higher violations
remained as an open question until now. In fact, even
the most basic question of whether the violation of the
OCB inequality can reach its maximum algebraic value
IOCB = 2 had remained unanswered so far.

We now solve the problem in full generality, proving
that (5) is indeed the largest violation allowed by arbi-
trary quantum processes with indefinite causal order and

by arbitrary operations in Alice’s and Bob’s laboratory.
In fact, we derive the exact ICO bound for a more gen-
eral version of the OCB correlation, called the tilted OCB
correlation [10] and given by

IOCB,α = P (a1 = b | c = 0) + αP (a2 = x1 | c = 1) , (6)

where α is an arbitrary real number. To derive the ICO
bound, we observe that the tilted OCB correlation is a
random mixture of two single-trigger correlations and we
evaluate the ICO bound (3) for these correlations. Using
these two ICO bounds, we provide an upper bound on
the quantum violation, and show that it coincides with
the value achieved in Ref. [10] with a specific example
of ICO process and local experiments (see Appendix B).
All together, these results establish the ICO bound

IICO
OCB,α =

1 + α +
√

1 + α2

2
, (7)

thus providing an analogue of the Tsirelson bound for
indefinite causal order.

0 0.5 1

0

0.5

1

P (a1 = b | c = 0)

P
(a

2
=

x
1
|c

=
1
)

FIG. 1. Geometry of causal, ICO, and general proba-
bility distributions. The figure shows the two probabilities
appearing in the OCB correlation. The green square corre-
sponds to the values achievable by causal probability distribu-
tions, while the blue circle corresponds to the values achiev-
able through quantum ICO processes. The outer square (in
violet) corresponds to the values achievable by arbitrary, un-
constrained probability distributions.

The quantum set of ICO correlations. Our re-
sults provide insights into the geometry of the set of
probability distributions generated by quantum ICO pro-
cesses. Let us consider the paradigmatic case of the
OCB game, and visualize the possible values of Alice’s
and Bob’s success probabilities PA := P (a1 = b | c =
0) and PB := P (a2 = x1 | c = 1) by representing
them in a two-dimensional plane. With this notation,
the ICO bound Eq. (7) is equivalent to the condition
cos θ (PA−1/2)+sin θ (PB−1/2) ≤ 1/2 for θ = arctanα.
This condition identifies a circle of radius 1/2 centred
around the point (1/2, 1/2), as illustrated in Figure 1.
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In the figure, we also show the area corresponding to
causal probability distributions, which corresponds to a
square inscribed inside the circle. Finally, arbitrary un-
constrained probability distributions occupy the square
circumscribing the circle of quantum ICO probabilities.

Intriguingly, Figure 1 coincides with the analogous pic-
ture in the case of the CHSH inequality, where the smaller
square is the set of probability distribution allowed by
local realism, the circle is the set of probability distri-
butions allowed by quantum mechanics, and the larger
square is the set of general no-signalling probability dis-
tributions [36]. Later in this paper, we will show that,
in the case of causal inequalities, the largest set can be
achieved by probability distributions generated by a new
class of operations that do not assume a definite direction
of time outside Alice’s and Bob’s laboratories.

In Appendix C, we provide further insights into the
geometry of quantum correlations with indefinite causal
order by analyzing the set of correlations arising from the
LGYNI game and a tilted version thereof.

Bound for Guess Your Neighbor’s Input. Guess
Your Neighbor’s input (GYNI) [37] is a multipartite
quantum game where each party has to guess the in-
put of one of its neighbors. This game is well known
in the study of quantum nonlocality, being the first ex-
ample of a tight Bell inequality with no quantum viola-
tion. In the two-party setting, the probability of success
is IGYNI = P (a1 = x2, a2 = x1). GYNI has also been
studied in the context of causal inequalities [6], where
it was observed that causal probability distributions sat-
isfy the bound Icausal

GYNI ≤ 1/2 when the settings are uni-
formly random, while quantum ICO processes can violate
this bound. The question about the maximum violation
of the GYNI causal inequality has been tackled in Refs.
[38, 39], which showed that the quantum ICO violation
cannot reach the algebraic maximum IGYNI = 1. How-
ever, no explicit bound on the maximum violation other
than the algebraic maximum has been known up to now.

Using our general expression (4), we can now show that
the ICO bound for the GYNI game satisfies the inequality
IICO
GYNI ≤ 0.7592. At present, this inequality represents

the state-of-the-art in upper bounding the quantum ICO
violation of the GYNI inequality. Nevertheless, the exact
value of IICO

GYNI remains an open question. Previous nu-
merical results based on a see-saw algorithm using quan-
tum systems of dimension 5 showed that quantum ICO
processes can reach the value IGYNI ≈ 0.6218 [6]. An in-
teresting question is whether increasing the dimension of
the local quantum systems could yield correlations that
go all the way to the upper bound 0.7592.

Classical processes with indefinite time direc-
tion. We now introduce a new type of processes that
allow for the violation of all causal inequalities up to the
maximum algebraic value. These processes are the classi-
cal version of the quantum processes with indefinite time
direction introduced in Ref. [30]. They are in principle
compatible with the validity of classical physics in the

laboratories of the different parties, but do not assume a
privileged direction of time outside each laboratory.

Recall that in the framework of causal inequalities the
laboratory of the i-th party is shielded from the outside
world at all times, except for two moments ti and t′i ≥ ti,
in which a physical system is allowed to enter and exit
the laboratory, respectively. Typically, it is assumed that
information flows through the laboratory from the past
to the future, namely that the state of the system at
the earlier time ti is chosen freely outside the party’s
laboratory, while the state of the system at the later time
t′i is obtained by applying the party’s operation to the
state at time ti. In principle, however, also the opposite
situation is logically conceivable: the state of the system
at later time t′i could be freely chosen outside the party’s
laboratory, and the state of the system at the earlier time
ti could obtained by applying the party’s operation to the
state at time t′i.

Compatibility with two alternative directions of the in-
formation flow through i-th party’s laboratory places a
constraint on the operations that the i-th party can per-
form. In the quantum setting, it has been shown that
compatibility requires the party’s operations to be de-
scribed by bistochastic quantum channels, that is, trace-
preserving completely positive maps that preserve the
maximally mixed state [30]. In the following, we will
focus on the classical setting, which is equivalent to a
quantum setting where all systems are completely deco-
hered in a fixed basis. In this case, a classical channel
can be described by a conditional probability distribu-
tion specifying the probability q(i)(s′i | si) ≥ 0 that an
input state si at time ti is transformed into an output
state s′i at time t′i. Compatibility with two alternative
directions of the information flow requires the probabil-
ity distribution to be bistochastic, that is, to satisfy both
conditions

∑
s′i
q(i)(s′i | si) = 1 and

∑
si
q(i)(s′i | si) = 1.

The most general experiments performed by the i-th
party then correspond to classical bistochastic instru-
ments, mathematically described by subnormalized prob-

ability distributions q
(i)
ai | xi

(s′i | si) satisfying the condition

that
∑

ai
q
(i)
ai | xi

(s′i | si) is a bistochastic probability distri-

bution for every setting xi.
The most general processes that could in principle con-

nect the local operations performed by the parties are
described by linear maps S that transform the parties’
local operations into conditional probability distributions
of the form

p(⃗a | x⃗) = S
(
q
(1)
a1 | x1

, · · · , q(N)
aN | xN

)
. (8)

As in the case of ICO, the positivity and normalization
of the probability distributions p(⃗a | x⃗) for all possible op-
erations place constraints on the admissible maps S. An
explicit characterization of these constraints in the bipar-
tite case is provided in Appendix D. The set of maps S
satisfying these constrains contains all possible processes
with definite causal order, all possible ICO processes, and
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other processes that are incompatible with both a pre-
defined causal order and a pre-defined direction of time.
We call these processes as classical processes with indef-
inite time direction.

Reaching the algebraic maximum. We now show
that classical processes with indefinite time direction can
reach the algebraic maximum of every causal inequal-
ity. To prove this result, we start from the Guess Your
Neighbor’s Input game. For this game, there exists only
one probability distribution that achieves unit success
probability, namely the conditional probability distribu-
tion p(a1, a2 |x1, x2) = δa1,x2

δa2,x1
that allows for perfect

bidirectional signalling between Alice and Bob.
Consider a scenario where all the classical systems

entering and existing the parties’ laboratories are bits.
Alice and Bob measure the values of the bits enter-
ing in their laboratories, and, depending on their set-
tings, they either leave the bit unchanged or they filp
them. The final value of the bit then becomes the
outcome of their measurements. Mathematically, these
operations correspond to the classical bistochastic in-

struments q
(1)
a1 | x1

(s′1 | s1) = δs′1,s1⊕x1
δa1,s′1

for Alice and

q
(2)
a2 | x2

(s′2 | s2) = δs′2,s2⊕x2
δa2,s′2

for Bob. To achieve unit

probability of winning the GYNI game, Alice’s and Bob’s
local experiments are connected by a deterministic pro-
cess S, which can be conveniently represented as a func-
tion that maps the final values of the bits (s′1, s

′
2) into

their initial values (s1, s2) according to the rule

s1 = s′1 ⊕ s′2 and s2 = s′1 ⊕ s′2 . (9)

The action of the process S on the parties’ operations

produces the probability distribution S(q
(1)
a1 | x1

, q
(2)
a2 | x2

)

=
∑

s′1,s
′
2
q
(1)
a1 | x1

(s′1 | s′1 ⊕ s′2) q
(2)
a2 | x2

(s′2 | s′1 ⊕ s′2). In Ap-

pendix E, we show that the process S is logically con-
sistent, in the sense that it gives rise to a normalized
probability distribution for every choice of bistochas-

tic instruments q
(1)
a1 | x1

and q
(2)
a2 | x2

. Moreover, if Alice

and Bob choose the specific instruments q
(1)
a1 | x1

(s′1 | s1) =

δs′1,s1⊕x1
δa1,s′1

and q
(2)
a2 | x2

(s′2 | s2) = δs′2,s2⊕x2
δa2,s′2

, the

process S generates the perfect signalling distribution
p(a1, a2 |x1, x2) = δa1,x2

δa2,x1
. As a consequence, classi-

cal processes with indefinite time direction can be used
to win the GYNI game with certainty.

In Appendix E, we extend the above result to arbitrary
causal inequalities with arbitrary numbers of parties, set-
tings, and outcomes. Specifically, we prove that every
joint conditional probability distribution can be gener-
ated by suitable classical processes with indefinite time
direction.

III. DISCUSSION

Our results offer new insights into the structure the
set of quantum correlations generated by quantum ICO

processes. The general bound on the violation of arbi-
trary causal inequalities is based on an SDP relaxation
of the original problem of computing the quantum ICO
bound. For certain correlations, such as single-trigger
correlations and the OCB correlation, the SDP gives the
exact value of the quantum ICO bound. An open ques-
tion is whether our general bound could be tight for all
the other causal inequalities. The analogy with Bell in-
equalities suggests a negative answer. In Bell scenarios,
a converging sequence of upper bounds on the value of
quantum correlations is provided by a hierarchy of SDPs,
known as the Navascués-Pironio-Aćın hierarchy [13, 40].
The analogy with this situation may suggest that our
SDP relaxation may be just the first level of a a similar
hierarchy of SDPs. Determining whether this analogy
is correct, and, in the affirmative case, identifying the
other levels of the hierarchy are among the most impor-
tant research directions opened by our work. Another
interesting direction is to extend our method for the cal-
culation of the ICO bound to other type of inequalities
with non-trivial causal structure, such as the inequalities
recently studied in Refs. [41, 42].

Another natural development of our research is to es-
tablish self-testing results for causal inequalities, in anal-
ogy to the self-testing results in Bell scenarios [26, 43].
For example, it is interesting to determine whether the
OCB process is, up to local transformations, the unique
process that achieves the maximum value of the quantum
ICO bound. Such a self-testing result may have crypto-
graphic implications, in a similar way as it was observed
in the setting of Bell correlations. While the physical
realization of the OCB process is still an open problem,
these implications would provide important foundational
insights into the operational understanding of indefinite
causal order in quantum theory.

Finally, our results open up a search for physical prin-
ciples capable of explaining why the violation of causal
inequalities by ICO quantum processes is not equal, in
general, to the algebraic maximum, and, of determining
the exact value of the quantum violation. In the con-
text of Bell inequalities, the analogue question was origi-
nally raised by Popescu and Rohrlich [14], and led to the
discovery of new information theoretic principles, such
as non-trivial communication complexity [15–17], non-
trivial nonlocal computation [18], information causality
[19], macroscopic locality [20], and local orthogonality
[21].

IV. METHODS

Labeled projective instruments. We now develop
a way to reduce the search over the set of all possible local
experiments to a search over a smaller set, generated by
ideal measurements and ideal state preparations. This
reduction plays a similar role to the reduction to projec-
tive measurements in the maximization of Bell inequality
violations.
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In the standard framework of quantum theory, an ex-
periment with m possible outcomes is described by a
quantum instrument [44–46], that is, a collection of com-
pletely positive maps (Ma)m−1

a=0 satisfying the condition
that their sum is trace-preserving. Each map Ma de-
scribes a physical process transforming an input system
with Hilbert space Hin into a (possibly different) out-
put system, with Hilbert space Hout. In the special case
Hin = Hout, an instrument (Ma)n−1

a=0 is called projective
if each map Ma is of the form Ma(ρ) = PaρPa, where
Pa is a projector and the projectors (Pa)m−1

a=0 form a res-
olution of the identity.

We now introduce the notion of labeled projective in-
struments, that is, instruments that output a label de-
scribing their settings. For every setting x, let (Na | x)m−1

a=0

be a projective instrument on a quantum system with
Hilbert space Hin, and let (ρx)n−1

x=0 be a set of perfectly
distinguishable density matrices for an auxiliary quan-
tum system with Hilbert space Haux. A labelled projec-
tive instrument is an instrument (Ma | x)m−1

a=0 of the form
Ma | x = Na | x ⊗ ρx.

We now show that the optimization of a conditional
probability distribution p(⃗a | x⃗) over arbitrary instru-
ments and arbitrary ICO processes can be restricted
without loss of generality of an optimization over labeled
projective instruments. The key result is the following
theorem:

Theorem 1 For every set of quantum instruments(
M(i)

ai|xi

)mi−1

ai=0
, xi ∈ {0, . . . , ni − 1}, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}

and every process S acting on them, there exists a set

of labeled projective instruments
(
M(i)′

ai|xi

)mi−1

ai=0
, xi ∈

{0, . . . , ni − 1}, i ∈ {1, . . . , N} (with possibly different
input and output systems) and a process S ′ acting on
them such that

S(M(1)
a1|x1

, . . . ,M(N)
aN |xN

) = S ′(M(1)′
a1|x1

, . . . ,M(N)′
aN |xN

) .

(10)

In addition, the labelled projective measurements associ-
ated to each party i can be chosen without loss of gen-
erality to have projectors of the same rank ri for every
outcome ai and every setting xi.

The proof uses Ozawa’s dilation theorem [45] for quan-
tum instruments, combined with a use of the auxiliary
system to include unitary state changes depending on
the settings. The details of the proof are provided in
Appendix F.

Theorem 1 can be used in every problem involving the
joint optimization of local instruments and global pro-
cesses with ICO. In particular, it can be used to sim-
plify the search for the ICO bound of arbitrary causal
inequalities. In the next section, we will show that a
strengthening of Theorem 1 can be provided in the case
of single-trigger causal inequalities.

The canonical instrument. We now show that the
ICO bound for single-trigger correlations can be achieved

by the canonical choice of labeled projective instruments

M(i)∗
ai | xi

provided in the main text. In general, the cal-

culation of the ICO bound involves a double optimiza-
tion, over the all possible local instruments, and over all
possible ICO processes connecting them. As an inter-
mediate step, it is useful to consider the simpler prob-
lem where the local instruments are fixed and the op-
timization runs over the set of all possible ICO pro-
cesses. Using Eqs. (1) and (2), the correlation achieved
by an ICO process S can be written as I = S(MI),

with MI =
∑

a⃗,x⃗ αa⃗,x⃗ M(1)
a1 | x1

⊗ · · · ⊗ M(N)
aN | xN

. The

maximum correlation achieved by arbitrary processes is
given by υ(MI) := maxS S(MI). The maximization is a
semidefinite program, whose solution can be equivalently
computed as [31]

υ(MI) = min
{
η ∈ R | ∃C ∈ Aff(NoSig) : η C ≥ MI

}
,

(11)

where Aff(NoSig) is the set of affine combinations of no-
signalling channels, and, for two linear maps A and B,
A ≥ B means that A − B is completely positive. When
the coefficients αa⃗,x⃗ are nonnegative, the minimization
can be restricted without loss of generality to the set
of no-signalling channels, and the minimum is given
2Dmax(MI∥NoSig), where Dmax(MI∥NoSig) is the max rel-
ative entropy distance between the operator MI and the
set of no-signalling channels. In short, the maximum cor-
relation achievable with a fixed set of local instruments
is given by the deviation of the map MI from the set of
no-signalling channels.

We are now ready to tackle the full problem of com-
puting the ICO value. With the above notation, the ICO
value can be written as IICO = maxMI υ(MI), where
the maximization is over all maps MI generated by all
possible local quantum instruments with inputs and out-
puts of arbitrary dimensions. By Theorem 1, the max-
imization can be restricted without loss of generality to
maps MI generated by labeled projective instruments.
In Appendix G, we show that, for single-trigger correla-
tions and labeled projective instruments, the map MI
can be decomposed into a convex combination of maps
associated to instruments of an even simpler form, as
stated by the following theorem:

Theorem 2 Every map MI associated to a given single
trigger correlation and a given set of labeled projective in-
struments can be decomposed into a convex combination
MI =

∑
j pj MI,j, where (pj) is a probability distribu-

tion and, for every j, MI,j is the map associated to local
instruments of the form

M(i,j)
ai|xi

(ρ) =

{
P

(i)
ai,xi ρP

(i)
ai,xi ⊗ |ξi⟩⟨ξi| xi = ξi ,

1
mi

U
(i,j)
xi ρU

(i,j)†
xi ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi| xi ̸= ξi .

(12)

where
(
P

(i)
ai|xi

)mi−1

ai=0
are the projectors appearing in the

original labelled projective instrument, and U
(i,j)
xi is a

unitary operator for every i, j, and xi.
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Operationally, the instruments appearing in Theorem 2
describe experiments where the i-th player performs a
labelled projective instrument when their setting is the
trigger, and, for all the other settings, the player gen-
erates a uniformly random outcome, while perform a
unitary gate on the input system entering their labo-
ratory. Since υ is a convex function of the map MI ,
Theorem 2 guarantees that its maximization can be re-
stricted without loss of generality to maps generated by
instruments of this form. Note that the canonical instru-
ments (M(i)∗)ai|xi

are a special case of instrument of the
form (12), corresponding to the case where all projectors
are rank-one, and all unitary operators are equal to the
identity operator.

In Appendix H we show that every value of the func-
tion υ(MI) achievable with instruments of the form (12)
can be achieved with the canonical instrument. Intu-
itively, the argument is as follows: first, Theorem 1 guar-
antees that all the instruments associated to the same
party have projectors of the same rank. For single-trigger
correlations, Theorem 2 ensures that one can effectively
consider only one projective instrument per party. In

this case, a projective instrument with projectors of equal
rank can be reduced to rank-one projective instrument by
appending an additional quantum system in the party’s
local laboratory, without performing any operation on it.
Without loss of generality, the additional system can be
incorporated in the definition of the process S connecting
the local laboratories. Similarly, arbitrary unitary oper-
ations depending on the parties’ settings can be obtained
from the identity operation, by appending to the process
S a controlled unitary operation, controlled by the state
of the auxiliary systems that carry the values of the par-
ties’ settings (see Appendix H for the details). The above
argument implies the bound υ(M∗

I) ≥ υ(MI) for every
map MI generated by local instruments, and therefore
IICO
single−trigger = υ(M∗

I).

Using Eq. (11) we then obtain an explicit SDP expres-
sion for the ICO value. When the coefficients αa⃗,x⃗ are
nonnegative, this expression reduces to the max relative
entropy distance, in agreement with Eq. (3) in the main
text.
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[4] Č. Brukner, Nature Physics 10, 259 (2014).
[5] O. Oreshkov and C. Giarmatzi, New Journal of Physics

18, 093020 (2016).
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cations 4, 2263 (2013).

[22] A. Acin, N. Gisin, and L. Masanes, Physical review let-
ters 97, 120405 (2006).

[23] R. Colbeck, arXiv preprint arXiv:0911.3814 (2009).
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Appendix A: SDP relaxation of the problem of
computing the ICO bound

In this section, we introduce Choi-Jamio lkowski iso-
morphism which allows us to represent quantum pro-
cesses and local quantum operations as operators. Then
we explicitly present the SDPs for computing the ICO
bound of single-trigger correlations and for computing
upper bounds for general correlations.

Choi-Jamio lkowski isomorphism

Through Choi-Jamio lkowski isomorphism [47, 48], a
linear map K on operators can be conveniently repre-

sented as a Choi operator, defined as follows:

Choi(K) :=
∑
i,j

|i⟩⟨j| ⊗ K(|i⟩⟨j|) . (A1)

If K is a completely positive map with Kraus operators
{Ki}, it holds that

Choi(K) =
∑
i

|Ki⟩⟩⟨⟨Ki| , (A2)

where we use the double-ket notation defined as |M⟩⟩ =∑
j |j⟩ ⊗M |j⟩.

Quantum supermaps and process matrices

In an experiment without assumption of global causal
structure, the local operations are described by quantum
instruments, that is, collections of linear maps (Mj)j
labelled by possible measurement outcomes j. Each lin-
ear map Mj , called a quantum operation, transforms
density matrices on an input system into (generally sub-
normalized) density matrices on an output system, and
is required to be completely positive. In the follow-
ing, we will denote the i-th party’s instruments (con-

ditional on the setting xi) by
(
M(i)

ai|xi

)
ai

, each map

M(i)
ai|xi

transforming quantum states of an input sys-

tem A
(i)
I into quantum states of an output system A

(i)
O .

The most general rule for assigning probabilities to out-
comes is provided by a process S that transforms all local
quantum operations (M(1), · · · ,M(N)) into probabilities
S(M(1), · · · ,M(N)). In this way, the joint conditional
probability distribution of outcomes is given by

p(⃗a | x⃗) = S
(
M(1)

a1|x1
, · · · ,M(N)

aN |xN

)
. (A3)

Mathematically, a process is a higher-order map trans-
forming a list of channels to the unit probability, which
is a special case of quantum supermaps, the physically
admissible operations transforming quantum channels
[49, 50]. Given a supermap S, we can induce a map

Ŝ which transforms the Choi operators of channels,

Ŝ : Choi(C) 7→ Choi(S(C)) , (A4)

and we define the Choi operator of S to be the Choi

operator of Ŝ, i.e. Choi(S) = Choi(Ŝ). The condition
that S is a CP map is equivalent to the condition that
Choi(S) is a postive operator, i.e. Choi(S) ≥ 0.

The constraints on the processes S that are in principle
compatible with the validity of quantum mechanics in
all local laboratories can be completely characterized in
terms of the Choi operator S of the map S, called the
process matrix [2], satisfying the conditions (i) S ≥ 0, (ii)
S ∈ DualAff(Choi(NoSig)) where Choi(NoSig)) is the set
of Choi operators of no-signalling channels and DualAff

http://stanford.edu/~boyd/papers/scs.html
http://stanford.edu/~boyd/papers/scs.html
http://stanford.edu/~boyd/papers/scs.html
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denotes the dual affine space. See Refs. [2, 51] for the
explicit characterization of process matrices. The joint
conditional probability in Eq. (A3) is then computed by

p(⃗a | x⃗) = Tr

[
ST ·

N⊗
i=1

M
(i)
ai|xi

]
. (A5)

where M
(i)
ai|xi

are Choi operators of the corresponding

instruments M(i)
ai|xi

and ST represents transposition of

the process matrix in the computational basis.

SDP duality

In Methods of the main text, with fixed instru-

ments
(
M(i)

ai|xi

)
ai

, we associate every correlation I =∑
a⃗,x⃗ αa⃗,x⃗ p(⃗a | x⃗) with a map MI . The Choi operator

of MI will be referred to as the performance operator,
which is given by

ΩI := Choi(MI) =
∑
a⃗,x⃗

αa⃗,x⃗

N⊗
i=1

M
(i)
ai|xi

, (A6)

where M
(i)
ai|xi

are Choi operators of the corresponding

M(i)
ai|xi

. In particular, when I is a single-trigger correla-

tion with triggers ξ⃗, we associated it with a single-trigger
operator, which is the performance operator Ω∗

I with the
canonical choice of instruments and is in turn the Choi
operator of the map M∗

I in the main text. The single-
trigger operator Ω∗

I is given by

Ω∗
I =

∑
a⃗,x⃗

αa⃗,x⃗ Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ (A7)

where Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ are projectors defined as

Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ :=

N⊗
i=1

P
(i)
ξi,ai,xi

(A8)

with

P
(i)
ξi,ai,xi

=

{
|ai⟩⟨ai| ⊗ |ai⟩⟨ai| ⊗ |ξi⟩⟨ξi| xi = ξi ,

|Φ⟩⟨Φ| ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi| xi ̸= ξi .
(A9)

With respective to a performance operator ΩI , the op-
timization problem of the corresponding correlation can
be expressed through the following SDP [31]:

maximize Tr(ΩIS) (A10)

subject to S ∈ DualAff(Choi(NoSig))

S ≥ 0 .

The corresponding dual problem is

minimize η (A11)

subject to ηC ≥ ΩI

C ∈ Aff(Choi(NoSig)) ,

where Aff(Choi(NoSig)) denotes the set of affine combi-
nations of the Choi operators of no-signalling channels.

By the property of duality, every dual feasible point
(η, C) provides an upper bound η of the SDP pair (A10,
A11). Furthermore, strong duality holds because both
primal optimal value and dual optimal value are finite
and the primal feasible set contains a strictly positive
operator (the process matrix proportional to the iden-
tity) [31, 52]. In particular, the dual problem (A11),
with the performance operator being a single-trigger op-
erator Ω∗

I , is the SDP corresponding to the ICO bound
of the corresponding single-trigger correlation I. When
the coefficients of a single-trigger correlation I are non-
negative, the corresponding single-trigger operator Ω∗

I is
positive and thus the dual problem (A11) is equivalent
to minC∈Choi(NoSig){η ∈ R | Ω∗

I ≤ ηC}, which is in turn

equal to 2Dmax(Ω
∗
I∥Choi(NoSig)). This is the explicit form

of the formula IICO = 2Dmax(M∗
I∥NoSig) in the main text.

We will denote the value of the SDP pair (A10, A11)
as a convex function η(ΩI) of the performance oper-
ator ΩI . The function η is equivalent to (via Choi-
Jamio lkowski isomorphism) the function υ in the main
text defined on the set of maps MI .

SDP relaxation in an explicit form

Here we present the SDP relaxation of the problem of
computing the ICO bound in an explicit form. For given

triggers ξ⃗, define the following operator for every setting
vector x⃗ and outcome vector a⃗:

Qξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ :=

N⊗
i=1

Q
(i)
ξi,ai,xi

(A12)

with

Q
(i)
ξi,ai,xi

=

{
|ai⟩⟨ai| ⊗ |ai⟩⟨ai| ⊗ |ξi⟩⟨ξi| xi = ξi ,
1
mi

|Φ⟩⟨Φ| ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi| xi ̸= ξi ,

(A13)
By the definition of single-trigger operator, a single-

trigger operator Ωξ⃗ with triggers ξ⃗ is a linear combination

of the projectors
{
Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗

}
a⃗,x⃗

, which is in turn equivalent

to the following constraint:

Ωξ⃗ =
∑
a⃗,x⃗

Tr[Ωξ⃗ Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗]Pξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ . (A14)

and the coefficients of the corresponding single-trigger
correlation is given by

αξ⃗
a⃗,x⃗ = Tr[Ωξ⃗ Qξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗] . (A15)

Combining Eq. (A14), Eq. (A15) and the dual SDP
(A11) for single-trigger correlations, the optimization
over the decomposition of a general correlation I =
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x⃗,⃗a αx⃗,⃗a p(⃗a | x⃗) into single-trigger correlations can be

formulated into the following SDP:

minimize

∑
ξ⃗ Tr(Cξ⃗)∏N
i=1 mi

(A16)

subject to ∀ξ⃗ Ωξ⃗ =
∑
a⃗,x⃗

Tr[Ωξ⃗ Rξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗]Rξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗ ,

∀a⃗ ∀x⃗ αa⃗,x⃗ =
∑
ξ⃗

Tr[Ωξ⃗ Qξ⃗,⃗a,x⃗]

∀ξ⃗ Cξ⃗ ∈ Span(Choi(NoSig)) ,

∀ξ⃗ Cξ⃗ ≥ Ωξ⃗ .

Appendix B: Tilted OCB correlations

To show that the value (1+α+
√

1 + α2)/2 is maximal
for a tilted OCB correlation, we decompose the tilted
OCB correlation into a random mixture of two single-
trigger correlations, i.e.

P (a1 = b | c = 0) + αP (a2 = x1 | c = 1)

=
∑

z∈{0,1}

1

2

(
P (a1 = b | x1 = z, c = 0)

+ αP (a2 = x1 | b = z, c = 1)
)
. (B1)

The proof is then complete with the following lemma,
which indicates that both correlations in the decomposi-
tion is upper bounded by (1 + α +

√
1 + α2)/2.

Lemma 1 For any x∗, b∗ ∈ {0, 1} and α ∈ R, the ICO
bound of the following single-trigger correlation

P (a1 = b | x1 = x∗, c = 0)

+ αP (a2 = x1 | b = b∗, c = 1) (B2)

is
(
1 + α +

√
1 + α2

)
/2.

Proof. To derive an upper bound of the single-trigger
correlation, we claim that the following positive operator
C on a 7-qubit Hilbert space (H1⊗H2,3)⊗(H4⊗H5,6,7) is

equal to
(
(1 + α) +

√
1 + α2

)
/2 times the Choi operator

of a no-signalling channel

C := Ω +
∑
k,l

|Ψk,l⟩⟨Ψk,l| , (B3)

where Ω is the single-trigger operator of the correlation
P (a1 = b | x1 = x∗, c = 0) + αP (a2 = x1 | b = b∗, c = 1)

Ω :=
1

2
|00⟩⟨00| ⊗ |x∗⟩⟨x∗| ⊗ |I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

+
1

2
|11⟩⟨11| ⊗ |x∗⟩⟨x∗| ⊗ |I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

+
α

2
|I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |00⟩⟨00| ⊗ |b∗⟩⟨b∗| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

+
α

2
|I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |11⟩⟨11| ⊗ |b∗⟩⟨b∗| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

(B4)

and

|Ψk,l⟩ =
∑
i,j

ci,j,k,l |i, i⟩ ⊗ |k⟩ ⊗ |j, j⟩ ⊗ |l, 0⟩ . (B5)

with real coefficients ci,j,k,l. The conditions that C is a
no-signalling operator are

Tr2,3 C =
I1
2

⊗ Tr1,2,3 C , Tr5,6,7 C =
I4
2

⊗ Tr4,5,6,7 C ,

(B6)
which are equivalent to the following equations:

∀j, l
∑
k

c21,j,k,l − c20,j,k,l =
(−1)l

2
, (B7)

∀i, k
∑
l

c2i,1,k,l − c2i,0,k,l =
(−1)kα

2
, (B8)

∀l
∑
k

c1,0,k,l c1,1,k,l − c0,0,k,l c0,1,k,l =
(−1)l

2
, (B9)

∀k
∑
l

c0,1,k,l c1,1,k,l − c0,0,k,l c1,0,k,l =
(−1)kα

2
.

(B10)

We find the following solution of Eq. (B7)-(B10)

ci,j,k,l =
(1 + α2)1/4

4

(
1 − (−1)i+l

√
1 + α2

− (−1)j+kα√
1 + α2

)
,

(B11)
With which Tr(C) = Tr(Ω) +

∑
i,j,k,l |ci,j,k,l|2 = 2(1 +

α) + 2
√

1 + α2, which is
(
(1 + α) +

√
1 + α2

)
/2 times

the trace of the Choi operator of a no-signalling channel.
Therefore,

(
(1 + α) +

√
1 + α2

)
/2 is an upper bound of

η(Ω) and thus an upper bound of the single-trigger cor-
relation.

On the other hand, the bound can be achieved with the
following process matrix which was introduced in Ref.
[10].

SOCB =
1

4
I⊗4 +

α

4
√

1 + α2
I ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I

+
1

4
√

1 + α2
Z ⊗ I ⊗X ⊗ Z .

(B12)

where X and Z are Pauli-X and Pauli-Z matrices, re-
spectively. To attain the bound, Alice uses the instru-
ments (in Choi representation)

Ma1|x1
= |a1⟩⟨a1| ⊗ |x1⟩⟨x1| , (B13)

and Bob uses the instruments (in Choi representation)

Na2|b,0 = |Xa2⟩⟨Xa2 | ⊗ |a2 ⊕ b⟩⟨a2 ⊕ b| , (B14)

Na2|b,1 = |a2⟩⟨a2| ⊗ ρ , (B15)

where ρ is an arbitrary density operator on a qubit and
|Xa2

⟩ = (|0⟩+(−1)a2 |1⟩)/
√

2 are the eigenstates of Pauli-
X matrix. The joint conditional probability distribution
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between Alice’s and Bob’s outcomes is computed to be

p(a1, a2 | x1, b, 0) =
1

4
+

(−1)a1+b

4
√

1 + α2
, (B16)

p(a1, a2 | x1, b, 1) =
1

4
+

(−1)a2+x1 α

4
√

1 + α2
. (B17)

It follows that the tilted OCB correlation achieves the
bound:

P (a1 = b | x1 = x∗, c = 0) + αP (a2 = x1 | b = b∗, c = 1)

=
1

2

∑
a1,a2,x1,b

δa1,b δx1,x∗ p(a1, a2 | x1, b, 0)

+
α

2

∑
a1,a2,x1,b

δa2,x1
δb,b∗ p(a1, a2 | x1, b, 1)

=
1

2

(
1 +

1√
1 + α2

)
+

α

2

(
1 +

α√
1 + α2

)
=

1

2

(
1 + α +

√
1 + α2

)
. (B18)

■

Appendix C: Tilted LGYNI correlations

We now introduce a tilted version of the LGYNI game,
corresponding to the correlation

ILGYNI,α = αP 11
succ + (1 − α)

P 01
succ + P 10

succ

2
, (C1)

where α ranges between 0 and 1. Clearly, the correlation
ILGYNI,α is single-trigger, and for α = 1/3 its maximiza-
tion is equivalent to the maximization of the probability
of success in the original LGYNI game.

For the tilted LGYNI game, one has the causal inequal-
ity

ILGYNI,α ≤ max

{
1 − α,

1 + α

2

}
. (C2)

The proof is as follows: let pA and pB be the marginal
probability distributions of Alice’s and Bob’s outcomes,
defined as

pA(a1 | x1, x2) :=
∑
a2

p(a1, a2 | x1, x2) , (C3)

pB(a2 | x1, x2) :=
∑
a1

p(a1, a2 | x1, x2) (C4)

respectively. If Alice’s operation causally precedes Bob’s,
then

p(1, 1 | 1, 1) ≤ pA(1 | 1, 1) = pA(1 | 1, 0) (C5)

In this case, tilted LGYNI is upper bounded as follows

ILGYNI,α

= αP 11
succ + (1 − α)

P 01
succ + P 10

succ

2

= αp(1, 1 | 1, 1) +
1 − α

2
pA(0 | 1, 0) +

1 − α

2
pB(0 | 0, 1)

≤ αpA(1 | 1, 0) +
1 − α

2
pA(0 | 1, 0) +

1 − α

2
pB(0 | 0, 1)

= α(1 − pA(0 | 1, 0)) +
1 − α

2
pA(0 | 1, 0)

+
1 − α

2
pB(0 | 0, 1)

≤ max

{
α,

1 − α

2

}
+

1 − α

2

= max

{
1 + α

2
, 1 − α

}
, (C6)

where the first inequality is due to (C5), and the second
inequality is due to the monotonicity as a linear function
of pA(0 | 1, 0) and the probability constraint pB ≤ 1.
Vice versa, tilted LGYNI is upper bounded by the same
value when Bob’s operation precedes Alice’s. Since a
random mixture can not increase the bound, the causal
bound of tilted LGYNI is no greater than (C6). The
value (C6) can be saturated by the following causal pro-
cess: Alice sends her classical bit x to Bob; she produces
outcome 0 if α < 1−α

2 and produces outcome 1 otherwise;
Bob produces his outcome to be x.

Quantum processes with ICO can violate the inequal-
ity (C2) for suitable values of the parameter α. Explicitly,
the ICO bound for the tilted LGYNI game can be com-
puted using Eq. (3) in the main text. The result is shown
in Figure 2 for all possible values of α in the interval [0, 1].
Interestingly, it appears that the tilted LGYNI causal in-
equality cannot be violated by any quantum ICO process
for α ≤ 0.188. (In the last part of this section, we provide

a rigorous proof of this fact for α ≤ 4−
√
5

11 ≈ 0.16. ) To
the best of our knowledge, tilted LGYNI with α ≤ 0.188
is the first example of a causal inequality with no quan-
tum violation in the ICO framework.

At first sight, the inequality (C2) for α ≤ 0.188 may
appear as a causal analogue of Bell inequalities with no
quantum violations [21, 37]. A more in-depth analysis of
the geometry of ICO correlations, however, reveals that
this inequality is not tight, meaning that it does not iden-
tify a facet of the quantum set.

Let us visualize the success probabilities P 11
succ and

P ave
succ in a two-dimensional plane. The values of P 11

succ

and P ave
succ compatible with the causal inequality (C2) and

with the ICO bound are shown in Fig. 2, where they cor-
respond to the green area and the blue area, respectively.
The constraints arising from the causal inequality can be
equivalently characterized by the condition

P 11
succ + 2P ave

succ ≤ 2 , (C7)

The condition (C7) is the causal inequality associated
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FIG. 2. Visualizing correlations and probability distributions. (a) Causal bound, ICO bound and algebraic maximal
of tilted LGYNI. (b) Geometry of probability distributions on a 2-dimensional plane. The green area represents the projection
of causal probability distributions; the blue area represents the projection of probability distributions exhibiting ICO. The
remaining area (violet area) represents the non-causal probability distributions beyond the ICO ones.

with the canonical LGYNI game, which corresponds to
a facet of the causal polytope [6].

The shape of the boundary of the quantum ICO set, in-
stead, shows that the set of probability distributions gen-
erated by quantum ICO processes is not a polytope, i.e.
it has infinite extreme points. Fig. 2 also shows that the
boundary of the quantum set is distinct from the bound-
ary of the causal polytope for every value except for the
extreme points of the causal polytope, corresponding to
the values p11succ = 0 and p11succ = 1. The fact that the
quantum and causal boundaries do not coincide implies
that the causal inequality (C2) is not tight. An inter-
esting open question is whether there exist examples of
tight causal inequalities with no quantum ICO violation,
namely whether there exists flat faces of the quantum set
that coincide with faces of the causal polytope.

Now we rigorously prove that when α ∈
[
0, 4−

√
5

11

]
, the

ICO bound of tilted LGYNI is equal to its causal bound
1−α. We claim that the follow positive operator C on a
6-qubit Hilbert space (H1⊗H2,3)⊗(H4⊗H5,6) is equal to
(1−α) times the Choi operator of a no-signalling channel

C := Ω + |Ψ01⟩⟨Ψ01| + |Ψ10⟩⟨Ψ10| + |Ψ11⟩⟨Ψ11| , (C8)

where Ω is the single-trigger operator of tilted LGYNI

Ω := α|11⟩⟨11| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |11⟩⟨11| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

+
1 − α

2
|00⟩⟨00| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

+
1 − α

2
|I⟩⟩⟨⟨I| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |00⟩⟨00| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| , (C9)

and

|Ψ01⟩ := c0|00⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ ⊗ |00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ (C10)

+ c1|00⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ ⊗ |11⟩ ⊗ |1⟩
|Ψ10⟩ := c0|00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ⊗ |00⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ (C11)

+ c1|11⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ⊗ |00⟩ ⊗ |0⟩
|Ψ11⟩ := c2|00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ⊗ |00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ (C12)

+ c3|00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ⊗ |11⟩ ⊗ |1⟩
+ c3|11⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ⊗ |00⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ ,

with non-negative coefficients c0, · · · , c3. The conditions
that C is a no-signalling operator are

Tr2,3 C =
I1
2

⊗ Tr1,2,3 C , Tr5,6 C =
I4
2

⊗ Tr4,5,6 C ,

(C13)
which is equivalent to the following equations:

c21 − c20 = α , (C14)

c20 + c22 − c23 =
1 − α

2
, (C15)

c21 + c23 =
1 − α

2
. (C16)

c0c1 + c2c3 =
1 − α

2
, (C17)

We can solve c1, c2 and c3 in terms of c0 according to
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Eq. (C14)-(C16)

c1 =
√
c20 + α , (C18)

c2 =
√

1 − 2α− 2c20 , (C19)

c3 =

√
1 − 3α

2
− c20 . (C20)

It follows that

Tr(C)

4
=

α + 2(1 − α) + 2
(
c20 + c21

)
+
(
c22 + 2c23

)
4

= 1−α

(C21)
according to Eq. (C18)-(C20). Now it suffices to show
the existence of c0, · · · , c3 satisfying Eq. (C14)-(C17).
With the solutions in Eq. (C18)-(C20), we focus on the

quantity f(c0) = c0c1 + c2c3− 1−α
2 . when α ∈

[
0, 4−

√
5

11

]
,

it holds that

f(0) =

√
(1 − 2α)(1 − 3α)

2
− 1 − α

2
≥ 0 ; (C22)

and

f

(√
1 − 3α

2

)
=

√
1 − 3α

2

√
1 − α

2
− 1 − α

2
≤ 0 ;

(C23)
By continuity of the function f , there exists c0 ∈[
0,
√

1−3α
2

]
such that f(c0) = 0 and thus Eq. (C17)

is satisfied. Therefore, (1−α) is an upper bound of η(Ω)
and thus an upper bound of the tilted LGYNI. This com-
pletes the proof.

Appendix D: Classification of simplest bipartite
classical processes

In this section, we introduce the characterization
of quantum supermaps with indefinite time direction
and present all deterministic bipartite classical processes
without predefined time direction in which each party
receives a classical bit and outputs a classical bit.

Let AI (BI) and AO (BO) be the Alice’s (Bob’s) input
and output systems, respectively, both associated with
Hilbert spaces of dimension dA (dB). A bipartite process
with indefinite time direction is described by a quantum
supemap on no-signalling bistochastic channels, which
can be represented by an positive operator S satisfying
the following constraints [30]:

S ≥ 0 ,

Tr(S) = dAdB ,

[(1−AI)(1−AO)BIBO]S = 0 , (D1)

[(1−BI)(1−BO)AIAO]S = 0 ,

[(1−AI)(1−AO)(1−BI)(1−BO)]S = 0 ,

having use the notation [X]S := TrX [S] ⊗ IX
dX

for a
system of dimension dX and the shorthand notation

[
∑

X αXX]S :=
∑

X αX · [X]S.
In the simplest case of classical limit, the systems AI,

AO, BI and BO are all bits. Classical processes statisfy-
ing the constraints in (D1) can be represented by positive
diagonal matrices on HAI

⊗HAO
⊗HBI

⊗HBO

S =
∑

i,j,k,l∈{0,1}

Si,j,k,l |i⟩⟨i|⊗|j⟩⟨j|⊗|k⟩⟨k|⊗|l⟩⟨l| , (D2)

satisfying ∑
i=j, k=l

Si,j,k,l = 1 ,

∑
i=j, k=l⊕1

Si,j,k,l = 1 ,

∑
i=j⊕1, k=l

Si,j,k,l = 1 ,

∑
i=j⊕1, k=l⊕1

Si,j,k,l = 1 .

(D3)

It follows that the set of classical processes is a convex
set with 28 extreme points:

3∑
m=0

|im⟩⟨im| ⊗ |jm⟩⟨jm| ⊗ |km⟩⟨km| ⊗ |lm⟩⟨lm| (D4)

where

i0 = j0, k0 = l0 , (D5)

i1 = j1, k1 = l1 ⊕ 1 , (D6)

i2 = j2 ⊕ 1, k2 = l2 , (D7)

i3 = j3 ⊕ 1, k3 = l3 ⊕ 1 . (D8)

We provide a classification of the 28 extreme points of
classical processes, corresponding to deterministic pro-
cessses without pre-defined direciton of time:

• No-signalling processes (A ̸⪯ B and B ̸⪯ A). There
are 24 points of this type, all equivalent to the cir-
cuit in Fig. 3(a), up to interchange of input/output
systems;

• Unidirectional signalling processes (A ⪯ B or B ⪯
A) with fixed time direction. There are 25 points
of this type, all equivalent to the circuit in Fig.
3(b), up to interchange of input/output systems
and causal orders;

• Unidirectional signalling processes (A ⪯ B or
B ⪯ A) with dynamically controlled time direction.
There are 26 points of this type, all equivalent to
the circuit in Fig. 3(c) where the time direction of
B is dynamically decided by the output of A, up
to interchange of input/output systems and causal
orders;
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FIG. 3. Circuit realization of bipartite classical processes with definite causal order. (a) no-signalling processes
(A ̸⪯ B and B ̸⪯ A); (b) unidirectional signalling processes (A ⪯ B or B ⪯ A) with fixed time direction; (c) unidirectional
signalling processes (A ⪯ B or B ⪯ A) with dynamical time direction.

• Processes with indefinite time direction. There are
24 + 27 points of this type. Up to interchange of
input/output systems, 24 points of them can be
expressed through process functions: i1 = o1⊕o2⊕
α and i2 = o1 ⊕ o2 ⊕ β where α, β ∈ {0, 1}. The
other 27 points, however, cannot be understood as
stochastic processes.

Appendix E: Every probability distribution can be
generated by a proper classical process with

indefinite time direction

Logical consistence of the classical process that
enables perfect bidirectional signalling

According to Birkhoff–von Neumann theorem, every
bistochastic classical channel can be written as a random
mixture of permutations. In the case of the channel act-
ing on a single bit, the permutation is either the identity
function or the bit-flip function. That is to say, for ev-

ery bistochastic instrument q
(1)
a1|x1

(s′1 | s1) of Alice (simi-

larly for Bob),
∑

a1
q
(1)
a1|x1

(s′1 | s1) is a random mixture of

δs′1,s1 (identity) and δs′1,s1⊕1 (bit-flip). Hence it suffices
to check the cases in which the local interventions are
either identity or bit-flip. Let f (1)(s′1 | s1) = δs′1,s1⊕h1

be the deterministic probability distribution correspond-
ing to the permutation performed by Alice and f (2)(s′2 |
s2) = δs′2,s2⊕h2

be the deterministic probability distri-
bution corresponding to the permutation performed by
Bob. For any local permutations performed by Alice and

Bob (i.e., any values of h1 and h2), it holds that

S(f (1), f (2)) =
∑
s′1,s

′
2

f (1)(s′1 | s′1 ⊕ s′2) f (2)(s′2 | s′1 ⊕ s′2)

=
∑
s′1,s

′
2

δs′1,s′1⊕s′2⊕h1
δs′2,s′1⊕s′2⊕h2

=
∑
s′1,s

′
2

δs′2,h1
δs′1,h2

= 1 . (E1)

This completes the proof of logical consistence.

Generating an arbitrary multipatite probability
distribution

In the N -party case, the set of joint conditional proba-
bility distributions form a convex polytope in a real vec-

tor space of dimension
∏N

i=1 mini, each of them repre-
sented as a vector with entries p(⃗a | x⃗) for specific val-
ues of a⃗ and x⃗. The extreme points of the convex poly-
tope are deterministic probability distributions defined

by p(⃗a | x⃗) :=
∏N

i=1 δai,fi(x⃗) where fi are functions from
settings x⃗ to outcomes ai, respectively, and δ is the Kro-
necker delta.

Let every two parties share a process described in the
main text that enables perfect bidirectional signalling be-
tween them. This allows every party to broadcast his/her
setting the the other parties. An arbitrary extreme point

p(⃗a | x⃗) :=
∏N

i=1 δai,fi(x⃗) of the set of probability dis-
tribution can be generated if every party i produces a
deterministic outcome ai = fi(x⃗) according to a func-
tion fi. In addition, if the N parties share a random
variable, they can generate a random mixture of the ex-
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treme points thus generating arbitrary probability distri-
bution. Explicitly, the local classical channel performed
every party i is a conditional deterministic probability
distribution

q(i)xi
( ⃗s′(i) | ⃗s(i)) =

∏
j

δ
s
′(i)
j ,s

(i)
j ⊕xi

, (E2)

where s⃗(i) = (s
(i)
1 , · · · , s(i)N ) ( ⃗s′(i) = (s

′(i)
1 , · · · , s′(i)N )) is the

input (output) of the i-th party, and each party produce
their outcome with the decoder:

ai =

{
fi(s

′(i)
1 , · · · , s′(i)i−1, xi, s

′(i)
i+1 · · · , s

′(i)
N ) s

(i)
i = 0 ,

gi(s
′(i)
1 , · · · , s′(i)i−1, xi, s

′(i)
i+1 · · · , s

′(i)
N ) s

(i)
i = 1 ,

(E3)

where the value of s
(i)
i determines which function to com-

pute. Define the N -partite process outside the labrotories
to be

SN

(
q
(1)
a1|x1

( ⃗s′(1) | ⃗s(1)), · · · , q(N)
aN |xN

( ⃗s′(N) | ⃗s(N))
)

=
∑
λ

p(λ)
∑

⃗s′(1),··· , ⃗s′(N)

N∏
i=1

q
(i)
ai|xi

(
⃗s′(i) | Fi

(
⃗s′(i)
))

,

(E4)

where Fi

(
⃗s′(i)
)

is the vector defined as

[
Fi

(
⃗s′(i)
)]

j
=

{
λ j = i ,

s
′(i)
j ⊕ s

′(j)
i j ̸= i.

(E5)

SN is logically consistent since it can be viewed as
(
N
2

)
copies of the bipartite process S that enables bidirecti-
noal signalling, plus a brodcasting of a classical vari-
able λ. The overall correlation among the outcomes a⃗

is p(⃗a | x⃗) = λ
∏N

i=1 δai,fi(x⃗) +(1−λ)
∏N

i=1 δai,gi(x⃗) which
is a random mixture of two extreme points. The settings,
outcomes, inputs and outputs can be directly extended
to any number of bits, thus any random mixture of de-
terministic processes can be generated in the above way.

Appendix F: Proof of Theorem 1 in the main text

Consider the realization of the instruments M(i)
ai|xi

by an isometry and a projective measurement. Let{
K

(i)
ai|xi,j

}
be a Kraus decomposition of the instrument

M(i)
ai|xi

of the i-th party. For every classical label xi,

define V
(i)
xi to be the following isometry from H

A
(i)
I

to

HL ⊗H
A

(i)
O

⊗HJ

V (i)
xi

:=
∑
ai

|ai⟩L ⊗
∑
j

K
(i)
ai|xi,j

⊗ |j⟩J , (F1)

where L is the classical register for the outcome ai and J
the classical register for the index j. Choosing HL ≃ Cmi

and HJ ≃ H
A

(i)
I

⊗H
A

(i)
O

, the two systems have no depen-

dence on the setting xi. Extending V
(i)
xi to an unitary

U
(i)
xi from HAI

⊗H
E

(i)
I

to HL ⊗HAO
⊗HJ ⊗H

E
(i)
O

with

some auxiliary systems E
(i)
I and E

(i)
O , the map M(i)

ai|xi

can be realized as

ρ 7→ Tr
L,J,E

(i)
O

[
Πai

U (i)
xi

(
ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

E
(i)
I

)
U (i)
xi

†
Πai

]
,

(F2)
where

Πai
= |ai⟩⟨ai|L ⊗ I

A
(i)
O

⊗ IJ ⊗ I
E

(i)
O

. (F3)

Define local processes E(i) and D(i) to be the channels

∀ρ E(i)(ρ) = ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|
E

(i)
I

, (F4)

∀σ D(i)(σ) = Tr
L,J,E

(i)
O ,F (i) U (i)(σ) , (F5)

where U (i) is the controlled unitary channel∑
xi

U (i)
xi

⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi|F (i) . (F6)

with the control system denoted by F (i).
We construct the projectors of the labeled projective

instruments M(i)′

ai|xi
to be

{
U

(i)
xi

†
Πai

U
(i)
xi

}
ai

(whose rank

is independent of ai and xi), the label of N (i)
ai|xi

to be

xi, and the process S ′ to be the composite of the local
processes E(i), D(i) and the process S, i.e.

S ′
(
M(1)′

a1|x1
, · · · ,M(N)′

aN |xN

)
(F7)

= S
(
D(1) ◦M(1)′

a1|x1
◦ E(1), · · · ,D(N) ◦M(N)′

aN |xN
◦ E(N)

)
According to the realization in Eq. (F2), the lo-
cal processes E(i) and D(i) transform the labeled

projective instruments M(i)′

ai|xi
to M(i)

ai|xi
. Hence

S ′
(
M(1)′

a1|x1
, · · · ,M(N)′

aN |xN

)
reproduces the joint condi-

tional probability S
(
M(1)

a1|x1
, · · · ,M(N)

aN |xN

)
.

Appendix G: Proof of Theorem 2 in the main text

The key of the proof is the fact that a projective mea-
surement followed by the measurement outcome being
discarded is a uniform mixture of a collection of unitary
channels. Let {Pj}n−1

j=0 be the projectors of a projective

measurement. Proposition 4.6 of Watrous’ textbook [52]
implies that there exist 2n unitary gates Ui such that

n∑
j=1

|Pj⟩⟩⟨⟨Pj | =

2n∑
i=1

1

2n
|Ui⟩⟩⟨⟨Ui| . (G1)
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Let Ω be a performance operator the single trigger cor-
relation

∑
a⃗,x⃗ αa⃗,x⃗ p(x⃗ | a⃗) corresponding to the map MI

in the theorem. With triggers ξ⃗ and the labeled projec-

tive instruments M(i)
ai|xi

(·) = P
(i)
ai,xi · P (i)

ai,xi ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi|, Ω

is given by

Ω :=
∑
a⃗,x⃗

αa⃗,x⃗

N⊗
i=1

M
(i)
ai|xi

. (G2)

where M
(i)
ai|xi

are the Choi operators of the corresponding

M(i)
ai|xi

. We can replace M
(i)
ai|xi

with 1
mi

∑mi−1
k=0 M

(i)
k|xi

for

any party i and any setting xi ̸= ξi. For example, let x1

be a non-trigger setting of the first party, i.e. x1 ̸= ξ1.
By the property of single-trigger correlations, αx⃗,⃗a does
not depends on a1, we have∑
a1

αa⃗,x⃗M
(1)
a1|x1

⊗M
(2)
a2|x2

⊗ · · · ⊗M
(N)
aN |xN

(G3)

=

m1−1∑
k=0

∑
a1

αa⃗,x⃗

m1
M

(1)
k|x1

⊗M
(2)
a2|x2

⊗ · · · ⊗M
(N)
aN |xN

=
∑
a1

αa⃗,x⃗

∑m1−1
k=0 M

(1)
k|x1

m1

⊗M
(2)
a2|x2

⊗ · · · ⊗M
(N)
aN |xN

.

Hence replacing M
(1)
a1|x1

with 1
m1

∑m1−1
k=0 M

(1)
k|x1

does not

change the value of the performance operator in Eq.
(G2). Since local instruments are labeled projective in-
struments with the label being the corresponding setting,
for every party i and every corresponding setting xi ̸= ξi,

there exists unitary operators U
(i,j)
xi such that

mi−1∑
k=0

M
(i)
k|xi

=
1

2mi

2mi∑
j=1

|U (i,j)
xi

⟩⟩⟨⟨U (i,j)
xi

| ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi| . (G4)

Therefore, Ω can be written as a uniform mixture of
(Ωj)

2mi

j=1 where each Ωj corresponds to the Choi operator
of the map MI,j defined in the theorem. This completes
the proof.

Appendix H: Proof of ICO bound of single-trigger
correlations

In Methods, the ICO bound of a correlation I is writ-
ten as IICO = maxMI υ(MI). An alternative form of
the formula is the maximum of the function η(ΩI) (see
Appendix A for the definition of η) for all choices of per-
formance operator ΩI of the correlation, with no restric-
tion on the dimension of the underlying Hilbert spaces.

Let I be a single-trigger correlation with triggers ξ⃗,
and let Ω∗

I be the corresponding single-trigger operator.
To show that η(Ω∗

I) is an upper bound of the ICO bound,
without loss of generality (according to Theorem 1), we
restrict the local instruments to labeled projective ones

such that the label of each instrument is the correspond-
ing setting and the projectors of every projective mea-
surement associated with the instruments are of equal
rank. Theorem 2 implies that every performance opera-
tor of the single-trigger correlation is a random mixture
of operators in the following form

Ωj :=
∑
a⃗,x⃗

αa⃗,x⃗

N⊗
i=1

Q(i,j)
ai,xi

. (H1)

with

Q(i,j)
ai,xi

=

{
|P (i)

ai,xi⟩⟩⟨⟨P (i)
ai,xi | ⊗ |ξi⟩⟨ξi| xi = ξi ,

1
mi

|U (i,j)
xi ⟩⟩⟨⟨U (i,j)

xi | ⊗ |xi⟩⟨xi| xi ̸= ξi .

where U
(i,j)
xi are unitary operators.

We show that η(Ω∗
I) ≥ η(Ω) for an arbitrary per-

formance operator Ω of the single-trigger correlation.
Since η is a convex function, it suffices to show that
η(Ω∗

I) ≥ η(Ωj) for every j.
Given a choice of Ωj , we show that there exists an

isomorphism Wj from
⊗N

i=1(Cmi ⊗Cmini) to the Hilbert
space on which Ωj is defined, such that

• the isomorphism Wj preserves no-signalling oper-

ators, i.e. WjCWj
† is the Choi operator of a no-

signalling channel whenever C is the Choi operator
of a no-signalling channel, and

• WjΩ
∗
IWj

† = Ωj .

We construct a product isomorphism Wj =
⊗N

i=1 W
(i)
j ,

which establishes a 1-to-1 correspondence from the com-

putation basis of Cmi to the set of vectors
{
|P (i)

ai,xi⟩⟩
}
ai

for every party i and every setting xi. Since the pro-

jectors
{
P

(i)
ai,xi

}
ai

of every instrument are of equal rank,

there exists a collection of unitary operators {V (i)
k,xi

}mi−1
k=0

such that

V
(i)
k,xi

P (i)
ai,xi

V
(i)
k,xi

†
= P

(i)
(ai+k),xi

. (H2)

Note that in this section, the sum in indices is to be
taken modulo the corresponding size. It follows that the

construction of W
(i)
j is

W
(i)
j : |ai⟩ ⊗ |(ai + k)⟩ ⊗ |xi⟩

7→ |U (i,j)
xi

V
(i)
k,xi

P (i)
ai,xi

⟩⟩ ⊗ |xi⟩ . (H3)

where U
(i,j)
ξi

is defined to be identity. Immediately we

have WjΩ
∗
IWj

† = Ωj . To check that the product isomor-
phism Wj is no-signalling preserving, it suffices to check
that partial tracing the output system on both sides of
(H3) yields a unital map. The partial trace on the output
spaces gives the operators

|ai⟩⟨a′i| ⊗ |(ai + k)⟩⟨(a′i + k′)| ⊗ |xi⟩⟨x′
i|

partial trace7→ δxi,x′
i
δ(ai+k),(a′

i+k′)|ai⟩⟨a′i| , (H4)
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and

|U (i,j)
xi

V
(i)
k,xi

P (i)
ai,xi

⟩⟩⟨⟨U (i)
j,x′

i
V

(i)
k′,x′

i
P

(i)
a′
i,x

′
i
| ⊗ |xi⟩⟨x′

i|
partial trace7→

δxi,x′
i
δ(ai+k),(a′

i+k′) P
(i)
ai,xi

T
Vai−a′

i,xi
P

(i)
a′
i,xi

. (H5)

We see that the map that transforms the opera-
tors |ai⟩⟨a′i| (corresponding to the output of (H4)) to

P
(i)
ai,xi

T
Vai−a′

i,xi
P

(i)
a′
i,xi

(corresponding to the output of

(H5)) is a unital map. Explicitly, I =
∑

ai
|ai⟩⟨ai| is

mapped to I =
∑

ai
P

(i)
ai,xi

T
.

Now let (η(Ω∗
I), C0) be a dual optimal point of the

SDP pair (A10, A11) with the performance operator be-
ing the single-trigger operator Ω∗

I . C0 is no-signalling

implies that WjC0Wj
† is a no-signalling operator on the

corresponding Hilbert space. In addition, η(Ω∗
I)C0 ≥ Ω∗

I
implies η(Ω∗

I)WjC0Wj
† ≥ WjΩ

∗
IWj

† = Ωj . Therefore,(
η(Ω∗

I),WjC0Wj
†
)

is a dual feasible point of the SDP

pair (A10, A11) with the performance operator being Ωj .
Thus η(Ω∗

I) ≥ η(Ωj). This completes the proof.
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