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Synchronous correlations provide a class of nonlocal games that behave like functions
between finite sets. In this work we examine categories whose morphisms are games with
synchronous classical, quantum, or general nonsignaling correlations. In particular, we char-
acterize when morphisms in these categories are monic, epic, sections, or retractions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synchronous correlations provide a class of nonlocal games that behave like functions between
finite sets. These have long been used to generalize notions such the chromatic number of a graph |1
9], or more generally graph homomorphisms [10-14]. Recently synchronous correlations in particular
have provided a narrow focus where Tsirl’son’s problem and the Connes embedding conjecture may
be resolved [15-17]; specifically, the separation of some quantum correlation sets has been achieved
[18-23]. It is this last point that inspired this paper, the hope that exploring how correlations
behave under composition would reveal properties that distinguish different correlation sets.

Category theory is the natural level of abstraction to study composition. For this work we
examine the categorical notions of one-to-one (section and monomorphism) and onto (retraction
and epimorphism) and characterize when a synchronous nonlocal games satisfies each of these.
We also get analogous characterizations for the synchronous classical, quantum, and nonsignaling
correlation sets. Unfortunately, our hope was not realized in that the property for being a section (or
monomomorphism or retraction or epimorphism) is the same for synchronous classical, quantum, or
nonsignaling correlations. For this reason we did not define approximating, spacial, or commuting
of quantum correlation sets as these properties are too course to distinguish them. Nonetheless,
our techniques for producing these characterizations rely on detailed construction of correlations
that have particular properties and so we hope these methods are useful for other works.

II. NONLOCAL GAMES AND SYNCHRONOUS CORRELATIONS

In our previous work [24] we examined a class of nonlocal games as a generalization functions
between finite sets. Given an input set X and an output set Y, two players—Alice and Bob—receive
za,xp € X respectively and must then produce y4,yp € Y respectively. Their strategy defines a
conditional probability distribution, or correlation p(ya,yps | xa,25). We say they win the game
if whenever x4 = zp the produce outputs such that y4 = yp. That is, they win if they play a
synchronous correlation:

p(ya,ys | z,2) = 0 whenever € X and y4 # yp in Y. (1)

Synchronous correlations generalize functions in that given a function f : X — Y, Alice and
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Bob choose the strategy of applying F' to their respective inputs. This gives the correlation

PWa,yB | v4,7B) = Liy,— @) Lys=fan)}

where we write 1;gy for the indicator function of the set S and abbreviation {y = f(z)} = {(z,y) :
y=f(z)}

Beyond the category of finite sets and functions between them, we study three categories of
nonlocal games corresponding to various restrictions we place on the allowed correlation sets. A
hidden variables, or simply classical, correlation takes the form

pya,yp | wa,ap) =Y p(w)Pra(ya | za,w)Pra(ys | vp,w)
we

for some (discrete) probability space (€2, u) and “local” conditional probabilities Pry and Prp. A
every synchronous classical correlation can be expressed in the form

pyayslzaze) = D ()= L ys=fes) (2)
f€Hom(X,Y)

where we write Hom(X,Y") for the set of functions from X to Y.
A quantum correlation takes the form

p(Ya,yp | wa,xp) = tr(p(E 4 @ FF))

where p is a density operator on a finite dimensional Hilbert space (H)a ® $p with {£} },ey and
{F }yey being positive operator valued measures (POVMs) on $4 and $p respectively for each
xz € X. For synchronous quantum correlations it can be shown that the £ and F}/ must be already
be projection-valued |3, 16]. A general synchronous correlations can be expressed as a convex sum
of those where p is maximally entangled, and these latter such correlation can be further reduced
to tracial states

1
pyays |za, ap) = Str(I I E) (3)

where {II},ey is a projection-valued measure on a Hilbert space $ and d = dim($)) [24, 25].
A nonsignaling correlation [26] satisfies

Z?JB p(yA7yB "TAVZ'B) = ZyB p(yA7yB ’ an‘T/B) for all yA7xA7xBaxlB7 (4)
> s PWasys |va,xp) = 30, p(ya,ys |2y, 2p) for all yp, va, 25, 7).

That is, the marginals over Bob’s outputs does not depend on Bob’s input, and similarly for Alice.
In later computation we will find it convenient to express this condition as

> pWaryslza,x8) =Y pya,ys|za,-),

YB YyB

with “-” used to emphasize that the sum does not depend on this argument.

In this work we need three technical lemmas from [24], which we reproduce here for convenience.
In fact, each of these lemmas was created for this work but proved useful to characterize synchronous
Bell inequalities.

Lemma 1 (|24]). Let Y be a finite set and u = u(ya,yp) and v = v(ya,ys) be probability distri-
butions on Y? such that for ally € Y



13 uly,y) =3, v, y) and
2. Y puyy) =2y vy, y).

Write 0(y) and ¢(y) for these two sums respectively and define

p(ya,yp | 0,0) = 1y, —y10(ya)
p(ya,yp 10,1) = u(ya,yn)
p(ya,y5 | 1,0) = v(ya,yn)
p(yasys | 1,1) = 1y, —y 3 0(ya)-

Then p is a synchronous nonsignaling correlation. Moreover every nonsignaling correlation with
domain {0,1} arises this way.

Lemma 2 (|24]). Let Y be a finite set and u = u(ya,yg) be a probability distribution on Y2. Write
1. 0(y) = >y uly,y') and

2. ¢(y) =2, uly',y).

Define
p(yAuyB ‘ 070) = ﬂ{yA:yB}e(yA)
p(ya,yp 10,1) = u(ya,yn)
p(ya,ys|1,0) = u(ys,ya)
p(ya,yp | 1,1) = ﬂ{yAzyB}¢(yA)'

Then p is a synchronous classical correlation. Moreover every nonsignaling correlation with domain
{0,1} arises this way.

Lemma 3 (|24]). Suppose |X| > 2 and let w = w(wa,2p) be a nonnegative function on X? such
that for every xa,xp € X

1. w(za,zp) <w(xa,z4),

2. w(ra,zp) <w(rp,rp), and

3. w(xa,xa) +w(zp,zp) <14+ w(xa,xp).
Define

14+ w(za,zp) —w(zra,xs) —w(rp, 8)
=w(xp,rp) —w(rs,TB)
=w(ra,xa) —w(xa, zRB)
=w

(xa,zB).

p(0,0| x4, 2p) =
p(0,1|xza,2p
p(

(

)
)
1,0 |za,2B)
p 171 ’ an‘TB)

Then p is a synchronous nonsignaling correlation from X to {0,1}. Moreover every synchronous
nonsignaling correlation from X to {0,1} arises in this way.



IIT. CATEGORIES OF SYNCHRONOUS NONLOCAL GAMES

In this work we aim to understand the structure of certain synchronous correlations when treated
as homomorphisms in a category. Our prototype is the category FinSet whose objects are finite sets
and morphisms are functions between them. Above we used the notation Hom(X,Y") for the set of
functions between X and Y, which is consistent with our use here.

It is currently fashionable to “categorify” quantum foundations |27-31], semantics |32-35|, pro-
tocols |36, 137|, and computation |38, 139] as a form of generalized probability theory and resource
theory, [40-42]. The symmetric monoidal category [43] is the core construction in this approach.
While we will not dwell on the monoid product in this work, as it serves as our motivation for
our study we simply indicate that in the category FinSet it is the Cartesian product that acts as a
binary operation X @ Y := X xY

1. being associative (X @Y)®@ Z =2 X ® (Y ® Z),
2. being commutative X Y 2 Y ® X, and
3. having an identity I where I @ X = X Z2 X ® I.

It is important to note that these monoidal structures are only required to hold up to isomorphism.
For example, in FinSet the identity is any choice of singleton set. Categories where we have equality
in properties (1) and (3) are called “strict” monoidal categories. For example, the category of Hilbert
spaces and isometric maps is strict under the tensor product.

Here we enlarge the category FinSet by taking Hom(X,Y") to include not only functions from X
to Y, but also nonlocal games with input set X and output set Y. Specifically, let Hom® (X,Y) be
the set of nonlocal games from X to Y with synchronous correlations and we define Hom%V(X YY),
Homg(X ,Y), and Hom?4(X,Y) to be the subsets of Hom®(X,Y") whose correlations are classical,
quantum, and nonsignaling respectively. Clearly

Hom(X,Y) € Hom¥%y(X,Y) € Homg)(X,Y) € Hom}¢(X,Y) € Hom®(X,Y).

In order that these be the sets of morphisms for categories (in each case whose objects are finite
sets), we need to define a composition that is closed and associative. Note that the identity function
idxy € Hom(X, X) already exists in each of these hom-sets and so can serve as the identity in our
enlarged categories.

We take the most natural composition rule: Kolmogorov’s Law. Namely, given correlations

p(ya,ys | za,zp) and p(za, 2B | ya, yB)

we define the composition as

(qop)(za,28 | za,2B) = Y q(za,28 | ya,ys)p(Ya, ys | T4, 75).

YAa,YB

Any correlation is associated to a (|Y|*> x |X|?)-column stochastic matrix defined by P =
[P(ya,yp | xa,xp)]. The Kolmogorov Law above is just matrix multiplication of the associated
stochastic matrices and is therefore associative. The challenge is to show that this composition is
closed in each of our categories. We do this case by case as follows.

Lemma 4. The composition of synchronous correlations is synchronous.



Proof. This is a simple computation based on ():

(qop)(za,28 | ,2) = Y q(za,28 | ya,y8)p(ya. ys | =, 7)

YAYB

=Y a(za.z8 |y, )Py, y | 2,2) = 0
Yy

when z4 # zp. O
Proposition 5. The composition of classical correlation is classical.

Proof. Let p,q be classical correlations with

pWays |z, ) = Y p@)Pr (ya| a,0)PrE (ys | 2p,w) and

wenN
q(za, 28 |yays) = > v(0)PrY (24 | ya, v)PriY (25 | ys, v).
veY

Take the probability space (Z,p) = (2 x T, u x v) and define Alice’s local correlation as

Pra(za|za,w,v) = ZPr%)(zA | yA,U)PrEf)(yA |z, w),

and similarly for Bob. Then

(qop)(za.28 | za,zB) = Y q(za,28|ya,y)p(Ya, ys | 14, 75)

YA,YB
= 3 p@w) Y Pl (za | ya, 0)Pry (ya | w4, w)
weNUeT YA
S TP G Ly, )P (yp | 25,w)
YB

Z (w,v)Pra(za | za,w,v)Prp(zp | xp,w,v).

JW)ER

Proposition 6. The composition of quantum correlations is quantum.

Proof. Let p,q be quantum correlations with

p(ya,ys | za,zp) = tr(p(Eys @ FF)) and
q(24, 2B | ya,yB) = tr(c(MZ} ® NY2)),

where p is a density operator on H4 @9 and 0 on KA @ Rp, and {Ey}, {F)}, {M;}, and {N]} are
POVMs on the appropriate spaces. Then p® o is a density operator on H4 R Hp R K4 R RKp however
to align the Hilbert spaces we want the density R = S~!(p x 0)S where S : H4 ® 84 @ Hp @ Kp —
DA RHB R KA Kp is the natural swap transformation.

Next consider the family of operators {E%}.cz (for each z € X) given by

=Y Ereo M.
yey



These are nonnegative operators on 4 ® K4; we show these form POVMs by computing:

SNEE=>"E®Y M

z€Z yey z€Z
- Z Ey©lg,
yey
= IlyjA &® HRA-

Identically, F¥ = > yey Fyy @ NY define POVMs on $ip ® Rg.

Finally we compute
tr(R(ET4 x FP)) = tr(S™ ! (p ® 0)S(EZ4 x FLB))

= Y tr((p® 0)S(EZA @ F22 @ MYA x N¥2)S~Y)
YAYB

= Y wr((p®o)(Ejt ® MY ® FiB @ NYE))
YA,YB

= Y tr(p(Ep @ Fyo))te(o(MY4 ® NY2))
YA,YB

= (qop)(za,zB | za,2B).

Proposition 7. The composition of nonsignaling correlations is nonsignaling.

Proof. We simply compute

D (qop)(za,zp|zaxs) = > a(za,z8|ya,ys)p(yays | 14,25)

ZB YA,YB-ZB

=Y q(za,281ya,) > pya,ys | xa,z8)

YA,ZB YyB

= Z Q(ZA7ZB ’ YA, ) Zp(yA7yB ’ TA, ')7

YA,ZB YyB

where as above we use “-” to indicate the formula does not depend on this argument. This is the
first of the nonsignaling conditions (@l). The other follows identically. O

Write FinSetsr/, FinSet%, FinSetyg, and FinSet® for the categories whose objects are the finite
sets and morphisms are HomIS_IV(X, Y), Homg(X, Y), Hom}gvs(X, Y), and Hom® (X, Y) respectively.

IV. INJECTIVITY

In general categories there are two notions of injective homomorphisms: sections (left invertible)
and monomorphisms (left cancelable). Every section is a monomorphism in generality; in FinSet
both of these notions are equivalent to a function being one-to-one. Recall that in a general category
C a morphism f € Homc(A4, B) is a section if there exists a ¢ € Homc (B, A) with g o f = ida.
We say f is a monomorphism if whenever g, h € Homc¢(Z, A) satisfy fog = foh then g = h. A
natural question is to whether there are any other functions that can be inverted, if the inverse is
only required to be a synchronous nonlocal game. The answer is no as proven in the next result.



Lemma 8. Suppose p € Hom(X,Y) and q € Hom® (Y, X) with qop = idx. Then p corresponds to
a one-to-one function.

Proof. Let p,q be as stated and write f : X — Y for the function association to p. Writing out
qop=idy we have for all (z4,75) € X? that

ﬂ{xA::c’A}ﬂ{xB:x%} = Z q($f47x/B | yA7yB)p(yA7yB |$A7xB)

YAa,YB

= D a@h @5 YA ys) Ny a= ey Lyn=ren)}

YA YB

= q(@y, 2 | f(2a), f(2B)).

Now suppose f(zp) = f(x1). Inserting this into the above we get

L = q(wo, 21 | f(z0), f(21)).
However ¢ is synchronous and hence xy = x1. O

Theorem 9. In FinSet® the sections are precisely the deterministic correlations

P(YA,yBlT A, 2B) = Iiy,=fa(@awn)t Hys=Fo(@aan))
such that F = (fa, fB) : X?> — Y? is one-to-one and fa(xa,rp) = fa(xa,xp) if and only if
A —=2XRB.
Proof. Let p € HomS(X, Y') be a section and write g € HomS(Y, X) for a correlation with gop =
idx. Fix (z4,2p) € X? and and write 1(ya,yB) = p(ya,ysl|za, zB). Now,
Lot —a iy Uiy —apy = (@0 p) (@, 25 |24, 28)

= Y @y, @ [ya,yB)p(Ya, ys | x4, 78) (5)

YA YB

= > a(@s, 2 |ya, ys)u(ya, ys).

YAa,YB

As g is a stochastic map, and entropy H being a concave function, we have H(ﬂ{x’A:xA}ﬂ{x’B:xB}) >

H(u). However H(]l{xh:xA}Il{xb:xB}) = 0 and hence p is a point mass concentrated as some point
(§4,98). We define the function F': X? — Y2 by F(x4,25) = (§4,9p) obtained this way. Thus
for F' = (fa, fB) we have

PYA,YBlE A B) = Wiy = fa(@a0p)} Hys=F@aan)}-
Inserting this formula into (B]) produces
Lot —a iy U —apy = (@, 25 | fa(za,28), fB(24,2B)). (6)

Therefore g restricted to the image of F in Y2 is just a function back into X2. Extend this function
in any way to a function G : Y2 — X2, which then satisfies Go F' = id y2 and hence F' is one-to-one.
As p is synchronous, from equation (1) we get

Ly a=yst = Lya=fa(e.)} Myp=fp @)}



and so fa(z,z) = fp(x,x) for all x € X. Conversely, if fa(za,xp) = fp(xa,xp) then as ¢ is
synchronous we have from (@) that
ﬂ{:c’A:xA}]l{:c;B::cB} = ]l{x%::csg}

That is, we must have x4 = z g, as desired.
Conversely, let p be given as stated in the theorem. Clearly p is synchronous given its formula.
Now fix any & € X and define

_ [ (za,zB) if (ya,yB) = F(xa,2B),
G(yA’yB)_{ (Z,2) otherwise.

This is well defined since F' is one-to-one. Write G = (g4, gp) and define

q(ra, 2B | YA, yB) = ﬂ{xA=gA(yA,yB)}]l{xB=gB(yA,yB)}‘
Note that (y,y) = F(xa,zp) if and only if x4 = zp, and (y,y) not in the image of F' we have
G(y,y) = (2,2). Hence
q(za,xp | y,y) = 0 whenever x4 # zp,

and so ¢ € Hom® (Y, X). Finally,

(gop) (@, ap | za,28) = Z Lo =gawaws) Hol=g5(aws)t Hya=fa@awn)} Hyp=fo@a,zn)}

YA,YB
= Lot =ga(fat@aen) fo@aes) e =0p(faeaen).fa@arn)}
= Loty =} Maly=op)
and so p is a section. O

Corollary 10. The sections in FinSet%S are precisely the sections in FinSet.

Proof. Since Hom(X,Y) C Hom%4(X,Y) a section in Hom(X,Y) is also a section in
Homy (X, Y).
Conversely, let p € Hom%s(X ,Y) be a section. Then it is also a section of Hom®(X,Y) and so
from the theorem we have
P(ya,yplrawp) = Lys=ra@aws)y Yup=foazp)} (7)
such that F = (fa, fB) : X? — Y? is one-to-one and fa(xa,25) = fp(ra,zp) if and only if

T4 = xp. Since p is nonsignaling

Y Wy aen) = Liysmfa(eawn)

YyB

is independent of xp. That is fa(xa,zp) = f(x4) alone. Identically, fp(za,25) = g(xp). But
then f(x) = fa(x,z) = fp(z,z) = g(z) for all x € X and therefore (@) simplifies to

P(ya,yBlra, TB) = Ly, =)} Lyp=f(zp)}-

That is p € Hom(X,Y'). O



Corollary 11. The sections in FinSetyy,, and FinSety,, are precisely the sections in FinSet.

Proof. Since Hom(X,Y") € Hom%,,(X,Y) C Hom% (X,Y) the one-to-one functions define sections
in each of these categories. Moreover a section in each of these categories must form a section in
FinSety g, and therefore must be in Hom(X,Y). O

The above results show that the sections and the one-to-one functions are the same sets (having
identified a function with a deterministic synchronous correlation). However being monic is a
strictly weaker condition in general as the following results will show.

Lemma 12. In each of FinSet%v, FinSet%, FinSet}gVS, and FinSet® any correlation whose stochastic
matrix has zero right nullspace is a monomorphism.

Proof. Let p € Hom® (X,Y) have stochastic map P with zero right nullspace. If ¢q1,q2 €
HomS(U,X) are correlations with p o ¢ = p o ¢o then their stochastic maps ()1,Q2 satisfy
P(Q1 — Q2) = 0. In particular each column of @1 — Q2 is in the null space of P and therefore
Q1 = Q2 and g1 = ¢2. The identical argument works in the other categories. [l

The remainder of this section is dedicated to proving that “zero right nullspace” characterizes
when a synchronous correlation in any of these categories is a monomorphism. Let P be a stochastic
map and P% = 0. We can decompose @ = iy —i_ where each of @1 has nonnegative entries. Notice
that

0=(L,...,1)Pa
= (1,...,1)(dy — @)

= [lat [l = [Ja—|x-

Assuming @ # 0—which is what we ultimately aim to contradict—we may renormalize @ if necessary
so that ||@L|]s = 1, and hence each of @y defines a probability distribution. Our program is then
to use @4 to construct appropriate correlations ¢+ from which we can deduce @ = 0.

Proposition 13. In FinSet® the monomorphisms are precisely those correlations whose stochastic
matrices have zero right nullspace.

Proof. One implication is provided by Lemma For the converse, suppose p € HomS(X ,Y)isa
monomorphism with associated stochastic matrix P, and suppose P = 0 for some & € RI¥ . As
above, presume ¥ # 0 and decompose ¥ = Uy — U— where each ¥y is nonnegative with sum equal
one.

From @y we construct g+ € Hom®({0,1}, X) as follows: fix any & € X at define

1l ifeqg=2z=2

q+(za,25(0,0) = { 0 otherwise

0sea,5101) = vsa,5)
Lifog=2p =1
1 =
q+(za,2p[1,0) {0 otherwise,
Lifog=2p =1

q+(za,2p[1,1) = { 0 otherwise.
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Since ¢4 (z4,25]0,0) = g+ (xa,2p|1,1) = 0 when x4 # g, both ¢ and ¢_ are synchronous. Their
associated stochastic maps satisfy Q4+ —Q_ = (6, 7,0, 6) , and hence P(Q+—Q_) = 0. This implies
that pogy = pog_, from which we conclude ¢4 = ¢_ as p is a monomorphism. Therefore Q1 = Q_
and so we must have had ¥ = 0 as desired. O

Unfortunately this proof does not carry over to the other categories easily. The construction of
g+ is specialized to general synchronous correlations and would not define homomorphisms in the
more restrictive categories. Namely to construct qi,qe in the proper category leads to stochastic
maps Q1 — (2 which cannot not simply be formed by the given vector ¥ in the kernel. Consequently
we will need to know more information about the structure of the kernel of a stochastic map in
each of the categories.

Lemma 14. Let p be a nonsignaling synchronous correlation, P its stochastic matriz, and suppose
Pi = 0. Define wi(ra,v5) = Iz —z,) >, w(Ta,2) and wa(ra,5) = Lz —ayy .. w2, TB).
Then we have Pw; = Pwsy = 0.

Proof. Writing out P& = 0 produces

0= Z p(Ya,yp | va,xp)u(xa, zp) for all ya,yp € Y.

TAXB

Taking the sum on yp and using that p is nonsignaling gives

0= Y pyayslza,zp)u(za xp)

LA, XBYB
= > pya,yp|wa,) Y u(za,zp),
TAYB B

where we continue to use “-” to highlight that the correlation does not depend on xp. In fact, since
it does not depend on zpg, we could evaluate that argument at x4 and use the synchronicity of p

to find

> p(yays|wa,) =Y pya,ys | wa,24) = p(ya, ya | wa, xa).

YyB B

Inserting this into the above equation shows

0= plyayalza,za)d u(wa,z)

TA z
= Z p(ya,ya | xA7$B)ﬂ{:cA:xB} Zu(l‘A, z)
TAZB z

= Y pyayalza, za)wi(a, zp).

TA,XB
Finally, when ya4 # yp we have
> pays|lwa,za)w(@a,xp) =Y pya,yp|wa,xa) Y ulza,z) =0
TA,XB TA z

as p is synchronous. Therefore ZxA’xB p(Ya,yp | xa,x4)wi(xa,25) = 0 for all ya4,yp € Y. The

proof Py = 0 starting from the sum on y4 is identical. O
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We would like to use Lemma [Il to generate nonsignaling correlations, with « = v, and Lemma
4 almost allows this. The missing piece is the side-condition ), u(z’',z) = Y _, u(z,z’), using the
notation of the latter lemma, which does not appear to hold in general. We say a correlation is
symmetric if it satisfies

p(Ya,ys | zA,2B) = p(YB,ya | 2B, TA).

For symmetric correlations this condition is trivial. Moreover from equations 23] every syn-
chronous classical and quantum correlation is symmetric, and so we can complete our characteri-
zation of monomorphisms in these two categories as follows.

Lemma 15. Let p € HomS(X, Y) be a symmetric with associated stochastic matriz P. Suppose
Pii =0. Then v(xa,25) = u(xp,x4) also has P = 0.

Proof. Simply,

> pays | za,xp)v(ea,xp) = D pya,ys |z, zp)u(zs, x4)

TAZB TAXB

= > pya,ys | wp,za)u(za, vp)

TA,XB
= Y plys,yalza,zp)u(za,xp) = 0 for all ya,yp.
TA,XTB

0

Theorem 16. In FinSetISLIV and FinSet% the monomorphisms are precisely those correlations whose
stochastic matrices have zero right nullspace.

Proof. Let p be a monomorphic synchronous either hidden variables or quantum correlation with
associated stochastic matrix P. In either case p is symmetric and nonsignaling. Suppose P# = 0
with @ # 0 and as above decompose @ = @, —#_ where each of @4 defines a probability distribution.
Define

vi(za,2B) =us(zp,74)

Wi (24, 78) = Lp,—ap D (T4, 2)
z

242, 78) = loymap Y 0£(24,2) = laymap Y us(z,25).
z

z

Then the vectors ¥ = ¥y —v_, W = Wy —wW_, and Z = Z — Z_ are in the right nullspace of P from
Lemmas [I4] and
Set

( )
q+(r4,2B10,1) = us(za,7B)
q+(ra,2p]1,0) = vi(za,7B)
q+(xa, 25| 1,1) = 24 (x4, 2B)

Then by Lemma 2 both ¢+ € Hom%,({0,1}, X). Moreover
PQy—Q)=P(@d a7 2)=0

and so po gy = pog—. As pis monomomorphism g4 = g_ and in particular, ¥ = @y — U_ =
obtaining our contradiction.

O oy
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A general nonsignaling correlation will not be symmetric and so the above proof will not work.
Fortunately a simple modification can be made that provides the same result.

Theorem 17. In FinSet%S the monomorphisms are precisely those correlations whose stochastic
matrices have zero right nullspace.

Proof. Let p be a monomorphic synchronous nonsignaling correlation with associated stochastic
matrix P. As before, suppose P@ = 0 and decompose @ = iy — @_ into vectors that define
probability distributions. Now define

w:l:($A7 l‘B) = ﬂ{xA::cB} Z u:l:(xz‘b Z)

z

2e(wa,wB) = Uiz —ap) Z us(2,2p)

z

’L):|:($A,l‘B) = w:t($A,l‘B) + Zi(l‘A,$B) - u:t($A,l‘B)-

Both @ = W —w_ and 2= Z} — Z_ are in the nullspace of P by Lemma [I4l But then ¢ is also in
the nullspace of P as it is a linear combination of w, 2, and #. As in the previous proof form the
correlations

If we can verify Y, uy(z,2') =Y . vi(2’,z) and ) ug(2/,2) = > vi(x,2’) then by Lemma
[ both ¢+ € Hom%s({o, 1}, X), and the proof from the previous proposition carries through. To
verify these two facts, we simply work through their definitions:

Zvi(x',x) = Z (we (2, 2) + 24 (2, 2) — us (2, 2))

!

= ZU:I:(ZL',ZJ) + Zui(y,:p) — Zui(ﬂf,,ﬂf)
= Zui(‘rvy)’
Y

and identically >, us(2/,2) = ve(z, 2). O

V. SURJECTIVITY

Like injectivity, there are two notions of surjective homomorphisms in a general category:
retracts (right invertible) and epimorphisms (right cancelable). In a general C a morphism
f € Homc(A, B) is a retract if there exists a ¢ € Homc(B,A) with f o g = idp, and a epi-
morphism if whenever g,h € Hom¢(B, D) satisfy go f = ho f then g = h. As expected, every
retract is an epimorphism, and in FinSet both of these notions are equivalent to that of an onto
function. Analogously to sections, retractions correspond to onto functions in categories of nonlocal
games.
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Theorem 18. In FinSet® the retractions are precisely the deterministic correlations

P(YA,yBlzA, 2B) = Liy,=fa@ann)} Lyp=1o@ars)}

such that (i) F = (fa, fB) : X? = Y2 is onto, (i) fa(z,x) = fp(z,x), and (iii) for each y € Y we
have fa(z,x) =y = fp(z,z) for some z € X.

Proof. If p € Hom?® (X,Y) is a retract then p o ¢ = idy, which is precisely the condition for
q € Hom? (Y, X) being a section. By Theorem [ we have

q(xa, B |ya,yB) = Lo a=gawaws)t Hep=gs(yavn)}

where G = (ga,95) : Y? — X2 is one-to-one and ga(ya,ys) = g5(ya,ys) if and only if y4 = yp.
Just as in the proof of that theorem fix a § € Y and define

(ya,ys) if (za,zB) = G(ya,yB),
F _
(#a,25) { (9,9) otherwise.

Clearly F is onto since G is defined on all of Y2. If (z,2) = G(ya,yp) then we must have
falz,x) =ya =yp = fp(z,x); otherwise fa(x,z) =y = fp(z,x). Finally, fix an arbitrary y € Y.
Then we have 4 = ga(y,y) = g5(y,y) = xp, and so set © = x4 = xp. By construction this x has
F(z,z) = (y,y) or equivalently fa(z,z) =y = fp(z,z).

Conversely, suppose p is as given in the statement of the theorem. Clearly p is synchronous
given its formula. Construct G : Y2 — X? by selecting some (z4,75) € F~'(ya,yp) for each
(ya,yp) € Y2, under the condition that for (ya,yp) = (y,y) we select an (z,x) € F~1(y,y) whose
existence is guaranteed. Then set G(y4,yp) = (x4, xp), and define

424,28 | Y4, YB) = Lz y=ga(yawp)) Les=gnvaus)}-

As G(y,y) = (z,x) we have ¢ is synchronous and just as in Theorem [0 one computes p o ¢ = idy.
Thus p € Hom®(X,Y) is a retract. O

Corollary 19. The retractions in FinSet%S are precisely the retractions in FinSet.
Corollary 20. The retractions in FinSet%V and FinSet%V are precisely the retractions in FinSet.

The proofs of Corollaries and are essentially identical to those of Corollaries M0 and 01
respectively and so are omitted. Similarly, we can draw some immediate conclusions about the
nature of epimorphism by dualizing the corresponding results on monomorphisms. For example
the proof of the following lemma is structurally identical as that of Lemma [I2] and so is left to the
reader.

Lemma 21. In each of FinSet%v, FinSet%, FinSet}gVS, and FinSet® any correlation whose stochastic
map has zero left nullspace is an epimorphism.

Theorem 22. In FinSet® epimorphisms are precisely those correlations whose stochastic matrices
have zero left nullspace.

Proof. Lemma 21 provides one implication. To prove the converse, suppose p € Hom?* (X,Y) is an
epimorphism with associated stochastic matrix P and let wP = Q. Similar to what we have done
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before, decompose w = w4+ — w—_ into is positive and negative parts. Renormalize if necessary so
that ||wi|eo < 1. Define

q+(0,0 |ya,yp) =1 —w+(ya,yn)
q+(0,1|ya,yp) =0
(1,0 |ya,yB) =0
( )

q+(1,1 | ya,yp) = wi(ya, yn).

q+

Clearly ¢+ € Hom®(Y,{0,1}). If Q4 are the associated stochastic map then

Q—I-_Q—: = ;

and therefore (Q+ — Q_)P =0 and ¢4 op = g_ o p. As p is an epimorphisms we have Q4+ = Q_
and hence w = 0. O

Proving converses of Lemma [I2 required intricate knowledge about how synchronous correlations
behave in each of our categories. While none of those constructions dualize readily we can obtain
the analogous results through different arguments.

Theorem 23. In FinSet%S epimorphisms are precisely those correlations whose stochastic matrices
have zero left nullspace.

Proof. Lemma 21] provides one implication. To prove the converse, suppose p € Hom}s\} ¢(X,)Y) is
an epimorphism with associated stochastic matrix P and let wP = (. Synchronicity gives

0= w(ya,yp)pa ys |z, z) =Y wly,y)p(yy|z )
Yya,YyB Yy

Define u(ya,yn) = w(ya,ya) (independent of yp). Then from the nonsignaling condition

> u(ya,y)plya,ys | xa,xp) = > w(ya,ya) Y pya,ys | za,25)

YA,YB YA YyB

is independent of xp. And so we may take xp = x4, which gives

Z u(yAuyB)p(yAuyB ‘ an‘TB) = Zw(yAayA) ZP(?JA;?JB ‘ an‘TA)

YA,YB YA YB
= w(ya, ya)p(ya, ya | xa,24) = 0.
YA

That is, u also satisfies uP = Q. Identically we define v(y4,yp) = w(yp, yp) which has vP = 0.
Scaling w if necessary, we may assume ||w||o < %. As before, we decompose w = w1 — wa, but
here we choose

1
wi(ya,yp) = ZayAyyB + max{w(ya,ys),0}

1
w_(ya,yp) = ZayAyyB + max{—w(ya,yn),0}.
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That is, wy and w_ are the positive and negative parts of w as usual, but with an additional %
added to each element where y4 = yp. When y4 # yp, we have 0 < wy(ya,yp) < %, but when
YA = yp = y we have % < wi(y,y) < % Therefore w, and w_ both satisfy the conditions of
Lemma

Create the strategies & € Hom3 (Y, {0,1}) according to Lemma B

q+£(0,0 | ya,yB) = 1 +wx(ya,yB) — w+(ya,ya) — w+(ys,yB)
q+£(0,1]ya,yB) = w+(yB,yB) — w+(ya,yB),

q+(1,0 | ya,yB) = wi(ya,ya) — w+(ya, yn),

q+(1,1]ya,yB) = wi(ya,yB)-

Then the stochastic matrices (Q+ associated to these strategies satisfy

R+ —Q-= -

Hence, (Q+ — Q-)P =0 and ¢; op = gz 0 p. But as p is an epimorphism we have @+ = Q_ and
therefore w = 0. O

Unfortunately, to extend the above proof to the case of hidden variables or quantum correlations
one needs an analogue of Lemma Blfor these categories. However we know of no such results. To treat
the classical and quantum cases, we first show that the left nullspace of a symmetric synchronous
correlation decomposes into symmetric and antisymmetric parts. Then we prove that the symmetric
nullspace and skew nullspace must independently vanish.

Lemma 24. Let p be a symmetric synchronous correlation with associated stochastic matrixz P.
Suppose wP = 0. Then v(ya,ys) = w(yp,ya) also has vP = 0. In particular, if we decompose w
into its symmetric and antisymmetric parts,

(w(ya,yp) +w(yp,ya)) and

(w(yAv yB) - ZU(yB, yA))7

w(+) (yA,ZJB) = %
w' ) (ya,yp) = 3

then w® P = 0.

Proof. This follows from a straightforward calculation:

> v(yays)p(ya,ys | 2a,x) = Y w(ys,ya)p(ya,ys | x4, z5)

Ya,YB YAYB

= > w(yays)p(ys,ya | va,75)

YAYB

= Y w(ya,yp)p(ya,ys | zs,34) = 0.

YA,YB

0

In |24] we saw that there are nontrivial inequalities—even beyond symmetry—that must be
satisfied to conclude that a nonsignaling correlation is classical. Nonetheless the proof of Theorem
23 did not require a full characterization of the elements of Hom}s\} ¢(X,{0,1}). In the appendix we
prove Lemma 29 that provides a sufficient condition for a correlation to be classical.
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Proposition 25. Suppose p € Hom}%s(X,Y) 1s epic and symmetric with associated stochastic
matriz P and suppose wP = 0 with w(ya,yp) = w(yp,ya). Then w = 0.

Proof. Exactly as in the proof of Theorem 23] we construct

u(ya,yB) = w(ya,ya) which is independent of yp, and
v(ya,yB) = w(yp,yp) which is independent of y4,
and can conclude that u and v are also in the left nullspace of P as this follows from p being

nonsignaling. Now however we rescale w so that ||w||« < -5 where n = |X|, and decompose this
vector into positive and negative parts as

1
wi(Ya,yp) = Eﬂ{yA:yB} + max{w(ya,yn), 0},

1
w-(ya,y8) = ~L{y,=yp) +max{—w(ya, yp),0}.

Then we have

1
> wi(yayp) < ~ < wi(ya,ys),
YAFYB
and
1

D wi(ya,ya) <1<1+ 5 > wi(ya,ys).

YA YAFYB

These with the symmetry of w are precisely the conditions of Lemma 29, and so we conclude that

q+£(0,0 | ya,yB) = 1 —wx(ya,ya) — w(ys,yB) + wt(ya,yB)
q£(0,1]ya,yB) = w+(y,yB) — w+(ya,yB),

q+(1,0 | ya,yB) = wi(ya,ya) — w+(ya, yn),

q+(1,1]ya,yB) = wi(ya,yB)

define g1 € Hom#,(Y,{0,1}). Now the remainder of the proof of Theorem 23 carries over verbatim.
O

We know of no means to treat the skew part of the left nullspace by same sort of reasoning we
have used in all the results above. Instead we provide an ad hoc proof by directly building hidden
variables strategies with the needed properties.

Proposition 26. Suppose p € Hom]SVS(X, Y) is epic and symmetric with associated stochastic
matriz P and suppose vP = Q with v(ya,yp) = —v(yp,ya). Then v = 0.

Proof. If v # 0 we may normalize this vector if necessary so that ||v||; = % Decompose v into its
usual positive and negative parts:

v+(ya,yp) = max{+v(ya,yn),0}.

Note that as v is skew we have

v+(ya,yp) > 0 implies v¢(ya,yp) =0, and (8)
v+ (ya,yB) = v (YB,YA) 9)
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From (&) we have

2= Juli= DY lvsa,ys) —v-(ya,yp)|

YA,YB
= > vilyays)+ > v-(ya.yp),
YA YB YA,YB

and from (@) we have
> vi(yays) = > v_(yays).
YA,YB YAYB
Hence
> vilyays)=3= > v_(ya,yn).
YAYB YAYB

Define functions p+ on Hom(Y, {0, 1,2}) as follows:

v+ (yo, 1) i f(yo) =0, f(y1) = 1, but otherwise f(y) = 2;
>y V=0, y") if f(yo) = 1, but otherwise f(y) = 2
>y vy y1) if f(y1) = 0, but otherwise f(y) =2

0 in any other case.

pux(f) = (10)

Summing over f € Hom(Y,{0,1,2}), we see each of the three cases contributes the sum

Zyo,y1 ve (Yo, 1) = % As py are clearly nonnegative, these form probability distributions on

Hom(Y, {0,1,2}). Write g1+ € Hom?,(Y,{0,1,2}) for the classical synchronous correlations corre-
sponding to u- respectively.
Consider

q+(0,0 | ya,yp) = Zui o= s(ya) L{o=fys)};

the only functions that contribute to this sum are those with f(y4) = f(yp) = 0. If y4 # yp, then
from (I0) we see there are no such functions in the support of p+ and hence ¢+(0,0|ya,yn) = 0.
On the other hand, if y4 = yp then there are two types of contributions to this sum:

1. for each y # ya the function that takes f(y4) = 0, f(y’) = 1, and otherwise has f(y) = 2
contributes v4(ya,y’), and

2. the function with f(y4) = 0 and f(y) = 2 for all y # ya contributes > , vi(y', ya).

And so we have

(0,0 ya,ya) = D vi(ya,y Zvi Yy ya).

Y'#Ya

Now using ([@) compute

q+(0,0ya,y4) —q-(0,0 | ya,ya)

= Zu+ (ya,y —|—Zv+y YA) Z —(ya,y ZU (v, ya)

V' #Ya Y'#ya

Svi@ya) = D o (iya) | = | D o-ya) = D v ya)
v

Y'#ya Yy’ Y'#ya

= v4(ya,ya) —v—(ya,ya) = —v(ya,ya) = 0.
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Clearly ¢+(0,0 | ya,yB) — ¢—(0,0 | ya,yp) = 0 for y4 # yp as both terms vanish.
Now consider

q+(0,1 | ya,yp) = Zui o= s(yan Li=fs)}

which has contributions from functions with f(y4) = 0 and f(yg) = 1. If y4 = yp there are no such
functions. When y4 # yp there is only one such function in the support of u: the function that

additionally has f(y) = 2 for all y # y4,yp. Then from (I0) we have q+(0,1|y4,yB) = v+(ya,yB)
and therefore

q+(0, 1 | yAvyB) - Q—(Ov 1 |yA7yB) = U(yAvyB)-

Note this equation is also valid when y4 = yp as v(ya,ya) = 0.
Finally consider

q+(0,2 | ya,yp) = Zui Mio—syan Le=fws)}-

As above if y4 = yp there are no such functions that contribute this sum, while if y4 # yp there
are a number of contributors:

1. for each 3 # y4,yp the function that takes f(y4) =0, f(3') = 1, and otherwise has f(y) = 2
contributes v4(ya,y’), and

2. the function with f(ya) = 0 and f(y) = 2 for all y # ya contributes _,, v (Y, ya).

So for y4 # yp, we note that vy (ya,ya) = 0 and so
q+(0,2]ya,yp) = Y v(ya,y +Zvi Y, ya)-
y'#yB

Then just as we did before, we use (@) to conclude

q+(0,2 |ya,yB) —q-(0,2 | ya,yB)

= > vi(yay +Zv+ W ya) — > v—(yay)) = > v—(y ya)
"

Y'#YB Y'#YB

= | Do @iya) = Y vy iya) Z’U (v 9a) = D v-(,9a)
y/

y'#yB y'#YB
= vi(Ys,ya) —v-(yB,ya) = —v(ya,yn).
Again this formula also holds for y4 = yp.

The other elements of the correlations ¢4+ can be analyzed in the same way, except for
q+(2,2 | ya,yp) which can be determined from the fact that g+ form probability distributions.
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The overall results are:

q+(0,0 | ya,yB) —q-(0,0|ya,yB) =
q+(0,1ya,yp) —q-(0,1|ya,yp) = (yA,yB)
q+(0,2 |ya,yp) — q-(0,2 [ ya,yB) = —v(ya,yB)
q+(1,0ya,yp) —q-(1,0 | ya,yp) = —v(yA,yB)
q+(1, 1 ya,yp) —q-(1,1|ya,yp) =
q+(1,2ya,yB) —q-(1,2 | ya,yB) = —v(yA,yB)
q+(2,0 | ya,yB) — ¢-(2,0| ya,yB) = v(ya,yB)
q+(2,1ya,yB) — q-(2,1]ya,yB) = v(ya,yB)
q+(2,2ya,yp) —q-(2,2 | ya,ys) = 0.

Since vP = 0 we have the associated stochastic matrices (Q4+ —Q-)P = 0 and hence ¢y op = g_op.
But as p is epic, we conclude g1 = ¢_ and hence v = Q after all. O

Putting Propositions 25] and 26] together gives us the final result.

Theorem 27. In FinSetj?{V and FinSetg, epimorphisms are precisely those correlations whose
stochastic matrices have zero left kernel.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In most of the commonly studied categories sections and monomorphisms, and retractions and
epimorphisms coincide and so there no ambiguity as to what it means for two objects to be isomor-
phic. Formally an isomorphism is a morphism that is both a section and a retractions. Therefore
in any of FinSet}qIV, FinSetg, or FinSetjs\}S an isomorphism is just a bijective function as usual.

However in these categories monomorphism and epimorphism are strictly weaker conditions
than section and retraction. This leads to a weaker notion of equivalence, the bimorphism, which
is morphism that is both epic and monic. In all of these categories, a bimorphism is a correlation
whose stochastic matrix is nonsingular. In general, such a morphism is not an isomorphism as its
inverse matrix will not be nonnegative, and hence not correspond to any correlation.

Fortunately, or unfortunately depending on one’s perspective, this does not introduce a new
notion of equivalence of finite sets (which would then have ramifications on arithmetic). For two
sets to be bimorphic, they still must have the same cardinality.
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Appendix A: Boole’s inequalities

Understanding the relationships that must be satisfied by probabilities of overlapping sets dates

back well into the 19th century. Today such inequalities go under the names of Boole [44], Bonferroni
[45], and Fréchet |46, 47|, and are derived directly from the inclusion-exclusion principle. It is well
recognized that these bounds have a deep relationship with Bell’s inequality [48], and it is in this

context we examine them.

Originally, Boole considered the following problem: given two overlapping subsets S7 and Sy of

some finite probability space (£, Pr), then what can we say about Pr(S; N S2) given Pr(S;) and
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Pr(S3)? Boole is attributed to showing
max{0, Pr(S1) + Pr(S2) — 1} < Pr(S1 N S2) < min{Pr(S),Pr(S2)}. (A1)

Clearly, Pr(S; NS2) < Pr(S7) and Pr(S2) by monotonicity, and Pr(S; N S2) > 0 by positivity, of
the probability measure. The only remaining inequality

PI‘(Sl) + PI‘(SQ) —1< PI‘(Sl N 52)
follows immediately from the inclusion-exclusion principle:
Pr(S1) + Pr(S2) — Pr(S1NS2) = Pr(S; U S,) < 1.

Our problem is similar: given a finite set X = {zg,...,2,-1} and a collection of nonnegative
numbers w(x;, zx), when does there exist a probability space (£2, Pr) and subsets S; C € so that

w(zj,z;) = Pr(S;) and w(zj, z) = Pr(S; N Sy).
Boole’s inequalities provide necessary conditions:
L. w(zj,z) < w(zj,z;),
2. w(zj,xp) < w(xy, k), and
3. w(zj,z;) + w(wk, xp) < 14+ w(z), zp).

These are precisely the conditions (1-3) of Lemma [B] which characterize when such numbers
define a synchronous nonsignaling correlation. In addition to the obvious required symmetry
w(xj, ) = w(xg,x;), there are further criteria that stem from relations between the probabil-
ities of intersections of more than two subsets.

We claim that, without loss of generality, we may take Q = Hom(X, {0,1}) where

S;={f:X—={0,1} : f(z;) =1}
The complements of these sets we denote as
Sj={f:X —={0,1} : f(z;) =0},

and also introduce the notation S;) = S, and S} = S;. Note that each f € Hom(X,{0,1}) has
N ofe)
=08
§=0

In particular, if some probability space (€, Pr) has w(zj,zj) = f’vr(gj) and w(z;, xg) = f’?(gj N Sk)
for subsets S; C €, then we define F : Q — Q by F(w) = f for all w € ﬂ?_& S]f(xj). Then the

push-forward measure Pr = F,Pr also has w(zj, z;) = Pr(S;) and w(z;, zx) = Pr(S; N Sy).
Fix Pr, a probability measure on €. The we associate to this measure two vectors p,w € R2".
Writing j € {0,...,2" — 1} in bits,

J=Jo+ 124+ Ga12"7h
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the entries of these vectors at position j are defined as

n—1
pj:Pr<ﬂ Si’“) and w; = Pr ﬂ Sk
k=0

kjkzl

For example, when n = 2 these are

PI‘(SQ N Sl) PI‘(Q)
o Pr(go N 51) 5 PI‘(Sl)
= — d =
P PI“(SO N 51) and w PI"(S())
PI"(S(] N Sl) PI"(SO N Sl)
These vectors are related according to the following result, see also [49].
@n
Lemma 28. We have (é }) P =w.

Proof. Define the matrix

11
Mgz]l@"'@ﬂ@(o 1>®11®---11

where the nonidentity matrix is in the ¢th factor. The (j, k) entry of this matrix is

[Melje = Ljomho} -+ Loy =k 1} (M=} + Lgomop L=t ) UGy =hepa} L s =k}
Then

P20 S 0 8y) if o = K (for m # €) and jo = 0 and ke = 1,
(Mol kK = P20 Sy N Se) if j =k, and
0 otherwise.

So if j; = 0 then

S0t = Pr () S 150 + P () S 050 = () )
K m#t m#L m#L

While if j, = 1 then

Z[Me]j,kpk = Pr( ﬂ Sim ) Sy).
k m#AL

That is, when j, = 0 the ¢th term is removed from the intersection while if j, = 0 then it is kept,

@n
and is Sy. But < é i ) = M --- My,_1, and so after applying all M, the jth entry of the result is
Pr(ﬂz:jezl Se) = wj. -
The lemma provides the following characterization: for any vector & € R2", it entrywise satisfies
®n
1 -1 .
v > A2
< 0 1 > w20 (A2)

if and only if there exists a probability measure Pr on €2 so that w; = Pr((,. o=l Sk), and when
this is the case the measure is unique. Unfortunately this does not solve our problem as our vector
w is only defined for entries w; where j has bit-Hamming weight at most two.
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One question to ask is under what conditions on w(zx;, zx) can we extend these to a whole vector
that satisfies inequalities ([A2]). For example, in the case n = 3 these inequalities read

11-11 -1 1 1 -1 1 0

010 -1 0 -1 0 1 w(z2, x2) 0

001 -1 0 0 —1 1 w(z1,21) 0

000 1 0 0 0 —1 || wz) |_]|0

000 0 1 —-1-11 w(zg,zg) | — | O

000 0 0 1 0 —1 || wlwo, o) 0

000 0 0 0 1 —1 || wla,z) 0

00 0 0 0 0O O 1 wy 0

Isolating w~ we obtain
0,
ax —w( x0) + w(xo, 1) + w(z0, T2), < wr (A3)

(:El,:nl)+w(:n0,:n1)+w(:n1,x2)
—w(ze, x2) + w(xg, x2) + w(w1, 22)

1 = w(zo, x0) — w(w1, 1) — w(w2, v2)

+ w(zg, r1) + w(xo, x2) + w(w1, X2),
< ming w(zg,x1),
w(zg, z2),
w(zy, z2)

As (putatively) w7 = Pr(S1 N .S2 N S3) these inequalities can be viewed as the direct generalization
of Boole’s inequalities to threefold intersections. In order that ws; exists, we must have that each
of the four bounded terms on the left are no greater than the each of the bounding terms on
the right. This provides inequalities that are satisfied if and only if w7, and hence a probability
measure, exists. Note that these 16 inequalities are precisely those found to generate synchronous
Bell inequalities |24, Equations (6,7)], albeit with a different index convention.

Extending to four-fold intersections and beyond does not follow easily, unlike the triple-
intersection case above. To conclude this section we turn to an easier problem, and merely provide
sufficient conditions for the existence of a probability measure. The most straightforward case
appears to characterize solutions to (A2) when w; = 0 for bit-Hamming weight three or higher,
although other simple examples likely exist.

Lemma 29. Let X = {xo,...,2n—1} be a finite set and w(x;, x)) be nonnegative values that satisfy
1. w(xj,xp) = w(xg, z;),
2. w(wj, xy) > 3 w(@s, p), and
3. Y wlwg, ) <1+ 3 o w(wy, o).

Then there exists a probability measure on Hom(X,{0,1}) such that

w(xj, xp) =Pr({f : flz;) = fax) =1}).



25

That is,

—w(xa,xa) —w(zp,zp) +w(za,2B)
zp,TB) — w(Ta,TB)

(
(xa,x4) —w(za,zB)
(

defines a synchronous hidden variables correlation.
Proof. As indicated above, we define @ as follows:

1 ifj=o0,

w(xy, xg) if j = 2°,

w(wy, L) if j = 2642 (for £ # m),
0 otherwise.

wj; =

Similar to the previous lemma we define a matrix

1 -1
Ni:ﬂ®---®ﬂ®<0 1 >®11®---Il

where again the nonidentity matrix is in the ith factor, for which the (j, k) entry is

[Nilje = Lgjo=ho} - Lgii=hio ) L=ty = Lm0} L=t Lgin=hin) L=k}
Then on any vector ¥ supported on indices of bit-Hamming weight at most two,

~Vjigi if jy =k (for m #4) and j; = 0 and k; = 1,
[Ni]j,kvk = ’Uj if j = k’, and
0 otherwise.

Note that if j has bit-Hamming weight three or larger then [N;]; yvi = 0 for all k, and so [N;7]; = 0.
When j has bit-Hamming weight two then [N;]; zvr = 0, unless j = k for which it equals v;.
That is [NZ'ZT]] = vj.
When j has bit-Hamming weight one, j = 2¢, we have
—Vgige if k= 2%+ 2° where i # ¢,
[Ni]j7kvk = (%4 if k= 26, and
0 otherwise.

Thus [N;0]; = voe — Vgi9¢ When i # £ and [N;0]; = vye when i = £.
Finally, when j = 0 we have
—vqi if k= 27,
[Ni]o,kvk = Vo if k= 0, and
0 otherwise

and so [NV;U]o = vg — vgi.
Putting all these results together, we find

Vo — Vgi lfj = O,
Voi if j = 2°,
[Nit]; = { Vgt — Vgiyor if j = 2° for £ 14, (A4)
Vgt pom  if j =204 2™ for £ # m,
0 otherwise.
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We aim to compute

(57 0= (TIv)

and verify the inequalities (A2]).

We claim
_1 . .
n—1 1= ?70 1w2“ + EOSkmgnl—l worom if j =0,
[ New| = 2~ Zem=oWatsam = D1 Wt i j =20, (A5)
Z ; Waot 4 om if j = 20 4+ 9™ for ¢ #m,
=0 j .
0 otherwise,

which we prove by induction. Trivially, @ starts in this form, so inductively assume

n—2 oo
1— ZZ:O Wae + Zogkmgn—z Woryom if j =0,

n-2 -1 9 e

H Nw| =4 T Dm0 Watgam — Dom—piq Wt yom if j =25,

i=0 j Wat 4 om if j =2°+2™ for £ £ m,
0 otherwise.

Now for j of weight two

n—2
1=0 204 om
directly from the j = 2¢ +2™ line of (A5)). For j of weight one there are two cases to consider. First

n—2
[Nn_l H Niw]
=0

n—2
i) = Won—-1 — E Wot 1 om
on—1 m=0

again directly from the j = 2"~ line of ([AH)). For £ < n— 1 we use the j = 2° line of (AF) to obtain

n—2 {—1 n—2
Nn_l H NZQD = Wyt — E Wotgm — E Woegm — Wot on—1.
1=0 2 m=0 m={(+1
Finally, for j = 0 we have from (AR) that
n—2 n—2 n—2
Nn_l H NﬂE =1- E Wor + E w22+2m — Won-1 + E w2l+2m
=0 0 /=0 0<l<m<n-—2 m=0
n—1
=1- E Woe + E Waot yom.
{=0 0<l<m<n—1

Now, (I]; N;) @ < 0 directly from this formula and the assumptions on the coordinates @ made
in the statement. 0



	I Introduction
	II Nonlocal games and synchronous correlations
	III Categories of synchronous nonlocal games
	IV Injectivity
	V Surjectivity
	VI Conclusions
	 References
	A Boole's inequalities

