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Abstract

Bell nonlocality is a valuable resource in quantum information processing tasks. Scientists are
interested in whether a single entangled state can generate a long sequence of nonlocal correlations.
Previous work has accomplished sequential tripartite nonlocality sharing through unsharp mea-
surements. In this paper, we investigate the sharing of tripartite nonlocality using only projective
measurements and sharing classical randomness. For the generalized GHZ state, we have demon-
strated that using unbiased measurement choices, two Charlies can share the standard tripartite
nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob, while at most one Charlie can share the genuine
tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob. However, with biased measurement
choices, the number of Charlies sharing the genuine tripartite nonlocality can be increased to two.
Nonetheless, we find that using biased measurements does not increase the number of sequential
observers sharing the standard tripartite nonlocality. Moreover, we provide the feasible range of
double violation for the parameters of the measurement combination probability with respect to
the state.

1 Introduction

Quantum nonlocality is one of the most important properties of quantum mechanics. It was first
pointed out by Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen [1], highlighting conflicts between quantum mechanics
and local realism. Later, Bell derived a statistical inequality, known as the Bell inequality, using it
to certify nonlocality [2]. Subsequently, various Bell inequalities have been derived and extensively
studied for nonlocality [3–10], with experimental verifications conducted in many different scenarios
[11–14]. Moreover, Bell nonlocality [15] serves as a valuable resource in quantum information processing
tasks such as device independent randomness generation [16–19], quantum key distribution [20], and
reductions of communication complexity [21].
The study of nonlocality sharing among multiple observers has been a hot topic. In 2015, Silva et.

al. [22] demonstrated through unsharp measurements that two Bobs could share the nonlocality with a
single Alice. This opened up extensive research into the nonlocality sharing among multiple observers.
In 2020, Brown and Colbeck considered the scenario where each Bob in the sequence performed unsharp
measurements with unequal sharpness parameters [23]. They found that an arbitrary number of Bobs
could share the nonlocality of a maximally entangled two-qubit state with a single Alice, and they

∗Corresponding author: gfenzhuo@bupt.edu.cn

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

17
55

1v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
6 

Ju
n 

20
24



extended this conclusion to all pure entangled two-qubit states. Zhang and Fei investigated sharing
the nonlocality of arbitrary dimensional bipartite entangled [24]. In three-qubit system, Saha et. al.
[25] studied sharing the nonlocality with multiple observers in one side and found that up to six
Charlies could share the standard tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob, and up
to two Charlies could share the genuine tripartite nonlocality. In Ref. [26], the author found that an
arbitrary number of Charlies could share the standard tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a
single Bob. Furthermore, the bilateral sharing of nonlocality for two-qubit entangled states [27, 28] and
the trilateral nonlocality sharing for three-qubit entangled states [29] have also been studied. So far,
significant progress has been made in the study of nonlocality sharing along this line of research[30–36].
Most of the studies on nonlocality sharing mentioned above have used unsharp measurements. Al-

though projective measurement is the simplest form of measurement and is easily implemented in
experiments, it is also the most destructive to quantum states. Entangled states become separable
after projective measurements, thus limiting its application in nonlocality sharing. However, in recent
work [37], the authors demonstrated that if the Bobs choose to combine three projective measure-
ment strategies with different probabilities, then two Bobs can share the nonlocality of the two-qubit
entangled state with a single Alice. This opens up the study of nonlocality sharing using projective
measurements. In Ref. [38] Zhang et al. investigated the scenario of bipartite high-dimensional pure
states. Inspired by [37, 38], this paper investigates the application of projective measurements in
nonlocality sharing with a three-qubit entangled system.
For the generalized GHZ state, we propose projective measurements and combine different measure-

ment strategies to investigate nonlocality sharing. When considering unbiased measurement choices,
where all possible measurement settings for each Charlie are uniformly distributed, two Charlies can
share standard tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob. For different state pa-
rameters φ, we provide the feasible range for the double violation with respect to the combination
probability p. However, unbiased measurement choices permit at most one Charlie to share genuine
tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob. To overcome this limitation, we introduce
the parameter v to modify the unbiased measurement choices into biased measurement choices. This
modification allows two Charlies to share genuine tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single
Bob. However, biased measurement choices do not increase the number of sequential observers sharing
standard nonlocality. We also provide the feasible ranges for realizing nonlocality sharing with respect
to the biased parameter v and state parameter φ. Additionally, for two specific values of v, we present
the feasible range of double violation concerning the combination probability p and the state parameter
φ.

2 Defining tripartite nonlocality

In a Bell scenario involving a three-qubit entangled state, there are three spatially separated parties,
named Alice, Bob, and Charlie. They share a three-qubit entangled state, and perform the measure-
ments Ax, By, and Cz on their subsystems, respectively, with outcomes a, b, and c where x, y, z ∈ {0, 1},
a, b, c ∈ {+1,−1}. In this setup, the quantum correlations are described by the conditional probability
P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz). For all combinations of x, y, z, a, b, c, if the correlations P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz) can
be represented by a local hidden variable model,

P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz) =
∑
ξ

q(ξ)Pξ(a|Ax)Pξ(b|By, )Pξ(c|Cz), (1)

where q(ξ) is the probability distribution on the local hidden variable ξ, 0 ≤ q(ξ) ≤ 1 and
∑

ξ q(ξ) = 1,
then {P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz)} is said to be fully local. If {P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz)} is not fully local, it
indicates standard tripartite nonlocality, which can be certified through the violation of the Mermin
inequality [5]. This inequality takes the following form.

M = ⟨A1B0C0⟩+ ⟨A0B1C0⟩+ ⟨A0B0C1⟩ − ⟨A1B1C1⟩ ≤ 2, (2)

where ⟨AxByCz⟩ =
∑

abc(abc)P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz).
In 1987, Svetlichny [4] introduced genuine tripartite nonlocality, which means that when the corre-
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Fig. 1: The relations among standard nonlocality and genuine nonlocality.

lations cannot be described by the following local hidden variable model,

P (a, b, c|Ax, By, Cz) =
∑
ξ

q(ξ)Pξ(b, c|By, Cz)Pξ(a|Ax)

+
∑
µ

q(µ)Pµ(a, c|Ax, Cz)Pµ(b|By)

+
∑
ν

q(ν)Pν(a, b|Ax, By)Pν(c|Cz),

(3)

where 0 ≤ q(ξ), q(µ), q(ν) ≤ 1, and
∑

ξ q(ξ) +
∑

µ q(µ) +
∑

ν q(ν) = 1, it indicates genuine tripartite
nonlocality. If a quantum correlation violates the Mermin inequality, it does not necessarily imply that
the correlation exhibits genuine tripartite nonlocality. However, genuine tripartite nonlocality can be
certified through the violation of the Svetlichny inequality [4], which takes the following form

S = ⟨A0B0C1⟩+ ⟨A0B1C0⟩+ ⟨A1B0C0⟩ − ⟨A1B1C1⟩
+ ⟨A0B1C1⟩+ ⟨A1B0C1⟩+ ⟨A1B1C0⟩ − ⟨A0B0C0⟩ ≤ 4.

(4)

According to the above definition, the relationship between standard tripartite nonlocality and genuine
tripartite nonlocality can be described by Fig. 1.

3 Sharing of standard tripartite nonlocality

Previous studies have achieved sequential sharing of standard tripartite nonlocality using unsharp
measurements [25, 26]. In this section, we will explore whether projective measurements can enable
multiple Charlies to share standard tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob.
As shown in Fig. 2, three particles are prepared in the entangled source ρABC = |GHZφ⟩⟨GHZφ|,

where |GHZφ⟩ is the generalized three-qubit GHZ state.

|GHZφ⟩ = cosφ|000⟩+ sinφ|111⟩, 0 ≤ φ ≤ π/4. (5)

These three particles are spatially separated and shared between Alice, Bob, and multiple Charlies.
Alice performs binary measurements on the first particle according to the input x ∈ {0, 1} and obtains
the outcome a ∈ {+1,−1}. Bob performs binary measurements on the second particle according
to the input y ∈ {0, 1} and obtains the outcome b ∈ {+1,−1}. Charliek (k = 1, ..., n) performs
binary measurements on the third particle according to the input zk ∈ {0, 1}, obtains the outcome
ck ∈ {+1,−1}, and sends the postmeasurement state to the next Charlie, i.e., Charliek+1. Each Charlie
can implement two different projective measurement strategies: PM(1) (λ = 1): Both measurements
are projective measurements. PM(2) (λ = 2): One measurement is a projective measurement and
the other measurement is an identity measurement.
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It is crucial to determine the shared state ρ
(k+1)
ABC among Alice, Bob, and Charliek+1 after Charliek

performs measurements. Here, it is required that each Charlie performs measurements independent of
the measurement choices and results of the preceding Charlies in the sequence, and we consider each
observer’s input is equally probable. The postmeasurement states are determined by generalized von
Neumann-Lüders transformation rule [39]:

ρ
(k+1,λ)
ABC =

1

2

∑
ck,zk

(
I⊗ I⊗

√
C

(k,λ)
ck|zk

)
ρ
(k,λ)
ABC

(
I⊗ I⊗

√
C

(k,λ)
ck|zk

)
, (6)

where C
(k,λ)
ck|zk is the projective measurement, thus satisfying

(
C

(k,λ)
ck|zk

)2
= C

(k,λ)
ck|zk .

Fig. 2: A quantum state ρABC is initially distributed between Alice, Bob, and Charlie1. After Charlie1
performs some kind of quantum measurements(QM) on his part and records the outcomes, he passes
the postmeasurement quantum state to Charlie2, who then repeats the process. Where QM given by
a random combination of several projective measurements (PMs) with different probabilities p. Before
the experiment begins, all parties agree to share classical randomness p = {pλ} satisfying

∑
λ pλ = 1.

From the previous section, we know that standard tripartite nonlocality can be certified through the
violation of the Mermin inequality. Each pair Alice-Bob-Charliek tests the Mermin inequality,

Mk ≡
2∑

λ=1

pλM
λ
k ⩽ 2, (7)

where
Mλ

k = ⟨A1B0C
(k,λ)
0 ⟩+ ⟨A0B1C

(k,λ)
0 ⟩+ ⟨A0B0C

(k,λ)
1 ⟩ − ⟨A1B1C

(k,λ)
1 ⟩, (8)

⟨AxByC
(k,λ)
z ⟩ = Tr

[
ρ
(k,λ)
ABC(Ax ⊗By ⊗ C

(k,λ)
z )

]
and {Ax, By, C

(k,λ)
z }k=1,2,...,n denote the observables of

the respective parties conditioned on λ. Here, we consider the simplest scenario, namely, n = 2. For
the generalized GHZ state (5), we give the following measurment strategy for Alice, Bob, and Charliek.
Alice’s observables are defined by:

A0 = σx, A1 = σy, (9)

Bob’s observables are defined by:
B0 = −σy, B1 = σx. (10)
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For Charliek, we separately analyze the two types of projective measurement strategies: Case(i)-(ii).
Case(i):(λ = 1) Both measurements of Charlie1 are projective. The measurement settings are given
by the following observables:

C
(1,1)
0|0 =

I+ σx

2
, C

(1,1)
0|1 =

I+ σy

2
. (11)

Using normalization and spectral decomposition theorem, we can obtain C
(1,1)
1|z = I−C

(1,1)
0|z and C

(1,1)
z =

C
(1,1)
0|z −C

(1,1)
1|z for z = 0, 1. Under this measurement strategy and the initial state |GHZφ⟩⟨GHZφ|, we

can calculate the Mermin inequality value for Alice, Bob, and Charlie1 as follows:

Mλ=1
1 = Tr

[
ρ
(1,1)
ABC

(
A1B0C

(1,1)
0 +A0B1C

(1,1)
0 +A0B0C

(1,1)
1 −A1B1C

(1,1)
1

)]
= Tr[ρ

(1,1)
ABC(−σy ⊗ σy ⊗ σx + σx ⊗ σx ⊗ σx − σx ⊗ σy ⊗ σy − σy ⊗ σx ⊗ σy)]

= 4 sin 2φ.

(12)

According to Eq. (6), the state shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie2 is given by

ρ
(2,1)
ABC =

1

2
ρ
(1,1)
ABC +

1

4
(I⊗ I⊗ σx)ρ

(1,1)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σx) +

1

4
(I⊗ I⊗ σy)ρ

(1,1)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σy). (13)

Then taking C
(2,1)
z = C

(1,1)
z for z = 0, 1, we can get

Mλ=1
2 = Tr

[
ρ
(2,1)
ABC

(
A1B0C

(2,1)
0 +A0B1C

(2,1)
0 +A0B0C

(2,1)
1 −A1B1C

(2,1)
1

)]
= 2 sin 2φ.

(14)

Case(ii):(λ = 2) One measurement of Charlie1 is projective and the other is an identity measurement,

C
(1,2)
0|0 =

I+ σx

2
, C

(1,2)
0|1 = I. (15)

Similarly, we can obtain C
(1,2)
1|z = I− C

(1,2)
0|z , C

(1,2)
z = C

(1,2)
0|z − C

(1,2)
1|z for z = 0, 1, and we can calculate

the Mermin inequality value for Alice, Bob, and Charlie1 as follows:

Mλ=2
1 = Tr

[
ρ
(1,2)
ABC

(
A1B0C

(1,2)
0 +A0B1C

(1,2)
0 +A0B0C

(1,2)
1 −A1B1C

(1,2)
1

)]
= Tr[ρ

(1,2)
ABC(−σy ⊗ σy ⊗ σx + σx ⊗ σx ⊗ σx − σx ⊗ σy ⊗ I− σy ⊗ σx ⊗ I)]

= 2 sin 2φ.

(16)

The state shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie2 is given by

ρ
(2,2)
ABC =

3

4
ρ
(1,2)
ABC +

1

4
(I⊗ I⊗ σx)ρ

(1,2)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σx). (17)

Then taking C
(2,2)
0 = σx, C

(2,2)
1 = σy, we can get

Mλ=2
2 = Tr

[
ρ
(2,2)
ABC

(
A1B0C

(2,2)
0 +A0B1C

(2,2)
0 +A0B0C

(2,2)
1 −A1B1C

(2,2)
1

)]
= 3 sin 2φ.

(18)

Now we consider standard tripartite nonlocality based on the mixture of case(i) and case(ii). Let’s
assume the probability of choosing the first measurement is p, and the probability of choosing the
second measurement is 1− p. Then, from Eq. (7), we have

M1 ≡ p ·Mλ=1
1 + (1− p) ·Mλ=2

1 = p · 4 sin 2φ+ (1− p) · 2 sin 2φ = (2p+ 2) sin 2φ, (19)

and
M2 ≡ p ·Mλ=1

2 + (1− p) ·Mλ=2
2 = p · 2 sin 2φ+ (1− p) · 3 sin 2φ = (3− p) sin 2φ. (20)

Thus, the problem of nonlocality sharing can be transformed into determining whether we can find
parameters p and φ such that both M1 and M2 are simultaneously greater than 2. In other words, the
conditions (2p+2) sin 2φ > 2 and (3− p) sin 2φ > 2 must be satisfied. In Fig. 3, we plot the violations
of the Mermin inequality M1 and M2 with respect to the parameters p and ϕ, and we can observe that
there exist values of p and φ that satisfy the above two inequalities. And it can be observed that, as
long as φ ∈ (0.424, π/4], there exists a mixed strategy that allows two Charlies to share the standard
nonlocality. For each fixed value of φ within this range, the range of the parameter p can be easily
calculated, 1

sin 2φ − 1 < p < 3− 2
sin 2φ .
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(a) (b)

Fig. 3: (a)M1 (orange) and M2 (blue) are violation surfaces parameterized by p and φ, and the contour
surface M = 2 (green) represents the local bound of the Mermin inequality. (b) The feasible range of
parameters p and φ that satisfy the conditions.

4 Sharing of genuine tripartite nonlocality

In Ref. [25], sequential sharing of the genuine tripartite nonlocality has been achieved using unsharp
measurements. In this section, we will explore whether, for the generalized GHZ state, using only
projective measurements can enable multiple Charlies to share the genuine tripartite nonlocality with
a single Alice and a single Bob. The measurement scenario is similar to that described in the Sect. 3
and can be illustrated in Fig. 2.
From Sect. 2, we know that the genuine tripartite nonlocality can be certified through the violation

of the Svetlichny inequality. Each pair Alice-Bob-Charliek tests the Svetlichny inequality,

Sk ≡
2∑

λ=1

pλS
λ
k ⩽ 4, (21)

where
Sλ
k = ⟨A0B0C

(k,λ)
1 ⟩+ ⟨A0B1C

(k,λ)
0 ⟩+ ⟨A1B0C

(k,λ)
0 ⟩ − ⟨A1B1C

(k,λ)
1 ⟩

+ ⟨A0B1C
(k,λ)
1 ⟩+ ⟨A1B0C

(k,λ)
1 ⟩+ ⟨A1B1C

(k,λ)
0 ⟩ − ⟨A0B0C

(k,λ)
0 ⟩.

(22)

Here, we also consider the simplest scenario, and give the following measurement strategy for Alice,
Bob, and Charliek.
Alice’s observables as follows:

A0 = σx, A1 = σy, (23)

Bob’s observables as follows:

B0 =
1√
2
(σx − σy), B1 =

1√
2
(σx + σy). (24)

Next, the measurement strategies of Charliek are divided into Case(i) and Case(ii).
Case(i):(λ = 1)Both measurements of Charlie1 are projective,

C
(1,1)
0|0 =

I− σy

2
, C

(1,1)
0|1 =

I+ σx

2
. (25)
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We can obtain C
(1,1)
1|z = I−C

(1,1)
0|z , C

(1,1)
z = C

(1,1)
0|z −C

(1,1)
1|z for z = 0, 1, and it is not difficult to calculate

that the Svetlichny inequality value for Alice, Bob, and Charlie1 is Sλ=1
1 = 4

√
2 sin 2φ.

Using Eq. (6) we obtain

ρ
(2,1)
ABC =

1

2
ρ
(1,1)
ABC +

1

4
(I⊗ I⊗ σx)ρ

(1,1)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σx) +

1

4
(I⊗ I⊗ σy)ρ

(1,1)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σy). (26)

Then taking C
(2,1)
z = C

(1,1)
z for z = 0, 1 ,we can get Sλ=1

2 = 2
√
2 sin 2φ.

Case(ii):(λ = 2) One measurement of Charlie1 is projective and the other is an identity measurement,
and their measurement settings are given by the following observables:

C
(1,2)
0|0 = I, C

(1,2)
0|1 =

I+ σx

2
. (27)

We can obtain C
(1,2)
1|z = I−C

(1,2)
0|z , C

(1,2)
z = C

(1,2)
0|z −C

(1,2)
1|z for z = 0, 1. If, similar to Sect. 3, we select

the two measurements in Eq. (27) with equal probability, we find that at most one Charlie can share
the genuine tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob. Therefore, we will use biased

measurement choices here. Let’s assume Charlie1 selects measurement C
(1,2)
0 with the probability of

v, and measurement C
(1,2)
1 with the probability of 1 − v, where v ∈ (0, 1). We can calculate that the

Svetlichny inequality value for Alice, Bob, and Charlie1 is Sλ=2
1 = 2

√
2 sin 2φ. The state shared among

Alice, Bob, and Charlie2 is given by

ρ
(2,2)
ABC = (1− v)

(
I⊗ I⊗ I+ σx

2
ρ
(1,2)
ABCI⊗ I⊗ I+ σx

2
+ I⊗ I⊗ I− σx

2
ρ
(1,2)
ABCI⊗ I⊗ I− σx

2

)
+ v · I⊗ I⊗ I ρ(1,2)ABC I⊗ I⊗ I

=
1 + v

2
ρ
(1,2)
ABC +

1− v

2
(I⊗ I⊗ σx)ρ

(1,2)
ABC(I⊗ I⊗ σx).

(28)

Then taking C
(2,2)
0 = −σy, C

(2,2)
1 = σx, we can get Sλ=2

2 = 2
√
2(1 + v) sin 2φ.

Similar to the Sect. 3, we now consider the mixture of case(i) and case(ii). Let’s assume the probability
of choosing the first measurement is p, and the probability of choosing the second measurement is 1−p.
From Eq. (21), we have

S1 ≡ p · Sλ=1
1 + (1− p) · Sλ=2

1 = p · 4
√
2 sin 2φ+ (1− p) · 2

√
2 sin 2φ

= 2
√
2(p+ 1) sin 2φ,

(29)

and
S2 ≡ p · Sλ=1

2 + (1− p) · Sλ=2
2 = p · 2

√
2 sin 2φ+ (1− p) · 2

√
2(1 + v) sin 2φ

= 2
√
2
[
1 + v(1− p)

]
sin 2φ.

(30)

Now, we need to investigate whether we can find parameters v, p, and φ such that both S1 and S2

are simultaneously greater than 4. In other words, it needs to satisfy

2
√
2(p+ 1) sin 2φ > 4, and 2

√
2
[
1 + v(1− p)

]
sin 2φ > 4, (31)

which implies

0 ≤
√
2

sin 2φ
− 1 < p < 1 +

1

v
−

√
2

v sin 2φ
≤ 1. (32)

In Fig. 4, we can observe that there exist v and φ such that both inequalities in Eq. (31) hold. It is
found that when the range of v is (0.7071, 1), with some state parameters φ there exists a combination
of measurements such that both S1 and S2 are simultaneously greater than 4. This indicates that
unbiased measurements cannot achieve double violations. For example, when selecting v = 0.8 and
v = 0.9, we obtain Fig. 5. It can be observed that as v increases, the feasible range for double violation
with respect to φ and p also expands. In Fig. 5(a), we observe that as long as φ ∈ (0.683, π/4], there
exists a mixed strategy such that S1 and S2 are both greater than 4. Specifically, when φ = π/4,

p ∈ (
√
2− 1, 9−5

√
2

4 ) ≈ (0.4143, 0.4822), where S1 and S2 are simultaneously greater than 4. Similarly,
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Fig. 4: When the parameters v and φ are within the blue region, there exists a mixed strategy such
that both S1 and S2 are greater than 4.

(a) v = 0.8 (b) v = 0.9

Fig. 5: (a) and (b) show the feasible ranges of φ and p for the double violation when v = 0.8 and
v = 0.9, respectively.
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in Fig. 5(b), we find that when φ ∈ (0.643, π/4], there exists a mixed strategy, and when φ = π/4, the

feasible range for p is (
√
2− 1, 19−10

√
2

9 ) ≈ (0.4143, 0.5397).
Finally, it can be seen that using biased measurement choices can increase the number of sequential

observers sharing the genuine tripartite nonlocality. However, through calculations, we find that even
with biased measurement choices, at most two Charlies can share the standard nonlocality with a
single Alice and a single Bob.

5 Conclusion

We have demonstrated that three-qubit nonlocality sharing can be achieved solely through projec-
tive measurements when the parties share classical randomness. Specifically, we found that unbiased
measurement choices enable two Charlies to share the standard tripartite nonlocality with a single
Alice and a single Bob. Furthermore, biased measurement choices allow two Charlies to share the
genuine tripartite nonlocality with a single Alice and a single Bob. Additionally, we investigated the
sharing of tripartite nonlocality among bilateral and trilateral scenarios. However, we found that with
the measurement settings in this paper, it is not possible to achieve the sharing of standard tripartite
nonlocality and genuine nonlocality among more than one sequential observer. Our results suggest that
many other sequential quantum information protocols, such as steering [22], entanglement witnessing
[40, 41], and contextuality [42], can also be implemented based on projective measurements.
The current work raises some interesting questions: (1) In [26], it was proven that using unsharp

measurements, any number of Charlies can share standard nonlocality by violating the Mermin in-
equality with a single Alice and a single Bob. It is still unknown whether more than two sequential
violations can be achieved using projective measurements. (2) Whether there exist some state and
measurement strategies such that tripartite nonlocal correlations can be shared among a single Al-
ice—multiple Bobs—multiple Charlies, and multiple Alices—multiple Bobs—multiple Charlies.
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