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W e investigate the problem of \nonlocal" com putation, in which separated parties m ust com pute
a function with nonlocally encoded inputs and output, such that each party individually leams
nothing, yet together they com pute the correct function output. W e show that the best that can

be done classically is a trivial linear approxin ation.

Surprisingly, we also show that quantum

entanglem ent provides no advantage over the classical case. On the other hand, generalized (ie.
super-quantum ) nonlocal correlations allow perfect nonlocal com putation. T his gives new insights
Into the nature of quantum nonlocality and its relationship to generalised nonlocal correlations.

In 1964, John Bell ] proved that quantum theory
can generate correlations unachievabl by any localclas-
sicalm eans. T hese nonlocal correlations cannot be used
to tranam it inform ation, but are nevertheless usefiil for
m any nfom ation-theoretic tasks, including cryptogra—
phy 1], dense-coding 1], quantum teleportation 1], and
reducing comm unication com plexity [, Hl]. Identifying
those tasks which can bene t from the use of quantum
nonlocality, and those which can not, is crucial to as—
sessing and understanding fully the power of quantum
Infom ation processing.

Here, we report an unexpected lin itation of quantum
correlations by exhibiting a large class of nonlocal tasks
forwhich quantum resources are ofno bene t at allover
local classical strategies, even though the perfect exe-
cution of the task would not violate the non-signalling
principle. T hese tasks can be described In a uni ed way
as the nonlocal com putation of Boolean fiinctions.

Follow ing ], In which the problem s of honlcal
equality’ and honlocalm a prity’ are considered, we de—

ne the nonlocal com putation ofa generalB oolean finc—
tion f as Pollow s.

Consider a Boolkan function f from n Dbits
717225 52,9 to a single bit:
c= £(z17227%%2n) @)

W enow distrbute each nputbit to two parties, A lice and
Bob, so that neither party individually leams anything
about the global nput []. For each input bi, A lice is
given a bit x;, and Bob a bi y;, such that their XOR is
equalto z; (z;= x;i Vi). However, ndividually x; and y;
are totally random , being w ith equal probability 0 or 1.
To successfiilly perform the nonlocal com putation, A lice
must produce an output bit a and Bob an output bi
b (W ithout com m unicating w ith each other), such that
=a b.ie.
a b= f (Xl

YiiX2 Y27 %5Xn Yot 2)

T he task we consider In this letter is for A lice and B ob
to m axin ize the probability of success of their nonlocal
com putation, given som e prior distribution on the inputs

z; (for exam ple the prior distribution could be for each
z; to be 0 or 1 wih equal probability) and either (@)
quantum resources, (b) classical resources alone, or (c)
generalised non-signalling resources.

Surprisingly, we nd that quantum resources provide
no advantage over classical resources for nonlocal com —
putation. In fact both are very ine ective — the best
they can do is jist a trivial linear approxim ation of the
com putation. Since non-linearity is the essentialelem ent
of com putation, we could say that nonlocal com putation
is In possbl in classical and quantum theory. This is
particularly surprising because generalised non-signalling
correlations [, ] (hcluding \superquantum " correla—
tions which violate B ell inequalities by m ore than quan-—
tum theory) would allow perfect sucoess in any nonlocal
com putation. This show s that nonlocal correlations in
general are helpfiil in such tasks, and that our results
Indicate a characterising feature of quantum nonlocality.

At the end of the Letter we generalize the situation to
m ore parties and to m ore generalnonlocal tasks.

N onlocal com putation w ith quantum resources.
C onsider the nonlocal com putation of a generalB oolan
function f as above, given quantum resources. To sin —
plify the notation, we denote the inputs by bit-strings
X = X1XpuXp, V= Viveuyn, and z = Zz1Zp:z,, and
the biwiseXOR by The nonlocal com putation of
c= f (z) can then be written as

a b=fx vy): (3)

Let us suppose that the Inputs z are given according
to an arbitrary probability distribution ¥ (z) A ccording
to the above de nition, to ensure that A lice orBob alone
have no individualknow ledge of z, it is necessary to take
all nputs x and y satisfying z= x vy wih equalprob-
ability. This m eans that each party individually has a
m axin ally random bi-string, w ith the pint probability
distrdbution for their inputs given by

1
P (x;y) = Z—HE’?(X y): @)

T he average success probability for A lice and Bob to sat-
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isfy eq. ) istherefore given in tem s of the success prob—
ability for given inputs, P @ b= f& y)ky), by

1 X
P (f) = o BEx y)P@ b=f yvky) ©6)
xy

In the m ost general quantum protocol, A lice and B ob
share an entangled quantum state j i and perform pro—
Bctive m easurem ents on their subsystem dependant on
their inputs, given by Hem iian operators &4, and By re—
spectively, w th eigenvalues 0 and 1. They then output
theirm easurem ent resuls. N ote that protocols involring
nitially m ixed statesor POVM m easurem ents can allbe
represented in this form by expanding the din ensionality
ofthe Initial state. In this quantum case,

1
b=f& yky)= 1+h X 1)Ee Vrach gy
©)

P @
Hence the total probability of success is given by

y)h §( 1)F% ¥racthig g,

(7)
To furtheranalyze Py (f), wenote that we can re-express
it m athem atically in tem s ofa single scalarproduct in a
larger H ibert space (N ote that this does not corresoond
to any physical change, but ism erely Intended to aid in
the analysis). Extending the Hibert space from H to
H C?,wede nenom alised states jiand jiand a
Hem iian operator " as Plow s:

1 X
ji= P (D* 131 *%i; @®)
1 X
ji= p= (DY 13i i; ©)
2 Y
N X
= (D" YEx y) kiyi (10)

Xy

where ki and j/i are com putationalbasis states in C 2,
Eq. ) can then be reexpressed in the sim ple form

1 A

PQ(f)=§l+hj]l Ji; 11)

from which it follow s that
Py (£) L 1vns o1 j 1 Ly
z i == ;
Q > J J >
12)

where isthe operatornom of " (the largestm odulus
eigenvalie).

T o investigate the eigenstates and eigenvalues of "L we
rst rew rite it In the Fouriertransform basis:

1 X .

Fi= 197—n (D" ki 13)

X

w here u x isthe lnnerproductm odulo 2 ofthebit strings

u and x. This gives
| |

= Jriwe ] Fiw]
1 X fx y)tuxtvy . .
== D Ex y)jiv]
uvxy
1 X (14)
=5 (DIPTERE) (DY g
uvyz .
X X ’
— ( l)f (z)+u:zl£ (Z) jii’li];

w here in the second line we have replaced the sum over x
by oneoverz = x vy.Theeigenstatesof " are therefre
i, and inserting the m odulus of the largest eigenvaluie
in [l) we obtain the quantum bound
|
< !
1+ max

u

1
Po ) ( DE@*rEER ) o (15)

Z

N onlocal com putation w ith classical resources.
W e now consider the optin al classical strategy for per—
form ing the distributed com putation of £. W ithout loss
of generality we restrict our analysis to detem inistic
strategies, as the success probabilities for random strate—
gies will sin ply be a convex com bination of these.

To analyse a generaldeterm inistic strategy, we sin ply
replace the operators &4, and By above w ith num bers a,
and b, which represent the outputs given by A lice and
Bob rdi erent inputs. The analogues of eqns. ll), )
and [l fr the classical success probability are then

1 X
Jel= 19—2—n ( 1% ki; (16)
1 X
Jel = = ™ i; @7)
y
l A 0 0
Pc (f) = §1+hcj Jel 18)
By choosing the classical strategy
ax = ux ; b, = uy; (19)
w here
( P f(z)+ ]_ﬁ
1 if 1 z)+u:z < 0;
_ L0 1) () 20)
0 otherwise,
we obtain
|
1 X
PC (f)= _ 1+2_n ( l)f(x y)tuxt+tuwyt ].E(X y)
xy
!
1 X f(z)+u:z
=3 1+ (1 R (z)  ;

@1)



and w ith the appropriate choice of u we can therefore
reach the quantum bound given by [l). Hence we have
proved that quantum theory provides no advantage over
the best classical strategy for the distribbuted com puta—
tion of £. M oreover, the solution described in M) and
) is sin ply the best linear approxin ation of f (z).

N onlocal com putation using generalized non-
signalling correlations. In [!], Popescu and R ohrlich
asked w hether or not quantum m echanics is uniquely de—
term ined by the existence of nonlocal correlations that
are consistent w ith relativity (ie. that do not allow sig—
nalling) . Surprisingly they found that the class of possi-
ble non-signalling correlations is larger than the quantum
m echanicalone. T he question then arisesw hether or not
such correlations exist n nature and if not, why not. A
great deal of research has been undertaken recently into
such generalised non-signalling correlations [, B, ]
w ith the ain ofbetter characterizing the di erences be—
tween them and quantum correlations.

Tt is interesting to speculate whether it would be pos—
sble to beat the quantum bound for nonlocal com pu—
tation using such generalised non-signalling correlations.
The answer is, quie trivially, yes. Indeed, all that we
require from the correlations is that they yield both pos-
sible sets of outputs ful 1ling M) w ith equal probability
eg. a= 0b= 0p0%]la= 1; b= 1 B0%]when
fx vy)= 0). Each party ndividually w ill then obtain
a random bit and lam nothing about the other party’s
nput. Such a correlation is therefore non-signalling and
f1l 1s M) perfectly, giving maxPg (f) = 1. Here the
ndex G stands for \generalized correlations".)

Incidentally, it is also easy to see that (except In the
case when f is constant) for any generalized correlation
that il 1sMll) perfectly, the ocalbits a and b have to be
uniform Iy random to ensure non-signalling.

Exam ple: N onlocal com putation of AND . P rob—
ably the sinplest non-trivial case is that of the AND
fiunction

AND (z1;22) = z122: 22)

T he nonlocally distributed version of the AND function
isgiven by 1]

a b= &1 vi)&2 v2); (23)

wherex; and x; areA lice’s inputbits, y; andy, areBob’s
nput bis, and a and b are A lice and Bob’s respective
output bits.

W hen the di erent values of the nput bits 7z and z,
are given w ith uniform probability & (z) = %), it is easy
to show from [l that

3
PP @ND) =PI @ND) = - < P AND) = 1:

A sinpl classical strategy that achieves this bound
is for A lice and Bob to both give the output zero in all

cases (U = = 0). This strategy will only fail when
X1 V1= Xy Vo= 1,which corresponds to 1=4 of the
possbl inputs, thuswe cbtain m axP. AND ) = 3=4.

N ote the distinction between the nonlocal com puta-—
tion given by M) and the distrbuted com putation rep—
resented by

a b= xiyi: (24)

for which it can be shown that

o
2+ 2

3
max _ max _
PI® = S <Py =

< PL¥=1:
4 G

4
The classical and quantum bounds in this case cor-
respond to the ClauserHomeShimony-Holt [I] and
T sirelson [1]1bounds respectively, and the generalised cor-
relations satisfying [l are comm only referred to as a
PR-box [, ]. Note that [l does not correspond to
the nonlocal com putation ofany f (z).

Tt is possble to sinulate nonlocalAND perfectly us—
Ing two PR-boxes and local operations [[l]. Interest-
ngly, when the PR-boxes are m ade increasingly noisy,
they yield a success probability of P AND )= 3/4, pre—
cisely when the noisy correlationswould be attainable in
quantum theory.

D iscussion. T he nonlocalversion of som e finctions can
be com puted perfectly w ith a localclassicalstrategy €4g.
nonlocalNOT can be mplmented with u= = 1); in
fact, it isprecisely the a ne linear functions (m odulo 2)
that can be In plem ented perfectly. For all other cases,

PE(f) =Py (f) < Pg*(f) = 1: (25)
Quantum entanglem ent therefore o ers no bene t over
a local classical strategy for the nonlocal com putation
of Boolkan fiunctions. By contrast, generalissd non-—
signalling correlationswould allow perfect success in any
such task. An interesting question is whether all super—
quantum correlations are helpfiil in com puting som e dis—
tributed function. If this were indeed the case, we would
obtain a powerfiiland intuitive characterisation of quan—
tum nonlocality.

N ote that in the de nition of success probability above
we assumed a xed prior distrbution B. One could
equally well ask for the m axin um success probability in
the worst case (ie. when each strategy isevaluated using
s worst z). Fortunately the m inin ax theorem ofgam e
theory [1] tells us that in the classical case, when A -
ice and B ob can use shared random ness to access m ixed
strategies, the optin al w orst-case success probability is
equalto them axin alsuccessprobability @ ;) forsom e
particular xed prior distribution . That quantum
strategies can do no better then follows from the fact
that P #* = P #* forthe chosen . Hence even in this
scenario the identity of classical and quantum optin al
perfom ance is preserved.



Tt is straightforward to extend the results obtained
above to distrbuted com putationsoff (z) by any num ber
ofparties. In the generalm ultiparty case, the finction’s
nputs and output are encoded In the m odulo 2 sum of
m separate lnputs x; and outputs a; W ih all sets of x;
consistent w ith z equally probable). N ote that this task
cannot be easier than distributed com putation w ith only
two parties, as the m -party case can be ocbtained from
the 2-party case by encoding y random Iy in the m odulo
2 sum ofm 1 bits and then separating them . Hence
the bounds on quantum and classical success probabili-
ties obtained above m ust stillapply to them party case.
Furthem ore, it is easy to see that the classical strategy

ux;+

a; (&3) = (@6)

:1i=0
uxi ti=1:::(m 1)

achievesthe sam e success probability asthe 2-party strat-
egy given above, and therefore reaches the quantum
bound given by [l for the optin al choice ofu.
N ote that each choice of f (z) and ¥ (z) corresponds to
a Belltype nequality:
X
C x;y)layByi K 27)

Xy
where A, are B, arem easurem entsw ith outcomes 1,

(D" YEx y); ©8)
2" 2maxPc (£) 1): 29)

C x;y)
K =

Our results in ply that there is also a T sirelson-type in-
equality w ith exactly the sam e coe cilents constraining
the allowed quantum states. It would be interesting
to discover if any of these nequalities generate facets
of the Belkpolytope of classically attainable probability
distrdbbutions P (@bky) l]@nd consequently a facet of
the set of attainable quantum probability distributions).
In any case, we nd that the Bellpolytope and the
(convex) T sirelson-body have m any (potentially lower—
din ensional) faces in comm on which are not trivially in—
herited from the probability ornon-signalling constraints.

T his analysis also leads us to a very considerable gen—
eralization of the nonlocaltasks described so far. Let us
consider any Bell expression of the form

X
M x;y)RAyB,i: 30)

Xy

Thematrix M (x;v) need not be a finction ofx vy (as
has been the case so far); indeed it need not even be
symm etric. A s long as the largest singular valie of M

corresponds to an operator jiwjw ih Hadam ard basis
vectors i, F#iasn M, then quantum resourcesdo not

o erabene toverclssicalones in perform ing the task.

W hile this gives a very wide class for which quantum
m echanics provides no bene t, it is also worth pointing

out that not all nonlocal tasks for which this is true are
ofthis type (see rexample [11]).

A Yhough functions w ith a singlebi output are very
In portant (as they encapsulate all decision problem s), i
would also be interesting to extend these resuls to func—
tionsw ith a m ultibit output, orw ith di erent input and
output alphabets (eg. temary rather than biary). In
both cases, it is in portant to consider how sucoess w ill
be m easured, as In addition to the total sucoess prob—
ability considered above one could reasonably m easure
success by the average Yistance’ betw een the output and
the correct answer. For functions w ith a m ultibit out-
put, where success ism easured by the num ber of correct
output bits, our resuls in m ediately m ply that quantum
strategies provides no advantage over classical strategies
(oecause the best strategy is to optim ally com pute each
output bi independently).
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