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Two fundamental quantum resources, nonlocality and contextuality, can be connected through
Bell inequalities that are violated by state-independent contextuality (SI-C) sets. These Bell inequal-
ities allow for applications that require simultaneous nonlocality and contextuality. However, for
existing Bell inequalities, the nonlocality produced by SI-C sets is very sensitive to noise. This pre-
cludes experimental implementation. Here we identify the Bell inequalities for which the nonlocality
produced by SI-C sets is optimal, i.e., maximally robust to either noise or detection inefficiency, for
the simplest SI-C [S. Yu and C. H. Oh, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 030402 (2012)] and Kochen-Specker
sets [A. Cabello et al., Phys. Lett. A 212, 183 (1996)] and show that, in both cases, nonlocality is
sufficiently resistant for experiments. Our work enables experiments that combine nonlocality and
contextuality and therefore paves the way for applications that take advantage of their synergy.

Introduction.—Bell nonlocality [1–3] and Kochen-
Specker (KS) contextuality [4–6] are two fundamental
quantum resources that are crucial for quantum informa-
tion processing. Applications such as device-independent
quantum key distribution [7–9] require nonlocality. On
the other hand, certain schemes for universal quantum
computation [10, 11], quantum computation tasks with
quantum advantage [12], and methods for benchmarking
quantum computers [13, 14] need contextuality. In ad-
dition, applications such as communication complexity
[15, 16], certification of quantum devices [17–19], and di-
mension witnessing [20, 21] require either nonlocality or
contextuality, depending on the task.

Here we address the problem of combining nonlocality
and contextuality in the same experiment. This will al-
low us to tackle tasks that cannot be accomplished using
either nonlocality or contextuality individually. To this
end, we consider the scenario depicted in Fig. 1, involving
three nodes (Alice, Bob, and Charlie). A source of entan-
gled pairs of particles is placed between Alice and Bob,
which they use to produce nonlocal correlations. Further-
more, we assume that the measurements that Bob per-
forms are nondemolition projective (also known as ideal
[22]) measurements and that Charlie performs additional
measurements on Bob’s particle [23–29] (see Fig. 1). We
aim at producing contextuality between Bob and Charlie
using the same state and measurements that Bob uses for
producing nonlocality with Alice. We refer to this target
as simultaneous nonlocality and contextuality (SNC).

The straightforward application of SNC is employing
two protocols with quantum advantage in the same ex-
periment. These could be, for example, nonlocality-based
secret communication [7] and a contextuality-based com-
munication complexity protocol with quantum advantage
[16]. In addition, SNC is important by itself as there are
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FIG. 1. Simultaneous nonlocality and contextuality. If Alice
and Bob share a source of pairs of maximally entangled qudits,
x, y, z ∈ S, and S is a SI-C set (and thus a, b, c ∈ {0, 1}), then
the parties produce simultaneously Bell nonlocality between
Alice and Bob and contextuality between Bob and Charlie.

applications that require both nonlocality and contextu-
ality to achieve tasks that none of them can accomplish
individually [28]. For example, combining nonlocality-
and contextuality-based self-testing [17, 18] might facil-
itate certification of quantum transformations produced
by Bob’s device [30]. Finally, a third motivation for SNC
is investigating the connections between nonlocality and
contextuality [31].

Simultaneous nonlocality and contextuality cannot be
produced by simply combining the violation of the sim-
plest Bell inequality, the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt in-
equality [32], between Alice and Bob, and the violation of
the simplest noncontextuality inequality, the Klyachko-
Can-Binicioğlu-Shumovsky inequality [33], between Bob
and Charlie. The reason is that, in this case, there is a
fundamental trade-off between nonlocality and contextu-
ality [24, 25, 29]. However, it has been recently shown [34]
that SNC is possible if all parties choose their measure-
ments from any state-independent contextuality (SI-C)
set [35, 36]. A SI-C set contains two-outcome observ-
ables represented by rank-one projectors and produces
contextual correlations (i.e., violates a given noncontex-
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tuality inequality) no matter what the initial quantum
state is. In particular, a SI-C set produces contextuality
also when the initial state is mixed, as it is the case for
the reduced state of Bob’s particle before he performs his
measurement (see Fig. 1). State-independent contextual-
ity sets have been shown experimentally [37–39] and can
be considered fundamental quantum resources on their
own.

The first SI-C set identified had 117 observables in di-
mension d = 3 and was used by Kochen and Specker
to prove the KS theorem of impossibility of hidden vari-
ables [4]. State-independent contextuality sets that have
the properties needed to prove the KS theorem are called
KS sets (see the Supplemental Material [22]). Recently,
it has been shown [40] that the simplest KS set has 18
observables in dimension d = 4 [41]. This set, here called
KS18, is shown in Fig. 2(a). The optimal (i.e., maximally
violated by KS18, for any state, including states with an
arbitrary degree of noise) and tight noncontextuality in-
equalities (i.e., separating the set of noncontextual and
contextual correlations) for KS18 are known [35, 42, 43].

While any KS set is a SI-C set, not any SI-C set is a
KS set (see the Supplemental Material [22]). The sim-
plest [44, 45] SI-C set is the one with 13 observables in
dimension d = 3 found by Yu and Oh [46] and shown
in Fig. 3(a). The Yu-Oh set is not a KS set [22]. The
optimal and tight noncontextuality inequalities for the
Yu-Oh set are also known [43].

The correlations produced by measuring any SI-C set
in dimension d on a two-qudit maximally entangled state
violate a Bell inequality constructed from the SI-C set
[41]. However, such inequalities are neither optimal (in
this case meaning maximally resistant to either noise or
detection inefficiency [47]) nor tight Bell inequalities (i.e.,
separating the set of local and nonlocal correlations [48]).
Moreover, these inequalities do not allow for experimen-
tal Bell tests because nonlocality with respect to them
is very sensitive to noise, which prevents experimental
implementations and in particular those with spacelike
separation. On the other hand, tightness is important
for both fundamental and practical reasons [49–53].

The fact that the optimal and tight Bell inequalities
are not known for any SI-C set contrasts with the fact
that, as it was pointed out before, the optimal and tight
noncontextuality inequalities for KS18 and the Yu-Oh set
were already identified. This means that, in the scenario
shown in Fig. 1, the optimal witnesses for detecting con-
textuality between Bob and Charlie using the most fun-
damental SI-C sets are known, but the optimal witnesses
for detecting nonlocality between Alice and Bob are still
missing.

The aim of this work is to identify the optimal and tight
Bell inequalities for the correlations produced by mea-
suring KS18 and the Yu-Oh set on maximally entangled
states. Hereafter, we will refer to these correlations as
KS18 correlations and Yu-Oh correlations, respectively.

Our motivation roots, first, in having Bell inequalities
that can be exploited and deployed in experiments requir-
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FIG. 2. (a) KS18 and its graph of compatibility. Each vector
vi of KS18 is represented by a black node. Orthogonal vec-
tors, which correspond to compatible observables, are repre-
sented by adjacent nodes. Nodes along the same straight line
(or ellipse) represent mutually adjacent nodes. Same color
nodes (edges) are structurally equivalent (see the Supplemen-
tal Material [22]). (b) Bell operator ItKS18. The Bell inequal-
ity ItKS18 ≤ 8 is tight and is maximally violated by the KS18
correlations. The coefficients of ItKS18 are presented using
a matrix of the form (5). Color coding is used to emphasize
that the coefficients in ItKS18 share the same symmetries as the
graph shown in (a). The entries with white background corre-
spond to graph nodes and edges shown in (a). The coefficients
of the entries with white background are also color coded. The
coefficients associated with the corresponding edges have the
same color as used in (a) (red, blue, and black). The coeffi-
cients associated with nonadjacent nodes [not shown in (a)]
have entries with three different backgrounds (orange, violet,
and cyan), one for each of the three orbits of nonadjacent
nodes in (a) (see the Supplemental Material [22]).

ing spacelike separation and that enable the development
of SNC and its applications. Second, we are motivated
by the fact that optimal and tight Bell inequalities for
SI-C sets are by themselves fundamental. On the one
hand, they provide the optimal way of using a funda-
mental quantum resource (a SI-C set) for producing a
fundamental quantum effect (nonlocality). On the other
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FIG. 3. (a) Yu-Oh set and its graph of compatibility. Each
vector vi of the Yu-Oh set is represented by a node. Orthogo-
nal vectors, which correspond to compatible observables, are
represented by adjacent nodes. Same color nodes (edges) are
equivalent (see the Supplemental Material [22]). (b) Bell oper-
ator ItYu-Oh,V . The Bell inequality ItYu-Oh,V ≤ 12 is tight and
provides maximum resistance to noise for the Yu-Oh correla-
tions. The coefficients of ItYu-Oh,V are presented with the aid
of a matrix of the form (5). Color coding is used to emphasize
that the coefficients in ItYu-Oh,V share the same symmetries as
the graph shown in (a). The entries with white background
correspond to graph nodes and edges. The coefficient associ-
ated with each of the nodes (edges) has the same color as used
in (a) (red, blue, black, and green). The coefficients associ-
ated with nonadjacent nodes have entries with five different
backgrounds (brown, violet, cyan, orange, and magenta), one
for each of the five orbits of nonadjacent nodes [not shown
in (a)] (see the Supplemental Material [22]).

hand, they allow proving Bell’s theorem [1] through the
violation of Bell inequalities inspired by the KS theorem
[4], thus connecting these two fundamental theorems.

Methods.—The set of local correlations for the Bell sce-
nario with two parties, m measurement settings, and two
outcomes, called the (2,m, 2) Bell scenario, is a polytope,
called the local polytope, that has 22m vertices [48]. For
the KS18 correlations, m = 18. For the Yu-Oh corre-
lations, m = 13. This makes finding optimal and tight
Bell inequalities difficult (see the Supplemental Material
[22]).

To address this, we developed a three-step approach.
In the first step, we identify Bell inequalities for which the
nonlocality of the KS18 or Yu-Oh correlations has high

resistance to noise or detection inefficiency. In the second
step, we verify whether these inequalities are tight and
if not we use them to construct tight inequalities. In the
third step, we verify whether the resulting inequalities
are maximally robust to either white noise or detection
inefficiency, respectively.

In the first step, we implement a numerical technique
based on Gilbert’s algorithm for quadratic minimization
[54]. This iterative algorithm minimizes the distance be-
tween a given matrix of correlations and the local poly-
tope and yields a Bell inequality [55–57] (see the Supple-
mental Material [22] for details).

Depending on the type of robustness we want, we
adopt a different approach. To obtain Bell inequalities
with high resistance to white noise, we assume that the
state shared by Alice and Bob is of the form

ρ = V |ψ〉〈ψ|+ (1− V )
1

d2
, (1)

where |ψ〉 = 1√
d

∑d
j=1 |jj〉, 1 is the identity matrix, d

is the dimension of the local subsystems (d = 4 and 3
for the KS18 and Yu-Oh correlations, respectively), and
V is called the visibility. For any state of the form (1),
the joint probability that Alice obtains outcome 1 for
measurement Πi (with possible outcomes 0 and 1) on her
particle and Bob obtains the outcome 1 for measurement
Πj on his particle is

Pρ(Π
A
i = ΠB

j = 1) = V P|ψ〉(Π
A
i = ΠB

j = 1) + (1− V )
1

d2
.

(2)
Similarly, the marginal probability that each of the par-
ties obtains outcome 1 for measurement Πi is

Pρ(Π
A
i = 1) = V P|ψ〉(Π

A
i = 1) + (1− V )

1

d
,

Pρ(Π
B
i = 1) = V P|ψ〉(Π

B
i = 1) + (1− V )

1

d
.

(3)

For a given Bell inequality, we denote by Vcrit the min-
imum value of V required to violate the inequality with
the state (1).

To obtain Bell inequalities resistant to detection inef-
ficiency, we assume that the source of pairs is heralded,
the initial state is |ψ〉, and each of the parties assigns
the outcome 0 when they fail to detect the particle [47].
Then

P η(ΠA
i = ΠB

j = 1) = η2P|ψ〉(Π
A
i = ΠB

j = 1),

P η(ΠA
i = 1) = ηP|ψ〉(Π

A
i = 1),

P η(ΠB
j = 1) = ηP|ψ〉(Π

B
j = 1),

(4)

where η is the detection efficiency; η it is assumed to be
the same for all parties, measurements, and outcomes.
For each correlation (i.e., state and measurements) vi-
olating a Bell inequality, there is a critical value of the
detection efficiency ηcrit above which local models cannot
simulate the quantum correlations [47].
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At the end of the first step, we have Bell inequalities
with respect to which the KS18 or Yu-Oh correlations are
robust to either noise or detection inefficiency. In the sec-
ond step, we check whether these inequalities are tight.
To this end, we collect all the vertices that saturate the
local bound and form the largest set of affinely indepen-
dent vectors. If the length of the affinely independent set
is D, then they span a vectorial subspace of dimension
D − 1 (the polytope is in RD), hence a facet of the local
polytope so the Bell inequality is tight [50, 58].

However, in most cases the Bell inequalities obtained
after the first step are not tight. Then we use them to ob-
tain tight inequalities. For that, we exploit three facts.
(i) When the inequalities obtained after the first step
are written using the Collins-Gisin parametrization [59]
(explained below), their coefficients display symmetries
that allow us to reduce the number of independent co-
efficients. (ii) The vertices of the local polytope that
saturate the local bound have an orthogonal subspace
of dimension 1. Therefore, the linear combination of all

these vertices must be a vector with at most one com-
ponent equal to zero. Otherwise there would be at least
two linearly independent vectors that are orthogonal to
all the vertices, leading to an orthogonal subspace of at
least dimension 2. (iii) A facet of a polytope in RD must
at least be saturated by D vertices. Otherwise, this facet
could not contain D affinely independent vectors [60, 61].
(See the Supplemental Material [22] for details.)

Finally, the third step of our method consists in prov-
ing that the inequalities obtained after the second step
are optimal with respect to white noise or detection effi-
ciency. In order to do so, we identify local models that,
for the critical values of detection efficiency ηcrit and vis-
ibility Vcrit, reproduce the KS18 or Yu-Oh correlations.
(See the Supplemental Material [22] for details.)

The Collins-Gisin parametrization follows from the
fact that any Bell inequality with two-outcome measure-
ments can be written as I ≤ L, with I =

∑
x,y c(Π

A
x =

ΠB
y = 1)P (ΠA

x = ΠB
y = 1) +

∑
x c(Π

A
x = 1)P (ΠA

x =

1) +
∑
y c(Π

B
y = 1)P (ΠB

y = 1), where the coefficients can
be arranged in a matrix as


c(ΠA

1 = 1) . . . c(ΠA
m = 1)

c(ΠB
1 = 1) c(ΠA

1 = ΠB
1 = 1) . . . c(ΠA

m = ΠB
1 = 1)

...
...

. . .
...

c(ΠB
m = 1) c(ΠA

1 = ΠB
m = 1) . . . c(ΠA

m = ΠB
m = 1)

 (5)

and L is the upper bound of I for local models.
Results.—Using the methods described before, we have

obtained five Bell inequalities: two optimal and tight Bell
inequalities for the Yu-Oh correlations and two optimal
and one tight Bell inequalities for the KS18 correlations.

The tight inequalities for the (2, 13, 2) Bell scenario are

ItYu-Oh,V ≤ 12, (6)

ItYu-Oh,η ≤ 4, (7)

where ItYu-Oh,V is given in Fig. 3(b) and ItYu-Oh,η in the

Supplemental Material [22]. The subindex Yu-Oh indi-
cates the correlations used to obtain the inequality. The
subindex V or η indicates that the correlations are max-
imally resistant to either noise or detection inefficiency,
respectively. The superindex t indicates that the inequal-
ity is tight. The Yu-Oh correlations yield

ItYu-Oh,V =
46

3
≈ 15.333, (8)

ItYu-Oh,η =
86

9
≈ 9.555. (9)

The critical visibility for ItYu-Oh,V and the critical detec-

tion efficiency for ItYu-Oh,η are

Vcrit = 0.7917, (10)

ηcrit = 0.8441, (11)

respectively, which, on the one hand, are a significant
improvement compared to the values in [34], namely,
Vcrit = 0.9578 and ηcrit = 0.9710, respectively (see the
Supplemental Material [22] for details), and, on the other
hand, are within the reach of currently attainable visibil-
ities in experiments with high-dimensional systems [62–
66] and current detection efficiencies for photons [67].

We have also obtained three Bell inequalities for the
(2, 18, 2) Bell scenario,

ItKS18 ≤ 8, (12)

IKS18,V ≤ 12, (13)

IKS18,η ≤ 0, (14)

where ItKS18 is given in Fig. 2(b) and IKS18,V and IKS18,η

are given in the Supplemental Material [22]. The KS18
correlations yield

ItKS18 =
45

4
= 11.25, (15)

IKS18,V =
73

4
= 18.25, (16)

IKS18,η =
27

4
= 6.75. (17)

The critical visibility for IKS18,V and the critical detec-
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tion efficiency for IKS18,η are

Vcrit = 0.8169, (18)

ηcrit = 0.8421, (19)

respectively, which are a significant improvement over
the values in [34], namely, Vcrit = 0.9317 and ηcrit =
0.9428, respectively (see the Supplemental Material [22]
for details). Moreover, IKS18,η ≤ 0 allows for loophole-
free experiments with nonheralded sources [47].

Finding tight Bell inequalities for the KS18 correla-
tions proved to be more challenging due to the complex-
ity of the corresponding local polytope. However, we
obtained one tight inequality ItKS18 ≤ 8. This inequality
displays an interesting feature: Its quantum bound (i.e.,
the highest possible value allowed by quantum mechan-
ics) matches the value attained by the KS18 correlations.
This is remarkable because it proves that the KS18 cor-
relations are in the boundary of the set of quantum cor-
relations, which means that they are not only nonlocal,
but also extremal [30]. Extremality has been recognized
as the key feature for nonlocal correlations to allow for
device-independent quantum key distribution [2, 68] and
self-testing of quantum devices [19]. (See the Supplemen-
tal Material [22] for further details on device-independent
applications of the KS18 and Yu-Oh correlations.)

Finally, as shown in Figs. 2 and 3, two of the tight Bell
operators ItKS18 and ItYu-Oh,V , respectively, display the

same (highly nontrivial) symmetries as the graph of com-
patibility of the corresponding set of local measurements
(see the Supplemental Material [22]). This is surprising
and requires further investigation, since, a priori, we do
not expect any facet of the local polytope to be related
to the graph of compatibility of a SI-C set.

Conclusions.—Using a three-step method, we have ob-
tained Bell inequalities that are optimal (maximally resis-
tant to either noise or detection inefficiency) for correla-
tions produced by maximally entangled states and KS18

(the simplest KS set in quantum mechanics) and the Yu-
Oh set (the simplest SI-C set). They fundamentally con-
nect the theorems of Bell, and Kochen and Specker, al-
low us to perform Bell tests with SI-C sets and space-
like separation and achieve simultaneous Bell nonlocality
(with spacelike separation) and contextuality (with time-
like separation). Therefore, they pave the way to tasks re-
quiring both resources simultaneously and, more impor-
tantly, to tasks that cannot be accomplished with each of
the resources individually. We have demonstrated that
the KS18 correlations maximally violate the Bell inequal-
ity ItKS18 ≤ 8 and can be used for device-independent
quantum key distribution. Moreover, they allow for Bell
self-testing while KS18 can also be used for certification
with sequential measurements (Bob and Charlie in Fig. 1)
[30], thus the correlations for three parties (the KS18
nonlocal correlations between Alice and Bob and the con-
textual correlations produced by sequentially measuring
KS18 between Bob and Charlie) could be used to cer-
tify in a device-independent way quantum transforma-
tions. All these functionalities contribute to closing of
the gap between general probabilistic theories (which re-
fer to states, measurements, and transformations) and
the device-independent framework (which refer only to
the conditional probabilities of obtaining outputs from
inputs)[69].
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[24] P. Kurzyński, A. Cabello, and D. Kaszlikowski, Funda-
mental Monogamy Relation between Contextuality and
Nonlocality, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 100401 (2014).

[25] X. Zhan, X. Zhang, J. Li, Y. Zhang, B. C. Sanders,
and P. Xue, Realization of the Contextuality-Nonlocality
Tradeoff with a Qubit-Qutrit Photon Pair, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 116, 090401 (2016).

[26] D. Saha, A. Cabello, S. K. Choudhary, and
M. Paw lowski, Quantum nonlocality via local con-
textuality with qubit-qubit entanglement, Phys. Rev. A
93, 042123 (2016).

[27] B.-H. Liu, X.-M. Hu, J.-S. Chen, Y.-F. Huang, Y.-J.
Han, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, and A. Cabello, Nonlocality
from Local Contextuality, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 220402
(2016).

[28] T. Temistocles, R. Rabelo, and M. Terra Cunha, Mea-
surement compatibility in Bell nonlocality tests, Phys.
Rev. A 99, 042120 (2019).

[29] P. Xue, L. Xiao, G. Ruffolo, A. Mazzari, T. Temistocles,
M. T. Cunha, and R. Rabelo, Synchronous Observation
of Bell Nonlocality and State-Dependent Contextuality,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 130, 040201 (2023).

[30] Z.-P. Xu, D. Saha, K. Bharti, and A. Cabello, Quantum

state-independent certification, (unpublished).
[31] A. Cabello, Bell non-locality and Kochen–Specker con-

textuality: How are they connected?, Found. Phys. 51,
61 (2021).

[32] J. F. Clauser, M. A. Horne, A. Shimony, and R. A. Holt,
Proposed Experiment to Test Local Hidden-Variable
Theories, Phys. Rev. Lett. 23, 880 (1969).

[33] A. A. Klyachko, M. A. Can, S. Binicioğlu, and A. S.
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Kochen-Specker theorem: A proof with 18 vectors, Phys.
Lett. A 212, 183 (1996).

[42] S. Yu and C. Oh, Minimal Kochen-Specker theorem in
finite dimensions, arXiv:1112.5513 (2011).

[43] M. Kleinmann, C. Budroni, J.-Å. Larsson, O. Gühne, and
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Appendix A: Kochen-Specker contextuality

Here, we collect definitions of concepts related to
Kochen-Specker (KS) contextuality for ideal measure-
ments that are used in this work.

Firstly, we should point out that Bell nonlocality and
KS contextuality for ideal measurements have a common
origin. If ρ is a quantum state and S is a set of observ-
ables, the quantum theory predicts the existence of pairs
(ρ, S) such that, for every s ∈ S of jointly measurable
observables, there is a probability distribution Pρ(a|s).
Here, a is the set of outcomes for the observables in s,
such that, for every observable x ∈ S, the marginal prob-
ability P (ax|x) is independent of which subset x belongs
to, but such that the set of all possible Pρ(a|s) cannot be
obtained from a single probability distribution in a single
probability space. This phenomenon is generically called
contextuality or measurement contextuality. Two mani-
festations of it are the Bell nonlocality (in which events
are produced by spacelike separated measurements) and
the KS contextuality between ideal sequential measure-
ments (in which events are produced by ideal measure-
ments).

Definition 1 An ideal measurement of an observable A
is a measurement of A that gives the same outcome when
repeated on the same physical system and does not disturb
any compatible observable.

Definition 2 Two observables A and B are compatible
if there exists a third observable C such that, for every
initial state ρ and for every outcome a of A,

P (A = a|ρ) =
∑
ca

P (C = ca|ρ), (A1)

and, for every outcome b of B,

P (B = b|ρ) =
∑
cb

P (C = cb|ρ), (A2)

where P (A = a|ρ) is the probability of obtaining outcome
a for A given the state ρ.

Definition 3 A Kochen-Specker (KS) contextuality sce-
nario is defined by a set of ideal measurements, their re-
spective sets of outcomes, and a set of contexts.

Definition 4 In a KS contextuality scenario, a context
is a set of ideal measurements of compatible observables.

Definition 5 A behavior (or matrix of correlations) for
a KS contextuality scenario is a set of (normalized) prob-
ability distributions produced by ideal measurements sat-
isfying the relations of compatibility of the scenario, one
for each of the contexts, and such that the probability for
every outcome of every measurement does not depend on
the context (nondisturbance condition).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20018-1
http://users.cecs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/nauty/
http://vlsicad.eecs.umich.edu/BK/SAUCY/
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Definition 6 A behavior for a contextuality scenario is
contextual if the probability distributions for each context
cannot be obtained as the marginals of a global probability
distribution on all observables. Otherwise the behavior is
noncontextual.

Definition 7 The relations of compatibility between
N observables can be represented by an N -node graph,
called the graph of compatibility of the scenario, in which
each node represents an observable and adjacent nodes
correspond to compatible observables.

Definition 8 A noncontextuality (NC) inequality is an
inequality satisfied by any noncontextual behavior.

Definition 9 A state-independent contextuality (SI-C)
set in dimension d is a set of rank-one projectors that
produces contextual behaviors for any quantum state in
dimension d.

Theorem 1 [36] A set of rank-one projectors S =
{Πi}ni=1 is a SI-C set if and only if there are nonneg-
ative numbers w = {wi}ni=1 and 0 ≤ y < 1 such that∑
j∈I wj ≤ y for all I, where I is any set of nodes in the

graph of compatibility of S no two of which are adjacent,
and

∑
i wiΠi ≥ 11.

Definition 10 A KS set is a set of rank-one projectors
which does not admit an assignment of 0 or 1 satisfy-
ing that: (I) two orthogonal projectors cannot both have
assigned 1, (II) for every set of mutually orthogonal pro-
jectors summing the identity, one of them must be as-
signed 1.

Appendix B: Tight Bell inequalities

Here, we explain why obtaining tight Bell inequalities
is a difficult problem for Bell scenarios with many mea-
surements, and review some approaches followed in the
literature.

Definition 11 A Bell scenario is defined by a set of par-
ties, their respective sets of measurements, and their re-
spective sets of outcomes.

For any Bell scenario, the classical (local realistic)
set of correlations is a polytope called the local poly-
tope [48, 70, 71]. For the simplest Bell scenario, the
one with two parties, two settings, and two outcomes or
(2, 2, 2) Bell scenario, the local polytope has 16 extremal
points and 24 facets. Nonsignaling correlations can vi-
olate the Bell inequalities corresponding to 8 of these
facets. Each of these facets defines a so-called tight Bell
inequality whose violation detects nonlocality. The facets
corresponding to Bell inequalities that cannot be violated
by nonsignaling correlations are called trivial facets. In
the case of (2, 2, 2), all nontrivial facets are associated to
the same (up to relabelings) Bell inequality, the Clauser-
Horne-Shimony-Holt inequality [32].

The set of nontrivial facets has been completely charac-
terized only for a few Bell scenarios: (2, 2, 2) [59, 70, 71],
(2, 3, 2) [70, 72], (2, 4, 2) [73], and (3, 2, 2) [72, 74]. In
addition, all correlation inequalities (facets of a special
type) are known for the (n, 2, 2) Bell scenario [75, 76].
For more complex scenarios it is not computationally fea-
sible to enumerate all the facets of the local polytope and
only partial lists of facets are known. In particular, for
(2,m, 2), which includes our work, only partial lists exist.
To our knowledge, the largest m for which partial lists
are known is m = 10 [77]. In addition, there are fami-
lies of tight inequalities with elements in several scenarios
[59, 78, 79], methods to “lift” tight Bell inequalities to
obtain tight Bell inequalities in larger scenarios [60, 77],
and methods for looking for symmetric Bell inequalities
[77, 80].

Another approach to derive Bell inequalities is using
quantum correlations for their construction. For exam-
ple, using the correlations produced by two maximally
entangled ququarts and the measurements of the Peres-
Mermin (or magic) square, one can obtain a tight Bell
inequality for the (2, 3, 4) Bell scenario [81]. Another ex-
ample are Bell inequalities for the (n, 3, 2) Bell scenarios
constructed from n-qubit graph states [13, 82, 83]. Other
examples of this approach are a family of Bell inequalities
for the (2,m, d) Bell scenario tailored for maximally en-
tangled pairs of qudits [84], and a family of Bell inequali-
ties based on multiple copies of the two-qubit maximally
entangled state [57]. However, these inequalities are not
tight. For a review on tight Bell inequalities, see [85].

Appendix C: Gilbert’s algorithm

Here, we provide details of our implementation of
Gilbert’s algorithm for quadratic minimization [54]. In
addition, practical examples are given in [86]. Gilbert’s
algorithm has been used for various tasks in quan-
tum information such as finding better bounds for the
Grothendieck constant [55, 56] and reducing the detec-
tion efficiency threshold for Bell tests [57, 87].

Gilbert’s algorithm minimizes the distance between a
target point ~r and a convex set S defined over Rn, via
calls to an oracle that can perform linear optimizations
over S [55]. The algorithm determines if ~r is inside S by
finding a point ~s ∈ S such that ||~r−~s|| ≤ δ, with δ > 0. In
case the target lies outside the set, the algorithm yields
a witness ~c that proofs that the point does not belong to
the convex set, i.e., ~c.~s < ~c.~r, ∀~s ∈ S.

In our case, the convex set is the local polytope L, the
vectors represent the correlations, local or nonlocal, and
the witnesses ~c are the Bell inequalities to start with.

The algorithm has the following four steps:
First step. We set the target point ~r(V ), e.g., the KS-

18 (or the Yu-Oh) correlations for a given value of V ,
and we choose randomly a local point ~sk for k = 0. An
analogous procedure follows for the case of η.

Second step. We maximize the overlap (~r(V ) − ~sk).~l
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over all ~l ∈ L. That is,

Max
~l∈L

(~r(V )− ~sk).~l (C1)

and call ~lk the vertex that achieves the maximum. Notice
that, since the local set is a polytope, it is sufficient to
evaluate the overlap over all the vertices to find the global
maximum.

Third step. We minimize the distance from ~r(V ) to

the convex combination of ~lk and ~sk

Min
ε∈[0,1]

||~r(V )− (ε~sk + (1− ε) ~lk)|| , (C2)

and use the optimal parameter ε∗ to define the point ~sk+1

as

~sk+1 = ε∗~sk + (1− ε∗)~lk . (C3)

Fourth step. We set ~sk = ~sk+1 and repeat the algo-
rithm until we obtain ||~r(V ) − ~sk|| < δ. Notice that at
the end of each iteration we can retrieve ~c = ~r(V )− ~sk.

1. Heuristic method to optimize the overlap

It is important to point out that the second step of the
algorithm, the optimization of the overlap, runs over all
the 22m vertices of the local polytope. This optimization
is an NP-hard problem [48] and, for the cases studied in
this work, is extremely time-consuming. Hence, it is use-
ful to apply an heuristic method to optimize the overlap
in a reasonable time [55, 56].

In order to explain the heuristic method, it is easier to

refer to (~r(V ) − ~sk) by its components Γa,b,x,y and to ~l
by PAa,xP

B
b,y. In this way, the overlap can be written as∑

a,b,x,y Γa,b,x,yP
A
a,xP

B
b,y. Then, to optimize the overlap,

we adopt the following strategy:

First step. We initialize ~l or, equivalently (PAa,x, P
B
b,y),

by randomly generating a seed inside the local polytope.
Second step. We keep PAa,x fixed and try to find better

values of PBb,y. To do so, we iterate over y, and, if the sum∑
a,x P

A
a,x(Γa,0,x,y − Γa,1,x,y) is positive, we set PB0,y = 1

and PB1,y = 0. If the sum is negative, we do the opposite

and set PB0,y = 0 and PB1,y = 1.
Third step. We repeat the procedure while keeping

PBb,y fixed instead. We iterate over x, and, if the sum∑
b,y P

B
b,y(Γ0,b,x,y − Γ1,b,x,y) is positive, we set PA0,x = 1

and PA1,x = 0, otherwise we set PA0,x = 0 and PA1,x = 1.
Fourth step. We iterate the second and third steps

until the overlap converges.
This procedure yields higher values of the overlap with

every iteration. However, it could converge to a local
maximum instead of the global maximum [55, 56]. We
tried to avoid this problem by repeating the optimiza-
tion with different random seeds. While it is possible to
impose some symmetry on the resulting Bell inequality
[57, 87], in this work we did not.

2. Numerical details

There are few considerations that one needs to take
into account before putting in practice the algorithm. In
case that the target correlations ~r are local, the algorithm
is guaranteed to converge after a number of iterations of
the order of O(1/δ2) [54]. Therefore, there is a trade-
off between the method’s accuracy δ and the amount of
time that we need to spend for it. Moreover, since δ > 0,
there will be some correlations that are nonlocal, but
will be regarded as local by the algorithm. However, for
our objective, i.e., deriving robust Bell inequalities, we
can always choose the last nonlocal point according to
the algorithm and retrieve its optimal witness ~c. In our
calculations we used δ = 10−3. We run the algorithm in
parallel for different values of V and different values of
η. In both cases, the values range from 0.69 to 1 and in
steps of 0.01.

Finally, due to the heuristic nature of the algorithm,
once we retrieve ~c, we need to evaluate the overlap on
all the vertices of the polytope to make sure that the
local bound is correct. We performed this calculation
in Python [86] and double checked the results using the
matlab package QETLAB [88].

Appendix D: Details on the second step of the
method

Here, we detail how the facts (i)–(iii) in the main text
allow us to obtain tight Bell inequalities.

For bipartite Bell scenarios with m measurement set-
tings and two outputs, the local correlations are in a poly-
tope in RD, where D = m2 + 2m, due to the normaliza-
tion and nonsignaling conditions [2, 61].

After applying Gilbert’s algorithm, we obtain a Bell
inequality ~c0 for which the correlations an improved re-
sistance to white noise or detection inefficiency, respec-
tively. In general, ~c0 is not tight. However, we can use
it as a starting point to derive a tight inequality. To do
so, first, we collect all the vertices that saturate the local
bound of ~c0. If these vertices contain a set of D affinely
independent vectors, then they fulfill the tightness con-
dition and hence ~c0 is tight. In general, it is not, but still
the saturating vertices give us a starting set of points D0

that must be ‘completed’ in order to make the inequality
tight. Considering fact (ii), we can make a convex com-
bination of all the saturating vertices and check whether
or not there are zero coefficients in the resulting vec-
tor ~vr. The presence of zero coefficients in the resulting
vector implies that the inequality is over-penalizing cer-
tain vertices that need to be included in D0 to fulfill the
tightness condition. In practice, fact (ii) identifies which
coefficients of ~c0 need to be set to zero in order to allow
the necessary vertices to join D0. Finally, fact (iii) leads
us to optimize the coefficients of ~c0 to maximize the num-
ber of saturating vertices. To do so, we considered the
symmetries displayed by the coefficients of ~c0 and their
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sign. Note that, in principle, an inequality with m inputs
and two outputs has m2 + 2m independent coefficients.
For instance, in the case of the KS18 correlations there
would be 360 coefficients, but after Gilbert’s algorithm
this number is reduced to 6 (see E3). Taking advantage
of this, we assign values to the coefficients in the range of
c+0 ∈ {0, k}, for positive integer coefficients, and similarly
for the negative ones c−0 ∈ {−k, 0}. The simplest case to
start with is k = 1, and then we increment k until the
inequality fulfills the tightness condition.

Using this second step, we obtained ItYu-Oh,η and ItKS18.

For ItYu-Oh,V only the first step was necessary.

Appendix E: Details on the Bell inequalities
obtained in this work and how they compare to

previous works

Here, we provide the explicit expressions of the five Bell
inequalities that we have obtained in this work and com-
pare them with the previously known Bell inequalities
for the corresponding SI-C sets [34]. Hereafter, we will
refer to the Bell inequalities in [34] as the graph-based
Bell inequalities, and we will denote by I(G,w) their cor-
responding Bell operators.

In order to present the inequalities, we use the Collins-
Gisin parametrization introduced in [59], where, to spec-
ify the coefficients of the Bell operator I in a Bell inequal-
ity I ≤ L, we write a matrix as in Eq. (5) (see main text).
For example, the Bell operator of the Clauser-Horne in-
equality [89]

ICH = P (ΠA
1 = ΠB

1 = 1) + P (ΠA
1 = ΠB

2 = 1)

+ P (ΠA
2 = ΠB

1 = 1)− P (ΠA
2 = ΠB

2 = 1)

− P (ΠA
1 = 1)− P (ΠB

1 = 1),

(E1)

is represented by

ICH =

 −1 0
−1 1 1

0 1 −1

 . (E2)

1. Bell inequalities for the KS18 correlations

For the KS18 correlations, the Bell operators for both
the graph-based Bell inequality [34] and the three Bell
inequalities that we have found in this work are of the

following form:

IKS18 =

g g g g g g g g g g g g g g g g g g
g f a a d d c c d d c c e b c b b b c
g a f a c d d d d c b b c c e c b b c
g a a f d c d d c d b b c b c b c c e
g d c d f a a d d c c b b c c e c b b
g d d c a f a d c d c b b b b c e c c
g c d d a a f c d d e c c b b c c b b
g c d d d d c f a a c e c c b b b c b
g d d c d c d a f a b c b c b b c e c
g d c d c d d a a f b c b e c c b c b
g c b b c c e c b b f a a d d c c d d
g c b b b b c e c c a f a c d d d c d
g e c c b b c c b b a a f d c d d d c
g b c b c b b c c e d c d f a a d c d
g c e c c b b b b c d d c a f a d d c
g b c b e c c b b c c d d a a f c d d
g b b c c e c b c b c d d d d c f a a
g b b c b c b c e c d c d c d d a f a
g c c e b c b b c b d d c d c d a a f



.

(E3)

The five additional horizontal and vertical lines are eye
guides that help us to show that the matrix of coefficients
can be divided in similar blocks. This will be important
when studying the symmetries of the Bell operators.

The graph-based inequality for the KS18 correlations
is

I
(G,w)
KS18 ≤ 4, (E4)

with a = b = e = −1/2, f = 1, and c = d = g = 0 in
Eq. (E3) [34].

The Bell inequality that we have obtained and is max-
imally robust against white noise is

IKS18,V ≤ 12, (E5)

with a = −12/9, b = −32/9, c = 19/9, d = −1/9, e =
−21/9, f = 8/9, and g = −1 in Eq. (E3).

The Bell inequality that is maximally robust against
detection inefficiency is

IKS18,η ≤ 0, (E6)

with a = −1, b = −3, c = 3, d = 0, e = −3, f = 2, and
g = −4 in Eq. (E3).

Finally, the tight Bell inequality that is presented in
the main text, see Fig. 2(b), is

ItKS18 ≤ 8, (E7)

with a = b = e = −2, c = 1, and d = f = g = 0 in
Eq. (E3). As it was mentioned in the main text, using
this inequality we can prove that the KS18 correlations
are extremal. For this, we first calculate an upper bound
on the maximum violation of ItKS18 that quantum sys-
tems, of any dimension, can achieve. This calculation
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is performed using the Navascués-Pironio-Aćın hierarchy
[90] at level 1 + AB of the hierarchy. Remarkably, this
upper bound matches the value attained by the KS18
correlations, proving our statement.

The relevant features of these four inequalities are sum-
marized in Table E 1.

I
(G,w)
KS-18 [34] IVKS-18 IηKS-18 ItKS-18

L 4 12 0 8
KS18 4.5 18.25 6.75 11.25
Vcrit 0.9317 0.8169 0.8286 0.8395
ηcrit 0.9428 0.8490 0.8421 0.8433

Tight No No No Yes

TABLE E1. Comparison between Bell inequalities for
the KS18 correlations. L indicates the local bound, KS18
indicates the quantum value using the KS18 correlations. Vcrit

is the minimum visibility tolerated by the KS18 correlations
for displaying nonlocality. ηcrit is the minimum detection ef-
ficiency required for a loophole-free Bell test. The last row
indicates whether or not the Bell inequality is tight.

2. Bell inequalities for the Yu-Oh correlations

For the Yu-Oh correlations, the graph-based Bell in-
equality [34] is

I
(G,w)
Yu-Oh ≤ 11, (E8)

with

I
(G,w)
Yu-Oh =

1

2
×

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 6 −3 −3 −3 −3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 −3 6 −3 0 0 −3 −3 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 −3 −3 6 0 0 0 0 −3 −3 0 0 0 0
0 −3 0 0 6 −3 0 0 0 0 0 0 −3 −3
0 −3 0 0 −3 6 0 0 0 0 −3 −3 0 0
0 0 −3 0 0 0 6 −3 0 0 0 −3 0 −3
0 0 −3 0 0 0 −3 6 0 0 −3 0 −3 0
0 0 0 −3 0 0 0 0 6 −3 0 −3 −3 0
0 0 0 −3 0 0 0 0 −3 6 −3 0 0 −3
0 0 0 0 0 −3 0 −3 0 −3 4 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 −3 −3 0 −3 0 0 4 0 0
0 0 0 0 −3 0 0 −3 −3 0 0 0 4 0
0 0 0 0 −3 0 −3 0 0 −3 0 0 0 4



.

(E9)

The tight Bell inequality robust to noise obtained in
this work is

ItYu-Oh,V ≤ 12, (E10)

with

ItYu-Oh,V =

−1 −1 −1 −1 −1 −1 −1 −1 −1 3 3 3 3
−1 0 0 0 −1 −1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
−1 0 0 0 1 1 −1 −1 1 1 0 0 0 0
−1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 −1 −1 0 0 0 0
−1 −1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 −2 −2
−1 −1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 −2 −2 2 2
−1 1 −1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 −2 2 −2
−1 1 −1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 −2 2 −2 2
−1 1 1 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 −2 −2 2
−1 1 1 −1 0 0 0 0 0 0 −2 2 2 −2

3 0 0 0 2 −2 2 −2 2 −2 0 −3 −3 −3
3 0 0 0 2 −2 −2 2 −2 2 −3 0 −3 −3
3 0 0 0 −2 2 2 −2 −2 2 −3 −3 0 −3
3 0 0 0 −2 2 −2 2 2 −2 −3 −3 −3 0



.

(E11)

The optimal inequality with respect to the detection
inefficiency is

ItYu-Oh,η ≤ 4, (E12)

with

ItYu-Oh,η =

0 0 0 −4 −4 −4 −4 −4 −4 −2 −2 −2 −2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
−4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 −2 −2 6 6 −8 −8
−4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 −2 −2 −3 −3 6 6
−4 0 0 0 −2 −2 0 3 0 0 6 −3 6 −3
−4 0 0 0 −2 −2 3 0 0 0 −3 6 −3 6
−4 0 0 0 0 0 −2 −2 0 3 6 −3 −8 6
−4 0 0 0 0 0 −2 −2 3 0 −3 6 6 −8
−2 0 0 0 6 −3 6 −8 6 −3 2 −4 −4 −4
−2 0 0 0 6 −8 −8 6 −3 6 −4 2 −4 −4
−2 0 0 0 −3 6 6 −3 −8 6 −4 −4 2 −4
−2 0 0 0 −3 6 −3 6 6 −3 −4 −4 −4 2



.

(E13)

The relevant features of these three inequalities are
summarized in Table E 2.

I
(G,w)
Yu-Oh [34] ItYu-Oh,V ItYu-Oh,η

L 11 12 4
Yu-Oh 11.666 15.333 9.555
Vcrit 0.9578 0.7917 0.8288
ηcrit 0.9710 0.8766 0.8441

Tight No Yes Yes

TABLE E2. Comparison between Bell inequalities for
the Yu-Oh correlations. The notation is the same used in
Table E 1.
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Appendix F: Details on the third step of the
method. Proofs of optimality

Here, we prove that the Bell inequalities (E5), (E6),
(E10), and (E12) are optimal. That is, we prove that,
for the KS18 correlations, the value of Vcrit [ηcrit] for the
Bell inequality (E5) [(E6)] is the smallest Vcrit [ηcrit] that
can be found for any Bell inequality. For V ≤ Vcrit [η ≤
ηcrit], there is a local model reproducing the correlations.
Similarly, we prove that, for the Yu-Oh correlations, the
value of Vcrit [ηcrit] for the Bell inequality (E10) [(E12)]
is the smallest Vcrit [ηcrit] that can be found for any Bell
inequality.

A matrix of correlations (or behavior) p is local if and
only if it can be written as the convex combination of the
vertices of the local polytope vλ [2],

p =
∑
λ

qλvλ, with qλ ≥ 0,
∑
λ

qλ = 1, (F1)

where λ indexes all vertices. For the (2,m, 2) Bell sce-
nario, λ = {1, . . . , 22m}. If a smaller subset of vertices
λ′ is enough to reproduce p, then the correlations are
local, since the coefficients qλ6=λ′ can be considered zero
in Eq. (F1) [87].

Taking this into account, we proved that inequalities
(E5), (E6), (E10), and (E12) are optimal by explicit con-
struction of the corresponding local models. To do so, we
took the KS18 (Yu-Oh) correlations evaluated at Vcrit [or
ηcrit, depending on the optimality to analyze] as p. Then,
we collect all the vertices that saturate the local bound
of the inequality. In general, the number of saturating
vertices is substantially smaller than 22m allowing us to
use linear programming. Finally, we successfully solved
the linear program in Eq. (F1) using Mathematica, thus
proving that our inequalities are optimal.

Appendix G: Relation between the Bell inequalities

Here, we explain why, for each type of correlations,
the optimal Bell inequality with respect to white noise is
different from the optimal Bell inequality with respect to
detection inefficiency.

When correlations are affected by white noise, they can
be written as a convex combination of the noiseless cor-
relations, with weight V , and the correlations obtained
measuring the maximally mixed state, with weight 1−V .
For V = 1, the correlations are nonlocal because they vi-
olate the inequalities presented in [34]. For V = 0, the
correlations belong to the local polytope, as they corre-
spond to measurements over a classical state. Therefore,
the trajectory in the space of correlations is a straight
line that starts in the quantum set and ends in the local
polytope (see Fig. 4).

When the detection efficiency decreases, the probabili-
ties are of the form shown in Eq. (4) (see the main text).
This is different than the case of white noise, where the

V= =1

=0

V=0

FIG. 4. Relation between the Bell inequalities. In the
case of perfect visibility and perfect detection efficiency (i.e.,
V = η = 1), the KS18 and Yu-Oh correlations are in the
quantum set Q as they violate the (not tight) graph-based

Bell inequality I(G,w) ≤ L(G,w) [34]. The KS18 (Yu-Oh) cor-
relations correspond to a boundary (an interior) point in Q.
As the amount of white nose increases, the correlations move
towards the classical set C following the doted line from V = 1
to V = 0 and enter in C through the tight Bell inequality
ItV ≤ LV . Similarly, the doted line between η = 1 and η = 0
represents the trajectory that the correlations follow as the
detection efficiency decreases. In this case, the correlations
enter in C through the tight Bell inequality Itη ≤ Lη and η = 0
is a vertex of C. The three Bell inequalities displayed share a
subset of vertices of C. The four (three) Bell inequalities for
the KS18 (Yu-Oh) correlations considered in this work share
126 (28) vertices.

state is changed instead. Again, for η = 1 the correlations
are nonlocal, while for η = 0, the correlations correspond
to a vertex of the local polytope. In fact, it is the deter-
ministic point in which Alice and Bob never assign 1 to
their outputs P η(ΠA

i = ΠB
j = 1) = 0, P η(ΠA

i = 1) = 0

and P η(ΠB
j = 1) = 0. This time, the trajectory followed

by the correlations is more complicated. Moreover, since
the model operates over the probabilities, the final point
η = 0 is reached regardless the dimension of the state.
In contrast, in the white noise model the final point of
the trajectory depends on the dimension d of the local
subsystems (see Fig. 4).

In the first step of our approach, the numerical method
searches iteratively for the closest local point ~s with
respect to a given correlation ~r and yields the vector
~c = ~r − ~s, which is a Bell inequality. Given that both
models bring the correlations along different trajectories
and end in different points, they enter the local polytope
though different facets. Consequently, the Bell inequali-
ties obtained are different (see Fig. 4).

Appendix H: Applications of the KS18 and Yu-Oh
correlations for device-independent tasks

Here, we show that the KS18 and Yu-Oh correlations
can be used for device-independent randomness genera-
tion (DI-RNG) and also to distill a secret key in a device-
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independent quantum key distribution (DI-QKD) proto-
col. In order to show this we use the Devetak-Winter
formula [91]

rDW ≥ H(A|E)−H(A|B), (H1)

where rDW is the key rate, H(A|E) is the quantum con-
ditional entropy between Alice and an eavesdropper Eve
and H(A1|B1) is the conditional Shannon entropy be-
tween Alice and Bob. H(A1|E) quantifies the amount
of local randomness present in the outcomes of Alice’s
measurements. While H(A|B) quantifies the strength of
the correlations between the honest parties. In a DI-
QKD protocol it is necessary to include H(A|B) in the
key rate calculation, since the aim is that both parties
share the same key at the end of the protocol. This is
only achieved after the raw key is post-processed using
classical error correction and privacy amplification. In
the case of DI-RNG the rate is given only by H(A|E).

In addition, we consider that both parties use their
first measurements, A1 and B1, to distill the key. Then,
H(A1|B1) is calculated as

H(A1|B1) =

−
∑
a,b

P (ΠA
1 = a,ΠB

1 = b) log2 P (ΠA
1 = a,ΠB

1 = b)

+
∑
b

P (ΠB
1 = b) log2 P (ΠB

1 = b).

(H2)

In order to compute H(A1|E), we use the numerical tech-
nique developed in [92]. To do this calculation we use the
complete probability distribution. In this way, we deter-
mine the thresholds for DI-RNG and DI-QKD when the
correlations are affected by white noise and detection in-
efficiency.

Our results for the the Yu-Oh correlations are shown
in Figs. 5 and 6. As it is expected, the requirements to
distill a secret key are higher than those for randomness
generation. The lower bounds we found show that, for
DI-RNG, is necessary η ≥ 0.90 and V ≥ 0.92. Whereas,
for distilling a secret key, η ≥ 0.9330 and V ≥ 0.9477 is
needed. These are minimal requirements since we have
performed the optimizations with only one source of error
at a time.

For the KS18, there are 18 measurements and thus
computing numerically H(A|E) is not possible. How-
ever, following [2, 68], we expect that, since the parties
have extremal correlations, the eavesdropper Eve cannot
gain any information about the outcomes of the parties’
measurements. Therefore, we have that, if V = η = 1,
then H(A|E) = H(A). For the KS18 correlations,
H(A) = h(1/4) ≈ 0.8113, with h(x) = −x log2 x − (1 −
x) log2(1−x) as the binary entropy. This means that, for
V = η = 1, the KS18 correlations generate 0.8113 bits of
local randomness. Moreover, since the parties are using
a maximally entangled state and the measurements to
distill the key are the same for Alice and Bob, they have
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0.0
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H(A1|E) - H(A1|B1)

FIG. 5. Visibility needed to generate randomness and
secure key in a device-independent way. The rate for
DI-RNG is positive for V ≥ 0.92. For DI-QKD the secret
key rate is positive for, approximately, V ≥ 0.9477. In the
noiseless case, V = 1, both rates reach 0.8478 bits.

0.88 0.90 0.92 0.94 0.96 0.98 1.00
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

η

bi
ts

H(A1|E)

H(A1|E) - H(A1|B1)

FIG. 6. Detection efficiency needed to generate ran-
domness and secure key in a device-independent way.
The rate for DI-RNG is positive for η ≥ 0.90. While the se-
cret key rate requires, approximately, η ≥ 0.9330. For η = 1,
both curves reach 0.8478 bits.

perfect correlations yielding H(A|B) = 0. Therefore, the
secret key against collective attacks is also rDW ≥ 0.8113
bits.

Appendix I: Proofs that two of the tight Bell
operators have the same symmetries as the graph of

compatibility of the corresponding SI-C set

Here, we explain the exact mathematical sense in
which the tight Bell operator ItKS18 shown in Fig. 2(b)
(see main text) has the same symmetries as the graph of
compatibility of the KS set of Fig. 2(a) (see main text).
We also explain why the tight Bell operator ItYu-Oh,V

shown in Fig. 3(b) (see main text) has the same sym-
metries as the graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set
displayed in Fig. 3(a) (see main text).

For these purposes, we first explain what are the sym-
metries of a graph and how to compute them. Then,
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we detail the symmetries of the two graphs that we are
considering. Finally, we prove our statements.

1. Symmetries of a graph

A (vertex) automorphism in a graph G = (V,E), with
vertex set V and edge set E, is a permutation σ of its
vertices that preserves adjacency. That is, σ(u)σ(v) ∈ E
if and only if uv ∈ E. An automorphism of G is a graph
isomorphism with itself, i.e., a mapping from the vertices
of G back to vertices of G such that the resulting graph is
isomorphic with G. The set of automorphisms defines a
permutation group known as the graph’s automorphism
group. A number of software implementations exist for
computing graph automorphisms, including nauty [93]
and SAUCY [94].

The automorphisms of G induce a partition of its ver-
tices into orbits. Two vertices belong to the same orbit if
and only if there exists an automorphism that takes one
to the other. Each of the orbits contains vertices that are
structurally equivalent (or symmetrical).

To find which edges (or pairs of adjacent vertices) of
G are structurally equivalent, one can compute the line
graph of G, L(G), which is constructed in the following
way: for each edge in G, make a vertex in L(G); for every
two edges in G that have a vertex in common, make an
edge between their corresponding vertices in L(G). Then,
the (vertex) automorphisms of L(G) induce a partition
of the edges of G into orbits. Each one of these orbits
contains edges of G that are structurally equivalent in G.

To find which pairs of nonadjacent vertices of G are
structurally equivalent, one can compute the line graph
of the complement of G, which is the graph G on the
same vertices such that two distinct vertices of G are
adjacent if and only if they are not adjacent in G. Then,
the (vertex) automorphisms of L(G) induce a partition of
the pairs of nonadjacent vertices of G into orbits. Each
one of these orbits contains pairs of nonadjacent vertices
of G that are structurally equivalent in G.

2. Symmetries of the graph of compatibility of
KS18

The 18 vertices of the graph of compatibility of KS18
only have one orbit. That is, all vertices are structurally

equivalent. In this case, it is said that the graph is vertex
transitive.

The 63 edges can be partitioned in three orbits, see
Fig. 2(a) (see main text).

The A (or red) orbit with 18 edges, which are
the 6 edges of the cliques (sets of mutually ad-
jacent vertices) {v1, v2, v16, v17}, {v4, v5, v11, v12},
and {v7, v8, v14, v15}.

The B (or black) orbit with 36 edges, which are
the 6 × 6 edges of the cliques {v1, v3, v13, v15},
{v2, v3, v10, v11}, {v4, v6, v17, v18}, {v5, v6, v13, v14},
{v7, v9, v16, v18}, and {v8, v9, v10, v12}.

The C (or blue) orbit with 9 edges: v1v12, v2v14,
v3v18, v4v15, v5v16, v6v10, v7v11, v8v17, and v9v13.

The 72 pairs of nonadjacent vertices can be partitioned
in three orbits, see Figs. 2(a) and (b) (see main text).

The α (or violet background) orbit with 18 nonad-
jacent pairs: v1v6, v1v7, v2v4, v2v9, v3v5, v3v8, v4v9,
v5v8, v6v7, v10v15, v10v16, v11v13, v11v17, v12v14,
v12v18, v13v17, v14v18, and v15v16.

The β (or orange background) orbit with 36 nonad-
jacent pairs: v1v4, v1v5, v1v8, v1v9, v2v5, v2v6, v2v7,
v2v8, v3v4, v3v6, v3v7, v3v9, v4v7, v4v8, v5v7, v5v9,
v6v8, v6v9, v10v13, v10v14, v10v17, v10v18, v11v14,
v11v15, v11v16, v11v18, v12v13, v12v15, v12v16, v12v17,
v13v16, v13v18, v14v16, v14v17, v15v17, and v15v18.

The γ (or cyan background) orbit with 36 nonadja-
cent pairs: v1v10, v1v11, v1v14, v1v18, v2v12, v2v13,
v2v15, v2v18, v3v12, v3v14, v3v16, v3v17, v4v10, v4v13,
v4v14, v4v16, v5v10, v5v15, v5v17, v5v18, v6v11, v6v15,
v6v16, v6v12, v7v10, v7v12, v7v13, v7v17, v8v11, v8v13,
v8v16, v8v18, v9v11, v9v14, v9v15, and v9v17.

All this information can be summarized in the follow-
ing matrix:



16



a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
a aa A B β β α α β β γ γ C B γ B A A γ
a A aa B α β β β β α B B γ γ C γ A A γ
a B B aa β α β β α β B B γ B γ B γ γ C
a β α β aa A B β β α γ A A γ γ C γ B B
a β β α A aa B β α β γ A A B B γ C γ γ
a α β β B B aa α β β C γ γ B B γ γ B B
a α β β β β α aa A B γ C γ γ A A B γ B
a β β α β α β A aa B B γ B γ A A γ C γ
a β α β α β β B B aa B γ B C γ γ B γ B
a γ B B γ γ C γ B B aa B B β β α α β β
a γ B B A A γ C γ γ B aa A α β β β α β
a C γ γ A A γ γ B B B A aa β α β β β α
a B γ B γ B B γ γ C β α β aa B B β α β
a γ C γ γ B B A A γ β β α B aa A β β α
a B γ B C γ γ A A γ α β β B A aa α β β
a A A γ γ C γ B γ B α β β β β α aa A B
a A A γ B γ B γ C γ β α β α β β A aa B
a γ γ C B γ B B γ B β β α β α β B B aa



. (I1)

3. Proof that the tight Bell inequality associated to
K18 has the same symmetries as the graph of

compatibility of KS18

Eq. (I1) reflects the symmetries (automorphisms) of
the graph of compatibility of KS18. Fig. 2(b) (see main
text) provides the coefficients of ItKS18, which defines a
facet of the local polytope of the (2, 18, 2) Bell scenario.
ItKS18 has the same symmetries as the graph of com-

patibility of KS18 in the sense that we can associate to
each different symbol in Eq. (I1) a unique coefficient in
Fig. 2(b) (see main text). Specifically,

a = 0, aa = 0, A = −2, α = 1,
B = −2, β = 0,
C = −2, γ = 1.

(I2)

This proves our statement.

4. Symmetries of the graph of compatibility of the
Yu-Oh set

The automorphisms of the graph of compatibility of
the Yu-Oh set induce a partition of its vertices into three
orbits, see Fig. 3(a) (see main text):

The a (or black) orbit with 3 vertices: v1 to v3.

The b (or red) orbit with 6 vertices: v4 to v9.

The c (or blue) orbit with 4 vertices: v10 to v13.

The automorphisms of the line graph of the graph of
compatibility of the Yu-Oh set induce a partition of the
edges of the graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set into
four orbits, see Fig. 3(a) (see main text):

The A (or black) orbit with 3 edges: v1v2, v2v3,
and v1v3.

The B (or green) orbit with 3 edges: v4v5, v6v7,
and v8v9.

The C (or red) orbit with 6 edges v1v4, v1v5, v2v6,
v2v7, v3v8, and v3v8.

The D (or blue) orbit with 12 edges: v4v12, v4v13,
v5v10, v5v11, v6v11, v6v13, v7v10, v7v12, v8v11, v8v12,
v9v10, and v9v13.

The automorphisms of the line graph of the comple-
ment of the graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set in-
duce a partition of the pairs of nonadjacent vertices of the
graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set into five orbits,
see Figs. 3(a) and (b) (see main text):

The α (or brown background) orbit with 12 pairs of
nonadjacent vertices: v1vj with j ∈ {6, 7, 8, 9}, v2vj
with j ∈ {4, 5, 8, 9}, and v3vj with j ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}.

The β (or cyan background) orbit with 24 pairs of
nonadjacent vertices: vivj with i ∈ {4, 5} and j ∈
{6, 7, 8, 9}, vivj with i ∈ {6, 7} and j ∈ {4, 5, 8, 9},
and vivj with i ∈ {8, 9} and j ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}.

The γ (or magenta background) orbit with 6 pairs
of nonadjacent vertices: v10v11, v10v12, v10v13,
v11v12, v11v13, and v12v13.

The δ (or orange background) orbit with 12 pairs
of nonadjacent vertices: v4v10, v4v11, v5v12, v5v13,
v6v10, v6v12, v7v11, v7v13, v8v10, v8v13, v9v11, and
v9v12.

The ε (or violet background) orbit with 12 pairs
of nonadjacent vertices: vivj with i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and
j ∈ {10, 11, 12, 13}.
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The way the graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set
is drawn in Fig. 3(a) (see main text) allows us to see the
three types of vertices, four types of edges, and five types
of nonadjacent vertices.

All the symmetries of the graph of compatibility of the
Yu-Oh set can be summarized in the following matrix:

a a a b b b b b b c c c c
a aa A A C C α α α α ε ε ε ε
a A aa A α α C C α α ε ε ε ε
a A A aa α α α α C C ε ε ε ε
b C α α bb B β β β β δ δ D D
b C α α B bb β β β β D D δ δ
b α C α β β bb B β β δ D δ D
b α C α β β B bb β β D δ D δ
b α α C β β β β bb B δ D D δ
b α α C β β β β B bb D δ δ D
c ε ε ε δ D δ D δ D cc γ γ γ
c ε ε ε δ D D δ D δ γ cc γ γ
c ε ε ε D δ δ D D δ γ γ cc γ
c ε ε ε D δ D δ δ D γ γ γ cc



, (I3)

where the value in the first row and column and in the
diagonal indicates the type of vertex (a, b, or c, or aa,
bb, cc, in the diagonal), and the value in the remaining

entries indicates either the corresponding type of edge (A,
B, C, or D), or the corresponding type of non adjacent
vertices (α, β, δ, γ, or ε).

5. Proof that the tight Bell inequality associated to
the Yu-Oh set has the same symmetries as the

graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set

Eq. (I3) reflects the symmetries (automorphisms) of
the graph of compatibility of the Yu-Oh set. Fig. 3(b)
(see main text) provides the coefficients of ItYu-Oh,V ,

which defines a facet of the local polytope of the (2, 13, 2)
Bell scenario.
ItYu-Oh,V has the same symmetries as the graph of com-

patibility of the Yu-Oh set in the sense that we can as-
sociate to each different symbol in Eq. (I3) a unique co-
efficient in Fig. 3(b) (see main text). Specifically,

a = −1, aa = 0, A = 0, α = 1,
b = −1, bb = 0, B = 0, β = 0,
c = 3, cc = 0, C = −1, γ = −3,

D = −2, δ = 2,
ε = 0.

(I4)

This proves our statement.
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