
Self-testing quantum states via nonmaximal violation in Hardy’s test of nonlocality

Ashutosh Rai,1, 2 Matej Pivoluska,2, 3 Souradeep Sasmal,4 Manik Banik,5 Sibasish Ghosh,6 and Martin Plesch2, 3

1School of Electrical Engineering, Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology, Daejeon 34141, Republic of Korea
2Institute of Physics, Slovak Academy of Sciences, 845 11 Bratislava, Slovakia

3Institute of Computer Science, Masaryk University, 602 00 Brno, Czech Republic
4Light and Matter Physics, Raman Research Institute, Bengaluru 560080, India
5School of Physics, IISER Thiruvananthapuram, Vithura, Kerala 695551, India

6Optics & Quantum Information Group, The Institute of Mathematical Sciences,
HBNI, C.I.T. Campus, Taramani, Chennai 600113, India

Self-testing protocols enable certification of quantum devices without demanding full knowledge
about their inner workings. A typical approach in designing such protocols is based on observing
nonlocal correlations which exhibit maximum violation in a Bell test. We show that in Bell experiment
known as Hardy’s test of nonlocality not only the maximally nonlocal correlation self-tests a quantum
state, rather a nonmaximal nonlocal behavior can serve the same purpose. We, in fact, completely
characterize all such behaviors leading to self-test of every pure two qubit entangled state except the
maximally entangled ones. Apart from originating a novel self-testing protocol, our method provides
a powerful tool towards characterizing the complex boundary of the set of quantum correlations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Learning quantum properties of an unknown phys-
ical system is essential for designing and testing devices
based on the laws of quantum mechanics. Complete
information about the physical state [1, 2] and pro-
cess [3, 4] of such a device can be obtained through
tomography which requires considerable resources for
implementation. On the other hand, some particular
properties of a quantum system, like certification of
quantum entanglement or incompatibility of measure-
ments, can be learnt with less resources by constructing
suitable witness operators [5–9]. The aforesaid methods
still might not be optimal or available in some scenarios
[10–12]. Interestingly, however, some physical systems
can be certified by employing comparatively far less re-
sources through device-independent tests where a device
is treated simply as a black box [13–15]. Then only from
the input-output statistics termed as correlation or beha-
vior of the box one can find the quantum state of the
device. Such a certification is referred to as a self-test as
it enables a user to verify the device without knowing
details of its inner-workings [16–28].

Bell inequalities naturally fit into the device-
independent paradigm for certification of quantum sys-
tems since their derivations, based on the assumptions
of local-realism [29], are independent from a quantum
description of the physical state for the system or meas-
urements applied to it [30–35]. Therefore, various kind
of Bell inequalities play a central role in the construc-
tion of self-testing protocols [16–28]. In a Bell test only
some special type of input-output statistics can self-test
a quantum state; the one which can be realized (up to
local isometry) by a unique quantum state and meas-
urements [28]. Further, within the (convex) set of all
quantum correlations in a specified Bell scenario, beha-

viors leading to self-testing protocols must necessarily
be extremal points of the quantum set [26–28]. Then the
fact that any linear Bell inequality is maximized at some
extremal point of the quantum set leads to a natural
intuition that self-testing occurs on achieving maximal
violation [18–28].

In our work, we present a different approach for self-
testing quantum states. By considering a Bell experiment
called Hardy’s test of nonlocality [32] we show that
self-test of a quantum state is possible also with a non-
maximal violation. Such self-tests can be achieved for a
two-parametric set of pure qubit states, which cover the
whole spectrum from almost-not-entangled to almost-
fully-entangled states. This result is interesting per se,
as it allows self-testing of a broad spectrum of states
through a single Bell test. On top of that, it has two
important corollaries. First, the presented method using
the concave cover approach is very general and can also
be applied to other types of Bell tests. Second, as the
behaviors which lead to self-testing are extremal points
of the set of all quantum correlations, our result forms a
stepping stone in the way of characterizing this set [36–
38] and provides an important tool for future work in
this area; one such step is realized, as we find that a part
of the boundary of the quantum set is determined from
Hardy’s nonlocal correlations.

The subsequent parts of the paper are organized as
follows. In Sec. II we first introduce Hardy’s test of
nonlocality and then in Sec. III we characterize all two-
qubit states that can demonstrate Hardy’s nonlocality.
Sec. IV contain the derivation of the main results of
this paper which follows by considering Hardy’s test in
a black-box scenario where the dimension of quantum
state of the box is unknown. Finally, in the concluding
Sec. V we provide a discussion and summary of our
work.
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II. HARDY’S TEST

The nonlocality test proposed by Hardy [32] relates
to a Bell experiment with two space-like separated
parties, Alice and Bob, who share parts of a compos-
ite physical system. Alice randomly chooses to per-
form one of measurements x ∈ {A0, A1} and Bob
randomly chooses to perform one of measurements
y ∈ {B0, B1} on their respective parts. Outcomes of
all the measurements are binary, denoted a ∈ {±1}
for Alice and b ∈ {±1} for Bob. Result of the ex-
periment termed a behavior (correlation) is recorded
in a vector of probabilities: ~P = {p(a, b|x, y) : x ∈
{A0, A1}, y ∈ {B0, B1}, and a, b ∈ {±1}}. A behavior
is termed local, if it can be expressed in factorized form,
i.e., p(a, b|x, y) =

∫
λ∈Λ dλ p(λ)p(a|x, λ)p(b|y, λ), where

p(λ) is a probability distribution over a set of local-
hidden-variables Λ, and p(a|x, λ), p(b|y, λ) are local re-
sponse functions of Alice and Bob respectively, which
without loss of any generality can be considered as de-
terministic [39]. Any behavior that cannot have a local-
hidden-variable model is called nonlocal. Hardy showed
that if the four conditions

pHardy ≡ p(+1, +1 | A0, B0) > 0, (1a)
p(+1, −1 | A0, B1) = 0, (1b)
p(−1, +1 | A1, B0) = 0, (1c)
p(+1, +1 | A1, B1) = 0, (1d)

are satisfied, then the resulting behavior is necessarily
nonlocal. The probability pHardy in Eq. (1a) quantifies
the amount of nonlocality and it attains the maximum
value pmax

Hardy = (−11 + 5
√

5)/2 in quantum mechanics; the

maximum is achieved with projective measurements on
a pure two qubit state [26, 40].

III. TWO-QUBIT STATES SHOWING HARDY’S
NONLOCALITY

In a two qubit state space C2 ⊗C2, Hardy’s nonlocal
behaviors can result only from projective measurements
on pure entangled states [41]. Due to local-unitary equi-
valence of measurements on suitably rotating the state
by applying local unitary maps, without loss of gen-
erality, let us consider projective measurements of the
following form

A0 = |0〉〈0| − |1〉〈1|, A1 = |u0〉〈u0| − |u1〉〈u1|; (2a)
B0 = |0〉〈0| − |1〉〈1|, B1 = |v0〉〈v0| − |v1〉〈v1|; (2b)

where,

|u0〉 = Cα|0〉+ eιφSα|1〉, |u1〉 = −Sα|0〉+ eιφCα|1〉,
|v0〉 = Cβ|0〉+ eιξSβ|1〉, |v1〉 = −Sβ|0〉+ eιξCβ|1〉,

with Cz := cos(z/2), Sz := sin(z/2) and α, β ∈ [0, π]
and φ, ξ ∈ [0, 2π). Then, any pure two qubit state |ψ〉
satisfying constraints of Eqs. (1b-1d) must be orthogonal
to |0〉⊗|v1〉, |u1〉⊗|0〉, and |u0〉⊗|v0〉, and therefore it
must be of the form

|ψ〉Hardy =
Tα|u0v1〉+Tβ|u1v0〉+|u1v1〉√

1 + T2
α + T2

β

; Tz := tan
z
2

. (3)

The set of sixteen probabilities derived from the two
qubit state in Eq. (3) and measurements given by Eq.(2)
can be expressed in an array as follows

~PHardy ≡

(+,+) (+,−) (−,+) (−,−)

A0B0
(1−r)r(1−s)s

1−rs
(1−r)2s
1−rs

(1−r)(1−s) r

A0B1 (1−r)s 0
(1−r)rs2

1−rs
1−s
1−rs

A1B0
(1−r)(1−s)

1−rs
r(1−s)2

1−rs
0 s

A1B1 0 1− s
(1−r)s
1−rs

r(1−s)s
1−rs

(4)

where r := 1− S2
αS2

β and s := r−1C2
α. Note that 0 ≤

r, s ≤ 1 for any choice of α, β ∈ [0, π], and a behavior
~PHardy is nonlocal if and only if (r, s) ∈ (0, 1) × (0, 1).

The value of α and β for a given value of r and s can be

obtained from

α = 2 sin−1√1− rs, β = 2 sin−1
√
(1− r)/(1− rs). (5)
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The two qubit state in Eq. (3) when expressed in the
standard basis, and in terms of the parameters r and s,
takes the following form

|ψ(r,s)〉Hardy=−

√
(1−r)r(1−s)s

1−rs
|00〉− eιξ

√
(1−r)2s

1−rs
|01〉

−eιφ
√
(1−r)(1−s) |10〉+ eι(ξ+φ)√r |11〉. (6)

Hardy nonlocal states in Eq.(3) [or Eq.(6)] covers
all (up to local-unitary rotations of basis) pure two
qubit entangled states except the maximally entangled
ones [42, 43]. Moreover, in the two qubit space,
due to the constraints in Eq. (1a-1b), these states are
uniquely determined from any arbitrarily fixed meas-
urements [43].

IV. HARDY’S TEST WITH UNKNOWN STATE OF
ARBITRARY DIMENSION

Let us now consider a black-box experiment (under
i.i.d. assumption) where the quantum state and meas-
urements of the box are unknown to Alice and Bob.
The main result of this paper is that if the probabilites
from the black-box are in the form given by Eq. (4), then
they are a self-test of the two qubit state in Eq. (6). The
black-box experiment records p(−1,−1|A0, B0) ≡ r and
p(−1,−1|A1, B0) ≡ s, and then verifies if the remain-
ing probabilities are expressible in terms of r and s in
the form of Eq.(4); if true, then the claim is that, it is a
self-test of the two qubit state |ψ(r, s)〉Hardy in Eq. (6).

The main idea in the proof of our claim follows
from a Jordan canonical form for measurements A0, A1
(B0, B1) of Alice (Bob), and application of Jensen’s in-
equality. Suppose some unknown state ρ is shared
between Alice and Bob and Πa|x (Πb|y) is the meas-
urement operator associated with outcome a (b) when
Alice (Bob) measures observable x (y). Then we have,
p(a, b|x, y) = Tr(ρ Πa|x ⊗ Πb|y). Since the dimension
of the state space is unrestricted, Neumark’s dilation
theorem allows us to reduce the analysis to projective
measurements. Then, let the observable of Alice and
Bob be some Hermitian operators with eigenvalues in
{+1,−1} as follows

x = (+1) Π+|x + (−1) Π−|x where x ∈ {A0, A1},
y = (+1) Π+|y + (−1) Π−|y where y ∈ {B0, B1}.

These observables can be written in a Jordan canon-
ical form derived in Ref. [45] (also see [44, 46]), which
states that: for any set of four projection operators
{Π+|M0

, Π−|M0
, Π+|M1

, Π−|M1
} acting on a Hilbert

space H and satisfying conditions Π+|M0
+ Π−|M0

= I
and Π+|M1

+ Π−|M1
= I, there is an orthonormal basis

of H in which all the four operators are simultaneously
block diagonal with maximum block size 2 × 2. The
orthonormal basis induces a direct sum decomposition

H = ⊕kHk where dimension of each component sub-
space Hk is at most two. Then, the four projection op-
erators can be decomposed as Π±|M0(1)

= ⊕k Πk
±|M0(1)

and each component Πk
±|M0(1)

acts on the subspace

Hk. The projector on subspace Hk can be written as
Πk = Πk

+|M0
+ Πk

−|M0
= Πk

+|M1
+ Πk

−|M1
. On applying

the stated result to the observables A0, A1 (B0, B1) and
state space HA (HB) of Alice (Bob) gives

p(a,b|x,y) =∑
i,j

µijTr(ρijΠ
i
a|x⊗Πj

b|y) ≡∑
i,j

µij pij(a,b|x,y), (7)

where µij = Tr(ρΠi⊗Πj) and satisfies ∑i,j µij = 1 and
µij ≥ 0, and ρij =(Πi⊗ΠjρΠi⊗Πj)/µij is trace one positive
operator on component subspace Hi

A ⊗H
j
B.

Now let us define from the probabilities in Eq.(4) a
function Ω(r, s) = ∑a,b,x,y cabxy p(a, b|x, y) + c0 where cabxy
and c0 are some real coefficients. On applying Eq.(7) to
each probability term in Ω(r, s) we get

Ω(r, s) = ∑
i,j

µij Ω(rij, sij), (8)

where rij = pij(−1,−1|A0, B0) and sij = pij(−1,−1|A1, B0).
From Eq.(7) one can find that r = ∑i,j µijrij and s =
∑i,j µijsij. Furthermore, when the black-box statistics
satisfies the zero constraints of Hardy’s test, then the
same is true in every Hi

A ⊗H
j
B subspace. Now we like

to state and prove the following Lemma.

Lemma 1. Let E(r,s) : (0,1)×(0,1)→R be a concave cover of
Ω(r, s), and suppose R is the set of points from the domain
for which E(r, s) = Ω(r, s). Then for all (r, s) ∈ R, and for all
(i, j), rij = r and sij = s, provided Ω(r, s) is a strictly concave
function of r and s over the region R.

Proof. A concave cover E(r, s) for function Ω(r, s) over its
domain (0, 1)× (0, 1) is defined as the lowest-valued con-
cave function that overestimates or equals Ω(r, s) in
its domain. Now consider Jensen’s inequality which
states that for any concave real function f (x) : Rn →
R, f (∑m

k=1 pkxk) ≥ ∑m
k=1 pk f (xk) where xk ∈ Rn and pk ≥ 0

for all k, and ∑k pk = 1. When f (x) is nonlinear, equality
holds if and only if x1 = x2 = ... = xm. On applying
Jensen’s inequality to the function E(r, s) : R2 → R we
get

E(r, s) = E(∑
i,j

µij (rij, sij)) ≥∑
ij

µij E(rij, sij). (9)

On the other hand, when (r, s) ∈ R we have E(r, s) =
Ω(r, s), and since Ω(rij, sij) ≤ E(rij, sij), using Eq.(10), we
get

E(r, s) = ∑
i,j

µij Ω(rij, sij) ≤∑
i,j

µij E(rij, sij). (10)

Then, Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) imply that if (r, s) ∈ R

E(∑
i,j

µij(rij, sij)) = ∑
ij

µij E(rij, sij). (11)
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Figure 1: In the light (blue) shaded region, Ω∗(r, s) is
concave. R∗(r, s) is the dark (blue) shaded region,

where the concave cover E∗(r, s) = Ω∗(r, s). The dark
(blue) dot shows point (r, s) = (

√
5−1
2 ,

√
5−1
2 ) where

Ω∗(r, s) is maximum.

Thus in Jensen’s inequality (9), equality holds in the
region R. Therefore, if Ω(r, s) is a strictly concave func-
tion of r and s over the region R, in every Hi

A ⊗ H
j
B

subspace value of the parameters (rij, sij) must be same,
i.e., rij = r and sij = s for all i, j.

Let us now give an example where Lemma 1 is ap-
plicable. Consider a function defined by the probability
which quantifies success in Hardy’s test, i.e.,

Ω∗(r, s) ≡ p(+1,+1|A0, B0) =
r(1−r)s(1−s)

1−rs
. (12)

The function Ω∗(r, s) is a nonlinear function and it is
concave in a part of its domain. Further, for the con-
sidered function, there exist a concave cover E∗(r, s), and
a region R∗ ⊂ (0, 1)× (0, 1) where E∗(r, s) = Ω∗(r, s). We
constructed the cover function numerically and then
find the region R∗ as shown in Fig. 1 (see Appendix (A)
for the details of the computational method). From the
considered example and application of Lemma 1, we
conclude that if probability distribution of the black-box
is such that (r, s) ∈ R∗ then in every subspace Hi

A ⊗H
j
B,

rij = r and sij = s. We now ask whether such a property
can hold for all (r, s) ∈ (0, 1)× (0, 1). In other words, is
it possible to vary over the possible choice of functions
Ω(r, s) such that union of all the resulting regions R
covers the full parameter space (0, 1) × (0, 1)? Such a
property will free the black box parameters r and s from
any restrictions and lead to an interesting extension of
Lemma 1. We find answer to the question in affirmative
through the following lemma.

Lemma 2. If the black-box statistics in the Bell-experiment
is of the form ~PHardy(r, s) as in Eq. (4), then for all (r, s) ∈

Figure 2: The dark (blue) shaded region ∪νRν is shown
when the parameter ν takes values from the set

{0.1, 0.2, ..., 0.9}. If (r, s) belongs to the shaded region,
then (rij, sij) = (r, s) in every Hi

A ⊗H
j
B subspace. When

∪νRν is derived from {ν = k/N : k ∈ {1, 2, ..., N − 1}}, as
N becomes sufficiently large the shaded region covers

all (r, s) ∈ (0, 1)× (0, 1).

(0, 1) × (0, 1) and in all Hi
A ⊗H

j
B subspace, rij = r and

sij = s.

Proof. First we recall that Lemma 1 is applicable to any
function Ω(r, s) defined as some linear combination of
all the probabilities in Eq (4) plus a constant term. We
find that, a proof of Lemma 2 follows on considering
simply a single parameter family of functions

Ων(r,s)=Ω∗(r,s)+ ν p(+|A0)+ (1−ν) p(−|A0)−1/2,

=Ω∗(r,s)+ ν (s−rs)+ (1−ν) (1−s+rs)−1/2, (13)

where 0 ≤ ν ≤ 1, p(+|A0) = p(+,+|A0,B0) + p(+,−|A0,B0),
and p(−|A0) = 1 − p(+|A0). Note that at ν = 1/2,
Ω1/2(r, s) ≡ Ω∗(r, s) and R1/2 ≡ R∗. For the family
of functions Ων(r, s) on considering ν ∈ {d/N : d ∈
{1, 2, ..., N− 1}}, we find that for a sufficiently large value
of N, ∪νRν = (0, 1) × (0, 1). To observe the proof, first
let us see Fig. 2 where the region ∪νRν is shown when
for N = 10, i.e., when the parameter ν takes values from
the set {0.1, 0.2, ..., 0.9}. Note that the region where
rij = r and sij = s, in all Hi

A ⊗H
j
B subspace, is expan-

ded. A more detailed exposition of the proof which
follows on increasing the value of N is provided in the
Appendix (B).

Finally, in the following we prove the main result of
the paper by using Lemma 2.

Theorem. In a black-box Bell experiment, if a behavior
~PHardy(r, s) of the form given in Eq. (4) is observed, then

the state of unknown system ρAB is equivalent up to local iso-
metries to ζAB ⊗ |ψ(r, s)〉A′B′Hardy 〈ψ(r, s)|, where |ψ(r, s)〉A′B′Hardy

is the pure two qubit Hardy state given by the Eq. (6) and
ζAB is some arbitrary bipartite state.
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Proof. Consider a purification |χ〉ABP of the unknown
state ρAB, in brief we denote such a purification simply
as |χ〉AB since the desired local isometry is not required
to act on the purification space [28]. Also observables
A0, A1, B0, B1 can be considered in a 2× 2 block diagonal
form [28]. Then, there is a basis in which the observables
are in the following block diagonal form

Πi
+|A0

= |2i〉〈2i|, Πi
−|A0

= |2i + 1〉〈2i + 1|;

Πi
+|A1

= |u2i〉〈u2i|, Πi
−|A1

= |u2i+1〉〈u2i+1|;

Πj
+|B0

= |2j〉〈2j|, Πj
−|B0

= |2j + 1〉〈2j + 1|;

Πj
+|B1

= |v2j〉〈v2j|, Πj
−|B1

= |v2j+1〉〈v2j+1|; (14)

where,

|u2i〉=Cαi |2i〉+eiφSαi |2i+1〉, |u2i+1〉=−Sαi |2i〉+eiφCαi |2i+1〉;
|v2j〉=Cβ j |2j〉+eiξ Sβ j |2j+1〉, |v2j+1〉=−Sβ j |2j〉+eiξ Cβ j |2j+1〉,

with i, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, ...}, αi, β j ∈ [0, π] and φ, ξ ∈ [0, 2π).
Note that, without loss of generality, the phases ξ and φ
can be considered independent of indices i and j in every
Hi

A⊗H
j
B subspace since this can be achieved by choosing

a suitable measurement basis and rotating the state by
local unitaries such that the probabilities pij(a, b|x, y)
remain invariant. Also note that in the subspace Hi

A ⊗
Hj

B parameters rij and sij are given by rij = 1− S2
αi

S2
β j

, sij =

r−1
ij C2

αi
. Now suppose ~PHardy(r, s) is observed in the black-

box experiment, then Lemma 2 implies that in each
subspace Hi

A ⊗H
j
B, rij = r and sij = s and, therefore,

~PHardy(rij, sij) = ~PHardy(r, s). This can be true if and only
if in Hi

A ⊗H
j
B subspace, ρij = |ψHardy〉ij〈ψHardy|, where

|ψHardy〉ij =−

√
(1−r)r(1−s)s

1−rs
|2i, 2j〉−eιξ

√
(1−r)2s

1−rs
|2i, 2j+1〉

− eιφ
√
(1−r)(1−s) |2i+1, 2j〉+eι(ξ+φ)√r |2i+1, 2j+1〉, (15)

Hence, the unknown state |χ〉AB can only be a direct
sum of the form |χ〉AB =

⊕
i,j
√

µij |ψHardy〉ij. Finally, we
can give local isometries ΦA and ΦB such that

(ΦA ⊗ΦB)|χ〉AB|00〉A′B′ = ζ AB ⊗ |ψ(r, s)〉A′B′Hardy〈ψ(r, s)|,

where components of the |00〉A′B′ are local ancilla qubits
appended to the unknown state |χ〉AB, and after applic-
ation of the local isometry ΦA ⊗ ΦB we want to get
the target state |ψ(r, s)〉A′B′Hardy along with some arbitrary
bipartite state ζ AB. The isometry map ΦA = ΦB = Φ
with Φ |2k, 0〉XX′ 7→ |2k, 0〉XX′ and Φ |2k + 1, 0〉XX′ 7→
|2k, 1〉XX′ , where XX′ ∈ {AA′, BB′}, has the desired
property. This concludes our proof.

The Theorem implies that any behavior in the form
of Eq. (4) are extremal points of the set of quantum be-
haviors and hence it determines a part of the quantum

boundary. Further, one can check that all the behavi-
ors that are Hardy nonlocal but not in the form given
by Eq. (4) are in the interior of the quantum set and
they must arise on measuring mixed entangled states in
higher than two qubit dimensions.

V. CONCLUSION

Hardy’s test of nonlocality, viewed differently, is a
form of tailored Bell inequality [47, 48]. However, in dis-
tinction to, for instance, tilted-Clauser-Horne-Shimony-
Holt inequality [47], Hardy’s test places certain con-
straints on some outcome probabilities. Importance of
tailored Bell inequalities is starkly revealed through vari-
ous protocols for self-testing, randomness generation,
quantum key distribution, etc., wherever the knowledge
of the geometry of the quantum set of correlations plays
a crucial role [36]. In this sense tailoring by constraining
outcome probabilities can possibly play an important
role, as we have demonstrated in this work through
the Hardy’s test. Here we note that for self-testing two
qubit states and measurements on them, tilted-CHSH
inequality is more powerful than Hardy’s test, how-
ever, Hardy’s correlations can self-test almost all two
qubit states from the whole spectrum of violations, ran-
ging from arbitrarily small to maximal violation in the
Hardy’s test of nonlocality. The fact that our approach
can have broader applications can be seen by noticing
the three key features in the derivation of our results: (i)
due to the constraints on probabilities a Hardy nonlocal
state, with local state space C2, is pure and unique for
an arbitrarily fixed measurement [41, 43], (ii) existence
of a simple Jordan canonical form for two dichotomic
observables for each party [44–46], and (iii) possibility of
finding a concave cover to an arbitrary linear combina-
tion of outcome probabilities and application of Jensen’s
inequality. Thus, there can be tailored Bell tests other
than Hardy’s where the three properties may hold. In
general, these three features may be found in any Bell
scenario with n-parties, two measurements per party,
and two outcomes to every measurement.

To summarize, in this work, we have presented a
method for self-testing quantum states by using the
concave cover of a linear combination of observed out-
come probabilities. We showcased the applicability of
this approach on Hardy’s test of nonlocality, leading
to a two-parametric set of characterizable states with a
broad spectrum of entanglement properties. This tech-
nique allows a full (up to local isometries) specification
of the source state, even without maximal violation in
Hardy’s test. Our results show many potential devel-
opment paths as the method introduced in this work
can be possibly applied to different kind of Bell tests,
allowing better specification of source states in a device-
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independent fashion. At the same time, it provides a
very powerful tool for characterizing the boundary of
the quantum set of correlations.
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APPENDIX (A): COMPUTATION OF CONCAVE COVER FOR FUNCTIONS Ω(r, s)

Let us describe our method for computing the concave covers to the class of functions Ω(r, s) introduced in
Lemma-1 of the main text. Consider the first concrete example to which application of the Lemma-1 gives interesting
insight,

Ω∗(r, s) =
r(1−r)s(1−s)

1−rs
. (16)

The three dimensional plot of Ω∗(r, s) is shown in Fig.(3a) which indicates that the function can be concave in some
parts of its domain. On computing the two eigenvalues of Hessian matrix of Ω∗(r, s) we find that there a region
of domain where both the eigenvalues are negative, therefore, the function is concave in this region; this region is
shown in Fig.(3b).

(a) A 3-dimensional plot of Ω∗(r, s)

(b) In shaded (light blue) region
Ω∗(r, s) is concave; bold (blue) dot in

the middle is the point

(r, s) = (
√

5−1
2 ,

√
5−1
2 ) where the

function takes the maximum value.

Figure 3: Region of concavity for the function Ω∗(r, s)

Next, we constructed a concave cover E∗(r, s) of the function Ω∗(r, s). Recall that by definition a concave cover of
the function Ω∗(r, s) is the lowest-valued concave function that overestimates or equals Ω∗(r, s) in its domain. We
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(a) Concave cover E∗(r, s) of function Ω∗(r, s)
(b) Shaded (Blue) region shows R∗

where E∗(r, s) = Ω∗(r, s)

Figure 4: Construction of concave cover E∗(r, s) and region R∗

numerically computed the concave cover by applying the ConvexHullMesh function provided in MATHEMATICA.
The concave cover E∗(r, s) is shown in Fig.(4a) and the part of domain R∗ where E∗(r, s) = Ω∗(r, s) is shown as a
shaded region in Fig.(4b). Figure one of the main text is obtained by superposing Fig.(3b) and Fig.(4b).

By a similar procedure one can construct the concave cover E(r, s) to any function Ω(r, s), and then the corres-
ponding region R where E(r, s) = Ω(r, s).

APPENDIX (B): DETAILS OF THE PROOF FOR LEMMA-2 IN THE MAIN TEXT

Let us now consider the following single parameter family of functions, of the two variables r and s, introduced in
the construction of the proof of Lemma-2 in the main text

Ων(r,s)=Ω∗(r,s)+ ν p(+1|A0)+ (1−ν) p(−1|A0)−1/2,
=Ω∗(r,s)+ ν (s−rs)+ (1−ν) (1−s+rs)−1/2, (17)

where the parameter ν ∈ (0, 1) and variables (r, s) ∈ (0, 1)× (0, 1). Firstly, we constructed finite subset of functions
from the family in Eq.(17) containing N−1 members: SN = {Ων(r, s) : ν ∈ {d/N : d ∈ {1, 2, ..., N−1}}}. Let us
denote the k-th member of SN by SN(k) where k ∈ {1, 2, , ..., N−1}.

(a) R 1
4
(ν = 1/4) (b) R 1

2
(ν = 1/2) (c) R 3

4
(ν = 3/4) (d) ∪νRν

Figure 5: Plots of regions Rν and ∪νRν for ν ∈ { 1
4 , 1

2 , 3
4} and N = 4.



8

(a) N = 2 (b) N = 5 (c) N = 10 (d) N = 100

Figure 6: Plots of region ∪νRν for different values of N.

Secondly, we numerically constructed concave envelope functions of SN(k) for all values of k by ConvexHullMesh
function in MATHEMATICA, then the region of domain where value of a concave envelope function coincide with
the value of SN(k) was found as Rν. Finally, for fixed values of N the region ∪νRν was constructed. For example,
the Fig.(5) shows these region for N = 4. By the above procedure, for a sufficiently large value of N we find that
∪νRν = (0, 1)× (0, 1). As an illustration see Fig.(6) where the region ∪νRν is plotted when N take values 2, 5, 10,
and 100.
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