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Abstract: Graph states—one of the most representative families of multipartite entangled states,
are important resources for multiparty quantum communication, quantum error correction, and
quantum computation. Device-independent certification of highly entangled graph states plays
a prominent role in the quantum information processing tasks. Here we have experimentally
demonstrated device-independent certification for multipartite graph states, by adopting the robust
self-testing scheme based on scalable Bell inequalities. Specifically, the prepared multi-qubit
Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states and linear cluster states achieve a high degree of Bell
violation, which are beyond the nontrivial bounds of the robust self-testing scheme. Furthermore,
our work paves the way to the device-independent certification of complex multipartite quantum
states.

© 2021 Optical Society of America under the terms of the OSA Open Access Publishing Agreement

1. Introduction

In the field of quantum physics, multipartite entanglement is certainly viewed as a crucial
resource [1–6]. In many practical information processing tasks, multipartite entanglement
provides more advantages than bipartite one. Multipartite entanglement not only facilitates the
information processing, but also has lots of applications in quantum simulation [7] and quantum
error correction [8, 9]. In addition, multipartite entanglement can be used to reveal nonlocality
and entanglement property by violating the particular Bell inequalities [10–12]. Therefore, it is of
great significance to develop the device-independent tools for certifying the genuine multipartite
entanglement.

The Bell nonlocality test is one of the most important and interesting device-independent
tools [13]. In this scenario, assuming that a pair of unknown quantum states are distributed to
two parties (Alice and Bob) and each party performs local measurements, the unique information
they can obtain is some settings (𝑥, 𝑦) and outcomes (𝑎, 𝑏) of measurement apparatus, which
can be adopted to estimate the correlation of observed statistics 𝑃(𝑎, 𝑏 |𝑥, 𝑦). By observing the
violation of a certain Bell inequality with these statistics, one can test whether the unknown state
shared between Alice and Bob is entangled. The Bell nonlocality test, as a device-independent
method, has been widely applied in various quantum information tasks. More powerful testing
methods for describing an unknow quantum states have been developed.

The method of inferring more detailed properties of a quantum experiment in a black-box
scenario is referred to as “self-testing” [14–29]. Mayer and Yao [30] first proposed such a device-
independent method for certifying any type of quantum system. The self-testing method can be

ar
X

iv
:2

11
1.

07
56

2v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
5 

N
ov

 2
02

1

https://doi.org/10.1364/OA_License_v1


used to certify not only particular quantum states, such as all pure bipartite entangled states [31],
three-qubit W states [32], graph states [33] and generalized GHZ (Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger)
states [34], but also various sets of measurements such as Bell state measurement [35, 36],
unsharp measurement [37] and non-projection measurement [38, 39]. Self-testing method has
also some extended applications to other scenarios, for example, the certification of a quantum
gate or unitary transformation in a device-independent manner [40, 41]. Recently, it has also
been proven that entangled subspaces are self-testable [42].

From the theoretical point of view, there are lots of results in self-testing. However, due to the
imperfect experimental systems, one cannot achieve the ideal self-testing results, i.e., the most
self-testing methods are still only theoretical recipe. To realize the self-testing task in laboratory,
many robust self-testing protocols have been developed to tolerate certain noise, in particular,
some of them have also been successfully demonstrated in optical experiment [39, 43–47].
However, the experimental realization of self-testing for multipartite entanglement states has
not been demonstrated yet. Recently, Baccari et al. [48] have developed a new method to derive
scalable Bell inequalities for graph states, based on the knowledge of stabilizers. Meanwhile,
these new scalable Bell inequalities can be used to self-test various graph states. Compared with
the previous constructions of Bell inequalities, the proposed scalable Bell inequalities show that
the number of expected values they require to measure changes linearly with 𝑁 (𝑁 is number
of qubits). Fewer correlators make them amenable for experimental realization. Based on the
numerical results in Ref. [48], the scalable Bell inequalities are suitable for nontrivial self-testing
graph states under certain noise.
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Fig. 1. Self-testing for multipartite graph states. (a) The schematic illustration of self-
testing: an unknown multipartite quantum state in central node is distributed to Alice
1, Alice 2, . . . , Alice 𝑁 . {𝑥1 ∼ 𝑥𝑁 } ∈ {0, 1} and {𝑎1 ∼ 𝑎𝑁 } ∈ {0, 1} are measure-
ments inputs (settings) and outputs respectively. One can estimate the correlations
𝑃(𝑎1, 𝑎2, . . . , 𝑎𝑁 |𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 ) by these settings and outputs. If the obtained corre-
lations can achieve the violation of certain Bell inequality, these correlations can be used to
self-test target state. Here, we use the scalable Bell inequalities in Ref. [48] to self-test the
multipartite graph states. (b) The ideal states are self-tested: three- and four-partite GHZ
states and cluster states.

Here, based on the scalable Bell inequalities, we experimentally investigate robust self-testing
for two important types of multipartite graph states—GHZ states and linear cluster states, with
four-photon entanglement sources. We demonstrate the self-testing for multi-qubit GHZ and
cluster states under experimental noise. The results indicate that these scalable Bell inequalities
are nontrivial to robustly self-test various multipartite graph states.



2. Theoretical model

2.1. General scalable Bell inequalities

Firstly, let us recall the self-testing task. Assuming that there is an unknown source as shown in
Fig. 1(a) distributed to 𝑁 parties. Each party can be seen as a black-box, and has no internal
information about measurement devices. 𝑁 parties can acquire information of inputs (settings)
and outputs, and then obtain some correlations. The goal of self-testing is to device-independently
reveal the structure of unknown states distributed by the unknown source from these correlations
only. The method presented firstly in Ref. [48] utilizes the certain violation of multipartite Bell
inequality to self-test the graph states. The explicit form of multipartite Bell inequalities is
written as follows

𝐼𝐺 =𝑛max

〈
(𝐴(1)

0 + 𝐴
(1)
1 )

∏
𝑖∈𝑛(1)

𝐴
(𝑖)
1

〉
+

∑︁
𝑖∈𝑛(1)

〈
(𝐴(1)

0 − 𝐴
(1)
1 )𝐴(𝑖)

0

∏
𝑗∈𝑛(𝑖)\{1}

𝐴
( 𝑗)
1

〉
+

∑︁
𝑖∉𝑛(1)∪{1}

〈
𝐴
(𝑖)
0

∏
𝑗∈𝑛(𝑖)

𝐴
( 𝑗)
1

〉
≤ 𝛽𝐶𝐺 ,

(1)

where 𝑛(𝑖) is the set of neighborhood for the 𝑖th vertex in the graph 𝐺, 𝑛max ≡ 𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑖 |𝑛(𝑖) |,
and |𝑛(𝑖) | denotes the number of the set 𝑛(𝑖). 𝐴

(𝑖)
0 and 𝐴

(𝑖)
1 are the possible measurements

performed on the 𝑖th party. The classical bound and the maximum quantum violation in Eq. (1)
are 𝛽𝐶

𝐺
= 𝑛max + 𝑁 − 1 and 𝛽

𝑄

𝐺
= (2

√
2 − 1)𝑛max + 𝑁 − 1, respectively [48].

2.2. GHZ states

First of all, for 𝑁-qubit GHZ state, the stabilizing operators denote𝐺1 = 𝑋1 · · · 𝑋𝑁 and𝐺𝑖 = 𝑍1𝑍𝑖
with 𝑖 = 2, . . . , 𝑁 . Such a GHZ state is local-unitary equivalent to the star graph with ⊗𝑁

𝑖=2𝐻. By
performing unitary transformation, one can obtain the following Bell inequality [48].

𝐼𝑁𝐺𝐻𝑍 =(𝑁 − 1)
(〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
0 · · · 𝐴(𝑁 )

0

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
0 · · · 𝐴(𝑁 )

0

〉)
+

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=2

(〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(𝑖)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(𝑖)
1

〉)
≤ 2(𝑁 − 1).

(2)

For a 𝑁-qubit GHZ state, we have 𝑛max = 𝑁 − 1, thus its maximum violation should be
𝛽
𝑄

𝐺𝐻𝑍
= 2

√
2(𝑁 − 1). To self-test the quality of GHZ state in laboratory, the measurement

settings in the Bell inequality are 𝐴
(1)
0 = (𝑋 +𝑍)/

√
2, 𝐴(1)

1 = (𝑋 −𝑍)/
√

2 and 𝐴
(𝑖)
0 = 𝑋, 𝐴

(𝑖)
1 = 𝑍

with 𝑖 ≥ 2. If the maximum violation can be obtained with these measurement settings, the
unknown state is equivalent to a GHZ state, up to a local isometry. When considering noise for
𝑁 = 3 (𝑁 = 4) as shown in Fig. 1(b), from the numerical results in Ref. [48], a violation beyond
4.828 (7.464) implies that the fidelity of the prepared state with respect to an ideal GHZ state
exceeds 0.5.

Following the recipe, the Bell inequality of three-qubit GHZ state can be deduced from Eq. (2)
as

𝐼3
𝐺𝐻𝑍 =2

(〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
0 𝐴

(3)
0

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
0 𝐴

(3)
0

〉)
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(3)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(3)
1

〉
≤ 4

(3)

Following the Fact 3 in Ref. [48], the observables are equivalent up to 𝐴
(1)
0 = [𝑋 + 𝑍]/

√
2,

𝐴
(1)
1 = [𝑋 − 𝑍]/

√
2, and 𝐴

(𝑖)
0/1 = 𝑋/𝑍 for 𝑖 = 2, . . . , 𝑁 . So the concrete form of Bell inequality

are



𝐼3
𝐺𝐻𝑍 =2

(〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑋

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑋

〉)
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍

〉 (4)

For the four-qubit GHZ state, we have

𝐼4
𝐺𝐻𝑍 =3

(〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
0 · · · 𝐴(𝑁 )

0

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
0 · · · 𝐴(𝑁 )

0

〉)
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(3)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(3)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(4)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(4)
1

〉
≤ 6

(5)

The corresponding measurement operator should be

𝐼4
𝐺𝐻𝑍 =3

(〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑋𝑋

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑋𝑋

〉)
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼𝐼

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍 𝐼

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍 𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝐼 𝐼𝑍

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝐼 𝐼𝑍

〉 (6)

2.3. Ring states

For a 𝑁-qubit ring state, its stabilizing operators read 𝐺𝑖 = 𝑍𝑖−1𝑋𝑖𝑍𝑖+1 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 , where
𝑍0 ≡ 𝑍𝑁 and 𝑍𝑁+1 ≡ 𝑍1. As each vertex in the ring graph has the same size neighbourhood,
namely, |𝑛(𝑖) | = 𝑛max = 2 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁 , one can derive the following Bell inequality

𝐼𝑁ring =2
〈
𝐴
(𝑁 )
1 (𝐴(1)

0 + 𝐴
(1)
1 )𝐴(2)

1

〉
+
〈
(𝐴(1)

0 − 𝐴
(1)
1 )𝐴(2)

0 𝐴
(3)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(𝑁−1)
1 𝐴

(𝑁 )
0 (𝐴(1)

0 − 𝐴
(1)
1 )

〉
+

𝑁−1∑︁
𝑖=3

〈
𝐴
(𝑖−1)
1 𝐴

(𝑖)
0 𝐴

(𝑖+1)
1

〉
≤ 𝑁 + 1.

(7)

The maximum quantum violation is 𝛽
𝑄

ring = 𝑁 + 4
√

2 − 3 for the 𝑁-qubit ring state. In
experiment, we focus on the three-photon and four-photon situations. Specifically, the three-
photon (𝑁 = 3) ring state can be transformed into a linear cluster state through the unitary
operation (

√
𝑍 ⊗

√
𝑋 ⊗

√
𝑍)†. The four-photon (𝑁 = 4) ring state can be converted into

a linear cluster state by a relabeling of qubits 2 and 3 and the local unitary transformation
𝐻1 ⊗ 𝐻2 ⊗ 𝐻3 ⊗ 𝐻4 [49]. Thus we have equalities 𝛽𝐶cluster = 𝛽𝐶ring and 𝛽

𝑄

cluster = 𝛽
𝑄

ring when
𝑁 = 3, 4, as shown in Fig. 1(b). The measurement settings are the same as the GHZ case. The
violation beyond 4.940 (5.828) implies the fidelity of prepared state to be an ideal three-qubit
(four-qubit) cluster state exceeds 0.5 [48].

The form of ring states explicit as

|𝑅3〉 =
1
2
( |𝐻𝐻+〉 + |𝐻𝑉−〉 + |𝑉𝐻−〉 − |𝑉𝑉+〉)

|𝑅4〉 =
1
2
( |𝐻 + 𝐻+〉 + |𝐻 −𝑉−〉 + |𝑉 − 𝐻−〉 + |𝑉 +𝑉+〉)

(8)

When 𝑁 = 3, one reads

𝐼3
ring =2

〈
𝐴
(3)
1 (𝐴(1)

0 + 𝐴
(1)
1 )𝐴(2)

1

〉
+
〈
(𝐴(1)

0 − 𝐴
(1)
1 )𝐴(2)

0 𝐴
(3)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(2)
1 𝐴

(3)
0 (𝐴(1)

0 − 𝐴
(1)
1 )

〉
≤ 4

(9)



Substituting 𝐴
(1)
0 = [𝑋 + 𝑍]/

√
2, 𝐴(1)

1 = [𝑋 − 𝑍]/
√

2, 𝐴(2)
0 = 𝐴

(3)
0 = 𝑋 , and 𝐴

(2)
1 = 𝐴

(3)
1 = 𝑍

into the above expression, we have

𝐼3
ring =2

(〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝑍

〉)
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝑋

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝑋

〉 (10)

Since the Bell inequality is insensitive to local unitary. Here, to simplify the experimental
setup, we prepare the linear cluster states |𝐶3〉 and |𝐶4〉 substituted for the ring states |𝑅3〉 and
|𝑅4〉. For the three-qubit ring state |𝑅3〉 can be converted into |𝐶3〉 = 1√

2
( | + 𝐻+〉 + | − 𝑉−〉)

through the unitary operation (
√
𝑍
√
𝑋
√
𝑍)†. The measurement operator corresponding to |𝑅3〉

turns to

𝐼3
cluster =2

(〈
𝑌 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑌𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑌 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑌𝑍

〉)
+
〈
𝑌 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍

〉
−
〈
𝑌 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑌 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑌𝑌

〉
−
〈
𝑌 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑌𝑌

〉 (11)

The Bell-like inequality of four-qubit ring state indicates

𝐼4
ring =2

(〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
1 ...𝐴

(4)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
1 ...𝐴

(4)
1

〉)
+
〈
𝐴
(1)
0 𝐴

(2)
0 𝐴

(4)
1

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(1)
1 𝐴

(2)
0 𝐴

(4)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(3)
1 𝐴

(4)
0 𝐴

(1)
0

〉
−
〈
𝐴
(3)
1 𝐴

(4)
0 𝐴

(1)
1

〉
+
〈
𝐴
(2)
1 𝐴

(3)
0 𝐴

(4)
1

〉
≤ 5

(12)

which is consistent with

𝐼4
ring =2

(〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑍𝐼𝑍

〉)
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍𝐼

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍𝑋

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑍𝑋

〉
+ 〈𝐼𝑍𝑋𝑍〉

(13)

The four-qubit ring state |𝑅4〉 can transform into |𝐶4〉 = 1
2 ( |𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝐻𝐻𝑉𝑉〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝐻𝐻〉 −

|𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉〉) by relabeling the qubits 2 and 3 and the local unitary operation 𝐻1 ⊗𝐻2 ⊗𝐻3 ⊗𝐻4 [49].
We need to accordingly change the measurement operator in Eq. 14

𝐼4
cluster =2

(〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑋𝑋

〉
−
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝐼𝑋𝑋

〉)
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝑍𝐼

〉
+
〈
𝑋 + 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝐼𝑍

〉
+
〈
𝑋 − 𝑍
√

2
𝑋𝐼𝑍

〉
+ 〈𝐼𝑍𝑋𝑋〉

(14)

3. Experimental setup

We prepare a variety of multipartite graph states, with entangled photons from spontaneous
parametric down conversion (SPDC) by using the beamlike type-II S-BBO, which is a sandwich
structure, i.e., a half-wave plate (HWP) at 45◦ is sandwiched between two identical 2-mm-thick
𝛽-barium borate (BBO) crystals [3], as shown in Fig. 2(a). For a four-photon GHZ state, we
firstly pump two S-BBOs to produce two photon pairs in the state |Ψ+〉 = ( |𝐻𝑉〉 + |𝑉𝐻〉)/

√
2

and insert a HWP in one photon path to convert the state into |Φ+〉 = ( |𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝑉𝑉〉)/
√

2, where
|𝐻〉 and |𝑉〉 denote the horizontal and vertical polarizations of single photons, respectively.



Then, we use a polarizing beam splitter (PBS) to post-select the four-photon GHZ state |𝐺4〉 =
( |𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉〉)/

√
2. By projecting one of the four photons into |+〉 = ( |𝐻〉 + |𝑉〉)/

√
2, we

can conveniently generate a three-photon GHZ state |𝐺3〉. We can also prepare the three-qubit
linear cluster state in a similar manner, as it is locally equivalent to the three-qubit GHZ state. We
take three steps to generate the four-photon linear cluster state as shown in Fig. 2(b). We firstly
prepare a photon pair in the Bell state |Φ+〉 and another photon pair in the state | + +〉. Then we
utilize a PBS to produce a three-photon GHZ state with the photon pair in the Bell state |Φ+〉 and
one photon in the state |+〉 from the other photon pair. In the third step, we use another PBS to
implement a parity check operation for the fourth photon in the state |+〉 and one photon from the
three photons in the GHZ state. Based on the above operation, highly entangled four-photon
cluster state is generated [50, 51] as follows

|𝐶4〉 =
1
2
( |𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝐻𝐻𝑉𝑉〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝐻𝐻〉 − |𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉〉) (15)

Prism Lens S-BBO PBSQWP HWP SC-YVO4TC-YVO4 Filter BBO

(a) (b)

Fig. 2. Experimental setup for self-testing multipartite graph states. (a) Setup for generating
two GHZ states and a three-photon cluster state. An ultrafast ultraviolet pulsed laser
beam with a central wavelength of 390 nm, a duration of ∼140 fs and a repetition rate
of 80 MHz, successively passes through the sandwich-like combination of a beamlike
BBO crystal, a HWP and a beamlike BBO crystal to generate the entangled photon pairs
|Ψ+〉 = ( |𝐻𝑉〉 + |𝑉𝐻〉)/

√
2. (b) Setup for generating the four-photon cluster state. The

second beamlike single BBO crystal is utilized to generate a correlated photon pair in
the state of |𝐻𝑉〉, then the photons with polarization 𝐻 (𝑉) pass through HWP at 22.5◦
(67.5◦), resulting in the state of |+〉 = ( |𝐻〉 + |𝑉〉)/

√
2. All photons are filtered with 3-nm

bandwidth filter. QWP: quarter-wave plate, HWP: half-wave plate, BBO: 𝛽-barium borate,
S-BBO: sandwich structure of BBO+HWP+BBO, PBS: polarizing beam splitter, TC-YVO4:
birefringent YVO4 crystal for temporal compensation (TC), and SC-YVO4: birefringent
YVO4 crystal for spatial compensation (SC).

The self-testing bound can be obtained by studying the relation between the observed violation
𝛽 of the corresponding Bell inequalities and the fidelity of target state. In Ref. [48], they used a
numerical procedure [15] to estimate the self-testing bounds for the inequalities corresponding
to the GHZ states and the ring states. The numerically estimated values are shown in Table 1
for 𝑁 = 3, 4. We have measured the correlators in the corresponding Bell inequalities for four
multipartite graph states under three different pump power, where different pump power cause
to fidelity reduction because of multi-pair emission of the SPDC process, as shown in Fig. 3.
Experimental results of each measurement operator are in agreement with the theoretical results
(red dash lines). Meanwhile, as the fidelity of the prepared states are above 0.5, these states are



close to the ideal target states. Thus, robust self-testing for three- and four-qubit graph states has
been demonstrated experimentally.

4. Experimental results

Table 1. The self-testing bound values of numerical estimations for 𝑁 = 3, 4. 𝛽𝐶 and
𝛽𝑄 denote the classical bound and maximum quantum violation of the corresponding Bell
inequality, respectively. 𝛽𝐵 and 𝛽𝐸 represent the theoretical nontrivial bound and the
experimentally measured Bell violation, respectively.

Target
state

𝛽𝐶 𝛽𝑄 𝛽𝐵 𝛽𝐸

|𝐺3〉 4 4
√

2 ≈ 5.657 4.828 5.441(±0.049)

|𝐺4〉 6 6
√

2 ≈ 8.485 7.464 7.904(±0.013)

|𝐶3〉 4 4
√

2 ≈ 5.657 4.940 5.320(±0.054)

|𝐶4〉 5 1 + 4
√

2 ≈ 6.657 5.828 6.139(±0.045)

From the experimental results in Fig. 3, the values of Bell violation can be derived as shown
in Table 1, which are greatly larger than the classical bounds 𝛽𝐶 and close to the maximum
violations 𝛽𝑄. Meanwhile, they are also noticeably higher than the nontrivial self-testing bounds
𝛽𝐵. Thus, the tested states are cerify to the ideal target states (GHZ and linear cluster states)
under the tolerant noise. Moreover, we also measure and calculate the violations under three
different noise (i.e., the fidelities of prepared target state are different), as shown in Fig. 4. To
calculate the distance between the prepared states and target states, one needs to obtain the
fidelities of GHZ states and linear cluster states.

To obtain the fidelity of three- and four-qubit GHZ states, we express the density matrix of the
GHZ states as [52, 53]

|𝐺𝑁 〉〈𝐺𝑁 | = 1
2
𝑃𝑁 + 1

2𝑁

𝑁−1∑︁
𝑘=0

(−1)𝑘𝑀𝑘

𝐹 (𝜌𝑒𝑥𝑝) = 〈𝐺𝑁 |𝜌𝑒𝑥𝑝 |𝐺𝑁 〉
(16)

where 𝑃𝑁 = |𝐻〉〈𝐻 |⊗𝑁 + |𝑉〉〈𝑉 |⊗𝑁 and 𝑀𝑘 = [cos(𝑘𝜋/𝑁)𝑋 +sin(𝑘𝜋/𝑁)𝑌 ]⊗𝑁 . Expectation of
𝑃𝑁 and 𝑀𝑘 can be calculated under the computational basis |𝐻〉, |𝑉〉 and ( |𝐻〉 ± 𝑒𝑖𝑘 𝜋/𝑁 |𝑉〉)/

√
2.

We calculate the fidelities of three- and four-qubit GHZ states from the experimental raw data, as
shown in Fig 4. For cluster state |𝐶3〉 and |𝐶4〉, we configure the fidelity 𝐹 = 𝑇𝑟 ( |𝐶〉〈𝐶 |𝜌𝑒𝑥𝑝)
by measuring their stabilizers, where 𝜌𝑒𝑥𝑝 represent the prepared states. For cluster states, its
project operator can be completely described by their stabilizers. The stabilizing operator of
three-qubit cluster states reads:

𝑔1 = 𝑋1𝑍2𝐼3

𝑔2 = 𝑍1𝑋2𝑍3

𝑔3 = 𝐼1𝑍2𝑋3

(17)

where 𝑋𝑖 , 𝑍𝑖 and 𝐼𝑖 denote Pauli operator 𝜎𝑥 , 𝜎𝑧 and identity I, these stabilizers 𝑔𝑖 and their
products together form stabilizer group called S. The target state |𝐶〉 is defined by 𝑔𝑖 |𝐶〉 =

|𝐶〉(𝑖 = 1, 2, 3). The projector can be written as the 2𝑁 elements in the group 𝑆, here in the



-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

E
x
p
e
ri
m

e
n
t

Observable

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

 Pump@50 mW

 Pump@150 mW

 Pump@300 mW

E
x
p
e
ri
m

e
n
t

Observable

 Pump@50 mW

 Pump@150 mW

 Pump@300 mW

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

 Pump@50 mW

 Pump@150 mW

 Pump@300 mW

E
x
p
e
ri
m

e
n
t

Observable

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

 Pump@20 mW

 Pump@50 mW

 Pump@150 mW
E

x
p
e
ri
m

e
n
t

Observable

| 3G  | 3C 

| 4G  | 4C 

X+Z
XXX

2

X Z
XXX

2

 X+Z
ZZI

2

X Z
ZZI

2

 X+Z
IZI

2

X Z
IZI

2

 X+Z
IIZ

2

X Z
IIZ

2



X+Z
XX

2

X Z
XX

2

 X+Z
ZI

2

X Z
ZI

2

 X+Z
IZ

2

X Z
IZ

2



X+Z
IXX

2

X Z
IXX

2

 X+Z
XZI

2

X Z
XZI

2

 X+Z
XIZ

2

X Z
XIZ

2


IZXX

Y+Z
YZ

2

Y Z
YZ

2

 Y+Z
XZ

2

Y Z
XZ

2

 Y+Z
YY

2

Y Z
YY

2



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 3. Experimental results for self-testing graph state in different pump power. (a) and
(c) The results for |𝐺3〉 = 1√

2
( |𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝑉〉) and |𝐺4〉 = 1√

2
( |𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉〉).

(𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝑍𝑍𝐼, (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝐼𝑍 𝐼 and (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝐼 𝐼𝑍 can be calculated from the measurement operator
(𝑋±𝑍 )√

2
𝑍𝑍𝑍 . (b) and (d) The results for linear cluster state |𝐶3〉 = 1√

2
( | +𝐻+〉 + | −𝑉−〉) and

|𝐶4〉 = 1
2 ( |𝐻𝐻𝐻𝐻〉 + |𝐻𝐻𝑉𝑉〉 + |𝑉𝑉𝐻𝐻〉 − |𝑉𝑉𝑉𝑉〉), where |±〉 = ( |𝐻〉 ± |𝑉〉)/

√
2. The

value of (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝐼𝑋𝑋 can be obtained by measurement operator (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝑍𝑋𝑋 , (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝑋𝑍𝐼

and (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝑋𝐼𝑍 are calculated by (𝑋±𝑍 )√
2

𝑋𝑍𝑍 . The red dash lines represent the theoretical

results (±
√

2
2 ) of these measurement operator, except for 𝐼𝑍𝑋𝑋 (+1).

three-qubit case, |𝐶〉3〈𝐶 | = 1
23
∑

𝜎∈S 𝜎. Thus, the fidelity of the target states can be obtained by
calculating the average expectation value of all stabilizers.

𝐹|𝐶3 〉 =
1
8
(𝑋𝑍𝐼 + 𝑍𝑋𝑍 + 𝐼𝑍𝑋 + 𝑋𝐼𝑋 + 𝑍𝑌𝑌 + 𝑌𝑌𝑍 − 𝑌𝑋𝑌 + 𝐼) (18)

The stabilizing operator of four-qubit cluster states are:

𝑔1 = 𝑋1𝑋2𝑍3𝐼4

𝑔2 = 𝑍1𝑍2𝐼3𝐼4

𝑔3 = 𝐼1𝑍2𝑋3𝑋4

𝑔3 = 𝐼1𝐼2𝑍3𝑍4

(19)

one obtains the fidelity of four-qubit cluster state by 𝐹 = 𝑇𝑟 |𝐶4〉〈𝐶4 |𝜌𝑒𝑥𝑝), the 16 expectation
values can be deduced from 9 joint measurement settings.

𝐹|𝐶4 〉 =
1
16

(𝑍𝑍𝐼𝐼 − 𝑌𝑌𝑍𝐼 + 𝑋𝑋𝐼𝑍 − 𝑍𝐼𝑌𝑌 + 𝑋𝑋𝑍𝐼 + 𝑍𝐼𝑋𝑋 − 𝐼𝑍𝑌𝑌 + 𝑋𝑌𝑋𝑌

+ 𝐼𝑍𝑋𝑋 + 𝑍𝑍𝑍𝑍 + 𝑌𝑋𝑌𝑋 + 𝑌𝑋𝑋𝑌 + 𝐼 𝐼𝑍𝑍 + 𝑋𝑌𝑌𝑋 − 𝑌𝑌 𝐼𝑍 + 𝐼)
(20)



As long as the prepared graph states have higher fidelity, the larger Bell violation can be
observed. Taking |𝐶4〉 as an example, the violation 𝛽𝐸 is beyond nontrivial bound 𝛽𝐵 = 5.828
when the fidelities of prepared graph states are 0.909 ± 0.008 and 0.919 ± 0.006. However, the
violation cannot reach the nontrivial bound for a fidelity of 0.828 ± 0.009, which is above 0.5,
implying that the corresponding prepared state is still certify to |𝐶4〉 under the real experimental
noise.

(a) (b)

0.82 0.86 0.90 0.94
4.5

5.0

5.5

6.0

6.5

7.0

7.5

8.0

0.82 0.86 0.90 0.94
4.8

5.0

5.2

5.4

5.6

5.8

6.0

6.2

6.4

V
io

la
ti
o

n

Fidelity

         
  

V
io

la
ti
o

n

Fidelity

         
 

| 3G 

| 3C 

| 4G 

| 4C 

Fig. 4. The relation of Bell violation to fidelity of prepared graph state. (a) For the GHZ
states |𝐺3〉 and |𝐺4〉. (b) For the linear cluster states |𝐶3〉 and |𝐶4〉. Blue dash-dotted line
and red one denote the values that sufficiently obtain nontrivial bounds for three-photon
states and four-photon states, respectively. As shown in Table 1.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Multipartite graph states as an essential quantum resource, not only can be used in measurement-
based quantum computation, but also play a vital role in large-scale quantum network. To
guarantee its quality, an effective certification method is necessary. Self-testing as a device-
independent verification tool is extremely suitable for this task. It can reveal the structure of
unknown quantum state, based on the observable correlations. Especially, a robust version
of self-testing is significant from the experimental point of view. Here we experimentally
verified the robust self-testing protocols for multipartite graph states based on the scalable Bell
inequalities. Our work paves a way toward the certification of many-body quantum system
device-independently. Furthermore, high-fidelity cluster states can be tested under the minimum
measurement, which substantially reduce the sources for one-way quantum computation.
Note added.-Recently, we became aware of an independent experiment [54].
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