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We define a family of binary outcome-party m < n settings per party Bell inequalities whose members
require the least detection efficiency for their violatianang all known inequalities of the same type. This
gives upper bounds for the minimum value of the critical éfficy — below which no violation is possible —
achievable for such inequalities. Fer = 2, our family reduces to the one given by Larsson and Semitscol
in 2001. Form > 2, a gap remains between these bounds and the best lower bdurelsiolating state near
the threshold efficiency always approaches a product statejabits.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ud, 03.67.-a

I. INTRODUCTION parties. This can realistically be ensured only in Bellgest
performed on photon systems. Each loophole has been
In a Bell experiment distant parties perform measure£losed by some experimelnt, but not all simultangously, for
ments on a shared physical system. From very reasonabf&@mple, no single experiment closed the locality and the
assumptions it follows that the correlations between theidetection loophole at the same time (for a comprehensive
results must satisfy certain inequalities. Quantum mecharf€VIEW, see R?f[[8])- Such a verification would be interest-
ics predicts that often these Bell inequalities will not be r N9 and fairly important from a philosophical point of view,
spected[1,]2]. Their violation, which excludes all locadlre although — as so many predictions of quantum mechanics
istic explanations for the quantum world, and which is oftenh@s proven correct — at present virtually everyone is quite
referred to as nonlocality, is one of the most surprising andonvinced that the Bell violations observed so far are gen-
counterintuitive features of quantum physics. One of thein€, and not results of some conspiracy plotted by nature,
earliest experimental demonstrations of the Bell viokatio USing different loopholes in different situations to mésde
were done by Aspeait al. [3], and many experiments on US- .
various systems have been performed since (see, e.g. Ref.However, there are also practical reasons why loophole

[4]). Unfortunately, due to technical imperfections there frée Bell violation would be important to achieve. Bell vi-
are still loopholes, which in principle allow local realist olation is the basis of the so-called device independent pro

explanation for the experimental results. tocols of quantum informatio_n technology (see for exam-
An important loophole, the so-called detection loop-P'® Ref. [9] for a recent review). Such protocols, based
hole appears in experiments performed on systems of ph@&" the_ fact that Bell violation is very hard to fake, V\{OU!d
tons [5]. Some photons get lost during transmission and thE@ke it possible for anyone to check the proper functioning
efficiency of the present day photon detectors is also lim9f @n apparatus without knowing much about the details of
ited. If the proportion of photons detected falls below a cer ItS intérnal structure. Therefore, construction faultsido
tain critical valuer....;, which depends both on the Bell in- be easier to notlce.and it would pe harder for a mal|.C|0us
equality and on the system, then the results become Compa{p_anufacture.r to build back doors into th_e device. _Th|s ap-
ible with local realism. As an important property character Proach promises to perform cryptographic tasks with an un-
izing the inequality and the system, Valloeteal. [6] intro- precedented security [10], produce genuinely random num-
duced the notion of the robustness of nonlocalttyThey ~ Pers [11], and carry out black-box state tomography [12].
defined this quantity as the maximum fraction of detection The violation of the simplest Bell inequality, the two-
events that can be lost such that the remaining ones still dparty two-setting per partyn(= m = 2) Clauser-Horne-
not admit a local model. Itis easy to see tat: 1 — 17,  Shimony-Holt (CHSH) mequahtyEiS]. requires at least
In the present paper it will be assumed that the detection efierit = 2/3 =~ 0.667 detection _efflmencymM]- This
ficiency is the same for all parties. There are experiments/@lue may be reached with a partially entangled two qubit
for example those involving entangled photon—ion systemsstate, which approaches a product state near the thresh-
where some of the parties (the ones working with the ionsP'd efficiency. In this case the ro_bustness of_nonlocallty is
have virtually no loss of events. Then the experiment tol-/2 = 1/3. As far as we know, with two parties perform-
erates higher losses for the remaining parties than in th#g measurements on a pair of qubits no better value has
symmetric case considered here [7]. peen achieved. In Ref.[15] a bipartite fo.u.r-settlr.]g. indqua
Another important loophole is the locality loophole, 'Y Was found with a somewhat lower critical efficiency of

whose closure requires space-like separation between tikrit = (V5 —1)/2 ~ 0.618. To get this value a pair of
ququarts had to be used. Larsson and Semitedolbs [16] have
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introduced a family o > 2 party binary Bell inequalities three settings per party, and for = 3, n = 4 we have ob-
with m = 2 settings per party with.,.;; = n/(2n —1).  tainedn...; = 6/13 ~ 0.46154. We could get the same val-
They have also proved that this value is optimal, no two-ues with confining ourselves to permutationally symmetric
settingn-party Bell inequality may be violated with any inequalities. Numerical calculations showed that theestat
lower detection efficiency. This means that far= 2 an  giving the maximum violation near the threshold efficiency
efficiency of less that /2 is never enough. is a state of: qubits, namely a mixture of thB” state and
Letn. be the smallest of the critical detection efficienciesa product state that approaches the product statenpear
belonging to the Bell inequalities characterized by a ¢erta the same behavior as the one observed for the two-setting
number of parties and numbers of settings and measuremeinequalities of Larsson and Semitecolod [16]. The measure-
outcomes for each party. Abovg there are quantum mea- ment settings could be chosen the same for all parties. Each
surements exhibiting correlations that can not be expthinemeasurement operator could be characterized by a single
by any local hidden variables model. The value figr;;  angle that approached zerosat.;;, but at different paces
given by Ref.[[16] and cited above is just for binary-  for the different settings, again similarly to what is seen i
outcome n-party two-setting per party Bell inequalitiest F Ref. [16]. These observations helped us to make the gen-
n-party and more than two-setting per party (> 2) in-  eralization and to define a whole family of Bell inequalities
equalitiesn, is not known. Massar and Pironio_[17] has with anym andn > m. The members of the family require
given a lower bound for this quantity by constructing ex-the least detection efficiency for their violation among all
plicit local hidden variables models reproducing the cor-known inequalities of the same type, giving upper bounds
relations for efficiencies below this bound. Fer = 2  forn.. Form = 2 the inequalities are the same (apart from
the bound is the same as the one of Ref| [16]. Based oswapping of the two measurement settings) as the ones in
combinatorial considerations Buhrmanal. [1§] has de- Ref. [16].
rived an upper bound fon,, whenm is some power of The structure of this paper is as follows. In Secfidn I,
two. Ref. [19] also provided upper bounds for manynf)  we give explicitly the family of multipartite Bell expres-
combinations+#: prime) by giving explicit Bell inequalities sions. Then, in Sectidnlll, we give the optimal quantum
corresponding to those efficiency values. The inequalitiesiolation of these Bell inequalities with qubit systems ac-
of that work may become useful in practice as well, becauseounting for finite detection efficiencies. Our main ressilt i
they require the Greenberger—-Horne—Zeilinger (GHZ) stat@resented in formul&]8) providing (to the best of our knowl-
[20], very well distinguishable measurement settings everedge) the best upper bound gnfor anyn > m parties
near the threshold efficiency, and the noise toleranceds alsandm settings per party. To get this formula, we have used
quite good. two claims: one about the equality of certain quantum con-
Very recently tripartite Bell inequalities have been con-ditional probabilities and the negligibility of others, ih
structed [[2/1] requiring low detection efficiencies for thei the other concerning the classical bound. The first claim is
violation with theTV state [22]. With three measurement proven in Sectiofi TV, while the second one in Secfidn V.
settings for one of the parties and two settings for the othefo demonstrate the behavior of the relevant quantities, we
two parties a critical efficiency of...; = 0.6 has been highlight the examples = m = 3 in sectior{ V. Here, we
achieved. The same efficiency has been necessary for @ive the explicit Bell expression and also show the optimal
inequality symmetric for the permutations of the partiesmeasurement settings (angles) and Bell violation degartin
with m = 3 settings per party. Fonn = 4, 6 and8 this  from the value of the critical detection efficiency. Finally
value has been improved tp,..; = 0.509036, 0.502417  we summarize our conclusions.
and0.501338, respectively. For largem the construction
would have required too much computational resources but

the result would probably have remained above How- Il. THE INEQUALITIES

ever, if a small admixture of a product state to tliestate

has been allowed,..; = 0.5 has beenfoundforam =4 \ve consider the Bell scenario with distant observers.
inequality. This value could not be improved by increasinggsch observer may freely choose between a set binary

m. measurement settings with possible outcomes zero and one.

In this work, we have used an iterative procedure aIterLetA denote theith measurement of thigh party. A Bell

nating a linear programming step and a semidefinite pmeequahty corresponding to this setup may be written as:
gramming one to getthey = 3, n = 3 andn = 4 Bell

inequalities with the smallest possiblg.;;. In this pro-

cedure we made assumption neither about the symmetry Z Z Z Bjrja..jn P(Arj Agjy - Anj, ) < L,
of the inequality nor about the properties of the state, not j1=0j2=0  jn=0

even about the dimensionality of the Hilbert space. We have 1)

got tripartite inequalities reaching,.;; = 0.5 already with where L is the classical  bound, and
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denotes the conditional probability of all parties gettingwhere the indices are such that the quantum values of the
outcome one given they have measured,, As;,, and  conditional probabilities multiplying these coefficients-
so on. For the sake of brevity of the notation, for termsculated with the quantum state and the measurement oper-
involving only a subset of observers, we have introducedtors we will give later are vanishingly small compared to
a zeroth measurement whose outcome is always onéhe quantum conditional probabilities multiplying the toe
and which is always supposed to be performed. Thidicients given by Eqs[{2) andl(3). Then the actual values
measurement appears in these terms for the observers maftthese coefficients will not influence the quantum value of
members of the subset considered. the Bell expression (the left hand side of EHd. (1), therefore
The inequalities we introduce in the present paper are inwe may choose them freely. As we will show later, this free-
variant with respect to the permutations of the parties, andlom makes it possible to achieve that the classical bdund
n > m holds. Besides terms involving all observers, appearing in EqL{1) is zero, which is appropriate for our
they contain only terms with — 1 parties (that is terms purpose. There are many solutions, and they all give the
containing equal or less than— 2 parties are zero). Due same value for the threshold detector efficiency. The maxi-
to the permutational symmetry, Bell coefficients having themum quantum violation above the threshold efficiency does
same set of indices in different orders have the same valu€epend on the actual choice, but we have made no attempt
Therefore, we only give explicit values for coefficientshwit to find the best one.
indicesj; < jo < j3-+ < Jn. All other Bell coefficients are zero.
The nonzergn—1)-party Bell coefficients have the value
of minus one. Besides the index zero for the party not in-

volved, they have indices from 2 t@ once, plus indexn . QUANTUM VIOLATION WITH DETECTORS OF
anothermn — m times if n > m. For example, ifm = 2 LIMITED EFFICIENCY
andn > 2thenBy. o = —1,0rif m = 3 andn > 3
then Bpos. 3 = —1. For larger values ofn the nonzero Let us consider the quantum violation of our Bell in-
coefficients are equality. If we confine ourselves to von Neumann measure-
ments on a pure-qubit statg), the quantum value of the
Bozsa..mm..m = —1, (2) conditional probability appearing in EQJ(1) may be written

and the ones we get by permuting the indices of the coef®S:

ficients above. Thus there aré/(n — m + 1)! nonzero no

(n — 1)-party coefficients. Po(Aj, Agj, .. Anj,) = (0] R) Asj,
Furthermore, we have-party Bell coefficients whose i=1

value is positive. They are the ones that have the same set of . ) )

indices as the nonzefa — 1)-party coefficients above, but WhereAi; for 1. < j < m is the measurement operator

index zero is replaced by anything from onerto If this ~ corresponding to measuremefif, A;o = [ is the identity

index ism, the value of the coefficient (3. — m + 1), oth-  operator in the subspace of the observer, @il A;;, de-

erwise it is one. Therefore, we may write (again for largernotes the tensor product of the operators of the parties. The

¥, (5)

m) state|v)) we consider in this paper is invariant with respect
to the permutations of the parties, and all parties have the
Biosa.mm..m =1 same set of measurement operators, thadt js= A; is in-
Baosa..mm..m =1 dependent of. Then, if the Bell inequality of Eq[{1) is
Bassa .mm..m = 1 permutationally invariant and the classical bound is zero,

the condition for its quantum violation can be written as:
m m m

Z Z Z W(jhj?a---ajn)Bj1j2---jn,

J1=0j2=j1 j j

In=Jn-1
Again, all coefficients we get by permuting the indices have (1|
the same value. Thus the first and the last line represent izl
n!/(n —m+ 1)l andn!/(n —m + 2)! coefficients, respec- _
tively, while the lines in between represent2(n—m+1)!  Wherer(ji, ja, ..., jn) denotes the number of independent

BQB44...mm...m =1

<

BQ34...mmm...m =n-m+ 1. (3)

Ahl’&) >0, (6)

®:

coefficients. permutations of its arguments. Let of suppose that the ob-
There are also someparty Bell coefficients having neg- Servers have detectors of limited efficiengyc 1. Let they
ative values: agree that each of them signal outcome zero whenever the

particle is not detected. In this case each term in the left
By kokska. b, <0, (4) hand side of EqL{6) must be multiplied by the probability



of detecting all particles concerned to get the condition fo IV. THE QUANTUM CONDITIONAL PROBABILITIES
the detection of the violation. This probability;§for ani-

party term, wheréis the number of nonzero indices. Atthe | ot aIl measurements be real ones, that is performed in

Elt}:_esholtilj_$ﬁ|0|e_ncy7mtt;he (;esultlngt_expfressmnl IS Z€10. thex — 7 plane. Then each operatég- can be character-
is condition gives amth order equation fonc,;;. Inour 4 by a single real variablg;:

case the solution is simple, because we have restricted our-

selves tow-party andn — 1)-party terms. The condition for . 1 — cos ¢;

sin @
being able to detect the violation is A;j10) = 5 10— 2¢J 1) = c;[0) + s5[1)
- ) P _ sing; 1+coso; .. i
L Z Z Z 0 j27"'a]n)B0j2...jn AJ|1>__ 92 |0>+ 92 |1>:SJ|O>+CJ|1>
je=1js=jo  Jn=jn—1 9
If ® ®Aj7 [¥)+ A zero angle corresponds to the measurement giving out-
i=2 come one with probability one for tH&) state. Let all mea-
mom m _ surement angles be small, and let they obey the following
Z Z - 7w g2 dn) Biaga hierarchy:
: j :. jn:]n—l
. 0 < || < o] < [¢3| < - < |pml|.  (10)
(W ® Aj, ) > (7
i=1 Let the state be
Thenn.,;: is minus one times the ratio of tie — 1)-party )
andn-party contributions in the expression above. The for- [¥) = cosal0) —sina|W), (11)
mer must be negative while the latter positive such that the
left hand side is positive abovg, ;. where
In the next section we will show that with an appropriate 10) = [00...0) (12)

choice of the state vector and the measurement settings, the
guantum conditional probabilities associated with eadh Be W) = L(|10- L 0) 4 [0L...0) 4+ +]00...1)).
coefficient given in Egs[{2) anfll(3) are equal. As the same Vn
number appears both in the numerator and the denomina- (13)
tor of the ratio givingn..+, we can simplify with it. The
factorr giving the number of independent permutations of This state is permutationally symmetric. The angleill
the indices is!/(n — m + 1)! for the (n — 1)-party coef- ~ be small, therefore the state is predominantly the separabl
ficient and for then-party coefficient given in the first line |0) state with a very small amount gf/") state added.
of Eqg. (3). The factor is one half of this for the next— 2 First we calculate the quantum conditional probability
coefficients, and it is!/(n — m + 2)! for the last one. Tak- multiplying the (n — 1)-party Bell coefficient given by
ing into account the values of the coefficients we can giveEq. (2). From Eqs[(5) an@ (1) we get:
the expression foi,..;; as:
1 2 PQ (A10A22A33 cee AmmA(m+1)m v Anm) =

Nerit = 14+ m_2 + o= gi; = 2+m— - 31+2 - (8) cos® aSpp — 2 cos a sin awSyyg + sin? aSww, (14)
Here we have simplified the fraction by the common fac-where
tor n!/(n — m + 1)!. This expression is our main result.
Our Bell inequalities are such that their violation, at teas .
in principle, can be detected by using detectors of as low Sor = (o]l ® ®Ai|7>’
efficiency as given above. Therefore, this is an upper bound =2
for the threshold detector efficiency which may be achieved
for n-partym < n setting binary outcome Bell inequalities. with A; = A,, wheni > m. As the first step to calculate
The expression givesy/(m + 1) for n = m and2/(m + 2) these matrix elements, from Eqgs] (9) ahd (12) we get:
in the limit of largen. However, if we increase, we can n
achieve less than by increasing bathandn by just one. i® ® /L|0> ® ~10) + 54]1)). (16)

To prove Eq.[(B) we must show that the relevant quan-
tum conditional probabilities are really equal as we have
claimed, and that the local bound is zero. We will do this inThen, by using Eqs[{12) anf{13) it is easy to calculate
the next two sections. Soo and Syo. We may also gefyyy from a similar, but

(15)



somewhat lengthier calculation. The result is:

(17)

As |¢;| < |si], € is a small number.
Eqgs. [17) into Eq[{14) we get
PQ (A10A22A33 e AmmA(m+1)m e

. 2 .92
sin « sin” o
CcosS (v — + .
I3 n

By substituting

Anm) ==

Soo (18)

Here we used the relatidga = €.

Let us consider the quantum conditional probabilities
multiplying then-party coefficients whose values are given
explicitly in Eq. [3). The product givind7o includes ex-
actly the same elements as the one giviyg, plus one
more (see Eqs[{17) anf{22). The same is true for the
sums definingy and&. The extra element is the one of
index! for thelth line of Eq. [3). TherFoe = Spoc; and
1/x =1/&+ s1/(¢; /n). By substituting these values into
Eq. (23) we get that the resulti$/c;” times the value given
in Eq. (18) for the(n — 1)-party conditional probability. But
this extra factor is one in the limit of small angles. There-
fore, for our state and measurement settings, the quantum
conditional probabilities multiplying each of the Bell doe
ficients of Eqgs.[(R) and{3) are equal indeed, and have the
value given in Eq.[(119).

Now, let us consider which are the Bell coefficients

The first term in the square bracket dominates over the Se¢Eq.[4) whose value may freely be chosen. From EGs. (19)
ond one. However, as we will see later, the contrlbutlonand [23) it follows that the quantum probability character-

from then-party terms is of the same order as the secongzed by indices; < ks <

- < k,, is negligible compared

term. The threshold efficiency may only be finite if the first to the significant ones |f
term vanishes. We can achieve that by choosing the mixing

anglea characterizing the quantum state such that = &.
With this choice

Soo sin® a

Po(A10A22433 . .. Amm A(ma1ym - - - Anm) =

" (19)
Now let us calculate a generaiparty conditional prob-
ability. Analogously to Eqs[{34) and({L5) we may write:

Po(Aij, Agjy .. Any,, ) =
cos® aFyg — 2 cosasin aFyyg + sin® aFyyw, (20)
where
For = (0| Q) A, 7). (21)
i=1

We can calculate these matrix elements similarly to the ones

given in Eq.[1¥), and we get:

F()() = C;
i=1
1 - S . _ F()()
Fwo=—=> 2 [[e =2
Vi ¢, };[1 X
F
Foww = % (22)

By substituting Eqs[{22) into Ed.(P0) we get

. 2
sina\”
)
1 1)\?
F()() sin2 « (g — ;) . (23)

PQ(Aljl A2j2 . Anjn,) :Foo (COSOé —

Here we substituted the values $§o, Foo, £ andy from
Egs. [IT) and(22). However, = (1 — cos¢;)/2 =~ ¢7 /4
ands, = —sing¢;/2 ~ —¢;/2, if the angles are small,
therefore the above condition may be written as:

Hz 1¢]C
z 2(7bZ

g w

If k1 = 1, due to the hierarchy imposed by Ef.](10) the
dominant term in the parenthesed js5;. Then the condi-
tion above may be written a§ [, éx,/ [}, ¢:)? < 1.
This relation holds if¢;, < ¢; for2 < ¢ < n, and for

at least one index the inequality is strict, in which case
¢r, < éw. When deriving the formulae we have implic-
itly supposed that); # 0. However, the result is true for
o1 = 0aswell. Ifk; =i+1fori <[, whilek; = k1 =1,
the dominant term in the parentheses/is; and the condi-
tion becomes]]; ., &, /[1i—;.1 ¢i)* < 1. Thenif the
same relations hold between and ¢y, as for thek; = 1
case, but now fof + 1 < i < n, Eq. [2%) will hold and the
threshold efficiency will be independent of the choice of the
associated Bell coefficient.



V. THE CLASSICAL CASE

For ann-party Bell inequalitiy withm measurement set-
tings per party the classical bound is zero if

m m m
E E E Bjyjs..jn 15,024, - - - nj, <0, (26)
71=072=0 Jn=0

for all deterministic strategies, which are defined by the ac

tual choices ofu;; (1 = 1,...,n; j = 1,...,m), where

each of them may take the value of zero or one, whil
a;o = 1 for all i. Thea;y appear in the subcorrelation
terms. A deterministic strategy means that each party h

6

a factor of2(n —m+1)!. TheQ(a) > 0 denotes the contri-
bution of terms due to the negatineparty Bell coefficients
of Eq. (4), multiplied by minug(n — m + 1)L

A permanent is independent of the order of the rows
and columns of the matrix. Therefore, may rearrange the
columns of the matrices appearing in EQ.1(29) such that
their jth columnis thej + 1)th column ofa if j <m —1,
the mth column ifm — 1 < j < n — 1 and only their
last column differ from each other. However, the sum of
two permanents whose matrices differ from each other only
in one single column (row) is the permanent of the matrix

®having the sum of the those columns (rows) in that position.

Furthermore, multiplying a permanent with a factor has the

8Same effect as multiplying one of the columns (rows) of the

a definite outcome for each measurement setting with probz o +rix Therefore EqL{29) may be rewritten as:

ability one. This outcome for thgh measurement of thigh

party is given byu;;. Let us denote the matrix with elements
a;; by a. Then for permutationally symmetric inequalities

Eg. (26) may be rewritten as:

Jj2  Js3 m

Z Z Z Bj,js...3.C (@ j1, Jos - - -

J1=07j2=0 Jn=0

)j’ﬂ) S 07

(27)
where

7(j1, 42, - Jn) =
# ZHaijam:

oceS, i=1

)jn))'

C(dajlaj27-- a.jn)

ﬂ.(jlaj27 v 5.771)
n!

(28)

perm(a(a, ji, j2, - - -

The sum in the first line extends over all elementsf the
symmetric groups,,, that is over all permutations of the

perm(S(a)) — Q(a) <0, (30)
where
Bij = ai(j+1) j<m-—1
Bij = Gim m—-1<j<n-1
m—1
n—m+1
B a1+kz:;ak+ e——l (31)

Our Bell inequality is appropriate if Eq_{(29) holds for
all deterministic strategies. The permanents appearing in
the expression can not be negative, as all the elements of
the matrices involved are zero or one. Therefore, strategie
giving zero for all terms with a positive sign trivially sat-
isfy Eq. [29). We also do not have to consider explicitly
any strategy leading to a nonzero factor for a Bell coeffi-

numbersl, 2, ...n. We should only have summed over the cient whose value does not affect the threshold efficiency

independent permutations of the numbgrsjs . . . j,,. The

(Eq.[4). TheQ(a) depends linearly on such a coefficient, if

difference is taken care of by the factor in front of the sum-we choose its absolute value large enough, we can always

mation with 7 (41, jo, - .., jn) denoting the number of in-

satisfy Eq.[(ZD).

dependent permutations of its arguments. The sum itself First let us consider strategies giving a positive value for

is nothing else but the permanent of the n square ma-
trix a(a, j1, jo, - - -, jn) CONSisting of thej; th, jsth, ..., j,th
columns of the: strategy matrix.

the first term of Eq.[{29). This is true if and only if there is
at least one party having outcome one for the first measure-
ment setting, at least one other party having outcome one

For the Bell inequality given by Eq$](2)}(4) the condition for the second measurement setting, and so on, and finally,
Eq. (2T) that the classical bound is zero may be written asthere are at least—m+ 1 other parties having outcome one

2perm(a(a,1234...mm...m))+

perm(a(a, 2234 ...mm...m))+
perm(a(a, 2334 ...mm...m))+
perm(a(a,2344...mm...m)) +---+

n—m-+1

_ a(a,234 ... . —

e — 2perm(o<(a7 3 mmm...m))
2perm(a(a,0234...mm...m)) —Q(a) <0. (29)

for their mth measurement setting. For a permutationally
invariant inequality all strategies differing from eaclnet

only in the order of the parties give the same constraints for
the Bell coefficients. Therefore, without sacrificing gen-
erality, we may assume that the first party’s first measure-
ment outcome is one, the second party’s second measure-
ment outcome is one, and so on, and finally, thexdastm
party’smth measurement outcome is one, thatjs = 1
wherek = min(é, m). We only have to consider strategies
whose matrices contain zeros to the left of these elements

Here we have used Eq. (28), we have substituted the actui each row, that isi;,y = 0if 0 < k' < k. If a;v were

values ofr(j1, ja, - - . , jn) @and simplified the inequality by

one, then the factor oB15. . (i— 1)k (i41)...mm... WoOuld not



be zero. However, the quantum conditional probability as-written as:

sociated with this coefficient i&py /¢1)? < 1 times the
one associated with the significant coefficients (this fedo
from Eq. [25), therefore, we need not consider such a strat-
egy explicitly indeed. The matrix of the remaining strate-

6

gies form = 6 andn = 9, without the zeroth column is: @12 @13 @14 @15 Q16 Y, _p Ali
1 azs azs azs az ) ,_zaz —1
1 a12 a13 ais ais ase 0 1 ass ass asg 2524 asi —1 | <.
0 1 23 Q24 Q25 Q26 0 0 1 a45 A46 (1454’(14671 B
0 0 1 a3 ass ase 0 0 0 1 asg asg—1
00 0 1 as ag 00 0 0 1 —1
00 0 0 1 as |. (32) (35)
00 0 0 0 1 The values in the last column follow from EG._{31). If we
00 0 0 0 1 expand the permanent along its last row we get the perma-
8 8 8 8 8 i nent of a matrix of the same form correspondingrto- 1

measurement settings. If we repeat this— 1 times, fi-

nally we get zero for the permanent. Therefore, Eg. (30) and
With such a strategy matrig(a) appearing in Eq_(29) and equivalently, Eq.[{29) is satisfied as an equality. Although
(30) is zero: terms contributing to it have zero factorssiti we demonstrated this result on the examplewot 6, it is
also clear that increasing the number of parties beyend obvious that it is true for any..

does not allow any more free parameters.

For this example EqL(30) may be written as:

So far we have only dealt with strategies that lead to a
nonzero factor for the first term of Eq._(29). Now let us
consider strategies giving zero for the fitst 1 terms of

a12 @13 G4 G15 Q16 G16 @16 A16 Bin Eq. (29) and nonzero for théh term. Ifn = m = 8 andl =
1 a3 azs azs aze azs az Gz Ban 5 the strategy matrix to be considered without the zeroth
0 1 a3q azs ase ase ase ass F3n column is the following:
0 0 1 ass aa6 Ga6 Q46 Qa6 Ban
perm | O 0 0 1 ase ase ase ase Bsn | <0
0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 Bun
0O 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 Bun
0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 PBun a1 1 a1z a14 a15 a6 air ais
0o 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 Bmn az1 a2z 1 aoy azs ase azr aos
(33) az1 asz2 aszz 1 ass ase a3y assg
Let us expand the permanent along its last row. There are 0 0 0 0 1 a46 aa7 aus (36)
n —m + 1 ones in that row, all in columns equal to each 0 0 0 0 1 ase asr ass
other. These terms of the expansion give m + 1 times 0 0 0 0 0 1 agr aes
the permanent of the matrix with that colunm and the last 0O 0 0 0 0O 0 1 ars
row deleted. The contribution from the last element will O 0 0 O O o0 0 1

be .., times the permanent of the matrix with its last row
and last column deleted. The sum of the contributions may
be expressed as the permanent of a single matrix whlse
element in its last column i&x — m + 1)Bin, + BimnGim,

which we can calculate from Eq&.{31) aid](32). The valuglementsa,_1) = 0 anday, = 0 for k < [, otherwise

we get is the kth term of Eq.[(2P) would be positive. Furthermore,
a;; = 01f 7 <ifor¢ > [. For examplears above is zero.
m—1 If it were not, the factor multiplyingBass4556s Would be
(n—m+1) (2% + 3 an + 9 MTM . _9), positive. The quantum conditional probability associated
—2 n—m+l this coefficient is small by a factor @fs/¢7)? < 1 (see

(34) Eg. [29)). For the interesting strategies a larger number of
which is nothing else that — m + 1 times the last column  parties would mean an additional— m copies of the last
of the matrix withn — 1 parties. Therefore, the value of the line, which contains a single one in the last position. Only

permanent forn. parties is:—m-+1 times the value fon—1
parties. If we repeat this — m times we gefn — m + 1)!
times the permanent for = m.

this property of the matrix was used when we showed that
increasingn beyondm only introduces a positive factor,
which does not affect the validity of the inequality. There-
Let us considen = m. Form = 6 Eq. (30) may be fore, it is enough to deal with = m.



For the present example EE130) may be writtenas: 1L T RRRA
-
1 a3 a1s ars ae a1r a1s Pim & b =TT =TT
azy 1 ags ass ass asy ass fPom & o.1§—._-— - E
azp azzs 1 ass ags azr ass Sam 5 | -
0 0 0 1 a4 aa7 Gs4s Bam >0.01 -=7 .
< 2] E -
PEELL 00 00 0 1 ase asr ass Bsm =0 g -
0 0 0 0 1 agr ass Bem '_’/ ]
0 0 0 0 0 1 ar Bm R J—_
00 0 0 0 0 1 fsm F =9
(37) 0000  ---- @, .
This permanent is equal to the product of the permanents E
two blocks along the diagonal of sizés- 2) x (I —2) and R i ]
(n—1+2) x (n—1042). Inthe present case 0.001 0.01 NNy 0.1
1 ass agr ass Bam FIG. 1. The optimum measurement angles forthe= n = 3
1 ai3 ais 1 as¢ asr ass Bam inequality as functions of the detector efficiency
perm | as2 1 agq |xperm | 0 1 agr ass Sam
aszz asz 1 0 0 1 ars Bam _ o
00 0 1 PBum the matrix elements and a quite tight upper bound for the

(38) violation. As starting values, we have chosen three ran-

If we substitute the values of the last column of the secondlom settings on the Bloch sphere (the same for each party)
matrix from Eq. [3]l), we get a matrix whose structure isalong with a random symmetric 3-qubit state. Note the ini-
very similar to the one in Eq(B5). There is one importanttial qubit measurements do not confine in general the state
difference. Now the last elements of each row is always théo a 3-qubit state during the iteration procedure. We have
sum of the preceding elements minus two. In the case ofepeated the above iterative procedure many times with dif-
Eq. (3B) this is not true for the first row, the minus two is ferent (randomly generated) starting values. The best in-
missing. Due to this difference, if we follow the steps we equality we have got is the one given above. We note that
have taken in the case of Ef.131), we will get not zero, buthe only assumption we have made is that we allowed no
minus two. Therefore, Eq_(P9) is satisfied now as a stricsingle-party marginals, we actually allowed non-symneetri
inequality. inequalities, and the procedure constrained neither #te,st

nor the measurement operators, not even the dimensionality

of the Hilbert space.

VI. THE 333 CASE

Form = n = 3 a permutationally invariant inequality
with the properties required may be defined by the follow
ing coefficients:

Bgos = —1 B2 =—1 Bpiz=—-1 B = -2
B123 =41 B223 =41 B233 = +1. (39)

c
8
=
<
§=]
>

10

Bell coefficients having the same set of indices in differer
orders as any of the coefficients above have the same val
All other coefficients are zero.

We have got this inequality by iterating a linear program
ming step and a semidefinite programming one. The fa
mer one provides the Bell inequality of zero classical bour
with no single-party marginals having the lowest criticed d
tector efficiency from known matrix elements of the mea
surement operators. The procedure is the same as the
we used in Ref[[21]. In the semidefinite programming stepFIG. 2. The maximum violation of thes = n = 3 inequality as
we applied the method of Navascués, Pironio and [23p function of the detector efficiency
at level 3 (that is, the maximum length of all tuples of op-
erators is 3 in the sequence) to get an approximation for We applied the see-saw algorithin [24] to the inequal-

M | L MR
0.001 0.01

"'” 0.1
r]_ncrit
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ity using three-qubit states. From this calculation it ®dn in their paper). It is interesting to note that does not ap-
out that this space was enough to get the violation angbroach zero ifn alone goes to infinity, it is proportional to
Nerit = 1/2. We could also find out from this calculation 1/m. However, ifm — oo while n remains finite, the lower
the structure of the state and the behavior of the measur&ound of Ref.[[177] goes to zero. Ref. [18] does not give a
ment operators. We have also derived a Bell inequality withuseful upper bound for this situation, while in the case of
m = 3andn = 4, and we have studied its behavior with the Ref. [19] the critical efficiency remains finite, proportain
see-saw algorithms. These results, and the onesfer2  to 1/n. Unfortunately, the present work tells nothing about
andn > 2 by Larsson and Semitecolds [16] made it possi-them > n case, so even the qualitative behaviomofin
ble for us to make the generalization and to get the familythis case remains open.
of inequalities presented in this paper. For the present family of Bell inequalities the violat-
We have calculated numerically the optimum measureing state approaches a product state near the threshold ef-
ment angles and the maximum violation as functions of thdiciency. The same behavior has been observed by Vallone
detector efficiency above the threshold efficiemgy;; =  etal. [6] for several other Bell inequalities, e. g. for the two-
0.5 for the inequality given in Eq[{39). To get more ac- qubit chained inequalities with any number of measurement
curate numbers, we have not used the see-saw algorithm settings. They even concluded that the complementary be-
get these results, only the knowledge we had gained from ihavior of entanglement and nonlocality might be general. In
about the form of the solution. We have used the analyticathe multipartite case this can not be so, as the inequalities
expressions given by Eq§._{17) andl(22) for the matrix elegiven in Refs.[[19] and [21] are violated by the maximally
ments, and optimized numerically the measurement anglesntangled GHZ andl’ states neau...;;, respectively. In the
and the mixing angle.. bipartite case, a counterexample is shown in the Appendix.
The results are shown in Fidd. 1 ddd 2. The first meaHowever, it is still possible that the conjecture by Vallone
surement angle tends to zero at the fastest pace, it behavesal. is correct for inequalities with the smallest critical ef-
as the square aof — 7..;;. If we choose its value exactly ficiency, the ones withye,;; = ..
zero, the violation changes very little. The second measure Our multipartite Bell inequalities involve high-order eor
ment angle is proportional with — 7.,.;;, while the third  relators among the particles, which are challenging to ac-
one behaves as the square roof ef.,.;;. The violationis  cess in case of many particles. However, recently exper-
is proportional with the sixth power af — 7.,.4¢. imentally more friendly binary-outcome Bell inequalities
have been constructed involving only two-body correla-
tors [27]. We pose it as an interesting problem to find such
low-order Bell inequalities which are suited to Bell viola-

Vil SUMMARY tion using detectors of low efficiencies.

In the present paper we have defined a family of binary
outcomen party Bell inequalities withn. < n measurement
settings for each party, whose > 2 members can be vio-
lated by less detection efficiency than any other ineqeailiti ) ) )
known so far. This gives upper bounds for the minimum We acknowledge financial support from the Hungarian
valuer, of the critical efficiency achievable for such in- National Research Fund OTKA (K111734) and a Janos
equalities. The family is the generalization of the one give Bolyai Grant of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.
by Larsson and Semitecolds [16] for = 2. Unfortunately,
form > 2 there is still a gap between our upper bounds and
the best lower bounds/((n — 1)m + 1) given by Massar  Appendix A: Two-party Bell inequality where the maximal

VIIl. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

and Pironio([177]. Forn = n = 3 our upper bound is /2, robustness of nonlocality is attained with a maximally

while the lower bound i8/7. As we have found no better entangled state

Bell inequality while making assumptions neither about the

symmetry nor about the violating statg, may well agree  To prove the title of the appendix, let us consider the fol-
with our bound for both this case, and also for = 3; lowing Bell inequality:

n = 4. Forn = m our bound Eq[{B) gives. < 2/(m+1),

while from Ref. [17]n. > 1/(m — 1+ 1/m) follows, a [, =P(Ay,B1) + P(Ay, By) + P(Ay, B1) — P(As, Bs)
factor of two difference for largen. Buhrmanet al. [1€] —¢P(A}) — ¢P(B)) <2 — 2¢ (A1)
gives a worse upper bound gf < 8/m. Whenn — oo, ! Y= ’

N« < 2/(m + 2), as it follows from Eq.[(B). In this case 2241

the lower bound is). > 1/m, so there is still a factor of Wherec = =—=—= ~ 0.9136. We choose that both Al-
two difference for largen. The upper bound of Ref,_[18] ice and Bob always output “0” in case of non-detection,
behaves very similarly to ours, itis. > 1/m (see Eq. (4) hence all measurements have binary outputs (it turns out
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that other choices will not lead to lower detection effi- tain the detection-efficiency-dependent inequality:
ciency thresholds). Then, the measurement probabilities

are modified according t@(A,, B,) — 1n?P(A.,B,),  I2(n) =P(A1, B1) + P(A1, B2) + P(A2, B1) — P(A2, B)
P(A;) — nP(A,) and similarly for Bob. Introducing P(A) P(B)) _2—2¢c
these expressions in EQ._{A1) and dividing 4% we ob- - 7 c p < 2

. (A2)

By settingn = ¢, we get the Clauser-Horne inequality
on the left-hand-side, whereas the right-hand-side besome
(v/2—1)/2, which is just the maximal quantum violation of
the Clauser-Horne inequality attainable with a pair of max-
imally entangled qubits [26]. From this it follows that for
any n approaching: ~ 0.9136 from above the maximal

violation of the Bell inequality[(AlL) is given by a state con-
verging to the maximally entangled two-qubit state.
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