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The CHSH-Bell inequality and Tsirelson’s bound with postselection
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We find the necessary and sufficient condition on postselection for the CHSH-Bell inequality to
hold for local realistic theories. This condition is weaker than the usual fair sampling assumption,
demonstrating that the CHSH-Bell inequality will be valid under a wider variety of types of loss than
previously believed. This condition implies that Tsirelson’s bound must be satisfied for entangled

states.

I. INTRODUCTION

The contradiction between local realism and quantum
mechanics was first highlighted by the paradox of Ein-
stein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) [1]. Later, Bell pro-
posed a remarkable inequality that should be obeyed by
any local realistic theory [2]. More practical versions
of Bell’s inequality were presented by Clauser, Horne,
Shimony and Holt (CHSH) [3], and Clauser and Horne
[4]. The experimental demonstration of the violation of
these inequalities with photons |5] provides strong evi-
dence against local realistic (hidden variable) theories.

In the case of the CHSH version of Bell’s inequality
[3], the absolute value of the Bell function, which de-
scribes the quantum correlation between two systems, is
not allowed to exceed 2 by a local realistic theory. Even
though the CHSH-Bell inequality can be violated for cer-
tain quantum systems, the maximum value for the viola-
tion is Tsirelson’s bound of 2v/2 [6].

All spatially separate experiments for Bell inequality
tests to date have been optical and have relied on postse-
lection. That is, results are rejected if one, or both of the
photons in a particular pair are lost. In the case of the
CHSH-Bell inequality, the interpretation of the results
relies on the fair sampling assumption |3, [7]. That is, it
is assumed that the efficiency is independent of the mea-
surement settings, so the ensemble of detected pairs of
photons provides a fair statistical sample of the ensem-
ble of emitted pairs. Alternatively, the efficiency may
depend on the measurement setting, but be independent
of hidden variables [§]. Often it is assumed that the ef-
ficiency is independent of both the measurement setting
and hidden variables.

Given the utility of postselection in Bell tests, it is
important to explore more generally the conditions for
which it is valid. In this paper, we find a general con-
dition on the loss that is necessary and sufficient for the
CHSH-Bell inequality to be satisfied by any local hidden
variable theory. In contrast to the usual fair sampling as-
sumption, this condition allows the efficiency to depend
arbitrarily on both the measurement settings and the hid-
den variable, provided the efficiency may be expressed as
a product of a function of the measurement setting and a
function of the hidden variable. This demonstrates that

the CHSH-Bell inequality will be valid under a wider va-
riety of types of loss than previously believed.

It is also of considerable interest to study if postse-
lection can enhance the strength of Bell correlations be-
yond the Tsirelson bound without compromising their
validity. A method of using postselection on three qubits
to enable violations of the CHSH-Bell inequality beyond
Tsirelson’s bound was proposed in Ref. |9]. Unfortu-
nately, as we prove in this paper (see Appendix A), this
approach also allows unentangled states to violate the
CHSH-Bell inequality. Here we show generally that any
form of postselection that allows violation of Tsirelson’s
bound must also allow the CHSH-Bell inequality to be
violated for a local realistic theory and for unentangled
states.

II. CONDITION ON POSTSELECTION FOR
HIDDEN VARIABLES

First we prove a condition on the postselection that
is necessary and sufficient for the CHSH-Bell inequality
to be valid for a local hidden variable theory. Alice and
Bob share two components of an entangled state p, and
each performs one of two dichotomic measurements. The
probability of obtaining the measurement results s1, so €
{—,+} is denoted by ps,s,(a, B, p), where a € {4, a}
and B € {B,b} are the measurement settings for Alice
and Bob, respectively. The usual CHSH-Bell quantity is
defined by

B.=C(A,B)+ C(A,b) + C(a,B) — C(a,b) (1)
where C(Oz,ﬁ) = p++(a,ﬁ,p) - p+—(a7ﬁ7p) -
p—+(, B,p) +p——(ov, B, p).

For a stochastic local hidden variable theory probabil-
ities are given as

p5152(a7ﬁ7p) = Zp(x|p)p(81|a,:v)p(sﬂﬁ,x), (2)

where x is the hidden variable. Summing over the mea-
surement results gives the efficiencies as

E(e,B,p) = _pzlp)€ (e, 2)E(B, ), (3)
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where E(T', ) = p(+|T, ) + p(—|T, x) is the efficiency for
measurement setting I' € {A, a, B, b} and hidden variable
x.
The postselected form of the CHSH quantity is
g CAB)  CaB)  CAD  Clb
~ E(A,B,p) E&(a,B,p) E(Ab,p) E(a,b,p)

(4)

Using this, it can be shown that the generalisation of the
CHSH-Bell inequality for the case of postselection is

E(ow, )E(Ba, )

E(Oém, BLE? p) , (5)

Bl <4-2 z|p) min
51423 p(elp) iy

In addition, the probabilities p(+|T', z) may be chosen to
saturate this inequality. (See Appendix [Bl for this, and
all following derivations.)

If the condition that &(a,x)E(B,x)/E (e, B, p) is inde-
pendent of @ and 8 whenever p(x|p) > 0 is satisfied, then
it is easily seen that the sum in Eq. (@) is equal to 1, so
|B] < 2. On the other hand, if this condition is not sat-
isfied then the sum is less than 1. As the probabilities
may be chosen to saturate the inequality, there exists a
hidden variable model which gives |B| > 2. Hence we see
that this condition is necessary and sufficient for the Bell
inequality to be satisfied.

We can express the condition in a more convenient
way as follows. The value of E(a,z)E(B,x)/E(w, B, p)
can only be a function of z and p, so

E(a, 2)E(B,x) = E(a, B, p) f (x, p)- (6)

Alternatively, because the left-hand side has no depen-
dence on p and is a product of a function of o and 5, we
must have

E(a, f,x) = E(a)E(B)E(x). (7)

That is, the efficiency is independent between measure-
ment settings and any hidden variable. Contrary to the
usual assumptions, the efficiency can depend on both the
measurement settings and the hidden variable, provided
it satisfies this relation.

III. UNENTANGLED STATES

An alternative case which can be considered is that we
wish |B| < 2 to be satisfied for unentangled states. This
is important if we wish to demonstrate entanglement,
but are not concerned with disproving hidden variable
theories.

For quantum theory the probabilities of local measure-
ment results are obtained via the observables MFi by
p(£|T, p) = Tr(M:Zp), where p is the local reduced den-
sity operator. We also use the notation M = M + My
for the operator corresponding to a successful measure-
ment.

If we sum the restriction () over the values of the
hidden variable, we obtain

Eo, B,p) = E(@E(B) Y _ p(xlp)é (). (8)

This implies the condition for quantum states that
E(a, B,p) = E(@)E(B)E(p)- 9)
This restriction may be expressed as
Tr[(Mo © Mg)p] = E(a)E(B)E(p)- (10)

This restriction implies that M, /E(a) is independent of
a, and Mg/E(B) is independent of §.

It is relatively trivial to show that () is a sufficient
condition for the Bell inequality to be satisfied. As an
unentangled state may be regarded as a hidden variable
theory, and the condition (I0]) implies that () is satisfied,
we obtain |B| < 2.

On the other hand, it is nontrivial to show that it is a
necessary condition. This is because one cannot arbitrar-
ily choose the probabilities p(&|T', x) for given efficiencies.
Therefore it is not necessarily possible to saturate the in-
equality (&), as in the case of a general hidden variable
theory. However, it is possible to show that it is a nec-
essary condition by, in the case where (0] is violated,
deriving a separable state and a set of measurement op-
erators Ml? such that B > 2.

IV. TSIRELSON’S BOUND

It can be shown that the restriction (@) implies that
Tsirelson’s bound must be satisfied. We define new mea-
surement operators as Ml? = M;1/2M%M1:1/2. These
measurement operators now give unit efficiency (so there
is no postselection). We also define p to be the nor-
malised form of M~Y2pM~12 where M = M, ®
Mp/[E(@)E(B).

Under this change of the measurement operators and
state, the value of B is unchanged. The inequalities that
hold without postselection must continue to hold, and
in particular Tsirelson’s bound |B| < 24/2 holds. Thus
we find that the condition on the loss which is necessary
in order for the Bell inequality to hold for unentangled
states also implies that Tsirelson’s bound must hold.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown the necessary and sufficient condition
on postselection such that the CHSH-Bell inequality is
still valid for hidden variable theories. The efficiency
may be a function of both the hidden variable and mea-
surement settings, provided it factorises as a product of
functions of these quantities. This is a far weaker con-
dition than the usual fair sampling assumption, so Bell



inequalities may be used in a wider variety of situations
than previously believed.

The necessary and sufficient condition on postselec-
tion for the CHSH-Bell inequality to hold for unentan-
gled states is equivalent, except the role of the hidden
variable is replaced by the quantum state. This condi-
tion is also sufficient to guarantee that Tsirelson’s bound
holds for entangled states. This implies that, for a form
of postselection which allows Tsirelson’s bound to be vi-
olated, the CHSH-Bell inequality need not hold for local
realistic theories or for unentangled states.
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APPENDIX A: POSTSELECTION OF REF. [9]

Here we show that the approach to postselection
in Ref. [9] allows violation of the CHSH-Bell inequal-
ity with unentangled states. Reference [9] considers
the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state |U) =
(|4 + +)y+|— — =)y)/V2, where |£), are Y eigenstates,
and the three parties make measurements in the X or Z
basis. The qubits are labeled ¢, 7 and k according to
the following prescription. When Z is measured on each
qubit, either two results are —1 and one is 41, or all three
are +1. If two results are —1, the corresponding qubits
are taken to be ¢ and j. If all three results are +1, the
labels ¢, j and k are assigned randomly.

In practice, Z is not always measured on all three
qubits, so it is not possible to apply this method directly.
Instead, one could force qubit 3 to be k by measuring Z
on it and postselecting on a measurement result of 1 (as
proposed by [9]). Alternatively, one could randomly se-
lect a qubit, and force it to be k by this method.

The form of the CHSH-Bell inequality in Ref. [9] is
|B] < 2, with

Bm = C(Zl, Zj)—ka(Zi, Xj)—l'kC(Xi, Zj)—C(Xi, XJ)
(A1)
Here subscripts are used to indicate the operator acting
on the corresponding qubit, and zj is the result which
would be obtained by measuring X;. As Xj is not mea-
sured, the value of zj is inferred from the results of the
measurements on qubits ¢ and j. One takes xj to be the
negative of the product of the measurement results for
qubits ¢ and j (if X is measured on one and Z on the
other). Because of this method for selecting zy,
—IkO(Zi,Xj) = —ka(Xi, ZJ) =1. (A2)
For the GHZ state, one also obtains C'(Z;, Z;) = 1 and
C(Xi,Xj) = —1, SO Bm =4.

However, if one uses this method for selecting i, j and
k, as well as for selecting the value of xj, with an unen-
tangled state, then the inequality |B;| < 2 can still be
violated. Consider, for example, the state

p= 0= = Hhalm =+ =+ =)l + -]

+ = =) == [F )+ ). (A3)

It is found that, regardless of which qubit is taken to be
k, the Z; and Z; measurements are perfectly correlated,
so C(Z;,Z;) = 1. There are no correlations in the X
measurements, so C'(X;, X;) = 0, and Eq. (A2)) still holds
(because that is due to the method of determining xy).
We therefore find B, = 3, which violates both the Bell
inequality and Tsirelson’s bound.

APPENDIX B: DERIVATIONS

Lemma 1. Any local hidden variable theory must satisfy

E(ow, )E(Ba, )

E(ag, Buyp) (B1)

Bl <4 -2 p(x|p) min

az,Be

For given & there exist probabilities p(£|T',x) that satu-
rate this inequality.

Proof. We start from the postselected form of the CHSH
quantity given in Eq. {@]). This can be rewritten as

B A(A,z)A(B,z) A(a,x)A(B,x)
B—Ep@{ EABp) | EwB.p)

A(A, z)A(b,z)  Afa,z)A(b, x)}
E(A,b,p) E(a,b, p) ’

(B2)

where A(Fv 'r) = p(+|F7 .I) - p(_|ra I)
Because the probabilities are non-negative, we have
AL, 2)| < £, ). (83)
In addition, for given &£(T',z), we can choose the
p(£|T,z) = 0 such that A(T,z) takes any value in the
range [—&(T,2),E(T,z)]. Because B is linear in each
of the A(T',x), to maximise or minimise it we take ex-
tremal values of the A(T',z). By choosing the sign of
each A(T, x), we can obtain any combination of signs for
the terms in Eq. (B2]), provided the product of the signs
is negative. That is, we can obtain one negative term or
one positive term.

In particular, taking A(T", z) = £(T", ) makes the last
term negative. Then changing A(b, z) to —&(b, z) makes
only the third term negative. Alternatively, changing
A(a, ) to —&(a, z) makes only the second term negative,
or changing A(b, z) to —£(b, z) and A(A4,x) to —E(A4, x)
makes only the first term negative. To change the over-
all sign, so one term is positive and the remaining are

negative, we can change the sign of both A(A,z) and
Ala, ).



To maximise B, we take three terms positive and one
negative for each value of . The value of B will be
maximised with the smallest term taken to be negative.

That is,
,0)E(B,x)  E(a,z)E(B,x)
B<pr|p { ABp) " T E€@.B,p)
E(A,x)é'(b,:v) E(a,z)E(b, x)
E(A,b, p) E(a,b,p)
5(%,36)5(51,17)}
E(ow, Burp)  J

where the o, and (3, are chosen to minimise

E(ag, )E(By, x)
E(aw, Berp)

Summing the first four terms in Eq. (B4) gives

E(ay, ) (B, x)
8(011,[395,[)) '

—2 (B4)

B<4-23 pllp) (56)

Similarly, the value of B will be minimised by taking
three terms negative in Eq. (B2), and taking the smallest
term positive. That just gives the negative of what was
obtained before, so

8(am,x)5(6w,x)'

£ (0w Borp) (B7)

B> —4+22p(m|p)

Together these inequalities give the CHSH-Bell inequal-
ity for the case of postselection given by Eq. ([@). As the
above argument is constructive, it shows how to choose
probabilities p(+|T', z) in order to saturate this inequal-
ity. [l

Theorem 1. The condition that

E(a,z)E(B, x)
E(a, B, p)
is independent of o and B for p(z|p) > 0 is necessary and

sufficient for |B| < 2 to be satisfied for all probabilities
p(£|T, z).

(B8)

Proof. In order for B to satisfy the usual CHSH-Bell in-
equality, |B| < 2, the sum in Eq. (@) must be equal to 1.
Given that the condition is satisfied, we may take a, = «

and (3, = f for some arbitrary « and § in Eq. (@), giving
)E(B, )
Bl <4-2 _— - =2, B9
1< 423 el S0 (B9)

Thus the condition is sufficient.

To prove necessity, we show that if the condition is not
satisfied, then |B| < 2 may be violated. If the condition
is not satisfied for x = x, then select a and § such that

E(0,)E(B,a) _ E(0izy,)E (B, 2)
g(auﬁup) g(aw(nﬁwoap) '

(B10)

We than have

Zp(x)aaz,x)ewx,x)

- E(am,ﬁm, p)
E(B,x)
<Z B p)
— (x ( o, )E(B, x) _S(amo,x)f(ﬁmo,x)
pl 0"’)( (. B. ) € (g Bros p) )

B Ela,)E(B ) E(auy; ©)E(Bays @)
= 1=pl@lp) ( E,B,p) €0y, Buy:p) )
<1. (B11)

As there exists a choice of probabilities p(+|T", z) which
saturate the inequality (Bl), we can obtain |B| > 2. As
there exist choices of probabilities which give |B| > 2 if
the condition is violated, it is a necessary condition. [

Theorem 2. The restriction
= E()E(B)E(p)

is a necessary and sufficient condition for |B| < 2 to be
satisfied for all unentangled states.

Tr{(Mo @ Mg)p (B12)

Proof. Part A: Necessity

We define
M, ® Mg
Myg= ————. B13
= Z@ER) (1)
We have that, for example
Tr[(Ma,s — Ma,g)p] = 0 (B14)

for all p. This implies that M, g is not a function of «
or 3, and may be simply denoted M.

Thus the restriction (@) implies that M, /E(«) is inde-
pendent of a, and Mg/E(B) is independent of 5. That
is, M, and M4 can only differ by a multiplicative con-
stant, and similarly for M} and Mp. Now if M, /E(a) is
not independent of «, then there must exist orthogonal
states |po) and |¢1) such that

(o[ Malpo) (@1|Malpr) # (wol Malpo)(p1|Malpr).

(B15)

This result may be proven in the following way. Let us

assume that all orthogonal states give equality in (BI%).

Then, for any orthogonal basis {|¢;)}, we have

(pilMalg;) = r{p;|Malg;), (B16)

for some k. Therefore Tr(M,) = kTr(M,). Now we can

take {|¢)} to be the basis which diagonalises M, —rM 4.
Now we have

(D1 Male}) = K'(051Malef), (B17)

so Tr(M,) = k'Tr(Ma). Because Tr(M,) is nonzero

(these are positive operators), we have k = k’. There-

fore the diagonal elements of M, — kM 4 must be zero in



the basis {|¢})}. As this is the basis which diagonalises
M, — kM 4, we must have M, = kM. Hence we find
that equality in (BI) implies M, = kM4, so if M, is
not proportional to M 4, then there must exist orthogonal
states |¢o) and |p1) such that (BIZ) is satisfied.

Now for the restriction (@) to be violated, we need
either M, /E(a) not independent of o or Mg/E() not
independent of 8 (or both). Therefore we can select |p;)
and |x;) such that

(polMalpo){e1|Maler) < <%00|MA|<P0><%01|M¢1|<PE]>3,18)

(xo|MB|x0){X1|Ms|x1),
(B19)

(X0 Ms|x0){x1|Mg|x1) <

with strict inequality in at least one of these cases. We
also select these states such that the quantities on the
right-hand side are nonzero. This is always possible un-
less one of the operators Mr is zero. We exclude this case,
because then it is not possible to obtain the postselected
correlation probabilities. We therefore have

(ol Malpo) (1] M ale1) (xol Ms|xo) (x11Mp|x1)

< (ol Malpo)(p1]Ma|e1){xo|MB|x0)(X1|Ms|x1),
(B20)

We take the density operator

(Ipo) (ol @ Ix0)(xol + 1) (1] @ [x1)(xal) -

(B21)
In terms of the operators, the postselected Bell quantity
B is given by

l\3|’—‘

B Tr(AMsAMpp) Tr(AMaAM,p)
- TI“(MAMBp) TL“(MAMbp)
Tr(AMaAMBp) _ TI’(AMaAMbp) (B22)
Tr(M,Mpp) Tr(MyMyp)

For this density operator

5 L L ((AMA)(AMB);  (AM4);(AM,);
QJX:< MAMBP)

TL“(MAMbp)
< ><AMB>] _ <AMG>J<AMb>] (B23)
Tr(M,Mpp) Tr(M,Myp) ’
where the (---); indicates the expectation value using

the state |¢;) (for Alice) or |x;) (for Bob).
Given the My, we select the measurement operators
for the individual results as follows:

M = |po)(pol{Ma)o, M, = M — |po){wol(Ma)o,
M = My, My =0,

M, = Mg, M, =0,

M7 = |po)(eol(Mp)o, Mg = Mp — |eo)(@ol(Mp)o.

(B24)

We therefore obtain

)j = (=1)7(Ma);,
AMa); = (Ma);,
(AMy); = (My);,
AMp); = (=1)’(Mg);. (B25)

J
This gives the postselected Bell quantity as

1

1 (Ma)(Mp);  (Ma);(My);
5=3 2 <( v’ Tr(MaMpp) — Tr(MaMep)

=0
(Ma);(Mp); _qy <Ma>j<Mb>j)
Tr(M,Myp)

Tr(M,Mpp)
_1g <<MA> J(Mp);  (Ma); (M)
S 24 Tr(MaMpp)  Tr(MaMyp)

<M> (Mg); n <Ma>j<Mb>j)
Tr(M Mpp) — Tr(MyMyp)
(Ma)1(Mp)1

<Ma>O<Mb>0 _

Tr(MoMp)  Tr(MaMpp)
2(Ma)o(Ms)o
(Ma)o(Mp)o + (Mg)1(Mp)1

2(M4)1(Mp):

 (Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma) (Mp),’

=4 —

(B26)

Now we use Eq. (B20); adding terms to both sides gives

(Ma)o(Mp)o{Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)o(Mp)o(Ma)1{(Mp)1

+ (Ma)1{(Mp)1(Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1(Ma)1 (Ms)1
< (Ma)o(Myp)o(Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)o(Ms)o(Ma)1(Mp)1
+ (Ma)o(Mp)o(Ma)1(Mp)1 + (Ma)1(Mp)1{Ma)1(Mp)1.
(B27)
Rearranging this gives
(Ma)o(Mp)o((Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1)
+ (Ma)1(Mp)1({Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1)
< ((Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1)
x ((Ma)o(Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1), (B28)
(Mga)o{Mp)o
(Ma)o{Mp)o + (Ma)1(Mp)1
+ Map(Msn <1 (B29)

(Ma)o(MBp)o + (Ma)1(Mgp)1

We therefore obtain B > 2.

Thus we find that, if Eq. ([@) is not satisfied, for given
Mt there exists a separable state and a set of measure-
ment operators MI? such that B > 2. Condition Eq. (@)
is therefore a necessary condition for the Bell inequality
to be satisfied for separable states.



Part B: Sufficiency
A separable state may be written as

p= Z |¢m><ww| ® |¢w><¢w| (B?’O)

The index =z may be regarded as equivalent to a hidden
variable for a local hidden variable theory. The condition
(@0) then implies that the condition for local hidden vari-
able theories to satisfy the postselected Bell inequality is
satisfied, and hence |B| < 2. O

Theorem 3. The condition
Tr{(Ma @ Mg)p] = E(@)E(B)E(p) (B31)
is sufficient for B < 2v/2 to be satisfied for all states.

Proof. In terms of M = M, ® Mg/[E(a)E(B)] we have

_ Tr(AMAAMBp) Tr(AMAsAM,p)

= ENEBT (M) E(AEG)TR(My)
Tr(AM.AMpp) TT(AMaAMbp)' (B32)
E(@)E(B)Tr(Mp)  E(a)E(b)Tr(Mp)

Let P be the projector onto the support of M. It is then
clear that this equation is also satisfied with p replaced
with PpP. Now define p = VvMPpPv/M. Then we
obtain

Tr(M~Y2AMsAMpM~1/2p)
E(A)E(B)Tx(p')
Tr(M Y 2AMAAM,M—1/2p")
E(A)ED)Tx(p')
Te(M~Y2AMAMpM~=1/2p")
E(a)€(B)Tr(p')
Te(M~Y2AMAMM =12y
- E(a)E(b)Tr(p') ’

B:

(B33)

where the inverses are taken on the support of M.

Now we have the simplification

M= 2AM AMgM~1/2

E(@)E(B)
_ M(;l/zAMaM;UQ ® MEI/QAM,@Mgl/Q
=AM, ® AMg, (B34)
where
AMr = M — My
= MY ME MY — MM MR (B35)
We then have
B=Tr[(AMs® AMp + AM4 @ AM,
+AM, ® AMp — AM, ® AM,)p"],  (B36)

where p” = p'/Tr(p"). That is, B is the usual CHSH-Bell
quantity in terms of the modified measurement operators
and state. It must therefore satisfy Tsirelson’s bound,
and hence B < 2v/2. O
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