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Abstract

The exploration of entanglement and Bell non-locality among multi-particle quantum
systems offers a profound avenue for testing and understanding the limits of quantum
mechanics and local real hidden variable theories. In this work, we examine non-local
correlations among three massless spin-1/2 particles generated from the three-body decay
of a massive particle, utilizing a framework based on general four-fermion interactions.
By analyzing several inequalities, we address the detection of deviations from quantum
mechanics as well as violations of two key hidden variable theories: fully local-real and
bipartite local-real theories. Our approach encompasses the standard Mermin inequality
and the tight 4×4×2 inequality introduced by Laskowski et al., providing a comprehensive
framework for probing three-partite non-local correlations. Our findings provide deeper
insights into the boundaries of classical and quantum theories in three-particle systems,
advancing the understanding of non-locality in particle decays and its relevance to particle
physics and quantum foundations.
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1 Introduction

Quantum mechanics stands apart from classical physics due to its inherent probabilistic nature
and the baffling phenomenon of entanglement [1,2]. Entanglement describes a situation where
two or more particles become intrinsically linked, sharing a combined quantum state that cannot
be factored into independent states for each particle. This interconnectedness, regardless of
spatial separation, leads to correlations that profoundly challenge our classical intuitions and are
fundamentally incompatible with local realism — the idea that physical systems have definite
properties independent of measurement and that influences cannot propagate faster than the
speed of light.

The seminal work of John Bell [3] provided a rigorous framework for experimentally test-
ing the predictions of quantum mechanics against the constraints imposed by local realism.
Bell-type inequalities, mathematical expressions derived from the assumption of local realism,
predict upper bounds on the correlations measurable in experiments. The violation of the
CHSH inequality [4], one of the Bell-type inequalities for the two-qubit system, in numerous
experiments [5–12], has decisively confirmed the non-locality of quantum mechanics, demon-
strating the existence of correlations that cannot be explained by any local realistic theory.
The correlation measurements and corresponding observables involving Bell-type inequalities
also provide a powerful framework for testing quantum mechanics itself. Quantum mechanics
often gives upper bounds on these observables [13]; if a violation of these upper bounds is
experimentally confirmed, quantum mechanics would be falsified.

While the violation of CHSH inequality and its experimental verification have firmly es-
tablished non-locality in two-particle systems, the extension to multipartite systems presents
significantly greater complexity and remains an active area of research. The intricacies of
multipartite entanglement, involving three or more particles, introduce a rich landscape of
correlations far exceeding the complexity of two-particle scenarios.

Understanding these multipartite correlations is crucial not only for advancing fundamental
physics but also for developing emerging quantum technologies, such as quantum computing
and quantum communication, where multipartite entanglement plays a central role. Following
early works [14,15], there has recently been a surge of interest in exploring quantum information-
theoretic properties within the context of high-energy particle physics [16–50] (see also [51] for
the recent review). Particle scattering and the decay of unstable particles provide a natural lab-
oratory where multipartite entanglement and nonlocal correlations emerge spontaneously (see,
however, [52]).1 In this context, the ATLAS and CMS collaborations have recently measured
spin correlations in the tt̄ system produced in pp collisions at the LHC, observing entanglement
within a specific phase-space region at a 5-σ significance level [53–55]. Precise measurements of

1There are issues to conduct a loophole-free test of local realism at conventional collider experiments. High-
energy collider experiments have imperfect acceptance and detection efficiency, resulting in the detection loop-
hole. Additionally, the spin correlation between particles A and B is only inferred indirectly from the momentum
distribution of decay products of A and B, assuming Standard Model predictions or those decays behave the
same way as they do in an independent experiment. Even if we accept those assumptions, we do not have
the freedom to choose the spin measurement axes, as the spin measurement is constituted indirectly and sta-
tistically by analysing the momentum distributions. This makes the local realism test prone to the so-called
freedom-of-choice loophole. Finally, the momenta of observed particles are essentially commuting observables.
Therefore, there is always some hidden variable theory that can explain the observed momentum data. The
interest of this paper is not a high-energy test of local realism. Our goal is to study what type of spin correlation
emerges in different phase-space regions of three-body decays in different underlying particle interactions within
the quantum field theory framework. We also discuss the spin correlation beyond quantum theories.
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entanglement and non-locality observables have been recognized as valuable tools for probing
non-perturbative effects within the Standard Model [34,56], as well as exploring physics beyond
the Standard Model [22–25].

Another motivation lies in the potential of collider measurements of quantum properties
to directly test quantum mechanics at high energy scales. It is plausible that quantum me-
chanics undergoes modifications at some short distance scales to achieve compatibility with
gravity. Such modifications could, in principle, be detected by measuring Bell-type observables
or through quantum process tomography, as outlined in [48].

Finally, studying particle physics through the lens of quantum information theory offers the
potential to uncover new insights into quantum field theory. For instance, recent research has
explored the interplay between a theory’s internal (emergent) symmetries and the entanglement
generated by specific scattering processes [42–45]. Additionally, efforts have been made to
establish connections between scattering cross sections and the entanglement entropy produced
during these processes [46,47,57–59].

While the present literature has focused on quantum properties in two-particle systems,
systematic investigations of three-particle entanglement and non-locality in particle physics are
significantly underexplored [26–28].

This paper addresses this gap by investigating the three-body decay of a massive fermion
into three massless spin-1/2 particles, a scenario that offers a tractable yet non-trivial setting
for studying three-partite entanglement and non-locality. This specific choice allows for a
detailed theoretical analysis while maintaining relevance to experimentally accessible scenarios
in particle physics. Utilizing a theoretical framework with general four-fermion interactions,
we systematically analyze the correlations emerging from this decay process using a variety of
entanglement measures and Bell-type inequalities. While we have analyzed the entanglement
generated in the aforementioned decay process in our earlier work [26], the present study shifts
focus to the non-locality arising from the same decay process. This study aims to quantify
the degree of non-local correlations and identify the conditions under which deviations from
local realistic predictions are maximized in the decay kinematic phase space. The study strives
to provide a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of three-body entanglement and
non-locality, bridging the gap between fundamental physics and the rapidly advancing field of
quantum information science.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In the next section, we provide a short review
of entanglement and non-locality, supplementing the necessary background and introducing
some observables and formulae used in the later sections. Readers familiar with multiparticle
entanglement and non-locality may wish to skip this section. In section 3, we describe the
three-body kinematics and the resulting spin states. The theoretical and numerical analyses
of entanglement and non-locality in the particle decays are presented in section 4. We explore
these properties in three different types of four fermion interactions. Section 5 is devoted to
the conclusion.

2 A Review of Basic Features of Non-locality and Entanglement

This section provides a concise overview of entanglement and nonlocality in bipartite and
tripartite quantum systems. The content summarized here can be found in several review
articles, such as [60–62].
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2.1 Entanglement

Entanglement is known as the characteristic trait of quantum mechanics, distinguishing it from
classical mechanics [1]. When two subsystems, A and B, are entangled, the prediction of
measurement outcomes for A cannot be fully described independently of the state of B, and
vice versa, no matter how far they are spatially separated. In contrast, quantum states without
entanglement, called separable states, can be expressed as a simple tensor product of the local
states of A and B:

|ψsep
AB⟩ = |ψ⟩A ⊗ |ψ⟩B. (1)

The concept of separability extends naturally to mixed states. A mixed state is considered
separable if its density operator can be written as a convex combination of tensor products of
local density operators [63]

ρsepAB =
∑
k

pk ρA,k ⊗ ρB,k, (2)

where pk ≥ 0 are probabilities satisfying
∑

k pk = 1, and ρA,k and ρB,k are density operators
for the subsystems A and B, respectively.2

If the system is inseparable, the degree of entanglement can be measured by a class of func-
tions, E(ρ), called entanglement measures (or entanglement monotones) [64]. Those functions
must vanish for all separable states and positive for entangled states. Additionally, entangle-
ment measures must be invariant under local unitary transformations, reflecting changes in
the local basis. Another important property involves Local Operations and Classical Com-
munication (LOCC) [65]. In this class of operations, two experimenters, Alice and Bob, each
control subsystems A and B, respectively. They are allowed to manipulate their particles by
local unitary operations and making local measurements while also communicating classically.
Motivated by the fact that separable states cannot be transformed into entangled states under
LOCC, entanglement measures are required to be non-increasing under LOCC.3 The above
consideration also introduces the notion of maximally entangled states. Maximally entangled
states cannot be reached from non-invertible LOCC from any other states.

Among several entanglement measures proposed in the literature, in this work, we use a
particular one called concurrence, which is defined for the pure state, |ψAB⟩ ∈ HAB, as

C(|ψ⟩AB) ≡
√
2(1− Tr ϱ2A), (3)

where ϱA = TrB ρAB is the reduced density operator of subsystem A, obtained by tracing out
the degrees of freedom of subsystem B. The same result can be obtained by exchanging the
role of subsystems A and B: C(|ψ⟩AB) =

√
2(1− Tr ϱ2B). With this definition, the concurrence

takes the maximum value, C = 1, for maximally entangled two-qubit states.
For a mixed state ρ, the concurrence is defined as the convex roof [66] of the pure state

concurrence as
C(ρ) ≡ inf

pk,|ψk⟩

∑
k

pkC(|ψk⟩), (4)

2We denote the Hilbert spaces of the subsystems A and B as HA and HB , respectively. The Hilbert space
of the combined system is given by HAB = HA ⊗ HB . The set of all density operators (positive semi-definite
Hermitian operators with unit trace) of the Hilbert space H is denoted as S(H). In this notation, |ψA⟩ ∈ HA,
|ψB⟩ ∈ HB , |ψAB⟩ ∈ HAB , ρA ∈ S(HA), ρB ∈ S(HB) and ρAB ∈ S(HAB).

3This property contains the invariance under local unitaries as unitary operations are invertible.
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where the infimum is taken over all possible decompositions of ρ into sets of {pk} and {|ψk⟩}
with ρ =

∑
k pk|ψk⟩⟨ψk|.

The advantage of the concurrence is that the analytical formula of C(ρ) is known for two-
qubit systems [67]:

C(ρ) = max(0, η1 − η2 − η3 − η4) ∈ [0, 1], (5)

where ηi are the decreasingly ordered eigenvalues of
√√

ρ(σy ⊗ σy)ρ∗(σy ⊗ σy)
√
ρ, obtained in

the computational basis.

2.2 Three-particle entanglement

The spin state of a multiparticle final state produced from the decay of a massive particle
is generally pure, provided it is evaluated at a specific point in momentum phase space.4

Accordingly, we focus our analysis on the general pure three-qubit state, |Ψ⟩ ∈ HABC =
HA ⊗ HB ⊗ HC . In the three-qubit system, there are two types of separable states. One is
called fully separable state, which can be written as

|ψ⟩fs = |α⟩A ⊗ |β⟩B ⊗ |γ⟩C . (6)

Fully separable states contain no entanglement of any kind. The second is called bi-separable
states, which are of the types

|α⟩A ⊗ |δ⟩BC , |β⟩B ⊗ |δ⟩AC , |γ⟩C ⊗ |δ⟩AB, (7)

where |δ⟩IJ may not be factorised as |δ1⟩I ⊗ |δ2⟩J . The general bi-separable state is given by a
superposition of three such kets:

|ψ⟩bs = c1|α⟩A ⊗ |δ⟩BC + c2|β⟩B ⊗ |δ⟩AC + c3|γ⟩C ⊗ |δ⟩AB . (8)

with ci ∈ C and
∑

i |ci|2 = 1.
If the state is neither fully separable nor bi-separable, it is called genuine tripartite entangled

(GTE). There are two important GTE states: GHZ [68, 69] and W [70] states. The former is
defined by

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2
(|000⟩+ |111⟩) , (9)

while the latter is given as

|W ⟩ = 1√
3
(|100⟩+ |010⟩+ |001⟩) . (10)

The importance of these states is appreciated by the fact that any GTE state can be transformed
by local invertible operation, |Ψ⟩ → (OA⊗OB⊗OC)|Ψ⟩, either into |GHZ⟩ or |W ⟩, respectively.
Since these operations are invertible, they naturally introduce an equivalence relation. Namely,
all GTE states can be classified into either the GHZ or the W class.

The generalisation of the Schmidt decomposition to three-qubit systems implies that any
three-qubit pure state can be transformed by local unitaries into the canonical form [71]

ξ0|000⟩+ eiφξ1|100⟩+ ξ2|101⟩+ ξ3|110⟩+ ξ4|111⟩ (11)
4Spin and momentum degrees of freedom are generally entangled. The spin state becomes mixed if the

momentum degrees of freedom are traced out (i.e., averaged over).
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with ξi ≥ 0,
∑

i ξ
2
i = 1 and 0 ≤ φ ≤ π. This means that six real parameters essentially

characterise the entanglement and non-local properties of three-qubit pure states. Also, it has
been shown that ξ4 = φ = 0 is required for the W class states, implying that W class states
are much rare compared to the GHZ class states.

For three-qubit systems, one can consider three types of entanglement. One is an entan-
glement between two individual particles, say between A and B. This one-to-one entanglement
can be computed by first tracing out subsystem C and then using formula (4):

CAB = C(ϱAB), ϱAB = TrC(|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|) . (12)

The one-to-one entanglement between A-C (CAC) and B-C (CBC) can also be computed in the
similar way. These entanglement measures are nonvanishing even if the state is bi-separable.
For example, CAB can be nonzero for |γ⟩C ⊗ |δ⟩AB, while it vanishes for |α⟩A ⊗ |δ⟩BC and
|β⟩B ⊗ |δ⟩AC .

Another type is an entanglement between one particle and the rest of the system, known as
one-to-other bipartite entanglement. The concurrence between A and the composite subsystem
BC is computed as follows. First, we write the general pure state as

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
ijk

cijk|ijk⟩ = c00|0⟩A ⊗ |0⟩BC + c11|1⟩A ⊗ |1⟩BC (13)

with |0⟩BC =
∑

jk c0jk|jk⟩BC and |1⟩BC =
∑

jk c1jk|jk⟩BC , and pretend that it is a two-qubit
pure state. The concurrence formula for two-qubit pure states (3) may then be used:

CA(BC) =
√
2(1− Trϱ2BC), ϱBC = TrA(|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|) . (14)

The one-to-other entanglement for other combinations, CB(AC) and CC(AB), can be computed
in the similar manner. The one-to-other entanglement measures may be nonvanishing for bi-
separable states. For instance, CA(BC) is nonvanishing for |β⟩B ⊗ |δ⟩AC and |γ⟩C ⊗ |δ⟩AB, but
vanishing for |α⟩A ⊗ |δ⟩BC .

The one-to-one and one-to-other entanglement are related by the monogamy relations [72,
73]:

C2
A(BC) = C2

AB + C2
AC + τ ,

C2
B(AC) = C2

AB + C2
BC + τ ,

C2
C(AB) = C2

AC + C2
BC + τ , (15)

where τ is called three-tangle and given by

τ = 4ξ20ξ
2
4 , (16)

where ξi are the coefficients in the Schmidt decomposition (11). The first monogamy relation
implies that there is a trade-off between A’s entanglements with B and C. For example, when
A is maximally entangled with B, A cannot be entangled with C; CAB = 1 ⇒ CAC = 0. More
generally, the sum of the squared one-to-one concurrence measures is bounded from above by
the corresponding one-to-other concurrence square: e.g. C2

AB + C2
AC ≤ C2

A(BC).
For the GHZ state, Eq. (9), τ = 1. We therefore have CA(BC) = CB(AC) = CC(AB) = 1,

while CAB = CBC = CAC = 0. In other words, any one particle is maximally entangled with the
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Figure 1: The concurrence triangle and a genuinely three-particle entanglement measure F3.

rest of the system, although all particle pairs are individually separable. On the other hand,
τ = 0 for the W state in Eq. (10). One-to-one and one-to-other concurrence values are found
to be CAB = CBC = CAC = 2

3 and CA(BC) = CB(AC) = CC(AB) =
2
√
2

3 .
The third type of entanglement is entanglement among genuinely three particles. A good

genuinely three-particle entanglement (GTE) measure should satisfy the following conditions:
(1) invariant under local basis changes, (2) vanishes for all fully-separable and bi-separable
states, (3) positive for all GTE states, and (4) non-increasing under LOCC. A GTE measure
satisfying all these criteria has recently been found [74] (see [75] for alternative construction).
The measure is motivated by the observation that the sum of any two monogamy relations is
larger than the remaining one, which can be seen in Eq. (15). Since all terms in Eq. (15) are
positive, one can consider the square root of each term and obtain

CA(BC) + CB(AC) > CC(AB) , (17)

and the similar inequality for other combinations. These inequalities guarantee that one can al-
ways draw a triangle whose three sides are given by the three one-to-other concurrence measures
(concurrence triangle). The area of the concurrence triangle gives a GTE measure satisfying
all criteria [74] (see Fig. 1). With Heron’s formula, we define the GTE measure

F3 ≡ 4√
3
·
√
Q(Q− CA(BC))(Q− CB(AC))(Q− CC(AB)) , (18)

with Q = 1
2 [CA(BC) + CB(AC) + CC(AB)]. With the normalisation factor 4√

3
, F3 takes values

between 0 and 1. For the symmetric case, CA(BC) = CB(AC) = CC(AB) = C, we have F3 = C2.
One can see that the GHZ state is maximally GTE, F3(|GHZ⟩) = 1. On the other hand, for
the W state, F3(|W ⟩) = 8

9 ; the state is highly entangled but not maximally GTE.
We stress that all the analyses here concern pure states only. The analogous quantities for

mixed states are usually very hard to compute (see e.g. [76,77]).

2.3 Bell nonlocality

Bell-type inequalities distinguish between correlations that can be achieved by local real hid-
den variable (LRHV) theories and those that cannot. Typically, the following experiment is
considered. A pair of particles, A and B, which locally interacted with each other in the past,
are specially separated far apart. Two observers, Alice and Bob, who are also separated far
apart, have access to each particle. Alice can measure one of the two spin components (axes)

6



A1 or A2 of particle A, and Bob can measure one of the two spin components (axes) B1 or B2

of particle B. The corresponding outcomes of those spin component measurements are denoted
by a and b for Alice and Bob, respectively. We assume the outcomes are either +1 or −1;
a, b ∈ {+1,−1}. The experiment is repeated many times. Each time, Alice and Bob can choose
which spin components they measure. After collecting a large number of measurement results,
we compute the correlations ⟨AiBj⟩.

If the theory is local, Alice’s measurement outcome cannot be influenced by Bob’s choice
of measurement axes and vice versa. If the theory is real, their measurement outcomes are
predetermined before the act of measurement. Under the assumptions of locality and realism,
their measurement outcomes may be described by a set of common hidden variables λ with the
probability distribution P (λ). In particular, the joint conditional probability that Alice and
Bob measure Ai and Bj then obtain the outcomes a and b may be expressed in terms of λ as

P (a, b|Ai, Bj) =
∑
λ

PλAλ(a|Ai)Bλ(b|Bj) . · · · (LRHV) (19)

The function Aλ(a|Ai) can be interpreted as Alice’s conditional probability of finding her
outcome a for given λ and Ai. The analogous interpretation follows for Bob’s function Bλ(b|Bi).
The form of Eq. (19) encompasses the deterministic, i.e., realism picture. One can always
assume that Alice’s probability of finding outcome a, for given λ and Ai, is either 0 or 1,
invoking a probability function Aλ(a|Ai) ∈ {0, 1}. The corresponding deterministic probability
for Bob is denoted by Bλ(b|Bj) ∈ {0, 1}. The same conditional probability (19) can be described
as P (a, b|Ai, Bj) =

∑
λ P λAλ(a|Ai)Bλ(b|Bj), with the relations P λ = PλQA(λ)QB(λ), Aλ =

QA(λ)Aλ and Bλ = QB(λ)Bλ with appropriate functions QA(λ) and QB(λ).
In general, Bell-type inequalities have a form

|⟨B⟩LRHV| ≤ Bbound
LRHV , (20)

where ⟨B⟩LRHV is the expectation value of some observable B in a given LRHV theory, while
Bbound
LRHV is the upper bound on ⟨B⟩LRHV within this theory. One of the well-known Bell-type

observables is Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt (CHSH) [4] observable

BCHSH = A1B1 +A1B2 +A2B1 −A2B2 . (21)

The bound by LRHV theories can be estimated by invoking locality, writing BCHSH = A1(B1+
B2) + A2(B1 − B2). By the assumption of realism, when the outcomes of B1 and B2 being
predetermined, either (B1 + B2) or (B1 − B2) has to vanish. The largest value for the other
term is 2. Therefore, one can find the bound of Bell-type inequality by LRHV theory to be,

|⟨BCHSH⟩LRHV| ≤ 2 . (22)

This bound is violated by quantum mechanics. For example, by taking A1 and A2 to be σz
and σx and B1 and B2 be (σz ± σx)/

√
2, one finds

⟨BCHSH⟩|ψ⟩00 = 2
√
2, (23)

with |ψ⟩00 being the spin-0 singlet state, |ψ⟩00 = (|01⟩ − |10⟩)/
√
2. The quantum states which

violate Bell-type inequality are called Bell-nonlocal.
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In fact, 2
√
2 is the upper bound in the quantum theory [13]. This can be seen by noting

(BCHSH)
2 = 4− [A1, A2][B1, B2] . (24)

With [σi, σj ] = 2ϵijkσk, we see that the maximum of the right-hand-side is 8, which leads
to the quantum bound 2

√
2. The presence of the quantum bound implies that the Bell-type

observables are also important in testing quantum mechanics experimentally. For example, if a
violation of quantum bound is experimentally confirmed, then quantum mechanics is falsified. In
fact, it has been known that a local probability distribution P (a, b|Ai, Bj) leads to a violation of
the quantum bound [78]. This class of local distributions is called No-signalling distributions.
Within such distributions, the algebraic maximum 4 of (21) can be reached.5 We recall the
No-signalling statistics that saturate this bound in Appendix A.

Violation of Bell-type inequality is related to the entanglement. By definition, separable
states have a factorised form (1). For this state, the joint conditional probability is factorised
as

P (a, b|Ai, Bj) = Tr [ρsep (M(a|Ai)⊗M(b|Bj))]
=

∑
k

pk Tr
[
ρAkM(a|Ai)

]
Tr

[
ρBkM(b|Bj)

]
, (25)

where M(a|Ai) and M(b|Bi) are the measurement projection operators for Alice and Bob,
respectively. The latter expression coincides with the defining probability distribution of the
LRHV theories. This implies that separable quantum states cannot violate the LRHV bound,
meaning that the set of all Bell-nonlocal states is a subset of all entangled states, i.e., Bell-
nonlocal ⊂ Entangled. On the other hand, however, for bipartite pure states, all entangled
states violate the CHSH inequality [79–81].

2.4 Three-particle non-locality

In a three-particle system, the Bell-type experiment is naturally extended by introducing a
third particle, C, and its corresponding observer, Charlie. Charlie performs spin measurements
along two axes, C1 and C2, with the measurement outcome denoted by c ∈ {+1,−1}. The
correlations ⟨AiBjCk⟩ are computed by repeating the experiment multiple times.

Two types of local-real theories exist in the three-particle system [82]. One is fully local-real
(FLR) theories, where no nonlocal correlation exists among any pair of particles and between
any particle and the rest of the system. In such theories, the joint probability distribution fully
factorises as

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck) =
∑
λ

PλAλ(a|Ai)Bλ(b|Bj)Cλ(c|Ck) · · · (FLR) (26)

One can test this theory with the Mermin observable [83]

BM = A1B1C2 +A1B2C1 +A2B1C1 −A2B2C2 . (27)

Notice that the product of all four terms results in (A1B1C1)
2(A2B2C2)

2. In the fully local-
real theory, where all outcomes are predetermined before the measurements, this product is 1.

5Since a, b ∈ {+1,−1}, the expectation value of each term of Eq. (21) is bunded by 1. Therefore, |⟨BCHSH⟩|
has the algebraic upper bound 4. We have ⟨BCHSH⟩NS ≤ 4 for general No-signalling distributions.
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Therefore, if the first three terms have the same sign, the last term (without the minus sign)
must also have the same sign. This means at least one pair of terms must be cancelled, leading
to the Mermin inequality [83]

|⟨BM⟩FLR| ≤ 2. (28)

Since fully-separable quantum states always lead to the probability distribution of the form
(26), the quantum state must be entangled, i.e. Ci(jk) > 0 for some i, j, k ∈ {A,B,C}, to
violate this bound.

It has been shown that quantum mechanics can violate the FLR limit. In fact, quantum
mechanics can saturate the algebraic maximum

|⟨BM⟩QM| ≤ 4. (29)

In particular, the GHZ state can saturate the quantum bound [83]. The saturation of the
algebraic maximum within quantum mechanics implies that the Mermin observable cannot be
used to test quantum mechanics like the CHSH observable.

The other local-real theory is a hybrid type, where two of the particles are nonlocally
correlated, but that subsystem is separated from the third particle [68, 84, 85]. The most
general joint probability distributions in such bipartite local-real (BLR) theories are written as

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck) = p1
∑
λ

PλAλ(a|Ai)Aλ(b, c|Bj , Ck) (30)

+ p2
∑
λ

PλBλ(b|Bj)Bλ(a, c|Ai, Ck) + p3
∑
λ

PλCλ(c|Ck)Cλ(a, b|Ai, Bj) , · · · (BLR)

with pi ≥ 0 and
∑

i pi = 1. This probability distribution is more general than that in Eq. (26). If
the probability distribution of this type cannot explain the results of correlation measurements,
we say that there is genuine three-partite non-locality in the system.

The bipartite local-real theory can be tested using the Svetlichny observable [68,85]

BS = A1B1C1+A1B1C2+A1B2C1+A2B1C1−A2B2C2−A2B2C1−A2B1C2−A1B2C2 (31)

with the bound
|⟨BS⟩BLR| ≤ 4 . (32)

This bound can be understood as follows. In the calculation of the expectation value, the
probability distribution appears linearly; ⟨AiBjCk⟩BLR =

∑
a,b,c P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck)AiBjCk.

The three terms in Eq. (30) can, therefore, be considered separately and then added together.
In the first term, we can interpret that particle A is described independently from the rest. For
this contribution, we rewrite the Svetlichny observable as

BS = (A1 +A2)B1C1 + (A1 −A2)B1C2 + (A1 −A2)B2C1 − (A1 +A2)B2C2 (33)

Within this contribution, we can assume the measurement outcomes of A1 and A2 are prede-
termined before the act of Alice’s measurement and take values of either +1 or −1. Two of
the above terms must, therefore, vanish. Since the largest value of each term is 2, we under-
stand the maximum contribution to BS from this part of the probability distribution is 4p1.
The analogous argument follows for the other two contributions in Eq. (30). Adding all three
contributions gives the upper bound 4(p1 + p2 + p3) = 4. Since bi-separable quantum states
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necessarily give the bipartite local-real distribution (30), the quantum state must be genuinely
three-particle entangled to violate the Svetlichny’s BLR bound (32).

It has been shown that quantum mechanics can violate the BLR bound. Interestingly,
quantum mechanics has a non-trivial bound

|⟨BS⟩QM| ≤ 4
√
2 . (34)

For example, the quantum limit 4
√
2 is reached by the GHZ state by taking e.g. (A1, A2) =

(σx, σy), (B1, B2) = (σx ± σy)/
√
2 and (C1, C2) = (σx, σy). The quantum limit is smaller than

the algebraic maximum of (31), which is 8, achieved when all eight terms of in Eq. (31) take the
same value +1 (or −1). This means the Svetlichny observable is effective in testing quantum
mechanics.

An intriguing question is whether or not all non-FLR distributions violate the Mermin
inequality (28). It has been shown that the answer to this question is negative [86]. In fact,
there exists a tighter inequality than Eq. (28). Such an inequality can be obtained by adding
two more spin measurement axes to Alica and Bob, denoted by A3, A4 and B3, B4, respectively.
The so-called tight 4× 4× 2 observable is defined by [86]

B442 = [A1(B1 +B2) +A2(B1 −B2)] (C1 + C2) + [A3(B3 +B4) +A4(B3 −B4)] (C1 − C2) .
(35)

For the fully local-real theory, one of the two terms vanishes since the outcomes of C1 and
C2 are predetermined and either +1 or −1. Within the non-vanishing term, one of the two
terms in the squared bracket vanishes because of the same argument for B1 and B2. In the end,
only one term of the form Ai(B1 ±B2)(C1 ±C2) survives, which leads to the upper bound [86]

|⟨B442⟩FLR| ≤ 4 . (36)

In fact, this bound is tight [86], meaning that all non-FLR correlations violate the above
inequality.

On the other hand, quantum mechanics has a non-trivial bound (see the appendix)

|⟨B442⟩QM| ≤ 8 . (37)

Note that if all terms in Eq. (35) were conveniently adjusted to take values of +1 or −1, the
quantity |⟨B442⟩| would saturate its algebraic bound of 16. It can be shown (see Appendix
A) that this bound is achievable within the No-signalling framework. Understanding this
type of bound is important, as a violation in space-like configurations would require a careful
examination/reconsideration of relativistic causality and quantum mechanics.

We summarise different types of nonlocal correlations and their detection with the Bell-type
inequalities in Fig. 2.

2.5 Optimisation of the measurement axes

The Bell-type operators generally depend on the measurement axes, and Bell-type inequalities
hold for all choices of measurement axes. To detect non-locality efficiently, all measurement
axes should be optimised so that the expectation value of the Bell-type observable is maximised
for a given state.

Let A⃗I , B⃗I and C⃗J be the unit vectors pointing to the spin measurement axes of Alice,
Bob and Charlie, respectively, where I ∈ {1, 2 (3, 4)} 6 and J ∈ {1, 2} label different choices

6This notation means that we shall consider either set {1, 2} or {1, 2, 3, 4}.
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Figure 2: Different types of non-localities and their detections in the three-qubit system.

of measurement axes. For given measurement axes (A⃗I , B⃗I and C⃗J), the Bell-type operators
mentioned above are written as

BM =
∑
ijk

(BM)ijk[σi⊗σj⊗σk], BS =
∑
ijk

(BS)ijk[σi⊗σj⊗σk], B442 =
∑
ijk

(B442)ijk[σi⊗σj⊗σk],

(38)
where σi (i = 1, 2, 3) are the Pauli matrices and the rank-3 tensors are defined as

[BM]ijk = [A⃗1]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗2]k + [A⃗1]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗1]k + [A⃗2]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗1]k − [A⃗2]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗2]k (39)

[BS]ijk = [A⃗1]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗1]k + [A⃗1]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗2]k + [A⃗1]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗1]k + [A⃗2]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗1]k

− [A⃗2]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗2]k − [A⃗2]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗1]k − [A⃗2]i[B⃗1]j [C⃗2]k − [A⃗1]i[B⃗2]j [C⃗2]k (40)

[B442]ijk =
(
[A⃗1]i[B⃗1 + B⃗2]j + [A⃗2]i[B⃗1 − B⃗2]j

)
[C⃗1 + C⃗2]k

+
(
[A⃗3]i[B⃗3 + B⃗4]j + [A⃗4]i[B⃗3 − B⃗4]j

)
[C⃗1 − C⃗2]k , (41)

where [A⃗I ]i, [B⃗I ]j and [C⃗J ]k (i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}) are the components of the measurement axis
vectors.

A general three-qubit state, ρ, can be expanded as

ρ =
1

8

∑
µ,ν,ρ

Tµνρ
[
σµ ⊗ σν ⊗ σρ

]
, (42)

with µ, ν, ρ ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, Tµνρ ∈ R and σ0 = 1. The Bloch vectors of qubits A, B and C
correspond to Ti00, T0i0 and T00i, respectively, with i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The two-qubit correlation
(AB), (AC) and (BC) are given by Tij0, Ti0j and T0ij , respectively. Finally,

Tijk = Tr
(
ρ · [σi ⊗ σj ⊗ σk]

)
(43)
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is the three-qubit correlation.
The expectation values of Bell-type operators are given by

⟨BM⟩ρ = Tr
[
BMρ

]
=

∑
i,j,k

[BM]ijkTijk,

⟨BS⟩ρ = Tr
[
BSρ

]
=

∑
i,j,k

[BS]ijkTijk,

⟨B442⟩ρ = Tr
[
B442ρ

]
=

∑
i,j,k

[B442]ijkTijk, (44)

Only the three-qubit correlation Tijk appears in these quantities.
For a given quantum state ρ (or equivalently a Tijk), we would like to optimise the mea-

surement axis vectors, A⃗I , B⃗I and C⃗J , such that the Bell-type observable is maximised. For
the Mermin and Svetlichny observables, the expectation can be expressed as

⟨BM/S⟩ρ = (A⃗1 · D⃗(1)
M/S) + (A⃗2 · D⃗(2)

M/S) , (45)

with
[D⃗

(1)
M ]i ≡

∑
j,k

Tijk

(
[B⃗1]j [C⃗2]k + [B⃗2]j [C⃗1]k

)
, (46)

[D⃗
(2)
M ]i ≡

∑
j,k

Tijk

(
[B⃗1]j [C⃗1]k − [B⃗2]j [C⃗2]k

)
, (47)

[D⃗
(1)
S ]i ≡

∑
j,k

Tijk

(
[B⃗1]i[C⃗1]k + [B⃗1]i[C⃗2]k + [B⃗2]i[C⃗1]k − [B⃗2]i[C⃗2]k

)
, (48)

[D⃗
(2)
S ]i ≡

∑
j,k

Tijk

(
[B⃗1]i[C⃗1]k − [B⃗2]i[C⃗2]k − [B⃗2]i[C⃗1]k − [B⃗1]i[C⃗2]k

)
. (49)

The expectation values ⟨BM⟩ρ and ⟨BS⟩ρ are optimised by taking A⃗1 and A⃗2 aligned with D⃗(1)
M/S

and D⃗(2)
M/S, respectively; A⃗1 = D⃗

(1)
M/S/|D⃗

(1)
M/S| and A⃗2 = D⃗

(2)
M/S/|D⃗

(2)
M/S|. The resulting values are

given by
⟨BM/S⟩ρ =

∣∣∣D⃗(1)
M/S

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣D⃗(2)
M/S

∣∣∣ . (50)

In the following analysis, we numerically optimise four unit vectors, B⃗1/2 and C⃗1/2, to maximize
the Mermin and Svetlichny observables expressed in Eq. (50).

For the tight 4×4×2 observable, the optimisation is more involved as it has ten independent
measurement axes, A⃗I , B⃗I (I ∈ {1, · · · , 4}) and C⃗J (J ∈ {1, 2}). We developed a semi-
analytical approach to optimise the tight 4 × 4 × 2 observable, which is detailed in Appendix
B. In this approach, the ⟨B442⟩ is optimised analytically for all degrees of freedom except for
one polar angle and two azimuthal angles. The numerical optimisation can be performed for
the remaining three degrees of freedom, which is relatively straightforward.

12



3 Three-Body Kinematics and Spin States

We consider a three-body decay, X → ABC, at the rest frame of particle X. We assume all
particles are spin-1/2 fermions7 and particle X has the mass m, while the other particles are
massless8. We specify the momenta of the final state particles (pA, pB, pC) as follows. First,
we take the z-axis in the direction of pA: pµA = pA(1, 0, 0, 1). The x and y axes are chosen such
that the y axis is perpendicular to the decay plane and the pB has a positive x component. The
opening angles between A-B and A-C are denoted by θB and θC (0 ≤ θB, θC ≤ π), respectively.
With these angles, we can write pµB = pB(1, sin θB, 0, cos θB) and pµC = pC(1,− sin θC , 0, cos θC)
with 0 ≤ θB, θC ≤ π.

The energy-momentum conservation gives the constraints

pA + pB + pC = m,

pA + pB cos θB + pC cos θC = 0 ,

pB sin θB − pC sin θC = 0 . (51)

The solution is

pA = −mD sin(θB + θC) , pB = mD sin θC , pC = mD sin θB , (52)

with D = [sin θB+sin θC−sin(θB+θC)]
−1. In this way, the kinematics is completely determined

by specifying two decay angles θB and θC . The positivity of pA in Eq. (52) restricts the sum
of these angles in the range, π ≤ θB + θC ≤ 2π.

We denote the helicities of outgoing particles by λA, λB and λC and the spin polarisation
of the initial particle by n = (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ) (see Fig. 3). We write |n⟩ for the
asymptotic state of the initial state with the polarization n at time t = −∞. This state is
evolved with the S-matrix into an “out” state at t = +∞. The state is then expanded in terms
of the complete set of the Fock space at t = +∞

1̂ =
∑
f

∏
i∈f

∫
dΠi

 |f⟩⟨f |

 , dΠi =
d3pi

(2π)32Ei
, (53)

where f denotes single and multiparticle final states with fixed polarisations and i is a particle
in f . We select a particular decay mode, X → ABC

S|n⟩ =
∑
f

∏
i∈f

∫
dΠi

 |f⟩⟨f |

S|n⟩ ∋
∑
λ

∫
dΠABCMn

λ,p|λ, p⟩, (54)

where λ and p represent the helicities and momenta of three outgoing particles collectively, i.e.
λ = {λA, λB, λC} and p = {pµA, p

µ
B, p

µ
C}. The Lorentz invariant three-particle phase space is

represented as

dΠABC =
d3pAd

3pBd
3pC

(2π)98EAEBEC
(2π)4δ4(pX − pA − pB − pC) , (55)

7Strictly speaking, particle B in the final state is antifermion.
8Ref. [52] shows that using Bell-type inequalities at colliders to test non-locality is highly challenging due to

the difficulty in measuring the final state’s non-commuting observables. We leave the assessment of how well
the quantities in Fig. 2 can be experimentally reconstructed for future work.
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Figure 3: The momentum and spin configuration. The momentum of A is fixed to the z-
direction. At the rest frame of X, the decay plane is aligned with the x-z plane and the two
opening angles, A-B and A-C, are given by θB and θC , respectively, with 0 ≤ θB, θC ≤ π and
π ≤ θB + θC ≤ 2π. The spin direction of X is given by n = (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ).

and Mn
λ,p is the matrix element, which is related to the transition amplitude ⟨λ, p|iT |n⟩ =

iMn
λ,p(2π)

4δ4(pX − pA − pB − pC) with T being the T -matrix defined as S = 1 + iT .
In the following analysis, we are interested in the spin state at a given phase space point

|Ψ⟩ ∝
∑

λA,λB ,λC

Mn
λA,λB ,λC

|λA, λB, λC⟩ . (56)

In this expression, we suppressed the momentum label in the final state kets and dropped the
common proportionally factor dΠABC. This is a pure state of three qubits, in which, after
properly normalising, all mathematical formulae introduced in the previous sections can be
used.

4 Non-locality and Entanglement in Three-Body Decays

4.1 Four-fermion Interactions

There are 16 non-redundant Lorentz structures formed from bilinear combinations of Dirac
spinors ψ̄Γψ with

Γ =
{
1, γ5, γµ, γµγ5, σµν

}
, (57)

where γµ is the Dirac γ matrices, γ5 ≡ iγ0γ1γ2γ3 and σµν ≡ i
2 [γ

µ, γν ]. We combine two of
these fermion bilinears to form Lorentz invariant four-fermion operators. Such operators are
classified into the following three types:

Scalar:
[ψ̄A(cS + icAγ5)ψX ][ψ̄C(dS + idAγ5)ψB] , (58)

Vector:
[ψ̄Aγµ(cLPL + cRPR)ψX ][ψ̄Cγ

µ(dLPL + dRPR)ψB] , (59)
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Tensor:
[ψ̄A(cM + icEγ5)σ

µνψX ][ψ̄C(dM + idEγ5)σµνψB] , (60)

where cS , cA, dS , dA, cL, cR, dL, dR, cM , cE , dM , dE ∈ R are coupling constants. For vector in-
teractions, instead of using γµ and γµγ5, we organise the bilinaers with the chiral projection
operators PR/L ≡ 1

2(1±γ5). We included a fermion bilinear for tensor interactions with γ5σµν .
Although this bilinear is not independent, it can represent a Lorentz construction of the type
ϵµνρσ[ψ̄AσµνψX ][ψ̄CσρσψB] through the identity iγ5σµν = −1

2ϵ
µνρσσρσ. In fact, one can show

[ψ̄1(cM+icEγ5)σ
µνψ0][ψ̄3(dM+idEγ5)σµνψ2] = α[ψ̄1σ

µνψ0][ψ̄3σµνψ2]−
β

2
ϵµνρσ[ψ̄1σµνψ0][ψ̄3σρσψ2] ,

(61)
with α = cMdM−cEdE and β = cMdE+cEdM . The number of parameters is reduced to half in
the latter expression. However, we prefer to work with the former expression since the coupling
convention is more aligned with the other (scalar and vector) cases and the final expression
becomes neat as we will see in the following section.

4.2 Scalar interaction

For a given phase space point (θB, θC) and the initial spin n(θ, ϕ), the matrix element of
X → ABC can be calculated from the scalar interaction (58) as [26]

Mn
λA,λB ,λC

∝ 2
√

2mpApBpC · s θB+θC
2 ·

[
− cd · δ−λAδ

−
λB
δ−λC · eiϕs θ2 + cd∗ · δ−λAδ

+
λB
δ+λC · eiϕs θ2

− c∗d · δ+λAδ
−
λB
δ−λC · c θ2 + c∗d∗ · δ+λAδ

+
λB
δ+λC · c θ2

]
, (62)

In this expression, we defined c = cS + icA and d = dS + idA and took |c| = |d| = 1 as
we are not interested in the overall scale of the amplitude. We also introduced shorthand
notations cα ≡ cosα and sα ≡ sinα are used. As can be seen, the state depends only on the
spin polarisation of the initial particle, n(θ, ϕ), and independent of the decay angles, θB and
θC . The above expression implies there are only four helicity assignments producing non-zero
amplitudes. The corresponding normalised spin state can be written as

|Ψ⟩ = MLL| − −−⟩+MLR| −++⟩+MRL|+−−⟩+MRR|+++⟩, (63)

with MLL = − cd
|cd|

√
2
· eiϕs θ2 , MLR = cd∗

|cd|
√
2
· eiϕs θ2 , MRL = − c∗d

|cd|
√
2
· c θ2 and MRR = c∗d∗

|cd|
√
2
· c θ2 .

This state can be factorised in the following form

|Ψ⟩ =
1

|cd|
[
ceiϕs θ2 |−⟩A + c∗c θ2 |+⟩A

]
⊗ 1√

2

[
d|++⟩BC − d∗| − −⟩BC

]
, (64)

which implies that the state is bi-separable for particle A and subsystem BC. This structure
stems from the form of the four-fermion operator (58), in which the spinors for A are factorised
from those for B and C.

Since the state is factorised as in Eq. (64), A is unentangled with B and C individually and
also collectively:

CAB = CAC = CA(BC) = 0, (65)

Particles B and C are, on the other hand, maximally entangled:

CBC = 1 . (66)
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The monogamy relations (15) implies B and C must also be maximally entangled with the rest
of the system:

CB(AC) = CC(AB) = 1, (67)

and the three-tangle is vanishing, τ = 0. Because the state is bi-separable, the GTE measure
vanishes

F3 = 0 . (68)

For the bi-separable state (64), the three-particle correlation tensor (43) is factorised as

Tijk = Vi ⊗ Ujk , (69)

with

Vi = (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ) ,

Ujk =

− cos 2δ − sin 2δ 0
− sin 2δ cos 2δ 0

0 0 1

 , (70)

where δ is a CP phase, d ≡ eiδ. Notice that V⃗ coincides with the initial spin polarisation n(θ, ϕ).
The matrix U has two eigenvalues, ±1. The eigenvector corresponding to the −1 eigenvalue is
u⃗− = (cos δ2 , sin

δ
2 , 0). The two orthonormal eigenvectors corresponding to the +1 eigenvalue

can be expressed as u⃗(1)+ = (− sin δ
2 , cos

δ
2 , 0) and u⃗

(2)
+ = (0, 0, 1). The one-parameter family of

normalised eigenvectors with the +1 eigenvalue can be written as u⃗+(α) = cosα·u⃗(1)+ +sinα·u⃗(2).
For the state with the correlation matrix, Eqs. (69), (70), the Mermin, Svetlichny and tight

4× 4× 2 observables can be optimised analytically. Plugging Eqs. (69) and (70) into Eqs. (39),
(40), (41) and (44), we see that all terms are proportional to A⃗I · V⃗ . This means the observables
are maximised by taking A⃗I = V⃗ = n(θ, ϕ) for all I ∈ {1, 2 (3, 4)}. After fixing A⃗I in this way,
the observables are reduced to

⟨BM⟩ρ = B⃗1 · U ·
(
C⃗1 + C⃗2

)
+ B⃗2 · U ·

(
C⃗1 − C⃗2

)
⟨BS⟩ρ = 2

[
B⃗1 · U · C⃗1 − B⃗2 · U · C⃗2

]
⟨B442⟩ρ = 2

[
B⃗1 · U ·

(
C⃗1 + C⃗2

)
+ B⃗3 · U ·

(
C⃗1 − C⃗2

)]
(71)

For the Mermin and tight 442 observables, we introduce a pair of orthonormal vectors
(
C⃗+, C⃗−

)
as

C⃗1 + C⃗2 = 2c̄C⃗+, C⃗1 − C⃗2 = 2s̄C⃗−, (72)

with |C⃗±| = 1, C⃗+ · C⃗− = 0 and c̄2+ s̄2 = 1. For these new vectors, the observables are written
as

⟨BM⟩ρ = 2
[
c̄
(
B⃗1 · U · C⃗+

)
+ s̄

(
B⃗2 · U · C⃗−

)]
⟨B442⟩ρ = 4

[
c̄
(
B⃗1 · U · C⃗+

)
+ s̄

(
B⃗3 · U · C⃗−

)]
(73)

There are several ways to arrange the two curly brackets in an observable simultaneously
to its maximum magnitude ±1. For example, C⃗±, B⃗1, B⃗2 and B⃗3 can be taken as eigenvectors
of the U matrix, making sure that C⃗+ and C⃗− are orthogonal. Once the two curly brackets
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are optimised to the values either +1 or −1, then c̄ and s̄ are set either to 1√
2

or − 1√
2
. This

completes the optimisation, and the resulting values are

⟨BM⟩ρ = 2
√
2, ⟨B442⟩ρ = 4

√
2 . (74)

We see that the expectation of these observables exceeds the fully local-real bounds, ⟨BM⟩FLR ≤
2 and ⟨B442⟩FLR ≤ 4, while they do not saturate the quantum mechanical bounds, ⟨BM⟩max

QM = 4
and ⟨B442⟩max

QM = 8.
The optimisation of the Svetlichny observable is more straightforward. In the expression

(71) one can take B⃗1 = C⃗1 = u⃗+(α), and B⃗2 = −C⃗2 = u⃗+(α) or B⃗2 = C⃗2 = u⃗−. Then, we find
the value of the optimised Svetlichny observable as

⟨BS⟩ρ = 4 . (75)

This saturates but does not violate the bi-partite local-real bound, as the state is bi-separable.

4.3 Vector interaction

The matrix element of X → ABC for the vector interaction (59) is found as [26]

Mn
λA,λB ,λC

∝ 4
√

2mpApBpC ·
[

(76)

δ−λAδ
+
λB
δ−λC · cLdLs θC2

[
c θ2c

θB
2 + eiϕs θ2s

θB
2

]
− δ−λAδ

−
λB
δ+λC · cLdRs θB2

[
c θ2c

θC
2 − eiϕs θ2s

θC
2

]
+ δ+λAδ

+
λB
δ−λC · cRdLs θB2

[
c θ2s

θC
2 + eiϕs θ2c

θC
2

]
+ δ+λAδ

−
λB
δ+λC · cRdRs θC2

[
c θ2s

θB
2 − eiϕs θ2c

θB
2

] ]
.

These matrix elements imply the final spin state

|Ψ⟩ = MLL| −+−⟩+MLR| − −+⟩+MRL|++−⟩+MRR|+−+⟩ , (77)

with (MLL,MLR,MRL,MRR) = (Mn
−+−,Mn

−−+,Mn
++−Mn

+−+)/N and |N |2 = ∑
λA,λD,λC

|Mn
λA,λB ,λC

|2. In the limit of chiral interactions, the above state reduces to a bi-separable or
a fully separable state. For example, if cR = 0 in the interaction term (59), the final state is
bi-separable:

|Ψ⟩ ∝ |−⟩ ⊗
{
dLs

θC
2

[
c θ2c

θB
2 + eiϕs θ2s

θB
2

]
|+−⟩ − dRs

θB
2

[
c θ2c

θC
2 − eiϕs θ2s

θC
2

]
| −+⟩

}
. (78)

On the other hand, for dR = 0, it becomes a fully separable state

|Ψ⟩ ∝
{
cLs

θC
2

[
c θ2c

θB
2 + eiϕs θ2s

θB
2

]
|−⟩+ cRs

θB
2

[
c θ2s

θC
2 + eiϕs θ2c

θC
2

]
|+⟩

}
⊗ |+−⟩ . (79)

From explicit calculations, we find

CAB = CAC = 0 , CBC = 2|MLLM
∗
LR +MRLM

∗
RR| . (80)

In the assumed form of interaction (59), particle A is never entangled individually with B and
C. For one-to-other entanglement, we obtain

CA(BC) = 2
∣∣MRRMLL −MLRMRL

∣∣ ,
CB(AC) = CC(AB)

= 2
√
(|MLL|2 + |MRL|2) (|MLR|2 + |MRR|2) . (81)
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Since all three one-to-other concurrence measures are non-vanishing in general, the GTE mea-
sure F3 is also non-vanishing in that case.

The three-tangle can be calculated by

τ ≡ C2
i(jk) − [C2

ij + C2
ik], (82)

for any choice of {i, j, k} ∈ {A,B,C} with i ̸= j ̸= k ̸= i. Since CAB = CAC = 0, it follows

τ = C2
A(BC) . (83)

Non-zero components of the three-particle correlation tensor are found as

T333 = |MLL|2 + |MLR|2 − |MRL|2 − |MRR|2 ,
T133 = −2Re[M∗

RLMLL +M∗
RRMLR] ,

T233 = −2Im[M∗
RLMLL +M∗

RRMLR] ,

T311 = T322 = 2Re[M∗
RRMRL −M∗

LRMLL] ,

T312 = −T321 = 2Im[M∗
RRMRL −M∗

LRMLL] ,

T111 = T122 = 2Re[M∗
RRMLL +M∗

RLMLR] ,

T222 = T211 = 2Im[M∗
RRMLL +M∗

RLMLR] ,

T221 = −T212 = 2Re[M∗
RRMLL −M∗

RLMLR] ,

T112 = −T121 = 2Im[M∗
RRMLL −M∗

RLMLR] , (84)

which allows us to calculate the Bell-type observables.
Fig. 4 illustrates how various entanglement measures and Bell-type observables respond

to changes in the initial spin direction, n. The horizontal axes of the plots represent the
angle between the z-axis and n. In the upper (lower) panels, n rotates about the y (x) -axes
clackwise with the rotation angle ωy (ωx). In each plot, the decay angles, θB and θC , are fixed
to some reference values. In the left and right panels, we take (θB, θC) = (46π,

5
6π) and (26π,

5
6π),

respectively. In all plots, the coupling constants are taken so that the four-fermion interaction
(59) is vector-like, that is, cL = cR = dL = dR = 1√

2
.

The entanglement measures shown in the plots are the GTE measure F3 (black dotted),
a non-vanishing one-to-one concurrence CBC (orange dashed), two one-to-other concurrences,
CA(BC) (magenta dotted) and CB(AC) = CC(AB) (purple dashed-dotted). The presented values
of Bell-type observables are divided by the corresponding local-real theory bounds, 2, 4 and
4, for ⟨BM⟩ (blue solid), ⟨BS⟩ (green solid) and ⟨B442⟩ (red solid), respectively. If those curves
are above 1, it indicates the quantum state is nonlocal, violating the corresponding local-real
bounds.

In all plots in Fig. 4, we observe that the one-to-one concurrence CBC is independent of the
initial spin axis n, whereas all the other observables depend on n in nontrivial ways.

In the upper panels, the one-to-other concurrence measures, CA(BC) and CB(AC) = CC(AB),
exhibit two peaks and two troughs over the course of the entire evolution of n around the y-axis.
Their peak and trough positions in ωy also agree between CA(BC) and CB(AC) = CC(AB). The
GTE measure F3 also behaves the same way, and it vanishes at the trough positions together
with CB(AC) = CC(AB). The behaviours of Bell-type observables in the same plots are more
complicated. The ⟨BM⟩ and ⟨BS⟩ exhibit two global maxima, two local maxima and four global
minima. Additionally, their values display non-smooth transitions at certain values of ωy. We
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Figure 4: The dependence of various entanglement measures, F3 (black dotted), CA(BC) (magenta
dotted) and CB(AC) = CC(AB) (purple dashed-dotted), and the Bell-type observables, ⟨BM⟩/2 (blue
solid), ⟨BS⟩/4 (green solid) and ⟨B442⟩/4 (red solid), on the initial spin direction n, assuming the vector
interaction in Eq. (59). The maximum values of the corresponding local-real theories normalise the
values of Bell-type observables. In the left and right columns, the decay angles are fixed at (θB , θC) =
( 4π6 ,

5π
6 ) and ( 2π6 ,

5π
6 ), respectively. In the upper (lower) panels, the initial spin is rotated about the y

(x) axis clockwise, and the horizontal axis indicates the rotation angle ωy (ωx).

see that ⟨BM⟩ and ⟨B442⟩ violate fully local-real bounds for all ωy. On the other hand, we
observe that Svetlichny’s BLR bound is not violated in two regions of ωy. In the upper left
plot, B442 coincides with 2BM over large regions of ωy.

In the lower panel, where the initial spin is rotated about the x-axis, the change of vari-
ous entanglement measures and Bell-type observables are milder. All observables, except for
a constant CBC , exhibit two peaks and two troughs at the same locations of ωx among all
observables. In all regions of ωx, the FLR bounds are violated; ⟨BM⟩ρ > 2 and ⟨B442⟩ > 4. The
Svetlichny’s BLR bound is also violated in the left plot’s ωx regions. In the right plot, on the
other hand, the bound is saturated at two points, ωx = 0 and π.

In Fig. 5, we show the dependence on the GTE measure, F3 (the top panels), and various
Bell-type observables, ⟨BM⟩/2 (the second panels), ⟨BS⟩/4 (the third panels) and ⟨B442⟩/4 (the
fourth panels), on the decay angles, θB and θC . In the left and middle columns, the initial spin
is fixed in the directions of the z (θ = ϕ = 0) and y (θ = ϕ = π

2 ) -axes, respectively. In the right
column, n is taken in the direction of ex + ey + ez, corresponding to θ = ϕ = π

4 . The coupling
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Figure 5: The dependence of the GTE measure, F3, (the first line), ⟨BM⟩ (the second line), ⟨BS⟩ (the
third line) and ⟨B442⟩ (the fourth line) on the decay angles θB and θC , evaluated assuming the vector
interaction Eq. (59). In the left, middle and right columns, the initial spin is fixed as n ∝ ez, ey and
(ex + ey + ez), respectively. For the Bell-type observables, the colour indicates the expectation values
of the observables normalised by their local-real theory maxima. Namely, the colour indicates ⟨BM⟩/2,
⟨BS⟩/4 and ⟨B442⟩/4 for the plots in the second, third and fourth lines, respectively. The maximum of the
colour bar is set at the corresponding quantum mechanical maximum values, Fmax

3 = 1, ⟨BM⟩max
QM = 4,

⟨BS⟩max
QM = 4

√
2 and ⟨B442⟩max

QM = 8. The black solid curves appearing in some of the ⟨BM⟩ and ⟨BS⟩
plots indicate the saturation of the corresponding local-real bounds, ⟨BM⟩ = 2 and ⟨BS⟩ = 4.
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constants are fixed as cL = cR = dL = dR = 1√
2
. The black contours, which appear in some

plots, represent the boundary of the corresponding local-real bounds, ⟨BM⟩ = 2 and ⟨BS⟩ = 4.
The lower-left half of the plot is empty, as the kinematics in this region are unphysical.

In the left panels with n = ez, all observables are invariant under the exchange, θB ↔ θC ,
as this operation is related to the π rotation about the z axis. F3 vanishes at three points
(θB, θC) = (π, 0), (0, π) and (π, π) and reaches the maximum value one at (θB, θC) = (π2 ,

π
2 ).

A similar behaviour is observed for all Bell-type observables. Their expectation values are
maximised around (θB, θC) = (π2 ,

π
2 ) and minimised around (θB, θC) = (0, π2 ) and (0, π2 ).

In the bottom left plot, we observe that the tight 4× 4× 2 bound is always violated in the
entire regions of the decay angles. This indicates that the three-particle correlations are non-
FLR type in all decay angles. On the other hand, the non-violation of the Mermin inequality
is observed at the top-left and bottom-right corners. This means the Mermin inequality fails
to detect non-FLR correlations in these regions, as B442 gives a tighter bound than BM. We
also see that Svetlichny’s bound is violated in some regions at the top-left and bottom-right
corners. In these regions, the three-particle correlations may be describable by a bipartite
local-real theory.

In the middle column with n = ey, all observables are again symmetric under θB ↔ θC ,
as these configurations are related by the parity symmetry. We also see that all observables
depend only on the combination θB+θC . In the top plot, we see that F3 reaches the maximum
value one at θB + θC = π and vanishese at θB = θC = π. The same dependency is observed for
the Bell-type observables. We observe that the fully local-real bounds, BM ≤ 2 and B442 ≤ 4,
are violated in all decay angles. The bipartite local bound, BS ≤ 4, is also violated in all angles
except at θB = θC = π. At this top right corner, the Svetlichny bound is saturated, BS = 4.
In fact, the bound cannot be violated as F3 vanishes at this point.

In the right column with n ∝ (ex + ey + ez), the observables are not symmetric under
θB ↔ θC as expected, because the initial spin is not on the (z-y) plane (the set of fixed points
under x → −x). All observables have the maximum around (θB, θC) ∼ (3π4 ,

π
4 ). The GTE

measure, F3, exhibts the global minimum, F3 = 0, at (θB, θC) = (π, π). F3 also has a local
minimum around θB ∼ π

4 . The Bell-type observables take the minimum values in the region
corresponding to the local minimum of F3. While the fully local-real bounds are violated in all
decay angles, non-violation of the bipartite local-real bound is observed at the vicinity of F3’s
local minimum (the top-left corner). The bound is saturated, ⟨BS⟩ = 4, at the top-right corner,
θB = θC = π, as the state is not genuinely three-particle entangled, F3 = 0, at this point.

4.4 Tensor interaction

The matrix elements of X → ABC for the tensor-type interaction (60) are given by [26]

Mn
λA,λB ,λC

∝ −8
√

2mp1p2p3 ·
[
c∗d∗ · δ+λAδ

+
λB
δ+λC · [2eiϕs θ2s

θB
2 s

θC
2 − c θ2s

θB−θC
2 ]

+ cd · δ−λAδ
−
λB
δ−λC · [eiϕs θ2s

θB−θC
2 + 2c θ2s

θB
2 s

θC
2 ]

]
, (85)

where we defined c = cM + icE , d = dM + idE and took |c| = |d| = 1. The corresponding state
is found as

|Ψ⟩ = MR|+++⟩+ML| − −−⟩ , (86)

with (MR,ML) = (Mn
+++,Mn

−−−)/N and |N |2 = |Mn
+++|2 + |Mn

−−−|2. This state interpo-
lates between fully separable states, |+++⟩ and | − −−⟩, and the maximally entangled GHZ
state, |GHZ⟩ = (|+++⟩+ | − −−⟩)/

√
2.
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As in the GHZ state, all one-to-one entanglement measures vanish for this state

CAB = CAC = CBC = 0 . (87)

On the other hand, one-to-other entanglements are non-vanishing and universal

CA(BC) = CB(AC) = CC(AB) = 2|MRML| . (88)

In this symmetric case, the GTE measure F3 is given by the square of the one-to-other concur-
rence (as mentioned below Eq. (18))

F3 = C2
i(jk) = 4|MRML|2 . (89)

Many components of the three-particle correlation tensor, Tijk, vanish apart from the fol-
lowing ones:

T111 = −T122 = −T212 = −T221 = 2Re[M∗
RML] ,

T222 = −T112 = −T121 = −T211 = 2Im[M∗
RML] ,

T333 = |M2
R| − |M2

L| . (90)

Fig. 6 illustrates the response of the GTE measure, F3 (black dotted), and Bell-type ob-
servables, ⟨BM⟩/2 (blue solid), ⟨BS⟩/4 (green solid) and ⟨B442⟩/4 (red solid), to changes in the
initial spin direction, n, assuming the tensor-type interaction in Eq. (60). The couplings are
fixed as cM = cE = dM = dE = 1√

2
. The convention of the figure is the same as of Fig. 4.

In the upper panels, where the n rotates about the y-axis clockwise with the rotation angle
ωy, F3 reaches the maximum value one at two positions and exhibits zero GTE at two places.
Around the two points with F3 = 1, three Bell-type observables also peak. In particular, the
Mermin observable saturates its quantum mechanical maximum ⟨BM⟩ = 4 at these points. At
the vicinity of the points with F3 = 0, ⟨BM⟩ and ⟨BS⟩ go below their local-real bounds. However,
we see that in the region where the Mermin inequality is not violated, the tight 4×4×2 bound
is violated except for the two points with F3 = 0. At these two points, the bound is saturated,
⟨B442⟩ = 4. This means in all ωy, there exists a spin correlation experiment whose result cannot
be described by the fully local-real theory, except for the two points in ωy. On the other hand,
the experimental outcome may be explained by some bipartite local-real theory in the region
where ⟨BS⟩ ≤ 4. Another interesting observation is that ⟨BS⟩ = 2⟨BM⟩ holds in large regions of
ωx.

In the lower panels, the initial spin is rotated around the x-axis by an angle ωx. In the
lower-right plot, where (θB, θC) =

(
4π
6 ,

5π
6

)
, the behaviour of the observables resembles that

in the upper plots. However, a key difference is that F3 never reaches zero, indicating that
the states remain genuinely three-particle entangled (GTE) throughout. Additionally, ⟨B442⟩
never touches the line with ⟨B442⟩/4 = 1. In this family of configurations, there is not a fully
local-real theory that can account for all outcomes of three-particle correlation measurements.

In the lower-right plot, with (θB, θC) =
(
2π
6 ,

5π
6

)
, the behavior of the observables is notably

different. The relation ⟨BS⟩ = 2⟨BM⟩ holds across all values of ωx. Furthermore, both the FLR
and BLR bounds are violated throughout the entire range of ωx.

Fig. 7 presentes the dependence of F3 (the first line), ⟨BM⟩ (the second line), ⟨BS⟩ (the
third line) and ⟨B442⟩ (the fourth line) on the decay angles θB and θC , evaluated assuming the
tensor-type interaction in Eq. (60). The convention of the figure is the same as of Fig. 5
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Figure 6: The dependence of the GTE measure, F3 (black dotted), and and Bell-type observables,
⟨BM⟩/2 (blue solid), ⟨BS⟩/4 (green solid) and ⟨B442⟩/4 (red solid), on the initial spin direction n,
assuming the tensor-type interaction in Eq. (60). The convention of the figure is the same as of Fig. 4.

In the left column, where the initial spin is aligned along the z-axis (θ = ϕ = 0), the
plots exhibit symmetry under θB ↔ θC , as this operation corresponds to a rotation about the
z-axis. The GME measure F3 vanishes at the top-left [(θB, θC) = (0, π)] and bottom-right
[(θB, θC) = (π, 0))] corners, as well as along the line defined by θB = θC . At these points and
along this line, the tight 4×4×2 bound is saturated, ⟨B442⟩ = 4. Outside these regions, no non-
violation of the FLR bound is observed for ⟨B442⟩. In contrast, the Mermin inequality is violated
within finite regions where F3 takes small values. In these regions with ⟨B442⟩ > 4, the Mermin
observable fails to detect the nonlocality associated with the fully local-real theory. In regions
where F3 takes small values, the Svetlichny bound, ⟨BS⟩ ≤ 4, is not violated. Conversely, in the
two regions around θB ∼ π

4 and θC ∼ π
4 , the GTE measure reaches its maximum value, F3 = 1.

Within these regions, the Bell-type observables also attain their maximum values, saturating
their quantum mechanical bounds: ⟨BM⟩max

QM = 4, ⟨BS⟩max
QM = 4

√
2 and ⟨B442⟩max

QM = 8.
In the middle column, the initial spin is fixed as n = ey (θ = ϕ = π

2 ). In this configuration,
the quantum state (85) reduces to the maximally entangled GHZ state, |Ψ⟩ = [|+++⟩ − i| −
−−⟩]

√
2 independently of the decay angles. As a result, F3 and all Bell-type observables take

the quantum mechanical maximum values across the (θB, θC) plane.
We take the initial spin to be aligned along (ex + ey + ez), correspondng to θ = ϕ = π

2 ,
in the right column. The behaviour of the observables is similar to the case with n = ez
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Figure 7: The dependence of the GTE measure, F3, (the first line), ⟨BM⟩ (the second line), ⟨BS⟩
(the third line) and ⟨B442⟩ (the fourth line) on the decay angles θB and θC , evaluated assuming the
tensor-type interaction in Eq. (60). The convention of the figure is the same as of Fig. 5.

(shown in the left column), as two strips appear where the observables reach their quantum
mechanical maximum values. However, there are notable differences. First, the response of the
observables is asymmetric under the exchange θB ↔ θC . Second, F3 does not vanish anywhere
in the (θB, θC) plane. Additionally, the Mermin inequality is consistently violated across the
entire plane, indicating that we cannot have a fully local-realistic theory that can account for all
experimental results about the three-particle correlations for any decay configuration. On the
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other hand, there are two regions in the decay plane where Svetlichny’s bound is not violated.
In these regions, a bipartite local-real theory may exist that explains all experimental results
involving three-particle correlations.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we investigated a three-body entanglement and non-locality arising from the
decay of a massive fermion into three massless spin-1/2 particles. Employing a framework
based on general four-fermion interactions, we have analysed the resulting correlations through
the lens of several Bell-type inequalities, including the Mermin inequality and the tight 4×4×2
inequality. Our analysis reveals the complex interplay between entanglement and non-locality
in this three-particle system.

We demonstrated that the scalar interaction leads to bi-separable states exhibiting maxi-
mal two-body entanglement but lacking genuine three-body entanglement or non-locality. In
contrast, the vector interaction generates genuinely entangled states, which violate both fully
local-real and bipartite local-real bounds under specific conditions. The tensor interaction pro-
duces states that can saturate the quantum bounds of both Mermin and Svetlichny inequalities,
highlighting the rich structure of three-partite entanglement.

Our numerical optimization of measurement axes, particularly for the tight 4 × 4 × 2 in-
equality, has yielded insights into the detection capabilities of different Bell-type inequalities for
various initial spin and decay configurations. We observe regions where the Mermin inequality
fails to detect non-locality while the 4 × 4 × 2 inequality successfully does. This highlights
the need for properly choosing observables for experimental tests of quantum mechanics in
multipartite systems.

The results presented in this paper advance our understanding of non-locality in three-
particle systems. The presented analysis, combining theoretical and numerical optimization of
the measurement axes, provides a useful framework for future experimental investigations of
three-body non-locality in particle physics, ultimately contributing to a deeper understanding
of the fundamental principles of quantum mechanics. Further research should focus on ex-
tending these techniques to more complex decay channels with higher spins and exploring the
implications for specific particle decay processes.
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A Saturating an algebraic bound by No-Signalling correlations

A.1 General remarks on No-Signalling correlations

A natural question that has been considered is what physical statistics are allowed in a possible
post-quantum theory. In particular — what physical constraints should they obey? The most
natural constraints are so-called No-Signalling conditions [87], where a change of a setting in
one laboratory can not change and output statistics in other laboratories. The only additional
assumption is that the laboratories are space-like separated, and there is no further dependence
on space-time [87]. Remarkably, there is also an extended formalism called relativistically
causal [88,89], which explicitly depends on the space-time variables and, in principle, allows for
so-called jamming of correlations. However, any conceivable extension of the Standard Model
seems to fit the no-signalling post-quantum formalism, so this is one that we consider here. In
the case of bipartite statistics, the no-signalling conditions are formulated as follows ( [87]):∑

a

P (a, b|Ai, Bj) =
∑
a

P (a, b|Ai′ , Bj) := P (b|Bj) for all i, i′,∑
b

P (a, b|Ai, Bj) =
∑
b

P (a, b|Ai, Bj′) := P (a|Ai) for all j, j′. (91)

Similarly, for the three observers, we have analogous conditions (cf. [90]):

∑
a

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck) =
∑
a

P (a, b, c|Ai′ , Bj , Ck) := P (b, c|Bj , Ck) for all i, i′,∑
b

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck) =
∑
b

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj′ , Ck) := P (a, c|Ai, Ck) for all j, j′,∑
c

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck) =
∑
c

P (a, b, c|Ai, Bj , Ck′) := P (a, b|Ai, Bj) for all k, k′. (92)

The above scheme can be extended to many parties as well [90]. The interpretation is clear:
local changes in settings can not alter remote statistics.

A.2 PR-boxes: no-signalling correlations saturating the CHSH inequality

Below, we shall recall the behaviour of the CHSH inequality from the perspective of the no-
signalling framework (see [87,90]). In comparison to the main text, we shall change the indices
of the values of the CHSH operator (21). Instead of Ai, Bj with i, j = 1, 2 we shall use the
binary values Ax, By with x, y = 0, 1 (x(i) = i− 1, y(i) = i− 1) which gives:

BCHSH = A0(B0 +B1) +A0(B0 −B1) . (93)

Additionally, with a slight abuse of notation, we shall label the outcomes Ax, By ∈ {+1,−1}
using the indices a, b ∈ {0, 1}, such that the outcomes are expressed as Ax = (−1)a and
By = (−1)b. Given the family of statistics P = {P (a, b|Ax, By)} with binary inputs and the
above binary enumeration of the results, one can write the mean value of (93) as

⟨BCHSH⟩P = ⟨A0B0⟩P + ⟨A0B1⟩P + ⟨A1B0⟩P − ⟨A1B1⟩P ,
=

∑
x,y=0,1

(−1)xy ⟨AxBy⟩P . (94)
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However, we know that because of the binary character of the observables Ax and By, one has
⟨AxBy⟩P =

∑
ab(−1)a⊕bP (a, b|Ax, By). Therefore, we have

⟨BCHSH⟩P =
∑

a,b,x,y=0,1

(−1)a⊕b(−1)xyP (a, b|Ax, By) . (95)

Here, ⊕ means addition modulo 2 (for example, 0⊕ 1 = 1 but 1⊕ 1 = 0).
The following no-signalling statistics P s = {P s(a, b|Ax, By)} (s = 0, 1), called Popescu-

Rohrlich (PR) boxes [87]

P s(a, b|Ax, By) =
{

1
2 a⊕ b⊕ s = xy

0 otherwise
, (96)

are known to reach the algebraic maximum value of CHSH, namely,

⟨BCHSH⟩P s = (−1)s4 . (97)

P 0 and P 1 are often called PR-box and anti-PR-box, respectively. It is easy to see that those
statistics are no-signalling since their marginals are fully random:∑

a=0,1

P s(a, b|Ax, By) = P (b) =
1

2
,

∑
b=0,1

P s(a, b|Ax, By) = P (a) =
1

2
. (98)

so they do not depend not only on the distant settings (which is required by no-signalling con-
ditions) but also on the local ones. If one defines the completely random (therefore manifestly
no-signalling) bipartite box

P ∗(a, b|Ax, By) =
1

4
, for all a, b, x, y ∈ {0, 1} , (99)

then the quantum extremal values can be achieved by a special convex combination P s
Q =

(1− 1√
2
)P ∗+ 1√

2
P s which reproduces the statistics of measurements in a maximally entangled

quantum state |Ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|01⟩ + |10⟩) with the measurement settings (θA0 , θ

A
1 ) = (π4 ,−π

4 ) and

(θB0 , θ
B
1 ) = (0, π2 ) with θA/Bx/y being the angle from the z-axis on the x-z plane. In short:

⟨BCHSH⟩P s
Q
= (−1)s2

√
2. (100)

The remarkable property, which we shall need later, is that unbiased mixture of the PR and
anti-PR boxes produces a maximally random one

P ∗ =
1

2
P 0⊕r +

1

2
P 1⊕r. (101)

Here, we added a trivially arbitrary bit r = 0, 1 (which either permutes or not the boxes in the
mixture) for the sake of future analysis.
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A.3 No-signalling correlations saturating algebraic bound of B442

For the tight 4×4×2 observable, there are four settings on Alice and Bob’s sites Ai (i = 1, 2, 3, 4)
and Bj (j = 1, 2, 3, 4) and two at Charlie’s site Ck (k = 1, 2). We shall use again a binary
mapping for the latter; z = k − 1 getting the mapping Ck = (C1, C2) → (C0, C1) = Cz, and
binary expansions for the former two; Ai = (A1, A2, A3, A4) → (A00, A01, A10, A11) = Auu′ and
Bj = (B1, B2, B3, B4) → (B00, B01, B10, B11) = Bvv′ . Generally, the inequality will now involve
the triples Auu′Bvv′Cz. This gives us eventually the observable B442 in the form

B442 = [A00(B00+B01)+A01(B00−B01)](C0+C1)+[A10(B10+B11)+A11(B10−B11)](C0−C1).
(102)

Note that given any tripartite box P = {P (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz)} the mean value of the
above inequality would be

⟨B442⟩P =
∑

a,b,c,u,u′,v,v′,z=0,1

δuv(−1)a⊕b⊕c(−1)u
′v′(−1)uvzP (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz). (103)

Let us consider the following tripartite boxes P̃

P̃ (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz) =
{

1
4 a⊕ b⊕ c⊕ uvz = u′v′

0 otherwise
(104)

One can check that P̃ makes the expectation value of B442 reach its algebraic maximum, i.e.9

⟨B442⟩P̃ = 16 . (105)

This can be easily proven by using the fact that P̃ can be expressed in terms of bipartite
Popescu-Rohrlich boxes P s in Eq. (96), namely,

P̃ (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz) =
1

2
P c⊕uvz(a, b, |Au′ , Bv′). (106)

The last thing is to prove that P̃ is no-signalling. This, however, is immediate. First, exploiting
(101), r = uvz, and with (106) we get

∑
c=0,1 P̃ (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz) = P ∗(a, b, |Au′ , Bv′) = 1

4 ,
i.e. it is independent on all the input values u, u′, v, v′, z. Second, exploiting (98) with s = c⊕
uvz together with (106), we again get

∑
a=0,1 P̃ (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz) =

∑
b=0,1 P̃ (a, b, c|Auu′ , Bvv′ , Cz)

= 1
4 , which are completely independent on all the inputs.

B A semi-analytical optimisation for B442

The tight 4 × 4 × 2 observable, B442, in (35) assumes in total ten measurement axes for three
observers. In order to maximise its sensitivity in detecting the corresponding non-locality, one
must optimise these measurement axes. A numerical optimisation over ten axes is computa-
tionally expansive, and we, therefore, adopt a semi-analytical optimisation described below.
In this procedure, we analytically optimise the measurement axes up to a pair of orthonormal
vectors. The ⟨B442⟩ρ can be maximised numerically over the remaining degrees of freedom.

9There are other distributions that lead to the algebraic maximum of ⟨B442⟩. For example, one can consider
similar distributions as (104) but changing the condition for 1

4
to a⊕ b⊕ c⊕ uz = u′v′ or a⊕ b⊕ c⊕ vz = u′v′.

This can be understood because δuv(−1)uvz = δuv(−1)uz = δuv(−1)vz in Eq. (103).
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Our task is to maximise the expectation value of the tight 4× 4× 2 observable

⟨B442⟩ρ =
∑
i,j,k

Tijk

{[
[A⃗1]i[B⃗1 + B⃗2]j + [A⃗2]i[B⃗1 − B⃗2]j

]
[C⃗1 + C⃗2]k

+
[
[A⃗3]i[B⃗3 + B⃗4]j + [A⃗4]i[B⃗3 − B⃗4]j

]
[C⃗1 − C⃗2]k

}
, (107)

over all measurement axes represented by ten unit vectors, A⃗I , B⃗I (I ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}) and C⃗J
(J = 1, 2).

We define pairs of orthonormal vectors, C⃗±, (C⃗+ · C⃗− = 0) as

C⃗1 + C⃗2 ≡ 2cγC⃗+, C⃗1 − C⃗2 ≡ 2sγC⃗−, (108)

where |C⃗±|2 = 1 implies c2γ + s2γ = 1. Similarly, we define

B⃗1 + B⃗2 ≡ 2cδD⃗+, B⃗1 − C⃗2 ≡ 2sδD⃗−,

B⃗3 + B⃗4 ≡ 2cϵE⃗+, B⃗3 − B⃗4 ≡ 2sϵE⃗−, (109)

with |D⃗±|2 = |E⃗±|2 = 1, |D⃗+ · D⃗− = E⃗+ · E⃗− = 0 and c2δ + s2δ = c2ϵ + s2ϵ = 1. We further define
rank-2 tensors (3× 3 matrices) T± as

[T±]ij =
∑
k

Tijk[C⃗±]k, (110)

In terms of these new vectors and tensors, Eq. (107) can be written as

⟨B442⟩ρ = 4 [cγX + sγY ] (111)

with

X = cδ

(
A⃗1 · T+ · D⃗+

)
+ sδ

(
A⃗2 · T+ · D⃗−

)
,

Y = cϵ

(
A⃗3 · T− · E⃗+

)
+ sϵ

(
A⃗4 · T− · E⃗−

)
. (112)

For given Tijk, A⃗I , B⃗I , and C⃗±, X and Y are fixed, and one can optimise cγ and sγ as

cγ =
X√

X2 + Y 2
, sγ =

Y√
X2 + Y 2

, (113)

which leads to ⟨B442⟩ρ = 4
√
X2 + Y 2. This quantity is further optimised over cδ, sδ, cϵ and sϵ

with

cδ =
A⃗1 · T+ · D⃗+√[

A⃗1 · T+ · D⃗+

]2
+
[
A⃗2 · T+ · D⃗−

]2 , sδ =
A⃗2 · T+ · D⃗−√[

A⃗1 · T+ · D⃗+

]2
+
[
A⃗2 · T+ · D⃗−

]2 ,
cϵ =

A⃗3 · T− · E⃗+√[
A⃗3 · T− · E⃗+

]2
+
[
A⃗4 · T− · E⃗−

]2 , sϵ =
A⃗4 · T− · E⃗−√[

A⃗3 · T− · E⃗+

]2
+
[
A⃗4 · T− · E⃗−

]2 ,
(114)
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which results in

⟨B442⟩ρ = 4

√[
A⃗1 · T+ · D⃗+

]2
+

[
A⃗2 · T+ · D⃗−

]2
+
[
A⃗3 · T− · E⃗+

]2
+
[
A⃗4 · T− · E⃗−

]2
. (115)

For given Tijk, D⃗±, E⃗± and C⃗±, we maximise the first term by taking A⃗1 in the direction of
T+ · D⃗+. The other terms can be maximised in the same way, that is, we take

A⃗1 =
T+ · D⃗+∣∣∣T+ · D⃗+

∣∣∣ , A⃗2 =
T+ · D⃗−∣∣∣T+ · D⃗−

∣∣∣ , A⃗3 =
T− · E⃗+∣∣∣T− · E⃗+

∣∣∣ , A⃗4 =
T− · E⃗−∣∣∣T− · E⃗−

∣∣∣ . (116)

After these optimisation processes, ⟨B442⟩ρ can be written as

⟨B442⟩ρ = 4

√[
D⃗+ · U+ · D⃗+

]
+
[
D⃗− · U+ · D⃗−

]
+
[
E⃗+ · U− · E⃗+

]
+
[
E⃗− · U− · E⃗−

]
, (117)

with U± ≡ (T±)
T · T±.

Finally for given Tijk and C⃗±, we optimise the above expression over two pairs of orthonor-
mal vectors (D⃗+, D⃗−) and (E⃗+, E⃗−). We first note that U± are real symmetric matrices.
Therefore, their eigenvalues are non-negative, and the eigenvectors corresponding to different
eigenvalues are orthogonal. This means Eq. (117) can be maximised by taking (D⃗+, D⃗−) to
be the eigenvectors corresponding to the two largest eigenvalues of U+, λ+1 and λ+2 . Similarly,
(E⃗+, E⃗−) should be taken as the eigenvectors corresponding to the two largest eigenvalues of
U−, λ−1 and λ−2 . As a result, we have

⟨B442⟩ρ = 4
√
λ+1 + λ+2 + λ−1 + λ−2 . (118)

Note that this expression has some similarity to the analytical formula for the optimised BCHSH

derived in [91]. For a given state, ρ (or equivalently Tijk), the matrices U± are functions of a
pair of orthonormal vectors (C⃗+, C⃗−). One, therefore, still has to optimise the above expression
over C⃗±. Since a pair of orthonormal vectors can be parametrised by one polar angle, 0 ≤ θ̄ ≤ π
and two azimuthal angles, 0 ≤ ϕ1, ϕ2 ≤ 2π by

C⃗+ =

sin θ̄ cosϕ1
sin θ̄ sinϕ1

cos θ̄

 , C⃗− =

cos θ̄ cosϕ1 cosϕ2 − sinϕ1 sinϕ2
cos θ̄ sinϕ1 cosϕ2 + cosϕ1 sinϕ2

− sin θ̄ cosϕ2

 , (119)

the expression (118) can be maximised over these three angles. Compared to an optimisation of
the initial expression (107) over ten measurement axes, the numerical optimisation over three
angles is computationally much less expensive.

Since the elements of the spin correlation matrix cannot exceed one and |C⃗±| = 1, the
maximum eigenvalue of the U± matrix is bounded by 1. This and the expression (118) leads
to the quantum upper bound

⟨B442⟩QM ≤ 8 . (120)
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