
Generating multipartite nonlocality to benchmark quantum computers

Jan Lennart Bönsel,1, ∗ Otfried Gühne,1, † and Adán Cabello2, 3, ‡

1Naturwissenschaftlich-Technische Fakultät, Universität Siegen, Walter-Flex-Straße 3, 57068 Siegen, Germany
2Departamento de Fı́sica Aplicada II, Universidad de Sevilla, 41012 Sevilla, Spain
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We show that quantum computers can be used for producing large n-partite nonlocality, thereby providing
a method to benchmark them. The main challenges to overcome are: (i) The interaction topology might not
allow arbitrary two-qubit gates. (ii) Noise limits the Bell violation. (iii) The number of combinations of local
measurements grows exponentially with n. To overcome (i), we point out that graph states that are compatible
with the two-qubit connectivity of the computer can be efficiently prepared. To mitigate (ii), we note that, for
specific graph states, there are n-partite Bell inequalities whose resistance to white noise increases exponentially
with n. To address (iii) for any n and any connectivity, we introduce an estimator that relies on random sampling.
As a result, we propose a method for producing n-partite Bell nonlocality with unprecedented large n. This
allows in return to benchmark nonclassical correlations regardless of the number of qubits or the connectivity.
We test our approach by using a simulation for a noisy IBM quantum computer, which predicts n-partite Bell
nonlocality for at least n = 24 qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

The term “n-partite nonlocality” refers to correlations be-
tween n parties that cannot be explained by any local realistic
model [1, 2]. It can be detected by a violation of a multipartite
Bell inequality, which shows that at least one of the assump-
tions of a local realistic model is false [3, 4]. The experimen-
tal test of n-partite nonlocality is however challenging. The
first and main reason is that it is very difficult to have physi-
cal systems with n parts that can be prepared in a genuinely
n-partite entangled quantum state [5] and on which specific
local measurements can be performed on each of the n indi-
vidual parts. From this perspective, quantum computers offer
a unique chance to realistically go to a large n and test quan-
tum theory. Quantum computers have dozens, hundreds, or
even thousands of qubits which can, in principle, be prepared
in arbitrary quantum states and then measured individually.

We propose a method to produce and certify n-qubit Bell
nonlocality with unprecedented large n. Quantum mechan-
ics predicts nonlocality and that the violation increases expo-
nentially with n. The main motivation is thus to experimen-
tally test this prediction for large n, i.e., in the “macroscopic”
limit. Specifically, in our case, the aim is observing nonlocal-
ity produced by “a superposition of macroscopically distinct
states” [5]. In this respect, this work is in the line of recent
results showing that quantum computers can produce corre-
lations that are impossible in other platforms [6] or used for
many-body simulation of fermionic systems [7].

The second motivation is to use the observed Bell viola-
tion as a benchmark to compare different quantum comput-
ers. Since, as far as we know, n-partite nonlocality is a phe-
nomenon specific to quantum theory, one can think of using
it to quantify the “quantumness” of the device that has pro-
duced it. This can be achieved by the fraction Dn = Qn/Cn
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of the maximal quantum value Qn and the classical bound Cn

[5, 8–10]. For our use-case, we stress that Dn is related to the
resistance of the violation to depolarisation noise. Moreover,
Dn is associated to the detection efficiency that is required to
classically simulate the quantum nonlocality [8].

A variety of benchmarks have been proposed to test the
quality of quantum computers, i.e., the quantum volume or
the cross-entropy benchmark [11–13]. Still, no universally
accepted standard has been established. Current approaches
do not fulfill the ideal requirements to be independent of the
noise model and the hardware, to be not tied to one algorithm
but still being predictive and scalable in practice [12]. The
phenomenon of n-partite nonlocality is promising in this re-
gard, as a Bell violation has an interpretation independent of
the hardware and the specific noise. Observing a violation of
a Bell inequality requires specific quantum states and mea-
surements. Consequently, Bell inequalities can be used to cer-
tify both measurements and states [14], which makes them
attractive for benchmarking. In contrast, entanglement wit-
nesses certify a quantum state given some well-characterized
measurements, which requires additional assumptions. In ad-
dition, a Bell test can be carried out in principle for all pure
entangled states [15]. In this sense, using Bell inequalities for
benchmarking does not rely on a specific algorithm to prepare
a certain quantum state. The fraction Dn grows with system
size and we show that this facilitates the scaling of the Bell
test to many qubits. Finally, an observed Bell violation can be
used to lower bound the fidelity, which allows to predict the
quality of other computations.

Experimentally, violations of n-partite Bell inequalities
have been observed in a variety of physical systems that are
promising for quantum computing [16–26]. So far, however,
mostly systems with a relatively small number of parties n
have been considered. In an ion trap, violations of up to
n = 14 have been verified [16], whereas nonlocality has also
been shown for n = 6 with photons [17]. n = 3 nonlocality
has been verified on a NMR quantum simulator [26]. Finally,
nonlocality has also been investigated in atomic ensembles
[27] and in optical lattices [18]. The largest number of par-
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ties has been achieved with superconducting qubits with up to
n = 57 [24]. To limit the experimental resources, however,
this reference considered Bell inequalities that do not show an
exponential violation in n.

The question remains why exponentially increasing nonlo-
cality has not been verified with quantum computers before?
There are, fundamentally, three challenges:

(i) Typically, quantum computers can apply two-qubit gates
only on some specific pairs of qubits. Hereafter, we will refer
to the map that specifies these pairs as the connectivity of the
quantum computer. A consequence of this limitation is that
not all connectivities allow us to equally well prepare a n-
qubit Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) [28] state, which
was the default option in [16, 19].

(ii) Quantum computers with larger n are typically more
affected by noise and decoherence. Therefore, the larger n is,
the harder it becomes to prepare the target state and to observe
a violation of a Bell inequality.

(iii) The number of different combinations of local mea-
surements (contexts) needed to test a Bell inequality increases
with n. For example, in the case that there are two measure-
ments per qubit, the number of contexts scales exponentially
in n and so does typically the number of terms needed to
test the Bell inequality. Therefore, measuring all contexts be-
comes infeasible for large n.

In this work we show how to overcome or alleviate each of
these three challenges. First, we will show that there is a nat-
ural solution to problem (i). For a given connectivity, we can
focus on the graph states that are compatible with the connec-
tivity graph. Graph states are a specific set of pure entangled
states [29] and can be prepared by applying controlled-Z (CZ)
gates on adjacent qubits in the graph. Thus, if we assume that
CZ gates can be performed between connected qubits, graph
states that correspond to subgraphs of the two-qubit connec-
tivity can be readily prepared.

For n-qubit graph states, there are some general methods to
obtain n-partite Bell inequalities [8, 10, 30–32]. Though, it
is in general a hard task to find the optimal one (in the sense
of resistance to noise of the violation), the optimal n-partite
Bell inequalities in terms of the stabilizers have been iden-
tified for some graph states [8]. In particular, the optimal n-
partite Bell inequalities associated to the GHZ and linear clus-
ter (LC) state are known [8, 30]. These states correspond to
the extreme cases of connectivity: On the one side, the GHZ
state is easy to prepare when all qubits can be coupled to each
other. On the other side, we consider the LC state that can
be conveniently prepared on a quantum computer with mini-
mal connectivity, i.e., the connectivity graph is a line. Cluster
states have in addition the advantage to be more resistant to
decoherence [33]. Quantum theory predicts that for the GHZ
and LC state the ratio Dn can be made arbitrarily large by in-
creasing the number of qubits [5, 30, 34]. This means that,
in theory, the resistance to noise of multipartite nonlocality
grows exponentially with the number of particles. This helps
to overcome (ii).

In addition, the main aim of this work is to introduce a gen-
eral method to address problem (iii). For this purpose, we
discuss how the expectation value of a Bell operator can be

estimated from the measurements of only a few terms. The
terms are chosen at random and thus the method falls into line
with previous randomized measurement approaches, e.g., di-
rect fidelity estimation [35, 36] or few-copy entanglement ver-
ification [37]. As this method is not restricted to a specific Bell
inequality, it can be applied to the Bell operator that is most
appropriate for the experimental set-up taking into account the
feasible interactions.

We note however that quantum computers usually are not
suited for a loophole-free Bell test. For example, ions are typ-
ically in the same trap and superconducting qubits on the same
chip. It is thus not possible to rule out communication. How-
ever, in principle, the interactions can be tuned to minimize
the cross-talk between the qubits. Hereafter, we will refer to
this assumption as the no-cross-talk assumption and we will
make it on the belief that quantum computers are the only way
to investigate n-partite nonlocality with large n.

To explain the proposed method, we will introduce graph
states that can be readily prepared on a given connectivity.
Accordingly, we discuss examples of Bell inequalities asso-
ciated to graph states that show an exponential scaling of the
fraction Dn in Sec. II. Afterwards we will explain in Sec. III
the method to measure the Bell inequalities. As we pro-
pose to evaluate the Bell inequalities by random sampling
in Sec. III B, we first formulate the Bell test as a hypothesis
test in Sec. III A. After we discuss the sample complexity in
Sec. III C, we will apply the method exemplarily to the Bell
inequalities of the GHZ and LC state in Sec. IV. These Bell
inequalities cover the extreme cases of connectivities in quan-
tum computers. Finally, we use this to benchmark actual ar-
chitectures in Sec. V and include a simulation for the IBM
Eagle quantum processor in Sec. VI.

II. BELL INEQUALITIES WITH AN EXPONENTIAL
NONLOCALITY

We start this section by discussing graph states, which are
an important class of quantum states in quantum information
theory [29, 38]. For our aim, they are specifically useful as the
graph states that are compatible with the connectivity graph of
a n-qubit quantum computer can be readily prepared. Suppose
G is a graph of n vertices. For each vertex i in G, we define a
stabilizing operator gi by

gi := Xi

⊗
j∈N (i)

Zj , (1)

where N (i) is the neighbourhood of vertex i, i.e., all vertices
that are connected to i. In the above definition, Xi, Yi and Zi

denote the Pauli matrices acting on qubit i. The graph state
|G⟩ that is associated with G is the common eigenstate of all
stabilizing operators with eigenvalue +1, i.e.,

gi |G⟩ = |G⟩ , for i = 1, . . . , n. (2)

The graph state |G⟩ has the explicit expression [29]

|G⟩ =
∏

(i,j)∈E

CZ(i,j) |+⟩⊗n
, (3)
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Figure 1. Three exemplary graph states: (a) For three qubits, the
GHZ state and the LC state coincide. The star graph in (b) corre-
sponds to the GHZ state of six qubits, whereas the line graph in (c)
is associated to the LC state of six qubits.

where E is the set of edges of the graph and CZ(i,j) is the
controlled-Z gate acting on qubits i and j. This motivates
the assumption of the specific universal gate set. Quantum
computers that natively implement the CZ gate can readily
prepare the graph state in Eq. (3) in case the graph G is a
subgraph of its connectivity graph.

Different graphs may lead to graph states that are con-
nected by a local unitary (LU) transformation, which does not
change the entanglement properties. A special class of LU
transformations are local Clifford operations [29], that can
be described by a graphical rule called local complementa-
tion. A local complementation in vertex i transforms a graph
G = (V,E) into a graph G′ = (V,E′) by inverting the neigh-
bourhood N (i) of vertex i. For two vertices j, k ∈ N (i), if
(j, k) ∈ E then (j, k) /∈ E′ and vice versa. The set of vertices
V is unchanged.

In addition, graph states have also another benefit. For all
graph states there is an associated Bell inequality known that
is maximally violated by the graph state [10]. Specifically, for
tree graphs, i.e., connected graphs that do not contain a cycle,
the violation increases exponentially in the number of qubits
n [10], i.e., the ratio Dn increases exponentially in n. This
facilitates the observation of a Bell violation. Suppose in an
experiment the noisy graph state ρ = α |G⟩⟨G|+(1−α)1/2n

is prepared. The expectation value of the Bell operator is
⟨Bn⟩ρ = αQn. A violation is thus observed for

α >
Cn

Qn

= D−1
n , (4)

which decreases exponentially with the number of qubits n.
We conclude this section by discussing two specific Bell

inequalities for the graph states in Fig. 1. For the n-qubit GHZ
state, Mermin’s inequality constitutes a known Bell inequality
[5, 30]. Mermin’s inequality is up to local rotations equivalent
to the Bell operator

BGHZ
n = g1

n∏
i=2

(1+ gi), (5)

where gi are the stabilizing operators defined in Eq. (1). The

quantum bound QGHZ
n = 2n−1 is achieved for the n-qubit

GHZ state. The classical bound and thus the maximal ratio
D for Mermin’s inequality are

CGHZ
n =

{
2

n−1
2 ,

2
n
2 ,

, DGHZ
n =

{
2

n−1
2 , n odd,

2
n−2
2 , n even.

(6)

For the LC state in turn we consider the Bell inequalities
in Ref. [30] that are defined in case the number of qubits is a
multiple of three. The Bell operator is

BLC
n =

n/3∏
i=1

(1+ g3i−2)g3i−1(1+ g3i), (7)

which takes the maximal value for the n-qubit LC state. As
all terms in Eq. (7) are stabilizing operators of the LC state,
we have QLC

n = 4n/3. The classical bound in turn is

CLC
n = 2n/3 and thus DLC

n = 2n/3. (8)

III. METHODS

The Bell operators in Sec. II rely on a number of contexts
that scales exponentially in the number of qubits n, i.e., there
are in principle an exponential number of terms to measure.
The number of observables thus quickly becomes infeasible.
In this section, we introduce a general method to evaluate
a Bell inequality by sampling random terms. The terms of
the Bell inequality are picked according to a uniform prob-
ability distribution. This approach stands in line with previ-
ous schemes that use randomization to reduce the number of
measurements, e.g., direct fidelity estimation [35, 36] or few-
copy entanglement detection [37]. Finally, there exist differ-
ent methods to assess the statistical strength of Bell tests [39–
42]. We gauge the significance of a violation with the help of
the p-value. For this purpose, we start by formulating a Bell
test as a hypothesis test.

A. Hypothesis test

The task is to evaluate a general Bell inequality with classi-
cal bound C, i.e., to check the inequality

⟨B⟩ ≤ C. (9)

The expectation value on the right hand side however cannot
be inferred exactly in an experiment. Rather the expectation
value has to be estimated from multiple experimental repeti-
tions. For this purpose it is useful to consider an unbiased
estimator ⟨B̂⟩, which we denote by a hat. An estimator ⟨B̂⟩ is
a function of the experimental data and it is unbiased in case it
reproduces the actual value in expectation, i.e., E[⟨B̂⟩] = ⟨B⟩.

Due to the finite statistics, however, the estimate ⟨B̂⟩ fluc-
tuates. There is thus a non-zero probability to observe a vio-
lation of the Bell inequality although the actual state does not
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Figure 2. Upper bound of the p-value. To observe a value of θ > C
even though the state obeys the classical bound, the estimator ⟨B̂⟩
has to exceed its mean by at least t.

violate it. To quantify the probability that an observed vio-
lation is only due to statistical fluctuations, we formulate the
Bell test as a hypothesis test. The hypotheses are

• Null hypothesis H0: The measurement outcomes can
be described by a local hidden variable (LHV) model,

• Alternative hypothesis H1: The Bell inequality is vi-
olated.

To gauge whether the observed data is in contradiction with
the null hypothesis H0, we look at the p-value. The p-value
is defined as the probability to observe an estimate at least as
large as some value θ in case H0 is true, i.e.,

p = P
(
⟨B̂⟩ > θ

∣∣ H0

)
. (10)

But the p-value is hard to calculate since the probability de-
pends on the probability distribution of the estimator ⟨B̂⟩
which is unknown. We can, however, upper bound the p-
value. A local theory can at most reach a value of ⟨B⟩ =

E[⟨B̂⟩] = C. Thus, in case H0 is true the estimator ⟨B̂⟩
has to exceed its mean by at least t = θ − C if a violation
⟨B̂⟩ = θ > C is observed. This is sketched in Fig. 2. We
consequently obtain the upper bound

p ≤ P(⟨B̂⟩ − ⟨B⟩ ≥ t). (11)

In the following we use Hoeffding’s inequality [43] to upper
bound the right hand side of Eq. (11). Hoeffding’s inequality
is a large deviation bound that typically involves the number
of repetitions. This allows us to connect the number of repe-
titions to the p-value. Finally, we say that an observed result
has a confidence level of γ = 1− p.

B. Random sampling

So far, we have noted that there are multipartite Bell in-
equalities known that adapt to the architecture of the quantum
computer and show a growing resistance to white noise. This
allows to overcome problem (i) and (ii). We have seen how-
ever that also the number of terms grows exponentially, which
makes it experimentally infeasible to measure all terms. In
this section, we describe a scheme to overcome this problem
and which allows to evaluate the Bell inequalities.

A general Bell operator B can be written as a sum of ob-
servables:

B =

M∑
j=1

Bj . (12)

We note that for the Bell inequalities in Sec. II the number
of terms equals the quantum bound, i.e., M = Qn. We pro-
pose to estimate the expectation value of the Bell operator by
measuring the expectation value of L randomly chosen terms.
To analyse how many terms L have to be sampled, we first
assume that the expectation values can be inferred directly,
i.e., we consider the limit of infinite measurements. With this
simplification, the estimator reads

⟨B̂⟩∞ =
M

L

L∑
l=1

⟨BJl
⟩. (13)

We note that in the above expression J1, . . . , JL are indepen-
dent random variables with possible outcomes in the range
{1, . . . ,M}. We assume that all outcomes are equally likely,
i.e., P(Jl = j) = 1

M for all j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. In App. A 1, we
show that the estimator is unbiased, i.e., E[⟨B̂⟩∞] = ⟨B⟩.

To assess the significance of an observed violation, we con-
sider the p-value. We upper bound the p-value with the help
of Eq. (11). The probability on the right hand side of Eq. (11)
can be bounded with the help of concentration inequalities.
Here, we consider Hoeffding’s inequality, which yields

p ≤ P(⟨B̂⟩∞ − ⟨B⟩ ≥ t) ≤ exp

(
− t2

2M2
L

)
. (14)

The details on Hoeffding’s inequality are presented in
App. B 1. This result can be used to derive a lower bound
on the necessary L. To reach a confidence level of γ = 1− p,

L ≥
⌈
−2M2

t2
log(1− γ)

⌉
(15)

random terms of the Bell operator have to be sampled.

C. Number of measurement repetitions

We now take into account that the expectation values cannot
be inferred directly. Rather, the measurement of each chosen
term Bj has to be repeated multiple times. In this section,
we are interested in how many repetitions are necessary. For
this purpose, we adjust the estimator in Eq. (13) to include
the measurement repetitions. We assume that every term is
measured K-times. This yields the estimator

⟨B̂⟩ = M

KL

L∑
l=1

K∑
k=1

b
(k)
Jl

. (16)

In the above estimator, b
(k)
j denotes the measurement out-

come of the term Bj in the k-th repetition. Thus, we have
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b
(k)
j ∈ {±1}. As in Eq. (13), J1, . . . , JL denote independent

random variables that uniformly distributed take values from
{1, . . . ,M}. We show in App. A 2 that also the estimator in
Eq. (16) is unbiased, i.e., E[⟨B̂⟩] = ⟨B⟩. Finally, we can again
use Eq. (11) and Hoeffding’s inequality to bound the p-value:

p ≤ P(⟨B̂⟩ − ⟨B⟩ ≥ t) ≤ exp

(
− t2

2M2
KL

)
. (17)

However, we have already derived a lower bound for L. We
thus obtain a lower bound on K from Eq. (17):

K ≥ 1

L

⌈
−2M2

t2
log(1− γ)

⌉
. (18)

Since L ≥ ⌈− 2M2

t2 log(1− γ)⌉, we observe that K ≥ 1. As
a result, we can conclude that it is sufficient to measure each
term only once.

IV. ANALYSIS OF THE BELL INEQUALITIES FOR THE
GHZ AND LC STATE

In this section, we are going to apply the method to the Bell
inequalities for graph states. Especially, we will look at the
Bell inequalities for the GHZ and the LC state. As described
in the motivation, these Bell inequalities are promising to de-
tect a large violation.

For this purpose, we express the observed expectation value
as a fraction α of the quantum bound, i.e.,

⟨B̂⟩ = αQn. (19)

As we have seen in Eq. (4), to observe a violation of the Bell
inequality we have to have α > D−1

n
n→∞→ 0. In case a

violation is observed, it is t = αQn − Cn. The number of
random terms that are necessary to ensure a confidence level

102

103

104

0 9 18 27 36 45 54 63 72 81 90 99

78
80
82
84
86
88
90

18 36 54 72 90

L

n

Bell ineq. GHZ state
Bell ineq. LC state

L

n

Figure 3. Necessary number of random observables L, which are
measured K = 1 times each, such that an observed violation of at
least ⟨B̂⟩ = αQn for α = 0.6 has a confidence of γ = 5σ.

γ is given by Eq. (15) that takes the form

L ≥
⌈
− 2

(α−D−1
n )2

log(1− γ)

⌉
. (20)

We note that for the Bell inequalities in Sec. II, the number
of terms equals the quantum bound, i.e., M = Qn. As D−1

n

converges to zero in the limit n → ∞, we can conclude that
L converges against some constant value for fixed α. This is
shown for the Bell inequalities associated to the GHZ and LC
state in Fig. 3.

For both the GHZ state as well as the LC state, we have
assumed an observed violation of ⟨B̂⟩ = αQn with α = 0.6.
This moreover implies that the assumed violation increases
with the number of qubits n. We thus stress that Fig. 3 is only
valid in case at least a value ⟨B̂⟩ = αQn is observed and does
not show the generic scaling of L with n. Exemplary we can
make the observation:

Observation 1. In case a violation ⟨B̂⟩ = αQn of the Bell
inequality associated to the GHZ state or the LC state for n =
81 qubits has been observed by sampling L = 80 random
terms, the result has a confidence level of γ = 5σ.

We note that for small n, L exceeds the number of contexts
of the Bell operator. This, however, is not a contradiction as
we do not exclude that a term is sampled multiple times.

In addition, Eq. (20) shows that with increasing L a de-
creasing violation ⟨B̂⟩ = αQn with α ∼ O(L−1/2) can be
verified.

Finally, we see in Fig. 3 that already for relatively small n
the classical bound Cn becomes negligible compared to the
observed violation 0.6 × Qn. Therefore, it does not have an
effect on L for large n. We thus show the contours of the
confidence levels γ = 1σ, 2σ and 5σ in the limit n → ∞ for
a given observation ⟨B̂⟩ with L random terms in Fig. 4.

V. BELL NONLOCALITY AS BENCHMARK

We now discuss Bell nonlocality as a benchmark for quan-
tum computers. We will investigate the Bell violations that

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

L

⟨B̂⟩/Qn

γ = 1σ
γ = 2σ
γ = 5σ

Figure 4. Confidence levels γ for an observed violation ⟨B̂⟩ with L
random terms (K = 1) in case the classical bound Cn is negligible
compared to the observed violation ⟨B̂⟩.
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Figure 5. Connectivities of different quantum computers. The connectivity graph in (a) is used for example by the the Starmon-5 quan-
tum processor [44], whereas IBM’s Falcon processor [45] is based on layout (b). (c) shows the connectivity of the ion trap quantum com-
puter in Ref. [46]. Finally, in (d) we depict the connectivity graph of Google’s Sycamore processor [13] and in (e) IBM’s Eagle processor
ibm brisbane [45].

can be achieved on current quantum computers. For this pur-
pose, we first consider the connectivity graphs of different
quantum computers and discuss what Bell inequalities can be
used. Afterwards, we include noise to assess realistic viola-
tions.

A. Connectivities of current quantum computers

We start by having a look at the connectivity graphs of dif-
ferent quantum computers and the Bell inequalities that can be
evaluated on the different architectures. In Fig. 5, we show the
connectivity graphs of few current quantum computers. The
first connectivity in Fig. 5a is the star graph of five qubits, i.e.,
one central qubit connected to four other qubits. This layout is
used, e.g., in the Starmon-5 quantum processor [44]. Fig. 5b
shows the connectivity graph that is used by IBM’s Falcon
processor [45]. The ion trap quantum computer in Ref. [46]
has 20-qubits that can all be coupled. The corresponding con-
nectivity graph is shown in Fig. 5c. We also include the con-
nectivity graphs of Google’s Sycamore processor in Fig. 5d
[13] that has 53 qubits and IBM’s Eagle processor [45] that
has 127 qubits.

As the optimal Bell inequality that is associated to the con-
nectivity graph is in general hard to determine, we will focus
on the Bell inequalities for the GHZ and the LC state. In the
following, we are interested in the largest GHZ and LC state
that can be natively prepared on the different layouts in Fig. 5,
i.e., that can be prepared by the available two-qubit gates only.

Observation 2. On a quantum computer of n qubits, it is al-
ways possible to prepare a GHZ state of all n qubits with a
circuit of O(n) depth.

Proof. The connectivity graph of quantum computers is usu-
ally connected. Thus, by the following steps a GHZ state of
all n qubits can be prepared. The steps are illustrated in Fig. 6
for the architecture in Fig. 5b.

1. Prepare a star graph with center at the qubit with the
largest connectivity [Fig. 6b].

2. By performing two local complementations, the center
of the star graph can be shifted to any node of the graph.
Thus, the center can be moved to a vertex with still un-
coupled neighbours [Fig. 6c-d].

3. By applying a CZ gate between the center node and the
uncoupled neighbours the adjacent qubits can be added
to the GHZ state [Fig. 6e].

4. Step 2+3 can be repeated until all qubits are coupled.

This procedure requires at least n−1 consecutive CZ gates. In
the worst case, there are two local complementations needed
between all CZ gates. Combined with the initial Hadamard
gates, the circuit depth is 3n+ 1.

We point out that the GHZ state can also be prepared in
logarithmic step complexity [47, 48], depending on the con-
nectivity.

For the LC state in contrast, we make the following obser-
vation.
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Figure 6. Preparation scheme for the GHZ state on the 7-qubit inter-
action topology that is for example used by IBM’s Falcon processor.
The dotted lines indicate the physical CZ gates, whereas the graph
state is drawn in red.

Observation 3. Assume that the connectivity graph of a quan-
tum computer is connected. Then, a linear cluster state con-
taining all n qubits can be prepared with a circuit depth of
O(n). In practice, however, it is often beneficial to prepare
the LC state that is associated to the longest simple path in
the connectivity graph [36]. The corresponding circuit has a
constant depth of three independent of the number of qubits.

Proof. We show in App. C that it is always possible to pre-
pare a LC state that contains all qubits in linear circuit depth.
The longest simple path, in contrast, can be generated by
first preparing all qubits in the |+⟩ state, i.e., by applying
Hadamard gates. Afterwards, every second CZ gate can be
performed in parallel. The circuit depth is thus three indepen-
dent of the length of the simple path. The circuit is shown for
the 6-qubit LC state in Fig. 7a.

As we only know the Bell inequality for the LC state with
a number of qubits that is a multiple of three, we search for
the longest path of length divisible by three. The longest paths
that fulfill this restriction are drawn pink in Fig. 5. The con-
nectivity graphs in Fig. 5a and Fig. 5b allow to prepare a 3-
qubit LC state. The largest simple path on the 20-qubit full-
connectivity graph in Fig. 5c with length divisible by three
has length 18. The quantum computer in Fig. 5c thus allows
to check the Bell inequality for the 18-qubit LC state. To find
the longest path is an NP-complete problem [49]. We can
thus not verify if the marked paths for the layouts in Fig. 5d
and Fig. 5e are indeed the longest paths. In Fig. 5d, we have
identified a 48-qubit path as longest simple path. The layout
in Fig. 5e in turn allows the preparation of the 108-qubit LC
state.

B. Noise

In the following section, we will discuss the effect of noise.
The goal is to roughly estimate the violation that can be re-
alistically observed on quantum computers. Commonly, the
errors of quantum computers are specified in terms of the er-
ror rates for single-qubit gates, two-qubit gates and readout.

Single-qubit gate Two-qubit gate Readout

IBM Eagle 2.417× 10−4 7.409× 10−3 1.390× 10−2

Google Sycamore
isolated 1.5× 10−3 3.6× 10−3 3.1× 10−2

simultaneous 1.6× 10−3 6.2× 10−3 3.8× 10−2

Table I. Error rates of IBM’s Eagle processor ibm brisbane cali-
brated on 27.02.2024 18:32:14 [45] and Google’s Sycamore proces-
sor [13]. Google gives the error rates for the cases that the gates are
performed isolated or simultaneously on all qubits.

The error rates for IBM’s Eagle processor ibm brisbane
and Google’s Sycamore processor are shown in Tab. I. The er-
ror rate for the single-qubit gates is typically about an order
smaller than the other error rates. We thus neglect the single-
qubit errors. The readout error on the other side can be mit-
igated by classical post-processing [50, 51]. We thus focus
on the error in the two-qubit gates. For this purpose, we will
consider a simple depolarisation noise model.

In the depolarisation noise model, we assume that an error
results on average in a maximally mixed state, i.e., the circuit
for the graph state |G⟩ prepares the mixture

ρ = p |G⟩⟨G|+ (1− p)
1

2n
. (21)

The probability that no error in the two-qubit gates occurs is
p = (1− p2)

N2 , where p2 is the error rate and N2 the number
of the two-qubit gates. The observed violation is thus

⟨B⟩ = p×Qn. (22)

In Fig. 7, we show the circuits to prepare the LC and GHZ
state in the case of n = 6 qubits. For the LC state the CZ gates
can be performed simultaneously and thus the circuit exhibits
a constant depth of three independent of the number of qubits.
For the GHZ state however the preparation with CZ gates re-
quires the gates to be applied consecutively. The circuit depth
thus grows with the number of qubits. The number of CZ
gates, however, is equal.

The results in Tab. II show that the simple noise model pre-
dicts a violation of more than 0.6×Q for Google’s Sycamore

(a) H •

H • •

H • •

H • •

H • •

H •

(b) H • • • • •

H •

H •

H •

H •

H •

Figure 7. Quantum circuits to prepare (a) the LC state and (b) the
GHZ state for n = 6 qubits. The circuits make use of the Hadamard
gate denoted by H and CZ operations that are represented by the
connected dots.



8

Violation ⟨B⟩/Q L for γ = 5σ

Google Sycamore
LC state (n = 48) 0.6913 41
GHZ state (n = 53) 0.7656 34

IBM ibm brisbane
LC state (n = 108) 0.4396 102
GHZ state (n = 127) 0.3800 136

Table II. Results for the depolarisation noise model that takes the
2-qubit gate error into account. For the noise data of Google’s
Sycamore [13] and IBM’s Eagle processor [45] we show the vio-
lations in terms of the quantum bound Q. The last column shows
the number of random terms L that have to be sampled to verify the
violation with a confidence of 5σ.

processor and a bit less for ibm brisbane. We note how-
ever that we considered more qubits on the IBM machine. A
violation can thus be verified on both machines with L ∼
O(10)−O(102). This is of the same order as in Sec. IV. How-
ever, we stress that the considered noise model does not take
the 1-qubit gate errors and readout errors into account. Real
quantum computers moreover do not implement all gates na-
tively. IBM’s Eagle processor for example does not support
the CZ gate. Rather, it has to be composed by the available
gates. The circuit in practice thus contains more gates and
possibly exhibits a larger depth. For these reasons the noise
model probably overestimates the violation. However, it is
still interesting to note that the noise model predicts the num-
ber of samples L to increase exponentially in n. This is shown
in Fig. 8.

101

102

53 12
70 20 40 60 80 10

0
12
0

L

n

IBM Eagle processor ibm_brisbane
Google Sycamore (LC state)
Google Sycamore (GHZ state)

Figure 8. Number of terms L that have to be sampled to verify the
violation predicted by the depolarisation noise model with a confi-
dence level of γ = 5σ.

VI. SIMULATION FOR AN IBM QUANTUM COMPUTER

Finally, we simulate the Bell inequalities of the LC and the
GHZ state for the IBM Eagle quantum processor. For this
purpose, we use the Qiskit AerSimulator [52] with the noise
data of the quantum computer ibm brisbane available at
[45]. In Fig. 7, we show the ideal circuits to prepare the LC
and the GHZ state for n = 6 qubits. The advantage of the LC
state is that it can be prepared by a circuit of constant depth of

three, whereas the step complexity for the GHZ state increases
with the number of qubits n. We note, however, that IBM’s
Eagle processor does not implement the Hadamard and CZ
gate natively. Rather, the gates have to be composed in terms
of the available gate set. In practice the circuits thus involve
more gates and exhibit a larger depth.

After the preparation, L random terms of the correspond-
ing Bell inequality are measured. The measurement of each
random term is not repeated, i.e., K = 1. Fig. 10 shows the
average expectation values of the Bell inequalities for the LC
and GHZ state of up to n = 24 qubits. We have chosen
L = 800 random terms and the average is taken over 10 repe-
titions. Moreover, the number of qubits is a multiple of three
as only in this case a good Bell inequality for the LC state
is known. Fig. 10 shows that for both states the simulation
predicts a Bell violation that increases exponentially with n.
The LC state however shows a slightly higher relative viola-
tion compared to the GHZ state. This can be seen in Fig. 11a.
The plot in Fig. 11a displays the observed violation as a frac-
tion of the total number of terms in the Bell inequality, i.e.,
t2/M2 = (⟨B̂⟩ − Cn)

2/M2. We fit the data points to an ex-
ponential and obtain(

t2

M2

)
LC

(n) = exp(−0.10n− 0.65),(
t2

M2

)
GHZ

(n) = exp(−0.17n− 0.54).

(23)

This affirms that the relative violation of the GHZ state de-
creases faster with n compared to the LC state. We attribute
this to the larger circuit depth that is required for the GHZ
state. The preparation of the GHZ state is thus more affected
by noise. The smaller relative violation is also the reason for
the larger p-values for the GHZ state, which we present in
Fig. 9. Except for the cases of n = 3, 15 the p-values of the
LC state are smaller, which implies a higher significance of
the observed violation.

Finally, we use Eq. (23) to extrapolate the violation to larger
n. Hoeffding’s inequality in Eq. (17) yields for K = 1 and a

10−80

10−70

10−60

10−50

10−40

10−30

10−20

10−10

100

0 5 10 15 20 25

p

n

LC state
GHZ state

Figure 9. Average p-value of the results for the LC and GHZ state in
Fig. 10. The average is taken over the p-values of the 10 repetitions.
The error bars denote the standard deviation. We plot only the top
error bars as we are interested in the uncertainty to larger p-values.
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(b)
⟨B̂

L
C

n
⟩

n

Simulator for ibm_brisbane
QLC

n

CLC
n

⟨B̂
G

H
Z

n
⟩

n

Simulator for ibm_brisbane
QGHZ

n

CGHZ
n

Figure 10. Simulation for the IBM Eagle quantum processor. The simulation uses the error rates of the real device ibm brisbane [45] and
the violation is estimated by measuring L = 800 random terms of the Bell inequality K = 1 times each. In (a) the average expectation value
of the Bell inequality BLC is shown for the LC state, whereas (b) shows the violation of BGHZ for the GHZ state. In both cases, the expectation
values are averaged over 10 repetitions and the error bars show the standard deviation.

target value for the confidence γ:

L(n, γ) ≥
⌈
− 2

(t2/M2)(n)
log(1− γ)

⌉
. (24)

The number of necessary sampled terms L is shown in
Fig. 11b for the LC state and in Fig. 11c for the GHZ state.
We first point out the different scaling of L compared to
Fig. 3. Whereas in Fig. 3 L decreases with n until a plateau is
reached, Fig. 11 suggests that L increases exponentially with
n. This however can be attributed to fact that Fig. 3 has been
obtained with the assumption that the relative violation stays
constant with the number of qubits n. But Fig. 11a indicates
that this assumption is not true for a real quantum computer.
However, we still obtain that the number of terms L that have
to be sampled is much smaller than the total number of terms
M .

As an example, we discuss L for the case of n = 81 qubits
and a target confidence of γ = 5σ:

LLC(n = 81, γ = 5σ) = 182813,

LGHZ(n = 81, γ = 5σ) = 47170845.
(25)

The above numbers are much smaller than MLC ≈ 1016 and
MGHZ ≈ 1024, but larger than the values predicted in Sec. IV.
As previous, we attribute this to the unrealistic assumption
that independent of n a violation ⟨Bn⟩ = 0.6×Qn can be ob-
served. For n = 24 qubits the simulation yields ⟨B̂LC

n ⟩/QLC
n =

0.28 for the LC state and ⟨B̂GHZ
n ⟩/QGHZ

n = 0.09 for the GHZ
state, which is already much smaller than 0.6 in both cases.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated a method to test n-partite Bell non-
locality on quantum computers. Quantum computer often
have restricted two-qubit connectivity. We have thus pointed
out that graph states are a natural choice of nonlocal states that

can be readily prepared if the graph is a subgraph of the con-
nectivity graph. Moreover, for certain graph states good Bell
inequalities are known. These Bell inequalities allow for an
exponential violation of the classical bound, but in turn also
typically require an exponential number of measurements. On
the one hand, the exponential violation makes them increas-
ingly robust to noise. On the other hand, it is impossible
to measure all terms in an experiment. We have solved this
problem by proposing a method in the manner of randomized
measurements, e.g., direct fidelity estimation [35, 36] or few-
copy entanglement detection [37]. By sampling the terms of
the Bell operator at random the number of measurements can
be drastically reduced. The violation can, however, still be
verified with high significance. We have gauged the signifi-
cance of a result with Hoeffding’s inequality. It thus depen-
dents on the violation observed. To assess the usefulness of
the method on real devices, we have first used a simple depo-
larisation noise model to estimate realistic violations. Finally,
we have simulated the method for the IBM Eagle quantum
processor. As expected with increasing accuracy of the noise
model the predicted violation shrinks. However, also the sim-
ulator of the IBM processor predicts the number of terms that
have to be sampled to be much smaller than the total number
of terms in the Bell inequalities.

Our method will hence be useful to verify Bell violations in
quantum systems of many qubits. This includes current quan-
tum computers in the NISQ regime, e.g., the quantum com-
puters accessible at IBM Quantum [45]. In addition, the ob-
served Bell violation can be used to benchmark and compare
different quantum computers. The Bell violation can be inter-
preted as a measure for the nonclassical correlations that can
be produced. The preparation of the associated state depends
on the connectivity of the quantum computer. We thus can
benchmark the nonclassical correlations for states that require
different levels of two-qubit connectivity. Finally, we stress
that our method is not restricted to qubits and can be readily
applied to Bell inequalities with higher local dimension.

Furthermore, the method could also be refined. For ex-
ample, as the Bell inequalities only include stabilizers of the



10

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

0 5 10 15 20 25

(a)

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10
0

(b)

LC state
100

102

104

106

108

1010

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10
0

(c)

GHZ state

t2 M
2

n

LC state
GHZ state
LC state: linear fit
GHZ state: linear fit

L

n

γ = 1σ
γ = 2σ
γ = 5σ

L

n

γ = 1σ
γ = 2σ
γ = 5σ

Figure 11. (a) Observed violation in relation to the number of terms in the Bell inequality, i.e., t2/M2 = (⟨B̂⟩ − Cn)
2/M2. The data points

are fitted by an exponential. From the fitted function t2/M2 we estimate the number of random terms L that have to be sampled to reach a
confidence of γ = 1σ, 2σ, 5σ. (b) shows the results for the LC state, whereas (c) illustrates the predictions for the GHZ state.

graph state, all observables commute. It might thus be feasi-
ble to find a (possibly very complicated) POVM to simultane-
ously measure all terms.

Moreover, it could be interesting to analysis the Bell in-
equalities with other statistical methods. Instead of the p-
value, one might look at the Kullback–Leibler divergence that
has been used to assess the statistical strength of Bell inequal-
ities for few parties [40].

The relation to other benchmarks, e.g., the quantum volume
[53, 54] or the layer fidelity [55], is also yet to be explored. Es-
pecially the layer fidelity can be measured by benchmarking a
linear string of qubits of the quantum computer.
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Appendix A: Unbiased estimators

In this appendix, we show that the estimators used in the
main text are unbiased.

1. Estimator in the infinite measurement limit

First, we assume that the expectation values can be in-
ferred directly, i.e., that we can repeat the measurement of

the operator infinite times. In this case, the estimator is
given by Eq. (13). The expectation value has to be calculated
with respect to the random variables Jl. With E[⟨BJl

⟩] =∑M
j=1 p(Jl = j)⟨Bj⟩ = 1

M

∑M
j=1⟨Bj⟩ we obtain

E[⟨B̂⟩∞] =
M

L

L∑
l=1

E[⟨BJl
⟩] = M

L

L∑
l=1

1

M

M∑
j=1

⟨Bj⟩

=

M∑
j=1

⟨Bj⟩ = ⟨B⟩.
(A1)

2. Estimator for finite repetitions

To calculate the expectation value of the estimator in
Eq. (16), we note that both the measurement outcomes bj and
the index J of the terms are random variables. Hence, the ex-
pectation value of the estimator has to be taken over both the
measurement outcomes as well as the random picking, i.e.,
over J . To evaluate the expectation value we can thus make
use of the law of iterated expectation. That, is,

E[. . .] = EJ

{
EbJl

[. . . |Jl = J ]
}
. (A2)

This results in

E[⟨B̂⟩] = M

KL

L∑
l=1

K∑
k=1

EJ

{
EbJl

[b
(k)
Jl

|Jl = J ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=⟨BJ ⟩

}

=
M

KL

L∑
l=1

K∑
k=1

EJ [⟨BJ⟩]

=
M

KL

L∑
l=1

K∑
k=1

M∑
j=1

p(j) ⟨Bj⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
=
∑M

j=1
1
M ⟨Bj⟩

=

M∑
j=1

⟨Bj⟩ = ⟨B⟩ .

(A3)
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Appendix B: Hoeffding’s inequality

1. Estimator in the infinite measurement limit

The estimator in Eq. (13) can be written as a sum of random
variables as follows:

⟨B̂⟩∞ =

L∑
l=1

M

L
⟨BJl

⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Xl

. (B1)

Since each term Bj in the Bell operator is a tensor product of
Pauli operators, ⟨Bj⟩ ∈ [−1, 1] and thus −M

L = al ≤ Xl ≤
bl = M

L . Moreover, the bounded random variables Xl are
independent, as they are obtained from different experimen-
tal runs. We can thus use Hoeffding’s inequality [43], which
states that

P(⟨B̂⟩∞ − ⟨B⟩ ≥ t) ≤ exp

(
− 2t2∑L

l=1(bl − al)2

)

= exp

(
− 2t2∑L

l=1(
2M
L )2

)

= exp

(
− t2

2M2
L

)
.

(B2)

2. Estimator for finite repetitions

As in the previous section, we can apply Hoeffding’s in-
equality to the estimator in Eq. (16). Also the estimator in
Eq. (16) is a sum of independent random variables:

⟨B̂⟩ =
L∑

l=1

K∑
k=1

M

KL
b
(k)
Jl︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Ykl

. (B3)

Since the outcomes b
(k)
Jl

are obtained from different experi-
mental runs, they are independent and thus are the random
variables Ykl. In addition, the outcomes can only take the val-
ues b(k)Jl

∈ {−1, 1}. Therefore, we have that the random vari-
ables Ykl are bounded as: − M

KL = akl ≤ Ykl ≤ bkl =
M
KL .

Finally, we get from Hoeffding’s inequality

P(⟨B̂⟩ − ⟨B⟩ ≥ t) ≤ exp

(
− 2t2∑L

l=1

∑K
k=1(bkl − akl)2

)

= exp

(
− 2t2∑L

l=1

∑K
k=1(

2M
KL )

2

)

= exp

(
− t2

2M2
KL

)
.

(B4)

Appendix C: Preparation scheme for the LC state

We discuss a scheme to prepare a LC state with all qubits of
a n-qubit quantum computer. This can be done by preparing
all qubits in the |+⟩ state and then applying CZ gates between
some of them. A problem can be that the connectivity of the
quantum computer does not allow to perform a specific gate
between qubits i and j directly. The following lemma shows
that this is not a fundamental problem.

Lemma 1. Consider a qubit array with a connected connec-
tivity graph, where a CZ gate should be applied to two qubits
for graph state generation from the state |+⟩⊗n. This can be
achieved by a sequence of CZ gates between adjacent qubits
(in the sense of the connectivity graph) and local complemen-
tations.

Proof. We give an explicit construction that is visualized in
Fig. 12. The initial state is shown in Fig. 12a. We would like
to perform a CZ gate between qubits 1 and m, i.e., CZ1m. The
interaction topology, however, does not allow a direct cou-
pling. Rather the qubits 1 and m are connected by the path
of qubits 1, 2, . . .m. Here, all the qubits 1, 2, . . .m should be

Figure 12. Scheme to decompose the CZ gate between arbitrary
qubits 1 and m into a sequence of CZ gates between adjacent qubits
and local complementations. The dotted lines denote the CZ gates
that can be performed, whereas the red lines indicate the graph state.
Qubit 1 can already be coupled to different qubits, whereas the qubits
2, . . .m have to be uncoupled.
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Figure 13. Illustration of the scheme in Obs. 4 for an exemplary two-
qubit connectivity of eight qubits. The dotted lines denote the CZ
gates that can be performed, whereas the red lines indicate the graph
state.

in the |+⟩ state, especially, it is important that no CZ gate has
been applied to the qubits 2, . . .m yet. In this case, we can
apply the following scheme:

1. Connect qubit 2 by performing the CZ12 gate to gener-
ate the first PAIR(1, 2) (Fig. 12b).

2. While k < m transform PAIR(1, k) → PAIR(1, k + 1)
by

(a) Couple qubit k and k + 1 by CZk,k+1 (Fig. 12c).

(b) Couple qubit 1 and k + 1 by a local complemen-
tation on qubit k, i.e., LCk (Fig. 12d).

(c) Cancel the CZ gate between qubits 1 and k by per-
forming LCk+1 (Fig. 12e).

(d) Cancel the CZ gate between qubits k and k+1 by
the controlled-Z CZk,k+1 (Fig. 12f).

This allows to decompose the CZ1m gate into a sequence with
circuit depth 3(m− 2) + 1. We note that step 2 is only neces-
sary for m > 1 and requires three steps as the local comple-
mentations in (b) and (c) can be combined.

Lemma 1 can be used to construct a linear cluster state on
an arbitrary interaction topology.

Observation 4. On a quantum computer of n-qubits it is pos-
sible to prepare a n-qubit LC state with O(n) circuit depth.

Proof. The connectivity of a quantum computer is a connected
graph G. It thus has a spanning tree, i.e., a tree graph that
covers all vertices of G. A tree graph in turn can be covered
by a LC state by the following steps. At the start, all qubits
are assumed to be prepared in the state |+⟩⊗n.

1. We start at a leaf and successively couple the adjacent
qubits in direction of the root by CZ operations.

2. At a branch-off, check whether the other branch has al-
ready been covered. If all other branches have already
been covered, we continue step 1 in direction of the
root. Otherwise, Lemma 1 can be used to couple the
last qubit to a leaf in the uncovered branch. From there
we can continue again with step 1.

The scheme is shown for an exemplary two-qubit connectivity
in Fig. 13. To investigate the circuit depth, we note that step 1
and 2 are executed alternately. We thus count the number of
steps for each run. ki denotes the number of steps for the i-th
execution of step 1, whereas li stands for the steps required
for the i-th execution of step 2. In step 1, adjacent qubits are
coupled consecutively by CZ gates. We thus have

∑
i ki < n.

In each step 2, a qubit at distance mi is coupled and from
Lemma 1 we know that li = 3(mi − 2) + 1. As each branch
is only passed once, we have

∑
i(mi − 2) ≤ n. Moreover,

there are less than n branch-offs, i.e.,
∑

i 1 ≤ n. Therefore,
we obtain

∑
i li =

∑
i 3(mi − 2) + 1 ≤ 4n. The final circuit

depth of the scheme is thus upper bounded by
∑

i(ki + li) ≤
n+ 4n = 5n.
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[37] V. Saggio, A. Dimić, C. Greganti, L. A. Rozema, P. Walther,
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