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For the bipartite Bell scenario with two inputs and two outputs, a nonlinear witness of
dimensionally restricted nonlocality is introduced. Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) box fraction
of dimensionally restricted nonlocality is then introduced and studied using the afore-
mentioned witness and a nonlinear measure of correlations. This PR box fraction is also
nonzero for certain Bell-local correlations. It is shown that any nonsignaling correlation
shared by Alice and Bob that has dimensionally restricted nonlocality contains secrecy
against any third party, Eve, who is also dimensionally restricted. In this context, for
the specific Bell scenario considered, it is demonstrated that the PR box fraction of
dimensionally restricted nonlocality can be used as a resource for secure quantum key
distribution, even if entanglement is not certified.
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1. Introduction

The nonlocality of quantum mechanics (QM), as demonstrated by the violation of
a Bell inequality X can also be studied in the framework of generalized nonsignal-
ing theories22 This framework of quantum nonlocality underpins black-box in-
formation processing tasks? such as device-independent quantum key distribution
(QKD) 58

In the framework of generalized nonsignaling theories, bipartite states are not
given by vectors in a Hilbert space but by bipartite joint probability distributions;
i.e. probabilities of a pair of results (outputs) given a pair of measurements (inputs).
In other words, quantum correlations will be replaced by more general “boxes” (
i.e. input-output devices). Here, we shall focus on the simplest possible scenario,
namely, the case of two possible measurements for each party (inputs z,y € {0,1});
each measurement providing a binary result (outputs a,b € {0,1}). In this case,
a bipartite state or correlation P(ablzy) is thus described by a set of 16 joint
probabilities.

The set of Bell-local distributions, which can be produced by using a classi-
cal state shared between the parties (a.k.a. local-hidden-variable (LHV) or shared
randomness), forms a polytope, which has 16 vertices (called deterministic distri-
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butions),

lLa=axr®p
Py (ablay) = § b=y @e (1)
0, otherwise.

Here, o, 3,7,¢ € {0,1} and & denotes addition modulo 2. The local polytope is
itself embedded in a larger polytope, the nonsignaling polytope, which contains all
states compatible with the nonsignaling principle. It has 8 nonlocal vertices (called
Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) boxes),

5 00b=2-ySar®Pydy
0, otherwise

Py aley) = { 2
which are all symmetries of the PR box, Ppr = Pg%g.7 The set of states attainable
by QM also forms a convex body, although not a polytope. The quantum set is
strictly larger than the local polytope — quantum correlations can be Bell nonlocal
— but strictly smaller than the nonsignalling polytope.

Any Bell-local distribution in the given scenario satisfies the complete set of Bell-
type inequalities,® on the other hand, any given Bell nonlocal distribution violates
one of these inequalities. For the simplest scenario, the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-
Holt (CHSH) inequality” and its symmetries, which are given by

Bagy = (=1)7 (A0 Bo) + (=1)"®7 (A¢ By)
+ (=1)2®7 (A, By) + (—1)2®FN®L (4, By) < 2, (3)

form the complete set, where (A, B,) = Y, (—1)*®*P(ablzy). Quantum correla-
tions violate the CHSH inequality up to 21/210

In M it has been shown that any nonsignaling distribution can be decomposed
as a convex mixture of a single PR box and 16 deterministic distributions. The
PR box fraction of this decomposition, minimized overall possible decompositions,
provides a measure of Bell nonlocality/*1215 known as nonlocal cost C'(P) 1°

Bell nonlocality of the given any quantum correlations is shown against any LHV
model of the correlation, i.e., P(ablzy) = >, pxP(alz, \)P(bly, A), where A denotes
a classical state with probability distribution {px}x, with py > 0 and >, px =
1. Here, the LHV models are expressed using a discrete-variable classical state A
(a.k.a finite shared randomness™?)
state. In other words, Bell nonlocality is shown against any classical state A whose
dimension dy, i.e., the number of values it takes in the LHV model, is unlimited.
Thus, quantum Bell nonlocality implies nonlocality independently of the dimension
of the state used inside the box. This property of quantum Bell nonlocality was
utilized to demonstrate secure QKD protocols in a device-independent way, i.e.,
independently of the dimension of the quantum state shared by the parties /G138

In® the authors presented the CHSH-protocol of secure key distribution based
on the PR box fraction of the nonlocal cost. The CHSH-protocol consists of Eve,

, which could also have been a continuous-variable
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Eve

a€{0,1}

be(0,1]}

Fig. 1: The CHSH-protocol of secure key distribution in the device-independent

scenario©

who has a tripartite probability distribution P(abe|zyz), sending the marginal bi-
partite distribution ), P(abe|zyz) to Alice and Bob as in Fig. 1} If the correlation
shared by Alice and Bob has an LHV model, then the correlation can be shared
with Eve by using a classical state A\. On the other hand, if the correlation has Bell
nonlocality, then the correlation contains secrecy

In this work, we consider dimensionally restricted nonlocality (DRNL), i.e.,
nonlocality shown against any classical state A whose dimension is limited to the
number of measurement results. Suppose a correlation P(ab|zy) is produced using
a bipartite quantum state, with local dimensions d4 and dg on Alice’s and Bob’s
side, respectively, with the number of results n = min{d 4, dg} on each side. Then
the correlation has DRNL if it does not have a dimensionally restricted LHV model,
ie.,

dy+—1
Plabley) = 3 pa- Plale, X)Pbly. A°). (4)
A*=0
Here, \* denotes a classical state that minimizes d) required to simulate the corre-
lation and satisfies dy» < m. The LHV model of the given correlation as a convex
mixture of local deterministic states does not necessarily imply that the finite shared
randomness in this context minimizes d,. For instance, in the case of the CHSH
scenario, dy- < 419 at the same time, there exist Bell-local distributions which
require dy > 4 if a deterministic distribution is used for each .20
DRNL can also be observed by certain Bell-local quantum correlations .
Any such Bell-local correlation has superlocality,t? i.e., dy* > min{d4,dp}. Su-
perlocality can be interpreted as a means of certifying quantum discord?®24 by
assuming only the Hilbert space dimension of Alice and Bob 202225
In the following, we demonstrate a way to detect and quantify DRNL. Based
on this characterization of DRNL, we then demonstrate how a secure QKD can be
achieved.

20H22
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2. Characterizing DRNL

To detect DRNL, we consider a nonlinear determinant witness in terms of the
covariance of A, and B, given by cov(A4,, By) = (A, B,) — (A;) (By). (A;) and
(By) are marginal expectation values. The nonlinear witness denoted by NL is
given by

cov(Ag, By) cov(Ag, B1)

NL= cov(Ay, By) cov(A1,By) |’ ®)

A nonzero value of NL witnesses DRNL. To show this, we obtain the following
proposition.

Proposition 1. For any Bell-local distribution that can be simulated by any clas-
sical state \ having dimension dy <2, NL =0.

The proof of this statement is given in From Proposition [T} it
follows that NL can be used to witness DRNL since NL > 0 implies dy* £ 2. The
nonlinear witness N L is inspired by the nonlinear determinant witness introduced
in?Y as a dimension witness in a prepare-and-measure scenario, and, subsequently,

22 as a witness of superlocality of two-qubit states. In2” the nonlinear

shown in,
witness was studied as a witness of quantum discord with uncharacterized de-
vices.

Next, to introduce a measure of DRNL analogous to the nonlocal cost of Bell
nonlocality, consider a specific family of nonsignaling correlations by the noisy PR,

box, P ﬁ]%, which is a mixture of a PR box and white noise,
Piok = prrPpy + (1 —ppr) Py, (6)

where pppr satisfies 0 < ppr < 1 and Py is the maximally mixed state, i.e.,
Py (ablzy) = 1/4 for all z,y,a,b. For ppr < 1/v/2, the noisy PR box can be
distributed by QM (e.g., by a Werner state, pyy = W Py+ + (1 — W)1/4, with visi-
bility W = v/2ppg, where P+ denotes the projector onto |¢*) = (|00)+[11))/v/2).
The noisy PR box violates a CHSH inequality, that is, B.gy = 4ppr > 2 if and
only if ppr > % and has the nonlocal cost C(P25Y) = min{0,2ppr — 1}. On the
other hand, the witness of DRNL takes the value given by NL(P;' g%) =2p%p.
This implies that the noisy PR box within QM has DRNL for any ppr > 0.

Note that for the noisy PR box @, NL(PSIQ]%) > 0 if and only if the PR box
fraction ppr > 0. Given any nonsignaling distribution, the single PR box fraction
that indicates DRNL is called the PR box fraction of DRNL. To define the PR box
fraction of DRNL beyond the noisy PR box and capture it using a measure of corre-
lations, we consider a quantity, denoted by I', constructed in terms of the covariance
CHSH inequalities“® Define the absolute covariance CHSH functions covBaq4p 1=
|cov(AgBo) + (=1)Pcov(AgBy) + (—1)%cov(A1By) + (—1)*®F®Lcov(A;By)|. Con-
sider the following triad of quantities constructed from these four covariance CHSH
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functions:
ry:= ’\COVBO — covBBy| — |covBg — cong|‘
Iy := ’\COVBO — covBs| — |covBy — cong|‘ (7)
I's:= ‘\COVBO — covBs| — |covB; — COVBQ|‘.

Here, each T'; is constructed such that I'; > 0 due to the outer | - | in Eq. (7),
which takes the absolute value of the quantity within it; I'; = 0 for any product
distribution of the form P(ab|zy) = P(a|z)P(bly) due to covBsat+p = 0 for any
product distribution; I'; = 4, which is the algebraic maximum of I'; within all
nonsignaling correlations, is achieved by any PR box Pg? (since for any PR box
only one of the covariance CHSH covBa,. s takes its algebraic maximum of 4 and
others are zero). I' is then defined:

I':=minT;. (8)

Here, T" is constructed using the three I'; in Eq. so that it is invariant under
relabeling of inputs and/or outputs ﬂ This follows because it can be checked that
if Alice performs the operations © — = @ 1 and/or a — a ® ax & 8, T is invariant
due to each I'; is invariant or one of I'; is transformed into another I';; under such
operations. Similarly, it can be checked that if Bob performs the relabeling of inputs
and/or outputs, I' is invariant. Thus, I" satisfies the following axiomatic properties
of being a measure of correlations: (i) 0 < I' < 4; (ii) I' = 0 for any product
distribution of the form, P(ablzy) = P(a|z)P(bly); (iii) I' = 4 for any PR box
ng’; and (iv) I is invariant under relabeling of inputs and/or outputs.

Note that for the noisy PR box @, I‘(ng?%) = 4ppr > 0 if and only if the
PR box fraction of DRNL is nonzero. Thus, for the specific family of nonsignaling
distributions, a nonzero I' indicates the PR box fraction of DRNL as a measure of
DRNL.

Moving beyond the noisy PR box, a nonzero I' does not, in general, imply DRNL.
This follows because certain Bell-local correlations with dy < 2 also have T' > 0 (see
for the illustration). However, in the following, we demonstrate that T’
captures the PR box fraction of DRNL for a subset of all nonsignaling distributions
going beyond the noisy PR box. To this end, we first obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Any convexr combination of eight PR boxes Za,@n,paﬁvpgfg can be
reexpressed as

Z Papy Ppy = pniPyr + (1= pyr)Pr—o, 9)
a,B,y

aIn 21l 3 measure called Bell discord (also appeared as Bell strength in?Y), which is the same as
the quantity I" defined in Eq. 7 but without invoking covariance on the CHSH functions, was
studied. This measure was considered in“! to capture the maximal irreducible PR box fraction in
any convex mixture of the PR boxes, which can be Bell nonlocal or not.
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where dpny, = F(ZaﬁwpagvaR ), Py is one of the PR boxes and Pr—g is a
Bell-local distribution with I' = 0. Pp—g is a convex mizture of seven Bell-local
distributions, which are the uniform mizture of two PR boxes.

The proof of this lemma is given in Next, using Lemma, [ we

obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Consider any nonsignaling distribution P that can be decomposed as
a convex mizture of a single PR-box and a Bell-local distribution as follows:

P =pprPpy + (1 —ppr)Pr—o (10)
where Pr—qg is a Bell-local distribution with I' = 0, which need not be as in Eq. (@
For any such P given above, I'(P) = 4ppg.

Proof. We express any nonsignaling distribution P as a convex mixture of eight
PR boxes and a Bell-local distribution as follows:

P= pap, PER + | 1= > pasy | Pr. (11)
By afy

For over all decompositions of this form, we choose a particular decomposition for
which Py, cannot be expressed in terms of the PR boxes with a nonzero weight for
at least one of the PR boxes, i.e.,

P= Zpaﬁv aﬁﬂur 1*21’@@ PpR,. (12)
a, By aBy

Here, Ppg, can only be expressed as a convex mixture of deterministic states and
it has I" > 0.
Let us now restrict ourselves to any P that can be expressed as

pP= Z paﬁwpam o Zpaﬁ'y PRw (13)
o, B,y aBy

where P5 RO cannot be expressed in terms of the PR boxes with a nonzero weight
for at least one of the PR boxes and has I' = 0. For any P as given by Eq. .,

LY phs, PER): (14)
a,Byy
This follows because if P in Eq. has a nonzero I', then the nonzero I is isolated
in the first part of the decomposition in Eq. .

From Lemma[l] it follows that any convex mixture of the eight PR boxes in the
decomposition can be reexpressed as a convex mixture of a single PR box and
a Bell-local distribution with I' = 0 as in Eq. @D Using this decomposition for the
mixture of the eight PR boxes in Eq. , we obtain

P = pNLPnL 4 pr=oPr=o + (1 — pni — pr=0) PpR.; (15)
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where 4pyr, = T'(P) using Eq. and pyr, + pr—g = Zaﬁﬁ p;m. We reexpress
P as given above as follows:

P=pnNrPnr+ (1 —pNL)PrL, (16)

where

Pr, (pr=oPr—o + (1 — pnL — pr=0) Ppg")- (17)

 1-pNL
Now, note that Py, in Eq. must have I' = 0. This follows because if pyr, = 0
in Eq. (16)), then I'(P) = 0 since I'(P) = 4py . This holds if P, has I = 0. O

Let us now illustrate an usefulness of the above theorem. To this end, note
that moving beyond the noisy PR box, a nonzero NL does not, in general, imply
a nonzero value for the PR box fraction of DRNL. This follows because certain
Bell-local correlations with dy > 2 also have NL > 0, without having a fraction of
PR box as in the case of the noisy PR box. For example, the Bell-local correlation,

P = S (PHR + PR, (15)
has NL = 1, at the same time, it does not have the PR box fraction of DRNL, which
can be seen by noting that it has I' = 0. Thus, for any given P which has NL > 0
and admits a decomposition as in Eq. , I serves as a quantifier of DRNL by the
PR box fraction. While we have been able to characterize the PR box fraction of
DRNL for a broader class of correlations using Theorem [I] it remains a challenge
to provide a complete characterization of the PR box fraction of DRNL.

3. Secure key distribution using DRNL as a resource

We shall study the secrecy of DRNL to achieve a secure quantum key distribu-
tion in the context of the CHSH scenario. Before that, consider observing secret
correlations for QKD scenarios as in Fig. [2| based on entanglement witnesses 22
which require trust on the quantum measurements, or certifying entanglement in a
measurement-device-independent way in which measurements are uncharacterized,
but local dimensions are characterized Y In this context, Eve has a purification
[Yape)in L(Ha, ®Ha, @Ha,) of the state pap in L(Ha, @Ha,, ). Here, dy and dp
are characterized, while dg is arbitrary, which implies that the number of results of
Eve’s measurements n. in P(abe|zyz) could be as large as dg, i.e., n, < dg. Thus,
given that Eve’s state is not dimensionally restricted, entanglement is required to
produce secret correlations?? in scenarios as in Fig. 2l This motivates us to ask
whether any correlation that has DRNL has secrecy if Eve is also dimensionally
restricted. To answer this question, we show the following result.

Theorem 2. Any correlation P(ab|zy) that has DRNL contains secrecy against
any FEve’s state that is also dimensionally restricted.
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Proof. If any given correlation P(ablzy) does not have DRNL, then the correla-
tion can be shared with Eve’s state, which has dimension as that of Alice or Bob,
ie.,

do—1
P(abe|lzyz) = Z pePlalz,e)P(bly,e)P(e|z), (19)
e=0

where d. < min{da,dg}. On the other hand, if Alice and Bob do not share se-
cret correlation against any dimensionally restricted Eve, then the extension of
the correlation to the tripartite probability distribution satisfies (19]). Hence, the
correlation shared by Alice and Bob does not have DRNL. It then follows that
any correlation that has DRNL has secrecy against Eve, who is also dimensionally
restricted, since P(abe|zyz) # >, peP(alx,e)P(bly,e)P(e|z). O

Next, we identify the relevant scenarios where secrecy of DRNL can be used
for real-world applications. Note that if Eve distributes the state pap shared by
Alice and Bob, then DRNL is useful to establish secret correlation if entanglement
is certified 2239 Qur goal is to identify scenarios where DRNL is useful, even if
entanglement is not certified. To this end, we consider a dimensionally restricted
scenario where the state shared by Alice and Bob is not provided by Eve, but
rather by a trusted source, for instance, Alice, who sends half of the state to Bob
while keeping the other half with her. In this context, Eve’s role is characterized
by providing the measurement devices to Alice and Bob and having the extension
P(abe|zyz) of P(ablxy) observed by Alice and Bob.

Now, note that DRNL can be created from a state given by Eq. if Eve uses
shared randomness A between Alice and Bob. This follows because any Bell-local
correlation that has DRNL can be prepared by a convex mixture of distributions
that do not have DRNL. Thus, if DRNL is used as a resource, shared randomness
A cannot be freely used between Alice and Bob. Therefore, we consider a scenario
as in Fig. [3] where the source of randomness by Eve is given by two uncorrelated
internal randomness p and v acting on Alice and Bob, respectively, i.e., the joint
probability distribution p(u,v) satisfies p(u,v) = ¢(u)r(v). Within QM, the sce-
nario as in Fig. |3 provides a measurement-device-independent scenario to obtain
secret correlation using any distribution that has DRNL, provided that Eve’s state
is also dimensionally restricted.

Before we proceed to study the key rate of the secret correlations obtained from
the CHSH-protocol® in the dimensionally restricted scenario as in Fig. [3| we obtain
the following corollary of Theorem

Corollary 1. Any correlation P(ablzy) that has DRNL is completely uncorre-
lated with dimensionally restricted Eve, i.e., P(abe|lryz) = P(ablzy)P(e|z), where
P(ablzy) has DRNL and P(e|z) arises from a state which has dimensional restric-
tion as that of Alice or Bob.
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X y
Alice / Bob
P(abe] xyz)\A

dA < » dB

arbitrary d 5N,

l |

a b

Fig. 2: Entanglement-based QKD scenario, where Eve holds a purification |¢4pg)
of the state shared by Alice and Bob pap. Here, local dimensions d4 and dp of
Alice and Bob are trusted, while Eve’s dimension dg is arbitrary, which implies
that the number of measurement results of Eve could be n, < dg.

xE{lO,l} ijO,l}
Alice Bob
p ‘/abe|xyz y
ecl0,1]
) |
ac{0,1} bel0,1]

Fig. 3: The CHSH-protocol of secure key distribution based on DRNL. Here, Eve
is also dimensionally restricted, and the randomness of Eve is described by local
randomness p and v, which are uncorrelated.

Proof. From Bayes’ theorem, P(abe|ryz) = P(ablzyze)P(e|xyz). Using
nonsignaling from Alice and Bob to Eve, it then follows that

P(abe|ryz) = P(ablzyze)P(e|z). (20)

From nonsignaling from Eve to Alice and Bob, P(ablzy) = ), P(abe|ryz) for all
Eve’s measurements z. Now, using Eq. ,

P(ablzy) = ZP ablxye)P(e|z) ¥V =z (21)

Now, for any given z,

P(ablzy) = Z P(e)P(ab|zye), (22)

where e plays the role of shared randomness A. Since shared randomness A cannot
be freely used between Alice and Bob if DRNL is used as a resource, we have
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P(ablzye) = P(ablzy). Using this constraint in Eq. (20), we have
P(abe|zyz) = P(ablzy)P(e|z). (23)
O

In the CHSH-protocol to obtain a shared secure key® Alice and Bob randomly
input their bits into their respective devices and collect their output bits. Alice
reveals her inputs, and Bob flips his output bit when both of their inputs are 1.
For one-way key distribution protocols in which communication goes from Alice to
Bob, the secret bit shared by Alice and Bob is quantified by the one-way key rate
K= >I(A: B)—I(A: E)*If Alice and Bob share secret correlation in the PR
box, Ppg, then the maximal secure key rate of 1 bit is achieved against any Eve
because I(A : B) = 1 and I(A : E) = 0 for the PR box, which is an extremal
nonsignaling box.

In QM, the PR box cannot be realized perfectly.2!' In¥ the secret key rate of the
noisy PR box, P,pr := pprPprr+ (1 —ppr)Pn, achievable by the PR box fraction
of the nonlocal cost, was studied. In this context, a positive value of the key rate
against the individual attack of nonsignaling (supraquantum) Eve was shown if
C(PnpR) > 0.414

Since we consider the CHSH-protocol to establish a secure key distribution in
a scenario as in Fig. 3] the key rate is given by K~ > I(A : B), provided that the
PR box fraction of DRNL is nonzero. This follows because I(A : E) = 0 for any
correlation with DRNL, which follows from Corollary [I| and the nonzero PR box
fraction provides the key generation.

We shall study the secure key rate of the noisy PR box P,pr with DRNL. The
secure key rate of the noisy PR box within QM, realized by the Werner state py,
has been checked to be K7 > I(A: B)=1—-h (% (1 - %)), where h is the
binary entropy. This key rate is nonzero for any Werner state, i.e., W > 0, and its
secrecy is implied by T'(P,pr) = 4ppr, with ppr = W/+/2, being nonzero for any
W > 0. Thus, using DRNL as a resource in the scenario as in Fig. |3 the noisy PR
box within QM is useful for secure key distribution for any ppr > 0. Note that

when the noisy PR box is Bell-local, DRNL certifies entanglement if ppp > _1_[B0

2v2’
on the other hand, quantum discord is certified for any ppr > 02922 Thus, the
noisy PR box is useful for secure key distribution even when entanglement is not

. 1
certifiable for 0 < ppr < PR

4. Conclusions and Discussions

For the bipartite Bell scenario with two inputs and two outputs, a nonlinear witness
of DRNL has been shown. The PR box fraction of DRNL has been studied using
a nonlinear measure of correlations constructed using covariance CHSH functions.
It has been demonstrated that the PR box fraction of DRNL can be used to pro-
vide a secure QKD if Eve is also dimensionally restricted. On the other hand, in
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the presence of the most powerful Eve, who is not dimensionally restricted, secret
correlations are present in DRNL if entanglement is certified 2230

With quantum Bell nonlocality as a resource, the noises acting on the devices
held by Alice and Bob are modeled by shared randomness®? Whereas, with the
PR box fraction of DRNL as a resource, the realization of secure QKD with a
noisy PR box models the noises as internal sources of randomness in Alice’s and
Bob’s devices, which are uncorrelated, as modeled for selftesting quantum random
number generation in#3

QKD based on the PR box fraction of DRNL has practical advantages in the
following real-world scenarios. In the presence of inefficient detectors, Alice and Bob
may not be able to observe Bell nonlocality genuinely* however, the LHV models
produced in the experiment in observing Bell nonlocal correlations, can still be
used to achieve secure QKD in the context of dimensionally restricted Bell scenario
as in Fig. 30 Given that the volume of the set of separable states is nonzero2”
preserving entanglement of quantum systems becomes difficult in the presence of
noise such as dissipation or decoherence38 In this context, given that quantum
discord can be preserved in the presence of noise2*58 the observation of the PR

box fraction of DRNL is therefore relevant to achieve secure QKD.
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Appendix A. Proof of Proposition

Any Bell-local distribution, which can be simulated by any classical state A having
dimension dy < 2, can be expressed in terms of the deterministic distributions as

follows:
1
Pp(ablry) =Y paPa(alz)Py(bly), (A1)
A=0
where Py (a|xz) and Py(b|y) are a convex combination of deterministic local states
given by
3
Py(alz) = > kM Ph(ala), (A2)
i=0
3
Ptly) = -1V PL(0ly), (A3)
3=0

where P (a|z) and P (bly) are given by

af _ 17 a=ard ﬁ
Py’ (alz) = {O, otherwise,
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with i = a ® 3, and

lL,b=~vrDe
0, otherwise,

%%mz{ (A.5)

with j = v®e, respectively. For any Bell-local distribution as expressed in Eq. ,
cov(Az, By) are given by
cov(Ag, By) = po(k$” + kS — k® — k<0 YA + 1 1 —1§7)
(kY kD — kY =B i) -1 i)
— {po (kS + K — k(O — k<° )+ pr (65D + KD — B — kD))
< Apo(ly” +157 = 1" = 1§7) 4+ p (6" + 157 =1V =)} (Ae)
cov(Ag, By) = po(k” + k&S — 1 — &)1
Fpr (6D 4 P — kD D)0 40— g 0y
— ok + K — KO Z B 1 (6D 4 BD — kD kD
x {po (1 +18 — 117 1)+ pu (1 + 1V — 1V =iy (A7)
cov(Ay, By) = po(k” + k¥ — k(¥ — k<0 YO S S (S [O))
pr (6D 4 kP — k0 — D)
— {pok® + £O — kO _ k<°> 1 (D kD — kY — DY)
x {po(1S” + 18 — 1 —18) +pr (1 + 1V — 1V i)y (A9)
cov(Ar, By) = po(k$” + kL — kO — kS 0§ + 15 — 10 — 1y
pr (kD + kD — D D) 4D 0 gy
— ook + 59 — kO~ 5O 4y (b0 4 kD — kD DY)
xApoll” + 157 =0 = 17) + pul” + 57 =0V =10} (A9)

1O 40 _ 0 _ 0

(15
(1D 4 gD (0 _ g0y
)

(o
)

Using these expressions of cov(A,, By), computing NL gives NL = 0. Therefore,
NL =0 for any Bell-local distribution as given by Eq. (A.1)).

Appendix B. T of classical states with dy« < 2

With the expressions of cov(A,, By) for any Bell-local distribution (A.1)), calculating
covBaq .1 gives us

covBy = 2po(k$” + kS — & — B (1 — 1)
+2p (B + ESD — D — By =Yy
— {po(kS” + kS — KO — kO oy (k§Y + B — kY — kD)
x {2po (18" — 18y 4+ 2p, 1§V — 1890
b 2polb) 4 KD~ KO K )
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+2p1 (kg + kg — kY — kD)1 - 15
— ok — K =k + k) 4 pr (kY = BSY — Y + K5V}
x {2po (1Y — 1§7) + 2p, (1Y — 15}, (B.1)

= 2po(k§” + K5 — B — K15 — 1)

+2p1 (k) + k5D — kY — B S - 1Y)

— {po (ks + K — K — B) + pr () + k5T — k(Y — kY))

x (2po (18 — 1) + 2p (15 — 15V}

+2po (kS + k57 — K — B 8" - 1)

+2p1 (b + k5D — kY — B - iY)

— {po (kY = kS — B 4 k) 4y (kS — kY — B kDY

x {2po(1” — 1) + 2p1 (15" — 1)}, (B.2)

= 12po(kg” + k) — kY — k)16 — 1)

+2p1 (k) + k5D — kY — KA - 1Y)

— {po(k” + B — kO — k) + pr(k§Y + kY — kY — kD))

x {2po (15" = 1) + 2p (1Y — 15V}

— 2po (k" + K5 — k(Y — k) (15— 157)

— 2py (k" + kY — kD — B (S — 159)

+ {po (B = k5 — B0 4 kD) 4+ py (68D — kY — kD 4 kDY

x {2po (18 — 1§) + 2p1 (18 — 1)}, (B.3)

= 12p0(k§” + £ — B = k)1 — 1)

+2p(k§” + kS — k(D — kD) — i)

—{po(k§” + B — £ — ED) + pu(k§D + kD — kD — (D)}

x {2po (18 — 1§7) + 21 (15 — 159}

= 2po (k" + k5" — k" = k) (15" — 1)

—2pa (kY + k5 — kY - (050 - 1)

+ {po (B = k5 — B0 4 kD) 4+ py (k8D — kY — kD 4 k(DY

x {2p0 (187 — 1) + 2p, (187 — 1)), (B.4)

Let us assume that the sign of the quantity within the mod of each covBaq4g as

expressed above is positive. In this case, it can be verified that any of I'; in I’
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does not vanish always. It then follows that there are states as in Eq. for
which I" > 0. To give an explicit illustration of this, let us consider a state as given
by Eq. with pg = 0.4, k‘g)‘)’s given by k;(()o) = 04, k‘%o) = 0.1, kéo) = 0.2,
EY =015, &Y = 015, &Y = 0.2 and 1Y’s given by I{¥ = 0.1, {¥ = 0.4,
léo) = 0.3, l(()l) = 0.1, l;l) = 0.1, lél) = 0.2. For this classical state with d) = 2,
I' = 0.0192 > 0. From this it follows that a nonzero I' cannot be used to witness
Bell-local correlations with dy« > 2.

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma

We first make the following observation. A convex mixture of any two PR boxes
Phpand Py, herei = a®B®y and j = o/ ® '@/, with i # j, can be reexpressed
as a convex mixture of a single PR box and a Bell-local distribution with I' = 0,
ie.,

P =pPpp+qPhp=|p—aq|Pyr+ (1 - |p—q|)Pro, (C.1)

where Py, is one of the two PR boxes and Pr—g = %(P};,R + P};R), which is a Bell-
local distribution since the uniform mixture of any two PR boxes is Bell-local*t
It is straightforward to check that the uniform mixture of any two PR boxes also
has T' = 0 and the single PR box fraction [p — ¢| in Eq. is related to I' as
lp —q| = @. As an illustration of this, consider a correlation P which is the
uniform mixture of two specific PR boxes given by P = pPp% + qPpi. For p > ¢,
it can be reexpressed as P = (p — ¢) PR + (1 — (p — q))%. For the uniform
mixture of two PR boxes in this decomposition, I';’s are all equal to zero because
it has covBy = covBs = 1/2 and covB; = covBy = 0, which implies that I' = 0,
as mentioned in Eq. (C.I), and the correlation has I'(P) = 4(p — q) because it has
covBBy = p, covB3 = q and cov3; = covBy = 0.

Generalizing Eq. to the convex mixture of all eight PR boxes, we proceed
to prove the lemma. Let us reexpress the convex combination of eight PR boxes
from highest weight to lowest weight as follows:

8
Zpaﬁvpgzﬂg = Z 4 PpR,, (C.2)
aBy i=1
where ¢;’s are one of p.s, and satisfy g1 > g2 > --- > gg and Ppp,’s are the eight
PR boxes having the weights ¢;’s respectively. Then the convex mixture of the eight
PR boxes can be reexpressed as follows:
8
Z ¢ Ppr, = pNiPrr, + (1 —pNL)PL, (C.3)
i=1
where pyr, = (@1 — ¢2) — (g3 — q4) — (g5 — g6) + (g7 — gs) and Py, is a Bell-local
distribution given by
_ 1 (2 , Ppr, + Ppg, + 244 Ppr, + Ppg, + 2 Ppr, + Pprs
1-— PNL 2 2 2

Pr



December 5, 2025 1:25 PR'QKD

Secure key distribution based on dimensionally restricted nonlocality 15

Ppg, + P Ppg, + P
+ 9y LPH ;— PEs | 9(gs — gu) PR ;— PR
Ppgr, + Ppr Ppgr, + Ppr
+2(ar — a8) R 4 2((g5 — g6) — (a7 — as) TR ). ()

Note that Fl(Za,Bm PamP}i‘ﬁ”) = 4| ‘ |Pooo0 —Poo1|— [Poro —Po11 ‘ - ’ |P100 —P101|—

|p110 — p111]|| and similarly, other two T';(3", 5 Wpaﬁvaf?)’s can be expressed. T’

of the convex mixture of the eight PR boxes is then given by the minimum between
the 1"1»(2047&W paBWPg?)’s. We next note that this minimum is equal to 4pyr,
where pyp is given in Eq. 7 because this pyr has been minimized overall
possible decompositions into a single PR box and a Bell-local distribution. Using
this observation, we have that Py, in Eq. has I' = 0. This follows due to the
following reasoning. IfT'(3,, 5 pagng?) = 0, then px7, = 0 in the decomposition
in Eq. because I'(3_,, 5, pag,YPg?) = 4pyr. This holds only if the Bell-local
distribution Py, has I' = 0. This completes the proof of Lemma
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