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Full nonlocality (FN) is the strongest form of nonlocality and plays a crucial role in quantum information and
computation. It has been recently shown that FN, all versus nothing (AVN) nonlocality, and pseudo telepathy
(PT) are equivalent, and this has led to advance in the long-standing open problem of what is the simplest form
of bipartite FN/AVN/PT. It has been shown that bipartite FN/AVN/PT is impossible in Bell scenarios with small
input and output cardinalities and that existing tools cannot help answer whether it is possible in larger scenarios.
Here, we prove that FN/AVN/PT is equivalent to a specific type of Kochen-Specker (KS) set and, by exploring
all known KS sets with small cardinality, we show that, arguably, (i) the simplest bipartite FN/AVN/PT is the
correlation in Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 010403 (2001), and (ii) the simplest bipartite FN/AVN/PT in the simplest
bipartite quantum system that allows for FN/AVN/PT, which is a pair of qutrits, happens when Alice (Bob) has 9
(7) measurements of 3 outcomes. This scenario is small enough to allow observation of qutrit-qutrit FN/AVN/PT
and to connect the Bell and KS theorems in one experiment. a

Introduction.—Not all forms of quantum nonlocality are
equally powerful and useful. Certain quantum information
protocols [1–6] and proofs of fundamental results such as the
quantum computational advantage for shallow circuits [7] and
MIP∗=RE [8] require the strongest form of nonlocality, which
occurs when, in addition to violating a Bell inequality, the cor-
relation is in a nonlocal face of the nonsignaling polytope [9].
This is equivalent [9] to require that the correlation has local
fraction [10] zero (or nonlocal fraction one). When this oc-
curs, it is said that the correlation has full nonlocality (FN)
[11] or is strongly nonlocal [12]. Surprisingly, although we
know that correlations with this property are allowed by quan-
tum mechanics [11], there are two long-lasting problems [13]
that remain open: (A) What is the simplest form of bipartite
FN nonlocality (i.e., the one requiring the smallest number of
local measurements). (B) What is the simplest form of bi-
partite FN for the simplest quantum system that allows for
bipartite FN, which can be proven is a pair of qutrits [14, 15].

Recently, it has been proven [9] that FN is equivalent to
two concepts that were known to be equivalent to one another
[15, 16]: all versus nothing (AVN) nonlocality [17–21], also
called Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) nonlocality [22]
(defined below), and pseudo telepathy (PT) [16, 23], defined
as a strategy that allows to win every round of a nonlocal
game which is impossible to win with any classical strategy
that does not involve communication.

The FN/AVN/PT equivalence shows the deep connection
between problems in foundations of quantum mechanics and
fundamental results in quantum computation and information
processing advantage. In addition, it shows that tools from
different fields can be combined to address problems (A) and
(B) [9].

In fact, tools suggested by the FN/AVN/PT equivalence
have led to advances in the solution of problems (A) and (B).
If we denote by (|X|, |A|; |Y |, |B|) the Bell scenario where

a Presented in “From GHZ to Tic Tac Toe: A Symposium to Celebrate Danny
Greenberger’s 90th Birthday”, Vienna, September 27–29, 2023.

|X| is the number of measurement settings of Alice, |A| the
number of outcomes of Alice’s measurements, and similarly
|Y | and |B| for Bob, it has been recently proven [9] that
FN/AVN/PT is impossible in any bipartite Bell scenario up
to (3, 3; 3, 2) and (3, 2; 3, 4). This extends previous results
showing that FN/AVN/PT is impossible in (2, |A|; |Y |, |B|)
[13] and (|X|, 2; |Y |, 2) [24]. However, the tools used to ob-
tain these results do not allow to explore exhaustively bipartite
Bell scenarios with more inputs and outputs.

The aim of this work is to introduce a new tool to solve (A)
and (B). It is based on the observation that AVN/GHZ is con-
nected to an even older result in foundations of quantum me-
chanics: The Kochen-Specker (KS) theorem [25]. This con-
nection comes from the observation made by Stairs [26–28]
and Heywood and Redhead [29, 30], and refined by others
[11, 14, 24, 31], that, what we now call bipartite AVN non-
locality can be produced using: (a) a qudit-qudit maximally
entangled state with d ≥ 3 and (b) making each of the parties
to measure observables of a KS set [14, 25, 32] in dimension
d. In a nutshell, the main result introduced here is a proof that
bipartite FN/AVN/PT happens if and only if the initial quan-
tum set and the set of measurements of Alice and Bob de-
fine a special type of KS set. This approach does not assume
any specific state, covers all known forms of FN/AVN/PT, and
shows how to find new ones.

The FN/AVN/PT/B-KS equivalence.—Let us recall the defi-
nition of AVN nonlocality.

Definition 1 (Table of zeros [9]). The table of ze-
ros for a correlation {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B in the
(|X|, |A|; |Y |, |B|) Bell scenario is a table with |X|×|A| rows
and |Y | × |B| columns in which, in the entry (a, b|x, y), there
is a 0 if p(a, b|x, y) = 0, and nothing (i.e., the entry is empty)
otherwise.

Given S = SA ∪ SB , with SA = {(a|x)}x∈X,a∈A and
SB = {(b|y)}y∈Y,b∈B , a table of zeros is not realizable by
any deterministic local hidden variable model if, for every as-
signment 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
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which f(a|x) = f(b|y) = 1 and p(a, b|x, y) = 0.

Definition 2 (Bipartite AVN [9]). A correlation
{p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B is AVN nonlocal if and
only if its table of zeros is not realizable by any deterministic
local hidden variable model.

In a nutshell, a correlation is AVN nonlocal if, looking only
at the zeros in {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B , we notice that
they cannot be produced by any deterministic local hidden
variable model.

To introduce our result, we need two additional definitions.

Definition 3 (KS [14, 25, 32] and generalized [33] KS set).
A (generalized) KS set in dimension d is a set S of projectors
(not necessarily) of rank-one which does not admit an assign-
ment f : S → {0, 1} satisfying: (I) two mutually orthogonal
projectors u, v ∈ S cannot have f(u) = f(v) = 1. (II) For
every set of mutually orthogonal projectors summing up to the
identity, one and only one of them must be assigned 1.

Definition 4 (Bipartite KS set). Consider a
(|X|, |A|; |Y |, |B|) Bell scenario and a quantum real-
ization in the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB in which Alice’s
observable x is defined by a set of mutually orthogonal
projectors {Πa|x}a∈A in HA satisfying

∑
a Πa|x = IA,

where IA is the identity in HA, and Bob’s observable y is
defined by a set of mutually orthogonal projectors {Πb|y}b∈B

in HB satisfying
∑

b Πb|y = IB , where IB is the identity
in HB . A bipartite KS set (B-KS) is a set of rank-one
projectors S = SA ∪ SB , where SA = {sa|x}x∈X,a∈A and
SB = {sb|y}y∈Y,b∈B are in HA ⊗ HB such that S does
not admit an assignment f : S → {0, 1} satisfying: (I) two
mutually orthogonal projectors sa|x ∈ SA and sb|y ∈ SB

cannot have f(sa|x) = f(sb|y) = 1. (II) For every x,∑
a f(sa|x) = 1 and, for every y,

∑
b f(sb|y) = 1.

Our main result can be stated as follows:

Theorem 1. A correlation {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B al-
lows for FN/AVN/PT if and only if S = SA ∪SB , where SA is
the set of rank-one projectors onto Alice’s post-measurement
states [defined in Eq. (1)] and SB is the set of rank-one projec-
tors onto Bob’s post-measurement states [defined in Eq. (2)],
is a B-KS set.

Proof. Any quantum correlation in a Bell scenario can be
achieved with a pure state and projective local measurements.
Therefore, given {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B , we will as-
sume that we know a realization consisting on a pure quan-
tum state |ψ⟩ ∈ HA ⊗ HB , a set of projective measure-
ments for Alice, {Πa|x}x∈X,a∈A in HA, and a set of projec-
tive measurements for Bob, {Πb|y}y∈Y,b∈B in HB producing
{p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B .

In addition, for convenience, we will assume that both
Alice’s and Bob’s projective measurements could have been
measured ideally so the post-measurement state can be ob-
tained using Luders’ rule [34]. That is, if Alice measures
x = {Πa|x}a∈A on |ψ⟩ and obtains outcome a (and she does

not know whether or not Bob has performed a measurement),
then, according to Alice, the quantum state of the pair trans-
forms from a pure state into a new pure state as follows:

|ψ⟩ −→ |ψa|x⟩ =
(Πa|x ⊗ IB)|ψ⟩√
⟨ψ|(Πa|x ⊗ IB)|ψ⟩

. (1)

Similarly, if Bob measures y = {Πb|y}b∈B on |ψ⟩ and obtains
b (and he does not know whether or not Alice has performed
a measurement), then, from Bob’s perspective, the quantum
state of the pair transforms from a pure state into a new pure
state as follows:

|ψ⟩ −→ |ψb|y⟩ =
(IA ⊗Πb|y)|ψ⟩√
⟨ψ|(IA ⊗Πb|y)|ψ⟩

. (2)

Let us define SA as the set of rank-one projectors onto all
possible Alice’s post-measurement states. That is, SA =
{|ψa|x⟩⟨ψa|x|}x∈X,a∈A, where |ψa|x⟩ is given by Eq. (1).
Similarly, let us define SB as the set of rank-one projec-
tors onto all possible Bob’s post-measurement states. That
is, SB = {|ψb|y⟩⟨ψb|y|}y∈Y,b∈B , where |ψb|y⟩ is given by
Eq. (2). Notice that SA and SB are sets of rank-one projectors
in HA ⊗HB .

Now consider the table of zeros of
{p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B . Notice that there is a
zero in the entry (a, b|x, y) if and only if the corresponding
|ψa|x⟩⟨ψa|x| and |ψb|y⟩⟨ψb|y| are orthogonal. Therefore,
{p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B is AVN nonlocal if and only
if S = SA ∪ SB is a B-KS set.

Consequences of the FN/AVN/PT/B-KS equivalence.—
Theorem 1 provides a new tool to address some open prob-
lems, including problems (A) and (B). To show it, let us con-
sider the following.

Definition 5 (Local view of a B-KS set). Given a B-KS set
S = SA ∪ SB in HA ⊗ HB produced by measurements that
project the initial entangled state into product states, Alice’s
local view of S is a set of (not necessarily rank-one) projectors
S′ = S′

A ∪ S′′
A in HA, where S′

A is obtained from SA by
tracing out Bob’s part and S′′

A is obtained from SB by tracing
out Bob’s part.

Corollary 1. A correlation {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B

allows for FN/AVN/PT with measurements that project the ini-
tial entangled state into product states if and only if there ex-
ists S′ that is a local view of a B-KS set.

Proof. If the local measurements project into product states,
then all the elements of S′

A and S′′
A are projectors (but not

necessarily of rank-one [11, 24]) and, if S = SA ∪ SB is a
B-KS in HA ⊗HB , then S′ = S′

A ∪S′′
A ∈ HA is a local view

of a B-KS set.

Corollary 2. A correlation {p(a, b|x, y)}x∈X,y∈Y,a∈A,b∈B

allows for FN/AVN/PT with measurements that project the ini-
tial entangled state into product states if and only if S′ =
S′
A ∪ S′′

A, defined above, is a generalized KS set.
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In fact, S′ is a generalized KS that has the following addi-
tional restriction: Declaring S′ a generalized KS set just needs
checking that, if requirement (II) in the definition of general-
ized KS set is satisfied, then requirement (I) fails already for
the relations of orthogonality between the projectors of S′

A

and the projectors of S′′
A. That is, one does not need to check

the relations of orthogonality between projectors of S′
A (or

S′′
A).
Corollary 2 allows us to prove something that cannot be

proven with previous tools [9].

Theorem 2. Bipartite FN/AVN/PT is impossible in (3, 3; 3, 3)
with maximal observables.

Proof. FN/AVN/PT in (3, 3; 3, 3) with maximal observables
(i.e., represented by nondegenerate projectors) would require
the existence of a KS set in dimension d = 3 with 3× 3+3×
3 = 18 rank-one projectors. However, it has been proven that
the smallest KS set in d = 3 must have, at least, 24 rank-one
projectors [35]. In fact, the smallest known KS set in d = 3
has 31 rank-one projectors [36].

Corollary 2 can also be used to prove another interesting
result. The fact that state-independent contextuality does not
require a KS set, but only a state-independent contextual-
ity (SI-C) set [37–39] may suggest that, similarly, bipartite
FN/AVN/PT may be produced by SI-C sets that are not KS
sets [40, 41]. However, Corollary 2 implies

Theorem 3. SI-C sets that are not KS sets do not produce bi-
partite FN/AVN/PT when all measurements project the initial
entangled state into product states.

Another interesting problem is whether bipartite
FN/AVN/PT requires maximally entangled states [42].
Theorem 1 does not solve this problem but suggests that the
answer is negative.

Solving problems (A) and (B).—Corollary 2 offers a method
to address problems (A) and (B) when the initial state is max-
imally entangled and the local measurements transform the
entangled states into product states. We can consider all gen-
eralized KS sets [or, in the case of problem (B), only the ones
in d = 3] with an increasingly larger number of elements and,
for each of them, compute the way to distribute them between
Alice and Bob (including the possibility of giving the same
element to both of them) to generate a local view of a B-KS
set S′ = S′

A ∪ S′′
A minimizing |X| × |Y |. Then, among all

of them, find the one that gives the bipartite FN/AVN/PT of
minimum input cardinality.

There is no comprehensive catalog of generalized KS sets
in any dimension, but there is an extensive literature about
the KS and generalized KS sets with the smallest cardinalities
known after 56 years of research. In fact, it can be proven [45]
that the smallest KS set in any dimension requires 18 rank-one
projectors [46]. Applying the method described above to all
the KS sets in [36, 43, 46–52] and all generalized KS sets in
[53, 54], we can formulate the following.
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(1,0,0,1) (1,0,0,-1)

(0,1,-1,0)

(0,1,1,0)

FIG. 1. Graph of orthogonality of the local view of the B-KS set
leading to the bipartite FN/AVN/PT of minimum input cardinality
found with the method described in the text. Each dot represents a
projector onto the indicated (unnormalized) state. Dots in the same
line are orthogonal. This B-KS and this local view are obtained by
distributing between Alice and Bob the 24 rank-one projectors of the
KS set in d = 4 in [43]. S′

A is defined by the 12 red dots and defines
|X| = 3 observables with 4 outcomes represented by the 4 cliques of
size 4 in red. S′′

A is defined by the 12 blue dots and defines |Y | = 3
observables with 4 outcomes represented by the 4 cliques of size 4 in
blue. The underlying (uncolored and without vectors) figure is taken
from [44].

Conjecture 1. The simplest form of bipartite FN/AVN/PT is
produced by the following correlation: Alice and Bob share
two ququarts in the state

|ψ⟩ = 1

2

3∑
i=0

|ii⟩, (3)

Alice measures the three observables given by the following
(unnormalized) orthogonal bases:

x = 0 : {(1,0,0,0),(0,1,0,0),(0,0,1,0),(0,0,0,1)}, (4a)
x = 1 : {(1,1,1,1),(1,−1,1,−1),(1,1,−1,−1),(1,−1,−1,1)}, (4b)
x = 2 : {(1,1,1,−1),(1,1,−1,1),(1,−1,1,1),(−1,1,1,1)}, (4c)

and Bob measures the three observables given by the follow-
ing (unnormalized) orthogonal bases:

y = 0 : {(1,1,0,0),(1,−1,0,0),(0,0,1,1),(0,0,1,−1)}, (5a)
y = 1 : {(1,0,1,0),(0,1,0,1),(1,0,−1,0),(0,1,0,−1)}, (5b)
y = 2 : {(1,0,0,1),(1,0,0,−1),(0,1,1,0),(0,1,−1,0)}, (5c)

Proof. The local view of the B-KS set leading to the bipar-
tite FN/AVN/PT of minimum input cardinality found with the
method described above is the one shown in Fig. 1.

The correlation in Conjecture 1 is not new. It was intro-
duced in [18, 55], has been used extensively in the literature
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(  2,0,-1) (  2,0,1)

(1,1,  2)

(1,1,0)

(1,  2,-1)(1,-  2,1)

FIG. 2. Graph of orthogonality of the local view of the B-KS set
leading to the qutrit-qutrit FN/AVN/PT of minimum input cardinal-
ity found with the method described in the text. Each dot represents
a projector onto the indicated (unnormalized) state. Adjacent dots
are orthogonal. This B-KS and this local view are obtained by dis-
tributing between Alice and Bob the 33 rank-one projectors of the
KS set in d = 3 in [43] (but one could use any other KS set of the
Peres-Penrose family [50, 57, 58]) in a particular way. Notice that,
unlike in the example of Fig. 1, here the same rank-one projector is
sometimes given to both parties. S′

A is defined by the 16 red dots and
the 9 violet dots and defines 9 observables with 3 outcomes (repre-
sented by circumferences and triangles in red). S′′

A is defined by the
12 blue dots and the 9 violet dots and defines 7 observables with 3
outcomes (represented by triangles in blue). The underlying (uncol-
ored and without vectors) figure is taken from [44].

(e.g., [7, 8, 23, 56]), and tested experimentally with hyper-
entangled photons [11, 20, 21, 45].

Conjecture 2. The simplest form of qutrit-qutrit FN/AVN/PT
is produced by the following correlation: Alice and Bob share
the state

|ψ⟩ = 1√
3

2∑
i=0

|ii⟩, (6)

Alice measures in one of the following nine (unnormalized)

orthogonal bases:

x = 0 : {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1), (0, 1,−1)}, (7a)
x = 1 : {(0, 1, 0), (1, 0, 1), (1, 0,−1)}, (7b)
x = 2 : {(0, 0, 1), (1, 1, 0), (1,−1, 0)}, (7c)

x = 3 : {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1,
√
2), (0,

√
2,−1)}, (7d)

x = 4 : {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1,−
√
2), (0,

√
2, 1)}, (7e)

x = 5 : {(0, 1, 0), (1, 0,
√
2), (

√
2, 0,−1)}, (7f)

x = 6 : {(0, 1, 0), (1, 0,−
√
2), (

√
2, 0, 1)}, (7g)

x = 7 : {(0, 0, 1), (1,
√
2, 0), (

√
2,−1, 0)}, (7h)

x = 8 : {(0, 0, 1), (1,−
√
2, 0), (

√
2, 1, 0)}, (7i)

and Bob measures in one of the following seven (unnormal-
ized) orthogonal bases:

y = 0 : {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)}, (8a)

y = 1 : {(1, 1, 0), (1,−1,
√
2), (−1, 1,

√
2)}, (8b)

y = 2 : {(1,−1, 0), (1, 1,
√
2), (1, 1,−

√
2)}, (8c)

y = 3 : {(1, 0, 1), (1,
√
2,−1), (−1,

√
2, 1)}, (8d)

y = 4 : {(1, 0,−1), (1,
√
2, 1), (1,−

√
2, 1)}, (8e)

y = 5 : {(0, 1, 1), (
√
2, 1,−1), (

√
2,−1, 1)}, (8f)

y = 6 : {(0, 1,−1), (
√
2, 1, 1), (−

√
2, 1, 1)}. (8g)

Proof. The local view of the B-KS set leading to the bipar-
tite FN/AVN/PT of minimum input cardinality found with the
method described above is the one shown in Fig. 2.

To our knowledge, no qutrit-qutrit experiment has ever
produced FN/AVN/PT. Arguably, the reason is that, until now,
the simplest forms of qutrit-qutrit FN/AVN/PT known re-
quired too many settings [11, 14, 24, 31]. Conjecture 2 offers
the possibility to finally observing qutrit-qutrit FN/AVN/PT
and experimentally connecting Bell’s theorem to the KS
theorem in the simplest quantum system in which the KS
theorem can be formulated.
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Res. 5, L012035 (2023).
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