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Abstract. The Horodecki criterion provides a necessary and sufficient condition for

a two-qubit state to be able to manifest Bell nonlocality via violation of the Clauser-

Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality. It requires, however, the assumption that

suitable projective measurements can be made on each qubit, and is not sufficient for

scenarios in which noisy or weak measurements are either desirable or unavoidable. By

characterising two-valued qubit observables in terms of strength, bias, and directional

parameters, we address such scenarios by providing necessary and sufficient conditions

for arbitrary qubit measurements having fixed strengths and relative angles for each

observer. In particular, we find the achievable maximal values of the CHSH parameter

for unbiased measurements on arbitrary states, and, alternatively, for arbitrary

measurements on states with maximally-mixed marginals, and determine the optimal

angles in some cases. We also show that for certain ranges of measurement strengths it

is only possible to violate the CHSH inequality via biased measurements. Finally, we

use the CHSH inequality to obtain a simple necessary condition for the compatibility

of two qubit observables.
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1. Introduction

Bell nonlocality is a strikingly nonclassical feature of quantum correlations, which both

strongly restricts possible interpretations of quantum phenomena [1] and provides a

useful physical resource for information tasks, such as secure quantum cryptography

and randomness generation [2].

The simplest and most common test for Bell nonlocality is violation of the Clauser-

Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) inequality [3],

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) := |〈XY 〉+ 〈XY ′〉+ 〈X ′Y 〉 − 〈X ′Y ′〉| ≤ 2, (1)

by two space-like separated observers A and B, where observer A (B) measures one of

two observables X,X ′ (Y, Y ′) on each run, with outcomes labeled by ±1, and the angled

brackets denote statistical averages. The quantity S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) is referred to as the

CHSH parameter. The CHSH inequality can be violated by any sufficiently entangled

quantum state, and by all pure entangled states in particular, via suitable choices of

observables [4]. The degree of violation in a given setup determines corresponding

bounds on the generation rate of secure cryptographic keys [5] and certified random

numbers [6].

The smallest quantum resource for Bell nonlocality, and frequently used in practical

applications, is a two-qubit state shared by the observers. For such states the Horodecki

criterion gives a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of projective qubit

observables X , X ′, Y , and Y ′ that violate the CHSH inequality (1) [7] (see also

section 3). In practice, however, the observers may not be able to measure projective

observables. This can be a consequence of, for example, apparatus limitations such as

detector noise. But it also arises in contexts where it is necessary to preserve some

information or entanglement in the post-measurement state, as required by certain

information protocols for entanglement recycling [8], randomness generation [9], and

state discrimination [10]. In all such cases the Horodecki criterion is no longer a sufficient

condition for the observers to be able to violate a Bell inequality. It is therefore of interest

to generalise the criterion to nonprojective observables, i.e., generalised observables,

under natural constraints. Several such generalisations are given in this paper.

In the following section, we briefly recap the description of generalised two-valued

qubit observables, in terms of suitable strength, bias, and directional parameters. In

section 3, we generalise the Horodecki criterion to such observables. In particular, we

provide necessary and sufficient conditions for violation of the CHSH inequality for

general states and unbiased observables in subsection 3.2, and for arbitrary observables

and states with maximally-mixed marginals in subsection 3.3. We also obtain the

optimal relative measurement angles for fixed strengths in several interesting cases in

section 4, and use the CHSH inequality to find a simple necessary condition for the

compatibility of qubit observables in section 5. We conclude with a discussion of some

implications of our results, and possible future work, in section 6.
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2. Two-valued qubit observables

The outcomes of a general two-valued observable X may be labeled by ±1 without loss of

generality, and the outcome statistics described by a positive-operator-valued-measure

(POVM) {X+, X−}, with X± ≥ 0 and X+ + X− = 1. The observable is projective if

and only if X± are projection operators (i.e., X2
± = X±). We follow the notation used

in [11, 12] and represent the observable by the corresponding operator

X := X+ −X−, −1 ≤ X ≤ 1. (2)

Thus, X± = 1
2
(1±X). The use of the same symbol for the observable and the operator

is easily differentiated by context. For two such observables, X and Y , measured on

respective components of an entangled quantum state described by density operator ρ,

one has the convenient result [12]

〈XY 〉 = tr ρX ⊗ Y (3)

for the quantities appearing in the CHSH inequality (1). Thus, the average of

the product of the observed outcomes is the average of the tensor product of the

corresponding operators, even for nonprojective observables.

For qubit observables, the operator X can be decomposed as

X = B1 + Sσ · x (4)

with respect to the Pauli spin operator basis σ ≡ (σ1, σ2, σ3). Here B is the bias of the

observable; S ≥ 0 is its strength or sharpness; and x is a unit direction associated with

the observable, with |x| := (x ·x)1/2 = 1. It follows from equation (2) that the strength

and bias parameters satisfy the constraint

S + |B| ≤ 1. (5)

Hence, an observable with maximum strength S = 1 is unbiased, with B = 0,

corresponding to the projective observable X = σ ·x for spin in direction x. In contrast,

an observable with minimum strength S = 0 is trivial, with X = B1, corresponding
to tossing a coin having biased outcome probabilities 1

2
(1 ± B). The strength and bias

parameters also determine the maximum reversibility of measurements of X [11, 12].

A useful form of the expectation value 〈XY 〉 in equation (3) can be found via the

Fano form of the two-qubit density operator ρ, i.e.,

ρ =
1

4

4
∑

µ,ν=0

Θµν σµ ⊗ σν , Θ :=

(

1 b⊤

a T

)

. (6)

Here σ0 = 1; a := 〈σ⊗ 1〉 and b := 〈1⊗σ〉 are the qubit Bloch vectors for observers A

and B; and T := 〈σ⊗σ⊤〉 is the spin correlation matrix. Substitution of equations (4)

and (6) into equation (3) then gives

〈XY 〉 =
(

BX SXx
⊤
)

(

1 b⊤

a T

)(

BY

SY y

)

, (7)
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for X = BX1+SXσ ·x and Y = BY 1+SYσ ·y. This expression is a key ingredient for

the results of the next section.

3. Generalising the Horodecki criterion

3.1. The Horodecki criterion

The Horodecki criterion gives a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of

qubit observables X , X ′, Y , and Y ′ that violate the CHSH inequality (1), for a given

two-qubit state [7]:

H(T ) := 2
√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2 > 2. (8)

Here T is the 3× 3 spin-correlation matrix in equation (6), and s1(A), s2(A), . . . denote

the singular values of any given matrix A (i.e., the square roots of the eigenvalues of

A⊤A), in decreasing order.

Note that the Horodecki parameter H(T ) is not an upper bound for the CHSH

parameter in general. For example, for X = X ′ = Y = Y ′ = B1 and T = 0 one has

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = 2B2 ≥ H(T ) = 0. However, H(T ) does represent the maximum

possible value of the CHSH parameter for the case of projective observables with

unit strengths [7], and indeed for all unbiased observables [13] (see also section 3.2).

Moreover, the criterion H(T ) > 2 for violation of the CHSH inequality remains valid for

arbitrary observables [11, 14]. Indeed, it follows from the general convexity argument

in [14], or more directly via the proof of equation (S31) in [11], that one has the tight

upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ max{2, H(T )}, (9)

where the upper bound is always attainable (noting that the choice of zero-strength

projective observables X = X ′ = Y = Y ′ = 1 trivially yields S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = 2).

However, the observers may not be able to measure unit-strength observables in

some scenarios—e.g., as noted in the introduction, due to detector noise or to a need to

preserve some information or entanglement in the post-measurement state [8, 9, 10]. In

such cases the bound in equation (9) is no longer always achievable, and the Horodecki

criterion is no longer a sufficient condition for being able to violate a Bell inequality. It is

therefore of interest to generalise the criterion, under natural constraints on strengths,

biases, and/or measurement directions. Several such generalisations are given in the

remainder of this paper.

3.2. Generalised criterion for unbiased observables

We first consider the case where the observers make measurements of unbiased

observables, corresponding to B = 0 in equation (4). This case applies whenever their

detectors respond to the maximally random input state ρ = 1
2
1 with a maximally

random output distribution p± = 1
2
, which is often applicable in noisy and weak

measurement scenarios, as well as in the context of unbiased estimates of observables.
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For example, most previous work on the recycling of Bell nonlocality via suitably weak

measurements has been confined to unbiased observables [8, 9, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,

22, 23, 24, 25].

Letting SX ,SX′ ,SY ,SY ′ and x,x′,y,y′ denote the respective strengths and

measurement directions of unbiased qubit observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′, the CHSH parameter

in equation (1) simplifies via Eq. (7) to

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = |SXSY x
⊤Ty + SXSY ′x⊤Ty′ + SX′SY x

′⊤Ty − SX′SY ′x′⊤Ty′|. (10)

We then have the following generalisation of the Horodecki criterion, proved

in Appendix A.

Theorem 1 For unbiased observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′, with fixed strengths SX ,SX′ ,SY ,SY ′

and relative angles cos θ = x · x′, cos φ = y · y′, measured on a two-qubit state with

correlation matrix T , the CHSH parameter has the tight upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ S0 := s1(T )s1(W ) + s2(T )s2(W ) (11)

= 1
2
[s1(T ) + s2(T )]I+(W ) + 1

2
[s1(T )− s2(T )]I−(W ), (12)

where W is the 2× 2 matrix

W :=

(

A cos θ
2
cos φ

2
B cos θ

2
sin φ

2

C sin θ
2
cos φ

2
−D sin θ

2
sin φ

2

)

(13)

with

A = SXSY + SXSY ′ + SX′SY − SX′SY ′

B = SXSY − SXSY ′ + SX′SY + SX′SY ′

C = SXSY + SXSY ′ − SX′SY + SX′SY ′

D = −SXSY + SXSY ′ + SX′SY + SX′SY ′, (14)

and where I±(W ) := s1(W )± s2(W ) ≥ 0 may be calculated explicitly via

I±(W )2 = (S2
X + S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′) + 2SXSX′(S2
Y − S2

Y ′) cos θ

+ 2SY SY ′(S2
X − S2

X′) cosφ± 4SXSX′SY SY ′ sin θ sin φ. (15)

It immediately follows from this theorem that the CHSH inequality can be violated

by measurements of unbiased observables, with given strengths and relative angles, if and

only if S0 > 2. Further, for the special case of a singlet state one has s1(T ) = s2(T ) = 1

and the upper bound reduces to S0 = I+(W ), recently obtained (by less general means)

in [12], where it was a key ingredient for obtaining one-sided monogamy relations for

qubit recycling. Theorem 1 represents a substantial generalisation of this special case,

valid for all two-qubit states. Note that the upper bound is, like Bell nonlocality itself,

invariant under local unitary transformations on each side (since such transformations

preserve measurement strengths, the relative angles θ and φ, and the singular values
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of the spin correlation matrix). As discussed in Appendix A, the optimal measurement

directions for given values of θ and φ may be obtained by applying the orthogonal

transformations in equation (A.14).

A simple link between Theorem 1 and the Horodecki criterion (8) is evident from

the upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′)2 ≤ trW⊤W
[

s1(T )
2 + s2(T )

2
]

≤ H(T )2 (16)

for unbiased observables, where the first inequality follows from equation (11) via

the Schwartz inequality and the identity trW⊤W =
∑

j sj(W )2, and the second via

trW⊤W ≤ max{A2, B2, C2, D2} ≤ 4. Thus, the Horodecki parameter H(T ) is an

upper bound for the CHSH parameter for the case of unbiased observables, as also

follows from Theorem 2 in [13] (noting that X in (4) is traceless when B = 0).

A closer link with the Horodecki criterion is given by the following corollary.

Corollary 1 For unbiased observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′ with equal strengths on each side,

i.e., SX = SX′ and SY = SY ′, measured on a two-qubit state with correlation matrix T ,

the CHSH parameter has the tight upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ 2SXSY

√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2, (17)

with the bound achievable for any relative angles satisfying

sin θ sinφ =
2s1(T )s2(T )

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2
. (18)

This corollary is derived in Appendix B, and its tightness immediately implies

the necessity and sufficiency of the Horodecki criterion in equation (8) for the case

of projective observables with unit strengths (i.e., SX = SX′ = SY = SY ′ = 1).

The assumption of equal strengths on each side is reasonable in scenarios such as the

measurement of linear photon polarisations via a rotatable polariser (although less so

in intrinsically anisotropic scenarios such as two-level atoms, where the measurement

direction corresponding to the energy basis is different in kind to other directions). Note

that for states with s1(T ) = s2(T ) (e.g, maximally entangled states and Werner states),

equation (18) requires orthogonal relative angles, θ = φ = π/2, to achieve the upper

bound. More generally a range of optimal angles is possible, but always includes the

choice of equal angles specified by

sin θ = sin φ = [2s1(T )s2(T )]
1/2/[s1(T )

2 + s2(T )
2]1/2 ≤ 1. (19)

It would be of interest to determine the optimal relative angles for any given set of

strengths, and some partial results in this regard are given in section 4 below, including

a significant generalisation of Corollary 1.

Since the bound in Theorem 1 is always achievable, it follows that sufficient

conditions for being able to violate the CHSH inequality, that depend only on the

strengths of the observables, can be obtained by choosing specific values of the relative

angles θ and φ. For example, choosing orthogonal angles θ = φ = π/2 and substituting

into equations (12) and (15) yields the following sufficient condition.
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Corollary 2 For unbiased observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′ with fixed strengths SX ,SX′,SY ,SY ′,

a sufficient condition for being able to violate the CHSH inequality on a two-qubit state

with spin correlation matrix T is

S⊥
0 := 1

2
(i+ + i−)s1(T ) +

1
2
(i+ − i−)s2(T ) > 2, (20)

where

i± :=
√

(SXSY ± SX′SY ′)2 + (SXSY ′ ± SX′SY )2. (21)

Equation (20) is also a necessary condition for the case of equal strengths on each side

and equal singular values s1(T ) = s2(T ), as per the discussion following Corollary 1,

i.e., orthogonal relative angles are optimal for this case.

Finally, note that I±(W ) in equation (15), and hence the bound S0 in Theorem 1,

are not invariant under the interchange of X and X ′ or of Y and Y ′ in general,

due to presence of terms depending on the differences of the corresponding strengths.

This reflects the fact that the CHSH inequality in equation (1) itself is not invariant

under such interchanges, but transforms between four different versions [2]. Since the

relative angles between the measurement directions on each side are not affected by

these interchanges, and sin θ, sinφ ≥ 0, this directly leads to a necessary and sufficient

condition for being able to violate any one of the four CHSH inequalities as follows.

Corollary 3 For unbiased observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′, with fixed strengths SX ,SX′ ,SY ,SY ′

and relative angles cos θ = x · x′, cos φ = y · y′, measured on a two-qubit state with

correlation matrix T , one of the four possible CHSH inequalities can be violated if and

only if

S̃0 :=
1
2
[s1(T ) + s2(T )]Ĩ+(W ) + 1

2
[s1(T )− s2(T )]Ĩ−(W ) > 2, (22)

with Ĩ±(W ) ≥ 0 defined via

Ĩ±(W )2 = (S2
X + S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′) + 2SXSX′ |S2
Y − S2

Y ′ | | cos θ|
+ 2SY SY ′|S2

X − S2
X′ | | cosφ| ± 4SXSX′SY SY ′ sin θ sin φ. (23)

Note for the case of equal strengths on each side, SX = SX′ and SY = SY ′, one has

S̃0 = S0, and hence the condition S0 > 2 is necessary and sufficient for this case, i.e, one

of the CHSH inequalities can be violated if and only if the canonical CHSH inequality (1)

can be violated.

3.3. Generalised criterion for T-states

We will now obtain a generalised Horodecki criterion that is valid for all observables,

whether biased or unbiased, under the condition that the local qubit states are

maximally mixed. This condition corresponds to a = b = 0 in equation (6), yielding

ρ = 1
4
(1 ⊗ 1 + σ⊤ ⊗ Tσ). Such states are therefore fully characterised by their

spin correlation matrix T , and are commonly referred to T-states [26]. They include

maximally entangled states and Werner states in particular.
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The form of the CHSH parameter for T-states follows via equations (1) and (7) as

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = |SXSY x
⊤Ty + SXSY ′x⊤Ty′ + SX′SY x

′⊤Ty − SX′SY ′x′⊤Ty′ + J |,
(24)

with

J := BXBY + BXBY ′ + BX′BY − BX′BY ′ . (25)

Note that this form only differs from that in equation (10) for unbiased observables by

the additional term J . This leads to a relatively straightforward analogue of Theorem 1,

as follows.

Theorem 2 For arbitrary observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′ with fixed strengths SX ,SX′ ,SY ,SY ′

and relative angles cos θ = x · x′, cosφ = y · y′, measured on a T-state with correlation

matrix T , the CHSH parameter has the tight upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ ST := S0 + Jmax, (26)

where S0 is given in equation (11) and

Jmax := (2− SX − SX′)(2− SY − SY ′)− 2(1−max{SX ,SX′})(1−max{SY ,SY ′}).
(27)

It follows immediately that the CHSH inequality (1) can be violated for given

strengths and relative angles on T-states if and only if ST ≥ 2. Theorem 2 is proved

in Appendix A, where it is shown that the form of Jmax arises from optimising the choice

of biases subject to the constraint S + |B| ≤ 1 in equation (5).

One has Jmax ≥ 0 from the second line of equation (A.16), and hence, comparing

Theorems 1 and 2, biased observables can typically achieve a greater value of the CHSH

parameter for T-states than can unbiased observables. An important exception is the

case of projective observables with unit strengths, for which Jmax = 0 and ST = S0,

implying that unbiased observables are optimal for this case.

Further, Jmax ≤ 2 from the second line of equation (A.16), with equality for the

case of zero strengths. However, for this case I±(W ) in equation (15) vanishes, so that

S0 = 0 and ST = 2, implying the CHSH inequality cannot be violated. This raises

an interesting question: are there cases where the CHSH inequality can be violated by

measuring biased observables, but not by measuring unbiased observables? We answer

this question in the affirmative in Corollary 5, further below.

The relation ST = S0 + Jmax between the upper bounds in Theorems 1 and 2

immediately leads to analogues of Corollaries 1–3 for the measurement of general

observables on T-states. For example, as shown in Appendix B, the analogue of

Corollary 1 is given by the following.

Corollary 4 For arbitrary observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′ with equal strengths on each side,

i.e., SX = SX′ and SY = SY ′, measured on a T-state, the CHSH parameter has the tight

upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ 2SXSY

√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2 + 2(1− SX)(1− SY ), (28)
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where the bound is achievable for relative angles satisfying

sin θ sinφ =
2s1(T )s2(T )

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2
. (29)

Thus, similarly to the case of unbiased observables in Corollary 1, orthogonal relative

angles, θ = φ = π/2, are optimal for arbitrary observables measured on T-states if

s1(T ) = s2(T ).

This result puts us in a position to answer the question posed above, as to whether

it is optimal to measure biased rather than unbiased observables in some cases. In

particular, consider a simple example in which each observable has the same strength S
(corresponding, for example, to isotropic detector noise), and the observers share a T-

state. Then from Corollary 1 the maximum achievable violation of the CHSH inequality

via measurement of unbiased observables is

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′)unbiased = 2S2
√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2, (30)

whereas from Corollary 4 the maximum achievable violation via measurement of biased

observables is

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′)biased = 2S2
√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2 + 2(1− S)2. (31)

It follows that if the CHSH inequality can be violated by unbiased observables for a given

value of S < 1, then it can be violated by an even greater amount for biased observables

with the same strength. Further, there are values of S for which the CHSH inequality can

only be violated by biased observables. In particular, writing R =
√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2,

then equations (30) and (31) imply that a violation S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) > 2 requires

S > Sunbiased := 1/
√
R, S > Sbiased := 2/(1 +R), (32)

for unbiased and biased observables, respectively. Hence, for any strength satisfying

Sunbiased ≥ S > Sbiased (which is always possible if R > 1, i.e., if H(T ) > 2), the CHSH

inequality can be violated by biased observables but not by unbiased observables.

We encapsulate the above observations in the following Corollary.

Corollary 5 The maximum possible value of the CHSH parameter, for observables with

a fixed set of strengths SX ,SX′,SY ,SY ′, can be strictly greater for biased observables than

for unbiased observables. Moreover, there are cases where the CHSH inequality can be

only violated by biased observables.

Finally, we note that the T-state analogue of Corollary 2 is that

S⊥
0 + Jmax > 2 (33)

is a sufficient condition to be able to violate the CHSH inequality via general

measurements of given strengths on a T-state, where S⊥
0 is defined in equation (20),

while the analogue of Corollary 3 is given by the following.
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Corollary 6 For arbitrary observablesX,X ′, Y, Y ′, with fixed strengths SX ,SX′ ,SY ,SY ′

and relative angles cos θ = x · x′, cosφ = y · y′, measured on a T-state, one of the four

possible CHSH inequalities can be violated if and only if

S̃T := S̃0 + Jmax > 2, (34)

where S̃0 is defined in equation (22).

Note for the case of equal strengths on each side, SX = SX′ and SY = SY ′, one has

S̃T = ST . Hence the condition ST > 2 is a necessary and sufficient condition for this

case.

3.4. A general necessary criterion

We close this section by noting a formal approach that gives a necessary condition for

violation of the CHSH inequality for arbitrary observables and states, and which may

provide the basis for obtaining more general results in future work.

In particular, note from equations (1) and (7) that the CHSH parameter may be

rewritten for general qubit observables and two-qubit states in the form

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = | trΘN⊤|, (35)

where Θ is the 4 × 4 matrix in equation (6) and N is the 4 × 4 matrix given by

N := uXu
⊤
Y + uXu

⊤
Y ′ + uX′u⊤

Y − uX′u⊤
Y ′, where uX denotes the 4-vector (BX ,SXx)

⊤

for observable X . The proof of equation (A.10) in Appendix A then easily generalises

to give the general upper bound

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ Sgen :=
∑

j

sj(Θ)sj(N). (36)

for the CHSH parameter. This immediately yields a strong necessary condition,

Sgen > 2, for violation of the CHSH inequality for arbitrary given measurements on

an arbitrary given two-qubit state.

4. Optimal angles for fixed strengths

The tight upper bounds in Theorems 1 and 2 are functions of both the measurement

strengths and the relative angles on each side, implying the desirable feature of

invariance under local rotations (like Bell nonlocality itself). The dependence on relative

angles is valuable in some cases — for example, it is an essential ingredient for obtaining

one-sided monogamy relations that restrict the sharing of Bell nonlocality via qubit

recycling [11, 12]. However, noting that it is often more straightforward to control

measurement directions (e.g., via rotation of a polariser) than measurement strengths

(which may be set by apparatus limitations or environmental noise), it is of interest to

determine the optimal relative angles that maximise the CHSH parameter for a fixed
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set of measurement strengths. This can, of course, always be done by numerically

optimising S0 in equations (12) and (26), over θ and φ. Analytic results are more

illuminating, however, and we give several such results here.

We first recall that the optimal relative angles have already been determined for

the special case of equal strengths on each side, in Corollaries 1 and 4. In this case

the optimal angles are degenerate, i.e., any values of θ and φ satisfying (18), such as

those in equation (19), are optimal. However, we show that this degeneracy is lifted

more generally, including for the case of equal strengths on just one side (Theorem 3).

We also determine the optimal relative angles for the case of arbitrary strengths and

equal singular values s1(T ) = s2(T ) of the spin correlation matrix (Theorem 4), and

show violation of the CHSH inequality remains possible in the limit that one strength

becomes arbitrarily small.

Our first result is a generalisation of Corollaries 1 and 4.

Theorem 3 For observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′ with equal strengths on one side, measured on

a two-qubit state with correlation matrix T , and taking SX = SX′ and SY ≥ SY ′ without

loss of generality, the CHSH parameter has the tight upper bounds

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ 2SX

√

s1(T )2S2
Y + s2(T )2S2

Y ′, (37)

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ 2SX

√

s1(T )2S2
Y + s2(T )2S2

Y ′ + 2(1− SX)(1− SY ′), (38)

for the respective cases of unbiased measurements on arbitrary states and arbitrary

measurements on T-states. Further, these bounds are achieved for the relative angles

given by

sin θ =
2s1(T )s2(T )SY SY ′

s1(T )2S2
Y + s2(T )2S2

Y ′

, φ =
π

2
. (39)

The above result is proved in Appendix C, and the upper bounds represent

substantial generalisations of the Horodecki parameter (8). Note that in the limit of

equal strengths on both sides, i.e., if one also has SY = S ′
Y , then the upper bounds

reduce to those in Corollaries (1) and (4) for the respective cases, as expected. Further,

the optimal angles in equation (39) satisfy equation (18). However, a notable difference

is that the optimal angles are specified uniquely for SY 6= SY ′, as per equation (39),

whereas there is a degenerate one-parameter family of optimal angles for SY = SY ′, as

per equation (18). In either case, one has the interesting property that if one observer

measures observables with equal strengths, then orthogonal measurement directions are

an optimal choice for the other observer.

The optimal angles can also be determined if the first two singular values of the

spin correlation matrix are equal, i.e., s1(T ) = s2(T ), as per the following result.

Theorem 4 For observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′, measured on a two-qubit state with spin

correlation matrix T having equal singular values s1(T ) = s2(T ), the CHSH parameter

has the tight upper bounds

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ S∗
0 , S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ S∗

0 + Jmax, (40)
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for the respective cases of unbiased measurements on arbitrary states and arbitrary

measurements on T-states, where

S∗
0 :=

{

s1(T )
√

2(S2
X + S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′),
|S2

X
−S2

X′
|

2SXS
X′

|S2

Y
−S2

Y ′
|

2SY S
Y ′

≤ 1,

s1(T )max{|A|, |B|, |C|, |D|}, otherwise,
(41)

with A,B,C,D and Jmax as defined in equations (14) and (27). Further, the bounds are

achieved for the relative angles given by

cos θ =
(S2

X + S2
X′)(S2

Y − S2
Y ′)

2SXSX′(S2
Y + S2

Y ′)
, cos φ =

(S2
X − S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′)

2SY SY ′(S2
X + S2

X′)
, (42)

when the first condition in equation (41) is satisfied, and by

cos θ = sign(SY − SY ′), cosφ = sign(SX − SX′) (43)

otherwise.

This theorem is proved in Appendix C, where it is also shown that the first form of

S∗
0 in equation (41) is always larger than the second form. Note further that the second

form satisfies, taking SX ≥ SX′ ,SY ≥ SY ′ without loss of generality,

S∗
0 + Jmax = s1(T )A+ Jmax ≤ A+ Jmax = 2− 2SX′(1− SY )− 2SY ′(1− SX) ≤ 2. (44)

Hence, the CHSH inequality can only be violated for states with s1(T ) = s2(T ) if the

condition on the first line of equation (41) is satisfied. Further, even when this condition

is satisfied, a violation of the CHSH inequality with unbiased measurements is possible

if and only if the strengths further satisfy

(S2
X + S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′) > 2/s1(T )
2 ≥ 2. (45)

Thus, Theorem 4 provides a significant generalisation of the Horodecki criterion (8) for

states with s1(T ) = s2(T ).

Each of Theorems 3 and 4 implies that it is possible to violate the CHSH inequality

even if one of the measurements is arbitrarily weak. For example, for equal strengths

SX = SX′ , the tight upper bounds in Theorem 3 allow S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) > 2 for arbitrarily

small (but nonzero) SY ′ and s2(T ), provided that s1(T )SXSY is sufficiently close to 1.

Note for the case of arbitrarily small s2(T ) that the state is arbitrarily close to a separable

state. Similarly, for states with s1(T ) = s2(T ), if SX and SX′ are sufficiently close such

that the condition on the first line of equation 41 of Theorem 4 is satisfied, then S∗
0

and S∗
T > 2 for arbitrarily small (but nonzero) SY ′ , provided that s1(T )SY

√

S2
X + S2

X′

is sufficiently close to
√
2.

However, if one of the strengths vanishes, SY ′ = 0 say, then it is impossible to

violate the CHSH inequality, for any choice of the other observables and for any state,

as might be expected. In particular, in this case Y ′ = BY ′
1, and so can be measured

by simply flipping a suitably biased coin independently of the state, implying that joint
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probability distributions exist for the triples (X, Y, Y ′) and (X ′, Y, Y ′). Proposition 1 of

Fine [27] then immediately implies the existence of a deterministic local hidden variable

model for the correlations, and hence that the CHSH inequality cannot be violated. A

value of S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = 2 is still obtainable, however, even if all strengths vanish, as

per the example following equation (9).

5. Connections between the CHSH inequality and the compatibility of

qubit observables

It was shown by Busch that two unbiased qubit observables X and X ′ are compatible,

i.e., jointly measurable, if and only if they satisfy the condition [28]

|SXx+ SX′x′|+ |SXx− SX′x′| ≤ 2. (46)

We note this condition is algebraically equivalent to

sin θ ≤
√

1− S2
X

SX

√

1− S2
X′

SX′

. (47)

Andersson et al. have shown that the necessity of Busch’s condition for unbiased

observables follows from the CHSH inequality [29]. Here we generalise their argument

to obtain a necessary condition for arbitrary observables.

First, if X and X ′ are compatible, then the triples (X,X ′, Y ) and (X,X ′, Y ′) each

have a classical joint probability distribution, and hence the CHSH inequality (1) must

be satisfied [27]. Second, if the observers share a singlet state, then the substitution of

equation (24) into (1) with T = −I3 gives

SY (SXx+ SX′x′) · y + SY ′(SXx− SX′x′) · y′ + J ≤ 2,

and optimising over the unit directions y,y′ and using equation (25) then yields

SY |SXx+ SX′x′|+ SY ′ |SXx− SX′x′|+ BY (BX + BX′) + BY ′(BX − BX′) ≤ 2.

Finally, optimising over SY ,SY ′ ,BY ,BY ′ under the linear constraint (5) gives the simple

necessary condition

max{|SXx+ SX′x′|, |BX + BX′ |}+max{|SXx− SX′x′|, |BX − BX′ |} ≤ 2 (48)

for the compatibility of observables X and X ′. Note for unbiased observables, BX =

BX′ = 0, that this reduces to Busch’s condition (46), as expected.

The necessary condition (48) for the compatibility of X and X ′ may be compared

with the known necessary and sufficient condition [30, 31, 32], which may be written

as [32]

(1−R2
X −R2

X′) (1− B2

X

R2

X

− B2

X′

R2

X′

) ≤ (SXSX′ cos θ − |BXBX′ |)2 , (49)

where

RX := 1
2

√

(1 + BX)2 − S2
X + 1

2

√

(1− BX)2 − S2
X (50)
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(and similarly for RX′). It is clear that conditions (48) and (49) are not equivalent,

implying that the former is only necessary but not sufficient. It would be of interest to

determine whether the assumption of a singlet state in the derivation of equation (48) is

responsible for this, and whether (48) can be improved by optimising ST in equation (26)

over Y and Y ′. It is also of interest to note that the parameter RX has been recently

interpreted as the ‘maximum reversibility’ of observable X [11, 12].

6. Conclusions

We have studied the problem of when a two-qubit state is able to manifest Bell

nonlocality via violation of the CHSH inequality, for scenarios in which nonprojective

qubit measurements are either desirable or unavoidable. We derived generalised

Horodecki criteria for unbiased measurements on arbitrary states and for arbitrary

measurements on T-states, that provide necessary and sufficient conditions to be able

to violate the CHSH inequality for measurements having fixed strengths and relative

angles for each observer (Theorems 1 and 2). We also determined the optimal angles for

these cases under the restrictions of equal strengths on one side and/or equal singular

values of the spin correlation matrix (Theorems 3 and 4). In all cases the corresponding

achievable maximum value of the CHSH parameter was determined.

The results have a number of interesting direct implications, including:

• if the measurement strengths on one side are equal, then it is optimal to measure in

orthogonal directions on the other side (Theorem 3), although this can be relaxed

to a one-parameter range of optimal angles for the degenerate case in which the

measurement strengths are equal for each side (Corollaries 1 and 4);

• biased measurements may outperform unbiased ones, for a fixed set of measurement

strengths, including cases where it is possible to violate the CHSH inequality via

biased measurements but not via unbiased measurements (Corollary 5);

• in some cases it is possible to violate the CHSH inequality even if one measurement

is arbitrarily weak and/or if the state is arbitrarily close to a separable state

(Theorems 3 and 4).

The results also extend in a simple way, to give generalised Horodecki criteria valid for all

four CHSH inequalities (Corollaries 3 and 6). Further, a strong necessary condition for

violation of the CHSH inequality, valid for arbitrary states and measurements, follows

from equation (36), and we have used the CHSH inequality to obtain a simple necessary

condition for the compatibility of generalised qubit observables in section 5.

A special case of Theorem 1 was critical to deriving one-sided monogamy relations

for recycling Bell nonlocality in [11, 12], and we believe our stronger methods and

results in this paper may more generally be useful for investigating quantum resources

and information protocols in the context of generalised observables. For example, it

would be of interest to investigate a similar approach to bounding violations of other

Bell inequalities, such as the Clauser-Horne inequality [33] and the Collins-Gisin I3322
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inequality [34], both for two-qubit states and for higher-dimensional entangled states,

as well as to apply our methods to the certification of entanglement [35] and quantum

steering [36]. It would also be of interest to sharpen equation (36) to obtain a general

necessary and sufficient condition, i.e., a full generalisation of the Horodecki criterion

to arbitrary states and measurements, and to investigate whether the derivation of the

simple compatibility condition (48) can be strengthened to obtain the known necessary

and sufficient condition (49). Finally, the results suggest an experimental investigation of

the optimality of biased measurements over unbiased measurements in certain scenarios,

as per Corollary 5.
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Universities (No. 22120210092) and the National Natural Science Foundation of China

(No. 62088101).

Appendix A. Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

For general two-valued qubit observables X,X ′, Y, Y ′, represented by operators of the

form of equation (4) with X = BX1+ SXσ · x, etc., define the unit vectors

x1 =
x+ x′

|x+ x′| , x2 =
x− x′

|x− x′| , x3 = x1 × x2, (A.1)

y1 =
y + y′

|y + y′| , y2 =
y − y′

|y − y′| , y3 = y1 × y2. (A.2)

It follows that

x = cos
θ

2
x1 + sin

θ

2
x2, x′ = cos

θ

2
x1 − sin

θ

2
x2, (A.3)

y = cos
φ

2
y1 + sin

φ

2
y2, y′ = cos

φ

2
y1 − sin

φ

2
y2, (A.4)

where cos θ = x · x′ and cosφ = y · y′, i.e., 0 ≤ θ ≤ π is the angle between x and x′

and 0 ≤ φ ≤ π is the angle between y and y′.

The common term in equations (10) and (24) in the main text then reduces to

SXSY x
⊤Ty + SXSY ′x⊤Ty′ + SX′SY x

′⊤Ty − SX′SY ′x′⊤Ty′

=
∑

j,k

W̃jkx
⊤
j Tyk = tr W̃M⊤, (A.5)

where W̃ is the 3× 3-matrix

W̃ :=







A cos θ
2
cos φ

2
B cos θ

2
sin φ

2
0

C sin θ
2
cos φ

2
−D sin θ

2
sin φ

2
0

0 0 0






(A.6)
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with A,B,C,D as per equation (14), i.e.,

A = SXSY + SXSY ′ + SX′SY − SX′SY ′

B = SXSY − SXSY ′ + SX′SY + SX′SY ′

C = SXSY + SXSY ′ − SX′SY + SX′SY ′

D = −SXSY + SXSY ′ + SX′SY + SX′SY ′, (A.7)

and M is the 3× 3 matrix with coefficients

Mjk := x⊤
j Tyk. (A.8)

Note that W̃ has the 2×2 matrix W in equation (13) as a submatrix and contains local

information about the measurement strengths and the relative measurement directions

on each side. In contrast, M contains global information about the spin correlation

matrix and the relative directions between the two sides.

We then have the following useful result.

Lemma: For matrices W̃ and M defined as above, we have the upper bound

| tr W̃M⊤| ≤ s1(W )s1(T ) + s2(W )s2(T ), (A.9)

where the bound is achievable for any specified measurement strengths and relative

angles.

Proof: First, noting the trace of a matrix is equal to the sum of its eigenvalues, we have

∣

∣ tr W̃M⊤
∣

∣ =
∣

∣

∑

j

λj(W̃M⊤)
∣

∣ ≤
∑

j

|λj(W̃M⊤)|

≤
∑

j

sj(W̃M⊤) ≤
∑

j

sj(W̃ )sj(M)

= s1(W )s1(T ) + s2(W )s2(T ), (A.10)

where λj(M) denotes the j-th eigenvalue of matrix M . Here the inequalities on the

second line follow from equation II.23 and Theorem IV.2.5 of [37], respectively, and

the last line follows from s1(W̃ ) = s1(W ), s2(W̃ ) = s2(W ), s3(W̃ ) = 0 (implied by the

block-diagonal form of W̃ ) and the equality sj(M) = sj(T ). To prove the latter equality,

note that the coordinate systems defined by equations (A.1) and (A.2) are right-handed

by construction, implying there must be some rotation matrix R such that yk = Rxk.

Hence,

Mjk = x⊤
j (TR)xk, (A.11)

i.e., matrix M is equal to TR with respect to the {xj} basis. But any two matrices

differing only by rotation multipliers have the same singular values [37], yielding the

desired result.

Second, to show that the upper bound of the Lemma is achievable, note that

applying arbitrary orthogonal transformations O1 and O2 to the {xj} and {yj} bases,
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respectively, keeps the strengths and relative angles θ, φ, and hence the matrix W̃ ,

invariant, while changing the coefficients of M to

M ′
jk = (O1xj)

⊤TO2yk = x⊤
j (O

⊤
1 TO2R)xk, (A.12)

where R is the rotation matrix defined above. Thus, M ′ is equal to O⊤
1 TO2R with

respect to the xj basis, and it follows via equations (A.1) and (A.2) that the mapping

from M to M ′ corresponds to transforming the measurement directions x,x′ by O1

and the measurement directions y,y′ by O2, while keeping all other properties of the

observables invariant. It further follows that

tr W̃M ′⊤ = tr W̃O⊤
1 TO2R. (A.13)

Now, let W̃ = P1D(W̃ )P⊤
2 and T = Q1D(T )Q⊤

2 be singular value decompositions of W̃

and T , for suitable orthogonal matrices P1, P2, Q1, Q2, where D(W̃ ) and D(T ) denote

the diagonal matrices with coefficients D(W̃ )jj = sj(W̃ ), D(T )jj = sj(T ). Finally, using

the cyclicity of the trace and choosing

O1 = P2Q
⊤
1 , O2 = Q2P

⊤
1 R⊤ (A.14)

gives

tr W̃M ′⊤ = trD(W̃ )P⊤
2 O⊤

1 Q1D(T )Q⊤
2 O2RP1

= trD(W̃ )D(T ) =
∑

j

sj(W̃ )sj(T )

= s1(W )s1(T ) + s2(W )s2(T ) (A.15)

as desired, where the last line follows via the previously noted relations s1(W̃ ) = s1(W ),

s2(W̃ ) = s2(W ), s3(W̃ ) = 0. �

The above Lemma, together with equations (10) and (A.5), immediately implies the

tight upper bound S0 for unbiased observables in equation (11) of Theorem 1. Note that

the optimal measurement directions are determined from some reference set of directions

x,x′,y,y′, having relative angles θ and φ, by applying the orthogonal transformations

O1 and O2 in equation (A.14)to x,x′ and y,y′, respectively.

The tight upper bound ST for T-states in equation (26) of Theorem 2 similarly

follows, provided it can be shown that the maximum value of |J | in equation (25) is

given by Jmax in equation (27). Indeed, since the biases contribute linearly to J , and

|B| ≤ S̄ := 1−S as per equation (5), it follows that the maximum and minimum values

of J correspond to BX = αS̄X , BX′ = α′S̄X′ , BY = βS̄Y , BY ′ = β ′S̄Y ′, for suitable
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choices of α,α
′, β, β ′ = ±1. We then have, defining γ = ββ ′,

|J | ≤ max
α,α′,β,β′=±1

|αS̄X(βS̄Y + β ′S̄Y ′) + α′S̄X′(βS̄Y − β ′S̄Y ′)|

= max
γ=±1

S̄X |S̄Y + γS̄Y ′|+ S̄X′ |S̄Y − γS̄Y ′|

= max{S̄X , S̄X′}(S̄Y + S̄Y ′) + min{S̄X , S̄X′}|S̄Y − S̄Y ′ |
= (S̄X + S̄X′)(S̄Y + S̄Y ′)− 2min{S̄X , S̄X′}min{S̄Y , S̄Y ′}
= (2− SX − SX′)(2− SY − SY ′)

− 2(1−max{SX ,SX′})(1−max{SY ,SY ′})
= Jmax. (A.16)

Here the third line follows using ac + bd ≥ ad + bc for a ≥ b, c ≥ d and the fourth

line by verifying it for the case S̄X ≤ S̄X′, S̄Y ≤ S̄Y ′ and then applying the interchange

symmetries X ↔ X ′, Y ↔ Y ′ of the third line. Note that the upper bound is tight,

being achieved for a given value of β = ±1 by the choices β ′ = β sign(S̄X−S̄X′), γ = ββ ′,

α = sign(βS̄Y +β ′S̄Y ′) and α′ = sign(βS̄Y −β ′S̄Y ′). Hence, Theorem 2 of the main text

follows as desired.

Finally, to obtain the alternative expression for S0 in equation (12) of Theorem 1,

note first that S0 in equation (11) can be rewritten as

S0 =
1
2
I+(W )[s1(T ) + s2(T )] +

1
2
I−(W )[s1(T )− s2(T )], (A.17)

with I±(W ) = s1(W )± s2(W ) =
√
w+ ±√

w−, where w± are the eigenvalues of W⊤W .

The identities

w+ + w− = trW⊤W, w+w− = det(W⊤W ) = det(W )2,

then imply that

I±(W )2 = (
√
w+ ±√

w−)
2 = w+ + w− ± 2

√
w+w− = trW⊤W ± 2| det(W )|. (A.18)

Explicit calculation of trW⊤W and det(W ) from the definitions in equations (13)

and (14) yields equation (15) for I±(W )2, and equation (12) follows as desired.

Appendix B. Proof of Corollaries 1 and 4

To obtain the tight bound in Corollary 1 of the main text, note for the case of equal

strengths on each side that the eigenvalues w± of W⊤W simplify to

w± = 2S2
XS2

Y

(

1±
√

1− sin2 θ sin2 φ

)

. (B.1)

Using s1(W ) = w
1/2
+ , s2(W ) = w

1/2
− and applying the Schwarz inequality to equation (11)

of Theorem 1 then gives

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ √
w+ + w−

√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2

= 2SXSY

√

s1(T )2 + s2(T )2, (B.2)
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with equality if and only if w−/w+ = s2(T )
2/s1(T )

2. But, as easily verified by direct

substitution into equation (B.1), the latter condition is equivalent to choosing the

relative angles θ and φ as per equation (18), yielding Corollary 1 as desired. The proof

of Corollary 4 is entirely analogous, where the use of Theorem 2 in place of Theorem 1

leads to the addition of Jmax to the right hand side of equation (B.2).

Appendix C. Proof of Theorems 3 and 4

The upper bounds in Theorem 3 may be obtained in several ways. For example,

for SX = SX′ the matrix W in equation (13) simplifies to W = LW0, where

L = diag[SY ,SY ′ ] and W0 is given by replacing SY and SY ′ by 1 in (13), which

allows the techniques in Appendix A to be generalised to upper bound S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) =

| trW0LM
⊤|. However, here we will instead directly upper bound the CHSH parameters

in equations (10) and (24), corresponding to the two cases considered in Theorem 3.

First, the equal strength assumption SX = SX′ reduces equation (10) for unbiased

observables to

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) = SX

∣

∣(x+ x′)⊤T (SY y) + (x− x′)⊤T (SY ′y′)
∣

∣

= 2SX

∣

∣

∣

∣

cos
θ

2
x⊤
1 T (SY y) + sin

θ

2
x⊤
2 T (SY ′y′)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 2SX

∣

∣

∣

∣

cos
θ

2
SY y · (T⊤x1) + sin

θ

2
SY ′y′ · (T⊤x2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2SX

[

cos
θ

2
SY |T⊤x1|+ sin

θ

2
SY ′|T⊤x2|

]

≤ 2SX

√

S2
Y |T⊤x1|2 + S2

Y ′|T⊤x2|2

= 2SX

√
trTT⊤K , (C.1)

where the orthogonal unit directions x1,x2 are defined in equation (A.1), the first and

second inequalities are saturated by choosing

y = T⊤x1/|T⊤x1|, y′ = T⊤x2/|T⊤x2|, tan
θ

2
=

SY ′|T⊤x2|
SY |T⊤x1|

, (C.2)

and K denotes the 3× 3 matrix defined by

K := S2
Y x1x

⊤
1 + S2

Y ′x2x
⊤
2 . (C.3)

It then follows from equations (A.10) and(C.1), for SY ≥ SY ′ , that

S(X,X ′, Y, Y ′) ≤ 2SX

[

∑

j

sj(TT
⊤)sj(K)

]1/2

= 2SX

√

S2
Y s1(T )

2 + S2
Y ′s2(T )2 (C.4)

as per the upper bound in equation (37) of Theorem 3, with equality achieved by

choosing the orthogonal directions x1,x2 to be the eigenvectors of TT⊤ corresponding
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to eigenvalues s1(T )
2, s2(T )

2, respectively. Further, substituting this choice into

equation (C.2) above yields

cosφ = y · y′ =
xT
1 TT

⊤x2

|T⊤x1||T⊤x2|
= 0, tan

θ

2
=

SY ′

√

x⊤
2 TT

⊤x2

SY

√

x⊤
1 TT

⊤x1

=
SY ′s2(T )

SY s1(T )
, (C.5)

which is equivalent to equation (39) of Theorem 3. Note that for the degenerate case

SY = SY ′ equality can also be achieved in equation (C.4) for any orthogonal directions

x1,x2 that lie in the span of the eigenvectors of TT⊤ corresponding to eigenvalues

s1(T )
2, s2(T )

2. This freedom can be shown to be equivalent to the condition (18)

of Corollary 1, as expected. Finally, the upper bound in equation (38) for arbitrary

measurements on a T-state follows by applying the same analysis to the CHSH

parameter in equation (24), and substituting SX = SX′ and SY ≥ SY ′ into equation (27)

for Jmax.

To obtain the upper bounds in Theorem 4 note first that, under the condition

s1(T ) = s2(T ) of the theorem, the tight bounds in Theorems 1 and 2 simplify to

S0 = s1(T )I+(W ), ST = s1(T )I+(W ) + Jmax, (C.6)

where I+(W ) is defined in equation (15). Further, from the latter equation we have

I+(W )2 = (S2
X + S2

X′)(S2
Y + S2

Y ′) + 2f(θ, φ), (C.7)

with f(θ, φ) := a cos θ + b cosφ+ c sin θ sinφ and

a := SXSX′(S2
Y − S2

Y ′), b := SY SY ′(S2
X − S2

X′), c := 2SXSX′SY SY ′. (C.8)

Setting the partial derivatives of f with respect to θ and φ equal to zero gives

a sin θ = c cos θ sinφ, b sin φ = c sin θ cos φ. (C.9)

Further, multiplying these equations together yields sin θ sin φ(ab − c2 cos θ cosφ) = 0,

implying that

sin θ = 0 or sin φ = 0 or cos θ cosφ =
ab

c2
. (C.10)

Maximising f under either of the first two constraints gives a first solution

cos θ1 = sign(a), cos φ1 = sign(b), f1 = |a|+ |b|, (C.11)

while the third constraint can yield a solution if and only if the consistency condition

1 ≥ | cos θ cos φ| = |ab|
c2

=
|S2

X − S2
X′ |

2SXSX′

|S2
Y − S2

Y ′|
2SY SY ′

(C.12)

is satisfied, in which case it is straightforward to check that equation (C.9) yields a

second maximum, with

tan θ2 =

√
c4 − a2b2

a
√
b2 + c2

, tanφ2 =

√
c4 − a2b2

b
√
a2 + c2

, f2 = (1/c)
√

(a2 + c2)(b2 + c2). (C.13)
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It follows that

f 2
2 − f 2

1 = |ab|
( |ab|

c2
+

c2

|ab|

)

− 2|ab| ≥ 2|ab| − 2|ab| = 0, (C.14)

and hence the second solution, when it exists, is the global maximum.

Substitution of equation (C.8) into equations (C.11) and (C.13) yields the optimal

angles in equations (42) and (43) of Theorem 4 (using cos2 x = 1/(1+tan2 x) and noting

sin θ, sin φ ≥ 0), and the explicit expressions

f1 = SXSX′ |S2
Y − S2

Y ′|+ SY SY ′|S2
X − S2

X′ |, f2 =
1
2
(S2

X + S2
X′)(S2

Y + S2
Y ′). (C.15)

Finally, inserting these expressions into equations (C.6) and (C.7) yields the upper

bounds in equations (40) and(41) of Theorem 4, as desired (for f1 it is easiest to first

assume SX ≥ SX′ and SY ≥ SY ′, to obtain S∗
0 = |A|, and then generalise).
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