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Spatial separation restricts the set of locally implementable quantum operations on distributed
multipartite quantum systems. We propose that indefinite causal structure arising due to quantum
superposition of different space-time geometries can be used as an independent universal resource
for local implementation of any quantum operation on spatially distributed quantum systems.
Consequently, all such quantum tasks that are not accomplishable by local operations and classical
communication (LOCC) only also become locally accomplishable. We show that exploiting indefinite
causal structure as the sole resource, it is possible to perfectly teleport the state of one agent’s
subsystem to the other distant laboratory in such a way that the agent at the distant laboratory can
have access to the whole initially shared state in his or her laboratory and can perform any global
quantum operation on the joint state locally. We further find that, after the teleportation process,
the resource – indefinite causal structure of the space-time does not get consumed. Hence, after
implementing the desired quantum operation the state of the first agent’s subsystem can be teleported
back to its previous laboratory using the same resource. We show that this two-way teleportation
is not always necessary for locally executing all nonlocal quantum tasks that are not realisable by
LOCC only. Without invoking any kind of teleportation, we present a protocol for perfect local
discrimination of the set of four Bell states that exploits indefinite causal structure as the sole resource.
As immediate upshots, we present some more examples of such nonlocal tasks as local discrimination
of the set of states exhibiting “quantum nonlocality without entanglement" and activation of bound
entangled states that are also achievable by our proposed protocol incorporating indefinite causal
structure as a resource.

I. INTRODUCTION

Fundamental indefiniteness in the causal structure
of space-time is a unique phenomenon that arises in
quantum theory of gravity [1–4]. In general relativity,
the causal structure of space-time is definite and is de-
termined by the distribution of matter-energy, which,
although is assumed to be classical, can be dynamical
in general. However, when the degrees of freedom of
the matter-energy are taken to be quantum, this clas-
sical description of space-time is no longer tenable. Due
to the presence of quantum matter, space-time with
different geometries may exist in superposition, lead-
ing to the causal structure to be both dynamical (as in
general relativity) as well as indefinite (as in quantum
theory) [1, 4, 5]. Such a revolutionary concept, where
the interplay between general relativity and quantum
theory provides a fundamentally indefinite causal struc-
ture, was first proposed by Hardy [1]. One striking
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consequence of this indefiniteness of the causal struc-
ture is that the causal order between two events in the
space-time can also become indefinite.

A general question that naturally arises is whether this
aforementioned indefiniteness can be utilised as useful
resource for information processing tasks [2]. Such ap-
plication of indefinite causal order between two events
was first manifested through the concept of quantum
SWITCH [6]. In a quantum SWITCH, an auxiliary sys-
tem is used to control the order of two quantum oper-
ations (each being associated with an event) acting on
a single quantum system. Consequently, the auxiliary
system prepared in a superposition of two orthogonal
states, each corresponding to one of the two different
orders of the two operations, makes their order indef-
inite. This type of coherent control of order of events
has also been introduced in the process matrix formal-
ism [7], capturing the most general way in which local
operations can be implemented in spatially separated
laboratories without assuming any predefined causal
order between them. Indefiniteness of causal order of
two events have been shown to be beneficial for sev-
eral information processing tasks ranging from testing
the properties of quantum channel [8], winning of non-
causal games [7], minimising quantum communication
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complexity [9], boosting the precision of quantum met-
rology [10], improving quantum communication [11–16],
to achieving quantum computational [17] and thermo-
dynamic advantages [18–20]. Experimental realisations
of such advantages have also been reported [21–23].

Another interesting application of indefinite causal
structure is manifested in assessing the quantum nature
of gravitational interaction. Very recently, two proposals
have been put forward for testing the quantum nature
of gravity in table-top experiments, based on quantum
information theoretic arguments [24, 25]. In these pro-
posals, creation of entanglement between two initially
separable distant masses via their mutual gravitational
interaction is claimed to witness the quantum signa-
ture of gravitational interaction. It has been shown
that behind these proposals, quantum superposition of
space-time geometries plays an important role in the
entanglement generation [26].

Motivated by such wide applications of indefinite
causal structure of space-time, in this article we address
its role as a resource for local implementation of nonlocal
quantum operations on quantum systems distributed
among multiple spatially separated parties. Here, by
the term “nonlocal quantum operations", we mean only
those quantum operations that are not implementable by
Local Operation and Classical Communication (LOCC)
alone on the spatially separated quantum systems.

Since the set of quantum operations accomplishable
on spatially separated quantum systems by LOCC is a
strict subset of all quantum operations, only some lim-
ited quantum tasks can be performed locally by spatially
separated parties [27] in the absence of any quantum
correlation (or, more generally, any quantum resource).
For example, if the parties share a quantum system
in a product state, they will never be able to perform
quantum teleportation of an unknown quantum state us-
ing LOCC only. However, with the assistance of suitable
resources (for example, entanglement), these limitations
can be lifted. We term the class of quantum tasks that
cannot be executed by spatially separated parties using
LOCC, in absence of any additional quantum resource,
as “nonlocal quantum tasks". It is important to men-
tion here that there are several tasks (e.g., local state
discrimination) that are impossible by LOCC alone, if
only a single copy of the shared state is given. How-
ever, when multiple copies are accessible, then those
tasks become possible without using any additional
resource. For such quantum tasks, in this article, we
explicitly make the assumption that only a single copy
of the shared state is available which necessitates the
use of an additional resource. Furthermore, note that
there are several quantum tasks which may be accom-
plished in the absence of any quantum resource when
classical communication is allowed (e.g., the Clauser-
Horne-Shimony-Holt game or CHSH game). Such tasks

are also popularly known as nonlocal quantum tasks.
However, by definition, we exclude those tasks from the
set of our defined nonlocal quantum tasks.

Now, instead of focusing on any specific nonlocal task,
we address whether any generic nonlocal quantum task
(as defined earlier) can be accomplished by spatially
separated classically communicating agents acting on
shared quantum system when they have access to no
resource except the indefiniteness of the causal structure
of space-time. It turns out quite naturally that if the two
agents can locally implement any desirable quantum op-
eration on the state of their shared system, they would be
able to successfully accomplish any nonlocal quantum
task on it.

Let us now briefly explain how indefinite causal struc-
ture acts as a resource in the aforementioned contexts.
We consider bipartite quantum systems shared between
two spatially separated agents in a space-time with in-
definite causal structure. We devise a protocol that the
two agents, limited only to LOCC, follow to exploit this
indefiniteness of causal-structure to perform any non-
local operation as well as task. We show that using our
proposed protocol, it is possible to perfectly teleport
(with unit teleportation fidelity) any quantum state to
distant laboratory without the necessity of any other re-
source such as entanglement. In particular, starting from
a bipartite system (S1, S2) shared between two spatially
separated agents, say, Alice and Bob and an ancillary sys-
tem S3 belonging to Bob, Alice can teleport the state of
S1 to Bob’s laboratory exploiting indefinite causal struc-
ture, such that the joint state of (S1, S2) now becomes the
state of (S3, S2). Bob then performs the desired global
quantum operation on the joint state of (S3, S2). This
teleportation protocol using indefinite causal structure
as the sole resource is fairly novel and important in its
own right. Interestingly, the indefiniteness of the causal
structure of space-time is regenerated at the end of this
teleportation process, which implies that it acts like a
catalyst. Hence, after the implementation of the de-
sired quantum operation, Bob can teleport back the state
of S3 to Alice, such that the transformed joint state of
(S3, S2) after the quantum operation becomes the shared
state of (S1, S2). Thus, indefinite causal structure of the
space-time serves as a universal resource for local im-
plementation of any quantum operation on the shared
quantum systems, thereby making local execution of any
nonlocal quantum task possible.

It is noteworthy here that it is possible to generate
a maximally entangled state between two distant loca-
tions using indefinite causal structure as resource and
use that shared maximally entangled state for stand-
ard teleportation protocol [28] and execution of other
nonlocal quantum tasks. In that case, the entanglement
plays the role of an indispensable resource and the role
of indefinite causal structure is only to generate the en-
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tanglement. This leads to the ambiguity about which
resource is the primary one. However, the teleportation
protocol that we devise fundamentally differs from the
standard teleportation protocol [28] as it bypasses the
necessary requirement of shared maximally entangled
state and uses indefinite causal structure as the sole
resource. In fact, shared maximally entangled state
never arises in our teleportation protocol. This clearly
demonstrates that indefinite causal structure can also be
treated as a fundamental resource which can be used
independent of entanglement for local implementation
of nonlocal quantum operations and tasks. Furthermore,
by presenting an example of nonlocal task viz., perfect
local discrimination of the set of four Bell states, we
reaffirm the independence of indefinite causal structure
as a resource, and that the aforementioned back and
forth teleportation is not always a necessary step for ex-
ecuting nonlocal tasks using LOCC and indefinite causal
structure. As offshoots, we further show that indefinite
causal structure can be utilised for execution of some
other nonlocal tasks involving more than two parties,
like perfect local discrimination of the set of tripartite
orthogonal product states exhibiting quantum nonloc-
ality without entanglement [29], and local activation of
a four-qubit bound entangled state (Smolin state) [30],
when only two of the spatially separated parties have
access to indefinite causal structure as resource.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II,
we discuss nonlocal quantum operations and the role
of resources for local implementation of those nonlocal
operations. We then also discuss in fair details how
quantum matter-energy degrees of freedom and, in par-
ticular, spatial superposition of gravitating mass can
lead to the indefiniteness of causal structure of space-
time. In Sec. III, we design our protocol that exploits
the indefiniteness of causal structure. In Sec. IV, we
propose a perfect teleportation protocol using indefinite
causal structure as resource that allows spatially separ-
ated parties to locally implement any nonlocal operation
on shared quantum systems. This establishes indefinite
causal structure as a universal resource for local imple-
mentation of any nonlocal quantum operation as well as
task. We also illustrate here the independence of indef-
inite causal structure as a resource from entanglement.
Finally, we conclude with discussion in Sec. V.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Before going into the details of our study, we present
some preliminary concepts that will be useful in the
main analyses.

A. Nonlocal quantum operations and resources

Any possible transformation of an arbitrary quantum
state is described by the action of quantum operations
on it. If D(H) denotes the set of density operators on a
Hilbert space H, then a quantum operation Φ is defined
as a completely positive (CP) trace non-increasing map
from D(H) to D(H) i.e., Φ : D(H) 7→ D(H). Let us de-
note the set consisting of all such quantum operations by
O. When a multipartite quantum system in an arbitrary
quantum state is distributed among multiple spatially
separated parties, then the set of locally implementable
quantum operations on the composite system by the spa-
tially separated parties are limited due to the constraint
of spatial separation. If each party locally implements
quantum operations on their respective subsystem and
communicates classical information between each other,
then the set of operations implementable on the state
of the composite system, called LOCC (denoted by L)
forms a strict subset of the whole set of quantum oper-
ations, i.e., L ⊂ O. Quantum operations that are not
implementable by LOCC only are defined as nonlocal
operations (Lc). This inability to locally implement the
full set of quantum operations restricts the spatially sep-
arated parties from accomplishing many quantum tasks.
To illustrate, consider the local state discrimination task
as described below. Given a single copy of a set of ortho-
gonal states, it is always possible to perfectly distinguish
the states if the complete set of quantum operations
are allowed to be implemented on them. However, if
only a restricted set of operations is allowed to be im-
plemented on the states, then they cannot necessarily
be distinguished perfectly. In particular, there exists
certain sets of multipartite orthogonal states that are
not distinguishable perfectly when spatially separated
parties are limited to LOCC only [29, 31]. Another such
example of task which is impossible to execute locally
is the transformation of product states shared between
spatially separated parties to entangled states by LOCC
[32]. As mentioned earlier, such tasks that cannot be ac-
complished by spatially separated parties under LOCC
only are termed as nonlocal tasks.

Importantly, with the assistance of suitable additional
resources these limitations for local implementation of
nonlocal operations and execution of nonlocal tasks
can be lifted [33–35]. Consider, for example, two spa-
tially separated parties Alice and Bob share a bipartite
quantum state on which an arbitrary quantum operation
has to be implemented. If Alice and Bob have sufficient
number of entangled states shared between them in
addition to the shared bipartite system, then they can
locally implement any quantum operation by the follow-
ing simple protocol. Alice will first teleport the state of
her subsystem to Bob’s laboratory so that Bob can have
access to the full initially shared state, in his local labor-
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atory. He will then implement any quantum operation
from the set O on the composite system in his laboratory.
Finally, after performing quantum operation, Bob will
teleport the state of Alice’s subsystem back to her labor-
atory. Hence, by teleporting back and forth, Alice and
Bob will be able to implement the whole set of quantum
operations locally [34]. Here, the shared entangled states
serve as resource for teleportation and, hence, for local
implementation of the complete set of quantum oper-
ations. In case of multipartite (say, n parties) systems,
a similar protocol can be followed where all the n− 1
parties will teleport the states of their respective subsys-
tems to one party, say, the nth party, so that the nth party
can implement any desirable quantum operation on the
composite system and then teleport back the states of all
the (n− 1) subsystems to the respective (n− 1) number
of parties. In this paper, however, our main focus will
be on bipartite systems.

It may be noted here that for execution of all nonlocal
tasks, the aforementioned two-way teleportation is not
always necessary. For example, in case of local state
discrimination task, if Alice and Bob are able to perform
quantum teleportation only in one direction (either from
Alice to Bob, or from Bob to Alice), then they can dis-
tinguish the states from any set of bipartite orthogonal
states. Here, after one-way teleportation, both the sub-
systems will be in a single laboratory so that complete
measurement required for the state discrimination can
be implemented on the joint state locally. However, there
also exist tasks, like implementation of SWAP operation
(|ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B 7→ |φ〉A ⊗ |ψ〉B) where two-way quantum
teleportation is necessary and sufficient [34]. More gen-
erally, the specificity of the required resource depends
on the task concerned and the quantum state of the
shared system on which the task is to be performed.
This motivates us to define the notion of universal re-
source for local implementation of nonlocal quantum
operations on shared bipartite systems.

Definition 1 (Universal Resource). Consider Alice and Bob
share a bipartite quantum state ρAB ∈ D(Cd

A ⊗ Cd′
B ). We

call a resource universal for the said Hilbert space if Alice
and Bob can implement the whole set of quantum operations
on any such shared quantum state by LOCC with the aid of
that resource only.

For example, in case of d× d′ dimensional bipartite
quantum systems with d ≤ d′, two maximally entangled
states in Cd⊗Cd serve as a universal resource. It trivially
follows that if Alice and Bob can locally implement
the complete set of quantum operations with the aid
of a universal resource, then they will also be able to
execute any nonlocal task. Therefore, the resource is
also universal for local execution of any nonlocal task.

B. Superposition of space-time with different geometries

According to general relativity, the geometry of space-
time is uniquely determined by the distribution of
matter-energy degrees of freedom in it as suggested
by Einstein’s field equations. This geometry regulates
the configuration of light cones of every event in the
space-time, i.e., the causal structure of the entire space-
time. The light cone of an event X specifies the set of
events that are causally connected to it and also their
causal orders with respect to it. Events that are within
the light cone of X are called timelike separated from
it. Among these events, those which are in the forward
light cone are said to be in the future of X and those
which are in the backward light cone are said to be in
the past of X. Note that it is always possible to signal
(for example, sending a light pulse) from an event in
past to an event in future, but not the other way. For
two timelike separated events X1 and X2, we denote
their causal order as Xi → Xj, i, j ∈ {1, 2}, where Xi is
the event in past and Xj is the event in future. In the
classical description of gravity, causal order between any
pair of events is definite and determined essentially by
the classical matter-energy degrees of freedom. Thus,
the causal structure of the space-time is albeit dynamic,
classically deterministic in nature.

However, if the matter-energy degrees of freedom
admits a quantum description, then the classical descrip-
tion of space-time may fall short. In particular, it can
be anticipated that in such a scenario, geometry of the
space-time may no longer be definite. For instance, if
a gravitating mass exists in a quantum superposition
of more than one distinct location, then space-time also
exists in a quantum superposition of multiple different
geometries. Such superposition of space-time geomet-
ries has got much attention in recent times, as evinced
from a wide range of literature starting from quantum
reference frame [36, 37] to exploring quantum signature
of gravity [24–26, 38]. In fact, such superposition of the
geometry of space-time can also lead to entanglement
between two distant gravitating masses, which is other-
wise impossible in a classical space-time [24–26]. Similar
phenomena happen if gravitating matter-energy degree
of freedom exists in a superposition of different energy
eigenstates [38]. As an immediate consequence of this
superposition of the space-time geometry, one can have
indefiniteness of causal structure of the space-time. Due
to the superposition of geometries, the light cone of an
event X can also exist in a superposition of different con-
figurations. Moreover, as mentioned in the introduction,
an interesting special case of this type of indefiniteness
is that the causal order between two events can also
become indefinite. To put it specifically, in the classical
scenario, depending on the geometry of space-time, two
timelike separated events X and Y can have two distinct
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classically exclusive causal orders – either (i) event X is
in the causal past of event Y (X → Y), or (ii) event Y is
in the causal past of X (Y → X). But if the two different
geometries, each yielding one of the above two distinct
causal orders between the events, exist in a superpos-
ition, then the causal orders also exist in a coherent
superposition leading to indefinite causal order of the
events.

For a tangible illustration, consider the following scen-
ario [39]: two initially synchronised clocks (say, A and B)
are located in the gravitational field of a spherical mass
M along the same radial direction from the mass. Let us
denote the radial distances of clock A and clock B from
the mass by rA and rB, respectively. Clock A is situated
closer to the mass and clock B is located at a distance
h apart from clock A, i.e., rB = rA + h. As the clock A
is closer to the mass, due to gravitational time dilation,
it ticks at a slower rate than the clock B. Since the two
clocks were synchronised initially (at tA = tB = 0), time
read by clock A (tA) always lags behind the time read
by clock B (tB). Let us define event X at the location of
clock A when it reads the time tA = τ∗, and similarly
event Y at the location of clock B when it reads tB = τ∗.
For these two events to be causally connected, a light
signal emitted from the location of clock B at tB = τ∗

must reach the location of clock A before tA = τ∗.
The static and isotropic geometry of the space-time

due to the spherical mass is described by the Schwarz-
schild metric:

ds2 =gtt(r)c2dt2 + grr(r)dr2 + gθθ(r)dθ2 + gφφ(r)dφ2

=−
(

1− 2V(r)
c2

)
c2dt2 +

1(
1− 2V(r)

c2

)dr2

+ r2dθ2 + r2 sin2 θdφ2, (1)

where V(r) = GM
r is the Newtonian gravitational po-

tential due to the mass M at a radial distance r from
it. Here, {ct, r, θ, φ} is the spherical polar coordinate
system used by an observer located in a faraway loca-
tion, effectively free from the effects of the gravitational
field. We also assume that both the clocks are located
well outside the Schwarzschild radius (Rs = 2GM

c2 ) of
the space-time, i.e., rA, rB > Rs. The coordinate time
(measured by the far away observer) taken for the light
signal to travel from rB to rA is

Tc =
1
c

∫ rA

rB

dr′
√
− grr(r′)

gtt(r′)
=

1
c

∫ rA

rA+h

dr′(
1− 2V(r′)

c2

) . (2)

The infinitesimal proper time interval at a distance r
from mass M is dτ(r) =

√
−gtt(r)dt. Hence, the rates

at which the clocks A and B tick are related as

dtA =

√
gtt(rA)

gtt(rB)
dtB, (3)

where dtA/B = dτ(rA/B). Assuming that the initial syn-
chronisation of the clocks matches with the coordinate
time t = 0, the time at clock A when the light signal
reaches there is

tA =
√
−gtt(rA)

(
τ∗√
−gtt(rB)

+ Tc

)
. (4)

For the events X and Y to be causally connected, this
time should precede the time tA = τ∗, i.e.,

√
−gtt(rA)

(
τ∗√
−gtt(rB)

+ Tc

)
≤ τ∗,

or, τ∗ ≥
√
−gtt(rA)Tc

1−
√

gtt(rA)
gtt(rA+h)

. (5)

So, if we define the events X and Y such that the con-
dition (5) is satisfied, then the two events are causally
connected and event Y is in past of event X, i.e., Y → X.

On the other hand, if we interchange the location of
the two clocks, then clock B will be closer to the mass
M and rA = rB + h. Now, due to gravitational time
dilation clock B will tick at a slower rate than clock A,
i.e., time read by clock B will always lag behind the time
read by clock A. If we again define events X and Y at
the locations of clocks A and B respectively, when they
locally read the respective time τ∗, then the events will
be causally connected if τ∗ satisfies Eq. (5) with rA and
rB being interchanged. In this case, event Y will end up
being in the future of event X, i.e., X → Y. These are
depicted in Fig. 1.

Now, let us consider the following scenario. Two
clocks A and B are situated at a separation of distance
h. A spherical mass M exists in a spatial superposi-
tion of two locations – one near the clock A, at a dis-
tance R apart from it on the opposite side of clock
B and the other near clock B, at a distance R apart
from it on the opposite side of clock A (see Fig. 2).
Note that here we are considering that the spherical
mass is a quantum object, capable of existing in super-
position of two different locations. As noted earlier,
when the mass is located near the clock A, rA = R,
rB = R + h and events X and Y (defined as earlier) have
the causal relation: Y → X. We denote the quantum
state of the mass for this location as |MY→X〉. On the
other hand, when the mass is located near the clock
B, rB = R, rA = R + h and events X and Y have
the causal relation: X → Y. We denote the quantum
state of the mass for this location as |MX→Y〉. As the
mass exists in a superposition of these two locations, its
quantum state is given by (|MX→Y〉 + |MY→X〉)/

√
2

and the causal order between X and Y becomes indef-
inite. Note that the states {|MX→Y〉 , |MY→X〉} yield
observably distinct causal structures of space-time and
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Figure 1: Two events X and Y (represented by green
dots), defined at the locations of clock A and B as
tA = τ∗ and tB = τ∗ respectively, have different causal
orders depending on the position of gravitating mass M.
The left picture is for the causal order where Y is in the
causal past of X (Y → X) and the right picture is for the
causal order where X is in the causal past of Y (X → Y).
Event Y′ defined at the location of clock B as tB = τ̃
(represented by red dot) is always in the causal future
of X (X → Y′) in both the cases.

are therefore orthogonal. Thus, fundamental indefin-
iteness of the causal order of events is a unique and
natural feature of space-time in superposition of differ-
ent geometries. It is noteworthy here that the quantum
state (|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)/

√
2 of the mass (in super-

position of two distinct location) yield indefinite causal
order of not only two specific events, but of any pair of
events defined as earlier, satisfying Eq. (5) with rA = R
and rB = R + h.

However, the type of indefinite causal structure arising
from the superposition of two geometries does not yield
indefiniteness of causal order for more than two events.
For example, if we consider three events – X, Y1, and Y2
such that event X is defined by some local time read by
clock A at its location and events Y1 and Y2 are defined
by two different local times read by clock B at its location,
then we can get three distinct classically exclusive causal
relations between them: X → Y1 → Y2, Y1 → X → Y2,
and Y1 → Y2 → X (causal order of Y1 and Y2 is always
Y1 → Y2, as they are defined in the same location). These
three causal relations arise from three different geomet-
ries of the space-time and, hence, indefinite causal order
between the three events requires superposition of those
three space-time geometries. So it is clear that the type
of indefinite causal structure of space-time that allows
indefiniteness of causal order between three events is
different from the type of indefinite causal structure that
allows indefiniteness of causal order between two events.
Let us formalise this in the form of a definition:

Figure 2: Gravitating mass M is in superposition of
two distinct locations with states being denoted by
|MX→Y〉 and |MY→X〉. Two clocks A and B are
situated in the region between the mass-locations, such
that the distance between clock A(B) and the
mass-location with state |MY→X〉 (|MX→Y〉) is R and
that between the clocks A and B is h. Superposition of
the two locations results in indefinite causal structure of
space-time.

Definition 2 (m-ICS). Consider n events {Xk}n
k=1 in space-

time. Now, depending on the space-time geometry, there can
be at the most n! distinct classically exclusive causal relations
among the n events. We denote the indefinite causal structure
that allows m (where m ≤ n!) of these causal relations to exist
in coherent superposition as m-Indefinite Causal Structure
(m-ICS).

Note that m-ICS arises from the superposition of m
distinct geometries, each yielding one of the m causal
orders for the n events.

Another important point to mention here is that it is al-
ways possible to find a pair of events whose causal order
is definite even in space-time with indefinite causal struc-
ture (discussed in details in Appendix A). This means
that even in indefinite causal structure, it is possible to
communicate definitely from a past event to a future
event. This fact will be useful in subsequent sections of
this paper.

III. PROTOCOL FOR EXPLOITING INDEFINITE
CAUSAL STRUCTURE AS RESOURCE

When two events are considered to be in classical
space-time (with definite geometry), then one-way sig-
naling (from the past event to the future event) is the
only option between those two events. Instead, if two
events are considered in space-time with indefinite
causal structure, then two one-way signaling between
the two timelike separated events exist in coherent su-
perposition. This coherent superposition of two one-way
signaling is quite different from the bidirectional signal-
ing between two distant locations, where signaling from
one location (say, A) to the other (say, B) takes place
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between two events X and Y defined at the locations of
A and B respectively (such that X → Y) and the back
signaling from B to A takes place between a different set
of events Y and X′ defined at the locations of B and A
respectively (such that Y → X′) with X′ being an event
which occurs at the same location of X but after some
sufficient time so that Y → X′ happens.

The objective of the present paper is to assess whether
two spatially separated parties can exploit the coherent
superposition of two one-way signaling to locally imple-
ment larger set of quantum operations than LOCC on
their shared quantum system without using any addi-
tional resource. To this end, let us design a protocol that
spatially separated parties use to exploit the indefinite-
ness of causal structure as a resource.

Protocol: Consider two parties Alice and Bob, spa-
tially separated by a distance h, that share a bipartite
quantum system in an arbitrary quantum state. Alice
and Bob have under their control not only their respect-
ive share of the system, but also additional ancillary sys-
tems. Importantly, there is no quantum correlation (like
entanglement) between the ancillary systems of Alice
and Bob that they can use as resource. Each of them has
at their disposal two quantum operations {Φ1, Φ2} that
they can locally implement on their respective subsys-
tems and/or ancillary systems. There is another agent
Charlie, who is able to prepare mass configuration in
spatial superposition of two locations – one near Alice’s
laboratory, at a distance R from it: (|MY→X〉), and the
other near Bob’s laboratory, at a distance R from it:
(|MX→Y〉), i.e., in the state (|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)/

√
2.

Furthermore, Charlie is also able to implement local
quantum operations (including measurements) on the
mass configuration and communicate classical inform-
ation to both Alice and Bob. Alice and Bob will imple-
ment one quantum operation chosen from the above
set at their respective local time τ∗ (i.e., tA = τ∗ and
tB = τ∗), where τ∗ satisfies Eq. (5) with rA = R. Which
particular quantum operation they will implement on
their subsystem depends on the following strategy. If
Alice (Bob) receives a light signal from Bob (Alice) be-
fore her (his) local time τ∗, she (he) will implement
operation Φ2 on systems (shared subsystem and/or
ancillary system) under her (his) control. Otherwise,
Alice (Bob) will implement operation Φ1 on systems
under her (his) control and send a light signal (clas-
sical communication) to Bob (Alice) (see Fig. 3). After
implementing quantum operations by both the parties,
Charlie will measure the mass configuration in the basis
– {(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉)/

√
2} – and communicate his

outcome to Alice and Bob.
Before proceeding further, let us review the roles of

Alice, Bob, and Charlie and their allowed operations. As
mentioned earlier, Alice and Bob are sharing a single
copy of a bipartite quantum system whose state is un-

Figure 3: Schematics of the protocol for exploiting
indefinite causal structure as resource for local
implementation of non-local operations. A gravitating
mass is prepared in a spatial superposition of two
distinct locations with spatial states being denoted by
|MX→Y〉 (red) and |MY→X〉 (blue). Local proper time
tA = τ∗ at Alice’s laboratory and tB = τ∗ at Bob’s
laboratory define event X and Y respectively. Alice and
Bob share an unknown bipartite quantum state. If the
mass is in |MX→Y〉 state, event X lies in causal past of
event Y (represented in red). In that case, Alice
implements local operation Φ1 at event X on her
subsystem and send signal to Bob, who implements
operation Φ2 on his subsystem at event Y. Whereas, if
the mass is in |MY→X〉 state, event Y lies in causal past
of event X (represented in blue). In that case, Bob
implements local operation Φ1 at event Y on his
subsystem and send signal to Alice, who implements
operation Φ2 on her subsystem at event Y. Finally, the
mass is measured in {(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉)/

√
2}

basis, and the outcome is broadcast to any event at
Alice’s and Bob’s laboratory that lie in the future
light-cone of the event at which the measurement is
done.

known to them. They are allowed to implement only
local quantum operations on the states of their respective
subsystem and/or locally accessible ancillary systems.
The particular local operations {Φ1, Φ2} that they can
choose are to be implemented only at the assigned times,
i.e., at respective local times tA = τ∗ and tB = τ∗. Ad-
ditionally, they can exchange classical information with
each other. But they do not possess any other additional
quantum resource that they can resort to. Charlie is loc-
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ated in a far-away separate laboratory and he is allowed
to implement operations on the mass configuration only.
These include creating spatial superposition of the mass,
measuring and implementing unitary transformation on
it. Importantly, even if Charlie’s operations are nonlocal,
he is restricted to access the mass configuration only
and, in particular, he is not allowed to access Alice’s and
Bob’s laboratories. Also, Charlie can communicate only
classical information to Alice and Bob.

However, since Charlie can create spatial superposi-
tion of the mass configuration, he is able to generate the
resource of indefinite causal structure. Therefore, his
allowed operations are “resource-generating". This is
not surprising because Charlie is able to implement non-
local operations. Furthermore, Charlie’s measurement
in the {(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉)/

√
2} basis collapses the

mass configuration in a spatially superposed state that
again gives rise to indefinite causal structure. Thus,
once Charlie generates the resource by creating spatial
superposition of the mass, his measurement preserves
the amount of generated resource.

IV. INDEFINITE CAUSAL STRUCTURE AS A
UNIVERSAL RESOURCE

At first, we show that Alice and Bob are able to im-
plement entangling operation on the shared quantum
systems using the aforementioned protocol in the pres-
ence of indefinite causal structure, i.e., when Charlie
prepares mass configuration in spatial superposition of
two locations, which otherwise is not possible by LOCC
alone. This can be shown as follows. Let Alice and
Bob share a bipartite quantum system in product state,
|ψ〉A ⊗ |φ〉B ∈ Cd

A ⊗ Cd
B and the quantum operations

that they can locally implement on their subsystems be
two unitary operations {U1, U2}. Now, when Alice’s event
X, defined by her local time tA = τ∗, is in the causal past
of Bob’s event Y, defined his local time tB = τ∗, she will
not receive any signal from Bob. Therefore, she will ap-
ply U1 on her subsystem |ψ〉A and will send a signal to
Bob. Bob, upon receiving the signal from Alice, will ap-
ply U2 on his subsystem |φ〉B. On the other hand, when
event Y is in the causal past of event X, then Bob will
not receive any signal from Alice. Consequently, he will
apply U1 on his subsystem |φ〉B and will send a signal
to Alice who will then apply U2 on her subsystem |φ〉B.
Therefore, the joint state of Alice’s and Bob’s subsystems
and the mass configuration of Charlie in the presence of
indefinite causal structure can be represented as

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉U1 |ψ〉A U2 |φ〉B + |MY→X〉U2 |ψ〉A U1 |φ〉B) .

(6)

Finally, Charlie will perform a measurement on the

mass configuration in
{
(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉) /

√
2
}

basis and communicate his outcome to Alice and Bob.
Now, depending on the outcome of Charlie’s measure-
ment, the joint state of Alice and Bob will collapse on
one of the following states,

1√
2
(U1 |ψ〉A U2 |φ〉B ±U2 |ψ〉A U1 |φ〉B) , (7)

which is an entangled state for suitable choices of U1
and U2. It is evident from Eq. (6) that communicating
the measurement outcome obtained by Charlie to Alice
and Bob is necessary because tracing out Charlie’s part
will never lead to entanglement between Alice and Bob,
rather a classical statistical mixture of the shared states
(after the action of local unitaries) will be generated.
Note here that the two unitary operators are not neces-
sarily noncommuting in order to utilise indefinite causal
order as useful resource for generating entanglement
under LOCC.

Next, we show that any quantum operation (not only
entangling operation) on an arbitrary bipartite state
ρAB ∈ D(C2 ⊗Cd) can be implemented under LOCC in
the presence of indefinite causal structure by exploiting
the aforementioned protocol.

Theorem 1. 2-ICS (indefinite causal structure yielding in-
definite causal order of two events) is a universal resource for
local implementation of the whole set of quantum operations
O on an arbitrary bipartite state ρAB ∈ D(C2 ⊗Cd) shared
by two spatially separated parties.

Proof. We begin by considering that the two spatially sep-
arated parties, Alice and Bob, share a bipartite quantum
system in an arbitrary pure quantum state given by,

|Ψ〉AB =
1

∑
i=0

d−1

∑
j=0

αij |i〉A |j〉B ∈ C2 ⊗Cd, (8)

where αij are, in general, complex numbers;

∑1
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 |αij|2 = 1 and {|i〉A}1
i=0, and {|j〉B}

d−1
j=0 are or-

thonormal bases in C2 and Cd respectively. In addition,
Bob possess another ancillary qubit |0〉B′ . Therefore, the
joint state of the quantum system, shared between Alice
and Bob and Bob’s ancillary system is given by,
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|Ψ〉AB ⊗ |0〉B′ =
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B |0〉B′ + α1j |1〉A |j〉B |0〉B′

)
. (9)

Now, Alice and Bob will perform the protocol (discussed earlier) with U1 = I and U2 = σx on the subsystems A and
B′ respectively. After implementing the local unitary operations, the joint state of the shared quantum system, Bob’s
ancilla, and the mass configuration of Charlie can be written as

1√
2

[
|MX→Y〉

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B |1〉B′ + α1j |1〉A |j〉B |1〉B′

)
+|MY→X〉

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |1〉A |j〉B |0〉B′ + α1j |0〉A |j〉B |0〉B′

)]
(10)

Charlie, after measuring the mass configuration in
{
(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉) /

√
2
}

basis communicates the outcome
“ + ” or “− ” to Bob classically. Accordingly, the joint state of the shared system and Bob’s ancilla collapses into one
of the following states:

1√
2

[
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B |1〉B′ + α1j |1〉A |j〉B |1〉B′

)
±

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |1〉A |j〉B |0〉B′ + α1j |0〉A |j〉B |0〉B′

)]
. (11)

After the completion of the above protocol, Alice meas-
ures her qubit in {|0〉A, |1〉A} basis and communicates
her outcome k ∈ {0, 1} classically to Bob. Here, it might
be noted that in order to communicate Alice’s outcome
to Bob, it is necessary to have an event defined in Alice’s
laboratory which is definitely in the causal past of an
event defined in Bob’s laboratory even when the causal
structure of the space-time is indefinite. The possibility
of such events are discussed in Appendix A. Bob then
accordingly makes a correction operation on his ancil-
lary qubit to get ∑1

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B as mentioned in

the Table I.
This completes the teleportation process from Alice

to Bob, i.e., the joint state of the shared system between
Alice and Bob, and Bob’s ancillary qubit has transformed
as |Ψ〉AB ⊗ |0〉B′ 7→ |0〉A ⊗ |Ψ〉B′B or, |Ψ〉AB ⊗ |0〉B′ 7→
|1〉A ⊗ |Ψ〉B′B.

Since, it is possible to create an arbitrary pure state
initially shared by Alice-Bob in Bob’s local laboratory
with unit fidelity, it is also possible to create in Bob’s
laboratory any mixed state ρAB = ∑l pl |Ψl〉 〈Ψl |AB ∈
D(C2 ⊗ Cd) (where 0 ≤ pl ≤ 1; ∑l pl = 1, {|Ψl〉} is
an orthonormal basis in C2 ⊗ Cd) initially shared by
Alice-Bob with unit fidelity using this protocol:

ρAB ⊗ |0〉 〈0|B′ =
(

∑
l

pl |Ψl〉 〈Ψl |AB

)
⊗ |0〉 〈0|B′

7→ |ξ〉 〈ξ|A ⊗
(

∑
l

pl |Ψl〉 〈Ψl |B′B

)
,

= |ξ〉 〈ξ|A ⊗ ρB′B (12)

where |ξ〉 ∈ {|0〉 , |1〉}.
Therefore, as a consequence of the above protocol, Bob

can locally implement any quantum operation from the
set O on ρB′B, transforming it to σB′B (say).

As noted earlier, after Charlie’s measurement,
the postmeasurement state of the mass config-
uration is either (|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉) /

√
2 or,

(|MX→Y〉 − |MY→X〉) /
√

2, both of which give rise
to 2-ICS and, hence, can be used again as a resource
to teleport the transformed state of Bob’s ancillary
qubit to Alice’s laboratory in such a way that the joint
state σB′B belonging to Bob’s laboratory now becomes
the shared state between Alice and Bob. To elaborate
it specifically, for simplicity, we may consider that
Charlie resets the mass configuration in the state:
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉) /

√
2 by local unitary operation,

and Alice also resets her qubit to |0〉A (i.e., |ξ〉A 7→ |0〉A)
by local unitary operation. Now, by following the same
protocol as mentioned earlier with a different pair of
events and interchanging Alice’s and Bob’s roles, it is
possible to realise this back-teleportation:

|0〉 〈0|A ⊗ σB′B 7→ σAB ⊗ |κ〉 〈κ|B′ , (13)

where |κ〉 ∈ {|0〉 , |1〉}.
In this way, the two spatially separated parties can

locally implement any quantum operation Φ ∈ O on
their shared system transforming ρAB 7→ σAB. This
completes the proof.

Remark 1. In the above teleportation protocol, 2-ICS serves
as an independent resource from maximally entangled two-
qubit states that act as a necessary resource for teleportation
of qubits following the standard protocol [28].
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Charlie’s outcome Alice’s outcome Bob’s collapsed state Bob’s correction operation Bob’s final state

+ 0
d−1
∑

j=0

(
α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
σx ⊗ I

1
∑

i=0

d−1
∑

j=0
αij |i〉B′ |j〉B

+ 1
d−1
∑

j=0

(
α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B

)
I⊗ I

− 0
d−1
∑

j=0

(
α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
iσy ⊗ I

− 1
d−1
∑

j=0

(
α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B

)
σz ⊗ I

Table I: Details of the teleportation protocol from Alice to Bob using 2-ICS for locally implementing any quantum
operation on an arbitrary pure quantum state |ΨAB〉 ∈ C2 ⊗Cd shared by Alice and Bob.

In other words, it is not the case that the 2-ICS is used
in our protocol to generate a maximally entangled two-
qubit state (as in Eq.(7) with some specific U1 and U2)
such that this entanglement can be used as a resource
to teleport a third qubit from one location to another.
Importantly, no maximally entangled state appears as an
intermediate step in our proposed teleportation protocol
with unit fidelity.

The fact that 2-ICS can be used as a resource to teleport
qubits opens up the possibilities for local execution of
other nonlocal tasks involving more than two spatially
separated parties as well, using 2-ICS as resource.

Corollary 1. The set of orthogonal product states in C2 ⊗
C2 ⊗ Cd (introduced in [29]) exhibiting “quantum nonloc-
ality without entanglement” can be perfectly distinguished
locally with the aid of 2-ICS as resource.

Proof. Let us consider that three spatially separated
parties, say, Alice, Bob and Charlie share the product
state |ψ〉ABC = |ψ1〉A ⊗ |ψ2〉B ⊗ |ψ3〉C ∈ C2 ⊗ C2 ⊗ Cd.
Let us also assume that Charlie has an ancillary qubit
|0〉C′ . Now, following our proposed teleportation pro-
tocol from Alice to Charlie, the following transformation
is possible:

|ψ〉ABC⊗|0〉C′ 7→ |ξ〉A ⊗ |ψ〉BCC′ ,
where |ψ〉ABC = |ψ1〉A ⊗ |ψ2〉B ⊗ |ψ3〉C
and |ψ〉BCC′ = |ψ2〉B ⊗ |ψ3〉C ⊗ |ψ1〉C′ . (14)

Hence, starting from a set of orthogonal product states
in C2 ⊗C2 ⊗Cd shared between Alice, Bob and Charlie,
Bob and Charlie will end up in sharing a set of ortho-
gonal product states in C2 ⊗Cd+2. Therefore, the given
task becomes the task of locally distinguishing a set of or-
thogonal bipartite product states belonging in C2⊗Cd+2,
which is possible as any set of orthogonal product states
in C2 ⊗Cd′ can always be locally discriminated without
any resource [40, 41]. Note that here only two parties
are required to access the resource of indefinite causal
structure.

The status of 2-ICS as a universal resource for local
implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on
C2 ⊗ Cd systems has been sufficiently established by
showing that it can be used as resource for back and
forth perfect teleportation between two distant laborat-
ories. However, teleportation is not always necessary
for execution of nonlocal tasks using indefinite causal
structure. We illustrate this in the following example by
showing that even without invoking teleportation two
spatially separated parties can locally distinguish the
four Bell states using 2-ICS as resource.

Consider the set of four Bell states:

|B1〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉A|0〉B + |1〉A|1〉B),

|B2〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉A|0〉B − |1〉A|1〉B),

|B3〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉A|1〉B + |1〉A|0〉B),

|B4〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉A|1〉B − |1〉A|0〉B).

Suppose a state is randomly chosen from the above set
and distributed between two spatially separated parties,
Alice and Bob. Their task is to perfectly identify which
particular state is given to them. It is not possible for
them to locally discriminate the given state by perform-
ing LOCC without the aid of any other resource [31].
However, if an additional maximally entangled two-
qubit state is distributed between them as a resource,
then the task can be accomplished perfectly. This re-
source has been shown to be both necessary as well as
sufficient for the perfect execution of the task [42, 43].
Here we show that 2-ICS is an equally useful resource
for the task of perfect local discrimination of four Bell
states.

Proposition 1. Perfect local discrimination of the set of four
Bell states: {|Bi〉}4

i=1, shared between two spatially separated
laboratories is possible by LOCC when 2-ICS is used as the
sole resource.
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Proof. The proof is straightforward. Alice and Bob will
follow the earlier discussed protocol with local unitary
operations U1 = I and U2 = σx on their respective qubit
of the shared Bell state. Note here that no ancillary qubit

is required in this task. Now, depending on the given
state between Alice and Bob, the joint state of Alice’s
and Bob’s subsystems and the mass configuration of
Charlie transforms as

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B1〉 →

1√
2

(
|MX→Y〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|0〉A|1〉B + |1〉A|0〉B) + |MY→X〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|1〉A|0〉B + |0〉A|1〉B)

)
=

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B3〉,

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B2〉 →

1√
2

(
|MX→Y〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|0〉A|1〉B − |1〉A|0〉B) + |MY→X〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|1〉A|0〉B − |0〉A|1〉B)

)
=

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉 − |MY→X〉)⊗ |B4〉,

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B3〉 →

1√
2

(
|MX→Y〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|0〉A|0〉B + |1〉A|1〉B) + |MY→X〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|1〉A|1〉B) + |0〉A|0〉B)

)
=

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B1〉,

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉+ |MY→X〉)⊗ |B4〉 →

1√
2

(
|MX→Y〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|0〉A|0〉B − |1〉A|1〉B) + |MY→X〉 ⊗

1√
2
(|1〉A|1〉B − |0〉A|0〉B)

)
=

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉 − |MY→X〉)⊗ |B2〉. (15)

Thereafter, Charlie will measure the mass configuration

in the basis:
{
(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉) /

√
2
}

and com-
municate his outcome to Alice and Bob. Alice and Bob
will then measure their respective qubits in the basis:
{|0〉, |1〉} and communicate their outcomes to each other.
For Alice to communicate her outcome to Bob, an event
defined at her laboratory must be definitely in the causal
past of an event defined at Bob’s laboratory, even in
space-time with indefinite causal structure. Similarly,
for Bob to communicate his outcome to Alice, an event
defined at his laboratory must be definitely in the causal
past of an event defined at Alice’s laboratory. As men-
tioned earlier, this is always possible (See Appendix
A). From all the information gathered, Alice and Bob
can determine which state is shared between them as
mentioned in the Table II. This ends the proof.

Note that the successful execution of this nonlocal task
using indefinite causal structure as resource does not
require any kind of teleportation from one laboratory
to the other. Furthermore, no new entangled state is
generated at any step of the above protocol. This is
crucial as it clearly marks the independence of indefinite
causal structure as a resource from entanglement, as
already mentioned in Remark 1.

As a corollary of the above proposition, another im-
portant result follows, illustrating the scope of indefinite
causal structure as resource for nonlocal task involving
more than two spatially separated parties.

Corollary 2 (Unlocking of Smolin state). Consider four
parties, Alice, Bob, Dan, and Emma share a state, ρABDE =
1
4 ∑4

i=1 |Bi〉〈Bi|AB ⊗ |Bi〉〈Bi|DE [30]. They can distill en-
tanglement from this bound entangled (Smolin) state under
LOCC using 2-ICS as a sole resource.

Proof. Since the four parties share the state ρABDE, Alice
and Bob share one of the four Bell states {|Bi〉}, but do
not know which one; Dan and Emma share the same
Bell state, also not knowing which one it is. Since Alice
and Bob can locally determine which Bell state they are
sharing using 2-ICS, they can communicate this classical
information to Dan and Emma who will then know
which Bell state they have and can locally convert it to
any desired Bell state [30], distilling entanglement from
the Smolin state. After the distillation, each of the pairs –
Alice-Bob and Dan-Emma – share 1 ebit of entanglement
between them.

Generalisation to higher dimensional bipartite sys-
tems: While 2-ICS serves as universal resource for local
implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on an
arbitrary 2× d-dimensional bipartite quantum system,
3-ICS can be shown to be a universal resource for local
implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on any
3× d-dimensional bipartite quantum system. Similarly,
4-ICS can be shown to serve as universal resource for
local implementation of nonlocal quantum operations
on any 4× d-dimensional bipartite quantum system. A
more detailed discussion is given in Appendix B. From
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Charlie’s Alice’s Bob’s Conclusion
outcome outcome outcome

+ 0 1 |B1〉
+ 1 0 |B1〉
+ 0 0 |B3〉
+ 1 1 |B3〉
− 0 1 |B2〉
− 1 0 |B2〉
− 0 0 |B4〉
− 1 1 |B4〉

Table II: Protocol for discriminating four Bell states
locally using 2-ICS

these results, we conjecture that d′-ICS is a universal re-
source for local implementation of nonlocal quantum op-
erations on an arbitrary bipartite state ρ ∈ D(Cd′ ⊗Cd),
where d′ ≤ d.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Searching for new quantum resources and finding out
their information theoretic applications have attracted
much attention in recent years. In the present article,
we have shown that indefinite causal structure acts as a
universal resource for implementing nonlocal quantum
operations as well as nonlocal quantum tasks under
LOCC on quantum systems distributed among two spa-
tially separated parties. Specifically, we have proved it
by proposing a novel back and forth perfect teleportation
protocol using indefinite causal structure as the sole re-
source, which is completely different from the standard
teleportation protocol that uses maximally entangled
state as resource [28]. This proposed teleportation pro-
tocol may be helpful in gaining deeper understanding
of the power of indefinite causal order. Consequently,
we have also shown that the set of product states in
C2 ⊗C2 ⊗Cd exhibiting quantum nonlocality without
entanglement [29] can also be perfectly distinguished
under LOCC following our protocol utilizing indefinite
causal structure solely. Furthermore, by presenting an-
other example of nonlocal tasks, namely, perfect local
discrimination of the set of four Bell states, we have
demonstrated that the above-mentioned teleportation
protocol proposed by us is not always necessary for local
execution of nonlocal tasks with the aid of that resource.
As an immediate corollary of it, we have also shown
that one can distill entanglement from the Smolin state
[30] under LOCC using indefinite causal structure. It
might be noted here that in our proposed protocol, the
resource gets regenerated at the end of the execution
of nonlocal quantum operations or tasks and, therefore,
can be reused for subsequent tasks.

It is quite exemplary to discuss about the schematics

of practical realisation of the protocol mentioned in Sec.
III. The possibility of creating spatial superposition of
mass can be ascertained by sending a massive particle
with an embedded electronic spin (spin- 1

2 ) through a
Stern-Gerlach (SG) interferometer. If the embedded spin
is prepared in, say, 1√

2
(|↑z〉 + |↓z〉) state (where |↑z〉

and |↓z〉 are the eigenstates of σz with eigenvalues +1
and −1 respectively) and an inhomogenous magnetic
field in the SG apparatus is applied in the z-direction,
then the mass will be split into two paths depending
on the spin, thereby creating a spatial superposition
of the mass. Mathematically, if we represent the spa-
tial state of the mass localised at the centre of axis of
the SG apparatus before entering as |C〉, then the split-
ting action of the SG is given by, |C〉 1√

2
(|↑z〉+ |↓z〉) 7→

1√
2
(|MX→Y〉 |↑z〉+ |MY→X〉 |↓z〉), where |MX→Y〉 and

|MY→X〉 are the two spatial states corresponding to the
two paths after the SG-split. This strategy of creating
spatial superposition of massive objects has been dis-
cussed explicitly in Ref. [24]. Note however that we can
adapt the scheme proposed in [24] to a larger scale such
that the mass can exist in spatial superposition of two
distant locations i.e., not confined to a single laboratory.

Now, in order to execute our proposed protocol,
this superposition is to be hold for a time, say, ts (by
switching off the magnetic field of the SG apparatus
for that duration). During this time window, all the
steps in the protocol before Charlie’s measurement is
to be carried out. At this stage, the joint state of the
mass configuration and Alice’s and Bob’s subsystems
(Eq. (6)) becomes 1√

2
(|MX→Y, ↑z〉U1 |ψ〉A U2 |φ〉B +

|MY→X , ↓z〉U2 |ψ〉A U1 |φ〉B). The paths are then
brought together in a common location and refo-
cused by a refocussing SG apparatus with magnetic-
field inhomogeneity oriented in the opposite direction
(−z-direction) [24], which is represented mathematic-
ally as |MX→Y, ↑z〉 7→ |C〉 |↑z〉 and |MY→X , ↓z〉 7→
|C〉 |↓z〉. Thereby, the joint state of the mass config-
uration and Alice’s and Bob’s subsystems becomes

1√
2
|C〉 (|↑z〉U1 |ψ〉A U2 |φ〉B + |↓z〉U2 |ψ〉A U1 |φ〉B). In

this way the entanglement between the spatial degree
of freedom of the mass and Alice and Bob’s subsystems
can be mapped onto the entanglement between the spin
degree of freedom of the mass and Alice’s and Bob’s sub-
systems. Finally, by measuring the spin of the mass in σx
basis, measurement in the { 1√

2
(|MX→Y〉 ± |MY→X〉)}

basis can be implemented effectively.
Before concluding a few remarks are in order. In our

described protocol, Alice and Bob are able to locally
implement nonlocal operations essentially due to the
fact that mass superposition is nonlocal, in the sense
that it is a spatial superposition of the mass at two
distant locations, and Charlie can perform operations
on this mass configuration. Alice and Bob implement
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local conditional operations based on the state of the
mass configuration – if the state of the mass is |MX→Y〉,
then they implement one kind of operation, whereas
if state of the mass is |MY→X〉, they implement an-
other kind of operation. Therefore, our protocol seems
merely like a controlled operation (like C-NOT or C-
SWAP etc.) that leads to entanglement between Alice
and Bob (after Charlie’s measurement), without actually
requiring indefinite causal order. To fully appreciate
the importance of the role of indefinite causal structure,
first of all note that such kind of controlled operations
are non-local and, hence, cannot be realised by LOCC
without the assistance of any other quantum resource.
That is, if the control and the target(s) are located at
different locations, then it is not possible to implement
controlled operations by locally operating on the control
and the target(s) separately and communicating clas-
sical information between them. To implement them
locally quantum communication between control and
target(s) is necessary and for that quantum channel, en-
tangled state or, some other quantum entity must be
shared between the control and the target(s). In our case,
the mass is situated neither in Alice’s laboratory, nor in
Bob’s laboratory – both of the locations where the mass
exists in superposition are outside Alice’s and Bob’s
laboratories. Alice and Bob, being limited to local oper-
ations only, cannot access the state of the mass. To use
the mass in spatially superposed configuration as a con-
trol for implementing the conditional local operations,
quantum information about the state of the mass must
somehow reach Alice and Bob. In our case, this informa-
tion is carried by the gravitational field due to the mass.
It is important to note here that as the mass is in spatial
superposition, the gravitational field it produces is also
quantum in nature (the space-time is in a superposition
of two different metrics) [44–46]. In other words, the
quantum gravitational field acts as a quantum channel
that carries quantum information from the locations of
the mass to Alice’s and Bob’s locations. The indefinite-
ness of causal structure is a particular manifestation of
the quantum nature of the space-time (the gravitational
field) that Alice and Bob utilise operationally. Thus, in-
definiteness of the causal structure plays a vital role in
using the mass configuration as control.

Recently, it has been shown that if three or more
parties are allowed to exploit indefinite causal order,
then local quantum operations assisted with classical
processes can perfectly discriminate sets of quantum
states in C2 ⊗ C2 ⊗ C2 exhibiting quantum nonlocal-

ity without entanglement [47–49]. However, our result
shown in Corollary 1 indicates that the set of states
can be distinguished perfectly by LOCC when only two
parties use indefinite causal structure (2-ICS) as a re-
source. Furthermore, Akibue et al. have shown that the
set of local quantum operations connected by classical
communication without any predefined causal order
(which they denote by LOCC∗) is equivalent to the set
of separable operations [50]. Notwithstanding, since
we have already shown that indefinite causal structure
is a universal resource for local implementation of any
quantum operation, our protocol exploiting indefinite
causal structure is supposed to perform bigger set of
operations than the separable operations. For example,
even in C2⊗C2, we have shown that our protocol can be
used to discriminate the set of four Bell states perfectly
which otherwise is not possible by separable operations
and thus establishing the superiority of our protocol.

Our results open up the possibilities of several open
questions. The teleportation protocol discussed in this
paper utilizing indefinite causal structure as a resource
can, in principle, be generalised for arbitrary higher di-
mensional quantum systems which we would like to
keep open as a future direction for the interested read-
ers. This has also the potential to show some fascinating
applications in quantum network and quantum inter-
net. Furthermore, in the multipartite scenario, there will
be more than two possible causal orders between the
parties and, thus, the indefiniteness in causal structure
will be quite complex. It is thus interesting to generalize
our study in multipartite context. Further, exploring the
full quantum advantage of the indefinite causal structure
in multipartite scenario may lead to new applications in
information theory. Finally, quantifying the resources
utilized in our study and connecting it with other in-
formation theoretic resources are to be explored further.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Somshubhro Bandyopadhyay, Manik Banik
and Mir Alimuddin for fruitful discussions and helpful
insights. We also thank the anonymous reviewers for
their helpful suggestions and illuminating discussion.
P.G. acknowledges Department of Science & Technology,
Government of India for financial support. D.D. ac-
knowledges the Royal Society (United Kingdom) for the
support through the Newton International Fellowship
(NIF\R1\212007).

[1] Lucien Hardy, “Probability theories with dynamic causal
structure: A new framework for quantum gravity,”
arXiv:gr-qc/0509120.

[2] Lucien Hardy, “Quantum gravity computers: On the the-
ory of computation with indefinite causal structure,” in
Quantum Reality, Relativistic Causality, and Closing the Epi-

https://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0509120
https://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0509120
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0509120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9107-0_21


14

stemic Circle: Essays in Honour of Abner Shimony (Springer
Netherlands, Dordrecht, 2009) pp. 379–401.

[3] Lucien Hardy, “Towards quantum gravity: a framework
for probabilistic theories with non-fixed causal structure,”
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 40,
3081 (2007).

[4] Alessio Belenchia, Robert M. Wald, Flaminia Giacomini,
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Appendix A: Definite causal order in Indefinite causal structure

In this section, we show that there always exist pairs of events whose causal order is definite even in space-time
with indefinite causal structure. Let us go back to the illustration in Sec. II B. Consider three events – (i) X, defined
by the local time tA = τ∗ at clock A, (ii) Y, defined by the local time tB = τ∗ at clock B, and (iii) Y′ defined by the
local time tB = τ̃ at clock B, in their respective locations, such that τ̃ > τ∗ and τ∗ satisfies Eq. (5) with rA = R and
rB = R + h. When the mass is located near the clock B (i.e., quantum state of the mass is |MX→Y〉), tB = τ∗ is in the
causal future of tA = τ∗. Since we have considered τ̃ > τ∗, tB = τ̃ will also be in causal future of tA = τ∗. That is
event Y′ is in causal future of event X: X → Y′.

On the other hand, when the mass is located near the clock A (i.e., quantum state of the mass is |MY→X〉), if we
want event Y′ to be in causal future of event X, light signal emitted from event X must reach clock B’s location before

tB = τ̃. The coordinate time taken for a light signal to travel from clock A to clock B is T′c =
1
c
∫ R+h

R dr′
√
− grr(r′)

gtt(r′)
.

Time at clock B when the light signal reaches there is tB =
√
−gtt(R + h)

(
τ1√
−gtt(R)

+ T′c

)
. This proper time must

precede the proper time tB = τ̃, i.e.,

√
−gtt(R + h)

(
τ∗√
−gtt(R)

+ T′c

)
≤ τ̃. (A1)

Under this condition event Y′ will also be in the causal future of event X: X → Y′. Similarly, we can also define
events such that the event defined at the location of clock B is definitely in the causal past of the event defined at the
location of clock A. So, if we choose the events X and Y′ such that Eq. (A1) is satisfied along with Eq. (5), we get
definite causal order between them even in indefinite causal structure. This is shown in Figure 1.
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Appendix B: Indefinite causal structure as universal resource for local implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on
higher dimensional quantum systems

In this section we explicitly show how 3-ICS and 4-ICS can be used as universal resources for implementing
nonlocal quantum operations locally on arbitrary quantum states in C3⊗Cd(d ≥ 3) and C4⊗Cd(d ≥ 4) respectively.
As mentioned in the main text, a sufficient way to prove this is by showing that 3(4)-ICS can be used as the sole
resource for back and forth teleportation of the state of the 3(4)-dimensional subsystem of the initially shared system
in such a way that the other party (that in possession of the d-dimensional subsystem) can have access to the entire
state of the shared system in his/her local laboratory to implement any desirable quantum operation and finally
can return the subsystem to its initial location. We show in the following that the said can be done for an arbitrary
shared pure state and, hence, for any shared mixed state as well.

a. 3-ICS as universal resource for local implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on quantum states ∈ C3 ⊗Cd

Consider the two spatially separated parties, Alice and Bob, share an arbitrary quantum state,
|ψ〉AB = ∑2

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B ∈ C3 ⊗ Cd (where, ∑i,j |αij|2 = 1) and Bob has an ancillary qutrit system in

the state |0〉B′ in his laboratory. Note that Bob’s subsystem of the initially shared state will always be denoted by B
and the state of Bob’s ancillary qutrit will be denoted by B′. Without loss of generality, let us define two events – X1
and X2 in Alice’s laboratory as Alice’s local times tA = τ1 and tA = τ2 respectively with τ1 < τ2, and another event
Y in Bob’s laboratory as his local time tB = τ1. Since, both the events X1 and X2 are in Alice’s laboratory, their
causal order is definite for any causal structure of the space-time, i.e., X1 is always in causal past of X2 (X1 → X2).
Depending on the geometry of the classical space-time, the events can have three classically distinct and mutually
exclusive causal orders –

(1) event Y is in causal past of X1 (which we denote Y → X1 → X2),
(2) event Y is in causal future of X1 but in causal past of X2 (which we denote X1 → Y → X2), and
(3) event Y is in causal future of X2 (which we denote X1 → X2 → Y).

Let us denote the corresponding quantum states of mass configurations, each yielding one of the three
space-time geometries with the above causal orders, as |MY→X1→X2〉, |MX1→Y→X2〉 and |MX1→X2→Y〉. Now, if
we consider that the mass configuration exists in a coherent superposition of these three quantum states then
space-time with the three distinct geometries (each resulting in one of the three distinct causal orders) also exist
in superposition. We consider that a third agent, Charlie, can prepare the mass configuration in the quantum
state (|MY→X1→X2〉 + |MX1→Y→X2〉 + |MX1→X2→Y〉)/

√
3 and can implement quantum operations (including

measurements) on the mass state.
For Alice to Bob teleportation, they follow the following protocol – If Alice receives a signal from Bob before

her local time tA = τ1 (i.e., event X1), then she will implement unitary operator UX1|Y = U2 and then unitary
operator UX2 = U1 at time tA = τ2 on her qutrit subsystem. However, if she does not receive signal from Bob before
tA = τ1, then she will implement UX1 = U1 on her qutrit subsystem and send a signal to Bob carrying 1 bit message
"0". Then she will wait for tA = τ2, before which if she receives signal from Bob, she will implement UX2|Y = U3
on her subsystem; otherwise, she will implement UX2 = U1 on her subsystem and send a signal to Bob carrying
1 bit message "1". On the other hand, if Bob receives signal from Alice before tB = τ1 carrying message "0", he
will implement UY|X1

= U2 on his ancillary qutrit system; if he receives the message "1" before tB = τ1, he will
implement UY|X2

= U3 on his ancillary system. Whereas, if he does not receive any signal before tB = τ1, he will
implement UY = U1. Bob, after implementation of any unitary operation, always sends signal to Alice. Here,

U1 = I =

 1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 , U2 =

 0 0 1
1 0 0
0 1 0

 , U3 =

 0 1 0
0 0 1
1 0 0

 . (B1)

Thus, the joint state of Alice and Bob’s shared system, Bob’s ancilla and the mass configuration controlled by
Charlie can be written as

1√
3

(
|MX1→X2→Y〉 (UX2 ⊗ I)(UX1 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY|X2

|0〉B′ + |MX1→Y→X2〉 (UX2|Y ⊗ I)(UX1 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY|X1
|0〉B′
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+ |MY→X1→X2〉 (UX2 ⊗ I)(UX1|Y ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY |0〉B′
)

=
1√
3

{
|MX1→X2→Y〉

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B + α1j |1〉A |j〉B + α2j |2〉A |j〉B

)
|2〉B′

+ |MX1→Y→X2〉
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |2〉A |j〉B + α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|1〉B′

+ |MY→X1→X2〉
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |1〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B + α2j |0〉A |j〉B

)
|0〉B′

}

=
1
3

[
|a〉

d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
|0〉A

+
(
α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
|1〉A

+
(
α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
|2〉A}

+ |b〉
d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
|0〉A

+
(

α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα0j |0〉B′ |j〉B
)
|1〉A

+
(

α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα1j |0〉B′ |j〉B
)
|2〉A

}
+ |c〉

d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
|0〉A

+
(

α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B
)
|1〉A

+
(

α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B
)
|2〉A

}]
, (B2)

where

|a〉 = 1√
3
(|MX1→X2→Y〉+ |MX1→Y→X2〉+ |MY→X1→X2〉),

|b〉 = 1√
3
(|MX1→X2→Y〉+ ω |MX1→Y→X2〉+ ω2 |MY→X1→X2〉),

|c〉 = 1√
3
(|MX1→X2→Y〉+ ω2 |MX1→Y→X2〉+ ω |MY→X1→X2〉)

(B3)

with ω = ei 2π
3 being the cube root of unity. Clearly, these three states- |a〉, |b〉, |c〉 are orthonormal.

Now, Charlie measures the mass state in {|a〉 , |b〉 , |c〉} basis and classically communicate his outcome {a, b, c} to
Bob. Also, Alice measures her qutrit in {|0〉A, |1〉A, |2〉A} basis and communicate her outcome i ∈ {0, 1, 2} classically
to Bob. Bob, upon receiving messages from Alice and Charlie, will accordingly make a correction operation on his
ancillary system to get ∑2

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B as the joint state of (BB′). These are mentioned in the Table III. Bob’s

correction operations mentioned in this table can be determined from the following expressions,

V1 =

 0 0 1
0 1 0
1 0 0

 , V2 =

 1 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

 , V3 =

 0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 1

 , Ω1 =

 ω2 0 0
0 ω 0
0 0 1

 , Ω2 =

 ω 0 0
0 ω2 0
0 0 1

 . (B4)

This completes Alice to Bob teleportation process. After the teleportation, Bob has |ψ〉B′B is his local laboratory, Alice
has either |0〉A or |1〉A or |2〉A, and Charlie has mass configuration in either |a〉 or |b〉 or |c〉.

We will now describe the back-teleportation protocol from Bob to Alice. Let us consider an arbitrary state
|ψ〉B′B = ∑2

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B ∈ C3 ⊗ Cd (with ∑i,j |αij|2 = 1) of Bob’s ancillary qutrit and his d-dimensional
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Charlie’s
outcome

Alice’s
outcome Bob’s collapsed state

Bob’s correction
operation Bob’s final state

a 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V1 ⊗ I

∑2
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B

a 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V2 ⊗ I

a 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V3 ⊗ I

b 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V1Ω1 ⊗ I

b 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα0j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V2Ω1 ⊗ I

b 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ωα1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V3Ω1 ⊗ I

c 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V1Ω2 ⊗ I

c 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V2Ω2 ⊗ I

c 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + ωα0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + ω2α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
V3Ω2 ⊗ I

Table III: Details of the teleportation protocol from Alice to Bob using 3-ICS for locally implementing any quantum
operation on an arbitrary pure quantum state |ψAB〉 ∈ C3 ⊗Cd shared by Alice and Bob. Bob’s correction operations
mentioned here can be evaluated from Eq.(B4).

subsystem. To start with, Alice resets her qutrit to |0〉A, and Charlie resets his mass configuration to |a〉. Then, Alice
and Bob follow the same protocol to implement respective unitary operations on Alice’s system and Bob’s ancillary
system, just as earlier. Now, the joint state of Alice’s qutrit, Bob’s systems and the mass configuration controlled by
Charlie can be written as

1√
3

(
|MX1→X2→Y〉UX2UX1 |0〉A (UY|X2

⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B + |MX1→Y→X2〉UX2|YUX1 |0〉A (UY|X1
⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B

+ |MY→X1→X2〉UX2UX1|Y |0〉A (UY ⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B
)

=
1√
3

{
|MX1→X2→Y〉 |0〉A

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B

)
+ |MX1→Y→X2〉 |2〉A

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B

)
+ |MY→X1→X2〉 |1〉A

d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B

)}

=
1
3

[
|a〉

d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |2〉A |j〉B + α0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|0〉B′

+
(
α2j |0〉A |j〉B + α0j |2〉A |j〉B + α1j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|1〉B′

+
(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|2〉B′}

+ |b〉
d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α2j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|0〉B′

+
(

α2j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α0j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα1j |1〉A |j〉B
)
|1〉B′

+
(

α0j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α1j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα2j |1〉A |j〉B
)
|2〉B′

}
+ |c〉

d−1

∑
j=0

{(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα2j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
|0〉B′

+
(

α2j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα0j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α1j |1〉A |j〉B
)
|1〉B′
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Charlie’s
outcome

Bob’s
outcome Alice and Bob’s collapsed state

Alice’s correction
operation

Alice and Bob’s
final state

a 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |2〉A |j〉B + α0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V3

∑2
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B

a 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |0〉A |j〉B + α0j |2〉A |j〉B + α1j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V1

a 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V2

b 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α2j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V3Ω1

b 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α0j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα1j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V1Ω1

b 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B + ω2α1j |2〉A |j〉B + ωα2j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V2Ω1

c 0 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α1j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα2j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α0j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V3Ω2

c 1 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α2j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα0j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α1j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V1Ω2

c 2 ∑d−1
j=0

(
α0j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα1j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α2j |1〉A |j〉B

)
V2Ω2

Table IV: Details of the back-teleportation protocol from Bob to Alice using 3-ICS for locally implementing any
quantum operation on an arbitrary pure quantum state |ψAB〉 ∈ C3 ⊗Cd shared by Alice and Bob. Alice’s correction
operations mentioned here can be evaluated from Eq.(B4).

+
(

α0j |0〉A |j〉B + ωα1j |2〉A |j〉B + ω2α2j |1〉A |j〉B
)
|2〉B′

}]
. (B5)

Now, Charlie measures the mass state in {|a〉 , |b〉 , |c〉} basis and classically communicate his outcome {a, b, c}
to Alice; and Bob measures his ancillary system in {|0〉B′ , |1〉B′ , |2〉B′} basis and communicate his outcome i ∈
{0, 1, 2} classically to Alice. Alice, upon receiving messages from Bob and Charlie, will accordingly make a
correction operation on her subsystem such that the 3× d-dimensional shared state between Alice and Bob becomes
∑2

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B. These details are mentioned in the Table IV.

b. 4-ICS as universal resource for local implementation of nonlocal quantum operations on quantum states ∈ C4 ⊗Cd

Consider Alice and Bob share an arbitrary quantum state |ψ〉AB = ∑3
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B ∈ C4 ⊗ Cd (where

∑i,j |αij|2 = 1). Bob has an additional ancillary ququad system in |0〉B′ state. Here also, throughout this section,
Bob’s subsystem of the initially shared state will be denoted by B and the state of Bob’s ancillary ququad will be
denoted by B′. Let us define three events – X1, X2, and X3 in Alice’s laboratory as Alice’s local times tA = τ1, τ2, and
τ3 with τ1 < τ2 < τ3, and one event Y at Bob’s laboratory as his local time tB = τ1. Since, the events X1, X2, and X3
are defined in the same location, they have fixed causal order, i.e., X1 → X2 → X3. Now, depending on the geometry
of the classical space-time, the events can have four classically distinct and mutually exclusive causal orders –

(1) event Y is in causal past of X1 (which we denote Y → X1 → X2 → X3),
(2) event Y is in causal future of X1, but in causal past of X2 and X3 (which we denote X1 → Y → X2 → X3),
(3) event Y is in causal future of X1 and X2, but in causal past of X3 (which we denote X1 → X2 → Y → X3), and
(4) event Y is in causal future of X1, X2 and X3 (which we denote X1 → X2 → X3 → Y).

Let us denote the corresponding quantum states of mass configurations, each yielding one of the four space-time
geometries with the above-mentioned causal orders, as |MY→X1→X2→X3〉, |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉, |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉 and
|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉. We consider that Charlie can prepare the mass configuration in a coherent superposition of these
states, i.e., in the state (|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉+ |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉)/2 and can
implement quantum operations (including measurements) on the mass state.

For Alice to Bob teleportation, they follow the following protocol – If Alice receives a signal from Bob before her
local time tA = τ1 (i.e., event X1), then she will implement unitary operator UX1|Y = U2 and then unitary operator
UX2 = U1, UX3 = U2 at times tA = τ2 and τ3 respectively, on her ququad subsystem. However, if she does not
receive signal from Bob before tA = τ1, then she will implement UX1 = U1 on her ququad subsystem and send a
signal to Bob carrying message "0". Then she will wait for tA = τ2, before which if she receives signal from Bob,
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Charlie’s
outcome

Alice’s
outcome Bob’s collapsed state

Bob’s correction
operation

Bob’s
final state

a 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V1 ⊗ I

∑3
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B

a 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V2 ⊗ I

a 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V3 ⊗ I

a 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V4 ⊗ I

b 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V1Ω1 ⊗ I

b 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V2Ω1 ⊗ I

b 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V3Ω1 ⊗ I

b 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V4Ω1 ⊗ I

c 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V1Ω2 ⊗ I

c 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V2Ω2 ⊗ I

c 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V3Ω2 ⊗ I

c 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |3〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V4Ω2 ⊗ I

d 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α1j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V1Ω3 ⊗ I

d 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α2j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α3j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V2Ω3 ⊗ I

d 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α3j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α0j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V3Ω3 ⊗ I

d 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |3〉B′ |j〉B + α0j |1〉B′ |j〉B − α2j |2〉B′ |j〉B − α1j |0〉B′ |j〉B) V4Ω3 ⊗ I

Table V: Details of the teleportation protocol from Alice to Bob using 4-ICS for locally implementing any quantum
operation on an arbitrary pure quantum state |ψAB〉 ∈ C4 ⊗Cd shared by Alice and Bob. Bob’s correction operations
mentioned here can be evaluated from Eq.(B10).

she will implement UX2|Y = U3 at tA = τ2, followed by UX3 = U1 at tA = τ3 on her subsystem; otherwise, she
will implement UX2 = U1 on her subsystem and send a signal to Bob carrying message "1". If she receives further
signal from Bob before tA = τ3, she will implement UX3|Y = U4 at tA = τ3, else she will implement UX3 = U1 and
send a signal to Bob carrying message "2". On the other hand, if Bob receives signal from Alice before tB = τ1, he
will implement UY|X1

= U2, UY|X2
= U3 and UY|X3

= U4 on his ancillary ququad system depending on whether he
receives "0","1", or "2". Whereas, if he does not receive any signal before tB = τ1, he will implement UY = U1. Bob,
after implementation of any unitary operation, always sends signal to Alice. Here,

U1 =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 = I, U2 =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0

 , U3 =


0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0

 , U4 =


0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0

 . (B6)

Thus, the joint state of Alice and Bob’s shared system, Bob’s ancilla and the mass configuration controlled by
Charlie can be written as

1
2

(
|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉 (UX3 ⊗ I)(UX2 ⊗ I)(UX1 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY|X3

|0〉B′

+ |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉 (UX3|Y ⊗ I)(UX2 ⊗ I)(UX1 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY|X2
|0〉B′

+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉 (UX3 ⊗ I)(UX2|Y ⊗ I)(UX1 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY|X1
|0〉B′

+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉 (UX3 ⊗ I)(UX2 ⊗ I)(UX1|Y ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB UY |0〉B′
)

=
1
2
(
|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉 |ψ〉AB |3〉B′ + |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉 |φ〉AB |1〉B′ + |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉 |λ〉AB |2〉B′

+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉 |µ〉AB |0〉B′
)

=
1
4
{|a〉 (|ψ〉AB |3〉B′ + |φ〉AB |1〉B′ + |λ〉AB |2〉B′ + |µ〉AB |0〉B′)

+ |b〉 (|ψ〉AB |3〉B′ − |φ〉AB |1〉B′ − |λ〉AB |2〉B′ + |µ〉AB |0〉B′)
+ |c〉 (|ψ〉AB |3〉B′ − |φ〉AB |1〉B′ + |λ〉AB |2〉B′ − |µ〉AB |0〉B′)
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Charlie’s
outcome

Bob’s
outcome Alice and Bob’s collapsed state

Alice’s correction
operation

Alice and Bob’s
final state

a 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α3j |3〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B + α0j |2〉A |j〉B) W1

∑3
i=0 ∑d−1

j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B

a 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |0〉A |j〉B + α0j |3〉A |j〉B + α3j |1〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B) W2

a 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |0〉A |j〉B + α1j |3〉A |j〉B + α0j |1〉A |j〉B + α2j |2〉A |j〉B) W3

a 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |3〉A |j〉B + α1j |1〉A |j〉B + α3j |2〉A |j〉B) W4

b 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |0〉A |j〉B − α3j |3〉A |j〉B − α2j |1〉A |j〉B + α0j |2〉A |j〉B) W1Ω1

b 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |0〉A |j〉B − α0j |3〉A |j〉B − α3j |1〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B) W2Ω1

b 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |0〉A |j〉B − α1j |3〉A |j〉B − α0j |1〉A |j〉B + α2j |2〉A |j〉B) W3Ω1

b 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |0〉A |j〉B − α2j |3〉A |j〉B − α1j |1〉A |j〉B + α3j |2〉A |j〉B) W4Ω1

c 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |0〉A |j〉B − α3j |3〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B − α0j |2〉A |j〉B) W1Ω2

c 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |0〉A |j〉B − α0j |3〉A |j〉B + α3j |1〉A |j〉B − α1j |2〉A |j〉B) W2Ω2

c 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |0〉A |j〉B − α1j |3〉A |j〉B + α0j |1〉A |j〉B − α2j |2〉A |j〉B) W3Ω2

c 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |0〉A |j〉B − α2j |3〉A |j〉B + α1j |1〉A |j〉B − α3j |2〉A |j〉B) W4Ω2

d 0 ∑d−1
j=0 (α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α3j |3〉A |j〉B − α2j |1〉A |j〉B − α0j |2〉A |j〉B) W1Ω3

d 1 ∑d−1
j=0 (α2j |0〉A |j〉B + α0j |3〉A |j〉B − α3j |1〉A |j〉B − α1j |2〉A |j〉B) W2Ω3

d 2 ∑d−1
j=0 (α3j |0〉A |j〉B + α1j |3〉A |j〉B − α0j |1〉A |j〉B − α2j |2〉A |j〉B) W3Ω3

d 3 ∑d−1
j=0 (α0j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |3〉A |j〉B − α1j |1〉A |j〉B − α3j |2〉A |j〉B) W4Ω3

Table VI: Details of the back-teleportation protocol from Bob to Alice using 4-ICS for locally implementing any
quantum operation on an arbitrary pure quantum state |ψAB〉 ∈ C4 ⊗Cd shared by Alice and Bob. Alice’s correction
operations mentioned here can be evaluated from Eq.(B12).

+ |d〉 (|ψ〉AB |3〉B′ + |φ〉AB |1〉B′ − |λ〉AB |2〉B′ − |µ〉AB |0〉B′)} , (B7)

where

|φ〉AB = (U4 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB =
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |3〉A |j〉B + α1j |0〉A |j〉B + α2j |1〉A |j〉B + α3j |2〉A |j〉B

)
,

|λ〉AB = (U3 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB =
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |1〉A |j〉B + α1j |2〉A |j〉B + α2j |3〉A |j〉B + α3j |0〉A |j〉B

)
,

|µ〉AB = (U2 ⊗ I) |ψ〉AB =
d−1

∑
j=0

(
α0j |2〉A |j〉B + α1j |3〉A |j〉B + α2j |0〉A |j〉B + α3j |1〉A |j〉B

)
, (B8)

and

|a〉 = 1
2
(|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉+ |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉),

|b〉 = 1
2
(|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉 − |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉 − |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉),

|c〉 = 1
2
(|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉 − |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉 − |MY→X1→X2→X3〉),

|d〉 = 1
2
(|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉+ |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉 − |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉 − |MY→X1→X2→X3〉). (B9)

Now Charlie measures the mass state in {|a〉 , |b〉 , |c〉 , |d〉} basis and classically communicates his outcomes
{a, b, c, d} to Bob. Alice also measure her subsystem in {|0〉A, |1〉A, |2〉A , |3〉A} basis and communicates her outcomes
{0, 1, 2, 3} classically to Bob. Bob then accordingly makes a correction operation on his ancillary system to get
|ψ〉B′B = ∑2

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B as the joint state of (BB′). These details are presented in the Table V. Bob’s correction
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operations mentioned in this table can be determined from the following expressions,

V1 =


0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0

 , V2 =


0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0

 , V3 =


1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0

 , V4 =


0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1



Ω1 =


1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

 , Ω2 =


−1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 , Ω3 =


−1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

 . (B10)

After the teleportation process, Alice ends up with either of the |0〉A , |1〉A , |2〉A , |3〉A states and Charlie ends up
with mass configuration in either of the |a〉 , |b〉 , |c〉 , |d〉 states.

We will now describe the back-teleportation protocol from Bob to Alice. Let us consider an arbitrary state
|ψ〉B′B = ∑3

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉B′ |j〉B ∈ C4 ⊗Cd (where ∑i,j |αij|2 = 1) of Bob’s ancillary ququad and his d-dimensional

subsystem. For back teleportation, we assume that Alice resets her ququad to |0〉A state and Charlie resets the
mass configuration in |a〉 = 1

2 (|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉+ |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉+ |MY→X1→X2→X3〉) state.
Now, Alice and Bob follow the same protocol for implementing respective local unitary operations on Alice’s state
and Bob’s ancilla. The joint state of Alice’s ququad system, Bob’s systems and Charlie’s mass configuration can be
written as

1
2

(
|MX1→X2→X3→Y〉UX3UX2UX1 |0〉A (UY|X3

⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B + |MX1→X2→Y→X3〉UX3|YUX2UX1 |0〉A (UY|X2
⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B

+ |MX1→Y→X2→X3〉UX3UX2|YUX1 |0〉A (UY|X1
⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B + |MY→X1→X2→X3〉UX3UX2UX1|Y |0〉A (UY ⊗ I) |ψ〉B′B

)
=

1
4
{|a〉 (|0〉A |φ〉B′B + |3〉A |λ〉B′B + |1〉A |µ〉B′B + |2〉A |ψ〉B′B)

+ |b〉 (|0〉A |φ〉B′B − |3〉A |λ〉B′B − |1〉A |µ〉B′B + |2〉A |ψ〉B′B)
+ |c〉 (|0〉A |φ〉B′B − |3〉A |λ〉B′B + |1〉A |µ〉B′B − |2〉A |ψ〉B′B)
+ |d〉 (|0〉A |φ〉B′B + |3〉A |λ〉B′B − |1〉A |µ〉B′B − |2〉A |ψ〉B′B)} , (B11)

Thereafter, Charlie measures the mass state in {|a〉 , |b〉 , |c〉 , |d〉} basis and classically communicate his outcome
{a, b, c, d} to Alice; and Bob measures his ancillary system in {|0〉B′ , |1〉B′ , |2〉B′ , |3〉B′} basis and communicate his
outcome i ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} classically to Alice. Alice, upon receiving messages from Bob and Charlie, will accordingly
make a correction operation on her subsystem. Consequently, the 3× d-dimensional shared state between Alice
and Bob becomes ∑3

i=0 ∑d−1
j=0 αij |i〉A |j〉B. These details are summarized in the Table VI. Alice’s correction operations

mentioned in Table VI can be determined from the following expressions,

W1 =


0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

 , W2 =


0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0

 , W3 =


0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0

 , W4 =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0



Ω1 =


1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

 , Ω2 =


−1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 , Ω3 =


−1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

 . (B12)
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