
ar
X

iv
:0

80
3.

23
59

v1
  [

qu
an

t-
ph

]  
16

 M
ar

 2
00

8

Simulation of partial entanglement with no-signaling resources
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With the goal of gaining a deeper understanding of quantum non-locality, we decompose quantum correlations
into more elementary non-local correlations. In particular we present two models for simulating the correlations
of partially entangled states of two qubits without communication, hence using only non-signaling resources.
The crucial role of the quantum marginals is discussed.

PACS numbers:

Quantum correlations are very peculiar, especially those vi-
olating some Bell inequality [1]. Gaining a deeper insight into
such nonlocal quantum correlation is a grand challenge. Chil-
dren gain understanding of how their toys function by disman-
tling them into pieces. In this Letter we shall follow a similar
approach. We shall decompose the quantum correlations into
simpler, more elementary, nonlocal correlations. Specifically,
we like to present a model simulation of von Neumann mea-
surements on partially entangled states of two qubits.

This work is part of the general research program that looks
for nonlocal models compatible and incompatible with quan-
tum predictions. The goal is to find out what is essential in
quantum correlations. Note that we do not claim that Nature
functions as our model. But we believe that finding the mini-
mal resources sufficient to simulate quantum correlations,and
studying the computational power that such correlations offer
[2, 3, 4, 5], provide enlightening insights into the quantum
world.

In reference [6] a model is presented simulating the corre-
lations between the outcomes of von Neumann measurements
performed on two qubits in a maximally entangled state. This
model uses as resources only shared randomness and one non-
local box, the so-called PR-box [7] that satisfies the relation
a ⊕ b = xy, wherex, y are Alice’s and Bob’s input bits, and
a, b their outcome bits (see Fig. 1). In general nonlocal boxes
provide some elementary nonlocal correlations. They are el-
ementary in that they allow only for a limited (usually finite)
number of inputs and outputs and they are extremal points
in the convex set of nonsignaling correlations [8]. They are
nonlocal in the sense that they violate some Bell inequality.
Importantly, they do not allow signalling, that is the statis-

PR-box{ }1,0Îx { }1,0Îy

{ }1,0Îa { }1,0Îb

xyba =Å

FIG. 1: The Popescu-Rohrlich box is the elementary resourceneeded
for simulating maximally entangled states of two qubits. Note that⊕
means the sum modulo 2.

tics of the local outcomes (i.e. the marginals) are independent
from the other parties inputs. This model demonstrates that
the resource needed to simulate maximally entangled qubit
pairs is surprisingly simple. Indeed, what could be simpler
thana⊕ b = xy?

However, it was soon after discovered that this same re-
source is provably not sufficient to simulate some partially
entangled two-qubit states [9]. A reason for this a priori sur-
prising result is that PR-boxes have random marginals, while
the correlation arising from partially entangled quantum states
have nontrivial marginals.

It is interesting to establish the following connection with
Leggett’s approach to quantum correlation [10], which re-
cently attracted quite some attention [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16].
In modelsà la Leggettone assumes that the elementary corre-
lations have some nontrivial marginals; Leggett’s original idea
is that each qubit, when analysed individually, appears to be
always in a pure state, see [10, 14]. However, one can prove
that any such model, with elementary correlation having non-
trivial marginals, fails to reproduce the quantum correlation of
maximally entangled states of two-qubits [14, 16].

From the above, it appears that it is especially difficult to
simulate at the same time nonlocal correlations and nontriv-
ial marginals, like those corresponding to partially entangled
quantum states. In order to overcome this difficulty, we shall
introduce the concept ofcorrelated local flips. The idea is that
some nonlocal box first simulates nonlocal correlations with
trivial marginals; then one can bias the marginal with local
flips.

Formally, a correlation is a conditional probability distribu-
tion P (αβ|~a~b), whereα, β denote the outcomes observed by
Alice and Bob when they perform measurements labelled by
~a and~b [23]. For binary outcomes (α, β ∈ {−1,+1}), the
correlations are conveniently written as

P (α, β|~a,~b) =
1

4

(

1 + αMA(~a) + βMB(~b) + αβC(~a,~b)
)

(1)

whereMA(~a),MB(~b) are the local marginals, andC(~a,~b) =
P (α = β|~a,~b) − P (α 6= β|~a,~b) is the correlation term.
Here we shall focus on pure entangled states of two qubits
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|ψ(θ)〉 = cos θ|00〉+sin θ|11〉. Thus the quantum correlation
PQ(αβ|~a~b) is given by

MA(~a) = caz , MB(~b) = cbz

C(~a,~b) = azbz + s(axbx − ayby) , (2)

wherec ≡ cos 2θ ands ≡ sin 2θ.
Now, we would like to decompose the correlationsPQ into

simpler ones, such that

PQ(α, β|~a,~b) =

∫

dλPλ(α, β|~a,~b) , (3)

wheredλ is a normalized measure. One needs non-local re-
sources for creating the correlationsPλ, and a strategy (rep-
resented by theλ’s) for judiciously combining these elemen-
tary correlations. In this Letter we provide such a decompo-
sition. The remarkable feature of our model is that the ele-
mentary nonlocal correlations are obtained without communi-
cation, that is using only no-signaling resources.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first
introduce the technique of local flips, which allows one to
bias locally (i.e. to create nontrivial marginals) an initially
unbiased probability distribution. Then we apply this tech-
nique to the simulation of partially entangled states. We show
that four PR-boxes augmented with another nonlocal box, the
Millionaire-box (M-box), are sufficient for reproducing the
correlations of partially entangled states. Furthermore,we
show that this model also works in the so-called EPR2 [17]
approach to quantum non-locality, recently brought back into
focus in Ref. [18]. This provides finally a decomposition, in
which the nonlocal resources (PR-boxes and M-box) are al-
most never used in the limit of very partially entangled states.

Correlated local flips. Let P0(α, β|~a,~b) = 1

4
(1 +

αβC0(~a,~b)) denote an initial probability distribution, with
random marginals and correlation termC0(~a,~b). Now, Al-
ice and Bob perform local flips onP0; that is, Alice (Bob)
flips the output−1 with a probabilityfa (fb), while the output
+1 is left untouched. Indeed after this processing (also called
a Z channel), the marginals are biased towards +1. Let us
now assume thatfb ≥ fa and that the flips of Alice and Bob
are both determined by a shared random variableΛ uniformly
distributed in[0, 1]. Alice and Bob flip their -1 outcome if
and only ifΛ < fa andΛ < fb, respectively. The resulting
probability distribution reads

Pf (α, β) =
1

4
(1 + αfa + βfb + αβ(fa + (1 − fb)C0)) . (4)

It should be pointed out that the flipsfa andfb must be corre-
lated; this will be crucial in the following. Note also that ev-
ery probability distributionP (α, β) = 1

4
(1+αMA+βMB +

αβC) with MB ≥MA can be generated in this way.

Partially entangled states and local flips.We just de-
scribed a technique for creating a probability distribution with
nontrivial marginals, starting from an initial probability distri-
bution with trivial marginals. Now the intuition is the follow-
ing: since correlation with trivial marginals seem to be easier
to create with standard nonlocal resource (e.g. a PR-box), let
us do the identificationPf = PQ and find out what is the re-
quired initial distributionP0. For partially entangled states of
two-qubits (PQ given by (2)), this leads to

fa = caz , fb = cbz , C0 = ~a · ~B (5)

where~B ≡ (sbx, sby, bz − c)/(1− cbz). Note that|| ~B|| = 1.
Remarkably,~B corresponds to Bob’s original measurement
setting~b moved one step back on the Hardy ladder [19].

Consequently the problem of simulating correlations orig-
inating from von Neumann measurements on partially entan-
gled states reduces to the problem of simulating the unbiased
probability distributionP0 = 1

4
(1 + αβ~a · ~B). Such a ”scalar

product” correlation can be reproduced with a single bit of
communication [20] or with a single PR-box [6]. However
there is a caveat: Alice and Bob must know wetherbz ≥ az
(as assumed above) or if on the contraryaz ≥ bz ! This is due
to the fact that the local flips must be correlated.

At first sight it may seem that a resource solving this prob-
lem will lead to signaling, because it would reveal a relation-
ship between Alice’s and Bob’s measurements. Remarkably,
this is not the case. Next we show that a no-signaling (non-
local) resource known as the Millionaire box (M-box) is ex-
actly the tool we need.

The Millionaire box. Two millionaires challenge each
other: who is richer ? Since millionaires are in general quite
reluctant to reveal how much money they own, they prefer to
use the Millionaire-box (M-box) [21], a nonlocal resource de-
fined as follows:a ⊕ b = [x ≤ y] , where the inputsx, y are
in the continuous interval[0, 1], and the outputs are binary,
a, b ∈ {0, 1}. [X ] denotes the logical value ofX . The outputs
a,b are locally random to ensure no-signaling. Note that the
M-box admits an infinite number of possible inputs.

So, both millionaires input the amount of money they own
x,y into the machine; the parity of the outputs (a+b) indicates
the winner. Fortunately, the M-box is also useful to physicists,
as will be shown in the next section.

Note that in case the inputsx, y are binary, the M-box is
simply equivalent to a PR-box. It is also worth mentioning
that the M-box reaches the no-signaling bound of all the Bell
inequalitiesINN22 [22].

M-box and local flips. As shown above, the technique of
local flips allows one to recover the correlation of partially
entangled states, under the condition thatbz ≥ az (or az ≥
bz). But how do Alice and Bob know wetherbz ≥ az or
az ≥ bz ? Now we show that the M-box can overcome this
problem.

The model is sketched in Fig. 2. Alice and Bob share two
PR-boxes for creating ”scalar product” correlations; fromnow
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on we call these CGMP-boxes [6][24]. The first one is used
to create the correlation given by the scalar product~a · ~B, i.e.
corresponding to the casebz ≥ az and the second one for the
scalar product~A · ~b, i.e. for the caseaz ≥ bz. Local flips
are then performed. At this point, Alice and Bob have each
got two possible outputsA1, A2 andB1, B2, but don’t know
which one to use.

Next, they input thez-component of their measurement set-
ting (respectivelyaz andbz [25]) into the M-box, and get out-
putsa andb. It is clear that, for the simulation to succeed, the
final output of Alice and Bob,A andB, should be equal to
A1,B1 if bz ≥ az, and equal toA2,B2 if az ≥ bz. Mathemat-
ically this translates into the following expression

A+B = (a+ b)(A1 +B1) + (a+ b+ 1)(A2 +B2) . (6)

Developing the previous equation, one gets

A+B = a(A1 +A2) +A2 + b(B1 +B2) +B2

+a(B1 +B2) + b(A1 +A2) , (7)

which contains some local terms, as well as some non-local
terms. Remarkably, the non-local terms (the two last ones)
are simply obtained by using two supplementary PR-boxes,
a3 + b3 = a(B1 + B2), anda4 + b4 = b(A1 + A2) (see Fig.
2).

So finally, using four PR-boxes (two CGMP-boxes and
two additional PR-boxes) and one M-box, one can simulate
the correlation of any partially entangled state of two qubits.
Wether the M-box can be replaced by a finite number of PR-
boxes (or more generally with a nonlocal box having a finite
number of possible inputs) is indeed an interesting open ques-
tion.

However, the previous model has an important drawback.
The frequency at which the non-local resources are used is
independent of the degree of entanglement of the state, which
does not seem very natural. On the contrary, intuition suggests
that for very partially entangled states, the non-local resources
should almost never be used. In the next section, based on the
EPR2 approach of quantum correlations, we show how our
model can be improved in order to satisfy this requirement.
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FIG. 2: Simulating partial entanglement with four PR-boxesand an
M-box.

EPR2. In reference [17], Elitzur, Popescu and Rohrlich
(whence EPR2 !) considered an experiment involving many
photon pairs. They asked wether one could describe a subset
of these pairs with local correlations only, while the remain-
ing ones are described non-locally. Indeed the global statistic,
considering the local and non-local subsets of pairs, should
reproduce the quantum statistic. Formally the EPR2 approach
consists in decomposing some quantum correlationsPQ as a
convex sum of a local probability distributionPL and a non-
local onePNL:

PQ = pL(ρ)PL + (1− pL(ρ))PNL . (8)

The weightpL(ρ) is thus a measure of the locality of the state
ρ. Note that in generalPNL does not need to be quantum, but
is restricted to no-signaling correlations by construction.

A decomposition of the form (8) is particularly well-suited
for the task of simulating quantum correlations, since only
the non-local partPNL has to be simulated, the local part re-
quiring only shared randomness. In this sense the improve-
ment over the original EPR2 decomposition presented in [18]
is especially interesting here, since, for the family of states
|ψ(θ)〉 that we are considering, the weight of the non-local
part pNL(θ) = 1 − pL(θ) vanishes in the limitθ → 0 of
separable states. We are going to provide a simulation of that
PNL using again four PR-boxes and one M-box, followed by
correlated local flips [26]. This second model thus fulfills the
desideratum that very weakly entangled states can be simu-
lated by a vanishing amount of non-local resources.

The exact form of the decomposition (PL, PNL and
pNL(θ)) can be found in Ref [18]. Let us point out an im-
portant feature of this decomposition: the non-local partPNL

depends on the chosen measurement settings. More precisely
when the settings of Alice is such thataz ≤ (1 − s)/c (i.e.
inside a slice of the Bloch sphere around the equator), her
local marginal vanishes; and similarly for Bob. On the con-
trary, when the measurement setting lies outside the slice,the
marginal is biased. When both the settings of Alice and Bob
are found inside the slice, the correlation reduces to a simple
scalar product with trivial marginals.

The model is very similar to what has been presented above,
thus we only describe Alice’s and Bob’s strategies. As previ-
ously, the required non-local resources are two CGMP-boxes,
an M-box and two additional PR-boxes. After establishing
non-local correlations with both CGMP-boxes, Alice and Bob
perform local flips. Finally they use two additional PR-boxes
to compute the correct output. Fig. 3 is a sketch of the model.

Alice proceeds as follows. When her setting is inside the
slice (az ≤ (1 − s)/c), she inputs according to~a into both
CGMP-boxes, and does not perform any local flip (fa = 0).
When her setting is outside the slice, she inputs the first
CGMP-box according to~A = (sax, say, c − az)/(1 − azc)
and the second CGMP-box according to~a. Then she biases
her output towards outcome +1 with probabilityfa = F (az)
[27]. Note that̃a is again, up to one sign, the original setting
~a moved back one step on the Hardy ladder.
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Bob proceeds almost similarly. When his setting is inside
the slice (bz ≤ (1 − s)/c), he inputs both CGMP-boxes ac-
cording to~b′ = (bx,−by,−bz). When his setting is outside
the slice, he inputs the first CGMP-box according to~b′ and the
second according to~B = (sbx,−sby, bz−c)/(1−bzc). Then
he biases his output with probabilityfb = F (bz).

Conclusion and Outlook. By dismantling the quantum
correlations of partially entangled states of two-qubits into
more elementary nonlocal but no-signaling correlations, we
gained insight into the quantum world. Our decomposition is
likely not to be optimal in the sense that there might exist more
economical models. Still, there are already two lessons we
learn from the present decomposition. First, the less the quan-
tum state is entangled, the less frequently one needs to use
nonlocal resources to simulate it; as intuition suggests. Next,
whenever one needs nonlocal resources, then these are defini-
tively larger for (at least some) partially entangled states than
for the maximally entangled states [9]. Hence, in counting the
resources required to simulate two-qubit states, we learn that
one should distinguish between the required amount of nonlo-
cal resources and the frequency at which one has to use them.
Among the open questions, we like to underline the following
ones. First, can one simulate some partially entangled states
with a single PR-box? Indeed, in [9] it is proven that very
weakly entangled states can’t be simulated with a single PR-
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FIG. 3: Sketch of the model. 1) Alice and Bob inside the slice;both
CGMP boxes can be used. 2) Alice inside, Bob outside; then indeed
az ≤ bz . 3) Alice outside, Bob inside. 4) Alice and Bob outside.
Depending wetheraz ≤ bz oraz ≥ bz , the M-box selects the correct
CGMP box. Note that we have omitted the two additional PR-boxes
(PR3, PR4 of Fig. 2).

box, but it turns out to be surprisingly difficult to prove the
natural generalization to all partially entangled states.Next,
how could one prove that a decomposition is minimal? As
said, we now know that this question has two sides. Minimal-
ity of the resources, and minimality of the frequency at which
one has to use them. Our experience suggests that the first
aspect is an especially difficult problem. The second aspect
looks more promising: it seems natural to conjecture that an
EPR2-type decomposition withpNL(θ) = 1 − c [18] should
exist.
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