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We introduce a symmetric local hidden state (slhs) model in a scenario, where two spacially
separated parties receive quantum states from an unknown source. We derive an inequality based
on the model. A completely new form of nonlocality emerges from the resource theoretic point of
view. The inequality singles out a larger set of quantum correlated states in the higher dimensional
scenarios (d > 2 X 2) than what is predicted by the existing lhs model, opening a new front for
the experimentalists to test the accuracy of the prediction. We propose an experiment to show the
experimental violation of the inequality in the two qubit scenario and perform the experiment on the
IBM quantum computer. However, the experimental method adopted for the two-qubit scenario does
not naturally generalize in the higher dimensional scenarios and leaves the experimental verification
of the claim open. We also show that the maximal violation of the inequality can be used to self-test
the Bell state and measurement bases, leading to complete device-independence.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last few decades, we have explored different av-
enues to understand the difference between the classical
and the quantum world. Quantum correlation, for in-
stance, have been of great interest for its quantum ad-
vantages over the classical in communication, cryptogra-
phy and computation. For a bipartite system, quantum
correlation depends on the protocol—following which the
correlation is generated and the fact whether we trust the
parties or not. A trustless model is where parties do not
need to trust each other, for example, the local hidden
variable (lhv) model [1, 2]. Entanglement, on the other
hand, is a measure of the quantum correlation between
two trusted parties. A seemingly new addition to the list
is the local hidden state (lhs) model [3–5], where only
one of the parties is trusted.

A quantum state is shared by two parties— Alice and
Bob. The statement that the state of Alice is correlated
to the state of Bob but not the state of Bob with that
of Alice, sounds like: Alice is married to Bob but Bob is
not [6, 7]. The violation of the present description of the
local hidden state (lhs) model [3–5] sometimes predicts
exactly that. There are states for which Alice can steer
Bob but Bob cannot steer Alice.

Although, the steerability of a quantum state has been
shown to be a resource [8, 9] and strongly believed to be
a signature of quantum correlations, it cannot be consid-
ered as a measure of quantum correlations. This is due
to the fact that quantum correlations like its classical
counter part must be symmetric with respect to parties.
Is it then possible to find an alternative and improved
local hidden state model for which such scenarios do not
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arise?
The situation arises primarily because of the game con-

sidered in the description of local hidden state model
[3, 4]. We consider two parties— Alice and Bob. Alice
prepares a bipartite state. A part of which she sends to
Bob and keeps the other part with her. Alice claims, she
can steer his state and his state is entangled with her.
Bob does not trust Alice. Bob comes up with a strategy
to verify her claim by constructing the steering inequality
based on the lhs model.

In the existing lhs model [3–9], Bob assumes that the
states, he is receiving from Alice, have single system de-
scription and Alice can in principle prepare such states
from an ensemble of hidden states {p(λ), ρλ} such that

ρa|Π =
∑
λ

p(λ)p(a|Π, λ)ρλ, (1)

where p(a|Π, λ) is Alice’s stochastic map to convince Bob
and λ is a hidden variable such that

∑
λ p(λ) = 1, Π is

an observable in which Bob asked Alice to perform mea-
surements and a is the outcome. Violation of a steering
inequality based on the lhs model implies the existence
of EPR non-locality.

As it can be observed, the game is asymmetric by con-
struction. A symmetric scenario would be, where Al-
ice (A) and Bob (B) both receives quantum states from
an unknown source (S). They do not trust the source.
Therefore, they would like to come up with an effective
strategy to verify whether they have EPR-correlations
between their particles or not.

One way to represent the symmetric local hidden state
(slhs) model is of course to express the bipartite state by
local hidden states, i.e.,

ρAB =
∑
λ

p(λ)ρAλ ⊗ ρBλ , (2)

where {p(λ), ρAλ ⊗ ρBλ } is an ensemble of hidden states
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like before. Alice and Bob can construct an inequality
based on this model and the level of their trust.

Assumption in the above model is that any bipartite
state must be expressible in terms of local hidden states.
However, this is nothing but a separable state. Any state,
which cannot be expressed by the above model is nothing
but an entangled state and to witness an entangled state
in the most effective way, Alice and Bob need to trust
each-other.

To better understand how the trust is enforced in the
measures of entanglement, it is noted that the entangle-
ment measures depend on the elements of the form of
〈iaib|ρAB |iaib〉, where a, b ∈ {0, 1} for two qubit states.
Therefore, measurements and outcomes need to be com-
municated to each-other to measure such quantities and
the entanglement depends on the exact values of mea-
surement outcomes. This now raises a question: is it
possible to witness quantum nonlocality based on the lo-
cal hidden state model in a trust-less manner?

The present description of the lhs model is asymmetric
and as a result, only leads to the semi-device indepen-
dence. It naturally creates a curiosity why there should
not be a device-independent or trustless protocol to ob-
serve EPR nonlocality just like lhv model? Moreover,
the lhs model is stronger than the lhv model. Therefore,
less quantum states have local hidden state description
than local hidden variable description and more states
violate the lhs model than the lhv model [6]. In this
sense, nonlocality based on the violation of lhs model is
more accurate description of the nonlocality [10, 11] and
a new symmetric, trustless description of such nonlocal-
ity should be better suited for device independent QKD
protocols than the existing protocols based on the Bell
nonlocality and the EPR steering [12–14].

It turns out that there is indeed another way to repre-
sent the slhs model. We use the slhs model to self-test
the state and the measurement bases, making it only the
second, yet better alternative to the Bell inequality for
device independent protocols and trust-less entanglement
witness.

II. SYMMETRIC LOCAL HIDDEN STATE
MODEL

In the lhv model [1, 2], we consider the joint proba-
bility distribution. We use the principle of locality and
determinism to write the joint distribution in terms of
local probability distributions and hidden variables. The
locality in Bell’s formalism does not imply EPR local-
ity. Non-locality in a different form may still exist. It
is just that the non-locality is not reflected in its local
probability distributions.

Here, we assume that both Alice and Bob is receiving
quantum states. However, quantum states provide more
information than just probability distributions. One can
also extract information about certain quantities, which
have no classical counterparts unlike probability distri-

butions. We consider a global or joint property with no
classical counterpart and using the principle of locality
and hidden states, express in terms of the local property
of the hidden states. In particular, we consider the tran-
sition amplitude or probability to be the property, which
has no classical counter part. With these assumptions,
all the off-diagonal elements of a bipartite density ma-
trix must be expressible by some unknown local hidden
states ρλA and ρλB generated by the unknown source with
a distribution p(λ). This is probably the most general
version of the slhs model one could write. In a simple
mathematical term, this implies,

〈iajb|ρAB |ia
′
jb

′
〉 =

∑
λ

p(λ)〈ia|ρλA|ia
′
〉〈jb|ρλB |jb

′
〉 (3)

for any arbitrary bipartite state ρAB , ∀|ia(a′)〉 and |jb(b′)〉.
Here, i, j are the labels for bases and a, a′, b and b′ are the
labels for vectors in the particular basis. In this section,
we consider transition probability to express a relatively
weaker version of our hidden state model in the following
form,

p

(
|ia−a

′
〉A, |jb−b

′
〉B
)

=
∑
λ

p(λ)p

(
|ia−a

′
〉A
∣∣∣∣λ)

p

(
|jb−b

′
〉B
∣∣∣∣λ). (4)

Here, p(ia−a
′
) denotes the transition probability of the

state from the a Eigenvector to the a′ Eigenvector of the
observable i on Alice’s side and p(|ia−a′〉) = |〈ia|ρ|ia′〉|.
Note however that p(|ia−a′〉) does not really have prop-
erties of a probability distribution function. One can
indeed show that the Eq. (3) implies the Eq. (4) (see the
supplemental material [15]).

A clear distinction of the model from the local hid-
den variable (lhv) model is that the lhv model with di-
chotomic observables can explain the probability distri-
butions generated by two classical coins. However, the
same distribution cannot be described by the slhs model
of two qubit systems. The expression in Eq. (3) or in Eq.
(4) is an attempt to describe a (property of a) bipartite
system in terms of that of the local hidden states.

III. SLHS INEQUALITY

In this section, we derive an inequality based on the
model for a two-qubit states. We consider the joint tran-
sition probability of Alice and Bob in the Eigen bases of
the observables i and j, p(|ia−a′〉A, |ja−a′〉B) and express
it in terms of the slhs model as
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∑
λ

p(λ)p

(
|ia−a

′
〉A|λ

)
p

(
|ja−a

′
〉B |λ

)

≤
√∑

λ′

p(λ′)p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

∣∣∣∣λ′)∑
λ

p(λ)p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

∣∣∣∣λ)

=

√
p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

)
.p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

)
≤ 1

4

=⇒
∑
a,a′,

a6=a′

p(|ia−a
′
〉A, |ja−a

′
〉B) ≤ 1

2
, (5)

where in the first inequality, we use the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, the second inequality comes from the
fact that for a probability distribution p(x) over a real
random variable x and a positive function of the ran-
dom variable f(x), if the the function is bounded from
above by l, the nth-moment of f(x) is bounded by ln.
In this case, the function of the random variable λ is

p

(
|ia−b〉A

∣∣∣∣λ) and is bounded by the maximal value of

the transition probability of a local state can possibly
take. For a two-qubit scenario, the dimension of the lo-
cal state is two and the maximum transition probability
between two arbitrary orthonormal states labeled by a,
b such that a 6= b turns out to be 1

2 . Thus, the bound

becomes 1
4 . The inequality can also be extended for a

general d⊗d bipartite systems as shown later in Eq. (8).

It is well known that Bell inequality cannot be vio-
lated by generating random measurement statistics lo-
cally. This makes the inequality trustless. It should be
noted here that the violation of the inequality in Eq.
(5) ensures the existence of the nonlocality in the state
and this inequality as well cannot be violated by gen-
erating random local measurement outcomes making it
an another alternative to the Bell inequality in terms of
trustless entanglement detection.

As it can be observed from the fig. (1), quantum states
indeed violate the inequality. We will leave now the ques-
tion on how Alice and Bob are going to measure the quan-
tity on the left hand side of the inequality in Eq. (5) for
the next section and instead, we focus on to ask a more
deeper question: what would happen if one considered
quantum coherence instead of quantum transition prob-
abilities? One would expect to get similar violation of a
bound based on quantum coherence. More so due to the
fact that quantum steering and quantum coherence have
a deep connection [16–19]. However, it is surprisingly not
the case. One can follow similar steps to come up with
a bound, which turns out to be a trivial bound with no
violation by the bipartite entangled states.

Free will.— One can verify that the same Werner state
as considered for the plot in fig. (1), will not show viola-

FIG. 1: We plot (in red) the left hand side of the Eq. (5)
with respect to the parameters for the Werner state ρφ+w =
p|φα+〉〈φα+|+ 1−p

4
I4, where |φα+〉 =

√
α|00〉+

√
1− α|11〉, when

both Alice and Bob measures the transition probabilities in
the σ3 basis. The straight line parallel to the α-axis represents
the bound p > 1

2
, for which the state is nonlocal.

tion for a similar inequality as∑
a,a′

a6=a′

p(|ia
′−a〉A, |ja−a

′
〉B) ≤ 1

2
. (6)

The inequality in Eq. (6) is violated by yet another
Werner state ρψ+

w = p|ψα+〉〈ψα+| +
1−p

4 I4, where |ψα+〉 =√
α|01〉+

√
1− α|10〉.

One can derive another inequality based on these two
inequalities in Eq. (5) and (6) just by summing both the
inequalities. The new inequality is although not tight,
to show the violation, one does not need to invoke the
assumption of free will. Both the Werner states for p >
1√
2
, violates the inequality as given below,

1∑
a,a′,b,b′=0

a6=a′,b 6=b′

p(|ia
′−a〉A, |jb−b

′
〉B) ≤ 1. (7)

For a d ⊗ d bipartite system, an equivalent inequality
corresponding to the inequality in Eq. (6) will be

d−1∑
a,a′=0

a 6=a′

p(|ia
′−a〉A, |ja−a

′
〉B) ≤ d− 1

d
. (8)

whereas, an equivalent inequality to that given in Eq. (7)
will be

d−1∑
a,a′,b,b′=0

a 6=a′,b 6=b′

p(|ia
′−a〉A, |jb−b

′
〉B) ≤

(
d− 1

)2

, (9)
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The inequality in Eq. (8) is tighter than that in Eq.
(9). The two inequalities above do not follow directly
from the two-qubit scenario. For a detailed analysis, see
supplemental material [15].

Let us now focus on to compare the inequalities with
that of the existing bounds. For example, it is well-known
that a generalized isotropic state belonging to the Hilbert
space Hd ⊗Hd of the form of

ρAB = (1− p)Id
2

d2
+
p

d

∑
i,j

|ii〉〈jj| (10)

is steerable for p >
∑d

r=2
1
r

d−1 and entangled for p > 1
d+1

[6]. A similar bound on p can be derived from our in-
equalities and it turns out to be p > 1

d . Therefore, al-
though our model predicts the same bound as the existing
LHS model for a two-qubit Werner state, in the higher
dimensions, our model predicts tighter bounds on p than
the existing model and opens a new avenue to test the
new boundary of quantum correlations.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL REALIZATION

So far, EPR steering has been observed in several ex-
periments [5, 21, 23–26, 43, 44]. We propose an exper-
imental setup to show the violation of our inequality in
this section. Before we proceed further on how to real-
ize an experiment for quantum violation of the inequal-
ity just like the theoretical violation, let us first focus
on to understand what does this quantity on the left
hand side of Eq. (5) represent? One could write any
transition probability of the state ρ from |ia〉 to |ib〉 as
p(|ia−b〉) = |〈ia|ρ|ib〉|, where i is the label depicting the
eigenbasis of an observable and a and b are labels for the
eigenvectors in the basis. For σ3 observable, it turns out
to be

p(|z0−1〉) = p01 = |Tr(ρ|0〉〈1|)|. (11)

Here, we provide a method to measure the quantity by
measuring a overlap between two states. D. K. L. Oi
et .al . in [27] gave the first proposal to measure various
linear and nonlinear functions of density matrices in the
interferometry directly. Later, the method was used in
[28] to measure various overlaps as shown in the Fig. (2).

We consider a state ρ and measure its overlap with

|+〉 = |0〉+|1〉√
2

and |i+〉 = |0〉+i|1〉√
2

. We consider the

value to be p+ and pi+ respectively. We can also mea-
sure the overlap with the state |0〉 and |1〉, which we
consider to be p0 and p1. We define a01 = Tr(ρ|0〉〈1|)
and a10 = Tr(ρ|1〉〈0|). One can easily show that p+ =
1
2 (p0 + p1 +a01 +a10) and pi+ = 1

2 (p0 + p1− ia01 + ia10).
Since, we know the values of p+, pi+, p0 and p1 from the
measurements of overlaps with the corresponding states,

FIG. 2: We provide a schematic diagram to generate en-
tangled states and perform measurements in different bases.
Here, + denotes the CNOT gate, H stands for the Hadamard
gate and z stands for the measurement detector. To verify the
quantum violation of the inequality in Eq. (5), one does not
need to measure the overlaps directly. Instead, one can use
the identities as given in equations in Eq. (12) and Eq. (13)
in the two qubit scenario.

FIG. 3: We implemented the circuit in Fig (2) on the IBM
quantum computer 5q-ibmq-vigo. It turns out that the entan-
gled states generated by the IBM quantum computer maxi-
mally violates the inequality in Eq. (5) or (13) for i = j = σz.
Therefore, to measure the four terms of the Eq. (12) or (13),
first we added the Pauli-x gate (Pauli-x is not available on the
platform. Therefore, we implemented it by using the other
two Pauli gates.) and then Pauli-y gate before both the de-
tectors. We performed two runs of the experiment with 8192
shots each—one for each of the gates before the detectors.
The probability of getting |00〉 (or |11〉) in the above figures
is therefore, actually corresponds to the probability of getting
the state |+ +〉 (or | − −〉) when the Pauli-x is placed before
the detectors. Thus, the entangled states produced by the
IBM quantum computer violate the Eq. (6) and the left hand
side reaches up to 0.92.

we should be able to calculate the values of a01 = a∗10

and p01 by solving the two equations.

However, one does not need to measure these local
overlaps directly. Let us consider two states |ia〉 and |ia′〉
on the Alice’s side and similarly, two states |ja〉 and |ja′〉
(a 6= a′ and for two qubit scenario a, a′ ∈ {1, 1}) on the
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Bob’s side. Let us also form x-plus and x-minus states
as |ix±〉 = 1√

2
(|ia〉± |ia′〉). Similarly, y-plus and y-minus

states are defined as |iy±〉 = 1√
2
(|ia〉 ± i|ia′〉). One can

easily show that the left hand sides of the inequalities in
Eq. (5) and 6 turn out to be

∑
a,a′,

a6=a′

p(|ia−a
′
〉A, |ja−a

′
〉B) = 〈ix+jx+|ρ|ix+jx+〉+ 〈ix−jx−|ρ|ix−jx−〉 − 〈iy+jy+|ρ|iy+jy+〉 − 〈iy−jy−|ρ|iy−jy−〉(12)

and∑
a,a′,

a6=a′

p(|ia−a
′
〉A, |ja

′−a〉B) = 〈ix+jx+|ρ|ix+jx+〉+ 〈ix−jx−|ρ|ix−jx−〉+ 〈iy+jy+|ρ|iy+jy+〉

+ 〈iy−jy−|ρ|iy−jy−〉 − 1. (13)

We use these identities for the two-qubit scenario to show
the violation of the symmetric local hidden state model
by the quantum mechanical states in the IBM quantum
computer as depicted in the Fig (3). However, showing
the violation in the higher dimensions is a nontrivial task
and at the same time, is of utmost importance for veri-
fying our prediction.

V. SELF-TESTING

One of the ab initio motivations behind the wanderlust
in the dark for an alternative description of lhs model is
of course to find a larger set of self-testable states and
measurements, which can be used in various quantum
information theoretic protocols. A state |ψAB〉 and the
measurement basis |φa〉 (a = 0, 1, 2, ...., a is the outcome
of a measurement in the φ basis and ranges upto the
dimension of the corresponding system) are self-testable
by the correlation measured via joint transition proba-
bility p(|φa−a′〉A, |φb−b′〉B) if all states ρAB and mea-

surements |φ̃a〉A compatible with p(|φa−a′〉A, |φb−b′〉B) or

〈φaAφbB |ρAB |φa
′

Aφ
b′

B〉, turns out to be |ψAB〉 and the mea-
surement |φa〉.

To self-test one of the Bell states and measurement
bases, we start with the assumptions that the transition
amplitudes of an arbitrary state ρAB in the measurement
bases |φa〉A and |ξa〉A take the maximal possible value of
1
2 , i.e.,

〈φ0
Aφ

0
B |ρAB |φ1

Aφ
1
B〉 =

1

2
, 〈ξ0

Aξ
0
B |ρAB |ξ1

Aξ
1
B〉 =

1

2

〈φ0
Aφ

1
B |ρAB |φ1

Aφ
0
B〉 = 0, (14)

where |φ0
A(B)〉 and |φ1

A(B)〉 are two orthonormal states of

Alice(Bob).
We define |ξ0

A(B)〉 = 1√
2
(|φ0

A(B)〉 + |φ1
A(B)〉) and

|ξ1
A(B)〉 = 1√

2
(|φ0

A(B)〉 − |φ
1
A(B)〉). We have the free-

dom to express the state ρAB in the |φiA(B)〉 basis as

ρAB =
∑
j,l∈SdB

i,k,∈SdA

αklij |φiAφ
j
B〉〈φkAφlB | (without loss of gen-

erality), where Sd = {0, 1, 2, ...., d}. Here, d is the dimen-
sion of the system. Hermiticity condition of the density
matrix implies αklij = αij∗kl and the normalization condi-

tion implies
∑
ij α

ij
ij = 1. First two equations and the

Hermiticity condition imply that α00
11 = α11

00 = 1
2 and

α10
01 = α01

10 = 0. The third equation together with the

Hermiticity condition implies
∑1
i,j=0
k,l

(−1)k+lαklij = 2 and∑1
i,j=0
k,l

(−1)i+jαklij = 2. Adding both the equations and

putting the values of α00
11 = α11

00 and α10
01 = α01

10 we get,

α00
00 − α01

01 − α10
10 + α11

11 = 1. (15)

Subtracting the Eq. (15) from the normalization condi-
tion, we get

2α01
01 + 2α10

10 +
∑

i,j 6=0,1

αijij = 0. (16)

The fact that all the diagonal elements of a density ma-
trix are non-negative and the Eq. (16) imply αijij = 0

∀i, j except α00
00 and α11

11 and we get,

α00
00 + α11

11 = 1. (17)

Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, one can show that

〈φkφl|ρ|φiφj〉|2 ≤ |〈φiφj |ρ|φiφj〉||〈φkφl|ρ|φkφl〉|. (18)

To prove the inequality (18), we start with
|〈φkφl|ρ|φiφj〉|2 = 〈φkφl|ρ|φiφj〉〈φiφj |ρ|φkφl〉 =
Tr(|φiφj〉〈φiφj |ρ|φkφl〉〈φkφl|ρ) = Tr(AρBρ), where
we consider A = |φiφj〉〈φiφj | and |φkφl〉〈φkφl = B. Now
using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one can show that
Tr(AρBρ) ≤

√
Tr(ρAρA)Tr(ρBρB). This is nothing but

the inequality (18), which in turn implies,

|αklij |2 ≤ |α
ij
ij ||α

kl
kl| (19)
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We use the inequality to show that for all vanishing
diagonal elements, i.e., αijij = 0, all the off-diagonal ele-

ments are zero, i.e., αklij = αijkl = 0∀i, j, k, l.
Using the same inequality, one can also show that

α00
00α

11
11 ≥ 1

4 . From the bound together with the Eq. (17),
one can show that

(α00
00−α11

11)2 = α002

00 +α112

11 − 2α00
00α

11
11 = 1− 4α00

00α
11
11 ≤ 0.

(20)
Since, 0 ≤ (α00

00 − α11
11)2 ≤ 0 implies α00

00 = α11
11, we

get α00
00 = α11

11 = 1
2 from eq. (17). Using the fact that

α01
01 = 0 in the above inequality, one can easily show that

|αij01|2 ≤ 0. This implies αij01 = α01
ij = 0 ∀i, j. Therefore,

we are left with terms α00
11 = α11

00 = α00
00 = α11

11 = 1
2

implying that the state ρAB is the Bell state |φ+〉 and
the corresponding measurement bases are z and x.

The next natural question to ask is possibly: Is it
possible to extend the formalism of self-testing here for
arbitrary states? A general proof for arbitrary two
qubit entangled states of the form of |ψ〉 =

√
α|00〉 +√

1− αeiφ|11〉 can indeed be extended from the simpli-
fied proof given here.

VI. RESOURCE THEORY

We put forward a resource theory of this new form
of nonlocality in this section. Just like other resources
[8, 9, 29, 30] in quantum information theory, the first
element we need to dig out is the free operations, i.e.,
operations under which a state belonging to slhs model
remains in slhs. Here we show that like entanglement or
Bell nonlocality [1, 31–33], this new form of nonlocality
also cannot be created by local completely positive trace
preserving operations (lcptp) i.e.,

Theorem 1. a state ρab belonging to the slhs model
remains in the slhs model under lcptp operations
(LCPT P).

We lay down the proof of the theorem in the supple-
mental material [15].

Once the free operations are found, the next logi-
cal step is to introduce an axiomatic approach to de-
fine the measures of the nonlocality. Finding the mea-
sure of a resource is a difficult task and even more
difficult without knowing the conditions, it must sat-
isfy. In this regard, we lay down a set of axioms,
which must be satisfied by the measure N of the new
form of nonlocality—(a) N (ρAB) = 0 ∀ρAB ∈ slhs,

(b)
∑
k pkN (Lk(ρAB)) ≤ N (ρAB) ∀Lk ∈ LCPT P, such

that Lk(.) =
rAk ⊗r

B
k (.)rA†

k ⊗r
B†
k

pk
, where pk = Tr(rAk ⊗

rBk (.)rA†k ⊗ r
B†
k ) and bipartite states ρAB . Additionally,

it must not increase under classical mixing of bipartite
states ρiAB , i.e., (c) N (ρAB) ≤

∑
i piN (ρiAB), such that

ρAB =
∑
i piρ

i
AB and

∑
i pi = 1.

In the supplemental material, we show that
|〈ab|ρAB |cd〉| satisfies the axioms (b) and (c) for
any bipartite state ρAB . By some numerical adjust-
ments, we turn the quantity into a measure of the new
form of non-locality.

VII. CONCLISION

There was a formidable belief that the only way to de-
scribe the lhs game is by giving up the freedom whether
to trust or not to trust a party and retaining it for the
other, thereby introducing an asymmetry in the game.
In the lhs game described earlier, Alice is considered to
be an un-trusted party. Beauty of science is that it al-
lows one to look at each and everything with suspicion,
doubts and skepticism. Our skepticism about the game
led to an alternative description of the lhs model, which
is symmetric, trust-less and can be used in self-testing the
states and measurements. Therefore, it provides a better
and operationally more efficient alternative to the Bell in-
equality for the self-testing and other device-independent
protocols [12–14]. The symmetric form of lhs model re-
veals more nonlocality than the existing lhs or lhv mod-
els (particularly in higher dimensions d > 2⊗ 2) opening
a new frontier for the experimentalists to test the new
boundary of quantum correlation. In the two qubit sce-
nario, an experimental violation of the inequalities can
easily be shown and we performed an experiment in this
scenario on the IBM quantum computer.

Bell nonlocality and EPR nonlocality have already
been verified experimentally [5, 14, 35–51] under differ-
ent scenarios and assumptions in the last four decades. It
will be really interesting to show the experimental viola-
tion of the inequalities given in this letter. Moreover, our
study is limited to the bipartite scenario. Extending the
formalism in the multipartite scenarios will be another
interesting direction to explore.
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VIII. APPENDIX

Stronger SLHS model

A stronger slhs model would be just to express the complex off-diagonal terms corresponding to the transition
probabilities of a bipartite state in terms of the complex off-diagonal terms of hidden states,

〈iaib|ρAB |ia
′
ib

′
〉 =

∑
λ

p(λ)〈ia|ρλA|ia
′
〉〈ib|ρλB |ib

′
〉, (A1)

where ρλA and ρλB are hidden states of Alice and Bob respectively with a distribution p(λ) prepared by the unknown
source to cheat them.

The inequality in Eq. (A1) is stronger than the Eq. (4) of the article is due to the fact that the former implies the
later but not the other way around. To prove it, we start with,

|〈iaib|ρAB |ia
′
ib

′
〉| ≤

∑
λ

p(λ)|〈ia|ρλA|ia
′
〉||〈ib|ρλB |ib

′
〉|,

where we use the Eq. (A1) and the triangle inequality. The inequality above implies that there must exist a set of
hidden states σλA and σλB with a distribution p′(λ) such that

|〈iaib|ρAB |ia
′
ib

′
〉| =

∑
λ

p′(λ)|〈ia|σλA|ia
′
〉||〈ib|σλB |ib

′
〉|,

which is nothing but the Eq. (4) of the letter.

Proof of Eq. 8.

In the symmetric local hidden state model section of the main article, we have given two inequalities in Eq.
(8) and (9) for general bipartite scenario. The inequalities do not follow directly from the proof given in Eq. (5) for
the two-qubit scenario. Here we provide the general proof. We start with the joint transition probability as

p (|ia−a
′
〉A, |ja−a

′
〉B) =

∑
λ

p(λ)p

(
|ia−a

′
〉A|λ

)
p

(
|ja−a

′
〉B |λ

)

≤
√∑

λ′

p(λ′)p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

∣∣∣∣λ′)∑
λ

p(λ)p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

∣∣∣∣λ)

=

√
p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

)
.p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

)
. (A2)

Here, we used the fact that the transition probability p(|ia−a′〉) is bounded from above by 1
2 in the derivation of

the two-qubit inequality in Eq. (5). In the higher dimensions, where a and a′ have more than two values 0 and 1,

p(|i0−1〉) = 1
2 implies p(|i1−2〉) = p(|i0−2〉) = 0. Therefore, for p(|ia−a′〉 = 1

2 ), the maximal value cannot be reached for
local dimensions more than two. The fact that

∑
t maxx f(t, x) will not necessarily be greater than maxx

∑
t f(t, x)

for any f(t, x) and we are supposed to find the maximum value of a quantity of the form of maxx
∑
t f(t, x), implies

we need to take an alternative route. We need to calculate the maximum of
∑
a,a′

√
p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

)
.p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

)
for

arbitrary states ρA and σB . One can show that the maxima can be found when p(|ia−a′〉A) = 1
d∀a and a′. Therefore,

max
∑
a,a′

√
p2

(
|ia−a′〉A

)
.p2

(
|ja−a′〉B

)
=
d− 1

d
. (A3)

This proves the inequality in Eq. (8) in the article.
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Proof of Theorem 1.

We consider a state ρAB belongs to the set of slhs states, such that

p

(
|ia−a

′
〉, |ja−a

′
〉
)

= |〈iaja|ρAB |ia
′
ja

′
〉| SLHS=

∑
λ

p(λ)|〈ia|ρλA|ia
′
〉||〈ja|ρλB |ja

′
〉|, (A4)

for any basis labeled by i and a particular vector from
the basis labeled by a, such that a 6= a′. The state ρAB ,
under local cptp operation, transforms to the state ρ′AB ,

such that ρ′AB = L(ρAB) =
∑
k r

A
k ⊗rBk ρABr

A†
k ⊗r

B†
k . We

define Lk(ρAB) =
rAk ⊗r

B
k ρABr

A†
k ⊗r

B†
k

Tr(rAk ⊗r
B
k ρABr

A†
k ⊗r

B†
k )

, pk = Tr(rAk ⊗

rBk ρABr
A†
k ⊗ r

B†
k ), such that

∑
k pk = 1 and

∑
k r
†
krk ≤ I

for both the systems. Here, we show that the state ρ′AB
also belongs to the set of SLHS states. We start with
the quantity 〈iaia|ρ′AB |ia

′
ia

′〉 such that a 6= a′

〈iaja|ρ′AB |ia
′
ja

′
〉 =

∑
k

〈iaja|rAk ⊗ rBk ρABr
A†
k ⊗ r

B†
k |i

a′ja
′
〉 =

∑
k

Tr
(
rAk ⊗ rBk ρABr

A†
k ⊗ r

B†
k |i

a′ja
′
〉〈iaja|

)
=
∑
k

Tr
(
ρABAk ⊗Bk

)
=

∑
k,m,n,p,q

〈mn|ρAB |pq〉〈pq|Ak ⊗Bk|mn〉,

where Ak = rA†k |i
a′〉〈ia|rAk and Bk = rB†k |j

a′〉〈ja|rBk
=

∑
k,m,n,p,q,λ

〈p|Ak|m〉〈q|Bk|n〉p(λ)〈m|ρλA|p〉〈n|ρλB |q〉 =
∑
k,p,q,λ

p(λ)〈p|AkρλA|p〉〈q|BkρλB |q〉

=
∑
k,λ

p(λ)〈ia|rAk ρλAr
A†
k |i

a′〉〈ja|rAk ρλBr
B†
k |j

a′〉. (A5)

This proof is for the stronger version of our slhs model. To prove it for the weaker version, we proceed further with
the following,∣∣∣〈iaja|ρ′AB |ia′ja′〉∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∑
k,λ

p(λ)〈ia|rAk ρλAr
A†
k |i

a′〉〈ja|rAk ρλBr
B†
k |j

a′〉
∣∣∣ ≤∑

k,λ

p(λ)
∣∣∣〈ia|rAk ρλArA†k |ia′〉〈ja|rAk ρλBrB†k |ja′〉∣∣∣

=
∑
k,λ

p(λ)
∣∣∣〈ia|rAk ρλArA†k |ia′〉∣∣∣∣∣∣〈ja|rAk ρλBrB†k |ja′〉∣∣∣ (A6)

which implies that the state ρ′AB also belongs to the set
of slhs. In the equation above in Eq. (A5), in the second

line, we use the fact that r
A(B)
k |ia′〉〈ia|rA(B)†

k = Ak(Bk),
in the third line, we use the fact that the state ρAB ∈
slhs, i.e., the Eq. (A1). In the first inequality in Eq.
(A6), we use the triangle inequality for complex numbers.

IX. PROOF OF AXIOMS.

We consider N (ρAB) =∑
a,a′,b,b′

a6=a′,b6=b′
max

{
maxi,j |〈iajb|

∑
i piρ

i
AB |ia

′
jb

′〉| − 1
d2 , 0

}
to be a measure of the new form of EPR correlation,
where d is the dimension of the subsystems. To prove
the axiom (b), we start with the fact that

|〈ab|LABk ρAB |cd〉| =
|
∑
n,m,p,q〈mn|ρAB |pq〉〈pq|Ak ⊗Bk|mn〉|

pk
,
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where Ak = rA†k |c〉〈a|rAk and Bk = rB†k |d〉〈b|rBk . There- fore,

∑
k

pk|〈ab|LABk (ρAB)|cd〉| ≤
∑

n,m,p,q,k

|〈mn|ρAB |pq〉〈pq|Ak ⊗Bk|mn〉|

=
∑

n,m,p,q,k

|〈mn|ρAB |pq〉||〈p|Ak|m〉||〈q|Bk|n〉|, (A8)

where in the inequality, we use the triangle inequality.
Now, we start with the quantity |〈p|Ak|m〉| as∑

k

|〈p|Ak|m〉| =
∑
k

|〈p|rA†k |c〉〈a|r
A
k |m〉|

=
∑
k

|[rA†k ]cp[r
A
k ]ma|

=
∑
k

|[rA†k ]cp[r
A
k ]pa|+

∑
k

p 6=m

|[rA†k ]cp[r
A
k ]ma|, (A9)

where the first term is zero due to the fact that∑
k r
†
krk = Id and off-diagonal terms of an identity ma-

trix are all zero. We start with the second term as∑
k

p 6=m

|[rA†k ]cp[r
A
k ]ma| ≤

∑
k

|[rA†k ]cp[r
A
k ]ma|

≤
√∑

k

|[rA†k ]cp|2
∑
l

|[rAl ]ma|2. (A10)

Now, we start with the first term under the square-root,
i.e., ∑

k

|[rA†k ]cp|2 =
∑
k

〈c|rA†k |p〉〈p|r
A
k |c〉. (A11)

We know Tr(
∑
k r

A
k ρ0r

A†
k ) = 1 and Tr(rAk ρ0r

A†
k ) = pk

such that
∑
k pk = 1 for any arbitrary state ρ0. We

consider ρ0 = |c〉〈c|. Therefore, we get

pk = Tr(rAk ρ0r
A†
k ) =

∑
m

〈m|rAk |c〉〈c|r
A†
k |m〉

or, 〈m|rAk |c〉〈c|r
A†
k |m〉 ≤ pk, (A12)

where |m〉 is an arbitrary state and forms a complete
basis and the inequality comes from the fact that each
term within the summation is positive. Now, we start
with the same quantity again to show that

pk =
∑
m

〈m|rAk |c〉〈c|r
A†
k |m〉

=
∑
m

〈m|rA†k rAk |c〉〈c||m〉 = 〈c|rA†k rAk |c〉. (A13)

Thus, from Eq. (A12) and (A13), we get

|〈m|rAk |c〉|2 ≤ pk = δmc〈m|rA†k rAk |c〉 (A14)

for any states |m〉 and |c〉. Now, from Eq. (A14) and
(A11), we get ∑

k

|[rA†k ]cp|2 ≤ δcp. (A15)

Using Eq. (A8), (A9), (A10) and (A15), we get

∑
k

pk|〈iaib|
LABk (ρAB)

pk
|icid〉| ≤ |〈iaib|ρAB |icid〉|,(A16)

which proves the axiom (b).
Now, we turn to the axiom (c). We consider a bipartite

state ρAB such that ρAB =
∑
i piρ

i
AB , where

∑
i pi = 1.

We start with the following

|〈ab|
∑
i piρ

i
AB |cd〉| = |

∑
i pi〈ab|ρiAB |cd〉|

≤
∑
i |pi〈ab|ρiAB |cd〉| =

∑
i pi|〈ab|ρi|cd〉|. (A17)

Thus, we prove that N (ρAB) ≤
∑
i piN (ρiAB).

No separable state can violate the inequalities

We consider the transition probability of a bipartite,
two-qubit state from |0〉 to |1〉 on Alice and as well
as Bob’s side as p(|z0−1〉A, |z0−1〉B), where |z0〉 or |z1〉
stands for the states |0〉 or |1〉 respectively. For a two-
qubit separable state ρAB , the transition probability is
given by

p(|z0−1〉A, |z0−1〉B) = 〈00|ρAB |11〉〈11|ρAB |00〉
=
∑
λ,λ′ pλpλ′ρA01(λ)ρB01(λ)ρA10(λ′)ρB10(λ′)

≤
∑
λ pλ|ρA01(λ)|2

∑
λ′ pλ′ |ρB01(λ′)| ≤ 1

4 . (A18)

Therefore, two terms p(|z0−1〉A, |z0−1〉B) and
p(|z1−0〉A, |z1−0〉B) can at most add upto 1

2 and
cannot go beyond that value. The arguments here can
be extended even for the general bipartite separable
states. Therefore, separable states cannot violate the
inequality given in Eq. (5)-(9) in the main article. Does
the same hold for the existing one-sided LHS model as
well? We show that the answer to this question to be
affirmative.
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To prove it, we start with the steering game, where
Alice prepares a two-qubit bipartite state. She sends one
part of it to Bob and keeps another part with her. She
claims that his state is entangled with her and she can
steer his state. Bob does not believe Alice. He asks Alice
to perform measurements in certain bases. After Alice’s
measurements in each basis, Bob measures certain quan-
tities on his system and he claims that the (conditional)
states can in principle be explained by hidden state model
as laid down in Eq. (1). The overall state of Alice and

Bob can be written as (Bob’s assumption)

ρAB =
∑
a,θ

p(a, θ)|a〉〈a| ⊗ ρa|Π(θ). (A19)

Now on this state, if Alice and Bob really performs the
measurements as prescribed in the article, one can eas-
ily show following the previous arguments for separable
states that such states cannot violate the inequality based
on the symmetric hidden state model.
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