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Abstrat. In this paper, we onsider the question of how muh non-loality there is in n Popesu-

Rohrlih Mahines with errors ε (ε-PRMs) � where we quantify non-loality by partitioning the

system's behavior into a loal part of maximal weight and a remaining non-loal part. We show

that the loal part of n symmetri ε-PRMs is of order Θ(ε⌈n/2⌉), and that the loal part of n

maximally biased (asymmetri) δ-PRMs is exatly (3δ)n.

1 Introdution

The behavior of a bipartite input/output system PXY |UV is non-loal if it annot be obtained from

pre-shared information. For example, the measurement hoie/outome behavior of ertain entangled

quantum states is non-loal. As an appliation, non-loality an imply devie-independent unonditional

serey in quantum ryptography [1℄: hidden parameters that do not exist annot be known by the

adversary; and the stronger the non-loality is, the more seret is the respetive information. Non-loal

orrelations an also be seen as a resoure to full�ll distributed tasks [10℄.

Non-loality of a binary input/output system is typially haraterized by the Popesu-Rohrlih

Mahine (PRM) [7℄ that, on inputs X and Y , produes random outputs U and V suh that X⊕Y = U ·V .

Quantum mehanially, PRM behavior an only be simulated with an auray of roughly 85% [3℄,

whereas the lassial limit is 75% [2℄.

The question how muh non-loality there is in a ertain system's behavior, where non-loality is

quanti�ed by partitioning a system's behavior into a loal part of maximal weight and the remaining

non-loal part, has �rst been asked in [5℄ (see also [8℄). We study the loal ontent of (a number of)

imperfet PRMs. Note that the loal part of a perfet PRM is zero.

Main Result: Our main result is that the loal part of n symmetri ε-PRMs is of order Θ(ε⌈n/2⌉)
and that the loal part of n maximally biased (asymmetri) δ-PRMs is exatly (3δ)n.

2 De�nitions

Note that we restrit ourselves to bipartite systems although generalizations to more parties are possible.

These bipartite systems take an input and yield an output from a well-de�ned alphabet on eah side

(i.e., to eah party) and an be haraterized by a onditional probability distribution PXY |UV (x, y, u, v)
where U and V are the inputs, and X and Y are the outputs on the respetive sides.

De�nition 1. A bipartite onditional probability distribution PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) is alled non-signalling

if the two parties annot use it to transmit information, i.e.,

∑

x

PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) =
∑

x

PXY |UV (x, y, u
′, v) ∀y, v , (1)

∑

y

PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) =
∑

y

PXY |UV (x, y, u, v
′) ∀x, u . (2)

All distributions we onsider in this paper are non-signalling. Note that the spae of all non-signalling

probability distributions of a ertain input/output alphabet is a onvex polytope.
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De�nition 2. A non-signalling probability distribution is loal deterministi if it an be written as

PXY |UV = δx,f(u) · δy,g(v) , (3)

where f : U → X and g : V → Y are deterministi funtions mapping from the set of inputs to the set

of outputs and δ is the Kroneker delta.

This means that eah output is uniquely determined by the input on the same side.

De�nition 3. A non-signalling probability distribution is loal if it is a onvex ombination of loal

deterministi probability distributions.

All loal probability distributions an be simulated by two distant parties using a pre-agreed strategy

and shared randomness � the shared randomness indiates them whih loal deterministi probability

distribution to use, and the output is then a deterministi funtion of the input (on the same side).

De�nition 4. Given a bipartite non-signalling probability distribution PXY |UV , the maximum p, 0 ≤
p ≤ 1, suh that the probability distribution an be written as the onvex ombination of a loal and a

non-signalling probability distribution is alled its loal part:

PXY |UV = p · Plocal + (1− p) · Pns . (4)

A probability distribution is loal if and only if its loal part is equal to one. However, in the speial

ase of probability distributions taking binary input and giving binary output, there is a simple inequality

whih an be used to determine if a probability distribution is loal.

Proposition 1 (Bell [2℄). A bipartite probability distribution PXY |UV taking binary input and giving

binary output is non-loal if

P (X ⊕ Y = U · V ) > 0.75 (5)

for uniform inputs.

Note that, up to relabelling of the inputs and outputs, the above ondition is in fat equivalent to

non-loality. After [4℄, we all the ondition X ⊕ Y = U · V CHSH-ondition.

For larger input and output alphabets, the following Lemma 1 will be of use.

Lemma 1. Consider two non-signalling probability distributions PXY |UV and Pns,1. Then the former

one an be written as a onvex ombination of the latter one with weight p and a seond non-signalling

probability distribution Pns,2

PXY |UV = p · Pns,1 + (1− p) · Pns,2 (6)

if and only if

p · Pns,1(x, y, u, v) ≤ PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) ∀x, y, u, v . (7)

In partiular, this is valid when Pns,1 is a loal deterministi strategy.

Proof. Assume �rst that p · Pns,1(x, y, u, v) ≤ PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) ∀x, y, u, v and let us show that there

exists some Pns,2 suh that PXY |UV = p · Pns,1 + (1 − p) · Pns,2: Sine both PXY |UV and Pns,1, are

normalized and non-signalling, Pns,2 is also normalized and non-signalling (both properties are linear).

It remains to show that Pns,2(x, y, u, v) ≥ 0 ∀x, y, u, v. But Pns,2(x, y, u, v) = (1/(1− p))(PXY |UV −
p · Pns,1), whih is larger than zero by assumption.

To see the reverse diretion: Assume p · Pns,1(x, y, u, v) > PXY |UV (x, y, u, v) for some x, y, u, v. Then
Pns,2(x, y, u, v) < 0 and thus Pns,2 is not a probability distribution. ⊓⊔



3 Symmetri ε-PRMs

3.1 One Symmetri ε-PRM

We now study the ase of one single ε-PRM (ε ∈ [0, 0.25]), i.e., one PRM that full�lls the CHSH-ondition

with probability 1− ε but for whih the output bits on both sides are unbiased.

De�nition 5. A symmetri ε-PRM is a bipartite onditional probability distribution given by the follow-

ing probability table.

❅
❅❅V

U

0 1

❅
❅❅Y

X

0 1 0 1

0

0 1
2 − ε

2
ε
2

1
2 − ε

2
ε
2

1 ε
2

1
2 − ε

2
ε
2

1
2 − ε

2

1

0 1
2 − ε

2
ε
2

ε
2

1
2 − ε

2
1 ε

2
1
2 − ε

2
1
2 − ε

2
ε
2

(8)

We denote this probability distribution by P 1,ε
XY |UV (for 1 ε-PRM).

A symmetri ε-PRM an be seen as the onvex ombination of a perfet PRM and a ompletely

random bit:

P 1,ε
XY |UV = 2ε · P

1,1/2
XY |UV + (1− 2ε) · P 1,0

XY |UV . (9)

Note that the distribution of the random bit is ompletely loal, i.e., its loal part is equal to 1 while

the perfet PRM's loal part is 0. However, the onlusion that the loal part of P 1,ε
XY |UV must be 2ε is

wrong beause P 1,ε
XY |UV an be expressed as another onvex ombination with higher loal weight:

P
1,ε
XY |UV

=
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 1

1

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 1

1

0 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

+
ε

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 1

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 1

+ (1 − 4ε) ·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1
2

0 1
2

0

1 0 1
2

0 1
2

1

0 1
2

0 0 1
2

1 0 1
2

1
2

0

,

whih shows, that the loal part must be at least 4ε. In fat, the loal part annot be found by just

subtrating loal deterministi strategies, but must be optimized using a linear programming tehnique.

By Lemma 1, we an write any non-signalling probability distribution as

PXY |UV = pi · Pld,i + (1−
∑

i

pi) · Pns (10)

where Pld,i are the di�erent loal deterministi strategies �xed by the input and output size. Together

with the de�nition of the loal part this implies Lemma 2.

Lemma 2. The loal part is the optimal value of the linear program:

max :
∑

i

pi

s.t.
∑

i

pi · Pld,i(x, y, u, v) ≤ PXY |UV (x, y, u, v)

0 ≤ pi .

This also shows that the deomposition of P 1,ε
XY |UV given above is indeed optimal and the loal part

of P 1,ε
XY |UV is 4ε.



3.2 Two Symmetri ε-PRMs

Now, onsider two independent symmetri ε-PRMs. We an write these two mahines as one single

mahine taking 2 input bits and giving 2 output bits on eah side:

P 2,ε
XY |UV (x, y, u, v) = P 2,ε

XY |UV ((x1x2), (y1y2), (u1u2), (v1v2))

= P 1,ε
XY |UV (x1, y1, u1, v1) · P

1,ε
XY |UV (x2, y2, u2, v2) . (11)

Obviously, it is always possible to write eah of the two mahines separately as a ombination of one

loal and one non-loal mahine. This would give a loal weight of (4ε)2. However, as seen before, the

loal part might be larger and, indeed, the loal part of two symmetri ε-PRMs is the same as the loal

part of one single symmetri ε-PRM.

Lemma 3.

P 2,ε
XY |UV = (4ε) · P 2,local

XY |UV + (1− 4ε) · P 2,0
XY |UV .

Proof. It is obvious that the loal part of two symmetri ε-PRMs annot be larger than 4ε as this would
ontradit the fat that 4ε is the loal part of one symmetri ε-PRM. To demonstrate that this value

an be reahed we provide an expliit deomposition in Appendix A and a seond (di�erent) one in

Appendix B. ⊓⊔

This has diret onsequenes for the amount of (non-signaling) serey whih an be extrated from

the outputs of two symmetri ε-PRMs as ompared to one single ε-PRM [1℄.

Corollary 1 (Non-signaling Serey). It is not possible to use two symmetri ε-PRMs with publi

inputs in parallel to reate a seret bit (the serey of whih is solely based on the non-signaling postulate)

about whih the adversary knows less than about the bit reated by the use of a single symmetri ε-PRM.

Further, this bound is tight, as it is always possible to simply ignore the seond mahine.

Similarly, we an onsider the question whether two symmetri ε-PRMs allow for the onstrution of

an ε-PRM with smaller error ε′ < ε. Again, the answer is negative sine a loal probability distribution

always remains loal even if a funtion is applied to it.

Corollary 2 (Distillation). It is not possible to use two symmetri ε-PRMs in parallel in order to

reate a symmetri ε′-PRM with ε′ < ε. This bound is tight as, by ignoring the seond mahine, we

trivially have an ε-PRM.

An even stronger result was shown diretly by [9℄.

3.3 n ≥ 3 Symmetri ε-PRMs

Before we onsider the general ase we, let us take a loser look at the ase n = 3. We an look at the

problem from a `game' point of view: the PRM an be seen as a tool whih always wins the so-alled

CHSH-game. In this game, Alie and Bob are both given a random bit and eah of them need to reply

with a bit. They win the game if and only if the XOR of their output bits is equal to the AND of their

input. Three PRMs an now be seen as the same game where Alie and Bob are playing three rounds of

the game in parallel. This allows them to apply a better strategy than playing eah of the three games

independently.

Lemma 4. For every loal deterministi strategy for three PRMs there always exist inputs u and v suh

that Alie and Bob lose two out of the three rounds of the CHSH-game.

Proof. Assume, without loss of generality, that x(000) = 000. In order to lose at most one out of

the three rounds of the game for the ase u = 000, y(v) must have Hamming weight at most one:

y(v) ∈ {000, 001, 010, 100}∀v. Now onsider x(111) = x1x2x3. A priory this an be anything: x(111) =
x1x2x3 ∈ {000, 001, 010, 011, 100, 101, 110, 111}. Now, look at y(x̄1x̄2x̄3) = y1y2y3 when u = 111: in order

to win all three rounds for this ase, it must hold that yi = xi if and only if xi = 1, i.e., y(x̄1x̄2x̄3) = 111.
Thus, in order to win at least two rounds, y(x̄1x̄2x̄3) must have Hamming weight at least two. This

ontradits the fat that y(v) must have Hamming weight at most one. ⊓⊔



Lemma 5. Every loal deterministi strategy for three PRMs an have weight pi at most (ε/2)
2(1/2−

ε/2).

Proof. Lemma 4 states that, for every loal deterministi strategy i, there exist u, v, x, y suh that

Pld,i(x, y, u, v) = 1, but P 3,ε
XY |UV (x, y, u, v) = (ε/2)2(1/2−ε/2). Together with Lemma 1 this implies that

pi ≤ (ε/2)2(1/2− ε/2). ⊓⊔

Lemma 6. The loal part of three symmetri ε-PRMs is of the order of ε2.

Proof. It needs to be of order at least ε2 beause the ombination of a ommon strategy for the �rst

two mahines and a separate strategy for the third mahine demonstrates that the loal part must be

at least (4ε)2. It also annot be larger: the strategies whih lose at most two rounds of the CHSH-game

do not depend on the error ε of the PRM � implying that the number of involved loal deterministi

strategies is bounded by some onstant d. Thus, together with Lemma 5, the loal part an be at most

d · (ε/2)2(1/2− ε/2) + O(ε3) = O(ε2). ⊓⊔

Lemma 7. For every loal deterministi strategy for n PRMs, there always exist inputs u and v suh

that Alie and Bob lose at least half of the n rounds of the CHSH-game.

Proof. This proof is the generalization of the proof of Lemma 4: Assume, without loss of generality, that

x(0 . . . 0) = 0 . . . 0. In order to lose at most k out of the n rounds of the game for the ase u = 0 . . . 0,
y(v) must have Hamming weight at most k (independently of v). Now, let x(1 . . . 1) = xi and onsider

y(x̄i): in order to win all n rounds for the ase u = 1 . . . 1, y(x̄i) must be equal to x(1 . . . 1) exatly at the

positions where xi is '1', i.e., y(x̄i) = 1 . . . 1. Thus, in order to lose at most k rounds, y(x̄i) must have
Hamming weight at least n− k. Sine k < n/2, this ontradits the fat that y(v) must have Hamming

weight at most k. ⊓⊔

Theorem 1. The loal part of n symmetri ε-PRMs is of order Θ(ε⌈
n
2 ⌉).

Proof. It is easy to see that this order an be reahed as a loal part of (4ε)⌈
n
2 ⌉

an be ahieved by

ombining the ε-PRMs in pairs. On the other hand, Lemma 7 states that it annot be larger than

d · ε⌈
n
2 ⌉ +O(ε⌈

n
2 ⌉+1), where d is some onstant. ⊓⊔

Lemma 8. The loal part of n symmetri ε-PRMs as a funtion f(ε) is a ontinuous funtion that is

de�ned by a �nite partition of the funtion domain into intervals I = {I1, . . . , Im} and a olletion of

polynomials p1(ε), . . . , pm(ε) suh that f(ε) = pi(ε) if ε ∈ Ii.

Proof. The loal part is determined by the solution of a linear program of the form:

max : cTx

s.t. A · x ≤ b

x ≥ 0

where the vetor c is the all-one vetor, the matrix A only ontains zeroes or ones, and b is a vetor of

polynomials in a parameter ε (and all other elements do not depend on this parameter). By de�nition

of the dual program the solution (optimum) of the above program is equal to the solution of the linear

program below:

min : bT y

s.t. AT · y ≤ c

y ≥ 0

The domain of this linear program is onstant (beause none of the inequalities depend on ε) and a

onvex set (in fat, a polyhedron). We know that the optimum is neessarily attained in an extremal

point - a vertex of the polyhedron. Every vertex orresponds to one spei� y - let us all it yk for the

k-th vertex. The solution of the linear program an then be written as mink(b
T yk) = mink(

∑

i bi ·y
k
i ). As

the bi's are all polynomials in ε of order at most n and the yki are onstants, bTyk is a linear ombination

of polynomials of order n and therefore itself a polynomial of at most order n. Therefore the loal part
is given by the minimum of a �nite number of �xed polynomials with limited order. ⊓⊔



3.4 Expliit Bounds

Lemma 9. The loal part of n ε-PRMs is at most 22n ·
∑n

i=⌈n
2 ⌉

(

n
i

)

(1− ε)n−iεi.

Proof. Lemma 7 states that if we sum over all the entries of probability in the symmetri ε-PRM we have

also ounted the weight of every loal strategy at least one. The entry with probability (12 − ε
2 )

n−i( ε2 )
i

ours exatly 2n ·
(

n
i

)

times per input and there are 22n inputs. Note that this is approximately equal

to (64ε)n/2 for large n and small ε. ⊓⊔

For very small ε the entry with the lowest probability is always the `limiting' one. We an therefore

approximate the leading oe�ient better for very small ε (the polynomial f1 from below):

Lemma 10. For small ε the loal part is at least 2n/2
(

n
n/2

)

(1−ε)n/2εn/2 for even n and 2(n+3)/2
(

n
(n+1)/2

)

(1−

ε)(n−1)/2ε(n+1)/2
for odd n.

Proof. For the ase of two PRMs we have seen that there exists a (loal deterministi) strategy whih

for 8 di�erent inputs it wins both rounds of the CHSH-game, for another 8 inputs it wins one round and

it never loses both rounds of the CHSH-game. Taking the produt of this strategy gives us a strategy

whih never loses more than ⌈n
2 ⌉ rounds (independently of the input) and loses exatly ⌈n

2 ⌉ rounds for

exatly 8⌊
n
2 ⌋

inputs. Through depolarization [6℄ of this strategy we an obtain a loal strategy, suh that

eah of the entries with probability (12 − ε
2 )

n−⌈n
2 ⌉( ε2 )

⌈n
2 ⌉

is overed the same number of times and if we

sum over all the entries with probability (12 −
ε
2 )

n−⌈n
2 ⌉( ε2 )

⌈n
2 ⌉

then every strategy is ounted exatly 8⌊
n
2 ⌋

times (note that for low epsilon, the `limiting probability' is always the one with the highest order in ε,
no matter how the rest of the strategy looks like). Therefore, for low ε, these strategies an reah a loal

part of

local part = 8−⌊n/2⌋ · 22n · 2n ·

(

n

⌈n/2⌉

)

(
1

2
−

ε

2
)⌊n/2⌋(

ε

2
)⌈n/2⌉. (12)

Note that this is approximately (8ε)⌈n/2⌉ for large n by the Stirling approximation. ⊓⊔

4 Maximally Biased δ-PRMs

Consider a PRM whih full�lls the CHSH-ondition in three out of the four input-ases with proability

1− δ and in the fourth ase perfetly, and where the output bit X is maximally biased towards zero.

De�nition 6. A maximally biased δ-PRM is a bipartite onditional probability distribution given by the

following probability table.

❅
❅❅V

U

0 1

❅
❅❅Y

X

0 1 0 1

0

0 1
2 − δ

2 0 1
2 − δ

2 0
1 δ 1

2 − δ
2 δ 1

2 − δ
2

1

0 1
2 − δ

2 0 0 1
2 − δ

2

1 δ 1
2 − δ

2
1
2 + δ

2 0

(13)

The loal part of one maximally biased δ-PRM is 3δ whih an be reahed by the following deom-

position:

P
1,δ
XY |UV

=
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 0

+
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 1 1 0
1 0 0 0 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

+
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 1

1

0 1 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 1

1

0 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

+
δ

2
·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

1

0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 0

+ (1 − 3δ) ·

0 1
0 1 0 1

0

0 1
2

0 1
2

0

1 0 1
2

0 1
2

1

0 1
2

0 0 1
2

1 0 1
2

1
2

0

,



We will now see that, for n > 1 maximally biased δ-PRMs, the loal part is (3δ)n. This value an

obviously be reahed by deomposing eah of the n individually.

Lemma 11. For every loal deterministi strategy for n maximally biased PRMs, either the strategy has

weight zero or there exist inputs u, v suh that Alie and Bob lose all the n rounds of the CHSH-game.

Proof. For the maximally biased PRMs, there are two onditions for a strategy to have non-zero weight:

xi(ui = 1) 6= yi(vi = 1) (14)

(xi(ui), yi(vi)) 6= (1, 0) ∀ui, vi 6= (1, 1) (15)

On the other hand, if these onditions are full�lled then the strategy an have non-zero weight. Now let

us try to onstrut a strategy with weight greater than zero beause only these are of interest for �nding

the loal part. We will show that the i-th answers to the all-zero and all-one input either ompletely

determine all answers for the i-th round (and we will be able to redue to the ase of n-1 rounds) � or

they are suh that there exists another input where all rounds are lost.

First ase: xi(1...1) = 1. Beause of Condition (14) we have yi(vi = 1) = 0 (no matter what the

rest of the input is). And in the same way, we must also have xi(ui = 1) = 1 independently of the input.

However, beause of Condition (15), we must have yi(vi = 0) = 0 and xi(ui = 0) = 0 independently of the
rest of the input. Therefore all outputs of the i-th round are ompletely determined by the input of the

i-th round (giving a produt strategy) and furthermore the i-th round is lost for the input (ui, vi) = (1, 0)
for all possible ombinations of the remaining inputs, and the problem redues to the ase of n−1 PRMs.

Seond ase: xi(1...1) = 0. Beause of Condition (14) we have yi(vi = 1) = 0 (no matter what the

rest of the input is). And in the same way, we must also have xi(ui = 1) = 0 independently of the rest

of the input. We now lassify the PRMs into two types with respet to Alie's output: Those for whih

xi(ui = 0) = 0 ∀u and those for whih ∃u : ui = 0 ∧ xi(u) = 1. Without loss of generality we assume

that the �rst j of the n PRMs are of the �rst type and that the remaining n− j PRMs are of the seond

type. The PRMs of the �rst type lose the CHSH game for input (ui, vi) = (0, 1) independently of the

rest of the input. The PRMs of the seond type must yield yi(vi = 0) = 1 independently of the rest of

the input � otherwise the strategy has zero weight. However, this means that this PRM always loses

the CHSH game for input (ui, vi) = (1, 0). Therefore, all CHSH-games are lost for input (u, v) suh that

(ui, vi) = (δi>j , δi≤δ). ⊓⊔

Theorem 2. The loal part of n maximally biased δ-PRMs is (3δ)n.

Proof. Lemma 11 shows that every strategy with non-zero weight has at least one input for whih all

rounds are lost. This shows that the sum of probabilities of inputs and outputs whih lose all rounds of

the CHSH-game must be larger or equal the loal part. There are 3n of these input/output ombinations

� eah with assoiated probability δn. Thus the loal part is at most (3δ)n. On the other hand, we an

reah a loal part of (3δ)n by using produt strategies. It follows that local part = (3δ)n. ⊓⊔

5 Conlusion

We have demonstrated that the loal part of n symmetri ε-PRMs if of order Θ(ε⌈n/2⌉) and that the

loal part of n maximally biased (asymmetri) δ-PRMs is exatly (3δ)n. To quantify the loal part of n
symmetri ε-PRMs exatly remains an open problem.
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A Strategy for Two Symmetri ε-PRMs

The following loal deterministi strategies for 2-bits input and 2-bits output on eah side reah a loal

weight of 4ε when deomposing two symmetri ε-PRMs. The loal deterministi strategies are desribed

by giving the output as funtion of the input (x(u) and y(v)). Note that there exists another ombination
of loal deterministi strategies reahing the same weight. These strategies are given in Appendix B.

weight u1u2 v1v2
pi 00 01 10 11 00 01 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 10 11 11 10 01 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 00 00 00 01 00 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 11 10 11 01 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 10 11 10 00 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 11 11 01 11 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 01 00 00 01 10 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 01 01 01 00 01 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 11 01 11 10 11 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 00 01 01 00 11 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 10 10 00 10 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 01 00 01 11 11 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 01 01 11 01 11 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 11 11 11 10 11 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 10 10 10 10 10 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 10 01 00 00 01 11 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 11 10 10 11 00 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 01 10 11 11 10 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 00 01 00 10 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 00 00 10 00 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 11 00 01 01 00 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 10 00 10 11 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 00 00 10 01 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 01 00 00 11 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 01 01 11 00 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 01 11 01 00 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 00 10 00 01 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 10 10 10 11 10 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 11 11 11 11 11 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 11 10 10 01 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 00 11 10 10 11 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 10 11 10 10 00 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 11 10 11 11 01 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 00 00 00 00 00 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 00 01 00 01 01 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 00 01 01 10 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 01 00 01 01 11 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 10 10 00 11 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 00 11 10 10 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 00 01 00 00 10 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 01 01 01 01 01 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 00 10 00 00 00 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 10 10 10 10 10 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 11 11 01 10 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 10 01 00 00 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 10 11 11 00 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 11 11 11 11 11 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 01 11 01 01 01 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 11 00 01 01 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 00 00 00 00 00 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 01 00 01 00 00 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 11 01 11 11 11 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 10 11 10 11 11 00 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 11 10 11 10 10 01 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 10 00 10 10 10 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 01 10 11 11 10 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 01 01 01 01 01 11 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 01 11 11 11 10 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 11 10 01 11 10 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 10 00 10 10 10 11 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 10 00 00 00 01 10 10

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 11 01 01 01 00 11 11

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 01 00 01 10 00 01 01 01

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 00 01 00 11 01 00 00 00

(1/16) · (ε − 2ε2) 11 10 11 00 10 11 11 11

weight u1u2 v1v2
pi 00 01 10 11 00 01 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 01 10 01 01 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 01 11 01 01 01 01 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 00 10 10 11 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 01 10 11 10 10 11 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 10 01 00 01 01 00 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 00 11 00 00 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 10 00 10 10 10 10 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 11 00 01 00 00 01 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 10 00 00 01 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 00 11 10 11 11 10 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 11 01 01 00 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 00 10 00 00 00 00 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 11 00 11 11 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 11 01 11 11 11 11 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 10 01 10 10 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 01 11 11 10 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 01 10 10 11 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 01 11 01 01 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 11 00 11 10 11 11 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 10 00 00 00 00 01 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 00 10 00 00 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 11 00 00 01 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 11 01 01 01 01 00 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 00 11 11 10 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 11 00 01 00 00 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 10 10 10 10 11 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 11 01 11 11 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 01 10 01 00 01 01 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 10 00 10 10 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 01 10 11 10 10 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 01 11 11 11 11 10 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 10 01 01 00 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 10 11 01 10 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 10 10 10 11 00 11

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 01 01 01 11 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 10 11 10 10 10 00

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 00 00 00 10 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 01 01 01 00 11 00

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 00 01 00 00 00 10

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 11 10 11 11 11 01

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 11 11 11 10 01 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 10 10 10 00 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 01 00 01 01 01 11

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 11 10 00 11 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 00 01 11 00 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 01 00 10 01 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 00 00 00 01 10 01

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 11 11 11 01 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 11 11 11 00 01 00

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 00 01 10 00 10 10

(1/8) · ε2 00 01 00 00 00 00 10 00

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 10 11 00 10 00 00

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 10 11 11 10 11 00

(1/8) · ε2 10 10 11 10 10 11 10 01

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 11 11 11 11 01 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 01 01 01 10 11 10

(1/8) · ε2 11 10 00 00 00 11 10 11

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 01 01 01 01 11 01

(1/8) · ε2 11 11 01 00 11 01 11 11

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 00 01 01 00 01 10

(1/8) · ε2 01 01 11 10 01 11 01 01

(1/8) · ε2 01 00 10 10 10 01 00 01

(1/8) · ε2 00 00 01 00 00 01 00 11

(1/8) · ε2 10 11 10 10 10 10 00 10



B Further Inspetion of the Symmetri Case

Sine this appendix is devoted to symmetri ε-PRMs, for simpliity we write P (ε)
instead of P 1,ε

XY |UV .

As explained in the main text, a known result is

P (ε) = (1− 4ε)P (0) + 4ε P (1/4)
(16)

where P (1/4)
is the losest loal point to P (0)

(atually, P (1/4) = 1
2P

(0)+ 1
2I with I the uniform probability

distribution PXY |UV = 1
4 ). We want to study the non-loal part of

P = P (ε) × P (ε) =

= (1− 4ε)2 P (0) × P (0) + (4ε)2 P (1/4) × P (1/4)

+4ε(1− 4ε)
[

P (0) × P (1/4) + P (1/4) × P (0)
]

. (17)

We are going to show that S ≡ P (0) × P (1/4) + P (1/4) × P (0) = PNL + PL. This implies

P = (1− 4ε)PNL + 4εPL (18)

with PNL = (1 − 4ε)P (0) × P (0) + 4ε PNL and PL = (1− 4ε)PL + 4ε P (1/4) × P (1/4)
; as a onsequene,

the loal part of P is 4ε, just as the loal part of the single opy P (ε)
.

The most elegant way of �nding PL exploits a symmetry. Indeed, all PXY |UV above the faet CHSH =

2 an be brought to the form P (ε)
by applying the depolarization proedure D de�ned in Appendix A

of [6℄. For instane, P (1/4) = D([0 0; 0 0]) where [0 0; 0 0] is the deterministi probability distribution

PXY |UV = δX,0δY,0 i.e. XU = 0 and YV = 0. It is in partiular obvious that D × D[P] = P and

onsequently D × D[S] = S. It is therefore natural to look for PL = D × D[D] where D is some

deterministi point for four inputs and four outputs. By inspetion, one �nds

PL = D ×D([0001; 0020]) (19)

with D = [0001; 0020] the deterministi point where the XU and YV are de�ned as X0 = X1 = X2 =
0, X3 = 1, Y0 = Y1 = Y3 = 0, Y2 = 2. Finally, sine eah appliation of D de�nes an orbit of 8 points, eah
of PL and P (1/4) × P (1/4)

is a onvex ombination of 64 deterministi points; therefore PL is a onvex

ombination involving 128 deterministi points. The expliit list is given below.

Two remarks to onlude:

� None of the 64 4 × 4 deterministi points, whose mixture gives PL, an be desribed as a produt

of two 2 × 2 deterministi points. For instane, onsider Alie in D = [0001; 0020], and write both

inputs and outputs in binary form: X00 = X01 = X10 = 0 ≡ (0, 0) but X11 = 1 ≡ (0, 1). Manifestly,

this list annot be written as XU=uu′ = (xu, xu′).
� One ould in priniple study the loal part of Pn = P (ε) × ... × P (ε)

the produt of n symmetri

ε-PRMs: indeed,

Pn =
n
∑

k=0

(4ε)k(1 − 4ε)n−k
Sn,k (20)

with Sn,k the sum of all terms ontaining k fators P (1/4)
and n − k fators P 0

. Obviously, Sn,0 is

fully non-loal and Sn,n is fully loal. All the others may ontain both a loal and a non-loal part,

satisfying the symmetry D × ...× D. Studying the loal part of eah Sn,k then gives a lower bound

on the loal part of Pn. Unfortunately, we have not found an easy way of �nding the result. Even

for the ase n = 3, the inspetion is too heavy; we have evidene that Sn,1 should be fully non-loal,

while Sn,2 has a loal part.


	How Non-Local are n Noisy Popescu-Rohrlich Machines?
	Matthias Fitzi    Esther Hänggi    Valerio Scarani    Stefan Wolf

