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We show that the following statements are equivalent: (i) A quantum correlation p is in a face of the nonsignal-
ing polytope that does not contain local points. (ii) p has local fraction zero; i.e., p has full nonlocality (FN).
(iii) p provides an all-versus-nothing (AVN) or Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger-like proof of nonlocality. (iv) p
is a pseudo telepathy (PT) strategy. These connections imply that a long-standing question posed by Gisin,
Méthot, and Scarani of whether quantum PT is possible with minimal requirements is fundamental for quantum
information, quantum computation, and foundations of quantum mechanics, and can be addressed by a variety
of strategies. Here, by combining different methods, we show that the answer is negative: according to quantum
mechanics, nature does not allow for FN/AVN/PT in the (3,3; 3,2) Bell scenario. Moreover, we show that
FN/AVN/PT is also impossible in (3,2; 3,4). We also study (3,3; 3,3) and found no example of FN/AVN/PT.
We discuss the implications of these results and further applications of the methods presented.

Introduction.—Bell nonlocality [1] is arguably the most fas-
cinating of the predictions of quantum mechanics (QM). It
also has many applications, ranging from secure communi-
cation [2] and randomness amplification [3] to self-testing of
quantum devices [4] and reduction of communication com-
plexity [5]. However, perhaps its most important role is to
serve as a guide to understanding where does QM come from
[6]. This is so because the sets of quantum nonlocal corre-
lations for different Bell scenarios (with different number of
parties, inputs, and outputs) provide a detailed signature that
can be used to identify what is the physical principle that ex-
plains the origin of QM [7]. The problem we are interested
in is strongly related to that, as it has been noticed [8, 9] that
the best way to understand the set of quantum correlations in
a small Bell scenario is to think about it as a “shadow” of the
set of quantum correlations in a larger Bell scenario in which
QM shows its “full power” in a sense that will be clear soon.
This full power can be understood following four, in principle
different, approaches.

First approach: The geometry of the set of quantum
correlations.—Let p(a, b∣x, y) be a correlation (or behavior
[10] or empirical model [11]) for a bipartite Bell scenario. Let
x ∈ X and y ∈ Y be Alice’s and Bob’s measurement settings,
respectively. Let a ∈ A and b ∈ B be Alice’s and Bob’s out-
comes, respectively. If p(a, b∣x, y) violates a Bell inequality,
then p(a, b∣x, y) is outside the local polytope (the set of all
local realistic correlations) and inside the nonsignaling (NS)
polytope (the set of all correlations satisfying NS) [12]. Us-
ing the results in [13, 14], it can be proven that neither QM
[15] nor any theory that assigns probabilities to sharp observ-
ables can attain a nonlocal vertex of a NS polytope. In fact,
e.g., the maximum quantum violation of the Clauser-Horne-
Shimony-Holt (CHSH) Bell inequality [16] is very far from
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FIG. 1. (a) In the (2,2; 2,2) Bell scenario, the correlation
pCHSH(a, b∣x, y) is in the boundary of the set of quantum correla-
tions and maximally violates the CHSH Bell inequality [16] that de-
fines the boundary of the local polytope. However, pCHSH(a, b∣x, y)
is far from the boundary of the nonsignaling (NS) polytope. Also
in (2,2; 2,2), pH(a, b∣x, y) which corresponds to the optimal proof
of nonlocality of Hardy [21], is in a face of the NS polytope that
contains a local point [17]. (b) In the (3,4; 3,4) Bell scenario, the
correlation p(a, b∣x, y) is in the boundary of the set of quantum cor-
relations, maximally violates a Bell inequality, and is in a face of the
NS polytope that has no local points [18].

the faces of the NS polytope; see Fig. 1 (a). If we denote
by (∣X ∣, ∣A∣; ∣Y ∣, ∣B∣) the bipartite Bell scenario where Alice
has ∣X ∣ settings, each of them with ∣A∣ outputs, and Bob has
∣Y ∣ settings, each of them with ∣B∣ outputs, then the CHSH
scenario is the (2,2; 2,2) Bell scenario. In the CHSH sce-
nario, QM can produce nonlocal correlations in a face of the
NS polytope. However, it is a face that contains local points
[17]; see Fig. 1 (a). Remarkably, QM can produce bipartite
nonlocal correlations in a face of the NS polytope that does
not contain local points [18]; see Fig. 1 (b). The simplest ex-
ample we know occurs in the (3,4; 3; 4) Bell scenario [18]
and was introduced in [19, 20].

Second approach: Quantifying nonlocality.—Given a quan-
tum nonlocal correlation p(a, b∣x, y), we can consider all pos-
sible decompositions of the form

p(a, b∣x, y) = qLpL(a, b∣x, y) + (1 − qL)pNL(a, b∣x, y), (1)
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in terms of local correlations pL(a, b∣x, y) and NS correlations
pNL(a, b∣x, y), with respective weights qL and 1 − qL, and
0 ≤ qL ≤ 1. The local fraction [22] of p(a, b∣x, y), denoted
lf , is the maximum local weight over all decompositions of
the form (1). That is, lf ≐ max{pL,pNL}

qL. The nonlocal
fraction, defined as 1 − lf is a measure of the nonlocality of
p(a, b∣x, y). If 1 − lf = 0, then the correlation is local. If
1 − lf = 1, then the correlation is fully nonlocal (FN) [18]
(or strongly contextual [11], or strongly nonlocal [23]). There
are quantum information protocols that require bipartite FN
correlations [24–28].

Third approach: All-vs-nothing nonlocality.—In founda-
tions of QM, the proof of impossibility of local hidden vari-
ables of Greenberger, Horne, and Zeilinger (GHZ) [29] has a
remarkable property: it relies on a simple algebraic argument
based on certain events never occur. The original proof re-
quired four parties [29]. Mermin simplified it to three [30].
A similar proof, but with only two parties, was introduced in
[19, 20]. Mermin coined the name all-versus-nothing (AVN)
for this type of proofs [31]. The tripartite case stimulated ex-
periments with trios of entangled photons [32] and trapped
ions [33, 34]. The bipartite proof stimulated experiments with
pairs of hyperentangled photons [18, 35–37].

The characteristic feature of AVN proofs can be summa-
rized as follows. For simplicity, we will focus on the bipartite
case, which can be easily extended to scenarios with more
parties. A table of zeros for the (∣X ∣, ∣A∣; ∣Y ∣, ∣B∣) Bell sce-
nario is a matrix with ∣X ∣ × ∣A∣ rows and ∣Y ∣ × ∣B∣ columns
containing either zeros or empty entries. A zero in the entry
(a, b∣x, y) indicates that the probability of event (a, b∣x, y) is
zero. An AVN proof is a quantum correlation that produces
a table of zeros that cannot be realized by any local hidden
(LHV) variable model. Specifically, given S = SA ∪ SB ,
with SA = {(a∣x)}x∈X,a∈A and SB = {(b∣y)}y∈Y,b∈B , a ta-
ble of zeros is not realizable by any LHV if, for every assign-
ment f ∶ S → {0,1} satisfying ∑a f(a∣x) = 1, ∀x ∈ X , and
∑b f(b∣y) = 1, ∀y ∈ Y , there is a pair {(a∣x), (b∣y)} for which
f(a∣x) = f(b∣y) = 1 and p(a, b∣x, y) = 0.

Fourth approach: Nonlocal games and pseudo telepathy.—
A bipartite nonlocal game [38] is a 4-tuple G = (X × Y,A ×
B,π,W ), where X (Y ) is the input set of the first player,
Alice (the second player, Bob), A (B) is the corresponding
set of outputs, π(X × Y ) is the distribution of inputs, and
W (X × Y,A × B) ∈ {0,1} is the winning condition, i.e.,
the condition that inputs and outputs should satisfy to win the
game. Consequently, the winning probability of the game is
given by

ω(G) = ∑
x,y,a,b

π(x, y)p(a, b∣x, y)W (a, b, x, y). (2)

The game G allows for a perfect quantum pseudo telepathy
(PT) strategy [39, 40] if a quantum correlation p(a, b∣x, y)
allows Alice and Bob to win every round of G. That is, if
W (a, b, x, y) = 1 for all (a, b∣x, y) such that p(a, b∣x, y) ≠ 0.
In other words, there is a quantum PT strategy whenever
the quantum winning probability is ωQ(G) = 1, while us-
ing any classical strategy (that does not involve communi-
cation between Alice and Bob) the winning probability is

ωC(G) < 1. The advantage of PT is qualitatively different
than the advantage QM provides for other nonlocal games
(e.g., for the CHSH game [16]) for which ωC(G) < ωQ(G),
but ωQ(G) < 1. This explains why quantum PT strategies
have a special status in foundations of quantum computation
and play a crucial role in the proofs of some fundamental re-
sults such as the quantum computational advantage for shal-
low circuits [41] and MIP∗=RE [42].

The first question of Gisin, Méthot, and Scarani.—In the
context of nonlocal games, Cleve et al. proved that, for bipar-
tite quantum PT, the minimal cardinality of the set of outputs
A ×B is 3 × 2 [43]. Then, Gisin, Méthot, and Scarani (GMS)
proved that, for bipartite quantum PT, the set of inputs X × Y
cannot be of cardinality 2 × n, for any n [44]. GMS left as an
“open question of interest,” whether bipartite quantum PT is
possible with “minimal requirements” (i.e., 3 × 3 inputs and
3 × 2 outputs) [44].

Equivalence between the four approaches.—The reason
why the question of GMS is interesting beyond nonlocal
games is because it also affects foundations of QM, quantum
information, and quantum computation. This follows from the
following.

Theorem 1. The following statements are equivalent:
(i) A quantum correlation p is in a face of the nonsignaling

polytope that does not contain local points.
(ii) lf(p) = 0, i.e., p has full nonlocality.
(iii) p provides an all-versus-nothing proof.
(iv) p is a pseudo telepathy strategy.

Proof. The equivalence between (i) and (ii) follows from
the observation that lf is a geometric measure of nonlocality
with respect to the local and NS polytopes. By definition of
lf , any point outside the local set that either is not in the NS
polytope or is in a face that has local points must have 0 <
lf < 1. For example, for the maximum quantum violation of
the CHSH Bell inequality, lf = 2 −

√
2 ≈ 0.586, while for the

optimal Hardy correlation [21], which is in a face with local
points [17], 12 − 5

√
5 ≈ 0.820; see Fig. 1 (a). In contrast, if

the correlation is in a face with no local points, then lf = 0;
see Fig. 1 (b).

The equivalence between (iii) and (iv) follows from the
observation that a quantum correlation p(a, b∣x, y) yields
ωC(G) < ωQ(G) = 1 if and only if its table of zeros cannot
be realized by any LHV variable model.

The equivalence between (ii) [(and (i)] and (iv) [and (iii)]
can be proven as follows. To prove that (iv) implies (ii), let
us observe that, by (iv), there is a game G for which there
is a quantum strategy (correlation) p that provides a winning
probability ω(p)(G) = 1 = ωNS(G), while ωC(G) < 1, where
ωNS(G) is the winning probability allowed by NS correla-
tions. Let us now consider any convex decomposition of p of
the form (1). Then, by the linearity of the winning probability
in Eq. (2),

ω(p)(G) = qLω(pL)(G) + (1 − qL)ω(pNL)(G), (3)

where ω(pL)(G) and ω(pNL)(G) are the winning probabilities
using the local correlation pL and the NS correlation pNL,
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respectively. Since ω(p)(G) = 1 and 0 ≤ ω(G) ≤ 1, then
ω(pL)(G) = 1 whenever 0 < qL. This contradicts the assump-
tion that ωC(G) < 1. Therefore, qL = 0 in any convex decom-
position of p of the form (1). That is, lf = max{pL,pNL}

qL =
0.

To prove that (ii) implies (iv), let us observe that, by (ii),
lf(p) = 0. As shown in [45], the local fraction can be com-
puted by the following linear program:

lf(p) =max ∑
i

qi

s.t. ∑
i

qiP
L
i ≤ p

qi ≥ 0 ∀i.

(4)

Here, PL
i correspond to vertices of the local polytope and

∑i qiP
L
i ≤ p must be interpreted term by term. The dual of

this linear program can be written as follows:

min
I

tr(IT p)

s.t. tr(ITPL
i ) ≥ 1 ∀i

I ≥ 0.

(5)

Again, I ≥ 0 must be interpreted term by term, and i runs over
all vertices of the local polytope. By the strong duality theo-
rem of linear programming [46], the dual and primal optima
are equal when one of the two problems has an optimal solu-
tion [we have that minI tr(IT p) = lf(p) = 0]. In other words,
I defines a Bell expression tr(IT p) whose minimum value
in QM is the algebraic minimum 0 achieved by p, and whose
minimum local value is ≥ 1. Moreover, in order to achieve the
algebraic minimum, the Bell expression I(a, b, x, y) has to
have coefficients equal to zero for every p(a, b∣x, y) > 0. This
allows us to reformulate the Bell inequality for I(a, b, x, y) as
a PT game G. The winning condition of G is

W (a, b, x, y) = { 1, if I(a, b, x, y) = 0
0, otherwise. (6)

That is, by taking the complement of I , we obtain the game
G with ωC(G) < 1 and for which p provides ω(p)(G) = 1.

First strategy.—Theorem 1 allows us to address the ques-
tion of GMS by combining different tools. Our first strategy is
based on the geometric and information-theoretic approaches
and the observation made in [44] that any known quantum PT
strategy corresponds to a maximum violation of a tight Bell
inequality.

Theorem 2. Quantum mechanics does not allow for bipartite
FN/AVN/PT maximally violating a tight Bell inequality using
“the minimal requirements,” that is, in the (3,3; 3,2) Bell sce-
nario.

Proof. The set of classical correlations for the (3,3; 3,2) Bell
scenario is fully described by a set of 25 classes of tight Bell
inequalities [45, 47], the facets of the corresponding local
polytope. Since we have the half-space representation of the
local polytope (i.e., we have the local polytope defined as an

A B C D

ab

bc

bd ac

ad

cd

FIG. 2. Pentagram used in the game to demonstrate that games with
PT strategies do not necessarily define tight Bell inequalities.

intersection of a finite number of half-spaces), we can calcu-
late, for every facet, the corresponding quantum bound (or an
upper bound of it) using the Navascués-Pironio-Acı́n (NPA)
hierarchy [48]. We have found that for every facet, the quan-
tum bound is strictly smaller than the NS bound. In [49] (Ap-
pendix A), we provide the local, quantum and NS bounds for
each facet.

The second question of Gisin, Méthot, and Scarani.—The
problem of the first strategy is that it depends on an assump-
tion that has not been proven, namely that FN/AVN/PT should
correspond to a maximal violation of a tight Bell inequality.
In fact, GMS left this question open in [44]: Do all PT games
define tight Bell inequalities? Here, we provide a negative
answer to this second question of GMS.

Theorem 3. Games having quantum PT strategies do not al-
ways define tight Bell inequalities.

The proof is based on a PT game in the (5,8; 5,8) Bell sce-
nario. Consider the pentagram in Fig. 2. It has five edges and
10 vertices; four vertices in each edge. In each round of the
game G, Alice and Bob are asked to output 1 or −1 to each of
the four vertices of one edge (not necessarily the same edge).
That is, each party must output four bits. The conditions to
win G are the following: (I) The product of the four outputs
must be 1, except when the edge is {A,B,C,D}. In this case,
the product must be −1. (II) If the parties are asked different
edges, both parties must output the same value for the vertex
at the intersection of the edges. (III) If the parties are asked
the same edge, Alice’s four outputs must be the same as Bob’s
respective outputs.

It is easy to see that, the classical winning probability is
ωC(G) = 23

25
. However, the quantum correlation p, pro-

duced with two eight-dimensional systems in the state ∣ψ⟩ =
1

2
√

2
∑7

i=0 ∣ii⟩, and measuring, on each eight-dimensional sys-
tem, A = X ⊗ Z ⊗ Z, B = Z ⊗ X ⊗ Z, C = Z ⊗ Z ⊗ X ,
D =X⊗X⊗X , ab = I⊗I⊗Z, ac = I⊗Z⊗I , ad =X⊗I⊗I ,
bc = Z⊗I⊗I , bd = I⊗X⊗I , and cd = I⊗I⊗X , whereX and
Z are the corresponding Pauli matrices, and I is the identity
[31], gives ω(p)(G) = 1 and thus provides a PT strategy.

However, the Bell inequality defined by the game G is
not tight. To show it, let us denote the inputs as follows:
0 ∶ {A,B,C,D}, 1 ∶ {A,ab, ac, ad}, 2 ∶ {ab,B, bc, bd},
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3 ∶ {ac, bc,C, cd}, and 4 ∶ {ad, bd, cd,D}. Then, the Bell
inequality associated to G is

IG =p(A = A∣0,1) + p(A = A∣1,0) + . . . + p(cd = cd∣4,3)

+
4

∑
x=0

p(a = b∣x = y) ≤ 23,

(7)

where, e.g., p(A = A∣0,1) is the probability that Alice’s and
Bob’s output for vertex A are equal when Alice’s input is 0
and Bob’s input is 1. p(a = b∣x = y) is the probability that
Alice’s and Bob’s outputs are equal, one by one, when Alice’s
and Bob’s inputs are the same. Inequality (7) is saturated by
628 local vertices, which span a subspace of dimension 460.
However, the dimension of the NS space of the (5,8; 5,8)Bell
scenario is 1295. Therefore, inequality (7) is not tight.

Moreover, this is not an isolate case. On the contrary. In
[49] (Appendix C), we present a general method for lifting not
facet-preserving (i.e., non-tight) Bell inequalities in which it
holds the property that, if the original Bell inequality corre-
sponds to a PT game, then the lifted Bell inequality is still a
PT game.

Second strategy.—The second strategy to solve the first
question of GMS is based on the observation that AVN proofs
require correlations whose table of zeros cannot be realized
classically. The idea is to identify all tables of zeros that can-
not be realized classically unless one of the zeros is removed
and then check whether these tables can be realized with a
quantum correlation. We will refer to one of such tables as a
critical nonlocal table of zeros (CNTZ). For example, a CNTZ
in the (3,2; 3,3) Bell scenario is the following:

y 0 1 2

x a
b 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2

0
0 0 0
1 0 0

1
0 0
1 0 0

2
0 0 0
1 0 0

Note that it is impossible to find f ∶ {(a∣x)}x∈X,a∈A ∪
SB = {(b∣y)}y∈Y,b∈B → {0,1} satisfying ∑a f(a∣x) = 1,
∀x ∈ X , and ∑b f(b∣y) = 1, ∀y ∈ Y , without having
a pair {(a∣x), (b∣y)} for which f(a∣x) = f(b∣y) = 1 and
p(a, b∣x, y) = 0.

We wrote a Matlab program that produces all CNTZs, mod-
ulo relabelings of inputs, outputs, and parties. The version for
(3,3; 3,2) is in [49] (Appendix D). We run this program on a
high-performance computer and obtained 223 nonequivalent
CNTZs for the (3,3; 3,2) Bell scenario.

To check the quantum realizability of each CNTZ, we used
the NPA hierarchy at level 1 (or 2). We found that none of
the CNTZs yielded a feasible solution to the corresponding
semidefinite programming (SDP) problem in the NPA hierar-
chy.

Our program for producing all CNTZs relies on the struc-
ture of the Bell symmetric group [49] (Appendix E). The size

of the Bell symmetric group grows rapidly with the addition
of more parties, inputs, or outputs. Consequently, the program
becomes computationally too demanding for applying it to the
(3,3; 3,3) and (3,4; 3,3) Bell scenarios. Nevertheless, for
(3,2; 3,4), we still can handle it by using, at a certain step of
the program, a sub-group S′ of the symmetric group S. This
provides a faster convergence and results of a manageable size
for the subsequent checking of the quantum realizability. See
[49] (Appendix D) for details. Again, none of the CNTZs in
(3,2; 3,4) were found to have a quantum realization. This
proves the following.

Theorem 4. Quantum mechanics does not allow for
FN/AVN/PT neither in the (3,3; 3,2) nor in the (3,2; 3,4)
Bell scenarios.

The (3,3; 3,3) Bell scenario.—Theorem 4 goes beyond
the original question of GMS and motivates trying to an-
swer a more ambitious question: Is FN/AVN/PT possible in
(3,3; 3,3)? Recall that FN/AVN/PT is possible in (3,4; 3,4).
At this stage, none of our two strategies can provide ex-
haustive answers. However, we have computed the NS and
quantum bounds for at least 4801183 classes of local facets
in the (3,3; 3,3) Bell scenario and found no example of
FN/AVN/PT. The lower bound on the number of classes was
computed using the tally, i.e., the frequency of distinct coef-
ficients in each inequality, from a total list of 8269146 facets.
The quantum bounds were obtained at level 1+AB in the NPA
hierarchy.

Conclusions and implications.—We have shown that a
long-standing question by Gisin, Méthot, and Scarani has fun-
damental importance beyond nonlocal games, since it affects
quantum information, quantum computation, and foundations
of QM. The reason why is the equivalence between statements
(i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) in Theorem 1.

Then, we have proven that the first question of GMS has a
negative answer: according to QM, FN/AVN/PT cannot hap-
pen in the (3,3; 3,2) Bell scenario. In addition, we have ex-
tended the study beyond the original question and proved that
FN/AVN/PT cannot happen either in the (3,2; 3,4) Bell sce-
nario. This result indicates that the only still open (symmet-
ric) scenarios where FN/AVN/PT can happen are (3,3; 3,3),
(3,3; 4,2), and (3,4; 3,3), since it is known that FN/AVN/PT
can happen in (3,3; 4,4) [18, 20, 38].

In (3,3; 3,3), we have explored millions of maximal
quantum violations of tight Bell inequalities and found that
FN/AVN/PT does not happen. However, this is not yet a proof
that FN/AVN/PT is impossible (3,3; 3,3).

Studying scenarios beyond the one involved in first question
of GMS is important for several reasons. Before this work, it
was known that FN/AVN/PT was impossible in (2, n;m,n)
for any finite number of inputs m and outputs n [44]. Sim-
ilarly, it was known that FN/AVN/PT was impossible in
(m,2;m,2) for any finite number of inputsm [43]. However,
ifm tends to infinity, using a maximally entangled state, quan-
tum correlations can be arbitrarily close to a face of the NS
polytope with no local points [50]. After this work, we know
that (3,3; 3,2) and (3,3; 4,2) do not allow for FN/AVN/PT,
which means that, in these scenarios, there is a finite gap be-
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tween quantum correlations and faces of the NS polytope that
do not contain local points. This leads to the question of what
is the maximum nonlocality (i.e., the minimum local fraction)
that can be achieved in these scenarios and how is it achieved
(with maximally entangled states or with partially entangled
states). This question may shed light on the problem of the
“anomaly” in quantum nonlocality, namely, the fact that, for
some facets of (m,2;m,2), the maximum quantum violation
is not achieved using maximal entanglement [51]. In this work
we have also partially answered the first question: the mini-
mum local fraction allowed by QM in (3,3; 3,2) maximally
violating a tight Bell inequality is lf = 0.4019; see [49] (Ap-
pendix A). However, more research is needed in these direc-
tions.

The main open problem, however, is whether FN/AVN/PT
is possible in the (3,3; 3,3), (3,3; 4,2), and (3,4; 3,3) Bell
scenarios. The equivalence of approaches and the strategies
introduced here have allowed us to push the limits. However,
even these tools seem not to be powerful enough to answer
this question. Sharper tools are needed.
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Facet class Name L Q (NPA) NS Q/NS lf
1 CHSH 0.0 0.2071 0.5 0.4142 0.5858
2 I[[2,3],[2,2,2]] 0 0.2532 0.6667 0.3798 0.6202
3 I[[2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.2532 0.6667 0.3798 0.5858
4 I2332 0.0 0.4142 1 0.4142 0.5858
5 I3322 0.0 0.2509 1 0.2509 0.7499
6 I3322 0.0 0.2509 1 0.2509 0.75
7 I3322 0.0 0.2509 1 0.2509 0.5858
8 I1[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4142 1 0.4142 0.5858
9 I1[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4142 1 0.4142 0.5858

10 I2[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 1.0 1.3913 2 0.6956 0.6019
11 I2[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.3913 1 0.3913 0.6019
12 I2[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 1.0 1.3913 2 0.6956 0.6019
13 I2[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.3913 1 0.3913 0.6019
14 I1[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4142 1 0.4142 0.5858
15 I3[[2,2,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4365 1.5 0.291 0.6441
16 I1[[2,3,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.3015 0.75 0.402 0.4019
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20 I3[[2,3,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4365 1.5 0.291 0.6412
21 I3[[2,3,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.4365 1.5 0.291 0.665
22 I4[[2,3,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.3913 1 0.3913 0.6019
23 I4[[2,3,3],[2,2,2]] 0.0 0.3913 1 0.3913 0.6019
24 I3332 0.0 0.4145 1 0.4145 0.5858

TABLE I. Table providing the local L, quantum Q, nonsignaling NS
bounds for each class of facets of (3,3;3,2). Two measures of the
distance of the optimal quantum correlation to the nonsignaling set
are also provided, the ratio Q/NS and the local fraction lf .

Appendix A: Complete list of facets in (3,3; 3,2)

Table I shows the local (L), quantum (Q), and nonsignal-
ing (NS) bounds for every nontrivial (excluding positivity)
class of facet of the (3,3;3,2) Bell scenario. The names of
the classes and inequalities follow those in [47]. Table I also
includes two measures of nonlocality for the correlations that
attain the maximum violation of these inequalities: the ratio
between the quantum and NS bound (Q/NS), and the local
fraction lf [22]. We see that class 18 exhibits the largest quan-
tum to NS bound ratio, 70.73 %. More importantly, none of
the optimal quantum strategies attains the optimal NS bound.
The local fractions presented correspond to the optimal quan-
tum strategies for ququarts, which saturate the NPA bound ex-
cept in the case of the I3322 inequality, i.e., classes 5 to 7.
To find the optimal quantum strategies, we employed a see-
saw of SDP problems. We used Matlab’s CVX [52] and the
SDPT3 solver [53]. The local fractions were then calculated
for the corresponding correlations using linear programming
[54] [see Eq. (4)].

Appendix B: Search for FN/AVN/PT in (3,3; 3,3)

We studied the boundary of the quantum correlations for
the (3,3; 3,3) Bell scenario using the same tools used for
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(3,3; 3,2), namely, computing an upper bound to the maxi-
mal quantum violation of facet Bell inequalities and compar-
ing this bound with the maximum value attained by NS cor-
relations. However, the complete list of facets for (3,3; 3,3)
is not known. A partial list containing 21170 facets was pub-
lished in [45]. Here we enlarged this previous list by running
PANDA [55] using high performance computing (HPC), us-
ing as additional input the known facet inequalities. We ob-
tained a partial list of 8269146 facets that can be found in [56].
By computing the tally for each facet, we find that there are
at least 4801183 classes in the list. Using HPC, we were able
to calculate the quantum bound and NS value for every facet,
verifying that in none of the cases there was FN/AVN/PT.

Appendix C: Non-facet preserving lifting of Bell inequalities

In [57], Pironio introduced a method for “lifting” a Bell in-
equality in a given Bell scenario into a Bell inequality in a Bell
scenario with more observers, measurement settings, or mea-
surement outcomes. Pironio’s method has the property that,

if the original Bell inequality was tight (a facet of the local
polytope), then the lifted Bell inequality is also tight. Here,
we introduce a lifting method that does not preserve tightness
and apply it to a tight Bell inequality associated to a game
having a quantum PT strategy in order to produce a a non-
tight Bell inequality associated to a game having a quantum
PT strategy.

As described in the main text, any bipartite nonlocal game
G can be written as a 4-tuple G = (X × Y,A × B,π,W ),
where X and Y are the inputs sets for space-like separated
players (Alice and Bob), A and B are the corresponding
outputs sets, π ∶ π (X,Y ) is the input distribution (here
we simply take it always to be uniform in the support of
inputs) and W ∶ W (A,B,X,Y ) ∈ {0,1} is the winning
condition function. The associated Bell inequality is char-
acterized by the winning probability of the game ω(G) =
∑a∈A,b∈B,x∈X,y∈Y π (x, y)W (a, b, x, y)p(a, b∣x, y).

Given a game G, let us take two copies of it, called G1 and
G2, and define a new game G̃ as follows: G̃ = (X̃ × Ỹ ,A ×
B, π̃, W̃ ), where X̃ =X1 ∪X2, Ỹ = Y1 ∪Y2, π̃ is the uniform
distribution over the inputs, and

W̃ (a, b, x, y) = {W (a, b, x, y) if (x, y) ∈ (X1, Y1) or (x, y) ∈ (X2, Y2),
1 otherwise.

(C1)

Then, the best local winning strategies of G̃ are the optimal
ones for winning G1 and G2 separately. That is, if there are
nLHV local deterministic boxes that give the maximal local
value of ω(G), there are n2LHV local deterministic boxes that
maximally win G̃. The optimal quantum strategies for G̃ will
be the optimal quantum strategies for G1 and G2 separately.

The dimension of the local polytope in the (m,k;m,k)
Bell scenario is [58]

dm,k = [m (k − 1) + 1]2 − 1. (C2)

Suppose that the Bell inequality associated to a game G de-
scribed above, with ∣X ∣ = ∣Y ∣ = m and ∣X ∣ = ∣Y ∣ = k, is
tight. Then, all the local deterministic strategies that give the
maximal value of ω(G) compose the hyperplane of dimension
dm,k−1 of the local polytope L(m,k;m,k). This means that,
if one can arrange each local deterministic strategy that gives
the maximal value of ω(G) as a vector and arrange nLHV

vectors as rows in a matrix, then the rank of the matrix MG

should be rank(MG) = dm,k.
If we similarly arrange each local deterministic strategy that

gives the maximal winning value of game G̃ as a vector, and
arrange n2LHV vectors as rows of matrix MG̃. The matrix can
be written as MG̃ = [v(1,1),i ⊕ v(2,2),j ⊕ v(1,2),p ⊕ v(2,1),q],
where v(1,1),i is the vector corresponds to the input (X1, Y1),
v(2,2),j corresponds to the input (X2, Y2), and v(1,2),p [or
v(2,1),q] corresponds to the input (X1, Y2) [or (X2, Y1)]. For
each row of MG̃ (i.e., each optimal local deterministic strat-
egy of G̃), once v(1,1),i and v(2,2),j are given, then the other
two v(1,2),p and v(2,1),q are fixed. According to the lifting

described above, v(1,1),i and v(2,2),j are rows of the matrix
MG of the original game G. More importantly, they are cho-
sen from rows of MG independently. Since n linearly in-
dependent vectors define a hyperplane of dimension n − 1,
then, for the two matrices A and B, we have rank(A ⊕B) =
rank(A)+ rank(B)−1 by the Cartesian product of the corre-
sponding hyperplanes. Therefore, if the dimension of the face
supported by the optimal local realizations of the game G is
the dimension of the facet minus t, then the dimension of the
face for the new game G̃ is at least the dimension of the facet
minus 2t + 1.

Suppose that the original game G is tight, i.e., t = 0. Then,

rank(MG̃) ≤ d2m,k − 1 = [2m (k − 1) + 1]2 − 2. (C3)

Therefore, the lifting is not facet-preserving.
Interestingly, we can use this lifting strategy recursively,

i.e., we can take n copies of the tight game G1,G2, . . . ,Gn

and define a new game G̃n = (X̃n×Ỹn,A×B, π̃n, W̃n), where
X̃n = X1 ∪X2 ∪ . . . ∪Xn, Ỹn = Y1 ∪ Y2 ∪ . . . ∪ Yn, π̃n is the
uniform distribution over the new inputs set, and

W̃n(a, b, x, y) = {
W (a, b, x, y) if(x, y) ∈ (Xi, Yi)∀i ∈ [n],
1 otherwise.

(C4)
For G̃n, there are nnLHV optimal local deterministic boxes
that achieve its optimal value, and the hyperplane defined by
them in the (nm,k;nm,k) Bell scenario is upper bounded by
dnm,k − (n− 1). Clearly, if G is a PT game, then G̃n is also a
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PT game (the optimal quantum strategy is simply the optimal
quantum strategies for Gi∀i ∈ [n] separately).

In the following, we present two examples of how our lift-
ing method is applied. The second example lifts a Bell in-
equality that has a PT strategy.

(I) The CHSH Bell inequality is the facet inequality in
the (2,2; 2,2) Bell scenario. The winning condition for the
CHSH game is

W (a, b, x, y) = {1 if a⊕ b = x ⋅ y,
0 otherwise.

(C5)

There are 8 local deterministic boxes that optimally win this
game with ω(CHSH) = 3

4
[the inputs are uniformly dis-

tributed π (x, y) = 1/4,∀x, y], and they form the facet of
L(2,2; 2,2), i.e., rank(MCHSH) = d2. If we consider 2,
3, and 4 copies of the CHSH game and lift the game as
described above, then rank(MC̃HSH2

) = 23 = d4,2 − 1,
rank(MC̃HSH3

) = 46 = d6,2−2, and rank(MC̃HSH4
) = 77 =

d8,2 − 3, respectively.
(II) The Bell inequality associated to the magic square game

MS [20, 38] is a tight inequality [44] in the (3,4; 3,4) Bell
scenario. The winning condition function W (A,B,X,Y ) is
in Fig. C. There are 144 local deterministic strategies that
achieve the maximal value of ω(MS) = 8

9
[the inputs are uni-

formly distributed π (x, y) = 1/9,∀x, y]. Arrange each local
deterministic strategy as a vector and then arrange the 144
vectors in a matrix. The rank of the matrix is rank(MMS) =
99, which equals to d3,4 = 99. For the lifted game M̃S2, there
are 1442 = 20736 local deterministic strategies achieving the
optimal winning value and rank(MM̃S2

) = 359 = d6,4 − 1.
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FIG. 3. Winning condition W (A,B,X,Y ) for the magic square
game.

Appendix D: Algorithm for enumerating critical nonlocal tables
of zeros

To simplify the enumeration of the critical nonlocal tables
of zeros (CNTZs) and minimize the computational overhead,
Algorithm 1 partitions the table into two sub-regions, denoted
R blue and R red. We initially enumerate the CNTZs within
these sub-regions, focusing solely on events occurring within
these indicated sub-regions.

It is important to note that, if a table is a CNTZ, then its
respective sub-region must also be a CNTZ if we only con-
sider events restricted to that sub-region. However, the con-
verse is not true: combining CNTZs from the sub-regions
does not always yield a CNTZ for the whole. Consequently,
after identifying all CNTZs in both R blue and R red, we
designate their joint pair as pretable and proceed to construct
full-table CNTZs based on these. On the other hand, the two
sub-regions R blue and R red are symmetric. Therefore, we
can relabel Alice’s output indices to shift events from R blue
to R red or vice versa. Once we have enumerated all CNTZs
withinR blue, we compute all orbits of each table in the sym-
metric group S blue and subsequently shift them to R red.

To mitigate the computational burden, at one step
(function GroupReduction) of Algorithm 1, we use a
sub-group S′ of the symmetric group S to reducing
ZeroTable to ZeroTable sub faster. This ensures that
CriticalZeroTable ⊆ ZeroTable sub ⊆ ZeroTable and
that ZeroTable sub is of a manageable size for checking of
the quantum realizability.

FIG. 4. An example of CNTZ in the (3,2; 3,3) Bell scenario. The
two sub-regions R blue and R red used in Algorithm 1 are indicated
with blue and red backgrounds, respectively.
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Algorithm 1: Enumerate all CNTZs in the (3,3; 3,2) Bell scenario
// Step 0: Preparation.

1 Label the events in the table. // A CNTZ is a vector of these labels.

2 Denote the full table as region R and split it into two sub-regions R blue and R red // Whenever the region is

indicated, only events within the indicated region are taken into account.

3 Generate the symmetric group S for the whole table and S blue for sub-region R blue// See Appendix E for details

on the symmetric group.

// Step 1: Generate CNTZs in the blue region.

4 ZeroTable blue ∶=GenerateZPB([ ], R blue);
5 CriticalZeroTable blue ∶=GroupReduction(ZeroTable blue, S blue);
// Step 2: Generate pre CNTZs in the full table.

6 Initialize CriticalZeroTable red as an empty cell set;
7 for each element table in CriticalZeroTable blue do
8 OrbitTable blue ∶= orbits of table in the symmetric group S blue;
9 Change the labels of each element orbittable blue of OrbitTable blue such that the tables are moved from R blue

to the region R red, and add the shifted orbit tables to CriticalZeroTable red;
10 end
11 Initialize PreTable as an empty cell set;
12 for each element table blue in CriticalZeroTable blue do
13 for each element table red in CriticalZeroTable blue do
14 pretable ∶= [table blue, table red];
15 Add pretable to PreTable;
16 end
17 end
18 PreTable =GroupReduction(PreTable,S);

// Step 3: Generate CNTZs based on pre CNTZs in the full table.

19 Initialize ZeroTable as an empty cell set;
20 for each element pretable in set PreTable do
21 Add GenerateZPB(pretable, R) to ZeroTable;
22 end
23 CriticalZeroTable ∶=GroupReduction(ZeroTable, S);

// Add zeros to the pre CNTZ to make it a CNTZ in the indicated region.

1 Function ZeroTable=GenerateZPB(pretable, region):
2 Initialize ZeroTable as an empty cell set;
3 LocalStrategy ∶= all feasible local deterministic tables in the region that satisfy the zero constraints in pretable;
4 if LocalStrategy is empty then
5 Add pretable to ZeroTable;
6 else
7 localstrategy ∶=Randomly pick one local deterministic table in LocalStrategy;
8 for each element e of localstrategy do
9 Add GenerateZPB([pretable, e], region) to ZeroTable;

10 end
11 end
12 end

// Use the symmetric group for deleting the duplicated tables.

1 Function OutputTable =GroupReduction(InputTable, Group):
2 Sort InputTable by the length of its elements;
3 Initialize OutputTable as an empty cell set;
4 while InputTable is not empty do
5 table ∶= InputTable{1};
6 Add table to OutputTable;
7 OrbitTable ∶= orbits of table in the symmetric group Group;
8 for each element orbittable of OrbitTable do
9 Filter the element input in InputTable if it takes orbittable as a subset, i.e., input ⊇ orbittable;

10 end
11 end
12 end
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Appendix E: The Bell Symmetric group

Here, we review the group structure of the Bell symmetric
group and the bound of its minimal number of generators.

The Bell symmetric group can be expressed using the
wreath product of symmetric groups of different order. Then,
let us first recall the definition of wreath product of symmetric
groups. Let Sn be the symmetric group on n elements.

Definition 1. Let S ≤ Sn and G be an arbitrary group. Let us
define

G ≀ S ∶= Gn ⋊ S (E1)

Consequently, the elements of G ≀ S are of the form
(g1, . . . , gn;σ), where gi ∈ G and σ ∈ S. The action of σ ∈ S
on (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Gn is given by

σ ⋅ (g1, . . . , gn) = (gσ(1), . . . , gσ(n)). (E2)

The operation on G ≀ S is given by

(g1, . . . , gn;σ)(h1, . . . , hn; τ) = (g1hσ(1), . . . , gnhσ(n);στ).
(E3)

The inverse of an element is given by

(g1, . . . , gn;σ)−1 = (g−1σ−1(1), . . . , g−1σ−1(n);σ−1). (E4)

Now consider the (3,2; 3,2) Bell scenario. Bell scenar-
ios are defined modulo permutation of settings and outputs.
Therefore, if S is the Bell symmetric group of (3,2; 3,2), then
S includes four types of symmetries: permutations of Alice’s
inputs, permutations of Bob’s inputs, permutations of Alice’s
outputs, and permutations of Bob’s outputs. S does not in-
clude the permutation of the parties. Since a permutation in
Alice’s side commutes with a permutation in Bob’s side, then
the group structure of S is given by

S = (S2 ≀ S3) × (S3 ≀ S3), (E5)

where the S2 ≀S3 is the group generated by the permutations in
Alice’s side while S3 ≀S3 is the group generated by the permu-
tations in Bob’s side. Since a permutation in Alice’s side com-
mutes with a permutation in Bob’s side, we take direct product
between these groups. For any group G, we denote by d(G)
the minimal number of generators of it. Using Theorem 1.1
in [59], we have d(S2 ≀ S3) = d(S3 ≀ S3) = 2. Therefore,

2 = d(S2 ≀ S3) ≤ d(S) ≤ d(S2 ≀ S3) + d(S3 ≀ S3) = 4. (E6)
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