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Quantum nonlocality based on state dis-
crimination describes the global property
of the set of orthogonal states and has
a wide range of applications in quan-
tum cryptographic protocols. Strongest
nonlocality is the strongest form of
quantum nonlocality recently presented
in multipartite quantum systems: a
set of orthogonal multipartite quantum
states is strongest nonlocal if the only
orthogonality-preserving local measure-
ments on the subsystems in every bipar-
tition are trivial. In this work, we found
a construction of strongest nonlocal sets
in Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 (2 ≤ d1 ≤ d2 ≤ d3) of
size d2d3 + 1 without stopper states. Then
we obtain the strongest nonlocal sets in
four-partite systems with d3 + 1 orthogo-
nal states in Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd (d ≥ 2) and
d2d3d4 + 1 orthogonal states in Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗
Cd3 ⊗ Cd4 (2 ≤ d1 ≤ d2 ≤ d3 ≤ d4). Sur-
prisingly, the number of the elements in
all above constructions perfectly reaches
the recent conjectured lower bound and
reduces the size of the strongest nonlocal
set in Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd of [Phys. Rev. A
108, 062407 (2023)] by d − 2. In partic-
ular, the general optimal construction of
the strongest nonlocal set in four-partite
system is completely solved for the first
time, which further highlights the theory
of quantum nonlocality from the perspec-
tive of state discrimination.

Hui-Juan Zuo: huijuanzuo@163.com

1 Introduction

Quantum nonlocality is one of the most funda-
mental feature in quantum mechanics. The usual
Bell nonlocality is detected by the violation of
Bell inequalities by quantum entangled states. In
1999, Bennett et al. [1] first presented an exam-
ple of locally indistinguishable orthogonal prod-
uct basis in C3 ⊗C3, exhibiting the phenomenon
of “quantum nonlocality without entanglement".
A set of orthogonal quantum states is locally in-
distinguishable if it is not possible to distinguish
the states under local operations and classical
communications (LOCC). Such nonlocality based
on state discrimination is different from Bell non-
locality. Since then, the nonlocality based on
state discrimination has been extensively studied
[2–20], with wide applications in quantum cryp-
tographic protocols such as quantum data hid-
ing [21–23] and quantum secret sharing [24–26].

In 2019, Halder et al. [27] introduced the con-
cept of local irreducibility and strong nonlocality.
A set of orthogonal quantum states is said to be
locally irreducible, if it is not possible to eliminate
one or more states from the set by orthogonality-
preserving local measurements (OPLMs). A lo-
cally irreducible set must be a locally indistin-
guishable set, but the converse is not true ex-
cept when it contains only three orthogonal pure
states. A set of orthogonal quantum states is said
to be strongly nonlocal if it is locally irreducible
in every bipartition. They also gave the exam-
ples of strongly nonlocal orthogonal product sets
in C3 ⊗ C3 ⊗ C3 and C4 ⊗ C4 ⊗ C4. Then, the
results on strongly nonlocal sets have been ob-
tained successively [28–38]. Walgate and Hardy
mentioned that in any locally distinguishable pro-
tocol, one of the parties must go first and whoever
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goes first must be able to perform some nontriv-
ial OPLMs. Accordingly, trivial OPLMs are suf-
ficient to prove the nonlocality, which has been
frequently utilized as a technique for detecting
strong nonlocality of a set.

The notion of local stability was proposed in
2023, which is a stronger form than local irre-
ducibility. An orthogonal set of pure states in
multipartite quantum systems is said to be lo-
cally stable if the only possible OPLMs on the
subsystems are trivial. A set of orthogonal states
is strongest nonlocal if the only OPLMs on the
subsystems in every bipartition are trivial [38].
A conjecture on the bounds of locally stable sets
and strongest nonlocal sets was proposed, i.e.,
in multipartite systems ⊗N

i=1Cdi , the size of lo-
cally stable set is maxi{di + 1} and the size of
strongest nonlocal set is maxi{d̂i + 1}, where
d̂i = (ΠN

j=1dj)/di.
Cao et al. provided the construction of locally

stable sets that reach the lower bound of the car-
dinality [39]. So far, the strongest nonlocal sets
with the minimum cardinality is obtained only in
tripartite systems [40], but the direct construc-
tion cannot be generalized to N -partite systems
(N ≥ 4). It is generally deemed that a construc-
tion reaching the lower bound must contain a
stopper state. In fact, that is not the case. In this
paper, we find the strongest nonlocal sets with
the minimum cardinality in Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗Cd3 with-
out stopper states. In particular, we obtain the
strongest nonlocal sets reaching the lower bound
in Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 ⊗ Cd4 for the first time.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2,
we introduce the definitions and notations used
in this paper. In Sec. 3, the strongest nonlocal
sets without stopper states are presented in Cd1 ⊗
Cd2 ⊗Cd3 . In Sec. 4, we discuss the construction
of the strongest nonlocal sets in detail in Cd ⊗
Cd ⊗Cd ⊗Cd and Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗Cd3 ⊗Cd4 . Finally,
we discuss and summarize in Sec. 5.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we assume that ωn =
e

2π
√

−1
n and {|0⟩, |1⟩, · · · , |d − 1⟩} is a computa-

tional basis of Cd. A positive operator-valued
measure (POVM) on Hilbert space H is a set of
positive semidefinite operators {Em = M †

mMm}
such that

∑
mEm = IH, where IH is the inden-

tity operator on H. A measurement is trivial if

each POVM element Em is proportional to the
identity operator, i.e., Em ∝ IH. Otherwise,
the measurement is called nontrivial. A measure-
ment is orthogonal-preserving local measurement
(OPLM) if the post-measurement states keep the
mutually orthogonality.

Definition 1. (Strongest Nonlocality) A set of or-
thogonal multipartite quantum states is strongest
nonlocal if the only OPLMs on the subsystems in
every bipartition are trivial.

If the only OPLMs on party Bi =
{A1A2 · · ·AN } \Ai are trivial for any 1 ≤ i ≤ N ,
then the set in HA1 ⊗ HA2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HAN

is of
the strongest nonlocality [38]. In other words,
we only need to show that the only OPLMs per-
formed by any N − 1 parties are trivial. In this
paper, we mainly discuss the strongest nonlocal
sets in N -parties (N = 3, 4). Note that the sets
we construct have perfectly symmetric structure,
so it is sufficient to prove the strongest nonlocal-
ity that the OPLMs on subsystem BC and BCD
are trivial. We first recall two lemmas presented
in Ref. [38].

Lemma 1. (Block Zeros Lemma) Let E =
(ai,j)i,j∈Zd

be the d × d matrix representa-
tion of an operator E under the basis B =
{|0⟩, |1⟩, · · · , |d − 1⟩}. Given two nonempty dis-
joint subsets S and T of B, let {|ψi⟩}i∈Zs and
{|ϕj⟩}j∈Zt be two orthogonal sets spanned by S
and T , respectively, where s = |S| and t = |T |.
If ⟨ψi|E|ϕj⟩ = 0 for any i ∈ Zs, j ∈ Zt, then
⟨x|E|y⟩ = ⟨y|E|x⟩ = 0 for |x⟩ ∈ S and |y⟩ ∈ T .
Lemma 2. (Block Trivial Lemma) Let E =
(ai,j)i,j∈Zd

be the d × d matrix representa-
tion of an operator E under the basis B =
{|0⟩, |1⟩, · · · , |d − 1⟩}. Given a nonempty sub-
set S of B, let {|ψi⟩}i∈Zs be an orthogonal set
spanned by S. Assume that ⟨ψi|E|ψj⟩ = 0 for
any i ̸= j ∈ Zs. If there exists a state |x⟩ ∈ S
such that ⟨x|E|y⟩ = 0 for all |y⟩ ∈ S \ {|x⟩} and
⟨x|ψj⟩ ̸= 0 for any j ∈ Zs, then ⟨y|E|z⟩ = 0
and ⟨y|E|y⟩ = ⟨z|E|z⟩ for all |y⟩, |z⟩ ∈ S with
|y⟩ ≠ |z⟩.

3 Strongest Nonlocal Sets in Tripartite
Systems
In this section, we present the strongest nonlocal
sets with the minimum cardinality in Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗
Cd3 . First, we consider the construction in Cd ⊗
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Cd ⊗ Cd. Here each state is shared by A, B, and
C. Define

B1 = {|α1⟩ = |100⟩, |α2⟩ = |001⟩, |α3⟩ = |010⟩},

B2 = { 1√
2

(|00i⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) 0⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B3 = { 1√
2

(|0i0⟩ + |(i− 1) 0 (i− 1)⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B4 = { 1√
2

(|0 (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ + |i00⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B5 = { 1√
3

(|0ij⟩ + |ij0⟩ + |j0i⟩) | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1

\(i, j) = (1, 1), · · · , (d− 2, d− 2)}.

Theorem 1. In Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd (d ≥ 2), the set
{|ψi⟩}d2

i=0 below is a strongest nonlocal set of size
d2 + 1,

|ψ0⟩ = |α0⟩,

|ψi⟩ =
d2∑

j=1
ωij

d2 |αj⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2,
(1)

where

|α0⟩ = |000⟩,

{|αj⟩}d2
j=1 = B1 ∪ B2 ∪ B3 ∪ B4 ∪ B5.

(2)

Proof. Suppose that B and C perform a joint
OPLM {E = M †M}. The post-measurement
states should be mutually orthogonal, i.e., ⟨ψi|I⊗
E|ψj⟩ = 0 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d2.

Note that {|ψ0⟩} is spanned by {|α0⟩} and
{|ψi⟩}d2

i=1 is spanned by {|αj⟩}d2
j=1. For clarity,

the structure of {|αi⟩}d2
i=0 in A|BC bipartition is

shown in Fig. 1. As ⟨ψ0|I⊗E|ψi⟩ = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤
d2, applying Lemma 1 to {|ψ0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d2

i=1,
we have ⟨α0|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = ⟨αj |I ⊗ E|α0⟩ = 0 for
1 ≤ j ≤ d2, which implies that

⟨00|E|mn⟩ = ⟨mn|E|00⟩ = 0,

where (m,n) ∈ Zd × Zd\(0, 0). Hence, we have

⟨α1|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ d2,

⟨α1|ψj⟩ ≠ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2.

Applying Lemma 2 to {|ψi⟩}d2
i=1, we obtain

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2,

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αx⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2.

First, we prove that the off-diagonal entries of
the matrix E are zeros, namely, ⟨ij|E|mn⟩ = 0,

where (m,n) ̸= (i, j) in the proof below.
Step 1 From ⟨001|I ⊗E|αy⟩ = ⟨010|I ⊗E|αy⟩ =
0, we have

⟨01|E|mn⟩ = ⟨10|E|mn⟩ = 0.

Step 2 Since ⟨10|E|mn⟩ = 0, 1√
2(⟨002| +

⟨110|)I ⊗E|αy⟩ = 1√
2(⟨002|I ⊗E|αy⟩ + ⟨110|I ⊗

E|αy⟩) = 0 implies that ⟨002|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, i.e.,

⟨02|E|mn⟩ = 0.

In the same way, 1√
2(⟨020| + ⟨101|)I ⊗E|αj⟩ = 0

implies that

⟨20|E|mn⟩ = 0.

Step k (3 ≤ k ≤ d−1) From the (k−1)-th step,
we get ⟨0 (k − 1)|E|mn⟩ = ⟨(k − 1) 0|E|mn⟩ =
0. Thus 1√

2(⟨00k| + ⟨(k − 1) (k − 1) 0|)E|αy⟩ =
1√
2(⟨0k0| + ⟨(k − 1) 0 (k − 1)|)E|αy⟩ = 0 means

that

⟨0k|E|mn⟩ = ⟨k0|E|mn⟩ = 0, 3 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.

Step d According to the above results, for the
states in B4 and B5 we have

⟨ij|E|mn⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1.

Next, we prove that all the diagonal entries of
the matrix E are equal.
Step 1 From ⟨100|I⊗E|100⟩ = ⟨001|I⊗E|001⟩ =
⟨010|I ⊗ E|010⟩, we have

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨01|E|01⟩ = ⟨10|E|10⟩.

Step 2 As ⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨10|E|10⟩, ⟨100|I ⊗
E|100⟩ = 1

2(⟨002| + ⟨110|)I ⊗ E(|002⟩ + |110⟩) =
1
2(⟨002|I⊗E|002⟩+ ⟨110|I⊗E|110⟩) implies that

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨02|E|02⟩.

Similarly, ⟨100|I ⊗ E|100⟩ = 1
2(⟨020| + ⟨101|)I ⊗

E(|020⟩ + |101⟩) means that

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨20|E|20⟩.

Step k (3 ≤ k ≤ d − 1) From the (k − 1)-th
step, we get ⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨0 (k−1)|E|0 (k−1)⟩ =
⟨(k − 1) 0|E|(k − 1) 0⟩. Thus ⟨100|I ⊗ E|100⟩ =
1
2(⟨00k| + ⟨(k − 1) (k − 1) 0|)I ⊗E(|00k⟩ + |(k −
1) (k− 1) 0⟩) = 1

2(⟨0k0| + ⟨(k− 1) 0 (k− 1)|)I ⊗
E(|0k0⟩ + |(k − 1) 0 (k − 1)⟩) implies that

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨0k|E|0k⟩ = ⟨k0|E|k0⟩, 3 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.
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Figure 1: The corresponding d× d2 grid of {|αi⟩}d2

i=0 given by Eq. (2) in A|BC bipartition. Every grid has an index
(i,mn), where i is the row index in A part and mn is the column index in BC part. For example, |α4⟩ corresponds
to the cell set {(0, 02), (1, 10)}.

Step d Based on the above results, considering
the states in B4,5 and |100⟩, we have

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨ij|E|ij⟩, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1.

Thus E ∝ I. This completes the proof.

Now we generalize the construction to general
tripartite systems Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗Cd3 (2 ≤ d1 ≤ d2 ≤
d3). Define

B1 = {|α1⟩ = |100⟩, |α2⟩ = |001⟩, |α3⟩ = |010⟩},

B2 = { 1√
2

(|00i⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) 0⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d1},

B3 = { 1√
2

(|0i0⟩ + |(i− 1) 0 (i− 1)⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d1},

B4 = {|00i⟩ | d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1},
B5 = {|0i0⟩ | d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1},

B6 = { 1√
2

(|0 (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ + |i00⟩) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1},

B7 = {|0 (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2},

B8 = { 1√
3

(|0ij⟩ + |ij0⟩ + |j0i⟩) | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d1 − 1

\(i, j) = (1, 1), · · · , (d1 − 1, d1 − 1)},

B9 = { 1√
2

(|0ij⟩ + |ij0⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},

B10 = { 1√
2

(|0ji⟩ + |i0j⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},

B11 = { 1√
2

(|0ij⟩ + |i0j⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d2 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1},
B12 = {|0ij⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, d2 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1},
B13 = {|0ij⟩ | d1 ≤ i, j ≤ d2 − 1\(i, j) = (d1, d1), · · · ,

(d2 − 1, d2 − 1)}.

Theorem 2. In Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗Cd3 (2 ≤ d1 ≤ d2 ≤
d3), the set {|ψi⟩}d2d3

i=0 below is a strongest nonlo-
cal set of size d2d3 + 1,

|ψ0⟩ = |α0⟩,

|ψi⟩ =
d2d3∑
j=1

ωij
d2d3

|αj⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2d3,
(3)

where

|α0⟩ = |000⟩,
{|αj⟩}d2d3

j=1 = B1 ∪ B2 ∪ B3 ∪ · · · ∪ B13.
(4)

The proof of Theorem 2 is given in Appendix
A. Compared with the strongest nonlocal set
in Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 in Ref. [40], our strongest
nonlocal set does not contain the stopper state
|S⟩ = (

∑d1−1
i=0 |i⟩) ⊗ (

∑d2−1
j=0 |j⟩) ⊗ (

∑d3−1
k=0 |k⟩).

4 Strongest Nonlocal Sets in Four-
partite Systems

In this section, we first present an orthogonal set
of size 28 with the strongest nonlocality in C3 ⊗
C3⊗C3⊗C3. Then we give the strongest nonlocal
sets with the minimum cardinality in Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗
Cd3 ⊗ Cd4 . Here each state is shared by A, B, C,
and D.

Example 1. In C3⊗C3⊗C3⊗C3, the set {|ψi⟩}27
i=0

below is a strongest nonlocal set of size 28,

|ψ0⟩ = |α0⟩,

|ψi⟩ =
27∑

j=1
ωij

27 |αj⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ 27,
(5)
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Figure 2: The corresponding 3 × 27 grid of {|αi⟩}27
i=0 given by Eq. (6) in A|BCD bipartition. Every grid has an

index (i,mnl), where i is the row index in part A and mnl is the column index in joint part BCD. For example,
|α11⟩ corresponds to the cell set {(0, 002), (1, 110)}.

where

|α0⟩ = |0000⟩,
|α1⟩ = |1000⟩,
|α2⟩ = |0001⟩,
|α3⟩ = |0010⟩,
|α4⟩ = |0100⟩,

|α5⟩ = 1√
2

(|0110⟩ + |1001⟩),

|α6⟩ = 1√
2

(|0101⟩ + |1010⟩),

|α7⟩ = 1√
2

(|0011⟩ + |1100⟩),

|α8⟩ = 1√
2

(|0120⟩ + |2001⟩),

|α9⟩ = 1√
2

(|0201⟩ + |2010⟩),

|α10⟩ = 1√
2

(|0021⟩ + |2100⟩),

|α11⟩ = 1√
2

(|0002⟩ + |1110⟩),

|α12⟩ = 1√
2

(|0020⟩ + |1101⟩),

|α13⟩ = 1√
2

(|0200⟩ + |1011⟩),

|α14⟩ = 1√
2

(|0210⟩ + |1002⟩),

|α15⟩ = 1√
2

(|0102⟩ + |1020⟩),

|α16⟩ = 1√
2

(|0012⟩ + |1200⟩),

|α17⟩ = 1√
2

(|0220⟩ + |2002⟩),

|α18⟩ = 1√
2

(|0202⟩ + |2020⟩),

|α19⟩ = 1√
2

(|0022⟩ + |2200⟩),

|α20⟩ = 1√
2

(|0111⟩ + |2000⟩),

(6)

|α21⟩ = 1
2(|0112⟩ + |1120⟩ + |1201⟩ + |2011⟩),

|α22⟩ = 1
2(|0121⟩ + |1210⟩ + |2101⟩ + |1012⟩),

|α23⟩ = 1
2(|0122⟩ + |1220⟩ + |2201⟩ + |2012⟩),

|α24⟩ = 1
2(|0211⟩ + |2110⟩ + |1102⟩ + |1021⟩),

|α25⟩ = 1
2(|0212⟩ + |2120⟩ + |1202⟩ + |2021⟩),

|α26⟩ = 1
2(|0221⟩ + |2210⟩ + |2102⟩ + |1022⟩),

|α27⟩ = 1
2(|0222⟩ + |2220⟩ + |2202⟩ + |2022⟩).

Proof. Suppose that B, C, and D perform a joint
OPLM {E = M †M}. The post-measurement
states should be mutually orthogonal, i.e., ⟨ψi|I⊗
E|ψj⟩ = 0 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ 27.

Note that {|ψ0⟩} is spanned by {|α0⟩} and
{|ψi⟩}27

i=1 is spanned by {|αj⟩}27
j=1. The struc-

ture of {|αi⟩}27
i=0 in A|BCD bipartition is shown

in Fig. 2. As ⟨ψ0|I ⊗ E|ψi⟩ = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 27,
applying Lemma 1 to {|ψ0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}27

i=1, we
obtain ⟨α0|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 27, which
implies that

⟨000|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨mnl|E|000⟩ = 0,

where (m,n, l) ∈ Z3×Z3×Z3\(0, 0, 0). Therefore,

⟨α1|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ 27,
⟨α1|ψj⟩ ≠ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ 27.

Applying Lemma 2 to {|ψi⟩}27
i=1, we have

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ 27,
⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αx⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ 27.

First, we prove that the off-diagonal entries of
the matrix E are zeros, i.e., ⟨ijk|E|mnl⟩ = 0,
where (m,n, l) ̸= (i, j, k) in the next proof.

5



Step 1 From ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 for 2 ≤ x ≤ 4,
we have

⟨001|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨010|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨100|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 for 5 ≤ x ≤ 10 implies
that

⟨110|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨101|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨011|E|mnl⟩
=⟨120|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨201|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨021|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Step 2 Considering |αx⟩ for 11 ≤ x ≤ 13, we
have

⟨002|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨020|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨200|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 for 14 ≤ x ≤ 19 means
that

⟨210|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨102|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨012|E|mnl⟩
=⟨220|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨202|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨022|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Step 3 Based on the above results, for |αx⟩, 20 ≤
x ≤ 27, we have

⟨111|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨112|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨121|E|mnl⟩
=⟨122|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨211|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨212|E|mnl⟩
=⟨221|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨222|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Next, we prove that all the diagonal entries of
the matrix E are equal.
Step 1 From ⟨1000|I ⊗E|1000⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗E|αy⟩
for 2 ≤ y ≤ 4, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨001|E|001⟩ = ⟨010|E|010⟩ = ⟨100|E|100⟩.

Then ⟨1000|I ⊗E|1000⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗E|αy⟩ for 5 ≤
y ≤ 10 implies that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨110|E|110⟩ = ⟨101|E|101⟩ = ⟨011|E|011⟩
= ⟨120|E|120⟩ = ⟨201|E|201⟩ = ⟨021|E|021⟩.

Step 2 Considering |αy⟩ for 11 ≤ y ≤ 13, we
obtain

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨002|E|002⟩ = ⟨020|E|020⟩ = ⟨200|E|200⟩.

Then ⟨1000|I⊗E|1000⟩ = ⟨αy|I⊗E|αy⟩ for 14 ≤
y ≤ 19 means that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨210|E|210⟩ = ⟨102|E|102⟩ = ⟨012|E|012⟩
= ⟨220|E|220⟩ = ⟨202|E|202⟩ = ⟨022|E|022⟩.

Step 3 Based on the above results, for |αy⟩, 20 ≤
y ≤ 27, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨111|E|111⟩ = ⟨112|E|112⟩
=⟨121|E|121⟩ = ⟨122|E|122⟩ = ⟨211|E|211⟩
=⟨212|E|212⟩ = ⟨221|E|221⟩ = ⟨222|E|222⟩.

Thus E ∝ I. The proof details is described in
Fig. 3. This completes the proof.
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Figure 3: The proof details of strongest nonlocal set in
C3 ⊗ C3 ⊗ C3 ⊗ C3.

Now, we give the strongest nonlocal sets in Cd⊗
Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd. Define

B1 = {|α1⟩ = |1000⟩, |α2⟩ = |0001⟩,
|α3⟩ = |0010⟩, |α4⟩ = |0100⟩},

B2 = { 1√
2

(|0ji0⟩ + |i00j⟩) | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1},

B3 = { 1√
2

(|0i0j⟩ + |i0j0⟩) | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1},

B4 = { 1√
2

(|00ij⟩ + |ij00⟩) | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d− 1},

B5 = { 1√
2

(|000i⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) (i− 1) 0⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B6 = { 1√
2

(|00i0⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) 0 (i− 1)⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},
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B7 = { 1√
2

(|0i00⟩ + |(i− 1) 0 (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B8 = { 1√
2

(|0 (i− 1) (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ + |i000⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d− 1},

B9 = {1
2(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩ + |jk0i⟩ + |k0ij⟩) |

1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ d− 1\(i, j, k) = (1, 1, 1), · · · ,
(d− 2, d− 2, d− 2)}.

Theorem 3. In Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ Cd (d ≥ 2), the
set {|ψi⟩}d3

i=0 below is a strongest nonlocal set of
size d3 + 1,

|ψ0⟩ = |α0⟩,

|ψi⟩ =
d3∑

j=1
ωij

d3 |αj⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d3,
(7)

where

|α0⟩ = |0000⟩,

{|αj⟩}d3
j=1 = B1 ∪ B2 ∪ B3 ∪ · · · ∪ B9.

(8)

The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Appendix B.

Furthermore, we obtain the strongest nonlocal
sets in general four-partite systems Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗
Cd3 ⊗ Cd4 (2 ≤ d1 ≤ d2 ≤ d3 ≤ d4). Define

B1 = {|α1⟩ = |1000⟩, |α2⟩ = |0001⟩,
|α3⟩ = |0010⟩, |α4⟩ = |0100⟩},

B2 = { 1√
2

(|0ji0⟩ + |i00j⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},
B3 = {|0ji0⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},
B4 = {|0ji0⟩ | d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},

B5 = { 1√
2

(|0ji0⟩ + |j00i⟩) | d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1},

B6 = { 1√
2

(|0i0j⟩ + |i0j0⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1},
B7 = {|0i0j⟩ | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d3 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1},
B8 = {|0i0j⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1},

B9 = { 1√
2

(|00ij⟩ + |ij00⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1},
B10 = {|00ij⟩ | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d2 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1},

B11 = {|00ij⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1},

B12 = { 1√
2

(|000i⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) (i− 1) 0⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d1},

B13 = { 1√
2

(|00i0⟩ + |(i− 1) (i− 1) 0 (i− 1)⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d1},

B14 = { 1√
2

(|0i00⟩ + |(i− 1) 0 (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d1},
B15 = {|000i⟩ | d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d4 − 1},
B16 = {|00i0⟩ | d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1},
B17 = {|0i00⟩ | d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1},

B18 = { 1√
2

(|0 (i− 1) (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ + |i000⟩) |

2 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1},
B19 = {|0 (i− 1) (i− 1) (i− 1)⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2},

B20 = {1
2(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩ + |jk0i⟩ + |k0ij⟩) |

1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ d1 − 1
\(i, j, k) = (1, 1, 1), · · · , (d1 − 1, d1 − 1, d1 − 1)},

B21 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩ + |jk0i⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, d1 ≤ k ≤ d2 − 1},

B22 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩ + |k0ij⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d1 − 1},

B23 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |jk0i⟩ + |k0ij⟩) | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d1 − 1},

B24 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩ + |i0kj⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, d2 ≤ k ≤ d3 − 1},

B25 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |k0ij⟩ + |ik0j⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d2 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d1 − 1},

B26 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |j0ik⟩ + |ij0k⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, d3 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1},

B27 = { 1√
3

(|0ijk⟩ + |i0jk⟩ + |ij0k⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1, d3 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1},

B28 = { 1√
2

(|0ijk⟩ + |ijk0⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1, d1 ≤ k ≤ d3 − 1},

B29 = { 1√
2

(|0ijk⟩ + |k0ij⟩) | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1,

d1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d1 − 1},

B30 = { 1√
2

(|0ijk⟩ + |jk0i⟩) | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, d1 ≤ k ≤ d2 − 1},
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B31 = { 1√
2

(|0ijk⟩ + |i0jk⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d2 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1, d1 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1},

B32 = { 1√
2

(|0ijk⟩ + |ji0k⟩) | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1,

1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1, d2 ≤ k ≤ d3 − 1},

B33 = { 1√
2

(|0 (d2 − 1) ij⟩ + |i00j⟩) | 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1,

d3 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1},
B34 = {|0ijk⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, d2 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1,

d1 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1},
B35 = {|0ijk⟩ | d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 2, 1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1,

d3 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1},
B36 = {|0ijk⟩ | d1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ d2 − 1\(i, j, k) = (d1, d1, d1),

· · · , (d2 − 1, d2 − 1, d2 − 1)}.

Theorem 4. In Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗Cd3 ⊗Cd4 (2 ≤ d1 ≤
d2 ≤ d3 ≤ d4), the set {|ψi⟩}d2d3d4

i=0 below is a
strongest nonlocal set of size d2d3d4 + 1,

|ψ0⟩ = |α0⟩,

|ψi⟩ =
d2d3d4∑

j=1
ωij

d2d3d4
|αj⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2d3d4.

(9)

where

|α0⟩ = |0000⟩,
{|αj⟩}d2d3d4

j=1 = B1 ∪ B2 ∪ B3 ∪ · · · ∪ B36.
(10)

The proof of Theorem 4 is given in Appendix C.

5 Conclusion
Quantum nonlocality based on local indistin-
guishability has been studied extensively. The
strongest nonlocal set is the strongest form of
nonlocality, which is widely applied in multipar-
tite quantum secret sharing and other crypto-
graphic protocols. In order to improve communi-
cation efficiency and save resources, it is of great
importance to construct the strongest nonlocal
sets whose number of the elements reaches the
lower bound for multipartite systems.

In this paper, we found the strongest nonlocal
sets with the minimum cardinality in Cd1 ⊗Cd2 ⊗
Cd3 and Cd1 ⊗ Cd2 ⊗ Cd3 ⊗ Cd4 , which further
proves the conjecture proposed in Ref. [37]. For
clarity, we compare our results with the strongest
nonlocal set available (see Table 1). Specifically,
each set we constructed is given by genuinely en-
tangled states, except for one product state which

is not a stopper state. Our results may highlight
studies on the strongest nonlocal sets with the
minimum cardinality in ⊗N

i=1Cdi for N ≥ 5 and
the gap between strong nonlocality and strongest
nonlocality.
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A Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Suppose that B and C perform a joint OPLM {E = M †M}. The post-measurement states
should be mutually orthogonal, i.e., ⟨ψi|I ⊗ E|ψj⟩ = 0 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d2d3.

Note that {|ψ0⟩} is spanned by {|α0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d2d3
i=1 is spanned by {|αj⟩}d2d3

j=1 . As ⟨ψ0|I⊗E|ψi⟩ = 0
for 1 ≤ i ≤ d2d3, applying Lemma 1 to {|ψ0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d2d3

i=1 , we obtain that ⟨α0|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0 for
1 ≤ j ≤ d2d3, which implies that

⟨00|E|mn⟩ = ⟨mn|E|00⟩ = 0,

10

https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.097905
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.59.1829
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.022330
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.022330
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.022320
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.040403
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.040403
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.062108
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.99.062108
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.042202
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.042202
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.042228
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.012424
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.012424
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.08461
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-05-16-1349
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-05-16-1349
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.105.022209
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.105.022209
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.022220
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.022220
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.108.062407
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-09-07-1101
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-09-07-1101
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-01-05-619
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-01-05-619
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.108.012418
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.109.052422


where (m,n) ∈ Zd2 × Zd3\(0, 0). Hence, we have

⟨α1|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ d2d3,

⟨α1|ψj⟩ ≠ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2d3.

Applying Lemma 2 to {|ψi⟩}d2d3
i=1 , we obtain

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2d3,

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αx⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2d3.

First, we prove that the off-diagonal entries of the matrix E are zeros.
Step 1 From ⟨001|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = ⟨010|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, we have

⟨01|E|mn⟩ = ⟨10|E|mn⟩ = 0.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d1) From the (k − 1)-th step, we get ⟨0 (k − 1)|E|mn⟩ = ⟨(k − 1) 0|E|mn⟩ = 0.
Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,3 with i = k implies that

⟨0k|E|mn⟩ = ⟨k0|E|mn⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Step d1 + 1 For |αx⟩ ∈ B4,5, we obtain

⟨0i|E|mn⟩ = 0, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨i0|E|mn⟩ = 0, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1.

Step d1 + 2 According to the above results, for |αx⟩ ∈ B6−13, we have

⟨ij|E|mn⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1.

Next, we prove that all diagonal entries of the matrix E are equal.
Step 1 From ⟨100|I ⊗ E|100⟩ = ⟨001|I ⊗ E|001⟩ = ⟨010|I ⊗ E|010⟩, we have

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨01|E|01⟩ = ⟨10|E|10⟩.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d1) From the (k − 1)-th step, we get ⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨0 (k − 1)|E|0 (k − 1)⟩ =
⟨(k − 1) 0|E|(k − 1) 0⟩. Then ⟨100|I ⊗ E|100⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B2,3 with i = k implies
that

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨0k|E|0k⟩ = ⟨k0|E|k0⟩, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Step d1 + 1 For |αy⟩ ∈ B4,5, we obtain

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨0i|E|0i⟩, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨i0|E|i0⟩, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1.

Step d1 + 2 Based on the above results, for |αx⟩ ∈ B6−13, we have

⟨00|E|00⟩ = ⟨ij|E|ij⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1.

Thus E ∝ I. This completes the proof.
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B Proof of Theorem 3
Proof. Suppose that B, C, and D perform a joint OPLM {E = M †M}. The post-measurement states
should be mutually orthogonal, i.e., ⟨ψi|I ⊗ E|ψj⟩ = 0 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d3.

Note that {|ψ0⟩} is spanned by {|α0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d3
i=1 is spanned by {|αj⟩}d3

j=1. As ⟨ψ0|I ⊗E|ψj⟩ = 0
for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d3, applying Lemma 1 to {|ψ0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d3

i=1, we obtain ⟨α0|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0 for
1 ≤ j ≤ d3, which implies that

⟨000|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨mnl|E|000⟩ = 0,

where (m,n, l) ∈ Z3 × Z3 × Z3\(0, 0, 0). Therefore,

⟨α1|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ d3,

⟨α1|ψj⟩ ≠ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d3.

Applying Lemma 2 to {|ψi⟩}d3
i=1, we have

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d3,

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αx⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d3.

First, we proof that the off-diagonal entries of E are zeros.
Step 1 From ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 for 2 ≤ x ≤ 4, we have

⟨001|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨010|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨100|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,3,4 with j = 1 implies that

⟨1i0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨i01|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0i1|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1) For |αx⟩ ∈ B5,6,7 with i = k, we obtain

⟨00k|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0k0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨k00|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,3,4 with j = k implies that

⟨ki0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨i0k|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0ik|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1, 2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.

Step d According to the above results, with respect to |αx⟩ ∈ B8,9, we have

⟨ijk|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ d− 1.

Next, we prove that all the diagonal entries E are equal.
Step 1 From ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ for 2 ≤ y ≤ 4, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨001|E|001⟩ = ⟨010|E|010⟩ = ⟨100|E|100⟩.

Then ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B2,3,4 with j = 1 implies that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨1i0|E|1i0⟩ = ⟨i01|E|i01⟩ = ⟨0i1|E|0i1⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1) For |αy⟩ ∈ B5,6,7 with i = k, we obtain

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨00k|E|00k⟩ = ⟨0k0|E|0k0⟩ = ⟨k00|E|k00⟩, 2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.

Then considering |αy⟩ ∈ B2,3,4 with j = k, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ki0|E|ki0⟩ = ⟨i0k|E|i0k⟩ = ⟨0ik|E|0ik⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1, 2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.

Step d Based on the above results, for |αy⟩ ∈ B8,9, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ijk|E|ijk⟩, 1 ≤ i, j, k ≤ d− 1.

Thus E ∝ I. This completes the proof.
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C Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. Suppose that B, C, and D perform a joint OPLM {E = M †M}. The post-measurement states
should be mutually orthogonal, i.e., ⟨ψi|I ⊗ E|ψj⟩ = 0 for 0 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ d2d3d4.

Note that {|ψ0⟩} is spanned by {|α0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d2d3d4
i=1 is spanned by {|αj⟩}d2d3d4

j=1 . As ⟨ψ0|I⊗E|ψj⟩ =
0 for 0 ≤ j ≤ d2d3d4, applying Lemma 1 to the set {|ψ0⟩} and {|ψi⟩}d2d3d4

i=1 , we obtain ⟨α0|I⊗E|αj⟩ = 0
for 1 ≤ j ≤ d2d3d4, which implies that

⟨000|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨mnl|E|000⟩ = 0,

where (m,n, l) ∈ Z3 × Z3 × Z3\(0, 0, 0). Therefore,

⟨α1|I ⊗ E|αj⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ j ≤ d2d3d4,

⟨α1|ψj⟩ ≠ 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2d3d4.

Applying Lemma 2 to {|ψi⟩}d2d3d4
i=1 , we have

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2d3d4,

⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αx⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩, 1 ≤ x ̸= y ≤ d2d3d4.

First, we prove that the off-diagonal entries of E are zeros.
Step 1 From ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 for 2 ≤ x ≤ 4, we have

⟨001|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨010|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨100|E|mnl⟩ = 0.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j = 1 implies that

⟨1i0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨i01|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0i1|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d1) For |αx⟩ ∈ B12,13,14 with i = k, we obtain

⟨00k|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0k0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨k00|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j = k implies that

⟨ki0|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨i0k|E|mnl⟩ = ⟨0ik|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Step d1 + 1 For |αx⟩ ∈ B15,16,17, we have

⟨00i|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨0i0|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨i00|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1.

Then ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j ≥ d1 + 1 means that

⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨i0j|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨0ij|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1,

and ⟨αx|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ = 0 where |αx⟩ ∈ B5 means that

⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1.
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For |αx⟩ ∈ B3,4,7,8,10,11, we have

⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨i0j|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d3 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨i0j|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨0ij|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d2 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨0ij|E|mnl⟩ = 0, d1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1.

Step d1 + 2 According to the above results, with respect to |αx⟩ ∈ B18−36, we have

⟨ijk|E|mnl⟩ = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1.

Next, we prove that all the diagonal entries of E are equal.
Step 1 From ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ for 2 ≤ y ≤ 4, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨001|E|001⟩ = ⟨010|E|010⟩ = ⟨100|E|100⟩.

Then ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j = 1 implies that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨1i0|E|1i0⟩ = ⟨i01|E|i01⟩ = ⟨0i1|E|0i1⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1.

Step k (2 ≤ k ≤ d1) For |αy⟩ ∈ B12,13,14 with i = k, we obtain

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨00k|E|00k⟩ = ⟨0k0|E|0k0⟩ = ⟨k00|E|k00⟩, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Then ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j = k implies that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ki0|E|ki0⟩ = ⟨i0k|E|i0k⟩ = ⟨0ik|E|0ik⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, 2 ≤ k ≤ d1.

Step d1 + 1 For |αy⟩ ∈ B15,16,17, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨00i|E|00i⟩, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨0i0|E|0i0⟩, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨i00|E|i00⟩, d1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1.

Then ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B2,6,9 with j ≥ d1 + 1 means that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨i0j|E|mnl⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨0ij|E|mnl⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d1 + 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1,

and ⟨α1|I ⊗ E|α1⟩ = ⟨αy|I ⊗ E|αy⟩ where |αy⟩ ∈ B5 means that

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ji0|E|mnl⟩, d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d1 − 1.

For |αy⟩ ∈ B3,4,7,8,10,11, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ji0|E|ji0⟩, d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ji0|E|ji0⟩, d2 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, d1 ≤ j ≤ d2 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨i0j|E|i0j⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d3 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨i0j|E|i0j⟩, d1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨0ij|E|0ij⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d1 − 1, d2 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1;
⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨0ij|E|0ij⟩, d1 ≤ i ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d4 − 1.

Step d1 + 2 Based on the above results, with respect to |αy⟩ ∈ B18−36, we have

⟨000|E|000⟩ = ⟨ijk|E|ijk⟩, 1 ≤ i ≤ d2 − 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ d3 − 1, 1 ≤ k ≤ d4 − 1.

Thus E ∝ I. This completes the proof.
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