arXiv:2301.11548v2 [quant-ph] 26 Jul 2023

No-signaling in Nonlinear Extensions of Quantum Mechanics

Rohit Kishan Ray^∗ Department of Physics, Indian Institute of Technology Kharagpur, Kharagpur, West Bengal - 721302, India

Gian Paolo Beretta^† Department of Mechanical and Industrial Engineering, University of Brescia, 25123 Brescia, Italy (Dated: December 31, 2023)

Devising a nonlinear extension of quantum mechanics is nontrivial because unphysical features such as supraluminal communication (signaling) are to be excluded. In this Letter, we show that the steepest entropy ascent formalism is a viable no-signaling extension belonging to a broader class of no-signaling nonlinear evolution equations for which the local evolution of a subsystem is not necessarily bound to depend only on its reduced state. We prove that, in addition to the local reduced density operator, there is a broad class of local operators called ‘local perceptions’, which are insensitive to unitary operations localized within other non-interacting systems.

Quantum mechanics (QM) in its most common form (Schrödinger–von Neumann formalism) is linear in state space, where linear operators operate upon state vectors, and the time evolution is linear. Linearity implies nocloning, as first introduced by Park [1] and later explicitly shown by Wootters, Zurek, and Dieks [2], which is sufficient for no-signaling. However, Weinberg felt the necessity to test the said linearity of QM [3]. He introduced nonlinearity in the operator formalism of the Schrödinger equation while maintaining order one homogeneity. Gisin [4] showed that such formalism attracts the possibility of faster-than-light communication, viz., signaling. Polchinski [5] proposed an alternate approach, where to have no-signaling one must constrain the local operators to be functions of the corresponding reduced density matrix only. Despite this condition, Polchinski formalism allowed for signaling between different branches of the wavefunction (Everett telephone) [5]. Wódkiewicz and Scully [6] calculated Weinbergtype nonlinear evolution for two-level atoms, which later proved to be an interpretation-dependent result [7]. Czachor showed that a nonlinear operator induces mobility phenomena (nonconservation of the inner-product of two pure states)[8]. Nonlinearity, when introduced via stochastic QM through Lindblad operator formalism [9] for open quantum systems, has been shown to respect nosignaling. The Weinberg-inspired nonlinearities can be used to design faster algorithms that solve NP complete problems in polynomial time [10]. Ensuing work by Ferrero et al. [11] has shown that nonlinearity in QM can be accommodated without compromising no-signaling if we consider the time evolution to be nonlinear albeit maintaining linearity in the state space and operators. In a more recent work [12], it has been shown that convex quasilinear maps can contribute to the nonlinear dynamics of QM without invoking signaling, and this formalism retains much of QM as it is. Thusly, Rembieliński and Caban [12] have found a minimal permissible deviation from the linear structure of QM dynamics.

As mentioned in the above-mentioned literature [6–

8, 10], experimental verification of nonlinearity has been inconclusive and reinstated linear quantum mechanics. However, these experiments have mostly focused on operator nonlinearity. One could wonder if there was a more fundamental approach to device a nonlinear model of quantum mechanics devoid of signaling-related peculiarities. A nonlinear theory that will not allow oscillation of entropy [8], or stochastic jump-induced mixing of pure states [9] causing the rank of the density matrix to arbitrarily increase. For about four decades, such a nonlinear extension of quantum mechanics initiated by Hatsopoulos and Gyftopoulos [13], and developed by Beretta [14] has existed. This formalism originally sought to establish the second law of thermodynamics as a foundational principle at par with other conservation laws, embedded in a nonlinear law of evolution for mixed states, thus conceptualizing stability of canonical states and spontaneous decoherence. Later, the steepest entropy ascent (SEA) formalism was developed as a powerful modeling tool, applied to various quantum systems [15, 16], and even elevated to the status of fourth law of thermodynamics [17, 18] because of its equivalence with most of the more recent far-nonequilibrium modeling formalisms. Nonetheless, while discussing possible nonlinear theories of QM in the context of no-signaling, SEA formalism is hardly ever mentioned in the literature cited in the preceding paragraph. The authors in Refs. [14, 15] claim that the SEA formalism abides by the no-signaling criteria as discussed by Gisin and others. Yet, an explicit focus on no-signaling is lacking in their works. As a result, a lacuna remains to be breached to answer Weinberg’s original question. This Letter provides definitive proof that the SEA nonlinear extension of QM respects the no-signaling principle.

Philosophically, SEA evolution was designed as part of a theory whereby spontaneous decoherence could be conceived as a fundamental dynamical feature, in contrast to the coarse-graining approach. Entropy, the second law, and irreversibility could acquire a more fundamental stature, by emerging as deterministic consequences of the law of evolution, without contradicting standard QM [19]. Nonlinearity was known to be essential for this purpose [20]. While the prevalent notion is that the second law is statistical, the pioneers of SEA believed that the many knots of thermodynamics [20, 21] could be untied by elevating it to a more fundamental stature [13]. But later, the strength and generality of its mathematical formalism made SEA a suitable tool for thermodynamically consistent nonequilibrium modeling even beyond and outside of its original context, including the current quest for fundamental or phenomenological nonlinear extensions of QM for quantum computing applications, and attempts to assign ontological status to mixed density operators, albeit motivated differently from Refs. [3, 13, 19–22]. The ontological hypothesis amounts to assuming, accepting, and interpreting the elevation of the mixed density operators to the same status of ontic physical states that traditional von Neumann QM reserves to pure states. To see that it is a conceptual prerequisite to adopt a nonlinear law of evolution for mixed states, let W_t with ρ^′ = W_t(ρ) denote a nonlinear map representing the evolution ρ → ρ^′ after some time t. Consider the evolution of three states ρ_1, ρ_2, ρ_3 such that ρ_1 → ρ^′_1, ρ_2 → ρ^′_2, ρ_3 → ρ^′_3, respectively. Further, assume that ρ_3 = wρ_1 + (1−w)ρ_2 with 0 ≤ w ≤ 1. Due to the nonlinearity of W_t, in general ρ^′_3 ≠ wρ^′_1 + (1−w)ρ^′_2. This is no issue only if the ontological hypothesis is accepted, since w and 1−w do not represent epistemic ignorance anymore. A sufficient condition [12] for the nonlinear map to be no-signaling is that it be convex quasilinear, i.e., it always admits a w^′, 0 ≤ w^′ ≤ 1, such that ρ^′_3 = w^′ρ^′_1 + (1−w^′)ρ^′_2. In this Letter, we introduce a much broader class of convex-nonlinear maps that are nosignaling. The SEA map, despite its logarithmic nonlinearity and structured construction, belongs to this class and has general thermodynamic compatibility features.

The no-signaling condition, as noted in [11], is usually imposed by asking that in the absence of mutual interactions between subsystems A and B, the evolution of the local observables of A should only depend on its own reduced state. The SEA formalism, however, demonstrates that we can take a less restrictive view [14]: we only require that, if A and B are non-interacting, the law of evolution must not allow that a local unitary operation within B could affect the time evolution of local (reduced, marginal) state of A. Thus, the condition ρ_A = ρ^′_A, such as for the two different states ρ ≠ ρ_A ⊗ ρ_B and ρ^′ = ρ_A ⊗ ρ_B , does not require that dρ_A/dt = dρ^′_A/dt, because local memory of past interactions, i.e., existing entanglement and/or correlations, may well influence the local evolutions without violating no-signaling. This incorporates the idea that (1) by studying the local evolutions we can disclose the existence of correlations, but only of the type that can be classically communicated between the subsystems, and (2) in the absence of interactions the nonlinear dynamics may produce the fading away of correlations (spontaneous decoherence) but cannot create new correlations.

In linear QM, the system’s composition is specified by declaring: (1) the Hilbert space structure as direct product H = ⨂_M J=1 H_J of the subspaces of the M component subsystems, and (2) the overall Hamiltonian operator H = ∑_M J=1 H_J ⊗ I_J + V where H_J (on H_J ) is the local Hamiltonian of the J-th subsystem, I_J the identity on the direct product H_J = ⨂ K≠J HK of all the other

subspaces, and V (on H) is the interaction Hamiltonian. The linear law of evolution, ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ]/ℏ, has a universal structure and entails the local evolutions through partial tracing, ρ̇_J = −i[H_J , ρ_J ]/ℏ − i Tr_J ([V, ρ])/ℏ. Thus, we recover the universal law ρ̇_J = −i[H_J , ρ_J ]/ℏ for the local density operator ρ_J = Tr_J (ρ) if subsystem J does not interact with the others (i.e., if V = I_J ⊗ V_J ).

Instead, a fully nonlinear QM cannot have a universal structure, because the subdivision into subsystems must explicitly concur to the structure of the dynamical law (see [14] for more on this). A different subdivision requires a different equation of motion. This high price for abandoning linearity is clearly reflected in the nontrivial structure of the SEA law of evolution. But this renders it compatible with the compelling constraint that correlations should not build up and signaling between subsystems should not occur other than per effect of the interaction Hamiltonian V through the standard Schrödinger term −i[H, ρ]/ℏ in the evolution law.

Seldom used in composite quantum dynamics analysis, but crucial in our opinion, are the physical observables first introduced in [14] and later (starting with [23]) referred to as ‘local perception’ operators (on H_J ). Together with their ‘deviation from the local mean value’ operators and covariance functionals, they are defined as follows

(X)^J_ρ = Tr_J [(I_J ⊗ ρ_J )X] , (1)

Δ(X)^J_ρ = (X)^J_ρ − I_J Tr [ ρ_J (X)^J_ρ ] , (2)

(X, Y )^J_ρ = 1 2 Tr [ ρ_J { Δ(X)^J_ρ , Δ(Y )^J_ρ }] , (3)

where ρ_J = Tr_J (ρ). For a bipartite system AB, the local perception operators (X)^A_ρ (on H_A) and (X)^B_ρ (on H_B ) are the unique operators that for a given X on H_{AB} satisfy for all states ρ the identity Tr [ ρ_A(X)^A_ρ ] = Tr[(ρ_A ⊗ ρ_B )X] = Tr [ ρ_B (X)^B_ρ ] , (4)

which shows that they represent all that A and B can say about the overall observable X by classically sharing their local states. Operator (X)^A_ρ can be viewed as the projection onto H_A of the operator X weighted by the local state ρ_B of subsystem B. It is a local observable for subsystem A which, however, depends on the overall state ρ and overall observable X. Its local mean value Tr_A[ρ_A(X)^A_ρ ] differs from the mean value Tr(ρX) for the overall system AB, except when A and B are uncorrelated (ρ = ρ_A ⊗ ρ_B ). It was dubbed ‘local perception’ because even if B performs a local tomography and sends the measured ρ_B to A by classical communication, the most that A can measure locally about the overall observable X is (X)^A_ρ .

The overall energy and entropy of the composite system are locally perceived within subsystem J through the operators (H)^J_ρ and (S(ρ))^J_ρ defined on H_J by Eq. (1), respectively with X = H, the overall Hamiltonian, and X = S(ρ) = −k_BBln(ρ), that we call the overall entropy operator, where Bln(x) denotes the discontinuous function Bln(x) = ln(x) for 0 < x ≤ 1 and Bln(0) = 0. Note that the ‘locally perceived overall entropy’ operator (S(ρ))^J_ρ is different from the ‘local entropy’ operator S(ρ_J ) = −k_BB_J ln(ρ_J ). Their mean values Tr [ ρ_J (S(ρ))^J_ρ ] = −k_B Tr[(ρ_J ⊗ ρ_J )Bln(ρ)] and Tr[ρ_J S(ρ_J )] = −k_B Tr[ρ_J ln(ρ_J )] are different. Only when ρ = ρ_J ⊗ ρ_J they are related by Tr [ ρ_J (S(ρ))^J_ρ ] = Tr[ρ_J S(ρ_J )] + Tr[ρ_J S(ρ_J )] = −k_B Tr[ρ ln(ρ)]. Likewise, the ‘locally perceived overall Hamiltonian’ operator (H)^J_ρ is different from the ‘local Hamiltonian’ operator H_J . Their mean values Tr [ ρ_J (H)^J_ρ ] = Tr[(ρ_J ⊗ ρ_J )H] and Tr(ρ_J H_J ) are different, and only when V = I_J ⊗ V_J they are related by Tr [ ρ_J (H)^J_ρ ] = Tr(ρ_J H_J ) + Tr(ρ_J H_J ) = Tr(ρH). However, it is noteworthy that when the overall observable X is ‘separable for subsystem J’, in the sense that X = X_J ⊗I_J +I_J ⊗X_J then, even if ρ ≠ ρ_J ⊗ρ_J , the deviations and covariances reduce to their local versions,

Δ(X)^J_ρ = ΔX_J = X_J − I_J Tr[ρ_J X_J ] , (5)

(X, Y )^J_ρ = Tr[ρ_J {ΔX_J , ΔY_J }]/2 . (6)

Now, to formalize the no-signaling definition following [14] as discussed above, we impose that if A and B are non-interacting, a local unitary operation on B should not affect the evolution of A. So, assume that with AB in the state ρ, a local operation on B changes the state to ρ^′ = (I_A ⊗ U_B ) ρ (I_A ⊗ U^†_B ) , (7)

where U_B is an arbitrary unitary operator (U^†_B U_B = I_B ). Using the properties of the partial trace, in particular,

Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ X_B )Z_{AB} ] = Tr_B [Z_{AB} (I_A ⊗ X_B )] , Tr_A[(I_A ⊗ X_B )Z_{AB} (I_A ⊗ Y_B )] = X_B Tr_A(Z_{AB} )Y_B ,

we obtain the identities

ρ_B = Tr_A[(I_A ⊗ U^†_B ) ρ^′ (I_A ⊗ U_B )] = U^†_B ρ^′_B U_B , (8)

ρ^′_A = Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ U_B ) ρ (I_A ⊗ U^†_B )] = Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ U^†_B U_B ) ρ] = Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ I_B ) ρ] = ρ_A, (9) which confirms that a local operation on B does not affect the local state ρ_A of A, hence the usual idea [11] that for no-signaling it is sufficient that the dynamical model implies evolutions of local observables that depend only on ρ_A. But it is seldom noted that this is not a necessary condition. In fact, we prove next that not only the local reduced state ρ_A but also the local perception operators (F (ρ))^A of any well-defined nonlinear function F (ρ) of the overall state (such as the function S(ρ) defined above for entropy) are not affected by local operations on B according to Eq. (7). And since the SEA formalism is based on such local perception operators, this is an important lemma in the proof that SEA is no-signaling.

So, let us apply Eq. (7) to a function of F (ρ) as locally perceived by A represented, according to definition Eq. (1), by its partial trace weighted with respect to ρ_B ,

(F (ρ))^A = Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ ρ_B )F (ρ)]. (10)

A function of ρ is defined from its eigenvalue decomposition by F (ρ) = V F (D)V^† = ∑ j F (λ_j ) |λ_j ⟩⟨λ_j |, where ρ = V DV^†, D = ∑ j λ_j |j⟩⟨j|, and V = ∑ j |λ_j ⟩⟨j|. Since unitary transformations do not alter the eigenvalues,

F (ρ^′) = V^′F (D)V^{′†} where V^′ = (I_A ⊗ U_B)V , (11)

and therefore, using Eq. (8) in the last step, we obtain

(F (ρ^′))^A = Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ ρ^′_B )F (ρ^′)]

= Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ ρ^′_B ) (I_A ⊗ U_B )V F (D)V^†(I_A ⊗ U^†_B )]

= Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ U^†_B ρ^′_B U_B ) V F (D)V^†]

= Tr_B [(I_A ⊗ ρ_B ) F (ρ)] = (F (ρ))^A . (12)

This confirms that local operations on B do not affect the local perception operators of A and, therefore, their proper use in nonlinear QM does not cause signaling issues.

We are now ready to introduce the last but not least essential ingredient of a general composite-system nonlinear QM, namely, the system’s structure-dependent expressions of the separate contribution of each subsystem to the dissipative term of the equation of motion for the overall state ρ. As discussed above (and clearly recognized in the early SEA literature [14]), the compositesystem nonlinear evolution should reflect explicitly the internal structure of the system, essentially by declaring which subsystems are to be prevented from nonphysical effects such as signaling, exchange of energy, or buildup of correlations between non-interacting subsystems. In terms of the notation introduced above, the structure proposed in [14] for the dissipative term of the dynamics to be added to the usual Hamiltonian term is as follows dρ dt = − i ℏ [H , ρ] − M∑ J=1 {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } ⊗ ρ_J , (13) where the ‘local dissipation operators’ D^J_ρ (on H_J ) may be nonlinear functions of the local observables of J, the reduced state ρ_J , and the local perception operators of overall observables. For the dissipative term to preserve Tr(ρ), operators {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } must be traceless. To preserve Tr(ρH) [and possibly other conserved properties Tr(ρC_k)], operators {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } (H)^J_ρ [and {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } (C_k )^J_ρ ] must also be traceless. The rate of change of the overall system entropy s(ρ) = −k_B Tr[ρ ln(ρ)] is ds(ρ) dt = − M∑ J=1 Tr [ {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } (S(ρ))^J_ρ ] , (14)

and the local nonlinear evolution of subsystem J is obtained by partial tracing over H_J , i.e., in general, dρ_J dt = − i ℏ [H_J , ρ_J ] − i ℏ Tr_J ([V, ρ] ) − {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } , (15)

where we recall that the second term in the rhs can be put, for weak interactions and under well-known assumptions, in Kossakowski-Lindblad form.

Before introducing the SEA assumption, we emphasize that the construction obtained so far, Eq. (13), opens up and paves the way for a class of no-signaling nonlinear evolution equations that is much broader, through all the possible compatible choices of the operators D^J_ρ , than nonlinear laws restricted by the sufficient but not necessary condition that dρ_J /dt be a function of ρ_J only. We can formally state this no-signaling condition using the following statement, dρ_J dt = f(ρ_J , (C_k)^J ). (16)

Finally, to introduce the SEA assumption in the spirit of the fourth law of thermodynamics [17, 18], one way is employing a variational principle. We first observe from Eq. (14) that the rate of entropy change contributed by subsystem J is directly proportional to the norm of the operator D^J_ρ , so there is no maximum entropy production rate because we can trivially increase it indefinitely by simple multiplication of D^J_ρ by a positive scalar. But we can fix that norm, and maximize against the direction in operator space, to identify, for each given state ρ, the operators D^J_ρ that point in the direction of steepest entropy ascent. To this end, to recover the original SEA formulation [14] let us maximize Eq. (14) subject to the conservation constraints Tr [ {D^J_ρ , ρ_J } (C_k)^J_ρ ] = 0 where C_1 = I, C_2 = H, and C_k are other conserved properties (if any), together with the fixed weighted norm constraints Tr [ ρ_J (D^J_ρ )^2 ] = const (for more general SEA formulations in terms of a different metric as necessary to incorporate Onsager reciprocity see [17, 18]). Introducing Lagrange multipliers β^J_k and τ_J for the conservation and norm constraints, respectively, and imposing vanishing variational derivatives with respect to operators D^J_ρ at fixed ρ and ρ_J ’s (derivation details in [14, 17]) yields

2τ_J D^J_ρ = (Bln(ρ))^J_ρ + ∑ ℓβ^J_ℓ (C_ℓ)^J_ρ . (17)

where the multipliers β^J_ℓ must solve the system of equations obtained by substituting these maximizing expressions of the D^J_ρ ’s into the conservation constraints, ∑ ℓ β^J_ℓ Tr [ ρ_J { (C_ℓ)^J_ρ , (C_k)^J_ρ }]

= − Tr [ ρ_J { (Bln(ρ))^J_ρ , (C_k)^J_ρ }] . (18)

When C_1 = I and C_2 = H determine the conserved properties and Eqs. (18) are linearly independent, using Cramers’ rule, properties of determinants, and definitions (2) and (3), the SEA dissipators can be cast as

D^J_ρ = 1 4τ_J

| | | | | Δ(Bln(ρ))^J_ρ Δ(H)^J_ρ (H, Bln(ρ))^J_ρ (H, H)^J_ρ | | | | | (H, H)^J_ρ . (19)

The rate of entropy production may be expressed as

ds(ρ) dt = M∑ J=1 1 2τ_J

| | | | | (Bln(ρ), Bln(ρ))^J_ρ (H, Bln(ρ))^J_ρ (H, Bln(ρ))^J_ρ (H, H)^J_ρ | | | | | (H, H)^J_ρ , (20) showing clearly that it is nonnegative since the numerators in the summation are Gram determinants.

Regarding no-signaling, we note that: (1) if subsystem J is noninteracting, H = H_J ⊗ I_J + I_J ⊗ H_J , then Δ(H)^J_ρ = H_J − I_J Tr(ρ_J H_J ) and (H, H)^J_ρ = Tr [ ρ_J (ΔH_J )^2 ] depend only on the local H_J and ρ_J ; and (2) if J is uncorrelated, Bln(ρ) = Bln(ρ_J ) ⊗ I_J + I_J ⊗ Bln(ρ_J ), then Δ(Bln(ρ))^J_ρ = Bln(ρ_J ) − I_J Tr(ρ_J ln(ρ_J )) and (Bln(ρ), Bln(ρ))^J_ρ = Tr [ ρ_J (ln(ρ_J ))^2 ] depend only on the local ρ_J . Therefore, it is only when J is both noninteracting and uncorrelated that its local dissipation operator D^J_ρ depends only on the local H_J and ρ_J , and the local equation of motion Eq. (15) reduces exactly to the non-composite system version of SEA evolution [14]. Instead, if J is either interacting or correlated, D^J_ρ and, therefore, the local nonlinear SEA evolution according to Eq. (15), is determined not only by the local H_J and ρ_J , but also by the local perceptions of the overall interaction Hamiltonian and/or the overall entropy operator Bln(ρ), nonetheless without violating the no-signaling condition.

To prove no-signaling, assume that subsystem J is correlated but not interacting with any of the subsystems in J. Now switch on an arbitrary interaction that may involve the subsystems in J, but not subsystem J, so that the only change in the overall Hamiltonian H is the term

H_J which changes to H^′_J . Within J, the locally perceived deviation operators are Δ(H)^J_ρ and Δ(Bln(ρ))^J_ρ , and hence the SEA dissipator D^J_ρ as well as all the terms in the rhs of Eq. (15) are not modified by such change. Therefore, by acting within J it is impossible to affect the time evolution of ρ_J and hence of any local observable of J. In extremal cases, it is known [14, 24] that even if the subsystems are entangled and therefore the local states ρ_J are mixed, operators D^J_ρ vanish and Eqs. (13) and (15) reduce to the standard Schrödinger equation. E.g., if the overall system is in a pure state, Bln(ρ) = 0, standard unitary evolutions of pure states emerge as limit cycles of the nonlinear SEA dynamics.

Consider the example of a two-qubit composite AB. The mixed and correlated states ρ = 1 4 [ I_4 + ∑ j={x,y,z} (a_j σ_j ⊗I_2 +b_j I_2 ⊗σ_j +c_j σ_j ⊗σ_j ) ] , (21)

are Bell diagonal states if a_j = b_j = 0 for all j’s (and Werner states if in addition c_j = 4w/3−1 for all j’s) with eigenvalues 4λ_1 = 1 − c_x − c_y − c_z, 4λ_2 = 1 − c_x + c_y + c_z, 4λ_3 = 1 + c_x − c_y + c_z, 4λ_4 = 1 + c_x + c_y − c_z. Somewhat surprisingly, Bell diagonal states are nondissipative limit cycles within nonlinear SEA dynamics, under any Hamiltonian. Indeed, we find (Bln(ρ^{Bell}))^J_ρ = I_2 ∑ k Bln(λ_k )/2, so that Δ(Bln(ρ))^J_ρ = 0 and D^J_ρ = 0, for both J = A, B. But most neighboring and other states in this class are dissipative.

For a simple example of correlated but separable mixed states, assume a_x = a, b_x = b, and a_y = a_z = b_y = b_z = c_x = c_y = c_z = 0, so that ρ_A ⊗ ρ_B − ρ = (ab/4)σ_x ⊗ σ_x and the eigenvalues are 4λ_1 = 1 − a − b, 4λ_2 = 1 − a + b, 4λ_3 = 1+a−b, 4λ_4 = 1+a+b. If the two noninteracting qubits A and B have local Hamiltonians H_A = H_B = σ_z, we find {D^A_ρ , ρ_A} = (1 − a^2) 16 (bf_{a,b} − g_{a,b}) σ_x, (22) {D^B_ρ , ρ_B } = (1 − b^2) 16 (af_{a,b} − h_{a,b}) σ_x, (23) where f_{a,b} = Bln(λ_1) − Bln(λ_2) − Bln(λ_3) + Bln(λ_4), g_{a,b} = Bln(λ_1) + Bln(λ_2) − Bln(λ_3) − Bln(λ_4), h_{a,b} = Bln(λ_1) − Bln(λ_2) + Bln(λ_3) − Bln(λ_4) so that the nonlinear evolution is clearly nontrivial. But it preserves the zero mean energies of both qubits, and while the overall entropy increases and mutual information partially fades away, it drives the overall state towards a nondissipative correlated state with maximally mixed marginals. We proved above that signaling is impossible, even though D^A_ρ depends not only on a but also on b, and D^B_ρ on a which agrees with our no-signaling condition in Eq. (16).

For a slightly more elaborate example that includes entangled mixed states, assume a_x = a_z = a/ √ 2, b_x = b_z = b/ √ 2, and c_x = c_y = c_z = 2(a − b)/3, so that the eigenvalues are 4λ_1 = 1 + a − b, 12λ_2 = 3 − a − 5b, 12λ_3 = 3 + 5a + b, 12λ_4 = 3 − 7a + 7b, and those of the partial tranpose 12λ^{P T}_1 = 3 + a − b, 12λ^{P T}_2 = 3 − 5a + 5b, 12λ^{P T}_3 = 3 + 2a − 2b + √ d, 12λ^{P T}_4 = 3 + 2a − 2b − √ d with d = 25a^2 − 14ab + 25b^2. For a = −b these states are separable for −3/14 ≤ b ≤ 1/4 and entangled for 1/4 < b ≤ 1/2. If the two noninteracting qubits A and B have local Hamiltonians H_A = H_B = σ_z , we find {D^A_ρ , ρ_A} = √ 2(1 − a^2) 80(2 − a^2) (f_{a,b} − 5bh_{a,b}) σ_x, (24) {D^B_ρ , ρ_B } = − √ 2(1 − b^2) 80(2 − b^2) (g_{a,b} + 5ah_{a,b}) σ_x, (25) where here f_{a,b} = 3Bln(λ_1) − 5Bln(λ_2) + 5Bln(λ_3) − 3Bln(λ_4), g_{a,b} = 3Bln(λ_1) + 5Bln(λ_2) − 5Bln(λ_3) − 3Bln(λ_4), h_{a,b} = Bln(λ_1)−Bln(λ_2)−Bln(λ_3)+Bln(λ_4) so that again the nonlinear evolution is clearly nontrivial in the sense that the local nonlinear evolution of A (B) does not depend only on ρ_A (ρ_B ), despite being no-signaling.

To summarize, in this Letter we prove that the SEA formalism provides a valid non-linear extension of QM. To show this, we explore the definition of no-signaling for composite systems and provide generalized necessary criteria in terms of locally perceived operators, less restrictive than the traditional criterion in terms of local density operators. Furthermore, we build on that definition and show how, by construction, SEA is no-signaling. For non-interacting subsystems, the traditional criterion is met for uncorrelated states, but we provide nontrivial examples of correlated states for which it is not met.

RKR is grateful to the INSPIRE Fellowship program by the Department of Science and Technology, Govt. of India for funding his Ph.D., to Prof. Alok Pan of the Indian Institute of Technology Hyderabad for many useful discussions, and to the Wolfram Publication Watch Team for providing full access to online Mathematica [25].

∗ rohitkray@iitkgp.ac.in † gianpaolo.beretta@unibs.it [1] J. L. Park, Found Phys 1, 23 (1970).

[2] W. K. Wootters and W. H. Zurek, Nature 299, 802 (1982); D. Dieks, Physics Letters A 92, 271 (1982).

[3] S. Weinberg, Annals of Physics 194, 336 (1989). [4] N. Gisin, Physics Letters A 143, 1 (1990). [5] J. Polchinski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 397 (1991). [6] K. Wódkiewicz and M. O. Scully, Phys. Rev. A 42, 5111 (1990).

[7] M. Czachor, Phys. Rev. A 53, 1310 (1996). [8] M. Czachor, Found. Phys. Lett. 4, 351 (1991). [9] N. Gisin and M. Rigo, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 28, 7375 (1995).

[10] D. S. Abrams and S. Lloyd, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 3992 (1998).

[11] M. Ferrero, D. Salgado, and J. L. Sánchez-Gómez, Phys. Rev. A 70, 014101 (2004).

[12] J. Rembieliński and P. Caban, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 012027 (2020);

Quantum 5, 420 (2021), arXiv:2003.09170 [quant-ph]. [13] G. N. Hatsopoulos and E. P. Gyftopoulos, Foundations of Physics 6, 15 (1976); Foundations of Physics 6, 127 (1976); Foundations of Physics 6, 439 (1976); Foundations of Physics 6, 561 (1976).

[14] G. P. Beretta, E. P. Gyftopoulos, J. L. Park, and G. N. Hatsopoulos, Nuovo Cimento B 82, 169 (1984); G. P. Beretta, E. P. Gyftopoulos, and J. L. Park, Nuovo Cimento B 87, 77 (1985); J. Maddox, Nature 316, 11 (1985); G. P. Beretta, Modern Physics Letters A 20, 977 (2005); Reports on Mathematical Physics 64, 139 (2009); Journal of Physics: Conference Series 237, 012004 (2010).

[15] S. Cano-Andrade, G. P. Beretta, and M. R.

von Spakovsky, Phys. Rev. A 91, 013848 (2015); M. R. Von Spakovsky and J. Gemmer,

Entropy 16, 3434 (2014).

[16] R. K. Ray, Phys. Rev. E 106, 024115 (2022). [17] G. P. Beretta, Physical Review E 90, 042113 (2014).

[18] G. P. Beretta, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 378, 20190168 (2020). [19] G. P. Beretta, in Frontiers of Nonequilibrium Statistical Physics,

edited by G. T. Moore and M. O. Scully (Springer US, Boston, MA, 1986) pp. 205–212.

[20] R. F. Simmons and J. L. Park,

Foundations of Physics 11, 297 (1981); J. L. Park and R. F. Simmons, The knots of quantum thermodynamics, in Essays in Honor of Wolfgang Yourgrau, edited by A. van der Merwe (Springer US, Boston, MA, 1983) pp. 289–308.

[21] G. N. Hatsopoulos and G. P. Beretta,

AIP Conference Proceedings 1033, 34 (2008).

[22] G. P. Beretta, Modern Physics Letters A 21, 2799 (2006). [23] G. P. Beretta, in International Symposium on Stability

(ONERA, Paris, France, 3-5 November 1987) pp. 87–104. [24] G. P. Beretta, Phys. Rev. E 73, 026113 (2006). [25] Wolfram Research Inc., Mathematica Online (2022).