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A set of multipartite orthogonal product states is strongly nonlocal if it is locally irreducible in
every bipartition. Most known constructions of strongly nonlocal orthogonal product set (OPS) are
limited to tripartite systems, and they are lack of intuitive structures. In this work, based on the
decomposition for the outermost layer of an n-dimensional hypercube for n = 3, 4, 5, we successfully
construct strongly nonlocal OPSs in any possible three, four and five-partite systems, which answers
an open question given by Halder et al. [Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 040403 (2019)] and Yuan et al.
[Phys. Rev. A 102, 042228 (2020)] for any possible three, four and five-partite systems. Our results
build the connection between hypercubes and strongly nonlocal OPSs, and exhibit the phenomenon
of strong quantum nonlocality without entanglement in multipartite systems.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A set of multipartite orthogonal quantum states is locally indistinguishable if it is not possible to optimally dis-
tinguish the states by any sequence of local operations and classical communications (LOCC). When the classical
message is encoded in such multipartite states, it cannot be completely retrieved under LOCC. It requires global
operations to retrieve the message. Subsequently, local indistinguishability can be used for quantum data hiding [1–4]
and quantum secret sharing [5–7]. Bennett et al. provided a locally indistinguishable orthogonal product basis in 3⊗3
[8], which shows the phenomenon of quantum nonlocality without entanglement. Later, the locally indistinguishable
orthogonal product states and orthogonal entangled states have attracted much attention [9–25].

Recently, Halder et al. introduced the concept of locally irreducible set [26]. An OPS is locally irreducible means
that it is not possible to eliminate one or more states from the set by orthogonality-preserving local measurements.
Local irreducibility ensures local indistinguishability, while the converse is not true usually. An effective way to
prove that an OPS is locally irreducible is to show that only trivial orthogonality-preserving local measurement can
be performed to this set. An OPS is strongly nonlocal if it is locally irreducible in every bipartition. They also
showed two strongly nonlocal orthogonal product bases in 3 ⊗ 3 ⊗ 3 and 4 ⊗ 4 ⊗ 4, respectively, which shows the
phenomenon of strong quantum nonlocality without entanglement. After that, based on the local irreducibility in
some multipartitions, Zhang et al. generalized the strong quantum nonlocality and gave some explicit examples [27].
Yuan et al. showed a strongly nonlocal OPS in d⊗ d⊗ d, d⊗ d⊗ (d+ 1), 3⊗ 3⊗ 3⊗ 3 and 4⊗ 4⊗ 4⊗ 4 for d ≥ 3
[28]. Further, Shi et al. constructed a strongly nonlocal orthogonal entangled basis which is not a genuinely entangled
basis in d⊗ d⊗ d for d ≥ 3 [29], and they also showed that a strongly nonlocal unextendible product basis(UPB) in
d ⊗ d ⊗ d exists for d ≥ 3 [30]. Recently, Wang et al. showed a genuinely orthogonal entangled set that is strongly
nonlocal in d⊗ d⊗ d for d ≥ 3 [31]. The authors in Refs. [26, 28] also proposed an open question. Whether one can
construct strongly nonlocal OPSs in multipartite systems? In this paper, we shall solve this question for any possible
three, four and five-partite systems.

Most of the known constructions of strongly nonlocal OPSs are lack of intuitive structures, and it is not easy to
generalize them to multipartite systems. In this work, based on the decomposition for the outermost layer of an
n-dimensional hypercube for n = 3, 4, 5, we successfully construct strongly nonlocal OPSs with “well structure” of
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size dAdBdC − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2) in dA ⊗ dB ⊗ dC , size dAdBdCdD − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2)(dD − 2), and
size dAdBdCdDdE − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2)(dD − 2)(dE − 2) in dA ⊗ dB ⊗ dC ⊗ dD ⊗ dE for dA, dB , dC , dD, dE ≥ 3,
respectively. Our results answers an open question given in [26, 28] for any possible three, four and five-partite
systems.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this paper, we only consider pure states and positive operator-valued measurement (POVM), and we do not
normalize states and operators for simplicity. A local measurement performed to distinguish a set of multipartite
orthogonal states is called an orthogonality-preserving local measurements, if the postmeasurement states remain
orthogonal. An OPS in d1⊗d2⊗· · ·⊗dn is locally irreducible if it is not possible to eliminate one or more states from
the set by orthogonality-preserving local measurements [26]. Further, in d1⊗ d2⊗ · · ·⊗ dn, n ≥ 3 and di ≥ 3, an OPS
is strongly nonlocal if it is locally irreducible in every bipartition, which shows the phenomenon of strong quantum
nonlocality without entanglement [26].

An OPS is said to be of the strongest nonlocality if only trivial orthogonality-preserving POVM can be performed on
it for each bipartition of the subsystems [30]. A measurement is trivial if all the POVM elements are proportional to
the identity operator. By definition, an OPS that is of the strongest nonlocality must be strongly nonlocal. However,
the converse is not true usually. For example, a strongly nonlocal OPS in 3 ⊗ 3 ⊗ 3 can be viewed as a strongly
nonlocal OPS in 4⊗ 4⊗ 4. Then Alice can perform a nontrivial orthogonality-preserving POVM {|3〉〈3|, I− |3〉〈3|} to
this OPS. There exists an efficient way to check whether an OPS is of the strongest nonlocality [30]. Consider an OPS
{|ψ〉} ⊂ ⊗n

i=1HAi . Let B1 = {A2A3 . . . An}, B2 = {A3 . . . AnA1}, B3 = {A4 . . . AnA1A2}, . . . , Bn = {A1 . . . An−1}. If
the party Bi can only perform a trivial orthogonality-preserving POVM for any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, then the OPS {|ψ〉} is of
the strongest nonlocality. We will use this method throughout the paper.

For any positive integer n ≥ 2, we denote Zn as the set {0, 1, · · · , n − 1}, and denote wn = e
2π
√
−1
n . We assume

that {|0〉, |1〉, · · · , |n − 1〉} is the computational basis of the n dimensional Hilbert space Hn. For any operator M
acting on Hn, we denote the matrix M as the matrix representation of the operator M under the computational
basis. In general, we do not distinguish the operator M and its matrix representation M . Given any n × n matrix
E :=

∑n−1
i=0

∑n−1
j=0 ai,j |i〉〈j|, we define

SET :=
∑
|s〉∈S

∑
|t〉∈T

as,t|s〉〈t|,

where S, T ⊆ {|0〉, |1〉, · · · , |n − 1〉}. It means that SET is a submatrix of E with row coordinates S and column
coordinates T . In the case S = T , we denote

ES := SES

for simplicity. Finally, we introduce two basic lemmas which are from [30], and they are useful for showing that an
OPS is of the strongest nonlocality. Assume a set S ⊆ {|0〉, |1〉, · · · , |n− 1〉}. An orthogonal set {|ψi〉}i∈Zs is spanned
by S, if for any i ∈ Zs, |ψi〉 is a linear combination of the states from S.

Lemma 1 (Block Zeros Lemma [30]) Let an n × n matrix E = (ai,j)i,j∈Zn be the matrix representation of an
operator E = M†M under the basis B := {|0〉, |1〉, . . . , |n − 1〉}. Given two nonempty disjoint subsets S and T of
B, assume that {|ψi〉}i∈Zs , {|φj〉}j∈Zt are two orthogonal sets spanned by S and T respectively, where s = |S|, and
t = |T |. If 〈ψi|E|φj〉 = 0 for any i ∈ Zs, j ∈ Zt, then SET = 0 and T ES = 0.

Lemma 2 (Block Trivial Lemma [30]) Let an n × n matrix E = (ai,j)i,j∈Zn be the matrix representation of an
operator E = M†M under the basis B := {|0〉, |1〉, . . . , |n− 1〉}. Given a nonempty subset S := {|u0〉, |u1〉, . . . , |us−1〉}
of B, let {|ψj〉}s−1j=0 be an orthogonal set spanned by S. Assume that 〈ψi|E|ψj〉 = 0 for any i 6= j ∈ Zs. If there exists

a state |ut〉 ∈ S, such that {|ut〉}ES\{|ut〉} = 0 and 〈ut|ψj〉 6= 0 for any j ∈ Zs, then ES ∝ IS .

III. OPSs OF THE STRONGEST NONLOCALITY

In this section, we give some constructions for OPSs of the strongest nonlocality in three, four, and five-partite
systems. One notes that the OPSs we constructed are all with “well structure” under the following sense: the states
are exactly corresponding to the outermost layer of an n-dimensional hypercube. Through some decompositions for
the outermost layer, we can construct the desired OPSs. We use this idea to construct three, four and five-partite
OPSs of the strongest nonlocality.
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A. OPSs of the strongest nonlocality in three-partite systems

We start the construction OPSs of the strongest nonlocality by an example. Given a 3-dimensional hypercube with
coordinates {0, 1, 2}A×{0, 1, 2}B×{0, 1, 2}C , the outermost layer is {0, 1, 2}A×{0, 1, 2}B×{0, 1, 2}C \{{1}A×{1}B×
{1}C}. We can decompose the outermost layer in this way: C1 = {1, 2}A×{0}B×{0, 1}C , C2 = {1, 2}A×{0, 1}B×{2}C ,
C3 = {2}A×{1, 2}B×{0, 1}C , C4 = {2}A×{2}B×{2}C , D1 = {0, 1}A×{2}B×{1, 2}C , D2 = {0, 1}A×{1, 2}B×{0}C ,
D3 = {0}A×{0, 1}B×{1, 2}C , D4 = {0}A×{0}B×{0}C . See also Fig. 1. We can obtain an OPS from the decomposition
as follows,

0
1

2 0

1
2

0

1

2

A B

C

𝒞1

𝒟1

𝒞2

𝒞3

𝒟3

𝒟4

𝒞4

FIG. 1: The decomposition for the outermost layer of a 3-dimensional hypercube with coordinates
{0, 1, 2}A × {0, 1, 2}B × {0, 1, 2}C .

C1 := {|ξi〉A|0〉B |ηj〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
C2 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |2〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
C3 := {|2〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
C4 := {|2〉A|2〉B |2〉C},
D1 := {|ηi〉A|2〉B |ξj〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
D2 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |0〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
D3 := {|0〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C | (i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2},
D4 := {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C},

(1)

where |ηs〉X = |0〉X + (−1)s|1〉X , |ξs〉X := |1〉X + (−1)s|2〉X for s ∈ Z2, for any X ∈ {A,B,C}. Now, we show that
∪4i=1(Ci,Di) is of the strongest nonlocality.

Example 1 In 3 ⊗ 3 ⊗ 3, the set ∪4i=1(Ci,Di) given by Eq. (1) is an OPS of the strongest nonlocality. The size of
this set is 26.

Proof. Let B and C come together to perform a joint orthogonality-preserving POVM {E = M†M}, where
E = (aij,k`)i,j,k,`∈Z3 . Then the postmeasurement states {IA⊗M |ψ〉

∣∣|ψ〉 ∈ ∪4i=1(Ci,Di)} should be mutually orthogonal.
That is,

0 = A〈φ1|B〈φ2|C〈φ3|IA ⊗ E|ψ1〉A|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C = 〈φ1|ψ1〉A(B〈φ2|C〈φ3|E|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C) (2)

whenever |φ1〉A|φ2〉B |φ3〉C and |ψ1〉A|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C are two different states from the set ∪4i=1(Ci,Di). Observing that
if 〈φ1|ψ1〉A 6= 0, one can also get that B〈φ2|C〈φ3|E|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C = 0. Our aim is to show that E ∝ I by use this
observation.

The eight subsets ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} in A|BC bipartition correspond to eight blocks of the 3 × 9 grid in Fig. 2. For
example, C1 corresponds to the 2× 2 grid {(1, 2)× (00, 01)}. Moreover, Ci is symmetrical to Di (1 ≤ i ≤ 4).

We used some notations introduced in [30]. Let S = {|ψ1〉A|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉} be a tripartite orthogonal product set.
Define

S(|ψ〉A) := {|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C | |ψ〉A|ψ2〉B |ψ3〉C ∈ S}.
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FIG. 2: The corresponding 3× 9 grid of ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} given by Eq. (1) in A|BC bipartition. For example, C1
corresponds to the 2× 2 grid {(1, 2)× (00, 01)}. Moreover, Ci is symmetrical to Di for 1 ≤ i ≤ 4.

Moreover, define S(A) as the support of S(|ψ〉A) which spans S(|ψ〉A). For example, in Eq. (1), C1 := {|ξi〉A|0〉B |ηj〉C |
(i, j) ∈ Z2 × Z2}. Then C1(|ξ1〉A) = {|0〉A|ηj〉C}j∈Z2

, C(A)
1 = {|0〉B |0〉C , |0〉B |1〉C}, and C1(|ξ1〉A) is spanned by C(A)

1 .

Actually, {C(A)
i ,D(A)

i }4i=1 can be easily observed by Fig. 2. They are the projection sets of {Ci,Di}4i=1 in BC party
in Fig. 2.

Let V := {|j〉B |k〉C | j, k ∈ Z3} be the computational basis of the BC party. One finds that V is a disjoint union of

the subsets C(A)
1 , C(A)

2 , C(A)
3 , C(A)

4 . That is,

V = C(A)
1 ∪ C(A)

2 ∪ C(A)
3 ∪ C(A)

4 , and C(A)
i ∩ C(A)

j = ∅

whenever i 6= j.
Step 1 Considering any |Φ1〉 ∈ C1(|ξ0〉A), |Φ2〉 ∈ C2(|ξ0〉A), |Φ3〉 ∈ C3(|2〉A), |Φ4〉 ∈ C4(|2〉A). Since
|ξ0〉A, |ξ0〉A, |2〉A, |2〉A are mutually non-orthogonal, by Eq. (2), we have

〈Φi|E|Φj〉 = 0, for 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ 4. (3)

Note that C1(|ξ0〉A), C2(|ξ0〉A), C3(|2〉A), C4(|2〉A) are spanned by C(A)
1 , C(A)

2 , C(A)
3 , C(A)

4 respectively. Applying Lemma
1 to any two sets of C1(|ξ0〉A), C2(|ξ0〉A), C3(|2〉A), C4(|2〉A), we obtain

C(A)
i
EC(A)

j
= 0, for 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ 4. (4)

Therefore, E is a block diagonal matrix of the form

E = EC(A)
1
⊕ EC(A)

2
⊕ EC(A)

3
⊕ EC(A)

4
. (5)

See also Fig. 3 (I).
Step 2 Applying Lemma 1 to D4(|0〉A) and D3(|0〉A), we have {|0〉B |0〉C}ED(A)

3
= 0. We can also obtain

{|0〉B |0〉C}EC(A)
1 \{|0〉B |0〉C}

= 0 as C(A)
1 \ {|0〉B |0〉C} ⊂ D(A)

3 . Applying Lemma 2 to the set C1(|ξ0〉A), we obtain

EC(A)
1

= aIC(A)
1
. (6)

See also Fig. 3 (II).
Step 3 By Fig. 3 (II), we can obtain the equality {|0〉B |1〉C}ED(A)

3 \{|0〉B |1〉C}
= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to the set

D3(|0〉A), we have ED(A)
3

= bID(A)
3
. Note that D(A)

3 ∩ C(A)
1 6= ∅. Then b = a. Therefore

EC(A)
1 ∪D(A)

3
= aIC(A)

1 ∪D(A)
3
. (7)

See also Fig. 3 (III).
Step 4 By the symmetry of Fig. 2, we can obtain that E = aI. Thus E is trivial. See also Fig. 3 (IV).

Further, since the eight subsets ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} in any bipartition of {A|BC,C|AB,B|CA} correspond to a similar
grid as Fig. 2, it implies that AB or CA can only perform a trivial orthogonality-preserving POVM. Thus, the OPS
∪4i=1(Ci,Di) given by Eq. (1) is of the strongest nonlocality. ut

The above construction and its proof can be straightforwardly extended to the high dimensional systems. We can
give a similar decomposition for the outermost layer of a 3-dimensional hypercube with coordinates {0, 1, . . . , dA −
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FIG. 3: Proving steps of the strongest nonlocality in Example 1.

1}A × {0, 1, . . . , dB − 1}B × {0, 1, . . . , dC − 1}C . Then we can obtain an OPS from the decomposition as follows,

C1 := {|ξi〉A|0〉B |ηj〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1},
C2 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |dC − 1〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1},
C3 := {|dA − 1〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1},
C4 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C},
D1 := {|ηi〉A|dB − 1〉B |ξj〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1},
D2 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |0〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1},
D3 := {|0〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1},
D4 := {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C},

(8)

where |ηs〉X =
∑dX−2

t=0 wst
dX−1|t〉X , and |ξs〉X =

∑dX−2
t=0 wst

dX−1|t+ 1〉X for s ∈ ZdX−1, and X ∈ {A,B,C}. Therefore,
we have the following theorem.

𝟏

(𝒅𝑨−𝟏)

(𝒅𝑪−𝟏) (𝒅𝑩−𝟏) (𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 )(𝒅𝑪−𝟏) 𝟏

𝒞1 𝒞2
𝒞3 𝒞4

𝒟1𝒟2
𝒟3𝒟4

FIG. 4: The corresponding dA × dBdC grid of ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} given by Eq. (8) in A|BC bipartition. Moreover, Ci is
symmetrical to Di for 1 ≤ i ≤ 4.

Theorem 1 In dA ⊗ dB ⊗ dC , dA, dB , dC ≥ 3, the set ∪4i=1(Ci,Di) given by Eq. (8) is an OPS of the strongest
nonlocality. The size of this set is dAdBdC − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2).

Proof. The eight subsets ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} in A|BC bipartition correspond to eight blocks of the dA × dBdC grid in
Fig. 4. Note that

D(A)
3 ∩ C(A)

j 6= ∅ for j = 1, 2, 3; D(A)
4 ∩ C(A)

1 6= ∅. (9)

Since the eight subsets ∪4i=1{Ci,Di} in any bipartition of {A|BC,C|AB,B|CA} correspond to a similar grid as Fig. 4,
we only need to consider Fig. 4. Let B and C come together to perform a joint orthogonality-preserving POVM {E =
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M†M}, where E = (aij,k`)i,k∈ZdB ,j,`∈ZdC . Then the postmeasurement states {IA⊗M |ψ〉
∣∣|ψ〉 ∈ ∪4i=1(Ci,Di)} should be

mutually orthogonal. By Lemma 1, similar as the step 1 of Example 1, via C1(|ξ0〉A), C2(|ξ0〉A), C3(|dA−1〉), C4(|dA−1〉)
we can get

E = EC(A)
1
⊕ EC(A)

2
⊕ EC(A)

3
⊕ EC(A)

4
.

We can complete the proof similar as the other steps of Example 1. See Eq. (10) for a sketch of the analysis,

D4(|0〉A),D3(|0〉A)
Lemma 1−−−−−−→D(A)

4
ED(A)

3
= 0,

C1(|ξ0〉A)
Lemma 2−−−−−−→EC(A)

1
= aIC(A)

1
,

D3(|0〉A)
Lemma 2−−−−−−→ED(A)

3
= bID(A)

3
,

C(A)
1 ∩ D(A)

3 6= ∅ −→EC(A)
1 ∪D(A)

3
= aIC(A)

1 ∪D(A)
3
.

(10)

By the symmetry of Fig. 2, we can obtain that E = aI. Thus E is trivial. ut

Very fortunately, we find that the above idea for constructing strongest nonlocal set of product states can be
extended to four and five-partite systems. However, the structure of the states are more complex and difficult than
the tripartite cases.

B. OPSs of the strongest nonlocality in four-partite systems

First, we need to consider the decomposition for the outermost layer of a 4-dimensional hypercube with coordinates
{0, 1, . . . , dA− 1}A×{0, 1, . . . , dB − 1}B ×{0, 1, . . . , dC − 1}C ×{0, 1, . . . , dD− 1}D. The decomposition can be shown
in the following OPS

C1 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |0〉C |ξk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
C2 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηj〉C |ηk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
C3 := {|ξi〉A|ξj〉B |ξk〉C |dD − 1〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
C4 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |0〉C |dD − 1〉D | i ∈ ZdA−1},
C5 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C |ηk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
C6 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |0〉C |0〉D | i ∈ ZdB−1},
C7 := {|dA − 1〉A|0〉B |ξi〉C |dD − 1〉D | i ∈ ZdC−1},
C8 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηi〉D | i ∈ ZdD−1},
D1 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
D2 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |ξj〉C |ξk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
D3 := {|ηi〉A|ηj〉B |ηk〉C |0〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
D4 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |dC − 1〉C |0〉D | i ∈ ZdA−1},
D5 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C |ξk〉D | (i, j, k) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
D6 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |dC − 1〉C |dD − 1〉D | i ∈ ZdB−1},
D7 := {|0〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηi〉C |0〉D | i ∈ ZdC−1},
D8 := {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C |ξi〉D | i ∈ ZdD−1},

(11)

where |ηs〉X =
∑dX−2

t=0 wst
dX−1|t〉X , and |ξs〉X =

∑dX−2
t=0 wst

dX−1|t + 1〉X for s ∈ ZdX−1, and X ∈ {A,B,C,D}. Now,
we show that the above OPS is of the strongest nonlocality.

Theorem 2 In dA ⊗ dB ⊗ dC ⊗ dD, dA, dB , dC , dD ≥ 3, the set ∪8i=1(Ci,Di) given by Eq. (11) is an OPS of the
strongest nonlocality. The size of this set is dAdBdCdD − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2)(dD − 2).
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𝒞1 𝒞2 𝒞3 𝒞4
𝒞5 𝒞6 𝒞5 𝒞5𝒞7 𝒞8

𝒟1𝒟2𝒟3𝒟4
𝒟5𝒟6𝒟5𝒟5 𝒟7𝒟8𝟏

(𝒅𝑨−𝟏)

(𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 )(𝒅𝑫−𝟏) (𝒅𝑪 − 𝟏 )(𝒅𝑫−𝟏) (𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 )(𝒅𝑪−𝟏) 𝟏 (𝒅𝑩−𝟏) (𝒅𝑪−𝟏) (𝒅𝑫−𝟏)

(𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 )(𝒅𝑪−𝟏) (𝒅𝑫 − 𝟏)

FIG. 5: The corresponding dA × dBdCdD grid of ∪8i=1{Ci,Di} given by Eq. (11) in A|BCD bipartition. Moreover, Ci
is symmetrical to Di for 1 ≤ i ≤ 8.

Proof. The 16 subsets ∪8i=1{Ci,Di} in A|BCD bipartition correspond to 16 blocks of the dA × dBdCdD grid in
Fig. 5. Note that

D(A)
5 ∩ C(A)

j 6= ∅ for j = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5;

D(A)
6 ∩ C(A)

3 6= ∅;

D(A)
7 ∩ C(A)

2 6= ∅;

D(A)
8 ∩ C(A)

1 6= ∅.

(12)

Since the 16 subsets ∪8i=1{Ci,Di} in any bipartition of {A|BCD,D|ABC,C|DAB,B|CDA} correspond to a similar
grid as Fig. 5, we only need to consider Fig. 5. Let B, C and D come together to perform a joint orthogonality-
preserving POVM {E = M†M}, where E = (aijk,`mn)i,`∈ZdB ,j,m∈ZdC ,k,n∈ZdD . Then the postmeasurement states

{IA ⊗M |ψ〉
∣∣|ψ〉 ∈ ∪8i=1(Ci,Di)} should be mutually orthogonal.

Step 1 Applying Lemma 1 to any two elements of {{Ci(|ξ0〉A)}4j=1, {Cj(|dA − 1〉)}8j=5}, we have

E = ⊕8
j=1EC(A)

j
. (13)

Step 2 By Eq. (13), we know that C(A)
4
ED(A)

5 \C(A)
4

= 0. Note that |C(A)
4 | = 1, more exactly, C(A)

4 = {|dB−1〉B |0〉C |dD−
1〉D}. Applying Lemma 2 to D5(|0〉A), we have

ED(A)
5

= aID(A)
5
. (14)

Next, applying Lemma 1 to D5(|0〉A) and Di(|0〉A) for i = 6, 7, 8, we obtain

D(A)
5
ED(A)

i
= 0 for i = 6, 7, 8. (15)

Step 3 Note that D(A)
6 = C(A)

3 \ D(A)
5 , D(A)

7 = C(A)
2 \ D(A)

5 , and D(A)
8 = C(A)

1 \ D(A)
5 . By Eqs. (14) and (15), we know

that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D ∈ D(A)
5 ∩ C(A)

i for i = 1, 2, 3, {|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D}EC(A)
i \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D}

= 0 for i = 1, 2, 3. Applying

Lemma 2 to Ci(|ξ0〉A) for i = 1, 2, 3. Then we have

EC(A)
i

= aiIC(A)
i

for i = 1, 2, 3. (16)

Since D(A)
5 ∩ C(A)

i 6= ∅ for i = 1, 2, 3, it implies ai = a for i = 1, 2, 3. Thus

E{∪3
i=1C

(A)
i }∪D(A)

5
= aI{∪3

i=1C
(A)
i }∪D(A)

5
. (17)

Step 4 By the symmetry of Fig. 5, we can obtain that E = aI. Thus E is trivial. ut

C. OPSs of the strongest nonlocality in five-partite systems

Consider the cyclic permutation of the eight sets {|0〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C |ξk〉D|η`〉E}, {|0〉A|0〉B |ξi〉C |d − 1〉D|ηj〉E},
{|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C |ξi〉D|ηj〉E}, {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C |0〉D|0〉E}, {|d− 1〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C |ηk〉D|ξ`〉E}, {|d− 1〉A|d− 1〉B |ηi〉C |0〉D|ξj〉E},
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{|d − 1〉A|d − 1〉B |d − 1〉C |ηi〉D|ξj〉E}, {|d − 1〉A|d − 1〉B |d − 1〉C |d − 1〉D|d − 1〉E}. Then we can obtain a de-
composition with 32 blocks for the outermost layer of a 5-dimensional hypercube with coordinates {0, 1, . . . , d −
1}A × {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}B × {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}C × {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}D × {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}E . Similarly, we can ob-
tain a decomposition with 32 blocks for the outermost layer of a 5-dimensional hypercube with coordinates
{0, 1, . . . , dA − 1}A × {0, 1, . . . , dB − 1}B × {0, 1, . . . , dC − 1}C × {0, 1, . . . , dD − 1}D × {0, 1, . . . , dE − 1}E as follows,

C1 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηj〉C |ξk〉D|η`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
C2 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |0〉C |ξk〉D|η`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
C3 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |ξk〉C |dD − 1〉D|η`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdE−1},
C4 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |ξk〉C |η`〉D|0〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
C5 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηj〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdD−1},
C6 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηj〉C |0〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1},
C7 := {|ξi〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C |dD − 1〉D|ηj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdE−1},
C8 := {|ξi〉A|ηj〉B |0〉C |0〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1},
C9 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C |ηk〉D|ξ`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
C10 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C |dD − 1〉D|dE − 1〉E},
C11 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |ξj〉C |dD − 1〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1},
C12 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |0〉C |0〉D|ξj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdE−1},
C13 := {|dA − 1〉A|ηi〉B |0〉C |ξj〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
C14 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηi〉C |ξj〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
C15 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |ηi〉C |0〉D|ξj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdC−1 × ZdE−1},
C16 := {|dA − 1〉A|dB − 1〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηi〉D|ξj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
D1 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |ξj〉C |ηk〉D|ξ`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
D2 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηk〉D|ξ`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
D3 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |ηk〉C |0〉D|ξ`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdE−1},
D4 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |ηk〉C |ξ`〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
D5 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |0〉C |ξj〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdD−1},
D6 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |ξj〉C |dD − 1〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdC−1},
D7 := {|ηi〉A|0〉B |0〉C |0〉D|ξj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdE−1},
D8 := {|ηi〉A|ξj〉B |dC − 1〉C |dD − 1〉D|dE − 1〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdA−1 × ZdB−1},
D9 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C |ξk〉D|η`〉E | (i, j, k, `) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1 × ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},
D10 := {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C |0〉D|0〉E},
D11 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |ηj〉C |0〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdC−1},
D12 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |dC − 1〉C |dD − 1〉D|ηj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdE−1},
D13 := {|0〉A|ξi〉B |dC − 1〉C |ηj〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdB−1 × ZdD−1},
D14 := {|0〉A|0〉B |ξi〉C |ηj〉D|0〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdC−1 × ZdD−1},
D15 := {|0〉A|0〉B |ξi〉C |dD − 1〉D|ηj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdC−1 × ZdE−1},
D16 := {|0〉A|0〉B |0〉C |ξi〉D|ηj〉E | (i, j) ∈ ZdD−1 × ZdE−1},

(18)

where |ηs〉X =
∑dX−2

t=0 wst
dX−1|t〉X , and |ξs〉X =

∑dX−2
t=0 wst

dX−1|t+ 1〉X for s ∈ ZdX−1, and X ∈ {A,B,C,D,E}, Then
we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3 In dA ⊗ dB ⊗ dC ⊗ dD ⊗ dE, dA, dB , dC , dD, dE ≥ 3, the set ∪16i=1(Ci,Di) given by Eq. (18) is an OPS of
the strongest nonlocality. The size of this set is dAdBdCdDdE − (dA − 2)(dB − 2)(dC − 2)(dD − 2)(dE − 2).

Proof. The 32 subsets ∪16i=1{Ci,Di} in A|BCDE bipartition correspond to 32 blocks of the dA × dBdCdDdE grid
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𝒞1 𝒞2 𝒞3 𝒞4 𝒞5 𝒞6 𝒞7 𝒞8

𝒞10 𝒞11 𝒞12 𝒞11 𝒞13 𝒞11 𝒞14 𝒞12 𝒞15 𝒞9𝒞16

ෑ

𝑿∈{𝑪,𝑫,𝑬}

(𝒅𝑿−𝟏) ෑ

𝑿∈{𝑩,𝑫,𝑬}

(𝒅𝑿−𝟏) ෑ

𝑿∈{𝑩,𝑪,𝑬}

(𝒅𝑿−𝟏) ෑ

𝑿∈{𝑩,𝑪,𝑫}

(𝒅𝑿−𝟏) (𝒅𝑫 − 𝟏)

𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑪 − 𝟏)

𝟏

ෑ

𝑿∈{𝑩,𝑪,𝑫,𝑬}

(𝒅𝑿−𝟏)

𝒅𝑨 − 𝟏

𝟏

𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑬 − 𝟏)

𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑫 − 𝟏)

𝒅𝑪 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑫 − 𝟏)

𝒅𝑪 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑬 − 𝟏)

𝒅𝑫 − 𝟏 ∙
(𝒅𝑬 − 𝟏)

𝒞9 𝒞9 𝒞9 𝒞9

(𝒅𝑪 − 𝟏) (𝒅𝑬 − 𝟏) (𝒅𝑩 − 𝟏)

𝒟1𝒟2𝒟3𝒟4𝒟5𝒟6𝒟7𝒟8
𝒟9𝒟10𝒟11𝒟12𝒟11𝒟13𝒟9𝒟9𝒟9𝒟9 𝒟11𝒟14𝒟12𝒟15𝒟16

FIG. 6: The corresponding dA × dBdCdDdE grid of ∪16i=1{Ci,Di} given by Eq. (18) in A|BCDE bipartition.
Moreover, Ci is symmetrical to Di for 1 ≤ i ≤ 16.

in Fig. 6. Note that

D(A)
9 ∩ C(A)

j 6= ∅ for j = 1, 2, 3, 4, 9;

D(A)
10 ∩ C

(A)
8 6= ∅;

D(A)
11 ∩ C

(A)
j 6= ∅ for j = 4, 6, 8;

D(A)
12 ∩ C

(A)
j 6= ∅ for j = 3, 7;

D(A)
13 ∩ C

(A)
j 6= ∅ for j = 4, 5;

D(A)
14 ∩ C

(A)
4 6= ∅;

D(A)
15 ∩ C

(A)
3 6= ∅;

D(A)
16 ∩ C

(A)
2 6= ∅.

(19)

Since the 32 subsets ∪16i=1{Ci,Di} in any bipartition of {A|BCDE,E|ABCD,D|EABC,C|DEAB,B|CDEA} corre-
spond to a similar grid as Fig. 6, we only need to consider Fig. 6. Let B, C, D and E come together to perform a
joint orthogonality-preserving POVM {E = M†M}, where E = (aijk`,mnst)i,m∈ZdB ,j,n∈ZdC ,k,s∈ZdD ,`,t∈ZdE . Then the

postmeasurement states {IA ⊗M |ψ〉
∣∣|ψ〉 ∈ ∪16i=1(Ci,Di)} should be mutually orthogonal.

Step 1 Applying Lemma 1 to any two elements of {{Cj(|ξ0〉A)}8j=1, {Cj(|dA − 1〉A)}16j=9}, we have

E = ⊕16
j=1EC(A)

j
. (20)

Step 2 Applying Lemma 1 to any two elements of {Di(|0〉A)}16i=9, we have

D(A)
i1

ED(A)
i2

= 0 for 9 ≤ i1 6= i2 ≤ 16. (21)

Next, since C(A)
8 \D(A)

10 ⊂ D
(A)
11 , D(A)

10
EC(A)

8 \D(A)
10

= 0. Note that |D(A)
10 | = 1, more exactly, D(A)

10 = {|0〉B |0〉C |0〉D|0〉E}.
Applying Lemma 2 to C8(|ξ0〉A), we obtain

EC(A)
8

= aIC(A)
8
. (22)

Step 3 By Eqs. (20) and (22), we know that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E ∈ D(A)
11 ∩ C(A)

8 ,

{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}ED(A)
11 \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}

= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to D11(|0〉A), we have

ED(A)
11

= aID(A)
11
. (23)

Next, by Eqs. (21) and (23), we know that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E ∈ D(A)
11 ∩ C(A)

4 ,

{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}EC(A)
4 \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}

= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to C4(|ξ0〉A), we have

EC(A)
4

= aIC(A)
4
. (24)

Step 4 By Eqs. (20) and (24), we know that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E ∈ D(A)
i ∩ C(A)

4 for i = 9, 13,

{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}ED(A)
i \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}

= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to Di(|0〉A) for i = 9, 13, we have

ED(A)
i

= aID(A)
i

for i = 9, 13. (25)
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Next, By Eqs. (21) and (25), we know that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E ∈ D(A)
9 ∩ C(A)

i for i = 2, 3,

{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}EC(A)
i \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}

= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to Ci(|ξ0〉A) for i = 2, 3, we have

EC(A)
i

= aIC(A)
i

for i = 2, 3. (26)

Step 5 By Eqs. (20) and (26), we know that for any |j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E ∈ D(A)
12 ∩ C(A)

3 ,

{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}ED(A)
12 \{|j〉B |k〉C |`〉D|m〉E}

= 0. Applying Lemma 2 to D12(|0〉A), we have

ED(A)
12

= aID(A)
12
. (27)

Thus, above all,

E{∪8
i=1C

(A)
i }∪D(A)

9
= I{∪8

i=1C
(A)
i }∪D(A)

9
(28)

as {∪8i=1C
(A)
i } ∪ D

(A)
9 is equal to C(A)

8 ∪ D(A)
11 ∪ C

(A)
4 ∪ D(A)

9 ∪ D(A)
13 ∪ C

(A)
2 ∪ C(A)

3 ∪ D(A)
12 .

Step 6 By the symmetry of Fig. 6, we can obtain that E = aI. Thus E is trivial. ut

Any of our OPS in three, four and five-partite systems can be extended to a complete orthogonal product basis
(COPB). We only need to add the product states which lie in the inside layer of the hypercube. Thus, our results
solve an open question asked by the authors in Refs. [26, 28]. That is, strongly nonlocal OPSs and COPBs do exist in
all possible three, four and five-partite systems. However, we are unable to generalize this structure to any n-partite
system for n > 5. There are several difficulties. First, we cannot obtain a general expression of the OPS from
the outermost layer of an n-dimensional hypercube, from which the OPS has a similiar structure in the bipartitions
{A1|A2A3 · · ·An, A2|A3 · · ·AnA1, . . . , An|A1A2 · · ·An−1}. Second, all of our proofs for the strongest nonlocality of
the OPSs are based on the grid representations of the OPSs in the biparition A1|A2A3 · · ·An, like Figs. 4, 5 and 6,
and we do not know the grid representations in the biparition A1|A2A3 · · ·An when n > 5. Third, we may take more
steps to arrive at the statement E ∝ I. Therefore, it’s more difficult to constructing OPSs of strong nonlocality for
quantum system with more parties. However, we believe that our method can be generalized to n-partite systems for
n > 5.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We have constructed strongly nonlocal OPSs in three, four and five-partite systems. This result has answered
an open question in Refs. [26, 28] for any possible three, four and five-partite systems. There are some interesting
problems left. How to generalize our constructions to n-partite systems for n > 5? Can we construct UPBs from our
structures?

One can use entanglement as a resource to finish the locally distinguished protocol when the given set is locally
indistinguishable. Such protocol is called the entanglement-assisted discrimination [29, 32–40]. It is also to quantify
how many entanglement resource are needed to local distinguish the strongly nonlocal set constructed here in all
bipartitions.
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