
Strong quantum nonlocality without entanglement in n-partite system with even n

Huaqi Zhou1, Ting Gao1,∗ and Fengli Yan2†
1 School of Mathematical Sciences, Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang 050024, China
2 College of Physics, Hebei Key Laboratory of Photophysics Research and Application,

Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang 050024, China

In this paper, we consider the strong quantum nonlocality without entanglement. We generalize the
orthogonal product set presented by He et al. [arXiv:2203.14503v1] to arbitrary n-partite system, where n
is even, and analyze the differences and connections between these sets. Especially, the sets are asymmetric
in the case of even n. We show that each of the sets has the strongest quantum nonlocality. It implies that
the information cannot be completely accessed as long as it do not happen that all parties are together. The
existence of such orthogonal product set also exhibits the phenomenon of strong quantum nonlocality without
entanglement in multipartite quantum system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum entanglement is one of the most intriguing fea-
ture of quantum mechanics. Entangled states provide strong
evidence for the validity of quantum mechanics [1–4] and
can be used for entanglement-assisted communication [5–
9], quantum teleportation [10–12] and quantum key distri-
bution [13–16] and so on. When entangled pure states vio-
late the Bell-type inequalities, they exhibit quantum nonlo-
cality [17–24] which means that spatially separated systems
may behave in a way that cannot be explained by any local
theory. This is an extremely striking quantum nonlocality,
Bell nonlocality. Interestingly, there also exist other types
of nonlocal behaviors, which are no longer restricted only
to entangled systems [25, 26]. When a set of orthogonal
quantum states cannot be distinguished by local operations
and classical communication (LOCC), it reflects the funda-
mental feature of quantum mechanics which is also called
nonlocality [25–27]. A elementary result in this area was
presented by Bennett et al. who first showed a LOCC in-
distinguishable orthogonal product basis in C3 ⊗ C3 [25].
Inspired by this senior work of Bennett et al. on quantum
nonlocality without entanglement, many orthogonal product
sets (OPSs) with quantum nonlocality were provided in bi-
partite and multipartite systems [26–34]. These results also
showed that the local indistinguishability has meaningful re-
search value for quantum data hiding [35–37] and quantum
secret sharing [38–43].

In 2019, Halder et al. [44] came up with the concept
of strong quantum nonlocality without entanglement and
showed the phenomenon by presenting two explicit strongly
nonlocal orthogonal product bases on C3 ⊗ C3 ⊗ C3 and
C4 ⊗ C4 ⊗ C4, respectively. In their concept, a set of multi-
party orthogonal product states is strongly nonlocal if it is lo-
cally irreducible in every bipartition. The locally irreducibil-
ity of multiparty orthogonal set means that it is not possible
to locally eliminate one or more states from the set while
preserving orthogonality of the postmeasurement states [44].
Actually, local irreducibility is a stronger version of local in-
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distinguishability. Because a locally irreducible set is locally
indistinguishable and the inverse does not hold in general.

A positive operator-valued measure (POVM) is trivial
means that all the POVM elements are proportional to the
identity operator [45]. In general, one uses the triviality
of orthogonality-preserving POVM to deduce the local ir-
reducibility and then obtain the quantum nonlocality [44].
Recently, the study on strong quantum nonlocality has made
great progress [46–56]. Yuan et al. [48] presented two
strongly nonlocal OPSs in Cd⊗Cd⊗Cd and Cd⊗Cd⊗Cd+1

and gave two explicit forms of strongly nonlocal orthogonal
product basis on C3⊗C3⊗C3⊗C3 and C4⊗C4⊗C4⊗C4.
Zhou et al. [49] proposed a strongly nonlocal OPS contain-
ing fewer quantum states in CdA⊗CdB⊗CdC (dA, dB , dC ≥
4) and generalized the structures of known OPSs to any pos-
sible three and four-partite systems. Che et al. [50] con-
structed a strongly nonlocal unextendible product basis on
quantum system CdA ⊗ CdB ⊗ CdC (dA, dB , dC ≥ 3). In
general n-partite systems, several strongly nonlocal sets of
orthogonal entangled states were showed by Shi et al. [52–
54] and Li et al. [55]. For odd n, He et al. [56] presented a
strongly nonlocal OPS in system ⊗n

i=1Cdi (n, di ≥ 3). The
case where n is even has not been considered.

In this paper, we mainly consider the strong quantum non-
locality without entanglement in any possible n-partite (n is
even) system. For simplicity, all product states are not nor-
malized.

II. THE OPS WITH STRONG NONLOCALITY IN
n-QUDIT (n IS EVEN)

According to the method of He et al. [56], we first con-
struct a set of product states in the quantum system ⊗n

i=1C3,
where n is even.

Let |η±〉 = |0 ± 1〉 and |ξ±〉 = |1 ± 2〉. In is the index
set {1, 2, . . . , n}. Q expresses a subset of In and |Q| is odd.
For any fixed Q, there are two subsets

CQ := {C(1)
Q ⊗ C(2)

Q ⊗ · · · ⊗ C(n)
Q },

DQ := {D(1)
Q ⊗D

(2)
Q ⊗ · · · ⊗ D

(n)
Q }.

(1)
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P ∈ {C,D} if i /∈ Q if i ∈ Q
if P(i−1)

Q = |0〉i−1 or |η±〉i−1 P(i)
Q = |0〉i P(i)

Q = |ξ±〉i
if P(i−1)

Q = |2〉i−1 or |ξ±〉i−1 P(i)
Q = |2〉i P(i)

Q = |η±〉i

TABLE I: The construction of C(i)Q and D(i)
Q for 2 ≤ i ≤ n.

Here

C(1)
Q :=

{|0〉1, if 1 /∈ Q,
|η±〉1, if 1 ∈ Q,

D(1)
Q :=

{|2〉1, if 1 /∈ Q,
|ξ±〉1, if 1 ∈ Q.

(2)
For 2 ≤ i ≤ n, C(i)

Q andD(i)
Q are defined as table I. Naturally,

we have the set

E :=
⋃

Q∈Θ,P∈{C,D}

PQ, (3)

where Θ := {Q ⊆ In||Q| is odd}. It is easy to know that
|Θ| = 2n−1. So, there are 2n subsets PQ. Moreover, each
subset PQ contains 2|Q| vectors. Hence E contains

2

n
2∑

i=1

C2i−1
n 22i−1 = 3n − 1 (4)

vectors. In particular, when n = 2, E is the set of the eight
special product states presented by Bennett et al. [25].

In ⊗n+1
i=1 C3, He et al. [56] given the OPS O :=⋃

K∈Λ,P∈{C,D} PK with strongly quantum nonlocality,
where n is even and Λ := {K ⊆ In+1||K| is even}. The
difference between these two sets E and O behaves in the
difference of index sets Q and K. Now, we analyze the rela-
tionship between these two sets. Unless otherwise specified,
E and O refer to the sets in n and (n + 1)-qutrit quantum
systems, respectively.

It is known that set O is symmetric. That is, it is invari-
ant under cyclic permutation of the parties. Without loss of
generality, we consider removing the (n+1)th subsystem of
set O. We first remove the quantum states with |0〉n+1 and
|2〉n+1 from O and mark the set of the remaining quantum
states as E1. Then we remove the particles of the (n + 1)th
subsystem in the set E1. The resulting quantum states form
a new set E2. Interestingly, this new set happens to be the
set E . Moreover, if one repeats the above two steps to re-
move the nth subsystem of the set E , one can get the set O
in (n − 1)-qutrit quantum system. For the detailed expla-
nation please refer to Appendix A. To help one understand
even better, we give a simple example to illustrate.

Example 1. In 5-qutrit quantum system, the set O is de-

scribed as

CK1
:= {|0〉1|0〉2|0〉3|0〉4|0〉5},

CK2
:= {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|2〉4|2〉5},

CK3
:= {|η±〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|2〉5},

CK4 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|2〉5},
CK5 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|0〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK6

:= {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|0〉5},
CK7

:= {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|0〉5},
CK8

:= {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
CK9

:= {|0〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|0〉5},
CK10 := {|0〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
CK11 := {|0〉1|0〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
CK12

:= {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|2〉5},
CK13

:= {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK14

:= {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK15

:= {|η±〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK16 := {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5}
DK1 := {|2〉1|2〉2|2〉3|2〉4|2〉5},
DK2

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|0〉4|0〉5},
DK3

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|0〉5},
DK4

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|0〉5},
DK5

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|2〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
DK6 := {|2〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|2〉5},
DK7 := {|2〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|2〉5},
DK8

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK9

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|2〉5},
DK10

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK11

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK12 := {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|0〉5},
DK13 := {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
DK14

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
DK15

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
DK16

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5}.

Here,

K1 = ∅, K9 = {3, 4},
K2 = {1, 2}, K10 = {3, 5},
K3 = {1, 3}, K11 = {4, 5},
K4 = {1, 4}, K12 = {1, 2, 3, 4},
K5 = {1, 5}, K13 = {1, 2, 3, 5},
K6 = {2, 3}, K14 = {1, 2, 4, 5},
K7 = {2, 4}, K15 = {1, 3, 4, 5},
K8 = {2, 5}, K16 = {2, 3, 4, 5}.

We consider removing the 5th subsystem.
Step 1. Removing the quantum states with |0〉5 and |2〉5,

actually, is removing the subsets whose corresponding index
sets do not contain element 5. Then, the remaining subsets
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are as following

CK5 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|0〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK8 := {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
CK10

:= {|0〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
CK11

:= {|0〉1|0〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
CK13

:= {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK14 := {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK15 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
CK16

:= {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5}
DK5

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|2〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
DK8

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK10

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|0〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK11 := {|2〉1|2〉2|2〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5},
DK13 := {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4|η±〉5},
DK14

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
DK15

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4|η±〉5},
DK16

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4|ξ±〉5}.

Their union is the set E1. It is a subset of the setO in 5-qutrit
quantum system.

Step 2. We remove the particles of the 5th subsystem in
set E1 and get the set E2. It is given by

CK′5 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|0〉3|0〉4},
CK′8 := {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|2〉4},
CK′10 := {|0〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4},
CK′11 := {|0〉1|0〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4},
CK′13 := {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|0〉4},
CK′14 := {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3|η±〉4},
CK′15 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4},
CK′16 := {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4}
DK′5

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|2〉3|2〉4},
DK′8

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|0〉4},
DK′10

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|0〉4},
DK′11

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|2〉3|η±〉4},
DK′13

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|2〉4},
DK′14

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|0〉3|ξ±〉4},
DK′15

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|η±〉3|ξ±〉4},
DK′16

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3|η±〉4}.

Meanwhile, the index sets become as follows

K ′5 = {1}, K ′13 = {1, 2, 3},
K ′8 = {2}, K ′14 = {1, 2, 4},
K ′10 = {3}, K ′15 = {1, 3, 4},
K ′11 = {4}, K ′16 = {2, 3, 4}.

We find that the collection {K ′5,K ′8,K ′10,K
′
11,K

′
13,K

′
14,

K ′15,K
′
16} of these index sets happens to be the index col-

lection Θ in 4-qutrit quantum system. So, the set E2 is equal
to the set E in 4-qutrit quantum system.

Repeating above two steps to remove the 4th subsystem
of set E in 4-qutrit quantum system, we obtain the following
subsets

CK′′11 := {|0〉1|0〉2|0〉3},
CK′′14 := {|η±〉1|ξ±〉2|2〉3},
CK′′15 := {|η±〉1|0〉2|ξ±〉3},
CK′′16 := {|0〉1|ξ±〉2|η±〉3}
DK′′11

:= {|2〉1|2〉2|2〉3},
DK′′14

:= {|ξ±〉1|η±〉2|0〉3},
DK′′15

:= {|ξ±〉1|2〉2|η±〉3},
DK′′16

:= {|2〉1|η±〉2|ξ±〉3},

where,

K ′′11 = ∅, K ′′15 = {1, 3},
K ′′14 = {1, 2}, K ′′16 = {2, 3}.

Obviously, set O in 3-qutrit quantum system is the union of
these new subsets. �

It is worth noting that the set E is asymmetric and each
of its cyclic permutations under the parties can be obtained
by removing different subsystem of the set O. Additionally,
by removing the ith (i ∈ In) subsystem of set E , we can
get a new set O2. It will become the set O in (n− 1)-qutrit
quantum system, when we transform |0〉j and |2〉j to |2〉j
and |0〉j for all j > i, respectively. Appendix B has the
detailed illustration. By using the relationship, we can obtain
the following two theorems.

Theorem 1. The set E is an OPS.
Proof . According to the set O, we know that E1 is

an OPS and is also the union of all PK satisfying that
P(n+1)
K is equal to |η±〉n+1 or |ξ±〉n+1. Suppose Λ1 is

the collection of all index sets K without element n + 1,
we have E1 = ∪K∈Λ1, P∈{C,D}PK . Meanwhile, E =

∪K∈Λ1, P∈{C,D}P
(N)
K , where P(N)

K = {P(1)
K ⊗ · · ·⊗P

(n)
K }.

For any two different index sets K1,K2 ∈ Λ1, it is obvi-
ous that PK1 and PK2 are mutually orthogonal but P(n+1)

K1

and P(n+1)
K2

are not. (Here we say two sets S1 and S2

are mutually orthogonal if 1〈ϕ|ϕ〉2 = 0 for any two states
|ϕ〉1 ∈ S1 and |ϕ〉2 ∈ S2.) Then, we can deduce that P(N)

K1

andP(N)
K2

are mutually orthogonal. In addition, because each

P(N)
K is an OPS. So, any two states in set E are mutually or-

thogonal. That is, the set E is also an OPS. �
Theorem 2. In the quantum system ⊗n

i=1C3 (n > 3), the
set E is strongly nonlocal.

Consider strong nonlocality of OPS E , we only need to
show that each Xi (= In \ {i}, i ∈ In) party can only
perform a trivial orthogonality-preserving POVM [53]. This
can be proved by using [49, theorem 1] because every PQ is
a basis spanned by the computation basis P [1]

Q ⊗P
[2]
Q ⊗· · ·⊗

P [n]
Q of the corresponding subspace and every component of

the quantum state in PQ is nonzero under the computation
basis of the corresponding subspace. Here P [i]

Q (i ∈ In) is
a subset of the computation basis of the ith subsystem. The
detailed definition is shown in table II.
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if P(i)
Q is |0〉i |2〉i |η〉i |ξ〉i

then P [i]
Q is {|0〉i} {|2〉i} {|0〉i, |1〉i} {|1〉i, |2〉i}

TABLE II: The definition of P [i]
Q for i ∈ In.

We first consider the orthogonality-preserving POVM on
X1 party. P [X1]

Q = P [2]
Q ⊗ P

[3]
Q ⊗ · · · ⊗ P

[n]
Q represents the

projection set of PQ on X1 party. If a family of projection
sets {P [X1]

Q }PQ⊂E satisfies ⋃
PQ⊂E′

P [X1]
Q

⋂ ⋃
PQ⊂E\E′

P [X1]
Q

 6= ∅, (5)

for all E ′ $ E , then we call it connected, or we can say that
{PQ}PQ⊂E is connected on X1 party [49]. Fig. 1 shows the
plane structure of the set E in 1|X1 bipartition. By observing
the simple structure, it is not difficult to find that we can
achieve our goal as long as the connectedness of this family
of subsets {PQ}Q∈Θ,P∈{C,D} on X1 party is proved. This
can be associated with the strong nonlocality ofO in system
⊗n

i=2C3. For other Xi (i = {2, . . . , n}) party, we can use
similar methods. The detailed proof is given in Appendix C.

� Q1D Q2D  QrD

1)Q(rD  2)Q(rD   QtD
�

QtC 1)Q(tC   1)Q(rC 

� QrC 1)-Q(rC  Q1C

FIG. 1: The corresponding 3× 3n−1 grid of {PQi} given by set E
in 1|X1 bipartition.

Next, by extending the dimension of the grid in fig. 1,
we can generalize the structure of the set E to any fi-
nite dimension. We just need to replace |η±〉t, |ξ±〉t and
|2〉t with {|αi〉t} := {

∑dt−2
u=0 ωiu

dt−1|u〉}
dt−2
i=0 , {|βj〉t} :=

{
∑dt−2

u=0 ωju
dt−1|u+1〉}dt−2

j=0 and |dt−1〉t, respectively. Here

dt is the dimension of the tth subsystem, ωdt−1 := e
2πi
dt−1 .

For any fixed Q, there are two subsets

CfQ := Cf(1)
Q ⊗ Cf(2)

Q ⊗ · · · ⊗ Cf(n)
Q ,

Df
Q := Df(1)

Q ⊗Df(2)
Q ⊗ · · · ⊗ Df(n)

Q .
(6)

Let

Cf(1)
Q :=

{|0〉1, if 1 /∈ Q,
{|αi〉1}, if 1 ∈ Q,

Df(1)
Q :=

{|d1 − 1〉1, if 1 /∈ Q,
{|βj〉1}, if 1 ∈ Q.

(7)

For 2 ≤ t ≤ n, Cf(t)
Q and Df(t)

Q are defined as table III.
Theorem 3. In the quantum system⊗n

i=1Cdi (n > 3, di ≥
3), the OPS F :=

⋃
Q∈Θ,P∈{C,D} P

f
Q is strongly nonlocal

and

|F| = d1d2 · · · dn − (d1 − 2)(d2 − 2) · · · (dn − 2).

P ∈ {C,D} if t /∈ Q if t ∈ Q
if Pf(t−1)

Q = |0〉t−1

or {|αi〉t−1}
Pf(t)

Q = |0〉t Pf(t)
Q = {|βj〉t}

if Pf(t−1)
Q = |dt−1 − 1〉t−1

or {|βj〉t−1}
Pf(t)

Q = |dt − 1〉t Pf(t)
Q = {|αi〉t}

TABLE III: The construction of Cf(t)Q and Df(t)
Q for 2 ≤ t ≤ n.

Because the set F has the same structure as the set E , the
four conditions of [49, Theorem 1] still hold. Therefore, the
set F is an OPS with the strongest nonlocality.

III. CONCLUSION

In summary, we provide the OPS with strong quantum
nonlocality in any possible n-partite system, where n is
even, based on the structure introduced by He et al. [56].
Moreover, we analyze the differences and connections be-
tween the set given by He et al. [56] and our set. We hope
that our results will help one better understand the strong
nonlocality without entanglement in multipartite quantum
system.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China under Grant No. 12071110, the
Hebei Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant No.
A2020205014, and funded by the Science and Technology
Project of Hebei Education Department under Grant Nos.
ZD2020167 and ZD2021066.

Appendix A: Remove the (n+ 1)th subsystem of set O

In (n+ 1)-qutrit quantum system, let us first consider the
case where every index K contains n elements. Here n is
even. Obviously, there are Cn

n+1 such indexes K and Cn
n

index K without element n + 1. We get rid of the index K
without element n+1. Then we remove the element n+1 in
the remaining K. At this point, each of the resulting new in-
dexesK ′ is an arbitrary combination of n−1 elements in In
and there areCn−1

n = Cn
n+1−Cn

n indexesK ′. This happens
to be all the indexes Q which contain n − 1 elements in n-
qutrit quantum system. Similarly, we have same conclusion
for the K containing 2, 4, . . . , n − 2 elements, respectively.
So, the new set E2 is the same as the set E . By the same way,
we can know that the setO in (n−1)-qutrit quantum system
can be obtained by removing the nth subsystem of set E .



5

Appendix B: The relationship between the sets E and O

The cyclic permutation of the parties is defined as

PC
j (|ψ〉1|ψ〉2 · · · |ψ〉n+1)

=|ψ〉j |ψ〉j+1 · · · |ψ〉n+1|ψ〉1|ψ〉2 · · · |ψ〉j−1,

for j ∈ Zn+1. Here n is even. Evidently PC
1 is an identity

permutation. Let (k1k2 · · · kn+1) express an arrangement of
parties, where ki ∈ In+1.

We consider the set O on arrangement (12 · · · (n + 1)).
Because of the symmetry, for a fixed i ∈ In, set PC

i+1(O)
is the same as set O. Meanwhile, it corresponds to the ar-
rangement ((i + 1) · · · (n + 1)1 · · · i). When we remove
the ith subsystem of set PC

i+1(O), the new set is E on the
arrangement ((i + 1) · · · (n + 1)1 · · · (i − 1)), according
to the known result above. Hence, the set O removing
the ith subsystem is the set PC

n+2−i(E) on the arrangement
(1 · · · (i− 1)(i+ 1) · · · (n+ 1)).

Given the set E on arrangement (12 · · ·n), we consider
to remove its ith subsystem where i ∈ In−1. We first con-
sider the Q containing n−1 elements. There are Cn−1

n such
indexes Q. We remove the index Q without element i and
there are Cn−1

n−1 such indexes in total. Then, we remove the
element i in the remaining Q. Each new index Q is a com-
bination of n− 2 elements in {1, . . . i− 1, i+ 1, . . . , n} and
has Cn−2

n−1 = Cn−1
n − Cn−1

n−1 such indexes. We have simi-
lar conclusion for the Q containing 1, 3, . . . , n−3 elements,
respectively. They can exactly correspond to all indexes K
belonging to Λ in (n − 1)-qutrit system. O2 expresses the
new set after we remove the ith subsystem of set E . Accord-
ing to the construction method of sets E andO, to turnO2 to
O, we only need to transform |0〉j and |2〉j to |2〉j and |0〉j
for all j > i, respectively.

Appendix C: The proof of theorem 2

Before proving the theorem, we need to introduce some
notations and concepts given in [49]. Let X denote a subset
of In. About the subset PQ, if there are some subsets P ′Q
different from it that satisfy P [X]

Q ⊂ ∪P ′[X]
Q and ∩P ′[X̄]

Q 6=
∅, then their union RP,Q = ∪P ′Q is called the projection
inclusion (PI) set of PQ onX party. Specially, if there exists
a subset P ′Q ⊂ RP,Q such that |P [X]

Q ∩ P ′[X]
Q | = 1, then

RP,Q is called a more useful projection inclusion (UPI) set
[49].

Next, we introduce a set sequence G1, G2, . . . , Gs about
set E [49]. It is a partition of set E . Here each set Gx (x =
1, . . . , s) is a union of some different subsets PQ and they
satisfy the following four conditions.

1) The setG1 is the union of all subsets that have UPI sets.
2) The intersection of any two sets in this set sequence is

empty set and the union ∪sx=1Gx is equal to the set E .
3) For any PQ contained in Gx+1, there is at least one P ′Q

contained in Gx such that P [X]
Q ∩ P ′[X]

Q 6= ∅.
4) For any P ′Q contained in Gx and all P ′′Q contained in

Gy (y = x+ 2, . . . , s), we have P ′[X]
Q ∩ P ′′[X]

Q = ∅.

Let BX = {|i〉X}dX−1
i=0 represent the computation basis of

X party. For each i ∈ ZdX , we define BXi := {|k〉X}dX−1
k=i ,

Vi := {∪P [X̄]
Q | |i〉X ∈ P [X]

Q } and S̃Vi := {∪P [X]
Q | P [X̄]

Q ∩
Vi 6= ∅}. Ref. [49] has the detailed examples to explain
these symbols. Next we will prove theorem 2 by using [49,
theorem 1].

For simplicity, let X express X1 = {2, . . . , n}. We first
consider the orthogonality-preserving POVM performed on
X party. We need to show that the four conditions in [49,
theorem 1] are satisfied. The following are the specific con-
ditions.

i) For any i ∈ ZdX−1, there is a relationship BXi ⊂ S̃Vi .

ii) For any subset PQ, there exists a corresponding PI set
RP,Q on X party.

iii) There is a set sequence G1, . . . , Gs satisfying 1)-3).
For each PQ ⊂ Gx+1 with x = 1, . . . , s − 1, there exist
a P ′Q ⊂ Gx and a P ′′Q ⊂ RP,Q such that P [X]

Q ∩ P ′[X]
Q ⊃

P [X]
Q ∩ P ′′[X]

Q .

iv) The family of sets {P [X]
Q }PQ⊂E is connected.

In 1|X bipartition, the plane structure of the set E is shown
in fig. 1. By observing this tile graph, the conditions i) and
ii) are obvious.

When Q = {1}, we have CQ = {|η±〉1|0〉2 · · · |0〉n}. So,
there is at least one subset which has UPI set. If condition
iv) holds, we have the set sequence G1, G2, . . . , Gs. Be-
cause of the special plane structure, the set RD = ∪Q∈ΘDQ

is a PI set of any subset CQ. Corresponding, the set RC =
∪Q∈ΘCQ is a PI set of any subset DQ. For any subset
CQx+1 (or DQx+1) of Gx+1 (x = 1, . . . , s − 1), there ex-
ists a corresponding subset DQx (or CQx) of set Gx such
that D[X]

Qx
∩ C[X]

Qx+1
6= ∅ (or C[X]

Qx
∩ D[X]

Qx+1
6= ∅). Mean-

while, the subset DQx (or CQx) is also contained in the set
RD (or RC). This means Gx ∩RD 6= ∅ (or Gx ∩RC 6= ∅).
Obviously, these subsets satisfy the relationship of condition
iii). That is, the condition iii) holds when condition iv) is
satisfied.

About the set O in ⊗n
i=2C3 system, He et al. [56] have

proven that any orthogonality-preserving POVM performed
on X ′ (= {3, . . . , n}) party can only be trivial. According
to the [49, Corollary 1], the set ∪PK⊂OP

[X′]
K is the com-

putation basis BX′ corresponding to subsystem X ′ and the
family of projection sets {P [X′]

K }PK⊂O is connected.

For convenience, we use P(X′)
K to denote P(3)

K ⊗ · · · ⊗
P(n)
K . Let CΛ1

= |0〉2 ⊗ C(X′)
Λ1

= {|0〉2 ⊗ C(X′)
K }K∈Λ1

and

CΛ2
= |η±〉2⊗C(X′)

Λ2
= {|η±〉2⊗C(X′)

K }K∈Λ2
, where Λ1 =

{K|K ∈ Λ and 2 /∈ K} and Λ2 = Λ\Λ1. Correspondingly,
we have DΛ1

= |2〉2 ⊗ D(X′)
Λ1

and DΛ2
= |ξ±〉2 ⊗ D(X′)

Λ2
.

Form this, we give the plane tile of set O in 2|X ′ bipartition
as shown in fig. 2.

According to the relationship between the sets E andO, it
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� Λ1D
Λ2D

�
Λ2C

� Λ1C

FIG. 2: The plane tile of set O in 2|X ′ bipartition.

is easy to know that

DΘ1
= |2〉 ⊗ |η±〉 ⊗ C(X′)

Λ1
, CΘ1

= |0〉 ⊗ |ξ±〉 ⊗ D(X′)
Λ1

,

DΘ2
= |2〉 ⊗ |2〉 ⊗ D(X′)

Λ2
, CΘ2

= |0〉 ⊗ |0〉 ⊗ C(X′)
Λ2

,

DΘ3
= |ξ±〉 ⊗ |2〉 ⊗ D(X′)

Λ1
, CΘ3

= |η±〉 ⊗ |0〉 ⊗ C(X′)
Λ1

,

DΘ4
= |ξ±〉 ⊗ |η±〉 ⊗ C(X′)

Λ2
, CΘ4

= |η±〉 ⊗ |ξ±〉 ⊗ D(X′)
Λ2

.

Here Θ1 = {Q ∈ Θ|1 /∈ Q and 2 ∈ Q}, Θ2 = {Q ∈
Θ|1, 2 /∈ Q}, Θ3 = {Q ∈ Θ|1 ∈ Q and 2 /∈ Q}, Θ4 =
{Q ∈ Θ|1, 2 ∈ Q}. Then the plane structure of the set E
also can be shown as fig. 3.

th n)4  (3  th n)4  (3  th n)4  (3 

�
Θ4D

Θ1D
Θ4D

Θ1D
Θ3D

Θ2D

�
Θ3C Θ4C Θ4C

� Θ2C Θ1C Θ1C

     1 th
th     2 � � �

FIG. 3: The plane structure of the set E in 1|X bipartition. Here
ith (i = 1, . . . , n) expresses the ith subsystem.

Due to the connectedness of the family of projection sets
{P [X′]

K }PK⊂O, it is not difficult to know that the group
of projection sets {D[X]

Θ1
, C[X]

Θ1
,D[X]

Θ4
, C[X]

Θ4
} is connected.

Meanwhile, we find that the union of these four projection
sets is the computation basis on X party. That is, the family
of projection sets {P [X]

Q }PQ⊂E cannot be divided into two

groups of sets {P [X]
Q }PQ⊂E′ (E ′ $ E) and {P [X]

Q }PQ⊂E\E′
such that

 ⋃
PQ⊂E′

P [X]
Q

⋂ ⋃
PQ⊂E\E′

P [X]
Q

 = ∅.

So, the family of projection sets {P [X]
Q }PQ⊂E is connected.

the condition iv) is shown.

Therefore, any orthogonality-preserving POVM per-
formed on X party can only be proportional to the identity
operator. For the other subsystems X2, . . . Xn, by the same
way, it is easy to illustrate that any orthogonality-preserving
POVM performed on Xi (i = 2, . . . , n) party can only be
trivial. The proof of this theorem is completed. �
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