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Abstract

We introduce the framework of general probabilistic theories (GPTs for short). GPTs are a class of opera-
tional theories that generalize both finite-dimensional classical and quantum theory, but they also include
other, more exotic theories, such as the boxworld theory containing Popescu-Rohrlich boxes. We provide
in-depth explanations of the basic concepts and elements of the framework of GPTs, and we also prove
several well-known results. The review is self-contained and it is meant to provide the reader with consis-
tent introduction to GPTs. Our tools mainly include convex geometry, but we also introduce diagrammatic
notation and we often express equations via diagrams.
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1. Introduction

General probabilistic theories (GPTs for short) are a framework developed within the foundations of
physics in many different forms and flavors. The main goals of GPTs was to answer the question: what is
a physical theory? This question usually appeared in the context of axiomatizations of quantum theory, as
many researchers were attempting to derive quantum theory from a set of reasonably motivated axioms. In
the current days, the aim of the research is no longer only to search for axiomatizations of quantum theory,
the current research in GPTs is oriented towards operational properties of GPTs. It is often investigated
what structure is needed to realize certain protocols or constructions known from quantum information
theory or classical information theory. For example:

e The nonlocal features of quantum theory, such as entanglement, steering and Bell inequality violations
we investigated in GPTs [1-9]. One can, for example, construct theories which maximally violate
the CHSH inequality and hence provide an implementation of the Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) boxes [10].
Other research directions include investigating and generalizing steering in GPTs, using the general
definition of steering provided in [11].

e Uncertainty relations [4, 12-16] and incompatibility of measurements and channels [5, 17-27] were
investigated in GPTs. Incompatibility of measurements is a generalization of the non-commuting
observables in quantum theory to an operational framework. One can then easily extend the definition
of incompatibility of measurements to channels. Most of the results show that the existence of certain
type of incompatibility or uncertainty is a consequence of some non-classical features of the theory.
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e Noncontextuality [28-32] of GPTs was investigated. Note that some of the works on noncontextuality in
operational theories use more general framework, e.g. they do not assume the no-restriction hypothesis.

e Causal structures [33, 34], dynamics [35-39], physical properties [40-42], double-slit and multiple-slit
interference [43-50] were investigated. Most of the research into physical properties and interference
tries to capture some underlying phenomena and investigate them either in terms of black boxes, or in
terms of information-theoretic applications, almost always using finite-dimensional effective theories.

e Computation [51-57], resource theories [58, 59|, cryptography and other information-theoretic tasks
[60—76] were investigated in GPTs. Large part of the protocols used in quantum information theory
do not rely on the formalism of Hilbert spaces, but they can be realized using only limited amount
of states and measurements. It is then natural to use convex geometry to characterize the required
relations between the states and measurements and then one can characterize all theories where certain
protocol can be performed.

o Different notions of entropy [77-81] and foundational aspects of thermodynamics [82-84] were inves-
tigated in GPTs. There are several different possible operational constructions that one can use to
define entropy in GPTs. Therefore some proofs that are immediate in quantum information theory
may, in the framework of GPTs, depend on the chosen definition of entropy and on the properties of
the state space.

e Diagonalization and existence of spectral decompositions were investigated [85-88]. It seems that
some form of spectral decompositions is crucial for singling out quantum and quantum-like theories
among other GPTs. Moreover, existence of suitable spectral decompositions would unify the different
definitions of entropy in GPTs.

e The original motivation for GPTs is still an active field of research to this day. There are many
papers on what axioms we need to add to GPTs to single-out quantum theory, or how to test whether
a theory is quantum [89-101]. The derivations of quantum theory are usually done in the finite-
dimensional framework and they often prove that all GPTs that satisfy certain axioms are connected
to Euclidean Jordan algebras. Jordan algebras [102] are vector spaces that contain the generalization
of the symmetric operator product %(AB + BA) and it is known that a class of Jordan algebras, called
Euclidean Jordan algebras, contains only quantum and quantum-like theories [103].

There are also several practical reasons to use GPTs, to name a few: one can often use GPTs to get
better understanding of what makes many things in quantum information theory work, or why they give us
advantage compared to classical theory. In GPTs, ensembles of objects, conditional probabilities, conditional
states and even joint systems of the aforementioned object can be represented by their respective state spaces
and so we can treat them as any other state space and we can use known results, instead of having to prove
them from scratch, often by mimicking known proofs from other scenarios. Representing all transformations
by channels allows us to use the constructions from frameworks based on category theory, such as operational
probabilistic theories [104-106] and effectus theory [107], since one can interpret state spaces as objects and
channels as morphisms.

There are several different approaches to GPTs, but all of them are either equivalent or only marginally
different. The approach we will use is to start with an abstract definition of state space. We find this
approach the easiest to explain and easy to work with, compared to the other options. An equivalent
approach would be to start with a table of all possible probabilities that can be generated in an experiment,
conditioned on preparation and measurement procedures. One can show that this is the same as starting
with an abstract state space, but instead of using vectors we would be describing states in terms of all of the
probabilities they can produce. A different approach would be to start with an ordered vector space with
order unit, or, equivalently, with a convex effect algebra. We will see that state spaces and effect algebras
are dual objects and starting from either one, we can reconstruct the other. Therefore we can freely choose
whether we start with state spaces, convex effect algebras, or order unit spaces; we will choose state spaces
as our starting point.



Before we proceed further, we must comment on the name of the framework of GPTs. There are different
names for the same (or very similar) framework and they usually follow the formula

Probability
General o Theory
. +  Probabilistic  + . = GPTs.
Generalized . Theories
Physical

All possible combinations are frequently and interchangeably used by many authors and the common under-
standing is that the name can be used as long as the acronym is GPT or GPTs. Some authors do differentiate
between the singular GPT and plural GPTs, as follows: a GPT is a concrete theory, with specified state
spaces and tensor product, while GPTs is a collective name for the whole class of such theories. We will use
the following nomenclature: by general probabilistic theories, shortened to GPTs, we will mean the whole
framework including all possible state spaces.

1.1. Organization of the review

The review is organized as follows: in Section 2 we explain the basic concepts and operational motivations
of preparations, ‘yes’-‘no’ questions and transformations. These will later on correspond to states, effects
and channels. Note that we will start our construction from the state space (represented by a compact
convex set), but we will later show that without the loss of generality one can start from an effect algebra
or from order unit space and construct the same framework.

In Section 3 we introduce the state spaces and effect algebras and we prove some basic results. This
includes the duality between the state space and effect algebra, norms on state space and effect algebra and
its connection to discrimination tasks. We also discuss the connection of GPTs to abstract effect algebras and
order unit spaces and we show that these approaches are essentially equivalent to the one that we develop. At
the end of Section 3 we will introduce the diagrammatic notation, that we will use in subsequent calculations.

In Section 4 we present the first example: classical theory. This is because classical theory will play
an important role in later constructions, mainly in the definition of measurements in Section 6. Further
examples of quantum theory and boxworld theory will be constructed in Sections 8 and 9 respectively.

In Section 5 we introduce bipartite state spaces and tensor products, as well as partial traces and result on
monogamy of entanglement. We introduce tensor products before transformations (i.e., before channels and
measurements), because tensor products are helpful when working with channels, due to the isomorphism
between linear maps and elements of tensor products of vector spaces, that is reviewed in Appendix C.

Then in Section 6 we introduce channels as transformations between state spaces and we define mea-
surements as special case of channels. We do this to promote the use of channels instead of measurements
whenever possible, since the formalism of channels is more suitable for the use of diagrammatic notation,
which simplifies certain constructions and allows for easier use of ideas coming from category theory in
quantum foundations.

In Section 7 we investigate the concept of compatibility of channels and measurements. We will show,
that several well known results in quantum theory and GPTs can be formulated as problems related to
compatibility of channels. We also use compatibility to prove results about structure of channels and
measurements.

In Sections 8 and 9 we construct two examples of GPTs: quantum theory and boxworld theory. We
postpone the examples to these sections, because we want to present them as clear and concise theories,
rater than as different constructions sprinkled in the other sections. But we encourage the reader to skip
ahead and look up examples of some of the concepts when reading earlier sections.

In order to make the review as much self-contained as possible, we introduce some mathematical concepts
that we need in the appendices. In Appendix A we review the notions of convex cones and ordered vector
spaces, in Appendix B we introduce the concept of functionals and the hyperplane separation theorems and
in Appendix C we introduce the isomorphism between tensor products of vector spaces, vector spaces of
bilinear forms and vector spaces of linear maps.



2. What are GPTs?

The main objects that we will work with are going to be state spaces, effect algebras and channels. A
state space of a theory is going to be identified with a set of equivalence classes of preparation procedures,
and an effect is the equivalence class of ‘yes’-‘no’ questions that can be answered in an experiment. Before
we explain what we mean by the equivalence classes, we will first introduce preparations procedures and
‘yes’-‘no’ questions.

A preparation procedure is a list of instructions that one performs to prepare a system in question at the
beginning of an experiment. Note that the list of instructions may be conditioned by random events, e.g., the
preparation procedure may differ on whether it rains or not. This might seem strange at first, but consider
preparation of an experiment testing the tensile strength of a paper, that is to be performed outdoors. If
it rains, the paper gets wet and we observe a different outcome of the experiment compared to if it did not
rain. A ‘yes’-‘no’ question is a list of instructions that we perform after preparing a state to get either the
answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’. It is intuitive that more complex experiments can be build from ‘yes’-‘no’ questions,
as for example the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ can be interpreted as 1 and 0 and we can reformulate a measurement that
outputs a number as a series of ‘yes’-‘no’ questions determining the digits of the binary representation of
the measured number.

We will say that two preparations are equivalent if the results of all possible ‘yes’-‘no’ questions are the
same after the two preparations. Analogically, we will say that two ‘yes’-‘no’ questions are equivalent if they
produce the same answer with respect to all possible (equivalence classes of) preparations.

Channels are going to be the (equivalence class of) list of instructions that we can either append at the
end of preparation or, equivalently, prepend to the beginning of a ‘yes’-‘no’ question. This already yields a
well-known duality: appending instructions to the preparation performs a transformation of the state of the
system and it corresponds to the Schrédinger picture of quantum theory. Prepending instructions to the
beginning of an effect performs a transformation of the measurement and it corresponds to the Heisenberg
picture of quantum theory.

Since GPTs are traditionally motivated as a framework for developing axiomatizations of quantum theory,
we will provide five postulates about the properties of state spaces in the framework of GPTs. Four of these
postulates are intuitive and hard to argue against, while the fifth will limit us to mathematically simpler,
but still interesting scenarios.

Definition 2.1. State space is:
(S1) set of points,

(s2)

(S3)

(S4) bounded,
(S5)

convex,

closed in some physically motivated topology,

S5) subset of a real, finite-dimensional vector space with Euclidean topology.

We will use these five postulates to construct the framework of GPTs for single state spaces. We will
add additional postulates for bipartite and multipartite state spaces in Section 5. (S5) is the one postulate
that simplifies the mathematics used, e.g., we can avoid using abstract notion of convexity in (S2). Let K
denote a state space, we postulate in (S2) that the state space is convex, because if x,y € K are two states
and p € [0,1] we want to be able to describe a scenario where we prepare z with probability p and y with
probability 1 —p. We use the convex combination px + (1 — p)y to describe such scenario and we say that
K is convex if pr + (1 —p)y € K for all x,y € K, p € [0,1]. By requiring K to be convex, we require
that pz + (1 — p)y is a well-defined state. We postulate in (S3) that the state space is closed, because we
assume that if we can prepare a state arbitrary close to some z then we can also prepare x. (S4) is not
necessarily needed, because if the state space would not be bounded, then there would be states that can
not be distinguished by any effect and so we would have to factorize the state space to a bounded set. The
following results connects Definition 2.1 to the standard introduction of a state space in GPTs:
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Proposition 2.2. Fvery state space is a compact conver subset of a real, finite-dimensional vector space.

Proof. We only need to prove that every state space is compact, but this follows from (S3), (S4) and (S5)
since every closed and bounded subset of real finite-dimensional vector space is compact [108, Theorem
27.3.]. O

In quantum theory, the state space is the set of density operators, that is the set of positive semi-definite
operators with trace normalized to one. It is common knowledge that the set of density operators is convex
and compact. The underlying vector space is the Hilbert-Schmidt space of self-adjoint operators, which is
real and finite-dimensional, given that the underlying Hilbert space is finite-dimensional. We will present
quantum theory as an example of a GPT in Section 8, but we invite the reader to skip ahead and look up
examples of the concepts presented in later sections.

3. State spaces and effect algebras

We have already characterized all state spaces in Proposition 2.2. In this section, we will construct
the effect algebra and the connection between a state space and its effect algebra. We will also investigate
connections to other formalisms: abstract convex effect algebras and order-unit spaces. We will denote by
V' a real, finite-dimensional vector space and we will denote by K C V a compact, convex set, i.e., a state
space. Let X C V, then we will denote span(X) the span of X, by aff(X) the affine hull of X, by conv(X)
the convex hull of X and cone(X) be the smallest cone containing X, for definition of cone see Definition
A.1 in Appendix A. dim(V) will denote the dimension of V. Let a,b € R, then we will use (a,b) and [a, b]
to denote the open and closed intervals; Ry will denote the set of non-negative real numbers.

3.1. State space

Definition 3.1. Let K be a state space and let z € K. We say that z is an extreme point of K, or
equivalently that x is a pure state, if for every y,z € K and A € (0,1) such that z = Ay + (1 — A\)z we have
rT=y==z.

Pure states are the states that can not be prepared by randomizing preparations of other states. It follows
that a pure state x must be preparable by a deterministic and non-randomized preparation procedure. Mixed
states are the counterpart to pure states.

Definition 3.2. Let x € K, then we say that x is a mized state if x is not a pure state. We say that x is a
mizture of y, z € K if there is A € [0, 1] such that z = Ay + (1 — X)=z.

One way of constructing a mixture Az + (1 — \)y of states z,y € K is to run the experiment N times and
to prepare x in AN of the runs and to prepare y in (1—A)N of the runs (assuming AN and (1—\)N are whole
numbers). Then the average state that was prepared is exactly the mixture. One can in principle object
to constructing the mixture in this way as it was pointed out that knowing how a mixture was prepared is
a non-trivial information about the system [109], but one can bypass this by representing the information
about preparation of the mixture as some additional classical information about the system; the classical
information can be represented using classical theory that will be introduced in Section 4. From now on we
will assume that one can prepare a mixture using the aforementioned construction.

The concept of pure state is generalized by the concept of face: a face F' C K is a convex set of states,
such that every state from F' can be prepared only by randomizing preparations that are contained in F'.
In other words:

Definition 3.3. Let F' C K be a convex set such that if for z,y € K and X € (0,1) we have Az + (1 — Ay,
then z,y € F. Then we say that F' is a face of K.

Note that K itself is a face of K. Pure states and faces play important roles in the geometry of state
spaces, as demonstrated by the following results.



Theorem 3.4 (Carathéodory). Let K C V be a state space and let B C K be a set such that K = conv(B).
Then any x € K can be expressed as a convexr combination of at most dim(V') + 1 points from B.

Proof. See [110, Theorem 17.1]. O
Theorem 3.5. Let K be a state space and let ext(K) be the set of pure states of K then K = conv(ext(K)).
Proof. See [110, Theorem 18.5]. O

Let X C V be a convex set, then relative interior of X, denoted ri(X), is the topological interior of X
when considered as a subset of aff(X). For example, the relative interior of an interval [0,1] C R is (0,1),
but also the relative interior of a line segment L in arbitrary vector space is the open line segment contained
in L. A relative interior of a set {v} C V is again {v}. For finite-dimensional vector space V' equipped with
the standard Euclidean topology, relative interior of a convex set X C V can be defined purely using the
convex structure of X as follows:

ri(X)={zeX:Vye X,3u>1,(1—p)y+pzx c X}. (3.1)

see [110, Section 6]. We will introduce two additional classes of state spaces: polytopes and strictly convex
state spaces. Both of them are a good source of examples and counter-examples in many calculations.

Definition 3.6. We say that a state space K is a polytope if ext(K) contains finitely many points, i.e., K
has finitely many pure states.

Definition 3.7. We say that a state space K is strictly convez if for any z,y € K and X € (0,1) we have
Az+(1—A)y € ri(K). Equivalently, K is strictly convez if for every face F' of K it holds that either F' = {z},
or F=K.

3.2. Effect algebra

An effect algebra is a list of all possible (equivalence classes of) ‘yes’-‘no’ questions. Moreover we also
want to allow the case, when the answer is not only either ‘yes’ or ‘no’, but also a probability of the ‘yes’
answer. This is quite natural, for example consider an unbiased coin. Will it land on the head if we flip it?
The standard answer is yes, with probability 50%. Another reason why we want to allow for probabilities is
that we often only predict probabilities in quantum theory and we want our formalism to include quantum
theory.

The answer to every ‘yes’-‘no’ question can be encoded by a number from the interval [0, 1], where we
will interpret p € [0, 1] as the probability of the outcome ‘yes’. As we will see later on, ‘yes’-‘no’ questions
correspond to two-outcome (also called dichotomic) measurements, but for the time being, the description
using only a single number will be sufficient for us, since it is straightforward to see that the probability of
‘no’ is 1 — p. It follows that we can reduce the whole ‘yes’-‘no’ question to a single function f: K — [0, 1].

We will require that we get the same result whether we mix the state or whether we mix the probabilities.
This is a consistency requirement, as we have already assumed that we can prepare a mixture Az + (1 — )y,
where z,y € K and X € [0, 1] by simply running the experiment several times and preparing either x or y.
Therefore we get

Definition 3.8. Let K be a state space, then the effect algebra over K will be denoted E(K). E(K) is the
set of all affine functions f : K — [0, 1], i.e.,

0< f(r) <1 (3.2)

for all x € K and
fQz+ (1= XNy) =Af(z) + (1= A)f(y) (3.3)
for all z,y € K and X € [0,1].
There is one very special element of E(K) that will frequently appear in our calculation:
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Definition 3.9. 15 € E(K) is the constant function given as 1x(z) =1 for all z € K.

In the following we will construct several auxiliary notions that will appear in further calculations. More
specifically, we will construct the cone generated by the effect algebra, the vector space spanned by the effect
algebra and we will review some of their properties. For a short introduction to the theory of convex cones
see Appendix A.

Proposition 3.10. Let A(K) be the vector space of affine functions on K and let A(K)T be the cone of
positive affine functions on K, i.e.,

AK)={f:K—=R: fOz+ 1 —=Ny)=Af(z)+ (1 - Nf(y),Vz,y € K,V\ € [0,1]}, (3.4)
AK)T ={f € AK) : f(z) >0,Vx € K}.

Then A(K) = span(E(K)) and A(K)* = cone(FE(K)), i.e., A(K) is the smallest vector space containing
E(K) and A(K)" is the smallest cone in A(K) that contains E(K).

Proof. We clearly have E(K) C A(K)™ C A(K) and so we only need to show that A(K) is contained in
span(FE(K)) and that A(K)" is contained in cone(E(K)). Let f € A(K)™, note that since K is compact we
must have M = max,cx f(x) < oo and so we can define f' = ﬁf Then f' € E(K) since f’ is affine function
by construction and for any x € K we have 0 < f’(x) < 1, thus we have 0 < f(x) < M. It follows that any
f € A(K)™T can be written as f = M f" where f’ € E(K) and M € Ry and so A(K)" C cone(E(K)). Now
let f € A(K), then we must have m = mingex f(z) > —oo and we can write f = (f + |m|1g) — |m|1k.
Note that f + |m|1x € A(K)" and |m|1x € A(K)' and so we have

A(K) C span(A(K)") = span(cone(E(K))) = span(E(K)), (3.6)
where we have used Lemma A.2 from Appendix A. O

In the following lemma we will use the concepts of pointed and generating cones, for definitions see
Appendix A.

Lemma 3.11. A(K)™ is a convez, closed (in the Euclidean topology), pointed and generating cone.

Proof. Let f,g € A(K)™, then for A € [0, 1] also Af+(1—X)g must be a positive function and so Af+(1—\)g €
A(K)T. Let {f,}52, C A(K)™ be a Cauchy sequence, then for every z € K we must have lim,,_, fn(z) > 0
simply because f,(z) > 0. It follows that lim,, o f, € A(K)T. To see that A(K)" is pointed, simply
observe that if f € A(K)"T N (—A(K)"), then for every x € K we have 0 < f(x) <0, so f(z) =0 and we
get f = 0. We have already showed in the proof of Proposition 3.10 that span(A(K)") = A(K) and so the
cone A(K)™T is generating. O

One can introduce a natural partial order to A(K) in an intuitive manner: let f € A(K), then f > 0
if and only if f(x) > 0 for all z € K. For f,g € A(K), we have f > g whenever f — g > 0, i.e. whenever
f(x) > g(z) for all x € K. Also we write f < g whenever g > f. One can easily show that this ordering
turns A(K) into an ordered vector space.

Lemma 3.12. A(K) with the ordering > is a ordered vector space, i.e., for f,g,h € A(K) and XA € R} we
have

o f>g implies f+h>g+h;
o > g implies A\f > \g;

o f=Ff;

e f>gandg> f implies f = g;

o f>gand g > h implies f > h.



Proof. Tt is a good exercise to prove the lemma directly. But observe that the the positive cone is exactly
A(K)™T, which, as we know, is convex, pointed cone. And so it follows from Proposition A.8 in Appendix A
that the order generated by A(K)™T, which coincides with the order > endows A(K) with the structure of
ordered vector space. O

We have introduced the effect algebra, one of the two main building blocks of every GPT, as a set of
affine functions with outcomes from the set [0, 1], i.e. as functions f € A(K) such that 0 < f(x) < 1. Clearly
one can use the ordering > on A(K) to characterize the effects as follows:

Proposition 3.13. We have
EK)={feAK):0< f <1k} (3.7

Proof. The result follows from the definition: let f € A(K), then we have 0 < f < 1k if and only if
0< f(x)<1lforallze K. O

Let f,g € E(K) and define hyr : K — R as hy(x) = max(f(z),g(z)) for x € K. Then we clearly
have 0 < hps(x) < 1, but nevertheless in general hy; ¢ E(K). This is because in general hys is not
an affine function; example when hj; is not an affine function can easily be constructed in the boxworld
theory presented in Section 9. In some cases, for example if f > ¢ or in the case of the classical theory
presented in Section 4, hjs is an affine function. Analogical results follow for the function h,, defined as
hm(x) = min(f(x), g(x)). There is one more easy to see result that follows from the definition of >.

Lemma 3.14. Let f,g € A(K). If f > g, then there is h € A(K)™, i.e., h >0, such that f = g+ h.

Proof. Let f > g, let « € K and define h(xz) = f(z) — g(z). Then h € A(K) as it is immediate that
h: K — R is an affine function. Moreover we have h(x) > 0 because f(x) > g(x) as a result of f > g, and
so h € A(K)*. The result follows as we have f = g + h. O

Proposition 3.13 and Lemma 3.14 represent the two use cases of the ordering >: we will use Proposition
3.13 to express a condition that some element f € A(K) is an effect, i.e., that f € E(K), and we will use
Lemma 3.14 to express the decomposition f = g + h in a different way. This can be demonstrated by the
following lemma:

Lemma 3.15. For every f € E(K) there is f+ € E(K) such that f + f+ = 1.

Proof. Since f € E(K), according to Proposition 3.13 we have f < 1k, from which according to Lemma
3.14 we have 1x = f + f+ for some f+ € A(K)*. 1 > f* and f+ € E(K) follows. Another way to prove
the statement is to show that 1x — f > 0, then take fl =1g — f. O

The unit effect 15 has one additional property, that we have already used in the proof of Proposition
3.10: a suitable multiple of 1x can be used to bound any element of A(K) from above. This property can
be generalized as follows:

Definition 3.16. Let f € A(K)' be an element such that for every g € A(K) there is u € R, such that
g < puf. Then we say that f is the order unit of A(K)™.

Lemma 3.17. 1 is the order unit of A(K)™.
Proof. Let g € A(K) and let M = max,cx g(x). Then we have g < M1k. O



3.3. Duality between the state space and the effect algebra

We have already showed how one can start with the state space and construct the effect algebra F(K).
Now we will show that given an effect algebra E(K), we can reconstruct the state space K from E(K). In
the following we will rely on the notions of linear functionals and dual vector space, see Appendix B for a
short introduction to linear functionals, dual vector spaces and dual cones.

Let A(K)* denote the dual vector space to A(K), that is, let A(K)* be the vector space of all linear
functionals on A(K). Let v € A(K)* and f € A(K), then we will denote by (¢, f) the value that v assigns
to f,ie, ¥ : f+ (¢, f). The presented notation is similar to the bra-ket notation for the inner product in
quantum theory, but remember that (1, f) is not an inner product of two vectors, because f € A(K) and
Y € A(K)*, i.e., f and ¢ belong to different vector spaces. That being said, since we are working only in
finite-dimensional spaces, the structure is very similar to an inner product and one can think of (1, f) as a
special type of inner product, which works only for a pair of ¥ € A(K)* and f € A(K), but does not work
for a pair ¢, ¢ € A(K)*, neither for a pair f,g € A(K). This type of inner product-like structure is usually
called pairing or duality in linear algebra textbooks.

The dual cone to A(K)™ is

AK) T ={¢ € A(K)": (1, f) 2 0,¥f € A(K) "}, (3-8)

i.e., A(K)** is the cone of functionals that are positive on the cone of positive functions A(K)T. In terms
of Appendix B, A(K)** = (A(K)™)*.

Lemma 3.18. A(K)*T is a convez, closed, pointed and generating cone.
Proof. The result follows from Lemma 3.11 and Propositions B.6, B.7 and B.8 in Appendix B. O

We can naturally embed K into A(K)** using the following construction: let z € K, f,g € A(K) and
a, B € R, then we have

(af + Bg)(x) = af (x) + Bg(x) (3.9)
and so the expression f(z) is linear in f. It follows that we can define a linear functional x € A(K)** by
(z,f) = f(2). (3.10)

We are abusing the notation by using the same symbol for the point 2 € K and the functional z € A(K)**,
but as we will shortly see, they are in fact isomorphic to each other. Also note that the functional z € A(K)**
is positive by construction, since for every f € A(K)' we must have (z, f) = f(x) > 0. Moreover note that
(x,1x) = 1. We have, up to an isomorphism, K C {p € A(K)*" : (¢,1x) = 1}. We will now show that
also the other inclusion holds.

Theorem 3.19. For every state space K we have
K ={p€ A(K)"™" : (p,1k) = 1} (3.11)
up to an isomorphism.

Proof. We will omit the isomorphism in the proof. Let ¢ € {y € A(K)*T : (p,1x) = 1} and assume
that 1) ¢ K. Then according to the strict hyperplane separation theorem B.10 there is an affine function
f € A(K) such that

(W, f) <0< (@, f) (3.12)
for all z € K; note that we have used that A(K)** = A(K) as proved in Proposition B.4, since f should
actually be a functional on A(K)*. Also note that f is affine on V = {p € A(K)* : (¢, 1x) = 1} = aff(K).
Since (z, f) = f(x) > 0 for all x € K, we must have f € A(K)". Then (¢, f) < 0 is a contradiction with
1 € A(K)*t, so we must have 1) € K. O
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One has to be careful when working with a concrete theory, because although K C A(K)** up to an
isomorphism, one has to take this isomorphism into account when describing states from K by vectors from
V = aff(K) or by vectors from A(K)*. It is usually preferred and more useful to describe states as vectors
from A(K)*, but note that dim(V') + 1 = dim(A(K)*) which has to be taken into account.

A standard approach is to do the following: first find a suitable representation of K C V, this is actually
where we started to build the framework. Then for every z € K, apply the map

. (1) (3.13)

which simply adds the 1 at the end of the vector representation of every state. Then the set
K' = {(’f) :J:EK} (3.14)

K'={pe A(K)™" : (p,1x) =1} (3.15)

is clearly isomorphic to K and moreover

even without the isomorphism. We can formalize this as follows:
Proposition 3.20. Let K C V be a state space, where V = aff(K) then:
(R1) dim(V) + 1 = dim(A(K)*).

(R2) Let K' be as given in (3.14), then K’ is isomorphic to K.

(R8) K' C A(K)*.

(R4) K'={p € A(K)"": (p,1K) = 1}.

Proof. To prove (R1), note that dim(A(K)*) = dim(A(K)), we will show that dim(V) + 1 = dim(A(K)).
Let 0 € V be the zero vector and let f € A(K), then since f is only affine function, not linear, we can have
f(0) # 0. One can see that this is the only difference between affine and linear functions and any affine
function such that f(0) = 0 is actually linear, i.e. if f(0) = 0 then f € V*. It follows that f — f(0)1x € V*
and so every f € A(K) can be described as an ordered pair (i, ¢), where ¢ € V*, o = f— f(0)1x and ¢ € R,
¢ = f(0). For any arbitrary ordered pair (¢, c), let z € K and define

(p,0)(x) = p(z) + cli(x). (3.16)

We get that (¢, c) € A(K), and so the vector space of ordered pairs (i, ¢) is isomorphic to A(K). Note that
the vector space of ordered pairs (¢, c) has exactly one more dimension that V' and so (R1) follows. (R2)
is straightforward, the map described in (3.13) is affine and invertible. To prove (R3), let z € K and let
f € A(K) correspond to the ordered pair (¢, c), where ¢ € V* and ¢ € R, then let

<<5f) (¢, c)> = p(z) +c (3.17)

Notice that this expression is linear in (¢, ¢) and so elements of K’ are functionals on A(K), so K’ C A(K)*.
Finally, to prove (R4), note that K’ C {p € A(K)*" : (¢,1x) = 1} is immediate. We can now use the
strict hyperplane separation theorem B.10 in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 3.19 to show that
K'={pe A(K)"" : (p,1k) = 1}. L
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3.4. Connection to abstract convex effect algebras and order unit spaces

One does not have to start building the formalism of GPTs from the state space K, but a different
approach is to start with the abstract definition of convex effect algebra. We will show that starting from
abstract effect algebras leads to the order unit spaces. Then, we will then show that the formalism of order
unit spaces is equivalent to our framework.

Definition 3.21. An effect algebra is a system (F,0,1,+) where F is a set, 0,1 € FE and + is a partially
defined binary operation. Let a,b € E then we write a L b if a + b is defined. Let a,b,c € E, then it must
hold that:

EAl) If a L bthenalsoblLaanda+b=0+a.

)
EA2) Ifa L band (a+b) Lcthendb Le,al (b+c¢)and (a+b)+c=a-+ (b+c).
)

EA3) For every a € E there is o’ € E such that a L o’ and a +d' = 1.

(
(
(
(EA4) If a L 1 then a = 0.

Effect algebras were defined by Foulis and Bennet in 1994 [111], but equivalent structure of D-posets
was already presented by Kopka in 1992 [112]. Effect algebras were introduced as a generalization of the
projectors in quantum theory and they were heavily investigated, see [113] for a review. Special class of
effect algebras are convex effect algebras.

Definition 3.22. Let E be an effect algebra. E is convez effect algebra if for every a € E and A € [0, 1]
there is an element Aa € E such that for all A, u € [0,1] and a,b € E we have

p(Aa) = A(ua).
If A+ <1, then Aa L pa and Aa + pa = (A + p)a.

CEA1
CEA2
CEA3) If a L b, then Aa L Ab and Aa + Ab = A(a + ).

CEA4) la =

( )
( )
( )
( )

Special class of convex effect algebras are effect algebras which are intervals in real ordered vector spaces.
As we will see, these effect algebras are closely related to our definition of E(K) as in Definition 3.8.

Proposition 3.23. Let V' be a real vector space with a pointed cone C, that is CN—C = {0}. Let v,w € V
and define the partial order > as v > w if and only if v —w € C. This gives V the structure of ordered
vector space, see Proposition A.8. Let u € C then the interval

0,u) ={veV:0<v<u} (3.18)

is a convex effect algebra with the partially defined binary operation of sum of vectors and 1 = u. The conver
structure is given by multiplication of vectors by scalars.

Proof. The proof is straightforward. Let a,b € [0, u], then a L bif and only if a+b € [0, u]. Let a,b, ¢ € [0, u],
thena+b=b+a,and a+b < wifand only if b+a <wu. Ilf a +b < w and (a+ b) + ¢ < u then we have
b+c<a+b+c<u. Wedefine ' = u— a as the unique element such that a + o’ = v and o’ € [0, u] if and
only if @ € [0,u]. At last if @ + u < u then a < 0 but also a > 0 so we must have a = 0. This shows that
[0, u] is an effect algebra.

Keep a,b € [0,u] and let A\, € [0,1]. Clearly we have A(ua) = Apa = p(ra). If A+ p < 1, then
Aa+pa=AN+pa<a<u Ifa+bdb<u, thenalso da+Ab=Aa+b) <a+b<u Atlast, la =ais
trivial. This shows that [0,u] is convex effect algebra. O

Definition 3.24. Let V be a real vector space with a convex, pointed cone C' and let u € C, then we call
[0, u] linear effect algebra.
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The following justifies why we used the term effect algebra in Definition 3.8.

Corollary 3.25. Let K be a state space and let E(K) be the effect algebra over K as given in Definition
3.8. Then E(K) is a linear effect algebra with uw =1, C = A(K)" and V = A(K).

Proof. 1t follows from Proposition 3.13 that we have E(K) = [0,1x] C A(K). O
As we have seen, every linear effect algebra is convex effect algebra. The other implication holds as well.

Theorem 3.26. Every convex effect algebra is affinely isomorphic to a linear effect algebra.

Proof. See [114] for the proof. O

Thus we see that convex effect algebras are isomorphic to linear effect algebras. We will now proceed
to explain how linear effect algebras are isomorphic to order unit spaces. For a definition of ordered vector
space, see Definition A.4.

Definition 3.27. Order unit space (V,<,u) is an ordered vector space (V, <) with an order unit u € V|
which is an element such that for any v € V' there is A € Ry such that v < Au.

Proposition 3.28. There is a one-to-one correspondence between order unit spaces and linear effect alge-
bras.

Proof. We already know that if (V, <,u) is an ordered vector space, then
E=0,ul={veV:0<v<u} (3.19)

is a linear effect algebra, see Proposition 3.23. Let now V be a vector space, C' C V a pointed cone,
u € C and consider the linear effect algebra E = [0,u]. Without the loss of generality, we can assume
that V = span(E); if V' # span(F), then we can replace V and C' with V Nspan(F) and C N span(F).
V = span(FE) also implies V' = span(cone(FE)), see Lemma A.2. It follows that cone(E) is generating, and
so for every v € V there are a,b € E and A\, u € R, such that v = Aa — ub. We then have

v=MAa— pub< la < Au, (3.20)
so w is an order unit, and (V, <,u) is an order unit space. One can also prove that C' = cone(F). O

Thus we have showed that building an operational framework based on convex effect algebras, linear
effect algebras and order unit spaces is equivalent. Now we will proceed to show that this is also equivalent
to our framework based on state spaces. Hence one can, without the loss of generality, choose any of the
possible starting points and obtain the same framework. We already know that given a state space K, F(K)
is a linear effect algebra, see Corollary 3.25. We will now show that given a linear effect algebra E, one can
construct a state space S(E), such that E is an effect algebra on S(E), i.e., such that E = E(S(E)).

For simplicity, we will assume that the cone C used to construct a linear effect algebra [0, u] is closed and
generating. If C' would not be generating, then we can without the loss of generality restrict to span(C). We
assume that C is closed for the sake of simplicity, but this assumption can also be operationally motivated
as in Definition 2.1.

Definition 3.29. Let V be real, finite-dimensional vector space, C C V be convex, closed, pointed, and
generating cone. Let u € C be an order unit and let E = [0,u] be a linear effect algebra. Let C* be the
dual cone to C, see Definition B.5, and let

S(E) = {y € C* : (¢p,u) = 1}. (3.21)

We call S(E) the state space of E.
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Now we can treat S(F) as a state space, we can construct E(S(E)), that is an effect algebra on S(F).
Using that C** = (', see Proposition B.11, one can show that

ES(E)={acC:0<a<u}=F. (3.22)

And so given a linear effect algebra E, we can construct the state space S(F), but we can also use S(FE) to
reconstruct E using (3.22). Hence the framework one would get using linear effect algebras is equivalent to
the framework we get using state spaces.

3.5. Some useful results

In this subsection we will present collection of simple results about state spaces, effect algebras and the
underlying cones. All of these results are easy to prove and we invite the reader to try and do the proofs
themselves.

Lemma 3.30. Let V' be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let K4 C V be a state space. Let Kgp C'V
be another state space such that span(Kp) =V and

Kp C Ky4. (3.23)

Then
E(Ka) C E(Kp). (3.24)

Proof. Note that span(Kp) = span(K 4) implies A(K4) = A(Kp). Let f € E(K4) and let 2 € Kp. From
Kp C K4 we get € K4 and it follows that 0 < (z, f) <1 and so f € E(Kp). O

Lemma 3.31. Let f,g € A(K)T, then f > g if and only if 1x — g > 1 — f.
Proof. We have f > g if and only if —g > —f ifand only if 1x —g > 1x — f. O
Lemma 3.32. Let f,g € A(K)" be such that f > g. If (x, f) =0 for some x € K, then also (x,g) = 0.

Proof. From f > g we get f — g > 0 and we must have (z, f — g) > 0. Using also g > 0 we get (z, f) >
(z,g) > 0. Since (z, f) =0, we get 0 > (x,g) > 0 and so (z,g) = 0. O

Lemma 3.33. Let f,g € E(K) be such that f > g. If (x,g) = 1 for some x € K, then (x, f) = 1.

Proof. Let x € K, then from f > g and f € E(K) we get 1 > (z, f) > (z,g). If (x,g) = 1, then we have
1> (x, f) > 1soweget (x, f) =1. O

Lemma 3.34. For every ¢ € A(K)*" there is some x € K and X € Ry such that ¢ = .

Proof. Let ¢ € A(K)*" and let z = ﬁ?/}. Then we have r € A(K)*" and (z,1x) and so according to
Theorem 3.19 we have x € K. The result follows from ¢ = (¢, 1 ). O

The interpretation of Lemma 3.34 is that K is a base of the cone A(K)**. Let C be a cone, then a base
of C is a convex set B C C such that for every v € C' there are unique € B and A € R, such that v = Az.

Lemma 3.35. For every ¢ € A(K)* there are xz,y € K and A\, u € Ry such that ¢ = Az — py.

Proof. We know that A(K)*T is generating, see Lemma 3.18, so there are ¢, £ € A(K)*T such that ¢ = p—&.
According to Lemma 3.34 there are z,y € K and A, p € Ry such that ¢ = Az, & = py. The result follows. O

Lemma 3.36. Let f € A(K), then f € A(K)™ if and only if (1, f) > 0 for every ¢p € A(K)*T.

Proof. One can either use the result of Proposition B.11 that (A(K)*T)* = A(K)T, i.e., that the dual cone
of A(K)** is again A(K)". Alternatively, using Lemma 3.34 we get that (¢, f) > 0 for all v» € A(K)** if
and only if (x, f) > 0 for all x € K. But if (z, f) > 0 for all z € K, then f € A(K)" by definition. O
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3.6. Order unit norm, base norm and discrimination tasks

We have been so far avoiding specifying the topology on K, A(K) and A(K)*. This was not a burning
issue as we are working with only finite-dimensional vector spaces. We will now introduce the topology by
introducing norms to A(K) and A(K)*. We will assume that the reader is familiar with some basic facts
about normed vector spaces, if not, then we recommend [115]. We will start by introducing the norm to
A(K) since it is just the supremum norm for the functions.

Proposition 3.37. Let K be a state space, f € A(K) and define

Il = sup [(=, )], (3.25)
zeK

then ||| is a norm on A(K).

Proof. Assume that || f]| = 0, then we have (z, f) =0 for all z € K since 0 < |{(z, f)| < ||f||=0and f =0
follows. Let o € R, then clearly

lacf || = sup |az, £)| = |af sup [(z, f)] = | | f] (3.26)
zeEK zeK
and so ||-|| is homogeneous. Finally let f,g € A(K), then we have

If + gl = sup [z, f) + (, g)| < sup [(z, f)| + sup [(y, g)| = [ ]| + [|g]] (3.27)
zeK reK yeK

and so also triangle inequality holds. O
The following gives an equivalent expression for the norm on A(K).

Proposition 3.38. Let f € A(K), then
[fll =inf{A € Ry : =Alg < f < Alg}. (3.28)

Proof. Let f € A(K) and A € Ry be such that —Alx < f < Alg. Then for every x € K we have
=X < {z, f) < A, which implies |{(z, f)| < A and it follows that ||f|| < A, so we get ||f|| < inf{\ € Ry :
—Ag < f <Ak} Let ¢ € K, then by definition of the norm ||-|| we have |(z, f)| < || f||, which is equivalent
to

= A, 1) < (o, f) < AIf I, 1) (3.29)
Since this holds for all z € K, we get — ||f||1x < f < ||f||1x and so we must have inf{\ € R} : —Alx <
f <ALk} <]l O

In every ordered vector space with an order unit one can use the expression on the right hand side of
(3.28) to define an order unit norm. Observe that the order unit norm is defined only using the geometry
of the ordered vector space. Equation (3.28) shows that the supremum norm ||-|| coincides with the order
unit norm, further strengthening the connection between geometry of A(K) and its relation to K.

The following is an immediate result.

Lemma 3.39. Let f € A(K)*, then f € E(K) if and only if || f| < 1.

Proof. If f € E(K), then 0 < (z, f) <1 for all z € K and so || f|| < 1. If || ]| <1, then for every z € K we
have —1 < (f,z) < 1, but since f € A(K)* we have 0 < (z, f) and so we get 0 < (z, f) < 1, which implies
f € E(K). O

Since A(K) is now a normed vector space, we can simply introduce the norm to A(K)* by using the
standard norm for linear functionals.
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Proposition 3.40. Let K be a state space, v € A(K)* and define

[l = sup [, f)], (330)
FeA),|IflI<1

then ||-|| is a norm on A(K)*.

Proof. Let ¢ € A(K)* and let ||1|| = 0, then we have (3, f) =0 for all f € A(K) and so ¢ = 0. Let a € R,
then we have

lagll = sup —a(, f)l =lal  sup (@, f)] = |l [¥]] (3.31)

feA(K),lIflI<1 feA(K)IIflI<1

and so ||-|| is homogeneous. Finally let ¢, ¢ € A(K)*, then we have

[W+eoll= sup  [+eHl< sup [0+ sup o (o, A =10l +lell (3-32)
feA(K), IIflI<1 FEA(K),IfII<1 FEAEK)|IfII<1
and so [|-|| is subadditive. O

Lemma 3.41. Let ¢ € A(K)*, then we have

[l = sup [{¢,2f = D). (3.33)
FEE(K)

Proof. Let g € A(K) be such that ||g|] < 1. According to Proposition 3.38 we have

—1lx <g<lk (3.34)

1
Let now f = 5(1K + g), then clearly f € A(K). Moreover from (3.34) we get

1
0< 50k +9) <1k (3.35)
and so f € E(K). Therefore every g € A(K) such that ||g|] < 1 can be written as g = 2f — 1x where
f e E(K). We get

¥l = sup  [{¥,9)l = sup [(¢,2f —1k)| (3.36)

geA(K),|lglI<1 FeE(K)

which is the desired result. O
Also the norm on A(K)* has an equivalent geometrical expression.

Proposition 3.42. Let ¢ € A(K)*, then

[l = inf {A+pac = da— py, 2.y € K) (3.37)
JMERY

Proof. We will only lay out the key steps of the proof, see [116] for a complete proof. The key steps are:
show that the expression infy ,er, {A+ p : ) = Az — py, x,y € K} defines a norm on A(K)*, then show
that the dual norm on A(K) is the order unit norm, by using the result of Proposition 3.38. One then gets
that ||-|| is the double dual norm, and it is known that the double dual norm coincides with the original
norm, see [117, Theorem 4.3]. O

The expression on the right hand side of (3.37) is called base norm and we can introduce it in any ordered
vector space with a fixed base of the positive cone. The base norm is useful, because it has operational
meaning; for z,y € K the norm ||z — y|| determines the chance of discriminating the states x and y. We
will now define the discrimination task more precisely and we will show exactly how the base norm comes
into play.
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Let zg,z1 € K be two states and consider the following task: we will be given the state xy with probability
(or relative frequency) A € [0,1] or we will be given the state z; with probability 1 — A. Our goal is to
tell which of the states we were given with the highest possible accuracy, i.e., we want to maximize the
probability of our answer being correct. We will call this task the discrimination of xy and z;. Note that A
and 1 — X are usually referred to as a priori probabilities for xg and z; respectively.

We are going to get the answer by performing a ‘yes’-‘no’ measurement in the following sense: given a
state x € {xp,z1} we will perform a ‘yes’-‘no’ measurement corresponding to some f € E(K). Then the
probability of ‘ves’ answer is (z, f) and the probability of ‘no’ answer is 1 — (z, f). If we get the ‘yes’ answer,
we will predict that we were given x = x¢ and if we get the ‘no’ answer, we will predict we were given
x = x1. Note that the assignment of ‘yes’ answer to xg and ‘no’ to x1 is just a convention, we can also assign
the ‘yes’ answer to 1 and ‘no’ answer to zg. There are four possible things that may happen: we either
receive xg or 21 and we either guess xy or x;. Given a choice of f € F(K), we can assign probabilities to
all possible outcomes, see Table 1.

receive xry | receive x7

guess xg (o, f) (w1, f)
guess x1 | 1 —{(xo, f) | 1 —(z1, f)

Table 1: Probabilities of the four possible outcomes of the discrimination task of g and xi.

We have to take into account that we will receive xg with probability A and x; with probability 1 — A,
so for a given f € E(K) the overall success probability psuec(f) is

Psucc(f) = Mo, f) + (1 = M)A = (21, f)). (3.38)
Our goal is to maximize pgucc(f) over all possible choices of f € F(K), we get
Psucc = Sup psucc(f) == (]- - A) + sup <)\£B0 - (]- - )\)Ila f>a (339)
fEEB(K) fEB(K)

where we have used the bilinearity of (-,-), i.e., we have used that Azg — (1 — Nz, € A(K)* and so
Mzo, Y — (1 = XN{x1, f) = (Axg — (1 = Nz, f). Now we want to rewrite (3.39) in such way that we can use
Lemma 3.41 to express the supremum over f € F(K) as a norm of some functional from A(K)*. We get

e = (1= A) 4+ sup (o — (1= N, 2F — 1)+ aig — (1 — A, 1)) (3.40)
fEE(K)
=(1-X)+ % ((Axo —(1=Xz1,1)+ sup (Azg— (1 —N)z1,2f — 1>> (3.41)
fEE(K)
= (1t Az — (L= X)) (3.42)

Thus we have proved the following:

Theorem 3.43. Let xg,z1 € K be two states and consider the task of discriminating between xo and 1.
Let A € [0,1] and 1 — X be the a priori probabilities for xo and x1 respectively, then the mazximal probability
of successfully discriminating xo and x1 is

1
Psuce = 3 (14 [[Azg — (1 = N)aq]]) - (3.43)

We see that psyec depends only on the norm [[Azg — (1 — A)z1||, which in turn shows that the functional
norm ||-|| introduced in Proposition 3.40 is principle an observable quantity, not just a mathematical con-
struct. Base norms were used to analyze discrimination tasks in the past, see e.g. [116, 118]. One can also
connect the base norm of ||z — y||, where z,y € K, to the task of finding the smallest u € [0, 1] such that
(1—p)x+ pzx’ = (1 — p)y + py' for some z’,y" € K, see [119, proof of Theorem 3.2].
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3.7. No-restriction hypothesis and restricted theories

So far we have assumed that every effect from F(K) corresponds to a well-defined ‘yes’-‘no’ question
that, at least in principle, can be experimentally performed. This assumption is in literature called the
no-restriction hypothesis. Theories without the no-restriction hypothesis were recently studied in [120, 121]
and as it was pointed out in [121], it is not trivial to consistently define a theory with restrictions.

A general approach would be to assume that there is a set of effects E C F(K) and only ‘yes’-‘no’
questions corresponding to effects from E are allowed. For this approach to be consistent, we must have
0,1k € E and F must be convex, i.e., conv(E) = E. It is usually assumed that E separates states, i.e., that
for every z,y € K there is some f € E such that (z, f) # (y, f).

Since E C E(K), we also have cone(E) C A(K)". Let cone(E)* be the dual cone to cone(F) given as

cone(E)* ={y € A(K)*: (¢, f) > 0,Vf € E}. (3.44)
We then have A(K)** C cone(E)* and we can define
S(E) ={¢ € cone(E)* : (¢, 1) = 1}. (3.45)

S(E) is the state space corresponding to E and we have K C S(E). We can now see the restricted theory
(K, E) as a pair of state spaces (K, S(F)), such that K C S(F). The interpretation then is that we can
only prepare states from K, but we can only measure measurements that are well-defined on S(FE). In this
sense, we can say that we are either restricted in the states that we can prepare or, equivalently, we can say
that we are restricted in the ‘yes’-‘no’ questions we can ask about the system.

In even more general scenario, one can not only restrict the ‘yes’-‘no’ questions, but also the set of
measurements can have additional restrictions, or the set of allowed transformations can be artificially
restricted. Also one has to make sure that these restrictions are logically consistent in the way that every
transformation is well defined in both Schrodinger picture (as transformation on states) and Heisenberg
picture (as transformation of the effects). For an in-depth treatment of restricted theories see [121].

3.8. Diagrammatic notation

In the upcoming sections we will work with more that one system, we will work with bipartite and tripar-
tite systems, we will work with entangled states and entangled measurements and we will use transformations
that map single systems to bipartite systems and vice-versa. We will use diagrammatic notation to make
the calculations easier to understand, i.e., we will use diagrams to represent some complicated equations.
Diagrammatic notation is often used in frameworks similar to GPTs, see e.g. [32, 44, 90, 104, 105, 122-127].
We are using a modified version of the quantikz library [128] to typeset the diagrams.

Let K be a state space and let x € K, then we will use

(3.46)

to represent the equivalence class of preparations corresponding to x. If it will be needed to specify that x

belongs to K, we will use
(3.47)
K

_@ (3.48)
(3.49)

In a similar fashion, we will use

and

=



to represent f € E(K). For the unit effect 15 € F(K) we will use the symbol

—“I (3.50)

since this is a generalization of the partial trace from quantum theory. We will use

(x, f) = (3.51)

In other words, the closed diagram, i.e., the diagram with no free/unconnected legs, corresponds to a
probability computed by pairing the corresponding state and effect. For the unit effect we have

|| =1 (3.52)

In a similar fashion, one can define equality between non-closed diagrams: let xz,y € K, then x = y is the

= 559

and for f,g € E(K) we have f = g whenever

D 050

One can also introduce equality of non-closed diagrams as follows: note that since x,y € K are equivalence
classes of preparations, then we have © = y whenever (z, f) = (y, f) for all f € E(K). In diagrammatical
notation, this reads:

@G -G - GD-GDwesw e

In other words, two non-closed diagrams are equal whenever all of their possible closures are equal. This is
consistent with our formalism of equivalence classes of preparations, effects and transformations. We will
also use convex combinations of diagrams; for A € [0,1] and z,y € K we define

A=+ -0 = Qera- (3.56)

In analogical way, one can define convex combinations of effects and transformations and one can again
understand the equality of convex combination of non-closed diagrams as equality of convex combinations
of all possible closures. We will also allow an abuse of the diagrammatical notation and we will also use it
for general elements of A(K) or A(K)*. For example, let ¢ € A(K)* and « € R, then we can use

a (3.57)

to denote avp € A(K)*.

4. Example: classical theory

In this section we will present the first example theory: classical theory. Classical theory provides the
simplest possible example and so it is easy to grasp, but we will also need classical theory to introduce
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several important concepts, such as measurements and instruments. Also, there are many important results
about classical theory that we will point out in subsequent sections.

A classical theory is a theory where we have n independent pure states and their convex combinations.
If we number the pure states 1,2,...,n, then a classical theory is a theory where every state is a probability
distribution over the set {1,...,n}, i.e., every state is a set of numbers (p1,...,pn), pi € Ry for all i €
{1,...,n}and >_"" , p; = 1. One can then see that a state is pure if and only if the corresponding probability
distribution is concentrated at a single point, i.e., p; = 1 for some j € {1,...,n} and p; = 0 for ¢ # j.
Moreover, it is easy to see that the pure states must be affinely independent and so the state space must be
a simplex; a simplex S,, is a convex hull of affinely independent points.

Let V be a real finite-dimensional vector space, then {vg,v1...,vx} C V are affinely independent if
the only numbers o; € R, i € {0,1,...,k} such that Zf:o o; = 0 and Zf:o o;v; = 0 are o; = 0 for all
i €{0,...,k}. If {vg,v1 ..., v} are affinely independent, then one can not express any of the vectors v; as
an affine combination of the remaining vectors. Affine independence of {vg,v; ..., vx} is equivalent to linear
independence of {v1 —vg ..., v —vo}. One can also see that if {vg, vy ..., v} are affinely independent, then
their affine hull is k-dimensional.

Definition 4.1. Classical theory is a theory where the state space is a simplex S,, n € N. Any theory
where the state space K is not a simplex will be called non-classical.

Let n € N and let {s1,82...,8,} C V be an affinely indent set of vectors, then

Sy = conv({s1,...,8n}) (4.1)
is a simplex. For any x € S, there are unique numbers \; € R, \; > 0, for alli € {1,...,n}, >0 A\ =1
such that x = Z?Zl Ais;. The uniqueness of the numbers Aq,..., A, follows from affine independence of

{s1,...,8n}. The numbers Aq,...,\, are exactly the probability distribution (pi,...,pn) corresponding to
the state z € S,,.
The effect algebra F(S,,) is generated by the functions by, ...,b, that are given as

(Si,bj> = 6ij (42)

for all 4, j € {1,...,n}, where ¢;; is the Kronecker delta, defined as

)1l i=y
(5,J—{0 oy (4.3)

The functions by, ..., b, are well-defined, because {s1,...,s,} are affinely independent. Note that for any

other f € A(K) we have f = Y I (s;, f)b;. This is easy to see, let x € S,,, z = Y| A\is;, then for all
i€ {1,...,n} we have \; = (z,b;) and so

(@, f) = Nilsis /) =D (@, bi)(si, f) = <$7

i=1 i=1

n <si,f>bi>. (4.4

K2

It is obvious that f € A(K)™ only if (s;, f) > 0, but it follows that then f is a sum of the functions by, ..., b,
with positive coefficients. Moreover f € E(S,) if and only if it is a sum of the functions b,...,b, with
coefficients from the interval [0, 1]. For example, one has

s, = ibr (4.5)
i=1

We will now proceed with exploring the simplest cases. So let n =1, then S; = {s} and we have only a
single state. Then b = 1g, and E(S1) = [0,1] as every f € E(S}) is of the form ulg, for some p € [0,1]. So
S1 is the simplest possible state space as it contains only one state.
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(a) Picture of the state space Sy as subset of A(S2)*. The red (b) Picture of the effect algebra E(S2) as subset of A(S2). The
points are the pure states sp and si, the blue line is the state red points are the effects bg, b1, ls,, the blue lines are the
space Sz, and the black lines are the boundary of the positive boundary of the effect algebra E(S2) and the black lines are
cone A(S2)*T. the boundary of the positive cone A(Sz)T.

Figure 1: Pictures of the state space Sz and effect algebra E(S2).

Let n = 2, then the pure states are usually denoted sg and s1, Sy is isomorphic to the interval [0, 1] and
the state space corresponds to a classical bit. In this case we can introduce the representation

() ()

where sg, s1 € A(S3)* are already represented as functionals. One can pick different representation; we find
these most useful for calculations, but they produce skewed images. For by, b1, 1g, € E(S3) we have

S ) N O S FR

where the pairing is given by the usual Euclidean inner product. See Figure 1la for the picture of the state
space Sy and Figure 1b for the picture of the effect algebra E(S5).
For n = 3, the pure states are denoted s1, so, s3 and S3 is a triangle. We will use the representation

0 1 0
S1 = 0 5 So = 0 , S3 = 1 , (48)
1 1 1

where s1, 52,83 € A(S3)* are again already represented as the corresponding functionals. For the elements
of E(Ss) we have

-1 1 0 0
bh=1-11, bo =101, bs=11]1, 153 =10]. (49)
1 0 0 1

Note that the extreme points of E(S3) are not only by, ba, b3, 15, and 0, but also by + ba, ba + b3, b3 + by. See
Figure 2a for the picture of the state space S3 and Figure 2b for the picture of the effect algebra E(S3).
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(a) Picture of the state space S3 as subset of A(S3)*. The red (b) Picture of the effect algebra E(S3) as subset of A(S3). The
points are the pure states s, s2 and ss, the blue lines are the red points are the effects by, ba, bs, b1 + bz, ba + bz, bs + b1,
edges of the state space S3, and the black lines are the edges of 1s,, blue lines are the edges of the effect algebra E(S3), and the

the positive cone A(S53)**. black lines are the edges of the positive cone A(S3)T.

Figure 2: Pictures of the state space S3 and effect algebra E(S3).

For n = 4, the pure states are

0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
81 = O ) ‘92 = O b} 33 = 0 ) 84 = 1 ) (4']‘0)
1 1 1 1
which are plotted in Figure 3. The effect algebra E(S,) is generated by
-1 1 0 0 0
-1 0 1 0 0
b1 = 11> b2 = ol b3 = ol b4 = BE 154 = 0 (4.11)
1 0 0 0 1

One can again see that the extreme points of E(S4) include not only b1, ba, b3, ba, 1g,,0 but also b; + b; for
i# jand by +b; + by for @ # j # k #4, for i, j,k € {1,...,4}.

5. Tensor products

In this section we will introduce the concept of bipartite and multipartite systems. The idea is simple:
given state spaces K4 and K g, we want to describe an experiment with two parties; traditionally called Alice
and Bob. In the simplest scenario Alice prepares 4 € K4, applies f4 € F(K 4) and Bob prepares xp € Kp,
applies fg € F(Kp). Since both of the experiments are independent, the resulting joint probability for
both Alice and Bob is a product of the respective probabilities, i.e., they both get the outcome ‘yes’ with
probability (x4, fa){zp, fg). In a more complex scenario, the preparation procedures of Alice and Bob
can be correlated. Alice and Bob meet before the experiment and toss an unbiased coin, and based on
the outcome prepare their states. For example if the coin lands on heads, Alice will prepare x4 and Bob
will prepare xpg, but if the coin lands on tails, Alice will prepare y4 and Bob will prepare yg. This is a
valid preparation procedure and we have to have a way of describing it; we refer to this scenario as shared
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Figure 3: Pictures of the state space Sy as subset of V = aff(S4). The red points are the pure states s, s2, s3 and s4, and the
blue lines are the edges of the state space Sy.

randomness, because the outcome of the coin toss is random information shared between Alice and Bob.
In the most general scenario, Alice and Bob can share an entangled state, which can not be prepared using
shared randomness.

5.1. Bipartite scenarios

Our aim si to find a state space K 4p that will describe the bipartite scenario within our current frame-
work. We will introduce several axioms that will fix basic properties of the bipartite state space.

Definition 5.1. A bipartite state space K ap formed from state spaces K4 and Kp must satisfy:

(BP1) Kap must be a valid state space.

(BP2) Forevery x4 € K4 and x5 € Kp, there must be a bipartite state in K 4p that describes the situation
where Alice prepares x4 and Bob prepares zg. Moreover, the identification of the bipartite state
with x4 and xp is affine, meaning that if Alice (or Bob) prepares a mixture of states z1 4 and 3 4,
then this results in a mixture of the respective bipartite states with the same coefficients.

(BP3) For every fa € E(K4) and fp € E(Kp), there must be a bipartite effect in E(K4p) that describes
the situation where Alice applies f4 and Bob applies fg. Moreover, the identification of the bipartite
effect with f4 and fp is linear, meaning that if Alice (or Bob) prepares a mixture or sum of effects
fi1,4 and fa 4, then this results in a mixture or sum of the respective bipartite effects.

(BP4) The unit effect on K 4p is equivalent to Alice applying 15, and Bob applying 1k, .

(BP5) For every zap,yap € Kap there are f4 € E(K4), fg € E(Kp) such that when Alice and Bob
prepare x4p and apply f4 and fp respectively, then the resulting probability is different from the
experiment where Alice and Bob prepare y4p and apply fa and fp respectively. In other words,
applying effects locally is sufficient to distinguish all of the states in K 4.
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Note that (BP2) together with the convexity coming from (BP1) implies that correlated preparations
based on shared randomness between Alice and Bob are included in K 4p. Similar result follows for ‘yes’-
‘no’ questions that are performed based on shared randomness between Alice and Bob. To get more tangible
results, we will use a well-know result from linear algebra that the dual of the vector space of bilinear forms
is a tensor product of the original vector spaces, see [129] or Appendix C. Consider first the scenario where
Alice applies f4 € E(K4) and Bob applies fg € E(Kp). Mathematically speaking, f4 is a linear functional
on A(K4)* and fp is a linear functional on A(Kp)*, since A(K4)** = A(K4) and A(Kp)** = A(Kp), see
Proposition B.4. It then follows that the joint operation of Alice applying f4 and Bob applying fg must
behave as a bilinear functional on pairs of states.

Let zap € Kap, then according to Theorem 3.19 x 45 is a linear functional on effects from E(Kap).
According to (BP3), pairs of effects f4 and fp must be included in F(K 45). When acting on pairs of effects,
T ap is essentially a bilinear functional and so according to Proposition C.8 every x4p must correspond to
an element of A(K4)* ® A(Kp)*. According to (BP5) every x4p must be uniquely characterized by its
action on pairs of effects, therefore every x4 p must be equivalent to an element of A(K4)* ® A(Kp)*. Thus
we have proved the following:

Lemma 5.2. If Kap satisfies (BP1) - (BP5), then
Kap C A(K4)*®@ A(Kp)™. (5.1)

We are now going to construct the possible range of bipartite state spaces K 5. This is only a possible
range, because, as we will shortly see, K p in general is not uniquely specified by the choices of K4 and
Kp. Let x4 € K4 and xp € Kp, then according to (BP2) the pair of states must be represented in Kap.
Following the result of Lemma 5.2, we are going to postulate that the state corresponding to Alice preparing
x4 and Bob preparing zp is x4 ® xp. By using (BP2) we get the smallest possible candidate for K 4p.

Definition 5.3. The minimal tensor product of state spaces K4 and Kp is given as
Kis®Kp=conv({xa®@xp:14 € Ka,2p5 € Kp}). (5.2)

One should check that K4 ® Kp is a valid state space, i.e., that it is a compact convex subset of a
real, finite-dimensional vector space. K4 ® Kp clearly is convex and it clearly is a subset of a real, finite-
dimensional vector space. To see that K4 ® Kp is compact, simply note that by definition K4 ® Kp is
closed and one can easily see that K4 ® Kp is bounded, hence K4 ® K is compact.

The counterpart to minimal tensor product is the maximal tensor product, that will be the largest
possible candidate for K4p. The maximal tensor product will be introduced with the help of (BP3) as
largest possible set of states that is positive on pairs of effects. But to do so, we must first introduce
the description for pairs of effects. For f4 € E(K4) and fp € E(Kp) we are going to denote the effect
corresponding to Alice applying f4 and Bob applying fp as f4 ® fg. Then, analogical to the minimal tensor
product of states, we get the minimal tensor product of effect algebras, given as

E(KA)®E(Kp) =conv ({fa® fp: fa € E(Ka), fg € E(Kp)}). (5.3)

One should in principle check whether F(K 1) ® E(Kp) is a valid effect algebra, i.e., that it is an interval in
an order unit space. One can easily do this by verifying that E(K4)® E(Kp) is a linear effect algebra, as
introduced in Definition 3.24.

Definition 5.4. The maximal tensor product of state spaces K4 and Kp is given as
Ki®&Kp = S(BE(Ka)® E(Kg)), (5.4)
which the same as

Kys®Kp={pecA(Ka)" @ A(Kp)* (¢, fa® fB) > 0,Yfa € E(K4),Yf € E(Kp),
<90a 1KA & ]-KB> = 1}
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K4 ® Kp is a state space by construction, since it was defined in (5.4) as the state space corresponding
to the effect algebra E(K4)® E(Kp). Analogically to the maximal tensor product of state spaces, we can
define the maximal tensor product of effect algebras as

E(Ka)®E(Kp) = E(Ka® Kp) (5.6)
= {’l/} S A(KA) ®A(KB) :0< <37A ®.Z‘B,’L/J> <1,Vaxy € Kg,Vap € KB}. (5.7)

One may be temped to think that K4 ® Kp includes way more states than K4 ® Kp and so it must be
way more useful in information-theoretic tasks, but this is not the case. Even though K4 ® K has a very
rich structure, the corresponding effect algebra F(Ks ® Kg) = E(K4)® E(Kp) contains only separable
effects, i.e., effects of the form f4 ® fp for f4 € E(K4) and fp € F(Kp) and their sums and convex
combinations. It was observed in [1, Section VIL] that if we have access to only separable effects, then we
can not implement neither teleportation nor superdense coding protocols. It was also observed in [35-37]
that for certain classes of state spaces, the set of reversible transformations on K4 & Kp is trivial. We also
want to express K4p as some form of tensor product of K4 and Kg. For this reason, we will change the
notation; from now on we will use K4 ® Kp instead of K 4p.

Definition 5.5. Let K4 and K be state spaces, then we will denote K 4 ® K g the state space corresponding
to the bipartite scenario.

We will also denote
E(Ka)® E(Kp) = E(Ka® Kp). (5.8)

Note that the tensor product of state spaces ® is not a single object, but it is a placeholder for a rule
that has to be specified by a given theory. In practice, ® is usually not defined on all possible state spaces,
but only on a selected class of state spaces that are included in a given theory. For example, in quantum
theory, we use a special rule for the quantum tensor product which is strictly different from the minimal
and maximal tensor products, see Section 8. The quantum tensor product is constructed with the use of
the underlying Hilbert spaces. For a general state space K, there is no underlying Hilbert space and so it
is not clear how to extend the quantum tensor product to a general K. But this is not a problem, because
quantum theory is defined only in terms of quantum state spaces.

The tensor product K4 @ K does not have an established name within the framework of GPTs. That
is because in most applications it is sufficient to consider only bipartite scenarios and so the notation K 4p
is often used. But, as we will see, the notation K4 ® Kp is easier to work with in multipartite scenarios.

Proposition 5.6. For any valid bipartite state we must have
Kis@9KpCKiQKp CKsa®Kp. (5.9)

Proof. Note that K4 ® Kp C K4 @ Kp follows from (BP2), because every zap € K4 ® Kp can be written
as Tap = Yoy Nivia @ yip, where y; 4 € Ka, yip € K, \; € Ry foralli e {1,...,N} and 30 | \; = 1.
It follows from (BP2) that y; 4 @ yi. g € Kap; xap € Kap follows by the convexity of K4p.

Let x4 € Ka®@Kp and fa € E(Ka), fg € E(Kp). According to (BP3) f4® fg must be a well defined
effect on K 4p, i.e., we must have f4 ® fp € E(Kap). So we must have (xap, fa® fp) > 0. It follows from

(BP4) that (zap, 1k, ® 1k,) =1 and so from (5.5) we get xap € K4 ® Kp. O
Corollary 5.7. We have
E(KA)® E(Kg) C E(Kap) C E(Ka)® E(Kg). (5.10)

Proof. The result follows from Proposition 5.6 and Lemma 3.30, since we have

E(K,)®E(Kp) = E(Ks® Kp), (5.11)
E(KA)®E(Kg) = E(Ka® Kp). (5.12)
O
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At last, we will introduce the concepts of separable and entangled states and we will discuss our con-
structions.

Definition 5.8. The states from K 4 @ K p are called separable states. The states from K4 @ K\ K ® Kp,
i.e., the states from K4 ® Kp that are not separable, are called entangled states.

One can, of course, ask whether we actually need all of the axioms (BP1) - (BP5). (BP1) is necessary, as
it only ensures that K4 ® Kp is a state space. (BP2) and (BP3) are in some sense dual to each other and
their goals are only to allows the natural scenarios where Alice and Bob do not interact and are unaware of
each others existence. One could in principle drop (BP4), since the unit effect of E(K4)® E(Kpg) can be
fixed by its action on separable states and this yields the unit effect of E(K4) ® E(Kp) to be 1x, ® 1, if
separable states are generated by states of the form z4 ® xp for x4 € K4, x5 € K. But one can also use
(BP4) more explicitly to start the construction from order unit spaces corresponding to the effect algebras
E(K,) and E(Kp), hence we keep it in the list of assumptions.

At last, one can discuss (BP5). This assumption is often called tomographic locality or local distinguisha-
bility and it was used as an axiom for the derivation of quantum theory in [89]. Without (BP5) we can
have states in K 4p that contain information hidden to Alice and Bob and which is only available when you
can manipulate the whole state. It is being discussed whether physical theories should obey tomographic
locality and theories without tomographic locality are actively researched [130, 131].

5.2. Multipartite scenarios

In this section, we will investigate what additional assumptions one needs to make to describe scenarios
including more than two parties. So let K 4, K, K¢ be state spaces. How do we then define the tripartite
state space Kapc? Clearly one option is to first form the bipartite state space K4 ® Kp and then add
K¢, so that we get (K4 ® Kp)® Kc. Other option is to first form Kp ® K¢ and then add K4 to obtain
Ki®(Kp® Kc). Tt is natural to require that both of these construction yield the same result.

Definition 5.9. The tensor product of state spaces ® must be associative, i.e., we must have
(Ka®Kp)® Ko = Ka®(Kp® Ke). (5.13)

We are now going to do three things: as first, we are going to show that if the tensor product of state
spaces is associative, then so is the tensor product of effect algebras. Then we will prove that both the
minimal tensor product ® and the maximal tensor product & are associative. Finally, we are going to show
a list of five identities that follow from the associativity of ® and that correspond to the pentagon diagram
in category theory.

Proposition 5.10. Let K4, Kg, K¢ be state spaces. If ® is an associative tensor product of state spaces,
then we have

(E(Ka)®E(Kp))® E(Kc) = E(Ka)®(E(Kp)® E(Kc)). (5.14)

Proof. We have
(E(KA)®E(Kp))®E(K¢) = E(Ka®Kp)®E(Ke) = E(Ka® Kp)® K¢) (5.15)
=E(Ka®(Kp®Kc)) = E(Ka) @ E(Kp® Kc) (5.16)
= E(Ka)®(E(Kp) ® E(Kc)). (5.17)
O

Proposition 5.11. The minimal tensor product ® is associative.

Proof. Let K4, Kp, K¢ be state spaces. Denote
Ki®Kp® Ko =conv({xa®@2p @20 :24 € Ka,2p € Kp, 20 € Kc}.) (5.18)
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We clearly have

(Ka®Kp)® Ko C Ka® Kp® K, (5.19)
KA®(KB®K0)CKA®KB®K0, (520)

which one can show by simply writing out the general element of (K4 ® Kp)® K¢ and K4 ®(Kp ® K¢).
Let xapc € KA®KB®KC, then

N

TABC = Z AilYi,A @ Yi,B ® Yi,c (5.21)
i=1

for some y; 4 € Ka, yip € Kp, yic € Ko, \i € Ry fori € {1,...,N} and > | \; = 1. Then zapc €
(Ka® Kp)® Ke since y; 4 ®Yip € Ka® Kp and y; ¢ € Ko. Also zape € Ka®(Kp®Kc) asyia € Ka
and y; 5 @ yi,c € Kp® K¢. So we have

(Ka®Kp)®Kc =Ky Kp® Ko =Ka®(Kp®Ke). (5.22)
O
Corollary 5.12. The mazimal tensor product of effect algebras is associative.
Proof. The result follows from E(K4)® E(Kp) = E(K4 ® Kpg) and Proposition 5.10. O
Proposition 5.13. The mazimal tensor product ® is associative.

Proof. By definition, we have
(Ka® Kp)® Ke = {p € A(Ka)" ® A(Kp)* ® A(Kc)" :(p, fap ® fo) >0,
Vfap € E(Ka) ®E(KB),VfC € E(Kg), (5.23)
<g0,].KA X ]‘KB ® ]'KC> = 1}
Since fap € E(K4)® E(Kp) can be written as a convex combination of the elements of the form f4 ® fz,
where fy € E(K4) and fp € E(Kp), we get
(Ka®Kp)® Ko ={pe A(Ka)* ® A(Kp)" @ A(Kc)" (¢, fa® fB ® fc) >0,
Vfa € E(Kja),
Vfp € E(Kp), (5.24)
Vfc € E(Kc),
<QP, lKA ® lKB ® 1KC> = 1}

It follows that since fp ® fo € E(Kp)® E(K¢) for all fg € E(Kg) and fc € E(K¢), we get

(KA ®KB) ®KC = {30 S A(KA)* X A(KB)* X A(Kc)* Z<(p,fA ® fBC> >0,
Vfa € E(Ka),Vfpc € E(Kg)® E(Kg), (5.25)
<<p, 1, @1k, ® 1Kc> = 1}.

One can see that the right hand side of (5.25) is exactly the definition of K4 ®(Kp ® K¢) and so the result
follows. O

Corollary 5.14. The minimal tensor product of effect algebras is associative.

Proof. The result follows from E(K4)® E(Kp) = E(Ka ® Kp) and Proposition 5.10. O
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Proposition 5.15. Let K4, Kg, Ko, Kp be state spaces. For a tensor product of state spaces @ it holds
that

(Ka®Kp)®(Kc®@Kp)=Kas@(Kp®(Kc®Kp)) =Ks@(Kp®Kc)®Kp) (5.26)
= (Ka®(Kp®@Kc))@Kp = (Ka®Kp)@Ke)®@Kp (5.27)

which can be also written as the following diagram of equalities:

(Ka®@ Kp)®(Kec® Kp)

vk

Proof. The result follows by repeated application of (5.13). O

The importance of Proposition 5.15 is hidden in (5.28). (5.28) corresponds to the pentagon diagram that
is key in defining monoidal categories. Monoidal categories are very general mathematical structures that
generalize tensor products of various objects. Our current framework can be formulated as a category of
state spaces and (5.28) shows that the tensor product of state spaces @ gives it the structure of a monoidal
category. There is a slight caveat: as we have already explained, ® does not have to be defined for all state
spaces, but only for selected state spaces. Therefore, to be more precise, one can show that a collection of
selected state spaces for which ® is defined is a monoidal category. From now on we will assume that the
tensor product ® is associative and always defined whenever needed.

5.8. Diagrammatic notation for multipartite scenarios

We will now explain, how to use diagrammatic notation in multipartite scenarios. So let x4 € K4 and

zp in Kp, then we will use
TA
KA (529)

yap [Fa (5.30)
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to denote a general yap € K4 ® Kp. Similarly for effects, we will use

Ka

'\ '\
D>

(5.31)

Kpl ' B

to denote the state f4 @ fp € E(K4)® E(Kp). We will use

= Joas ) (5.32)
Kp

E(Kp). For yap € Ka®@ Kp and gap € F(K4) ® E(Kp) we then have

yap |Ka 9AB )= (yaB,9AB)- (5.33)
Kp

In the future, we will mostly omit the wire labels that specify the respective state spaces

to denote a general gap € E(K4)®

5.4. Partial trace and monogamy of entanglement

Let K4, Kp be state spaces, let zap € Ka ® Kp and let fg € E(Kp). Can we define

(5.34)

and does it have any meaning? We will first show that the object in (5.34) has a valid mathematical meaning,

then we will proceed with proving some of its properties as well as more general results about entanglement
Note that the inline equivalent of object in (5.34) is (idx, ®f5)(xaB)

TAB

= (idk, ®fB)(TaB),
B

H ‘

(5.35)

where idg, denotes the identity map idg, : A(K4)* — A(K4)* and fp si now treated as a linear map
fB: A(Kg)* — R. Then idg, ®fp is a linear map idg, ®fp : A(Ka)* ® A(Kp)* — A(K4)*.

The object in (5.34) has an unused output wire in the K4 system, so for any g4 € E(K,4) we can
construct

TAB = <£EAB,gA®fB>. (5.36)
In other words, the object in (5.34) behaves as a functional on A(K4) and so we must have
TAB € A(Ka)". (5.37)

To better demonstrate our point, assume that x4p = ya ® yp for some y4 € K4 and yg € Kg. We then
have

TAB

<
lﬁ

= (ys./3) . (5.38)
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Since A(K4)* ® A(Kp)* = span({ya @ yp : ya € Ka,yp € Kp}, it follows that we can also define the
object in (5.34) by writing z4p as linear combination (with possibly non-positive coefficients) of product
states y4 ® yp and using (5.38). Let us summarize the results so far.

Proposition 5.16. Let zap € Ka® Kp and let y; 4 € Ka, yip € Kp, a; €R fori € {1,...,N} be such
that o = Zfil ;YA QYip. Let fp € E(Kp) and let o4 € A(Ka)* be given for ga € A(K4) as

(¢a,94) = (raB,94 @ [B). (5.39)

Then we have

TAB Zal (i, fB) (Yia b— = (wa (5.40)
_. Gt = (]

Proof. Let x = Zi\; ;i A @ yi B, then we have

Yi, A

N N
TAB . ;az in . Zaz Yi, B7fB @_ (541)

7 ’ =1

and so we have proved the first equality in (5.40). To prove the second equality, first note that if 11,19 €
A(K)* are such that for all f € A(K) we have (Y1, f) = (19, f) then ¥ = 9. Moreover, it is sufficient to
check the equality only for all f € E(K), since A(K) = span(E(K)). So now let g4 € E(K4), then we have

=(24B,94 @ fB) = (YA, 94) (5.42)

and the second equality in (5.40) follows. O

One can easily prove many other results similar to Proposition 5.16, such as:

1. Let xapc € K4 ® Kp® K¢ and fc € E(ch)7 then

Tape —— € A(K4)* ® A(KB)*. (5.43)

2. Let x4 € K4 and fap € E(Ka)® E(Kp), then

ﬁ

fap )€ A(Kp). (5.44)

3. Let x4p € K4 ® Kp and fBc € E(KB)®E(KC), then

TAB

] € A(Ko) ® A(K 4)*. (5.45)
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Let again 145 € K4 ® Kp and fg € E(Kpg) and note that for g4 € E(K ) we have

—.QA
TAB . = <a:AB,gA ® fB> > 0. (5.46)
So we get

TAB € A(K )t (5.47)

from which the next result easily follows.

Proposition 5.17. Let zap € Ka® Kp and fp € E(Kg), then there is ya € Ka such that

TAB :<xAB,1KA®fB> (5.48)

Proof. We already know that for every ¢ € A(K)*' there must exist ya € K4 and A € Ry such that
© = A\ya, see Lemma 3.34. So from (5.47) we get

((zan = (5.49)

for some A € R,. By applying the unit effect to the free leg, we get

_“|
o = || = (5.50)
cr

which concludes the proof. U

Corollary 5.18. Let zap € KA ® Kg, then

TAB (5.51)

i“l € Ky.

Proof. Follows from Proposition 5.17. O

The process of applying the unit effect to one leg of a bipartite state zap € K4 ® Kpg, i.e., the map

TAB — | TaB (5.52)

- —“|
is called partial trace. The name comes from quantum theory, where this construction corresponds to
the partial trace over a subspace of the Hilbert space. Partial trace is an important concept, because it
describes the local state that Alice (or Bob) have at their disposal when they work with the bipartite state

zap € K4 ® Kp. Partial trace is also a key concept in monogamy of entanglement, which is the following
result.
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Theorem 5.19. Let x5 € K4 Q@ Kp be such that

Tap i“l = (5.53)

where ya is a pure state. Then xap = ya ® zp for some zp € Kp, i.e.,

TAB = (5.54)

Proof. The proof can be found in [17, Lemma 3.]. We will provide exactly the same proof, only formulated
in the language presented so far. Let fp € E(Kp), then also 1, — fp € E(Kp), see Lemma 3.15. We have

TAB —“| =| zaB +( zaB _@ (5.55)

which one can check by applying g4 € E(K4) to the free leg and observing, that the equality holds.
According to Proposition 5.17 we must have

TAp = (zap, 1k, ® fB) (5.56)
B

and

— 1k, — fB

TAB j = (xaB, 1k, ® 1k, — [B)) (5.57)

for some z4,w4 € K4. So we have

TAB i“ = (raB,1k, ® fB) + (zaB, 1k, @ (1x, — fB)) (5.58)
|

Using (5.53) we get

= (zaB, 1k, @ f5) + (1= (zap, 1k, @ f5)) (5.59)
Since y4 is a pure state, we must have z4 = wa = y4. This is an important point, because in general w4

and z4 would depend on the choice of fg, but since y4 is a pure state, we have z4 = wa = ya, and so for
all fp € E(Kp) we get the same z4 and wa. Let us denote

TAB :“I = (5.60)
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where zp € Kp. Let now g4 € E(K 4), then using (5.56) we get

ya
= (zaB, 1k, ® [B) ga) = (5.61)

g

\
S
'? ;

TAB

where we have used that

_“|
(aB, 1k, ® fB) =| TaB = (5.62)
It follows from (5.61) that for any g4 € E(K4) and fp € E(Kp) we have
(aB,94 ® fB) = (ya ® 28,94 ® [B) (5.63)
and so we must have 45 = y4 ® zp as a result of tomographic locality of the tensor product. O

5.5. Existence of entanglement

We have already argued that the minimal and maximal tensor products are the smallest possible and
largest possible choice of the bipartite state space. In Proposition 5.6 we showed that for any two state
spaces K4, Kpg, we have K4 @ Kg C K4 & Kg. If we would have K4 @ K = K4 & Kp, then the choice of
the bipartite state space would be unique, but also all bipartite states would be separable and there would
be no entangled states in K4 ® K. It is intuitive to expect that entanglement does not exist in classical
theory. One can easily prove the following, slightly more general result.

Proposition 5.20. Let K be a state space and let S, be a simplez, i.e., a classical state space. Then
K®S,=K®S8,. (5.64)
and S, @ K =85, ® K.

Proof. Clearly if K® S, = K®S, then also S, ® K = S,, ® K because the definitions of minimal and
maximal tensor products are symmetric. So let S,, = conv({s1,...,s,}) be a simplex with pure states
S1,...,5n. Let b1,...,b, € E(S,) be the effects such that (s;,b;) = ¢;; for all ¢,j € {1,...,n}. Also
remember that {si,...,s,} is a basis of A(S,)* and {by,...,b,} is a basis of A(S,). Let y € K ®S,,, then
there are {v1,...,v,} C A(K)* such that y = >, v; ® s;, see Lemma C.5. Since we have

K

= (5.65)

it follows from Proposition 5.17 that v; € A(K)*T, ie., v; = M\ax; for some z; € K, A\; € Ry for all
i€{l,...,n}. So we have

i=1
Hence we have proved that K ® S,, C K ® S,,, from which the result follows. O

One can now ask, whether Proposition 5.20 gives also sufficient condition for non-existence of entangled
states. This problem was in the context of tensor products of the underlying cones already investigated in
[132, 133] but it was only recently solved in [134].

Theorem 5.21. Let K4, Kg be state spaces, then we have Ky ® Kp = K4 & Kp if and only if at least
one of the state spaces is a simplex, i.e., if and only if we have K4 =S, or Kg = 5,.

Proof. See [134]. O
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6. Channels, measurements and instruments

We finally get to describe transformations of systems. There are in principle three different types of
transformations: channels, measurements and instruments. Channels map states to states and they describe
some manipulation of the system, e.g., time-evolution. Measurements map states of a given system to
probability distributions over measurement outcomes, they describe the measurement process in the sense
that they give us the probabilities of occurrence of the outcomes. Instruments describe the measurement
process by mapping a state to weighted set of post-measurement states.

We will argue that measurements and instruments are special kinds of channels. This may appear as
counter-intuitive at first, since physically channels and measurements are different object. We already know
from Section 4 that probability distributions correspond to classical state spaces, and so measurement as a
map from states to probability distributions can be described as a channel from a given state space K to
classical state space S,,. Similarly, instruments can be described as channels from K to K ® 9,,.

6.1. Channels

Channel is a transformation of a system that can be either appended to a preparation procedure, or
prepended to a measurement procedure, such that mixtures are preserved. Let us unpack this statement:
since channel should transform a state to something measurable, it must map states of one system to states
of other system. Moreover, we require that channels preserve mixtures, which just implies that a channel is
an affine map between state spaces.

Definition 6.1. Let K4, Kp be state spaces. Channel ® from K4 to Kp is an affine map ® : K4 — Kp,
ie., for all x4,ya € K4 and X € [0,1] we have

B(Aza + (1= Nya) = A0(za) + (1 — N)D(ya). (6.1)

We will denote the set of all channels ® : K4 — Kp by C(K4, Kp). We will use the shorthand C(K) for
channels ® : K — K, i.e., C(K) = C(K, K).

Since A(K4)* = span(K4) and A(Kp)* = span(Kp), we can easily extend ® to a linear map ® :
A(K4)* — A(Kp)* as follows: let vq € A(K4)*, then according to Lemma 3.35 we have vq4 = A\xa — uya
for some z4,ya € K4 and A, p € Ry. Then we have ®(v4) = A®(x4) — pP(y4). One can check that then
D : A(K4)* — A(Kp)* is a linear map. Since ® : A(K4)*" — A(Kp)*", the map ® is called positive. We
will now present examples of channels one can find in every GPT.

Ezample 6.2. Let K be a state space and let idx € C(K) be the identity map, given as idg(z) = =
for all z € K. It is straightforward to check that idg is a channel and that the induced linear map
idg : A(K)* — A(K)* is positive linear map. idg is usually called the identity map, the identity channel,
or just identity.

Ezample 6.3. Let K 4, Kp be state spaces, let 25 € Kp be a fixed state and define a channel 7, € C(K4, Kpg)
as 7, (ya) = zp for all y4 € Ka. To see that 7, is a channel, we need to verify that it is affine. So let
ya,z4 € K4, A €0,1], then we have

Me(ya) + (L =XN)7e(za) =dzp+ (1 = Nzp =2 =1:(Aya + (1 — N)z4a) (6.2)
and so 7, is affine and a channel. 7, is usually called the constant channel. When extended to a linear map
Ts P A(Ka)* — A(Kp)*, we get 7, (va) = (va, 1, )zp for va € A(K4)*. This is easy to derive, for every
va € A(K4)* there are ya,2z4 € K4 and A\, u € Ry such that vq4 = Aya — pza and by linearity we get

T2(va) = To(Aya — pza) = AMu(ya) — pra(za) = (A — p)op (6.3)

and the result follows from (v4,1lx,) = A — p.

34



Ezample 6.4. Let K 4, Kp be state spaces and let idx, ®1k, € C(Ka ® Kpg, K 4) be the partial trace map,
ie., for xap € K4 ® Kp we have

idKA ®1KB | TaB Ka s TAB (64)

Ka
7 ]l

To see that idx, ®1k,, is a channel note that we have already showed that (idx, ®1k,)(xap) € K4 in
Corollary 5.18, we only need to argue that idy, ®1f,, is affine. So let 1ap,yap € Ka® Kg, A € [0,1] and
fa € E(K4), then

((dr, @1kg)(AzaB + (1 = Nyas), fa) = (Avap + (1 = N)yap, fa ® 1ky) (6.5)
= Mzap, fa ®@1kg) + (1 = A\{(yan, fa @ Lky) (6.6)
= M(idk, ®1k,)(Tap), fa) + (1 = M)((idx, @1k, )(yaB), f{x> |
6.7
and so

(idr, ®1k,)(ATap + (1 = Nyap) = Midk ,, ®@1k,)(vap) + (1 = N)(idk, ®@1k,)(yaB) (6.8)
follows.

Lemma 6.5. Let 1,95 € C(K4,Kp) be channels and let A € [0,1], then also their conver combination
APy + (1= A) g, given forza € Ka as (AP1+(1—=N)P3)(z4) = AP1(x4)+ (1 —AN)P2(x4) is also a channel.

Proof. Let x4 € Ky, since ®1, P, are channels, we have ®1(x4) € Kp and Py(z4) € Kpg, so ADq(z4) +
(1 = X)P2(x4) € Kp follows by convexity of Kp. So A®; + (1 — A\)®y € C(K 4, Kp), it is straightforward to
verify that A®; + (1 — A)®5 is also affine. O

Ezample 6.6. Let x € K be a fixed point and let 7,, € C(K) be the corresponding constant channel and let

A € [0, 1], then we have Aidg +(1 — \)7, € C(K), given for y € K as (Aidg +(1 — A7) (y) = Ay + (1 — Nz
We will use

[ | 6.9

Ka & Kp ( )

to denote the channel ® € C(K 4, Kp). Let x4 € K4, then

D(za) — = 2] (6.10)

denotes the state ®(z4) € Kp. Note that for channels ®; € C(K 4, Kg), ®2 € C(Kp, K¢) we will use

- o)

where @9 0 ®; € C(K4,K¢), (P20 P1)(xa) = Po(P1(xa)) for x4 € Ka, i.e. we use o to denote the
composition (also called concatenation) of channels. The identity channel idg € C(K) will be represented
by a plain wire, i.e.,

idg = — (6.12)
Let ® € C(K4,Kp) and fp € E(Kp), then we can construct

9] € B(Ky). (6.13)
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The object in (6.13) belongs to E(K 4) because for every 24 € K4 we have

= (6w € 0.1 (6.4

since ®(z4) € Kp. We will denote

G- - —[r 0 (619

where ®* : F(Kp) — E(K4) is the induced map. One can easily check that it extends to a linear map
O*: A(Kp) = A(K4).

Definition 6.7. Let ® € C(K 4, Kp) be a channel, then the adjoint map ®* : E(Kp) — E(K4) is a linear
map defined by (6.15), or equivalently, ®* : E(Kp) — E(K4) is the unique linear map such that for all
x4 € Ky and fp € E(Kp) we have

(®(z4), fB) = (24,2 (fB))- (6.16)

We already said that a channel can be seen both as appending instruction to preparations, but also
as prepending instructions to measurements. The original channel ® € C(K 4, Kp) was mapping states
to states and so it was appending instructions to a preparation procedure; we usually refer to this as the
Schrodinger picture. The adjoint map ®* : E(Kp) — E(K4) is prepending instructions to measurement
procedures; we usually refer to this as the Heisenberg picture. Both of the maps ® and ®* are different
descriptions of the same thing. The following is an important and often used result about the adjoint map
of a channel.

Proposition 6.8. Let K4, Kp be state spaces and let © € C(Ka, Kg) be a channel. Then the adjoint map
O* : E(Ka) — E(Kp) is unital, i.e., we have ®*(1x,) = 1k ,.

Proof. Let x4 € K4, then we have
(A, @ (1kp)) = (Pal(za) 1kp) =1 (6.17)
and so we must have ®*(1x,) = 1k,. O

We will now construct a useful mathematical representation of channels. Let ® € C(K4, Kp). Since ®
can be extended to a linear map ® : A(K4)* — A(Kp)*, it follows from Proposition C.8 that this linear
map corresponds to a vector from A(K4) ® A(Kp)*. And so, by omitting the isomorphism, we can write
® € A(Ka)® A(Kp)*. It then follows that there are g; 4 € A(Ka) and w; p € A(Kp)*, i € {1,...,n} such
that ® =" | g; 4 @ w; p. Then for vg € A(K4)* and fg € A(Kp) we have

n

(®(va), fB) =Y _(va,gi.a){wis, fB). (6.18)

i=1
It follows that for vq € A(K4)* we have

n

P(va) = Z<UA’ 9i, A)Wi,B- (6.19)

=1

For x4 € K4 and fp € E(Kp) we get (®(x4), fg) > 0 which means that ® € A(K ) ® A(Kp)* must be
positive in some sense. We can use this property together with Proposition 6.8 to characterize all channels
as s subset of A(K4) ® A(Kg)*.
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Proposition 6.9. Let K4, Kp be state spaces, then
C(Ka,Kp) ={® € A(KA)T®A(Kp)*" : ®*(1k,) = 1k, }, (6.20)
where
AKA)TOAKR)* T ={v € A(K4A)RA(KB)* : (v,54@fB) > 0,Vzs € A(K4)*",Vfp € A(Kp)t}. (6.21)

Proof. We will first prove that if ® € C(K 4, Kp) is a channel, then ® € A(K4)" ® A(Kp)*t. Let x4 € K4,
fB € E(Kp), then we have

<<I)a Ta® fB> — <(I)({ITA)7 fB> 2 Oa (622)
where we have used the isomorphism between linear maps and elements of tensor product, see Proposition
C.8. Tt follows that we have ® € A(K4)* ® A(Kp)*T and since we already know that ®*(1x,) = 1, see
Proposition 6.8, we get

Pe{VeAKs)TQAKR) T : U*(1g,) = 1k, }- (6.23)
Now let ® € A(K4)" @ A(Kp)*t be such that ®*(1g,) = 1k, and let x4 € K4. Then we can define
v € A(Kp)* as the unique element such that for all fg € E(Kp) we have

(v, fB) = (®,24 ® [B). (6.24)

We have (vg, fg) > 0 and so vg € A(Kp)**t. Moreover we also have (vg,1k,) = 1 and so it follows from
Theorem 3.19 that vg € Kp. Hence we can define ®(zp) = vp and so ® corresponds to a map K4 — Kp;
one can easily check that ® defined like this is affine map. So it follows that ® € C(K 4, Kp). O

The result above is extremely important, because it shows that we can treat the set of channels C(K 4, Kg)
as a state space. One can easily check that C(K, Kp) is a base of a positive cone A(K )t & A(Kg)*™ N
span(C(K4,Kp)). This is an important result, because it follows that if we would be interested in, for
example, discrimination of channels, we can use the result of Theorem 3.43. It also follows that we do not
have to develop a separate theory of channels, or a separate theory of superchannels, that is maps that map
channels to channels, all of these theories are already included in our formalism.

Corollary 6.10. Let S2, SB be simplexes, given by their extreme points
SA = conv({s1.4,---,5n.4}), SB = conv({s1,B,.--,5m.B}) (6.25)
Then
c(Si, S8

) ={® e ASHTRA(SE) ™ : ®*(1ga) =155} (6.26)

and for s4 € S2 we have

= ZZV” 54,bi.4)85.8, (6.27)

i=1 j=1
where b; 4 € E(S,) are the functions such that (b; a,sk,.a) = S for i,k € {1,...,n}. v;; € Ry are such
that Z;”:l vij =1 forallie{1,...,n}.
Proof. (6.26) follows from Propositions 6.9 and 5.20. Note that
A(S2) & A(SE) = convcone({b;a @ s;5 i €{1,...,n},j € {1,...,m}}), (6.28)

so we must have o
:ZZ vijbia ® 8j . (6.29)

We then have

n

‘I’*(lsB :ZZV” SjBaISB ZA*ZZV” i, A (630)

i=1 j=1 =1 j=1
Since we must have ®*(1gs) = 1ga = > " b a, we get >0 vy = 1. O
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6.2. Measurements

As we have already pointed out, measurements are maps that map states to probability distributions; we
will consider only probability distributions over finitely many possible outcomes. We have already discussed
in Section 4 that such probability distributions are in one-to-one correspondence with states on a classical
state space S,,. Hence a measurement is a channel from a state space K to S,.

Definition 6.11. n-outcome measurement is a channel m € C(K, Sy,).

We will simply use the word measurement when the number of outcomes will not be important. We
immediately have the following:

Proposition 6.12. Let m € C(K,S,) be a measurement, then m € A(K)* ® A(S,)*", where
A(K)Y @ A(S,)*" = conveone({f @ s: f € E(K),s € S,}). (6.31)

Proof. The result follows from Proposition 6.9, since we must have A(K)™ ® A(S,)*T = A(K)T ® A(S,)*"
which follows from Proposition 5.20. O

Let s1,...,8, be the pure states in S,, so that we have S, = conv({s1,...,s,}) and A(S,)*T =
span({s1,...,sn}). Let m € C(K, S,,) be a measurement, then according to Proposition 6.12 there must be
fi € E(K), i€ {1,...,n} such that

m=> f;®si. (6.32)
=1

Then for x € K we have

n

m(z) =Y (x, fi)s:. (6.33)
i=1
According to Proposition 6.8 we must have (m(z),1g,) = 1, which implies Y. | (z, f;) = 1 for all z € K
and so >, fi = 1g,. Thus we have proved the following

Proposition 6.13. n-outcome measurement m € C(K,S,) is uniquely defined by effects {f1,...,fn} C
E(K) such that Y., fi = 1g,.

Proof. The only thing that remains to be proved is the uniqueness of the set {f1,..., fn}. Let {b1,...,b,} C
E(S,) be the effects such that (s;,b;) = d;; for all i, j € {1,...,n}. Let m € C(K,S,) and let € K, then
we have (z,m*(b;)) = (m(x),b;) = (z, f;) and so f; = m*(b;), where m* is adjoint map of m. So f; is
uniquely given by m. U

The result above shows an equivalence between our operational definition of a measurement and the
definition that is often used in quantum information theory, where measurements are often introduced as
collections of effect. It follows from Proposition 6.13 that the two definitions are equivalent and we can
without loss of generality either describe a measurement as a collection fi,..., f,, where f; € E(K), for
ief{l,...,n}and > | fi=1g,orasamap m: K — S,, m(z) =Y 1", fi(z)s;.

Let n = 2 and consider the two-outcome measurement, i.e., channels mqs € C(K, S3). In this case, my is
uniquely specified by the two effects {f, g} C E(K). Since we must have f+g = 1x, we have g = 1x — f and
S0 mg is uniquely specified by f,1x — f, or equivalently, ms is uniquely specified by a choice of f € E(K).
Hence we get:

Corollary 6.14. The set of two-outcome measurements is isomorphic to E(K).

This was an expected result, because we have introduced E(K) as the set of classes of equivalence of
all possible ‘yes’-‘no’ questions. A ‘yes’-‘no’ question is nothing else than a two-outcome measurement with
some labels assigned to the outcomes. And so the result above only shows that our framework is consistent.
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6.3. Instruments

Consider the scenario where we are not only interested in the statistics of a measurement, but also in
the post-measurement state, that is in the state of the system after performing the measurement. There
are several things to consider: the map from input state to post-measurement state should be a channel,
because the post-measurement state has to be a well-defined state. But the map from input state to post-
measurement state can depend on the outcome of the measurement; for example in quantum theory it
is natural that the post-measurement state is described by an eigenvector corresponding to the observed
eigenvalue.

Definition 6.15. Instrument is a channel Z € C(K, S, ® K) that describes the measurement and the
resulting post-measurement state.

One can clearly generalize an instrument to the case when post-measurement state belongs to a different
system, in that case it would be Z € C(Ka,S,® Kpg). In diagrammatic notation, an instrument Z is

represented as
Sn (6.34)
K

Let x € K and let Z : K — S, be an instrument, then Z(z) € S,, ® K and so we have Z(z) = E?:l Ajs; ®@y;
where s1,...,s, are the extreme points of S,,, A\; € Ry, y; € K for all j € {1,...,n} and Z?Zl Aj=1. We
then have

(6.35)

(6.36)

then 7, : K — A(K)*" is a map that maps state from K to elements of A(K)**. The maps Z; are exactly
the maps that assign the post-measurement state to an input state « and the normalization (Z;(z),1x) = A;
is exactly the probability of measuring the outcome j. Note that

Sn In_ (6.37)

S" - (6.38)

where m € C(K,S,) is a measurement and for x € K we have m(z) = Z?ﬂ(Ij (x),1k)s;j. So it follows
that we can express Z as

IT=Y) 5®I, (6.39)
j=1

and for z € K we have Z(z) = Z;’:l s; @ Zj(x). Thus we have proved the following:
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Proposition 6.16. Fvery instrument Z : K — S, ® K is of the form given by (6.39), i.e., there are affine
maps Z; : K — cone(K) for j € {1,...,n} such that T =377, s, ® Z;.

Another way to prove Proposition 6.16 would be to use Propositions 6.9 and 5.20. Note that some
authors call the maps Z; instruments and instead of working with Z they define a collection of instruments
Z1,...,Z,, such that Z?Zl Z; is a channel. These two approaches are equivalent.

6.4. Preparations, measure-and-prepare channels

So far, we have identified states and preparation procedures, but one can actually describe preparation
procedures as channels P € C(S7, K). Note that S; = {s} and so the channel acts as P(s) = z for some
x € K. It immediately follows that that the set of all preparations C(S7, K) is isomorphic to K.

Extending the idea of preparations, one can define a conditional preparation as channel P € C(S,, K).
A conditional preparation P € C(S,, K) is essentially a device that can prepare n different states and the
classical input determines, which of the n states will be prepared. Analogically to the result of Proposition
6.13, one can easily prove that for every conditional preparation P € C(S,,, K), there are states z1,...,z, €
K such that for s € S,, we have

Pls) = 3 (s bi)i. (6.40)

Preparations and conditional preparations are thus dual to effects and measurements, but they are often
not discussed because measurements are more often used in practical applications.
Let P € C(S,, Kp) be a conditional preparation and let m € C(K 4, S,) be a measurement, then we can

construct
KA.S“.KB = KAKB (6.41)

where ®\p € C(K 4, Kp) is a channel.

Definition 6.17. Let ®yp € C(K4, Kp) be channel of the form given by (6.41), i.e., such that there are
m € C(Ka,Sy,) and P € C(S,, Kg) such that ®yp = P om, then we call ®yp measure-and-prepare channel.

We will later see that not all channels are measure-and-prepare. One can easily prove the following
structural result for measure-and-prepare channels:

Proposition 6.18. Let ®yp be measure-and-prepare channel, then there are effects f1,..., fn € E(K) and
states x1,...,xn € K such that for any y € K we have Panp(y) = Y iy (Y, fi) 2.

Proof. Let ®yp be given as in (6.41). According to Proposition 6.13 we have m(y) = >, (y, fi)s; and
according to (6.40) we have P(s) = > | (s,b;)x;. Then for any y € K we have

Pyip(y) =P (Z@, fi>5i> =y fi)mi. (6.42)

=1 i=1

Corollary 6.19. Any measurement m € C(K,S,) is a measure-and-prepare channel.

Proof. The only trick needed to prove the result is to take P € C(S,, Sy,) to be the conditional preparation
given as P(s;) = s; for all i € {1,...,n}, in other words P = idg, . O

Corollary 6.20. Let 7, € C(Ka,Kp) be a constant channel as in Example 6.5, i.e., for all y4 € K4 we
have 7.(ya) = xp. Then Tp is measure-and-prepare.

Proof. We already know that we have 7,(ya) = (ya, 1k, )xp which just implies that 7, = P om;, where
my € C(K4,S51) is the trivial, single-outcome measurement given as m1(ya) = (ya, 1k ,)s, where S; = {s},
and P; € C(Sy, Kp) is the preparation Pq(s) = x 5. O
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6.5. Completely-positive channels

So far we have only considered channels acting on a single system, but in principle we can also apply
channels to parts of larger systems. For example let x4 € K4®@ Kp and let ® € C(Kp,K¢), then we
should be allowed to construct

TAB Ka = (idg, @P)(zaB).
ke

It is rather simple to define the object in (6.43) mathematically: we know that there are y; 4 € A(K4)*T,
yip € A(Kp)** and oy € R, i € {1,...,n} such that zap = Y, a;yi a4 @ y;, 5. Then, by linearity, we get

(6.43)

(idg, @®)(zaB) = Z aiyia ® ®(yi,B)- (6.44)
i=1

We should require that (idx, ®®)(zap) € Ka ® K¢, which is a new requirement that we have not taken
into account so far.

Definition 6.21. Let ® € C(Kp,K¢c) be a channel, then we say that ® is completely positive (or CP
for short) with respect to K4x @ Kp — K ® K¢, if for all 245 € Ka® Kp we have (idg, ®®)(zap) €
Ki®Kc, ie., if idg, @ € C(KA®KB,KA ®Kc)

It is known that not all channels are completely positive, a well-known example is the partial transposition
map in quantum theory. Also note that a channel ® : Kg — K is sometimes called positive map, because
it preserves the positivity of elements of A(Kp)*T. One has to be careful to not mistake positivity and
complete positivity as these are two different notions.

One has to be careful with respect to what choice of tensor products K4 ® Kg and K4 ® K¢ is the
complete positivity defined. In quantum theory and in general in theories where the tensor product & is
fixed, we usually implicitly assume that complete positivity is defined with respect to the chosen tensor
product ®. But since in general there is no unique choice of ®, we have to always specify with respect to
what choice of tensor product we are defining complete positivity. We will now prove several results about
positivity and complete positivity of channels.

Proposition 6.22. The identity channel idy, € C(Kp) is completely positive with respect to any choice of
tensor product ®, i.e., with respect to any Ky @ Kp — K4 Kp.

Proof. Let zap € Ka® Kp, then we have (idg, ®idg,) € C(Ka® Kp) and (idg, ®idk,)(wap) = zaB,
from which the result immediately follows. O

Proposition 6.23. A measurement m € C(Kpg, Sy,) is completely positive with respect to any Ko ® K —
Ka®Kc.

Proof. Let m be given as m = > | f; ® s;. Let zap € K4 ® Kp, then

n

(idi, ®@m)(wap) =D _(idi, @f;)(rap) @ s; (6.45)

i=1
and according to Proposition 5.17 we get

n

(idi, ®@m)(wap) = Y (wap, 1k, @ fi)yi @ 5i € KAa® S, (6.46)

i=1

where y; € Ka,i€ {1,...,n}. O

41



Corollary 6.24. All measure-and-prepare channels ®yp € C(Kp, K¢) are completely positive with respect
toany Ka @ Kp — Ky ® Ke.

Proof. Since by definition ®yp = P om, where m € C(Kp, S,) is a measurement and P € C(S,, K¢) is a
conditional preparation, the result follows from Proposition 6.23. O

Complete positivity of measurements and measure-and-prepare channels is not surprising, since mea-
surements and measure-and-prepare channels are entanglement-breaking channels.

Definition 6.25. Channel ® € C(Kp, K¢) is entanglement-breaking with respect to Ka @ Kp — K4 ® K¢
if for any K4 and z4p € K4 ® Kp we have

(6.47)

TAB . :(idKA ®(I)>(:EAB) EKA®KC,

ie., (idg, @P)(zap) is always a separable state.

Lemma 6.26. Let ® € C(Kp, K¢) be entanglement-breaking channel with respect to Ka @ Kg — K4 @ K¢
Then ® is completely positive with respect to Ky @ Kp — K4 @ K¢ .

Proof. The result follows from K, ® Ko C K4 ® K¢. O

So far we have shown that some channels are completely positive for any tensor product K4 @ K g, now
we will investigate complete positivity with respect to the minimal and maximal tensor products. These
results will showcase that the choice of the tensor product K4 @ Kp affects complete positivity of channels.

Proposition 6.27. Let ® € C(Kp, K¢), then ® is completely positive with respect to Ko @ K — K4 @ K¢.

Proof. The proof si simple. Let yap € K4 ® Kp, then there are \; € [0,1], x;4 € Ka, z; 35 € Kp for
i€{l,...,n}and Y ., A\ =1 such that yap = > . ; \i%; 4 @ z; p and we have

(idi, @) (yap) = Y _ Nizia @ O(w;,5) € Kad Ke. (6.48)
i=1
O
Proposition 6.28. Let ® € C(Kp, K¢), then ® is completely positive with respect to K 4 QKp = Ks® Kc.
Proof. Let wap € K4 ® Kpg, let f4 € E(K4) and fo € E(K¢), then we have

-fA .fA
TAB =| 7aB >0, (6.49)
] — 2" (o)
because ®* : E(K¢) — E(Kp). It then follows that (idx, ®®)(rap) € Ka & Kc. O

The last result may look strange at first, as one would expect that the more entangled states there
are, the bigger the difference between positive and completely positive maps will be. But this is not the
case and the underlying reason is that a channel ® € C(Kp, K¢) is completely positive with respect to
Kia®Kp — Ka® K¢ if and only if the adjoint map ®* : E(K¢) — E(Kpg) is completely positive with
respect to E(Ka® Kc) — E(Ka® Kpg). In the case of complete positivity of ® € C(Kp, K¢) with re-
spect to K4 ® Kg — K4 ® K¢, the adjoint map ®* is needed to be completely positive with respect to
E(KA)® E(Kc) — E(Ka) ® E(Kp), which is easy to show analogically to the proof of Proposition 6.27.
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6.6. Post-processing preorder of channels

In this section we are going to introduce the post-processing preorder of quantum channels. The main
idea is simple: let K 4, Kp, K¢ be state spaces and let ® € C(K4, Kp), ¥V € C(K4,K¢), A € C(Kp, K¢) be

channel. Let
- o)

Then we can say that ® is a better channel then ¥, because we can always obtain ¥ from ®. We will
formalize this in the following definition.

Definition 6.29. Let K4, Kp, K¢ be state spaces and let ® € C(K4, Kp), ¥ € C(K4, K¢) be channels.
The we say that ¥ is a post-processing of ® and we write

v<o (6.51)

if there is a channel A € C(Kp, K¢) such that (6.50) holds.
If we restrict only to channels ® € C(K), then the post-processing relation gives rise to a preorder.

Proposition 6.30. The post-processing relation < is an preorder on the set of channel mapping K to K,

i.e., C(K).

Proof. We need to prove that < is reflexive, i.e., that ® < ® and transitive, i.e. that ®; < & and P5 < D3
implies ®; < ®3. Let ® € C(K), then clearly ® < ® as we have ® = ® oidg and so < is reflexive. To
show that < is transitive, let ®1, Py, @3 € C(K) be such that ®; < @5 and $3 < P3. Then there are
Ay, Az € C(K) such that

= (6.52)
and
= (6.53)
We get
Sy Sy Sy B 034
and ®; < P follows. 0

One of the important results of the post-processing preorder is that it showcases an important difference
between channels and measurements: while a post-processing greatest channel exists for every state space
K, post-processing greatest measurement exists only if K is a simplex. A post-processing greatest channel
® € C(K) is a channel such that if & < ¥ for some ¥ € C(K), then also ¥ < ®. The identity channel
idg € C(K) is post-processing greatest and the proof is immediate. We will postpone the proof that
post-processing greatest measurement exist if and only if K is a simplex to Section 7.

Proposition 6.31. Let ® € C(K 4, Kg), then ® < idk,, and so idg, € C(K4) is a post-processing greatest
channel in C(Ka,Kpg) for any state space Kp.

Proof. We have ® = idg, o® and so the result follows. O

7. Compatibility of channels

Several notable non-classical features of quantum theory are connected to the non-commutativity of
operators. Compatibility is one of the possible operational generalizations of non-commutativity of operators,
and it is the generalization that most frequently appears in other applications of quantum information
theory, see [135] for a review. Compatibility is usually only introduced for measurements, but we are going
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to introduce compatibility of channels. As before, we will easily recover results about compatibility of
measurements as a special cases of the results for channels.

Consider the following scenario: let Alice and Bob be two parties with state spaces K4 and Kp and
imagine that Alice wants to message to Bob. Alice encodes the message into a state x4 € K4 and she uses
a fixed channel ® € C(K 4, Kp) to send the message to Bob, Bob would receive ®(z 4) and then proceed to
decode the message. Our task is to intercept the message and to learn about it as much as possible. One
thing that we can do is to replace the channel ® € C(K 4, K ) with a different channel ¥ € C(K 4, Kp ® K¢),
where K¢ is a system we control. The idea is that the channel W is meant to extract as much information
as we can get while keeping the state that Bob receives practically unchanged. So we have to require that

KAKB - KA.KB (7.1)

reall

so that Bob receives the intended message. The channel ¢ € C(K 4, K¢), given as

I

K —

i &z
Kc

is the information about the encoded message that we are able to extract. In principle, we would want to
choose the channel ¥¢ € C(K 4, K¢) to give us as much information as possible about the input state, but
this does not have to be always possible because of the condition (7.1). As we will see, there is a certain trade-
off between how much information about the input state is encoded in the output of ® € C(K4, Kp) and
how much we can extract using ¢ € C(K 4, K¢). Notice that we are (in some intuitive sense) attempting
to get the outcome of both ® € C(K 4, Kp) and ¥ € C(K 4, K¢) at the same time using the bigger channel
v e C(KA,KB®K0).

Definition 7.1. Let K4, K, K¢ be state spaces and let &1 € C(K 4, Kg), ®2 € C(K 4, K¢) be channels.
We say that ®; and ®5 are compatible if and only if there is a channel ® € C(K4, Kp ® K¢) such that

KAKB (7'3)

o | Ko
K
L el
and

KAKB ' - (7.4)

Kc

hold. The channel ® is usually called the joint channel of ®; and ®5, or the compatibilizer.

The problem of deciding whether two channels are compatible or not can seem complicated at first, but
it is not so. One can in principle rewrite it as a problem of conic programming and get a resource theory
[136] of compatibility of channels. The underlying conic programming problems are not easily solvable in
general, but in the case of quantum theory they are equivalent to quantum marginal problems [5, 137, 13§],
which are just semi-definite programming problems. The following is an intuitive result saying that constant
channels are compatible with every other channel.

Proposition 7.2. Let K4, Kp, K¢ be state spaces, let ® € C(Ka, Kp) be a channel, let yo € K¢ be a
fized state and let 7, € C(Ka, K¢c) be a constant channel, i.e., for every xa € K4 we have Ty (x4) = yc-
Then ® and 1, are compatible.
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Proof. The proof is straightforward: we will construct the joint channel ® € C(K 4, Kp ® K¢). Let x4 € Ka
and let U(z4) = ®(z4) ® yo, or in diagrammatic notation

KB _ (7.5)
Kc Kc

It is straightforward to verify that ¥ is a channel and that it is the joint channel of ® and 7,,,. O

One special case of compatibility of channels is the self-compatibility of a channel with itself. This is the
scenario where we assume Kg = K¢ and &1 = &s.

Definition 7.3. Let K4, Kp be state spaces and let ® € C(K 4, Kp). We say that ® is self-compatible if
there is a channel ¥ € C(K 4, Kg ® Kp) such that

15 =
|' _ (7.7)

It is natural to assume that measurements are self-compatible, because the outcome of a measurement is
some classical information about the system and it is intuitive that we can copy classical information. We
will prove a stronger version of this result.

and

hold.

Proposition 7.4. Let ®yp € C(K a4, Kp) be a measure-and-prepare channel, see Definition 6.17. Then
D\p is self-compatible.

Proof. Let &pp € C(Ka,Kp) be a measure-and-prepare channel, then there are a measurement m €
C(K4,S,) and preparation P € C(S,,, K¢) such that

- (7.8

Define ¥p € C(S,, S, ®S,) by Up(s;) = s; @ s;. Note that ®p is well-defined, because sy, ..., s, form a
basis of A(S,)*. For any s € S, there are numbers A1,..., A, € Ry, > | \; =1, such that s = > | Ais;
and we have ®p(s) = Z?zl Ais; ® s;. For any s € S,, we also have

Hewl - "

and

(7.10)

[ -

@
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which is straightforward to verify. We are now ready to construct the joint channel ¥ € C(K4, Kp ® Kp)

= Uy .. (7.11)

It is straightforward to check that ¥ is the joint channel using (7.9) and (7.10). O

For measurements, the definition of compatibility simplifies:

Proposition 7.5. Let K be a state space and let m; € C(K,Sy,) and mg € C(K,Sy,) be measurements
given as

no

ni
mIZZfi@)Sia m2229j®3j7 (7.12)
=1 j=1

where {fi}}2, C E(K), {g;};2, C E(K), see Proposition 6.13. Then m1 and my are compatible if and only
if there are effects {hi;}; ;27 C E(K) such that 3372, 3772 hyj = 1k and

ij=1

ni

n2
Jj=1 i=1

Proof. Assume that my € C(K,S,,) and ms € C(K, S,,) are compatible, then the joint channel is m €
C(K,Sn, ©5Sy,), given as m = >.11 3" h;; ®s; ® s;. Then we have

j=1
ny no
mi = = Z Z hij ® S; (714)
= j=1
from where we get 2221 hij = f; for all i € {1,...,n1}. > 12, hy; = g; follows analogically. Now assume
that there are effects {hj;};;"7 C E(K) such that 377, 3772 hyj = 1x and (7.13) hold, then let m €

C(K, Sy, ® Sp,) be givenasm = 337 3702 hyj®s;@s;. It is easy to verify that m is the joint measurement
of my and ms. O

In the following we will investigate several aspects of incompatibility of channels and measurements, we
will present the known results about existence of incompatibility in non-classical theories and we will show
how incompatibility interacts with entanglement.

7.1. No-broadcasting theorem and existence of incompatible measurements

We are going to investigate compatibility of the identity channel idgx € C(K). So let K be a state space,
then we want to find a channel ® € C(K, K ® K) such that for every z € K we have

q’:{h -

(7.15)

@

and

_:“' = (7.16)

@
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or, purely in terms of channels,

5 - o
A
= — (7.18)

where the plain wire represents the identity channel, i.e.,

and

— = —idg (7.19)

Assume that z is pure, then according to Theorem 5.19 we must have
(z) =z (7.20)

It follows that ® € C(K, K ® K) is the universal cloning channel for pure states, also called the universal
broadcasting channel. Note that the universal broadcasting channel ® is uniquely specified by (7.20) and
by the convexity of K. It is known that we can copy classical information, i.e., that in classical theory, the
universal cloning machine exists.

Proposition 7.6. Let S,, be a simplex, i.e., the state space of classical theory, and let s1,...,s, € Sy, be
the extreme points of Sy,. Then the identity channel idg, € C(S,,) is self-compatible and the joint channel is
®p €C(S,,S,®8S,) given as Pp(s;) = s; @ s;.

Proof. The result follows from Proposition 7.4, since the identity channel idg, € C(S,) is measure-and-
prepare. O

We are now going to formulate a well-known result that for non-classical theories we can not construct
the universal broadcasting channel, this result is known as no-broadcasting theorem [17, 18]. Let K be
a non-classical state space, i.e., not a simplex. Let x1,...,2, € K be pure states such that they form
basis of A(K)*, such set always exists because the set of all pure states of K must be overcomplete. Let
y € K be pure state, y # z; for all i € {1,...,n}, then there are ay,...,a, € R, Y | a; = 1, such that
Yy = Z?:l a;x;. Since y and 1, ...,x, are pure states, then according to (7.20) we must have

P(y) = Zai@(xi) = Zail'i ® x4 (7.21)
i=1 i=1

and .
ly)=yRy= Y aam ;. (7.22)
ij=1
Comparing the two terms we get
Z (aiéij — aiaj)xi Qxj = 0. (723)
ij=1
Since {z; ® x;}}';_; is a basis of A(K)* ® A(K)* we get a;d;j — ajay; =0 for all i,j € {1,...,n}. Fori=j
we get a; = a? and so a; € {0,1} for all i € {1,...,n}. For i # j, we must have a;or; = 0 and so either

o; =0 or a; = 0. It follows that only one of the numbers a; can be non-zero, without loss of generality we
argue that we must have a; # 0 and a; = 0 for all j € {2,...,n}. We then have y = """ | ayz; = x1 which
is a contradiction with y # x; for all ¢ € {1,...,n}. Thus we have proved:
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Theorem 7.7. Let K be a state space and let idix € C(K) be the identity channel. The following statements
are all equivalent:

(NB1) idg is a measure-and-prepare channel;

(NB2) id is self-compatible channel;

(NBS3) there exists universal broadcasting channel ® € C(K,K @ K);

(NB4) K = S, is a simplex.

Proof. See above, or [17, 18]. O

This is another characterization of classical state spaces, the first one we presented was in terms of
existence of entanglement, see Theorem 5.21. There are two immediate corollaries of Theorem 7.7.

Corollary 7.8. Let K be a non-classical state-space, then there exist pair of incompatible channels 1, Py €

C(K).

Proof. Take &1 = &5 = idg. ]
Corollary 7.9. Let K be a non-classical state-space, then not all channels in C(K) are measure-and-prepare.
Proof. If idx was measure-and-prepare, then according to Proposition 7.4 it would be self-compatible. [

One can also investigate whether we can broadcast at least some convex subset B C K, i.e., whether
there is a channel ¥ € C(K, K ® K) such that for every x € B we have

CH [ - ra

The following is a reformulation of the main result of [17, 18].

Theorem 7.10. Let B C K, then there exists channel ¥ € C(K, K @ K) satisfying (7.24) and (7.25) if and
only if there is a measure-and-prepare channel ®yp € C(K) such that for all x € B we have ®yp(x) = x.

and

Proof. We are only going to show that if such measure-and-prepare channel ®yp exists, then there also
exists channel U satisfying (7.24) and (7.25). For the proof of the other implication see [17, 18]. So let
®rp € C(K) be a measure-and-prepare channel such that for every © € B we have ®yp(z) = 2. Then
according to Proposition 7.4 ®yp is self-compatible, so there exists a channel ¥ € C(K, K @ K) such that
(7.3) and (7.4) are satisfied. Let € B, we then have

\J :“I = Ppp = (7.26)

and

v :“I = Dynip = (7.27)

so (7.24) and (7.25) are satisfied. O




Another way to extend the results we have obtained so far is to restrict the set of channels we inves-
tigate: instead of asking whether there exist some pair of incompatible channels ®; € C(K4, Kp) and
®, € C(Ka,Kc), we can ask whether there exists a pair of incompatible two-outcome measurements
my € C(K,S2) and mg € C(K,S3). It was shown in [20, 25| that such pair of incompatible two-outcome
measurements exists whenever K is not a simplex.

Theorem 7.11. There exists a pair of incompatible two-outcome measurements my € C(K,Ss) and mqy €
C(K,S2) whenever K is not a simplez.

Proof. See [20] for a constructive proof. O

One can also show that existence of incompatible measurements is related to existence of entanglement
between appropriate cones, see [132].

7.2. Preorder of channels and compatibility

In this section we will explore the connection between the post-processing preorder and compatibility
of channels; most of the results are inspired by [135]. We will also prove that post-processing greatest
measurement exists only if K is a simplex. The first result is immediate.

Proposition 7.12. Let KA, Kp, Ko, Kp be state spaces and let ®1 € C(Ka,Kp), ®2 € C(Ka, K¢) and
®35 € C(Ka,Kp) be channels such that ®3 < ®o. If &1 and P2 are compatible, then also ®1 and Ps are
compatible.

Proof. Since ®; and ®, are compatible, there is a channel ¥ € C(K 4, Kp ® K¢) such that

|' - (7.28)
|' _ (7.29)

Since ®3 < P, there is a channel A € C(K¢, Kp) such that

- (7.:30)

and

‘We then have

and
e A - =
and so ¢, and &3 are also compatible. O

Corollary 7.13. If a channel ®1 € C(K 4, Kg) is compatible with idg, € C(K 4), then it is also compatible
with any other channel ®5 € C(K4, K¢).
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Proof. The result follows from Proposition 7.12 and Proposition 6.31. O

Corollary 7.14. Let S, be a simplex, let K4, Kp be any state spaces, and let P1 € C(Sn,Ka) and
Py € C(Sn, Kp) be conditional preparations. Then Py and Py are compatible.

Proof. We know from Theorem 7.7 that idg, : S, — S, is self-compatible. Since P; < idg, it follows from
Proposition 7.12 that P; and idg, are compatible. Repeating the same argument for Py < idg, we get that
P, and Ps are compatible. O

The following result is a generalization of known result that two measurements are compatible if and
only if they are both post-proccesings of a single measurement, see [22].

Proposition 7.15. Let ® € C(K4,Kg) be a self-compatible channel and let &1 € C(Ka,K¢c) and @ €
C(Ka,Kp) be channels such that ®1 < ® and &3 < ®. Then &1 and P2 are compatible.

Proof. Since ® € C(K 4, Kp) is self-compatible and ®; < ®, it follows from Proposition 7.12 that ® and &4
are compatible. Repeating the argument for &5 < ® we get that ®; and ®5 are compatible. O

Using the obtained results, we can prove that a post-processing greatest measurement m € C(K,S,)
exists only if K is a simplex.

Proposition 7.16. There exists a post-processing greatest measurement m € C(K,S,) if and only if K is
a simpler.

Proof. Assume that a post-processing greatest measurement m € C(K, S,,) exists. Then for any two mea-
surements m; € C(K, S,,) and my € C(K, S,,,) we have m; < m and ms < m. Since m is measurement, it is
self-compatible, see Proposition 7.4 . It then follows from Proposition 7.15 that m; and msy are compatible.
Since m; and mgy were arbitrary, it follows that all measurements my € C(K, Sp,) and my € C(K, Sp,) are
compatible, but then according to Theorem 7.11 K is a simplex. O

When comparing Proposition 6.31 to Proposition 7.16, one finds a significant difference between channels
and measurements. This difference is going to manifest itself in determining the steerability of a state in
the following subsection.

7.8. Incompatibility witnesses, steering, and Bell non-locality

It is rather easy to prove that two channels are compatible, we just need to provide the joint channel.
But how do we prove that two channels are incompatible? Let

CQ(KA;KB,Kc) = {((I)l,q)g) Py € C(KA,KB),‘I)Q S C(KA,KB)} (733)

be the set of pairs of channels. Since C(K 4, Kp) and C(K 4, K¢) are convex sets, it is easy to see that
CQ(K 4; Kp, K¢) is also a convex set, with the convex combination defined as

A(@1, B) + (1= A)(Wq, Uy) = (ADy + (1 — X)Wy, Ady + (1 — A)Wy), (7.34)

where (&1, ®5), (U, Wy) € C*(Ka; Kp, Kc) and X € [0,1]. Let CC*(K4; Kp, K¢) be the set of compatible
pairs of channels, i.e., (®;,®;) € CC*(Ka; Kp, K¢) only if ® and ®, are compatible; we clearly have
CCQ(KA; Kp,K¢) C CQ(KA; Kp,K¢). One can also easily show that CCQ(KA; Kp,K¢) is a convex set: let
(D1, P2), (T, T5) € CCQ(KA;KB,KC) with joint channels ®, ¥ € C(K 4, Kp ® K¢) respectively. Then it is
easy to see that we have

_)\<I)+(1—)\)\If:“|:)\ +(1- ) (7.35)
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and

_)\<I>+(1—)\)\I/:“|:)\ Y (7.36)

where we have used the linearity of the partial trace, see Example 6.4. We can now use the hyperplane
separation theorem B.9 to find affine functions W : C(K 4; K, K¢') — R such that for all pairs of compatible
channels (&1, ®;) € CC*(K; Kp, Ko) we have W(®1, ®5) > 0. Then if (U, ¥y) € C*(Ka; Kp, K¢) such
that W (¥, ¥y) < 0 then ¥y and ¥y must be incompatible.

Definition 7.17. Let W : C(K4;Kp,Kc) — R be an affine function, such that W(®,®5) > 0 for all
(®1,®y) € CC*(K 4; K, K¢) and such that there exist (U1, Uy) € C*(K4; Kp, K¢) such that W (¥, ¥y) <
0. Then we call W the incompatibility witness for (U, Us).

Incompatibility witnesses are an ideal tool to prove incompatibility of pairs fo channels. The only
problem is: how does one find the suitable incompatibility witness for a given pair of channels? There are
several know constructions: for measurements, one can use a relation between compatible measurements
and entanglement breaking channels to obtain an incompatibility witness [24], or one can use discrimination
tasks with partial immediate information [139-141].

We will present several ideas on how to prove incompatibility of pair of channels. We will not formulate
the ideas as incompatibility witnesses, but rather as a more general and operationally motivated strategies.
We will roughly follow the ideas presented in [5] and we will comment on how these strategies connect
to steering and Bell non-locality. We will start by presenting a construction that does not work, but it
introduces the main concept that will be used later on.

Let ®; € C(Ka,Kp) and ®; € C(Ka, Kc) be compatible channels and let ® € C(K4, Kp ® K¢) be the
joint channel. Then for every x4 € K 4 there is some ypc € Kp ® K¢ such that

YBC :“I = (7.37)

and

YBC :“I = (7.38)

This is immediate as one can always take ypc = ®(z4) and then (7.37) and (7.38) follow from Definition
7.1. So then if for some pair of channels ®; and ®, such ypc € K ® K¢ does not exist, then the channels
must be incompatible and hence we have obtained a test of incompatibility. Unfortunately this test never
works, because we can also take ypo = P1(z4) ® Pa(x4) and (7.37) and (7.38) are satisfied even if &4
and ®, are incompatible. We have two opportunities to overcome this problem: we can either use a set of
states {T1,4,...,%Zn,a} C K4, or we can use an entangled state xsp € Ka ® Kp. We can also combine
both approaches. We will proceed with formulating the possible strategies to proving the incompatibility
of channels: we will formulate our results as necessary conditions for compatibility of channels, violation of
these conditions gives proofs of incompatibility of the channels in question. We will also show that using
entangled states leads to steering [142] and Bell non-locality [143], two well known phenomena in quantum
information theory.

Proposition 7.18. Let {z1,4,...,2n,4} C Ka be states such that for some a; € R, Z?:l a; = 0 we
have > ca;w; a4 = 0. Let &1 € C(Ka,Kp) and ®5 € C(Ka,Kc) be compatible channels, then there are
vipc € Kp®Ke, i €{l,...,n}, such that

(e[ " - G 739
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and

(Yi,BC _“I = @—@— (7.40)

forallie{l,...,n}, and

Z a;yi,pc = 0. (7.41)
i=1

Proof. Let ® € C(K4,Kp ® Kc) be the joint channel of ®; and ®5. Let y; pc = ®(x; 4), then (7.39) and
(7.40) follow. Moreover we have

Zaiyi,BC = Z%“I’(xi,A) = (Z ai%‘,A) =®(0)=0 (7.42)
i=1 i=1 i=1

so also (7.41) holds. O

The main idea of Proposition 7.18 is that for a given pair of channels ®; € C(K4,Kp) and ®5 €
C(Ka4,Kc) we can take some test subset {x1.4,...,%n,4} C Ka and test whether there is some set
{vyi.Bcs- -, ynBc} C Kp ® K¢ such that (7.39), (7.40) and (7.41) are satisfied.

Definition 7.19. Let {x1.4,...,25,4} C K4 be states and let ®; € C(K4,Kp) and @3 € C(K4, K¢) be
channels. We say that 1 4,...,%n 4 certify incompatibility of ®; and ®, if there does not exist any set of
states {y1.5c,- .-, Yn.Bc} C Kp ® K¢ that would satisfy (7.39), (7.40) and (7.41) for every set of numbers
{a1,...,a,} CR, such that Y./ ,a; =0and > . ; s 4 = 0.

Note that we have already used the idea behind Proposition 7.18 to prove Theorem 7.7. The main idea
there is that idg is self-compatible only if the set of pure states {1,4,...,%n 4} is affinely independent.
This is because testing incompatibility on affinely independent states is essentially the same as trying to
find incompatible channels on simplex. This is formalized as follows:

Proposition 7.20. Let {1 4,...,2n,4} C Ka be affinely independent points and let 1 € C(Ka,Kp),
®y € C(K4,K¢), then x1,4,...,Tn 4 do not certify the incompatibility of ®1 and ®,.

Proof. Since {x1 4,...,%n 4} are affinely independent, we have that for any a; € R, ¢ € {1,...,n}, such
that 3" ;o =0 and > . | a;x; = 0 we must have oy; = 0 for all ¢ € {1,...,n}. It then follows that (7.41)
holds for any set {y1 g, .-, Yn.Bc} C Kp® Kc. So we can simply take y; po = ®1(x;,4) ® ®2(z;.4) for all
i €{1,...,n}. We have already argued that (7.41) holds and it is straightforward to check that also (7.39)
and (7.40) hold. O

We will also show that for large enough collection of states {z1, 4,...,2n 4} C K4, the test coming from
Proposition 7.18 must be conclusive, in the sense that it must either prove or disprove compatibility of the
two channels.

Proposition 7.21. Let {21 4,...,2n,4} C K4 contain all pure states, i.e., all extreme points of K. Let
&y € C(K4,Kp) and @3 € C(K 4, Kc), then ®1 and ®o are incompatible if and only if x1,4,...,2Tn 4 certify
incompatibility of ®1 and Ps.

Proof. For simplicity, let {1 4,...,2n,4} C K4 be the set of all pure states and assume that z1,4,...,2n,4
do not certify incompatibility of ®; and ®5. Then there are {y1 pc,...,yn.c} C Kp® K¢ that sat-
isfy (7.39), (7.40) and (7.41) for every set of numbers {a1,...,a,} C R, such that > o; = 0 and
Z?:l a;z; 4 = 0. Define a channel ® € C(K4, Kp ® K¢) by ®(z;,4) = yi,pc and extended to the rest of

52



K 4 by convexity. To see that @ is well defined and convex, it is sufficient to check that for any z4 € K4
and any two affine decompositions of z4 given as

za =Y Blwia (7.43)
i=1
za =Y Blwia (7.44)
i=1
we have . .

> Bl®(wia) = BIP(wia). (7.45)
i=1 i=1
Applying the unit effect 15, to (7.43) and (7.44) yields > ., 8} = Y0, 87 = 1. We have > (8} —
B2)x; 4 =0 and so 8} — B2 = « is a set such that > 1 oy =0 and Y., a;z; 4 = 0. From (7.41) we get
S (B = BE)®(x5,4) = 0, it follows that (7.45) holds and that @ is well-defined. It follows from (7.39) and
(7.40) that @ is a joint channel of ®; and ®5. Hence ®; and P, are compatible. O

Under the rug, we have assumed in Proposition 7.21 that K4 has finitely many extreme points, i.e., that
K 4 is a polytope. But this assumption is not necessary and one can easily extend the result of Proposition
7.21 to all state spaces using Carathéodory theorem 3.4. Omne can also find a relation between certifying
incompatibility and post-processing preorder of channels.

Proposition 7.22. Let {1 4,...,2n,4} C Ka and let &1 € C(Ka,Kp), ®2 € C(Ka,Kc) and @3 €
C(Ka,Kp) be such that ®3 < ®y. Then if x1,4,...,Zn,4 certify incompatibility of ®; and Pz, then
T1,A,---,Tn,A also certify incompatibility of ®1 and P,.

Proof. The proof follows by contradiction: assume that 1 4,...,2,, 4 do not certify incompatibility of @,
and @, and let {y1 pc,...,yn.c} C Kp @ K¢ be the corresponding states satisfying (7.39), (7.40), and
(7.41). Since ®3 < Po, there is a channel ¥ € C(K¢, Kp) such that

- (7.46)

Now let {z1 5D, .., 20,80} C Kp® Kp be defined as

zipp| = (YiBC (7.47)
(-G

Then it is straightforward to check that {z1 gp,..., 2, Bp} satisfies (7.39), (7.40), and (7.41) for channels
®, and ®3, 50 71 4,...,%n,4 can not certify the incompatibility of ®; and ®;. O

Now we will proceed to testing incompatibility of channels using entangled states.

Proposition 7.23. Let xap € KA ® Kp and let &1 € C(Ka,Kpg), ®3 € C(Ka, Kc) be compatible channels.
Then there is ygep € Kp ® Ko ® Kp such that

Kp
< Dy
YBCD E“I =|(%ap KAKB (7.48)
Kp
Kp
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and

i P
YBCD — =( zap KAKC (7.49)
c =

Kp
hold.
Proof. Take
Kp
Kp %
YBCD 1= = TAD o (7.50)
s T ko

where ® € C(K 4, Kp ® K¢) is the joint channel of ®; and ®;. Then (7.48) and (7.49) follow immediately. [

We can again use Proposition 7.23 as a strategy to prove incompatibility of channels ®; and 5. We can
simply select a state space Kp and x4p € K4 ® Kp and check whether suitable ygop € Kp® Ko ® Kp
exists. But note that the state x 4p can not be chosen randomly, but x4p must be an entangled state for
the test to be meaningful.

Proposition 7.24. Let x4p € K4 ®Kp be a separable state. Then for any ®; € C(Ka,Kp), ®3 €
C(Ka, K¢) there exists ypop € Kp ® Ko @ Kp satisfying (7.48) and (7.49).

Proof. Tt is sufficient to prove that such ygpcp exists for product states, i.e., for xap = z4 ® zp. The
proof for general separable states follows from the linearity of (7.48) and (7.49). For x4p = x4 ® zp take
ypop = P1(z4) ® Pa(24) ® zp. It is straightforward to show that (7.48) and (7.49) hold. O

Proposition 7.23 allows us to construct entanglement-assisted incompatibility tests. More specifically, it
was shown in [5] that if we would replace channels by measurements, these tests would exactly correspond
to steering [142]. Hence the following definitions:

Definition 7.25. We say that channels ®; € C(Ka,Kp) and &3 € C(Ka,K¢) steer the state xap €
KA ® Kp if there is no ygep € Kp ® Ko ® Kp that would satisfy (7.48) and (7.49).

Definition 7.26. We say that the state zap € K4 ® Kp is steerable by channels if there are channels
®; € C(Ka,Kp) and ®3 € C(K 4, Kc) that steer x4p, i.e., such that there is no ypcp € Kp @ Kc @ Kp
that would satisfy (7.48) and (7.49).

One can define an equivalent notion of steerability by measurements.

Definition 7.27. We say that the state zap € K4 ® Kp is steerable by measurements if there are mea-
surements my; € C(Ka,Sp,) and ma € C(K4,Sy,) that steer z4p, ie., such that there is no ygep €
Sp, @8, @ Kp that would satisfy (7.48) and (7.49).

Is is known that in quantum theory two channels are incompatible if and only if they steer some state; it
is an open question whether the same also holds for all GPTs. We will again get a relation between steering
and post-processing preorder of channels.

Proposition 7.28. Let &1 € C(Ka,Kp), 2 € C(Ka,K¢), and ®5 € C(K 4, Kp) be channels such that
B3 < By, If &y and Py do not steer xap € Ko ® Kg, then also ®; and ®5 do not steer v ag.
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Proof. If ®; and ®5 do not steer z4r € K4 ® Kg, then there is a state ypor € K ® K¢ ® Kg such that

Kp
YBCE E“I zA K“-KB (7.51)

Kg

and

YBCE

I
8
N
&

Kp |I
C

®
K K
- 4 c (7.52)

KE KE

agf

Since ®3 < Py, there is a channel ¥ € C(K¢, Kp) such that

= (7.53)

Take zppr € K ® Kp @ K given as

I K5
(7.54)

Kg

ZBDE

SIS
Il
<
()
=

It is straightforward to show that zpop satisfies (7.48) and (7.49) and so ®; and ®3 do not steer 4. O

Corollary 7.29. Let &1 € C(Ka,Kp), 2 € C(Ka,K¢), and &35 € C(Ka,Kp) be channels such that
B3 < By, If D1 and P35 steer 245 € Ka® Kg, then also ®, and ®y steer Tag.

Proof. The result follows from Proposition 7.28. If ®; and ®5 do not steer x4p, then also ®; and ®3 do
not steer zag. So if &1 and Pz steer x 4g, then also &1 and $5 must steer x4 g. O

Let ®; € C(Ka,Kp) and &3 € C(K a4, K¢) be channels, then we already know that ®; < idg, and
¥y < idg,, where idg, € C(K4) is the identity channel. As a consequence we have the following.

Proposition 7.30. A state xap is steerable by channels if and only if two copies of the identity channel
idg, € C(K4) steer x ap-

Proof. If two copies of the identity channel idg, € C(K4) steer x ap, then x 4p is steerable. So assume now
that two copies of idk, do not steer zap. Let ®; € C(Ka,Kp) and ®2 € C(K 4, K¢) be channels, then
®; <idg, and 3 < idk, and according to Proposition 7.28 ®; and ®5 can not steer xap. O

It is now easy to see the difference between measurements and channels. Since for non-classical state
space K 4 there does not exist post-processing greatest measurement m, we can not easily determine whether
a state xap € K4 ® Kp is steerable by some measurements m;, ma, because we would have to check for
all possible pairs of measurements. In fact, one only needs to check for measurements m; and ms such
that if m; < mj, then also m} < ms and if ms < mj, then also mj < mg, i.e., we only need to consider
post-processing maximal measurement m; and maq, see [135]. If K4 is a polytope, this reduces to finite
number of pairs measurements.

Since we have discussed steering, it is natural to expect that we can formalize Bell non-locality [143] in this
fashion. The main idea is that in steering, we are applying channels ®; € C(K 4, Kp) and ®3 € C(K 4, K¢) to
only the one leg of zap € K4 ® Kp. Given another pair of channel ¥; € C(Kp, Kg) and ¥y € C(Kp, Kr),
we can apply them to the other leg of x4p.
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Proposition 7.31. Let x4ap € Ka®@Kp be a state and let ®; € C(Ka,Kp), ®2 € C(Ka,Kc), ¥ €
C(Kp,Kg) and ¥y € C(Kp, Kr) be channels. Assume that ®1, ®o are compatible and that Wy, Uy are

compatible. Then there is a state ygopr € Kp® Ko @ Kgp © Kg such that

YBCEF

~

and
@
and
@
and
@
hold.

Kp
c

K

Kp
rell
rell

Kp

ml

Ke o
Kg
rall
Tl
Kc =
rll

Kr

=|( ZaD
Kg

mall

‘ LAD

=
-
=
Q

=
g
=
@

(7.55)

(7.56)

(7.57)

(7.58)

Proof. Let ® € C(K4, Kp® K¢) and ¥ € C(Kp, Kp ® Kr) be the joint channels of ®;, ®; and ¥, ¥,

respectively. Take

YBCEF

~

It is straightforward to verify that (7.55) - (7.58) hold.
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One can again show that if we would replace channels by measurements, we would simply get the standard
definition of Bell non-locality [5]. Hence the following definitions:

Definition 7.32. We say that xap is Bell non-local with respect to 1 € C(Ka,Kpg), ®3 € C(Ka,K¢),
v, € C(KD,KE) and ¥y € C(KD,KF) if there is no YBCEF € KB®KC ®KE®KF such that (755) -
(7.58) are satisfied.

Definition 7.33. We say that xap is Bell non-local state if there are channel ®; € C(K4, Kp), ®o €
C(Ka,Ke), Uy € C(Kp,Kg) and Uy € C(Kp, Kr) with respect to which z 4p is Bell non-local.

One can again prove that we need entanglement to get Bell non-locality.

Proposition 7.34. Let xap € K4 ® Kp be a separable state, then xap 4s Bell local, i.e., x ap is not Bell
non-local.

Proof. Since the conditions (7.55) - (7.58) are linear, it is sufficient to take xap = 24 ® wp where z4 € K4
and wp € Kp, for a general state the result follow by taking convex combinations. Let ®; € C(K 4, Kp),
Oy € C(Ka,Kce), ¥, € C(Kp,Kg) and ¥y € C(Kp, KFr) be channels, then we can take

K5 Ka KB
. — Ka Kc
YBCEF |Ko = (7.60)
o (el e
) =
It is straightforward to show that (7.55) - (7.58) are satisfied. O

One can again prove relations between post-processing preorder of channels and Bell non-locality. We
will not do so, since they are straightforward to formulate. At last, we would want to comment on the
connection between steering and Bell non-locality. For measurements, it is easy to show that steering is
necessary for Bell non-locality, but for channels this is not so, see [5] for a counter-example. One can also
combine the approaches and consider scenarios with sets of entangled states {1, 4p,...,Znap} C Ka ® Kp;
the generalization is straightforward and we will not investigate it.

8. Example: quantum theory

In this section we will review quantum theory as an example of a GPT. We will be brief as most of the
things we will cover are considered basic knowledge in quantum information theory. If the reader is not
familiar with quantum theory, we recommend [144].

Let H be a finite-dimensional complex Hilbert space. We will use the bra—ket notation to denote the
vectors as |1)), the inner product of 1), |¢) € H is then denoted (p|¢) and it is linear in the second argument,
i.e., (p|v) is linear in |[¢). L(H) will denote the complex vector space of operators X : H — H, 1 will denote
the identity operator. By (#H) will denote the real vector space of self-adjoint operators. Let X € By (H),
then Tr(X) will denote the trace of X. We say that X is positive semi-definite and we write X > 0 if for all
[v) € H we have (| X|¢)) > 0. B (H) will denote the set of all positive semi-definite operators; note that
B}, (H) is a convex, pointed and generating cone.

8.1. State space and effect algebra

The state space in quantum theory is the set of density operators

D(H) = {p € Bji(H) : Tr(p) = 1}. (8.1)
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The pure states are rank-1 projectors, i.e., the pure states of D(H) are projectors |[¢Y)v| for |¢) € H,
[4]]? = (1|1 = 1. The vector space of affine functions A(D(H)) is isomorphic to By (H), for X € By (H)
the corresponding function fx € A(D(H)) is given as fx(p) = Tr(pX). From now on we will omit the
isomorphism between fx and X and use X to refer to the function fx and we will write

A(D(M)) = Bu(H). (8.2)

The cone of positive functions A(D(H))7 is isomorphic to B}; (H), because let X € By (H), then Tr(pX) >0
if and only if Tr(|)¢|X) = (Y| X|) > 0 for all [¢) € H, ||¢]| = 1. It follows that X € A(D(H))" if and
only if X > 0, and so

AD(H)" =B (H), (8.3)

again omitting the isomorphism between A(D(#H)) and By (H). Now we will characterize the effect algebra
E(D(H)). Since for every p € D(H) we have Tr(p) = 1, we have Tr(pX) < 1 if and only if Tr(p(1 —X)) > 0,
which is equivalent to 1 —X > 0. It follows that 0 < Tr(pX) < 1 if and only if 0 < X < 1. We have

E(D(H)) = EH) = {X € By(H):0< X <1} (8.4)

up to the isomorphism. It is well-known that By (H) is a Hilbert space with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner
product given as Tr(XY) for X, Y € By (H). It follows that the dual of A(D(H)) = By (H) is again going
to be By (H), since Hilbert spaces are self-dual. So we have

A(D(H))" = Bu(H). (8.5)

This is the reason why in the standard approach to quantum information theory we do not distinguish
between A(D(H)) and A(D(H))*, because they are isomorphic. The isomorphism between A(D(H)) and
A(D(H))* (and as we will shortly see, also between A(D(H))* and A(D(H))*") is a very important aspect
of quantum theory. One can again use simple arguments based on rank-1 projectors to show that

A(D(H))™ = B (). (8.6)

It is also straightforward to see that D(H) is base of the cone B};(H), as it should be.

The base norm corresponds to the trace norm given as Tr(|X|), where |X| = v X2. The order unit
norm corresponds to the operator norm || X||. Also note that the constructed theory satisfies no-restriction
hypothesis.

8.2. Tensor product

In quantum theory, tensor products of state spaces are induced by the tensor products of the underlying
Hilbert spaces, i.e., let H 4 and Hp be Hilbert spaces, then we define

D(Ha)@D(Hp) =D(Ha®Hp). (8.7)

We will now show that (8.7) defines a valid tensor product of state spaces. Note that we have By (Ha) ®
BH(HB) = BH(HA ®7‘[B) SO

span(D(Ha) @ D(Hp)) = Bu(Ha®@Hp) = Bu(Ha) @ Bu(Hp) = A(D(Ha))* @ A(D(Hp))"  (88)
as we should have. It remains to show that
D(Ha) ®D(Hp) C D(Ha®Hp) C D(Ha)©D(Hp). (8.9)

Let pa € D(Ha) and pp € D(Hp), then pa ® pp > 0, i.e.,, pa ® pp is s positive semi-definite operator.
It follows that pa ® pp € D(Ha®@Hp) and we get D(Ha)@D(Hp) C D(Ha®Hp). Now let pap €
D(HA ®HB) and let F4 € S(HA), Ep € 5(7’[3), then we have F4 ® Eg > 0 and TI‘(pAB(EA ® EB)) > 0.
It follows that pap € D(Ha) @ D(Hp) and we get D(Ha @ Hp) C D(Ha) @ D(Hp). Thus we have proved
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both inclusion in (8.9) and so D(Ha)@D(Hp) is a well-defined bipartite state space. Note that both
of the inclusions are strict. Let for simplicity Ha = Hp = H, then it is well-known that entangled

states, such as the maximally entangled state |¢pT) o™, [¢T) = ﬁ Z?i:nll(%) li1), exist, so we have
1m

D(Ha)®D(Hp) # D(Ha®Hp). It is also well-known that the partial transpose of |¢T ) ¢T|, denoted
|pT )T |', is not positive semi-definite, hence |¢p+ )¢ |l ¢ D(H s ®@Hp). But we know from Proposition
6.28 that every positive map is completely positive with respect to the maximal tensor product, so we must
have [¢T )¢+ |" € D(H ) © D(Hp). Therefore we have D(Ha @ Hp) # D(Ha) @ D(Hp).

We will now show that the tensor product defined in (8.7) is associative. Let Ha,Hp,Hc be finite-
dimensional complex Hilbert spaces, then we have

(D(HA)@D(HB))@D(He) = D(HARHB)@D(He) = D(Ha@Hp @ He) (8.10)
=D(Ha) @D(Hp@Hc) = D(Ha) @(D(Hp) @ D(Hc)) (8.11)

as a result of associativity of the tensor product of Hilbert spaces.
Let H 4, Hp be Hilbert spaces, then the partial trace is defined as the unique map Trg : By(Ha @ Hp) —
By (Hp) such that for Xap € Byg(Ha®Hp) and all Y € By (Hp) we have

TI‘(TI‘A(XAB)YB) :TF(XAB(]IA ®YB)) (8.12)
This exactly corresponds to the definition of partial trace in Example 6.4.

8.3. Channels

Since we have a well-defined tensor product in quantum theory, we usually work only with completely-
positive channels in quantum theory. It is well-known that the set of completely positive channels ® €
C(D(Ha),D(Hp) is isomorphic to the set of Choi matrices J(Ha,Hp) given as

1

J(Ha, Hp) = {XEBE('HA(@HB):TI"B(X):CM;M}. (8.13)
We have normalized the trace of the Choi matrices to 1, so we have J(Ha, Hp) C D(Ha®Hp). This is to
be compared to the characterization of all positive channels provided in Proposition 6.9, as one can clearly
see that the set of completely positive channels is strictly smaller than the set of positive channels. Note that
all measurements are automatically completely positive, because measurements are completely positive with
respect to any tensor product, see Proposition 6.23. Hence the characterization of measurements derived in
Proposition 6.13 still holds without any modifications.

8.4. Compatibility of channels

In quantum theory, the channels ®; € J(Ha,Hp) and &5 € J(Ha,Hc) are said to be compatible if
there is a joint channel ® € J(Ha, Hp ® H¢) such that for all py € D(H 4) we have

Tre(®(pa)) = P1(pa), Trp(®(pa)) = P2(pa)- (8.14)

This is exactly the same definition as Definition 7.1, except that positive channels are replaced by completely
positive channels. Note that all of the results we have proved for compatibility of positive channels are easily
generalizable to completely positive channels.

9. Example: boxworld theory

In this section we will review a theory usually refer to as boxworld. Boxworld was introduced in [1] to
describe a theory of black boxes that have finite number of inputs and finite number of outputs. We will
investigate the case of boxes with one input bit and one output bit. There are going to be four extreme
points, denoted s;;, 4, j € {0,1}, corresponding to one of the four possible scenarios: the box sgg, s11 always
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1—0|1—1
0—0 S00 So1
0—1 S10 S11

Table 2: The extreme points of the simplest boxworld state space described in terms of how they handle the input 0 and how
they handle the input 1. s;; maps 0 to ¢ and 1 to j, where 4,5 € {0,1}.

outputs 0, 1, respectively, no matter the input, the box sy; outputs its input unchanged, and the box s
outputs 1 if the input is 0 and outputs 0 if the input is 1, see also Table 2.
The four extreme points s;; are not affinely independent, but we have

1 1
5(800+S11) = 5(810+801)7 (9.1)

which is easy to check for both possible inputs. It follows that the state space we are dealing with is a
square.

9.1. State space and effect algebra

Let
0 1 0 1
spo= (0], sio=|(0], sor=|1], su= (1], (9.2)
1 1 1 1

and S = conv({soo, S10, S01,511})- S is the square state space that we will be investigating. Note that we
have
811 = 810 + So1 — Soo (93)

which one can prove from (9.1) or from the definition of the pure states. The vector space of affine functions
is A(S) and we have dim(A(S)) = 3. Let

1 -1 0 0 0
fx: 0 5 IS_fx: 0 s fy: 1 s 1S_fy: -1 s 1s=1|0 (94)
0 1 0 1 1

then fz,1s— fz, fy, 1ls — fy, Ls € A(S), where the pairing is given by the usual Euclidean inner product. The
cone of the positive functions A(S)™ and the effect algebra E(S) are generated by fz, 1s — fu, fy, 1s — fy-
We then have

E(S) = COHV<{07fI, 15 - f$>fy; 15 - fy,ls}) (95)

The state space S together with the positive cone A(S)*T is depicted in Figure 4a and the effect algebra
E(S) together with the positive cone A(S)™T is depicted in Figure 4b.

9.2. Tensor product

Since boxworld theory is a hypothetical theory, there is no physical principle that would select a specific
tensor product. Therefore, we will investigate the minimal and maximal tensor products. The minimal
tensor product is S ® S and it contains 16 pure states; it is given as

S® S = conv({si; @ sk : i, j, k,l € {0,1}}). (9.6)

Let us characterize the maximal tensor product. Since S® S C A(S)* @ A(S)* and since sqo, 510, So1 IS a
basis of A(S)*, we can express any state x € S® S as

T = Z aryjSr Sy, (97)
1,J€{00,10,01}
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— 5 — E(S)
— A — A

0.0
0.0
0.0 0.5
0.5

(a) Picture of the state space S as a subset of A(S)*. The red (b) Picture of the effect algebra E(S) as a subset of A(S). The
points are the pure states spo, s10, S01, and s11, the blue lines red points are the effects f., 1s — fz, fy, 1s — fy, and 1g, the
are the edges of the state space S, and the black lines are the blue lines are the edges of the effect algebra E(S), and the black
edges of the positive cone A(S)*™. lines are the edges of the positive cone A(S)+.

Figure 4: Pictures of the state space S and effect algebra E(S).

where I, J are multi-indexes. Since (2,15 ® 1g) =1 we must have 3>, ;c40.10,013 @77 = 1. We know from

Definition 5.4 that x € S ® S if and only if we have (x, g4 ® gg) > 0 for all g4, gp € E(S). But since E(S) is
generated by fg, 1g — fz, fy, and 1g — fy, it is sufficient to check only for ga, g5 € {fz,1s — fz, fy. Ls — fy }
this yields 16 conditions. One can explicitly write down all of the 16 conditions and find the most general
form of the coefficients oy ;. This can be carried out numerically and one can find that the pure entangled
states can be characterized in terms of correlations between Alice and Bob [145-147] and that they maximally
violate the CHSH inequality, see also [7] for the construction of such states.

Another option is to express z € S® S as

T = Spo @ Vg + S10 ® V1 + Sp1 X V2. (98)
From (x,1s ® 1g) =1 we get
(vo +v1 +v2,15) = 1. (9.9)
For g € E(S) we get
<m7f1®g = Ul7g>7 9.10

<x7(15 - fr) ®g
<1‘,fy ®g
<xv(1S —fz)®g

We can now express the positivity conditions (z, g4 ® gg) > 0 in terms of vy, v1, and vy. (9.10) and (9.12
imply vy,ve € A(S)**. (9.11) and (9.13) imply vg + v € A(S)*" and vg + v1 € A(S)*T. Note that v
does not have to be an element of the positive cone A(S)**, this was not implied by any of the positivity
conditions and, as we will see, it will not be.

Since v1,v9 € A(S)*T, there must be A\;, A\s € Ry and y1,y2 € S such that v; = A\1y1, va = Aaya. Since
vg € A(S), there must be u, ' € Ry and z, 2’ € S such that vg = pz — p'2’. The positivity conditions (9.11)
and (9.13) then become

vo + V2, 9),
UQvg>7
vo + V1, 9)-

Ry Py Sy Sy
o~ o~~~

Myr +pz—p'2' >0, (9.14)
Xoyo + pz — p'z" >0, (9.15)

61



and as a result of (9.9) we must have
M+ X +p—py =1 (9.16)

Now we can prove the following lemmata:

Lemma 9.1. Let x € S® S be a state given by (9.8), i.e.,
T =500 @ (pz — p'2") + Ais10 ® y1 + A2sor ® yo, (9.17)

where y1,y2,2,2 € S and A\, do,pu, 1’ € Ry, If Myy1 > p'2" and Aays > 'z, then x is separable, i.e.,
reS®S.

Proof. Using (9.3) we get
T = 1useo ® z + 510 @ (My1 — p'2") + 501 @ Moy — p'2") + p's11 ® 2 (9.18)
from which the result easily follows. O

Lemma 9.2. Let x € S® S be a state given by (9.8), i.e.,
T = Spo & (NZ - MIZ/) + A1510 ® Y1 + A2s01 ® Yo, (919)

where y1,y2, 2,2 € S and A\, \a, i, i’ € Ry x is entangled, i.e., v ¢ S® S, only if the coefficients A1, A2,
w, ' are all non-zero.

Proof. If i/ = 0 then z is obviously separable. If A\; = 0 (or Ay = 0), then it follows from (9.14) (resp. from
(9.15)) that pz — p'z" € A(S)** and so z is separable. If = 0, then then it follows from (9.14) and (9.15)
that we have A1y; > p/2" and Aoys > 1'2’. The result follows from Lemma 9.1. O

Lemma 9.3. Let x € S® S be a state given by (9.8), i.e.,
=500 ® (2 — p'2") + Ais10 @ y1 + X201 ® Ya, (9.20)
where Y1, Yo, 2,2 € S and A1, Ao, u, i’ € Ry. If y1 = yo, then x is separable, i.e., v € S® S.

Proof. Let y; = yo = y and without the loss of generality assume that \; < Ay. We have

T = Spo ® (/JZ — /1,/2’/) + )\1(810 + 801) ® Y+ ()\2 — )\1)801 ® Yy (921)
=500 ® My +pz— )+ As11 @y + (A2 — A)sor @ . (9.22)
It follows from (9.14) that x is separable. O

One can reduce the positivity conditions (9.14) and (9.15) to just one condition. Take (9.14) and denote
A3ys = Aiy1 + pz — p'2’, then we get

r = 500 ® (A3y3 — A\1y1) + A1510 @ Y1 + A2s01 @ Y2 (9.23)

with the positivity condition Aoys + A3ys — Ayy1 > 0. Note that the other positivity condition is trivial as
we have A\1y1 + Asys — A\1y1 = A3ys > 0. Moreover it follows from the normalization condition (9.16) that
A3 =1 — Ag. Thus we obtain the following:

Proposition 9.4. Every bipartite state x € S® S is characterized by states y1,y2,ys € S and numbers
A1, A2 € [0,1] such that
Aayz + (1 = A2)ys — Aiyn 2 0 (9.24)

and the state is given as

=500 ® ((1 = A2)yz — My1) + Ais10 @ y1 + A2s01 @ ¥2. (9.25)
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Proof. We have already showed that every state £ € S & S is of this form. Going in the other direction, it
is straightforward to check that for any states yi,y2,ys € S and numbers Ay, Ao € [0, 1] satisfying (9.24),
(9.25) gives a valid bipartite state. O

(9.24) implies that there is y4, € S such that Aoys + (1 — A2)ys = A1y1 + (1 — A1)ys. The states y;,
i€ {l,...,4} form a tetragon (polygon with four vertexes) inside S. These polygons corresponds to positive
maps ¥ : A(S)*t — A(S)*t defined as

1 1 1
5‘1’(500) = M1, 5‘1’(310) = \aya, 5‘11(801) = (1= A2)ys. (9.26)

Note that ¥ is in general not a channel, because for s € S, in general (¥(s),1g) # 1. Instead of that we
1
have a weaker condition 5(‘11(510) + U(sp1),1g) = 1. Also note that using (9.1) we get

(\11(510) —+ \11(501) — \I’(Soo)) = A2y2 + (1 — )\2)y3 — )\1y1 = (1 — Al)y4. (927)

N =

1
5\11(511) =

Let 29 € S® S be given as

1
Ty = 3 (s00 ® (801 — S00) + S10 @ So0 + So1 ® S10) (9.28)
then we have
. 1
T = (1ds ®\I/)((E0) = 5 (800 X (W(S(n) — \11(800)) +510® \I/(S()()) + 501 ® \11(810)) (929)

or in diagrams
= (9.30)

Proposition 9.5. For every state x € S® S, there is a positive map ¥ : A(S)** — A(S)** such that

We will now formalize our results.

%<\I/(510) + \I/(Sol), 15> =1. (931)

such that (9.30) holds, and, vice-versa, for every positive map W : A(S)** — A(S)*T satisfying (9.31) there
is a state € S® S such that (9.30) holds.

Proof. We already know that to every z € S ® S we can find the corresponding map W : A(S)*t — A(S)*+
such that (9.30) holds. So let ¥ : A(S)** — A(S)** be a positive map such that (9.31) holds. Since ¥ is
positive, it follows from Proposition 6.28 that (idg ®¥)(z¢) € A(S® S)** and we only need to check the
normalization. We have

i
= %(‘I’(Sol) — \11(80()) + ‘I’(Soo) + \11(810)) = %(\I/(S()l) + \I/(Slo)) (9.32)

and the normalization of (idg ®W)(xg) follows from (9.31). Therefore we have (idg @¥)(z) € S® S. O

One can spot certain similarity between the state zp € S®S and the maximally entangled state
TN T | € D(H ®H) in the sense that both states are used to construct a correspondence between entangled
states and positive maps, or completely positive channels. In fact, this similarity is not a coincidence, but
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it stems from a shared property of both S and D(H): isomorphism between A(K)" and A(K)*T. We have
already argued that the cones A(D(H))* and A(D(H))*" are isomorphic in Section 8. One can construct
similar isomorphism between A(S)* and A(S)** as follows: let ¢+ : A(S) — A(S)* be defined as

t(fz) = 500, L(fy) = S10, (ls — fy) = S01- (9.33)

Then clearly ¢ : A(S)T — A(S)**, i.e., ¢ is a positive map and it is also straightforward to show that ¢ is
invertible. Hence the cones A(S)* and A(S)** are isomorphic. Then one can use the result on the structure
of channels from Proposition 6.9 together with the isomorphism between A(K)T and A(K)** to construct
the correspondence.

9.3. Channels

Since we use either minimal or maximal tensor product, we know from Propositions 6.27 and 6.28 that
all positive channels are completely positive. The channels that are often used are the isomorphisms of
the state space. These are the channels that are invertible and the inverse map is a channel as well. The
isomorphisms correspond to rotations and reflections of the state space. For example, consider the channel
R:S — S given as

R(s00) = 510, R(s10) = s11, R(s01) = s00- (9.34)
It then follows that
R(s11) = R(s10) + R(s01) — R(s00) = s11 + 500 — 510 = S01- (9.35)

It easily follows that R* = idg and so we get that the channel R is an isomorphism. Another such isomor-
phism is M : S — S given as

M (s00) = s11, M(s10) = s10, M (s01) = s01- (9.36)

Then we have M(s11) = sgo. We again have M? = idg. These isomorphism generate the whole group of
isomorphisms of S. One can also relate the isomorphisms of S to the pure entangled states in S® S by
using the result of Proposition 9.5.

9.4. Compatibility of channels

Compatibility of the measurements on the square state space was investigated before [19, 21] and one can
show that the two-outcome measurements corresponding to the effects f, and f, are maximally incompatible,
meaning that they are as incompatible as mathematically possible. This is closely related to the maximal
violations of CHSH inequality, see [6, 7].
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Appendix A. Convex cones and ordered vector spaces

Definition A.1. Let V denote a real, finite-dimensional vector space. A cone C C V is a set such that for
any v € C'and A € Ry we have \v € C. Let X C V, then cone(X) is the smallest cone containing X, i.e.,
cone(X)={ w:ve X AeR,}.

A cone is a subset of V' that is invariant to scaling, i.e., to multiplication by A € R;. The following is a
simple lemma about the interplay between linear hulls and conic hulls.

Lemma A.2. Let X C V, then span(cone(X)) = cone(span(X)) = span(X).

Proof. The proof is straightforward. Since X C cone(X), it follows that span(X) C span(cone(X)). So let
v € span(cone(X)), then there are w; € cone(X) and a; € R for i € {1,...,n} such that v = " | ajw;.
But since w; € cone(X), there are \; € Ry and z; € X such that w; = M\a; for all ¢ € {1,...,n},
so we get v = Y ., a;\;x;, which implies v € span(X) and span(cone(X)) C span(X) follows. So we
have span(cone(X)) = span(X). To show that cone(span(X)) = span(X), simply observe that for any
v € span(X) and A € R} we must have \v € span(X), so span(X) already is a cone. O

Definition A.3. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space equipped with the Fuclidean topology
and let C C V be a cone. We say that:

o (' is convex if C is a convex set, i.e., conv(C) = C;

o (' is closed if C' is a closed set in the Euclidean topology on V;
o (' is pointed it C N —C = {0};

o (' is generating if span(C) =V, ie, if C - C=V.
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Some authors refer to convex, closed, pointed, generating cones as proper cones. We are interested in
cones because a suitable cone C' C V gives the structure of ordered vector space to V.

Definition A.4. Ordered vector space is a vector space V equipped with a binary relation < such that for

all v,w,z € V, A € Ry we have that
OVS1) < is reflexive, i.e., v < v;

OVS2

IN

is anti-symmetric, i.e., v < w and w < v implies v = w;

IN

is transitive, i.e., v < w and w < z implies v < x;

Ovs4

IN

( )
( )
(OVS3)
( ) < respects the addition on V, i.e., v < w implies v + © < w + x;

(OVS5) < respects the multiplication by positive scalars, i.e., v < w implies Av < \w.

Definition A.5. Let (V, <) be an ordered vector space. We say that V is a directed set under the ordering
< if for every vy,vy € V there is w € V such that v; < w and vy < w.

We will show that we can construct a natural cone from the order < and that we can construct an order
on V given a suitable cone C' C V. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space, equipped with the
relation <, so that (V, <) is an ordered vector space. Let

C={veV:0<v} (A.1)

be the set of positive elements, we will show that C' is a convex, pointed, generating cone. Note that we will
use > instead of < when better suited, we have v > w whenever w < v.

Proposition A.6. Let V be an ordered vector space and let C C V be a positive cone as given by (A.1),
then C' is a convex and pointed cone.

Proof. Let x € C and A € Ry, then 0 < z and 0 < Az follows from (OVS5) so C'is a cone. Let z,y € C and
A € [0, 1], then we have since 0 < z and 0 < y. From (OVS5) we get 0 < Az and 0 < (1 — \)y and we get
0 <Az +(1— Xy from (OVS4) and (OVS3). It follows that C' is convex. Assume that z € C and x € —C,
i.e., that we have 0 < x and 0 < —z. Using (OVS4) we get < 0 and then from (OVS2) we get 2 = 0. It
follows that C N —C = {0}, so C is pointed. O

Proposition A.7. Let (V, <) be an ordered vector space such that V is a directed set under the ordering <.
Then the positive cone C C V given by (A.1) is generating.

Proof. Let v € V, then for the pair of elements v, —v there must be w € V such that v < w and —v < w.
This implies that 0 <w —vand 0 < w+v,s0 w —v € C'and w+ v € C. Since we have

w + v w—v

2 2 7

v =

(A.2)

it follows that v € span(C). O

Thus we have showed that an ordered vector space (V, <) contains the positive cone C. Now, we will
start by assuming that we have a suitable cone C' C V' and we will show that then we can construct the
ordering <. Therefore we will show complete equivalence between ordered vector spaces and vector spaces
with cones.

Let C' C V be a cone, then we can invert the logic of (A.1) and say that for v € V' we have 0 < v if and
only if v € C, i.e., we can simply say that C is the positive cone given by some order <. For v,w € V we
then have v < w if and only if 0 < w — v, so in principle we can construct the order < from the cone C.
But the order < satisfies (OVS1) - (OVS5) only if the cone C is convex and pointed.
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Proposition A.8. Let C C V be a convex and pointed cone and let < be given for v,w € V as
v<w & w—-veCl, (A.3)

then (V, <) is an ordered vector space.

Proof. The proof is rather straightforward. Let v,w,x € V and A € R, then we have v —v =0 € C, so
v < v and (OVS1) holds. Let v —w € C and w — v € C, then since w — v = —(v — w) and since C' is
pointed, we have v —w = 0, so we get v = w and (OVS2) holds. Let w —v € C and z — w € C, then we
have  —v = (z —w) + (w — v) € C because C is convex cone, so (OVS3) holds. Let w — v € C, then we
have (w+z) — (v+2) = w—v € C and so (OVS4) holds. We also have Aw — Av = AM(w —v) € C since C is
a cone, so (OVS5) holds as well. O

Proposition A.9. Let C C V be a convex, pointed cone and let < be the order constructed from C as in
(A.3). Let C be a generating cone, then V is directed set under <.

Proof. Let v1,v3 € V, then since C' is generating, there are x1,x2,y1,y2 € C such that vy = 7 — y; and
Vg = Xy — Yo. Let x = x1 + X9, then we have x — vy = a9 +y; € C and x —vo = 21 + yo € C, i.e., we have
v <z and vy < x. O

Thus we have proved that convex, pointed cones are in one-to-one correspondence with ordered vector
spaces. Moreover the cone is generating if and only if V' is a directed set.

We have not included the closeness of C' into the discussion, but one can easily show the following:
let {v,} C V be a Cauchy sequence and let w € V, then C is closed if and only if w < wv, implies
w < hmn—>oo Un -

Appendix B. Functionals, duals and hyperplane separation theorems

Let V be a real finite-dimensional vector space. Functional ¢ : V' — R is a linear map from V to R,
i.e., for v,w € A(K) and «, 8 € R we have ¢(av + fw) = ap(v) + f(w). Tt is straightforward to define
a linear combination of functionals, let 1, ¢ be linear functional on V, o, 8 € R and v € V, then we define
() + B)(v) = arp(v) + Bep(v). Tt follows that the set of all functionals ¢ : V' — R is a vector space.

Definition B.1. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vectors space. The dual vector space V* is the vector
space of all functionals ¢ : V' — R.

Given a basis {v1,...,v,} C V we can define corresponding basis in V*.

Definition B.2. Let {vy,...,v,} C V be a basis of V, then the dual basis is a basis {¢1,...,¥,} C V*
such that

Vi(v;) = bij, (B.1)

where d;; is the Kronecker delta,

0 i#]

One can show that a dual basis always exists, see [148]. The proof is rather simple, one can start with
any basis of V* and solve a series of linear equations to construct the dual basis. Another option is to realize
that given a real, finite-dimensional vector space V', we can always introduce the Euclidean inner product
and use that inner product to construct the dual basis.

A natural question arises: what is the dual of the dual? For a general vector space, this is a non-trivial
question, but since we are working with finite-dimensional vector spaces, the question considerably simplifies.
Before we proceed, note that we can naturally identify vectors v € V with the functionals on functionals,
EeV> £V -5 R

b = {1 = (B.2)
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Proposition B.3. Let v € V, then we can identify v with a functional on functionals &, € V**.

Proof. The construction is rater simple, let ) € V* then we define &,(¢) = ¥(v). In other words, for ¢ € V*
the map &, : ¥ — ¥ (v) is a functional on V*. O

We should, in principle, work with an isomorphism v +— &, rather that simply putting &, = v, but since
this isomorphism is linear, we will omit it.

Proposition B.4. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space, then V. = V**.

Proof. Let {v1,...,v,} C V be a basis of V' and let {¢1,...,%,} C V* be the dual basis. Let £ € V**,
we will show that we have & = Y ' | &(¢;)v; and so £ € V. Let j € {1,...,n}, then we clearly have

E(W;) = 2?21 &(i)Y;(vi). Tt then follows that for every ¢ € V* we have {(¢) = Z?:l EWp)Y(v;) =
(>r, €(¥i)v;) () and the result follows. 0

We will now look at the structure of the dual vector space V* given that the vector space V' is an ordered
vector space, see Definition A.4. So let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C C V be convex
cone. C' induces a cone C* C V*, C* is called the dual cone.

Definition B.5. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C' C V' be a cone. The dual cone
C* C V* is defined as
C*={peV*:y(z) >0,Vz e C}. (B.3)

In other words, the dual cone is the cone of all functionals v € V* that are positive on all the elements
of C, i.e., ¥ is positive on all positive vectors. It is straightforward that C* is a cone.

We will show that the dual cone C* is always convex and closed, and that C* is generating if C' is pointed
and vice-versa.

Proposition B.6. Let V' be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C C V be a cone. The dual cone
C* is convex and closed in the standard topology given by the Euclidean inner product.

Proof. Let 91,19 € C* and X € [0,1] and let € C. we have
(M1 + (1 = Nha)(x) = M (z) + (1 — A)pa(z) = 0 (B.4)

and so A1 + (1 — A\)e € C*. Now let {,}22; C C* be a Cauchy sequence, i.e., there is ¢ € V* such that
¥ = limy, 00 ¥y,. For every @ € C' we have ¢(z) = lim, 00 ¥, (), but since ¢, () > 0 we must also have
¥(x) > 0 and so ¢ € C*. O

Proposition B.7. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C C V be a generating cone.
Then the dual cone C* is pointed.

Proof. Remember that C is generating if C — C = V and C* is pointed if C* N (—C*) = {0}. Let
P € C* N (=C*), then it follows that for any € C' we must have ¥(x) > 0 and ¢(z) < 0 and so
¥(x) = 0 follows. Since C' is generating, for every v € C there are y,y’ € C such that v = y — y’. We then
have ¢ (v) = ¢¥(y) — ¥ (y') = 0 and so ¢ = 0. O

Proposition B.8. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C C 'V be a pointed cone. Then
the dual cone C* is generating.

Proof. Remember that C is pointed if C N (—C) = {0} and C* is generating if C* — C* = V*. Assume that
C* is not generating, then there is ¢ € V*, 1) # 0 such that ¢ ¢ C* — C*. It follows that there is v € V
such that ¥ (v) # 0 but for all ¢ € C* — C* we have ¢(v) = 0. One can construct such v using the dual
basis of V*. Tt follows that 0 # v € C' N (—C), which is a contradiction with C' being pointed. O

We will now present two variants of an important theorem known as the Hanh-Banach hyperplane
separation theorem. Note that affine function is very similar concept to linear functional, but for v € V*
we must have ¢ (0) = 0, while for an affine function f : V' — R we can have f(0) #0. If f: V — R is an
affine function such that f(0) =0, then f € V*.
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Theorem B.9 (Hyperplane separation theorem). Let V' be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let
X,Y C V be disjoint convex sets. Then there exists an affine function f : V — R, that is a function such
that for v,w € V and oo € R we have

flav+ (1 —a)w) = af(v) + (1 —a)f(w), (B.5)
such that
max f(z) < 0 < max f(y)- (B.6)

In other words, f is non-positive on X and non-negative on Y .
Proof. See [149, Section 2.5.1]. O

Theorem B.10 (Strict hyperplane separation theorem). Let V' be a real, finite-dimensional vector space
equipped with Euclidean topology, let X C V be a convez, closed sets and let y € V' such that y ¢ X. Then
there exists an affine function f:V — R such that

max f(z) <0< f(y). (B.7)

Proof. See [149, Section 2.5.1]. O

We have now all the tools we need to characterize the dual cone of the dual cone, i.e., the cone C** given
as

C* = {£€ V™ £(y) > 0,V € C*). (B.8)

Proposition B.11. Let V be a real, finite-dimensional vector space and let C' C V be a convex, closed cone.
Then C** = C.

Proof. Since V.= V** see Proposition B.4, we must have C** C V. Let v € C** be such that v ¢ C.
According to Theorem B.10 there is an affine function f: V' — R such that

flv)y <0< I;élél f(z). (B.9)

Now let ¢ € V* be given for w € V as ¥(w) = f(w)— f(0). It is easy to check that ¢ is linear: for w’,w” € V
and «, 8 € R we have aw’ + pw” = aw’ + fw” 4+ (1 — a — £)0 and so

Ylaw' + puw") = flaw' + Buw” + (1 —a — B)0) — f(0) (B.10)
= af(w') + Bf(w") + (1 —a = p)f(0) - £(0) (B.11)
= af(w’)+ Bf(w") - (a+ B)f(0) (B.12)
= ap(w') + Bp(w"). (B.13)
Using (B.9) we get
¥(v) <miny(z) (B.14)

but since 0 € C' and ¥ (0) = 0, we must have min,ecct(x) < 0 and ¢¥(v) < 0. If mingec (x) = 0, then
1 € C* and ¥(v) < 0 is a contradiction with v € C**. So assume that mingecc () < 0, then there is y € C
such that ¢(y) < 0. Let

_ 2¢(v)
o= o) (B.15)
then we have ay € C' and
vlen) = 8 u) = 200) < w(o (B.16)
which is a contradiction with (B.14). O
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Appendix C. Bilinear forms, linear maps and tensor products

We are going to review several basic results and constructions on tensor products of vector spaces. We
will be using the same approach as presented in [129]. We will show how one can relate bilinear functionals,
linear maps and tensor products of vector spaces. We will start from bilinear forms:

Definition C.1. Let Vy4, Vg be real, finite-dimensional vector spaces. A bilinear form is a map B :
V4 x Vg — R, where V4 x Vg denotes the Cartesian product of V4 and Vg, such that B is linear in V4 and
Vg, i.e., such that for va,wa € V4, vg,wp € Vg and «, 8 € R we have

B(ava + pwp,vp) = aB(va,vp) + BB(wa,vp),
B(va,avp + fwp) = aB(va,vp) + BB(va,wp). C.2)

~—
Q

=
=

As first, we will show that every bilinear forms are in one-to-one correspondence with linear maps.

Proposition C.2. Let V4, Vg be real, finite-dimensional vector spaces. Linear maps L : V4 — Vg are in
one-to-one correspondence with bilinear forms B : V4 x Vi — R via

¥B(L(va)) = B(va,¥n), (C.3)
where va € V4 and Yp € V3.

Proof. Tt is straightforward to check that given a linear map L : V4 — Vg, we can define a bilinear form
B : V4 x Vi — Rvia (C.3). Now given a bilinear form B : V4 x Vj — R, fix v4 € V4 and define {g € V3*
as {p(YB) = B(va,¥p), where ¢ € V. It is straightforward to check that £p is linear, so {p € V3* = Vp,
where we used the result of Proposition B.4. Now we can define a map L : V4 — Vg as L(va) = €p. It is
again straightforward to check that L is linear. Let ¢y € V}5, then note that we have £g(vp) = ¢¥p(€p) as
a result of the isomorphism between Vg and V3*. We have ¢p(L(va)) = ¥p(€s) = B(va,¥p) and so (C.3)
holds. O

Similar to linear functionals, also the set of all bilinear forms is a vector space. This is easy to see, let
Bi,Bs : V4 x Vg — R be bilinear forms and let «, § € R, then we define

(aBy + BB2)(va,v) = aBi(va,vp) + BB2(va,vB), (C.4)

where v4 € V4 and vp € V. We will now look at the functionals on the vector space of bilinear forms, we
will see that this leads to tensor products.

Let vqg € V4, vp € Vi and let B : V4 x Vg — R be a bilinear form, then the map B — B(va,vp) is a
linear functional on the vector space of bilinear forms. We will use v4 ® vp to denote this functional, i.e.,
we have (v4 ® vg)(B) = B(va,vp). It is straightforward to check that for va,wa € V4, vp,wp € Vg and
a, B € R we have

(ava + fwa) ® vp = avs @ vp + fwa @ vp, (C.5)
vA ® (avp + Pwp) = avs @ v + fug @ wp. (C.6)
But note that in general
(va+wa) ® (v +wp) # va ®vp +wa @ wp (C.7)
simply because
B(va +wa,vp +wp) # B(va,vp) + B(wa,wp). (C.8)

Definition C.3. Let V4, Vg be real, finite-dimensional vector spaces, then their tensor product is the vector
space
Va® Ve :span({vA®vB tvp € Vy,vp EVB}). (09)

Before we proceed, we will prove two simple results about the structure of V4 ® Vg.
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Lemma C.4. Let V4, Vg be real, finite-dimensional vector spaces and let {ULA, o ,vnA,A} C V4 and
{v1,B,---,Vng,B} C Vg be bases of V4 and Vg respectively. Then {v; 4 ® Uj73}23‘-‘;"13 C V4 ® Vg is a basis
Of Vi® Vp.

Proof. The result follows easily from Definition C.3. We only need to show that every vector of the form
wa @ wp, where wy € V4 and wp € Vp, can be written as linear combination of {v; 4 ® vj7B}ZA’nB but

J=1
this is obvious. O
Lemma C.5. Let uap € Va ® Vg, then there are {vi a,...,Un.a} C Va and {w1 4,...,wy B} C Vg such
that uap = Y .2 vi A @ w; g, where {vi a,...,v, 4} is a basis of Va.
Proof. The result follows from Lemma C.4. Let {v1 4,...,0n, a4} C Va4 and {v1 B,...,vn,, 8} C VB be
bases of V4 and Vp respectively, then there are numbers a;; € R, i € {1,...,n4} and j € {1,...,np} such
that
na nNp
UAB:ZZaijvi,A®Uj,B- (C.lO)
i=1j=1
We then have
na np
UAp = Zvi7,4® Zaijvj,g . (C.ll)
i=1 =1
which is the form of u4p we wanted to obtain. O

One can actually show that V4 ® Vg is the dual of the vector space of bilinear forms B : V4 x Vg — R
by constructing a basis of the vector space of bilinear forms and showing that the dual basis is included in
Va® Vp.

Proposition C.6. V4 ® Vg is the dual vector space to the vector space of bilinear forms B : V4 x Vg — R.

Proof. Let {v1,4,...,Un,,a} CVaand{vi p,...,0n, 8} C Vg be basis of V4 and Vg respectively. Let B;; :

VaxVp = R, wherei € {1,...,n4} and j € {1,...,np} be bilinear forms given as B;;(vk 4, v¢,B) = dirdj¢,
where d;, 6, are the Kronecker deltas. The set {Bij};-t;-‘;"f is the basis of the vector space of bilinear forms:

let B:V4 x Vg — R, then for any wa € Va, wp € Vg we have

Na NB

B(wA,wB) :ZZB(vi,Avvj,B)Bij(wAawB)7 (C.l?)
i=1 j=1
which one can easily verify by writing wa and wp as linear combinations of the bases. It is now straight-
forward to verify that {v; 4 ® v;, B}Z‘]‘»‘!;B is the dual basis to B;;, from which the result follows. O
It is a simple corollary of Proposition C.6 that the dual of V4 ® Vg is the vector space of the bilinear
forms B : V4 x Vg — R. But we can also construct Vi ® V5 and for ¢4 € V}, ¥p € Vi we can define

(Ya ®@Yp)(va ®vE) =1va(va)Yp(vp). (C.13)

It follows that (up to an isomorphism that we will omit) that 4@y p € (Va®Vp)* and ViQV) C (Va®VE)*.
We will prove the other inclusion as well.

Proposition C.7. Vi@ V} = (V4 @ Vp)*.

Proof. Let {v1,4,...,0n,,4} C Va, {v1,B,...,0ny.8} C Vg be bases of V4 and Vg respectively and let
{14,y ¥naat CVE {18, ¥ns B} C V3 be the dual bases. The according to Lemma C.4 we have
that {v; 4 @ v;p}; 2" and {1h; 4 ® z/Jj)B}ZA’"B are the bases of V4 ® Vi and V; ® Vj;. We have

1,7=1 j=1

(Yi,a @1 B)(vk,a @ v,B) = Vi a(Vk,4)V5,B(vi,B) = dikdji (C.14)

and so {¢); 4 ®1; p};'51" is the dual basis to {v; 4 ® v;p}; 721", Tt follows that the linear hull of {¢); 4 ®
¥j.5}i 2" must be (Va ® Vp)* and thus we get Vi @ Vi = (Va ® Vp)*. O
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Finally, we can prove the following isomorphisms between the tensor product of vector spaces, the vector
space of bilinear forms and the vectors space of linear maps.

Proposition C.8. Let V4, Vg be real, finite-dimensional vector spaces. Then the following vector spaces
are isomorphic:

o V4®Vp,
o vector space of bilinear forms B : Vi x Vi — R,
o vector space of linear maps L : Vi — Vp,

Proof. We already know that the vector space of bilinear forms B : Vi x Vi — R and the vector space of
linear maps L : V; — Vp are isomorphic as a result of Proposition C.2.

The vector space of bilinear forms B : V3 x V5 — R is the dual of V; ® V} as a result of Proposition C.6
and Vi @ Vi = (V4 ® Vp)* as a result of Proposition C.7. But then using the result of Proposition B.4 that
V** is isomorphic to V it follows that the vector space of bilinear forms B : V} x V5 — R is isomorphic to
(Vi @ V)*. The result follows from Proposition C.7 as we have (Vi @ V})* = V4 ® V5. O

Corollary C.9. Forvap € Va®Vp there is a bilinear form B, : Vi xVg — R and linear map L, : Vi — Vp
such that for every ¥4 € Vi and yp € Vi we have

(Ya ®¢p)(vap) = By(Ya,¥p) = ¥p(L(1a)). (C.15)
Proof. The result follows from Proposition C.8. B, and L, can be obtained from v 4 p using the corresponding
isomorphisms given by Propositions C.2 and C.6. O
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