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A tripartite state is said to be a potential resource for secret sharing if the state imposes restrictions
on the teleportation fidelity of the bipartite dealer–reconstructor and dealer–assistant channels in
addition of being useful for the state reconstruction [1]. Given a secret shareable state in a pure
three-qubit system [2, 3], we are able to characterize the set of states with maximum possible
reconstruction fidelity (abbreviated as MSR states) for a fixed value of the maximum teleportation
fidelity that can be obtained out of both the dealer–receiver channels. Similarly for a value giving
the maximum of Bell-CHSH value of both dealer–reconstructor and dealer–assistant channels, we
are able to find the maximum achievable reconstruction fidelity. Interestingly, we find that all
secret shareable states satisfy Bell’s inequality in both dealer–reconstructor and dealer–assistant
partitions. This brings out a new mutual exclusivity between secret shareable state and Bell’s
inequality violations. Our result paves the way in identifying the best candidate among the secret
sharing resource states in achieving the maximum reconstruction fidelity thus by setting the practical
information transfer limit in a possible resource theoretic extension of secret sharing. It also brings
out a new kind of mutual exclusiveness between the bipartite correlation and in the ability of secret
sharing in a tripartite setting.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum information theory, entanglement [4, 5] plays
a significant role in various communication protocols.
These involve sending of qubits (known or unknown) [6–
11] or classical bits [12–18] from one location to another
without violating the no-cloning theorem [19]. Entangle-
ment also enables the transfer of the coherence of quan-
tum states using fewer resources [8]. All of these help
us to develop resource theory of entanglement [20]. Un-
derstanding its significance as a resource, entanglement
in qubit-qubit [21, 22], qutrit-qutrit [23, 24] and qubit-
qudit [25, 26] systems are broadcasted along with other
quantifiers of resources. It can be further used to build
up a quantum network[27].
Entanglement, as a form of nonlocal correlation plays
a major role as a resource in sharing of classical se-
crets and also in the controlled reconstruction of quan-
tum states. Multiparty entanglement beyond bipartite
entanglement acts as a resource in secure quantum com-
munication tasks like controlled state reconstruction and
secret sharing. In a general sense, secret sharing is a pro-
cess where a dealer shares a secret with n share holders
such that only k(k < n) or more share holders can re-
veal the secret but any number of share holders fewer

than k cannot reveal the secret. Such a secret sharing
scheme is known as (k, n) threshold scheme. This idea
is further explored in quantum information theory where
we are able to share classical bits as secrets using en-
tangled resources. Interestingly, when we use a quantum
state then the secret sharing protocol will have certain
nuances. In the original article on quantum secret shar-
ing by Hillery et. al. [28] this was referred as quantum
information splitting. In consequent studies, the proto-
col has also been referred to as controlled quantum tele-
portation (CQT) [29] and controlled state reconstruction
(CSR) and sometimes loosely as quantum secret sharing
(QSS) [28, 30–41]. In a recent work [1] a new distinction
was made in between the controlled state reconstruction
(CSR) and quantum secret sharing (QSS). Based on that
we are able to identify the conditions for a state to be
useful for secret sharing within the set of states which
are useful for controlled state reconstruction.
Following Bell’s demonstration [42], in 1964, that quan-
tum mechanics cannot be reconciled with the concept of
local realism, there have been several advancements into
investigating nonlocality in quantum systems. Bell in-
equalities, for example, establish an upper limit on the
correlations observed in measurement statistics of multi
party systems [43, 44]. Exceeding this upper limit implies
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the presence of a nonlocal correlation among the parties
involved. For bipartite systems there is a more convinc-
ing way to quantify the Bell violation in the form of a
closed formula [6]. This highlights the relation between
the entanglement, bell’s inequality and teleportation fi-
delity of states in a more explicit way with examples from
either sides. Bipartite bell violation also plays a signifi-
cant role in context of correlation and information pro-
cessing abilities in multiparty situations [45].
In this work, we begin with a three party framework
where without any loss of generality we assume Alice
is the dealer, Bob and Charlie are the assistant and
reconstructor respectively. A three-qubit state will be
called as a secret sharing resource if the state reconstruc-
tion fidelity at the Charlie’s side is greater than 2

3 in
addition to the assumption that the fidelities of Alice-
Charlie (Dealer–Reconstructor) and Alice-Bob (Dealer–
Assistant) channels are less than 2

3 [1]. This comes from
the idea that the individual information gain by the share
holders should not be more than the classical limit. Here,
in this work we study how the degree of faithfulness in
transmission of a secret through a secret sharing pro-
tocol relates with the subsystem’s individual ability to
transmit a state through a teleportation protocol. We
characterize those states which will have maximum re-
construction fidelity, given the maximum value of the bi-
partite teleportation fidelities of Alice-Charlie (Dealer–
Reconstructor) and Alice-Bob (Dealer–Assistant) chan-
nels. We also give a single parameter canonical repre-
sentation of this maximal secret reconstructed resources
(labeled as MSR state) from the set of all secret share-
able resources in the pure tripartite state regime. We ex-
plore how the Bell-CHSH values of the bipartite dealer–
reconstructor, dealer–assistant subsystems correlate with
the maximization of reconstruction fidelities. In particu-
lar we have shown that all secret shareable states satisfy
Bell’s inequality. Equivalently, we can say that three-
qubit pure states with bipartite Bell violation is not suit-
able for quantum secret sharing. This clearly brings out
a new kind of mutually exclusiveness of bipartite Bell vi-
olation and the secret sharing capacity of the tripartite
resource. In a larger sense, it brings out new kind of mu-
tual exclusivity indicating that for processes like secret
sharing we probably need tripartite states with minimum
bipartite correlations. This entire study is carried out
for the three-qubit pure states (analytical proofs are for
three-qubit GHZ class of states with real coefficients and
numerical results for the larger class of three qubit GHZ
states which encompasses all possible three-qubit vectors
[2, 3]).
The organization of the paper is explained as follows. In
section II we give brief overview of the concepts which
form the basis of our work. Section III introduces the

theorem for maximal Secret reconstruction for given tele-
portation fidelities of the bipartite channels connecting
the dealer. We also give the canonical representation of
the states for which the maximal reconstruction is pos-
sible. In Section IV we discuss the correlation between
the Bell’s CHSH value of the same bipartite channels
and the reconstruction fidelity of the state, In addition
to that we establish a mutual exclusiveness between the
bipartite Bell violation and the secret shareable states.
Section V is devoted to conclusions and scope for future
discussions.

II. RELATED CONCEPTS

In this section, we provide an introduction to the various
concepts that are employed in our study. These include
teleportation fidelity, controlled state reconstruction fi-
delity and, the concept of bell’s inequality violation.

A. Teleportation Fidelity

Quantum teleportation is the process of transferring un-
known quantum information from one location to other.
Teleportation fidelity is a measure of how well a quan-
tum state can be faithfully transmitted using an entan-
gled quantum channel aided with classical communica-
tion. The fidelity is a measure of the similarity be-
tween the teleported state and the original state. Let
us consider a scenario involving Alice being the sender
and Bob the receiver. To set up the protocol, Alice and
Bob share an entangled resource. Suppose Alice wants to
send the quantum state |Ψ⟩. Alice would then perform a
joint measurement on her particle of the shared entangled
state and |ψ⟩, based on which she sends classical infor-
mation to Bob. Bob can then apply a unitary operation
to retrieve the teleported state |ψ′⟩. The teleportation
fidelity can be given by the overlap between the original
state and the teleported state:

FT = | ⟨ψ|ψ′⟩ |2 (1)

Consecutively, the fidelity ranges from 0 to 1, 1 indicat-
ing perfect teleportation, as in the case of the Bell state
|Ψ⟩ = 1√

2 (|00⟩+ |11⟩). We can transfer an unknown state
perfectly [28], considering no interference from external
sources. In other words, Bell state can be considered
as an optimal resource for transferring quantum infor-
mation. It was also shown that coherence of a quantum
state can also be teleported with much lesser resource [8].
A fidelity less than 1 indicates some deviation or error in
the teleportation protocol.
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It can be shown that one can still carry out teleporta-
tion without having an entangled resource, classically to
achieve a fidelity 2

3 , if not 1. Any quantum resource giv-
ing a fidelity greater than 2

3 , is in general considered as
a resource as there is quantum advantage associated in
beating the classical limit. As a resource, we consider a
two-qubit mixed state [6],

ρAB = 1
4(I⊗I+

∑
i

ri.σi⊗I+
∑

i

si.I⊗σi+
∑

ij

tijσi⊗σj),

(2)
where σi = (σ1, σ2, σ3) are the Pauli matrices; ri =
(r1, r2, r3), si = (s1, s2, s3) are the local Bloch vectors
and tij = Tr(ρ(σi ⊗ σj)) are the elements of the corre-
lation matrix T = [tij ]3×3. The maximum teleportation
fidelity that can be achieved for such a state ρAB is given
by,

FAB = 1
2(1 + 1

3ϑ2(ρ)), (3)

where ϑ2(ρ) = Tr(
√
T †T ). The above formula character-

izes the teleportation fidelity in terms of the parameters
of the resource state. For a teleportation protocol to
be successful, the teleportation fidelity should be greater
than 2

3 . This does not mean that there do not exist en-
tangled states for which the teleportation fidelity is less
than 2

3 [6, 9, 10, 46]. In other words, not all entangled
states guarantee a successful teleportation.

B. Controlled State Reconstruction and Secret
Sharing

A controlled state reconstruction process involves recon-
structing a quantum state shared by the dealer at the
share holder’s location. This requires cooperation of
other shareholder in the process of reconstruction. In the
most simplistic scenario when there is one dealer (Alice)
and two share holders (Bob and Charlie), we consider a
general three-qubit state,

ρABC = 1
8[I⊗3 +

3∑
i=1

ai.σi ⊗ I⊗2 +

3∑
j=1

I ⊗ bj .σj ⊗ I +
3∑

k=1
I⊗2 ⊗ ck.σk +

3∑
i,j=1

qijσi ⊗ σj ⊗ I +
3∑

i,k=1
rikσi ⊗ I ⊗ σk +

3∑
j,k=1

sjkI ⊗ σj ⊗ σk +
3∑

i,j,k=1
tijkσi ⊗ σj ⊗ σk], (4)

as the resource state. Here ai, bj , ck are local Bloch vec-
tors and the correlation matrices are given by, Q =

{qij} = Tr(ρABC(σi ⊗ σj ⊗ I)), R = {rik} =
Tr(ρABC(σi⊗I⊗σk)) and S = {sjk} = Tr(ρABC(I⊗σj⊗
σk)). These correlation matrices are of order 3 × 3. Here
τ = tijk = Tr(ρABC(σi ⊗σj ⊗σk)) is the correlation ten-
sor. The expression for maximum reconstruction fidelity
for a three-qubit state ρABC when Alice is the dealer,
Bob is the assistant and Charlie is the reconstructor, is
given by

FCSR
ABC = 1

2 + 1
6ϑ3(ρ) (5)

where ϑ3(ρ) is a function of the parameters of the state,
given by

ϑ3(ρ) = ∥R+ T∥1 + ∥R− T∥1

2 . (6)

If the reconstruction fidelity FCSR > 2
3 , then we

have a quantum advantage as mentioned in [1]. This
measure helps us to identify the states that are useful
for controlled state reconstruction.

Note that the secret sharing process is not exactly equiv-
alent to a reconstruction process. That is, along with
successful reconstruction with a fidelity greater than 2

3 ,
we have to ensure that the share holders will not be able
to reconstruct the secret on their own. This indepen-
dent reconstruction can be taken equivalent to a tele-
portation protocol and only be possible if the bipartite
channel achieve teleportation fidelity more than 2

3 . So
to identify a three-qubit state ρABC which is useful for
the secret sharing protocol we need additional constraints
that inhibit teleportation across bipartitions. Since, for
a channel to be useful for teleportation, we have F > 2

3 ,
we have the conditions:

FAB ≤ 2
3 , FAC ≤ 2

3 (7)

along with the condition FCSR > 2
3 as shown in [1]

for a dealer (A) and share holders (B and C) setting.
These conditions together ensure faithful transport of
the secret, while also accounting for dishonest recipients.

Note: 1. In the later section we will call the maximum
achievable teleportation fidelity of a channel as simple
teleportation fidelity to avoid confusion.
2. From now on, for the purpose of this paper, we will be
referring to teleportation fidelity in the notation F and
reconstruction fidelity as F .

C. Bell’s Inequality Violation

Bell’s inequality violation is a phenomenon in quantum
mechanics that demonstrates the non classical nature of
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correlations between entangled particles. The violation
of the inequality implies the presence of nonlocal correla-
tions that cannot be explained by classical realism. Ac-
cording to local realism, physical properties of a system
have well defined values, independent of measurement
settings on distant particles. The Bell-CHSH inequal-
ity, for a pair of entangled pparticles with measurement
settings a, b and outcomes A,B is given by:

|S| ≤ 2 (8)

where S is the CHSH correlation given by S = E(a, b) +
E(a′, b) + E(a, b′) − E(a′, b′) and E(a, b) is the correla-
tion between the outcomes A and B for measurement
settings a and b. All bipartite pure entangled states vio-
late the Bell inequality [47]. For a two-qubit mixed state
to violate the Bell-CHSH inequality, it must hold the con-
dition that the Bell-CHSH value S is greater than 2, to
imply the presence of nonlocal correlation that cannot
be described by the assumptions of local realism. The
Bell-CHSH observable quantity for any arbitrary bipar-
tite state ρ (2) can be defined as

S(ρ) = 2
√
M(ρ) (9)

where M(ρ) = m1 +m2. m1 and m2 are the two greatest
eigenvalues of TT

ρ Tρ, the correlation matrix for the two-
qubit state being Tρ defined as (Tρ)ij = Tr[ρ(σi ⊗ σj)]
where σi represent the respective Pauli Matrices. Draw-
ing from the condition for Bell Inequality Violation, it is
clear that, M(ρ) ≤ 1 is equivalent to the Bell inequality
not being violated.

It is interesting to note, that in the context of teleporta-
tion fidelity, it is an established fact that ϑ2(ρ) ≥ M(ρ)
[6], for an arbitrary mixed spin- 1

2 state to be useful for
teleportation. This inequality results from the definition
of the quantity ϑ2(ρ) = Σ3

i=1
√
mi with mi being the

eigenvalues of the matrix TTT . Since M(ρ) > 1 for a
state violating Bell’s inequality, we can estimate

Fmax ≥ 1
2(1 + 1

3M(ρ)) > 2
3 (10)

Note that the absence of Bell’s inequality violation does
not rule out the presence of entanglement or nonlocality.

III. RECONSTRUCTION FIDELITY VERSUS
TELEPORTATION FIDELITY IN SECRET

SHARING

In this section we obtain the relation between the recon-
struction fidelity of the shared pure tripartite resource
state and the maximum teleportation fidelity between the
two bipartite channels involving the dealer. In particular,

we consider those states that are useful for secret sharing
in the class of the generalized GHZ (Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger) states [2, 3] representing all possible pure states
in the tripartite scenario. We show that there exists a
limit to the maximal reconstruction fidelity such a tri-
partite state can achieve, given the maximal achievable
teleportation fidelity that can be obtained from the bi-
partite channels (dealer–reconstructor/dealer–assistant).
Furthermore, we are also able to identify the family of
states that will achieve maximum reconstruction fidelity
by giving its canonical form.
Let us choose a state from the generalized GHZ
(Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger) class of states with real
coefficients shared between three parties – Alice (A) as
the dealer, Bob (B) as the assistant and Charlie (C) as
the reconstructor. It is important to mention that these
set of states that can be converted into the GHZ state

1√
2 (|000⟩ + |111⟩) using Stochastic Local Operation and

Classical Communication (SLOCC) with non zero prob-
ability [2, 3]. These states can be expressed as :

|ψ(GHZR)⟩ABC = λ0 |000⟩ + λ1 |100⟩ + λ2 |101⟩
+λ3 |110⟩ + λ4 |111⟩ , (11)

where λi ≥ 0,Σiλ
2
i = 1 This state is a derivative of the

Acin state [3] obtained by putting the complex part ϕ
associated with λ1 as eiϕλ2 to 0. The reconstruction
fidelity at Charlie’s (C) location, for such a state in terms
of λi, is given by,

F(GHZR)ABC = 1
2 + 1

6ϑ3(ρ);

ϑ3(ρ) = 4λ0max{λ2, λ4} + 1 (12)

Here in this setting we consider the maximum (Fmax) of
the teleportation fidelities FAB and FAC of both dealer–
assistant (A−B) and dealer–reconstructor (A−C) chan-
nels of the tripartite state |ψ(GHZR)⟩. In other words,
Fmax = max(FAB , FAC). In the same spirit we can write
ϑ2(ρ) of Fmax as ϑ2(ρ) = max(ϑ2(ρAB), ϑ2(ρAC)). It
turns out that ϑ2(ρ) depends upon two correlation ma-
trices RAC and QAB of the channels AC and AB respec-
tively:

ϑ2(ρ) = max{||R||AC , ||Q||AB}, (13)

where

||R|| = 2λ0λ2 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
2 − λ2

3)2 (14)

||Q|| = 2λ0λ3 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
3 + (λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
3 − λ2

2)2 (15)
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It can be seen from the equations (14) and (15) that
the value of ϑ2(ρ) depends on the value of λ2 and
λ3. If λ2 > λ3 we have ϑ2(ρ) = ||R||AB and if
λ3 > λ2, ϑ2(ρ) = ||Q||. At λ2 = λ3 the values of
||R|| = ||Q||.

Theorem 1 Given a three-qubit pure state
|ψ(GHZR)⟩ABC , which is achieving a quantum ad-
vantage for secret sharing, implying that FAB ≤ 2

3 and
FAC ≤ 2

3 ( equivalently we can say that Fmax ≤ 2
3 or

ϑ2(ρ) ≤ 1) and FABC > 2
3 (or equivalently,ϑ3(ρ) > 1),

for a teleportation fidelity of Fmax, the reconstruction
fidelity is bounded by the following inequality:

FABC ≤ 2Fmax − 1
3 (16)

which can also be expressed as

ϑ3(ρ) ≤ 1 + 2ϑ2(ρ) (17)

Proof. Let us define 2 states, an arbitrary state ρa ≡
{λ0, λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4} and a boundary state that achieves
equality in the above theorem, ρb ≡ {Λ0,Λ1,Λ2,Λ3,Λ4}.
We can divide this proof into three parts as

ϑ3(ρa)
(1)
≤ ϑ3(ρb) (2)= 2ϑ2(ρb) + 1

(3)
≤ 2ϑ2(ρa) + 1 (18)

with

1. ∀ρa∃ρb : ϑ3(ρa) ≤ ϑ3(ρb), given ϑ2(ρa) = ϑ2(ρb)

2. ∀ρb;ϑ3(ρb) = 2ϑ2(ρb) + 1

3. ∀ρa∃ρb : ϑ2(ρa) ≥ ϑ2(ρb)

From the definition of teleportation fidelity (13) it is
evident that, keeping λ0, λ1, λ4 constant, increasing λ2
decreases λ3 and hence, increases ||R|| and decreases
||Q|| and vice versa. To minimize ϑ2(ρ) we require
λ2 = λ3 = 0. Hence we can define ρb ≡ {Λ0,Λ1, 0, 0,Λ4},
at which point

ϑ2(ρb) =
√

1 + 4λ4
4 + 4λ2

4λ
2
0 − 4λ2

4 ≤ ϑ2(ρa) (19)

Thus, part 3 is true. Now, for ρb we have
ϑ3(ρb) = 4λ0λ4 + 1. Replacing these values in
the theorem, we can achieve equality at the point
λ4 = 1√

2 . Since this establishes part 2 and the ex-
istence of a boundary, we can define this state as
ρb ≡ { 1√

2 cos θ, 1√
2 sin θ, 0, 0, 1√

2 }. We can now calculate
the values for ϑ2(ρb) and ϑ3(ρb) in terms of θ as
ϑ2(ρb) = cos θ and ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1.
Now„ assert that ϑ2(ρa) = ϑ2(ρb) = cos θ.

CASE 1: If λ2 > λ3 :

ϑ2(ρa) = ||Ra|| = cos θ = ϑ2(ρb) (20)

1. if λ2 ≥ λ4 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ2 + 1
Replace the value of cos θ in ϑ3(ρb)

ϑ3(ρb) = 4λ0λ2 + 4
√
λ2

0λ
2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2

+ 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
2 − λ2

3)2 + 1

> 4λ0λ2 + 1 = ϑ3(ρa)

2. if λ4 > λ2 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ4 + 1
Simplifying the last term it is obvious that,

ϑ3(ρb) > 4λ0λ2 + 4
√
λ2

0λ
2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2

+ 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 + 1

> 4λ0λ4 + 1 = ϑ3(ρa)

Thus, if λ2 > λ3 and ϑ2(ρa) = ϑ2(ρb) then
ϑ3(ρb) > ϑ3(ρa).

CASE 2: If λ2 < λ3 :

ϑ2(ρa) = ||Qa|| = cos θ = ϑ2(ρb) (21)

1. if λ3 > λ2 ≥ λ4 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ2 + 1
Replace the value of cos θ in ϑ3(ρb)

ϑ3(ρb) > 4λ0λ3 + 1
> 4λ0λ2 + 1 = ϑ3(ρa)

2. if λ4 > λ2 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ4 + 1
Simplify the last term to the form:

ϑ3(ρb) > 4λ0λ3 + 4
√
λ2

0λ
2
3 + (λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2

+ 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 + 1

> 4λ0λ4 + 1 = ϑ3(ρa)

Thus, if λ3 > λ2 and ϑ2(ρa) = ϑ2(ρb) then ϑ3(ρb) >
ϑ3(ρa). Thus, for all arbitrary states belonging to the
GHZ class as defined above, the theorem is true, achiev-
ing equality only if λ2 = λ3 = 0. ■
Thus, we can establish the fact that there exists a limit
to the maximal reconstruction fidelity |ψ(GHZR)⟩ABC

can achieve, given the teleportation fidelity of the
bipartite reduced states of AB and AC channels. Inter-
estingly, in the the Figure (1), we show numerically that
aour result holds for Generalized GHZ class of states
(sometimes referred as Acin states) : |ψ(GHZR)⟩ABC =
λ0 |000⟩ + λ1e

iϕ |100⟩ + λ2 |101⟩ + λ3 |110⟩ + λ4 |111⟩
cannonically representing any three-qubit vector in
general.
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FIG. 1: Fidelity of Reconstruction vs Teleportation fidelity:
The reconstruction fidelity of the tripartite pure state [2, 3]
is plotted against the maximum of the teleportation fidelities
of the (dealer–reconstructor) and (dealer–assistant) channels.
The red coloured line indicates the MSR states with the stan-
dard GHZ state shown as the green point is considered as an
example to this class.

Maximal Secret Reconstructed State (MSR) : In this ar-
ticle we are able to characterize those states for which
maximum secret reconstruction is possible among the se-
cret sharing resources. We call these states to be Maxi-
mal Secret Reconstructed State (MSR). For a given value
of the maximum teleportation fidelity Fmax, these states
give the maximum reconstruction fidelity. This class of
states are obtained from the equality condition in Theo-
rem 1, by putting the values λ2 = λ3 = 0 and λ4 = 1√

2
in the state |ψ(GHZR)⟩. This can also be identified in
the Figure (1 by the red line over the ash triangle. States
belonging to this family can be represented as:

|ψ⟩GHZR = λ0 |000⟩ + λ1 |100⟩ + 1√
2

|111⟩ (22)

where, λi ∈ R, µi ≥ 0,Σiλ
2
i = 1

2 . Canonically, it can also
have a single parameter representation as:

|ψ⟩GHZR = 1√
2

(cos θ |000⟩+sin θ |100⟩)+ 1√
2

|111⟩ (23)

with θ ∈ [0, π
2 ].

Example 1. The GHZ state: A classic example
of a state belonging to this class is the GHZ state
(θ = π

2 ): |GHZ⟩ = 1√
2 |000⟩ + 1√

2 |111⟩, where λ0 = 1√
2

and λ1 = 0. For this state, we find that the max-
imum teleportation fidelity of the bipartite channels
Fmax(GHZ) = 2

3 and the reconstruction fidelity
F(GHZ) = 1 which satisfies the equation 16. This
clearly indicates that the GHZ state falls into the class
of Maximum secret reconstructed class of state (MSR)
by achieving maximum possible reconstruction fidelity

in addition of being classified as a secret sharing resource
(labeled as the green dot in the Figure (1).

Example 2. θ = π
4 : Such a state would take the form

|ψ⟩ = 1
2 |000⟩ + 1

2 |100⟩ + 1√
2 |111⟩. Knowing the coeffi-

cients, we can substitute them in the definitions for bipar-
tite teleportation fidelity and reconstruction fidelity. For
teleportation fidelity, from (13), ϑ2(ρ) = 1√

2 , and hence
Fmax = 6+

√
2

12 < 2
3 (3). From definition of reconstruction

fidelity, ϑ3(ρ) =
√

2 + 1, and from (5) F = 4+
√

2
6 > 2

3 .
Clearly, F − 2F = − 1

3 which achieves equality on Theo-
rem 1. Clearly the state |ψ⟩ falls into the MSR class of
states.

IV. RECONSTRUCTION FIDELITY VERSUS
BELL’S INEQUALITY VIOLATION

In this section, we explore the relationship between the
Bell’s Bell-CHSH value of the dealer-reconstructor and
dealer-assistant channels with the reconstruction fidelity
of the tripartite GHZ class state.
Considering the generalized GHZ class of states defined
in equation (11), we find the reduced density matrices
ρAC and ρAB for the dealer–reconstructor and dealer–
assistant bipartitions respectively. It can be calculated
that the correlation matrix for each bipartition, repre-
sented as Tρ = Tr(σi ⊗ σjρ) which takes the value of R
for the subsystem AC and Q for subsystem AB. Similar
to the teleportation fidelity, the eigenvalues of the matrix
TT

ρ Tρ will differ by the factor of λ2 and λ3 for the two
bipartitions. Note that all three of the eigenvalues from
each bipartition will remain non-negative.

Theorem 2 (Mutual Exclusivity Theorem: ) All states
that are useful for secret sharing satisfies Bell’s inequality
(Smax ≤ 2). Equivalently, the maximum bipartite Bell’s
Inequality Violation (Smax > 2) would imply that the
state is not useful for faithful secret sharing.

Proof. We already know that for a state to be use-
ful for secure secret sharing, we have the 2 necessary
conditions; one for the bipartitions, ( FAB ≤ 2

3 and
FAC ≤ 2

3 or equivalently Fmax ≤ 2
3 ) and for the en-

tire three-qubit state F ≥ 2
3 . We can use this con-

dition to establish a similar limit on Bell-CHSH value
(Smax = max{SAC ,SAB} or equivalently Mmax =
max{M(ρAC),M(ρAB)}) through equation (10).

Fmax ≤ 2
3 ⇒ 2

3 ≥ 1
2(1 + 1

3Mmax)

⇒ 1 ≥ Mmax ⇒ Smax ≤ 2 (24)
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This clearly indicates that those states for which Fmax ≤
2
3 are not nonlocal in the dealer–reconstructor and
dealer–assistant bipartite regime as it is independent of
whether F ≥ 2

3 . So eventually for secret shareable states
being a subset of that will satisfy the same conclusion.
This makes sense from the perspective that if there are
more correlation in the bipartite channels more informa-
tion individual can access without involving others. This
creates a mutual exclusiveness of the secret sharing ca-
pacity and the bipartite nonlocality. ■

Theorem 3 Given a three-qubit pure state |ψ(GHZR)⟩
which is useable for secret sharing under the below men-
tioned conditions:

Fmax ≤ 2
3 ⇒ ϑ2(ρ) ≤ 1

FABC ≥ 2
3 ⇒ ϑ3(ρ) ≥ 1

the relation between Bell’s CHSH value
Smax = max(SAB ,SAC) (equivalently Mmax =
max(MAB ,MAC)) and reconstruction fidelity F can be
presented as:

6FABC ≤ Smax + 4 (25)

or, in terms of their factors as:

ϑ3(ρ) ≤ 2
√
Mmax + 1 (26)

Proof. As before, we define 2 states, an arbitrary state
ρa ≡ {λ0, λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4} and a boundary state, ρb ≡
{Λ0,Λ1,Λ2,Λ3,Λ4}. We can divide this proof into three
parts as

ϑ3(ρa)
(1)
≤ ϑ3(ρb) (2)= 2

√
Mmax(ρb)+1

(3)
≤ 2

√
Mmax(ρa)+1

(27)
with

1. ∀ρa∃ρb : ϑ3(ρa) ≤ ϑ3(ρb), given M(ρa) = M(ρb)

2. ∀ρb;ϑ3(ρb) = 2
√
M(ρb) + 1

3. ∀ρa∃ρb : M(ρa) ≥ ϑ2(ρb)

We have already seen that M(ρ) is minimized at
λ2 = λ3 = 0, thus part 3 is true at ρb ≡ {Λ0,Λ1, 0, 0,Λ4}.
Following similar steps as in proof for Theorem 1, we
can obtain the equality at λ4 = 1√

2 thus defining the
family of states lying on the boundary in the form
ρb ≡ { 1√

2 cos θ, 1√
2 sin θ, 0, 0, 1√

2 }. Again, we have, in
terms of θ, M(ρb) = cos2 θ and ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1.

CASE 1: If λ2 > λ3 :

M(ρa) = 1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

2 − λ2
3)

= cos2 θ = M(ρb) (28)

1. if λ2 ≥ λ4 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ2 + 1
Replace the value of cos θ in ϑ3(ρb)

ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1

= 1 + 2
√

1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

2 − λ2
3)

> 1 + 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
3 > 1 + 4λ0λ2 = ϑ3(ρa)

2. if λ4 > λ2 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ4 + 1
Similarly, simplify the last term to the form:

ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1

= 1 + 2
√

1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

2 − λ2
3)

> 1 + 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 = 1 + 4λ0λ4 = ϑ3(ρa)

Thus, if λ2 > λ3 and M(ρa) = M(ρb) then
ϑ3(ρb) > ϑ3(ρa).

CASE 2: If λ3 > λ2 :

M(ρa) = 1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

3 − λ2
2)

= cos2 θ = M(ρb) (29)

1. if λ3 > λ2 ≥ λ4 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ2 + 1
Replace the value of cos θ in ϑ3(ρb)

ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1

= 1 + 2
√

1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

3 − λ2
2)

> 1 + 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
3 > 1 + 4λ0λ2 = ϑ3(ρa)

2. if λ4 > λ2 ⇒ ϑ3(ρa) = 4λ0λ4 + 1
Similarly, simplify the last term to the form:

ϑ3(ρb) = 2 cos θ + 1

= 1 + 2
√

1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

3 − λ2
2)

> 1 + 2
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 = 1 + 4λ0λ4 = ϑ3(ρa)

Thus, if λ3 > λ2 and M(ρa) = M(ρb) then ϑ3(ρb) >
ϑ3(ρa). Thus, for all arbitrary states belonging to the
GHZ class as defined above, the theorem is true, achiev-
ing equality only if λ2 = λ3 = 0. ■
This is also an important result, proving that the
maximum value of M doesn’t exceed 1. In other words,
the maximum of Bell’s CHSH values of both the dealer–
reconstructor and dealer–assistant channels is less than
equal to 2 (i.e S(ρ) ≤ 2) in all cases of a secret shareable
state. This means that no relevant bipartitions of a state
agreeing to the aforementioned conditions to qualify
for faithful secret sharing violates Bell’s inequality. In
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FIG. 2: Reconstruction fidelity vs max of Bell’s CHSH values:
The reconstruction fidelity of three-qubit pure states [2, 3]
is plotted against the maximum of Bell’s CHSH values for
both dealer–reconstructor and dealer–assistant channels. The
red line represents the states taking the maximum value for
the reconstruction fidelity. The green dot being the standard
GHZ state is depicted as an example in the figure

the Figure (2) we numerically show that this is true for
much larger class of states like Generalized GHZ class
(Acin states [2, 3]) with boundary being given by the
red colour line. The standard GHZ state is one example
in the boundary state, represented by the green point in
the Figure (2).

Note: Refer to the Appendix for complete calculations.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this work identifies those secret sharing re-
sources for which maximum reconstruction of the secret

is possible. Our result is based on the set of Acin states
representing the class of all tripartite pure states. We
prove the analytical results for Acin states with vanish-
ing complex coefficient. We call this class as Maximal
Secret Reconstructed (MSR) class of states. This class
of states are obtained as a result of the bound that we
establish on the reconstruction fidelity for a given value
of the maximum of bipartite teleportation fidelities of
the dealer–assistant and dealer–reconstructor channels.
Additionally, our study also evaluates the suitability of
a state for reliable secret sharing in light of the Bell-
CHSH operator values. Remarkably, we find that all
secret shareable states does not violate Bell’s inequal-
ity when observed across both the dealer–reconstructor
and dealer–assistant partitions bringing out a new mu-
tual exclusivity. In the same spirit, we also find the the
maximum reconstruction fidelity that can be achieved
if the Bell-CHSH values in the dealer–reconstructor and
dealer–assistant partitions are known. Our study has
been fundamental in the spirit of realizing the capacity
of secret sharing states in terms of reconstructing the se-
cret bringing out the limits of probable resource theory
based on quantum secret sharing. It also brings out the
mutually exclusiveness of both bipartite correlations with
tripartite capacity of a quantum states in a general sense
conforming to such previous insights in different context
[45].
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Appendix A: Teleportation Fidelity Detailed
Analysis

Given the correlation matrices R and Q for the subsys-
tems AC and AB, we can calculate the value of ϑ2(ρ) =
max{||R||, ||Q||}. where,

||R|| = 2λ0λ2 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
2 − λ2

3)2

||Q|| = 2λ0λ3 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
3 + (λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
3 − λ2

2)2 (A1)

Analysing these values in the cases we need to compare
with reconstruction fidelity, we can rewrite the values.

CASE 1: if λ2 > λ3 :

ϑ2(ρ) = 2λ0λ2 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
2 − λ2

3)2

= 2λ0λ2 + 2
√

2λ2
0λ

2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 + 4λ2

0(λ2
2 − λ2

3) + (λ2
2 + λ2

4 − λ2
0 − λ2

1 − λ2
3)2

(A2)

CASE 2: if λ3 > λ2 :

ϑ2(ρ) = 2λ0λ3 + 2
√
λ2

0λ
2
3 + (λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
1 + (λ2

0 − λ2
1 + λ2

4 + λ2
3 − λ2

2)2

= 2λ0λ2 + 2
√

2λ2
0λ

2
2 + (λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)

+
√

4λ2
0λ

2
4 + 4λ2

0(λ2
3 − λ2

2) + (λ2
0 + λ2

1 + λ2
2 − λ2

3 − λ2
4)2

(A3)

Using these simplifications, it is easy to see that

ϑ2(ρ) > 2λ0λ2 + 2λ0λ4 (A4)

Appendix B: Bell Violation Detailed Analysis

For subsystems AC and AB, we have the correlation ma-
trices R and Q. The eigenvalues of RTR and QTQ can
be calculated, respectively as:

[ 4λ2
0λ

2
2,

4λ2
0λ

2
2 + 4(λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2,

4λ2
0λ

2
2 + 4λ2

0(λ2
4 − λ2

3) + (λ2
0 + λ2

1 + λ2
3 − λ2

2 − λ2
4)2

]

and

[ 4λ2
0λ

2
3,

4λ2
0λ

2
3 + 4(λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2,

4λ2
0λ

2
3 + 4λ2

0(λ2
4 − λ2

2) + (λ2
0 + λ2

1 + λ2
2 − λ2

3 − λ2
4)2

]

Consequently, it is obvious that the largest two values
are the last two in each case.

M = 1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0|λ2

2 − λ2
3|

We can simplify M in multiple ways, to compare with
reconstruction fidelity in each case.

CASE 1: if λ2 > λ3 :

M = 1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

2 − λ2
3)

= 4λ2
0λ

2
2 + (λ2

0 + λ2
1 − λ2

2 + λ2
3 − λ2

4)2

+4λ2
0(λ2

2 − λ2
3) + 4(λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2 + 4λ2

0λ
2
4

= 4λ2
0λ

2
4 + (λ2

0 + λ2
1 − λ2

2 + λ2
3 − λ2

4)2

+4λ2
0(2λ2

2 − λ2
3) + 4(λ1λ2 + λ3λ4)2 (B1)
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CASE 2: if λ3 > λ2 :

M = 1 − 4(λ1λ4 + λ2λ3)2 + 4λ2
0(λ2

3 − λ2
2)

= 4λ2
0λ

2
3 + (λ2

0 + λ2
1 + λ2

2 − λ2
3 − λ2

4)2

+4λ2
0(λ2

3 − λ2
2) + 4(λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2 + 4λ2

0λ
2
4

= 4λ2
0λ

2
4 + (λ2

0 + λ2
1 + λ2

2 − λ2
3 − λ2

4)2

+4λ2
0(2λ2

3 − λ2
2) + 4(λ1λ3 + λ2λ4)2 (B2)

It is now obvious that

M > 4λ2
0λ

2
2 + 4λ2

0λ
2
4 (B3)
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