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It was recently realised that quantum theory allows for so-called causally nonseparable processes,
which are incompatible with any definite causal order. This was first suggested on a rather abstract
level by the formalism of process matrices, which only assumes that quantum theory holds locally in
some observers’ laboratories, but does not impose a global causal structure; it was then shown, on a
more practical level, that the quantum switch—a new resource for quantum computation that goes
beyond causally ordered circuits—provided precisely a physical example of a causally nonseparable
process. To demonstrate that a given process is causally nonseparable, we introduced in [Araújo et
al., New J. Phys. 17, 102001 (2015)] the concept of witnesses of causal nonseparability. Here we
present a shorter introduction to this concept, and concentrate on some explicit examples to show
how to construct and use such witnesses in practice.

I.

INTRODUCTION

In our common understanding of the world, we typically perceive events as happening one after another, in a
given order. Relations between events are understood in
terms of causes and effects, where a cause can only precede an effect. Events can thus be embedded in a causal
structure, which defines the causal order between them.
This viewpoint is ingrained for instance in the circuit
model for computation or information processing, where
operations are performed by gates that are applied in a
definite order. While the assumption that events follow a
definite causal order seems natural in the classical world,
one may nevertheless wonder whether it must really always be so. One may in particular become suspicious
when entering the quantum world, where the properties
of physical systems are not always well-defined.
A general framework, that of process matrices, was
recently introduced to investigate physical processes
without pre-assuming a definite global causal structure;
the framework only assumes that quantum theory correctly describes what happens locally, in some observers’ laboratories [1]. It was shown that this allows for
processes that are incompatible with any definite causal
order—so-called causally nonseparable processes. The
framework was first introduced on a rather abstract level,
with no clear physical interpretation given to the first
examples of causally nonseparable processes. However,
a concrete physical example of a causally nonseparable
process was later exhibited [2, 3]: namely, the recently
proposed quantum switch, a new resource for quantum
computation where the order of operations is controlled
by a qubit in a superposition of two different states—
which indeed does not fit in the standard framework of
causally ordered quantum circuits [4].
To ensure that this notion of causal nonseparability has
any practical meaning, one needs of course to be able to
verify that a given process is causally nonseparable. This
was first done in Ref. [1] through the violation of a causal
inequality—an inequality bounding the correlations com-

patible with a definite causal order, and whose violation
can only be obtained from a causally nonseparable process. This is however a very strong argument for causal
nonseparability. In fact, not all causally nonseparable
processes violate a causal inequality; the quantum switch
indeed provides such an example [2, 3].
More recently we introduced, in analogy with entanglement witnesses, the concept of witnesses of causal nonseparability (or causal witnesses, as we initially called
them) [2]. Here a witness corresponds to an operator
that can (in principle) be ‘measured’ on a given process
by combining the statistics of various operations, and
whose expectation value, if negative, certifies the causal
nonseparability of the process. We showed in particular that a witness can be efficiently constructed for any
causally nonseparable process.
The objective of this paper is to present a somewhat
shorter introduction to this new concept of witnesses of
causal nonseparability. We will avoid here some of the
technicalities in the proofs, and refer directly to Ref. [2]
for that. We will then present several different explicit examples of causally nonseparable processes and of
witnesses—in particular for the quantum switch, investigating its robustness to different kinds of noise—so as to
illustrate how to construct and use them in practice.

II.

THE PROCESS MATRIX FORMALISM
A.

In the general bipartite case

Consider an experiment with two parties, Alice and
Bob, sitting in closed laboratories and exchanging physical systems. In a single run of the experiment, each party
opens their lab only once to let some incoming system
enter, and once to send some outgoing system out. They
can perform some operation on these systems, which may
output some result a for Alice and b for Bob.
While we do not pre-suppose a definite causal order
between the events happening in Alice and Bob’s labs,
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where 1X denotes the identity operator in the space X
(in general, superscripts on operators will refer to the
space they are acting on) and trX is the partial trace over
X. In this paper we will only consider finite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces; the dimension of a Hilbert space HX will
be denoted dX .
1.

Process matrices

The correlations established by Alice and Bob in
such a scenario can be described by the probabilities
P (MaAI AO , MbBI BO ) that Alice and Bob obtain the outcomes a, b attached to the CP maps MaAI AO , MbBI BO . As
shown in [1], these correlations can be written in the form
h
i


P MaAI AO, MbBI BO = tr MaAI AO ⊗ MbBI BO · W (2)
(with tr now denoting the full trace), for some Hermitian
matrix W ∈ AI ⊗ AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO . This so-called process matrix is the central object of the formalism; it describes the physical resource (the process) that connects
Alice and Bob’s labs, and generalises both the notion of
a quantum state—in which case Eq. (2) reduces to the
standard Born rule—and of a quantum channel; see Figure 1.
Not all matrices W ∈ AI ⊗ AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO define valid
processes. As one can show [1, 2], the constraint that all
probabilities obtained through (2) must be nonnegative
and normalised (including in situations where Alice and
Bob may share and interact with ancillary entangled systems) leads to the following conditions that valid process
matrices must satisfy:
[1−BO ]AI AO W

= 0,

(3a)

[1−AO ]BI BO W

= 0,

(3b)

[1−AO ][1−BO ] W

= 0,

(3c)

W ≥ 0,
tr W = dO ,

(3d)
(3e)

Alice

H AO
A AO

Ma I

HBO
BIBO

W

Mb

H AI

Bob

we assume that what happens locally inside the labs is
correctly described by quantum theory. That means,
we can attach some Hilbert spaces HAI and HBI to
their incoming systems and some Hilbert spaces HAO
and HBO to their outgoing systems, and their choices
of operations correspond to so-called quantum instruments [5]—i.e., sets of completely positive (CP) maps
which sum up to CP and trace-preserving maps [6].
These can conveniently be represented, using the ChoiJamiołkowski (CJ) isomorphism, by positive semidefinite matrices MaAI AO ∈ AI ⊗ AO and MbBI BO ∈ BI ⊗ BO ,
where AI and AO (resp. BI and BO ) denote the spaces of
Hermitian linear operators over Alice’s (Bob’s) incoming
and outgoing Hilbert spaces, and where the subscripts
refer to the outcomes a, b they correspond to. To define
valid instruments, these matrices must satisfy

P
AI AO
= 1AI ,
MaAI AO ≥ 0 , trAO
a Ma
(1)


P
BI BO
= 1BI ,
MbBI BO ≥ 0 , trBO
b Mb

HBI

Figure 1. Two parties, Alice and Bob, perform some quantum
operations MaAI AO and MbBI BO —some CP maps with outcomes a, b—which act on some incoming systems in the Hilbert spaces HAI , HBI and generate some outgoing systems in
the Hilbert spaces HAO , HBO . The process matrix W represents the physical resource that connects their labs, generalising the notions of quantum states and of quantum channels.

with dO = dAO dBO and where we used (and will use
throughout the paper) the following notation, introduced
in [2]:
1X
⊗ trX W , 1 W = W ,
dX
X
P
W =
αi XiW .

XW

=

i

αi Xi

(4)

i

Eqs. (3a)–(3c) define a linear subspace LV ⊂ AI ⊗
AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO , which valid process matrices belong to.
Eq. (3d) tells us that process matrices are in the set P of
positive semidefinite matrices. We shall often ignore, for
convenience, the normalisation condition (3e), and define
the set of nonnormalised process matrices as W = LV ∩P;
as can easily be checked, this set is a closed convex cone.

2.

Causally separable vs causally nonseparable processes

Processes that do not allow Bob to signal to Alice are
compatible with a causal order where Alice acts before
Bob, which we write A ≺ B. We shall generically denote by W A≺B the corresponding process matrices; these
simply represent standard, causally ordered quantum circuits. One can show that these are the matrices in
AI ⊗ AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO , which satisfy [2, 7, 8]
[1−BO ] W

A≺B

[1−AO ]BI BO W

A≺B

= 0 , (5a)
= 0 , (5b)

W A≺B ≥ 0 ,
tr W

A≺B

(5c)

= dO . (5d)

Note that Eqs. (5a)–(5b) imply Eqs. (3a)–(3c), which
ensures that the W A≺B matrices thus characterised are
valid process matrices. Eqs. (5a)–(5b) thus define a linear subspace LA≺B ⊂ LV . Together with Eq. (5c), we
can define the closed convex cone of nonnormalised process matrices compatible with the causal order A ≺ B,
as W A≺B = LA≺B ∩ P.
Similarly, processes that do not allow Alice to signal to Bob are compatible with a causal order B ≺ A,
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where Bob acts before Alice. The corresponding process
matrices W B≺A (which again simply represent standard,
causally ordered quantum circuits) satisfy
[1−AO ] W

B≺A

[1−BO ]AI AO W

B≺A

= 0 , (6a)
= 0 , (6b)

W B≺A ≥ 0 ,
tr W

B≺A

(6c)

= dO . (6d)

Eqs. (6a)–(6b) define a linear subspace LB≺A ⊂ LV . Together with Eq. (6c), we define the closed convex cone
of nonnormalised process matrices compatible with the
causal order B ≺ A, as W B≺A = LB≺A ∩ P.
One can still easily make sense of a convex mixture
W sep = q W A≺B + (1−q) W B≺A ,

(7)

representing a process that is compatible with the causal
order A ≺ B with some probability q ∈ [0, 1], and compatible with the causal order A ≺ B with some probability 1 − q. Process matrices that can be decomposed
in this form (or directly, the process they represent) are
said to be causally separable. Ignoring again the normalisation constraint, the set of nonnormalised causally separable process matrices also forms a closed convex cone,
obtained as the Minkowski sum1
W sep = W A≺B + W B≺A
n
= W A≺B + W B≺A W A≺B ∈ W A≺B ,
o
W B≺A ∈ W B≺A .

(8)

As first proven in [1], there exist valid process matrices
that cannot be decomposed as in (7), and which are
therefore not in W sep . These are called causally nonseparable, and represent processes that are incompatible
with any definite causal order—be it well-defined, or only
determined with some probability.

B.

In a particular tripartite scenario

The scenario considered before can be generalised to
more parties. While it is fairly easy to construct and
characterise multipartite process matrices [1, 2, 9], defining the notion of causal (non)separability is somewhat
more subtle in such a setting [3, 10]. In Ref. [2] we restricted our study to a specific tripartite scenario, whose
analysis matches that in the bipartite case quite closely
(note indeed the similarities between the equations below
and those in the previous subsection). We will again restrict ourselves to that case here, which is already quite
relevant in practice, as we will see with the example of
the quantum switch in Subsection IV B.

1

In Ref. [2] we wrote, equivalently, W sep = conv(W A≺B ∪
W B≺A ), where conv denotes the convex hull.

1.

Process matrices

In this particular scenario, the third party we introduce, Charlie, only has an incoming system in a Hilbert space HCI (as before, we will denote by dCI its
dimension, and by CI the space of Hermitian linear operators acting on HCI ), with no outgoing system—or
equivalently: Charlie has a trivial outgoing system, in
a trivial Hilbert space HCO ≡ C of dimension dCO = 1.
For a CP map McCI applied by Charlie, which reduces
here to an element of a positive operator-valued measure (POVM) [2, 6], the generalised Born rule (2) simply
becomes

P MaAI AO, MbBI BO, McCI
h
i

= tr MaAI AO ⊗ MbBI BO ⊗ McCI · W ,
(9)
with now a process matrix W in AI ⊗AO ⊗BI ⊗BO ⊗CI .
Valid process matrices in this scenario satisfy [2]
[1−BO ]AI AO CI W

= 0 , (10a)

[1−AO ]BI BO CI W

= 0 , (10b)

[1−AO ][1−BO ]CI W

= 0 , (10c)

W ≥ 0,
(10d)
tr W = dO , (10e)

with again dO = dAO dBO . Eqs. (10a)–(10c) define, as
before, a linear subspace LV ⊂ AI ⊗ AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO ⊗
CI . We can again characterise the closed convex cone of
nonnormalised process matrices as W = LV ∩ P.

2.

Causally separable vs causally nonseparable processes

Since we assume that Charlie does not send any outgoing system out of his lab, one can argue [2] that the
only relevant causal orders are those where he is last; we
are thus left to consider only the orders A ≺ B ≺ C and
B ≺ A ≺ C.
The process matrices W A≺B≺C that are compatible
with the causal order A ≺ B ≺ C (and which thus, again,
simply represent standard, causally ordered quantum circuits) are those, which satisfy [2, 7, 8]
[1−BO ]CI W

A≺B≺C

= 0,

(11a)

[1−AO ]BI BO CI W

A≺B≺C

= 0,

(11b)

W A≺B≺C ≥ 0 ,

(11c)

tr W

A≺B≺C

= dO .

(11d)

Eqs. (11a)–(11b) define here a linear subspace
LA≺B≺C ⊂ LV . Together with Eq. (11c), we define the
closed convex cone of nonnormalised process matrices
compatible with the causal order A ≺ B ≺ C, as
W A≺B≺C = LA≺B≺C ∩ P.
Similarly, the process matrices W B≺A≺C that are compatible with the causal order B ≺ A ≺ C are those which
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satisfy
[1−AO ]CI W

B≺A≺C

= 0,

(12a)

[1−BO ]AI AO CI W

B≺A≺C

= 0,

(12b)

W B≺A≺C ≥ 0 ,

(12c)

tr W

B≺A≺C

= dO .

(12d)

Eqs. (12a)–(12b) define a linear subspace LB≺A≺C ⊂
LV . The closed convex cone of nonnormalised process
matrices compatible with the causal order B ≺ A ≺ C is
defined here as W B≺A≺C = LB≺A≺C ∩ P.
In analogy with the previous case, any process matrix
in the present scenario that can be decomposed as
W sep = q W A≺B≺C + (1−q) W B≺A≺C ,

(14)

Process matrices that cannot be decomposed as in (13),
and are thus not in W sep , are called causally nonseparable. These are incompatible with any definite causal
order (with Charlie last)—be it well-defined, or only determined with some probability.
III.

A.

WITNESSES OF CAUSAL
NONSEPARABILITY
Definition and characterisation

The concept of causal nonseparability represents a
new type of resource compatible (at least locally) with
quantum theory, which allows us to go beyond the standard framework of causally ordered quantum circuits [4].
An important question, to ensure this concept has some
concrete physical ground, is: how to detect it and verify
it in practice?
One possible approach, used by Oreshkov et al. in [1],
is through the violation of a so-called causal inequality—
namely, a bound on the correlations that are compatible
with a definite causal order. Since all correlations generated by causally separable processes must satisfy such
an inequality, a violation indeed ensures that the underlying process is causally nonseparable. Note that such
a demonstration is device-independent, in the sense that

2

tr[S · W sep ] ≥ 0

(13)

with q ∈ [0, 1], is called causally separable 2 . The set of
nonnormalised causally separable process matrices also
forms a closed convex cone, which can again be expressed
here as the Minkowski sum
W sep = W A≺B≺C + W B≺A≺C .

one only looks at the observed correlations, without making assumptions on what operations the devices perform.
Violating a causal inequality is however quite a strong
requirement. In fact, just as not all entangled quantum
states violate a Bell inequality [11, 12], not all causally
nonseparable processes violate a causal inequality [2, 3]
(an example being the quantum switch described below):
one must then use less stringent criteria to detect causal
nonseparability.
In Ref. [2] we introduced for that, in analogy with entanglement witnesses [13, 14], the concept of witnesses
of causal nonseparability—which we simply abbreviated
(somewhat abusively) to causal witnesses. In this context, a witness is defined as any Hermitian operator S
such that

This definition of causal separability was proposed in [2] for the
particular tripartite case we consider here. Note that it is different from that proposed in [3] for general multipartite processes.
As can actually be shown [10], our definition here rather matches
the notion of extensible causal separability of Ref. [3].

(15)
sep

for all causally separable process matrices W . Since
the set of causally separable process matrices is convex, then according to the separating hyperplane theorem [15], for any causally nonseparable W ns there must
always exist a witness such that tr[S · W ns ] < 0, which
can thus be used to certify the causal nonseparability of
W ns ; see Figure 2. Note that the measurement of a witness is a device-dependent test of causal nonseparability,
as the physical operations of the parties must faithfully
realise S to be able to test Eq. (15).
According to the above definition, and considering the
trace as the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product, the set S
of witnesses of causal nonseparability is simply the dual
cone (which we denote using an asterisk) of the cone of
nonnormalised causally separable process matrices:

S = S tr[S · W sep ] ≥ 0 ∀ W sep ∈ W sep = (W sep )∗ .
(16)
In the bipartite and particular tripartite cases considered
here, this observation allows us to easily characterise the
sets of witnesses S, from the previous definitions of the
corresponding cones W sep ; see Appendix A.
Note that for any S ⊥ in the orthogonal complement
⊥
LV of the linear subspace LV , and for any valid process
matrix W in W ⊂ LV , one has tr[S ⊥ · W ] = 0. Hence,
adding any term S ⊥ ∈ L⊥
V to a witness S simply gives
another witness, giving the same value of tr[S · W ] for
any valid W . By choosing for instance S ⊥ = LV (S) − S,
where LV is the projector onto the linear subspace LV ,
one thus obtains a witness in LV . For practical reasons,
we will often be led to restrict the search of witnesses
within the subspace LV ; for that purpose we also define
the (closed convex) cone of witnesses in LV as SV =
S ∩ LV .
B.

Determining causal (non)separability
through semidefinite programming

To determine whether a given process is causally separable or not, one possible approach is to rephrase the

5

r⇤

more explicit description of this problem in terms of positive semidefinite constraints; see Eqs. (B1) and (B3) for
the bipartite and tripartite cases, respectively. As can be
seen, solving this problem provides an explicit decomposition of W (r∗ ), where r∗ is the optimal solution of (19),
as a convex combination of processes W A≺B and W B≺A .
In analogy with the robustness of entanglement [17], the
quantity max[r∗ , 0] quantifies the robustness of the process W with respect to white noise—or random robustness [2]. In particular, a value r∗ > 0 implies that W is
causally nonseparable.
The ‘primal’ SDP problem (19) is intimately linked to
its ‘dual’ problem, which is here [2]

W ns

W ns (r⇤ )
1

1

W sep
S

Figure 2. The set of causally separable process matrices,
schematically represented by the inner ellipse, is closed and
convex. From the separating hyperplane theorem, for any
causally nonseparable process matrix W ns (in the larger ellipse containing all valid process matrices), there exists a
hyperplane, represented by the solid line, that separates it
from all causally separable process matrices W sep . That is,
there exists a Hermitian operator S—a witness of causal nonseparability—such that tr[S · W sep ] ≥ 0 for all W sep , but
tr[S · W ns ] < 0.
Solving the SDP problems of Subsection III B provides such
a witness, which is optimal with respect to the resistance of
W ns to white noise, represented by the process matrix 1◦ : as
depicted on the Figure, it detects the causal nonseparability
1
(W ns + r 1◦ ) for r lower
of all process matrices W ns (r) = 1+r
∗
than the random robustness r (directly obtained as a result of the SDP optimisation) above which W ns (r) becomes
causally separable.

question as an optimisation problem, and ask how much
noise can be added before it becomes causally separable.
Let us consider for now the case of ‘white noise’, represented by the process matrix
1◦ =

1
dI

(17)

with dI = dAI dBI or dI = dAI dBI dCI in the bipartite
and tripartite cases, and which prepares the incoming
systems of all parties in a maximally mixed state. For
a given process matrix W under consideration, we shall
consider the noisy process

1
W + r 1◦ ,
(18)
W (r) =
1+r
and investigate its causal nonseparability. Remembering that the normalisation of W (r) is irrelevant to check
whether it is in the convex cone W sep of causally separable processes, this leads us to define the following optimisation problem:
min r
s.t. W + r 1◦ ∈ W sep .

(19)

From the previous characterisation of the convex cone
W sep , one can see that this defines a semidefinite programming (SDP) problem [16], which can be solved efficiently. For ease of reference, we provide in Appendix B a

min tr[S · W ]
s.t. S ∈ SV and tr[S · 1◦ ] = 1 ,

(20)

and whose optimal solution S ∗ provides precisely, in the
case where tr[S ∗ · W ] < 0, a witness of the causal nonseparability of W . Furthermore, the Duality Theorem
for SDP problems [16] implies that the solutions of the
primal and dual problems satisfy
r∗ = − tr[S ∗ · W ] .

(21)

It follows in particular that tr[S ∗ · W (r)] < 0 for all r <
r∗ , i.e. for all r such that W (r) is causally nonseparable:
this makes the witness S ∗ optimal to detect the causal
nonseparability of W when subjected to white noise, see
Figure 2.
As for the primal problem, we provide in Appendix B
a more explicit description of the dual problem (20) that
is better suited for practical use; see Eqs. (B2) and (B4).
It is worth noting that, as discussed previously, adding
any term S ⊥ ∈ L⊥
V to S will not change the value of
tr[S · W ], nor of tr[S · 1◦ ]. Hence, the problem (20) is
formally equivalent to one, where the constraint S ∈ SV
would be replaced by S ∈ S; nevertheless, in practice, optimising over the whole (non-pointed) cone S may make
the numerical solvers unstable [2].
Note that depending on the practical physical implementation of a process W , different noise models may
also be relevant. One could consider for instance a mixture with another fixed process W ◦ , and thus replace 1◦
in the primal SDP problem (19) by W ◦ . The normalisation constraint in the dual problem (20) would then be
replaced by tr[S · W ◦ ] = 1 and one can show, following
similar proofs to those of Ref. [2], that as long as W ◦ is
in the relative interior of W sep (i.e., the interior of W sep
within LV ), the SDP problems would still be solved efficiently, with their optimal solutions still satisfying (21).
Another case of interest is that of robustness to worst
case noise, as also considered in Ref. [2]. One can define
in this case the notion of generalised robustness (again
in analogy with entanglement [18]), which can also be
obtained through SDP. Interestingly, the generalised robustness can be used to define a proper measure of causal
nonseparability as it is (contrary to the random robustness) monotonous under local operations [2].
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C.

Imposing further constraints on the witnesses

In order to ‘measure’ a witness S—i.e., to estimate the
value tr[S · W ] (and check its sign)—one can in principle simply decompose it as a linear combination of
products of CP (trace non-increasing) maps, implement
these maps (provided this can be done even if the causal
order between the parties is not well-defined), estimate
their probabilities, and combine the statistics in an appropriate way (as illustrated for instance in the next section) [2].
In some cases, one may however not be able to implement all required CP maps, but may be restricted to CP
maps from a certain class only—e.g., one may only be
able to realise unitary operations. In that case, not all
witnesses can be measured, and it then makes sense to
restrict the search of witnesses to those that are implementable in practice. To do this, one can directly modify
the dual problem (20) and replace the search space SV
by the set S̃ ⊂ S of allowed witnesses (while no longer
necessarily restricting the search to witnesses within LV ).
Of course, with such an additional restriction the witnesses we shall obtain may not be optimal, and we will
in general not be able to witness all causally nonseparable processes. Nevertheless, this possibility to add some
constraints on the possible witnesses may be useful in
practice, as we will illustrate below with the quantum
switch.

We solved, for different values of η1 , η2 , the dual SDP
problem (20)—or rather, its more explicit formulation
given in (B2)—using the Matlab software CVX [20], and
obtained (up to numerical precision) the witnesses
1h
Sη1 ,η2 = 1 − sgn(η1 ) 1AI Z AO Z BI 1BO
i
4
− sgn(η2 ) Z AI 1AO X BI Z BO , (23)
where sgn is the sign function (for η1 = η2 = √12 we
recover the witness obtained in Ref. [2]).
To verify that Sη1 ,η2 is indeed a valid witness, one can
check that BO Sη1 ,η2 ≥ 0 and AO Sη1 ,η2 ≥ 0: see the characterisation of witnesses in the bipartite case given in
Appendix A 2 a. Applying Sη1 ,η2 to Wη1 ,η2 , one gets
tr[Sη1 ,η2 · Wη1 ,η2 ] = 1 − |η1 | − |η2 | ,

which shows that Wη1 ,η2 is causally nonseparable (the
trace above is negative) for |η1 |+|η2 | > 1, and its random
robustness in that case is rη∗1 ,η2 = − tr[Sη1 ,η2 · Wη1 ,η2 ] =
|η1 | + |η2 | − 1.
For |η1 | + |η2 | ≤ 1 on the other hand, we find
that Wη1 ,η2 is causally separable. Solving the primal
SDP problem (19)—or rather, its more explicit formulation (B1)—provides an explicit decomposition as a convex sum of processes compatible with a definite causal
order, in the form
Wη1 ,η2 =

IV.

CASE STUDIES

Let us now consider a few concrete examples to illustrate how one can construct witnesses and characterise
causal nonseparability in practice. We start with a family of bipartite processes investigated already in Ref. [19],
and then move on to the example of the quantum switch,
for which we will consider different noise models and show
how to add specific constraints on the witnesses we shall
construct.
A.

A family of bipartite process matrices

In Ref. [19], the following family of process matrices
was introduced:
1h
Wη1 ,η2 = 1 + η1 1AI Z AO Z BI 1BO
i
4
+ η2 Z AI 1AO X BI Z BO ,
(22)
where Z and X are the Pauli matrices, the superscripts
indicate to which system each operator is applied, and
tensor products are implicit. Wη1 ,η2 generalises in particular the process matrix originally considered in Ref. [1],
obtained for η1 = η2 = √12 . One can easily check that
Wη1 ,η2 satisfies Eqs. (3a)–(3c) and (3e), and that it is positive semidefinite—hence, it is a valid process matrix—if
and only if η12 + η22 ≤ 1.

(24)

|η1 |
|η2 |
W A≺B +
W B≺A
|η1 |+|η2 | η1 ,η2
|η1 |+|η2 | η1 ,η2

(25)

with
i

1h
1 + sgn(η1 ) |η1 |+|η2 | 1AI Z AO Z BI 1BO ,
4
i

1h
= 1 + sgn(η2 ) |η1 |+|η2 | Z AI 1AO X BI Z BO ,
4
(26)

WηA≺B
=
1 ,η2
WηB≺A
1 ,η2

satand WηB≺A
where one can indeed check that WηA≺B
1 ,η2
1 ,η2
isfy Eqs. (5a)–(5d) and (6a)–(6d), as required (they are
positive semidefinite precisely for |η1 | + |η2 | ≤ 1).
Figure 3 represents the set of process matrices Wη1 ,η2 .
We recover here the results found in Ref. [19]; however, the use of witnesses allows us to give a much more
direct proof of causally (non)separability for the Wη1 ,η2
matrices.
In order to measure the witness Sη1 ,η2 in practice, one
can for instance decompose its two nontrivial components
in terms of CP (trace non-increasing) maps as follows:
X
AI AO
BI BO
1AI Z AO Z BI 1BO = 4
a b Ma|1Z
⊗Mb|Z1
, (27a)
a,b=±1

Z

AI

1

AO

X

BI

Z

BO

X

AI AO
BI BO
τ a b Ma|Z1
⊗Mb|X,τ
Z,
τ,a,b=±1
(27b)

=2

with
M±|1Z =

1
2

⊗

1±Z
2

,

M±|X,τ Z =

1±Z
2
1+τ Z
2

M±|Z1 =
1±X
2

⊗

⊗

1
2

,
(28)
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⌘2

W0,1
1

Wp1 ,p1
2

2

1

W1,0

0

1

⌘1

S⌘1,⌘2

Figure 3. Representation of the set of process matrices Wη1 ,η2
defined in Eq. (22). The shaded circle (characterised by
η12 + η22 ≤ 1) delimits the valid process matrices Wη1 ,η2 ≥ 0.
Causally separable processes Wη1 ,η2 are restricted to the inner square (|η1 | + |η2 | ≤ 1). Causally nonseparable processes
(such that |η1 | + |η2 | > 1) can be witnessed by Sη1 ,η2 (23),
represented (for the case η1 , η2 ≥ 0) by the solid line. The
figure here is similar to Figure 2 of Ref. [19].

(where the second part of the subscripts denote a particular choice of instrument: a choice of ‘setting’), and then
calculate, using the generalised Born rule (2),
X
AI AO
BI BO
tr[Sη1 ,η2 ·W ] = 1 − sgn(η1 )
a b P (Ma|1Z
, Mb|Z1
)

In its simplest version, the quantum switch involves
two qubits—a control qubit and a target qubit. The target qubit, initially prepared in some state |ψi, is sent to
two parties, Alice and Bob, who act on it in an order that
is determined by the state of the control qubit: if the control qubit is in the state |0i, then Alice acts first and Bob
acts second, while if it is in the state |1i, then Bob acts
first and Alice second. The interesting situation is when
the control qubit is in a superposition √12 (|0i + |1i), in
which case Alice and Bob can be said to act ‘in a superposition of orders’. After Alice and Bob’s operations, the
control qubit is sent to a third party, Charlie, who can
measure it.
As shown in Ref. [2] (see also [3]), the quantum switch
can be represented in terms of the ‘pure process’
1  A
C
B T
A B
|wi = √ |ψi I |1ii O I |1ii O I |0i I
2

C
A T
B A
B
+ |ψi I |1ii O I |1ii O I |1i I , (30)
where |1ii = |00i + |11i is the CJ representation of an
identity qubit channel. After tracing out the target qubit
in the system TI , we obtain the process matrix representing the quantum switch as3
Wswitch = trTI |wihw| .

(31)

Note that Wswitch ∈ AI ⊗AO ⊗BI ⊗BO ⊗CI (with dAI =
dAO = dBI = dBO = dCI = 2) and that Charlie has no
output system, so that we are indeed in the particular
tripartite case considered previously.

1.

Robustness to white noise

a,b

1X
AI AO
BI BO
τ a b P (Ma|Z1
, Mb|X,τ
− sgn(η2 )
Z) .
2
τ,a,b
(29)
(Note that the decomposition of a witness in terms of
CP maps is not unique; another possible decomposition
of Sη1 ,η2 , for the case η1 , η2 > 0, was given in Ref. [2].)
B.

To investigate the causal nonseparability of the
quantum switch and construct a witness, one can follow
the approach described in Subsection III B. We solved the
SDP problems (19)–(20)—or rather, their more explicit
formulation (B3)–(B4)—numerically with CVX [20], and
found that the random robustness of the quantum switch
is
∗
rswitch
' 1.576 .

The quantum switch

The quantum switch is a circuit, which was proposed
to extend the framework of causally ordered quantum
circuits and allow the order in which gates are performed
to be coherently controlled by a quantum system [4].
As proven recently [2, 3], when analysed in the framework of process matrices, the quantum switch provides
precisely an example of a (tripartite) causally nonseparable process. It is in fact the first practical example that
we know how to realise physically (and which has been
demonstrated experimentally [21]), as, to the best of our
knowledge, no practical realisation is known so far for any
of the causally nonseparable process matrices exhibited,
e.g., in Refs. [1, 9, 19, 22, 23].

(32)

Alternatively, in terms of the ‘visibility’ v, this means
that the noisy quantum switch
◦

1
Wswitch
(v) = v Wswitch + (1−v) 1◦

(33)

∗
is causally nonseparable for all v ≥ vswitch
= 1+r∗1
'
switch
0.3882. The explicit witness Sswitch obtained numerically
from the dual SDP problem (20) is given in Appendix C 1.

3

Alternatively, the target qubit could also be sent for instance to
Charlie, would could measure it together with the control qubit;
for simplicity we do not consider this possibility here.
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2.

Depolarising the control qubit

Wdepol
In a practical implementation of the quantum switch,
other noise models than fully white noise can also be
relevant.
Consider for instance a situation where, for practical
reasons, the target qubit is well preserved throughout the
setup, but the control qubit is affected by white noise:
with some probability v (which can be understood as a
‘visibility’), the state of the control qubit is untouched,
and with some probability 1 − v it is depolarised to the
fully fixed state 1CI /2. The resulting noisy process then
writes
depol
Wswitch
(v) = v Wswitch + (1−v) Wdepol

(34)

with
Wdepol = CI Wswitch
1
A B
A
=
|ψihψ| I ⊗ |1iihh1| O I ⊗ 1BO
2
 1CI
B
B A
+ |ψihψ| I ⊗ |1iihh1| O I ⊗ 1AO ⊗
, (35)
2
which corresponds to a random mixture of a process
where the target qubit goes first to Alice then to Bob,
and a process where it goes first to Bob and then to
Alice.
One clearly sees that Wdepol is causally separable. As
it turns out, it lies precisely on the boundary of the
set of causally separable processes; hence, some care
needs to be taken if one wants to investigate the causal
depol
(non)separability of Wswitch
(v) as discussed at the end
of Subsection III B. A possible approach is for instance
to mix the quantum switch with a process that is -close
to Wdepol (and let  → 0), inside the relative interior of
W sep ; or to directly calculate the random robustness of
depol
Wswitch
(v) for various fixed values of v.
By doing so, we found numerically a positive random
robustness for all chosen values v > 0. In fact, one can
depol
prove analytically that Wswitch
(v) is causally nonseparable whenever v > 0, by constructing a family of witdepol
nesses S(v) such that tr[S(v) · Wswitch
(v)] < 0 for all
v > 0; see Appendix C 2. That is, the causal nonseparability of the quantum switch is infinitely robust to white
noise affecting the control qubit only.
Figure 4 shows, for illustration, the two-dimensional
slice of the space of process matrices that contains
Wswitch , Wdepol and 1◦ . By scanning this whole slice,
one can characterise using our SDP technique the limits
of the set of causally separable processes. One can clearly
see for instance that the whole line segment containing
depol
the processes Wswitch
(v) with v > 0 is outside of it, and
approaches it tangentially.
3.

Dephasing the control qubit

Rather than fully depolarising the control qubit, it may
be relevant to investigate the case where it is only de-

Wswitch

1
Sswitch S̃
Figure 4. Two-dimensional slice of the space of process
matrices containing Wswitch , Wdepol and 1◦ . The shaded region contains all valid (positive semidefinite) process matrices,
with the inner darker region containing the causally separable
processes. The causal nonseparability of Wswitch can be witnessed using Sswitch , given explicitly in Appendix C 1, which
is optimal to test its robustness to white noise. All processes
depol
Wswitch
(v) = v Wswitch + (1−v) Wdepol with 0 < v ≤ 1 are
causally nonseparable, as can be shown using a family of witnesses given in Appendix C 2. The witness S̃ can be measured with Alice and Bob restricting their operations to unitaries; only the causally nonseparable processes outside of the
hatched region can be witnessed with this restriction.

phased, i.e. it undergoes (with some probability 1 − v, as
before) the map
ρ → h0|ρ|0i |0ih0| + h1|ρ|1i |1ih1| ,

(36)

so that its coherence is lost.
We are thus led to consider here the noisy process
deph
Wswitch
(v) = v Wswitch + (1−v) Wdeph

(37)

with
Wdeph =

1
A
A B
C
|ψihψ| I ⊗ |1iihh1| O I ⊗ 1BO ⊗ |0ih0| I

2
B
B A
C
+ |ψihψ| I ⊗ |1iihh1| O I ⊗ 1AO ⊗ |1ih1| I , (38)

which corresponds now to a situation where a clasC
C
sical control bit, in the state |0ih0| I or |1ih1| I with
equal probability, determines the order between Alice and
Bob—a process that we could call a classical switch.
Clearly, Wdeph is causally separable. Like Wdepol , it
also lies on the boundary of the set of causally separable
processes. One can again check numerically and prove
deph
(v) is causanalytically (see Appendix C 2) that Wswitch
ally nonseparable for all v > 0: that is, the quantum
switch is also infinitely robust to dephasing noise affecting the control qubit only. As with Figure 4, Figure 5 now
shows, for illustration, the two-dimensional slice of the
space of process matrices that contains Wswitch , Wdeph
and 1◦ .
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Wswitch

Wdeph

Wswitch

1

Sswitch

S̃

Figure 5.
Analogous figure to Fig. 4, for the twodimensional slice of the space of process matrices containing
−
now Wswitch , Wdeph and 1◦ . The process Wswitch
, symmetric to Wswitch , is the process obtained when implementing
the quantum switch with a control qubit initially in the state
1
√
(|0i − |1i) rather than √12 (|0i + |1i) (whose description as
2
a process matrix is then obtained by replacing the ‘+’ sign by
a ‘−’ sign in Eq. (30)).

S ∈ SV by S ∈ S̃, with

S̃ = S ∈ S AI S = AO S = AI AO S
and BI S = BO S = BI BO S .

The resulting optimisation problem remains a SDP problem. Solving it with CVX, we obtained numerically an
explicit witness S̃, given in Appendix C 3 and shown on
Figures 4 and 5, that detects the causal nonseparabildepol
1◦
ity of the processes Wswitch
(v) (33), Wswitch
(v) (34) and
deph
Wswitch (v) (37) down to v ' 0.6641 (the same value for
all three).
Clearly, the price to pay by restricting Alice and Bob
to unitaries only is that not all causally nonseparable
processes can be witnessed; see the hatched regions in
Figures 4 and 5. Nevertheless, the amount of noise tolerated by S̃ is already good enough to measure it and
demonstrate causal nonseparability experimentally with
current technologies, e.g. in a setup similar to that of
Ref. [21].

V.
4.

Restricting Alice and Bob’s operations to unitaries

To finish with, let us consider an implementation of
the quantum switch where Alice and Bob are restricted to
perform unitary operations. This restriction is motivated
by practical reasons: in the recent photonic implementation of the quantum switch reported in Ref. [21] for example, Alice and Bob only used passive optical elements,
namely half and quarter wave plates, realising (up to experimental imperfections) unitaries on the target qubit,
encoded in the photon polarisation. In particular, Alice
and Bob do not perform any actual measurement, and do
not need to record measurement outcomes (only Charlie
makes a measurement with different possible outcomes).
As we show in Appendix C 3, the CJ representation
MUXI XO of a unitary operation U : HXI → HXO satisfies
XI XO
XI MU

= XO MUXI XO = XI XO MUXI XO .

(39)

Now, if Alice and Bob are restricted to perform unitary
operations, the witnesses that can be measured must be
of the form
X
CI
S=
γx,y,z,c MUAxI AO ⊗ MUByI BO ⊗ Mc|z
,
(40)
x,y,z,c

for some unitaries Ux , Uy , for some CP maps (or simply:
CI
POVM elements) Mc|z
, and some real coefficients γx,y,z,c .
Because of (39), S will then necessarily satisfy
AI S

= AO S = AI AO S and

BI S

= BO S = BI BO S . (41)

Hence, to construct such a witness, one can simply
solve the dual SDP problem (20), replacing the constraint

(42)

DISCUSSION

In this paper we have given an introduction to witnesses of causal nonseparability [2], and illustrated this
concept on a few explicit examples. Witnesses of causal
nonseparability are somewhat analogous to entanglement
witnesses; however, a remarkable difference is that contrary to the latter, the former can be constructed efficiently, for any causally nonseparable processes (in the
bipartite and particular tripartite cases considered here),
using semidefinite programming.
Among the explicit examples given above, of particular interest is the quantum switch. This is indeed the
first concrete example of a causally nonseparable process
that we know how to realise in practice, and for which we
know how to witness the causal nonseparability. We constructed its optimal witness with respect to white noise,
which detects its causal nonseparability down to a visibility of v ' 0.3882. We further constructed a witness
that can be measured with Alice and Bob implementing
unitaries only, and which is robust to visibilities down to
v ' 0.6441—whether we consider white noise, or depolarising or dephasing noise that affects the control qubit
only. This allows for a feasible experimental verification
of the causal nonseparability of the quantum switch that
would be more robust than with the witness previously
proposed in [2], which allows only for visibilities down
to v ' 0.7381 (corresponding to a success probability
psucc = 1+v
2 ' 0.8690 for Chiribella’s task [24], as reported in [2]). Note that in the latter, Charlie only performs
measurements in the X basis (while our witness also involves the Y basis, see Appendix C 3); as it turns out,
that witness was actually optimal under this restriction,
as can be shown by further adding the corresponding constraint in the dual problem (20). Recall that the witness
obtained in [2] was constructed from Chiribella’s task
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of distinguishing between a commuting and an anticommuting channel, where the quantum switch provides an
advantage over any causally ordered circuit [24]. We note
indeed that the tool of witnesses of causal nonseparability
and the techniques developed to construct them may also
be useful to inspire and analyse possible applications of
causally nonseparable processes [24–26], and to quantify
their advantages over causally separable resources.
Let us finish by emphasising that in this paper, as
in Ref. [2], we only considered the bipartite case and a
particular tripartite case, where the third party has no
(or a trivial) outgoing system. Characterising and constructing witnesses in the general case remains so far an
open problem. Clearly, the sets of nonnormalised process
matrices and of witnesses remain closed convex cones,
and one can still write the optimisation problems (19)
and (20) as conic problems. However, whether the characterisation of the cones W sep and S(V ) would allow us
to write them as SDP problems that can be solved efficiently, and whether the duality relation (21) would still
hold, is left for future research.

with W A≺B and W B≺A two positive semidefinite
matrices satisyfing (5a)–(5b) and (6a)–(6b), respectively.
Note that if W is already assumed to be a valid process
matrix in LV (hence, it satisfies in particular Eqs. (3a)
and (3b)), then assuming that W A≺B satisfies (5a) automatically implies that W B≺A = W − W A≺B satisfies (6b); similarly, assuming that W B≺A satisfies (6a)
automatically implies that W A≺B satisfies (5b). Hence,
to determine whether W ∈ LV is causally separable, it is
enough to check whether it can be decomposed as in (A1)
with W A≺B ≥ 0 and W B≺A ≥ 0 satisfying (5a) and (6a),
resp. Defining the linear subspaces
L[1−BO ] = {W | [1−BO ] W = 0} ,
L[1−AO ] = {W | [1−AO ] W = 0} ,

(A2)
(A3)

the cone of (nonnormalised) causally separable process
matrices can then be characterised as [2]
W sep = W A≺B + W B≺A
(A4)


= (P ∩ L[1−BO ] ) + (P ∩ L[1−AO ] ) ∩ LV . (A5)
b.

Tripartite case with dCO = 1
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With similar arguments as in the bipartite case above,
we find that in the particular tripartite case where
Charlie has a trivial outgoing system (dCO = 1), the cone
of (nonnormalised) causally separable process matrices
can be characterised as
W sep = W A≺B≺C + W B≺A≺C

= (P ∩ L[1−BO ]CI )

+(P ∩ L[1−AO ]CI ) ∩ LV

(A7)

L[1−BO ]CI = {W | [1−BO ]CI W = 0} ,
L[1−AO ]CI = {W | [1−AO ]CI W = 0} .

(A8)
(A9)

(A6)

with
Appendix A: Characterisation of the cones
W sep , S and SV

In this Appendix we show how to explicitly characterise the cones W sep of (nonnormalised) causally separable process matrices, and the cones S = (W sep )∗ and
SV = S ∩ LV of witnesses of causal nonseparability, in
the bipartite and particular tripartite cases considered in
the main text.
The characterisations below were first obtained in
Ref. [2]. In what follows here, it is implicit that all
matrices under consideration are either in AI ⊗AO ⊗BI ⊗
BO (in the bipartite case) or AI ⊗ AO ⊗ BI ⊗ BO ⊗ CI (in
the tripartite case); in particular, they are all Hermitian.

1.

W sep : Causally separable process matrices
a.

Bipartite case

According to Eq. (8), bipartite causally separable process matrices can be written as
W =W

A≺B

+W

B≺A

(A1)

2.

S and SV : Witnesses of causal nonseparability

As explained in the main text, the set of witnesses of
causal nonseparability is simply the dual cone of W sep . It
can be characterised by using the previous descriptions of
W sep , and making use of the following duality relations
for two nonempty closed convex cones K1 , K2 [15]:
(K1 + K2 )∗ = K1∗ ∩ K2∗ ,
a.

(K1 ∩ K2 )∗ = K1∗ + K2∗ . (A10)
Bipartite case

Using (A5) and (A10), noting that the dual cone of a
linear subspace L is its orthogonal complement L⊥ and
that the cone P of positive semidefinite matrices is selfdual, one can write, in the bipartite case,
S = (W sep )∗


⊥
⊥
= (P + L⊥
[1−BO ] ) ∩ (P + L[1−AO ] ) + LV .

(A11)
(A12)
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Noting now that L⊥
[1−BO ] = {S | [1−BO ] S = S} =
{S | BO S = 0} and that the map S → BO S is positive,
one can easily show [2] that P +L⊥
[1−BO ] = {S | BO S ≥ 0},
⊥
and similarly that P +L[1−AO ] = {S | AO S ≥ 0}. Furthermore, one has L⊥
V = {S|LV (S) = 0}, where LV is the projector onto the linear subspace LV (= {S|LV (S) = S}),
which can be written as
LV (W )
=

1−[1−BO ]AI AO



1−[1−AO ]BI BO

W



LV (W ) = 

1−[1−BO ]AI AO CI −[1−AO ]BI BO CI 
−[1−AO ][1−BO ]CI

W.

(A20)

Appendix B: Explicit formulation
of our SDP problems

1−[1−AO ][1−BO ]

 W.

=

1−[1−BO ]AI AO −[1−AO ]BI BO −[1−AO ][1−BO ]

(A13)

Combining this with (A12), we find that
n
S = S = S P + S ⊥ BO S P ≥ 0 , AO S P ≥ 0 ,
o
LV (S ⊥ ) = 0 . (A14)
Furthermore, S = S P + S ⊥ thus characterised is in LV
if and only if S = LV (SP + S ⊥ ) = LV (SP ). Hence, we
also simply have
o
n
SV = S = LV (S P ) BO S P ≥ 0 , AO S P ≥ 0 . (A15)

b.

by referring to the previous characterisation (A16) of S,
and with the projector LV onto LV now given by

The previous characterisations of the cones W sep and
SV allow us to write (in our bipartite and tripartite cases)
the primal and dual SDP problems (19) and (20) in more
explicit forms, which can readily be implemented and
solved on a computer.

1.

Bipartite case

Using the characterisation of Eq. (A5), and noting that
for W ∈ LV , W + r1◦ is also automatically in LV , one
can write explicitly the primal SDP problem (19) in the
bipartite case as

Tripartite case with dCO = 1

min r
One could follow a similar reasoning as above to characterise S in the tripartite case with dCO = 1, starting from the characterisation of W sep given by Eq. (A7).
However, because the map S → [1−(1−BO )CI ] S is not positive (contrary to S → [1−(1−BO )] S = BO S), one cannot
simplify the characterisation of P + L⊥
[1−BO ]CI —and ultimately of S—as much as before.
It is thus somewhat simpler here to start directly from
the characterisation of W sep given by Eq. (A6). With
W A≺B≺C = P ∩ LA≺B≺C and W B≺A≺C = P ∩ LB≺A≺C ,
we get, using again the relations (A10),
S = (W sep )∗

∗
= (P ∩ LA≺B≺C ) + (P ∩ LB≺A≺C )

where LA≺B≺C and LB≺A≺C are the projectors onto the
linear subspaces LA≺B≺C and LB≺A≺C , which are
 W , (A17)
LA≺B≺C (W ) = 
1−[1−BO ]CI −[1−AO ]BI BO CI

 W . (A18)

Restricting the witnesses to the subspace LV , one can
then write
SV = { S ∈ S | LV (S) = S }

[1−BO ] W

A≺B

= 0,

W B≺A ≥ 0 ,

[1−AO ] W

B≺A

= 0.

(B1)

Using now Eq. (A15), the dual SDP problem (20)
writes, more explicitly,
min tr[S · W ]
s.t. S = LV (S P ) , BO S P ≥ 0 ,
tr[S · 1◦ ] = 1 ,

2.

P
⊥
SABC
≥ 0 , LA≺B≺C (SABC
) = 0,
o
P
⊥
SBAC ≥ 0 , LB≺A≺C (SABC ) = 0 , (A16)

1−[1−AO ]CI −[1−BO ]AI AO CI

W A≺B ≥ 0 ,

AO S

P

≥ 0,

(B2)

with LV defined in Eq. (A13).

⊥
= (P + L⊥
A≺B≺C ) ∩ (P + LB≺A≺C )
n
P
⊥
P
⊥
= S = SABC
+ SABC
= SBAC
+ SBAC

LB≺A≺C (W ) = 

s.t. W + r 1◦ = W A≺B + W B≺A ,

(A19)

Tripartite case with dCO = 1

Using Eq. (A7), the primal SDP problem (19) can be
written explicitly, in the tripartite case with dCO = 1, as
min r
s.t. W + r 1◦ = W A≺B≺C + W B≺A≺C ,
W A≺B≺C ≥ 0 ,

[1−BO ]CI W

A≺B≺C

= 0,

W B≺A≺C ≥ 0 ,

[1−AO ]CI W

B≺A≺C

= 0.

(B3)

Using now Eqs. (A16) and (A19), the dual SDP prob-
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lem (20) writes, more explicitly,

1.

min tr[S · W ]
P
⊥
P
⊥
s.t. S = SABC
+ SABC
= SBAC
+ SBAC
,
P
⊥
SABC
≥ 0 , LA≺B≺C (SABC
) = 0,

(B4)

with LA≺B≺C , LB≺A≺C and LV defined in Eqs. (A17),
(A18) and (A20).

Appendix C: Witnesses for the quantum switch

In this Appendix we give explicit witnesses of the
causal nonseparability of the quantum switch. Although
the results reported in the main text do not depend on
the initial state |ψi of the target qubit, the specific form
of the witnesses does; in the following we fix it to be
|ψi = |0i.
For ease of notations, we will provide the various witnesses in the general form
S =

4

1+

X



si Si ,

(C1)

i

for some terms Si and coefficients si to be specified below.
To verify that S is a valid witness, we will provide the
P
⊥
explicit decomposition of S = SABC
+ SABC
as in (A16)
in the form
⊥
SABC
=

1X
tj Tj ,
4 j

P
⊥
SABC
= S − SABC
,

=

⊥
FA↔B (SABC
),

P
SBAC

=

P
FA↔B (SABC
),

(C3)
where FA↔B is the map that exchanges the roles of Alice
and Bob, defined as
FA↔B (σ1AI ⊗ σ2AO ⊗ σ3BI ⊗ σ4BO ⊗ σ5CI )
= ± σ3AI ⊗ σ4AO ⊗ σ1BI ⊗ σ2BO ⊗ σ5CI

(C4)

for σi = 1, X, Y, Z, and where the sign is + if σ5 = 1
or X, and − if σ5 = Y or Z. (Note that all processes
W and all witnesses S considered for the tripartite case
in this paper have the symmetry W = FA↔B (W ), S =
FA↔B (S).)

S2 = Z1111 + 11Z11 ,

S3 = 1ZZ11 + Z11Z1 ,

S4 = ZZZ11 + Z1ZZ1 ,

S5 = ZZ11Z − 11ZZZ ,

S6 = 1ZZ1Z − Z11ZZ ,

S7 = Z111Z − 11Z1Z + ZZ1ZZ − 1ZZZZ ,
S8 = 1Z11Z − 111ZZ + ZZZ1Z − Z1ZZZ ,
S9 = 1X1XX + 1Y 1Y X + 1X1Y Y − 1Y 1XY
+ 1XZXX + 1Y ZY X + 1XZY Y − 1Y ZXY
+ ZX1XX + ZY 1Y X + ZX1Y Y − ZY 1XY
+ ZXZXX + ZY ZY X + ZXZY Y − ZY ZXY ,
S10 =

X1X1X − X1XZX − XZX1X + XZXZX
+ Y 1Y 1X − Y 1Y ZX − Y ZY 1X + Y ZY ZX
+ X1Y 1Y − X1Y ZY − XZY 1Y + XZY ZY
− Y 1X1Y + Y 1XZY + Y ZX1Y − Y ZXZY ,

S11 = 1XX11 − 1Y Y 11 + ZXX11 − ZY Y 11
+ 1XX1Z − 1Y Y 1Z + ZXX1Z − ZY Y 1Z
− 1XXZZ + 1Y Y ZZ − ZXXZZ + ZY Y ZZ
+ X11X1 − Y 11Y 1 + X1ZX1 − Y 1ZY 1
− X11XZ + Y 11Y Z − X1ZXZ + Y 1ZY Z
+ XZ1XZ − Y Z1Y Z + XZZXZ − Y ZZY Z ,
S12 =

(C2)

for some terms Ti and coefficients ti to be specified
as well. This will allow the reader to check that
⊥
P
LA≺B≺C (SABC
) = 0 and SABC
≥ 0, as required
by (A16).
Due to the symmetries of the quantum switch and its
P
⊥
witnesses, the second decomposition S = SBAC
+ SBAC
in (A16) can then be obtained as
⊥
SBAC

By solving the dual SDP problem (B4) for W =
Wswitch with CVX, we obtained numerically the witness
Sswitch of the form (C1), with
S1 = Z1Z11 ,

P
⊥
SBAC
≥ 0 , LB≺A≺C (SABC
) = 0,
S = LV (S) , tr[S · 1◦ ] = 1 ,

1

Optimal witness with respect to white noise

XX11X − XX1ZX + XXZ1X − XXZZX
− Y Y 11X + Y Y 1ZX − Y Y Z1X + Y Y ZZX
− XY 11Y + XY 1ZY − XY Z1Y + XY ZZY
− Y X11Y + Y X1ZY − Y XZ1Y + Y XZZY
+ 11XXX − 1ZXXX + Z1XXX − ZZXXX
− 11Y Y X + 1ZY Y X − Z1Y Y X + ZZY Y X
+ 11XY Y − 1ZXY Y + Z1XY Y − ZZXY Y
+ 11Y XY − 1ZY XY + Z1Y XY − ZZY XY
(C5)

(where, here and below, the superscripts denoting
the different systems are omitted—we keep the order
AI AO BI BO CI —and the tensor products are implicit),
and with the coefficients
s1
s4
s7
s10

' 0.2650 , s2
' −0.3966 , s5
' 0.0595 , s8
' −0.1128 , s11

'
'
'
'

0.6325 ,
0.1168 ,
0.1764 ,
0.1025 ,

s3
s6
s9
s12

' −0.7641 ,
' 0.2359 ,
' −0.3340 ,
' −0.1941 .
(C6)

⊥
The operator SABC
is given here by (C2), with

T1 = 1Z111 ,
T3 = ZZ111 ,

T2 = 111Z1 ,
T4 = 11ZZ1 ,
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T5 = Z11Z1 , T6 = 1Z1Z1 ,
T8 = Z1ZZ1 , T9 = 1ZZZ1 ,

Wswitch

T7 = ZZ1Z1 ,
T10 = ZZZZ1 ,

Wdepol

T11 = X11X1 + X1ZX1 − Y 11Y 1 − Y 1ZY 1 ,
T12 = XZ1X1 + XZZX1 − Y Z1Y 1 − Y ZZY 1 ,
T13 = 1XXZ1 + ZXXZ1 − 1Y Y Z1 − ZY Y Z1 ,
(C7)
and the coefficients
t1
t4
t7
t10
t13

' 0.5157 , t2
' −0.3021 , t5
' 0.7865 , t8
' 0.8460 , t11
' 0.1025 .

'
'
'
'

−0.2426 ,
−1.3741 ,
−1.0662 ,
−0.5300 ,

t3
t6
t9
t12

'
'
'
'

0.1482 ,
0.4190 ,
0.4785 ,
0.6325 ,
(C8)

With the witness Sswitch thus defined, we find
∗
tr[Sswitch · Wswitch ] = −rswitch
' −1.576 < 0, as reported in the main text. Note that in order to measure the
witness Sswitch , one can decompose each of its terms in
a similar way as we did in Subsection IV A for Sη1 ,η2
in terms of CP maps, implement them and combine the
statistics in the appropriate way.

2.

depol
A family of witnesses for Wswitch
(v) and
deph
Wswitch (v)

v2
4
v
−2 ,

s3 = s4 = − 1 −
v2
4



,

s5 = s6 = s8 = , s9 =
s7 = s10 = s11 = s12 = 0 ,

(C9)

and
t6 = t7 = t9 = t10 = 1 ,
t1 = −t2 = t3 = −t4 = −t5 /2 = −t8 /2 = 1 −
t11 = t12 = t13 = 0 .

v2
4

S(v)
v=1

1

Figure 6. Two-dimensional slice of the space of process
matrices containing Wswitch , Wdepol and 1◦ , as in Fig. 4. Bedepol
cause the line segment containing the processes Wswitch
(v) =
v Wswitch + (1−v) Wdepol approaches the set of causally separable processes tangentially, there is no single witness that
detects their causal nonseparability for all v > 0. Instead, one
can use the family of witnesses S(v) of Eq. (C11), shown here
for the different values of v = 0.03, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.

AI BI AO BO CI for ease of notation)
h
v2
B
A
S(v) = |0ih0| I |0ih0| I 1AO BO CI + (Z1−1Z)AO BO Z CI
4
v
− (XX + Y Y )AO BO X CI
2
i
v
− (XY − Y X)AO BO Y CI
2
v2 h
1
AI BI AO BO CI
− (1 − ) |0ih0| Z Z 1 1
2
4
i
B
+Z AI |0ih0| I 1AO Z BO 1CI . (C11)
One finds

Due to the geometry of the problem, with the line segdepol
deph
ments containing the processes Wswitch
(v) and Wswitch
(v)
being tangent to the set of causally separable processes
(see Figures 4–5 or 6–7), one cannot provide a unique
witness that would detect the causal nonseparability of
depol
deph
all Wswitch
(v) or Wswitch
(v) for all v > 0.
Instead, we provide here a family of witnesses S(v),
parametrised by v. Namely, S(v) and the corresponding
⊥
(v) are given in the forms (C1) and (C2), with the
SABC
terms Si and Tj defined again as in Eqs. (C5) and (C7),
now with the coefficients
s1 = s2 = 1 ,

v = 0.03

depol
tr[S(v) · Wswitch
(v)] = −

tr[S(v) ·

(C10)

More explicitly, this gives (when written in the order



v2 ,

= −v ,

(C12)
(C13)

depol
which give negative values—thus proving that Wswitch
(v)
deph
and Wswitch (v) are causally nonseparable—for all v > 0.
Figures 6 and 7 represent the witnesses S(v), for various values of v, in the two-dimensional slices of the space
of process matrices containing Wswitch , Wdepol , 1◦ and
Wswitch , Wdeph , 1◦ , respectively. Note that the witnesses
S(v) are not optimal to detect causal nonseparability, as
they are not tangent to the set of causally separable processes. E.g., for v = 1, we find tr[S(1) · Wswitch ] = −1,
allowing one to prove◦ causal nonseparability of the noisy
1
quantum switch Wswitch
(v) (33) only down to v > 1/2
∗
(to be compared to vswitch
' 0.3882 for the optimal witness). We could not find an analytical expression for
optimal witnesses; nevertheless, the witnesses are good
depol
enough for our goal, which was to prove that Wswitch
(v)
deph
and Wswitch
(v) are causally nonseparable for all v > 0.

3.

,

deph
Wswitch
(v)]

3−v
2
2

Restricting Alice and Bob’s operations
to unitaries

Here we show how to impose that Alice and Bob’s operations are restricted to unitaries, and provide the witness
thus obtained.

14
Wswitch
Wdeph

Wswitch

v = 0.03

S(v)

S12 = XX11X − Y Y 11X + 11XXX − 11Y Y X ,
S13 = XY 11Y + Y X11Y − 11XY Y − 11Y XY ,
S14 = XXZZX − Y Y ZZX + ZZXXX − ZZY Y X ,
S15 = XY ZZY + Y XZZY − ZZXY Y − ZZY XY ,

v=1

1

S10 = XZXZX +Y ZY ZX, S11 = XZY ZY −Y ZXZY,

S16 = XZZXX − Y ZZY X + ZXXZX − ZY Y ZX ,
S17 = ZXY ZY + ZY XZY − XZZY Y − Y ZZXY ,

Figure 7. Two-dimensional slice of the space of process matrices containing Wswitch , Wdeph and 1◦ , as in Fig. 5. We show
here the witnesses S(v) for v = 0.03, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.

S18 = XXXY Y + Y XY Y Y − XY XXY − Y Y Y XY ,
S19 = XXY XY + XY Y Y Y − Y XXXY − Y Y XY Y ,
(C18)
T1 = ZZ111 ,

a.

Constraints on the CJ representation of a unitary

Following the convention of [1], the Choi-Jamiołkowski
representation of a unitary operation U : HXI → HXO is
defined as

T
(C14)
MUXI XO = (1 ⊗ U ) |1iihh1| (1 ⊗ U † ) ,
where 1 is the identity operator on HXI , |1ii ≡
P
X X
XI
X
|1ii I I =
⊗ |ji I ∈ HXI ⊗ HXI is a (nonj |ji
XI

normalised) maximally entangled state, {|ji } is an orthonormal basis of HXI , and T denotes matrix transposition in that basis.
Note first that U is a completely positive and tracepreserving map; the condition trXO MUXI XO = 1XI that
its CJ matrix satisfies, cf Eq. (1), can be written as
XI XO
XO MU

= XI XO MUXI XO .

(C15)

Let us furthermore calculate:
X
trXI (MUXI XO )T =
hi| ⊗ U · |j, jihk, k| · |ii ⊗ U †
i,j,k

=

X

U |iihi|U = 1

XO

,

(C16)

from which it also follows that

b.

T4 = 1Z1Z1 ,

T5 = ZZZZ1 ,

T6 = X11X1 − Y 11Y 1 , T7 = XX111 − Y Y 111 ,
T8 = 11XX1 − 11Y Y 1 , T9 = 1X1X1 + 1Y 1Y 1 ,
T10 = XXZZ1 − Y Y ZZ1 , T11 = ZZXX1 − ZZY Y 1 ,
T12 = ZXZX1 + ZY ZY 1 , T13 = ZXXZ1 − ZY Y Z1 ,
T14 = XZZX1 − Y ZZY 1 , T15 = XZXZ1 + Y ZY Z1 ,
T16 = XXXX1+Y Y Y Y 1 , T17 = XXY Y 1+Y Y XX1 ,
T18 = XY XY 1+Y XY X1, T19 = XY Y X1+Y XXY 1,
(C19)
and with the coefficients
s1 ' −0.1396 , s2 '
s4 ' −0.1137 , s5 '
s7 ' −0.0212 , s8 '
s10 ' −0.1044 , s11 '
s13 ' 0.0297 , s14 '
s16 ' −0.0610 , s17 '
s19 ' −0.0570 ,

−0.2295 ,
−0.1262 ,
−0.3057 ,
−0.0815 ,
0.0979 ,
−0.1266 ,

s3
s6
s9
s12
s15
s18

'
'
'
'
'
'

−0.1846 ,
−0.2611 ,
−0.2157 ,
−0.1015 ,
−0.1391 ,
0.1150 ,
(C20)

and
†

i

XI XO
XI M U

T3 = Z11Z1 ,

T2 = 11ZZ1 ,

= XI XO MUXI XO .

(C17)

An explicit witness made of unitaries for Alice and Bob

Solving the SDP problem (20) with CVX—in its more
explicit form (B4)—after replacing the constraint S ∈ SV
(or S = LV (S) in the more explicit form) by Eq. (41), we
obtained numerically the witness S̃ and the correspond⊥
ing operator S̃ABC
of the forms (C1)–(C2), now with
S1 = 1111X, S2 = ZZZZX, S3 = ZZ11X +11ZZX,
S4 = XXXXX +Y Y Y Y X, S5 = XXY Y X +Y Y XXX,
S6 = XY XY X +Y XY XX, S7 = XY Y XX +Y XXY X,
S8 = ZXZXX +ZY ZY X, S9 = ZXZY Y −ZY ZXY,

t1
t4
t7
t10
t13
t16
t19

' 0.1062 , t2
' 0.4541 , t5
' 0.0269 , t8
' −0.0950 , t11
' 0.1254 , t14
' 0.0994 , t17
' −0.1924 .

' −0.1387 , t3
' 0.0165 , t6
' −0.0134 , t9
' 0.0102 , t12
' 0.1128 , t15
' 0.0251 , t18

'
'
'
'
'
'

−0.4969 ,
−0.5239 ,
0.2886 ,
0.0092 ,
−0.0439 ,
−0.0680 ,
(C21)

With the witness S̃ thus defined, we find tr[S̃ ·
Wswitch ] ' −0.5058 < 0. Noting that tr[S̃ · 1◦ ] =
tr[S̃·Wdepol ] = tr[S̃·Wdeph ] = 1, we find that S̃ allows one
1◦
to detect the causal nonseparability of Wswitch
(v) (33),
deph
depol
Wswitch (v) (34) and Wswitch (v) (37) down to v = 1/(1 −
tr[S̃ · Wswitch ]) ' 0.6641, as reported in the main text.
In order to decompose the witness S̃ in terms of unitaries for Alice and Bob, one can apply for instance the
following decomposition to each of its terms σ1AI ⊗ σ2AO
and σ3BI ⊗ σ4BO :
1 ⊗ 1 = 21 (M1 + MX + MY + MZ ) ,

15
X ⊗ X = 12 (M1 + MX − MY − MZ ) ,
Y ⊗ Y = 12 (−M1 + MX − MY + MZ ) ,
Z ⊗ Z = 12 (M1 − MX − MY + MZ ) ,
X ⊗ Y = 12 (−MP − MP X + MP Y + MP Z ) ,
Y ⊗ X = 12 (−MP + MP X − MP Y + MP Z ) ,
X ⊗ Z = 12 (MH + MHX − MHY − MHZ ) ,
Z ⊗ X = 12 (MH − MHX − MHY + MHZ ) ,
Y ⊗ Z = 12 (−MHP + MHP X − MHP Y + MHP Z ) ,
Z ⊗ Y = 21 (−MP H + MP HX + MP HY − MP HZ ) ,
(C22)
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