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Self-testing of multipartite non-maximal entangled states exhibiting genuine
non-locality
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Self-testing enables the characterization of quantum systems with minimal assumptions their in-
ternal working. As such it represents the strongest form of certification for quantum systems. In
the existing self-testing literature, self-testing states which are not maximally entangled, but exhibit
genuine multipartite nonlocality, have remained an open problem. This is particularly important be-
cause, for many-body systems, genuine multipartite nonlocality has been recognized as the strongest
form of multipartite quantum correlation. In this work, we present a Hardy-like paradox for scenar-
ios involving arbitrary number of parties. This paradox is a tool for detecting genuine multipartite
nonlocality, allowing for the specific identification and self-testing of states that defy the paradox’s
limits the most, which turn out to be non-maximally multipartite entangled states.

Introduction.— Since the 1920s, quantum mechanics
has not only revolutionized our understanding of funda-
mental physics but has also driven technological progress.
This field has been instrumental in the development of
everyday technologies, such as lasers, transistors, and
the Global Positioning System (GPS). In recent years,
advancements in quantum theory have led to the emer-
gence of innovative applications like quantum computing,
quantum networks, and quantum-encrypted communica-
tion. At the forefront of these advancements is the phe-
nomenon of quantum entanglement [1, 2], a unique as-
pect of quantum theory that was recognized by the 2022
Nobel Prize for its critical role in quantum information
theory and the foundations of quantum mechanics. The
exploration of quantum entanglement’s complex theory
remains a dynamic and rich area of research, full of unan-
swered questions that, once solved, could pave the way
for new technological applications [3-5].

As the scale of quantum devices increases, certifying
their internal workings becomes increasingly complex due
to the vastness of the associated Hilbert space [6]. To
fully describe an n-qubit pure state, one needs 2™ — 1
complex parameters. Quantum state tomography, a com-
mon approach for system certification, involves obtaining
the description of a quantum state by performing mea-
surements on an ensemble of identical quantum states.
However, estimating an unknown quantum state within

. . . . 2
a dimension d to an error ¢ (in /; norm) requires © (g—z)

copies of that state [7]. This requirement makes tomog-
raphy impractical for large systems. Additionally, to-
mography is device-dependent, assuming characterized
measurements, which is not always feasible in scenarios
involving third-party devices.

The necessity to overcome these challenges has led
to the development of self-testing protocols [8]. Cru-
cially, these protocols are device-independent, meaning
they do not require any prior knowledge or characteriza-
tion of the quantum devices being tested. Moreover, the
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number of measurements scales linearly with number of
qubits. This makes them highly valuable for scalable
and assumption-minimal certification of quantum sys-
tems [97 —33]. In their study, Mayers and Yao demon-
strated that certain statistical correlations exist which
necessitate that black boxes replicating these correlations
must inherently produce the maximally entangled state
lpy) = %(|OO> +]11)). Consequently, these Bell corre-

lations serve as a self-test for the state |¢4). The entan-
glement in the quantum state allows for correlations that
allow the underlying entangled state to be self-tested.

A natural question arises: which entangled states can
be self-tested? In a breakthrough paper, Coladangelo
et al. demonstrated that all pure bipartite states are
amenable to self-testing [32]. However, in the broader
context of multipartite states, our understanding remains
limited. This lack of comprehensive knowledge is not un-
expected, given that entanglement presents more com-
plexity and challenges in characterization when it in-
volves multiple parties. In particular, self-testing for en-
tangled states in the multipartite setting that admit gen-
uine multipartite nonlocality [34] has remained poorly un-
derstood. Genuine multipartite nonlocality is a stronger
form of nonlocality and understanding entangled states
that manifest them can deepen our understanding of
quantum theory. For multipartite systems, genuine mul-
tipartite nonlocality has been recognized as the strongest
form of multipartite quantum correlation [35, 36]. Previ-
ous works focused on self-testing for maximally entangled
states [? ] that admit genuine multipartite nonlocality
and it is unclear whether the non-maximally entangled
states that admit genuine multipartite nonlocality can be
self-tested.

In this Letter, we answer the above question in the
affirmative. We present a Hardy-like paradox for a sce-
nario involving an arbitrary number of participants, each
having access to two measurements that can yield any
arbitrary number of outcomes. Our paradox helps wit-
ness genuine multipartite nonlocality. The state maxi-
mally violating the constraints of our paradox can be self-
tested. Regarding robust self-testing, we provide a par-
tial robustness result in the three-party scenario where
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we consider the non-ideal state to be a three-qubit state.
Moreover, it is important to note that the aforemen-
tioned state is non-maximally entangled. We highlight
that unlike Ref [33], our work does not require quantum
networks. We operate in the standard Bell-test based
self-testing framework and do not need any additional
assumptions unlike Ref [33].

Genuine tripartite non-local correlation.— Consider
three distant observers denoted as A;, As and A3 en-
gaged in rounds of measurements on tripartite quan-
tum systems. In each round, every party selects a
local measurement denoted as ;, and subsequently
records the resulting outcome as z;. The resultant
joint conditional probability distribution, denoted as
Pa, A, a5 (x120w3|E18283), is classified as local if it can
be factorized. This factorization holds under the addi-
tional condition of possessing knowledge about a poten-
tially concealed shared classical cause A:

Pr(z1z0w3|E1E223)

= Z PA1 LE1|.T1, )PAQ(CCQ‘.fQ,)\)PA3($3‘£‘3,)\) (1)

The discrete random variable representing the com-
mon cause is denoted as A, with a distribution v(A) > 0
and the normalization condition >, v(A\) = 1. The
conditional probability distribution Pj,(x;|%;,\) char-
acterizes the behavior of party A;. A distribution
P(z1x9w3|E120%3) is considered non-local if it cannot
be decomposed as described in equation 1. Given
the measurement setups, we work under the assump-
tion of the NS principle [37].  This implies that
party A; is unable to communicate with other par-
ties through the choice of measurement. Specifically,
the equality Pa,a, (zox3|@2ds) = Pa,a,(xox3|T1Tads) =
Zl_l P(z1x923|%129%3), Ve holds, and the analogous
statements apply to parties Ao and As.

Suppose we relax the locality assumption such that any
pair of parties can group and share non-local resources.
This type of hybrid local and non-local model leads to
joint conditional probability distributions,

P versus 1($1$2$3|§31i’2§33)
= S0

+Zl/2 (A2) Payas (x2x3|E2d3, A2) Pa, (21|21, A2) (2)
A2

+ Z v3(A3) Pa, as (123|123, A3) Pa, (22|22, A3)
A3

1)Pa, Ay (2122|8182, A1) Pa, (23|23, A1)

with v;(A;) > 0 and ZM vi(A) = 1.
denoted as P(x1xox3|1Z243) that cannot be expressed
in the form described in equation 2 are termed as gen-
uine tripartite non-local distributions. According to find-
ings in [38], the original concept of multipartite non-
locality introduced by Svetlichny [34] encounters prac-
tical challenges when operationalized. To address these
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challenges, it is assumed that the NS principle [39] also
holds at the level of distributions Pa, 4, (;2]2;Z, A), im-
plying that the conditional probabilities P(x;|Z;,A) =
P(CCZ|QA72.’1A7],>\) = er P("Ei$j|i'i"2j,>\)7V£i'j, are well de-
fined for all .

Let us consider a scenario where all three parties Al-
ice, Bob, and Charlie have two possible measurement
choices &1 € {Ag, A1}, &2 € {Bo, B1} and &3 € {Cy,C1}
respectively. Each measurement has two possible out-
comes, say {+,—}. We define a tripartite correlation
P(xq, o, x3|%1, &2, &3) that satisfies the following equal-
ity constraint,

Pap(++|A1By) =0,
Ppo(+ +[B1Co) = 0, (
Pac(++1A0C1) = 0.

w
=

Let us define ps = P(+ + +|AoBoCy) and ¢35 =
P(— — —|A1B1Cy). We define their difference to be
S3 := p3 — q3. We will first show that no local theory
can satisfy &3 > 0. Further, we will see that it is not just
any non-local correlation; rather, it is a genuine non-local
correlation.

Theorem 1. If a non-local correlation satisfies the con-
ditions in 3 with Ss > 0, then it is a genuine tripartite
non-local correlation.

Proof. The proof has been deferred to the Appendix. [J

Genuine N -partite non-local correlation.— Let’s con-
sider a scenario where N subsystems are distributed
among N separate parties Aj, As, ..., and Ay. Each
party, A;, can measure one of two observables: ei-
ther 4; or ©¥;, on their local subsystem. The mea-
surement outcomes, denoted as x;, can take values
from 1 to d;, where d; represents the dimension of the
Hilbert space associated with the i-th subsystem A;.
We are interested in examining the joint probabilities
P(z1,x2,...,2N]|%1,%2,...,ZN), where Z; can be either
u; or ¥;. Let us consider the following set of conditions:

PAiAi+1 (UT, 1|/i)27 ?l¢+1) = O’

4

Vr, vy #£ d;. ()

We  consider the subsystem Axy;  to  be
Aj. Similar to the tripartite case, we de-
fine py = P(,1,...,1ty,02,...,0x), N =
P(dy,dsa,...,dN|01,D2,...,05) and their difference

to be Sy := pny — qn. We will show that only non-local
correlation can satisfy 4 with Sy > 0 and furthermore,
this non-locality is genuine.

Main Result. If a non-local correlation satisfies the
conditions in 4 with Sy > 0, then it is a genuine multi-
partite non-local correlation.

Proof. The proof has been deferred to the Appendix. [



Self-testing of genuine tripartite non-local states.—
First, we demonstrate self-testing for the tripartite case,
then extend to the N-partite scenario. Alice, Bob,
and Charlie each choose measurements #; € {Ao, A1},
&9 € {Boy,B1}, and 23 € {Cy, C1}, respectively. Their
binary outcomes are denoted as xy € {£1}, zo € {£1},
and 3 € {£1}. To illustrate genuine non-locality, con-
sider that Alice, Bob, and Charlie share the following
general pure three-qubit state,

V) aBc
= a000\000> + a001|001> + a010|010) + a100\100> (5)
+ a011]|011) + a101|101) + a110]110) + a111|111),

such that 37, 5 cio 1y laik|* = 1. We consider &; =
)k, — Mg, | @2 = (o) (0, | — [o, ) (v, | amd
I3 = |w3'r Ywl | = [wg, ) (wg,| to be the measurement of
Alice, Bob and Charlie respectively. We can choose the
following measurements with #; € {4g, A1} and 25 €
{Bo,Bl} and I3 € {00,01} as,

AoE

A= = cos(%L)|0) + e’ bin(712| ), }

)
)
) :
wa,) = —sin(%)[0) + €1 cos(%)[1)
)
)
)
)

[
(
e
(i
(

(6)

_ [ vy, = cos(%2)|0) + €2 sin(%2)[1),

B = vp,) = —sin 22 )|0>+e“252 cos(a )|1>}
_ [ lwé,) =10),

D=\ ey = 1) }
_ | |wf,) = cos(82)[0) + €3 sin(%)|1),

@ —{ [w, ) = — sin(%)[0) + ¢ cos(%)[1) }

where 0 < aj,ag,a3 < m and 0 < ¢, 2, 03 < 2.
Without loss of generality we can choose observable Ag =
By = Cy = 0, = [0){(0] — |1)(1] as long as we consider
the general form of the state |¥)spc and of the three
observables A1, By, Cy.

The class of pure three-qubit state that satisfies the
condition 3 is of the form:

|W)asc
ips as ipo a2

= a|000) — a(e"”® cot ?|001) +€e'”? cot ?\010>
+ €' cot %|100>) + a(e'?27%3) cot % cot %\OID
4 #1408 gop AL 5 L cot —|101) i (#1502) oo L 5 L cot —|110))

1 —a®(1 + cot? e N

2 2

+e” | +cot? ——&—cot 7cot2% |111)

+ cot? ?cot L 4 cot? ?cot2 %)

where a and § satisfy 0 < a < 1 and 0 < § <

2. Then, maximizing S3 over these parameters yields,

é (2 (7(1\/1 —7a? — 17a2) — 1) ~ 0.02035 for a1 = ag =
s 1

T, a = 5y/3IVISE &~ 015207 and § = ¢ +

@2 + ¢3. The maximum value of S3 is attainable by the
following pure three-qubit state,

Q3 =

(Wae) ABC
= a|000) — a(e??|001) + €*2|010) + €**|100))
+ a(ei(¢2+¢3) ‘011> 4 ei(¢1+¢3)|101> + ei(¢1+¢2) |110>)

+ /1 — 7a2|111)

Theorem 2. The mazimum achievable value of Ss
among all three-qubit states represents the optimal value
attainable within tri-partite quantum states of any finite
dimension.

Proof. The proof has been deferred to the Appendix. [

Based on the findings presented in the preceding para-
graphs, we are now ready to demonstrate the self-test of
U ae) ABC

Theorem 3. If the mazimum value of S3 is observed,
then the state of the system is equivalent up to local
isometries to |o)apc @ |U3 Yarpicr, where [Ur3 ) at-
tains the mazimum value of Sz and |o) is an arbitrary
tripartite state.

Proof. The proof has been deferred to the Appendix. [

Self-testing of genuine N -partite non-local states.—
Now we will provide self-testing of genuine N-partite
non-local correlations. We will consider Vi,d;, = 2. So
our conditions become:

PAiAi+1 (+a +|f0i» ’[LiJrl) =0, (8)
Vi < N.

We have already seen that no local theory will satisfy
Sy > 0. Let us consider the following general N-qubit

pure state shared between N parties Ay, As, ..., and Ay:
[¥)a,..ay
= ao,,,0|0...0>
+ Z QAgq,..., Lgyenns N |T1, s Liy xN)
r;=1
Ji,w;=0
+ Z a’ilw-vi’?il7-~-v1i27-~-,1N|x13"'7xi17'”7wi2 "'71'N>

Tig :l,a:iQ:l
j#{i1,i2},x;=0

+ ...
+ E Az ..., xiy..x N :L'l,...,l'i,...,zl'z\]>
x; =0
j#iz ;=1
+a1“_1|1..‘1),



such that 32, o1y laiy,.. iN|2 = 1, and let the
projective measurement of A; be &} = |Af]’+>(AfJ’+| -

|Afj 7><Ar ’7| One can choose the basis for the mea-
&} where j € {0,1} as follows:

zo+
&= |4;
A7

)

)

2= { |AI1 )
TLar

surements I

|>}
1)

cos(5)10) + €' sin( ) 1), }
— sin( 1)| )Jre”’f' COS(%)H)

(10)

where 0 < a; < mand 0 < ¢; < 2m. Now the state that
will satisfy the equation 8 has amplitude of the following
form:

ap...0o = a,
Vi,x; = 1,5 #4,2; =0,
oy a;
Azq,...,zj,.xcny — —A € v . cot ?
Vit,d2, 2y = 1, @i, = 1,5 # {i1,42},2; =0,
_ W(biy +iy) QXiy Qiy
azl,“.,zil,4..,zi2,4..,zN =a-e 1 2 'COtT - cot 5

1 2 2
—0Qg...0 — azl,u.,z,;,.“,zN
o 2
8 axl,n-,ﬂcil,u-,ﬂcizw-,mN

Tig :l,zi2:1
J#{i1,92},2,=0

LY,yees gy TN

x; =0
j;ﬁz zj=1

(11)

where a and ¢ satisfy 0 < a <1 and 0 < < 27.

We will find the maximum value of Sy using equation
9, 10, and 11. The result in [40] works for any N-party
with two input and two output scenarios. Hence, our
calculations for triparty case easily generalize for N-party
also. Hence, we have self-testing of the state which gives
the maximum value for Sy.

Theorem 4. If the maximum value of Sy s observed,
then the state of the system is equivalent up to local
isometries to |on) a,..ay @ Vi) 1. Ay, where | WV
attains the mazimum value of Sy and |on) is an arbi-

trary N -partite state.

Proof. We omit the proof as it is similar to the proof of
Theorem 3. O

Numerical experiments: Non-ideal constraints and en-
tanglement cost.— In an ideal case for three party sce-
nario, the paradox demands that marginal probabilities

Discussion.— To sum up, we’ve introduced a para-
dox similar to Hardy’s paradox [41], designed for ar-
bitrary N-partite systems where each parties have the

should be equal to zero. But in a real experiment, this de-
mand is very difficult to ensure. Hence a modified para-
dox that accounts real experiment can be of the form,

Pap(++|A1Bg) <
Ppc(++[B1Co) <, (12)
Pac(++[A0Ch) <

where € > 0 is some noise parameter. Without loss of
generality, we can always choose the same noise param-
eter for each of the marginals. The local bound for the
modified paradox takes the form,

8; = ID(-i-7 -i—7 +|A0, B()7 Co) — P)(—7 -, —lAl7 Bl, Cl) S 3e.

Now we will show that even with this modified paradox
the maximum value of S5 still can be achieved by per-
forming projective measurements on pure three-qubits
states. The analytical technique being introduced is
not suitable for this scenario, necessitating a numerical
demonstration. To begin, we will ascertain the upper
limit of S§ by employing the NPA method pioneered by
Navascues, Pironio, and Acin. Next, we show that for a
particular class of three-qubit state, there exist projec-
tive measurements that achieve this upper bound with
a very high order of accuracy. Note that, we only need
to consider the noise parameter to be 0 < e < 1/3. We
obtain the upper bound on S§ by maximizing it over Qs
(NPA Hierarchy of level three). Next, we examined a
specific category of pure states involving three qubits

1Y) ABC = a000/000) + agor (e*i@ 010) + e~ %91 [100) + e~ %3 |001>)

+ ao11 (e*i(¢2+¢3) |011) + e*i(¢>1+¢>3)|101> + e*i(¢>1+¢2)|110>>

+ alne*i(¢1+¢2+¢3) [111),

(13)

and projective measurements defined by equation 6.
We performed numerical maximization of S5 across all
states of the form 13 and measurement parameters, sub-
ject to the constraints outlined in equation 12. This pro-
cess yielded S5 values for various noise parameter set-
tings, ranging from 0 to % Fig. 1(a) illustrates the max-
imum &% values under Qg, three-qubit quantum states,
and local model. Notably, we observed convergence be-
tween the maximum S5 values under Qs and three-qubit
quantum states, with an accuracy of approximately 10~6
within the error margin 0 < e < 0.08.

We have also calculated different entanglement mono-
tones for these states against GH Z and W states in three
and four parties, respectively. These results are depicted
in 2. These states require very few resources to GHZ
and W states.
choice of two measurements with arbitrary outcomes.
Detecting a breach of our paradox witnesses genuine mul-
tipartite non-local behavior. Additionally, we’ve proved
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FIG. 1. Robustness of our self-testing scheme.
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Fig 1(a) depicts a plot of the maximum value of S3 of the paradox for

triparty against the noise parameter e. The three-qubit system matches Qs in the error bound range 0 < e < 0.08. Fig 1(b)

contains the variation of trace distance between ideal state and non-ideal state according to the range of e.

Here p. =

0.5 % ||| ¥az)aBc — |¥)aBc|l1, where |U°) apc varies with e. We see that the distance is upper bounded by €17,

GHZ| W ||¥23.,) GHZ-4|W-4| W% )
Concurrence 1 10.94| 0.56 Concurrence 1 1 0.39
Negativity 0.5 10.47| 0.28 Negativity 0.5 ]0.43| 0.17
Log Negativity 1 10.96| 0.64 Log Negativity 1 0.89| 0.43
Entanglement Entropy 1 10.92] 0.42 Entanglement Entropy 1 1 0.24
Rényi Entanglement Entropy|| 1 [0.96] 0.64 Rényi Entanglement Entropy 1 1 0.48
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FIG. 2. The quantum states that are self-tested via our scheme are non-maximally entangled. Table 2(a) Different measure of
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entanglement monotone in 2 versus 1 bi-partition for three-qubit states, GHZ, W, and |\I/:,f’a$) respectively. |72, ) requires
less resource than the other maximally entangled states. Table 2(b) Different measure of entanglement monotone in 2 versus 2
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bi-partition for four-qubit states, GHZ, W, and |\I/¢fw> respectively. |Ur ) requires less resource than the other maximally

entangled states.

self-testing statements for genuinely non-local, but non-
maximally multipartite entangled states.

Genuine multipartite non-local correlations are re-
garded as the most potent manifestation of genuine mul-
tipartite quantum correlations. The process of self-
testing these quantum states serves to enhance the secu-
rity and efficiency of quantum communication protocols
and quantum key distribution. Moreover, it contributes
to a deeper understanding of the intricate geometry of
quantum boundaries. The inherent genuine non-locality
displayed by our self-testing state makes it a valuable
asset for secure quantum key distribution applications.

In a bipartite scenario, the Bell state is the unique
maximally entangled state. However, in a multiparty set-
ting, this uniqueness does not hold. Take, for instance,
the tripartite scenario where two types of maximally en-
tangled states exist: the GHZ state and the W state.
Interestingly, when the party count exceeds three, there
is no such well-defined characterization found in the ex-
isting literature. It is important to note that both the

GHZ and W states qualify as genuine entangled states.
Our numerical findings, showcased in Tables 2(a) and
2(b), reveal that the quantum state leading to maximal
violation in our inequality requires fewer resources com-
pared to the GHZ and W states. It is worth emphasizing
that in measuring entangled monotone, we employ bi-
partition, leveraging the presence of a unique maximally
entangled state in the bipartite scenario.

In the context of robust self-testing, a typically ex-
pected outcome is that any quantum state corresponding
to € sub-optimal scenario should be approximately O(v/¢)
close to the quantum state associated with the ideal case
upto local isometries in terms of trace distance. In this
work, we have demonstrated partially robust self-testing,
specifically showcasing that the trace distance between
the quantum state linked to the ideal case and the one
associated with a non-ideal scenario is upper-bounded
by e11. It’s noteworthy that we consider the quantum
state related to the non-ideal scenario as a three-qubit
state. The numerical data that provides the substance



for the aforementioned claim has been plotted in Figure
1(b). Moving forward, our immediate agenda involves
developing a comprehensive robust self-testing scheme.
Additionally, we plan to delve into the exploration of
the amount of randomness that can be extracted from
these correlations corresponding to various noise scales.
This exploration will be the subject of our forthcoming

research efforts.
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A. Proof of Theorem 1

We will first show the genuine non-locality for the tripartite scenario. The proof consists of two parts. In the first
part, we show the non-locality and then prove this non-locality is genuine.

Theorem 1. If a non-local correlation satisfies the conditions in 3 with Ss > 0, then it is a genuine tripartite non-local
correlation.

Proof. We will first show that no local theory can satisfy conditions 3 with Sg > 0. Let us define a local hidden
variable A that captures the full description of the system. This A takes values from a set 2. Moreover, we assert
that the comprehensive depiction of the joint system is denoted by v(A). In a local description, the joint probability
can be expressed as follows: P(x1, %2, 23|21, %2,23) = Y \cqV(A) H?zlp(mﬂij,)\), where v(A) > 0, >3, v(\) = 1.
Let’s assume that Ss > 0, which indicates that ps is greater than 0. This implies the existence of a nonempty subset
A C Q, such that for all A € A, P(+|Ag, ) = P(+|Bo,A) = P(+|Co,\) = 1. By equation 3 we have P(—|A;,\) =
P(=|B1,\) = P(—|C1,\) = 1. Therefore, we can deduce that P(—,—,—|Ay, B1,C1,A) = P(+,+,+|Ao, Bo, Co).
However, since A C €, it follows that P(—, —, —|A;, B1,C1,A) < P(—,—,—|A1, B1,C1). In other words, S5 < 0,
which contradicts the initial assumption of S3 > 0. Therefore, we can conclude that if any correlation satisfies 3 and
gives S > 0, then it must be non-local.

Now we will show that the non-locality we have is a genuine one. If this correlation were not genuine, it could
be broken down according to the expression provided in equation 2. Given that p3 > 0, at least one component
within the decomposition must yield a non-zero value for P(+ + +|A49BoCp). Let’s consider this specific compo-
nent to be the initial one: Pap(x1xa|E1d2, A1) Po (23|23, A\1). Consequently, Pap(+ + |AgBo, \1)Pc(+|Co, A1) # 0.
The condition Ppc(+ 4 |B1Cy) = 0 leads to the conclusion that Pg(+|Bi, A1) Po(+|Co, A1) must be zero. This,
in turn, implies that Pp(+|Bi,A1) = 0, given that Po(+|Co, A1) cannot be zero. Therefore, we deduce that
Pg(—|B1,A1) = 1. Consequently, party B can jointly measure both By and B;. By utilizing the findings from
[42] that joint measureability within any no-signaling theory never violates a Bell inequality, we can ascertain that
Pap(x129|2129, 1) = Pa(z1]81, A1) Pp(22]|Z2,A1). Similarly, all the other components within the decomposition
become fully product-based. As a result, the distributions Pa, a,a,(212223|%18283) transform into fully local distri-
bution, which contradicts the initial premise considering p3 > 0. O

B. Proof of Main Result

We will now show the genuine non-locality for more than three party scenarios. The proof follows the same
methodology as the previous one.

Main Result. If a non-local correlation satisfies the conditions in 4 with Sy > 0, then it is a genuine multipartite
non-local correlation.

Proof. We will first show that no local theory can satisfy conditions 4 with Sy > 0. Let us define a local hid-
den variable A that captures the full description of the system. This A\ takes values from a set ). Moreover,
we assert that the comprehensive depiction of the joint system is denoted by »(A). In a local description, there
exist conditional probabilities pa; (u;|;, A) and pa, (vj[0;, A) such that the joint probability can be expressed as fol-
lows: P(x1,22,...,2N|21,%2,...,ZN) = Y _yeqV(N) vazl pa,; (5125, A), where Z; € {u;,0;}. Now, let’s assume that
Sy > 0, indicating that py > 0. This implies the existence of a nonempty subset A C €2, such that for all A € A,
Pa,(1]t;, A) = 1 for all i. Consequently, for all r where v, # d;, we have Py, (v,|0;,\) = 0, which further implies
P(d;|9;,A) = 1. Therefore, we can deduce that P(dy,ds,...,dN|01,0s,...,08,A) = P(1,1,..., 1|4y, 42, ..., 4N) =
pn. However, since A C Q, it follows that P(dy,da,...,dN|01,02,...,0n,A) < P(d1,ds,...,dN]|01,02,...,05). In
other words, Sy < 0, which contradicts the initial assumption of Sy. Therefore, we can conclude that if any correlation
satisfies 4 and gives Sy > 0, then it must be non-local.

Now we will show the genuineness of the mnon-locality. Consider a N-partite probability distribution
P(xy,xo,...,xN|T1,%2,...,2N) satisfying conditions in 4 with Sy > 0, which is not genuine. Hence, it is a con-
vex mixture of bi-local correlation. Let’s consider a partition (1,2,...,m) versus (m + 1,m + 2,..., N). Conse-
quently, there must be at least one element within the convex combination that contributes non-zero value to the
condition P(1,1,...,1|t1,09,...,4n) > 0, given py > gy > 0. Let’s assume such an element takes the form
Pi(x1,. oy Zm|Z1y ey ) Pa(Timt1y - o TN | Emt1, - -, EN)- As py > 0 we must have,

Pl(l,. . 1|’&17 S ,ﬂm)Pg(l, ceey 1|fbm+1, .. .,’ll]\]) >0 (Bl)



whereas the equation 4 imply two important relations,

Pilem # dnlom) Po(1 it 11) = 52
Py(vn # dn|on)Pr(1]d1) = 0.
The form of P;: Since by B1, one definitely have Py (1|tim+1) 7 0, we get Py (v, # dim|0m) = 0, hence Py (dp, |[0m) = 1.
By utilizing the findings from [42] that joint measureability within any no-signaling theory never violates a Bell
inequality, Pi(z1,...,Tm|&1,...,&y) factorizes to certain Pj(z1,...,Tm-1|T1, -, Zm—1)P"(€m|Zm). The condi-
tions in 4 also implies that Pj(vm—1 # dm—1|0m—1)P{"(1|tm) = 0, however again since P{"(1|dy,) # 0 one has
P{(dm—-1|0m—1) = 1. Using the same argument it is easy to see that P; fully factorizes.
The form of Py: We have Py(vy # dn|0n)Pi(1]G1) = 0, from which Py(vy # dy|on) = 0, thus Py(dy|dy) = 1.
Hence P, also fully factories as P;.

Thus the distribution P(x1,xs,...,2N|%1,22,...,2&x) become fully local. Such probability distribution cannot
satisfy the equation 4 for Sy > 0. Hence we are done. Since the proof is the same for all cuts, no mixture of bi-local
probability distribution for different cuts can satisfy all the conditions. O

The next two theorems provide the self-testing argument for the tripartite scenario.

Theorem 2. The mazimum achievable value of S3 among all three-qubit states represents the optimal value attainable
within tri-partite quantum states of any finite dimension.

Proof. Here we only present the outline of the proof as the details are quite similar to the proof given in [43].

Consider a general tripartite state p shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie. The operator IL,; represents the
outcome x obtained by Alice when she measures the observable #. Similarly, we define II,|; and II,; for Bob and
Charlie respectively. Thus,

g

Considering no constraints on dimensionality, we employ Neumark’s dilation theorem, restricting our focus to
projective measurements. Thus, the observables associated with Alice, Bob, and Charlie consist of Hermitian operators
having eigenvalues of +1, depicted as:

T = (+1)H+‘@ + (—1)1_[,‘@, s {Ao,Al}
g =D + (=D y, g € {Bo, Bi} (B4)
zZ= (+1)H_H73 + (*1)H_|2, z e {00,01}

Now using the lemma stated in [40] applies to Alice’s observable {Ay, A1} inducing a decomposition Hy = @, HY,
Bob’s observable {By, B1} inducing a decomposition Hp = B; Hp, and Charlie’s observable {Cp,C1} inducing a
decomposition Ho = @, H’g Consequently, the following expression is derived:

P(I7 Y, Z|1AZ, ga 2) = Z )"ijk Tr(pljknrh? & Hy\@ ® Hz|£)
i,5,k

= Z Aijkpijk(xv Y, Zli, g7 2)
i,5,k

(B5)

I, @I, @114 pIT; QIT; R, . . .
where p;r = O @ ;p O, O is, at most, a three-qubit state. The coeflicients \;;;, are determined as Ay, =
ijk

k
TI'(pH,L & Hj ® Hk), with )\ijk 2 0 Vi,j, k and Zz ik )\ijk =1.
If the joint probability P(z,y, z|Z, §, 2) meets the conditions outlined in 3, then it implies that the joint probability

Piik(x,y,2|%,9,2) will also adhere to the constraint equations. Consequently, the maximum attainable value of S;
across all three-qubit states denotes the optimal value achievable within tri-partite quantum states.

O

Theorem 3. If the mazximum value of Ss is observed, then the state of the system is equivalent up to local isometries

to |0)apc @ |VX3, ) arprcr, where [WX3 Y attains the mazimum value of Ss and |o) is an arbitrary tripartite state.



Proof. We can choose eigenstates of the observables Ay, By, and Cy to be computational eigenbasis:

iag = 120020, T, = (20 +1)(20 + 1],
TE, g = 2024, T 5 = |25 +1)(25 + 1],
% ¢, = |2k)(2K],  TI% o = [2k +1)(2k + 1]
where i, j, and k belong to the set {0,1,2,...}. Now, the difference p;jx —qijk, where piji = Py (+, 4, +|Ao, Bo, Co)

and ¢;jr = Pijr(—, —, —|A1, B1,C1), in the subspace Hil ® Hj, ® H’g can attain the maximum value if and only if

pijke = U3 ik (U3 |, where |UX3 ). represents the three-qubit state. Therefore, the unknown state |y) can give

the maximum value of 83, if and only if,

) = B VNisk Ui )ise- (13)

.3,k

Hence if we choose the local isometries in the following way,

®|2m, 0) x x» — [2m, 0) x x/,
®[2m +1,0) xxr — [2m, 1) xx7, (15)

where XX’ € {AA’, BB’,CC'"}, then we have,

(P4 ®@Pp @ Pc)|X)apc|000) apcr = |0)ape @ [V, Vapcr, (14)

where |0) apc some junk state.
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