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Abstract

Quantum telepathy is the phenomenon where two non-communicating parties can exhibit
correlated behaviors that are impossible to achieve using classical mechanics. This is also known
as Bell inequality violation and is made possible by quantum entanglement. In this work, we
present a conceptual framework for applying quantum telepathy to real-world problems. In
general, the problems involve coordinating decisions given a set of observations without being
able to communicate. We argue this inability is actually quite prevalent in the modern era
where the decision-making timescales of computer processors are so short that the speed of light
delay is actually quite appreciable in comparison. We highlight the example of high-frequency
trading (HFT), where trades are made at microsecond timescales, but the speed of light delay
between different exchanges can range from the order of 100 microseconds to 10 milliseconds.
Due to the maturity of Bell inequality violation experiments, experimental realization of quantum
telepathy schemes that can attain a quantum advantage for real-world problems is already almost
immediately possible. We demonstrate this by conducting a case study for a concrete HFT
scenario that gives rise to a generalization of the CHSH game and evaluate different possible
physical implementations for achieving a quantum advantage. It is well known that Bell inequality
violation is a rigorous mathematical proof of a quantum advantage over any classical strategy
and does not need any complexity-theoretic assumptions such as BQP ̸= BPP. Moreover, fault
tolerance is not necessary to realize a quantum advantage: for example, violating the CHSH
inequality only requires single-qubit gates applied on two entangled physical qubits.
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1 Introduction
Quantum entanglement is a unique testament to the strangeness of quantum mechanics. As stated
in the celebrated result of John Bell [1], no local hidden variable theory can reproduce the correlated
behaviors of entangled particles. His prediction, which is known as Bell inequality violation, and
its subsequent experimental verification [2, 3, 4, 5], completely overturned traditional assumptions
of how nature works and made mathematically explicit the departure quantum mechanics makes
from the familiar classical world. This phenomenon was also described by Einstein, Podolsky,
and Rosen as “spooky action at a distance” [6]: although they are not communicating, entangled
particles can display behaviors that seem inconceivable and even uncanny. Hence Bell inequality
violation is also known as quantum telepathy.1 How this is possible can be tied to the particularly
counterintuitive nature of quantum entanglement. Stated plainly, just as relativity defies the
ancient intuition that time is absolute, quantum entanglement defies the ancient intuition that a
description of a combination of objects is the combination of their descriptions. Borrowing the words
of Aristotle, for a system of entangled particles, “the whole is greater than the sum of its parts” in
an information-theoretic sense.

Quantum telepathy is not a just topic of fundamental physics or philosophy. A series of
patents [8, 9] pointed out that quantum telepathy is a technology with real-world applications. To
better elucidate how Bell inequalities can appear in real-world settings, the patents propose a new
concept called “coordinating decisions between non-communicating parties” (CDNP) problems,
which we will henceforth refer to more simply as tacit coordination (TC) problems. We also
introduce this terminology because we will make some generalizations and slight deviations from
the usual theory of Bell inequalities and the equivalent computer science concept of nonlocal
games [10, 11]. In short, a TC problem arises when there are multiple non-communicating parties
who each make a local observation and a local decision. The aim is to optimize a global “utility” of
their collective decisions based on their collective observations.2 Note that for consistency, we will
use this terminology throughout the paper. One very natural real-world setting where TC problems
can appear is high-frequency trading (HFT). In this case, each party is a colocated server at a stock
exchange engaged in HFT for the same firm. Each server has access to local information, such
as stock price fluctuations at their respective exchange. Now, these stock exchanges are spatially

1There is also a related term, pseudo-telepathy [7].
2See Section 2 for a more detailed description and see Appendix A for a technical definition.
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separated by distances ranging from tens of kilometers to thousands of kilometers. The speed of
light delay thus ranges from hundreds of microseconds to tens of milliseconds. However, modern
HFT is conducted on timescales as short as microseconds and in the future may even shorten to
nanoseconds [12]. No matter how much effort is put into shortening latencies, with these numbers
it is physically impossible for different servers to communicate before making a trade decision.
However, there could be a nontrivial globally optimal pair of trades given a pair of observations to
minimize risk or maximize expected returns. See Section 3 for an example. Thus, HFT is naturally
a TC problem.

Now, we emphasize Bell inequality violation is irrefutable proof of a quantum advantage. It
does not require any complexity-theoretic assumptions such as BQP ̸= BPP and is actually a
straightforward mathematical argument. In fact, Bell inequality violation is so convincing that it
can be used to prove quantum advantage in other settings, such as shallow quantum circuits [13].
Furthermore, to achieve a quantum advantage we do not necessarily need complicated schemes
such as fault-tolerant quantum computing. For example, violating the CHSH inequality [14] only
requires two physical qubits and a single-qubit gate prior to each measurement. Indeed, the number
of qubits and fidelities necessary to violate the inequality have already been achieved half a century
ago [2, 3, 4, 5]. Even for Bell inequalities that require high-dimensional quantum systems to achieve
the maximum violation, it is sufficient to find (if it exists) a low-dimensional scheme that also
violates the inequality, just not maximally, to attain a quantum advantage.

The main message of this paper is the observation that TC problems are actually quite prevalent
in the real world and that a quantum advantage can be attained with currently available or near-future
technologies. The core insight is that speed of light delays for distances on the order of 10 km is
already 10 to 100 µs, which is a relatively long period of time in our modern world satiated with
classical processors that have GHz clock speeds. In particular, we conduct a case study of a concrete
HFT scenario that gives rise to a generalization of the CHSH game and assess different possible
physical implementations of quantum telepathy schemes. Our paper will be organized as follows.
In Section 2, we first give an informal definition of TC problems. Then, in Section 3, we present
the concrete HFT scenario and compute what quantum advantages can be attained. In Section 4,
we go into the detailed physical implementations of quantum telepathy schemes. In particular,
we evaluate their ability to achieve a quantum advantage for the said HFT scenario, considering
practical issues such as photon loss, entanglement generation rates, and robustness to noise. We end
with a discussion in Section 5, where we consider other settings where TC problems may arise such
as distributed computing and computer architecture. Appendix A gives technical definitions and
proves facts about TC problems that we use in our analyses, and Appendix B presents a numerical
optimizer for computing the quantum advantage attainable for general TC problems.

Related work Quantum telepathy is not a new concept. There are multiple papers discussing
applications of quantum telepathy [7, 15, 16, 17], but none point out that the speed of light delay is
a fundamental barrier for communication in many real-world settings. Furthermore, many of the
examples given are artificial and do not immediately appear relevant for real-world problems. The
concept of using quantum telepathy for HFT was first presented in [8, 9], but no realistic example was
given and the distance scales considered were thousands of kilometers. Distributing entanglement
across such a distance would require a quantum satellite [18], which is not always practical. These
patents also do not go into much detail about physical implementations nor quantitatively evaluate
their ability to achieve a quantum advantage. We note the ideas of this paper were included in a
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new patent [19]. An analysis of using quantum computers to solve Prisoner’s Dilemma which is
used to model HFT is given in [20].

2 Definition of TC Problems
We give an informal definition of TC problems. For a technical exposition, see Appendix A. A TC
problem involves multiple parties that each make an observation followed by a decision so as to
maximize a global utility. In fig. 1, we give an illustration of a TC problem. For simplicity, we will
assume there are two parties. A utility array describes what is the utility of a set of decisions given

1 2
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Figure 1: A TC problem with two parties. The first party makes observation o1 and subsequent
decision d1 while the second party makes observation o2 and subsequent decision d2.

a set of observations. For simplicity, suppose each party can only have two possible observations
{o, o′} and two possible decisions {d, d′}. The utility array can be written in matrix form:

U =



d, d d, d′ d′, d d′, d′

o, o u11 u12 u13 u14

o, o′ u21 u22 u23 u24

o′, o u31 u32 u33 u34

o′, o′ u41 u42 u43 u44

 ∈ R4×4,

where the rows are labeled by possible pairs of observations and the columns are labeled by possible
pairs of decisions. The matrix element is then the utility of that pair of decisions given that pair of
observations. The parties are to each make a decision given their observation that maximizes the
expected value of the utility, given an input distribution, that is, a probability distribution over
the observations. The catch is that the parties are cannot communicate during this decision-making
process. The reason for this could be various:

• The parties may be spatially separated and have to make decisions faster than the communi-
cation latency or even the speed of light delay.

• The parties may have lost their communication link due to a technical fault or other problem.

The former case can be quite prevalent in modern settings: take the parties to be computers that
perform tasks with GHz clock speeds. As long as the spatial separation between the computers is
more than 30 cm, communication is physically impossible.
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Without communication, how do the parties maximize their utilities? If they’re smart, the
parties would have agreed on a strategy beforehand given knowledge of the utility array. The
implementation of the strategy leads in general to a probability distribution of decisions conditioned
on observations, which can also be expressed as a matrix:

p(d|o) =



d, d d, d′ d′, d d′, d′

o, o p11 p12 p13 p14

o, o′ p21 p22 p23 p24

o′, o p31 p32 p33 p34

o′, o′ p41 p42 p43 p44

 ∈ R4×4
≥0 .

Because these are probabilities, this is a right stochastic matrix, i.e. the rows sum to 1. We will
call this conditional probability distribution the behavior of the parties. The expected utility is
then given by multiplying these probabilities with the entries of the utility array and some input
distribution pO(o).

In a deterministic strategy, each individual party simply makes a decision based on their
local observation:

1. Before starting, the parties prepare respective functions f1, f2 : {o, o′} → {d, d′} based on the
utility matrix.

2. After starting, the parties compute their respective functions by taking their respective local
observation as input and use the corresponding output as their decision.

In general, a classical strategy, also known as a local hidden variable theory, can involve
randomness: both local randomness for each party and shared randomness establishing correlations
between different parties. However, the expected utility of any classical strategy is always a convex
combination of the expected utilities of deterministic strategies. Hence, to find the maximum possible
expected utility function of all classical strategies, it is sufficient to only consider deterministic
strategies.

Now, the phenomenon of Bell inequality violation in the language of TC problems is this: for
certain TC problems, we can devise strategies using quantum mechanics that achieve higher expected
utilities than that of any strategy we can devise classically. Such quantum strategies are of the
following form:

1. Before starting, the parties share entangled particles. The precise state of the entangled
particles is specifically designed for the utility matrix.

2. After starting, the parties apply a quantum measurement to their particle, the type of
measurement being based on their observation.

3. The parties make decisions based on the measurement result.

Note here that no communication is conducted at any step. However, the parties need to be able to
share entangled particles.

In general, we will be interested in the quantum value and classical value, which are defined
as the expected utilities optimized over quantum and classical strategies, respectively. We will refer
to the difference between the quantum and classical value as the gap, or quantum advantage.
For detailed technical definitions of the concepts in this section, readers can refer to Appendix A.
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3 Latency TC Problems
We currently live in a world where the speed of light delay between different parties can be appreciable
compared to the timescales in which decisions need to be made. Classical processors have GHz
clock speeds, while light in vacuum can only travel 30 cm in 1 ns. Hence, TC problems can easily
arise in real-world scenarios where communication is not possible due to latency. In general, we give
the following criteria for a latency TC problem:

1. Multiple parties are involved that each make local observations and decisions.

2. There is a global utility associated with a set of decisions given a set of observations.

3. The parties do not have enough time to communicate their observations with each other before
having to make a decision.

The last criterion could be due to fundamental physics constraints such as speed of light (in vacuum)
delay or other factors such as having only an optical fiber connection through which light has to
travel farther than the displacement between the parties and travels more slowly than in vacuum.

3.1 High Frequency Trading

In this paper we will conduct a detailed case study involving a high frequency trading scenario
where quantum entanglement can provide an advantage. We will attempt to make the scenario
as detailed as possible, but some simplifications will be necessary due to lack of real market data
and to keep things conceptually straightforward. The TC problem we present should therefore
be interpreted as a toy model. In general, to obtain concrete quantitative predictions of quantum
advantage in practical settings, real historical HFT data is needed. We hope that this HFT scenario
and the quantum advantage that can be attained will inspire other interesting examples and attract
further research in this area.

Figure 2: HFT setup between NYSE and NASDAQ exchanges.

Consider the HFT setup in fig. 2. Suppose a market maker named Zhuo operates in NYSE
and NASDAQ, where he respectively trades correlated stocks X and Y. In layman’s terms, Zhuo
is a supplier: he provides trades (both buying and selling) for a stock X listed in NYSE and a
stock Y listed in NASDAQ near current market prices so that trading can proceed. Zhuo has two
colocated servers, one at each exchange. Each server receives market data from its local exchange
(observations) and modifies its HFT algorithm accordingly (decision). Thus the first criterion for
latency TC problems is satisfied. Since the stocks are correlated, the pair of decisions given the
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observations will determine how favorable Zhuo’s position is given the market information at both
exchanges (utility). Thus the second criterion is fulfilled. Furthermore, the data centers of these
two stock exchanges are around 35 miles [21], or 56.3 km, apart which means even a line of sight
connection in vacuum would entail a speed of light delay of at least about 188 µs. However, HFT
is sometimes conducted on timescales as short as microseconds [12], which means in general the
two colocated servers do not have enough time to communicate before they have to make a trade
decision. Thus the third criterion is satisfied.

We now provide the full details of this particular TC problem. As Zhuo is a market maker, each
server conventionally issues orders in pairs where one order is a bid and the other an ask. However,
the pair of orders is issued sequentially,3 and the first order is in general more likely to be filled.
This is due to the first order arriving earlier and having being made with slightly more up-to-date
information. Thus, if a bid order is always issued first in the pair, then there will be a slight bias
toward successful bid orders over ask orders. Which order to issue first corresponds to the decision
to be made in the TC problem for each server.

Now, assume the price movements of stock X and Y are usually positively correlated. In this
case, Zhuo should let the servers make opposite decisions in order to hedge, that is, to reduce
risk. That is, if one server decides to ask first, the other should bid first. This way Zhuo’s portfolio
will effectively have a nice tradeoff between two positively correlated stocks, thereby reducing the
variance of his position. However, each server will also look for a technical indicator that stock X
and Y are now negatively correlated.4 This corresponds to the observation in the TC problem that
each server makes. In this case, Zhuo should let the two servers make the same decision, again for
hedging. Now, both exchanges are looking for this indicator. If both see the indicator, then Zhuo
should definitely let the servers make the same decision. If only one sees an indicator, there can be
slight preference for making the same decision over opposite decisions or vice versa.

At a high level, we see that in this HFT scenario the utility (favorability of Zhuo’s position)
is only dependent on whether the servers make the same decision or different decisions. Hence,
it is an instance of an XOR game [11]. Here, the XOR of the decisions of the two servers has a
natural trading interpretation as hedging for positively or negatively correlated stocks. We next
wish to explicitly write out the utility array. Assuming that only one indicator of potential negative
correlation is not sufficient to prefer making the same decision over opposite decisions, the utility
array is actually that of the opposite winning conditions of the CHSH game:

U =



A,A A,B B,A B,B

N,N 0 1 1 0
N, I 0 1 1 0
I,N 0 1 1 0
I, I 1 0 0 1

,

where the observations N, I correspond to “No indicator” versus “Indicator” of negative correlation,
and the decisions A,B correspond to “Ask-first” or “Bid-first” order issuing, respectively. We will
choose the order of parties as the NYSE server followed by the NASDAQ server. This establishes that

3In general this will depend on the order types available at the exchanges. For example, some order types send
both the ask and bid orders in one message, but even then the server has to sequentially decide on their respective
price values. A possible exception to this is if the order type allows for specifying a spread.

4The precise nature of such an indicator would need to be empirically determined in real-world settings.
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a TC problem such as the CHSH game can manifest in real-world scenarios.5 Now, to quantitatively
evaluate a quantum advantage, we also need to consider the input distribution. Suppose the input
distribution is independent Bernoulli distributed with parameter p for both servers, where with
probability p the indicator is observed (I). We analytically solve this TC problem in Appendix A.1
where we find that a quantum advantage exists iff p ∈ (1 − 1√

2 ,
1√
2).

We can also consider a natural extension where one server observing the indicator leads to a
partial preference of making the same over opposite decisions. In this case we can introduce a
parameter β ∈ [0, 1] and the utility array is given by

U =



A,A A,B B,A B,B

N,N 0 1 1 0
N, I β 1 − β 1 − β β

I,N β 1 − β 1 − β β

I, I 1 0 0 1

. (3.1)

Assuming again an independent Bernoulli distribution for the input distribution with parameter
p, we can numerically evaluate the quantum advantage. The result is shown in fig. 3 for a grid of
values for p, β, as well as different cross-sections. These and other numerical results are obtained
via a general-purpose numerical optimizer applicable to any TC problem outlined in Appendix B.
We see that when β = 0, we obtain the previous results where there is a quantum advantage for
p ∈ (1 − 1√

2 ,
1√
2). Interestingly, as β increases to 0.5, the range of p for which there is a quantum

advantage increases, although the value of the quantum advantage decreases. At β = 0.5 there is no
quantum advantage. For β > 0.5 we observe a mirror image by taking β 7→ 1 − β. This is because
the corresponding utility array can be obtained by appropriately relabeling the observations and
decisions, which will lead to the same gap as per Lemma 7 in Appendix A. Hence, we see a family
of real-world scenarios where quantum entanglement can provide an indubitable advantage. For
convenience of reference, we will refer to this TC problem with the utility array given in eq. (3.1)
and with an independent Bernoulli distributed input with parameter p as the hedging problem.

4 Physical Implementation
In this section we explore the concrete details of physically implementing a quantum strategy for a
latency TC problem. We will in particular take the hedging problem as a case study. Our results
suggest that there is a tantalizing possibility for quantum entanglement to bring practical gains
to real-life TC problems such as those encountered in HFT with current or near-future quantum
technologies. Moreover, we have a concrete and realistic roadmap to realize said near-future quantum
technologies, such as vacuum beam guides [22].

In general, we will classify possible physical implementations into two types: direct photonic
connection (Type I) and quantum memory (Type II).

4.1 Direct Photonic Connection

In a Type I implementation, the two parties directly receive entangled photons from an intermediate
source node. This is exhibited pictorially in fig. 4.

5For simplicity, we assume that the figure of merit is indeed the expected utility. This is sensible for special cases.
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(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 3: (a) Quantum advantage for the hedging problem as a function of p and β, where each
ranges from 0 to 1 in increments of 0.1. Colors are in log scale. White squares indicate that there
was no quantum advantage found up to floating point error. (b) Quantum advantage as a function
of β for p = 0.5. (c) Quantum advantage as a function of p for β = 0.4.
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Figure 4: A physical implementation of a quantum strategy using a direct photonic connection
(Type I). The two parties each have photon measurement devices that receive entangled photon
pairs from an intermediate source. The measurement bases are determined by local observations
and the local decisions are determined by the measurement outcomes.

We will focus on two key specs for this setup to successfully implement a quantum strategy for
a latency TC problem:

1. Entangled photon generation rate

2. Photon loss.

A latency TC problem arises due to the extremely short time window in which decisions have to
be made. Furthermore, for simplicity we will assume the same TC problem repeats itself with high
frequency. This is sensible for many HFT scenarios: for instance, market makers such as Zhuo
would be solving the same TC problem over and over again because their method of taking a
favorable position or getting returns is always the same. The hedging problem is one such example.
For cases where the utility matrix changes with time, the parties and entangled photon source
could synchronize changing the quantum strategy over time. Nevertheless, this leads to the first
requirement for the physical setup: the entangled photons are generated at a sufficiently high
frequency so that a quantum strategy can be executed within the time window. In HFT, these time
windows are on the order of microseconds, which means entangled photons need to be generated at
MHz rates. This is already possible with current technologies using a continuous-wave laser and
a nonlinear crystal to produce photon pairs maximally entangled in polarization via parametric
down-conversion. These pairs can be produced at MHz rates (see for instance [18]). It is possible to
accommodate even shorter time windows by using pumped pulses, thereby achieving generation
rates up to 50 GHz [23]. We can also simply increase the number of entangled photon sources.
However, note that it is not strictly necessary that the entanglement generation rate be sufficiently
high to attain a quantum advantage overall. The parties can simply execute a deterministic strategy
during times when entanglement is unavailable, and execute a quantum strategy when it is.

The second spec is photon loss. This is a key difficulty for a Type I implementation that could
even preclude a quantum advantage [24]. Because of photon loss, not only are photons sometimes
unavailable, each party does not know whether the other party received their photon.6 One could

6There is also the problem of dark counts where one party erroneously detects a photon. This scenario can be
captured with the same mathematical framework.
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imagine that if they both knew that one of the photons was lost, they could revert to the best
classical strategy and thereby effectively achieve a nontrivial convex combination of the classical
and quantum values. This would retain a quantum advantage. However, because they each do not
know whether a photon was lost for the other party, they only have probabilistic control over what
strategy they implement. We explicitly define in Appendix A.3 how exactly loss affects the resulting
behavior of a quantum strategy. In general, the resulting behavior will be a convex combination of
behaviors where the weight is the probability of entanglement loss and the parties that experience
loss fall back to a deterministic strategy. As the probability of loss increases, the quantum behavior
eventually becomes a classical behavior, thereby leading to a loss of a quantum advantage.

Given a TC problem, assume each party successfully obtains their entangled particle with
probability η, which we call the efficiency. We can then define a threshold efficiency η∗ as the
minimal value such that for η > η∗, we can attain a quantum advantage. If the TC problem had no
quantum advantage even without loss, we define η∗ := 1. Consider for example the hedging problem.
We use the numerical optimizer outlined in Appendix B to compute η∗ for different possible values
of p and β. The results are shown in fig. 5. At a qualitative level, we see the same pattern as
in fig. 3. This is intuitive as lowering the efficiency will continuously lower the achievable expected
utility for quantum strategies with loss until it reaches the classical value.

It is known that for TC problems with two parties where each party has two possible observations,
the threshold efficiency is at least 2

3 [25]. This is also apparent in fig. 5. If we use optical fiber to
distribute the photons, this efficiency is already difficult to achieve for the distances involved for
HFT. In general, η exponentially decreases with the length of the channel l:

η = 10−0.1αl,

where α is the attenuation rate of the physical medium used for the channel. Now, the lowest
attenuation rate achievable by optical fiber for the optimal wavelength of 1550 nm is 0.17 dB/km [26].
Hence, to achieve an efficiency of at least 2

3 , the maximum length l allowed is around 10.4 km. Note
that this is the distance from the source to each party is therefore half the distance between the two
servers. The efficiency computed should also include detector efficiency, inter-component coupling
efficiency, and other possible sources of photon loss. This places an even stronger bound on length.
We see η∗ values considerably higher than 2

3 in fig. 5, which shows that using optical fiber in a type
I physical implementation is insufficient for the hedging problem when the two servers are separated
by larger distances, such as in the case of NYSE to NASDAQ. There are other physical medium to
consider, however. The authors of [22] consider using vacuum beam guides to distribute entangled
photons with which an attenuation rate as low as 5 × 10−5 dB/km can be achieved according to
numerical simulations. In this case, an efficiency of 2

3 is achievable for distances less than about
35,000 km, which is about the circumference of the Earth. Thus this would allow for quantum
strategies to be executed at continental distance scales, for which speed of light delays can be
significant. For example, the geodesic distance between the NYSE data center and the HKEX data
centre is about 12.9 × 103 km, which is a delay of about 43.1 ms. This is very long compared to the
time scale of HFT. For the case of NYSE and NASDAQ, using vacuum beam guides we can achieve
1 − η of about 3.24 × 10−4, which is sufficient for the majority of the points in fig. 5. Note that
optical fiber can still be useful for TC problems with shorter distances, or with a higher number of
parties [27] or possible observations [28].

For demonstration purposes, we next go into the fine details of strategies for the hedging problem,
setting p = 0.3, β = 0.3 for concreteness. In this case the threshold efficiency is computed to be
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(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 5: (a) 1 − η∗ values computed for the hedging problem with p and β taking values between 0
and 1 with increments of 0.1. Colors are in log scale. When there was no quantum advantage to
begin with, by definition 1 − η∗ = 0 and we draw a white square. (b) η∗ as a function of β when
p = 0.5. The lower bound of 2

3 is plotted as a dashed line. (c) η∗ as a function of p when β = 0.4.
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η∗ ≈ 0.941. So that we attain a noticeable quantum advantage, we set η = 0.95. We run the
numerical optimizer and find that the classical value is

c∗ = 0.79,

where an optimal deterministic strategy is for the NYSE server to always bid first and the NASDAQ
server to ask first when it sees no indicator and to bid first when it sees an indicator. The highest
expected utility for a quantum strategy with efficiency η = 0.95 is

q∗(η = 0.95) ≈ 0.792.

We prove in Appendix A.3 and Appendix B that when there are only two possible observations and
decisions for each party, qubit systems are sufficient for achieving the quantum value, even in the
presence of loss. Furthermore, we can parameterize the measurement basis with only one parameter.
Define the states

|ψ(θ)⟩ := cos θ|0⟩ − sin θ|1⟩
|ψ⊥(θ)⟩ := sin θ|0⟩ + cos θ|1⟩.

One optimal quantum strategy uses the following measurement operators. When neither server sees
an indicator, both servers measure in the computational basis7

{|0⟩⟨0|, |1⟩⟨1|}.

When either server sees an indicator, it instead uses the measurement

{|ψ(−0.590)⟩⟨ψ(−0.590)|, |ψ⊥(−0.590)⟩⟨ψ⊥(−0.590)|},

where the angle is in radians and three significant figures are kept. The shared entangled state is

|Φ⟩ = 0.0401|00⟩ − 0.902|01⟩ − 0.428|10⟩ − 0.0401|11⟩,

keeping three significant figures for the coefficients. Note that since the measurement operators
have all real elements, the shared entangled state also has all real elements. To realize this quantum
physically, we perform a Schmidt decomposition:

|Φ⟩ = 0.903|u0v0⟩ + 0.429|u1v1⟩, (4.1)

where

|u0⟩ := 0.9995|0⟩ + 0.0301|1⟩, |u1⟩ := 0.0301|0⟩ − 0.9995|1⟩

and

|v0⟩ := 0.0301|0⟩ + 0.9995|1⟩, |v1⟩ := −0.9995|0⟩ + 0.0301|1⟩.

The state in eq. (4.1) can for example be realized by letting |ui⟩, |vi⟩ be the vertical-horizontal
polarization basis and using the technique of [29]. The single-qubit rotations needed before the
measurement to switch back to the computational basis can be realized using linear optics. Lastly,
the optimal fallback deterministic strategy is for the NYSE server to always ask first and the
NASDAQ server to always bid first.

7Since we only care about the largest eigenvalue of the Bell operator (see Appendix A), there is a local unitary
degree of freedom and therefore we can without loss of generality always assume the measurement for the first
observation is in the computational basis.
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Figure 6: A physical implementation of a quantum strategy via quantum memories (Type II). Each
party has a quantum memory, which are entangled via photons in a heralded entanglement scheme.
The measurement bases are determined by local observations and the local decisions are determined
by the measurement outcomes.

4.2 Using Quantum Memory

The main shortcoming of Type I implementations is that the magnitude of photon loss in optical
fiber, the predominant physical medium for photonic communication in industrial applications, is
too high for many TC problems. One solution for this is for the parties to each have a quantum
memory, which could be a simple (few qubits) quantum computer with a long coherence time. The
memories are entangled via photons in a heralded entanglement scheme. This constitutes a Type
II implementation. The setup is shown in fig. 6. Because the entanglement is heralded, we can
avoid the problem in Type I implementations where the parties do not know if entanglement was
successfully distributed. Furthermore, by using quantum memories we can realize more complicated
and higher dimensional entangled states that may be difficult to realize with photons. Furthermore,
we know for XOR games it is sufficient to use maximally entangled states [30] to achieve all possible
XOR behaviors (probability of XOR = 0 or 1). Without having to worry about loss, for Type II
implementations all we have to do is to realize the maximally entangled state in this case.

The main specs we need to consider for Type II implementations are

1. Effective entanglement generation rate re

2. Fidelity of quantum operations F .

The effective entanglement generation rate is determined by the following parameters:

• Entanglement attempt time ta

• Heralded entanglement success probability ps

• Quantum memories multiplicity M

Here, ta is the time needed to generate entanglement for each quantum memory. This includes the
time for the physical operation to create memory-photon entanglement, the time for the photons

14



to travel to the intermediate node, and the time for the heralded entanglement information to
be received. Usually ta is dominated by the traversal times. Next, ps includes the probability of
successfully creating memory-photon entanglement, the probability of the photons reaching the
intermediate node, and the probability of correctly projecting the photons into the desired state.
Lastly, M is the number of quantum memories available to each party. This increases the effective
entanglement generation rate by a multiplicative factor. In summary,

re = Mps

ta
.

We would like a Type II implementation to have an effective generation rate sufficiently high for
the TC problem’s demand for entanglement (although again like Type I implementations this isn’t
necessary to get an overall quantum advantage).

We compute the effective entanglement generation rate for HFT between NYSE and NASDAQ
as a function of M . Assuming ta is dominated by photon traversal time, we split it into two terms.
The entangled photon traversal we will assume is through fiber with velocity vf , while to minimize
time for heralding we can use free space transmission with velocity vs. Then,

ta = 56.3
2 km ÷ vf + 56.3

2 km ÷ vs ≈ 230µs,

where we take

vf = 2
3 · 3 × 108 m/s = 2 × 108 m/s

and

vs = 3 × 108 m/s.

Next, we assume ps is dominated by photon loss and the probability of successful photon state
projection which is usually 1

2 . Thus, using the optical fiber attenuation rate of 0.17 dB/km,

ps = 1
2 · (10−0.1·0.17 dB/km·56.3/2 km)2 ≈ 0.055.

We therefore have

re ≈ M · 240 Hz.

As an example, to achieve 1 MHz rates needed for HFT, we require M ≈ 4300. This is entirely
feasible, for not only are multi-thousand-qubit processors already within reach [31, 32], but what is
needed here is not a 4300-qubit processor, but simply 4300 copies of single-qubit processors, where
each copy has a good photonic interface for establishing long-range entanglement. The technology
to achieve this has already been demonstrated: see for instance [33, 34]. Note that we are assuming
that the TC problem only requires qubit systems as in the case of the hedging problem. In general,
letting d be the distance between the parties, with the above assumptions on ta and ps, the effective
entanglement rate is

re = M · 10−0.1αd

2( d
2vf

+ d
2vs

)
= M · 10−0.1αd

d( 1
vf

+ 1
vs

)
.
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For Type II implementations, fidelity is also an important specification. Entanglement generation
involves noisy memory-photon entanglement, imperfect photon detection, as well as decoherence of
the memories during photon traversal. Measurement of the memories themselves can also be noisy.
We will evaluate how much the quantum advantage computed for the hedging problem in fig. 3 is
robust to noise. For simplicity, we will assume depolarizing noise on the entangled state, but in
realistic scenarios, a detailed physics simulation should be conducted. We define the robustness ν∗

as how much depolarizing noise can be tolerated before the quantum advantage disappears.
Now, the effect of depolarizing noise

ρ 7→ (1 − ν)ρ+ νπ,

where π is the maximally mixed state and ν is the magnitude of the noise, on the behavior of a
quantum strategy for the hedging problem is the following:

p(d|o) 7→ (1 − ν)p(d|o) + ν
1
4 , (4.2)

where we assume the quantum strategy achieves the quantum value and uses only qubits. Using
higher dimensional systems could affect the robustness, but at the cost of also incurring larger error
rates for the physical implementation. For a derivation of these results, see Appendix A.4. See
also [35] for a general study on noise tolerance. Using eq. (4.2) and the utility array eq. (3.1), we
can directly compute the effect of depolarizing noise on the expected utility:

ū 7→ (1 − ν)ū+ ν
1
4 × [(1 − p)2(1 + 1) + 2p(1 − p)(β + β + 1 − β + 1 − β) + p2(1 + 1)]

= (1 − ν)ū+ ν
1
2 . (4.3)

Conveniently, this transformation does not depend on p or β. We observe the second term in eq. (4.2)
corresponds to a constant classical behavior where each party independently chooses one of the
possible decisions A,B with probability 1

2 regardless of the observation, so the utility of 1
2 achieved

by such a behavior as computed in eq. (4.3) is always at most the quantum value. Thus, we can
simply compute the robustness as

ν∗ = q∗ − c∗

q∗ − 1
2
.

We plot the robustness for the hedging problem as a function of p and β in fig. 7. In the range of p
and β considered, other than some extreme values, we observe a robustness to depolarizing noise
of about 10−3 to 10−1. We even see robustness values of up to 0.293. That is, optimal quantum
strategies using qubits can tolerate depolarizing noise up to (not including) that magnitude and
a quantum advantage would remain. For fixed β, we also observe some regions with constant
robustness, which implies in those regions the quantum value q∗ is a fixed affine function of the
classical value c∗. In general, noise robustness can be interpreted as some form of normalized
maximal Bell inequality violation [35]. We also plot the quantum advantage for different values
of p and β under various noise levels in fig. 8. The range of p and β for which there is a quantum
advantage shrinks as the noise level increases.
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(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 7: (a) Robustness values computed for the hedging problem with p and β taking values
between 0 and 1 with increments of 0.1. Colors are in log scale. When robustness is 0, we draw a
white square. (b) Robustness as a function of β when p = 0.5. (c) Robustness as a function of p
when β = 0.4.
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(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 8: Quantum advantage for the hedging problem as a function of p and β, where each ranges
from 0 to 1 in increments of 0.1, for various levels of depolarizing noise. Colors are in log scale.
White squares indicate that there was no quantum advantage found up to floating point error.
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5 Discussion
Quantum telepathy is a potential new application of quantum technologies. In our modern era
of electronic computing where timescales are measured in microseconds or even nanoseconds, the
speed of light delay is actually appreciable in many scenarios. Coordinating decisions at such
timescales between space-like separated parties could benefit from using quantum entanglement.
High frequency trading is a notable example.

Aside from HFT, other possible applications include distributed computing and (classical)
computer architecture. While HFT is somewhat specialized, these latter two scenarios are much
more common, and any interesting usage of quantum telepathy would have a greater impact.
We consider the first application. Distributed computing may involve computers with a spatial
separation of around 100 meters, the square root of the area of an average data center in 2024 [36].
At this distance, any computational processes faster than 0.1 microseconds would be space-like
separated. Current entangled photon sources can achieve generation rates at this timescale [18],
and optical fiber can achieve an efficiency of η ≈ 0.998 at this distance scale.8 Hence this is the best
regime to make use of current technologies. As for the latter application of computer architecture,
distance scales may be on the order of 1 cm or shorter in a CPU (for example an Intel i7 CPU core
package size is 50 × 25 mm [38]). Although it would be difficult to find any processes faster than the
speed of light delay at such a distance scale, in general signal delays in a microprocessor cache can
be dominated by resistive-capacitive time delays in long on-chip interconnects [39]. Furthermore,
modern computer memories can have latencies significantly longer than the speed of light delay:
DDR memories can have latencies on the order of 10 ns [40], while SSD memories can have latencies
of 10 to 100 µs [41]. Needing to coordinate processes in different parts of the memory at these
timescales may therefore engender a TC problem. However, for such timescales, we may need to
use photon sources with very high generation rates such as [23] as well as faster electronics for
measurement. Now, in the case of computer architecture, for integration purposes it is more practical
to use optical waveguides to distribute photons. Compared to optical fiber, waveguides have a much
higher attenuation rate of about 0.2 dB/cm [42], which implies an efficiency of η ≈ 0.955 for a 1
cm distance. Note that the speed of light in a waveguide is around the same as that of optical
fiber: 2/3 of that in vacuum. Taking a step back, whether the application is HFT, distributed
computing, or computer architecture, the crucial next step for assessing the practical usefulness of
quantum telepathy is to analyze a TC problem encountered in an industrial setting with a utility
array based on real data, not just a toy model such as the hedging problem, and to comprehensively
analyze achievable efficiencies, fidelities, and entanglement generation rates to evaluate how big of a
quantum advantage can be attained. We leave this for future research.

Indeed, as a potential important application of quantum technologies, we anticipate quantum
telepathy will inspire new lines of theoretical and experimental research to make the technology
practically viable. On the theory side, a key research direction is to figure out techniques to compute
the quantum value and a quantum strategy that realizes it in an efficient way for general TC
problems, or special classes of TC problems encountered in real-life scenarios. Such techniques
should ideally also be able to consider entanglement loss. In particular, stronger results regarding
the minimum number of continuous variables needed in the general-purpose optimizer outlined
in Appendix B would be very useful. It would also be interesting to theoretically take into account

8Note in this case, the dominating source of loss would instead be from coupling. With current technologies,
coupling efficiencies of 90% or higher can be achieved [37].
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the multi-round nature [43] of TC problems encountered in practice. On the experimental side,
a research direction of crucial importance is to devise ways to share programmable entangled
states between the different parties. For Type I implementations, one possible approach is for the
entanglement source to use quantum computers such as atoms [44] or superconducting circuits [45]
to produce optical or microwave entangled photons with a programmable quantum state. For Type
II implementations, quantum teleportation [46] is a natural solution. It may also be useful to
devise heralded entanglement schemes that produce more general entangled states and not just
the maximally entangled state or a state of the type in eq. (4.1). Regardless of implementation
type, the authors of [8, 9] mention it would also be particularly interesting to physically realize
quantum embezzling states [47] which can be used to produce any bipartite entangled state without
communication. Such an entanglement source can accommodate all possible TC problems, which is
very convenient for standardization purposes. It could also be used in more complicated scenarios
where the utility array is changing over time.
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A General TC Problems: Definitions and Facts
In this section we present the theory of TC problems. Many of the concepts before Appendix A.1
are well known in the literature on Bell inequalities (see for example [48]), although we do make
some generalizations and slight deviations [8, 9] to capture essential elements of a real-world TC
problem and give a convenient framework to prove some results. We will make such deviations
explicit.

We first define a general TC problem.

Definition 1. Let n ≥ 2 be an integer. An n-party TC problem is a tuple

({Oi}n
i=1, {Di}n

i=1, pO(o), u),

where Oi,Di are non-empty finite9 sets, pO(o) is a probability distribution over O := O1 × O2 ×
· · · × On, and u is a multidimensional array indexed by observations and decisions: ud1,d2,···dn

o1,o2,··· ,on ∈ R,
oi ∈ Oi and di ∈ Di. We also define D := D1 × D2 × · · · × Dn.

Oi and Di are the sets of observations and decisions for party i. pO(o) is the input distribution,
a probability distribution over the set of possible observation tuples across all parties. The marginal
distributions of observations for each party in general may not be independent. This is an additional
element that is present in nonlocal games but not general Bell expressions as presented in [48].
Lastly, u is the utility array, where10 ud

o ∈ R is the utility of making a combination of decisions
d ∈ D given the combination of observations o ∈ O. We deviate from the theory in [48] by proposing
a multidimensional array structure instead of a vector structure for their equivalent notion of a Bell
expression. This is more natural since for one we should differentiate the observation indices from
the decision indices and each party’s index from each other. We also introduce the terminology that
when each party has the same number of observations m and the same number of decisions ∆, we
have an (n,m,∆) problem.

Definition 2. For any i ∈ [n], where [n] := {1, 2, · · · , n}, let oi ∈ Oi, di ∈ Di. We define a
behavior as a multidimensional array pd1,d2,···dn

o1,o2,···on as conditional probabilities p(d|o). The expected
utility of a behavior is given by ∑

o∈O
pO(o)

∑
d∈D

pd
ou

d
o. (A.1)

The conditional probability distribution p(d|o) describes how parties make decisions given the
observations. Again, we deviate from [48] by choosing to describe this as a multidimensional array
instead of a vector. Now, in a TC problem, the parties are not in communication. Hence, their
behavior has to satisfy a no-signaling condition, that is, for all i ∈ [n], o1, o2, · · · , oi−1, oi+1, · · · , on,
d1, d2, · · · , di−1, di+1, · · · , dn in their respective alphabets,∑

di∈Di

pd1,d2,··· ,di,···dn
o1,o2,··· ,oi,··· ,on

is the same for all oi ∈ Oi. In words, the marginal distribution over decisions of all parties other than
party i is independent of the observation of party i. Here, our choice using a array structure for the

9Theoretically, we could consider infinite sets, but this is not feasible in practical experimental settings.
10For convenience here and in other places we will often use the shorthand ud

o := ud1,d2,···dn
o1,o2,··· ,on .
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behavior gives the no-signaling condition a more natural interpretation as a form of multidimensional
array symmetry. Note that the TC problem formalism generalizes nonlocal games that usually only
have only binary outcomes of winning or losing. The formalism can capture this notion as a special
case by letting ud

o = 1 if (o, d) satisfies the winning conditions and equal 0 otherwise. Then, the
expected utility of a behavior is the probability of winning the nonlocal game.

We next define what behaviors are possible for parties with classical and quantum resources.
This part is very similar to the concepts in [48], so we will be brief.

Definition 3. A deterministic strategy is given by {fi}n
i=1 where fi : Oi → Di.

In a deterministic strategy, each player has a local function fi : Oi → Di which they use to make
decision di given observation oi. The corresponding deterministic behavior is given by

pd
o :=

n∏
i=1

δdi,fi(oi),

where o := (o1, o2, · · · , on), d := (d1, d2, · · · , dn), and δ is the Kronecker delta function. The
expected utility of a deterministic behavior is given by∑

o∈O
pO(o)uf(o)

o ,

where f : O → D is given by f((o1, o2, · · · , on)) := (f1(o1), f2(o2), · · · , fn(on)). More generally, a
classical behavior is defined by convex combinations of deterministic behaviors, which are attained
by classical strategies: probabilistic mixtures of deterministic strategies where shared randomness
can be used.

Definition 4. A quantum strategy is a tuple ({qi}n
i=1, {Mi}n

i=1, |ψ⟩), where qi ≥ |Di| is a positive
integer, Mi : Oi → SM (qi, |Di|), SM (qi, |Di|) being the set of all projective measurements on a
qi-dimensional Hilbert space consisting of |Di| projectors, and |ψ⟩ is a

∏n
i=1 qi-dimensional quantum

state.

In a quantum strategy, the players share a global quantum state |ψ⟩, where each of their shares is
of dimension qi. They apply a projective measurement Mi(oi) on their share when they make the
observation oi. There are |Di| possible measurement outcomes, which correspond to the possible
decisions each party can make. We can more conveniently denote the projectors of Mi(oi) as Π(di|oi)

i ,
indexed by di ∈ Di. The corresponding quantum behavior is then given by

pd
o := ⟨ψ|

n⊗
i=1

Π(di|oi)
i |ψ⟩.

We can therefore express the expected utility as

⟨ψ|
∑
o∈O

pO(o)
∑
d∈D

n⊗
i=1

Π(di|oi)
i ud

o|ψ⟩.

We will call the operator

∑
o∈O

pO(o)
∑
d∈D

n⊗
i=1

Π(di|oi)
i ud

o (A.2)
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the Bell operator of a quantum strategy. For the purposes of computing the quantum value it
is sufficient to compute the largest eigenvalue of the Bell operator. Note in general we can also
allow density matrices and POVM elements, but such strategies can always be considered to be a
quantum strategy according to Definition 4 but in a higher dimensional space via Naimark’s dilation
theorem.

A.1 Quantum Advantage

Now, we want to optimize the expected utility over different strategies. We can see from eq. (A.1) that
for such a purpose the key object of interest is the weighted utility array w where wd

o := pO(o)ud
o.

Indeed, we can express the expected utility of a behavior p(d|o) as simply∑
o∈O,d∈D

pd
ow

d
o .

We denote the set of all possible deterministic behaviors as D and quantum behaviors as Q. Then,
we define the classical value and quantum value of w as

c∗(w) := max
pd

o∈D

∑
o∈O,d∈D

pd
ow

d
o ,

q∗(w) := max
pd

o∈Q

∑
o∈O,d∈D

pd
ow

d
o .

We will call g(w) := q∗(w) − c∗(w) the gap.
Now, since deterministic strategies form a subset of quantum strategies, g(w) ≥ 0. We will

particularly be interested in cases for which g(w) > 0, in which case we call w gapped. Otherwise,
g(w) = 0 and we call it gapless. We denote the set of all gapped weighted utility arrays by G. We
establish some basic properties of G. We in particular explore transformations of an array that
preserves the gapped property.

Proposition 5. G is a cone, that is, it is closed under positive scalar multiplication.

Proof. Let α > 0. Then, let w ∈ G. It is clear that

c∗(α · w) = max
p(d|o)∈D

∑
o∈O,d∈D

p(d|o)αw(o, d) = α max
p(d|o)∈D

∑
o∈O,d∈D

p(d|o)w(o, d) = αc∗(w).

Similarly, q∗(α · w) = αq∗(w). Thus, g(α · w) = αg(w) > 0 and so α · w ∈ G.

We also define the constant array e ∈ G where ed
o = 1. It is clear translation by a multiple e also

preserves G:

Proposition 6. Let w be a weighted utility array. Then, g(w+xe) = g(w) for x ∈ R. In particular,
if w ∈ G, then w + xe ∈ G.

Proof. We have trivially

c∗(w + ηe) = c∗(w) + x|O|
q∗(w + ηe) = q∗(w) + x|O|.

Hence, g(w + xe) = g(w). The second statement is immediate.
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Another observation is that the ordering of observations and decision is arbitrary. Hence, the
following holds.

Lemma 7. The gap of a weighted utility array is invariant under permutations of observations and
decisions. That is, letting w be a weighted utility array, define the multidimensional array v whose
elements are

vd1,d2,··· ,dn
o1,o2,··· ,on

:= w
σ1(d1),σ2(d2),··· ,σn(dn)
π1(o1),π2(o2),··· ,πn(on) ,

where πi, σi are permutations of Oi,Di, respectively. Then, g(v) = g(w). In particular, if w ∈ G,
then v ∈ G.

Proof. This is immediate via simply relabeling observations and decisions according to πi and σi,
respectively, for all strategies.

We also state properties that do not hold regarding G.

Fact 8. G is not closed under addition.

That is, G is a cone but not a convex cone. To see this, consider the weighted utility matrix wCHSH
corresponding to the CHSH game [14]:

4(wCHSH)d1,d2
o1,o2 := (o1 ∧ o2) ⊕ (d1 ⊕ d2) ⊕ 1.

Here, we let oi, di ∈ {0, 1} so that we can use logical and bitwise addition operators. Intuitively,
the two parties have to make opposite decisions when both observations are 1 and have to make
the same decision otherwise. It is well known that wCHSH ∈ G. Then, define the “anti-CHSH game”
weighted utility matrix w̄CHSH as

4(w̄CHSH)d1,d2
o1,o2 := (o1 ∧ o2) ⊕ (d1 ⊕ d2).

That is, it has the opposite winning condition. By a similar argument as that of the CHSH game,
w̄CHSH ∈ G. However,

wCHSH + w̄CHSH = 1
4e ̸∈ G.

This establishes Fact 8.
Furthermore, counter to intuition, scaling the weighted utility by a different positive constant

for each set of observations does not always preserved gappedness. This kind of scaling can be
interpreted as changing the input distribution.

Fact 9. ∃w ∈ G, αo > 0 such that the array w′, defined as (w′)d
o := αow

d
o , is not in G.

The example is again CHSH, but this time we will make use of the correlation form:
1
4⟨A0B0⟩ + 1

4⟨A0B1⟩ + 1
4⟨A1B0⟩ − 1

4⟨A1B1⟩.

The scaling we choose is a natural scenario in which the input distribution for each party is i.i.d.
according to a Bernoulli distribution with parameter p ∈ [0, 1] instead of the uniform distribution as
is usually assumed for the CHSH game. In this case, we want to instead compute

(1 − p)2⟨A0B0⟩ + p(1 − p)⟨A0B1⟩ + p(1 − p)⟨A1B0⟩ − p2⟨A1B1⟩.
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For conciseness, we will denote the correlations with a, b, c, d ∈ [−1, 1], respectively. Then, the
quantum value is given by [49, 50, 51, 52]

max
a,b,c,d∈[−1,1]

(1 − p)2a+ p(1 − p)b+ p(1 − p)c− p2d (A.3)

subject to

| arcsin a+ arcsin b+ arcsin c− arcsin d| ≤ π (A.4)

and its possible permutations of a, b, c, d. We will compute this in full generality. First, we see that
if eq. (A.4) is strictly satisfied, we can always increase a, b, c and decrease d until

arcsin a+ arcsin b+ arcsin c− arcsin d = π (A.5)

and the expression in eq. (A.3) can only increase. Thus, it is sufficient to consider the equality
condition eq. (A.5). We will also see that this is sufficient to satisfy all other permuted versions
of eq. (A.4), so the result must be the maximum. We make use of the method of Lagrange multipliers:

L = (1 − p)2a+ p(1 − p)b+ p(1 − p)c− p2d− λ(arcsin a+ arcsin b+ arcsin c− arcsin d− π).

We solve for the stationary points:

∂L
∂a

= (1 − p)2 − λ
1√

1 − a2
= 0,

so

a = ±
√

1 − λ2

(1 − p)4 .

Similarly,

b = ±
√

1 − λ2

p2(1 − p)2 , c = ±
√

1 − λ2

p2(1 − p)2 , d = ±
√

1 − λ2

p4 .

In particular, we see that b = ±c. If b = −c, the correlation expression becomes

(1 − p)2a− p2d ≤ (1 − p)2 + p2.

The RHS can be obtained by the classical behavior where a = 1, b = 1, c = −1, d = −1, which also
does not attain the classical value (It is clear that depending on the value of p, we either want to
set either the first or last term in eq. (A.3) to be negative.). Thus, WOLOG, we will set c to equal
b. Thus, we have the simpler optimization

max
a,b,d∈[−1,1]

C,

where

C := (1 − p)2a+ 2p(1 − p)b− p2d (A.6)
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and

arcsin a+ 2 arcsin b− arcsin d = π. (A.7)

Let

sgn(x) =


−1 x < 0
0 x = 0
1 x > 0

be the sign function. We consider the following cases
1. sgn(a) sgn(d) ≥ 0: Then, taking the cosine of both sides of

arcsin a− arcsin d = π − 2 arcsin b,

we obtain

cos arcsin
√

1 − λ2

(1 − p)4 cos arcsin
√

1 − λ2

p4 +
√

1 − λ2

(1 − p)4

√
1 − λ2

p4

= − cos 2 arcsin
√

1 − λ2

p2(1 − p)2

since cosine is an even function. We simplify this equation to get

λ

(1 − p)2
λ

p2 +
√

1 − λ2

(1 − p)4

√
1 − λ2

p4 = 2(1 − λ2

p2(1 − p)2 ) − 1. (A.8)

We plug this into Mathematica [53] and obtain

λ = 0,± 1
2
√

2

√
(2p2 − 1)(2p2 − 4p+ 1) =: ±λ∗.

The λ = 0 solutions are classically attainable solutions, which might be optimal for certain
values of p.

2. sgn(a) sgn(d) < 0: We follow similar steps to get

λ = ±λ∗.

We need to check what conditions on p ∈ [0, 1] guarantee that λ∗ ∈ R. We see that this is true if

p ∈ [1 − 1√
2
,

1√
2

].

We can easily check that (λ∗)2 ≤ p4, (1 − p)4 and so is ≤ p2(1 − p)2, their geometric mean. This
ensures that a, b, d ∈ R, which means when λ∗ ∈ R, we obtain feasible solutions.

Now, we observe that to satisfy eq. (A.7), we must have at least one of a, b ≥ 0. Furthermore,
at least one of b, d ≥ 0. We therefore analyze 5 cases. We will see that in every case where ±λ∗ is
feasible,

arcsin d ≤ arcsin a, arcsin b. (A.9)

Since 2(arcsin x− arcsin y) ≥ −2π for all x, y and eq. (A.5) holds, all permutations of eq. (A.4) are
satisfied.
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1. a, b, d ≥ 0: Then sgn(a) sgn(d) ≥ 0. Hence,

C|λ=±λ∗ = 1
2
√

2

(
|2p2 − 6p+ 3| + 4p2 − 4p+ 2 − |2p2 + 2p− 1|

)
,

which is feasible when p ∈ [1 − 1√
2 ,

−1+
√

3
2 ] by checking if eq. (A.7) is satisfied. Note that the

three-term expression is written in the same order as eq. (A.6). In this range for p, we can
further simplify this to

C|λ=±λ∗ =
√

2[1 − 2p(1 − p)].

Note that since p ≤ −1+
√

3
2 < 0.5, |a| ≥ |b| ≥ |d|. As a, b, d are all non-negative, eq. (A.9)

holds. There is also the classical solution which is possible for all p ∈ [0, 1]:

Cλ=0 = −2p2 + 1.

2. a, b ≥ 0, d < 0:

C|λ=±λ∗ =
√

2[1 − 2p(1 − p)],

feasible when p ∈ [−1+
√

3
2 , 3−

√
3

2 ]. Due to the signs of a, b, d we clearly have eq. (A.9).

3. a, d ≥ 0, b < 0: One can check the λ∗ solution is not feasible for any p ∈ [1 − 1√
2 ,

1√
2 ]. The

classical solution in this case is

C|λ=0 = 2p2 − 4p+ 1.

4. b, d ≥ 0, a < 0: One can check the λ∗ solution is not feasible for any p ∈ [1 − 1√
2 ,

1√
2 ].

5. b ≥ 0, a, d < 0:

C|λ=±λ∗ =
√

2[1 − 2p(1 − p)],

feasible when p ∈ [3−
√

3
2 , 1√

2 ]. Since p ≥ 3−
√

3
2 > 0.5, |d| ≥ |b| ≥ |a|. Due to the signs of a, b, d,

we again can conclude eq. (A.9). The classical solution is

Cλ=0 = −2p2 + 4p− 1.

We combine the above results and compare the λ = ±λ∗ and λ = 0 solutions and find the former
solutions do better for p ∈ (1− 1√

2 ,
1√
2). Outside of this range the quantum value equals the classical

value, the latter of which can be easily computed. Since the CHSH inequality with an independent
Bernoulli distributed input is a natural generalization of the original inequality, we summarize our
result as a theorem.

Theorem 10. Consider the utility array wCHSH,p for the CHSH game with each input distribution
being an independent Bernoulli random variable with probability p. Then, the classical value is given
by

c∗ =
{

1 − p2 0 ≤ p ≤ 1
2

−p2 + 2p 1
2 ≤ p ≤ 1.
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while the quantum value is given by

q∗ =


1 − p2 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 − 1√

2
1√
2 [1 − 2p(1 − p)] + 1

2 1 − 1√
2 ≤ p ≤ 1√

2
−p2 + 2p 1√

2 ≤ p ≤ 1.

In particular, wCHSH,p ∈ G when p ∈ (1 − 1√
2 ,

1√
2) and ̸∈ G otherwise.

Hence, for p ̸∈ (1 − 1√
2 ,

1√
2), we obtain Fact 9. For convenience, we also provide the numerical values

for the bounds:

q∗ =


1 − p2 0 ≤ p ≤ 0.293 . . .

1√
2 [1 − 2p(1 − p)] + 1

2 0.293 . . . ≤ p ≤ 0.707 . . .
−p2 + 2p 0.707 . . . ≤ p ≤ 1.

We can check that indeed for p = 1
2 ,

q∗ = 1√
2

(1 − 1
2) + 1

2 = 1 +
√

2
2
√

2
= cos2(π8 )

as expected.

A.2 XOR Arrays

An interesting class of TC problems have utilities that only depend on the XOR of the decisions.
We make the following definition.

Definition 11. Suppose we have a TC problem where ∀i,Di = {0, 1}. An array m indexed by
o ∈ O, d ∈ D is an XOR array if

md
o = f(o,

n⊕
i=1

di) ∈ R.

We will call TC problems whose utility array is an XOR array an XOR problem. Note that this
implies the weighted utility array is also an XOR array. Such problems are equivalent to correlation
expressions [48] and the quantum values can be explicitly computed via a semidefinite program
(SDP) [11, 54].

An interesting observation is that we can conclude g(w̄CHSH) = g(wCHSH) via Lemma 7 applied to
wCHSH and setting π1 be a bit flip while letting all else be equal. We can generalize this observation
by making the following definition.

Definition 12. Let m be an XOR array, where md
o = f(o,⊕n

i=1 di). Then, define m̄ as the
anti-array that has elements

m̄d
o := f(o,¬

n⊕
i=1

di),

where ¬x denotes the bit flip of x.
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Intuitively, if w is a nonlocal XOR game, then w̄ is the same game with the opposite winning
conditions. We can now easy establish the following

Proposition 13. Suppose w is an XOR array. Then, g(w̄) = g(w).

Proof. Let π1 be the bit flip permutation on {0, 1}. Then,

w̄d
o = f(o,¬

n⊕
i=1

di) = f(o, π1(d1) ⊕
n⊕

i=2
di) = wπ1(d1),d2,d3,··· ,dn

o .

Hence, by Lemma 7, the conclusion follows.

Intuitively, for XOR problems, the procedure of reversing the winning conditions is equivalent to
local index permutation of the utility array, thereby preserving the gap.

A central result for XOR problems with two parties is the following theorem by Tsirelson.

Theorem 14 (Tsirelson [49]). The following four conditions for real numbers ckl, k = 1, · · · ,m,
l = 1, · · · , n are equivalent.

1. There are a C∗ algebra A with identity I, Hermitian A1, · · · , Am, B1, · · · , Bn ∈ A, and a state
f on A such that, for every k, l,

AkBl = BlAk; −I ≤ Ak ≤ I; −I ≤ Bl ≤ I; f(AkBl) = ckl.

2. There are Hermitian operators A1, · · · , Am, B1, · · ·Bn and a density matrix ρ in a Hilbert
space H such that, for every k, l,

AkBl = BlAk; Spec(Ak) ⊆ [−1,+1]; Spec(Bl) ⊆ [−1,+1]; tr[AkBlρ] = ckl.

3. The same as 2 and in addition for every k, l; and H = H1 ⊗ H2, Ak = A
(1)
k ⊗ I2 and

Bl = I1 ⊗B
(2)
l act on H1 and H2, respectively; furthermore

(A(1)
k )2 = I1, (B(2)

l )2 = I2, tr[(A(1)
k ⊗ I2)ρ] = 0, tr[(I1 ⊗B

(2)
l )ρ] = 0;

besides that

{A(1)
k , A

(1)
k′ } ∝ I1, {B(2)

l , B
(2)
l′ } ∝ I2;

H1,H2 are finite dimensional, obeying

dim(H1) ≤
{

2 m
2 m even

2 m+1
2 m odd

and similarly for H2.

4. There are unit vectors x1, · · · , xm, y1, · · · , yn ∈ Rm+n such that, for every k, l,

⟨xk, yl⟩ = ckl.
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The set {ckl}k,l is called a quantum correlation matrix. In terms of the TC problem formalism,
we can relate a quantum correlation matrix ckl corresponding to the quantum behavior pd

o via

c(pd
o)kl := (p(0,0)

(k,l) + p
(1,1)
(k,l) ) − (p(0,1)

(k,l) + p
(1,0)
(k,l) ) = 2p(XOR = 0|(k, l)) − 1. (A.10)

Note for XOR problems the expected utility of a quantum behavior pd
o only depends on the quantities

p(XOR = 0|(k, l)). Furthermore, we can relate the operators A(1)
k , B

(2)
l with the measurement

operators Π(di|oi)
i by

A
(1)
k = 2Π(0|k)

1 − I1, B
(2)
l = 2Π(0|l)

2 − I2.

We make the following definition.

Definition 15. Define a projection operator Π as trivial if Π is the zero or identity operator.
We define a quantum strategy to be degenerate if one party uses a trivial measurement operator.
Otherwise, we call it non-degenerate.

Note that if a party with only two possible decisions uses a trivial measurement operator, they are
locally implementing a deterministic strategy. We can thereby obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 16. Consider an XOR problem with two parties. Then, any possible quantum correlation
matrix ckl can be realized using a non-degenerate quantum strategy. Moreover, such a strategy can
attain the quantum value.

Proof. Let Sq be a quantum strategy and the ckl be the quantum correlation matrix realized. If
one of the parties uses a trivial measurement operator, WOLOG the first party, then for some
k, Π(0|k)

1 is the zero or identity operator. Then, Ak = ±I. But this implies tr[Akρ] ̸= 0 for any
quantum state ρ. Thus, measurement operators obeying condition 3 of Theorem 14 must all be
nontrivial measurement operators. The first conclusion follows. Since ckl are all that is involved in
the expected utility of an XOR problem, the second conclusion follows.

Such results can help reduce the search space for numerical optimizers that search over all possible
quantum strategies.

A.3 Behaviors with Loss

Here we take a look from a theoretical standpoint the phenomenon of entanglement loss when
physically implementing a quantum strategy. As mentioned in Section 4.1, such loss is common
when using photons to distribute entanglement [24]. In general, when loss occurs for a certain party,
that party can fall back to a predetermined local deterministic strategy. We can rigorize this concept
using the following definition.11

Definition 17. Let S ⊆ [n]. Then, we define an S-semiclassical strategy as a quantum strategy
where the measurement operators of the parties in S are all trivial for all possible observations. That
is, Π(di|oi)

i for i ∈ S are either the zero or identity operator.
11Note that instead of defining a semiclassical strategy as a special case of a quantum strategy, we could define it as

a generalization of a classical strategy, which would then allow for the choice of trivial measurement operators to
be based on observations and shared randomness. This is more general than what we define but does not lead to
higher expected utilities. Furthermore, “semiclassical” more often implies starting from quantum and then taking the
classical limit.
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In other words, the parties in S are each implementing a local deterministic strategy. An S-
semiclassical behavior is the corresponding behavior of an S-semiclassical strategy. Now, in
general entanglement loss is stochastic, therefore leading to the following definition.

Definition 18. Let Sq be a quantum strategy, Sd a deterministic strategy, and S ⊆ [n]. Then, we
use Sq ⊔S Sd to denote the S-semiclassical strategy obtained by modifying the quantum strategy Sq

so that the each party in S locally implements the deterministic strategy Sd.
Next, let ηi ∈ [0, 1] where i ∈ [n]. Then, the {ηi}i-lossy behavior of the tuple (Sq,Sd) is given

by

p(Sq ,Sd);{ηi}i
(d|o) :=

∑
S⊆[n]

∏
i∈S

(1 − ηi)
∏
j ̸∈S

ηj · pSq⊔SSd
(d|o), (A.11)

where pS(d|o) denotes the behavior corresponding to a strategy S.
Finally we define q∗({ηi}i) as the {ηi}i-lossy value of a TC problem the maximum expected

utility with respect to all possible {ηi}i-lossy behaviors.

It will be useful to define the {ηi}i-lossy Bell operator for a tuple (Sq,Sd)

∑
S⊆[n]

∏
i∈S

(1 − ηi)
∏
j ̸∈S

ηj ·
∑
o∈O

pO(o)
∑
d∈D

n⊗
i=1

Π(di|oi)
i (Sq ⊔S Sd)ud

o, (A.12)

where Πi(Sq ⊔S Sd) are the measurement operators used in the S-semiclassical strategy Sq ⊔S Sd,
which is itself a quantum strategy. The largest eigenvalue of this operator is highest expected utility
for the choice of measurement operators over all possible shared quantum states.

It is straightforward to show that the set of all quantum behaviors Q is convex [55]. Since a
semiclassical behavior is a quantum behavior, by the definition in eq. (A.11) we can conclude a lossy
behavior also belongs to Q. Thus, all possible {ηi}i-lossy behaviors constitute a subset of Q. We
can interpret {ηi}i as a “shrinking factor” of Q to D ⊆ Q: when ηi = 1 for all i, we can attain all
of Q, whereas when ηi = 0 for all i, we can only attain D.

We will establish the following basic result.

Proposition 19. Consider a (2,2,2) problem. Then, the behavior of a degenerate quantum strategy
is a classical behavior. Moreover, the same is true for lossy behavior where the quantum strategy is
degenerate.

Proof. The set of all possible classical behaviors is given by a polytope, called the local polytope [48].
By [56], the inequalities that define the local polytope for the case of two parties, two observations,
and two decisions are positivity conditions and permutations of the four terms in the CHSH
inequality.

We will explicitly show that the behavior of a degenerate quantum strategy satisfies all possible
CHSH inequalities. WOLOG, suppose the first party always outputs 0 when they make the first
observation. When they make the second observation, they perform some quantum measurement
{ΠA, IA − ΠA}. Let the second party’s measurement operators be given by {ΠB, IB − ΠB} and
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{Π′
B, IB − Π′

B}, in order of their observations. Then, we can compute

p(XOR = 0|(0, 0)) = tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB]
p(XOR = 0|(0, 1)) = tr[(IA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB]
p(XOR = 0|(1, 0)) = tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] + tr[((IA − ΠA) ⊗ (IB − ΠB))ρAB]

= 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] + 1 − tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB]
p(XOR = 0|(1, 1)) = 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] + 1 − tr[(IA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] − tr[(ΠA ⊗ I ′

B)ρAB].

Now, the CHSH inequalities are usually expressed in terms of the quantum correlation matrix
elements ckl. We first consider the usual permutation

c00 + c01 + c10 − c11

= 2tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − 1 + 2tr[(IA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] − 1 + 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] + 2 − 2tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB]

− 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB] − 1 − 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] − 2 + 2tr[(IA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] + 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB] + 1
= −2 + 4tr[(IA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] + 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB]

= 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB + (IA − ΠA) ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] − 2.

Now, it is easy to see that the operator ΠA ⊗ ΠB + (IA − ΠA) ⊗ Π′
B is an orthogonal projector.

Thus, its eigenvalues are either 0 or 1. Hence,

|c00 + c01 + c10 − c11| ≤ 2.

By symmetry, we only need to consider one other permutation:

c00 + c10 + c11 − c01

= 2tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − 1 + 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] + 2 − 2tr[(IA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB] − 1
+ 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] + 2 − 2tr[(IA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] − 2tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB] − 1 − 2tr[(IA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] + 1
= 2 + 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ ΠB)ρAB] − 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ IB)ρAB] + 4tr[(ΠA ⊗ Π′

B)ρAB] − 4tr[(IA ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB]

= −4tr[(ΠA ⊗ (IB − ΠB) + (IA − ΠA) ⊗ Π′
B)ρAB] + 2.

Again, ΠA ⊗ (IB − ΠB) + (IA − ΠA) ⊗ Π′
B is an orthogonal projector. Thus,

|c00 + c10 + c11 − c01| ≤ 2.

We can conclude that the quantum behavior satisfies the inequalities of the local polytope and is
therefore a classical behavior.

Now, given a tuple (Sq,Sd) where Sq is degenerate, the corresponding lossy behavior is a convex
combination of quantum behaviors (possibly semiclassical) where each behavior results from a
degenerate strategy. Hence, by the previous result, the lossy behavior is a convex combination of
classical behaviors and is therefore itself classical.

We next prove that 2-dimensional (qubit) quantum systems are sufficient to achieve lossy values for
(n, 2, 2) problems.

Proposition 20. Consider an (n, 2, 2) problem. Then, the {ηi}-lossy value can be attained where
the optimal quantum strategy Sq uses only qubit quantum systems.
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Proof. Fix a deterministic strategy Sd. Let Sq be a quantum strategy. The results in [57, 58] show
that the extremal points of the set of all quantum behaviors for (n, 2, 2) problems are realized by
quantum strategies using only qubit quantum systems. Thus, in this setting every quantum behavior
is a convex combination of qubit quantum behaviors. We therefore have

p(Sq ,Sd);{ηi}i
(d|o) =

∑
S⊆[n]

∏
i∈S

(1 − ηi)
∏
j ̸∈S

ηj · pSd
(dS |oS)pSq (dS̄ |oS̄)

=
∑

S⊆[n]

∏
i∈S

(1 − ηi)
∏
j ̸∈S

ηj · pSd
(dS |oS)

(∑
k

λkpSqk
(dS̄ |oS̄)

)

=
∑

k

λk

∑
S⊆[n]

∏
i∈S

(1 − ηi)
∏
j ̸∈S

ηj · pSd
(dS |oS)pSqk

(dS̄ |oS̄),

where S̄ is the complementary set of S, p(dS |oS) is the marginal probability12 on S ⊆ [n], λk is a
probability vector, and Sqk

are qubit strategies. Thus, for fixed Sd, the maximum expected utility
is achieved by a qubit behavior. We can then maximize over Sd to obtain the desired conclusion.

A.4 Noisy Quantum Behavior

We give a theoretical exposition on the effect of depolarizing noise in quantum strategies. We make
the following definition.

Definition 21. Let Sq = ({qi}n
i=1, {Mi}n

i=1, |ψ⟩) be a quantum strategy and ν ∈ [0, 1]. Then, the
ν-noisy behavior of Sq is the behavior that corresponds to the strategy Sq except the quantum state
|ψ⟩ is replaced by (1 − ν)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| + νπ, where π is the maximally mixed state. That is, the ν-noisy
behavior is given by

pd
o(ν) := tr

[
n⊗

i=1
Π(di|oi)

i ((1 − ν)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| + νπ)
]
. (A.13)

The robustness ν∗ of a quantum strategy whose expected utility is at least the classical value is the
smallest ν such that the expected utility of the ν-noisy behavior is equal to the classical value.

We can expand out eq. (A.13):

pd
o(ν) = tr

[
n⊗

i=1
Π(di|oi)

i ((1 − ν)|ψ⟩⟨ψ| + νπ)
]

= (1 − ν)pd
o(0) + ν

rank
[⊗n

i=1 Π(di|oi)
i

]
∏n

i=1 qi
.

We see that the effect of the noise is completely determined by the ranks of the measurement
operators. Now, the fraction in the second term can be interpreted as a behavior. Indeed, we
observe that it factorizes into behaviors for individual parties:

rank
[⊗n

i=1 Π(di|oi)
i

]
∏n

i=1 qi
=

n∏
i=1

rank[Π(di|oi)
i ]
qi

. (A.14)

12Note that by the no-signaling property the marginal probability does not depend on the observations of S̄.
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Hence, it is a classical behavior. We can therefore interpret ν as a shrinking factor of Q to the
set of all classical behaviors (with rational probabilities) that are factorizable, that is, where the
behavior of each party is independent. Note that this set includes D, so we can always attain the
classical value even for ν = 1. Furthermore, this implies for a quantum strategy with an expected
utility higher than the classical value, the expected utility for the ν-noisy behavior is monotonically
decreasing with ν.

For the case of the hedging problem when there is a quantum advantage, if a quantum strategy
only uses qubits and achieves the quantum value, the ranks of the measurement operators must be
rank 1 according to Proposition 19. Hence, in this case

pd
o(ν) = (1 − ν)pd

o(0) + ν
1
4 .

We claim that in the presence of depolarizing noise, increasing the dimensions of the quantum
systems used can increase the expected utility, even for the CHSH inequality. Recall the utility
array is given by

U =



0, 0 0, 1 1, 0 1, 1
0, 0 1 0 0 1
0, 1 1 0 0 1
1, 0 1 0 0 1
1, 1 0 1 1 0

,
and the inputs are uniformly distributed. Then, by Theorem 14 and Corollary 16, there exists
an optimal qubit strategy for the noiseless setting, call it Sq, which is non-degenerate. Thus, the
factorizable behavior in eq. (A.14) must be the uniform distribution. The expected utility for the
ν-noisy behavior of Sq is

(1 − ν) cos2 π

8 + ν
1
2 .

Now, consider modified quantum strategy Tq where both parties use ququarts (dimension 4). Instead
of the original entangled state |ψ⟩, we use |ψ⟩ ⊗ |00⟩. And for the all the projectors Π(0|oi)

i for the 0
decision, we replace it with Π(0|oi)

i ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| (the corresponding 1 decision projector is the orthogonal
complement). This clearly preserves the expected utility of the noiseless quantum behavior. However,
the ranks of the projectors are not doubled while the quantum dimensions are. It is not difficult to
see that the factorizable behavior in this case is, in matrix form,



0, 0 0, 1 1, 0 1, 1
0, 0 1

16
3
16

3
16

9
16

0, 1 1
16

3
16

3
16

9
16

1, 0 1
16

3
16

3
16

9
16

1, 1 1
16

3
16

3
16

9
16

,
which implies for Tq, the ν-noisy behavior achieves an expected utility of

(1 − ν) cos2 π

8 + ν
9
16 > (1 − ν) cos2 π

8 + ν
1
2

for ν > 0. This establishes the claim.
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B Numerical Optimizer
We give some details of the numerical optimizer used to compute classical and quantum values, as
well as how some of the figures were computed. The optimizer itself is quite straightforward but
can be used for arbitrary TC problems and not just special classes such as XOR problems.

B.1 Classical value

The classical value is straightforward to compute. The optimizer proceeds via brute force by iterating
over all possible deterministic strategies and tracking the largest expected utility found. Each
deterministic strategy is simply a choice of decision given an observation for each party, which for a
({Oi}n

i=1, {Di}n
i=1, pO(o), u) TC problem, would simply be parameterized by

n∑
i=1

|Oi|

discrete variables, the variables for party i taking |Di| different values. Aside from this brute force
approach, there are also linear programming methods as detailed in [59, 60].

B.2 Quantum value

Our numerical optimizer computes the quantum value via an optimization over explicit parame-
terizations of projective measurements on a q-dimensional Hilbert space Hq with ∆ ≤ q possible
outcomes. This parameterization has both continuous and discrete variables.

The continuous variables parameterize an orthogonal basis of Hq modulo nonzero scalar multi-
plication. We can do this via [61], which gives a parameterization of a unitary matrix via q2 real
parameters λm,n, m,n ∈ [q]:

U =

 q−1∏
m=1

( q∏
n=m+1

exp(iPnλn,m) exp(iσm,nλm,n

) ·
( q∏

l=1
exp(iPlλl,l)

)
, (B.1)

where the matrix multiplication proceeds from left to right,

Pl := |l⟩⟨l|,

and

σm,n := −i|m⟩⟨n| + i|n⟩⟨m|.

The range for λm,n is [0, 2π] for m ≥ n and [0, π
2 ] for m < n. Since an orthogonal basis modulo

nonzero scalar multiplication is basically a unitary matrix modulo multiplication by a diagonal
unitary, we see from eq. (B.1) that we simply can remove the rightmost term to obtain our desired
parameterization. Thus, in the end we only need the q2 − q parameters λm,n where m ̸= n, and use
the parameterization

U =

 q−1∏
m=1

( q∏
n=m+1

exp(iPnλn,m) exp(iσm,nλm,n

) , (B.2)
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where the columns of U are the basis vectors that we use.
We have figured out how to parameterize a projective measurement for each party. We next

must combine the parameters for each party together to parameterize a Bell operator in eq. (A.2).
Note that we do not need to parameterize the shared quantum state since we can simply compute
the largest eigenvalue of the Bell operator. In fact, WOLOG we can assume each party performs the
measurement in the computational basis upon the first observation, with respect to some ordering
of the observations. This is because we can always conjugate the Bell operator by a tensor product
unitary that rotates for each party the measurement operator used upon making the first observation
to the computational basis. In sum, for a TC problem ({Oi}n

i=1, {Di}n
i=1, pO(o), u), a quantum

strategy where party i uses a quantum system of dimension qi has a total of
n∑

i=1
(q2

i − qi)(|Oi| − 1) (B.3)

continuous variables and
n∑

i=1
|Oi|

discrete variables.
Interestingly, this is not always the minimum number of variables we need: for some cases we

can further eliminate variables. In the case of (n, 2, 2) problems, we can obtain the following result.

Proposition 22. Consider an (n, 2, 2) problem. Then, it is sufficient to use n continuous variables
to parameterize a quantum strategy that achieves the quantum value. Moreover, it is also sufficient
to parameterize a quantum strategy that with the appropriate deterministic strategy achieves the
lossy value.

Proof. By Proposition 20, to achieve the quantum value we can assume we are only using qubit
systems. By eq. (B.3), we therefore seem to need ∑n

i=1 2 · (2 − 1) = 2n continuous variables to
parameterize a Bell operator up to local unitary equivalence. We can halve this. Let λ(j)

m,n denote the
continuous parameters for party j’s projective measurement upon their second observation (recall
measurement upon first observation is in the computational basis). Now, for q = 2, eq. (B.2) gives

U =

 cosλ(j)
1,2 sinλ(j)

1,2

−eiλ
(j)
2,1 sinλ(j)

1,2 eiλ
(j)
2,1λ

(j)
1,2

 .
Let |v⟩ denote the first column vector. Hence, considering all possible observations and partitions,
the choices of a projector for party j is the following:

Πj ∈ {|v⟩⟨v|, I − |v⟩⟨v|, 0, I, |0⟩⟨0|, |1⟩⟨1|}. (B.4)

Then, we observe for all possibilities, the operator

Z−λ
(j)
2,1

ΠjZλ
(j)
2,1

is independent of λ(j)
2,1. Here we used the Z rotation matrix

Zλ :=
(

1 0
0 eiλ

)
.
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Thus, we see that  n⊗
j=1

Z−λ
(j)
2,1

∑
o∈O

pO(o)
∑
d∈D

n⊗
j=1

Π(dj |oj)
j ud

o

 n⊗
j=1

Z
λ

(j)
2,1


=
∑
o∈O

pO(o)
∑
d∈D

 n⊗
j=1

Z−λ
(j)
2,1

Π(dj |oj)
j Z−λ

(j)
2,1

ud
o

is independent of λ(j)
2,1 for all j. However, this operator is local unitarily equivalent to the Bell

operator. This implies that the largest eigenvalue is independent of these n parameters and so the
first conclusion follows.

In the lossy case, for any quantum strategy Sq and deterministic strategy Sd, every term in the
convex combination of eq. (A.12) also satisfies the above independence property since eq. (B.4) still
holds. The second conclusion therefore follows.

As an example, a quantum strategy for a (2, 2, 2) problem using only qubits would have 2
continuous variables and 2 + 2 = 4 discrete variables. Note that by Proposition 19 in this case a
quantum strategy whose behavior is not classical uses only nontrivial measurement operators. Thus,
the 4 discrete variables can be eliminated as we only need to consider the 1 + 1 = 2 partition. Thus,
to compute fig. 3, fig. 7 and fig. 8, we need to only optimize over 2 continuous variables.

Optimization is conducted via two methods. The first is brute force. For the continuous variables,
we choose a grid of values to evaluate over and also perform a gradient descent for each point in the
grid. This is implemented via scipy.optimize [62]. The discrete variables are evaluated at every
possible value. This method is clearly not scalable, so we also include another method, the CMA-ES
evolutionary algorithm [63] with discrete variables [64]. We use the Python implementation of [65]
in our optimizer. Note that CMA-ES does not guarantee a global optimum. However, in practical
scenarios it may be sufficient to find a quantum strategy with a higher expected utility than the
classical value. To double-check the results in fig. 3, fig. 7, and fig. 8, we performed both brute force
(with a grid linear size of 20 points) and CMA-ES optimizations and verified that we obtained the
same results. Note that since the hedging problem is an XOR problem, we can also use semidefinite
programming to solve for the quantum value [11, 54]. We instead use our optimizer since it can
handle general TC problems and use the hedging problem as an example of how to apply it.

B.3 Lossy value

To compute the lossy value of a TC problem, we optimize over tuples (Sq,Sd). This simply combines
the parameterization of a deterministic strategy and that of a quantum strategy. The number of
continuous variables is the same, but now the number of discrete variables is

2
n∑

i=1
|Oi|.

Note that we are now instead computing the largest eigenvalue of the lossy Bell operator in eq. (A.12),
so we again do not need to parameterize the shared quantum state. We can perform optimization
via brute force where for the deterministic strategy variables we also iterate over all possible values.
The CMA-ES optimization can be done by treating the deterministic strategy variables as just
additional discrete variables.
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By Proposition 19 and Proposition 20, we can compute the lossy value of a (2, 2, 2) problem by
parameterizing a quantum strategy that only uses qubits and nontrivial measurement operators.
By Proposition 22, we again only need 2 continuous variables. However, we now have 4 discrete
variables parameterizing the deterministic strategy which must be included in the optimization. We
perform brute force optimization over both continuous (grid linear size of 20) and discrete variables
for a given η to compute the lossy value, then perform a binary search over η ∈ [2

3 , 1] to find η∗,
thereby obtaining the results in fig. 5.
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