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A universal scheme to self-test any quantum state and extremal measurement
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The emergence of quantum devices has raised a significant issue: how to certify the quantum prop-
erties of a device without placing trust in it. To characterise quantum states and measurements in a
device-independent way, up to some degree of freedom, we can make use of a technique known as
self-testing. While schemes have been proposed to self-test all pure multipartite entangled states (up
to complex conjugation) and real local rank-one projective measurements, little has been done to cer-
tify mixed entangled states, composite or non-projective measurements. By employing the framework
of quantum networks, we propose a scheme for self-testing (up to complex conjugation) arbitrary ex-
tremal measurements, including the projective ones, but also in an indirect way any quantum states,
including the mixed ones. The quantum network considered in this work is the simple star network,
which is implementable using current technologies. For our purposes, we also construct a scheme
that can be used to self-test the two-dimensional tomographically complete set of measurements with

an arbitrary number of parties.

Introduction.—Demonstrating the strength of quan-
tum systems over classical ones in tasks like computa-
tion and cryptography has been one of the most im-
portant advancements in quantum information theory.
These quantum protocols are more efficient and secure
when compared to the classical ones. To implement
these protocols, it is thus necessary to certify the quan-
tumness of a given device. The traditional methods of
certifying a quantum state or a measurement rely on
trusting the devices involved in the scheme, which are
referred to as device-dependent schemes. For instance,
any quantum state can be device-dependently verified
if one has complete knowledge of the measurement ap-
paratuses. However, from a practical perspective, it
is unreasonable to completely trust the device. There-
fore, it is highly desirable to devise certification schemes
where the assumptions made on the devices are mini-
mal, also referred to as device-independent (DI) certi-
fication schemes. DI schemes allow one to verify the
non-trivial quantum properties of an unknown device
by only observing the statistical data it generates. The
essential resources for any DI scheme are Bell nonlocal
correlations that cannot be reproduced via any local (or
simply classical) hidden variable models [1-3]. For in-
stance, observation of the violation of a Bell inequality
certifies in a DI manner that the device operates on an
entangled state.

Interestingly, the observation of Bell nonlocality in the
data produced by a given device can provide a lot more
information about its internal working than just the
presence of entanglement. The strongest and most com-
plete form of Bell nonlocality-based certification, known
as self-testing [4, 5], allows for almost full characteriza-
tion of the underlying quantum state and measurements
performed on it.

In recent years, a plethora of schemes have been pro-
posed to self-test pure quantum states or quantum mea-
surements (see, e.g., Refs. [6-20]). In particular, Refs.

[13] and [19] propose self-testing strategies for any bi-
partite or multipartite pure entangled states, where the
second method is based on the quantum networks sce-
nario. The only scheme to self-test a mixed entangled
state, in particular, a bound entangled state, was only
recently proposed in Ref. [20] (see nevertheless Refs.
[21, 22]). As for quantum measurements, apart from a
bunch of schemes allowing to certify various examples
of quantum measurements [14, 16, 17, 23, 24], includ-
ing the composite ones [20, 25-27], a general method to
certify any real local rank-one projective measurement
has only very recently been designed in Ref. [24]. De-
spite this progress, there exist no single unified scheme
that allows for certification of quantum measurements
and quantum states (pure or mixed). Moreover, no gen-
eral scheme for quantum networks-based certification of
composite measurements has been proposed.

The main aim of this work is to address the above
challenges and provide a universal scheme that can be
used to self-test (up to complex conjugate) any extremal
generalized quantum measurement (POVM) acting on
arbitrary finite-dimensional Hilbert space Our scheme
also includes all projective measurements as any pro-
jective measurement in extremal. Interestingly, our ap-
proach allows also for an indirect certification of any,
even mixed quantum state. For our purposes, we utilise
the framework of quantum networks consisting of an
arbitrary number of parties and sources (as depicted in
Fig. 1 and explained later in the text). We first pro-
pose a Bell inequality that can be used to self-test the
two-dimensional tomographically complete set of mea-
surements with arbitrary number of parties. Based on
this, we are then able to certify any extremal POVM
and eventually any quantum state. It is worth mention-
ing that, unlike the standard self-testing statements, our
scheme requires additional causality constraints that are
natural in quantum networks, in particular, that the
sources are statistically independent. Our scheme is



simple and can be implemented using the current infras-
tructure of quantum networks [28-30].

Before proceeding toward the main results, let us first
introduce the scenario and relevant notions required
throughout this work.

Preliminaries.—The quantum network scenario under
scrutiny is composed of an external group of N Alices,
denoted A; (i = 1,...,N), and a central party E called
Eve. All the N + 1 parties are spatially separated. Corre-
spondingly, N independent sources distribute bipartite
quantum states, in general, entangled states among the
parties, as depicted in Fig. 1. These states are denoted
by p4,r;, where the subsystems A; will be measured by
the external parties, whilst the other subsystems E; go to
Eve. On their shares of the joint state par = ®fi1 O AE;s
where we denoted A := A;...Ay and E := E;...Ey,
each external party A; performs one of three available
measurements, each with two outcomes; the measure-
ment choices and outcomes of party A; are denoted
x; =0,1,2and a; = 0, 1, respectively. At the same time,
the central party Eve freely chooses to perform one of
two measurements where the first one has 2V outcomes,
whereas the second one has K < 2N outcomes. We de-
note Eve’s measurement choices by e = 0,1 and out-
comes byl =0,.. .,2N —1/K. Let us add here that the
first Eve’s measurement is used to certify the external
parties’ measurements as well as the states prepared by
the sources whereas the second measurement is the one
to be certified. Importantly, the parties cannot commu-
nicate classically during the experiment.

After running many rounds of the above measure-
ments, all the parties can bring their data together to
reconstruct the set of probability distributions j =
{p(al|xe)} which describe the correlations that are pro-
duced between all the observers, where each p(al|xe) is
the probability of obtaining outcomes a; ...ay =: a by
all the Alices and I by Eve after they perform the mea-
surements labelled by x1 ... xy =: x and e, respectively.
From Born’s rule, we can write
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where M;,, = {M,,}, for every i, and E. = {Ry,}
are the measurements performed by parties A; and E.
The measurement elements M, . and R;, are positive
semi-definite and sum up to the identity on the respec-
tive Hilbert space for every measurement choice x; or e
of all N + 1 parties.

To better understand the observed correlations, ex-
pressing them in terms of the expected values of exter-
nal observables can be helpful. These values are defined
as
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FIG. 1. Depiction of the quantum network scenario. It con-
sists of N + 1 parties, namely, A; (i = 1,...,N), and E, and
N independent sources distributing bipartite quantum states
pAE; among the parties as shown in the figure. The central
party E shares quantum states with each one of the other ex-
ternal parties A;. While each A; has three inputs and two
outcomes, E has two inputs, The first Eve’s measurement has
2N _ 1 outcomes, whereas the second one has K outcomes.

It is important to note that by using Eq. (1), these expec-
tation values can be expressed as (A1,y, ... ANy Ryje) =
Tr[(@fil Aix;) ® RyjepAE], where A; ,, are quantum op-
erators defined via the measurement elements as A; ,, =
M)y, — My, for every x; and i. Notice that in a partic-
ular case when the measurement {My|,,, My, } is pro-
jective, the corresponding operator Ay, becomes a stan-
dard hermitian observable with +1 eigenvalues. For our
convenience, in the above representation Eve’s measure-
ments remain represented in terms of the measurement
elements R)|, instead of observables.

Self-testing.—Let us introduce the idea of self-testing
by referring back to the scenario shown in Fig. 1. First,
we assume that the measurements conducted by the
parties and the states pap, € L(Ha, @ HE,) for i =
1,..., N are unknown. The only knowledge that Alices
and Eve have about the whole system is encoded in the
observed correlations p. It is worth pointing out already
now that since the dimensions of the local Hilbert spaces
H A, and H E; are unspecified, we can utilise the standard
dilation argument and presume that the shared states
are pure,i.e., par, = |Pa,E )P aE|. On the same ground
we can also assume that the measurements of the ex-
ternal parties are projective. However, this assumption
can be dropped by employing a more general sum of
squares decomposition of the Bell operators correspond-
ing to the inequalities (6) which take into account that
the measurements are not projective.

Let us then consider another, reference experiment
giving rise to the same correlations p which is per-
formed on known quantum states shared by the parties
Yur) € H A ® Hp and with known measurements

A}, and E; of Alices and Eve, respectively, where H 4/



and Hg/ are some Hilbert spaces of known dimension.
The task of self-testing is to deduce from the observed
P that the actual experiment is equivalent to the ref-
erence one in the following sense: (i) the local Hilbert
spaces admit the product form H,, = H 4 @ H 4» and
Hg, = Hp @ Hgy for some auxiliary Hilbert slpaces
H v and H é{/ ; and](ii) there are local unitary operations
Uy, : Ha, — Hay @ Hyeand Ug, : He, — Hp ® Hys
such that l 1 1 l

(Ua, @ Ue)[$aie,) = [$aren) @ [Carer),  ©3)

where [§ 4rpr) € H gn @ Hpr is some auxiliary quantum
1 1 1 1
state, and

UAi Ai,xi U/tii = A;/xi ® ]lAg/, Ur Rl\e UE = R;\e & Lgn,
4)
where 1pr is the identity acting on the Eve’s auxiliary
system Hpr and Up = @, Ug, and we use the notation
E// _ EN E//
=E]...E}.

If the above conditions (i) and (ii) are met one says
that the reference state and measurements are self-tested
in the actual experiment from the observed correlations.
What is more, for any outcome [ of Eve’s measurement,
the post-measurement states pilf held by the external
parties A;, satisfy

1 < !
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where p Jf, are the reference post-measured states and

QQXE,, are some auxiliary states and Uy = Ux, ®
... ® Uy, where Uy, are the same unitary transfor-

mations as those in Egs. (3) and (4), then we say
J
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where | = [;...IN such that I1,lp,...,Ixy = 0,1 is the
binary representation of the outcome /, and
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Here, Ai,j fori =1,2,...,Nand j = 0,1,2 are the ob-
servables measured by the external Alices.

Let us now briefly discuss the main properties of
these Bell inequalities. First, it is direct to observe
that their maximal values attainable using local deter-
ministic strategies B¢, often referred to as the classical

@)

that the post-measurement states are self-tested too. It
should be noted here that the above definition of self-
testing the sources (3), measurements (4), and the post-
measurement states (5) holds up to the complex conju-
gation of the reference states and measurements. The
reason is that the correlations 7 are invariant under com-
plex conjugation of quantum states and measurements.

Let us finally mention that throughout this work, we
assume that the local states of | 4.r,) are full-rank as
the local measurements can only be certified on the sup-
ports of the local density matrices.

Main results—We are now ready to present our
scheme for self-testing of composite measurements and
quantum states. It is divided into three major parts. The
first one involves self-testing of the two-dimensional
tomographically complete set of Pauli measurements
in the measurements of the external parties and the
two-qubit Bell states in the states generated by all the
sources. The second one involves self-testing any quan-
tum measurement performed by the central party using
the states and external parties’” measurements as certi-
fied in the above first part of the scheme. Lastly, the
third part is concerned with applying the first two parts
for self-testing the post-measurement state at the exter-
nal parties” laboratories. As a result, our schemes en-
able self-testing any quantum state (pure or mixed) dis-
tributed between the external parties by Eve’s measure-
ments, while also facilitating the self-testing of quantum
measurements performed by the central party.

Part 1. To self-test the tomographically complete set of
measurements in the external parties” measurement de-
vices and the two-qubit singlets in the states generated
by the sources, we introduce the following class of 2N
Bell inequalities that are suitable modifications of those
introduced in Refs. [20, 31]:
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bound, are the same for any / and amount to ¢ =
(V2 +1)(N — 1) (see Fact 1 of [32] for a proof). Sec-
ond, the maximal quantum values of Z;, referred to as
the quantum or Tsirelson’s bounds, equal 3(N — 1) and
are achieved by the following observables of the exter-
nal parties

X+Z X—-Z
Aig = ——, A1 = ——, Aipr =Y,
1,0 \ﬁ 1,1 \@ 1,2
Ai,O = Z, Ai,l = X, Ai,Z =Y (8)

withi = 2,..., N and the GHZ-like states
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where I1,l5,...,Iy = 0,1and [; = 1 — I; (for a proof see
Fact 2 in [32]). Notice that, the measurements in Eq. (8)
form a two-dimensional tomographically complete set
of measurements for every party. We now comprise the
result in the following theorem:

(I In) + (DI . IN)), )

Theorem 1. Consider the scenario depicted in Fig. 1. If the
Bell inequalities Z; (6) for any | are maximally violated when
Eve chooses the input e = 0 with each outcome occurring
with probability P(1|0) = 1/2N, then the measurements of
the external parties are equivalent, according to Eq. (4), to the
reference measurements in (8), whereas the states |4 ,) are
equivalent in the sense of Eq. (3) to the two-qubit maximally

entangled state |¢pT) = (|00) + |11))/+/2.

Sketch of the proof. Here we provide a sketch of the
proof, deferring its full version to Appendix A. First,
Eve performs the measurement corresponding to the in-
put e = 0 and observes an outcome /, in which way she
prepares a post-measurement state shared by the exter-
nal parties. Now, observation of maximal violation of
the Bell inequalities Z; by the external parties allows one
to self-test the post-measurement state as well as the ex-
ternal parties’ measurements. Then, the additional con-
dition that the probabilities of obtaining the oucome ! by
Eve when measuring Eg = {Ryo} is 1/ 2N enables self-
testing the states generated by the sources. This in turn
also allows us to certify that Eve’s measurement Ej is
the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) basis {|¢; ){¢;| }
where |¢;) are given in (9).

Part 2. Now, that the measurements performed by the
external parties as well as the states generated by the
sources are self-tested, we can show how the quantum
network can be used to self-test any extremal POVM in
the second measurement E; performed by the central
party (see Fig. 2). For this purpose, let us assume that
Eve’s reference measurement E] = {R;ll} is now some

K-outcome extremal POVM defined on Hy = ((Dz) oN
Now, to self-test this reference measurement in E; the
parties check whether for all outcomes ! =1, ...,K and
sequences iy, ...,iy with i]- =0,1,2,3, the correlations g
satisfy the following conditions,

N
<Al,i1 ® Q) Ak, @ (R1|1)E> = fi iy (10)
k=2

where fil1 iy are real numbers coming from the decom-

1
positions of the measurement operators R; i in the N-
fold tensor products of the qubit Pauli matrices [see Ap-
pendix B of [32] for details]. We can thus state our next

result.
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FIG. 2. Self-testing any quantum measurement. First, we
have self-tested all the measurements performed by each ex-
ternal party A; as (8), as well as, the sources as the maximally
entangled two-qubit state |¢Zi Ei>' Thus, Eve’s first measure-

ment is certified to the one in the GHZ basis (9). These are
the ingredients sufficient to certify Eve’s arbitrary second mea-
surement.

Theorem 2. Consider the scenario depicted in Fig. 2 with
states generated by the sources and measurements of the ex-
ternal parties being self-tested as in Theorem 1. If the ob-
served correlations p additionally satisfy the conditions (10)
for Eve’s measurement Ey = {Ry1 }, then this measurement

is self-tested to be the reference rank-one extremal POVM Ej,
according to the definition (4).

The proof of this statement can be found in Appendix
B of [32]. Importantly, the above statement can be ex-
tended to any extremal measurement defined on a D-
dimensional Hilbert space with arbitrary D. In fact, one
can always embed the measurement {R;H} into Hy =

(C?)®N where N is the smallest natural number such
that D < 2N. Then, in order to make the measure-
ment fully supported on Hy one completes it with an
additional projector M- such that Y R; I + Mt = Ion.
This gives rise to an (K + 1)-outcome extremal measure-
ment to which Theorem 2 applies. Note that, in the case
of composite measurements acting on ®; CP each of
the i—th local Hilbert spaces need to be embedded in
(C?)®" such that Y n; = N.

We thus obtain a general way of certifying any ex-
tremal generalized measurement in the quantum net-
works scenario. Our scheme is based on violation of a
class of simple Bell inequalities (6) and some additional
conditions (10) that the observed correlations g must
satisfy. It is however worth noticing that the generality
of our scheme comes at the price of the complexity that
grows fast with the dimension of the measurement un-
der consideration and thus with the number of involved
external parties.

Part 3. Finally, we are going to show now that us-
ing the above setup one can self-test any quantum state.
Consider again the network scenario depicted in Fig.
2. It is clear that Eve could remotely prepare different
quantum states with the external parties by perform-



ing the concerned quantum measurement on the max-
imally entangled states generated by the sources. Thus,
without loss of generality, the sources along with Eve
can be considered a new preparation device. For in-
stance, consider that Eve performs a projective mea-
surement E; = {|e1)(e1],..., |ex)(ex|}. Then the post-
measurement state shared by the external parties when
she obtains an outcome [ is |} ){e]| where * represents
the complex conjugate. As a corollary to the previous
statements, we can state the following fact.

Corollary 1. Consider the scenario depicted in Fig. 2. If
the states generated by the sources along with the measure-
ments performed by the external parties and Eve maximally
violate the Bell inequalities (6) and satisfy the statistics (10)
when Eve’s reference measurements are extremal, then the
post-measurement states with the external parties can be self-
tested according to (5).

The proof of this statement can be found in Appendix
C of [32]. It is important to emphasise here that, unlike
the standard self-testing protocols, our scheme is not re-
stricted to just pure entangled states. Rather, separable
states and mixed states of any local dimension can also
be self-tested with the external parties, according to (3).

It is simple to observe from the above Corollary that
any pure state |¢) can be self-tested with our scheme by
appropriately choosing Eve’s projective measurement
such that one of its measurement elements, say R/ . is

0f1
exactly R6|1 = |p)y|.

Importantly, however, the scheme is not restricted to
pure states only and can straightforwardly extended to
mixed states. Consider a reference mixed state p =
i Pele) (| acting on €4 which we aim to self-test.
For this purpose, Eve needs to perform an extremal
3d—outcome POVM in the Hilbert space €2 on her
share of the joint state |ip4p) to create p at the exter-
nal parties” labs with the aid of post-processing. To
construct this POVM, we first define two sets of d mu-
tually orthogonal vectors {|¢y)} and {|¢x)} such that
(Yrlpr) = 0 for any k, k’. One then considers a pair
{l¥x), |¢x) } to construct a three-outcome trine POVM
[cf. Ref. [33]] as

M1 = prlr)il,
Mz = Brl s T3

Mo = | T o Tk 2|,
, 11)

where for all k the vectors |7;») and |7;3) are certain
linear combinations of the vectors |¢;) and |¢) whose
explicit forms are given in Eq. (164) in [32] and a; =
Br = (2 — px)/2. The desired extremal 3d-outcome
rank-one POVM is one which is composed of all the
trine POVM'’s, i.e., Ef = { M }i -

Now, when Eve performs this measurement on her
share of the joint state and obtain the outcomes ! = (k, 1)
with probability p;/2V, the post-measurement (normal-
ized) states of the external parties are given by p; ) =

|k (x| These states are self-testable using Corollary 1.
Then, the average state when Eve obtain the outcomes
(k,1) over all k is thus certified to be

+ 1 (k1) 54t
UAPAUA_ ka(k’l);p(kll)uApA UA

= <ZM(k,1)> ®ﬁAN = PA’ ®ﬁA”I (12)
k

or its complex conjugate, which is exactly what we
promised. Let us say that the external parties want to
perform a task with the state p. Then, they perform
their task with all the post-measurement states of Eve
and after the task is done, just like Bell’s scenario Eve
announces the outcomes. Now all the parties only con-
sider the statistics when Eve obtains (k,1) and discard
the rest of the statistics.

Discussion. After completing our work, we have iden-
tified several follow-up issues. While we have provided
a proof-of-principle scheme for self-testing any quan-
tum state and extremal measurement, it is important
to note that in actual experiments, the exact statistics
mentioned may not be attainable, and instead, values
that are close to them will be obtained. One crucial
follow-up question is whether our scheme is resilient
to experimental imperfections. Additionally, our cur-
rent scheme requires highly entangled states and mea-
surements, which can be costly to generate. There-
fore, it would be interesting to explore the possibility
of self-testing quantum states and measurements using
partially entangled states and measurements. On the
other hand, it would be interesting to generalize this
scheme to any quantum measurement. Lastly, as we
have utilised the framework of quantum networks, it
would be valuable to investigate if our approach can
be utilised for multiparty quantum cryptography or key
distribution.
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Supplementary Material: A universal scheme to self-test any quantum state and measurement

Appendix A: Self-testing of N-GHZ bases, measurements of external parties, and the states prepared by the preparation
devices

Bell inequalities

Let us consider the following 2V Bell inequalities inspired from [20, 31]:

N N N N

I, = (—1)h <(N ~DA Q@A+ Y (1)Ao@ Ap— (-1)1 Y (-1)1A,® A ® ®Aj,1> <Bc, (13)
i=2 i=2 i=2 j=2
j#i

wherel = 1l,...Iy with[; = 0,1 foreachi =1,..., N is the binary representation of /, and

Ajg = A1p — A1 Ay = A1+ A1

Here, Ai/]- fori =1,2,...,Nandj=0,1,2 correspond to the observables of all the parties.

(14)

Fact 1. The maximal classical value of the Bell expressions I for any 1 is Bc = (v/2+1)(N —1).

Proof. To compute the maximal classical value of Z; it is enough to optimize it over local deterministic strategies for
which all the expectation values are products of the local ones, and, moreover, the local expectation values equal
either 1 or —1. Let us begin by noting that the maximal value of the last sum in Eq. (13) over such strategiesis N — 1
and it is independent of the choice of the maximal values of the first two term. To determine the latter we can to
consider two cases: Ajg = Ay and Ajg # Ay1. In the first one, the maximal value of the first term in Eq. (13) is
V2 (N — 1), whereas the second term vanishes. In the second case, the first term in Z; vanishes, whereas the maximal
value of the second term is again v/2(N — 1). Thus, Bc = (v2+1)(N —1). O

Fact 2. The maximal quantum value of the Bell expression Z; is 3(N — 1) and it is achieved by the following observables

X+Z X—-Z .
Ao = BV A = Y Aip=Y, Ap=2, Ap=X, Ap=Y (i=2,...,N) (15)
as well as the GHZ-like states
1 _ _
lp1) = \ﬁ(“l N+ (SDBT L)), (16)

wherel = Il ... Iy withly,l,...,In=0,1andl; =1 -1,

Proof. The following proof is inspired by Refs. [20, 31]. Let us first associate a Bell operator to each of the Bell
expressions Z; (13) of the following form

N N N N
I =(N=-1)(-1D)"A 0@ A+ Y (1)@ A — Y (-1 A, 0 Aip @ Q) Ajr- 17)
i=2 =2 i=2 j=2
j#i

Now, for each Z; we can find the following sum-of-squares (SOS) decomposition,

N N
2BIN-1)1-Z] >(N-D)PF+ Y R} | +Y Q% (18)
=2 i=2
where
. N
Py = (-1)"1 A1 — @ Ain, (19a)

i=2



Rip s = (1) hiAy g — Ay, (19b)
N

Qi = (—1)lA1p+ Ap® Q) Aj1. (19¢)
i—2
j#i

Notice that by expanding the terms on the right-hand side of the above decomposition (18) one obtains

N N N N
(N=1) (8, + A+ 43,) + (N-1) @ A% + ) AL 0 @ A2 + ) A%, — 27,
= = =2 =2
j#i
<2B3(N-1)1- 1], (20)

where to arrive at the last line we used the fact that A2 i S L Thus, one can conclude from (20) that 3(N — 1) is an

upper bound on Z; when using quantum theory. One can easily verify that the Bell inequalities (13) attain the value
3(N — 1) when the states shared among the parties are the GHZ-like state |¢;) (16) and the observables given in Eq.
(15). Thus, the Tsirelson’s bound of the Bell inequalities (13) for any [ is 3(N — 1). O

An important observation from the above SOS decomposition is that when the maximal violation of the above Bell
inequalities is attained, the right-hand side of Eq. (18) is 0. Thus, any state [¢)) and observables A;; that attain the
maximal violation of the Bell inequalities (13) for any [ is given by

(—1)1Aq4[p) = ®A11|ll7 (21a)
(—1)11+li141/0|l/)> = Ai,0|ll)> (l =2,.. .,N), (Zlb)
— (=)l Aaly) = 12®®A]1|l/] (i=2,...,N). (21¢)
j=2
j#i

Also, one can conclude from Eq. (20) that the observables that attain the maximum violation of the Bell inequalities
(13) must be unitary, that is, A? i =L These relations will be particularly useful for self-testing.

Self-testing

Theorem 1. Assume that the Bell inequalities (13) for any | are maximally violated and each outcome of the central party
occurs with probability P(1|0) = 1/2N where N denotes the number of external parties. The sources P; prepare the states
[aE) € Ha @ H, fori = 1,2,..., N, the measurement with the central party is given by {Ryo} for | = hly...IN

such that I; = 0,1 which acts on @, HE,, the local observables for each of the party is given by A;o, A;1, and A;y for
i=1,2,...,N whichact on H ;. Then,

1. The Hilbert spaces of all the parties decompose as Ha, = H A @ H gy and Hg, = H g ©Her, where H Al and H g/ are
qubit Hilbert spaces, whereas H A and ‘H gy are some finite- -dimensional but unknown aulezary Hilbert spaces.

2. There exist local unitary transformations Uy, : Ha, — (C?)or @ H gr and Ug, : Hg, — (C?) 4 @ Hpn such that the
states are given by

uAi ® uEi|¢Az‘E,‘> = |¢X;E;> ® ‘6A;’E,’f>' (22)



3. The measurement of the central party is

UpR U} = |¢y)prlp @ Lpn VI, (23)

where Up = Ug, ® ... ® Ug,, and |¢;) are given in Eq. (16). The measurements of all the other parties are given by

X+Z X—-Z
Ua, A0 U,th = <) ®Lyr, UaArp Ujh = <> @ Lan,
Ay

V2 V2 ) a
UpAig Uy, = Zy Ly, Up,Ajg U, = Xp@ly  (i=2,...,N) (24)
and,
UpAipUly = Y, @1, Vi (25)

Proof. Before proceeding, let us recall that the state shared among the external parties A; when the central party E;
gets an outcome [ is given by

N
b1
P4 = 510) Tre | (14 ® Rp) g [YaE XAkl (26)

where we denoted A;... Ay = A and E;...Ex = E. Similar notation will be used for A’, A”, E’, and E”. Now,
we first find the states piq for any / and characterise the measurements Al-,j for any i and j = 0, 1. Then, using these
derived states, we certify the states generated by the sources |(4.r,) for all i. Then, using both of these results we
certify the measurement {R;o}. For simplicity, we represent R;p = R; in the below proof. Finally, using all the
derived results, we characterise the observables A; .

A. Post-measurement states pfq

To characterize the post-measurement states p!, based on violation of our Bell inequalities we need to consider the
relations (21a) and (21b) obtained from the sum of squares decomposition of the corresponding Bell operators. First,
let us consider a purification of the state plA which is obtained by adding an ancillary system G such that

o4 = Trc (|91)(P1] ac) - 27)

In what follows, for simplicity, we drop the subscript AG from the state ;) ac-

Now, for each outcome of the measurement performed by the central party, the corresponding Bell inequalities
(13) are maximally violated by the post-measurement states |¢;). Thus, these states and the observables of every
party must satisfy the relations (21a) and (21b), which we state as:

A A N
(—D“%w = ® Al (28a)
i=2
A1g— A
<—1>11+’f%|¢1> = Ajolwy) (28b)

forany !/ = l1jl...Iy and i = 2,3,..., N. Notice that any measurement can only be characterised on the support of
the local states of |y;). Thus, let us denote by Hfh the projection onto the support of pi‘h =Trp\ 4, (o,) and apply it
to the above equations to obtain:

(1) (1) N
Ny .\
<—1>’1%w}1> =& Ailgn), (29a)
=2
(1) (1)
Ay, — A
(71)ll+1f%|¢,>=m0\¢,> (i=2,3,...,N), (29b)

where we introduce the notation A%l]) = Hthl,ijh for j € {0,1}. Observe that Hfh lpr) = |y).
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Let us now recall that to achieve the maximal violation of the Bell inequalities (13) the observables must be unitary,
that is, A% ; = L. Now, consider the relations (29a) and (29b), and multiply them by @, A; | and A; , respectively.
By using the same relations on themselves again, we obtain that:

2
(A% + Agli) 1) = 2[¢n); (30a)

2
(A% - Agl&) 1) = 2[¢n). (30b)

We can assume that the local states p 4, are full-rank and thus invertible. Therefore, if we take a partial trace over all
the other subsystems except the first one, we obtain from (30a) and (30b) that

2
(Afh+ Af)7 =2t o
and
2
(A - al)) =am, (32
which results in
(a0, a0 =0, @3)

()2 A L D\ _ A1 g : : ")
Also, because ( A7; ) < II;'!, the above equations imply that ( A;; IT;" for i € {0,1}. This means that A,

are unitary on the support of p%l and and a consequence, the observables A; ; can be represented as direct sums,

A=Al aF", (34)

1,i

where Fi(l) act on the complement of supp(pfél ) in H 4,. This means that the anticommutation relations (33) can also
1

be stated as

{Agl,())/qu} = Hfl {Al/o, Al,l} = O, (35)

which allows us to conclude that

Y I {Arp, A1p} =0. (36)
1
Let us now show that ) HlAl > 0, that is, the sum of all projections Hf‘l is invertible. To see this, suppose that
Y I_[;L‘1 # 0. That implies that exists |¢) such that Y, IT;|¢) = 0. Thus, for every I, we must have IT;|¢) = 0, which
means that |¢) belongs to the kernel of pfql, ie., plA1 |¢) = 0. By summing over [, we obtain p4, |¢) = 0, which
contradicts the assumption that the local states of {4 ;) are full rank. Therefore, we must have

Y I >0, 37)
1

which implies that
{A1p, A1} =0. (38)

As proven in e.g. Ref. [14], for a pair of unitary observables with eigenvalues +1 that anti-commute, there exist a
local unitary V4, : Ha, — H 4, such that

VAIALOVL = ZAi ® ]lAal, VAl A1 V;‘Iil = XA/1 ® ]lAi/. (39)

Now, we can always apply a unitary V' : Har — H ar such that V'ZVt = (X+Z)/V2and VXV = (X — Z)/V/2.
Thus, denoting Uy, = (V' ® 1 Aﬂ’) V4,, we obtain that there exists a unitary operation Uy, : H a1 — (C?) A ©Har

for which,
X+Z X—-Z
Ua, A1p ujh - V2 ® Lay, Ua, A1p Ujh = V2 @ Lar. (40)
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Now, let us derive the form of the observables A;( and A; of all the other parties. For this purpose, let us first
consider the k-th party and then use the derived observables (40) to rewrite the relations (28a) and (28b) as

(41)

N
!
D)Xy ) = AL e @ A
i=2\{k}

and,
1
(=) Z 1) = AL ), (42)
where |¢]) = Ux,|¢;), and A(Z) AkA i 1T A for i € {0,1}, is the projected operator defined in analogous way as

before. Now, multiplying (41) w1th Z AL and then using (42) on the right-hand side of the obtained expression, we
get

N
(-0 ZX) pl¥h) = ALAGL e ® 4

(43)
i=2\{k}
Now, multiplying (42) with X A and then using (41) on the right-hand side of the obtained expression, we get
DA o &
(~DRXZ)pl9) = Apa © QA (44)
i=2\{k}
Adding (43) and (44) and using the fact that the Pauli matrices satisfy ZX + XZ = 0, we finally obtain that
(
{agal}e ® A, (45)
i=2\{k}
Now, using the fact that the observables A; ; are unitary, we get that
l l
{agalt=0  k=2..N). (46)

By applying X Al and Z Ay to Egs. (41) and (42), respectively, we obtain that (A, A2 ) ;4". Analogously to the

previous argument we can conclude that
{Axo, Ax1} =0 (k=2,...,N). (47)

Again, using the result presented in the appendix of [14], we observe that there exists unitaries Ua, : Ha, — Ha,
such that

Ux, Ak u;t‘k = ZA; & ]lAﬁ// Uy, Ak U:[xk = XA; & ILAg/ (k=2,...,N). (48)

Now, let us characterise the states p!, for any I. For this purpose, we again consider the relations (21a) and (21b)
and substitute into them the derived observables from (40) and (48). This gives us

N
D" @ Xl 1) = |9n) (49)
i=1
and,
(DZy @ Zylf) = 1) (=200, N), (50)

where [{;) = (Ua, ®...® Ua,)|¢y). As concluded above, the local Hilbert spaces H 4, are even-dimensional, and
therefore any state |¢f;) belonging to the Hilbert space @ ; H 4, ® H can be written as

@)=Y, laiain)aldl, i) arcs (51)

i1,i2,.-in=0,1
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where |4>f] iz...iN> arg are some unknown (in general unnormalized) states corresponding to the auxiliary degrees of

freedom A and the system G which is responsible for purification.
Putting the state (51) into the conditions (50), we obtain

(=Dt N (D) gy i), ) = Y i i) |l ) (52)

i1iniy=0,1 i1,in, iy =0,1

where |4>f] iy..ir,) @Te in general unnormalised. Projecting the above formula on (iiz .. .in|, we get

(*1)ll+lk(*1)il+ik|¢zl‘1iz...iN> = |¢1l‘1i2...iN> (k=2,...,N). (53)

From the above condition, we can conclude that |4’1l'1 iz...iN> = 0 whenever [ + [y + i + iy mod 2 = 1 for any k =
2,3,...,N. Thus, the state (51) that satisfies the condition (53) is given by

[f0) = |l Iy + T Iy, 1) (54)

where [; = 0,1 forany i = 1,2,...,N and [; denotes the negation of the bit ;. Now, putting this state (54) to the
condition (49), we obtain that

(1) [Ty TN i)+ [l Iy, 0] = ) + [T Ty, )

(55)
This implies that
01,100 = (D ), (56)
which after substituting into Eq. (54) allows us to conclude that the state |¢;) is given by
- 1 I -
1) = 7 (|l1lz )+ (D lN>)A, ® |p1) arc, (57)

where we have also included the normalization factor. Tracing the G subsystem out, we finally obtain

N N
<® UA,) ol <® UL) = P} P1| 4 @ Py (58)
i=1 i=1

where ﬁf“,, denotes the auxiliary state acting on @2, H 4.
Putting it back into Eq. (26) and taking the unitaries to the right-hand side, we see that

N
(14 ®@R) @ PaeXPak,l| (59)

i=1

|¢l><¢l|A/ 2 ﬁiqu = ZNTI‘E

where |4.r,) = U, |a.r,) and we used the fact that P(1|0) = 1/2N.
B. States generated by the source [ .F,)

Our aim now is to characterize the states produced by the sources |{ 4 r,) and to this aim we follow the approach
of Ref. [20]. First, with the aid of the Schmidt decomposition each state [{4.r,) = Ua,|(,g,) can be expressed in the
following way

di—1

[PaE) = Y, ajle)alfi)E, (60)

j=0

such that d; denotes the dimension of the Hilbert space H 4, and {le;) 4,} and {|f;), } denotes the local orthonormal
bases of the subsystem A; and E;, respectively. Notice that, as already proven, the dimension d; is even for any i as
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the Hilbert space of any external party decomposes as H4, = C> ® H ar- Moreover, the Schmidt coefficients satisfy
aj > 0and ijsz» =1.

Let us now consider a unitary operation Ug, : Hg, — Hp, such that Ug,|f;) = \e]’f) E;- After applying it to the state
(60), one arrives at

di—1
$ar,) = UrlPak) = ) ajleale))r, (61)
j=0
Let us now define a matrix Pf, of rank d; as,
di—1
Pe, =) ajlef)efl, (62)
j=0
using which we rewrite the state (61) as
— rdi 3
W) = Vdila, @ PelpyE) Vi (63)

Here |¢;§4’Z§> denotes the maximally entangled state of local dimension d;, that is,

1 41

d;—1
+,4d; " 1 % . .
5= U7 & el e = i) (64)
|(PA1E1> di ];) | ]>A1| ]>E di ];) |]>A |]>E

Putting it back into the condition (59), we get that

|¢l><¢l|A’ & pi‘// = ZNTI'E

N
(14 @RiE) Q 92 NP h: ] (65)

i=1
where
. N N
R =Dy <® PEqui> R, (® uz,,PEl) , (66)
i=1 i=1

such that Dy = Hf\i 14;. Now, notice that the state ®fi1 \(])X;dE"_} can also be expressed as a singe maximally entangled
state between the external parties A and E of the local dimension Dy,

N
R Ipie) = lgiN), (67)
i=1
where
1 Dn—1
pEENY = ——— Y |)alie. (68)
A = o &

Plugging this state back to the condition (65) and then using the well-known property of the maximally entangled
state that 14 ® Qp |¢XED> =Ql®1lg |4)X§D ) for any matrix Q, we have that

~ T ,D ,D
901 ® o = 2VTr [R] 4 @ Lelgf P oM (69)
After taking the trace over E, the above formula simplifies to

- 2N _r
190X @ilar © Par = 5=Ria- (70)
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We can now apply the transposition to both sides of the above relations and then expand its right-hand side using

(66), to obtain

i=1

N N
P ) (1| ar ®ﬁ% =2N <® PAiuA,v> R <® UZZ-PAZ-> , (71)
i—1

which after taking the sum over ! and using the fact that the measurement operators R; sum up to the identity, leads
further to

2N—1 7 N
E |¢l><¢l|A’ ®ﬁA// = 2N®Pﬁ] (72)
1=0 i=1
Now, taking a partial trace over the subsystems Aj, A3, ..., Ay in the above expression, we obtain
]].Al
7 ©0uy = Pi, (73)

which by virtue of the fact that P4, > 0 for any i, implies that

(o
Ay

]1A/1 ® ) - PAl (74)
where,
1 oN_1 T
O'All/ = Z—N IZO TrAél"'A/[Q (pA,,) . (75)

In a similar way we can determine from Eq. (72) the form of the other matrices P4, and thus

T an
where,
1 2Vt 0T
UA;’ = Z—N ZZO TrA”\{A;/} (pA,,) . (77)

Plugging Py, in the state (63) and also recalling that d; = 24!, we obtain

_ i ,
[YaE) = \/”7; (]lAiElf ® Ug;’) |¢j§i5i> Vi. 78)

Using then again the fact that d; is even, which implies that the maximally entangled state |¢Zf‘é’:> can also be written
as

958 = 10k 9 i), 79)
we finally conclude that there are unitary operations U4, and U, such that
(Up, @ UE) [YaE) = [Pa,) = |4’X;5;> Carer) Vi (80)
where the auxiliary state |¢ A gy) is given by,

+d;
).

|€A;’E§/> = (ILA;/ ® d;O’El(/> ‘(PA:’,él,, (81)

C. Entangled measurement {R;}
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Let us now concentrate on the measurement {R; }. To this end, we exploit the explicit form of P4, and fact that the
matrices 04 are invertible (which is a consequence of the assumption that the states produced by the sources are

locally full rank) to rewrite Eq. (71) as

N N
<® uAi> R <® u;&,) 1) (| 4 ® <®a “2> oLy (®01/2> (82)
i=1 i=1

and further in a simpler way as

N
(@ UA,-> <® UA> )il ar @ (Rp) ar, (83)
i=1

where the matrices R; acting on the A subsystems are defined as

Ry an = <® 01/2> ol (@a 1/2> (84)

Now, an important step is to observe that after implementing the fact that ) ; R; = 1, Eq. (83) allows us to conclude
that

2N—1
La= ) l¢)}eilar @ (Rp)an. (85)
1=0
Then, since the vectors |¢;) are mutually orthogonal, the above directly implies that

using which we finally obtain from Eq. (83) that the measurement operators R; are up to a local unitary transforma-
tion given by

N
<® UA,) <® uj, ) o)l @Lar VI 87)
i=1

D. Measurements A,

Let us finally provide a self-testing statement for the third measurement of the external parties A;, for any i. For
this purpose, we consider Eq. (21c) and substitute into it the certified observables and states from Egs. (24) and (58)
to obtain a set of equations

—(-1)" A12A12®®XA’ [P0 il ar @ pln = PN Pprlar @pYn i=2,...,N. (88)
j=2
i

where 4;, = Ua,Aip ULI_. As the local Hilbert spaces are even-dimensional, we can express the observables 4; , as
Air»=10P+Z®Qi+X®R;+Y®S, (89)
where P;, Q;, R;, S; are hermitian matrices that mutually commute and satisfy Pi2 + le =+ Rl2 + Si2 = 1 for any i.

Let us first look at the case when N = 2. Putting the form of the measurements (89) into the relation (88) and then
sandwiching it with |¢;), we obtain

[Pl ® P+ (—1)12Q1 @ Q@+ (-1)1Ry @ Ry — (—1)25, ® 52} Panay = —(—1)12554’1%’2’ (90)
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for any I1,l, = 0,1. Let us now observe that from Eq. (84) and the fact that R; = 1 4 it follows that the matrices

ﬁiq” v are full rank and therefore the above implies the following four matrix equations
1772

PLe P+ (—1)112Q1 @ Qo+ (-1)"Ry @ Ry — (-1)281 ® S = —(~1)"1, (91)
we can directly be solved to obtain
5195 =1, POPRL=01®Q% =R QR =0. 92)

Now, considering the general case N > 3 and again putting form of the measurements (91) into (88), and sand-
wiching the above expression with the state |¢;), we obtain for any I; = 0,1

[(—1)11R1 @R — (-1)i$ ® sl} Pl = —(=1)lipL,  (i=2,...,N) (93)
As ﬁlA,, is full-rank, the above translates to
(-1)"Ry®R; — (-1)li$; ® §; = —(—1)"1. (94)
For any i, we get two different equations corresponding to two values of Iy = 0 and /; = 1, which directly imply
$1®S5 =1, Ri®R; =0 (i=2,...,N). (95)

Now, one notices that 53 ® S? = 1 which together with the upper bound $? < 1 which follows from the condition
P? + Q? + R? + 52 = 1, allows us to conclude that S? = 1 for any i. This also means that P> = R? = Q? = 0 and
consequently that

Pi=R;=Q;=0. (96)

This analysis leads us to the conclusion that Ai,z =Y ®S; with 51.2 = 1. It turns out, however, that the conditions (95)
are more restrictive. To see that explicitly, let us follow the reasoning applied already in Ref. [20] and observe that
each S; can be decomposed us S; = S;" — S;, where SilL are projections onto the eigensubspaces of S; corresponding

to the eigenvalues +1 with S 4+ S = 1. After plugging this representation into $; ® S; = 1 and rearranging terms
one arrives at the following conditions

Sf@s =S ®sf=0 (i=2...,N). (97)

These conditions imply that there are two possible solutions for Alice’s third measurements: either

Aip =Y @1y (i=1,...,N) (98)

or
Aip = Y ® Ty (i=1,...,N). 99)
This completes the proof. O

Appendix B: Self-testing any extremal POVM

Let us then consider an ideal reference measurement E{ = {R; ‘1} with R;ll (I =1,...,K) being measurement

elements defined on some Hilbert space CP and assume this measurement to be extremal. For completeness let
us recall that an extremal POVM is one that cannot be decomposed into a convex combination of other POVM'’s.

As R;ll are of arbitrary rank, let denote them by r; = rank(Rgll). Let us also assume that the measurement has

K < 2N outcomes; 71 + ...+ rg = D. Such a measurement can always be embedded in an N-qubit Hilbert space

(€?)®N where N the minimal natural number such that D < 2N. In order to represent R;‘l in the N-qubit Hilbert

space one can for instance assign to any element of the standard basis |i) € CP an element |i; ...iy) of the product
standard basis of (C?)®N such that i; ... iy is a binary representation of i (i = 0,..., D — 1). Then, one needs to add
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another projective measurement element M* to E} which is orthogonal to the support of E] so that the resulting
measurement defined on (C?)®N satisfies

K
Y Riy +M* =1, (100)
i=1

where 1,y is the identity acting on (C?)®N where rank(M*) = 2N — D. Let us denote the new (K + 1)—outcome
measurement by N = {R} Ty R;<|1' M} and notice that it is extremal too because it is obtained by complementing
the extremal measurement E/ by a projector orthogonal to its support [34].

Let us now represent any measurement element N in terms of the Pauli basis

oo=2, =X, =Y, o03=1,, (101)
as
3 N
Ni= Y, o Qo (102)
il,...,iN:O k=1

Let us again consider the quantum network scenario presented and assume that the observed correlations addi-
tionally satisfy the following conditions

N

<A1,i1 ® Q) A, ® (Rz|1)E> = fi i YLin...iN, (103)
k=2 YaE

where Al,o and Al,l are given in (14) with A1,2 = Aqp, A1/3 = land Ay 3 = 1 for any k.

Notice that the above statistics can be realised if the sources generate the two-qubit maximally entangled state
lpT) = (1/4/2)(]00) + |11)) and the measurement E; = {Ryj1} is exactly Ry = (R;ll)* where R;H are the reference
measurement operators and * denotes the complex conjugate, whereas the external parties perform the measure-
ments in Eq. (15).

Next, we show that the above conditions along with certification of the states and measurements presented in
Theorem 1 are sufficient to show that up to the standard equivalences and complex conjugation the unknown mea-
surement Ey = {R;;} is equivalent to the ideal one E; = N.

Theorem 2. Let us suppose that the correlations generated in the quantum network satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1 along
with the additional constraints in Eq. (103). Then, forany 1 =1, ..., K we can conclude that

UpRjpUE = (Rjp)* ®1pr, if Ajp=Y®1 Vi, or
UgR; U} = Ry ®@lpr  if Ap=-Y®L Vi (104)
where Ug is the same unitary as in Theorem 1 and E” = EY ... E};.

Proof. For simplicity, we represent R;;; = R; throughout the proof. Let us consider the relation in Eq. (103) and then
substitute into it the observables A; ; fors=1,...,Nandj =0,1,2 given in Egs. (24) and (25). As A;, for any s can
have two realisations as given in Eq. (25), we first consider the case when A;» = Y ® 14/. This gives us

N N N
< <® ULS> <® O ® 1A~> <® uAS) ® R1> = fhovin: (105)
s=1 k=1 s=1 WAE

It then follows from Theorem 1 that the global state |)4r) can be represented as in Eq. (22), which allows us to
rewrite the above condition in the following form

k=1 s=1

N N
=T
di...dy < (@ O, ® ®aj§,> R, ® 111;> =fl i (106)
(P;ND
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where we have also used the fact that (1 ® Q)|¢;) = (QT ® 1)|¢]) and R, are given by

N N
R = <® UAS> R, <® us; ) : (107)
s=1 s=1 ’
After tracing Eve’s subsystems the expression in Eq. (106) can further be simplified to
N N T
Tr [(@ T @ ®0£g> Rz} =2 iy (108)
k=1 s=1

Now, we can exploit the fact that FIT acts on the Hilbert space " ® QN H A, We can again express it using the
Pauli basis as

3 N
=T ~
Ri= Y, Qo @R i (109)

il,...,iN =0k=1

where Ril/---/iN acts on ®SZ,\]:1 M v Then, using the fact that Pauli matrices are orthogonal in the Hilbert-Schmidt
scalar product, Tr[aiaj] = 24;; with J;; being the Kronecker’s symbol, we obtain

N
Tr [(@ Uﬁg) Rfl,...,ml =fl o YiL..in. (110)
s=1

The rest of the proof follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem 6 of Ref. [35]. We first decompose the state
RN, o}, in its eigenbasis, let’s say {|b) } with eigenvalues pj, which allows us to obtain from Eq. (110) that

Pl
;pb<b|Ri],...,iN|b> =fl iy (111)
Next, we introduce a collection of POVMs {Rf’ }; for any b, the measurement operators of which are given by

Ry = Trar_ay | (1o @100l ay..ay ) R |
3

N
Y. (IR D) Qo (112)
k=1

i1 =0

Since ET > 0 it directly follows from the above equation that R;’ > 0 for any / and b. Moreover, ) FIT = 1 implies
that ), Rf’ = 1 for any b. Thus, {Rf’} ] are proper quantum measurements for all b.

These additional POVMs, through Eq. (111), allow us to decompose the ideal POVM {N;} as N} = Y, prlb. As
the ideal POVM is extremal, it can not be decomposed in terms of other POVM'’s. Consequently, we have that

Vb RV=N, (113)
which is equivalent to
pl 1

<b|Ri1,...,iN |b> = fil,...,iN Vb (114)

Let us now consider the following vectors:

1

= —(|s) £i%|t)), 115
(Past) = 75 (Is) £E°11)) (115)

such that |s) and |t) are vectors that belong to the eigenbasis {|k)} of @X 0'};,, such thats # tand a = 0, 1. Let us
look at the quantity

3 N
7T ~l
Tran ay, [(ﬂA' ® \€0a,s,t><(Pa,s,t|A;'...Ag,) R } = Y. Qi Tr(|PastXPasitlar arRi, iy (116)

il,...,iNZO k=1



19

which with the aid of the explicit form of the vector (115) can be rewritten as

—T T
TrAﬁ’.‘.AK] |:<]]_A/ X |§0u,s,t><§0a,s,t A?""‘“}(}) Rl :| = Nl + TrA’]’...A’I(] |:(]]-A’ ® Llj‘li’...AK])Rl } ’ (117)

where L%, ,, = (1/2) ([t)(s| + (=1)"|s)(t|). Using the fact that ET is positive semi-definite, which implies that the
1°°N

left-hand side of the above relation is positive semi-definite too, we conclude that
=T
Ny > £Trar a [(]13, ® Ly )R] } = 0 (118)

As we show at the end of the proof, the above operator inequality can be satisfied only if supp(Q)f) C supp(N;) for
any ! and for both values of 2 = 0,1. Let us then denote by |¢; ,,) (m = 1,...,7;) as the eigenvectors of N;, where
r; denotes the rank of N;. Due to the fact that supp(Q)f) C supp(N;), each operator QOf can be written using the
eigenvectors of N; as

4l
Q= Y 1 16X Pual, (119)
m,n=1

(0

where 'yni,n are some complex coefficients; recall that ()] are Hermitian.
Let us now notice that it follows from Eq. (118) that

T
;Q? = ;TrA’l"..A’I(, {(]lA’ ®L:14§’.‘.A}(,)Rl}
= TrA’l’...A’,(, [(]lA’ & LZ‘Y'“AK])} =0, (120)

where the second equality follows from the fact that ET sum up to the identity, whereas the third equality is a
consequence of the fact that the L? operators are traceless. We thus have that for any a,

Y Of =o. (121)
1
After plugging Eq. (119), we obtain the following equation

Y A b )il = O (122)

lmmn

Let us now exploit the fact that the measurement {N;} is extremal. As proven in Ref. [34] it follows from the latter
that the operators |¢; ,, (¢ ,,| are linearly independent for all /, m and n. It thus follows from Eq. (122) that ’s vanish
and therefore

=T
Of = Trap.ay [(1a @ Ly )RI | =0 (123)
for any a and any /. Using now the explicit form of the operators L%, ,,, the above implies the following conditions
1“°N
for the R} operators,
N
@ i ((6IR] sy I6) + (R, 1s)) =0, (124)
k=1
fora =0,and
N
® i, (R, ls) = IR i [6) =0 (125)
k=1

for a = 1, where we used the fact that ®]I(\’:1 0;, are linearly independent for all iy, . .., iN. The only possible solution
to these equations is that

(IRl i 1=0 " (s#¢). (126)
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Combining this with Eq. (114) we obtain that
Pl 1
Ril,...,iN = ﬁ],...,iN]l’ (127)

which implies the desired relation KIT =N ®@Lar ay forall I.

Let us finally prove that supp(Q)f) C supp(N;) for any ! and a. For this purpose, let us pick a particular N; and
consider its eigenvectors |¢;) (i = 1,...,7;), where r; is the rank of N;. We then construct an orthonormal basis
{|¢:)}; withi =1,...,2N in the N-qubit Hilbert space such that |¢;) = |¢;) fori =1,...,7,.

Sandwiching then inequalities (118) with |¢;) and |¢;), one obtains

Vij  (@ilNilgs) > +(¢ilOf |¢5)- (128)

Now, for any pair i, j such that i > r; +1 or j > r; + 1 (i.e., either |¢;) or [¢;) belongs to the kernel of Nj), the above
condition gives us

0= (|7 ¢;), (129)

which directly implies that (¢;|Q)f|¢;) = 0 for any pair i, such that either i > 7, + 1 or j > r; + 1. This directly
implies that Qf act nontrivially only on supp(N;), and thus supp(Q)f) C supp(N;).

Alternative proof for projective measurements

Here we present an alternative proof in the case when we want to certify Eve’s second measurement Ey = {Ry); }
to be a particular reference projective measurement Ej = {R;H} (up to some additional degrees of freedom). For this
purpose, we use the states generated by the sources, certified as in Eq. (23), and the certified measurements in Egs.
(24) and (25) along with some additional conditions imposed on the observed correlations.

Let us consider an ideal reference projective measurement E] = {R;ll} where R;ll are mutually orthogonal pro-

jections defined on a Hilbert space of arbitrary finite dimension C° whose ranks are in general arbitrary; let denote
them by r; = rank(R] ‘1). Let us also assume that the measurement has K < 2N outcomes; r; + ...+ rg = D. Such

a measurement can always be embedded in an N-qubit Hilbert space (C?)“N where N the minimal natural number

such that D < 2N In order to represent R i in the N-qubit Hilbert space one can for instance assign to any element

of the standard basis |i) € CP an element [i; ...iy) of the product standard basis of (C?)® such that iy ...iy is a
binary representation of i (i = 0,...,D — 1). Then, one needs to add another projective measurement element M-~
to E} so that the resulting measurement defined on (C2)®N satisfies

K
Y R+ M =1y, (130)
i=1

1, is the identity acting on (C?)®N. Given that the above procedure applies to any projective measurement, We can
assume that the reference projective measurement E] is from the beginning defined on the N-qubit Hilbert space.
Let us then decompose every measurement element in the Pauli basis (101), as

3
R;\l = Z .fl'l],.A.,z'NUl,il & ... QON,iys (131)

where the additional subscript marks the system on which the Pauli matrix 0} ; acts; for instance, 035 is 07 acting on
site 3. Then, fil1 iy are real numbers defined as

1
fl — —NTI'[((TLl‘l R...Q U'N,Z‘N)R;‘l]. (132)

11,---AN 2

Let us now move on to our self-testing scheme and consider again the quantum network scenario presented in
above. Let us then assume that apart from the conditions imposed in Theorem 1, the correlations observed in the
network satisfy the following additional set of constraints

3 N
~ T
Z fill,,_.,iN <A1,i1 ® ® Ak,ik ® (Rll)E> = 27][\] Vi, (133)
i1,ein=0 k=2 lpaE)
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where ALO, Al,l are given in (14) with Al,z = Ao, A1,3 = I and Ay3 = 1 for any k.
We can now present our proof.

Theorem 3. Let us suppose that the correlations generated in the quantum network satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1 and
the additional conditions in Eq. (133). Then, forany | =1, ..., K we conclude that

UeRjp UE = (Rj)* @ 1pr, if Ap=Y®1 Vi, or
UpR;y Uf = Ry ®@lpr if Ap=-Y®L Vi (134)

where Ug is the same unitary as in Theorem 1 and E" = E{ .. E},.

Proof. For simplicity, we represent R;;; = R; throughout the proof. Let us first consider the relation in Eq. (133) for a
particular / and then expand it by using the fact that the observables As,j fors=1,...,Nandj = 0,1,2 are certified
as in Egs. (24) and (25). As A;p for any s can have two realisations as given in Eq. (25), we first consider the case
when A;» = Y ® 1. This gives us

3 N N
Yy, A < <® UA5> ((g)o-k,ik ® 1A,,> <® uAS> ® Rl> - 2% (135)
YaE

i1, iN=0 k=1 s=1
Then, it follows from Theorem 1 [cf. Eq. (22)] that the global state can be represented in the following way

N N

pae) = @ lpae) = QUL @ UE) (105 p) @ [Earer)). (136)

s=1 s=1

Notice also that by virtue of Eq. (81) the junk states [ 4vgr) can be represented as

Carer) = (HA;’ ® deE;’) ‘¢X§'E§'>’ (137)

!

where we omitted the local dimension d; of the maximally entangled state. Thus, the joint state can further be

represented in terms of a single maximally entangled states between A and E systems [cf. Eq. (67)] as

N
(@ Ua, ® U&) YaE) = <® \/ 4 fTE'/) D) AlE- (138)

s=1

Here the local dimension of the state is Dy = dp...dy = 2N d’l e dé\] and we used A|E to highlight the fact that
\gng) A|E is a maximally entangled state between all external parties A; and the central one E.

Plugging the state (138) into Eq. (135), and then using the fact that (1 ® Q)|¢) = (Q ® 1)|¢) for any matrix Q,
we obtain

N N
=T r
2 fiy < <® i © ®d;‘7£g> R ® ]1E> = 271\], (139)
Phy

in=0 k=1 s=1

where
- N N
R = <® uEs> R, <® ugs> : (140)
s=1 s=1
Then, tracing out the Eve’s subsystems from the expectation value in Eq. (139), we arrive at
N N r
2 fll [(@ Uk,ik ® ® UZ/@/) Rl ] =17. (141)
~in=0 k=1 s=1

Using Eq. (131), we can simplify the above formula as

o[l

=7T]. (142)
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Let us now concentrate on a particular outcome ! and consider an orthonormal basis in €2" which contains the
eigenvectors of the projection R;‘l ; we denote this basis by B = {|d,,) }, where the first r; vectors form = 1,...,7

. T . : .
are the eigenvectors of R} It Due to the fact that R, acts on the Hilbert space (C?)®*N @ QN ; H All, We can express it
using the basis B as

7T -
Ro = Y 16m)0m| @ Ry, (143)

m,m’

where R, ; are some unknown matrices acting on QN H Al
After plugging Eq. (143) into (142) and using the cyclic property of trace, we then obtain

¥ N
Y Tr K@ 0£§,> Rm,m] =7 (144)
m=1

s=1

Since each term under the above sum is upper-bounded by one, we have that

N
Tr [ <® U£§/> Rm,m
s=1

Now, due to the fact that the density matrices 0, are full rank and 0 < Rym < 1 which stems from the fact that

=1 (m=1,...,1). (145)

{R;} is a quantum measurement, one observers that the above equation holds true if, and only if, R;,,; = 1 for any
m =1,...,rg. This implies that

EZT = R;|1 X ]lA// + ]Ll/ (146)

where I is an operator composed of the remaining terms of R; appearing in the decomposition (143); in other words,
=T
L; =R —Rj; ®L

" 7] 2N
L, = 2 \5m)(§m/| &® Rm’ml + Z Z |5mX5m" X Rm,m’
mm'=1 m=1m'=r;+1
m#m'
2N 7 ~ 2N 2N ~
+ 2 2 |5mX5m/| ® Rm,m/ + Z Z ‘5mX5m/| ® Rm,m/- (147)
m=r;+1m'=1 m=r;+1m'=r+1

=T . . . . .
Let us now show that the fact that R; < 1 imposes that the first three sums in the above representation must vanish.
To this aim, let us consider a product vector |6,)|¢) for any m = 1,...,r; and any vector |¢), and act on it with

Rl = R}y @ 147 + ILy. This gives

oN

RU16m)IE) = [6a)1E) + 1 10m) © Ry mE), (148)
m'=1
m'#m

which further leads to the following condition

2N
(Gl (€IRPI6m)|E) =14+ Y (EIRY, Ry 2. (149)
=1

m'=

m' #m

Let us observe now that ET < 1 implies (ET)2 < 1, which after applying to the above equation allows one to
conclude that

2N
Y (@IR}, Ry mlE) < 0. (150)

m'=1
m'#m
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Therefore, (& |1~{;1,/m1~{m//m|§> = 0 for any vector |¢), which in turn means that R, ,, = 0 for any mN’ # m. Since the
same argument can be repeated for any [d,,) with m =1, ..., one then has that all the matrices R, ,, = 0 for any
m=1,...,rand any m’ # m. This finally implies that the IL; operator can be rewritten as
2N 2N
Li= Y, Y |0w)ow|® Ry, (151)
m=r;+1m'=r;+1

and thus it acts on a subspace of the corresponding Hilbert space which is orthogonal to that supporting R;‘l @ 1 gn.
Due to the fact that the measurement operator satisfies R; > 0 the latter clearly implies that I; > 0.

. . . =T =T .
It is important to stress that the same reasoning can be applied to R; for any [, and thus every R; decomposes into
a direct sum

=T
R, = R;H @ 1 gn + 1Ly, (152)
of two positive semi-definite operators Rfu ® 1 4» and IL;. Now, after summing (152) over all outcomes, one obtains

Y L, =0, (153)
1

where we also exploited the fact that both R; and R;‘l sum up to the identities. Taking into account that IL; > 0, one

deduces from the condition (153) that ; = 0 for any / and thus

R} =R}y ® Ly (154)

or, equivalently,
Ry = (Rjy)" @ Lan. (155)
Similarly, one can consider the other case of As» = —Y ® 1, for any s and obtain an analogous relation to Eq.

(142) which reads

Tr =rn, (I=1,...K). (156)

N

=T

((Rm* ® ®a£g> Ri
s=1

Following exactly the same steps as above, we find that R; = R] n® 1forl =1,...,K, thus completing the proof. [

O

Appendix C: Self-testing any quantum state

Using the Theorems 2 proven above, we can now show how it is possible to probabilistically self-test arbitrary
pure or mixed N-qubit quantum state. For this purpose, let us first certify the post-measurement state when eve
chooses e = 1 and obtains an outcome I.

Corollary 1. Assume that the states are certified as in Eq. (23) and Eve’s measurement Eq is certified as in Eq. (104).
Consequently, when Eve observes the | —th outcome of her measurement, the post-measurement state with the external parties
is given by

1 . ,
Uapl Ul = mR;|1 @par, if Ap=Y®1 Vi, or
11
1 _ . ,
Upply Ufy = W(1z;|1)* Rpar i Ap=-Y®1 Vi (157)
11

where Uy = ®£\[:1 Uy, and the unitaries U 4, are the same as in Eq. (23).
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Proof. The post-measurement state when Eve observes the [ —th outcome of her measurement E; is given by

Tr E

N
(14 ® Rip) @ larXPar, |] : (158)

I _
Pa = Blle=1) had

Then, substituting the states |4 . ) from Eq. (22) and the measurement elements Rip from Eq. (23), we get that

1 . N
Uy ply U = WTIE (]1A ® (Rjy)" @ ]115") @ 1o NPT A © |CS><§S|A§’E§’] . (159)
- s=1
Again using the identity (1 ® Q)|¢") = (QT ® 1)|¢*), we obtain
1 N
Upply Ul = WTYE (Rfu ®Lgn ® 1115) Qo N [ arpr ® |§S><§5AQ’E§"| , (160)
- s=1

T
where we also used the fact that ((R; |1)*) = R;ll. After tracing the E subsystem we arrive at

Ugply Ul = Rjjy @ pan, (161)

2NB(lle = 1)

where pan = Trpn [@g\]: 11805 A;’Eg’}- It is straightforward to observe now that P(lle = 1) = Tr (R;H) /2N giving
us the desired result. O

Now, to certify an arbitrary pure state |)) € (€2)*N among the external parties it is enough that the second Eve’s

reference measurement E} is projective and one of its elements, say Ré‘l, is a projection onto |¢), Ré‘l = [pXy|.

For mixed states the situation is a bit more complicated. Consider a mixed state acting on C%:

p= ;Pk|¢k><9’)k|~ (162)

It follows that one can construct an extremal 3d—outcome POVM in the Hilbert space €*? that can be performed by
Eve on her share of the joint state |4) to create p at the external parties’ labs with the aid of post-processing. To
construct this POVM, we first define two sets of d mutually orthogonal vectors B = {|y)} and By = {|¢)} such
that (Yx|¢pr) = 0 for any k,k’. Then, one considers the pair of the states {{y, ¢x} to construct the trine POVM that
acts on €2 [cf. Ref. [33]] as

2 — py
, M3 = 2;7 | T3 )T 3

2 —
Myt = pelgpdgel, Mo = = mea)(ms : (163)

where for all k,

— Pk 1 — Pk 1
Tio) = ol e——lpe)  |Tis) = — 4o ) 164
|Tk,2) T k) — k) |Tk,3) - ¥+ 1/ 5= o ) (164)
Notice that for any k,
Mo + Myg + Mz = )@kl + (o) Pxl, (165)

and therefore the three-element set { My ; }; can also be understood as a three-outcome rank-one POVM in C2. More-
over, taking a sum over k in Eq. (D8) one obtains that

d—1 d—1
Y (Mo + Miq + Mio) = Y (19Xl + ) el) = Loa (166)
k=0 k=0

which implies that My ; form a valid 3d-outcome rank-one POVM in €% which we denote M = {Mj}.
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Let us now demonstrate that M is an extremal POVM. To this end, we first notice that for any k the elements M
(I =0,1,2) are linearly independent and, moreover, the sets { My g, M1, My} and {My o, My 1, My 5} for any pair
k # k' are orthogonal in the sense that any element from the first set is orthogonal to any element in the second
set. This means that all Mj; forming our POVM are linearly independent which together with the fact that M ; are
rank-one implies that M is extremal [cf. Corollary 5 in Ref. [34]].

Let us now go back to our scheme of probabilistic self-testing of an arbitrary mixed state p and observe that
after performing M on her shares of the joint state, Eve obtains the outcomes | = (k, 1) with probability p(k,1|e =
1)p;/2N. Whenever she obtains the outcome (k, 1), the post-measurement state with the external parties is certified
from Corrollary 1. Now, one can clearly see that as the average state with the external parties when Eve obtains (k, 1)
for all k is certified from Corrollary 1 to be

1 k, - -
Unpally = 5o 1y Pk U 't ul = (ZM(k,l)> QP = pa ®Par, (167)
4 k k

i p(

or its complex conjugate, which is exactly as we promised. The above state occurs with a probability 1/2N.
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