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We construct optimal protocols for verifying qubit and qudit GHZ states using local projective
measurements. When the local dimension is a prime, an optimal protocol is constructed from Pauli
measurements only. Our protocols provide a highly efficient way for estimating the fidelity and
certifying genuine multipartite entanglement. In particular, they enable the certification of genuine
multipartite entanglement using only one test when the local dimension is sufficiently large. By
virtue of adaptive local projective measurements, we then construct protocols for verifying GHZ-
like states that are optimal over all protocols based on one-way communication. The efficiency
can be improved further if additional communications are allowed. Finally, we construct optimal
protocols for verifying GHZ states and nearly optimal protocols for GHZ-like states in the adversarial
scenario.

I. INTRODUCTION

Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states [1, 2] are
typical examples of quantum states with genuine mul-
tipartite entanglement (GME) [3]. They play key roles
both in quantum information processing and in founda-
tional studies, such as quantum secret sharing [4, 5], en-
tanglement purification [6], open-destination teleporta-
tion [7], quantum networks [8], randomness verification
[9], and multipartite nonlocality tests [10, 11]. The sig-
nificance of GHZ states is witnessed by numerous ex-
periments devoted to preparing them in various plat-
forms, with ever-increasing number of particles [11–18].
In practice, multipartite quantum states prepared in ex-
periments are never perfect, so it is crucial to verify these
states with high precision using limited resources. How-
ever, traditional tomographic approaches are known to
be resource consuming and very inefficient [12, 17, 19].
Even with popular alternatives like direct fidelity estima-
tion [20], the scaling behaviors of the number of required
measurements with the infidelity and the qubit number
are suboptimal.

Recently, an alternative approach known as quantum
state verification has attracted increasing attention [21–
26]. Efficient verification protocols based on local oper-
ations and classical communication (LOCC) have been
constructed for stabilizer states [24, 26–29], hypergraph
states [29], and Dicke states [30]. However, optimal pro-
tocols are known only for maximally entangled states
[21, 31, 32] and bipartite pure states under restricted
LOCC [24, 33–35]. For quantum states with GME, such
as GHZ states, no optimal protocol has been found so
far because such optimization problems are usually ex-
tremely difficult. In addition, most protocols known so
far are not homogeneous, which is not desirable for prac-
tical applications [26]. Any progress on these issues is of
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interest to both theoretical studies and practical applica-
tions.

In this paper, we propose optimal protocols for verify-
ing (qubit and qudit) GHZ states using local projective
measurements. When the local dimension is a prime,
only Pauli measurements are required. Moreover, all the
protocols we construct are homogeneous. They offer a
highly efficient tool for fidelity estimation and entangle-
ment certification. Surprisingly, the GME can be certi-
fied with any given significance level using only one test
when the local dimension is sufficiently large, which has
never been achieved or even anticipated before. By virtue
of adaptive local projective measurements, our protocols
can be generalized to GHZ-like states, while retaining
the high efficiency. Moreover, these protocols can be ap-
plied to the adversarial scenario with minor modification.
Now the protocols for verifying GHZ states based on local
projective measurements are actually optimal among all
possible protocols without locality restriction. Besides
quantum state verification, our protocols are also use-
ful for verifying quantum gates, including some Clifford
gates and the controlled-swap (CSWAP) gate [36].

II. PURE-STATE VERIFICATION

A. Basic framework

Before proposing protocols for verifying GHZ states,
let us briefly review the general framework of pure-state
verification [24–26]. Consider a quantum device that is
supposed to produce the target state |Ψ〉 ∈ H, but actu-
ally produces the states σ1, σ2, . . . , σN in N runs. Our
task is to verify whether these states are sufficiently close
to the target state on average. To achieve this task,
we can perform two-outcome measurements {El, 11−El}
from a set of accessible measurements (projective mea-
surements are most appealing in practice, but our dis-
cussions apply to general measurements). Each mea-
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surement represents a test, and the test operator El
corresponds to passing the test. Here we require that
the target state |Ψ〉 can always pass the test, that is,
El|Ψ〉 = |Ψ〉. Suppose the test {El, 11 − El} is per-
formed with probability pl, then the verification oper-
ator (also called a strategy) is given by Ω =

∑
l plEl. If

〈Ψ|σj |Ψ〉 ≤ 1 − ε, then the average probability that σj
can pass each test satisfies [24, 26]

tr(Ωσj) ≤ 1− [1− β(Ω)]ε = 1− ν(Ω)ε, (1)

where β(Ω) denotes the second largest eigenvalue of Ω,
and ν(Ω) := 1− β(Ω) is the spectral gap from the max-
imum eigenvalue. The inequality in Eq. (1) is saturated
when 〈Ψ|σj |Ψ〉 = 1 − ε and σj is supported on the sub-
space associated with the two largest eigenvalues of Ω.

Suppose the states σ1, σ2, . . . , σN are independent of
each other and let εj = 1 − 〈Ψ|σj |Ψ〉. Then the proba-
bility that these states can pass all N tests satisfies the
following tight upper bound [25, 26]

N∏
j=1

tr(Ωσj) ≤
N∏
j=1

[1− ν(Ω)εj ] ≤ [1− ν(Ω)ε̄]N , (2)

where ε̄ =
∑
j εj/N is the average infidelity. In order to

ensure the condition ε̄ < ε with significance level δ, that
is, to ensure the condition

∏
j tr(Ωσj) ≤ δ when ε̄ ≥ ε, it

suffices to perform [25, 26]

N =

⌈
ln δ

ln[1− ν(Ω)ε]

⌉
≈ ln δ−1

ν(Ω)ε
(3)

tests. To minimize the number of tests, we need to max-
imize the value of the spectral gap ν(Ω) under LOCC.
This task is usually extremely difficult if not impossi-
ble. It should be pointed out that the approximation
in Eq. (3) is valid only when ν(Ω)ε � 1. Otherwise,
the minimum number of tests required is more sensitive
to the spectral gap ν(Ω), which has an important impli-
cation for entanglement certification, as we shall see in
Sec. III D.

In the above presentation we follow the assumptions
and interpretation in Refs. [25, 26], in contrast to the
counterpart in Ref. [24]. The authors in Ref. [24] assume
that either σj = |Ψ〉〈Ψ| for all j (good case) or εj ≥ ε for
all j (bad case), and the task is to distinguish which case
occurs. However, this assumption is difficult to guarantee
and is not feasible from a practical point of view. The
assumptions in Refs. [25, 26] are more reasonable and the
conclusion is stronger in comparison. In particular, the
average fidelity rather than the maximum fidelity of the
prepared states σ1, σ2, . . . , σN can be verified.

B. Homogeneous strategies

A verification strategy is homogeneous if the verifica-
tion operator Ω has the following form

Ω = |Ψ〉〈Ψ|+ β(Ω)(11− |Ψ〉〈Ψ|) (4)

for some 0 ≤ β(Ω) < 1. Homogeneous strategies are
most appealing for quantum state verification because of
several important merits not shared by inhomogeneous
strategies. To see this, let us consider a simple scenario in
which all σ1, σ2, . . . , σN are identical to the state σ with
fidelity 〈Ψ|σ|Ψ〉 = F = 1− ε. If Ω is homogeneous, then
the bounds in Eqs. (1) and (2) are saturated, so there
is a simple connection between the passing probability
and the fidelity of the states prepared, namely, tr(σΩ) =
[1− β(Ω)]F + β(Ω), which implies that

F =
tr(Ωσ)− β(Ω)

ν(Ω)
, 1− F =

1− tr(Ωσ)

ν(Ω)
. (5)

Based on this connection, we can estimate the fidelity
and infidelity accurately given sufficiently many tests.
According to Ref. [26], the standard deviation of this
estimation is

∆F =

√
(1− F )(F + ν−1 − 1)√

N
≤ 1

2ν
√
N
, (6)

where ν = ν(Ω) = 1−β(Ω) and N is the number of tests
performed.

If the strategy Ω is inhomogeneous by contrast, given
the passing probability we can only derive lower and up-
per bounds for the infidelity [26]

1− tr(Ωσ)

1− τ(Ω)
≤ 1− F ≤ 1− tr(Ωσ)

ν(Ω)
, (7)

where τ(Ω) is the smallest eigenvalue of Ω. The lower
bound in Eq. (7) is saturated when σ is supported on
the subspace associated with the largest and the small-
est eigenvalues of Ω. When the verification operator Ω
is singular, that is, τ(Ω) = 0, the upper bound is 1/ν(Ω)
times as large as the lower bound. When ν(Ω) = 0.1 for
example, in the worst case we can only conclude (with
a given significance level) that the infidelity is smaller
than 0.1 (0.5) even if the actual infidelity is only 0.01
(0.05). Such a conclusion is far from being satisfactory
even though it is correct. When the verification protocol
is applied to entanglement detection, this problem makes
it much more difficult to detect entanglement. Unfortu-
nately, the problem cannot be resolved by increasing the
number of tests. Therefore, it is desirable to construct a
homogeneous verification strategy whenever possible.

In addition, homogeneous strategies are appealing for
quantum state verification in the adversarial scenario
[25, 26]. In particular, a homogeneous strategy is the
most efficient among all verification strategies with the
same spectral gap; it can achieve a much better scaling
behavior in the number of tests compared with a singular
strategy.
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III. OPTIMAL VERIFICATION OF GHZ
STATES

Here we are mainly interested in GHZ states of the
form [1, 2]

|Gd
n〉 =

1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

|j〉⊗n. (8)

Previously, a coloring protocol was proposed in Ref. [29]
(cf. Ref. [9]), which can achieve a spectral gap of 1/2 us-
ing two settings based on Pauli measurements, but this
protocol is not homogeneous (see Table I), and the verifi-
cation operator is singular. For a bipartite maximally en-
tangled state of the same local dimension, the maximum
spectral gap of any verification operator based on LOCC
(or separable measurements) is d/(d+ 1) [21, 24, 31, 32].
Obviously, the counterpart for GHZ states cannot be
larger. Here we shall show that this upper bound can
be saturated.

A. Optimal verification of the n-qubit GHZ state

First, we consider optimal verification of the n-qubit
GHZ state |G2

n〉 based on Pauli measurements. Recall
that the Pauli group for each qubit is generated by three
Pauli matrices,

X =

(
0 1

1 0

)
, Y =

(
0 −i

i 0

)
, Z =

(
1 0

0 −1

)
. (9)

Denote by I the identity operator on the Hilbert space
of one party, then a Pauli measurement is specified by a
string in {I,X, Y, Z}n, which determines the Pauli oper-
ators measured on individual qubits; the identity means
no measurement. The weight of the Pauli measurement
is the number of terms in the string that are not equal to
the identity. The Pauli measurement is complete if the
weight is equal to n, that is, the string does not contain
the identity. A test operator E (and the corresponding
test) based on a Pauli measurement is not admissible if
there exists another test operator E′ based on the same
or a different Pauli measurement such that E′ ≤ E and
tr(E′) < tr(E); otherwise, the test operator E (and the
corresponding test) is admissible. A Pauli measurement
is admissible if at least one admissible test operator can
be constructed from this Pauli measurement and not ad-
missible otherwise.

Given a Pauli measurement, let {Π1,Π2, . . . ,Πq} be
the set of projectors corresponding to the measurement
outcomes. The canonical test projector is defined as

P =
∑

〈G2
n|Πo|G2

n〉>0

Πo. (10)

To guarantee that the target state |G2
n〉 can always pass

the test, any other test operator E satisfies E ≥ P and

thus cannot be admissible. The Pauli measurement is
admissible iff the canonical test projector is admissible.
These observations reveal the crucial role of canonical
test projectors in constructing an efficient verification
protocol.

For example, the canonical test projector associated
with Zn (understood as a Pauli string with n Pauli op-
erators equal to Z) reads

P0 = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n + (|1〉〈1|)⊗n; (11)

the test is passed iff the outcomes of all Z measurements
on individual qubits coincide. Given a string in {X,Y }n,
let Y be the set of parties that perform Y measurements,
then Y := {1, 2, . . . , n} \ Y is the set of parties that
perform X measurements. When |Y | = 2t is even, the
canonical test projector reads

PY =
1

2

[
11 + (−1)t

∏
k∈Y

Yk
∏
k′∈Y

Xk′

]
; (12)

the test is passed iff the total number of outcomes −1 (ei-
ther from X or Y measurements) has the same parity as
t. The following lemma clarifies all admissible Pauli mea-
surements and test operators for |G2

n〉; see Appendix A
for a proof.

Lemma 1. The GHZ state |G2
n〉 has 1 + 2n−1 admissi-

ble Pauli measurements, namely Zn and all strings in
{X,Y }n with even numbers of Y . The corresponding
1 + 2n−1 canonical test projectors in Eqs. (11) and (12)
are the only admissible test operators.

Our verification protocol is composed of 1 + 2n−1 ad-
missible tests in which the test P0 is performed with prob-
ability 1/3 and the other 2n−1 tests are performed with
probability 1/(3× 2n−2) each. The verification operator
reads

ΩI :=
1

3

(
P0 +

1

2n−2

∑
Y

PY

)
=

1

3

(
11+2|G2

n〉〈G2
n|
)
, (13)

which is homogeneous. Here the second equality is
proved in Appendix B. We have β(ΩI) = 1/3, and

ν(ΩI) =
2

3
, N(ΩI) ≈

3

2ε
ln δ−1. (14)

This protocol is optimal among all protocols based on
LOCC or separable measurements. Compared with the
strategy in Ref. [24] which achieves ν = 2n−1/(2n − 1)
with 2n − 1 measurement settings, our strategy not only
has a higher efficiency, but also requires fewer measure-
ment settings, as illustrated in Table I. The protocol pro-
posed in Ref. [29] requires much fewer measurement set-
tings, but it is not homogeneous and thus has a number
of drawbacks as mentioned in Sec. II B. The current pro-
tocol is the most appealing if it is not difficult to switch
Pauli measurements, which is the case in most scenarios
of practical interest.
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TABLE I. Comparison of verification strategies for the n-qudit GHZ state |Gd
n〉 in Eq. (8). Here Rd(Ω) denotes the range of

the local dimension over which each strategy is applicable, ν(Ω) denotes the spectral gap of each strategy, N(ε, δ,Ω) denotes the
number of tests required to verify the target state within infidelity ε and significance level δ, and NMS(Ω) denotes the number
of potential measurement settings. Strategies ΩPLM and ΩZH are proposed in Refs. [24] and [29], respectively; the other three
strategies are proposed in this paper.

Strategy Rd(Ω) ν(Ω) Is Ω homogeneous? N(ε, δ,Ω) NMS(Ω)

ΩPLM [24] d = 2 2n−1/(2n − 1) Yes (2n − 1)21−nε−1 ln δ−1 2n − 1

ΩZH [29] d ≥ 2 1/2 No 2ε−1 ln δ−1 2

ΩI d = 2 2/3 Yes (3/2)ε−1 ln δ−1 2n−1 + 1

ΩII d is odd prime d/(d+ 1) Yes (d+ 1)d−1ε−1 ln δ−1 dn−1 + 1

ΩIII d ≥ 3 d/(d+ 1) Yes (d+ 1)d−1ε−1 ln δ−1
⌈
3
4
(d− 1)2

⌉n−1
+ 1

Moreover, our protocol proposed above is essentially
the unique optimal protocol based on Pauli measure-
ments as shown in Proposition 1 below and proved in
Appendix A. In particular, the number 1 + 2n−1 of (po-
tential) measurement settings cannot be reduced. In ad-
dition, all canonical test projectors are required to con-
struct a homogeneous strategy. It should be pointed out
that there is some freedom in choosing the Pauli group:
different choices are related to each other by local uni-
tary transformations. Here we focus on the canonical
Pauli group generated by Pauli matrices in Eq. (9) for
each qubit; only nonadaptive Pauli measurements asso-
ciated with this Pauli group are considered. Nevertheless,
the test operators are not required to be projectors, al-
though it turns out that this relaxation does not provide
any advantage.

Proposition 1. Suppose Ω is an optimal verification
strategy with ν(Ω) = 2/3 for |G2

n〉 that is based on Pauli
measurements. Then Ω = ΩI; in addition, Ω is composed
of admissible tests with the same probabilities as in ΩI.

Besides quantum state verification, our protocol is also
useful for verifying quantum gates, including Clifford
gates and the CSWAP gate. The basic idea of quan-
tum gate verification is to feed some pure test states into
the quantum gate or gate set to be verified, and then
verify the output states [36–38]. Our protocol is use-
ful whenever some output states are equivalent to GHZ
states under local Clifford transformations.

B. Optimal verification of the n-qudit GHZ state

Next, we generalize the above results to the qudit case,
assuming that the local dimension d is an odd prime. The
qudit Pauli group is generated by the phase operator Z
and the shift operator X defined as follows,

Z|j〉 = ωj |j〉, X|j〉 = |j + 1〉, ω = e2πi/d, (15)

where j ∈ Zd and Zd is the ring of integers modulo d.
The concepts of admissible Pauli measurements/test

operators and canonical test projectors can be defined

in a similar way as in Sec. III A. One admissible test
is associated with the Pauli measurement Zn with the
canonical test projector

P0 =

d−1∑
j=0

(|j〉〈j|)⊗n; (16)

the test is passed iff the outcomes of all Z measurements
coincide. Each of the other admissible tests is associ-
ated with a string r ∈ Znd with

∑
k rk = 0 mod d, which

means party k performs the measurement on the eigen-
basis of XZrk for k = 1, 2, . . . , n. The canonical test
projector reads

Pr =
1

d

d−1∑
l=0

( n∏
k=1

XkZ
rk
k

)l
. (17)

Denote the outcome of party k by an integer ok ∈ Zd
corresponding to the eigenvalue ωok of XZrk ; then the
test is passed if

∑
k ok = 0 mod d, so that

∏n
k=1XkZ

rk
k

has eigenvalue 1. The following lemma is the analog of
Lemma 1 for the qudit case; the proof is also similar and
thus omitted.

Lemma 2. Suppose d is an odd prime. Then the GHZ
state |Gd

n〉 has 1 + dn−1 admissible Pauli measurements
and 1+dn−1 admissible test operators. Except for the test
projector P0 in Eq. (16), all other admissible test opera-
tors have the form in Eq. (17) with

∑
k rk = 0 mod d.

Our verification protocol is composed of all 1 + dn−1

admissible tests based on Pauli measurements. The test
P0 is performed with probability 1/(d+ 1) and the other
dn−1 tests are performed with probability 1/[(d+1)dn−2]
each. The resulting verification operator is homogeneous
and has the form

ΩII :=
1

d+ 1

(
P0 +

1

dn−2

∑
r

Pr

)
=

11 + d|Gd
n〉〈Gd

n|
d+ 1

,

(18)
where the second equality is proved in Appendix B. We
have β(ΩII) = 1/(d+ 1), and

ν(ΩII) =
d

d+ 1
, N(ΩII) ≈

d+ 1

dε
ln δ−1. (19)
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Similar to the qubit case, this protocol is optimal among
all protocols based on separable measurements. In addi-
tion, it is essentially the unique optimal protocol based
on Pauli measurements; the number 1 + dn−1 of mea-
surement settings is the smallest possible. Proposition 2
below generalizes Proposition 1 to the qudit case. Its
proof is a simple analog of the counterpart for the qubit
case and is thus omitted. As in the qubit case, there
is some freedom in choosing the Pauli group, and here
we focus on the canonical Pauli group generated by the
operators Z and X defined in Eq. (15) for each qudit.

Proposition 2. Suppose Ω is an optimal verification
strategy with ν(Ω) = d/(d + 1) for |Gd

n〉 that is based
on Pauli measurements, where d is an odd prime. Then
Ω = ΩII; in addition, Ω is composed of admissible tests
with the same probabilities as in ΩII.

C. Alternative optimal protocol based on 2-designs

When the local dimension d is not necessarily a prime,
we can still devise optimal protocols for verifying GHZ
states by virtue of (weighted complex projective) 2-
designs [39–41]. Let {Bh}mh=0 be m + 1 bases on the
Hilbert space of dimension d, where B0 is the standard
basis, and each basis Bh for h = 1, 2, . . . ,m is composed
of d kets of the form

|ψht〉 =
1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

eiθhtj |j〉, θhtj = 2π

[
tj

d
+
h
(
j
2

)
m

]
(20)

for t ∈ Zd. Let w0 = 1/(d + 1) and wh = d/[m(d + 1)]
for h = 1, 2, . . . ,m, and let {Bh, wh}mh=0 be a weighted
set of kets with weight wh for all kets in basis h. When
d ≥ 3 and m ≥ d 3

4 (d− 1)2e, the set {Bh, wh}mh=0 forms a
2-design according to Ref. [41]. Define

W := diag
(
µ0, µ1, . . . , µd−2, µ−(d−1)(d−2)/2

)
, (21)

where µ = e2πi/m is a primitive mth root of unity. Then
|ψht〉 is an eigenstate of XWh with eigenvalue ω−t as
shown in Appendix C, that is,

XWh =
∑
t∈Zd

ω−t|ψht〉〈ψht|. (22)

When d ≥ 3, by virtue of the 2-design {Bh, wh}mh=0
we can construct an optimal protocol using 1 + mn−1

distinct tests. The first test is still the standard test P0

as given in Eq. (16). Each of the other tests is specified
by a string h ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}n with

∑
k hk = 0 mod m,

which means party k (for k = 1, . . . , n) performs the
projective measurement on the basis Bhk

. The outcome
of party k is denoted by ok ∈ Zd, which corresponds to
the ket |ψhkok〉 and the eigenvalue ω−ok of XWh. The
test is passed if

∑
k ok = 0 mod d, and the test projector

reads

Ph =
1

d

d−1∑
l=0

( n∏
k=1

XkW
hk

k

)l
. (23)

o

o

o

o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

.

.
.
.
.
............................................................................................

o Adversarial
. Nonadversarial

0 20 40 60 80 100
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

d

δ

FIG. 1. Certification of the GME of the n-qudit GHZ state
in the adversarial scenario and the nonadversarial scenario
using only one test. Here d is the local dimension; the sig-
nificance level δ associated with the shaded region is achiev-
able. The homogeneous strategy Ω with β(Ω) = 1/(d + 1)
[β(Ω) = 2/(d + 1)] is applied to the nonadversarial scenario
(adversarial scenario).

Note that all eigenvalues of
∏n
k=1XkW

hk

k are powers of
ω according to Eq. (22), so Ph is the projector onto the
eigenspace with eigenvalue 1. In addition, the target
state |Gd

n〉 is stabilized by
∏n
k=1XkW

hk

k given the as-
sumption

∑
k hk = 0 mod m and so can pass the test

with certainty as desired.
We perform the test P0 with probability 1/(d+ 1) and

the other mn−1 tests with probability d/[(d + 1)mn−1]
each. The verification operator reads [cf. ΩII in Eq. (18)]

ΩIII :=
1

d+ 1

(
P0 +

d

mn−1

∑
h

Ph

)
=

11 + d|Gd
n〉〈Gd

n|
d+ 1

,

(24)
where the second equality is proved in Appendix C. This
protocol is optimal among all protocols based on separa-
ble measurements. Compared with the protocol based on
Pauli measurements, this protocol applies to GHZ states
of any local dimension d with d ≥ 3, although it requires
more measurement settings. In addition, this protocol is
the only homogeneous protocol for general GHZ states
beyond qubit systems.

D. Efficient certification of GME

A quantum state ρ is genuinely multipartite entan-
gled (i.e., GME) if its fidelity with the GHZ state
tr(ρ|Gd

n〉〈Gd
n|) is larger than 1/d [3]. To certify the GME

of the qudit GHZ state with significance level δ using a
given verification strategy Ω, the number of tests is de-
termined by Eq. (3) with ε = (d − 1)/d. If, in addition,
Ω is the optimal local strategy with ν(Ω) = d/(d + 1),
then this number reads

NE =

⌈
ln δ

ln 2− ln(d+ 1)

⌉
. (25)
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We have NE = 1 when d ≥ 2δ−1 − 1, so the GME of the
GHZ state can be certified with any given significance
level using only one test when the local dimension d is
sufficiently large, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Compared with
previous approaches for detecting GME that are based
on witness operators [42, 43], our approach requires much
fewer measurements. Although single-copy entanglement
detection is known before [32, 44], single-copy detection
of GME is still quite surprising, because it is much more
difficult to demonstrate GME than just entanglement.

In sharp contrast, the previous verification protocols
proposed in Refs. [24, 29] cannot certify the GME of
GHZ states using a single test whenever δ ≤ 1/2 (the
parameter range of practical interest). To be specific,
the strategy ΩPLM in Ref. [24] only applies to the qubit
case and has a spectral gap ν = 2n−1/(2n−1). To certify
the GME with significance level δ, the number of tests
required reads

NE(ΩPLM) =

⌈
ln δ

ln[1− 2n−2/(2n − 1)]

⌉
, (26)

so the GME cannot be certified using a single test when
δ < 5/7 (for n ≥ 3). The strategy ΩZH in Ref. [29]
applies to the qudit case and has spectral gap ν = 1/2.
The number of tests required reads

NE(ΩZH) =

⌈
ln δ

ln(d+ 1)− ln(2d)

⌉
, (27)

so the GME cannot be certified using a single test when
δ ≤ 1/2, irrespective of the local dimension d. For exam-
ple, to certify the GME of the GHZ state with significance
level δ = 0.01 (0.001), the strategy ΩPLM in Ref. [24] re-
quires at least 14 (21) tests, while the strategy ΩZH in
Ref. [29] requires at least 7 (10) tests. These observations
demonstrate that our protocols are much more efficient
than previous protocols for certifying GME.

IV. VERIFICATION OF GHZ-LIKE STATES

Next, consider the GHZ-like states

|ξ〉 =

d−1∑
j=0

λj |j〉⊗n, (28)

where the coefficients λj have decreasing order 1 > λ0 ≥
λ1 ≥ · · ·λd−1 ≥ 0 and satisfy

∑d−1
j=0 λ

2
j = 1. Such states

are of interest to quantum state sharing [45] and foun-
dational studies on nonlocality [46, 47]. They are also
useful in improving signal-to-noise ratios in interferome-
try [48] and enhancing signal amplitudes of the electronic
spin readout [49].

A. Simplest protocol for verifying GHZ-like states

We first show that the GHZ-like state |ξ〉 can be
verified efficiently using only two distinct tests con-

structed from mutually unbiased bases (MUB). Recall

that two bases {|ψi〉}d−1
i=0 and {|ϕj〉}d−1

j=0 for a Hilbert
space of dimension d are mutually unbiased if they sat-
isfy |〈ψi|ϕj〉|2 = 1/d for all i and j [50–52]. Let B0 be
the standard computational basis and let B = {|ug〉}g∈Zd

be any basis that is unbiased with B0. A simple exam-

ple of B is the Fourier basis
{∑d−1

j=0 ω
gj |j〉/

√
d
}
g∈Zd

with

ω = e2πi/d, which happens to be the eigenbasis of the
shift operator X in Eq. (15). The following discussion is
independent of the choice of the basis B as long as it is
unbiased with respect to the standard basis B0.

The first test is the standard test P0 in Eq. (16). For
the second test, the first n− 1 parties perform projective
measurements on the basis B. If they obtain the outcome
g = {g1, g2, . . . , gn−1} ∈ Zn−1

d , then the normalized re-
duced state of party n reads

d
n−1
2

( n−1⊗
k=1

〈ugk |
)
|ξ〉 = M |vg〉, (29)

where

|vg〉 := d
n−1
2

( n−1⊗
k=1

〈ugk |
)
|Gd

n〉, (30)

M :=
√
ddiag(λ0, λ1, . . . , λd−1). (31)

Note that |vg〉 has a constant overlap of 1/d with each
element in the basis B0. Then party n performs the
projective measurement {M |vg〉〈vg|M, I−M |vg〉〈vg|M},
where I is the identity operator on the Hilbert space of
one qudit. The test is passed if party n obtains the first
outcome (corresponding to M |vg〉〈vg|M). The resulting
test projector reads

P1 =
∑
g

[
n−1⊗
k=1

(|ugk〉〈ugk |)

]
⊗
(
M |vg〉〈vg|M

)
. (32)

So we have

tr(P0P1) =
1

dn−1

∑
g

d−1∑
j=0

|〈j|M |vg〉|2 =
1

dn−1

∑
g, j

λ2
j = 1,

(33)
which implies that the two projectors P̄0 := P0 − |ξ〉〈ξ|
and P̄1 := P1 − |ξ〉〈ξ| have orthogonal supports.

If we perform the two tests P0 and P1 with probability
p and 1 − p, respectively, then the verification operator
reads ΩIV = pP0 + (1− p)P1, with

β(ΩIV) =
∥∥Ω̄IV

∥∥ = max{p, 1− p} ≥ 1

2
, (34)

where Ω̄IV = ΩIV − |ξ〉〈ξ|. The lower bound is saturated
iff p = 1/2, in which case we have ΩIV = (P0 + P1)/2.
The corresponding spectral gap ν(ΩIV) and the number
N(ΩIV) of required tests read

ν(ΩIV) =
1

2
, N(ΩIV) ≈ 2

ε
ln δ−1. (35)
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According to Ref. [32], here the spectral gap attains the
maximum among all protocols composed of two distinct
local projective tests, so the above protocol is the most
efficient among all protocols based on two distinct local
projective tests.

B. Optimal protocol under one-way LOCC

For a bipartite state |ζ〉 =
∑d−1
j=0 λj |jj〉 with the same

local dimension and coefficients λj as |ξ〉 in Eq. (28), the
maximum spectral gap of any verification operator based
on one-way LOCC is 1/(1+λ2

0) [34, 35]. The counterpart
for the GHZ-like state |ξ〉 cannot be larger. Here we shall
demonstrate that this upper bound can be saturated.
When d ≥ 3, our protocol consists of 1 + mn−1 distinct
tests with m ≥ d 3

4 (d−1)2e. The first one is the standard
test in Eq. (16). For each of the other tests, the first n−1
parties perform projective measurements on the bases
Bh1 ,Bh2 , . . . ,Bhn−1 [cf. Eq. (20)], respectively, where
h1, h2, . . . , hn−1 ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}. After receiving the out-
comes o1, o2, . . . , on−1 ∈ Zd of these measurements, we
choose hn, on to satisfy the conditions

∑n
k=1 hk = 0

mod m and
∑n
k=1 ok = 0 mod d. Then party n performs

the projective measurement {MPhnonM, I−MPhnonM},
where Phkok = |ψhkok〉〈ψhkok | and M is defined in
Eq. (31). The test is passed if party n obtains the first
outcome (corresponding to MPhnonM), and the test pro-
jector reads

P ′h =
(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
Ph

(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
, (36)

where Ph is the test projector in Eq. (23).
Suppose we perform the test P0 with probability p and

each of the other tests with probability (1 − p)/mn−1;
then the verification operator reads

ΩV = pP0 + (1− p)Π, (37)

where

Π :=

∑
h P
′
h

mn−1
= |ξ〉〈ξ|+ I⊗(n−1) ⊗ ρn −

d−1∑
j=0

λ2
j (|j〉〈j|)⊗n,

(38)

with ρn = tr1,2,...,n−1(|ξ〉〈ξ|) =
∑d−1
j=0 λ

2
j |j〉〈j| being the

reduced state for party n. Here the second equality fol-
lows from Eqs. (24) and (36) [cf. Eq. (C4) in Appendix C].
Note that Π̄ = Π − |ξ〉〈ξ| and P̄0 = P0 − |ξ〉〈ξ| are or-
thogonal; we conclude that

β(ΩV) =
∥∥Ω̄V

∥∥ = max{p, (1− p)‖Π̄‖}

= max{p, (1− p)λ2
0} ≥

λ2
0

1 + λ2
0

. (39)

The bound is saturated iff p = λ2
0/(1+λ2

0), in which case
we have

ν(ΩV) =
1

1 + λ2
0

, N(ΩV) ≈ 1 + λ2
0

ε
ln δ−1. (40)

Therefore, this protocol is optimal among all protocols
based on one-way LOCC.

When the local dimension d is a prime, the number of
distinct tests required for constructing the optimal pro-
tocol can be reduced to 1 + dn−1. Take the qubit case
for example. The first test is still the standard test P0.
For each of the other tests, the first n−1 parties perform
either X or Y measurements. Then party n performs
the projective measurement {|v〉〈v|, I−|v〉〈v|}, where |v〉
is the normalized reduced state of party n depending on
the outcomes of the first n−1 parties. The test is passed
if party n obtains the first outcome (corresponding to
|v〉〈v|). The test projector has the form

P ′Y =
(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
PY

(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
, (41)

where Y ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , n} has even cardinality and PY is
the test projector in Eq. (12). Suppose we perform the
test P0 with probability p and each of the other tests with
probability (1 − p)/2n−1; then the verification operator
reads

Ω′V = pP0 +
1− p
2n−1

∑
Y

P ′Y . (42)

Again, the maximum spectral gap ν(Ω′V) = 1/(1 + λ2
0) is

attained when p = λ2
0/(1+λ2

0). When d is an odd prime,
more details can be found in Appendix D.

C. Improved protocol based on more
communications

The above protocol for verifying GHZ-like states can
be improved further if more communications are allowed.
Let Ωk (k = 1, 2, . . . , n) be the strategy defined according
to Eq. (37), but with the roles of party k and party n in-
terchanged; that is, the measurement performed by party
k depends on the measurement outcomes of the other
n− 1 parties. Then we can construct a new strategy by
applying Ω1,Ω2, . . . ,Ωn with probability 1/n each, and
the resulting verification operator reads

ΩVI =
1

n

n∑
k=1

Ωk = pP0 + (1− p) 1

n

n∑
k=1

Πk. (43)

Here the operator Πk is derived from Π in Eq. (38) by
replacing I⊗(n−1)⊗ρn with Rk := I⊗(k−1)⊗ρk⊗I⊗(n−k),

where ρk =
∑d−1
j=0 λ

2
j |j〉〈j|. We have

1

n

n∑
k=1

Πk = |ξ〉〈ξ|+ 1

n

n∑
k=1

Rk −
d−1∑
j=0

λ2
j (|j〉〈j|)⊗n, (44)

∥∥∥∥ 1

n

n∑
k=1

Πk − |ξ〉〈ξ|
∥∥∥∥ =

(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

n
. (45)

Therefore,

β(ΩVI) = max
{
p, (1− p)n−1[(n− 1)λ2

0 + λ2
1]
}

≥ [n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1]−1[(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1]. (46)
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The bound is saturated when

p =
(n− 1)λ2

0 + λ2
1

n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

, (47)

in which case we have

ν(ΩVI) =
n

n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

≥ ν(ΩV). (48)

The strategy ΩVI is more efficient than ΩV except when
λ1 = λ0, as illustrated in Fig. 2.

V. ADVERSARIAL SCENARIO

Finally, we turn to the adversarial scenario, in which
the quantum device is controlled by a potentially ma-
licious adversary, and can produce an arbitrary corre-
lated or entangled state ρ on the whole system H⊗(N+1)

[27, 53]. By virtue of a general recipe proposed in
Refs. [25, 26], we can verify the target state |Ψ〉 in the
adversarial scenario by first randomly choosing N sys-
tems and then applying a verification strategy Ω to each
system chosen. Note that only one-way communication
from the adversary to the verifier is involved. In addition,
usually the choices of the N systems and the specific test
for each system chosen can be determined after receiving
the state ρ. Therefore, the adversary has no informa-
tion about these choices before sending the state ρ, and
he/she cannot get any advantage even if these choices
are broadcast after sending the state ρ. By constructing
a suitable strategy Ω, we can make sure with high con-
fidence (low significance level) that the reduced state on
the remaining system has fidelity at least 1 − ε if all N
tests are passed. Efficient state verification in such an
adversarial scenario is crucial to quantum secret sharing
[4, 5] and quantum networks [8].

If there is no restriction on the accessible measure-
ments, then the optimal strategy can be chosen to be ho-
mogeneous [25, 26]. In the high-precision limit ε, δ → 0,
the minimal number of tests required to verify |Ψ〉 within
infidelity ε and significance level δ reads [25, 26] (assum-
ing β(Ω) > 0)

N ≈ [β(Ω)ε lnβ(Ω)−1]−1 ln δ−1. (49)

This number is minimized when β(Ω) = 1/ e, which
yields N ≈ e ε−1 ln δ−1. In addition, this number in-
creases monotonically when β(Ω) deviates from the value
1/ e. If ε, δ are small but not infinitesimal, say ε, δ ≤ 0.01,
then the choice β(Ω) = 1/ e is nearly optimal even if it is
not exactly optimal.

Our strategies for verifying the qudit GHZ state |Gd
n〉

are homogeneous with β(Ω) = 1/(d+1). To construct the
optimal verification strategy in the adversarial scenario,
it suffices to add the trivial test with a suitable probabil-
ity p. The test operator associated with the trivial test
is the identity operator, so all states can pass the test for

ΩIV

Ω'V
ΩVI (n = 10)

ΩVI (n = 3)

700

800

900

1000

N

ΩVIII

ΩIX (n = 10)

ΩIX (n = 3)

0 0.5 1 1.5

1200

1240

1280

1320

θ

N

FIG. 2. Efficient verification of the n-qubit GHZ-like state
|ξ〉 = cos θ |0〉⊗n + sin θ |1〉⊗n in the nonadversarial scenario
(upper plot) and the adversarial scenario (lower plot). Here
N is the number of tests required to achieve infidelity ε = 0.01
and significance level δ = 0.01. Note thatN(ΩVI) andN(ΩIX)
are dependent on the qubit number n, while N(ΩIV), N(Ω′V),
and N(ΩVIII) are not.

sure. Let p = [(d + 1)β − 1]/d with 1/(d + 1) ≤ β < 1;
then the verification operator reads

ΩVII :=(1− p)11 + d|Gd
n〉〈Gd

n|
d+ 1

+ p11

=|Gd
n〉〈Gd

n|+ β(11− |Gd
n〉〈Gd

n|). (50)

Any homogeneous strategy Ω with 1/(d+ 1) ≤ β(Ω) < 1
can be so constructed using local projective measure-
ments. In particular, by choosing p = (d + 1 − e)/(e d),
we can construct the homogeneous strategy ΩVII with
β(ΩVII) = 1/ e, which is optimal for high-precision verifi-
cation in the adversarial scenario (the optimal value may
be slightly different when ε, δ are small but not infinites-
imal). Similarly, we can construct a homogeneous strat-
egy Ω with β(Ω) = 2/(d + 1), with which the GME can
be certified in the adversarial scenario using only one test
as long as the significance level satisfies δ ≥ 4d/(d+ 1)2,
as illustrated in Fig. 1. This claim follows from Corol-
lary 6 in Ref. [26] with ε = (d−1)/d (see also Theorem 3
in Ref. [32]). In sharp contrast, previous protocols in
Refs. [24, 29] cannot certify the GME using a single test
whenever δ ≤ 1/2 even in the nonadversarial scenario
(cf. Sec. III D), not to mention the adversarial scenario.

Next, we devise a homogeneous strategy for verifying
the GHZ-like state |ξ〉 in Eq. (28) by modifying the strat-
egy ΩV in Eq. (37), which requires one-way communica-
tion. Let λ2

0/(1 + λ2
0) ≤ p < 1 and replace the test

projector P0 in Eq. (16) with the following test operator

Q0 = P0 +
∑
j∈B

[
1−

(1

p
− 1
)
λ2
jn

]
|j〉〈j|, (51)
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where B denotes the subset of Znd excluding elements j
that satisfy j1 = j2 = · · · = jn. Note that Q0 can be
realized by local projective measurements: All n parties
perform projective measurements on the standard basis;
the test is passed with certainty if they obtain the same
outcome, while with probability 1− (p−1 − 1)λ2

jn
if they

do not obtain the same outcome and party n obtains
outcome jn. Then the verification operator ΩV turns
into

ΩVIII = pQ0 + (1− p)Π = |ξ〉〈ξ|+ p(11− |ξ〉〈ξ|), (52)

which is homogeneous with β(Ω) = p. Here Π is defined
in Eq. (38). To achieve optimal performance in high-
precision verification in the adversarial scenario, we can
choose p = max{e−1, λ2

0/(1 + λ2
0)}. If λ2

0 ≤ 1/(e−1),
then we have β(Ω) = 1/ e, so the homogeneous strat-
egy ΩVIII constructed in this way is optimal even among
strategies that can access entangling measurements. In
general, ΩVIII is optimal among all strategies based on
one-way LOCC. Even in the worst case with β(Ω) = 1/2,
the number of required tests is only 2(ln δ−1)/(ε ln 2), and
the overhead compared with the optimal strategy based
on entangling measurements is only about 6%. By con-
trast, the choice p = λ2

0/(1 + λ2
0) is optimal for fidelity

estimation.
The strategy ΩVI in Eq. (43) can also be turned into

a homogeneous strategy. Let

(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

≤ p < 1 (53)

and replace the projector P0 with the following operator

Q̃0 = P0 +
∑
j∈B

[
1− 1

n

(1

p
− 1
) n∑
k=1

λ2
jk

]
|j〉〈j|, (54)

which can be realized by local projective measurements in
analogy to Q0. The resulting verification operator reads

ΩIX = pQ̃0+(1−p) 1

n

n∑
k=1

Πk = |ξ〉〈ξ|+p(11−|ξ〉〈ξ|), (55)

which is homogeneous with β(Ω) = p. For high-precision
verification in the adversarial scenario, the optimal choice
of p is

p = max

{
e−1,

(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

}
. (56)

The resulting strategy ΩIX is optimal if

(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1 ≤
n

e−1
, (57)

in which case we have β(Ω) = 1/ e. For fidelity esti-
mation, the optimal choice of p coincides with the lower
bound in Eq. (53), that is,

(n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

n+ (n− 1)λ2
0 + λ2

1

. (58)

Although a lot of random bits are required to construct
the above verification protocols, they can be generated
by classical random number generators. In the adver-
sarial scenario we consider, the adversary controls the
preparation of quantum states, but not the measurement
devices used to verify these states, which is in sharp con-
trast with self-testing [26, 54, 55]. In addition, there is
only one-way communication from the adversary to the
verifier. Usually the choices of the systems for verifica-
tion/application and the specific test for each system cho-
sen can be determined after the state is received from the
adversary as mentioned in the beginning of this section.
Therefore, even pseudo-random number generators like
computer programs are sufficient for this task. Quantum
resources are not necessary to generate random bits.

VI. SUMMARY

We proposed optimal and homogeneous strategies for
verifying GHZ states based on local projective measure-
ments. Only Pauli measurements are required when the
local dimension is a prime. These protocols are also sur-
prisingly efficient for estimating the fidelity and certify-
ing the GME. In particular, they enable the certification
of the GME with any given significance level using only
one test when the local dimension is sufficiently large.
Such a high efficiency has never been achieved or even
anticipated before. Our results indicate that it is eas-
ier to certify GME than thought previously. We hope
that these results will be demonstrated in experiments
in the near future. Moreover, our protocols can be gen-
eralized to verify GHZ-like states and can be applied to
the adversarial scenario, while retaining a high efficiency.
Our study provides an efficient tool for evaluating the
qualities of GHZ states and GHZ-like states prepared in
the lab. Meanwhile, it offers valuable insights into the
verification, fidelity estimation, and entanglement certi-
fication of multipartite quantum states. In addition, the
concepts of admissible measurements/test operators and
canonical test projectors we introduced are useful beyond
the focus of this work. In the future it would be desirable
to generalize our results to other important multipartite
quantum states.
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Appendix A: Proofs of Lemma 1 and Proposition 1

Proof of Lemma 1. To determine admissible Pauli mea-
surements, we need to consider canonical test projectors
associated with Pauli measurements. First note that an



10

incomplete Pauli measurement cannot be admissible. To
see this, it suffices to consider the case in which the in-
complete Pauli measurement has weight n−1. After n−1
single-qubit Pauli measurements, the reduced states of
the remaining party for all possible outcomes are eigen-
states of one Pauli operator, so we can obtain a smaller
canonical test projector by performing a suitable Pauli
measurement on the remaining qubit. Therefore, it suf-
fices to consider canonical test projectors associated with
complete Pauli measurements.

Denote by X ,Y ,Z the sets of parties that perform
X,Y, Z measurements, respectively. If |Z | ≥ 1, then the
canonical test projector reads

11X ∪Y ⊗

[⊗
j∈Z

(|0〉〈0|)j +
⊗
j∈Z

(|1〉〈1|)j

]
≥ P0, (A1)

where 11X ∪Y denotes the identity operator associated
with parties in X ∪ Y , and the subscript j specifies the
party on which the operators |0〉〈0| and |1〉〈1| act. The
inequality in Eq. (A1) is saturated iff all parties perform
Z measurements, that is, |Z | = n. Note that every test
projector of |G2

n〉 that is based on a Pauli measurement
has rank at least 2, so the test projector P0 and the corre-
sponding Pauli measurement are admissible, while other
Pauli measurements with |Z | ≥ 1 and corresponding test
projectors are not admissible.

Next, suppose each party performs either X or Y mea-
surement, that is, |Z | = 0 and |X | + |Y | = n. If
|Y | is odd, then the canonical test projector is equal
to the identity and so cannot be admissible, given that
all states in the measurement basis have nonzero over-
laps with |G2

n〉. If |Y | is even, then the canonical test
projector is PY given in Eq. (12), which has rank 2n−1.
Note that PY � P0, and there is no other canonical test
projector that is smaller than PY . Therefore, all test
projectors PY with even |Y | and corresponding Pauli
measurements are admissible.

In summary, there are 1 + 2n−1 admissible Pauli mea-
surements, namely, Zn and all strings in {X,Y }n with
even numbers of Y . The corresponding 1 + 2n−1 canon-
ical test projectors in Eqs. (11) and (12) are the only
admissible test operators.

Proof of Proposition 1. To start with, suppose the verifi-
cation strategy Ω only consists of admissible test projec-
tors. According to Lemma 1, Ω can be expressed as

Ω = p0P0 +
∑
Y

pY PY , p0, pY ≥ 0, p0 +
∑
Y

pY = 1.

(A2)
Now the assumption ν(Ω)=2/3 sets an upper bound for
p0, that is, p0 ≤ β(Ω)=1/3. Therefore,

tr(Ω) = 2p0+2n−1
∑
Y

pY = 2p0+2n−1(1−p0) ≥ 2n + 2

3
,

(A3)

where the inequality is saturated iff p0 =1/3. In addition,

β(Ω) ≥ tr(Ω)− 1

2n − 1
≥ 2n − 1

3(2n − 1)
=

1

3
. (A4)

The first inequality is saturated iff Ω is homogeneous,
which means all eigenvalues of Ω are equal except for the
largest one. The second inequality is saturated iff the
inequality in Eq. (A3) is saturated, which implies that
p0 = 1/3. If ν(Ω) = 2/3, that is, β(Ω) = 1/3, then both
inequalities are saturated, so that

Ω =
1

3

(
11 + 2|G2

n〉〈G2
n|
)

= ΩI =
1

3

(
P0 +

1

2n−2

∑
Y

PY

)
. (A5)

Moreover, the decomposition in the last expression is
unique because the 1 + 2n−1 admissible canonical test
projectors are linearly independent in the operator space.

If Ω consists of some nonadmissible test operators, we
can construct a new strategy Ω′ by replacing each nonad-
missible test operator E with an admissible test projector
P satisfying P ≤ E and tr(P ) < tr(E). Then Ω′ ≤ Ω is
an optimal strategy with ν(Ω′) = 2/3, which implies that
Ω′ = ΩI according to the above discussion. In addition,
we have ν(Ω) < ν(Ω′) = 2/3 since Ω′ is homogeneous
and tr(Ω′) < tr(Ω). This conclusion contradicts the as-
sumption that ν(Ω) = 2/3, which completes the proof of
Proposition 1.

Incidentally, Proposition 2 can be proved using a sim-
ilar reasoning used in the proof of Proposition 1. Ac-
cordingly, Lemma 1 featuring in the above proof can be
replaced by Lemma 2, which applies to the qudit case,
assuming that d is an odd prime.

Appendix B: Proofs of Eqs. (13) and (18)

Proof of Eq. (13). Note that the sum of all test projec-
tors PY with Y ⊂ {1, . . . , n} of even cardinalities can be
expressed as

∑
Y

PY = 2n−211 +
1

2

bn/2c∑
t=0

(−1)t
∑
j

Pj
{
Y ⊗2t⊗X⊗(n−2t)

}
= 2n−211 +

1

4

[
(X + iY )⊗n + (X − iY )⊗n

]
= 2n−2

[
11 + (|0〉〈1|)⊗n + (|1〉〈0|)⊗n

]
, (B1)

where
∑
j Pj{Y ⊗2t⊗X⊗(n−2t)} denotes the sum over

(
n
2t

)
distinct permutations of Y ⊗2t⊗X⊗(n−2t). This equation
implies the second equality in Eq. (13).

Proof of Eq. (18). The sum of all test projectors Pr with



11∑
k rk = 0 mod d can be expressed as

∑
r

Pr = dn−211 +
1

d

d−1∑
l=1

∑
r

n∏
k=1

(
XkZ

rk
k

)l
= dn−211 +

1

d2

d−1∑
l=1

∑
s∈Zd

[ ∑
r∈Zd

ω−sr(XZr)l
]⊗n

= dn−211 +
1

d2

d−1∑
l=1

d−1∑
j=0

(
d|j + l〉〈j|

)⊗n
= dn−2

[
11 +

∑
j′ 6=j

(|j′〉〈j|)⊗n
]
, (B2)

which implies Eq. (18). The first equality is meaningful
when d is odd, in which case (XkZ

rk
k )d = I, where I is

the identity operator on the Hilbert space of one qudit.
The third equality follows from the following fact: For
each s ∈ Zd and l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d− 1}, we have∑

r∈Zd

ω−sr(XZr)l = X l
∑
r∈Zd

ωr[l(l−1)/2−s]Zrl

=

d−1∑
j=0

|j + l〉〈j|
( ∑
r∈Zd

ωr[l(l−1)/2+jl−s]
)
. (B3)

The last term in the parentheses vanishes except when
l(l − 1)/2 + jl − s = 0 mod d, in which case it equals
d. If d is an odd prime and l 6= 0, then the equation
l(l − 1)/2 + jl − s = 0 mod d for each s has a unique
solution for j ∈ Zd, and the map from s to the solution
j is one to one, so the third equality in Eq. (B2) holds.

To clarify why the above proof does not work when d is
an odd number that is not a prime, suppose l is a divisor
of d. Then the equation l(l−1)/2+jl−s = 0 mod d has
multiple solutions when s is a multiple of l, while it has
no solution otherwise, so the third equality in Eq. (B2)
does not hold in this case. Therefore, we need to assume
that d is an odd prime in order to construct an optimal
protocol based on Pauli measurements.

Appendix C: Proofs of Eqs. (22) and (24)

Proof of Eq. (22). According to Eq. (20), we have

|ψht〉 =
1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

eiθhtj |j〉 =
1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

ωtjµh(
j
2)|j〉. (C1)

Therefore,

XWh
√
d|ψht〉 =

d−2∑
j=0

ωtjµh[(
j
2)+j]|j + 1〉

+ ω−tµh[(
d−1
2 )−(d−1)(d−2)/2]|0〉

= ω−t
d−1∑
j=0

ωtjµh(
j
2)|j〉 = ω−t

√
d|ψht〉. (C2)

It follows that |ψht〉 is an eigenstate of XWh with eigen-
value ω−t, which implies Eq. (22).

Alternatively, Eq. (22) can be proved as follows.∑
t∈Zd

ω−t(|ψht〉〈ψht|)

=
1

d

d−1∑
j,j′=0

(|j′〉〈j|)
(

eiπh(j′−j)(j′+j−1)/m
∑
t∈Zd

ωt(j
′−j−1)

)

=

d−1∑
j=0

(|ĵ〉〈j|)
(

eiπh(ĵ−j)(ĵ+j−1)/m
)

= µ−h(d−1)(d−2)/2(|0〉〈d− 1|) +

d−2∑
j=0

µhj(|j + 1〉〈j|)

= XWh, (C3)

where ĵ = j + 1 if j ≤ d− 2 and ĵ = 0 if j = d− 1.

Proof of Eq. (24). The sum of all test projectors Ph that
satisfy the condition

∑
k hk = 0 mod m can be ex-

pressed as

∑
h

Ph =
mn−1

d
11 +

1

d

d−1∑
l=1

∑
h

n∏
k=1

(
XkW

hk

k

)l
=
mn−1

d
11 +

1

dm

d−1∑
l=1

∑
s∈Zm

[ m∑
h=1

µ−sh(XWh)l
]⊗n

=
mn−1

d
11 +

1

dm

d−1∑
l=1

d−1∑
j=0

(
m|j + l〉〈j|

)⊗n
=
mn−1

d

[
11 +

∑
j′ 6=j

(|j′〉〈j|)⊗n
]
, (C4)

which implies Eq. (24). To derive the third equality, for
each s ∈ Zm and l = 1, 2, . . . , d− 1, define

f(s, l) : =

m∑
h=1

µ−sh(XWh)l. (C5)

Thanks to Eq. (22) in the main text or Eq. (C3), we have

f(s, l) =

m∑
h=1

µ−sh
∑
t∈Zd

ω−tl|ψht〉〈ψht|

=
1

d

d−1∑
j,j′=0

(|j′〉〈j|)
(∑
t∈Zd

ωt(j
′−j−l)

)

×
( m∑
h=1

µh[(j′−j)(j′+j−1)/2−s]
)

=

d−1∑
j=0

(|ĵ〉〈j|)
( m∑
h=1

µh[g(j,l,d)−s]
)
, (C6)
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where

ĵ :=

{
j + l j + l ≤ d− 1,

j + l − d j + l ≥ d,
(C7)

g(j, l, d) :=
1

2
(ĵ − j)(ĵ + j − 1). (C8)

The last term in the parentheses in Eq. (C6) vanishes
except when

g(j, l, d)− s = 0 mod m, (C9)

in which case it is equal to m. For given l and j, note that
Eq. (C9) has a unique solution for s ∈ Zm. Conversely,
for each l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d−1} and s ∈ Zm, Eq. (C9) has at
most one solution for j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1} by Lemma 3
below given that m ≥ d 3

4 (d − 1)2e. This result implies
the third equality in Eq. (C4) and completes the proof of
Eq. (24).

Lemma 3. Let

gm(j, l, d) := g(j, l, d) mod m, (C10)

where g(j, l, d) is defined in Eq. (C8). Suppose d ≥ 3,
m ≥ d 3

4 (d−1)2e, and l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d−1}; then gm(j, l, d)
is injective in j for j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d− 1}.

This lemma follows from Proposition 4.3 in Ref. [41].
Here we present a self-contained proof for completeness.

Proof. When j ∈ {0, . . . , d− l− 1}, the function g(j, l, d)
is monotonically increasing in j, and we have

0 ≤ l(l − 1)/2 ≤ g(j, l, d) ≤ l(2d− l − 3)/2 < m (C11)

given that m ≥ d 3
4 (d− 1)2e. When j ∈ {d− l, . . . , d− 1}

by contrast, g(j, l, d) is monotonically decreasing in j,
and we have

−m < (l − d)(d+ l − 3)/2 ≤ g(j, l, d)

≤ (l − d)(d− l − 1)/2 ≤ 0. (C12)

In addition, it is straightforward to verify that

l(2d− l − 3)/2 < (l − d)(d+ l − 3)/2 +m. (C13)

Therefore, the two sets of numbers {gm(j, l, d)}d−l−1
j=0 and

{gm(j, l, d)}d−1
j=d−l have no intersection; moreover, all the

numbers gm(0, l, d), gm(1, l, d), . . . , gm(d− 1, l, d) are dis-
tinct, which confirms Lemma 3.

Appendix D: Alternative optimal protocol for
verifying GHZ-like states

In the main text we proposed an optimal strategy for

verifying the GHZ-like state |ξ〉 =
∑d−1
j=0 λj |j〉⊗n based

on one-way LOCC, which requires only 1 + 2n−1 distinct
tests when d = 2 and 1 + mn−1 distinct tests with m ≥
d 3

4 (d− 1)2e when d ≥ 3. Here we propose an alternative
optimal protocol using much fewer measurement settings,
assuming that the local dimension d is an odd prime. In
addition, for each test, all parties except for one of them
can perform Pauli measurements as in the case of qubits.
The underlying idea is similar to the construction of the
strategy ΩV in Sec. IV B.

For each string r ∈ Znd with
∑
k rk = 0 mod d, define

the test projector

P ′r :=
(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
Pr

(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
, (D1)

where M :=
√
ddiag(λ0, λ1, . . . , λd−1), and Pr is the test

projector given in Eq. (17). Then P ′r can be realized by
adaptive local projective measurements as described in
Sec. IV B. According to Eq. (B2), we have

1

dn−1

∑
r

Pr =
1

d

[
11 +

∑
j 6=j′

(|j′〉〈j|)⊗n
]
. (D2)

As a corollary,

1

dn−1

∑
r

P ′r =
(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)(∑
r Pr

dn−1

)(
I⊗(n−1) ⊗M

)
= |ξ〉〈ξ|+ I⊗(n−1) ⊗ ρn −

d−1∑
j=0

λ2
j (|j〉〈j|)⊗n, (D3)

where ρn =
∑d−1
j=0 λ

2
j |j〉〈j| is the reduced state for party

n. Note that the right-hand side in Eq. (D3) is identical
to its counterpart in Eq. (38).

Suppose we perform the test P0 with probability p and
the other tests P ′r with probability (1 − p)/dn−1 each.
Then the verification operator reads

Ω′V = pP0 +
1− p
dn−1

∑
r

P ′r, (D4)

and we have

β(Ω′V) = β(ΩV) = max{p, (1− p)λ2
0} ≥

λ2
0

1 + λ2
0

(D5)

as in Eq. (39) in the main text. The lower bound is
attained when p = λ2

0/(1 + λ2
0), in which case we can

achieve the maximum spectral gap ν(Ω′V) = 1/(1+λ2
0) as

in Eq. (40). When d is an odd prime, therefore, 1 + dn−1

distinct tests are sufficient for constructing a strategy
that is equivalent to ΩV in Sec. IV B, which is optimal
among all strategies based on one-way LOCC. Neverthe-
less, the efficiency can be improved further by virtue of
more communications as employed in the construction of
ΩVI in Sec. IV C.
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[50] I. D. Ivanović, Geometrical description of quantal state
determination. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 14, 3241 (1981).

[51] W. K. Wootters and B. D. Fields, Optimal state-
determination by mutually unbiased measurements. Ann.
Phys. 191, 363 (1989).

[52] T. Durt, B.-G. Englert, I. Bengtsson, and K. Życzkowski,
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[55] I. Šupić and J. Bowles, Self-testing of quantum systems:
a review. (2019), arXiv:1904.10042.


