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In the realm of quantum information processing, the efficient characterization of entangled states
poses an overwhelming challenge, rendering the traditional methods including quantum tomogra-
phy unfeasible and impractical. To tackle this problem, we propose a new verification scheme using
collective strategies, showcasing arbitrarily high efficiency that beats the optimal verification with
global measurements. Our collective scheme can be implemented in various experimental platforms
and scalable for large systems with a linear scaling on hardware requirement, and distributed op-
erations are allowed. More importantly, the approach consumes only a few copies of the entangled
states, while ensuring the preservation of unmeasured ones, and even boosting their fidelity for
any subsequent tasks. Furthermore, our protocol provides additional insight into the specific types
of noise affecting the system, thereby facilitating potential targeted improvements. These advance-
ments hold promise for a wide range of applications, offering a pathway towards more robust and
efficient quantum information processing.

Introduction.—The rapid advancement of quantum
technologies has highlighted the fundamental challenge
of efficiently characterizing quantum systems. In par-
ticular, entangled states are crucial for tasks includ-
ing quantum teleportation [1], quantum key distribu-
tion [2, 3], and distributed or blind quantum computa-
tion [4–6]. The standard method of quantum state to-
mography [7] requires an exponential number of sam-
ples with respect to the system size, making it im-
practical for large systems. Although full tomography
provides comprehensive knowledge about a quantum
state, many practical tasks only require specific infor-
mation, prompting the need to develop more efficient
certification methods [8–10].

The methodology of quantum state verification (QSV)
stands out, in particular, owing to its high efficiency
and low resource consumption [10]. In short, QSV is
a procedure to determine that the output of a quan-
tum device is a specific target state, say |ψ⟩. In general,
the verification efficiency depends only on the second-
largest eigenvalue λ of the QSV scheme Ω, such that

N ≈ 1
1 − λ

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 , (1)

where ϵ is the infidelity and 1 − δ denotes the confi-
dence level. If one can perform global projective mea-
surement |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, the target state can be easily verified
with the sample complexity Nopt ≈ ϵ−1 ln δ−1, known
as the optimal global verification efficiency. However,
valuable target states are usually entangled, and such
projections are experimentally challenging, especially
for multipartite ones. Nevertheless, a series of studies
have, theoretically and experimentally, demonstrated

∗ liu@zib.de
† jiangwei.shang@bit.edu.cn

that various entangled states can be verified by local
measurements with polynomial, linear, or even con-
stant scaling of the resource consumption relative to the
system size [11–33]. Compared to tomography, QSV
significantly reduces the resource consumption, and in
many cases is comparable to global verification.

Advanced measurement techniques can further en-
hance the verification efficiency. For instance, optimal
verification protocols with adaptive measurements have
been designed for arbitrary bipartite entangled states
[13–15]. Universal optimal verification for arbitrary
entangled states can be realized by employing quan-
tum nondemolition measurements [27]. Recently, col-
lective measurements in QSV have shown the potential
to surpass the optimal global verification for Bell states
and GHZ states [34]. For general graph states, collec-
tive strategies can asymptotically reach the efficiency
of global verification for the high-accuracy scenario as
ϵ→0 [35].

Meanwhile, the price paid for QSV’s low resource
consumption lies in its inability to learn noise, which
is prevalent in various fast characterization methods.
In practical scenarios, if the prepared quantum states
fail the test, full tomography is often required to im-
prove the state preparation, leading to high sample con-
sumption again. This challenge has led to the devel-
opment of improved tomographic methods including
compressed sensing [36, 37] and corrupted sensing [38],
which, however, still scales exponentially though the re-
source consumption is reduced. Another approach to
address imperfection involves understanding the noise
channels, such as the Pauli channel, which typically
requires exponentially increasing number of measure-
ments to characterize. This learning efficiency can be
improved to polynomial scaling with local correlations
[39, 40], or to linear scaling under the assumption of
sparse Pauli channels [41].

In this work, we fully utilize the power of collec-
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the verification scheme using collective
strategies. We assume that a source prepares multiple copies
of the target state. Then a SWAP projection followed by a ran-
dom permutation are applied on all the copies. Next, stan-
dard QSV is conducted on a random subset of the copies,
while the remaining are retained for any subsequent tasks. If
all the measured copies pass the test, the collective verifica-
tion scheme is called successful. By repeating the procedure
several rounds, the target state can be verified within a certain
infidelity and confidence level.

tive strategies by proposing a scheme of verifying ar-
bitrary entangled states with arbitrarily high efficiency
that beats the optimal global verification. The construc-
tion of the collective scheme is easy to realize experi-
mentally and scalable with a linear increasing on hard-
ware requirement. In the meantime, our approach can
synchronously preserve and enhance the unmeasured
states, thereby boosting their fidelity for any subse-
quent tasks, which is particularly desirable for online
tasks. Furthermore, the collective scheme can provide
additional insight into the specific types of noise affect-
ing the system, thereby facilitating targeted improve-
ments.

The collective QSV scheme.—An overview of the collec-
tive QSV scheme is depicted in Fig. 1. Our objective is
to verify a device that claims to produce a target state
|ψ⟩ by collectively using k copies of the states generated
by the device. The procedure consists of the following
three steps: (1) SWAP projection on all the k copies; (2)
random permutation; (3) standard QSV on a subset of
t(≤ k) copies. Note that the last step is based on the
trade-off between time consumption and sample con-
sumption of the verification procedure.

Firstly, the SWAP projection on two quantum states is
defined as D = (11 + S)/2, where S denotes the SWAP
operation between the two states. This procedure,
known as the SWAP test, measures the similarity be-
tween two quantum states in terms of purity [42, 43].
Thus, the SWAP projection is also useful for quantum
state purification [44], which in turn can be beneficial
for quantum cooling [45]. For k quantum states, the
SWAP projection is extended to

Dk =
1
2
(

11 + Sk
)

, (2)

where Sk represents the cyclic permutation on all the
k states by shifting the mth state to m+1 (mod k). One
way to implement the SWAP projection on a state ρ is to
prepare and measure the ancilla of a controlled SWAP

FIG. 2. (a) Construction of a SWAP projection by perform-
ing controlled SWAP operations cSk on four input states. (b)
Construction of a controlled SWAP operation by performing
controlled qubit-qubit SWAPs, i.e., Fredkin gates on two bi-
partite states.

operation in the basis |+⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/2 [46], i.e.,

Dk(ρ) = trancilla

[
|+⟩⟨+| ⊗ 11 · cSk

(
|+⟩⟨+| ⊗ ρ

)
cS†

k

]
, (3)

where cSk is the controlled permutation operation on
the k states collectively. While performing this opera-
tion on multiple multipartite states may seem challeng-
ing, it is feasible with current technologies; see the fol-
lowing proposition.

Proposition 1. The SWAP projection on k (different or
the same) n-qubit states can be realized using nk controlled
qubit-qubit SWAP operations (Fredkin gates), or 5nk two-
qubit gates with one ancilla qubit.

In photonic systems, the SWAP projection can be
efficiently implemented using controlled qubit-qubit
SWAPs, also known as the Fredkin gate [47, 48]. The
Fredkin gate can be decomposed into five two-qubit
gates [49], facilitating its efficient extension to a larger
scale in general quantum circuit constructions. In cold-
atom setups, a controlled SWAP on two multipartite
states can be directly realized and extended to a permu-
tation on k states using Rydberg interactions [50]. See
the sketch in Fig. 2, and a detailed proof can be found
in Appendix A.

If all the k copies are indeed the target state |ψ⟩, the
SWAP projection will not disturb them

Dk
(
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k) = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k , (4)

then ideally, selection of the measured copies should
not influence the measurement outcomes. Therefore, a
random permutation P can be applied before the mea-
surements in order to mitigate potential asymmetrical
noise.

Finally, using standard QSV measurement Ω on a
subset of t(≤ k) copies, the collective QSV scheme can
be expressed as

Πk,t(·) =
1

Ct
k
∑

i
Pi

{(
Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

k−t)}Dk(·) , (5)

where Ct
k is the binomial coefficient to normalize all the

possible random permutations.
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Considering that all the k copies are either the target
state |ψ⟩ or a noisy state

σ = (1 − q)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ q11/d , (6)

the infidelity is given by ϵ = q(d − 1)/d with d = 2n.
This is a general form which any states can be trans-
formed into through random operations [51, 52], usu-
ally satisfied in large-scale experiments [53, 54]. For
maximally entangled states, such a transformation can
even retain the fidelity [55, 56]. The following theorem
presents the main result of our collective scheme.

Theorem 1. A target state |ψ⟩ can be verified by the col-
lective strategy Πk,t within infidelity ϵ and confidence level
1 − δ via

M = ln δ−1/ ln p−1 ≈ 2
(1 − λ)t + k

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 (7)

rounds of testing, and N = tM number of samples. Simul-
taneously, (k − t)M copies of the output states σ′ with a
smaller infidelity of ϵ/2 are produced.

Proof. Here, we provide a brief proof for the simple case
when t = 1, and a detailed proof of the general case
is postponed to Appendix B. The white noisy state in
Eq. (6) can be rewritten as

σ = (1 − ϵ)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ ϵ
(

11 − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|
)
/(d − 1) , (8)

where 11 − |ψ⟩⟨ψ| = ∑i |ψ⊥
i ⟩⟨ψ⊥

i | represents the orthog-
onal subspace of the target state |ψ⟩. The standard QSV
measurement Ω can always be decomposed into such
an orthogonal subspace, thus we have

tr(Ωσ) = (1 − ϵ) +
1

d − 1 ∑
i

λiϵ ≥ 1 − ϵ + λϵ , (9)

where λis are eigenvalues of Ω, and λ = maxi λi. The
inequality is saturated for homogeneous measurements
[18, 19, 57]. When t = 1, the only reduced state after the
SWAP projection is

σ′ =
(
σ + σk)/2 . (10)

After random permutations, the passing probability for
the white noisy state of the collective scheme is

p = 1/k ∑
i

tr
[
Pi
{
(Ω ⊗ 11)

}
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] = tr

(
Ωσ′)

= 1 − (k + 1 − λ)ϵ/2 + O
(
ϵ2) . (11)

Hence, if only one state in the ensemble is measured,
the sample complexity is given by

N = M = ln δ−1/ ln p−1 ≈ 2
1 − λ + k

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 . (12)

And the fidelity of the unmeasured states can be ob-
tained as F = tr

[(
Ω ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(
σ⊗k)]/p, so the

infidelity is

ϵ′ = ϵ/2 + (k − 1 + λ)ϵ2/4 + O
(
ϵ3) ≈ ϵ/2 . (13)

The passing probability of the collective scheme is
comprised of two parts, namely the measurement on
the ancilla of the SWAP projection and the measure-
ment of standard QSV on the t samples. The verifi-
cation is considered as successful only when both of
the measurements succeed. The power of our collec-
tive strategy can be showcased even in the simplest set-
ting Π2,1, where the efficiency 2/(1 − λ + 2) is strictly
smaller than that of the optimal global verification.

In principle, implementing the collective strategy on
a larger ensemble can improve the efficiency infinitely
in terms of both the time and sample consumption, i.e.,

lim
k→∞

M = 0 , lim
k→∞, k≫t

N = 0 . (14)

A larger measured subset can speed up the verification
but worsen the sample complexity. While, the improve-
ment of unmeasured states, without strong dependence
on the size of the ensemble and measured subset, can
always be maintained. Notably, as long as no more than
half of the ensemble is measured, the collective scheme
can beat the optimal global verification in both the time
and sample consumption, i.e.,

M ≤ N < Nopt , for 1 ≤ t ≤ k/2 . (15)

Even counting in both the measured and unmeasured
states, the sample complexity of the collective scheme
remains manageable. For instance, the most efficient
scenario is to take t = 1, namely Πk,1, in total

kM ≈ 2
(1 − λ)/k + 1

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 < 2ϵ−1 ln δ−1 (16)

samples are needed. This property leads to various ben-
efits for practical applications, of which we discuss in
the following.

The general scenario.—Up to this point, we have con-
sidered the ensemble with independent distribution un-
der the white noise model. The generality of this con-
sideration with other types of noise is detailed in Ap-
pendix C. In this section, we move on to discuss the sce-
nario where correlated noise exists within our collective
strategy. In standard QSV frameworks, the correlation
between multiple samples is treated as an adversarial
scenario, such that a powerful adversary can control
all the samples throughout the entire verification proce-
dure which leads to more sample consumption [18, 19].

Here, we assume a more realistic scenario that the
correlated noise (or an adversary) can affect at most the
entire ensemble of each round independently, that is,
k samples. We model the global white noise on the
ensemble as

η = (1 − q)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k + q11/dk , (17)

where the infidelity of each sample is ϵ = q(d − 1)/d.
Note that if one focuses on the individual sample in
each ensemble, it reduces to the scenario under inde-
pendent white noise as in Eq. (6), making the corre-
lation indistinguishable without the collective strategy.
For the correlated noise, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 2. A target state |ψ⟩ can be verified by the collec-
tive strategy Πk,t under global white noise within infidelity
ϵ and confidence level 1 − δ via

M ≈ 2
(1 − λ)t + 1

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 (18)

rounds of testing, and N = tM number of samples. Simul-
taneously, (k − t)M copies of the output states σ′ with a
smaller infidelity of ϵ/2 are produced.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1; see Ap-
pendix D for details.

Under global white noise, the collective scheme does
not surpass the optimal global verification in terms of
sample complexity, but remains comparable by a con-
stant factor of 2 with the one-sample scheme Πk,1, i.e.,

N < 2Nopt for t = 1 , ∀k ≥ 2 . (19)

Selecting a larger measured subset can improve the ver-
ification speed infinitely, but also increases the sample
consumption. Meanwhile, the infidelity of unmeasured
states can exponentially decrease with the subset size t
as atϵ/2, where a < 1 depends on the target state; see
Appendix D for details.

In scenarios where an adversary can control the en-
tire quantum system with arbitrary global operations,
verification becomes more challenging, thus more sam-
ple consumption is needed [18]. However, as long as
the adversary cannot control everything, but limited
to the entire ensemble (even for large k), the collec-
tive scheme can guarantee the unmeasured output state
within infidelity ϵ and confidence level 1 − δ by con-
suming 1/(1 − λ)ϵ−1 ln δ−1 samples, no more than the
requirement of standard QSV under no adversary. See
Appendix E for further discussions.

Applications.—In practical implementations of stan-
dard QSV, the process begins by randomly selecting a
portion of the prepared samples for verification. Ran-
dom selection is crucial to prevent potential adver-
sarial manipulations, where carefully crafted samples
could pass the verification while others could deceive
the users. However, our collective scheme allows for
a synchronous verification and utilization of the tar-
get states, which is particularly advantageous for on-
line tasks. By beating the optimal global verification,
our approach ensures that the sample complexity re-
mains manageable for any target state. For instance, in
order to guarantee ϵ = 1% and 1 − δ = 99%, no more
than ⌈ϵ−1 ln δ−1⌉ = 461 rounds of the verification are
required by using the scheme Πk,t (t ≤ k/2), and larger
ensembles lead to less time. If a task demands 1024
copies of a verified target state, the simplest setup Π2,1
needs to consume another 1024 copies and 1024 rounds
of tests. With larger ensembles, for instance the scheme
Π9,1, only 128 additional samples and 128 rounds of
tests are needed.

10−4 10−3 10−2

ε

102

103

104

105

106

N

IN - Π2,1

IN - Π10,1

CN - Πk,1

local best

global opt.

FIG. 3. Sample complexity for verifying a 100-qubit Dicke
state using the collective strategies under independent noise
with schemes Π2,1 (blue) and Π10,1 (orange), and under cor-
related noise with the scheme Πk,1 (green), as compared to
the best known local scheme [26] (black dot) and the opti-
mal global scheme (red star). The confidence level is set to
1 − δ = 99%.

Depending on the specific target state, different lev-
els of improvement can be achieved by the collective
scheme. For the simplest case of Bell states, the op-
timal QSV scheme with local operations has a sample
complexity of NBell ≈ 3

2 ϵ−1 ln δ−1. Using 2k controlled
qubit-qubit SWAP operations, our collective scheme
Πk,1 can beat the optimal global verification with the
sample complexity N ≈ 3

4 ϵ−1 ln δ−1 < Nopt < NBell.
Nevertheless, a significant advantage of our collective

scheme lies in the verification of more complex multi-
partite entangled states, whose projection is difficult to
realize (if not simply impossible) and the sample con-
sumption increases rapidly with the system size. In
Fig. 3, we consider the verification of a 100-qubit Dicke
state. Our collective scheme with the simplest setup
Π2,1 beats the optimal global verification, and outper-
forms the best local QSV scheme by two orders of mag-
nitude [26]. A larger ensemble with the scheme Π10,1
provides an additional five-fold improvement. More-
over, even under the global noise on the entire ensem-
ble, which is typically difficult to verify with standard
QSV, our approach still demonstrates a notable im-
provement. Details including the enhancement of un-
measured states and the trade-off between the time and
sample consumption are discussed in Appendix F.

Discussions.—The collective strategies in QSV not
only conserve resources but also offer the additional
advantage of distinguishing different noise types. Sim-
ply put, standard QSV performs a certain number of
successful rounds of testing Ms to verify the entangled
state within infidelity ϵ and confidence level 1 − δ, or
uses the overall passing probability fs with the signif-
icance level exp(−D[ fs||(1 − ϵ + λϵ)]Ntotal) [13], which
is preferred in experiments [23–25]. However, due to
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the higher efficiency of the collective scheme, states
with independent white noise may not pass with the
same number of rounds Ms, or cannot reach the same
passing probability fs, enabling us to differentiate cor-
related from independent noise. With additional sam-
ples and data processing, our collective can thus iden-
tify noise variations, aiding targeted state preparation.
Be noted that this method is general and is applicable
to various noise types; see Appendix F for examples.

In principle, our collective scheme is fundamentally
effective for verifying entangled states with infidelity
ϵ<1/2. This limitation corresponds to a threshold
for state purification, which is a reasonable assump-
tion in practical applications. Apart from the arbitrar-
ily high verification efficiency with larger ensembles as
k→∞, another advantage of our scheme is the straight-
forward extension to arbitrary multipartite entangled
states. This contrasts with the work of Ref. [34], which
demands entanglement purification and works only for
specific types of entangled states.

One notices that a notable feature of our scheme is the
use of a single ancillary qubit only. While this approach
conserves resources, it poses challenges for constructing
distributed verification protocols for multipartite entan-
gled states. However, this issue can be addressed by
employing a maximally entangled state on qubits in-
stead of a single ancillary qubit. With the entangled an-
cilla, our distributed collective scheme is similar to that
of Refs. [34, 35], which can be realized locally, but no
higher-dimensional local systems are needed; see the
discussions in Appendix G.

Summary.—We have proposed an arbitrarily high ef-
ficient scheme for quantum state verification using col-
lective strategies. Drawing inspiration from quantum
state purification, our collective QSV scheme not only
outperforms the optimal global verification for arbi-

trary entangled states but also enhances the unmea-
sured states for any subsequent tasks. Additionally, our
collective scheme is capable of distinguishing different
noise types, a unique feature that non-collective strate-
gies cannot have. This capability is advantageous for
targeted improvements for state preparation. Further-
more, we demonstrated the applicability of online tasks
and the significant efficiency improvement via specific
examples, particularly for large-scale complex multi-
partite entangled states.

Numerous intriguing aspects of the collective scheme
remain unexplored and warrant further investigation.
For instance, the collective scheme can be naturally gen-
eralized to higher-dimensional systems, which needs
specific discussion on generalized SWAP projections.
Also, the SWAP projection can be enhanced through
optimization of the entangling sequence, to further im-
prove the performance of the collective scheme. There
is also a one-to-one correspondence between different
purification protocols and collective strategies, which
might yield additional benefits. Furthermore, collective
operations can be effectively combined with other ad-
vanced yet well-established measurement techniques,
such as nondemolition measurements, to achieve more
superior performance.
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Appendix A: Realization of the SWAP projection

Here we show how to realize a general SWAP projection on k quantum states

Dk =
(

11 + Sk
)
/2 , (A1)

where Sk is the cyclic permutation on all the k states such that the mth state is shifted to m+1 (mod k).
The SWAP projection is equivalent to preparing and measuring the ancilla of a SWAP operation under the basis

|+⟩ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/2, i.e.,

Dk(ρ) = trancilla

[
|+⟩⟨+| ⊗ 11 · cSk

(
|+⟩⟨+| ⊗ ρ

)
cS†

k

]
, (A2)

where cSk is the controlled permutation (SWAP) operation on the k states collectively. In cold-atom setups [50], a
controlled SWAP operation on two multipartite states

cS2 = cSancilla,A,B = |0⟩⟨0|ancilla ⊗ 11AB + |1⟩⟨1|ancilla ⊗ SAB (A3)

can be realized directly, thus we can extend the permutation as

cSk = |0⟩⟨0|ancilla ⊗ 111,2,··· ,k + |1⟩⟨1|ancilla ⊗ S1,2,··· ,k = cSancilla,k,k−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ cSancilla,2,1 . (A4)

As shown in Fig. 2(a), with the preparation and measurement on the ancilla under the basis |+⟩, we can realize the
SWAP projection in such cold-atom platforms.

Corollary 1. The SWAP projection on k multipartite quantum states can be realized with k controlled SWAP operations with
one ancilla qubit.

In addition, if there exists the constraint that only controlled qubit-qubit SWAP operations are allowed, known
also as the Fredkin gate in photonic systems [47, 48], we can construct the controlled SWAP operation on two
n-qubit states as

cS2 =
n⊗

t=1

cS(t)
2 = |0⟩⟨0|ancilla ⊗ 11

(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ 11
(n) + |1⟩⟨1|ancilla ⊗ S(1)

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ S(n)
2 , (A5)

where cS(t)
2 is the controlled qubit-qubit SWAP operation on the tth qubit; see Fig. 2(b). Together with Corollary 1

and the fact that thr Fredkin gate can be decomposed into five two-qubit gates [49], we recover Proposition 1 in the
main text.

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. To verify a certain target state |ψ⟩, the construction of standard QSV Ω demands that |ψ⟩ can always pass
the tests. Hence, Ω can be written as

Ω = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ ∑
i

λi|ψ⊥
i ⟩⟨ψ⊥

i | , (B1)

where |ψ⊥
i ⟩s are the eigenstates in the orthogonal subspace 11−|ψ⟩⟨ψ|, and λis are the corresponding eigenvalues

that λi < 1, ∀i. The white noisy state is equivalent to

σ = (1 − ϵ)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ ϵ
(

11 − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|
)
/(d − 1) , (B2)

thus the passing probability of measuring one sample by the standard QSV is given by

tr(Ωσ) = (1 − ϵ) +
1

d − 1 ∑
i

λiϵ ≥ 1 − ϵ + λϵ , (B3)

where λ = maxi λi. The inequality is saturated for the homogeneous QSV protocols [18, 19, 57]. After the SWAP
projection Dk =

(
11 + Sk

)
/2, where Sk permutes mth state to m+1 (mod k), the k quantum states are

Dk
(
σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · σk

)
=

1
4

σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · σk +
1
4

σ2 ⊗ σ3 ⊗ · · · σ1

+
1
4

Sk · σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk +
1
4

σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk · S†
k . (B4)
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FIG. 4. Tensor diagram for solving the (partial) trace of
(
Sk · σ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk

)
. The permutation Sk and its conjugate S†

k are
represented by the cyclic permutations of the indices (legs) of the σs.

With the graphical illustration in Fig. 4, when t = 1, the mth reduced state of the k-sample ensemble is

σ′
m = trm̄

[
Dk
(
σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · σk

)]
=

1
4

σm +
1
4

σ(m+1|k) +
1
4

trm̄
(
Sk · σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk

)
+

1
4

trm̄
(
σ1 ⊗ σ2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk · S†

k
)

=
1
4

σm +
1
4

σ(m+1|k) +
1
4

σ(m−1|k)σ(m−2|k) · · · σ(m|k) +
1
4

σ(m|k)σ(m+1|k) · · · σ(m+k−1|k) , (B5)

where the index (i|k) ≡ i (mod k). As all the samples are promised to be the same, the reduced state is

σ′ =
(
σ + σk)/2 . (B6)

Hence when t = 1, the passing probability can be directly calculated as

p = 1/k ∑
i

tr
[
Pi
{(

Ω ⊗ 11

)}
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] = tr

(
Ωσ′)

=

[
1 − ϵ + λϵ + (1 − ϵ)k +

ϵkλ

(d − 1)k−1

]
/2

= 1 − (k + 1 − λ)ϵ/2 + O(ϵ2) . (B7)

In general, with an arbitrary selection of the t-sized subset to measure, we have

tr
[
Pi
{(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)}
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] = tr

[(
Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] = 1

2

[
tr(Ωσ)

]t
+

1
2

tr
[
(Ωσ)tσk−t

]
. (B8)

Note that we have used the commutability between Ωσ and σ here. Thus, the passing probability of measuring t
samples in the k-sample ensemble by the collective QSV is

p = 1/Ct
k ∑

i
tr
[
Pi
{(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)}
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] = 1

2
[tr(Ωσ)]t +

1
2

tr
[
(Ωσ)tσk−t

]
. (B9)

And for verifying an entangled state under independent white noise, we have

pIN =

[
(1 − ϵ + λϵ)t + (1 − ϵ)k +

ϵkλt

(d − 1)k−1

]
/2 = 1 − [k + t(1 − λ)]ϵ/2 + O(ϵ2) . (B10)

Therefore, the time complexity and sample complexity are given by

M = ln δ−1/ ln p−1
IN ≈ 2

(1 − λ)t + k
ϵ−1 ln δ−1 , (B11)

N = tM ≈ 2t
(1 − λ)t + k

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 . (B12)

The fidelity of one of the unmeasured states is

F = tr
[(

Ωt ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(
σ⊗k)] /pIN

=

{
1
2

[
tr(Ωσ)

]t
⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩+ 1

2
tr
[
(Ωσ)t|ψ⟩⟨ψ|σk−t

]}
/pIN

=
[
(1 − ϵ)(1 − ϵ + λϵ)t + (1 − ϵ)k

]
/(2pIN) , (B13)
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and the infidelity is reduced to

ϵ′ ≈ ϵ
(1 − ϵ + λϵ)t

(1 − ϵ + λϵ)t + (1 − ϵ)k =
1
2

ϵ +
1
4
[k − (1 − λ)t]ϵ2 + O(ϵ3) . (B14)

Note also that the following limits

lim
k→∞

ϵ′ = ϵ , (B15)

lim
t=k→∞

ϵ′ = ϵ , (B16)

hold asymptotically.

Appendix C: The generality of white noise

White noise is also known as the noise under global depolarizing channel, and for maximally entangled states,
it is equivalent to the local depolarizing channel. In general, many other noise models correspond to different
practical scenarios. For instance, an alternative noise model

σmix = (1 − ϵ)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ ϵ|ψ⊥⟩⟨ψ⊥| (C1)

fits many types of noise, including for instance, the amplitude and phase damping channels on maximally entan-
gled states. With this noise model, the passing probability of the collective scheme is given by

pmix =
[
(1 − ϵ + λϵ)t + (1 − ϵ)k + ϵkλt

]
/2 , (C2)

which is slightly different from the white noise case in the order of O(ϵk). Thus, the main results of our analysis
cover a wide range of practical scenarios.

In addition to the environmental noise, imperfect control of operations can lead to

σur = |ψϵ⟩⟨ψϵ| , |ψϵ⟩ =
√

1 − ϵ|ψ⟩+
√

ϵ|ψ⊥⟩ , (C3)

which represents a unitary rotation of the target state. This is also considered as the worst-case scenario in standard
QSV [10], with the passing probability of the collective strategy given by

pur = (1 − ϵ + λϵ)t , (C4)

which leads to a lower efficiency for both the time and sample complexity. However, when the target states are
maximally entangled, we can always apply the isotropic twirling operation (local random operations) to transform
such a noisy state into the white noise type without changing the fidelity [55, 56]. For other target states, by adding
random circuits, any local noise can be transformed into global white noise with a worse fidelity [51, 52]. Especially
true and applicable is for large complex quantum systems, due to the preparation procedure, global white noise
can be commonly assumed [53, 54].

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The SWAP projection satisfies the linearity such that, for the globally correlated white noisy state,

Dk(η) = (1 − q)Dk
(
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k)+ qDk

(
11/dk) , q =

dϵ

d − 1
. (D1)

Then using Eq. (B9) in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k)] = 1 , (D2)

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(

11/dk)] =
1
2

[
tr(Ω

11

d
)
]t
+

1
2

tr
[
(Ω

11

d
)t(

11

d
)k−t

]
=

([
λ +

1 − λ

d

]t
+

(d − 1)λt + 1
dk

)
/2 . (D3)
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A direct derivation gives us the passing probability of the globally correlated noisy state as

pCN = 1 − dϵ

d − 1
+

dϵ

2(d − 1)

([
λ +

1 − λ

d

]t
+

(d − 1)λt + 1
dk

)

= 1 − ϵ

[
d − 1/dk−2

2(d − 1)
+

1
2
(1 +

1
dk−1 )t(1 − λ)− O[(1 − 1

d
+

1
dk−1 )t

2(1 − λ)2] + · · ·
]

≈ 1 − ϵ [1 + (1 − λ)t] /2 , (D4)

where the expansion and approximation take into account two aspects for the large-scale multipartite entangled
state respectively: (1) the second-largest eigenvalue of the standard QSV is, in general, close to unity; (2) the
dimension d is on a large scale, so is the term dk. Therefore, the time complexity and sample complexity are

M = ln δ−1/ ln p−1
CN ≈ 2

(1 − λ)t + 1
ϵ−1 ln δ−1 , (D5)

N = tM ≈ 2t
(1 − λ)t + 1

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 . (D6)

The derivation is similar to the fidelity that with

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k)] = 1 , (D7)

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ |ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11

)
Dk
(

11/dk)] =
1
2

[
tr(Ω

11

d
)
]t
⟨ψ|11

d
|ψ⟩+ 1

2
tr
[
(Ω

11

d
)t|ψ⟩⟨ψ|(11

d
)k−t

]
=

([
λ +

1 − λ

d

]t 1
d
+

1
dk

)
/2 , (D8)

we have

F =

[
(1 − q) + q

([
λ +

1 − λ

d

]t 1
d
+

1
dk

)
/2

]
/pCN , q =

dϵ

d − 1
. (D9)

Then the infidelity is reduced to

ϵ′ = ϵ
dk(d − 1)

(
λ + 1−λ

d

)t

2dk(d − 1)− 2dk+1ϵ + dk+1
(

λ + 1−λ
d

)t
ϵ

≈ 1
2

(
λ +

1 − λ

d

)t
ϵ +

d
4(d − 1)

[
2 −

(
λ +

1 − λ

d

)t
](

λ +
1 − λ

d

)t
ϵ2 + O(ϵ3) . (D10)

Note that the eigenvalue is 0 < λ < 1, thus a =
(

λ + 1−λ
d

)t
< 1 such that the infidelity of unmeasured states

decreases ϵ′ < ϵ/2. More specifically, this is an exponential decrease ϵ′ ≈ atϵ/2 in terms of the unmeasured
subset size t. The improvement of the state fidelity could be significant for Bell states and large-scale multipartite
entangled states; see Appendix F for examples.

Appendix E: The global unitary control

In principle, the most powerful adversary is able to apply global unitary controls on the whole ensemble, leading
to a noisy state of the form

ηGU = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| ,

|ϕ⟩ =
√

1 − ε|ψ⟩⊗k +
√

ε|ϕ′⟩ , (E1)

where |ϕ′⟩ is a pure state resulting from a global unitary rotation of the ensemble of the target state |ψ⟩⊗k. Each
reduced state has the fidelity tr[(|ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11)|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|] = 1 − ϵ.
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Theorem 3. A target state |ψ⟩ can be verified by the collective strategy Πk,t under global unitary control within infidelity ϵ
and confidence level 1 − δ via

M = ln δ−1/ ln p−1 ≈ 1
(1 − λ)t

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 (E2)

rounds of testing, and N = tM number of samples. Simultaneously, (k − t)M copies of the output states σ′ with an increased
infidelity of ϵ′ = ϵ + (1 − λ)tϵ2 are produced.

Proof. Decompose the state |ϕ′⟩ under the basis {|ψ⟩, |ψ⊥
1 ⟩, |ψ⊥

2 ⟩, · · · }⊗k and by considering Eq. (B9), we notice
that the noisy pure state that can pass the collective scheme with the maximal passing probability should be all
permutations of |ψ⟩⊗(k−1) ⊗ |ψ⊥⟩, where |ψ⊥⟩ is the eigenstate corresponding to the eigenvalue λ, i.e.,

|ϕ′⟩ = 1√
k

∑
i
Pi

{
|ψ⟩⊗k−1 ⊗ |ψ⊥⟩

}
, (E3)

where ϵ = ε/k. Due to the permutation invariance of the worst case, we have

Dk(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|) =
1
4
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+ 1

4
Sk|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|S†

k +
1
4

Sk|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|+
1
4
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|S†

k = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| . (E4)

Hence, with the following derivations

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
|ψ⟩⟨ψ|⊗k

]
= 1 , (E5)

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
|ϕ′⟩⟨ϕ′|

]
=

k − t + tλ
k

, (E6)

tr
[(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)
|ψ⟩⊗k⟨ϕ′|

]
= 0 , (E7)

the passing probability after the global unitary control becomes

pGU =
1

Ct
k
∑

i
tr
[
Pi
{(

Ω⊗t ⊗ 11

)}
Dk
(
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|

)]
= 1 − ε + ε

k − t + tλ
k

= 1 − ϵ(1 − λ)t . (E8)

Thus we need

M ≈ 1
(1 − λ)t

ϵ−1 ln δ−1 − 1
2

ln δ−1 (E9)

rounds of testing to verify the target state within infidelity ϵ and confidence level 1 − δ. The fidelity of the unmea-
sured states is

F = tr
[
|ψ⟩⟨ψ| ⊗ 11 · Π(k,t)

(
ηGU

)]
/pGU = {1 − kϵ + ϵ(k − t − 1 + tλ)} /pGU = 1 − ϵ

1 − ϵ(1 − λ)t
, (E10)

so the infidelity is increased to

ϵ′ = ϵ
[
1 + (1 − λ)tϵ + (1 − λ)2t2ϵ2 + O(ϵ3)

]
≈ ϵ + (1 − λ)tϵ2 . (E11)

One immediately notices that, different from the cases of independent or global white noise, the fidelity of the
unmeasured states has decayed, exactly the reason why the adversary that is able to control the entire quantum
system can be tricky, similar to the discussion in Ref. [18]. Therefore, in order to guarantee enough quality of the
unmeasured states for any sequential tasks, we need to consume more resource for verification. The following
corollary, directly derived from Theorem 3, is thus more useful in practice.

Corollary 2. The collective strategy Πk,t produces (k − t)M′ unmeasured states within the infidelity ϵ and confidence level
1 − δ under global unitary control via

M′ =
ln δ−1

ln
[
1 − ϵ

1+ϵ(1−λ)t (1 − λ)t
]−1 ≈ 1

(1 − λ)t
ϵ−1 ln δ−1 +

1
2

ln δ−1 (E12)

rounds of testing, and N′ = tM′ number of sample consumption.
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FIG. 5. Sample complexity for verifying (a) a Bell state and (b) a 100-qubit Dicke state using the collective strategies under
independent white noise with schemes Π2,1 (blue) and Π10,1 (orange), under global white noise with the scheme Πk,1 (green),
and under global unitary control with the scheme Πk,t (brown) as compared to the best known local scheme [10, 26] (black dot)
and the optimal global scheme (red star). The confidence level is set to 1 − δ = 99%.

Notably, the additional cost for guaranteeing the unmeasured states is only dominated by the confidence level

M′ − M = ln δ−1
[

1 +
1
12

(1 − λ)2t2ϵ2 + O(ϵ4)

]
, (E13)

which is relatively small as (M′− M)/M = (1−λ)tϵ+O(ϵ2) for the typical infidelity of ϵ ≤ 5%. For high-accuracy
scenarios where ϵ → 0, and ϵ′ → 0 as well, the additional resource cost can be safely ignored. For a comparison,
Ref. [18] considers a more powerful (but unrealistic) adversary who can control the whole system, not just the
whole k-sized ensemble, the sample complexity is at least

Nadv ≥ ln δ

ln λ
+

ln δ

ln λ

1 − ϵ

λϵ
≈ (

1
1 − λ

+ e − 1)ϵ−1 ln δ−1 , (E14)

where the additional cost dominated by the infidelity is significant which cannot be ignored. Though this is not a
completely fair comparison, the collective scheme achieves an improvement on the sample complexity by

Nadv − N′ ≈ (e − 2) ϵ−1 ln δ−1 − t
2

ln δ−1 . (E15)

Appendix F: Details of the applications

In the main text, we have briefly outlined the efficiency of our collective scheme, Πk,1, for the verification of Bell
state and Dicke state, showing that it outperforms the optimal global verification. This improvement is especially
pronounced for the 100-qubit Dicke state, as illustrated in Fig. 3. In the following, we provide further details and
additional results.

1. Comparison of different noises

First, let’s consider another type of noise, which is the global unitary control as discussed in Appendix E. In
Fig. 5, we compare the sample complexity for verifying a Bell state and a 100-qubit Dicke state under independent
white noise, global white noise, and global unitary control. Beyond the cases discussed in the main text, our results
here show that the collective scheme beats the adversary who can control the whole ensemble, guaranteeing the
fidelity of an unmeasured state with the same sample complexity as the standard QSV with no adversary. On
the other hand, the higher complexity under global unitary control enables us to differentiate powerful adversary
attacks from natural white noise.
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FIG. 6. Sample complexity for verifying (a) a Bell state and (b) a 100-qubit Dicke state using the collective schemes Πk,1 with
varying ensemble size k. The independent white noise (blue), global white noise (orange), and global unitary control (green)
are all considered, as compared to the best known local scheme [10, 26] (black dot) and the optimal global scheme (red star).
The fidelity is set to 1 − ϵ = 99% and the confidence level is 1 − δ = 99%.
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FIG. 7. Sample complexity for verifying (a) a Bell state and (b) a 100-qubit Dicke state using the collective scheme Π20,t with
varying measured subset size t. The independent white noise (blue), global white noise (orange), and global unitary control
(green) are all considered, as compared to the best known local scheme [10, 26] (black dot) and the optimal global scheme (red
star). The fidelity is set to 1 − ϵ = 99% and the confidence level is 1 − δ = 99%.

2. Influence of the ensemble size and measured subset size

The ensemble size and measured subset have different influences on the resource consumption for verifying the
entangled states suffering from different types of noise. Based on Theorems 1-3, a larger ensemble can improve
the efficiency infinitely in terms of both the time and sample consumption for verifying an entangled state under
independent white noise. But for states under global white noise or global unitary control, the consumption
becomes independent of the ensemble size. One might realize that all the resource complexities are approximated
under corresponding assumptions and wonder under what practical conditions these approximations hold. In
Fig. 6, we present precise numerical calculations of the sample complexity for verifying a Bell state and a 100-qubit
Dicke state, considering various ensemble sizes k. The results are based on the passing probabilities as in Eqs. (B10),
(D4), and (E8) without approximations. The fidelity and confidence level are both set to a typical value of 99%.
Overall, the numerical results align well with the theoretical predictions. Exception occurs for the case of verifying
a Bell state under global white noise, namely the orange curve in Fig. 6(a), it does exhibit a slight dependence of
sample complexity on the ensemble size k. The dependence can be ignored for larger ensembles (e.g. k ≥ 4 for a
Bell state) and for the case of a 100-qubit Bell state, which has a large dimension d = 2100.

In Fig. 7, we perform similar precise numerical calculations of the sample complexity with varying unmeasured
subset size t. If the entangled state suffers from independent or global white noise, a larger measured subset can
worsen the sample complexity. However, for the case of global unitary control (the green curve in Fig. 6(a)), the
sample complexity can be slightly decreased with the increasing unmeasured subset size t, with a ratio of t/[2(1 −
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FIG. 8. Decreased infidelity of the unmeasured states when verifying (a) a Bell state, (b) a 100-qubit Dicke state, and (c) a
100-qubit GHZ state using the collective scheme Πk,1 under independent white noise (blue), global white noise (orange), and
global unitary control (green). The dotted line is the case for more measurements as Πk,k−1. The original infidelity is set to
ϵ = 0.01.

λ)ϵ]. This improvement can be ignored for the high-accuracy scenario as t ≪ ϵ−1 or the complex multipartite
entangled state with t ≪ (1 − λ)−1, which is the case in Fig. 7(b).

3. Enhancement of unmeasured states

One notable advantage of our collective QSV scheme is the enhancement of unmeasured states during the verifi-
cation procedure. Taking the Bell state, a 100-qubit Dicke state, and a 100-qubit GHZ state as examples, we illustrate
the explicit numerical results in Fig. 8 with the original infidelity ϵ = 1%. Matching the analysis of our theorems,
for independent white noise, our collective scheme can mitigate the noise to be half, and for global white noise, the
scheme performs even better. Even if a powerful adversary can control the entire ensemble, the unmeasured states
can still be verified, only with negligible infidelity increasing. Fully utilizing the ensemble with collective scheme
Πk,k−1 can make the enhancement of unmeasured states better. For entangled states with high symmetry (thus λ
being independent of the system size), e.g., Bell state and GHZ state, the global white noise can be exponentially
decreased with the increased size of the ensemble, and thus can be ignored after passing the verification.

4. The trade-off

Let’s consider a task for verifying a target state within infidelity ϵ = 1% and confidence level 1 − δ = 99% under
the independent white noise. For the worst consideration, of which 1 − λ → 0 for an arbitrary target state, the
collective scheme Πk,t needs ⌈ 2

k ϵ−1 ln δ−1⌉ rounds of tests and consumes t⌈ 2
k ϵ−1 ln δ−1⌉ additional samples. There-

fore, the larger ensembles are utilized, the faster the verification is; the less samples are measured in each round,
the less the sample consumption is. For example, up to 461 rounds of the tests are needed to verify an arbitrary
target state with Π2,1, and the same amount of additional samples are consumed, which is the worst case. With
the scheme Π10,1, it only needs 93 rounds of the tests. However, when considering specific target states, the sample
and time consumption vary according to λ, leading to a trade-off between the time consumption and the sample
consumption of the verification procedure. For Bell states, the waiting time is 87 rounds of the test with the scheme
Π10,1, consuming 87 samples. The more samples are measured, the faster the verification is. The scheme Π10,9
needs to wait for 58 rounds of the tests, while consuming 58 × 9 = 522 samples, which is more than the sample
consumption with the scheme Π10,1.

As we partially discussed in the main text, let’s consider a task demanding 1024 copies of a target state, verified
within infidelity ϵ = 1% and confidence level 1 − δ = 99% under the independent white noise. As the requirement
of 1024 copies (a typical data size in quantum computation) is larger than the worst-case which requires 461
rounds of the tests, the task can always be achieved with a better verification. Using larger ensembles can speed
up the verification procedure, while the verified infidelity threshold increases. For example, in order to provide
1024 copies of a verified target state, the simplest setup Π2,1 needs to consume another 1024 copies and take 1024
rounds of tests, verifying these target states within infidelity 0.45% under confidence level 1 − δ = 99%. With larger
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FIG. 9. Sketch of the distributed construction of the collective verification scheme with entangled ancilla for the two-sized
ensembles. The SWAP projections are local and controlled by an ancillary Bell state. The measurement on the ancilla is the Bell
projection, which can be local with classical communications.

ensembles, the scheme Π9,1 consumes only 128 additional samples and needs 128 rounds of tests, verifying these
target states within infidelity 0.80% under confidence level 1 − δ = 99%.

Considering specific target states, the size of the measured subset leads to a trade-off between the consumption
and the accuracy of the verification procedure due to the λ dependence. For the Bell state, the scheme Π10,1
consumes 114 additional samples and needs 114 rounds of tests, for verifying the target state within infidelity
0.76% under confidence level 1 − δ = 99%. While the scheme Π10,5 which measures more samples in each round,
consumes more with 1025 additional samples and 205 rounds of tests, for verifying the target state better within
infidelity 0.34% under confidence level 1 − δ = 99%.

Appendix G: Distributed construction of the collective scheme

One notable feature of our collective scheme is the use of a single ancillary qubit. While this approach conserves
resources, it poses challenges for constructing distributed verification protocols for multipartite entangled states.
However, this issue can be addressed by employing a maximally entangled state of qubits instead of a single
ancillary qubit. As the sketch shown in Fig. 9, for the bipartite case, we have the equivalence

Dk(ρ) = tranA,anB

[
|Φ⟩⟨Φ|anA,anB ⊗ 11A1,A2,B1,B2

·cSanA,A1,A2 ⊗ cSanB,B1,B2
(
|Φ⟩⟨Φ|anA,anB ⊗ ρA1,B1 ⊗ ρA2,B2

)
cS†

anA,A1,A2 ⊗ cS†
anB,B1,B2

]
= tranA,anB

[
(|+⟩⟨+|anA ⊗ |+⟩⟨+|anB + |−⟩⟨−|anA ⊗ |−⟩⟨−|anB)⊗ 11A1,A2,B1,B2

·cSanA,A1,A2 ⊗ cSanB,B1,B2
(
|Φ⟩⟨Φ|anA,anB ⊗ ρA1,B1 ⊗ ρA2,B2

)
cS†

anA,A1,A2 ⊗ cS†
anB,B1,B2

]
=

11 + SA ⊗ SB
2

ρ

(
11 + SA ⊗ SB

2

)†
, (G1)

where the ancilla |Φ⟩ = (|00⟩+ |11⟩)/
√

2 is the Bell state. Note that the controlled SWAP can be operated locally,
and the measurements on the ancillary Bell state can also be local with the help of classical communications. This
technique is similar to that of Refs. [34, 35], but no higher-dimensional local systems are needed.


