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Quantum nonlocality has recently been intensively studied in connection to device-independent
quantum information processing, where the extremal points of the set of quantum correlations play
a crucial role through self-testing. In most protocols, the proofs for self-testing rely on the maximal
violation of the Bell inequalities, but there is another known proof based on the geometry of state
vectors to self-test a maximally entangled state. We present a geometrical proof in the case of
partially entangled states. We show that, when a set of correlators in the simplest Bell scenario sat-
isfies a condition, the geometry of the state vectors is uniquely determined. The realization becomes
self-testable when another unitary observable exists on the geometry. Applying this proven fact,
we propose self-testing protocols by intentionally adding one more measurement. This geometrical
scheme for self-testing is superior in that, by using this as a building block and repeatedly adding
measurements, a realization with an arbitrary number of measurements can be self-tested. Besides
the application, we also attempt to describe nonlocal correlations by guessing probabilities of distant
measurement outcomes. In this description, the quantum set is also convex, and a large class of

extremal points is identified by the uniqueness of the geometry.

I. INTRODUCTION

It was shown by Bell that the nonlocal correlations pre-
dicted by quantum mechanics are inconsistent with local
realism [1]. Bell nonlocality, or quantum nonlocality, has
attracted many research interests over the years (see |2|
for a review). Recently, it has been intensively studied in
connection to device-independent quantum information
processing (see [3, 4] for reviews), where the extremal
points of the convex set of quantum correlations plays a
crucial role through self-testing.

The correlation that attains the maximal quantum vi-
olation of 2v/2 [5] in the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt
(CHSH) inequality [6] is an extremal point of the quan-
tum set, for which the quantum realization (state and
measurements) is unique up to unavoidable local isom-
etry. This implies that attaining the value of 2v/2 can
self-test the state and the measurements in the Bell ex-
periment [7]. When a realization is a unique maximizer of
a Bell inequality, the realized correlation is a self-testable
extremal point. Although there exist non-exposed ex-
tremal points that cannot be a unique maximizer of any
Bell inequality, a correlation is extremal when the real-
ization is self-testable [§]. In this way, self-testability and
extremality are intimately connected. In most protocols,
the proofs for self-testing rely on the maximal violation of
the Bell inequalities. However, even in the simplest Bell
scenario (two parties and two binary measurements on
each party), the maximal violation by a partially entan-
gled state is known for only a few Bell inequalities [9-13],
and not many protocols are proposed for self-testing par-
tially entangled states [14-18].

On the other hand, the proof for self-testing in [19] is
fascinating, because no Bell inequality is used directly. In
the simplest Bell scenario, when marginal probabilities
of outcomes are unbiased, the boundaries of the quan-
tum set are identified by the Tsirelson-Landau-Masanes

(TLM) criterion |20-22]. The proof in [19] relies on the
fact that the geometry of the state vectors is uniquely
determined when the TLM criterion is satisfied (and the
anti-commutation relation between observables is proven
on the geometry). However, this geometrical proof is re-
stricted to the case of a maximally entangled state by
the restriction of the TLM criterion. In a general case,
where an extremal correlation may be realized by a par-
tially entangled state, the criterion for the identification
has been only conjectured, based on the probabilities of
guessing outcomes of a distant party (referred as “guess-
ing probability” hereafter) [23].

In this paper, we present a geometrical proof in the
case of partially entangled states. We show that, when a
set of correlators in the simplest Bell scenario satisfies a
condition, the geometry of state vectors is uniquely de-
termined. The realization becomes self-testable when an-
other unitary observable exists on the geometry to prove
anti-commutation relation. Applying this proven fact, we
propose self-testing protocols by intentionally adding one
more measurement to prove the anti-commutation rela-
tion. This geometrical scheme for self-testing is superior
in that, by using this as a building block and repeat-
edly adding measurements, a realization with an arbi-
trary number of measurements can be self-tested.

Beside applications, efforts have been made to describe
the quantum set having a complicated structure |8, [24-
27 in a more tractable way; some descriptions exist such
as covariance [28] and entropy [29]. For this purpose,
we attempt to describe nonlocal correlations by guess-
ing probabilities. We show that the quantum realizable
set is also convex in this description, and a large class of
extremal points is identified by the uniqueness of the ge-
ometry of state vectors. Moreover, with the help of this
extremality, we show that the sufficiency of the extremal
criterion conjectured in [23] can be reduced to certifiabil-
ity of guessing probabilities.
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This paper is organized as follows: In Sec.[[I], we briefly
summarize the preliminaries. For details, see |2-4] and
the references therein. For clarity, we first introduce the
description of correlations by guessing probabilities in
Sec. [[IIl and discuss the properties of the quantum set,
such as the extremality and self-testability. In Sec. [[V]
we investigate the geometrical properties of realizations
in the standard description of correlations. Finally, as
an application, we propose self-testing protocols for par-
tially entangled states in Sec. [V], whose self-testability
is geometrically proven, regardless of the validity of the
conjectured extremal criterion. A summary is given in

Sec. [Vl

II. PRELIMINARIES

In the simplest Bell scenario, Alice (Bob) performs one
of two binary measurements on a shared state depending
on a given random bit x (y), and obtains an outcome a=

1 (b==1). The properties of a nonlocal correlation are
described by a set of conditional probabilities {p(ab|zy)}
referred as a “behavior”, which specifies a point in the
probability space. As p(ablzy)=1[14+aC% +bCE+abC,y)
for no-signaling correlations, with C2 (CF) being a bias
of the marginal p(a|z) [p(bly)], any no-signaling corre-
lation can be described by a behavior {C2,CE, Cyy}.
Such a behavior specifies a point in the 8- d1mens1onal
no-signaling space, which we denote by the C-space.

A behavior {C,CF,Cyy} is realized by quantum me-
chanics, if and only 1f there exist a shared quantum state
[¢) and the observables A, (By) of Ahce (Bob), such
that A2 = B2 = I, C = (] A, |1, CF = (6], |}, and
Coy = (Y|AL 'B g0y, We use (---) as the abbreviation
of (] ---[v). Any state vector has a real-vector repre-
sentation 20, 130, [31]. For example, when [¢) is repre-
sented by components as [) = (co,c1,---) with ¢; € C,
152 (Re ¢, Im ¢, Re ¢1,Im ¢q,--+) is a real-vector rep-
resentation.

The realizable behaviors constitute a convex set in the
C-space, denoted by Q¢c. In the unbiased case where
ca = C’B =0, a behavior belongs to Q¢, if and only if
the TLM mequahty [20-122]

1Co0Cor — C10C11|< \/(1 - C3)(1-C3)
H-Ca-c). @

is satisfied for Cy,y = Cy, [together with p(ab|zy)>0].
Using the correlators of a behavior {C2}, CF, Cyy}, let
us introduce the quantities S + , given by

1
+ —
S5= 5 [Jon 2, — 43,
Joy = O, = (C2)? = (C))* +1
Koy = Coy — CLCP. (2)

Suppose that the following holds for a set {psy,}
So” = S = 1" = 1y’

H = H — SPen)Cyy — C2CE >0, (3)

where p,, is either '+’ or '—’. Letting the value of Sh;"
be equal to sin? 2y, the following is also introduced:

dP = (C#)? + sin? 2y, d‘; = (05)2 +sin?2y.  (4)

Then, to identify the nonlocal extremal points of Q¢, the
following criterion has been conjectured in [23].
Conjecture 1. A nonlocal behavior {C2, CP,Cuy} is
an extremal point of Qc, if and only if Eq. (lf)]) holds as
Sty =S5, =S, =151,, and Eq. {@) is saturated for both

scaled correlators Cpy=Cly/\/dB and Cpy=Cly/ [di}.

Note that the fulfillment of Eq. (B]) for some {ps,} (not
necessarily as Sjy = Sgp = Sf}) = S7,) is necessary (and
even sufficient in the case of sin? 2y < 1) for the existence
of a two-qubit realization in the form of

szsianol + cos 9;403, B, = sin@fol + cos 9503,
|1h) =cos x|00) + sin x|11), (5)

where (01, 02,03) are the Pauli matrices (but there is no
o9 term), and hence also necessary for the extremality of
Q¢ (see the supplemental material of [23]). Note further
that the definition of 2 and 95 are changed from [23,132,
33] for convenience (64 — m/2—62 and 0} —m/2-00).

Moreover, for a given {C4, Cf , Czy}, the quantity DP
and D;J4 (explained later) has a device-independent upper
bound, which can be obtained by the Navascués-Pironio-
Acin (NPA) hierarchy [35, 136], and the following is also
implicitly conjectured in [23].

Conjecture 2. When a nonlocal behavior {C2, CB

Cyy} satisfies the same condition as Conjecture 1, dB cmd
dA coincides with the device-independent upper bound of

(DB) and (D;})?, respectively.

III. QUANTUM SET IN D-SPACE

As mentioned, C2 is the bias of p(a|z), but it is also the
bias of Bob’s optimal probability of guessing Alice’s out-
come a, without the use of any side information. In the
nonlocality scenario, however, Bob has a half of a shared
state; the local state pg|, (conditioned on Alice’s out-
come a), and by the use of it the guessing probability is
generally increased. Therefore, it seems another natural
way of describing nonlocal correlations to use the guess-
ing probabilities optimized under p,|,. For this purpose,
we focus on the quantities introduced in |32, 133]

DB =

x

max (A,Xp), DI =

nax Y (max (XaBy), (6)
2y=

X3)=1

where the maximization is taken over any Hermite op-

erator Xp (X4) on Bob’s (Alice’s) side. Indeed, when



p1)z and p_q|, are both pure states, the maximum in the
definition of DZ is attained when X2 =1 [32]; hence DB
becomes equal to tr|p;j;—p_1||, coinciding with the bias
of Bob’s optimal guessing probability [34].

Let us then describe a correlation by a behavior
{65,6;},Cyy}, such that it is realized by quantum me-
chanics if and only if there exist |¢), A2 = B2 =1,
§8 = (DE)?, 6 = (D{})?*, and Cpy = (| AxBy|¢). The
reason for takmg the square of DZ and DA will be-
come clear soon. Such a behavior spemﬁes a po1nt in an
8-dimensional space, which we denote by the D-space.
Note that the behaviors in the C-space and the D-space
have no one-to-one correspondence. For example, the
completely random correlation is uniquely represented
by {Cf =0,CF =0,C4y = 0} in the C-space but rep-
resented in the D-space by {65 = 0, 6‘4 =0,Cyy =0}
and {65 =1,6'=1,C,,, =0}. The former is realized by
Ay =By =01 on |1/)> |00), and the latter is realized by
Ay = o1, By= 03 on [¢)=(|00) + [11))/v/2.

Now, let us investigate the properties of the behaviors
in the D-space. When the behaviors p; are realized by
quantum mechanics, there always exists a realization of
the behavior p=3_, A;p; for any A; >0 such that ) . A\;=
1. This is because, as shown in Appendix [A] although
(DB)? and (D;')? are convex in general such that

< > [DZ(p:)]”, (7)

the equality holds, at least when each local state of the
realization of p; has orthogonal support, and hence,
Lemma 1. The behaviors {55,564 > Gy}, which are
realized by quantum mechanics, constitute a conver set.
This set, denoted by Qp, is then at least enclosed by
the hyperplanes in the D-space defined from the following
inequalities:

BB ZVB<53+Z ol m_4B, (8)

1
ZVA5A+Z A M_“, (9)

where the coefficients satisfy V7 >0, [[,, Vi, <0, and
VEVG VG = —VEVEVE for both ¢= A, B. Note that V§
is the coefficient of Cyy, but VO‘Ll1 is the coefficient of C1y.
The quantum bound of the inequalities is given by

qcf ‘/OC — : =
(38)2 ’ B V10V11 B V(leoco,

)\C_Vlovll[(voo V01 — Voo Voul Vlo

BAi=—

This is due to the cryptographic quantum bound shown
in [32]. Indeed, uZ, =(—1)"V2/sE fulfills L, BY2=

Uy
1 and ufuf =ufu®; hence any realization obeys

__qBZ (sBDB) +ZS

1)*(A; By)

BZ BDB

The same holds for B4 by using uj, = (—1)*Vz /si.
The inequalities Eqs. (8) and (@) are respected by any
quantum realization, which we denote by quantum Bell
inequalities in analogy to the Bell inequalities.

It is convenient to introduce another convex set, which
is enclosed by Egs. ([8) and [@). As Eq. (II)) holds when-
ever the first inequality due to the cryptographic quan-
tum bound holds, the behaviors in this set are those satis-
fying the TLM inequality Eq. () for both scaled correla-

tors Coy = Cly/+/0F and Cuy=Chy/, /52 [32] [together

with the obvious constraint of CZ, < 67, 5;14 <1]. This
convex set, denoted by Qcrypt, is a superset of Op.

Let us now search for the extremal points of Qp. It
is known that each extremal point of Q¢ has a two-
qubit realization |5, [37]. This is due to the fact that Ag
and A; (Bp and B; as well) are simultaneously block-
diagonalized by appropriate local bases with the block
size of at most 2 [37]. However, this cannot be applied
to the case of Qp due to the convexity of (DZ)? and
(D;)? as in Eq. (7). Fortunately, however, we have the
following;:

Lemma 2. A behavior in Qp, which simultaneously
saturates the quantum Bell inequalities Egs. (8) and (@),
has a two-qubit realization.

Proof: As the maximization in DB is rewritten by us-
ing the Lagrange multiplier [ as DB =max[(y)|A, X g|¢)—

[((|X3[p) —1)], any realization must satisfy

DB
trada Y)Yl = - tra(Falv) (W] + [0)(01F), - (12)

where F, is an optimal operator attaining the maximum.

Let 1/7, /_fz, Ey, and F, be the real-vector representation
for 1), Ag|v), BylY), and Fy|v), respectively, which are
all unit vectors. Then, Eq. (IZ) implies

A, F.—DP. A,.B,—DPF..B, A,.j=DPFE, .J.

13
On the other hand, the saturation of Eq. (8) implies t(ha‘z
Eq. (@) is saturated for C’zy =A, B'y/Di3 =F, ~§y, which
ensures that four real vectors EO, gl, ﬁo, and ﬁl lie in
the same B-plane |19] as shown in Fig. [II S1m1larly, the
saturation of Eq. (@) implies that four real vectors AO, Al,
Eo, and E1 lie in the same A-plane, where E is the real
vector optimizing DA However, as a high- dlmenswnal
vector space is con51dered the relatlonshlp between the
two planes has not been determlned yet.

Suppose that Ay #+ +A; and B, #+ +B,. Let the pro-
jection of 1/; to the A-plane (B-plane) be 1/7,4 (1/73). More-
over, let the projection of 1/;3 to the A-plane be JBA.
From the laws of sines and cosines, |{p.4|? is given by

(Ao - Pp)? + (A1 - p)? —2<Ao Up) (A - wB>cosA
sin? A

(14)



B-plane

FIG 1 Geometry of real vectors, where ﬁo7 §07 ﬁh and
31 (Eo, Ao, E1, and A1) lie in the B-plane (A-plane), and
F, (E,) is directed along the projection of A, (B,) to the
B-plane (A-plane), respectively. The two planes intersect at
the angle of 7/2—2x, with 1/7' being a common vector. The
angle between ¢ and B, (F,) is denoted by 6% (¢Z), and
that between ' and A, (E,) is denoted by 0;' (¢3). As Eq.
@) is saturated by scaled correlators, Eq. ([IT7) holds in this
geometry. We assume, without loss of generality, 0 < x < /4
throughout this paper.

where A is the angle between Ay and A;. From Eq. (I3),

and consequently we have |pa| = |[{4]. Similarly, we

have |ap| = |z/_;3| This implies that the two planes
intersect with 1/1' 1/1,4 = z/JB being a common vector as
shown in Fig.[[l The two-qubit realization of Eq. (&) can
realize the same geometry of real vectors.

When fYO = :I:/Yl, ffm and Ey lie in a 3-dimensional
subspace. Moreover, the saturation of Eq. () for scaled
correlators occurs only when /_fo coincides with :I:EO or
:I:E_»l7 and F"O coincides with :l:éo or :l:él The behavior
in the D-space realized by such a s1mple geometry can
be realized by Eq. (). Similarly, when Bo—:I:Bl ([

As such a behavior saturates Eq. () for scaled corre-
lators, it is located at a boundary of Qc;ypt. Conversely,
a boundary behavior of Qgypt generally does not have
a realization with the geometry of Fig. [[] and cannot be
realized by quantum mechanics; hence,

Lemma 3. Qp is a strict subset of Qcrypt.

Hereafter, to describe the geometry of Fig. [[l we also
use the shortcut notations of

AG = — 65,

NG =65 — 0], A¢° = — ¢, (16)

for both ¢ = A, B. See Fig. [l for the definition of ¢§
and ¢§. Note that, as Eq. (I) is saturated for scaled
correlators, the geometry of Fig. [[] satisfies |23]

Hsin Afy <0 and Hsin Aﬁw <0. (17)

Yy zy

When such a geometry is given, we can easily construct
the quantum Bell inequalities Eqs. [8) and (@) that are
simultaneously saturated by the geometry, as shown in
Appendix [Bl Conversely, let us investigate the realiza-
tions to maximize such a given pair of the quantum Bell
inequalities. Note that there exists unavoidable ambigu-
ity of the realizations, which is referred as obvious sym-
metries hereafter, as the four geometries with the param-
eters {624, 07 x}, {— 04, — 07, x}, {m— 04 71— 07, x}, and
{m+64, T+6050,x} reahze the same behavior in the D-
space. In general, the realization that saturates either
Eq. [8) or Eq. (@) is not unique; hence belonging to a flat
surface of Qp. The realization is characterized by A#F
and A#4, respectively, such that Afy and A;‘m is deter-
mined for a given AGB and A#4, respectively. However,
(A2By) = DE cos AD = D;} cos Aj, must hold in Fig. [l
As a result, to saturates both Eqs. ([§) and (@), A6® and
AG4 are constrained to satisfy

(14 a” cos AG4)?

1+ aP cos AGP)?

(14 o cos AA)2
(cos AGA + a?)?

1+ aB cos A9B)2’
cos AGB + aB)?

(cos AGA + aA)2

cos AGB + aB)2’
1- BLB cos A9P)?

(1-— 7 cos Af4)2

1-— BchosAéB)T

2 cos AGE — )2

cos AGB — )2’

iy

(cos AGA — 5—%
1

(cos AGA —

(18)

)
)
o)
)
(1- 7 cos AG4)?
)
)
)2

™

where the parameters of the original geometry used for
constructing a given pair of the Bell inequalities are indi-
cated by an overline such as Af°. The parameters o and
B¢ are given by —sin A§)/sin A§; and sin A§; /sin A§,,
respectively. As details are given in Appendix [B] when
Eq. (I¥) only has a trivial solution of cos A§¢ = cos A#°
for both ¢ = A, B, the realizations become unique up to
obvious symmetries, and we have

Lemma 4. The geometry of a realization, which si-
multaneously saturates the quantum Bell inequalities Eqs.
(8) and (@), is unique up to obvious symmetries when Eq.
(I8) only has a trivial solution; hence such a behavior is
an extremal point of Qp.

For a given pair of quantum Bell inequalities, no pair
of a® and (¢ is identical in general and Eq. (I8) only
has a trivial solution. This implies that the behaviors
realized by two-qubit realizations Eq. (B) with the pa-
rameters satisfying Eq. (7)) are generally extremal for
Op, constituting a large class of extremal points. Note
that the uniqueness of the realization is not necessarily
required for the extremality, and hence Lemma 4 does



not exclude the possibility that the behaviors realized by
Eq. @) with Eq. (I7) are all extremal.

In any case, for an extremal behavior of Qp proven by
Lemma 4, the geometry of real vectors is unique up to
the obvious symmetry. Is such a behavior self-testable?
The answer is negative by two reasons (apart from the
problem of how DZ and D;f is determined by experi-

ments) The first is that |¢| in Fig. @ is undetermined;
/| can be determined through (A,) = [¢'|cosf2 o
(By) = |4}/ | cos 6B ,» but these are unspecified in the D—
space. The second relates to the convexity of (DZ)? and
(D;;‘)2. As shown in Appendix [(] there exists an exam-
ple in which the correlation P, despite being an extremal
point of Qp, may have two different realizations due to
the strict convexity. However, in some cases, we can ex-
clude the possibility of such strict convexity, that is, the
certifiability of DZ and DA

Suppose that ConJecture 2 holds true. As Eq. (@) is
saturated for scaled correlators, (DZ)? and (D;;‘) are
also lower bounded by dZ and d‘; [23]; hence those are
certifiable, and we have (DF)? = dF and (D]')? = dj.
This correlation, denoted by p, is then found to be
an extremal point of @p by Lemma 4. When a real-
ization of p is decomposed into two-qubit realizations
of p;, based on the block-diagonalization [37], (DZ)?
and (D;})? must not be strictly convex; otherwise we
would construct a realization whose DZ or D;f exceeds
the device-independent upper bound by using orthogo-
nal bases. Moreover, because the correlation p is an ex-
tremal point of Qp, all p; must exhibit the same behavior
{d5,d},Cyy} in the D-space. Then, the geometry of the
two-qubit realizations is uniquely determined up to the
obvious symmetry by Lemma 4. The symmetry leaves
the ambiguity between {Cz', CF} and {-C4, —C[}, but
the latter is clearly mapproprlate In thls way, the ex-
tremality of Qp, combined with the certifiability of DZ
and D;‘;‘, makes the realization unique; hence,

Lemma 5. If Conjecture 2 holds true, the extremal
behaviors of Qp by Lemma 4 are self-testable extremal
points of Qc.

This lemma implies that the sufficiency of Conjecture
1 relies on the validity of Conjecture 2. Note that, un-
der the truth of Conjecture 2, the self-testable extremal
points of Q¢ by Lemma 5 are such that Eq. @) is satis-
fied as Sg, =Sy, =S, =51, Eq. (@) is saturated by both

Cry=Cly//dB and Cpy=Cly/ /d:}, and Eq. (I8) only

has a trivial solution. As mentioned above, the informa-
tion of {C% ,Cf } is necessary for self-testing to specify
|¢'], and it is indeed used in Lemma 5 through Eq. [B).

IV. QUANTUM SET IN C-SPACE

From now on, let us show some geometrical properties
of the realizations for the behaviors in the standard C-
space. Note that these hold true regardless of the validity

of Conjectures 1 and 2. To begin with, we show that
the geometry of the realization of a behavior in the C-
space is uniquely determined when the correlators satisfy
a condition:

Lemma 6. For a nonlocal behavior {C{,CE, Cyy},
which satisfies Eq. (ﬂ) for some {pzy} (not necessarily
as Sio = Si, = Siy = S{,) and saturates Eq. () for both
Cory = Cuy//dB and Cyy = C’xy/\/@, the geometry of
the realization is unique up to obvious symmetries.

The unique geometry is the same as Fig. Il but the
obvious symmetry now refers the ambiguity between
{02,605, x} and {02}, —0F, x}. Moreover, [¢/| is deter-
mined to cos2x as in the two-qubit realizations of Eq.
). The proof is given in Appendix The difference
from the proof of Lemma 2 is that dZ and d;;‘ by Eq. (@)
are not ensured to coincide with (DZ)? and (D;})?, and
we cannot use Eq. (IZ). For the same reason, F, and
Ey in Fig. [l are now not ensured to attain DZ and D;;‘;

\/Eﬁx is merely the projection of A, to the B-plane.

In this way, the geometry is uniquely determined for
not necessarily Sfy = S, = Sy = S{;. However, this
uniqueness does not ensure the extremality of Q¢. This
is in contrast to Lemma 4, where quantum Bell inequal-
ities are maximized by a unique geometry, and the ex-
tremality of Qp is ensured. Indeed, the nonlocal corre-
lation P in Appendix [C] where Sg, = Sg; = S{y = S11,
is an explicit counter example for extremality. Interest-
ingly, P is located in the strict interior of the quantum
set, according to the 14+ AB level of the NPA hierarchy
[38]. This also implies that, even though |¢)'| = cos2x
is ensured to be the same as the two-qubit realizations,
the uniqueness is still insufficient for self-testing. The
condition Sg, =S¢, =S5, =S}, is crucial, apart from the
unique determination of the geometry, for making the re-
alization self-testable through the certification of DZ and
D;;‘, as shown by Lemma 5.

However, other than the unproved certification con-
dition, a more general condition that makes the unique
geometry self-testable is found as follows:

Lemma 7. For a nonlocal behavior {C2,CF,Cy,},
which has a unique geometry by Lemma 6, the Tealzzation
is self-testable, if and only if a real vector representation
G of G|y), with G being a local unitary observable, ex-
ists in either A-plane or B-plane (other than +A, and
+5,).

Proof: As the geometry is uniquely determined as Fig.
[@ by Lemma 6, the “only if” part is obvious: when the
realization is self-testable, it is a two-qubit realization of
Eq (&), where any one of ﬁ and E can be regarded as
G because F, and E, are local and unitary (F2= E2 I).
Let us prove the “1f” part. We again use the notat1on of
Eq. [I0). For the operator Zp defined by

sin 9§B1 — sin HlBBO
sin A§B ’

we have (| Z3[)=1 as By - By =cos A5, and similarly

Zp =

(19)
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FIG. 2: Four state vectors lie in the same plane, and Xpg|v)
and XaZa|y) are orthogonal, which also implies that Z4|t)
and X4 Xp|y) are orthogonal because (| XpXaZal|yp)=0.

for Z4. As the unit vectors Zp|¢)) and Z4|¢)) are both
directed along 9/, we have Zp|y) = C0812X|w’) = ZAl0).
Suppose now that G lies in the B-plane with G being
Bob’s unitary observable (G? = I). Letting the angle
between G and 1/;’ be 0B, it is written as

sinn® By|y) — sin(n® - 07)Zg|¢)
sin 95

Glv) = ;o (20)

for y = 0,1. Moreover, as G commutes with Z4 and
G?*=1, we have (Y|GZAZsGY)= (1| Z%]¢p) =1 and

sin? 95 =sin? n® + sin?(n? — 95)<¢|Z}§|¢>
—2sinn” sin(n” — 0)) (Y| ZE By |v). (21)
From this and Eq. [[3), we have ()|Z%|¢) = 1; hence

Z% 1) is aunit vector. As (1| Z%|¢) =1, we have Z3|) =
|1}, which proves the anti-commutation relation of

(BoBy + B1By) 1) = 2cos AGP|y). (22)

As Z3 W) = ZE ) = |), the anti-commutation relation
between Ay and A; is also proven. Let us define Xp by

cosOF By — cos P By

X =
B sin A§B

(23)

and similarly X 4. With the anti-commutation relations
of B, and A,, we can confirm (Xg)?[¢) = (Xa)?|¢)) =
) and (XpZp+ZpXB)|[Y) = (XaZa+ZaXa)l) =0.
However, |1) has not been determined yet. From Eq.

(D4)), we have

(V| ZaXAXBZB|Y)=— (V| ZaXAZpXB|Y)
=—(¢| X4 Xp|Yp) = —sin 2y,
(W XaXaZal)= (| XpXpZp|)) = cos2x. (24)

This implies that the four state vectors (not in the real-
vector representation) of XaZ4l|v), Xal|v), Xp|¢), and
XpZp|vY) lie in the same plane in a complex vector space,

00— H _?_H_?_

ZB XB B

o0 [

FIG. 3: Local unitary transformation used for self-testing.

as shown in Fig. Moreover, this figure shows that
(V| XpXaZaltp)=0; hence Z4|Yp) and X4 Xpl) are or-
thogonal to each other. As the components of |¢) to
these orthogonal vectors are given by ()| Z4|¢)) = cos2x
and (9| X 4 X p|1)=sin x, we can conclude

|t)) =sin2xXaXp|¢) + cos2xZ ). (25)
By operating X 4 Xp on both sides, we have

sin 2x X4 Xp|¢h) — sin® 2x[¢))
cos2x
=cos 2x|Y) — Zalv), (26)

and cos xXaXp(I — Za)|yp) = sinx(I + Za)|e). Then,
the local unitary transformation =¥ 4 ® &g commonly
used for self-testing [3] shown in Fig. Blresults in

sin 2 X 4 X pZa|th) =

001)/00) = T [(1 + Za)(I + Z5) ) [00)

+Xp(l + Za)(I — Zp)|y)|01)
+Xa(l = Za)I + Zp)|)[10)
+XaXp(I = Za)(I = Zp)|)[11)]
_ I+ ZA)Y) .
= cosy (cos x|00) 4 sin x|11)), (27)
and consequently [¢) is locally equivalent to cos x|00)+
sin x|11). Similarly, we also have

X4 X51)[00) = [junk) (cos x|L1) + sin x|00)),  (28)

and so on, and measurements are self-tested. ]

For self-testability, the proof of the anti-commutation
relation between By and By [Eq. (22)] is crucial. To prove
it, Lemma 7 implies that the third unitary observable G,
whose real vector lies in the same B-plane, is necessary.
In the unbiased case where x = m/4, the four vectors
/_1'0, /Yl, EO, By all lie in the same plane, and A, can be
used as the third unitary observable [19]. However, in
the other general case of 0 < x < m/4, fYO and /Tl lie in
a different A-plane, and A, cannot be used anymore. It
is not limited, but the optimal operator F, for DB is a
good candidate for GG. Interestingly, in the special case
that ﬁozéo and F_"l :El, the candidate for GG is missing
in the B-plane, but the correlation in this case is always
local.



V. SCHEME FOR SELF-TESTING PARTIALLY
ENTANGLED STATE

As shown in Sec. [Tl under the conjectured certifia-
bility of DZ and D;;‘, the realizations are automatically
self-testable by Lemma 5; however, Conjecture 2 has not
been proven. Fortunately, however, Lemma 7 tells us how
to self-test such realizations irrespective of the validity of
the conjecture; it suffices to intentionally introduce a uni-
tary observable by adding one more binary measurement.

The simplest protocol may be to add the measurement
of Zp. Let us add a binary measurement to the Bell
scenario, such as the Bell (2,3, 2)-scenario but on Bob’s
side only, whose observable is By (B3 = I). Suppose
that the correlators by the original set {Ag, A1, Bo, B1}
satisfy the condition in Lemma 6, and the geometry of
real vectors is determined as Fig. [Il where sin 2y is also
determined. When the additional correlators satisfy

(AyBy) = cos 04 = (A,)/ cos2x, (Ba) =cos2y, (29)
for both z=0,1, gg is ensured to lie in the A-plane and
is directed along 1/;’. Then, in this protocol, Bs|y) =
Zpl)=Z4|¢) can be directly used for proving the anti-
commutation relation of By (A also) as in the proof of
Lemma 7.

The additional measurement is not restricted to Zp.
In the second protocol, suppose that the correlators by
{Ay, A1, By, B2} also satisfy the condition in Lemma 6,

in addition to the original {AO, A1, By, B1}. Then, as 1/) ,

Bo, Bg lie in the same plane, Bg is ensured to lie in the B-
plane, and again, Bs can be used as the third observable
for proving the anti-commutation relation between By
and Bi; the proof of Lemma 7 runs similarly, and the
realization is self-tested.

Note that Bs is also self-tested at the end of both pro-
tocols. Obviously, the scheme of the second protocol can
be repeated to add more measurements on both sides of
Alice and Bob. In this way, by using the geometry of Fig.
[ as a building block, the two-qubit realizations in the
form of Eq. (@) with arbitrary number of measurements
(whose basis lies in the X-Z plane) can be self-tested.

VI. SUMMARY

In this paper, we studied the self-testability and ex-
tremality from the viewpoint of the geometry of the
state vectors of the realizations for quantum correlations,
and showed a condition that determines the geometry
uniquely. Interestingly, in the case of the realizations
using partially entangled states, the condition for the
unique determination of the geometry is strictly looser
than that for the self-testability.

We first showed that the saturation of the TLM in-
equality for scaled correlators, together with the exis-
tence of a two-qubit realization in the form of Eq. (Hl),
uniquely determines the geometry of state vectors in both

cases of the D-space and the C-space (Lemma 4 and
Lemma 6). The uniqueness of the geometry generally
ensures the extremality of Qp, because it is a unique si-
multaneous maximizer of two quantum Bell inequalities
in the D-space. In the case of the C-space, however, such
quantum Bell inequalities are lacking, and the uniqueness
of the geometry is insufficient for the extremality of Q¢.
Indeed, there exists a two-qubit realization such that, de-
spite being an extremal point of Qp, it is not an extremal
point of Q¢ due to the convexity of guessing probabili-
ties. This suggests that the structure of Qp is simpler
than Q¢. The complete characterization of the extremal
points of Qp is an intriguing open problem.

We next showed that, when the conjectured certifia-
bility of the guessing probabilities holds true, the self-
testability in the C-space (hence the extremality of Qc)
comes to be ensured by the extremality of Qp (Lemma
5). Namely, the sufficiency of the extremality criterion
conjectured in [23] was shown to rely on the certifiability
of guessing probabilities. The proof of the certifiability
(i.e., the proof of the device-independent upper bound
of guessing probabilities) seems quite challenging but at-
tractive, because it would also lead to the discovery of the
information principles [2,139] behind quantum mechanics,
and “almost quantumness” [40] as well.

Moreover, the realization with a unique geometry be-
comes self-testable if and only if another unitary ob-
servable exists on the geometry (Lemma 7). Apply-
ing this proven fact, we proposed self-testing protocols
for partially entangled two-qubit states, where one more
measurement is intentionally added to prove the anti-
commutation relation between observables. This geomet-
rical scheme provides a building block used for a more
complicated geometry. Indeed, repeatedly adding mea-
surements by this scheme, a realization with an arbitrary
number of measurements can be self-tested. It is an open
problem of how robust this scheme is.

As all the known nonlocal extremal points in the sim-
plest Bell scenario are self-testable, it is natural to expect
that the true extremal criterion must be the one that
determines the geometry of state vectors as well as the
TLM criterion. The conjectured criterion in [23] fulfills
this expectation. Interestingly, although the validity of
the conjecture has not been proven, the property of de-
termining the geometry proves the self-testability of the
realizations in the Bell scenario with more measurement
settings as in the above self-testing protocols.
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Appendix A: Convexity of DF

Let pq) be Bob’s subnormalized conditional state. For
(1)

alz W€ have

any convex decomposition pg, =", Aip
DB:H)}aXtr(Pm—P—l\m)X
_maxz/\ tr( p1|x—p 1|I)X
—maXZMr (ot =p ) @il (Xa© 1)

<max
XBa

ORIk
{Z)\ [maxtr pl‘ —pll‘z)XBl} } , (Al

where a denotes the ancilla. At the last equality, we used
the formula (D5)? =Y, 2|agw |2/ (my + my), where
aprr = (k|(p1jz — p—1]2)|k’) are the matrix elements with
respect to the eigenstates of py|,+p_1), with my and my
being the eigenvalues, as shown in Appendix A of [32].
See also [33].

itr[(pf =0 1) @ (1) (i) X a

Appendix B: Uniqueness of geometry I

First, we explicitly show how to construct a pair of the
quantum Bell inequalities Egs. (8]) and (@) that is simul-
taneously saturated by a given geometry of Fig. [ (i.e.
a given set of the geometrical parameters {62, HU X}
The saturation condition for the first inequality in Eq.
(D) is that, for X, =3, ub (-1)"B,,

(sin Afl BO — sin AIBOBl)
sin AGB ’
DY)*(X5), (B1)

X, x F, =

ByB\2/ yv2 B
(s0 Dy’ ) (X1) = (s1
and the coefficients of the quantum Bell inequalities must
satisfy
UG sin AGy = —ugy sin AGy, ufysin Afy = uf; sin Af,
(s6.D5)° | sin A, sin Afy| = (s5D5)?|sin Af, sin A%,
2 2
(s56)° + (55D)* = g (B2)
where the last equation is the saturation condition for

the second inequality of Eq. (II). It is then sufficient to
choose for both ¢ = A, B as follows:

c . c c . c
ugp = asin AGy, ug; = —asin A,

ufy = bsin Af;, uf; = bsinAj,

5= DSa, 5§ =D, 1/¢°=2,/(s§Dg) + (5 D5)?,

- c ] C
_ 1 sin A{, sin A§,
. A T AT = A
sin Af¢ || sin A{, sin A§; —

. c . c ?
sin A§, sin A§,

3 C 3 c
b— 1 —sin A§, sin A§,
. P TR e A
sin Ag¢ |/ sin A{; sin A§, — sin A§; sin A§,

(B3)

Next, let us show conversely that, for a given set of such
coefficients of quantum Bell inequalities, the geometrical
parameters satisfying Eq. (B2) are unique (up to obvious
symmetries). Let a¢=uf; /u, and B¢ =u$,/uf;. Once
we choose Af°, tan A, is determined from Eq. (B2) as

—ac sin AG° sin AQ°
tanAjy = ——————, tanAj; = ————,
907 1 + ac cos Age O™ cos AGe + ac
1 -
3= sin Ag¢ sin Af°
tan A, = ﬂ—, tan A{; = ————,
07 - % cos Af¢ 7 cos Afe — #

and as a result, D§ and Df is also determined by A§° as

1 ac+$+2cosA9c

D¢ 2_ ,

( O) 4(58qc)2 ac_i_%_i_ﬂc_i_%

(Do) = 1 Be + % — 2 cos Af° (B4)
VA ot e B g

For these solutions to represent the same realization,
(A:By)? = (DEcosAD)? = (DA cos AA ' )? must hold
for every x and y; hence Eq. (IEI) must hold, where
the original geometrical parameters appears in Eq. (B2
are indicated by an overline. When Eq. ([I8) only
has a trivial solution of cos Af® = cos Af°, we have
D§ = D§ and D$ = D$ from Eq. (B4). Moreover, from
DEDP sin AP = sin2ysin A0 and 0 < x < 7/4, we
have x = Y as tan A¢® = tan(A§, — A§,) = + tan Ag°.
From (DZ)? =cos? 2y cos? 6;!+sin” 2x, we have cos? 0;' =
cos? 0}, and similarly cos® 65 =cos? 5. Considering the
possible combination of signs carefully, it is found that
the allowed solutions of Eq. (B2) are only {62,057, x},

{-024, —éf, X}, {704, W—éf, X}, and {7+02, 7T—|—6‘f, X}

Appendix C: Example of strict convexity

Let us consider the two nonlocal correlations P and Q
realized by Eq. (@) using the following parameters:

P: 964:(), 914:71'/2, 08 =€, 0P =—n/4, 2x=n/6,
Q: 04 =0, 0 =n/2, 08 =¢, 0B =—7/4, 2x=mn/4,

where € is a small angle (0 <e<7/40) to ensure that Eq.
([IR) only has a trivial solution. As P and Q saturate Eq.
([ for scaled correlators, they are the extremal points of
Op. Let us then consider L extrapolated from P and Q
as

P=)Q+ (1- )L, (C1)
where A is chosen such that Cyy+Cp1+C1o—C11 =2 at
L. Suppose that {CZ, CB Cyy} is extrapolated by Eq.
(CI). Because the behav10r of L in the C-space satisfies
the positivity constraint p(ablzy) >0, L is a local cor-
relation. This implies that P can also be realized by a
convex sum of Q and deterministic correlations, despite
that P is an extremal point of @p. On the other hand,
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FIG. 4: Two cross sections of the D-space, C11-513 and C11-
84, which contain P, Q, and L. The behaviors in the gray

region belong to Qcrypt. When P=AQ+(1-A)L with A= 1—%
(in the limit of ¢ — 0), the behavior of L in the D-space is
not quantum realizable, whereas the behavior in the C-space

is locally realizable.

when {626 y , Cay} s extrapolated by Eq. (CIJ), L is not
allowed in quantum mechanics as shown in Fig. [ This
implies that (DZ)? and (D;')? must be strictly convex for
Eq. (CI). Although it is unknown that this convex-sum
realization certainly realizes {62, 5;;‘, Cry} of P, even an
extremal point of Qp may be realized as a convex sum
due to the convexity of DZ and DA Interestingly, as
{04, CB Cyy} of P in the C—space is realized by Eq.
(CD), P is not an extremal point of Q¢, despite being an
extremal point of Qp.

Appendix D: Uniqueness of geometry II

As a nonlocal behavior is considered, the measure-
ment operators in the realization satisfy Ag# +A4; and
By # +£B; [41]. In the case of sin®2y = Sk;¥ = 1, the
geometry of real vectors is uniquely determined by the
TLM criterion as shown in [19]. In the other cases,
sin? 2X25’£§y is a solution of

(Ae)(By) 2 _ . 2 (Az)? (By)*
Ay By)— Y2yl n29 (1 1— ,
« ) cos? 2y )7 = sin®2x( cos? QX)( cos2 2y
and (A;B,) is equal to either one of
Az )(By Ag)? By)?
HAa)(By) 4 oy f1o e i Bul® gy
cos2 2y cos? 2y cos2 2y
Let us introduce 02 and 95 by
(A,) = cos2xcosf2, (B,) = cos2x cos 95. (D2)

Under this parameterization,

dB = cos? 2x cos? 02 + sin” 2.

As H >0, the double sign of the second term in Eq. (DI
can be negative for even pairs among the four possible
(z,y), and hence, by adjusting the sign of sin#2 and
sinf), (A, By) is always written as

(A, B,) = cos 0 cos 95 + sin 64 sin 95 sin2x. (D4)

Let us then consider the real-vector representation. Be-
cause the scaled correlators saturate Eq. (), there exists

real unit vectors F, and Ey such that

gzéy: \/dfﬁzéy, A’xéyzwldﬁﬁzgzv (DS)

and F, and B (E and A, ») are ensured to lie in the
same B-plane (A plane) [19]. However, the relationship
between the two planes has not been determined yet.

Clearly, \/E is the length of the projection of A, to
the B-plane, and from the laws of sines and cosines,

—

(A, - Bo)? + (A, - B1)? — 2(A, - By)(A, - By)cos A

B
dac = )
sin® A

(D6)
must hold, where A is the angle between By and B
(not yet determined). From Eqs. (D3) and (D4]), we can
introduce ¢ to express A, B as y/dB cos(qﬁB—HB ), and
we have from Eq. (D8]

[cos A — cos AGP] [cos A — cos(2¢F — 6 — 67)] = 0.
(D7)
As this must hold for both =0, 1, the solution of cos A=
cos(2¢2 —0F —6P) is inappropriate unless the two-planes
are perpendicular (and the correlation is local). We then
have By - By =cos A=cos AB. Let the projector of 1E to

the B-plane be ¢'p. As 1) - Ey =(By),
<B0> <B1>2 — 2<B0><B1> COS A@B - 2
W) = sin? A9B = cos” 2y,
(D8)

and hence we know from Eq. (D2)) that the angle between

1¥p and Ey is 95. As 9Yp lies in the B-plane,

sin 9()B§1 — sin QFEO
sin AGB ’

U = cos2y (D9)
and from Eq. (D4) we have A, -1 =cos 2y cos 02 which
implies that the angle between A, and 1/73 is 9;‘. From
the same argument as above, we have ffo /Yl =cos AG4,
which implies that AO, Al, and 1/1 B lie in the same plane.
Similarly, we know that Bo, Bl, and 1/1,4 lie in the same
plane. After all, the geometry of real vectors is deter-
mined as Fig. [ with |¢)’| =cos2x. The obvious symme-
try is {04,057, x} and {—0;, —0F, x}, which arises from
the ambiguity in adjusting the sign of sinf2 and sin 95.

In this way, without any assumption, the geometry is
determined; hence it is unique. In the special case where
Sgo = So1 = S1p = Siy and Sgg = Sp; = Sy = Sy, there
seem to exist two possible choices for sin“2y. However,

)



as this contradicts the uniqueness of the geometry, some
condition is not satisfied for either choice. For example,
the correlation of the Tsirelson bound, where C4 = Cf =

10

0 and Cy, = (—1)"/+/2, we also have Sy, =Sy, = Sjp =
S11=1/2, but H <0 for this choice.
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