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Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) paradox highlights the absence of a local realistic explanation for
quantum mechanics, and shows the incompatibility of the local-hidden-state models with quantum
theory. For N-qubit states, or more importantly, the N-qubit mixed states, we present the EPR
steering paradox in the form of the contradictory equality “2=1”. We show that the contradiction
holds for any N-qubit state as long as both “the pure state requirement” and “the measurement
requirement” are satisfied. This also indicates that the EPR steering paradox exists in more general
cases. Finally, we give specific examples to demonstrate and analyze our arguments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum paradox serves as a powerful tool in elu-
cidating the fundamental distinction between the quan-
tum theory and the classical theory. Quantum correla-
tions play a central role in the study of quantum infor-
mation and quantum mechanics. Among the quantum
correlations, quantum entanglement and Bell’s nonlocal-
ity are the first to be proposed and studied. In 1935,
Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen (EPR) published their fa-
mous article “Can Quantum-Mechanical Description of
Physical Reality Be Considered Complete? ” [1] , which
questioned the completeness of quantum mechanics un-
der the assumptions of locality and reality. This is nowa-
days well-known as the EPR paradox. Soon after the
publication of the EPR paper, Schrödinger introduced
two important concepts, namely, quantum entanglement
and quantum steering [2, 3]. Quantum entanglement dis-
tinguishes quantum theory from classical theory. And
quantum steering is closely related to “the spooky ac-
tion at a distance”. However, the idea of steering did not
receive considerable attention or advancement until the
year 2007, at which point Wiseman et al. presented a
meticulous definition by utilizing quantum information
concepts [4, 5]. So far, quantum steering has been widely
applied in various fields [6–9].

Steering is a quantum correlation between entangle-
ment [10] and Bell nonlocality [11–13]. Steering is used
to describe the situation in a bipartite system. When
people use different observables to detect one of the par-
ticles, it will cause the corresponding other particle to
collapse to a certain state. In practice, Alice prepares a
bipartite quantum state, and she sends one of the par-
ticles to Bob. They each measure the particles in their
hands and communicate over a classical channel. It is
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Alice’s task to convince Bob that Alice has prepared a
pair of entangled state. In the process, Bob needs to as-
sess the correctness of the assumptions of quantum me-
chanics and acknowledge the measurements as described
by quantum mechanics. Specifically, Bob can disbelieve
Alice’s equipment and measurements. However, in this
case, Bob needs to rule out the influence of hidden vari-
ables on the measurement results by the measurements
he has in hand. Bob can fully trust his own equipment
and results. If Bob cannot explain the measurement re-
sults on his side with the local-hidden states (LHS), he
must recognize that Alice has prepared an entangled bi-
partite state. Only EPR steering states can accomplish
this task. And quantum steering is an asymmetric quan-
tum nonlocality. That is, in some cases Alice can steer
Bob, but in turn Bob cannot steer Alice [14–18]. Based
on some properties of quantum steering, Chen et al. pro-
posed the EPR steering paradox “2=1” [19], where “2” is
the quantum result and “1” is the corresponding result
of LHS models. They verified the EPR steering state by
the contradiction between quantum mechanics and clas-
sical theory. In the 2-setting EPR steering protocol, they
found that any 2-qubit entangled pure state possesses the
contradiction. Thereafter, Liu et al. found that such a
contradiction was also valid for a specific 4-qubit entan-
gled mixed state [20]. In other words, the discussion of
the EPR steering paradox “2=1” has been limited to ar-
bitrary 2-qubit pure state and a special 4-qubit mixed
state.

The purpose of this paper is to study the EPR steering
paradox “2=1” forN qubits. Based on the 2-setting steer-
ing protocol, we have obtained such EPR steering para-
dox “2=1” for N -qubit entangled states. In this work,
we demonstrate that any N -qubit state can lead to the
contradiction, provided that both “the pure state require-
ment” and “the measurement requirement” are fulfilled si-
multaneously. The paper is organized as follows. In Sec.
II, we propose a theorem for N -qubit quantum states
that contains two requirements : “the pure state require-
ment” and “the measurement requirement”. In Sec. III,
We obtain the EPR steering paradox “2=1” for the N -
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qubit states under Bell-like basis measurement. In Sec.
IV, we apply the results to the 2-qubit mixed states and
obtain a corollary that there is no EPR steering paradox
“2=1” for 2-qubit mixed states. Finally, we conclude with
a summary in Sec. V. Some detailed proofs are given in
the Appendix A and B.

II. EPR STEERING PARADOX “2=1” FOR

N-QUBIT STATES

A. “2=1” for the 2-qubit pure state and the

4-qubit mixed state

To make the paper be self-contained, in this subsection
let us make a brief review. In 2016, Chen et al. first
simplified the EPR steering paradox as a contradiction
“2=1” for any 2-qubit pure entangled state [19]. They
analyzed a 2-qubit pure entangled state given by

ρAB = |Ψ(θ)〉 〈Ψ(θ)| , (1)

where

|Ψ(θ)〉 = cos θ |0〉 |0〉+ sin θ |1〉 |1〉 , (2)

with θ ∈ (0, π/2). They chose the 2-setting protocol as
{ẑ, x̂}. In the protocol, Bob asks Alice to carry out either
one of two possible projective measurements on her qubit
along the z-direction and the x-direction, i.e.,

P ẑ
0 = |0〉 〈0| ,
P ẑ
1 = |1〉 〈1| ,
P x̂
0 = |+〉 〈+| ,
P x̂
1 = |−〉 〈−| ,

(3)

where |±〉 = (1/
√
2)(|0〉 ± |1〉), and to inform him of the

measurement results of “a” (where a = 0, 1). Then Bob’s

four unnormalized conditional states are

ρ̃ẑ0 = cos
2
θ |0〉 〈0| , ρ̃ẑ1 = sin

2
θ |1〉 〈1| ,

ρ̃x̂0 =
1

2
(cos θ |0〉+ sin θ |1〉) (cos θ 〈0|+ sin θ 〈1|) ,

ρ̃x̂1 =
1

2
(cos θ |0〉 − sin θ |1〉) (cos θ 〈0| − sin θ 〈1|) .

(4)

If Bob’s states have a LHS description, then there ex-
ists an ensemble {℘ξρξ} and a stochastic map ℘(a|n̂, ξ)
satisfying

ρ̃n̂a =
∑

ξ

℘ (a|n̂, ξ)℘ξρξ, (5)

and
∑

ξ

℘ξρξ = ρB. (6)

Here ℘ξ and ℘ (a|n̂, ξ) are probabilities satisfying

∑

ξ

℘ξ = 1, (7)

and
∑

a

℘ (a|n̂, ξ) = 1, (8)

for a fixed ξ, and ρB = trA (ρAB) is Bob’s reduced density
matrix [4, 5].

Then Bob’s four unnormalized conditional states sat-
isfy Eq. (5), and one has

ρ̃ẑ0 =
∑

ξ

℘ (0|ẑ, ξ)℘ξρξ,

ρ̃ẑ1 =
∑

ξ

℘ (1|ẑ, ξ)℘ξρξ,

ρ̃x̂0 =
∑

ξ

℘ (0|x̂, ξ)℘ξρξ,

ρ̃x̂1 =
∑

ξ

℘ (1|x̂, ξ)℘ξρξ.

(9)

Because the four states of Eq. (4) are pure states, it is
sufficient to take ξ from 1 to 4. Eq. (9) can be write as

ρ̃ẑ0 = ℘ (0|ẑ, 1)℘1ρ1 + ℘ (0|ẑ, 2)℘2ρ2 + ℘ (0|ẑ, 3)℘3ρ3 + ℘ (0|ẑ, 4)℘4ρ4,
ρ̃ẑ1 = ℘ (1|ẑ, 1)℘1ρ1 + ℘ (1|ẑ, 2)℘2ρ2 + ℘ (1|ẑ, 3)℘3ρ3 + ℘ (1|ẑ, 4)℘4ρ4,
ρ̃x̂0 = ℘ (0|x̂, 1)℘1ρ1 + ℘ (0|x̂, 2)℘2ρ2 + ℘ (0|x̂, 3)℘3ρ3 + ℘ (0|x̂, 4)℘4ρ4,
ρ̃x̂1 = ℘ (1|x̂, 1)℘1ρ1 + ℘ (1|x̂, 2)℘2ρ2 + ℘ (1|x̂, 3)℘3ρ3 + ℘ (1|x̂, 4)℘4ρ4.

(10)

And owing to the fact that a pure state cannot be ob-
tained by convex combination of other pure states, one

has

ρ̃ẑ0 =℘1ρ1,
ρ̃ẑ1 =℘2ρ2,
ρ̃x̂0 =℘3ρ3,
ρ̃x̂1 =℘4ρ4.

(11)
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Here

℘ (0|ẑ, 1) = ℘ (1|ẑ, 2) = ℘ (0|x̂, 3) = ℘ (1|x̂, 4) = 1,

and other ℘ (a|n̂, ξ) = 0. By summing four terms up in
Eq. (11) and taking trace, the left side gives tr(ρ̃ẑ+ρ̃x̂) =
2tr(ρB) = 2. But the right side gives tr(℘1ρ1 + ℘2ρ2 +
℘3ρ3 + ℘4ρ4) = tr(ρB) = 1, then one can obtain the
contradiction “2=1”, i.e., the EPR steering paradox, for
any 2-qubit pure entangled state.

After that, in 2021, Liu et al. found a 4-qubit mixed
entangled state

ρ (θ) = cos2 θ |LC4〉 〈LC4|+ sin2 θ |LC′
4〉 〈LC′

4| , (12)

where

|LC4〉 =
1

2
(|0000〉+ |1100〉+ |0011〉 − |1111〉) ,

|LC′
4〉 =

1

2
(|0100〉+ |1000〉+ |0111〉 − |1011〉) ,

(13)

are the linear cluster states [20]. Alice prepares the state
ρ (θ) as in Eq. (12). She keeps 1,2 particles and sends
3,4 particles to Bob. In the 2-setting steering protocol
{n̂1, n̂2} (n̂1 6= n̂2), with

n̂1 = σzσz ≡ zz,
n̂2 = σyσx ≡ yx.

(14)

In the protocol, Bob asks Alice to carry out either one of
two possible projective measurements on her qubits, i.e.,

P n̂1

00 = |00〉 〈00| ,
P n̂1

01 = |01〉 〈01| ,
P n̂1

10 = |10〉 〈10| ,
P n̂1

11 = |11〉 〈11| ,
P n̂2

00 = |↑ +〉 〈↑ +| ,
P n̂2

01 = |↑ −〉 〈↑ −| ,
P n̂2

10 = |↓ +〉 〈↓ +| ,
P n̂2

11 = |↓ −〉 〈↓ −| ,

(15)

where |±〉 = (1/
√
2)(|0〉 ± |1〉), | l〉 = (1/

√
2)(|0〉 ± i |1〉).

After Alice’s measurement, Bob’s unnormalized condi-
tional states are

ρ̃n̂1

00 =
1

4
cos2 θ (|00〉+ |11〉) (〈00|+ 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂1

01 =
1

4
sin2 θ (|00〉+ |11〉) (〈00|+ 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂1

10 =
1

4
sin2 θ (|00〉 − |11〉) (〈00| − 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂1

11 =
1

4
cos2 θ (|00〉 − |11〉) (〈00| − 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂2

00 =
1

8
(|00〉+ i |11〉) (〈00| − i 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂2

01 =
1

8
(|00〉 − i |11〉) (〈00|+ i 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂2

10 =
1

8
(|00〉 − i |11〉) (〈00|+ i 〈11|) ,

ρ̃n̂2

11 =
1

8
(|00〉+ i |11〉) (〈00| − i 〈11|) .

(16)

If Bob’s states have a LHS description, they must sat-
isfy Eq. (5) and Eq. (6). Because the eight states of
Eq. (16) are pure states, it is sufficient to take ξ from
1 to 8. And a pure state cannot be obtained by convex
combination of other pure states, one has

ρ̃n̂1

00 = ℘1ρ1,

ρ̃n̂1

01 = ℘2ρ2,

ρ̃n̂1

10 = ℘3ρ3,

ρ̃n̂1

11 = ℘4ρ4,

ρ̃n̂2

00 = ℘5ρ5,

ρ̃n̂2

01 = ℘6ρ6,

ρ̃n̂2

10 = ℘7ρ7,

ρ̃n̂2

11 = ℘8ρ8.

(17)

By summing eight terms up in Eq. (17) and taking trace,
the left side gives tr(ρ̃n̂1 + ρ̃n̂2) = 2tr (ρB) = 2. But

the right side gives tr
(∑8

ξ=1℘ξρξ
)
= tr(ρB) = 1, then

one can obtained an EPR steering paradox “2=1” for the
specific 4-qubit mixed entangled state.

B. “2=1” for N-qubit states

In this subsection, we study the EPR steering paradox
“2=1” for N -qubit states. Our result is the following
theorem.

Theorem 1. In the 2-setting steering protocol {n̂1, n̂2},
Alice and Bob share an N -qubit state ρAB. Assume that

Alice measures along n̂1 and n̂2, and then Bob obtains
ρ̃n̂1
a and ρ̃n̂2

a′ , respectively, where a, a′ is the measurement

result of Alice. There will be a contradiction of “2=1” if
ρAB satisfies simultaneously “the pure state requirement”

and “the measurement requirement”. The two require-
ments are:

1. The pure state requirement: Bob’s unnormalized

conditional states {ρ̃n̂1
a } and {ρ̃n̂2

a′ } are all pure
states.

2. The measurement requirement: any one of {ρ̃n̂1
a } is

different from any one of {ρ̃n̂2

a′ }.

Let Alice and Bob share an N -qubit entangled state

ρAB =
∑

α

pα

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉〈
ψ
(α)
AB

∣∣∣ . (18)

Alice has M (M < N) particles and Bob has (N −M)
particles. In the 2-setting steering protocol {n̂1, n̂2}
(with n̂1 6= n̂2), Alice performs 2M+1 projective mea-
surements, each of them measuring M particles of
Alice. For each projective measurement P̂ n̂k

a , Bob
obtains the corresponding unnormalized state ρ̃n̂k

a =
trA

[(
P n̂k
a ⊗ 1

)
ρAB

]
, with n̂k the measurement direc-

tion, a the Alice’s measurement result, 1 the 2N−M ×
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2N−M identity matrix. The wave-function |ψ(α)
AB〉 may be

written as
∣∣∣ψ(α)

AB

〉
=

∑

i

(
s
(α)
i+ |+φi〉

∣∣∣η(α)i+

〉
+ s

(α)
i− |−φi〉

∣∣∣η(α)i−

〉)
,

(19)
or
∣∣∣ψ(α)

AB

〉
=

∑

j

(
t
(α)
j+ |+ϕj〉

∣∣∣ε(α)j+

〉
+ t

(α)
j− |−ϕj〉

∣∣∣ε(α)j−

〉)
,

(20)
where i, j = 1, 2, · · · , 2M−1. Eq. (19) and Eq. (20)
are two representations of |ψα

AB〉 in different bases. Here

|±φi〉 and |±ϕj〉 are the eigenstates of the operator P̂ n̂k
a

(with k = 1, 2), respectively. And {|±φi〉} and {|±ϕj〉}
are two sets of complete basis of 2M -dimensional Hilbert
space, respectively. At the same time, |±φi〉 and |±ϕj〉
also represent Alice’s particles. |η(α)i± 〉 and |ε(α)j± 〉 are Bob’s

collapsed states (unnormalized), where

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉〈
η
(α)
i±

∣∣∣ = trA

[
(|±φi〉 〈±φi| ⊗ 1)

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉〈
ψ
(α)
AB

∣∣∣
]
,

(21)
and

∣∣∣ε(α)j±

〉〈
ε
(α)
j±

∣∣∣ = trA

[
(|±ϕj〉 〈±ϕj | ⊗ 1)

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉〈
ψ
(α)
AB

∣∣∣
]
,

(22)

where 1 is a 2(N−M) × 2(N−M) identity matrix. s
(α)
i± and

t
(α)
j± are complex numbers satisfying

∑

i

(∣∣∣s(α)i+

∣∣∣
2

+
∣∣∣s(α)i−

∣∣∣
2
)

= 1, (23)

and

∑

j

(∣∣∣t(α)j+

∣∣∣
2

+
∣∣∣t(α)j−

∣∣∣
2
)

= 1. (24)

The two requirements can be rewritten as:

1. The pure state requirement: |η(α)i± 〉 and |ε(α)j± 〉 are
independent of α.

2. The measurement requirement: for the result ob-
tained by Bob, any one of {|ηi±〉} is different from

any one of {|εj±〉}

The pure state requirement guarantees that Bob’s un-
normalized conditional states are all pure states. After
Alice’s measurement, Bob obtains the states

ρ̃n̂1

ai±
=

∑

α

pα

∣∣∣s(α)i±

∣∣∣
2 ∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉〈
η
(α)
i±

∣∣∣ , (25)

and

ρ̃n̂2

a′
j±

=
∑

α

pα

∣∣∣t(α)j±

∣∣∣
2 ∣∣∣ε(α)j±

〉〈
ε
(α)
j±

∣∣∣ . (26)

Since pα, |s(α)i± |2 and |t(α)j± |2 are all non-negative, any
terms cannot cancell. Bob’s un-normalized conditional
states are pure if and only if






s
(α)
i±

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉
= cα

α′(i±)s
(α′)
i±

∣∣∣η(α
′)

i±

〉
,

t
(α)
j±

∣∣∣ε(α)j±

〉
= dα

α′(j±)t
(α′)
j±

∣∣∣ε(α
′)

j±

〉
,

(27)

where cαα′(i±) and dαα′(j±) are arbitrary complex numbers

related to i± and j±, respectively. For convenience, we
analyze in the representation with {|±φi〉 ⊗ |ηi±〉} as ba-

sis. The projection of |ψ(α)
AB〉 in Eq. (19) onto | ± ϕj〉

is

〈
±ϕj′ |ψ(α)

AB

〉
=

∑

i

s
(α)
i± 〈±ϕj′ |±φi 〉

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉
,

≡
∑

i

V(j′±)(i±)s
(α)
i±

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉
, (28)

where V(j′±)(i±) ≡ 〈±ϕj′ |±φi〉, {V(j′±)(i±)} can be writ-
ten as

V =




V(1+)(1+) · · · V(1+)(2M−1+) V(1+)(1−) · · · V(1+)(2M−1−)

...
...

...
...

V(2M−1+)(1+) · · · V(2M−1+)(2M−1+) V(2M−1+)(1−) · · · V(2M−1+)(2M−1−)

V(1−)(1+) · · · V(1−)(2M−1+) V(1−)(1−) · · · V(1−)(2M−1−)

...
...

...
...

V(2M−1−)(1+) · · · V(2M−1−)(2M−1+) V(2M−1−)(1−) · · · V(2M−1−)(2M−1−)




.

Then we have

t
(α)
j′±

∣∣∣ε(α)j′±

〉
=

∑

i

V(j′±)(i±)s
(α)
i±

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉
. (29)

The pure state requirement Eq. (27) can be expressed as





s
(α)
i±

∣∣∣η(α)i±

〉
= cαα′(i±)s

(α′)
i±

∣∣∣η(α
′)

i±

〉
,

∣∣∣χ(α)
j±

〉
= dα

α′(j±)

∣∣∣∣χ
(α′)
j±

〉
.

(30)
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Where |χ(α)
j± 〉 ≡ ∑

i V(j±)(i±)s
(α)
i± |η(α)i± 〉.

The measurement requirement suggests that if Alice
chooses different measurements P̂ n̂1

a or P̂ n̂2

a′ , Bob can-
not get the same result. We prove that in Appendix A
and Appendix B the results obtained by Bob cannot be
the same in different measurements. And “the different
measurements” refers to the measurements in different
directions (n̂1 and n̂2). After Alice’s measurements, Bob

obtains s
(α)
i± |η(α)i± 〉 and |χ(α)

j± 〉 =
∑

i V(j±)(i±)s
(α)
i± |η(α)i± 〉.

It can be seen that |χ(α)
j± 〉 is obtained by superposition

of |η(α)i± 〉. If Bob’s two results are required to be differ-

ent, |χ(α)
j± 〉 contains at least two summation terms. This

also requires: (1) At least two terms in the summa-

tion in |ψ(α)
AB〉 are nonzero. That is, at least two s

(α)
i±

in |ψ(α)
AB〉 are nonzero. (2) The matrix {V(j±)(i±)} has at

least two nonzero matrix elements in each row. That is,
the two measurements P n̂1

a and P n̂2

a′ are different. (3)

|ψ(α)
AB〉 6=

[∑
i(s

(α)
i+ | + φi〉 + s

(α)
i− | − φi〉)

]
⊗ |η(α)ℓ 〉, where

|η(α)ℓ 〉 is one of
{
|η(α)i± 〉

}
. That is, each |ψ(α)

AB〉 is an en-
tangled state.

Proof. Here, we prove that for N -qubit state ρAB, the
difference between quantum theory and classical theory
can be expressed as “2=1”, as long as the pure state re-
quirement and the measurement requirement are satis-
fied. It is well known that if ρAB satisfies two require-
ments at the same time, Bob’s unnormalized conditional
states are all pure states. And for different measurements
P̂ n̂1
a and P̂ n̂2

a′ , Bob ’s results are different. Without loss
of generality, we assume that Bob’s 2M+1 unnormalized
conditional states are different. Then for the quantum
results we have





ρ̃n̂1
a1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)1+

∣∣∣
2

|η1+〉 〈η1+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)2M−1+

∣∣∣
2

|η2M−1+〉 〈η2M−1+| ,

ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)2M−1−

∣∣∣
2

|η2M−1−〉 〈η2M−1−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)1−

∣∣∣
2

|η1−〉 〈η1−| ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)1+

∣∣∣
2

|ε1+〉 〈ε1+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)2M−1+

∣∣∣
2

|ε2M−1+〉 〈ε2M−1+| ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)2M−1−

∣∣∣
2

|ε2M−1−〉 〈ε2M−1−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)1−

∣∣∣
2

|ε1−〉 〈ε1−| .
(31)

Suppose Bob’s states have a LHS description, they
must satisfy Eq. (5) and Eq. (6). Then, Bob will check

the following set of 2M+1 equations:

ρ̃n̂k
a =

∑

ξ

℘ (a|n̂k, ξ)℘ξρξ. (32)

If these 2M+1 equations have a contradiction, that is they
cannot have a common solution for the sets {℘ξρξ} and
℘(a|n̂k, ξ), then Bob is convinced that the LHS models
are non-existent and that Alice can steer the state of his
qubits.

In the quantum result, there are 2M+1 pure states in
Eq. (31). Then in the LHS description, it is sufficient to
take ξ from 1 to 2M+1. It is a fact that a density matrix
of pure state can only be expanded by itself. Therefore,
any ρ̃n̂k

a in the equation (32) contains only one term. So
for the LHS models results we have






ρ̃n̂1
a1+

= ℘1ρ1,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1+

= ℘2M−1ρ2M−1 ,

ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1−

= ℘2M−1+1ρ2M−1+1,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a1−

= ℘2Mρ2M ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

= ℘2M+1ρ2M+1,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1+

= ℘2M+2M−1ρ2M+2M−1 ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1−

= ℘2M+2M−1+1ρ2M+2M−1+1,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

= ℘2M+1ρ2M+1 .

(33)

Finally, we sum up terms in Eq. (33) and take the
trace. The left side gives tr(ρ̃n̂1 + ρ̃n̂2) = 2tr(ρB) =
2, the result of quantum. While the right side gives
tr(℘1ρ1 + · · · + ℘2M+1ρ2M+1) = tr(ρB) = 1, the result
of the classical LHS models. This leads to the contra-
diction “2=1”, which represents the EPR paradox in the
2-setting steering protocol.

Remark 1. For 2-qubit pure state Eq. (2), Bob’s unnor-
malized conditional states are always pure. So only need
to verify whether it satisfies the measurement require-
ment. It can be seen that in the 2-setting protocol {ẑ, x̂},
Bob ’s results are {|0〉〈0|, |1〉〈1|} and {|+〉〈+|, |−〉〈−|}, re-
spectively [19]. Obviously, this satisfies the measurement
requirement. According to our analysis, such state Eq.
(2) can get the contradiction “2=1”.

Remark 2. For the 4-qubit mixed state Eq. (12), it is
necessary to analyze whether it satisfies both the pure
state requirement and the measurement requirement. In
the 2-setting protocol {n̂1, n̂2} = {ẑẑ, ŷx̂}, Bob’s eight
conditional states are all pure states as shown in Eq.
(16). And for two different measurements P n̂1

a and P n̂2

a′ ,
Bob’s results are different. It is obvious that the pure
state requirement and the measurement requirement are
satisfied at the same time, so the specific 4-qubit mixed
state Eq. (12) can also get the contradiction “2=1”.
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In the EPR steering paradox, we propose a theorem
for N -qubit quantum states which contains two require-
ments: the pure state requirement and the measurement
requirement. If Alice and Bob share an N -qubit mixed
state, there will be a contradiction of “2=1” only when
the pure state requirement and the measurement require-
ment are satisfied at the same time. If they share an
N -qubit pure state, the pure state requirement is auto-
matically satisfied. In this situation, after Alice’s mea-
surement, Bob must get a pure state, which only needs
to meet the measurement requirement. And our results
are completely consistent with the previous conclusions.
This confirms the correctness of our conclusion.

III. BELL-LIKE BASIS MEASUREMENT

Here we show a more specific example of the Bell-like
basis measurement for the N -qubit mixed states. Let
us consider Alice and Bob share an N -qubit entangled

state ρAB =
∑

α pα|ψ
(α)
AB〉〈ψ

(α)
AB |, in which|ψ(α)

AB〉 may be
written as
∣∣∣ψ(α)

AB

〉
=

∑

i

(
s
(α)
i+ |+φi〉

∣∣∣η(α)i+

〉
+ s

(α)
i− |−φi〉

∣∣∣η(α)i−

〉)
.

(34)

and
∑

i(|s
(α)
i+ |2 + |s(α)i− |2) = 1. Alice has M(M < N) par-

ticles and Bob has (N−M) particles. In particular, in the
2-setting steering protocol {n̂1, n̂2} (with n̂1 6= n̂2), Alice
performs the Bell-like basis measurement on her qubits.
Then according to the theorem, we analyze whether this
example can obtain the contradiction “2=1”, and if yes,
what conditions ρAB need to meet with the Bell-like basis
measurement.

The Bell-like basis measurement can be written as





P n̂k
a1+

= (cosβk |+φ1〉+ sinβk |−φ1〉) (cosβk 〈+φ1|+ sinβk 〈−φ1|) ,
...
P n̂k
a
2M−1+

= (cosβk |+φ2M−1〉+ sinβk |−φ2M−1〉) (cosβk 〈+φ2M−1 |+ sinβk 〈−φ2M−1 |) ,
P n̂k
a
2M−1−

= (sinβk |+φ2M−1〉 − cosβk |−φ2M−1〉) (sinβk 〈+φ2M−1 | − cosβk 〈−φ2M−1 |) ,
...
P n̂k
a1−

= (sinβk |+φ1〉 − cosβk |−φ1〉) (sinβk 〈+φ1| − cosβk 〈−φ1|) ,

(35)

in which βk ∈ [0, 2π). Alice performs the measure-
ment along n̂k directions (with k = 1, 2). And | ± φi〉
( i = 1, 2, · · · , 2M−1) is a set of complete basis of 2M -
dimensional Hilbert space. We prove that in Appendix

C. After Alice’s measurement, Bob obtains





ρ̃n̂k
ai+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣ωk(α)
i+

〉〈
ω
k(α)
i+

∣∣∣ ,

ρ̃n̂k
ai−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣ωk(α)
i−

〉〈
ω
k(α)
i−

∣∣∣ ,
(36)

with
∣∣∣ωk(α)

i+

〉
= s

(α)
i+ cosβk

∣∣∣η(α)i+

〉
+ s

(α)
i− sinβk

∣∣∣η(α)i−

〉
,

∣∣∣ωk(α)
i−

〉
= s

(α)
i+ sinβk

∣∣∣η(α)i+

〉
− s

(α)
i− cosβk

∣∣∣η(α)i−

〉
.

(37)

Firstly, in Bell-like basis measurement, the transfor-
mation matrix {V(j±)(i±)} is

V =




cos (β1 − β2) 0 · · · sin (β1 − β2) 0 · · ·
0 cos (β1 − β2) · · · 0 sin (β1 − β2) · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
− sin (β1 − β2) 0 · · · cos (β1 − β2) 0 · · ·

0 − sin (β1 − β2) · · · 0 cos (β1 − β2) · · ·
...

...
...

...
...

...




. (38)
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It is obvious that there are only two nonzero matrix ele-
ments Vjq+ as well as Vjq− (with q = 1, 2, · · · , 2M−1) in

each row of matrix {V(j±)(i±)}, and |χ(α)
j± 〉 contains only

two terms. Similarly, only |η(α)q+ 〉 and |η(α)q− 〉 contribute to

|ψ(α)
AB〉, and we can consider |ψ(α)

AB〉 as

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
= s

(α)
q+ |+φq〉

∣∣∣η(α)q+

〉
+ s

(α)
q− |−φq〉

∣∣∣η(α)q−

〉
. (39)

The measurement requirement also requires |ψ(α)
AB〉 6=[∑

i(s
(α)
i+ |+φi〉+ s

(α)
i− |−φi〉)

]
⊗ |η(α)ℓ 〉, so |η(α)q+ 〉 6= |η(α)q− 〉.

In this way, the measurement requirement is satisfied.

Secondly, the pure state requirement requires that |η(α)q± 〉
is independent of α, i.e.

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
= s

(α)
q+ |+φq〉 |ηq+〉+ s

(α)
q− |−φq〉 |ηq−〉 . (40)

It is apparent that after a series of analysis, the form

of |ψ(α)
AB〉 is simple and only contains two terms. There

is an interesting question worthy of our further analysis,

that is, whether |ψ(α)
AB〉 and |ψ(α′)

AB 〉 can contain the same

states? Suppose that |ψ(α)
AB〉 and |ψ(α′)

AB 〉 are





∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
= s

(α)
p+ |+φp〉 |ηp+〉+ s

(α)
p− |−φp〉 |ηp−〉 ,

∣∣∣ψ(α′)
AB

〉
= s

(α′)
p+ |+φp〉 |ηp+〉+ s

(α′)
p− |−φp〉 |ηp−〉 ,

(41)

with p ∈ {1, 2, · · · , 2m}. The pure state requirement re-
quires

{
s
(α′)
p+ = cα

α′(p+)s
(α)
p+ ,

s
(α′)
p− = cα

α′(p−)s
(α)
p− ,

(42)

and

Vjp+s
(α)
p+ |ηp+〉+ Vjp−s

(α)
ip− |ηp−〉

= dαα′j

(
Vjp+s

(α′)
p+ |ηp+〉+ Vjp−s

(α′)
p− |ηp−〉

)
.

(43)

The measurement requirement requires |η(α)p+ 〉 6= |η(α)p− 〉.
According to Eq. (42) and Eq. (43), we have

cαα′(p+) = cαα′(p−) =
1

dαα′j

≡ cαα′ . (44)

So
∣∣∣ψ(α′)

AB

〉
= cαα′

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
, (45)

that means |ψ(α)
AB〉 and |ψ(α′)

AB 〉 are the same state. In sum-

mary, |ψ(α)
AB〉 and |ψ(α′)

AB 〉 cannot contain the same state.
Therefore, for arbitrary α and α′, we have




∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
= s

(α)
q+ |+φq〉 |ηq+〉+ s

(α)
q− |−φq〉 |ηq−〉 ,∣∣∣ψ(α′)

AB

〉
= s

(α′)
q′+ |+φq′ 〉 |ηq′+〉+ s

(α′)
q′− |−φq′〉 |ηq′−〉 ,

(46)

with q 6= q′ and q, q′ = 1, 2, · · · , 2M−1. And after Alice’s
measurement, Bob’s results are





ρ̃n̂k
aq+

= pα

∣∣∣ωk(α)
q+

〉〈
ω
k(α)
q+

∣∣∣ ,

ρ̃n̂k
aq−

= pα

∣∣∣ωk(α)
q−

〉〈
ω
k(α)
q−

∣∣∣ .
(47)

Similarly, suppose every Bob’s state has a LHS descrip-
tion. Bob can check the following set of 2M+1 equations:





ρ̃n̂k
a1+

=
∑

ξ

℘ (a1+|n̂k, ξ)℘ξρξ,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂k
a
2M−1+

=
∑

ξ

℘ (a2M−1+|n̂k, ξ)℘ξρξ,

ρ̃n̂k
a1−

=
∑

ξ

℘ (a1−|n̂k, ξ)℘ξρξ,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂k
a
2M−1−

=
∑

ξ

℘ (a2M−1−|n̂k, ξ)℘ξρξ.

(48)

According to Eq. (47) , Bob’s unnormalized conditional
states are pure. A density matrix of pure state can only
be expanded by itself, therefore, from Eq. (47) we have





ρ̃n̂k
a1+

= ℘1ρ1,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂k
a
2M−1+

= ℘2M−1ρ2M−1 ,

ρ̃n̂k
a1−

= ℘2M−1+1ρ2M−1+1,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂k
a
2M−1−

= ℘2Mρ2M .

k = 1, 2 (49)

By summing them up and taking the trace, the left side
gives tr(ρ̃n̂1 + ρ̃n̂2) = 2tr(ρB) = 2. But the right side
gives tr(℘1ρ1 + · · · + ℘2M+1ρ2M+1) = tr(ρB) = 1. This
leads to the contradiction “2=1”

In summary, we discuss the steering paradox with the
Bell-like basis measurement. And it shows that for Bell-
like basis measurement, when ρAB satisfied both the pure
state requirement and the measurement requirement, we

can obtain the contradiction “2=1”. In this case, |ψ(α)
AB〉

and |ψ(α′)
AB 〉 cannot contain the same state, and only con-

tain two items. It is evident that the maximum value
range of α is from 1 to 2M−1 (M is the number of parti-
cles of Alice), that is, the maximum rank of ρAB is 2M−1

for the Bell-like basis measurement.

IV. NONEXISTENCE OF CONTRADICTION “2

= 1” FOR 2-QUBIT MIXED STATES

In this section, we apply the results to the 2-qubit
mixed states. We get the following corollary.

Corollary 1. If Alice and Bob share a 2-qubit mixed
state, there is no contradiction “2 = 1”.



8

From the above analysis, we know that for the Bell-like
basis measurement, the maximum rank of ρAB is 2M−1.
Suppose Alice and Bob share a 2-qubit entangled state
ρAB and each of them has a qubit, then M = 1. If Alice
performs the Bell-like basis measurement, the maximum
rank of ρAB is 1. That is, for 2-qubit entangled states
with the Bell-like basis measurement, only the 2-qubit
prue entangled states have the contradiction “2=1”. So
is there a contradiction “2=1” for 2-qubit mixed states?
Next, we prove that there is no contradiction “2 = 1” for
2-qubit mixed states

Proof. Suppose Alice and Bob share a 2-qubit mixed

state ρAB =
∑

α pα|ψ
(α)
AB〉〈ψ

(α)
AB |, in which

∣∣∣ψ(α)
AB

〉
= s

(α)
1 |φ1〉 |η1〉+ s

(α)
2 |φ2〉 |η2〉 . (50)

Here we take |η(α)1 〉 = |η1〉 and |η(α)2 〉 = |η2〉 to satisfy
the pure state requirement. And the measurement re-

quirement requests s
(α)
1 , s

(α)
2 6= 0, and |η1〉 6= |η2〉. Alice

takes one particle and the other belongs to Bob. Simi-
laily, in the 2-setting steering protocol {n̂1, n̂2}, suppose
that Alice’ s projective measurements are {|φi〉〈φi|} and
{|ϕj〉〈ϕj |}, where |〈φi|ϕj〉| < 1 and i, j = 1, 2. Then
Bob’s unnormalized conditional states are






ρ̃n̂1
ai

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)i

∣∣∣
2

|ηi〉 〈ηi| ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
j

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣χ(α)
j

〉〈
χ
(α)
j

∣∣∣ ,
(51)

in which |χ(α)
j 〉 =

∑
i Vjis

(α)
i |η(α)i 〉, Vji = 〈ϕj |φi〉. In

order to get the contradiction, for any α and α′, the
conditional state of Bob needs to satisfy






∣∣∣χ(α)
j

〉
= dαα′j

∣∣∣χ(α′)
j

〉
,

s
(α)
i = cαα′is

(α′)
i .

(52)

According to Eq. (52) , we have cα
α′(i) = cα

α′(i) = 1/dαα′j .

Then we can obtain |ψ(α)
AB〉 and |ψ(α′)

AB 〉 are the same state,
similarly. Therefore, there is no contradiction “2=1” in
2-qubit mixed states.

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented a simple EPR steering paradox that
shows the incompatibility of the local-hidden-state mod-
els with quantum theory for any N -qubit entangled state
based on a 2-setting steering protocol. The argument is
valid for any N -qubit entangled state, not only N -qubit
pure entangled states, but more importantly, N -qubit
mixed entangled states. We propose a simple theorem
and prove that for any N -qubit state satisfying simulta-
neously “the pure state requirement” and “the measure-
ment requirement”, then the contradiction “2=1” can be
obtained. In the example of Bell-like basis measurement,
we obtain that the maximum rank of the N -qubit mixed
state is 2M−1 (M is the number of particles of Alice),
and prove that there is no contradiction “2=1” in the
2-qubit mixed state. In general, we obtain the contradic-
tion “2=1” in a more general case. Furthermore, if one
considers the EPR steering scenario in k-setting for arbi-
trary N -qudit entangled mixed state, then following the
similar approach one can arrive at a full contradiction,
i.e., “k = 1”.
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Appendix A: Can Bob have the same state in the same measurement?

In order to obtain the contradiction “2=1”, we analyze whether Bob can have the same pure state in the same
measurement, and whether Bob can have the same pure state in different measurements.

After Alice’s measurement, Bob obtains





ρ̃n̂1
a1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)1+

∣∣∣
2

|η1+〉 〈η1+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
am+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)m+

∣∣∣
2

|ηm+〉 〈ηm+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
an+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)n+

∣∣∣
2

|ηn+〉 〈ηn+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)2M−1+

∣∣∣
2

|η2M−1+〉 〈η2M−1+| ,

ρ̃n̂1
a
2M−1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)2M−1−

∣∣∣
2

|η2M−1−〉 〈η2M−1−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
an−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)n−

∣∣∣
2

|ηn−〉 〈ηn−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
am−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)m−

∣∣∣
2

|ηm−〉 〈ηm−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)1−

∣∣∣
2

|η1−〉 〈η1−| ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)1+

∣∣∣
2

|ε1+〉 〈ε1+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

m′+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)m′+

∣∣∣
2

|εm′+〉 〈εm′+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

n′+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)n′+

∣∣∣
2

|εn′+〉 〈εn′+| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1+

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)2M−1+

∣∣∣
2

|ε2M−1+〉 〈ε2M−1+| ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′

2M−1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)2M−1−

∣∣∣
2

|ε2M−1−〉 〈ε2M−1−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

n′−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)n′−

∣∣∣
2

|εn′−〉 〈εn′−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

m′−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣s(α)m′−

∣∣∣
2

|εm′−〉 〈εm′−| ,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

=
∑

α pα

∣∣∣t(α)1−

∣∣∣
2

|ε1−〉 〈ε1−| .

(A1)

In Eq. (A1), assuming that |ηm+〉 = |ηn+〉 , i.e., only 2M+1 − 1 different pure states appear in the quantum result
of Eq. (A1), so that it is sufficient to take ξ from 1 to 2M+1 − 1, namely, one can take the ensemble as

{℘ξρξ} = {℘1ρ1, ℘2ρ2, ℘3ρ3, · · · , ℘2M+1−1ρ2M+1−1} . (A2)

https://doi.org/10.1038/srep32075
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00397-z
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Then Eq. (A1) can be written as






ρ̃n̂1
a1+

=

2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘ (a1+|n̂1, ξ)℘ξρξ,

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
am+

=

2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘ (am+|n̂1, ξ)℘ξρξ,

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
an+

=
2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘ (an+|n̂1, ξ)℘ξρξ,

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
a1−

=

2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘ (a1−|n̂1, ξ)℘ξρξ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

=

2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘
(
a′1+|n̂2, ξ

)
℘ξρξ,

· · ·

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

=
2M+1−1∑

ξ=1

℘
(
a′1−|n̂2, ξ

)
℘ξρξ.

(A3)

Since the 2M+1 states on the left-hand side of Eq. (A1) are all pure states, a pure state cannot be obtained by a
convex sum of other different states. Therefore,

ρ̃n̂1
a1+

= ℘ (a1+|n̂1, 1)℘1ρ1,

℘ (a1+|n̂1, 2) = ℘ (a1+|n̂1, 3) = · · · = ℘
(
a1+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A4)

Similarly, one has

ρ̃n̂1
a2+

= ℘ (a2+|n̂1, 2)℘2ρ2,

℘ (a2+|n̂1, 1) = ℘ (a2+|n̂1, 3) = · · · = ℘
(
a2+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A5)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
am+

= ℘ (am+|n̂1,m)℘mρm,

℘ (am+|n̂1, 1) = ℘ (am+|n̂1, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
am+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A6)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
an+

= ℘ (an+|n̂1,m)℘mρm,

℘ (an+|n̂1, 1) = ℘ (an+|n̂1, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
an+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A7)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
a1−

= ℘
(
a1−|n̂1, 2

M − 1
)
℘2M−1ρ2M−1,

℘ (a2M |n̂1, 1) = ℘ (a2M |n̂1, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
a2M |n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A8)

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

= ℘
(
a′1+|n̂2, 1

)
℘2Mρ2M ,

℘
(
a′1+|n̂2, 2

)
= ℘

(
a′1+|n̂2, 3

)
= · · · = ℘

(
a′1+|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(A9)

· · ·
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ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

= ℘
(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 1
)
℘2M+1−1ρ2M+1−1,

℘
(
a′1−|n̂2, 1

)
= ℘

(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

)
= · · · = ℘

(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 2
)
= 0.

(A10)

Because
∑
a

℘(a|n̂, ξ) = 1, one has






ρ̃n̂1
a1+

= ℘1ρ1,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
am+

= ℘ (am+|n̂1,m)℘mρm,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
an+

= ℘ (an+|n̂1, n)℘nρn,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a1−

= ℘2M−1ρ2M−1,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

= ℘2Mρ2M ,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

= ℘2M+1−1ρ2M+1−1.

(A11)

where ℘ (am+|n̂1,m) + ℘ (an+|n̂1, n) = 1, The sum on the left-hand side of Eq. (A11) is 2ρB, and the sum on the
right-hand side is ρB. By summing terms in Eq. (A11) and taking trace, we arrive at the contradiction “2=1”. So in
the same measurement, if Bob gets the same pure state, we can get the contradiction “2=1”.

Appendix B: Can Bob have the same state in different measurements?

In Eq. (A1), assuming that |ηm+〉 = |εm′+〉 , i.e., only 2M+1 − 1 different pure states appear in the quantum result
of Eq. (A1). Similarly, it is sufficient to take ξ from 1 to 2M+1 − 1, one can take the ensemble as Eq. (A2). Then
one has Eq. (A3). The 2M+1 states on the left-hand side of Eq. (A1) are all pure states. The same reasoning can be
used to obtain

ρ̃n̂1
a1+

= ℘ (a1+|n̂1, 1)℘1ρ1,

℘ (a1+|n̂1, 2) = ℘ (a1+|n̂1, 3) = · · · = ℘
(
a1+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B1)

Similarly, one has

ρ̃n̂1
a2+

= ℘ (a2+|n̂1, 2)℘2ρ2,

℘ (a2+|n̂1, 1) = ℘ (a2+|n̂1, 3) = · · · = ℘
(
a2+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B2)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
am+

= ℘ (am+|n̂1,m)℘mρm,

℘ (am+|n̂1, 1) = ℘ (am+|n̂1, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
am+|n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B3)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂1
a1−

= ℘
(
a1−|n̂1, 2

M
)
℘2M ρ2M ,

℘ (a2M |n̂1, 1) = ℘ (a2M |n̂1, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
a2M |n̂1, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B4)

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

= ℘
(
a′1+|n̂2, 1

)
℘2M+1ρ2M+1,

℘
(
a′1+|n̂2, 2

)
= ℘

(
a′1+|n̂2, 3

)
= · · · = ℘

(
a′1+|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B5)

· · ·

ρ̃n̂2

a′

m′+

= ℘
(
a′

m′+
|n̂2,m

′
)
℘2M+m′ρ2M+m′ ,

℘ (a′1|n̂2, 1) = ℘ (a′1|n̂2, 2) = · · · = ℘
(
a′1|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 1
)
= 0.

(B6)
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· · ·

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

= ℘
(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 1
)
℘2M+1−1ρ2M+1−1,

℘
(
a′1−|n̂2, 1

)
= ℘

(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

)
= · · · = ℘

(
a′1−|n̂2, 2

M+1 − 2
)
= 0.

(B7)

Because
∑
a

℘(a|n̂, ξ) = 1, one has





ρ̃n̂1
a1

= ℘1ρ1,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
am+

= ℘mρm,
· · ·
ρ̃n̂1
a1−

= ℘2Mρ2M ,

ρ̃n̂2

a′
1+

= ℘2M+1ρ2M+1,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′

m′+

= ℘2M+m′ρ2M+m′ ,

· · ·
ρ̃n̂2

a′
1−

= ℘2M+1−1ρ2M+1−1.

(B8)

Here ℘(am+|n̂1,m) = 1, ℘(a′
m′+

|n̂2,m
′) = 1, no more ℘(am+|n̂1,m) + ℘(a′

m′+
|n̂2,m

′) = 1. The sum on the left-hand

side of Eq. (B8) is 2ρB, and the sum on the right-hand side is ρB + ℘iρi. By summing terms in Eq. (B8) and taking
trace, we no longer get the contradiction “2=1”. So in the different measurements, if Bob gets the same pure state,
we can’t get the contradiction “2=1”.

Appendix C: |±φi〉 is a set of complete basis of Hilbert space

Here we show that | ± φi〉 ( i = 1, 2, · · · , 2M−1) which in the Bell-like basis measurement is a set of complete basis

of 2M -dimensional Hilbert space. For any k( k = 1, 2), we have
∑2M−1

i=1 (P n̂k
ai+

+ P n̂k
ai−

) = 1. That can be expanded as

2M−1∑

i=1

(
P n̂k
ai+

+ P n̂k
ai−

)

=

2M−1∑

i=1

(
cos2 βk |+φi〉 〈+φi|+ cosβk sinβk |+φi〉 〈−φi|+ sinβk cosβk |−φi〉 〈+φi|+ sin2 βk |−φi〉 〈−φi|

+sin2 βk |+φi〉 〈+φi| − sinβk cosβk |+φi〉 〈−φi| − cosβk sinβk |−φi〉 〈+φi|+ cos2 βk |−φi〉 〈−φi|
)

=

2M−1∑

i=1

(|+φi〉 〈+φi|+ |−φi〉 〈−φi|)

=1 (C1)

It is obvious that | ± φi〉 is a set of complete basis of 2M -dimensional Hilbert space.


