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Quantum teleportation is a method for utilizing quantum measurements and the maximally en-
tangled Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) pair to transmit an unknown quantum state. It is well
known that all entangled states demonstrate so-called “nonclassical teleportation” that cannot be
simulated by the seminal classical measure-prepare strategy. Herein, we propose a new benchmark
which reveals that not all nonclassical teleportations are truly quantum-mechanical. Rather, there
exists a more robust classical-teleportation model, which includes the measure-prepare mimicry as
a special case, that can describe certain nonclassical teleportations. Invalidating such a general
classical model indicates genuine quantum teleportation wherein both the pair state and the mea-
surement are truly quantum-mechanical. We prove that EPR steering empowers genuine quantum
teleportations, rather than entanglement. The new benchmark can be readily used in practical ex-
periments for ensuring that genuine quantum teleportation is implemented. The results presented
herein provide strict criteria for implementing quantum-information processing where genuine quan-

tum teleportation is indispensable.

I. INTRODUCTION

Transmitting the unknown state of a quantum system
from a sender to a remote receiver without directly send-
ing the system itself is made possible by quantum telepor-
tation [1]. The procedure of teleporting quantum states
exploits both quantum measurements [2] and the quan-
tum correlation of the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR)
pair [3]. See Fig. la. Quantum teleportation is a novel
means of communication that has no classical analogues,
and moreover, provides a new method for coherently ma-
nipulating quantum states. Efforts to explore the possi-
bilities provided by teleportation have led to the develop-
ment of many feasible techniques for engineering quan-
tum systems [1-9] and have facilitated a deeper under-
standing of quantum information [10-12].

Quantum teleportation constitutes the essential ele-
ments required to perform a range of quantum compu-
tation and quantum-information tasks. In particular,
to construct a large-scale quantum computing processor
with a quantum modular architecture [13, 14], teleporta-
tion is needed to integrate the various modules [15, 16].
Furthermore, teleportation can be extended to send con-
trolled gates across different modules of a quantum pro-
cessor to realize universal quantum computation [17, 18].
Finally, teleportation is essential for realizing modular ar-
chitectures of quantum networks by which spatially sep-
arated quantum nodes can communicate with each other
[19]. While there exist many enabling advances for quan-
tum teleportation, ideal teleportation is considered to be
the default therein. Identifying quantum teleportation
for real-world implementation [12, ], therefore, is
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not only significant in its own right, but also fundamen-
tal in releasing the true power of quantum-information
processing.

The measure-prepare strategy [12, 30] offers a semi-
nal paradigm for transmitting unknown quantum states
in the absence of EPR pairs. In particular, the unknown
quantum states are measured by the sender to infer what
the input must have been, and the receiver then prepares
the output state accordingly. Evaluating whether an ex-
perimental teleportation can outperform this mimicry to
serve as a so-called nonclassical teleportation has become
a widely-used reliability standard for teleportation ex-
periments [31-37]. Such an evaluation has also led to
significant research on what physical resources are actu-
ally required to achieve nonclassical teleportation [38].
For example, it was recently reported by Cavalcanti et
al. [39] that, once the pair shared between the sender
and receiver is entangled, nonclassical teleportation can
be demonstrated under partial Bell-state measurement
(BSM).

Driven by the desire to ultimately identify quantum
teleportation, we consider herein the following fundamen-
tal question:

To what extent can teleportation be performed without
using the quantum resource of EPR pairs?

The answer has a profound effect on how quantum tele-
portation can be faithfully realized, and leads naturally
to the next question:

Can all entangled states enable genuine quantum tele-
portation that outperforms such general classical telepor-
tation?

To address these questions, we begin by introducing a
novel classical-teleportation model to simulate quantum
teleportation without the use of EPR pairs. We fur-
ther introduce a new benchmark consisting of fidelity
criteria and quantitative identifications for unambigu-
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FIG. 1. Quantum and classical teleportation. a Quantum teleportation. The sender, Alice, and, receiver, Bob first share
an Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) pair. Alice performs Bell-state measurement on the unknown transmitted qubit (with
input state |m)) and half of the entangled pair held by her in the basis of Bell states: {|¢*),[¢7), "), 7)), where |¢F) =
(J00)£|11))/v/2 and |*) = (]01)%|10))/+/2. She then sends her measurement result to Bob over a classical channel. Depending
on Alice’s outcome, Bob performs the local Pauli operations I, X,Y, and Z on his half of the entangled pair to recover the
unknown state. b Measure-prepare strategy. Alice directly measures |m) for an observable A;s and then sends the result a;
to Bob to prepare the corresponding state |ay/)Xax/| as the output state. Alice’s measurements make the input states classical
in the sense that the system is composed of pre-existing states, A(ay/). After many rounds of measurements, Alice obtains the
average output state p,, (see Eq. (3) with ppr = 1). ¢ Generic classical teleportation. The input state |m) undergoes a generic
physical process and decays into a classical state that can be described by a pre-existing state )\?(ah az,a3). The state /\g‘
correlates to the output state of Bob’s particle, p?. The final states, pout,m, created from the mixture of the states, [)\?; p?],
are used to construct the process matrix, xcr. See Eqgs. (7) and (8) for details. d Utility of the generic classical teleportation
(xcr). Since such a process reveals the extent to which teleportation can be performed with the classical particle pairs of states
[)\?; pf | (e), it provides a classical-teleportation model by which experiments (Xexpt) can be quantified to show the amounts of

genuine quantum teleportation and classical teleportation.

ously determining the extent to which classical meth-
ods can optimally mimic quantum teleportation. We
show that measure-prepare mimicry [30], including the
extended version introduced by Cavalcanti et al. [39], is a
special case of this general classical-teleportation model.
We then use these results to answer the second ques-
tion, and show that EPR steering powers genuine quan-
tum teleportation, rather than entanglement. Finally,
we illustrate the application of our proposed formalism
through several concrete examples, including its appli-
cation to present teleportation experiments. We demon-
strate that the standard criterion for surpassing the max-
imum average fidelity between the teleported states and
target states that can be achieved using measure-prepare
mimicry, i.e., Fexprs > 2/3 ~ 0.667 [30, 39], does not
guarantee the existence of genuine quantum teleporta-
tion that outperforms the introduced classical teleporta-
tion. We further show that a stricter fidelity criterion of
Foxpts > 0.789 is required for implementing such high-
quality teleportation.

II. RESULTS
A. Characterizing teleportation processes

In order to make the proposed framework amenable to
a wide variety of circumstances and applications in prac-
tical experiments [9, 12, 31, 33-35], we systematically

exploit experimentally measurable quantities and then
completely characterize the teleportation process using
quantum process tomography (QPT) [40, 41]. Moreover,
we consider a general scenario wherein there exists a ver-
ifier, Victor, who follows a specific protocol to examine
experimental teleportation [12]. We assume that Victor
randomly provides Alice with the following four states as
input states of teleportation: |0), |1), |[+), and |R), where
[+) = (10) +[1))/v2, |R) = (|0) +i[1))/v2, and [0) and
|1) constitute an orthonormal basis. Since the states are
randomly chosen by Victor, the input states are unknown
to Alice and the receiver, Bob, in each round of the ex-
perimental teleportation. Then, Victor receives the out-
put states from Bob and performs state tomography [41]
on the output states following the QPT protocol. Af-
ter many runs of experiments, Victor can fully describe
the teleportation process by a positive Hermitian process
matrix, denoted as Xexpt. That is, Xexpt is constructed
from the output states, pout,m, conditioned on the input
states pinm = [m)m| for m = 0,1,4, and R, and has
the form:

Pout,+ + 1Pout,R — Lout

(1)
where I,y = e”/‘l(pout,o + Pout,1)/V2. (See Methods
for full derivation of Eq. (1).) In the ideal case where
Pout,m = Pin,m, ideal teleportation (Fig. 1a) is described

Pout,0

1
Xexpt — 3 . =
2 pout,Jr - Zpout,R - Iout

pout,l
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where I = e”/‘lI/\/i and [ is the identity matrix.

It is worth noting that the manner in which the in-
put system evolves from pin,, t0 pout,m can be speci-
fied by the process matrix Xexpt through the mapping
Xexpt (Pin,m) = Pout,m, Where this mapping preserves the
Hermiticity, trace and positivity of the original density
matrix of the system. Furthermore, ycxpt is experimen-
tally measurable if quantum state tomography [41] can
be implemented with specific quantum measurements to
obtain pout,m- (See the practical measurement of Xexpt
in the existing experiments reported in [12, 31, 33-35].)
We will hereafter use a process matrix to refer to a tele-
portation process within the text.

B. Implication of measure-prepare strategy

To consider the extent to which teleportation can be
implemented in the absence of EPR pairs, let us first re-
visit the basic ideas of the measure-prepare strategy [30]
in mimicking quantum teleportation. In such a situa-
tion, Alice measures the unknown input state directly,
and then sends the results via a classical communica-
tion channel to Bob to prepare the output state. Sup-
pose that, in each measurement round, Alice chooses a
physical property, A, for the measurement on the in-
put state |m). Alice then obtains an outcome, ay, where
ar, € {41, —1}, from which Bob prepares the output state
as the eigenstate, |ag), of the observable for Aj. After
many rounds of measurements under the same input state
|m), and taking all of Bob’s final states into account, the
average output state from the measure-prepare procedure
can be obtained as

=D Pk Y Parm N, 3)
k ag

where py, is the probability of choosing the kth observable
Ay, for measurement, and pa, . = |(ax|m)|? describes the
probability of observing a; when the state being mea-
sured is |m) under the chosen Ay. The derivation of p,,
is shown in Methods.

When averaged uniformly over all the possible input
states |m), the average state fidelity of |m) and the out-
put states pp, is Fexpts = 2/3 [30]. Moreover, according
to the relation between the average state fidelity, F,
and the process fidelity, Foxps = t7(X1Xexpt), DY |

expt,s»

Fexpt,s =

1
§(2Fexpt + 1)7 (4)

where the process fidelity for the measure-prepare process
is
1
Fexpt = 5 . (5)

In other words, from the process viewpoint, the similar-
ity between measure-prepare mimicry and ideal quantum
teleportation is 50%.

Alice’s measurement processes make the input states
classical such that the output states p,, can be de-
scribed by classical realistic theory. For illustration
purposes, let us assume that only one observable, say
Ay, is of interest. The average output state from the
measure-prepare procedure, Eq. (3), then becomes p,, =
Zak, Pa,.m |ar ak|. One can think of p,, as an exper-
imental output composed of pre-existing states, denoted
by A(ax), with a probability distribution p,,, m. In other
words, once we have the pre-existing recipe of A(ay/) with
the probability distribution py,, ,, for state preparation,
the output state, p,,, can be prepared accordingly by
incoherently mixing the states |ag/). Obviously, A(ax)
exists independently of observation; after all, the pre-
scribed information about ays is already shown in the
pre-existing recipe (see Fig. 1b). This implication of the
measure-prepare strategy motivates our present investi-
gation of general physical processes that can cause the
input states to become classical, and in particular, our
search for associated overall input-output processes that
optimally mimic quantum teleportation.

C. General model of classical teleportation

In our classical-teleportation model, first, we assume
that the input particle with a state pi, ., undergoes a
generic physical process and decays into a classical sys-
tem which possesses a pre-existing state )‘? (a1,a9,a3) ¢
Since the general tomographic characterization of exper-
imental teleportation in Eq. (1) involves three physical
properties of input states, the possible measurement out-
comes ay, as,az € {+1,—1} for the three particle proper-
ties A1, Ao and Ags, respectively, are used to characterize
the pre-existing states. See Fig. lc.

Second, the state )\g‘ of the decayed particle corre-
sponds to the output state of the particle on Bob’s side,
which is described by a density operator, pr. Combin-
ing all possible measurement outcomes of the pre-existing
states with Bob’s corresponding particle states pZ, there
exist the following eight possible states describing the
particle pair:

AP (1, +1,41); 071, (41, +1,—1); p5],
A3 (+1,—1,41); 8], [N (+1,—1,—1); p7],
A (=1, +1,41);p5], NG (=L +1,-1); 0], (6)
A (=1, —1,41); 7], [Ng(—1,—1,-1); pf]

When the particle pairs probabilistically decay into one
of the above states with a probability distribution P()\f),
the final state is a mixture of [A?; pr] in general.

Finally, according to the overall input-output process
described above, the four output states pout,m used for



constructing the process matrix [Eq. (1)] are

POZZg:1,3,5,72P()‘?)PgB»P1225:2,4,6,82P()\?)953,
p+:ZE:1,2,3,42P()‘§4)PgB7/)322521,2,5,6213()‘?)%13-(7)

It is assumed that the properties A;, Ay and Aj cor-
respond to the observed Pauli-X, Pauli-Y and Pauli-Z
matrices, respectively. From Egs. (1) and (7), classical
teleportation is then tomographically characterized by
1 Po p+ +ipr — Io
Xcr = 5 ) = ' 8
2 | py —ipr — I, p1 ®)

where Ic = e"™/*(py + p1)/V2.

The above general model of classical teleportation gen-
eralizes the concepts and methods for describing and im-
plementing classical processes given in existing models,
which specify a classical process by describing a single
system’s initial state and its evolution [26, 28]. Herein,
we show that particle pairs with the state [)‘??PgB] (6)
can be used to describe and implement a classical pro-
cess (Figs. 1c, d). As will be shown later, this important
feature of the introduced model not only makes it possi-
ble to explore the extent to which teleportation can be
performed with classical particle pairs, but also enables
a strict examination of what state resources of particle
pairs are required to achieve truly nonclassical teleporta-
tion.

D. Genuine quantum teleportation and its
identification and quantification

Suppose that the process fidelity of experimental tele-
portation Xexpt and ideal teleportation, x1, Fexpt, is used
to evaluate the performance of the experimental telepor-
tation. If xexpt can surpass any classical teleportation

Xct by

Fexpt > FCT = max tT(XCTXI)? (9)
XcT

then Xexpt is qualified as genuine quantum teleportation.
In other words, the constituents of Xexpt, such as the
measurement for BSM and the pair shared between Alice
and Bob, are truly quantum-mechanical.

The ability of classical teleportation can be evaluated
by performing the following mathematical maximiza-
tion task via semi-definite programming (SDP) [45, 46]:
maxye, tr(Xcrxi), such that xcr > 0 and tr(xcr) =1,
where ycr is an unnormalized process matrix, and the
two constraints ensure that xcr satisfies the definitions
of both the process fidelity and the density operator. The
best ability of classical teleportation to optimally mimic
ideal teleportation is

For ~ 0.683. (10)

Through Eq. (4), the criterion for genuine quantum tele-
portation (9) with Eq. (10) can be rephrased in terms of

the average state fidelity, Foxpt,s, as

1
Fexpts > 3(2Fer +1) ~ 0.789. (11)

Compared to the criterion for outperforming the classical
measure-prepare strategy, i.e., Foxpts > 2/3 ~ 0.667 [30]
(equivalently, Fexpt > 1/2; see Eq. (5)), a stricter cri-
terion (11) is required for identifying genuine quantum
teleportation.

In addition to revealing genuine quantum teleporta-
tion with the process fidelity criterion (9), two additional
methods can also be used to quantitatively describe the
difference between genuine quantum teleportation and
classical teleportation, xcr:

(a) Any Xexpt can be represented as

Xexpt = @XQT + (1 - a)XCTa (12)

where xqr denotes a process that cannot be described at
all by xcr, such as ideal teleportation yp, and the quan-
tum composition, «, describes the minimum amount
of xqr that can be found in Xexpt. See Fig. 1d. The
quantum composition « can be obtained by minimizing
the following quantity via SDP: o = ming . 1 — ¢tr(XcT)
such that Yct > 0 and Xexpt — XcT = 0, where the
unnormalized process matrix Yot possesses the property
tr(xcr) = tr[(1 — a)xcr] = 1 — . Note that the
constraint Xexpt — XcT > 0 ensures that xqr is positive
semi-definite.

(b) An experimental process can be characterized by the
minimum amount of noise process, called the quantum
robustness and denoted by 3, which must be added such
that Xexpt becomes classical, i.e.,

(Xexpt + Bx')
(1 + B) - XCT) (13)
where ’ is the noise process. See Fig. 1d. The quantum
robustness, [, can be obtained by minimizing the
following quantity via SDP: 8 = ming.. tr(Xcr) — 1
such that XCT > 07 tr(f(CT) >1 and XCT — Xexpt > 07
where xor = (1 + fB)xcr and tr(xecr) = 1+ 8. The
constraints tr(Xcr) > 1 and Xcr — Xexpt > 0 ensure
that 8 > 0 and x’ is positive semi-definite, respectively.

Both methods are helpful for distinguishing between
truly quantum teleportation and classical mimicries. In
particular, if an experiment shows that « = 0 and 8 = 0,
Xexpt 15 identified as classical teleportation, xcr. On the
other hand, if o, 5 > 0 and Fexpt > 0.683, then yexpt iS
genuine quantum teleportation close to x1. Notably, the
values of o and 3 determine the extent of quantumness.
For example, when a = 1, § ~ 0.464, and Fexp = 1, the
process can be quantified as ideal teleportation.



E. Measure-prepare processes as special cases of
xXcT

We will show that the general classical-teleportation
model xcr (8) can describe the measure-prepare
mimicry model [30], including the extended version
introduced in Ref. [39]. Moreover, we will prove that our
classical-teleportation model outperforms such mimicry
and achieves a better simulation of ideal teleportation.

(a) Measure-prepare strategy. If there exists a cheat
who utilizes the measure-prepare strategy in experiments
where QPT is used to characterize experimental telepor-
tation [12, 31, ], Alice’s measurements, which are
randomly chosen with regard to the input states: |0), |1),
|+), and |R), cause Victor’s input state |m) to decay to

1
Pm = g(zpahm a1 )Xa1] + Zpaa,m |az ) az|
ail az
+ Zpag,m |a3><a3|)7 (14)
as

where |a1), |az), and |a3z) denote the eigenstates for
the Pauli-X, Pauli-Y, and Pauli-Z matrices, respec-
tively. Note that the Pauli matrices have the follow-
ing spectral decompositions: X = [+)X+| — |[-}—|,
Y = |RXR| — |LXL|] and Z = |0X0] — |1)X1|, where
=) = (J0) = [1))/vZ and |L) = ([0)~i [1))/v/2. ach con-
stituent, -, Pay,m |ax)ak| is the average output state
obtained from measurements of the physical property Ax
with a randomly chosen probability 1/3. See Eq. (3). Us-
ing our classical-teleportation model, such output states
can be fully described by Eq. (7), with P()\?) = 1/8 for
£E=1,2,...,8, and

B _ [0XO|+[+X++IBXR] B _ [DA[+[+XH]+RXR|

P1 3 »y P2 3 )
B _ |OXOI+[+X+|+ILXL] B _

3 Py

|1><1|+\+>§)+\+|L><L\

p3 ) )
B _ [0{O0|+|=X=I+IRXR| B _ [1X1[+|=X=[+|RXR]
p5 3 7p6 3 9
pB = \0>(0\+|*>§*|+|L>(L\7pé3 — \1>(1\+|*>§’*|+|L>(LI.(15)

Let us take |m) = |0) chosen by Victor as the input
state for illustration purposes. According to Eq. (14), the
state after Alice’s measurements decays to pg = (|0)0| +
I)/3. This state is identical to the result derived from
Egs. (7) and (15) by

1
m=7 >, s
£=1,3,5,7

(2|0XO[ + )] + [ =)= + [RXR| + [L)XL])

(10XO[ + ).

Wl o

For the other input states, the corresponding output
states, pm, = (lm)m|+1)/3, can be described in the same
manner by using the general model of classical telepor-
tation. The measure-prepare process for teleportation,

therefore, is a special case of classical teleportation xcr
(8) with the following process matrix

1 0)0] + 1

_ YR T
YT Lt i )R- T

|11+ I
(16)

In addition to this instance of classical teleportation, as
shown below, all possible circumstances involving the
measure-prepare strategy [39] can be explained using the
classical-teleportation model, and the associated telepor-
tation can be tomographically described by Eq. (8).

Since xcmp is classical, we have « = 0 and 8 = 0. In
particular, the measure-prepare process, xctMmp, is not
an optimal classical teleportation. That is, its process
fidelity of x1 and xcr,mp is smaller than the best simi-
larity, For (10), that can be achieved by xcr, i.e.,

Fexpt,MP = tT(XIXCT,MP) = 0.5 < 0.683, (17)

where the process fidelity, Foxps,mp, is consistent with
the existing threshold obtained by the measure-prepare
method [30] (see also Eq. (5)). It is possible that, while a
demonstrated teleportation by entangled pairs has a pro-
cess fidelity Foxps with the quality: 0.5 < Foxps < 0.683,
and thus surpasses the measure-prepare mimicry, it
still can be fully described by the general classical tele-
portation, xcr (8). (See the example provided in Fig. 3.)

(b) Measure-prepare model extended by Cavalcanti et
al. [39]. Compared to the ordinary measure-prepare
model where there are no pairs shared between Alice
and Bob, in the extended measure-prepare model [39],
Alice and Bob share particle pairs in separable states,
pAB = Yo Pept ® pB. Moreover, in extending the di-
rect measurements to the unknown states pi, ., in the
ordinary measure-prepare strategy, Alice first measures
the input states pin,m, from Victor and her share of the
pair with the POVM elements MY 4 and obtains the out-
come a with a probability P(a|m). The unnormalized
teleported state at Bob’s side is then given as

Pout,m,a = tTVA[(M;/A & IB)(pin,m & pAB)]
= tTV[Mg/B(pin,m ® IB)L (18)

where the operator MY B is defined as
M, P = tra[(M; 4 @ IP)(1V @ p'P)]
=Y putral(M A @ IP)(1V @ pi @ p])]
=> pM,, @ pF, (19)
and M, = tralMYA(IV @ p2)]; see Eq. (5) in Ref. [39]
for more details. The probability P(a|m) is the normal-

ization factor t7(fout,m.a), 1-€., Plalm) = tr(fout,m.a),
and the normalized teleported state is

ﬁout m,a
= —— 20
poutfm,a P(a|m) ( )



After Bob receives the measurement outcomes from Al-
ice, he corrects the states pout,m,. With the unitary op-
erator U, for each measurement outcome a and obtains
the output states

Pout,m = ZP(alm)Uapout,m,aUl- (21)
a
To show that the teleported state in Eq. (21) can be
described by our classical-teleportation model, let us
consider the same examples of Alice’s measurements
MY 4 as those discussed by Cavalcanti et al. [39, 47]:

(i) Product measurement. The POVM elements MY 4 in
the form of product measurement are MY 4 = MY @ M2,
where MY and M are measurement operators acting on
the state to be teleported and Alice’s half of the shared
pair with the measurement outcome a. The outcome
states in Eq. (21) at Bob’s side become

pout m — ZP a|m apa Uga (22)

where P(a|m) = t?“(M(YPin,m) and

pB _ Zl{ pntT(pr?)pE (23)
X epatr(Mpl)

The output states in (22) can be described by our
classical-teleportation model in (6) and (7) with

1

POY) = (24)
for £ =1,2,...,8, and Bob’s particle states Pe s
pi’ = 2alP(al0) + P(al+) + P(alR) — 2P(a)|Uap U,
p5 = 3,[P(all) + P(al+) + P(a|R) — 2P(a)|Uap Uf,
p§ = 32,[P(al0) + P(al+) + P(a|L) — 2P(a)|Uap UL,
pi = 32.[P(all) + P(al+) + P(alL) — 2P(a)]Uapf UL,
pg = 324[P(al0) + P(a|-) + P(a|R) — 2P(a)|Uapg Uf,
pE = 2alP(all) + P(al—) + P(a|R) — 2P(a)|Uap U,
p7 = 324[P(al0) + P(a|-) + P(a|L) — 2P(a)|Uap UL,
pg = 3,[P(al1) + P(a|=) + P(a|L) — 2P(a)|Uap UL,
(25)
where P(a) = (P(al0) + P(all))/2 = (P(a|+) +

(
P(al-))/2 = (P(a|R) + P(alL))/2.
Let us take |m) = |+) for illustration purposes. From
Egs. (7) and (25), the output state is

> oF

£§=1,2,3,4

15 (P(al0) + P(alV)) + Plal+)

Pout,+ =

%(p(am) + P(a|L)) — 2P(a)|UapP U}
= ZP a|+ apa a’

which shows that the output states pout, + in (22) can be
described by P()\?) and p? in (25). For the other input
states, the corresponding output states, pout,m (22), can
be described in the same manner by using our classical-
teleportation model. (See Methods for a complete proof.)

(ii) Bell-state measurement. For a partial Bell-state mea-
surement with measurement operators M} 4 = |¢T )¢ |
and My# = I — |¢T)¢"], the corresponding M, in
Eq. (19) can be represented by the transpose of p, i.e.,
My = piT and My, =1 - pT. We then have the
following operators MY B (19): MVB S pepiT @ pf
and My'" =37 pe(I - pi") @ pf.

As the measurement outcome is a = a’, through
Egs. (18) and (20), the output states pout,m,q’ Of the in-
put states pin,m = |m)m| are

1 \%4 B
Pout,m,a’ = W ;pntT(Ma’\n |m><m‘)pn

= P L Pl (20)

P(m|a

where P(mld') = > px (m|/£ a). We have
P(m|k, 1) = tr(pAT |m)<m|) for ' =1 and P(m|k,2) =
1—tr(pAT |m><m\) for a’ = 2. The output states (26) con-
ditioned on a’ can be described by our classical model,
(6) and (7), under the distribution

/\5 la") ZP )\5 ,kla") (27)

and

1
B A N B
Pear = W Zﬁ:pnp()\g |k, a")pi; (28)

where P()\?|a’ ) and pga, denote the pre-existing recipe
of classical teleportation used in case a’; see Methods.
Take |m) = |+) for illustration purposes. By substituting
Egs. (27) and (28) into Eq. (7), we have the same result
of Eq. (26) by

Pout,+,a’ = Z 2P(>\?|a/)05a/
£€=1,2,3,4

= > 2> pPOIrd)pk

£€=1,2,34

8
= 22 Zp,QP()\?M, a)P

=1 kK

1
— mP n B
Fa) 2 PP G

(+AE vy a")pf

under the assumption of a uniform distribution of the
input states for QPT, i.e., P(m|a’) = 1/2.

When taking the correction U, for each case a in
Eq. (21) into account, the output states pout,m, which



are the linear combination of Uapout,m’aU;(, become

Pout.m = ZP alm)U, | Y 2P(\la)pf, | Ul
£lm
=3 2PN\ a)Uap? U, (29)

{lm a

where &|m denotes the pre-existing states )\? that pos-
sess a certain measurement result m, e.g., {|+ =1,2,3,4
indicates that the states A\{', A\{', M4, and \f' have the
measurement outcome a; = 1, i.e., m = +. (see Egs. (6)
and (7).) The output states pout,m can thus be expressed
in the form of (7) with

=> P\, a), (30)

and

apg a a (31)

3 —ZP (alrg)

(See Methods for a more detailed explanation.)

From examples (i) and (ii), we conclude that the ex-
tended measure-prepare model proposed in Ref. [39],
where separable states are used as the source, can always
be described by our classical-teleportation model. That
is, Alice’s measurements on the unknown input state and
her particle of the shared pair in a separable state make
the state of Bob’s particle classical as though the telepor-
tation output were composed of pre-existing states. Since
processes that can be described by such a model are clas-
sical, we have & = 0 and 8 = 0. In particular, the best ca-
pability of the extended measure-prepare model to mimic
ideal teleportation in terms of the process fidelity and
average state fidelity are Fuxpy = 1/2 and Foxprs = 2/3
[39], as obtained via SDP that conditioned on separa-
ble states as shared pairs. Our classical-teleportation
model outperforms such mimicry and can achieve a bet-

ter simulation of ideal teleportation, as shown in Egs.
(10) and (11).

F. State resources required for genuine quantum
teleportation

To examine the state resources of particle pairs re-
quired to enable genuine quantum teleportation, we as-
sume that the EPR pair used for teleportation (Fig. 1a) is
replaced by a pair with an unknown experimental state,
denoted as pexpt. See Fig. 1d. Moreover, we suppose
that all the other elements required for the teleportation
process are ideal. In the following, we use the process fi-
delity criterion (9) to show that, as pexpt possesses EPR
steerability, the resulting teleportation outperforms gen-
eral classical teleportation.

First, if the state pexpt is used for teleportation under
the assumptions given above, the corresponding process
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FIG. 2. Entanglement and steerability of pw(pnoise). We

V(o) ot = 1)/2 [54],
to measure the entanglement of pw, where pa}“ denotes the
partial transpose of pw. In addition, we use the steerable
weight, SW(pw) [19], to quantify the steerability of pw. A
steering experiment can be completely characterized by an
“assemblage” {pa, |k }ay ks i-€., the set of unnormalized states
which Alice steers Bob into, where k denotes Alice’s choice
of measurement setting A, and ax represents the measure-
ment outcome. Here, we consider the Pauli matrices, X,
Y and Z, as the observables for Alice’s measurements per-
formed on her half of the qubit pair of pw. The assemblage
Pa, |k can be decomposed as p,, |k = up}fw +(1- /L)piklk v
ak, k, where {pgjlk}ak,k ({Pik\k}ak,k) denotes the unsteerable
(steerable) assemblage and 0 < p < 1. SW(pw) is defined
as SW(pw) =1 — p*, where u* denotes the maximum g and
can be obtained from SDP; see [19] for more details. That
is, SW(pw) quantifies the minimum amount of steerable re-
source needed to reproduce the given assemblage {pq, |k }ay,&-

use the negativity, Neg(pw) = (¢r

fidelity, Fexpt, will be equal to the state fidelity of pexpt
and the ideal state of the EPR pair, defined by the equa-
tion Fy = tr(pexpt|¢F Y@ T|). (See Methods for associated
derivation.) This implies that the process fidelity crite-
rion (9) can be rephrased as

Fy = Fugyy > For ~ 0.683. (32)

In other words, if a particle pair possesses a state which
satisfies the above criterion, then Alice and Bob can per-
form genuine quantum teleportation.

Second, since the pre-existing state )\? of Alice’s parti-
cle determines the specific output state of Bob’s particle,
pf , the description of the particle-pair state related to
Eq. (6) can be understood by a local hidden state model
[48-52], where p? denotes a local hidden state (LHS). In
general, a particle pair by which Alice can control Bob’s
particle to invalidate the prediction of the LHS model is
said to possess EPR steerability. By contrast, the LHS
model constrains particle-pair states to be unsteerable.

Third, the criterion for the state fidelity Fy (32) can
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FIG. 3. Identifying genuine quantum teleportation under a noisy entanglement source. In particular, an experimental tele-
portation Xexpt(Pnoise) is affected by contaminated EPR pairs pw(pnoise) (33). a The degraded teleportation can be evaluated

using the process fidelity criterion (9), « (12) and 8 (13).

b Tomographic details of the noisy teleportation processes. The

process matrices of teleportation under four different noise intensities in a are demonstrated. Here, xexpt(0) = x1 (see Eq. (2)),
and Yexpt(0.667) has the same form as xcr,mp (16). The manner in which Xexpt(0.5) can be represented as a xcr is shown in

Methods.

also be utilized to certify EPR steering. As shown in
Ref. [53], the maximum state fidelity between pexpt and
|¢T) that can be achieved using unsteerable states un-
der the LHS model (6) is For. In other words, satisfy-
ing criterion (32) indicates that pexpt has EPR steerabil-
ity. Therefore, EPR steering empowers genuine quantum
teleportations. Compared to the process fidelity criterion
introduced in Ref. [26], i.e., Foxps > 0.683, which identi-
fies whether an experimental teleportation can go beyond
the simulation of classical evolution, the present model
strictly examines the state resources required to achieve
genuine quantum teleportation.

The maximum state fidelity Fy that can be attained
using separable states is only 0.5. For particle pairs with
0.5 < Fy < 0.683, the pairs are entangled, but their re-
sulting teleportations do not surpass the general classical
teleportation. In other words, not all entangled states
can facilitate genuine quantum teleportation. For ex-
ample, as will be illustrated later (see Figs. 2 and 3 and
the related discussions), entangled but unsteerable states
can be used to perform nonclassical teleportation with re-
spect to the measure-prepare method, but are ineffective
in achieving genuine quantum teleportation.

G. Examples of identifying genuine quantum
teleportation

(a) Teleportation implemented with contaminated EPR
pairs. Any noise process due to environmental interac-
tions or imperfections which arise in actual implementa-
tions can decrease the amount of genuine quantum tele-
portation present in an experimental teleportation. At

worst, the experimental results can be fully explained us-
ing the classical-teleportation model; in particular, Xexpt
is a process matrix of classical teleportation, ycr (8)
(Fig. 1d).

Here, we assume that the EPR pair |¢T) used for tele-
portation (Fig. la) is contaminated by white noise and
becomes

pW(pnoise) = (1 - pnoise) |¢+><¢+‘ + ]%I by I, (33)

where ppoise denotes the intensity of the white noise. Fig-
ure 2 illustrates the change in the entanglement and EPR
steerability of pw with the noise intensity. Note that the
entanglement is measured by the negativity [51], Neg,
and the steerability is quantified by the steerable weight
[49], SW. As shown, pw(Pnoise) is identified as entan-
gled for 0 < ppoise < 0.667 and as a steerable state for
0 < Proise < 0.423. Notably, pw(Pnoise) is entangled but
unsteerable for 0.423 < ppoise < 0.667.

To examine the effect of a noisy entanglement source,
we suppose that all the other operations for teleporta-
tion are ideal, e.g., BSM. (See the scenario considered
for Eq. (32) where pexpt = pw (Pnoise).) Genuine quan-
tum teleportation present in experimental processes un-
der these conditions, denoted by Xexpt(Pnoise), can be
characterized quantitatively by the fidelity criterion (9),
a (12) and B (13). See Fig. 3. For 0 < ppoise < 0.423,
Xexpt (Pnoise) 18 identified as genuine quantum teleporta-
tion, under the steerable state, pw(Pnoise) (see Fig. 2).

It is worth noting that, when the noise intensity,
Dnoise, lies in the range 0.423 < ppoise < 0.667, i.e.,
0.5 < F, < 0.683, the corresponding state of the
shared pair pw(pnoise) is identified as entangled but



TABLE I. Identifying genuine quantum teleportation in practical experiments. With the process fidelity criterion given in
Eq. (9), we illustrate herein the examination outcomes of experimental teleportations performed with five different quantum
teleportation technologies. For the case where the process fidelity, which is derived from either active or passive teleportation
experiments, satisfies the process criterion, the experimental process is identified as genuine quantum teleportation (GQT) and
is marked with a /. For experiments that can perform the measurements for QPT and obtain the process matrix Xexpt, the
quantum composition « and quantum robustness 3 are both measurable (/) in principle to quantify the degree of quantumness

in Xexpt-
Quantum technology Process fidelity GQT «,p
Active Passive measurable?

Photonic qubits Polarization [31, 32] 75%" [31] T0%" [32]
Time-bins [55] 7% 84% v Vv

NMR [5] ~ 90% N Vi

Atomic ensembles Cold discrete-variable matter-to-matter [33] 87% 4 Vv

Trapped atoms Trapped ions [56] 73% V4 4
Trapped ions and photonic carriers | 84% Vv Vv
Neutral atoms in an optical cavity [57] 82%* Vv

Solid state Polarization qubit to rare-earth crystal [58] 83.5%" Vv
Superconducting qubits on chip [35] 53.9% 65.5% Vv
Nitrogen-vacancy centres in diamonds [30] 65.5%"

*We use the reported experimental values averaged over possible state fidelities for a finite number of input and output states to
represent the experimental average state fidelity Fexpt,s. The process fidelity Fexpt is then derived from Fexpt,s through Eq. (4) [44].

unsteerable. Moreover, for 0.5 < Feepe < 0.683 (i.e.,
0.667 < chpt,s < 0.789), the resulting teleportation
process cannot be simulated by the measure-prepare
strategy, but can still be described by the classical-
teleportation model, xcr, i.e., « = 0 and 8 = 0. (See
Methods for a concrete example with pheise = 0.5.)
When ppoise > 0.667, Xexpt (Pnoise) are classical with

respect to the measure-prepare strategy.

(b) Genuine quantum teleportation in practical experi-
ments. In order to illustrate that our formalism for char-
acterizing and identifying genuine quantum teleportation
is experimentally feasible, we review herein the measure-
ments performed in several existing teleportation experi-
ments and show that the methods introduced in Egs. (9),
(12) and (13) can be used to evaluate the experimental
results.

If a teleportation experiment is capable of implement-
ing measurements of QPT, the experimental process ma-
trix Xexpt derived from the QPT measurements can be
readily quantified in terms of « (12) and 3 (13). More-
over, its process fidelity can be examined using the pro-
cess fidelity criterion (9) or state fidelity criterion (11).
To implement QPT, the capability of preparing four in-
put states of teleportation, namely |0), |1}, |+), and |R),
is required. Moreover, it is necessary to tomographically
analyze their corresponding output states, from which
Xexpt can be obtained according to Eq. (1). Once Xexpt
has been measured, the process fidelity Fixpt can be de-
termined and o and S can be calculated using SDP. It
is worth noting that the experimental average state fi-

delity, Fexpt,s, can also be obtained by measuring Fexpt

via Eq. (4) [44]. Notably, our methods for evaluating
Xexpt can be applied to experiments where either Bob
can apply conditional local operations in real-time before
Victor’s verification (i.e., active teleportation), or feed-
forward is not realized or is simulated in post-processing
(i.e., passive teleportation) [12].

In the five quantum teleportation technologies re-
ported in [5, 31-36, ], the experimental teleporta-
tions are either examined by implementing tomographic
experiments to obtain full knowledge of Xexpt and the
process fidelity Foxps, or evaluated by measuring the state
fidelity averaged over the possible fidelities of the input
states pin,m and output states pout,m for a finite number
of input and output states. Table I summarizes the ex-
perimental fidelities in these experiments and indicates
whether the corresponding results can be identified as
genuine quantum teleportation in accordance with the
fidelity criterion (9).

III. DISCUSSION

We have developed herein a new benchmark consist-
ing of fidelity criteria and quantitative identifications to
examine the extent to which quantum teleportation can
ultimately be performed without the use of maximally
entangled EPR pairs. A general model of classical tele-
portation has additionally been introduced to evaluate
the prescribed quantum teleportation of an experimental
process. We have shown that classical teleportation can
fully describe the measure-prepare procedure for telepor-
tation [30], including the extended version proposed in



Ref. [39]. In particular, a new state fidelity criterion of
Fexpms > 0.789, i.e., the process fidelity of Foxps > 0.683,
has been introduced to identify genuine quantum telepor-
tation for which the general classical-teleportation model
is intractable. It has been shown that this criterion is
stricter than the existing criterion of Fexpms > 0.667 for
surpassing the measure-prepare mimicry. We have addi-
tionally demonstrated that EPR steering powers genuine
quantum teleportation to outperform classical teleporta-
tion, rather than entanglement. The proposed formalism
determines, for the first time, the capability to mimic
generic quantum dynamics using unsteerable states.

Regarding potential extensions of the proposed con-
cept and method, future studies might usefully examine
the applicability of the framework to quantum networks,
which require the teleportation of genuinely multipartite
entangled qubits for performing communication or com-
putation [15-19, 26, 28, 29], where each qubit is trans-
mitted via an individual teleportation channel. Such an
investigation would be of benefit in determining how clas-
sical teleportation affects the characteristics of the tele-
ported multi-qubit states. In particular, it is of signifi-
cant interest for identifying the state resources required
to perform networking quantum-information tasks which
surpass classical mimicries. Furthermore, the proposed
formalism may potentially be extended to the identifica-
tion of quantum teleportation of more complex quantum
systems, e.g., teleportation of multiple degrees of freedom
[59] or teleportation in high dimensions [60, 61].
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METHODS
A. Process matrix

According to the quantum operations formalism [41,
|, the input states pi, and output states pout of tele-
portation can be associated via the following dynamical

mapping:
Xexpt * Pin F7 Pout-
That is, the output state can be explicitly represented as

4 4
Pout = Xexpt [pin] = Z Z Xexpt,ijkpinM]Ta (34)

k=1j=1

where My, = |ki)ka|, M; = [j1)(j2|, k = 1+ k1 + 2k2, and
j =14 j1+ 2js for ki, ko, j1,72 € {0,1}. To determine

10

the coeflicients Xexpt,k; Which constitute the process ma-
triX Xexpt, let us consider the following four input states:
pin = |0)0], [0X1],|1X0],|1)X1]. From Eq. (34), we obtain
the corresponding output states as follows:

Xexpt [[OXO]] = Xexpt,110)(0] 4 Xexpt,12 [0)X1]

+X6Xpt721 ‘1><O| + Xexpt,22 |1><1|

Xexpt, 11  Xexpt,12
Xexpt,21 Xexpt,22 ’
Xexpt,13 [OXO] + Xexpt,14 [0)(1]
+Xexpt,23 ‘1><O| + Xexpt,24 |1><1|

XexptHOXlH

Xexpt,13  Xexpt,14
)

| Xexpt,23 Xexpt,24 |
Xexpt [[1XO0]] = Xexpt,31 [0X0] + Xexpt,32 [OX1]
+Xexpt741 ‘1><O| + Xexpt742 |1><1|

Xexpt,31 Xexpt,32

)

| Xexpt,41 Xexpt,42 |
Xexpt [[IX1]] = Xexpt,33 [0X0] + Xexpt,34 [0)1]
+Xexpt,43 ‘1><0| + Xexpt,44 |1><1|

Xexpt,33 Xexpt,34

Xexpt,43 Xexpt,44

It is clear that, once the density matrices of these four
output states are known, the coefficients Xexpt,kj Can
be determined. One can use the method of quantum
state tomography [411] to acquire a full knowledge of
the output state density matrices Xexpt[|m)Xm|] = pout,m
for m = 0,1. Moreover, since the coherence terms
can be decomposed as |0)X1| = |[+)+|+i|R}R|—1 and
11X0] = |+ )X+ | RYRI-IT, their output states are experi-
mentally obtainable by measuring the density matrices of
Pout,+ and Pout,R> i'e'7 XexptHOXlH = ~pout,Jr"‘V_ipotl‘c,R_—l'out
and Xexpt|[|1)0]] = pout,+ — Pout, R —I;Lut. Therefore, with
the above results, we arrive at Eq. (1) and conclude that

Xexpt,11  Xexpt,12 Xexpt,13 Xexpt,14

Yexpt = Xexpt,21 Xexpt,22 Xexpt,23 Xexpt,24
expt —

N

Xexpt,31 Xexpt,32 Xexpt,33 Xexpt,34
L Xexpt,41 Xexpt,42 Xexpt,43 Xexpt,44

Pout,+ +ipout,R *Iout
F )

: T
L pout,—i-_lpout,R_Iout Pout,1

pout,O

N =

(35)

where the factor of 1/2 is a normalization constant set
such that xexpt can be treated as a density matrix.

B. The average output state from the
measure-prepare procedure

In the measure-prepare strategy, Alice measures the
unknown input state directly, and then sends the re-



sults via a classical communication channel to Bob to
prepare the output state of teleportation [30]. Adopt-
ing the von Neumann measurement approach [43], every
measurement can be divided into two parts, namely the
interaction between the two systems, i.e., the input state
system and the measuring device system; and the manner
in which the state of the measuring device is read. In or-
der to acquire the information about the input state |m),
Alice lets the input state interact with the measuring de-
vice, where the subsequent evolution of the input state
takes place in accordance with an orthonormal basis de-
noted as {|i)}. After each interaction round, Alice reads
the final state of the measuring device and sends Bob
a message via a classical channel to prepare the output
state |i') € {]i)}. Given a sufficient number of rounds,
the output state p,, can be described by considering all
the |i’) prepared by Bob in each round.

The interaction between the orthonormal basis |¢) of
the input state and the initial state of the measuring
device |¢o)yp can be described by

i) [dodup = D IF) 165 (36)
f

where | f) are the final states of the input state |¢) and are
not, necessarily orthogonal to each other or normalized.
In addition, |¢§C>MD are the final states of the measuring
device, which correspond to the evolution from |i) to |f)
of the input-state system. The dimension of |¢§>MD can
be larger than or equal to that of the input state.

For general measurements, the final states of the mea-
suring device |¢9>MD need not be orthogonal to each

other, nor normalized. The only constraint is

Z MD<¢H¢;>MD = 5ij7 (37)
f

which ensures that the orthonormal basis |¢) that inter-
acted with the measuring device can be identified. For
an arbitrary input state |m), the evolution of the total
system is given as

[m) [dohap = D (im) |£) 167y (38)
i,f

After each round of interaction between the input state
and measuring device, Alice acquires the outcome by ap-
plying the one-dimensional projection operator Pjp =
|¢}/,)MD vt ?,| onto the measuring device. To distin-
guish input states in the orthonormal basis |¢) with the
clearest distinction, the projectors Py are orthogonal to
each other for different ¢' and f’. For the input state |m),

the probability of measuring \(sz}, )MD is

pigm= > (mli}i" |m) tr(| FY " 1®1S ) sp i O [ TEPrrp).-

o
(39)
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Since the projectors Py are orthogonal to each other,

ie, tr(PigPrp) = tr(10%) im0 vt 105 o (@3 ]) =
04205 ¢, the probability pi. ¢, can be re-written as

Z <m‘i><i//|m>6ii/5i/i//5ff/§f/fu
7;,i/:f,f//
tr(|f><f”‘®|¢’;‘>MD MD<¢,}“‘ I®P1’f')

= (Y | mtr (|91 hp aip( | T Page)-
(40)

Pit from =

According to Eq. (36), P,/ projects the state of the mea-
suring device onto the final state |¢ZJ}/, e Which describes
the evolution from |i') to |f’) of the input-state system.
Alice then asks Bob to prepare state |i'). After a suf-

ficient number of runs, the output state p,, can be de-
scribed by

pm =D pirgrm ) (7. (41)

7:/7fl
Since the projectors Pjy form a complete set of or-
thogonal projectors, if the input state is [i), the
sum of probabilities for different results is one,

ey Yoin g pr g Ot O g O prprtr (LEXF" @167 dyyp ainl i [ T®

Pupr) =324 tr (LI XS 1®19% i ain( @Y | T&Pugr) = 1, and
the output state p,, can be re-written as

Pm
= (mld"}@' [m)tr (| XS | 216y a7 T Parg) |8
il

=Y (mld"}i'[m)y (| | @10 Dy @1 1@ Pag) ||
i I

:Z i |11, (42)

where pym = (mli'¥i'lm) = |(i'[m)]2.

The state (42) corresponds to Eq. (3) for measuring
only one observable, say Ag/. See also Fig. 1b. In
general, Alice can use more than one measurement
device to measure the input state |m) with respect to
different observables Ay with eigenbases {|ax)}. Thus,
the output state p,, can be represented by Eq. (3) where
pi is the probability that Alice chooses the measurement
device for measuring Ay.

C. Proof of Fy = Fexpt in Eq. (32)

We assume that the EPR pair of the state |¢T) for tele-
portation (Fig. 1a) is replaced by a pair with the state
Pexpt- Lo consider how the resulting teleportation de-
pends on the proportion of |¢T) in pexpt, we first repre-
sent pexpt in the basis consisting of the outer products of
the Bell states, and arrive at

Pexpt = Z

bd=¢*,p+

Joa [bXd], (43)



where fpq are the entries of the density matrix pexpt. Note
that the state fidelity Fy in Eq. (32) is equal to the coef-
ﬁcient f¢+¢+.

Ideally, as |¢T) is used to teleport the input state
Pin,m, the whole process acts as an identity operation
(see Eq. (2)). By contrast, when |¢™) is replaced with the
other Bell states: |¢~), [1»T) and |1/ ~), and teleportation
is assumed to be implemented using the same protocol
designed for |¢1), the corresponding output states be-
come: Zpin’mZT, X,oin,mXJr and Ypin,mYT, respectively.
Therefore, when pexpt (43) is used for teleportation, we
obtain the following output state:

Z fdebpimmE;a (44)
b,d=pF p*

= Xexpt [pin,m] =

pout,m

where Eyr = I, By~ = Z, Eyr = X and £~ =Y.
Equation (44) shows that the coefficients fq; constitute
the process matrix of Xexpt in the basis of the Pauli
matrices {I, X, Y, Z}, rather than the normal basis used
in Eq. (34). In other words, fy+s+ can be considered as
the process fidelity of experimental teleportation Xexps
and ideal teleportation, x1, Fexpt. We therefore conclude
that Fy = Fexpt.

D. Extended measure-prepare model described
by (6) and (7)

In this section, we show that Egs. (24), (25) and (27)-

(31) can describe the extended measure-prepare model
proposed in Ref. [39] using our classical model in (6)
and (7).
(i) Product measurement. We show that the outputs
states of the case using product measurement in the ex-
tended measure-prepare model [Egs. (22) and (23)] can
be described by Egs. (24) and (25) according to Egs. (6)
and (7). From the output states of classical teleporta-
tion [Egs. (6) and (7)] and the extended measure-prepare
model [Egs. (22) and (23)] pous,m for m =0, 1, +, —, R
and L, the following system of six bilinear equations can
be obtained:

pouto = 2PO)pf —ZP al0)U,pP U},
£=1,3,5,7

poun = Y 2P(N)pf —ZP (al1)Uap U,
£=2,4,6,8

Pout,+ = Z2HM%—ZPw»mw,
£=1,2,3,4

> 2P(M)pf —ZP a|-)U.pBUL,

£=5,6,7,8

poutr = Y 2P(A)pf _ZP alR)UapBUS,
£=1,2,5,6

Pout,L, = 2:2PuAp€_§:Paw YUapP U/ (45)
£=3,4,7,8

Pout,— =
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There are 16 variables, P()\?) and p? for £ =1,2,...,8,
in Eq (45). By assuming P(A\{') = 1/8 for £ = 1,2,...,8
(24), Eq. (45) becomes a system of linear equations in-
volving 8 variables and thus has more than one solution.
To solve pr, one can sum specific equations in (45). For
example, for pP, which represents the corresponding par-
ticle state of the pre-existing state A{'(+1,+1,+1) (6)
and is a constituent of pout.0, Pout,+ and pous,r (45), one
can sum the equations of pout,0, Pout,+, and pout,r and
obtain

Pout,0 + Pout,+ + Pout,R

(X O DY )

£=1,3,5,7 £=1,2,3,4 5 1,2,5,6
1
= 5 (307 +2p5 +205" +p7 +205 +p5 +p7)- (46)

From Eq. (6), (p¥ + p2)/2 describes the output state of
the input state /2, denoted as Ioy4/2, since the mea-
surement outcomes of I/2 can be described by the equal
mixture of the two pre-existing states, A3’ and A2, Sim-

ilarly, (pf + p8)/2 = (o2 + pP)/2 = I,ut/2. From the
pre-existing states in (6), (p& + p2 + pF)/3 describes the
output of one-third A\{! and two-thirds /2, i.e.,

ps +p8 +p5 _ }pB 2 Tout
3 3" T3 2
Pout,0 + Pout,+ + Pout,r i (46) can then be re-written as

pout,O + pout,+ +p0ut,R

1
= ~[Bp7 + (08 +02)+(p5 +p&) + (0F + 05 )+ (05 + 5 +05)]

4
Iou
= pP+2-2.
From Eq. ( 2), since 1/2 = (JOX0| + |[1)X1])/2, Iout/2 is
Iou 1
2t :§(pout0+pout 1)

al0) + P(a|1)]Uapg U}

a

%Z
:22{ PO
=ZP Uaps UL,

under the assumption of a normal distribution of input
m, i.e., P(m) = 1/2 Vm. Thus, the solution of p? (25)
is obtained through

P(a,1)
P(1)

U.pBUT

a

poutO +pout —+ +p0ut R
_pl +QZP U«pa a

and one gets

p? = _[P(al0) + P(al+) + P(a|R) — 2P(a)lUapy UL

a

d0+P\H+PMM]wJH



The solution of p? in (25) can be obtained in a similar
fashion.

(ii) Bell-state measurement. For the case where the Al-
ice’s measurements are partial Bell-state measurements,
we first present the derivation of Egs. (27) and (28), i.e.,
the P()\g‘|a’) and pga, used to describe the state pout,m,a’
(26). We then show that Eq. (29) can be represented in
the form of (6) and (7) with P(N'¢) (30) and p'f (31).

To describe the output states pout,m,a (26) with the
pre-existing states )\‘54 and pf , we first rewrite the condi-
tional probability P(m|x,a’) in (26) as

P(mlk,a

"= ZP(m,)\?M,a’)
3
= ZP()\?M,(L’)P
3

(mA\E, K, a).

According to Eq. (6), conditioned on a specific m = m/,
P(m|)\?, k,a’) is nonzero for specific £&. Thus, P(m/|k,a’)
becomes

m'|k,a) ZP )\5 |k, a) (47)
glm’

Substituting Eq. (47) into Eq. (26), pout,m,e’ can be re-
written as

Pout,m,a’

__ Al oy B
- P(m‘a/) ;;pﬁp()\g |KJ7G, )pli
=3 2p.P(\|k,d)pf, (48)

glm r

under the assumption of a normal distribution of the in-
put states, i.e., P(m|a’) = 1/2. We then define pga,
which is in the form shown in (28), and P()\g‘|a’) =

Do P( ,kla"). The output states pout,m,a’ in Eq. (48)
can then be re-written as

Pout,m,a’ = Z 2P()‘?|a’l)pga/
&lm

Regarding the input states for QPT, i.e., m = 0, 1, +,
and R, the corresponding output states pout,0,a’5 Pout,1,a’s

13

Pout,+,a’ s and Pout,R,a’ ar€ given as

Pout,0,a’ = Z QP()‘?|a/)pra
£€=1,3,5,7

Pout,1,a’ = Z QP()\?M'/)pga"

£=2,4,6,8

pont e = O 2P(Ea)E,

§=1,2,3,4

Pout,R,a’ = Z 2P(>\?|a/)p?a

§=1,2,5,6

and can be described by our classical-teleportation model
in (6) and (7).

Considering the correction U, for each case a in
Eq. (21), the output states pout,m become the form shown
in (29) and consist of the pre-existing recipe for classi-
cal teleportation used in each case a, i.e., P(Ag‘\a) and

pga. Since P(/\?,a) = P(A?)P(ab\?), through the def-
initions of P()\g‘) and p? in (30) and (31), respectively,
the output states pout,m in (29) become

Pout,m = Z 2P )\A ZP CL|AA apg aUa
glm

= 3 2P(AA)E. (49)
£lm

which has the same form as Eq. (7) and shows that the
extended measure-prepare model is a special case of clas-
sical teleportation.

E. Example of classical teleportation ycr in Fig. 3

Consider the example in Fig. 3 in the main text, which
shows Fuyp for the case where the entanglement source
of a teleportation experiment mixes with white noise
and becomes pw(Pnoise) (see Eq. (33)). In the range
0.423 < ppoise < 0.667, where 0.5 < Fipe < 0.683,
the teleportation process, Xexpt(Pnoise); cannot be sim-
ulated by the measure-prepare strategy, but can still be
described by the classical-teleportation model, ycr. For
example, given a white noise intensity of pyeise = 0.5, the
teleportation process with Foype = 0.625:

0375 0 0 0.250
0 0125 0 0
<t (0.5) = , (b0
Xe Pt( ) 0 0 0125 0 ( )
0.250 O 0 0375

can be described by xcr with P()\?) = 1/8 for £ =
1,2,...,8,
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B _ [0 02(1-4) | & _ 025  0.25(1—4) | p_ 0.75  0.25(1+1)

P 0.25(1+4)  0.25 P2 0.25(1+4)  0.75 e 0.25(1—4)  0.25 ’
B _ [ 025 025(144) | & _ 0.75  —025(1+i) | 5 _ 025  —0.25(1+1)

P 0.25(1—4)  0.75 e —0.25(1 — i) 0.25 e —0.25(1 — i) 0.75 ’
s_| o —0251-0)] 5 _ 0.25  —0.25(1 i)

Pr —0.25(1 + 1) 0.25 e —0.25(1 + 1) 0.75 '

See Egs. (6) and (8) in the main text for details.
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