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In device-independent quantum information, cor-
relations between local measurement outcomes ob-
served by spatially separated parties in a Bell test
play a fundamental role. Even though it is long-
known that the set of correlations allowed in quantum
theory lies strictly between the Bell-local set and the
no-signaling set, many questions concerning the ge-
ometry of the quantum set remain unanswered. Here,
we revisit the problem of when the boundary of the
quantum set coincides with the no-signaling set in the
simplest Bell scenario. In particular, for each Class
of these common boundaries containing k zero prob-
abilities, we provide a (5 − k)-parameter family of
quantum strategies realizing these (extremal) corre-
lations. We further prove that self-testing is possi-
ble in all nontrivial Classes beyond the known exam-
ples of Hardy-type correlations, and provide numeri-
cal evidence supporting the robustness of these self-
testing results. Candidates of one-parameter fam-
ilies of self-testing correlations from some of these
Classes are identified. As a byproduct of our in-
vestigation, if the qubit strategies leading to an ex-
tremal nonlocal correlation are local-unitarily equiva-
lent, a self-testing statement based on this correlation
provably follows. Interestingly, all these self-testing
correlations found on the no-signaling boundary are
provably non-exposed. An analogous characterization
for the set M of quantum correlations arising from
finite-dimensional maximally entangled states is also
provided. En route to establishing this last result,
we show that all correlations of M in the simplest
Bell scenario are attainable as convex combinations of
those achievable using a Bell pair and projective mea-
surements. In turn, we obtain the maximal Clauser-
Horne-Shimony-Holt Bell inequality violation by any
maximally entangled two-qudit state and a no-go the-
orem regarding the self-testing of such states.

Yeong-Cherng Liang: ycliang@mail.ncku.edu.tw

1 Introduction
As remarked by Popescu and Rohrlich [1], the principle of
relativistic causality demands that no signals can be trans-
mitted faster than light. In the context of a Bell test, this
means that spatially separated parties cannot alter the out-
come distribution observed by a remote experimenter by
performing a different measurement. Interestingly, it was
shown in [1] that this principle alone (or even in con-
junction with some other principles [2–5]) is insufficient
in demarcating the boundary of the quantum set Q of cor-
relations precisely. In contrast, Bell’s principle of local
causality [6, 7] demands that physical influences propa-
gate continuously through space. Even though also very
well-motivated, it is too restrictive since quantum corre-
lations arising from certain entangled quantum states are
known [8] to be incompatible with the constraints (known
as Bell inequalities) derived therefrom.

By now, it is well-known that Bell-nonlocality (here-
after abbreviated as nonlocality), i.e., the possibility of
exhibiting correlations stronger than that allowed by lo-
cal causality, is an indispensable resource for device-
independent (DI) quantum information (QI) [9, 10]. In
other words, the fact that some entangled states can gener-
ate nonlocal correlation guarantees its usefulness in some
DI quantum information processing protocols, such as
quantum key distribution [11] and random number gen-
eration [12, 13]. More generally, even though we make no
assumptions about the internal workings of the devices in a
DI analysis, we can infer nontrivial conclusions about the
employed devices (e.g., [14–27]) or the underlying physi-
cal theory [28] directly from the observed correlations. In
some cases, one can even perform self-testing [29] of the
devices, confirming that the devices work as expected, up
to local isometries. See [30] for a recent review on this
topic and [31–36] for some recent experimental demon-
strations and challenges.

In the bipartite scenario, the principle of relativistic
causality [1] gives rise to the no-signaling (NS) condi-
tions [37], hence the set of NS correlations. However,
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in the multipartite scenario [38], the relationship between
the two notions is more subtle. SinceQ is a subset ofNS ,
the quantum advantage offered by any entangled state is
necessarily constrained by the NS conditions. Still, there
are known instances (e.g., [39–41]) where the nonlocality
of quantum correlations is constrained only by these con-
ditions. Geometrically [42], these correspond to situations
when the boundary of Q meets that of NS , beyond trivial
instances when they also meet the boundary of the Bell-
local set.

Interestingly, correlations on these common boundaries
have found applications in various contexts. For example,
they have been used to illustrate the monogamous [41] na-
ture (a desired feature for secret key distributions) of spe-
cific quantum correlations, to show that no extension of
quantum theory can have improved predictive power [43],
free randomness can be amplified [44], for manifesting
quantum nonlocality with an arbitrarily small amount of
measurement independence [45], efficient verification and
certification of quantum devices [27], etc. See also [46]
for a discussion about some of these applications.

A well-known nonlocal example of such a correlation is
that introduced in the context of the Hardy paradox [47],
which demonstrates nonlocality without resorting to any
Bell inequality. Intriguingly, Hardy’s argument applies to
almost all entangled states of two qubits, except the maxi-
mally entangled ones. In fact, as we see in this work, even
a maximally entangled state of an arbitrary finite Hilbert
space dimension cannot exhibit the original Hardy para-
dox. See, however, Proposition 9 of [48], where the au-
thors proposed a Hardy-type paradox for maximally en-
tangled states of almost all dimensions except two.

The above observation manifests the difference between
Q andM (the convex hull of the set of correlations attain-
able by finite-dimensional maximally entangled states). In
this work, we revisit the problem of characterizing—in the
simplest Bell scenario—when the boundary of Q, as well
asM meet the boundary of NS . The former characteri-
zation can also be deduced from the findings of [49], but
we provide in addition explicit strategies for their quantum
realization.

Another interesting feature of Hardy’s correlation is that
it can be used to self-test [50] and hence certify that the
underlying quantum strategy is essentially unique. Since
then, other examples of correlations [51, 52] manifesting a
Hardy-type paradox were also shown [53, 54] to be a self-
test. Here, we show that one can similarly find self-testing
correlations for all the other nontrivial Classes of common
boundaries between Q and NS . Moreover, as with the
Hardy correlation [42], all these examples are provably
non-exposed points.

We structure the rest of this paper as follows. In Sec-
tion 2, we formally introduce the various sets of correla-
tions alluded to above and the other basic knowledge re-
quired for our analysis. Then, in Section 3, we provide
an alternative characterization of the common boundary
of Q and NS , quantum strategies for their realization,
and examples of nonlocal quantum correlations lying on

them that can be self-tested. In Section 4, we prove a
Lemma concerning the extreme points of the set M of
correlations due to finite-dimensional maximally entan-
gled states in the simplest Bell scenario. We then use
this to prove, for such states, the maximal Clauser-Horne-
Shimony-Holt [55] Bell inequality violation and a no-go
theorem for their self-testing. Finally, Section 5 summa-
rizes the results obtained and outlines some possible direc-
tions for future research.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Sets of correlations
In the simplest Bell scenario, two experimenters (Al-
ice and Bob) may perform two dichotomic measure-
ments each. The correlation between the local mea-
surement outcomes may be summarized [9] by a collec-
tion of joint conditional probability distributions ~P =
{P (a, b|x, y)}x,y,a,b=0,1 where a and b (x and y) are, re-
spectively, the label for the measurement outcome (set-
ting) for the first and the second party.

Note that entries of ~P have to satisfy certain constraints.
For example, a probability distribution has to be non-
negative and normalized, so

P (a, b|x, y) ≥ 0 ∀ a, b, x, y, (1a)∑
a,b

P (a, b|x, y) = 1, ∀ x, y. (1b)

In addition, we are exclusively interested only in the set
NS , i.e., the set of correlations that satisfy the NS condi-
tions [37]∑

a

P (a, b|x, y) =
∑
a

P (a, b|x′, y) ∀ x, x′, b, y∑
b

P (a, b|x, y) =
∑
b

P (a, b|x, y′) ∀ y, y′, a, x.
(2)

The set of all such correlations forms a convex polytope.
In particular, within the subspace of ~P satisfying Eq. (2),
NS is fully characterized by “positivity facets”,1 i.e.,
those inequalities given in Eq. (1a). In the simplest Bell
scenario, NS is spanned by 24 vertices, 16 of which are
Bell-local (or simply local), while the remaining 8 take the
form of [37]:

P (a, b|x, y) = 1
2δa⊕b,xy⊕αx⊕βy⊕γ (3)

where δc,d is the Kronecker delta between c and d, ⊕
means addition modulo 2, and α, β, γ ∈ {0, 1} are free
parameters characterizing these nonlocal extremal points.
In honor of the pioneering work of Popescu and Rohrlich

1A facet of a polytope P is a boundary of P having maximal
dimension.
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(PR) [1], these nonlocal extremal points are referred to as
PR boxes [37].

In contrast, the convex hull of the 16 local extremal
points gives the so-called Bell polytope, or the local poly-
tope, which we denote by L. This is the set of correlations
allowed by a local hidden variable theory [8], or equiva-
lently the set of correlations that respects the principle of
local causality [6, 7]

P (a, b|x, y) =
∑
λ

qλ p(a|x, λ)p(b|y, λ) ∀x, y, (4)

where the local response functions p(a|x, λ), p(b|y, λ) can
be taken, without loss of generality, to be either 0 or 1,
and λ can be understood as the local hidden variable (or
computationally as a label for the extreme points of the
local polytope).

In this simplest Bell scenario, the Bell polytope is equiv-
alently characterized by 16 positivity facets and 8 facet-
defining Bell inequalities [56], first discovered by Clauser-
Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) [55]. Consequently, this
Bell scenario is often referred to as the CHSH Bell sce-
nario. For subsequent discussions, the following CHSH
(Bell) inequality is of particular relevance:

SCHSH =
1∑

x,y,a,b=0
(−1)xy+a+b+1P (a, b|x, y)

L
≤ 2 (5)

The very basis of DIQI is that not all quantum corre-
lations, namely, those obtained by performing local mea-
surements on a shared quantum state ρ can be decomposed
in the form of Eq. (4). Formally, the set of quantum cor-
relations Q consists of all ~P that respect Born’s rule:

P (a, b|x, y) = tr[(MA
a|x ⊗M

B
b|y)ρ], (6)

where MA
a|x and MB

b|y are, respectively, the positive
operator-valued measure (POVM) elements associated
with Alice’s and Bob’s local measurements. Notice that
there is no restriction on the local Hilbert space dimen-
sion in Eq. (6). Thus, by Neumark’s theorem [57], we can
always take the POVM elements to be projectors when de-
ciding whether a given ~P is in Q.

Within Q, a set of particular interest is the set of corre-
lations attainable by finite-dimensional maximally entan-
gled states, i.e., ρ = |Φ+

d 〉〈Φ
+
d | with

|Φ+
d 〉 = 1√

d

d−1∑
i=0
|i〉|i〉 , 2 ≤ d <∞. (7)

For each d ≥ 2, we denote byMd the convex hull of the
set of all correlations attainable by |Φ+

d 〉 via Eq. (6) and
by M the convex hull of the union ∪d=2,3,...Md. From
Eq. (6), it follows that for any such states

P (a, b|x, y) = 1
d tr
[
MA
a|x

(
MB
b|y

)T]
= 1

d tr
[(
MA
a|x

)T

MB
b|y

]
,

(8)

where T denotes the transposition operation. Clearly,
M ( Q, and the fact that the inclusion is generally strict

was shown independently in [58], [59], and [60] (see
also [61] and [62]).

In the CHSH Bell scenario, it is expedient to consider
also the correlator, which is the probability of getting the
same outcome minus the probability of getting different
outcomes:

〈AxBy〉 :=
1∑

a,b=0
(−1)a+bP (a, b|x, y). (9)

In quantum theory, this corresponds to the expectation
value 〈AxBy〉 = tr(Ax ⊗By ρ) where

Ax := MA
0|x −M

A
1|x, By := MB

0|y −M
B
1|y (10)

are both dichotomic observables (i.e., with ±1 eigenval-
ues). From Eq. (10), we can also express the POVM ele-
ments for all x, y, a, b ∈ {0, 1} in terms of the observables
as

MA
a|x = 12 + (−1)aAx

2 and MB
b|y = 12 + (−1)bBy

2 .

(11)

2.2 Self-testing
One of our interests is to show that nonlocal correlations
lying on the common boundaries ofQ andNS can be used
to self-test [30] certain reference state and measurements.
For completeness, we now recall from [42] the following
definition for the self-testing of states and measurements.

Definition 2.1 (Self-testing). A quantum correlation
~P ∈ Q is said to self-test the reference quantum re-
alization {|ψ̃〉 , {M̃A

a|x}, {M̃
B
b|y}} of ~P if for all states

|ψ〉AB and measurements {MA
a|x}, {MB

b|y} giving the
same correlation ~P , one can find Φ := ΦA ⊗ ΦB
with local isometries ΦA : HA 7→ HA′ ⊗ HA′′ and
ΦB : HB 7→ HB′ ⊗HB′′ such that

Φ(MA
a|x⊗M

B
b|y |ψ〉AB) = |ς〉A′B′⊗M̃A

a|x⊗M̃
B
b|y |ψ̃〉A′′B′′ ,

(12a)
holds for some auxiliary “junk" state |ς〉A′B′ . By sum-
ming over all a, b and using the linearity of Φ, one
also obtains the usual self-testing requirement for a
state

Φ(|ψ〉AB) = |ς〉A′B′ ⊗ |ψ̃〉A′′B′′ . (12b)

Notice that there are examples of ~P ∈ Q that self-test
a reference state but not the underlying measurements,
see, e.g., [63–65]. Furthermore, in the CHSH Bell sce-
nario, a self-testing quantum correlation is necessarily ex-
tremal [42] in Q.

Let us now recall from [66] and [67] the following char-
acterization of the extreme points of Q applicable to this
Bell scenario.

Fact 2.2 (Masanes [66]). In an N -partite Bell scenario
involving only two dichotomic measurements, all ex-
treme points of Q are achievable by measuring N -qubit
pure states with projective measurements.
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Fact 2.3 (Franz et al. [67]). All extreme points of Q in
the CHSH Bell scenario are achievable by measuring
a two-qubit pure state

∑1
i,j=0 cij |i〉 |j〉,

∑
i,j c

2
ij = 1,

with the observables:
A0 = B0 = σz,

A1 = Cα σz+Sα σx, B1 = Cβ σz + Sβ σx,
(13)

where Cα := cosα, Cβ := cosβ, Sα := sinα, Sβ :=
sin β, and α, β ∈ [0, 2π), cij ∈ R are free parameters.

With these facts in mind, it seems natural to first un-
derstand whether seemingly different qubit strategies for
realizing a given correlation ~P are indeed different. To
this end, we introduce the following definition to capture
equivalence classes of quantum strategies.

Definition 2.4 (d-equivalent). A quantum realization
of ~P consisting of

{
|ψ〉 , {MA

a|x}, {M
B
b|y}
}

is said to
be d-equivalent to another quantum realization of
~P given by

{
|ψ̃〉 , {M̃A

a|x}, {M̃
B
b|y}
}

if there exist d-
dimensional local unitary operators uA and uB such
that

uA ⊗ uB |ψ〉 = |ψ̃〉 , (14a)

uA ⊗ uB(MA
a|x⊗M

B
b|y)u†A ⊗ u

†
B = M̃A

a|x ⊗ M̃
B
b|y.

(14b)

From Eq. (6), d-equivalent quantum strategies clearly
result in the same correlation ~P . The converse, however, is
not necessarily true. To show that a given ~P in the CHSH
Bell scenario is a self-test, it thus seems natural— given
Fact 2.2—to first determine if all qubit strategies realizing
~P are 2-equivalent. If so, the following Theorem allows
one to promote such an observation to a self-testing state-
ment.

Theorem 2.5. In the CHSH Bell scenario, if all qubit
strategies

{
|ψ〉 , {MA

a|x}, {M
B
b|y}
}

giving an extremal
nonlocal correlation ~P are 2-equivalent to a specific
reference strategy

{
|ψ̃〉 , {M̃A

a|x}, {M̃
B
b|y}
}
, then ~P self-

tests the quantum realization given by this reference
strategy.

For a proof of the Theorem, see Appendix A.

2.3 Exposed vs non-exposed point
Often, instead of using the full measurement statistics
given by ~P , self-testing can also achieved by observing
the maximal quantum violation of a Bell inequality. In
this case, the corresponding extremal ~P = ~P0 must be a
unique maximizer of some Bell function, violating some
Bell inequality maximally. Following [42], we refer to
such points as being exposed in Q. More formally, since
any Bell function may be specified by a vector of real num-
bers ~B, an exposed point ~P0 in Q is a correlation that sat-
isfies

max
~P∈Q|~P 6=~P0

~B · ~P < ~B · ~P0. (15)

Conversely, if there is no Bell function ~B such that
Eq. (15) holds for ~P0, then the correlation ~P0 is said to
be non-exposed (in Q). In [42], motivated by the find-
ings presented in [68], the correlation leading to the Hardy
paradox [47] was shown to be non-exposed. Below, we
show that the same holds also for several other extremal
quantum correlations lying on the boundary of NS .

2.4 Correlation tables and relabeling

A correlation ~P is conveniently represented using a ta-
ble showing all entries of ~P , as shown in Table 1. Note
that the non-negativity requirement of Eq. (1a) demands
that all entries in the correlation table are non-negative.
The normalization requirement of Eq. (1b), on the other
hand, means that within each block corresponding to a
fixed value of x, y, the sum of all entries gives one.

x = 0 x = 1
a = 0 a = 1 a = 0 a = 1

y = 0 b = 0 δ

b = 1

y = 1 b = 0
b = 1

Table 1: A correlation table showing the entries of a cor-
relation ~P . For instance, if the probability of getting out-
comes a = 1, b = 0 for the given settings x = 0, y = 0
is δ, we write P (1, 0|0, 0) = δ, or equivalently, a δ as the
corresponding entry in the correlation table. To simplify the
presentation, we omit “a =", “b =", and the lines sepa-
rating the different outcomes in all the correlation tables
presented below.

For the rest of the paper, it is worth remembering that a
relabeling of the measurement settings x (y), the measure-
ment outcomes a (b), or the parties Alice↔ Bob does not
lead to any change in the nature of the correlation. In other
words, if ~P is a member of L, Q, orNS , it remains so af-
ter any such relabeling or even combinations thereof. In
the context of the correlation table, cf. Table 1, a relabel-
ing of the measurement settings x = 0 ↔ x = 1 amounts
to interchanging the two block columns (consisting of two
columns ) whereas a relabeling of the measurement out-
comes a = 0↔ a = 1 for some given value of x amounts
to swapping the two columns associated with that value of
x. Similarly, a relabeling of Bob’s measurement settings
y = 0 ↔ y = 1 or his outcome b = 0 ↔ b = 1 entails
a permutation of the corresponding rows in the table. Fi-
nally, a relabeling of the parties amounts to performing a
transposition of the table.

2.5 A signature of Bell-local correlations
When seen as a convex combination of the extreme points
ofNS , any correlation ~P lying outside the local polytope,
i.e., ~P 6∈ L must have contribution(s) from at least one PR
box, such as that obtained from Eq. (3) by setting α = β =
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0 and γ = 1; see Eq. (16) for the corresponding correlation
table.

~PPR :=

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 1
2 0 1

2
1 1

2 0 1
2 0

y = 1 0 0 1
2

1
2 0

1 1
2 0 0 1

2

(16)

A distinctive feature of the PR box correlation shown
in Eq. (16) is that it consists of three anti-diagonal blocks
satisyfing xy = 0 and one diagonal block for x = y = 1.
Or equivalently, ~PPR consists of three blocks of diagonal
zeros (DZs) and one of block anti-diagonal zeros (ADZs).
Moreover, all non-vanishing entries are 1

2 . With some
thought, it is easy to see that all the other PR boxes, which
can be obtained via a relabeling from Eq. (16), must have
either (i) three blocks of DZs and one block of ADZs [like
the one shown in Eq. (16)] or (ii) three blocks of ADZs
and one block of DZs.

Since any convex combination of non-negative numbers
is non-vanishing, the above observations imply that a ~P
containing two neighboring zeros within a block (such as
that shown in Table 2c and Table 2d) cannot have a non-
trivial contribution from a PR box. Hence, as was already
noted in [69], we have the following simple sufficient con-
dition for a given ~P to be in L.

Observation 2.6. In the simplest Bell scenario, if the
correlation table for a certain ~P ∈ NS has two neigh-
boring zeros within a block, then ~P is necessarily Bell-
local, i.e., ~P ∈ L.

For example, the local deterministic correlation
P (a, b|x, y) = δa,xδb,y , which is an extreme point of both
L and NS , has neighboring zeros in every block. Obser-
vation 2.6, of course, allows one to identify ~P ∈ L beyond
such trivial examples.

2.6 Correlations lying on the NS boundary
Finally, note the following fact regarding correlations ly-
ing on the boundary of NS .

Fact 2.7. Each (positivity) facet of NS is character-
ized by having exactly one joint conditional probability
distribution P (a, b|x, y) being zero.

In the CHSH Bell scenario, this corresponds to having
one and only one out of the 16 inequalities of Eq. (1a) sat-
urated. Consequently, when k of the entries of ~P vanish,
the correlation ~P lies at the intersection of k such positiv-
ity facets ofNS . Thus, we have the following observation,
which we rely on for the rest of the paper.

Observation 2.8. A given ~P ∈ Q belongs to the bound-
ary of NS if and only if at least one of its entries in
{P (a, b|x, y)}x,y,a,b=0,1 is zero.

3 When the boundary of Q meets the
boundary of NS

In this section, we proceed to classify the different pos-
sibilities of when a correlation ~P lying on the quantum
boundary also sits on the no-signaling boundary. Our clas-
sification, inspired by the work of Fritz [69], is based on
the different number of zeros appearing in the correlation
table. Since NS and Q are both eight-dimensional in the
CHSH Bell scenario, it is worth noting that their common
boundary with k zeros is (8 − k)-dimensional, as noted
in [49].

For characterizing the common boundary, we prove, in-
dependently of [49], whether such correlations are neces-
sarily local and provide families of quantum strategies re-
alizing the extremal correlations from each Class. To this
end, we start from the five-parameter family of (extremal)
quantum strategies given in Fact 2.3. By imposing the k
zero constraints of each Class, where k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, we
then arrive at our (5 − k)-parameter family of quantum
strategies for each Class. Among them, we further iden-
tify the one from each Class that maximally violates the
CHSH Bell inequality of Eq. (5).

Furthermore, let us remind that Q is the convex hull
of its extreme points. It thus follows from Fact 2.2 that
if no two-qubit pure state with projective measurements
can generate a correlation table having zeros at the desig-
nated positions, then the corresponding correlation ~P must
lie outside Q. Similarly, if all two-qubit states with pro-
jective measurements giving rise to k zeros at some des-
ignated positions in a correlation table are such that the
corresponding ~P ∈ L, then there is no quantum ~P out-
side L giving the same set of zeros in the correlation ta-
ble. Therefore, for the present purpose, it suffices to re-
strict to pure qubit strategy in conjunction with projective
measurements, even though the set of dimension-restricted
quantum correlations is known generally to be concave
(see, e.g., Refs. [70, 71]).

3.1 Further signature of local quantum corre-
lations
With the above observations, we arrive at our first result.

Lemma 3.1. In the CHSH Bell scenario, if there are
two (or more) zeros in the same row (or column) of
the correlation table, then the corresponding quantum
correlation is local.

Proof. Given Observation 2.6, it remains to consider
correlation tables having two zeros in the same row
(or column) but different blocks. By relabeling, they
take the form of Table 3.
Then, it suffices to show that all extreme points of Q
having the same two zeros as in Table 3 are local.

For the realization of these extreme points, we may
consider, by Fact 2.2, a 2-qubit pure state in conjunc-
tion with projective measurements. Note, however,
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x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1

(a) Zeros at the diagonal posi-
tions (DZs).

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1

(b) Zeros at the anti-diagonal
positions (ADZs).

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0
1

y = 1 0
1

(c) Zeros on the same row.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1

(d) Zeros on the same column.

Table 2: All possibilities of correlation tables with two zeros in the same block (shown here for x = y = 0).

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0
1

y = 1 0
1

Table 3: A correlation table with two zeros in the same row
but different blocks.

that if any of these POVM elements is full rank, the
resulting quantum correlation is necessarily local (see,
e.g., Appendix B.3.1 of [72]). Hence, we consider here-
after only rank-one projective measurements in the
orthonormal bases

{|e0|x〉 , |e1|x〉}x=0,1 for Alice,
and {|f0|y〉 , |f1|y〉}y=0,1 for Bob,

(17)

or equivalently, dichotomic observables [Eq. (10)]:

Ax = |e0|x〉〈e0|x| − |e1|x〉〈e1|x| ,
By = |f0|y〉〈f0|y| − |f1|y〉〈f1|y| .

(18)

By the completeness of these bases, we may express a
generic bipartite two-qubit pure state as :

|Ψ〉 =
1∑

a,b=0
cab |ea|0〉|fb|0〉 (19)

where cab ∈ C and
∑
a,b |cab|2 = 1. To satisfy

P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0, we must have c00 = 0, then

|Ψ〉 = c10 |e1|0〉|f0|0〉+ c01 |e0|0〉|f1|0〉+ c11 |e1|0〉|f1|0〉 .
(20)

Now, either c10 = 0 or 1 ≥ |c10| > 0. For the former,
the quantum state is separable state and the resulting
correlation ~P must be [73] local. For the latter, the
requirement of P (0, 0|1, 0) = 0 together with Eq. (6),
Eq. (17), and Eq. (20) imply that 〈e0|1|e1|0〉 = 0. This
means that Alice’s two measurements are identical up
to a relabeling of the outcome, i.e., they are jointly
measurable [74]. Hence, there exists a joint distri-
bution involving both settings of Alice. By the cele-
brated result of Fine [75], the resulting correlation is
again local. Since all extreme points of Q having the

same two zeros are local, so must their convex mix-
tures, which completes the proof of the Lemma.

Lemma 3.1 implies that a nonlocal quantum correlation
cannot have more than one zero in any row or column,
or more than four zeros in total in its correlation table.
Note, however, that correlation tables having more zeros
may not even be realizable quantum mechanically. For
example, a correlation table having more than twelve zeros
is nonphysical whereas that having exactly eleven zeros
must violate the NS conditions of Eq. (2).

Hereafter, we focus on characterizing the boundary of
Q where the corresponding correlation table contains four
or less zeros. In particular, we are interested to know when
each of these cases contain also nonlocal quantum corre-
lations and whether they lead to self-testing statements.
Again, given Lemma 3.1, we do not consider Classes hav-
ing more than one zero in any row or column of the corre-
lation table.

3.2 Four-zero Classes
Using the freedom of relabeling, it is easy to see that there
remain only two other kinds of four-zero correlation tables
that are of interest:

Class 4a: All blocks have exactly one zero each (Ta-
ble 4a)

Class 4b: Two non-neighboring blocks each contains
two zeros that lie on the opposite corner (Ta-
ble 4b)

Interestingly, Fritz already showed in Ref. [69] that cor-
relations from Class 4a necessarily violate the NS condi-
tions of Eq. (2), and are thus not quantum realizable. For
Class 4b, we prove in Appendix B that all such ~P ∈ Q
must be local. Using Fact 2.3, we find the following one-
parameter family of strategies realizing such correlations:

|ψ〉 = cos θ |0〉|0〉+ sin θ |1〉|1〉 , (21a)
A0 = σz, A1 = cos 2ασz − sin 2ασx,
B0 = σz, B1 = cos 2β σz − sin 2β σx,

(21b)

where σz and σx are Pauli matrices, while θ = ±π4 in
accordance with β = ±α. Notice, however, that none of
the resulting correlations is extremal in Q or L.
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x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0 0
1 0

(a) Class 4a: All four blocks
have one zero each.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0 0
1 0

(b) Class 4b: Two non-
neighboring blocks have two
DZs each.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1 0

(c) Class 3a: Three blocks
having one zero each.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0 0
1

(d) Class 3b: One block has
two DZs, the remaining zero is
in a non-neighboring block.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1

(e) Class 2a: The two zeros
appear in the same block at
the (anti) diagonal positions.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1 0

y = 1 0
1

(f) Class 2b: The two zeros
appear in blocks with the same
value of x (or y).

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1

y = 1 0 0
1

(g) Class 2c: The two zeros
appear in non-neighboring
blocks.

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0
1

y = 1 0
1

(h) Class 1: There is only zero
in the table.

Table 4: Modulo the freedom of relabeling, there are only eight distinct Classes of correlation tables having four or fewer
zeros. Classes having more than one zero in a row or column are omitted as they cannot contain nonlocal quantum correla-
tions (see Lemma 3.1.)

3.3 Three-zero Classes
The remaining possibilities of correlation tables with three
zeros fall under—after an appropriate relabeling—two dis-
tinct Classes:

Class 3a: Three blocks having one zero (Table 4c)

Class 3b: One block has two DZs (ADZs) and a non-
neighboring block has another zero (Table 4d)

We define the sets of quantum correlations correspond-
ing to these boundary Classes as

Q3a := {~P | ~P ∈ Q,
P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|1, 0) = P (1, 1|0, 1) = 0},

Q3b := {~P | ~P ∈ Q,
P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|0, 0) = P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0}.

(22)

Strictly, the definition given above for Q3b also contains
Class 4b and other more-zero ~P ∈ L. In this regard,
note that it is more convenient to parameterize quantum
strategies that include those more-zero Classes as special
cases. However, in the following discussions for each
Class, it should be understood that our primary interest lies
in those correlations where the zeros probabilities are only
those explicitly specified. The same remarks also hold for
our definition of the two-zero and one-zero Classes given
in Eq. (33) below.

3.3.1 Class 3a

For Class 3a, a two-parameter family of quantum strate-
gies compatible with the positions of the zeros consists of

|ψ〉 = sin θ (cosα |0〉 − sinα |1〉)|1〉+ cos θ |1〉|0〉 ,
(23a)

A0 = σz, A1 = cos 2ασz − sin 2ασx,
B0 = σz, B1 = cos 2β σz − sin 2β σx,

(23b)

where
θ = tan−1 tan β

sinα . (24)

If we further set

β = α = 1
2 tan−1

(
−2
√√

5 + 2
)

(25)

one finds a symmetric quantum realization [50] equivalent
to the one originally proposed by Hardy [47]. The result-
ing correlation ~PHardy ∈ Q3a reads as:

~PHardy =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 1−ν
2

1−3ν
2 ν

1 1−ν
2 ν 1+ν

2 0

y = 1 0 1−3ν
2

1+ν
2

1+ν
2

1−3ν
2

1 ν 0 1−3ν
2

5ν−1
2

,

(26)
where ν =

√
5 − 2. This particular correlation is known

to be non-exposed [42]. Moreover, from the result of [76],
we know that for quantum correlations having exactly the
zeros shown in Table 4c, its maximum achievable CHSH
violation is SCHSH = 10(

√
5− 2) ≈ 2.36068.

Furthermore, ~PHardy has been shown [50] to provide a
self-test for the partially entangled two-qubit pure state de-
fined in Eq. (23) – Eq. (25). Using the SWAP method
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of [77, 78], we find that ~PHardy also self-tests the mea-
surements given in the same equations. In fact, this nu-
merical method allows us to understand how robust these
self-testing results are with respect to deviations from the
ideal situation. In Fig. 1, we show the fidelity lower bound
with respect to the reference state of Eq. (23a) when the
observed CHSH Bell-inequality violation is suboptimal
and/or the zero probability constraints are not strictly en-
forced. Analogous robustness results for self-testing the
target observables are also shown in Fig. 1.

More recently, a different two-parameter family of cor-
relations from this Class have been provided in [54] (see
also [79]). Intriguingly, each correlation from this family
again self-tests a partially entangled two-qubit state. Upon
a closer inspection, one finds that their family of corre-
lations are in fact equivalent to the ones that result from
Eq. (23) and Eq. (24). To obtain our family of correlations
~P from theirs, it suffices to identify their parameters r and
s with ours via:

r = 3− cos 2α− 2 cos2 α cos 2β
4 , s = csc2 α tan2 β

1 + csc2 α tan2 β

followed by the three steps of relabeling: (1) A1 7→ −A1
andB1 7→ −B1 (2)A0 ↔ A1 andB0 ↔ B1 (3) swapping
Alice and Bob.

3.3.2 Class 3b

For Class 3b, a two-parameter family of quantum exam-
ples is obtained by considering the two-qubit strategies

|ψ〉 = cos θ |0〉|1〉+ sin θ |1〉|0〉 , (27a)
A0 = σz, A1 = cos 2ασz − sin 2ασx,

B0 = σz, B1 = − cos 2β σz − sin 2β σx,
(27b)

where

θ = tan−1 tanα
tan β . (28)

In Appendix D.1, we prove that among all quantum cor-
relations from this Class (see Table 4d), the quantum strat-
egy of Eq. (27) with

α = tan−1
√

tan θ, β = π

2 − α, (29a)

and

θ = tan−1 1
3
(
−1− 2

τ + τ
)
, τ = 3

√
17 + 3

√
33
(29b)

gives the maximal CHSH violation

SCHSH = 4− 4(2κ1 + κ2) ≈ 2.26977. (30)

Moreover, the corresponding quantum strategy can be self-
tested using the correlation (see Appendix D.2 for a proof):

2.32 2.33 2.34 2.35 2.36
0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

2.15 2.20 2.25 2.30 2.35

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 1: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing
result pertinent to the correlation ~PHardy of Eq. (26) from
Class 3a. The top and the lower plot show as a function
of the Bell value SCHSH, respectively, a lower bound on the
relevant figure of merit for the self-testing of the quan-
tum strategy given in Eq. (23) – Eq. (25). For the self-
testing of state, we use the fidelity with respect to the ref-
erence state, Eq. (74), as the figure of merit. Meanwhile
for the self-testing of the measurements, we use the fig-
ure of merit defined in Eq. (81). Notice that due to the
symmetry in Alice’s and Bob’s reference measurements, it
suffices to show the plot for Alice. Here and below, ε repre-
sents the allowed deviation from the required zero probabil-
ity (NS boundary). Throughout, we use the level-3 outer
approximation of Q due to [16] in the fidelity (top) plot
but the level-4 outer approximation for the others. Each
dashed line marks the respective value for the figure of
merit achievable by a classical strategy, i.e., only the region
above the horizontal line could give nontrivial self-testing.
For details about these figures of merit, see Appendix C.

Accepted in Quantum 2023-07-02, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 8



~PQ :=

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 1
2 − κ2 κ1 κ3

1 1
2 + κ2 0 1

2 κ2

y = 1 0 κ2 κ3
1
2 − κ1 0

1 1
2 κ1 2κ1

1
2 − κ1

(31a)
where

κ1 = 1
2

(
τ2 − τ − 2

2τ

)3

≈ 0.0804,

κ2 = 1− cos(2 tan−1√tan θ)
2 sec2 θ

≈ 0.2718,

κ3 = 1− 2κ1 − 2κ2

2 .

(31b)

The robustness of these self-testing results is illustrated
in Fig. 6. The correlation of Eq. (31) is also provably
non-exposed (see Appendix H.1). More generally, for the
one-parameter strategies of Eq. (27) and Eq. (28) with
θ ∈ [0.0338π, 0.2350π], our numerical results based on
the SWAP method [77, 78] give a lower bound of at least
0.99 for both figures of merit, Eq. (74) and Eq. (81), as-
sociated with self-testing. This observation strongly sug-
gests that the resulting correlation also provides a self-test
for the corresponding quantum strategies. Also worth not-
ing is that ~P in this one-parameter family only violates
inequality Eq. (5) for θ ∈ (0, π4 ) but for θ ∈ (π4 ,

π
2 ), it

violates the one corresponding to the winning condition
(x⊕ 1)(y ⊕ 1) = a⊕ b.

Before moving to other Classes with fewer zeros, we
note that the non-exposed nature of ~PHardy and ~PQ can
be illustrated using a projection plot (see also Figure 5
of [42]). Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b show, respectively, a 2-
dimensional projection plot of NS , L, and an outer ap-
proximation of Q (due to [16]) on a plane with its axes
given by SCHSH and a linear sum of probabilities that are
expected to vanish for the two Classes.2 For comparisons,
we also mark on these plots the position of ~PPR [Eq. (16)],
the relabeled (a = 0↔ a = 1) version of ~PPR denoted by
~PPR,2, and their noisy versions giving the maximal CHSH
violation in quantum theory:

~PPR,2
a=0↔a=1= ~PPR,

~PCHSH = 1√
2
~PPR + (1− 1√

2
)~PI,

~PCHSH,2 = 1√
2
~PPR,2 + (1− 1√

2
)~PI,

(32)

where ~PI is the uniform distribution, i.e., PI(a, b|x, y) = 1
4

for all a, b, x, y.

2To determine the said outer approximation of the upper
(lower) boundary of Q on these plots, we compute, for each
fixed value of the Bell function specified on the horizontal axis,
the maximum (minimum) CHSH value over all ~P ∈ Q̃` where
Q̃` is the level-` approximation of Q due to [16].

(a) A projection plot illustrating Q3a, which consists of all
quantum correlations satisfying P (0, 0|0, 0) + P (1, 1|1, 0) +
P (1, 1|0, 1) = 0. These correlations lie on the vertical line
where the value of the horizontal axis is zero. Among them,
~PHardy specified in Eq. (26) gives the maximal Bell violation.

(b) A projection plot illustrating Q3b, which consists of all
quantum correlations satisfying P (0, 0|0, 0) + P (1, 1|0, 0) +
P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0. These correlations lie on the vertical line
where the value of the horizontal axis is zero. Among them,
~PQ specified in Eq. (31) gives the maximal Bell violation
and is a self-test for the quantum strategy of Eq. (27) with
Eq. (29).

Figure 2: Two-dimensional projections of NS, L, and an
outer approximation [16] of Q onto the plane labeled by
the CHSH value SCHSH, cf. Eq. (5), and some linear sum of
probabilities. When the horizontal parameter is equal to
zero, we recover the configurations specified, respectively,
in the correlation tables of Table 4c and Table 4d. The
insets illustrate, correspondingly, the non-exposed nature
of both ~PHardy and ~PQ. The explicit form of the other ~P ’s
shown are given in Eq. (16) and Eq. (32).
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3.4 Classes having less then three zeros
By exploiting the freedom of relabeling, it is easy to see
that there remain three two-zeros Classes and a one-zero
Class that can be described as follows:

Class 2a: There are two DZs (or ADZs) in the same
block (Table 4e)

Class 2b: The two zeros appear in two neighboring
blocks having the same value of x (or y) (Ta-
ble 4f)

Class 2c: The two zeros appear in two non-
neighboring blocks (Table 4g)

Class 1 : There is only one zero somewhere in the ta-
ble (Table 4h)

Accordingly, the sets of quantum correlations exhibiting
these structures of zeros are defined3 as

Q2a := {~P | ~P ∈ Q, P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|0, 0) = 0},

Q2b := {~P | ~P ∈ Q, P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|1, 0) = 0},

Q2c := {~P | ~P ∈ Q, P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0},

Q1 := {~P | ~P ∈ Q, P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0}. (33)

3.4.1 Class 2a

Interestingly, with Eq. (27) , we immediately get a three-
parameter family of strategies for realizing quantum cor-
relations in Class 2a. With the change of basis via σz⊗σx,
we arrive at

|ψ〉 = cos θ |0〉|0〉 − sin θ |1〉|1〉 , (34a)
A0 = σz, A1 = cos 2ασz + sin 2ασx,

B0 = −σz, B1 = cos 2β σz − sin 2β σx.
(34b)

Together with the choice of

θ = −π4 , α = 5π
6 , and β = −2π

3 , (34c)

which corresponds to the Bell state |Φ+
2 〉, we get

~PQ,2 :=

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 1
2

1
8

3
8

1 1
2 0 3

8
1
8

y = 1 0 1
8

3
8

3
8

1
8

1 3
8

1
8

1
8

3
8

, (35)

which gives the maximal CHSH value SCHSH = 2.5 among
all ~P ∈ Q2a. The proof is completely analogous to that
given in Appendix D.1 for ~P ∈ Q3b and is thus omitted.4

3See the remarks given in the paragraph immediately after
Eq. (22).

4In this case, the fact that SCHSH ≤ 2.5 also follows directly
from Theorem B.2 of [80].

Note that the correlation ~PQ,2 satisfies 〈A0B0〉 = −1,
max{|〈A1B1〉, |〈A0B1〉|, |〈A1B0〉|} < 1, and saturates
the inequality:

2〈A1B1〉〈A1B0〉〈A0B1〉+ 〈A1B1〉2

+〈A1B0〉2 + 〈A0B1〉2 ≤ 1.
(36)

Hence, from [81] (see also the paragraphs below Eq. (23)
of [42]), the nonlocal correlation ~PQ,2 self-tests [30] the
Bell state |Φ+

2 〉 and is an extreme point. The robustness
of this self-testing result and that for the quantum observ-
ables of Eq. (34) are illustrated in Fig. 7. Indeed, by
following an analysis similar to those presented in Ap-
pendix E, it can be shown that ~PQ,2 also self-tests Eq. (34).
More generally, for the one-parameter family of quantum
strategies defined by Eq. (34a) – Eq. (34b), θ = −π4 ,
β = −α+ π

6 , and α ∈ (0, π6 )∪(π6 ,
π
2 )∪(π2 ,

2π
3 )∪( 2π

3 , π),
the resulting correlations are easily verified to be nonlo-
cal and self-test a Bell pair since they satisfy the same
set of sufficient criteria given above. Also worth noting
is that for α ∈ [0.0081π, 0.1513π]∪ [0.1822π, 0.4895π]∪
[0.5113π, 0.6598π] ∪ [0.6752π, 0.9908π], our numerical
results based on the SWAP method [77, 78] give a lower
bound of 0.99 for the figure of merit associated with
measurement-self-testing, Eq. (81). In Appendix H.2, we
further show that ~PQ,2 is non-exposed.

3.4.2 Class 2b

For Class 2b, a three-parameter family of quantum re-
alization can be obtained using the strategy specified in
Eq. (23).

For θ = π
4 , the resulting correlations with β = α

2 , π−
α
2

are local. However, if we set

α = π

6 and β = θ = π

4 , (37)

we get

~PQ,3 :=

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 1
2

1
8

3
8

1 3
8

1
8

1
2 0

y = 1 0 3
16

9
16

9
16

3
16

1 3
16

1
16

1
16

3
16

, (38)

which we show in Appendix E.1 to give the maximal
CHSH value of SCHSH = 2.5 among all ~P ∈ Q2b.

Notice that a generalization of Hardy’s argument [47]
can be given [82] for nonlocal correlations in Class 2b us-
ing

P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0, P (1, 1|1, 0) = 0,
P (1, 1|0, 1) = q1, P (1, 1|1, 1) = q2,

(39)

and a success probability defined by D = q2− q1, i.e., the
difference between the two highlighted entries in Eq. (38).
This argument has a different logical structure from the
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so-called Cabello’s argument formulated in [52] (inspired
by [83], see also [51]). In particular, it results in an even
higher maximal success probability of D = 0.125. To
this end, notice from Eq. (1b) and Eq. (2) that we can
rewrite the left-hand-side of Eq. (5) as SCHSH = 4D + 2 −
P (0, 0|0, 0) − P (1, 1|1, 0). Since the last two terms van-
ish for ~P ∈ Q2b, we thus see that for such correlations, the
CHSH violation and the success probability are related lin-
early by SCHSH = 4D + 2. This implies that the maximal
value of D can be achieved only by ~PQ,3.

In Appendix E.2, we show further that ~PQ,3 self-tests
the quantum strategy of Eq. (23) and Eq. (37). The ro-
bustness of this self-testing result is illustrated in Fig. 8.
More generally, for the one-parameter family strategies of
Eq. (23) with α = π

6 and β = θ ∈ [0.0510, 0.4614π], our
numerical results obtained from the SWAP method [77,
78] give a lower bound of at least 0.99 for both figures of
merit, Eq. (74) and Eq. (81), associated with self-testing.
Again, this observation suggests that the resulting corre-
lation also provides a self-test for the respective quantum
strategies.

In Appendix H.3, we also show that ~PQ,3 is non-
exposed. For the advantage of this nonlocality-without-
inequality argument over the others, see [82] by some of
the present authors.

3.4.3 Class 2c

For Class 2c, a three-parameter family of quantum strate-
gies is given by:

|ψ〉 = cosφ(cos θ |0〉|1〉+sin θ |1〉|0〉)+sinφ |1〉|1〉 ,
(40a)

A0 = σz, A1 = cos 2ασz − sin 2ασx,
B0 = σz, B1 = cos 2β σz − sin 2β σx,

(40b)

where

φ = tan−1
(

sin θ
tan β − tanα cos θ

)
. (41)

Interestingly, the distribution of zeros in this Class coin-
cides with that required for the so-called Cabello’s argu-
ment. Moreover, the following quantum correlation [51]
in Q2c

~PCabello ≈

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0.2770 0.1444 0.1326
1 0.6410 0.0820 0.5786 0.1444

y = 1 0 0.3068 0.3342 0.6410 0
1 0.3342 0.0247 0.0820 0.2770

(42)
gives the maximal probability of success for this argument.
Again, from [76], we know that this also gives the maximal
CHSH violation of SCHSH ≈ 2.4312 among all ~P ∈ Q2c.

The correlation ~PCabello can be obtained using Eq. (40)
with

β = π

2 − α and θ = tan−1
(
k2

2 − k1k3

k2
2 + k2

3

)
, (43a)

where

k1 = 1
6

(
4− µ2

1+1
µ1

)
, k2 =

√
1− 31 3√36

12µ2
+

3√6µ2
12 ,

k3 = 1
6

(
µ2

3−29
µ3
− 2
)
, α = tan−1

√
µ++µ−−1

12 ,

(43b)

µ1 = 3
√

53− 6
√

78, µ2 = 3
√

67
√

78− 414, µ3 =
3
√

307 + 39
√

78, and µ± = 3
√

359± 12
√

78.
Recently, ~PCabello was shown [53] to self-test the par-

tially entangled state:

|ψ〉 = k1 |0〉|0〉+ k2 |0〉|1〉+ k2 |1〉|0〉) + k3 |1〉|1〉 ,
(44a)

which may be obtained from Eq. (40) via the local unitary
iσy⊗(sin β 1+i cosβ σy). For completeness, note that the
same change of basis results in the following observables:

A0 = −σz, A1 = − cos 2ασz + sin 2ασx,
B0 = cos 2ασz − sin 2ασx, B1 = −σz,

(44b)

Using the SWAP method of [77, 78], we can further show
that ~PCabello self-tests the measurements of Eq. (44b) with
the parameters specified in Eq. (43b). The robustness of
this self-testing result is illustrated in Fig. 9. More gen-
erally, for the one-parameter family of strategies defined
by Eq. (40), with θ given in Eq. (43a), β = sin θ−cos θ

tanφ ,
α = π

2 − β, and φ ∈ [0.0034π, 0.1208π], our numerical
results based on the SWAP method give a lower bound
of at least 0.99 for both figures of merit, Eq. (74) and
Eq. (81), associated with self-testing, strongly suggesting
that these correlations are self-tests. In Appendix H.4 we
further show that ~PCabello is non-exposed.

3.4.4 Class 1

Finally, for Class 1, a four-parameter family of quantum
realization is specified by Eq. (40). Among them, one
obtains the following permutationaly-invariant strategy by
setting θ → π

4 , φ→ π
2 − θ, α→ −α2 , β → −α2 :

|ψ〉 = sin θ
(
|0〉|1〉+ |1〉|0〉√

2

)
+ cos θ |1〉|1〉 , (45a)

A1 = B1 = σz, A2 = B2 = cosασz + sinασx.
(45b)

Of particular interest is the choice of

θ = cos−1(
√
ξ2) ≈ 0.4267π, α = cos−1(ξ1) ≈ 0.4076π,

(45c)
with ξ1 ≈ 0.2862, ξ2 ≈ 0.0521, and ξ3 ≈ 2.6353 being,
respectively, the smallest positive roots of the cubic poly-
nomials:

p1(x) = x3 − 9x2 − x+ 1,
p2(x) = 7x3 − 35x2 + 21x− 1, (46)
p3(x) = x3 + 26x2 − 36x− 104.
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This quantum strategy gives the correlation

~PQ,4 ≈

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0.4740 0.1692 0.3048
1 0.4740 0.0521 0.4740 0.0521

y = 1 0 0.1692 0.4740 0.5492 0.0939
1 0.3048 0.0521 0.0939 0.2630

,

(47)
which provably gives the maximal CHSH violation of
SCHSH = ξ3 among all ~P ∈ Q1. In Appendix F, we
prove that ~PQ,4 can be used to self-test the strategy of
Eq. (45). The robustness of this self-testing result is shown
in Fig. 5. In Appendix H.5, we show further that ~PQ,4 is
non-exposed.

In Table 5, we summarize how our examples of quantum
strategies leading to fewer zeros reduce to those with more
zeros when additional constraints are imposed.

4 Correlations from finite-dimensional
maximally entangled states

Consider now M, the subset of Q due to finite-
dimensional maximally entangled states {|Φ+

d 〉}d=2,3,...,
see Section 2.1. To understand when the boundary ofM
meets the boundary of NS , we first derive the analog of
Fact 2.2 forM.

Lemma 4.1. In the CHSH Bell scenario, all extreme
points of M are achievable by measuring a two-qubit
maximally entangled state with projective measure-
ments.

Proof. Let us begin by simplifying the notation and
denote the POVM elements of Alice and Bob, respec-
tively, by {Ea|x}a,x=0,1 and {Fb|y}b,y=0,1. Then as
mentioned in Eq. (8), the correlation due to the max-
imally entangled two-qudit state |Φ+

d 〉 can be written
as

P (a, b|x, y) = 〈Φ+
d |Ea|x ⊗ Fb|y|Φ

+
d 〉 =

tr(E T
a|xFb|y)
d

.

(48)
Since we are concerned with a two-outcome Bell
scenario, it follows from Theorem 5.4 of [84] (see
also [85]) that it suffices to consider projective mea-
surements for correlations ~P lying on the boundary of
M. Moreover, by the Lemma of [66], there exists a
local orthonormal basis such that all four projectors
{Ea|x}a,x=0,1 are simultaneously block diagonal, with

blocks of size 2× 2 or 1× 1, i.e.,5

E T
a|x =

d+k
2⊕
i=1

ΠiE
T
a|xΠi ∀ a, x = 0, 1 (49)

where Πi is the projection operator onto the i-th block
and k (d−k2 ) is the number of 1× 1 (2× 2) blocks.

Using Eq. (49) in Eq. (48) and the fact that the
block projection operator satisfies (Πi)2 = Πi, we get

P (a, b|x, y) = 1
d

tr
(
⊕
d+k

2
i=1 ΠiE

T
a|xΠiFb|y

)

= 1
d

d+k
2∑
i=1

tr(ΠiE
T
a|xΠiFb|y)

=
d+k

2∑
i=1

2
d

1
2tr(E(i) T

a|x F
(i)
b|y)

(50)

where E(i) T
a|x := ΠiE

T
a|xΠi and F

(i)
b|y := ΠiFb|yΠi are

easily seen to define d-dimensional POVMs, with d =
1 or 2.

Whenever Πi projects onto a two-dimensional sub-
space,

1
2tr(E(i) T

a|x F
(i)
b|y) = 〈Φ+

2 |E
(i)
a|x ⊗ F

(i)
b|y |Φ

+
2 〉 (51)

is a correlation inM2 attainable by a two-qubit max-
imally entangled |Φ+

2 〉 using local POVM {E(i)
a|x} and

{F (i)
b|y}. If instead, Πi is a one-dimensional projector,

the corresponding E(i)
a|x and F (i)

b|y are real numbers ly-
ing in [0, 1], so does the expression tr(E(i) T

a|x F
(i)
b|y). The

latter can again be reproduced using |Φ+
2 〉 and POVM

elements that are proportional to the identity opera-
tor. To complete the proof, we recall from [86] that
for qubit measurements, all extremal POVMs are pro-
jectors. All in all, we thus see that any correlation
in M can always be written as a convex mixture of
correlations attainable by performing projective mea-
surements on |Φ+

2 〉. In other words, extreme points
ofM in this Bell scenario originate from performing
projective measurements on |Φ+

2 〉.

Corollary 4.2. In the CHSH Bell scenario, any ~P ∈
Md obtained by performing projective measurements
on |Φ+

d 〉 has a convex decomposition using at most
d−1

2 nonlocal ~P ′ ∈ M2 when d is odd, but d
2 nonlocal

~P ′ ∈M2 when d is even.

5Here and below, we use the direct sum symbol ⊕ to em-
phasize the block diagonal structure of the corresponding oper-
ators. Strictly, ⊕ should be replaced by a regular sum

∑
and

each Πi, E T
a|x, Fb|y , E

(i) T
a|x , F (i)

b|y should be thought of as a full
d-dimensional matrix.
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Classes Examples Parameters Classes Examples Additional constraint(s)/ transformation
1 (Table 4h) Eq. (40) 4 2a (Table 4e) Eq. (27) φ→ 0 and 2β 7→ π − 2β
1 (Table 4h) Eq. (40) 4 2b (Table 4f) Eq. (23) θ 7→ tan−1 cot θ

cosα and φ 7→ sin−1 (− sin θ sinα)
1 (Table 4h) Eq. (40) 4 2c (Table 4g) Eq. (40) + Eq. (41) Eq. (41)
2a (Table 4e) Eq. (27) 3 3b (Table 4d) Eq. (27) + Eq. (28) Eq. (28)
2b (Table 4f) Eq. (23) 3 3a (Table 4c) Eq. (23) + Eq. (24) Eq. (24)
2c (Table 4e) Eq. (40) + Eq. (41) 3 3b (Table 4d) Eq. (27) + Eq. (28) φ 7→ 0 and 2β 7→ π − 2β
3b (Table 4d) Eq. (27) + Eq. (28) 2 4b (Table 4b) Eq. (21) B0 7→ −B0 followed by 12 ⊗ σx and β 7→ ±α

Table 5: Summary of how our multi-parameter family of examples for various Classes reduces to those with more zeros.
From left to right, we list, respectively, the Classes with fewer zeros, the equation number(s) corresponding to the multi-
parameter examples, the number of free parameters involved, the Classes with more zeros to which they reduce, the corre-
sponding equation number(s), and how this reduction is achieved by imposing additional constraint(s) alongside other auxil-
iary transformation(s).

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 4.1, we see that any
~P ∈ Md obtained by performing projective measure-
ments on |Φ+

d 〉 admits the decomposition:

~P = 2
d

d−k
2∑
i=1

~P ′i + 1
d

k∑
j=1

~P ′′j (52)

where k is the number of 1× 1 block in the decompo-
sition of {E T

a|x}a,x=0,1, ~P ′i ∈M2 for all i, and ~P ′′j ∈ L
for all j. Clearly, only the ~P ′i can be nonlocal. To com-
plete the proof, note that for d odd, k ≥ 1 whereas
for d even, k ≥ 0.

Using Lemma 4.1, one can show also the following
corollary concerning the maximal CHSH violation by
|Φ+
d 〉 (see Appendix I for a proof).

Corollary 4.3. The maximal CHSH violation by the
maximally entangled two-qudit state |Φ+

d 〉 is:

Smax
CHSH(|Φ+

d 〉) =

 2
√

2
(
d− 1
d

)
+ 2
d
, d = odd

2
√

2, d = even.
(53)

We now return to the problem of characterizing when
the boundaries of M meet the boundaries of NS . For
general quantum correlations, Classes shown in Table 4
with three or fewer zeros are the only ones lying on the
NS boundary yet being outside the Bell polytopeL. Since
M ( Q, these are the only boundary Classes that we need
to consider for the present purpose. In Section 3.4.1, we
give an example of a nonlocal correlation in Q2a due to
|Φ+

2 〉, thus showing that the overlap of M with NS in
Class 2a is not empty. The following theorem, which we
show below, takes care of most of the other Classes.

Theorem 4.4. Nonlocal correlation in Q2b and Q2c
(and hence, respectively, Q3a and Q3b) cannot
arise from any finite-dimensional maximally entan-
gled state.

Proof. To prove the Theorem, we make use of the
following Lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix J.

Lemma 4.5. For the maximally entangled state |Φ+
d 〉,

if the probability P (a, b|x, y) = 〈Φ+
d |Ea|x⊗Fb|y |Φ

+
d 〉 =

0 for any x, y, a, b ∈ {0, 1}, the corresponding opera-
tors E T

a|x and Fb|y can be diagonalized in the same
basis.

Since extremal correlations ofM have qubit realiza-
tion, cf. Lemma 4.1, it suffices to show that |Φ+

2 〉 can-
not give nonlocal correlation in these Classes. More-
over, one should bear in mind that (i) correlations
having fewer zeros may be obtained as mixtures of
correlations having more zeros, but not the other way
around (ii) ~P ∈ Q (and henceM) having more than
three zeros must be local (iii) it suffices to consider
rank-one projective measurements if we want the re-
sulting extremal correlation to be nonlocal.
Now, note from Lemma 4.5 that for rank-one pro-

jective measurements acting on |Φ+
2 〉,

P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0 =⇒ P (1, 1|0, 0) = 0, (54a)
P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0 =⇒ P (0, 1|1, 1) = 0 (54b)

Applying Eq. (54a) to correlations from Class 3a (Ta-
ble 4c), we end up having two zeros on the same row
of the correlation table. By Lemma 3.1, we know that
such correlations must be local. Moreover, by point
(i) and (ii) above, there cannot be mixtures of nonlo-
cal correlations with more zeros that give a nonlocal
~P ∈ M ∩ Q3a. Hence, all ~P ∈ M ∩ Q3a are lo-
cal. Similarly, applying Eq. (54a) to correlations in
Class 2b (Table 4f) leads to correlations that are lo-
cal since they have two zeros in the same row. Even
though correlations from the Class 3a can be mixed
to give correlations from the Class 2b, using the just-
established result for ~P ∈ M ∩ Q3a, we know that
such mixtures must again be local.
Next, by applying Eq. (54b) to correlations in the

Class 3b (Table 4d), we end up with correlations (up
to relabeling) from the Class 4b (Table 4b). However,
we already show in Appendix B that all ~P ∈ Q4b are
local. Together with point (i) and (ii) given above,
we thus conclude that all ~P ∈M∩Q3b must be local.
Finally, the application of Eq. (54a) to correlations in
the Class 2c (Table 4g) give correlations in the Class
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(a) A projection revealing the gap between Q andM
within Class 2b, i.e., all correlations satisfying P (0, 0|0, 0) +
P (1, 1|1, 0) = 0 (shown on the vertical line where the hor-
izontal value is zero). Among them, ~PQ,3 of Eq. (38) gives
the maximal SCHSH value and self-tests the quantum strat-
egy of Eq. (23) with Eq. (37). As shown in Theorem 4.4,
M∩Q2b ( L.

(b) A projection revealing the gap between Q andM
within Class 2c, i.e., all correlations satisfying P (0, 0|0, 0) +
P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0 (shown on the vertical line where the hori-
zontal value is zero). Among them, ~PCabello of Eq. (42) gives
the maximal SCHSH value and self-tests the quantum strat-
egy of Eq. (44) with Eq. (43). As shown in Theorem 4.4,
M∩Q2c ( L.

Figure 3: Two-dimensional projection of NS, L, Q7, and
MP

4 onto the plane labeled by the CHSH Bell value SCHSH
and some linear sum of probabilities (see text for details).
When the horizontal parameter is equal to zero, we re-
cover the configuration specified in the correlation tables
of Table 4f and Table 4f. The insets clearly illustrate, cor-
respondingly, the non-exposed nature of both ~PQ,3 and
~PCabello as well as the gap between Q andM within each
Class. The explicit form of the other ~P ’s shown are given
in Eq. (16) and Eq. (32).

Figure 4: Two-dimensional projection of NS, L, Q7, and
MP

4 onto the plane labeled by the CHSH value SCHSH and
P (0, 0|0, 0). When the horizontal parameter is equal to
zero, we recover the configuration specified in Table 4h.
The inset clearly illustrates the gap between Q andM
within Class 1 (i.e., when the horizontal value is zero) even
though there exists nonlocal point ~P ∈ {Q1 ∩M} that is
arbitrarily close to ~PQ,2. The explicit form of the other ~P ’s
shown are given in Eq. (16) and Eq. (32).

3b. Moreover, an inspection of Table 4 shows that
there are no other Classes of correlations that can be
mixed to give correlations from the Class 2c. Hence,
all ~P ∈M∩Q2c are local, which completes the proof
of the Theorem.

Theorem 4.4 can be seen as a no-go theorem for self-
testing maximally entangled states on the common bound-
aries of Q and NS belonging to the aforementioned
Classes. In a way, the theorem is anticipated given
Lemma 4.1 and the absence [47, 51] of a Hardy-type ar-
gument for the Bell state |Φ+

2 〉. To illustrate the fact that
Q2b∩M ( L andQ2c∩M ( L, we plot in Fig. 3a and 3b,
correspondingly, the 2-dimensional projections ofNS , L,
Q̃7 (the level-7 outer approximation ofQ due to [16]) and
M4 (the level-4 outer approximation ofM due to [62]6).
Indeed, in both cases, as the boundary ofM4 approaches
that of NS , it also approaches that of L.

As for Class 1, Eq. (54a) implies that with rank-one pro-
jective measurements acting on |Φ+

2 〉, we cannot obtain
~P ∈ M with only one zero. Together with Lemma 4.1,
we come to the intriguing observation that ~P ∈ M hav-
ing exactly one zero are non-extremal in M. However,
if we introduce some noise to Alice’s 0-th measurements

6Strictly, the technique of [62] only outer approximates the
set of M assuming projective measurements. However, as we
remark in the proof of Theorem 4.4, MP and M coincide in
this simplest Bell scenario.
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Class Necessarily ∈ L? Lc ∩M 6= ∅? Maximizing ~P Extremal in Q? Self-test? Non-Exposed? Smax
CHSH E(|ψ〉)

4b (Table 4b) Yes N/A N/A No No No 2 1
3a (Table 4c) No No Eq. (26) [47] Yes Yes [50] Yes [42] 2.3607 0.6742
3b (Table 4d) No No Eq. (31) Yes Yes Yes 2.2698 0.7748
2a (Table 4e) No Yes Eq. (35) Yes Yes Yes 2.5 1
2b (Table 4f) No No Eq. (38) Yes Yes Yes 2.5 0.8113
2c (Table 4g) No No Eq. (42) [51] Yes Yes [53] Yes 2.4312 0.7794
1 (Table 4h) No Yes Eq. (47) Yes Yes Yes 2.6353 0.9255

Table 6: Summary of our findings regarding the common boundaries of Q and NS. These boundaries are classified accord-
ing to the number of zeros present in the respective correlation tables, see Table 4. For each of these Classes given in the
leftmost column, we list in the second and third column, respectively, whether a ~P ∈ Q from the Class is necessarily local
and whether a nonlocal ~P ∈ Q from the Class can be realized using a finite-dimensional maximally entangled state (here
Lc denotes the complement of L in NS, i.e., the set of nonlocal correlations). Further to the right, we give the equation
number for the CHSH-maximizing quantum correlation from this Class, an indication on whether the example is extremal in
Q, is a self-test,a and is non-exposed. Equation numbers for the more general examples are given in Table 5. In the last two
columns, we give, respectively, the maximal CHSH value attainable in each Class and the entanglement of formation [87]
E(|ψ〉) of the state |ψ〉 giving this maximum. Notice that even among those Classes having the same number of zeros, the
state |ψ〉 giving a larger Smax

CHSH may not have a larger amount of entanglement.

aAlthough it was only shown in [50] and [53] that the quantum correlation self-tests the corresponding state, one can easily
check there exists diagonal local unitaries [uA = uB = diag(eiθ, 1) for the state and the measurements in Lemma 2 in [50] and
uA = diag(eiφ, 1), uB = diag(eiξ, 1) for Eq. (5) and Eq. (7) in [53]] such that Definition 2.4 holds, and thus Theorem 2.5 can be
applied to also self-test the underlying measurements.

in Eq. (34), namely, by adopting for some positive ε ≈ 0,

MA
0|0 = (1− ε)12 +A0

2 and MA
1|0 = 12 −MA

0|0 (55)

instead of Eq. (11), we can clearly generate nonlocal ~P ∈
M within Class 1. Moreover, it is easy to see that for such
strategies, sup0<ε<1 SCHSH = 2.5, i.e., we can find ~P ∈M
having only one zero that is arbitrarily close to ~PQ,2. In
fact, using the technique described in [62], we find that 2.5
matches the best upper bound on SCHSH for ~P ∈ M ∩ Q1
to within a numerical precision better than 10−5. Still, it
is worth noting that this largest value SCHSH that ~P ∈ M
can approach within Class 1 lies strictly below the value
of SCHSH ≈ 2.63533 attainable by ~PQ,4 ∈ Q1, as illustrated
in the inset of Fig. 4.

As a side remark, note that the mixing strategy given
above allows one to transform quantum correlations be-
longing to one Class to another Class having fewer zeros.

5 Conclusion

Knowing when the boundary of the quantum set Q
meets the boundary of the no-signaling set NS helps us
better understand the limits of quantum resources when it
comes to information processing tasks. In this work, in-
dependently of [49], we completely characterize the com-
mon boundary of these two sets in the simplest Bell sce-
nario. Inspired by the work of [69], we classify the dis-
tinct cases according to the numbers of zero present in the
correlation table (see Table 4). Our main findings are sum-
marized in Table 6.

In addition to showing that only six of these Classes
contain nonlocal correlations (also shown independently
in [49]), we prove that only two contain nonlocal corre-
lations that are attainable using finite-dimensional max-
imally entangled states. For each of these Classes with
k zeros where k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, we provide a (5 − k)-
parameter family of (extremal) quantum strategies real-
izing these correlations. Furthermore, we determine for
each Class the correlation leading to the maximal CHSH-
Bell-inequality violation. As we show in this work, all
these maximizing quantum strategies can be self-tested
by the resulting correlation with some robustness. More-
over, all these self-testing correlations are provably non-
exposed [42].

In arriving at the above results, we obtain several other
results that may be of independent interest. For exam-
ple, we establish in Theorem 2.5 that in the CHSH Bell
scenario, if all qubit strategies giving the same extremal
quantum correlation are local-unitarily equivalent, then
this correlation is a self-test. We also show in Corollary 4.2
that in this simplest Bell scenario, the set of correlations at-
tainable by finite-dimensional maximally entangled states
can be realized using mixtures of correlations from a Bell
pair with projective measurements. In turn, this allows us
to derive in Corollary 4.3 the maximal CHSH Bell inequal-
ity violation by an arbitrary finite-dimensional maximally
entangled state. This question was left open since the work
of [88].

An observant reader has probably noticed that the self-
testing results presented here for the CHSH-maximizing
correlation of Class 3a, 3b, 2b, and 2c do not seem partic-
ularly robust (see Fig. 1 and Fig. 6 – Fig. 5 in Appendix G).
Thus, an obvious avenue of research is to adapt the tech-
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niques of [89] here to improve the robustness of these re-
sults. In fact, these and other related work [90, 91] would
suggest that the weak form [63, 64] of self-testing discov-
ered in other Bell scenarios may well be absent in this
Bell scenario. Another closely related question concerns
the possibility to self-test other quantum correlations from
the same Class. The recent work by Rai et al. [54] shows
that this is possible for a two-parameter family of correla-
tions from Class 3a. Our results show the same for a one-
parameter family of correlations from Class 2a. Moreover,
we have identified a one-parameter family from Class 3b,
2b, and 2c where our numerical results suggest that self-
testing is plausible. A complete analysis for these and the
other correlations from each Class would be desirable.

Also worth noting is that among the correlations given
in [54], our calculation based on 214 = 194, 481 uni-
formly chosen samples shows that all these self-testing
Hardy-type correlations are non-exposed,7 likewise, for
105 self-testing correlations from the one-parameter fam-
ily given in Section 3.4.1. Based on these observations, it
seems conceivable that (1) all extremal quantum correla-
tions on the boundary of NS may be self-tested, and (2)
all these self-testing correlations on the boundary of NS
are non-exposed. If so, it would be impossible to self-
test such extremal nonlocal quantum correlations using
solely the maximal quantum violation of any Bell inequal-
ity. However, as we show in this work, we can circum-
vent this impossibility by supplementing the Bell value
with additional (zero) constraint(s). We are optimistic that
this approach remains viable for non-exposed points in
even more complicated Bell scenarios such as that consid-
ered in [92]. Determining the validity of these conjectures
clearly requires more work and shall thus be left for future
work.
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A Proof of Theorem 2.5
The following proof mirrors that given in [50] for showing
that the quantum correlation giving the maximal success
probability in the original Hardy paradox [47] is a self-
test.

Proof. Let us denote by ~P the extremal nonlocal cor-
relation of interest. By Neumark’s theorem [57], all
possible quantum strategies leading to ~P can be re-
alized using a pure entangled state (possibly of a
higher Hilbert space dimension) and projective mea-
surements. Then, by the Lemma shown in [66], there
exists a local basis such that all the projective POVM
elements on Alice’s (Bob’s) side are simultaneously
block diagonal, with blocks of size 2×2 or 1×1, i.e.,8

MA
a|x =

⊕
i

MAi
a|x =

⊕
i

ΠA
i M

Ai
a|xΠA

i ,

MB
b|y =

⊕
j

M
Bj
b|y =

⊕
j

ΠB
j M

Bj
b|yΠB

j ,
(56)

where i, j are labels for the block and ΠA
i (ΠB

j ) is the
projector onto the i-th (j-th) block of Alice’s (Bob’s)
Hilbert space, in the sense that

⊕
i ΠA

i = 1A and⊕
j ΠB

j = 1B .
Using this in Born’s rule, Eq. (6), we get

P (a, b|x, y) = tr[ρ(MA
a|x ⊗M

B
b|y)]

= tr
[
ρ
⊕
i

MAi
a|x ⊗

⊕
j

M
Bj
b|y
]

=
∑
i,j

νijtr[ρij(MAi
a|x ⊗M

Bj
b|y )],

=
∑
i,j

νijPij(a, b|x, y), (57)

where νij := tr[ΠA
i ⊗ΠB

j )ρ(ΠA
i ⊗ΠB

j )] and when νij 6=
0,

ρij :=
(ΠA

i ⊗ΠB
j )ρ(ΠA

i ⊗ΠB
j )

νij
,

Pij(a, b|x, y) := tr[ρij(MAi
a|x ⊗M

Bj
b|y )].

(58)

Note that the probability of a successful projection
onto the i-th block of Alice’s Hilbert space and the
j-th block of Bob’s Hilbert space can be factor-
ized into the product of a successful projection onto
the individual block of the respective Hilbert space,
i.e., νij = risj , where ri = tr[ΠA

i trB(ρ) ΠA
i ], sj =

tr[ΠB
j trA(ρ) ΠB

j ] ≥ 0, and
∑
i ri =

∑
j sj = 1.

By assumption, ~P is extremal. However, we also
see in Eq. (57) that ~P is a convex mixture of ~Pij .

8As with Footnote 5, to be mathematically precise, all the
direct sums should be replaced by a regular sum in the following
equations. Accordingly, each ΠAi (and M

Ai
a|x) is an operator

acting on the full space, but only has support on the subspace
of the i-th block. Likewise for ΠBj and MBj

b|y .
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This can only hold if ~Pij is in fact ~P for all i, j. This
implies that νij involving one-dimensional projection
must vanish as the otherwise surviving ρij cannot
lead to a nonlocal ~Pij . Moreover, since the surviv-
ing local blocks are all of size 2 × 2, we know by as-
sumption that for all i, j, the quantum strategy of{
ρij = |ψij〉〈ψij | , {MAi

a|x}, {M
Bj
b|y}

}
is 2-equivalent to

the reference strategy. In other words, there exist lo-
cal unitaries uA,i and uB,j , cf. Eq. (14), such that

uA,i ⊗ uB,j |ψij〉 = |ψ̃ij〉 , (59)

uA,i ⊗ uB,j(MAi
a|x ⊗M

Bj
b|y )u†A,i ⊗ u

†
B,j = M̃Ai

a|x ⊗ M̃
Bj
b|y

where |ψ̃ij〉 and {M̃Ai
a|x}, {M̃

Bj
b|y} are the reference two-

qubit strategy having support in the i-th (j-th) qubit
block of Alice’s (Bob’s) Hilbert space.
Defining ΛA :=

⊕
l u
†
A,l and ΛB :=

⊕
m u
†
B,m, then

the global state ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| is easily seen to be:

|ψ〉 =
⊕
i,j

√
νij |ψij〉

=
⊕
ij

u†A,i ⊗ u
†
B,j

√
νij |ψ̃ij〉

=ΛA ⊗ ΛB
⊕
i,j

√
νij |ψ̃ij〉 .

(60)

whereas the corresponding POVM elements are

MA
a|x ⊗M

B
b|y =

⊕
i

MAi
a|x ⊗

⊕
j

M
Bj
b|y (61)

=
(⊕

i

u†A,iM̃
Ai
a|xuA,i)⊗ (

⊕
j

u†B,jM̃
Bj
b|yuB,j

)
= ΛA ⊗ ΛB

⊕
i,j

(M̃Ai
a|x ⊗ M̃

Bj
b|y )Λ†A ⊗ Λ†B .

Without loss of generality, we may take the refer-
ence POVM elements for the first input (x = y = 0)
as a measurement in the computational basis9

M̃Ai
a|0 = |2i+ a〉〈2i+ a| , M̃

Bj
b|0 = |2j + b〉〈2j + b|

(62)
and the reference state |ψ̃ij〉 in the same computa-
tional basis.
What remains is to apply the local isometries

ΦA = Φ′ ◦ Λ†A, ΦB = Φ′ ◦ Λ†B (63)

defined via

Φ′ |2s〉K 7→ |2s〉K′ |0〉K′′ ,
Φ′ |2s+ 1〉K 7→ |2s〉K′ |1〉K′′ ,

(64)

9If the intended reference measurements are not already in
this form, one can make use of the promised 2-equivalence to
choose, instead, a reference measurement that has this feature.

for K ∈ {A,B}, likewise for K ′ and K ′′. It is then
straightforward to see that these isometries indeed ful-
fill the self-testing requirement given in Eq. (12), thus
completing the proof that the given extremal nonlocal
correlation ~P self-tests the reference state and mea-
surement.

B All quantum correlations in Class 4b
are local
As with the proof of Lemma 3.1, we denote by {|ea|x〉}
({|fb|y〉}) the orthonormal bases defining Alice’s x-th
(Bob’s y-th) measurement. With the help of relabeling,
quantum correlations in Class 4b can always be cast in the
form of Table 4b. Then, the two ADZs in the upper-left
block imply that the shared two-qubit pure state can be
expressed as

|Ψ〉 =
1∑
i=0

ci |ei|0〉 |fi|0〉 ,
1∑
i=0
|ci|2 = 1. (65)

Similarly, the ADZs in the lower-right block mean that the
shared state can also be written as

|Ψ〉 =
1∑
i=0

di |ei|1〉 |fi|1〉 ,
1∑
i=0
|di|2 = 1. (66)

Now let UA and UB , respectively, be the unitary con-
necting the bases of different local measurement settings,
i.e.,

|ei|1〉 =
∑
j

(UA)ji |ej|0〉 , |fi|1〉 =
∑
j

(UB)ji |fj|0〉 ,

(67)

UA =
[
α −β∗

β α∗

]
, UB =

[
α′ −β′∗

β′ α′∗

]
, (68)

where ∗ represents complex conjugation and |α|2 + |β|2 =
|α′|2 + |β′|2 = 1. Here and below, without loss of general-
ity, we consider only unitary matrices of unit determinant.

Substituting the transformations of Eq. (67) and Eq. (68)
into equation (66), we obtain an expansion of |Ψ〉 in the
basis of {|ei|0〉 |fj|0〉}. Specifically, the expansion coef-
ficients for the term |e0|0〉 |f1|0〉 and |e1|0〉 |f0|0〉, which
ought to be zero according to Eq. (65), are, respectively,

|e0|0〉 |f1|0〉 : d0αβ
′ − d1β

∗α′∗ = 0,
|e1|0〉 |f0|0〉 : d0βα

′ − d1α
∗β′∗ = 0.

(69)

Hence, for d0, d1 6= 0, their ratio is just a phase factor:

d0

d1
=

√
α∗α′∗β∗β′∗

αα′ββ′
= eiφd ∵ αα′ββ′ ≡ |αα′ββ′|e−iφd .

(70)
Similarly, using the inverse unitaries U†A and U†B , we
can write the basis vectors {|ei|0〉 |fj|0〉} in the basis of
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{|ei|1〉 |fj|1〉} in Eq. (65) and arrive at the conclusion that
c0/c1 is also a phase factor, which we denote by eiφc .

This means that if |Ψ〉 exhibits exactly the zeros distri-
bution shown in Table 4b, it must be maximally entangled,
i.e.,

|Ψ〉 =eiφ0

√
2

[eiφc |e0|0〉 |f0|0〉+ |e1|0〉 |f1|0〉]

=eiφ1

√
2

[eiφd |e0|1〉 |f0|1〉+ |e1|1〉 |f1|1〉]
(71)

where eiφ0 and eiφ1 are global phase factors. Using
Eq. (18), we then get

〈A0B0〉 = 〈Ψ|A0B0 |Ψ〉 = 1,
〈A0B1〉 = 〈Ψ|A0B1 |Ψ〉 = |α|2 − |β|2,
〈A1B0〉 = 〈Ψ|A1B0 |Ψ〉 = |α|2 − |β|2,
〈A1B1〉 = 〈Ψ|A1B1 |Ψ〉 = 1,

(72)

which satisfy the CHSH inequality of Eq. (5) and all its
relabelings. Hence, all ~P ∈ Q from Class 4b must be
local.

C Robust self-testing of quantum
strategies
In any real experiment, the observed measurement statis-
tics are likely to differ from the exact self-testing quantum
correlation. As such, for practical purposes, it is impor-
tant to understand the robustness of any given self-testing
statement against imperfections. To this end, we shall re-
call from [77, 78] the SWAP method and explain how it
can be applied to numerically determine the robustness of
the self-testing results presented in Section 3.

For the robust self-testing of a quantum state, we
follow [77, 78] by considering local operators ΦAA′
(ΦBB′ ) that act jointly on the black-box system A (B)
and the trusted auxiliary system A′ (B′), i.e., ΦρAB ⊗
(|00〉 〈00|)A′B′ Φ†, where

Φ = ΦAA′ ⊗ ΦBB′ . (73)

As we see shortly, in the ideal case where Alice’s (Bob’s)
actual observables Ai (Bi) coincide with the reference ob-
servables Ãi (B̃i), the chosen local operator ΦAA′ (ΦBB′ )
becomes the operator that swaps the Hilbert spaces HA
andHA′ (HB andHB′ ). Then the fidelity

F = 〈ψ̃| ρSWAP |ψ̃〉 , (74)

between the reference state |ψ̃〉 and the “swapped" state

ρSWAP = trAB
[
Φ ρAB ⊗ (|00〉〈00|)A′B′ Φ†

]
, (75)

naturally quantifies the closeness of relevant shared state
in the black boxes ρAB to the reference state |ψ̃〉.

To this end, let us first note from Section 3 that all ref-
erence observables considered are of the form:

Ãi = cos (θi)σx + sin (θi)σz. (76)

Next, we define, for Alice’s subsystem, the local operator:

ΦAA′(A0, A1) :=
UAA′(A0, A1)VAA′(A0, A1)UAA′(A0, A1), (77a)

where the “controlled-NOT” gates are:

UAA′(A0, A1) := 1A ⊗ |0〉〈0|+ σ̃x,A(A0, A1)⊗ |1〉〈1| ,

VAA′(A0, A1) :=
1A + σ̃z,A(A0, A1)

2 ⊗ 1 (77b)

+
1A − σ̃z,A(A0, A1)

2 ⊗ σx,

and following the form given in Eq. (76), we define

σ̃x,A(A0, A1) := − sin θ1 A0 + sin θ0 A1

sin θ0 cos θ1 − cos θ0 sin θ1
,

σ̃z,A(A0, A1) := cos θ1 A0 − cos θ0 A1

sin θ0 cos θ1 − cos θ0 sin θ1

(77c)

Using Eq. (11), we can rewrite the local operator
ΦAA′(A0, A1) in terms of the actual POVM elements,
i.e., ΦAA′(A0, A1) → ΦAA′(12,M

A
0|0,M

A
0|1). Com-

pletely analogous definitions can be given for Bob’s
local operator ΦBB′ in terms of his actual POVM
elements MB

0|0 and MB
0|1. Importantly, when the

black boxes indeed implement the reference measure-
ments, σ̃x,A(Ã0, Ã1) = σ̃x,B(B̃0, B̃1) = σx and
σ̃z,A(Ã0, Ã1) = σ̃z,B(B̃0, B̃1) = σz , the local opera-
tors ΦAA′ , ΦBB′ become the ideal operator that swap the
black-box subsystem and the respective auxiliary subsys-
tem, and hence the fidelity of Eq. (74) is unity.

More generally, by substituting Eq. (73), Eq. (75),
Eq. (77) and the analogous expressions for Bob’s oper-
ator into Eq. (74), we see that the fidelity of interest
is a linear function of a subset of the moments µ =
{tr(ρAB1), tr(ρABMA

0|0), . . . }. To determine the robust-
ness of the established self-testing statements (with respect
to the reference state), we shall compute the worst-case fi-
delity by optimizing over all possible quantum realizations
compatible with the observed value of SCHSH and some
bounded deviation from the NS boundary.

In practice, since we only have access to a converging
hierarchy [16, 93, 94] of outer approximations to Q (see
also [62]), we solve, instead, the following semidefinite
program (SDP) to obtain a lower bound on this worst-case
fidelity:

F = min
µ∈Q̃`

〈ψ̃| ρSWAP |ψ̃〉

such that
1∑

a,b,x,y=0
(−1)xy+1+b+1P (a, b|x, y) = SCHSH,

P (a, b|x, y) ≤ ε ∀ P (a, b|x, y) ∈ P,
(78)

where P is the set of conditional probabilities that are re-
quired to vanish in each Class, ε represents the maximum
allowed deviation from this requirement, and Q̃` is, for
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example, the level-` outer approximation of Q described
in [16] Not further that in this work, all reference states are
some two-qubit state, which may be written in the Schdmit
form: |ψ̃〉 = c0 |00〉 + c1 |11〉 where c0 ≥ c1. So, even if
Alice and Bob share only the product state |00〉 and hence
do not violate any Bell inequality, they can already achieve
a fidelity of c2

0. In other words, for a nontrivial self-testing
of the reference state |ψ̃〉, the fidelity has to be larger than
c2

0.
For the self-testing of measurements, we now consider

the figure of merit:

TA ≡
1
2{PA(0|0, |e0|0〉) + PA(1|0, |e1|0〉)

+ PA(0|1, |e0|1〉) + PA(1|1, |e1|1〉)} − 1 (79)
for Alice where

PA(a|x, |φ〉) =

tr
{
MA
a|x ⊗ 1A′ [ΦAA′(ρAB ⊗ |φ〉〈φ|)Φ†AA′ ]

}
.

(80)
For Bob’s measurements, we use a similar figure of
merit TB with PA(a|x, |ea|x〉) in Eq. (79) replaced by
PB(b|y, |fb|y〉) where the latter is defined in essentially
the same way as PA(a|x, |φ〉) in Eq. (80). Again, no-
tices that when the black boxes indeed implement the ref-
erence measurements, each of these figure of merits be-
comes unity.

To determine the robustness of the established self-
testing statements with respect to the reference measure-
ments, we are interested in the smallest possible value of
these figures of merit given an observation of some corre-
lation that deviates from the ideal self-testing correlation.
For that matter, we again outer-approximate Q by consid-
ering some superset Q̃` ofQ and solve the following SDPs
to obtain a lower bound on the respective figures of merit:

τi = min
µ∈Q̃`

Ti

such that
1∑

a,b,x,y=0
(−1)xy+1+b+1P (a, b|x, y) = SCHSH,

P (a, b|x, y) ≤ ε ∀ P (a, b|x, y) ∈ P,
(81)

for i ∈ {A,B}. Note also that if both parties’ mea-
surements are trivial, i.e., MA

a|x = MA
b|y = 12

2 for all
a, b, x, y, and hence being jointly measurable, one can
already achieve a score of TA = TB = 0. Thus, for
a nontrivial self-testing of measurements, we must have
τA, τB > 0.

D Quantum correlation giving maxi-
mal CHSH value in Q3b is a self-test
Here, we prove that ~PQ of Eq. (31) gives the maximal
CHSH violation in Class 3b. Moreover, ~PQ is not only an
extreme point of Q but also self-tests the state and mea-
surements of Eq. (27) with Eq. (29).

D.1 Maximal CHSH value for ~P ∈ Q3b

With the measurement bases defined in Eq. (17) and
Eq. (18), a general pure two-qubit state |ψ〉 giving
P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|0, 0) = 0 (cf. Table 4d) is:

|ψ〉 = cos θ |e0|0〉 |f1|0〉+ eiφ sin θ |e1|0〉 |f0|0〉 . (82)

Suppose the measurement bases are related via Eq. (67) by

UA =
[
eiγA cosα eiωA sinα
−e−iωA sinα e−iγA cosα

]
,

UB =
[
−e−iωB sin β e−iγB cosβ
eiγB cosβ eiωB sin β

]
.

(83)

To arrive at nonlocal correlations, the local measurements
should not commute, while the state must be entangled,
thus:

α, β, θ /∈
{
n
2π
}
n∈Z

. (84)
Using Eq. (82) and Eq. (83) in Eq. (5) and Eq. (6), we

arrive, respectively, at the CHSH Bell value:

SCHSH = ζ
∏

j=α,β,θ
sin 2j + 2 cos 2α cos2 β + 2 sin2 β

(85)

and the joint conditional probability

P (1, 0|1, 1) =− ζ
4

∏
j=α,β,θ

sin 2j + sin2 α cos2 β cos2 θ

+ cos2 α sin2 β sin2 θ = 0 (86)

where

ζ := cos (γA + γB + ωA + ωB + φ) (87)

and the requirement that the latter probability vanishes fol-
lows from the structure of zeros shown in Table 4d.

Substituting the expression of ζ obtained from Eq. (86)
into Eq. (85) and simplifying give

SCHSH = 2[sin2 θ(cos 2α− cos 2β) + 1]. (88)

Note further that in the expression of P (1, 0|1, 1) in
Eq. (86), the variables γA, γB , ωA, ωB , φ appear only in
ζ. If the constraint were to hold for some non-extremal
value of the cosine function in ζ, a slight variation of some
of these parameters must lead to a negative value for the
probability P (1, 0|1, 1). Hence, the constraint of Eq. (86)
must also imply an extremal value of ζ, i.e., ζ = ±1. Us-
ing this in Eq. (86) itself and simplifying lead to

tanα± tan β tan θ = 0 for ζ = ∓1. (89)

Consider now the maximization of Eq. (88) subjected
to the constraint of Eq. (89) via the Lagrangian functions
L±:

L± =2[sin2 θ(cos 2α− cos 2β) + 1]
+ λ(tanα± tan β tan θ), (90)

Accepted in Quantum 2023-07-02, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 19



where λ is a Lagrange multiplier. Requiring that their van-
ishing partial derivatives vanish give

∂L±
∂α

= −4 sin2 θ sin 2α+ λ sec2 α = 0, (91)

∂L±
∂β

= 4 sin2 θ sin (2β)± λ sec2 β tan θ = 0, (92)

and, upon the elimination of λ,

tan θ = ∓ sin β cos3 β

sinα cos3 α
. (93)

Together, Eq. (93) and Eq. (89) imply that extreme val-
ues of SCHSH, under the constraint of Eq. (89), occur when
sin2 2α = sin2 2β, i.e., β ∈

{
nπ
2 ± α

}
n∈Z

. Using this
in Eq. (88), one sees that SCHSH can be larger than 2 only if

β ∈
{

(n+ 1
2 )π ± α

}
n∈Z

. (94)

Substituting Eq. (94) into Eq. (89) and Eq. (88), we see
that the optimization problem reduces to

max
θ,α

4 cos 2α sin2 θ + 2

s.t. ± tan2 α = tan θ,
(95)

where the sign in the constraint is positive if and only if the
sign of ζ is opposite to that ofα in Eq. (94). By eliminating
α using the constraint or otherwise, we get

± tan3 θ + tan2 θ ± tan θ − 1 = 0, (96)

whose solutions in the interval [−π, π] are10

θ = ±θ0, θ0 := tan−1 1
3
(
−1− 2

τ + τ
)
≈ 0.15851π

(97)
where τ is defined in Eq. (29b) and the sign associated
with tan θ in Eq. (96) [θ0 in Eq. (97)] follows that of
the constraint in Eq. (95). Accordingly, one finds from
Eq. (95) that admissible solutions of α in the interval of
[0, 2π) are

α = α0, α0 + π and α = π − α0, 2π − α0 (98a)

where

α0 := tan−1
√
| tan θ0| ≈ 0.20224π (98b)

Finally, using Eq. (94), the extreme value of SCHSH are due
to the following choice of β in the interval [0, 2π):

β = π

2 ± α0,
3π
2 ± α0. (99)

It can be verified that all 32 legitimate combinations
of θ, α, β, and ζ [see, respectively, Eq. (97), Eq. (98),
Eq. (99), Eq. (87) and the paragraph just below Eq. (95)]
give rise to the same correlation ~PQ and hence the same
maximal Bell value SCHSH = 4− 4(2κ1 + κ2) ≈ 2.26977,
where ~PQ, κ1 and κ2 are defined in Eq. (31b).

10The other solutions of θ ∈ [−π, π) are equivalent to the two
presented in Eq. (97) up to a global phase factor, see Eq. (82).

D.2 Self-testing based on the maximally-
CHSH-violating correlation in Q3b

Theorem D.1. If the CHSH value given in Eq. (30)
is observed alongside P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|0, 0) =
P (1, 0|1, 1) = 0, then the underlying state and mea-
surements are equivalent to those given in Eq. (27)
with Eq. (29) up to local isometries, i.e., ~PQ self-tests
this quantum realization.

Proof. In Appendix D.1, we have characterized all the
qubit strategies leading to the maximal CHSH value
attainable by ~P ∈ Q3b. Next, we show that all these
strategies are 2-equivalent to the one that performs
on the reference state

|ψ̃〉 = cos θ0 |e0|0〉 |f1|0〉+ sin θ0 |e1|0〉 |f0|0〉 (100a)

the measurement [cf. Eq. (11)]

Ã0 = σz, Ã1 = cos 2α0 σz − sin 2α0 σx,

B̃0 = σz, B̃1 = − cos 2β0 σz − sin 2β0 σx,
(100b)

where θ0, α0 are defined, respectively, in Eq. (97) and
Eq. (98), β0 = π

2 − α0, while |e0,1|0〉 and |f0,1|0〉 are
taken as the ±1 eigenstate of the Pauli matrix σz in
Eq. (100b).

To prove the lemma, we first note that the quantum
strategy specified in Eq. (100) is indeed an example of
those characterized in Appendix D.1 with θ = θ0, α =
α0, β = β0, and φ = γA = γB = ωA = ωB = 0. Next,
note that for a general choice of these parameters, we
have

A0 = B0 = σz =
[

1 0
0 −1

]
,

A1 =
[

cos 2α −ei(γA+ωA) sin 2α
−e−i(γA+ωA) sin 2α − cos 2α

]
,

B1 =
[

− cos 2β −e−i(γB+ωB) sin 2β
−ei(γB+ωB) sin 2β cos 2β

]
.

(101)

Moreover, for any fixed value of γA, γB , ωA, ωB ,
and φ, all the 32 strategies characterized in Ap-
pendix D.1 related to different choices of θ, α, and
β only lead to different combination of signs in
tan θ, sin 2α, cos 2α, sin 2β, and cos 2β. The strategy
of Eq. (100), in particular, corresponds to a choice of
positive sign for all these parameters.

With these observations in mind, it is not difficult
to verify that the unitaries

uA =
[
e−iγA cosα

| cosα| 0
0 eiωA sinα

| sinα|

]
,

uB =
[
eiγB cos β

| cos β| 0
0 e−iωB sin β

| sin β|

]
,

(102)
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transform the state of Eq. (82) to the reference state of
Eq. (100a) via Eq. (14a), while ensuring that the ob-
servables of Eq. (101) transform to those of Eq. (100b)
via Eq. (14b) for all a, x, b, y. To arrive Eq. (14a), we
have also made use of the relation of the sign of ζ and
tan θ, as mentioned above Eq. (96). This completes
the proof that all qubit strategies giving the maximal
CHSH value in Q3b are 2-equivalent.
The last ingredient that we need is the observa-

tion that ~PQ is extremal in Q, which follows from
Fact 2.2 and the fact in our characterization (see Ap-
pendix D.1) of all qubit strategies leading to the max-
imal CHSH violation in Class 3b, only ~PQ leads to
this largest violation while complying with the con-
straint of Class 3b (cf. Table 4d). A direct application
of Theorem 2.5 using the extremality of ~PQ and the
just-established 2-equivalence of all qubit strategies
leading to this maximum completes the proof.

E Quantum correlation giving maximal
CHSH value in Q2b is a self-test

E.1 Maximal CHSH value for ~P ∈ Q2b

With the measurement bases defined in Eq. (17) and
Eq. (18), we may write a general pure two-qubit state |ψ〉
as

|ψ〉 =
1∑
i=0

(
ci0 |ei|0〉 |f0|0〉+ ci1 |ei|1〉 |f1|0〉

)
, (103)

where
∑1
i,j=0 |cij |2 = 1. Since ~P ∈ Q2b satisfies

P (0, 0|0, 0) = P (1, 1|1, 0) = 0, these constraints imply,
respectively, that c00 = c11 = 0. We may thus restrict our
attention to states of the form:

|ψ〉 = cos θ |e1|0〉 |f0|0〉+ eiφ sin θ |e0|1〉 |f1|0〉 . (104)

To proceed, let the local measurement bases be related
via Eq. (67) by

UA =
[
e−iγA cosα e−iωA sinα
−eiωA sinα eiγA cosα

]
,

UB =
[
e−iγB cosβ e−iωB sin β
−eiωB sin β eiγB cosβ

]
.

(105)

Using Eq. (104) and Eq. (105) in Eq. (5) and Eq. (6), we
arrive at the Bell value:

SCHSH = 2− 4 sin2 α(cos2 θ sin2 β + sin2 θ cos2 β)
+ 2ζ sin 2θ sinα sin 2β (106)

where ζ := cos(ωB + γB − φ− ωA).
Since the variables φ, ωA, ωB , γB appear in SCHSH only

through ζ, it is clear that for SCHSH to arrive at its largest
value, we must have ζ taking its extremal value of ±1, in

accordance with the sign of sin 2θ sinα sin 2β. We denote
the resulting the Bell value, respectively, by

S± = 2− 4 sin2 α(cos2 θ sin2 β + sin2 θ cos2 β)
± 2 sin 2θ sinα sin 2β. (107)

For a Bell violation to be possible (i.e., for either of S±
to be larger than the local bound of 2), the local measure-
ments should not commute and the state must be entan-
gled. It can then be verified from Eq. (104) and Eq. (107)
that the remaining variables must again satisfy Eq. (84).

To find the largest value of SCHSH, we proceed using stan-
dard variational techniques by first computing the partial
derivatives of S± with respect to α, β, θ and setting each
of them to zero to get, correspondingly,

sinα = ± sin 2θ sin 2β
4(cos2 β sin2 θ + sin2 β cos2 θ)

, (108)

± sin 2θ cos 2β − sinα sin 2β cos 2θ = 0, (109)
± cos 2θ sin 2β − sinα sin 2θ cos 2β = 0. (110)

By substituting Eq. (108) into Eq. (109) and Eq. (110), and
upon reduction, one eventually arrives at

| sin θ| = | cos θ| = | sin β| = | cosβ| = 1√
2
, (111)

and hence sinα = ± 1
2 sin 2β sin 2θ. By considering all

possible values of θ, α, β ∈ [0, 2π) meeting these con-
straints, one finds that the maximal value of Eq. (106) is
SCHSH = 5

2 , which is attainable iff α ∈ {π6 ,
5π
6 ,

7π
6 ,

11π
6 },

β ∈ {π4 ,
3π
4 ,

5π
4 ,

7π
4 }, and θ ∈ {π4 ,

3π
4 ,

5π
4 ,

7π
4 }. By ex-

plicit calculations, it can be verified that all these strategies
give exactly ~PQ,3. Since this is the only correlation in Q3
giving this maximal value, ~PQ,3 is an extreme point of Q.

E.2 Self-testing based on the maximally-
CHSH-violating correlation in Q2b

Theorem E.1. If the CHSH value of 5
2 is observed

alongside the zeros shown in Table 4f, then the under-
lying state and measurements are equivalent to those
given in Eq. (23) and Eq. (37) up to local isometries,
i.e., ~PQ,3 self-tests this particular quantum realiza-
tion.

Proof. From the unitaries given in Eq. (105), the state
of Eq. (104) can be written explicitly in the bases of
{|e0|0〉 , |e1|0〉} and {|f0|0〉 , |f1|0〉} as

|ψ〉 = cos θ |e1|0〉 |f0|0〉 (112)
+ eiφ sin θ(e−iγA cosα |e0|0〉 − eiωA sinα |e1|0〉) |f1|0〉 ,
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whereas the corresponding observables read as:

A0 = B0 = σz =
[

1 0
0 −1

]
,

A1 =
[

cos 2α −e−i(γA+ωA) sin 2α
−ei(γA+ωA) sin 2α − cos 2α

]
,

B1 =
[

cos 2β −e−i(γB+ωB) sin 2β
−ei(γB+ωB) sin 2β − cos 2β

]
.

(113)

The quantum strategy of Eq. (23) with Eq. (37) is
simply a special case of the above corresponding to
α = π

6 , β = θ = π
4 , γA = γB = ωA = ωB = φ = 0,

giving

|ψ̃〉 = 1√
2

(√
3

2 |0〉|1〉+ |1〉|0〉 − 1
2 |1〉|1〉

)
, (114a)

Ã0 = σz, Ã1 = 1
2σz −

√
3

2 σx,

B̃0 = σz, B̃1 = −σx.
(114b)

Now, notice that for any fixed value of
γA, γB , ωA, ωB , and φ, all the 64 strategies charac-
terized in Appendix E.1 related to different choices
of θ, α, and β only lead to different combination of
signs in tan θ, sin 2α, cos 2α, sin 2β, and cos 2β. The
strategy of Eq. (114), in particular, corresponds to a
choice of positive sign for all these parameters.
It is then easy to verify that the following unitaries

uA =
[
eiγA cosα

| cosα| 0
0 e−iωA sinα

| sinα|

]
,

uB =
[
eiγB cos β

| cos β| 0
0 e−iωB sin β

| sin β|

] (115)

establish the 2-equivalence of all these qubit strate-
gies. In other words, they transform, via Eq. (14), the
state of Eq. (112) and the observables of Eq. (113), re-
spectively, to the reference state of Eq. (114a) and ref-
erence observables of Eq. (114b) for all a, x, b, y. Note
that in arriving at Eq. (114a), we have also made use
of the fact that the sign of ζ = cos(ωB +γB−φ−ωA)
follows that of of sin 2θ sinα sin 2β.
Finally, a straightforward application of Theo-

rem 2.5 using the just-established 2-equivalence and
the fact that ~PQ,3 is extremal in Q (see the end of Ap-
pendix E.1) completes the proof of the theorem.

F Quantum correlation giving maximal
CHSH value in Q1 is a self-test
To find the maximal CHSH violation for correlations in
this Class, one may follow the procedure given in Ap-
pendix D.1 or Appendix E.1 by considering general qubit

unitary matrices of unit determinant connecting the differ-
ent measurement bases. For simplicity, however, we note
that in the maximization of SCHSH, it suffices to consider
extreme points in Q. By Fact 2.3, it thus suffices to con-
sider observables of the form of Eq. (13). Consider now
the Bell operator [95] corresponding to the Bell inequality
of Eq. (5)

B = −A0 ⊗B0 −A1 ⊗B0 −A0 ⊗B1 +A1 ⊗B1.
(116)

The maximal value of SCHSH is obtained by measuring the
observables of Eq. (13) on the eigenstate |ψ〉 of B giving
the largest eigenvalue.

For correlations from Class 1, however, we also have
the constraint P (0, 0|0, 0) = | 〈00|ψ〉 |2 = 0. Thus, to find
the maximal CHSH value achievable by ~P ∈ Q1, we may
consider |ψ〉 to be an eigenstate of the principle 3× 3 sub-
matrix B′ of B related to the span of {|10〉 , |01〉 , |11〉},
i.e.,

B′ =

 τ SαSβ (1− Cβ)Sα
Sαsβ τ (1− Cα)Sβ

(1− Cβ)Sα (1− Cα)sβ −τ

 .
(117)

where τ := 1 + Cα + Cβ − CαCβ , Cα = cosα, and
Sβ = sin β, etc.

To compute the eigenvalue of B′, note that its character-
istic polynomial is

−λ3 +τλ2 +4λ−4C2
αS

2
β+4Cα(Cβ−1)−4Cβ(Cβ+1),

(118)
where λ is the eigenvalue. Using Mathematica, we find
that the largest value of SCHSH, i.e., the largest real value of
λ is ξ3 ≈ 2.6353 with the unique parameters Cα = Cβ =
ξ1 ≈ 0.2862, and the corresponding eigenvector is

|ψ〉 = sin θ√
2

(
sinα
|sinα| |0〉|1〉+ sin β

|sin β| |1〉|0〉
)

+cos θ |1〉|1〉 ,

(119)
where ξ1, ξ2 and ξ3 are, respectively, the smallest positive
roots of the cubic polynomials given in Eq. (46).

Theorem F.1. If the CHSH value of ξ3 is observed
alongside P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0, then the underlying state
and measurements are equivalent to those given in
Eq. (45) up to local isometries, i.e., ~PQ,4 self-tests
this particular quantum realization.

Proof. Since the only remaining freedom is the sign
of sinα and sin β, it can be easily seen that the local
unitary σz can be used to generate the required sign.
Therefore, the correlation ~PQ,4 which is the only one
giving the maximal value of SCHSH in Class 1 is an ex-
treme point of Q and any quantum strategy realizing
this correlation is 2-equivalent to the reference state
and measurements given in Eq. (45).11 An applica-
tion of Theorem 2.5 then completes the proof.
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G Robustness results
Here, we provide the remaining plots that illustrate the level of robustness of the self-testing results established for ~PQ of
Eq. (31) from Class 3b, ~PQ,2 of Eq. (35) from Class 2a, ~PQ,3 of Eq. (38) from Class 2b, ~PCabello of Eq. (42) from Class
2c, and ~PQ,4 of Eq. (47) from Class 1. In other words, for any given value SCHSH of the (suboptimal) CHSH Bell violation
and the allowed tolerance ε from the zero probabilities, we show the best numerically determined lower bound on (1) the
fidelity with respect to the reference state, Eq. (74), and (2) an appropriate figure of merit, Eq. (81), that quantifies the
similarity with the target measurements. Further details about these figures of merit can be found in Appendix C.
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Figure 5: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing of Eq. (45) based on the correlation ~PQ,4 of Eq. (47) from Class
1. From left to right, we show, respectively, as a function of the Bell value SCHSH, a lower bound on Eq. (74) for self-testing
the reference two-qubit state and a lower bound on Eq. (81) for self-testing both parties’ observables.

H Non-exposed quantum extreme
points on the no-signaling boundary
To arrive at the non-exposed property of the various exam-
ple correlations given in Section 3, we apply the method
described in Appendix H of Ref. [42], i.e., we show that
for each of the self-testing ~P described below, there is no
Bell function ~B such that it is the unique maximizer. For
this matter, it suffices to show that for any Bell function
where ~P is a maximizer, a local extreme point gives also
the same Bell value.

To this end, consider a vector ~M with components

M(a, b|x, y) = MA
a|x ⊗M

B
b|y. (120)

Then a Bell operator [95] can be written as

B = ~B · ~M, (121)

where ~B is a vector of real numbers associated with an
arbitrary Bell function.

Now, let ~B be a Bell function maximized by the self-
testing correlation ~P . Since the corresponding reference

11Strictly, the current proof only applies to all quantum mea-
surements of the form given in Eq. (13). However, even more

general measurements involving complex state and observables,
such as those considered in the proof in Appendix D.1 or Ap-
pendix E.1 may be shown to be 2-equivalent to the reference
strategy in a similar manner.

state |ψ̃〉 is an eigenstate of the Bell operator B, it follows
from Eq. (121) that any state vector |φ〉 orthogonal to |ψ̃〉,
i.e., satisfying 〈φ|ψ̃〉 = 0, will result in a vector

~T ≡ 〈φ| ~M |ψ〉 (122)

orthogonal to ~B, giving ~B · ~T = 0. Note also from
Eq. (120), Eq. (122), and the completeness relations of
POVM that

∑
a,b T (a, b|x, y) = 0 for all x and y.

In our work, all |ψ̃〉 are two-qubit states, so one can al-
ways find three |φ〉 orthogonal to each reference state. For
concreteness, we label all the sixteen local deterministic
extreme points by j = 0, 1, . . . , 15 such that

Pd,j(a, b|x, y) = δa,(j mod 2)x⊕b j mod 4
2 cδb,b j mod 8

4 cy⊕b j8 c
.

(123)
Then, if the optimum value of the following linear pro-
gram

max
~B∈R8

~B · ~P

s.t. ~B · ~Ti = 0 for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}
~B · ~Pd,j ≤ 1 for j = 0, 1, . . . , 15,

(124a)

is 1 and this bound is saturated by at least one of the ~Pd,j ,
we obtain a proof that the self-testing correlation ~P is non-
exposed. To certify that the maximum value of Eq. (124a)
is upper bounded by 1, we make use of weak duality [96],
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Figure 6: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing
of Eq. (27) and Eq. (29) based on the correlation ~PQ of
Eq. (31) from Class 3b. From top to bottom, the plots
show, as a function of the Bell value SCHSH, a lower bound
on Eq. (74) for self-testing the reference two-qubit state
and a lower bound on Eq. (81) for self-testing Alice’s and
Bob’s observables. For the significance of the dashed hor-
izontal line and other details related to the plots, see the
caption of Fig. 1.
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Figure 7: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing
of Eq. (34) based on the correlation ~PQ,2 of Eq. (35) from
Class 2a. From top to bottom, the plots show, as a func-
tion of the Bell value SCHSH, a lower bound on Eq. (74) for
self-testing a Bell state and a lower bound on Eq. (81) for
self-testing Alice’s and Bob’s observables. For the signifi-
cance of the dashed horizontal line and other details related
to the plots, see the caption of Fig. 1.
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Figure 8: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing
of Eq. (23) and Eq. (37) based on the correlation ~PQ,3 of
Eq. (38) from Class 2b. From top to bottom, the plots
show as a function of the Bell value SCHSH, a lower bound
on Eq. (74) for self-testing the reference two-qubit state
and a lower bound on Eq. (81) for self-testing Alice’s and
Bob’s observables. For the significance of the dashed hor-
izontal line, and other details related to the plots, see the
caption of Fig. 1.
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Figure 9: Plots illustrating the robustness of the self-testing
of Eq. (44) with Eq. (43b) based on the correlation ~PCabello
of Eq. (42) from Class 2c. From top to bottom, the plots
show as a function of the Bell value SCHSH, a lower bound
on Eq. (74) for self-testing the reference two-qubit state
and a lower bound on Eq. (81) for self-testing Alice’s and
Bob’s observables. For the significance of the dashed hor-
izontal line and other details related to the plots, see the
caption of Fig. 1.
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namely the fact that any feasible solution of the linear pro-
gram dual to Eq. (124a), i.e.,

min
yj≥0,zi∈R

15∑
j=0

yj

s.t.
15∑
j=0

yjPd,j +
∑
i

zi ~Ti = ~P

for i ∈ {1, 2, 3} and j = 0, 1, . . . , 15.
(124b)

always provides an upper bound to the optimum value of
Eq. (124a). Note further that in Eq. (124), each ~Ti is ob-
tained form a vector |φi〉 orthogonal to |ψ̃〉 via Eq. (122).
To complete the proof, it suffices to consider any subset
{|φi〉} such that the a dual feasible solution gives exactly
1.

In the following, we provide the {|φi〉}, {~Ti} and the
corresponding dual variables {yj}, {zi} needed for the
proof of the non-exposed nature of ~PQ, ~PQ,2, ~PQ,3 and
~PCabello.

H.1 Class 3b

For the self-testing correlation ~PQ of Eq. (31b), which
gives the maximal CHSH Bell violation in Q3b, the corre-
sponding reference state and measurements are provided
in Eq. (27) and Eq. (29). To certify the non-exposed na-
ture of ~PQ, it suffices to consider |φ1〉 = |0〉|0〉 as the state
orthogonal to the reference state of Eq. (27a), which gives

~T1 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0 −t1 t1
1 0 0 0 0

y = 1 0 −t2 0 −t2 0
1 t2 0 t2 − t1 t1

, (125)

where

t1 = 1
6

(
3
√

3
√

33− 17− 2
3
√

3
√

33−17
+ 4
)
≈ 0.2282

t2 = 1
6

(
3
√

19− 3
√

33 + 4
3
√

19−3
√

33
− 2
)
≈ 0.4196

(126)

The optimized ~B has only the non-zero components
B(a, b|1, 0) = 1 ∀ a, b.

For the dual problem of Eq. (124b), the assignment

y3 = 1
6

(
3

√
2
(

3
√

33 + 13
)
− 4 22/3

3
√

3
√

33+13
− 1
)
≈ 0.1478,

y8 = 1
3

(
3
√

11(3
√

33−11)
22/3 − 222/3

3
√

3
√

33−11
+ 2
)
≈ 0.1041

y12 = 1
2 − y8, y6 = y3 − z1t1,

y9 = 1− y3 − y6 − y8 − y12, z1 = 2y3, (127)

and zero otherwise, is easily verified to be a feasible solu-
tion with a value of 1, thus showing that ~PQ is not exposed.

H.2 Class 2a

For the self-testing correlation ~PQ,2 of Eq. (35), which
gives the maximal CHSH violation in Q2a, the corre-
sponding reference state and measurements are, respec-
tively, |Φ+

2 〉 and those provided in Eq. (34). To certify the
non-exposed nature of ~PQ,2, we consider the singlet state
|φ1〉 = 1√

2 (|0〉|1〉−|1〉|0〉) as the state orthogonal to |Φ+
2 〉,

which gives

8√
3
~T1 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0 −1 1
1 0 0 1 −1

y = 1 0 −1 1 −1 1
1 1 −1 1 −1

. (128)

The optimized ~B has only the non-zero components
B(1, b|0, 0) = B(0, b|0, 1) = 1 ∀ b.

For the dual problem of Eq. (124b), the assignment

y3 = y6 = y9 = y12 = 1
4 , z1 = 1√

3 , (129)

and zero otherwise, is easily verified to be a feasible so-
lution with a value of 1, thus showing that ~PQ,2 is not ex-
posed.

H.3 Class 2b

For the self-testing correlation ~PQ,3 of Eq. (38), which
gives the maximal CHSH violation in Q2b, the corre-
sponding reference state and measurements are provided
in Eq. (23) and Eq. (37). To certify the non-exposed nature
of ~PQ,3, it suffices to consider the following states orthog-
onal to the reference state of Eq. (23) with Eq. (37),

|φ1〉 = |0〉|0〉 , |φ2〉 = sinα |0〉|1〉+ cosα |1〉|1〉 ,
(130)

where α = π
6 . In this case,

8
√

2
3
~T1 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0 −2 2
1 0 0 0 0

y = 1 0 −2 0 −3 1
1 2 0 1 1

,

8
√

2
3
~T2 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 −2 0 0

y = 1 0 1 −3 0 −2
1 1 1 0 2

,

(131)
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and the optimized ~B takes the form of

~B =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 −b1 b2 0 1− b1 − b2

1 0 b2 0 b1

y = 1 0 b2 0 b3 b1

1 2b1 + b2 0 0 0

,

(132)

where b1 ≈ 0.2197, b2 ≈ 0.3410, and b3 ≈ 0.6590.
For the dual program in Eq. (124b), the assignment

y2 = y3 = y12 = y15 = 1
4 , z1 = z2 = 1√

6 , (133)

and zero otherwise, is easily verified to be a feasible so-
lution with a value of 1, thus showing that ~PQ,3 is not ex-
posed.

H.4 Class 2c

For the self-testing correlation ~PCabello of Eq. (42),
which gives the maximal CHSH violation in Q2c, the cor-
responding reference state and measurements are provided
in Eq. (44). To certify the non-exposed nature of ~PCabello, it
suffices to consider the following states orthogonal to the
reference state of Eq. (44a)

|φ1〉 = k2 |0〉|0〉 − k1 |0〉|1〉 − k3 |1〉|0〉+ k2 |1〉|1〉 ,
|φ2〉 = k3 |0〉|0〉 − k2 |0〉|1〉+ k2 |1〉|0〉 − k1 |1〉|1〉 .

(134)

The exact analytic expression of ~T1 and ~T2 can be com-
puted from Eq. (122), Eq. (44), and Eq. (134). Below, we
provide their approximate form for ease of reference:

~T1 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 −t1 t2 t3
1 0 t1 t4 −t2 − t3 − t4

y = 1 0 t5 t6 t7 0
1 −t5 −t6 t8 −t7 − t8

,

~T2 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 −u1 u2 u3

1 u1 0 u4 −u2 − u3 − u4

y = 1 0 u5 −u6 u7 0
1 u6 −u5 u8 −u7 − u8

,

(135)

where t1 ≈ 0.1507, t2 ≈ 0.1319, t3 ≈ −0.2826, t4 ≈
0.2891, t5 = 0.3202, t6 = 0.0909, t7 ≈ 0.4112, and
t8 ≈ 0.0098 for ~T1, while u1 ≈ 0.4214, u2 ≈ −0.2950,
u3 ≈ −0.1264, u4 ≈ 0.2770, u5 ≈ 0.0871, u6 ≈ 0.3342,
u7 ≈ −0.2471, u8 ≈ 0.2291 for ~T2.

The optimized ~B takes the form of

~B =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 b1 0 0 b2

1 1 0 0 0

y = 1 0 0 1 0 −b2

1 −b3 0 b4 b5

, (136)

where b1 ≈ 0.6918, b2 ≈ 0.4170, b3 ≈ 0.2005, b4 ≈
0.1349, and b5 ≈ 0.0917.

For the dual program in Eq. (124b), the assignment

y3 = 1
6

(
− 3
√

53− 6
√

78− 1
3
√

53−6
√

78
+ 7
)
≈ 0.3427,

y12 = −
3
√

9−
√

78
32/3 − 1

3
√

3(9−
√

78)
+ 2 ≈ 0.4786,

y15 = 1− y3 − y12 ≈ 0.1787,

z1 = −
√

ζ1− 133727
ζ1
−145

48 ≈ −0.6414, (137)

z2 = 1
6

(
ζ2 − 23

ζ2
− 11

)
≈ 0.3855,

ζ1 = 3
√

6827808
√

78 + 35282447,

ζ2 = 3
√

186
√

78 + 1639,

and zero otherwise, is easily verified to be a feasible so-
lution with a value of 1, thus showing that ~PCabello is not
exposed.

H.5 Class 1

For the self-testing correlation ~PQ,4 of Eq. (47), which
gives the maximal CHSH violation in Q1, the corre-
sponding reference state and measurements are provided
in Eq. (45). To certify the non-exposed nature of ~PQ,4, it
suffices to consider the following states orthogonal to the
state of Eq. (45a)

|φ1〉 = |0〉|0〉 ,

|φ2〉 = cos θ
(
|0〉|1〉+ |1〉|0〉√

2

)
− sin θ |1〉|1〉 .

(138)

The exact analytic expression of ~T1 and ~T2 can be com-
puted from Eq. (122), Eq. (44), and Eq. (134). Below, we
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provide their approximate form for ease of reference:

~T1 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 0 t1 −t1
1 0 0 0 0

y = 1 0 t1 0 t2 t3
1 −t1 0 t3 −t2 − 2t3

,

(139)

~T2 =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 0 u1 u2 u3

1 u1 −2u1 u4 −u234

y = 1 0 u2 u4 u5 u6

1 u3 −u234 u6 −u5 − 2u6

,

where t1 ≈ 0.3298, t2 ≈ 0.4766, and t3 ≈ −0.1468,
for ~T1, while u1 ≈ 0.1111, u234 ≡ u2 + u3 + u4, u2 ≈
0.0397, u3 ≈ 0.0715, u4 ≈ −0.3113, u5 ≈ −0.1429, and
u6 ≈ −0.1288 for ~T2.

The optimized ~B takes the form of

~B =

x = 0 x = 1
0 1 0 1

y = 0 0 1 1 + b1 −b1 0
1 1 1 0 b2

y = 1 0 0 0 0 b4

1 0 b3 b5 0

, (140)

where b1 ≈ 0.4850, b2 ≈ −0.1944, b3 ≈ −0.6795, b4 ≈
−0.7872, and b5 ≈ −0.3025.

For the dual program in Eq. (124b), let ζ1 ≈
0.4450, ζ2 ≈ 0.7530, and ζ3 ≈ 0.0677 be the respective
smallest positive roots of the following cubic polynomials:
q1(x) = x3 − x2 − 2x+ 1, q2(x) = x3 − 7x2 + 14x− 7,
and q3(x) = x3 − 32x2 − 116x+ 8. The assignment

y3 = y12 = ζ1, y15 = 1− 2y3 ≈ 0.1099,

z1 = −
√
ζ2 ≈ −0.8678, z2 =

√
ζ3 ≈ 0.2602,

(141)

and zero otherwise, is easily verified to be a feasible so-
lution with a value of 1, thus showing that ~PQ,4 is not ex-
posed.

I Proof of Corollary 4.3

From the proof of Corollary 4.2, we see that in maximizing
the value of any Bell inequality in the CHSH Bell scenario
by |Φ+

d 〉, it suffices to consider correlations ~P ∈ Md tak-
ing the form of Eq. (52). Let ~B be the Bell coefficients

associated with the CHSH inequality of Eq. (5), then

max
~P∈Md

~B · ~P

= max
~P ′
i
∈M2, ~P ′′j ∈L,k≥0, d−k2 ∈Z+

2
d

d−k
2∑
i=1

~B · ~P ′i + 1
d

k∑
j=1

~B · ~P ′′j

≤ max
k≥0, d−k2 ∈Z+

2
d

d−k
2∑
i=1

max
~P ′
i
∈M2

~B · ~P ′i + 1
d

k∑
j=1

max
~P ′′
j
∈L

~B · ~P ′′j

= max
k≥0, d−k2 ∈Z+

2
d

d−k
2∑
i=1

2
√

2 + 1
d

k∑
j=1

2

=

 2
√

2
(
d− 1
d

)
+ 2
d
, d = odd,

2
√

2, d = even.
(142)

These upper bounds are indeed attainable [see Eq. (5)
of [88]], thus completing the proof that the maximal
CHSH violation by |Φ+

d 〉 is given in the last line of
Eq. (142).

J Proof of Lemma 4.5
Let us begin by noting that the transposition operation pre-
serves the hermiticity of a matrix. Then, from spectral the-
orem, we may write :{

E T
0|0 =

∑r0

i=0 λi |ei〉〈ei| , 0 < λi ≤ 1,
E T

1|0 = 1d − E T
0|0,{

F0|0 =
∑r1

i=0 λ
′
i |fi〉〈fi| , 0 < λ′i ≤ 1,

F1|0 = 1d − F0|0.

(143)

where λi and λ′i are, respectively, the nonvanshing eigen-
values of E T

0|0 and F0|0. Without loss of generality, sup-
pose P (0, 0|0, 0) = 0, then from Eq. (8), we get

1
d

tr[E T
0|0F0|0] = 1

d

r0∑
i=0

r1∑
j=0

λiλ
′
j |〈ei|fj〉|2 = 0. (144)

Notice that the RHS of Eq. (144) is a sum of non-
negative terms. The fact that this sum vanishes means that
|〈ei|fj〉| = 0 for all i, j, which means that E T

0|0F0|0 = 0,
i.e.,E T

0|0 and F0|0 commute and hence can be diagonalized
in the same basis.
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