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Device-independent quantum secret sharing (DI-QSS) is a cryptographic protocol that overcomes
the security limitations posed by untrusted quantum devices. We propose a DI-QSS protocol based
on the multipartite pseudo-telepathy parity game, which achieves device-independence with simul-
taneous key generation without requiring dedicated test rounds, unlike CHSH-based schemes [Zhang
et al., Phys. Rev. A, 2024]. Notably, the proposed scheme allows simultaneous device-independence
verification and key-generation phases, achieving optimal performance for a seven-qubit GHZ state
configuration. Further, we analyse the security of our protocol against collective attack and establish
reduced resource requirement for the same length of the raw key compared to the previous protocol.
Finally, we show that our protocol remains robust even in a noisy environment.

Quantum secret sharing (QSS) is a fundamental cryp-
tographic primitive that enables a dealer to distribute
a secret message m among P participants such that the
message can only be reconstructed from all, or a qualified
subset of the shares. Individual shares reveal no infor-
mation about m, thereby ensuring information theoretic
security. The essential components of a QSS protocol are
the secret sharing and secret reconstruction procedures,
which together guarantee secure distribution and recov-
ery of the secret. Chattopadhyay et al. [1] provides a
detailed analysis and overview of types of quantum se-
cret sharing schemes.

A seminal QSS scheme was introduced by Hillery et
al. [2], employing Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)
states to securely share information among three par-
ties: Alice (the dealer) and two participants, Bob and
Charlie, who collaborate to reconstruct the secret. This
construction was inspired by the principles of quantum
key distribution(QKD) [3], but extended to the multipar-
tite setting. While early analysis of QKD suggested un-
conditional security, practical realizations soon revealed
vulnerabilities. In particular, imperfect or adversarially
prepared quantum devices can deviate from the ideal as-
sumption of perfect entanglement, thereby opening secu-
rity loopholes. Similar concerns in QKD motivated the
development of device-independent (DI) protocols [4–10],
which guarantee security even in the presence of noisy or
untrusted devices.

Extending these ideas, it becomes crucial to investigate
whether QSS protocols can be made device-independent.
Hillery’s protocol, based on GHZ correlations, assumes
honest device behaviour, leaving it vulnerable if the
source is provided by a potentially malicious third party.
A measurement-device-independent QSS protocol was
introduced [11], capable of withstanding attacks aris-
ing from imperfect measurement devices. Nevertheless,
practical imperfections in photon sources may still lead
to side-channel information leakage, posing a potential
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threat to the protocol’s security [12–14]. A DI frame-
work offers a promising approach to close this gap, en-
suring that QSS security does not rely on the internal
functioning of the devices but only on observed statisti-
cal correlations.

A device-independent (DI) protocol is a cryptographic
scheme in which security does not rely on the internal
functioning of the devices but is instead certified solely by
the observed input-output correlations, typically through
a Bell-type test. In this black-box framework, the user
provides only classical inputs and records outputs, with-
out assumptions about the underlying quantum states,
measurement operators, or Hilbert-space dimension. Se-
curity is guaranteed if the observed correlations exhibit
non-locality, such as a Bell inequality violation, thereby
certifying the presence of genuine entanglement. The first
DI-QSS protocol was proposed by Roy and Mukhopad-
hyay [15] for arbitrary even dimensions, establishing cor-
rectness and completeness with respect to measurement
devices. Subsequently, Moreno et al. [16] introduced a
DI-QSS scheme based on stronger forms of Bell nonlo-
cality, enhancing robustness against adversaries. More
recently, Zhang et al. [17, 18] presented two DI-QSS
schemes: one employing noise preprocessing and postse-
lection for practical applications, and another introduc-
ing a refined method for random key generation.

Those works employed 12 combinations of measure-
ment bases 3 for Alice, 3 for Bob, and 2 for Charlie,
to perform device-independence verification and subse-
quent key generation. This naturally raises the ques-
tion of whether a DI-QSS scheme can be realized with
fewer resources, and, if so, how it differs from previously
known approaches. In this Letter, we address this ques-
tion by first reviewing the related work, including the
recent DI-QSS protocols of Zhang et al., which rely on
CHSH-inequality checks. We then present how to con-
struct a DI-QSS scheme based on the pseudo-telepathy
game, followed by an efficient variant that simultaneously
achieves device verification and key generation. More-
over, we perform security analysis of our protocol against
collective attacks and also analyse its robustness under
white noise.
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Hillery’s Scheme analysis.− Hillery et al. [2] intro-
duced the first QSS protocol based on the Greenberger–
Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state,

|Ψ⟩ = |000⟩+ |111⟩√
2

,

shared among Alice, Bob, and Charlie. Each party holds
one qubit of the triplet and randomly chooses to measure
in either the σx or σy basis, with measurement settings
corresponding to the eigenstates

σx → {|+⟩ , |−⟩}, σy → {|+i⟩ , |−i⟩}.

After performing their measurements, they publicly an-
nounce only the chosen bases. In roughly half of the
rounds [Fig. I], the correlations of the GHZ state allow
Bob and Charlie, by combining their outcomes, to infer
Alice’s result. This property enables Alice to establish a
shared secret with Bob and Charlie, thereby laying the
foundation of quantum secret sharing. Using the follow-
ing basis representations,

|0⟩ = 1√
2
(|+⟩+ |−⟩), |1⟩ = 1√

2
(|+⟩ − |−⟩),

the GHZ state |Ψ⟩ can be rewritten in terms of |+⟩ and
|−⟩ as

|Ψ⟩ = 1

2
√
2

[
(|+⟩A |+⟩B + |−⟩A |−⟩B)(|0⟩+ |1⟩)C

+(|+⟩A |−⟩B + |−⟩A |+⟩B)(|0⟩ − |1⟩)C
]
. (1)

CharlieBob

Alice
Measurement

basis

FIG. I. Relationships of three users’ measurement results. Al-
ice’s measurement bases are shown in the first row, Bob’s
measurement bases are shown in the first column, and Char-
lie’s measurement results appear in the boxes.

From the expression of |Ψ⟩, it is evident that Charlie
alone cannot determine the individual outcomes of Alice
and Bob. At best, he can infer whether their outcomes
are correlated or anti-correlated. However, the probabil-
ity of either correlation or anti-correlation is 1

2 . There-
fore, Charlie gains no advantage and has no option other
than to make a random guess. The correlation structure
among three users’ bases plays a crucial role in advancing
next-generation quantum secret sharing (QSS) schemes.
DI-QSS using CHSH inequality.− Zhang et al. [17]

proposed improved versions of device-independent
quantum secret sharing (DI-QSS), addressing a key
limitation of earlier schemes: their inefficient use of
entanglement. In conventional DI-QSS protocols, only
a single basis setting is employed for key generation,
while the outcomes from all other basis combinations
are discarded. Such postselection leads to a substantial
waste of entanglement resources and restricts overall ef-
ficiency. To overcome these drawbacks, Zhang et al. [17]
introduced an enhanced DI-QSS framework that employs
a refined strategy of randomly selecting key-generation
bases. This approach improves noise tolerance while
simultaneously lowering the requirements on global
detection efficiency and entanglement consumption.

The protocol proceeds in five stages with the assump-
tion that the three players must be legitimate and honest.
First, a central source prepares n copies of tripartite GHZ
states, distributing the three photons of each state to Al-
ice, Bob, and Charlie, respectively for each copy. Each
party thus receives a sequence of qubits, denoted E1, E2,
and E3.
Second, the users independently and randomly choose

measurement bases.

Alice: A1 = σx, A2 = σy,

Charlie: C1 = σx, C2 = −σy,

Bob: B1 = σx, B2 =
σx−σy√

2
, B3 =

σx+σy√
2

.

The measurement outcomes are recorded as aj , bj , cj ∈
{+1,−1} for the jth round.
Third, parameter estimation is performed once the

measurement bases are publicly announced. Depending
on Bob’s chosen basis, three cases arise. (i) If Bob se-
lects B2 or B3, all users reveal their outcomes to eval-
uate the Svetlichny polynomial SABC , which satisfies
4 ≤ SABC ≤ 4

√
2 in the presence of genuine tripartite

nonlocal correlations. If SABC ≤ 4, eavesdropping can-
not be excluded, and the protocol is aborted. (ii) If Bob
selects B1, Alice announces a subset of her outcomes, and
Bob (or Charlie) compares with his results to estimate
the quantum bit error rate (QBER) e. (iii) If the input
combination corresponds to (A1, B1, C2) or (A2, B2, C1),
the results are discarded.
Fourth, error correction and privacy amplification are

applied iteratively until a sufficient number of secure key
bits is established. Finally, in the secret reconstruction
phase, Bob and Charlie obtain keys KB and KC , respec-
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tively, such that Alice’s key satisfies

KA = KB ⊕KC .

DI-QSS Protocol with noise preprocessing and posts-
election.− This DI-QSS is based on the same DI-QSS
presented previously with a variation in a sense that in
this scheme the key generation takes place only if the
basis configuration is A1B1C1.
As a summary, if Bob chooses basis B2 or B3, all parties

use their outcomes to evaluate the Svetlichny polynomial.
In contrast, when Bob selects B1, the round is used for
key generation. The existing protocol therefore, requires
eight basis combinations for device-independence testing
and one combination for key generation. Our aim is to
design a simpler scheme that achieves the same security
guarantees while consuming fewer resources. Specifically,
our objective is to minimize measurement overhead with-
out compromising correctness or security.

Multiparty Pseudo-telepathy game.− A well known
game [19] introduced by Mermin, and later studied in var-
ious contexts [20–27], is the multiparty Pseudo-telepathy
game involving n players. Its general formulation is as
follows:

Each player j receives an input, a bit string xj ∈
{0, 1}l, which is also interpreted as an integer in binary,
with the promise that

∑
j xj is divided by 2l. The player

must output a single bit yj and the winning condition is

n∑
j=1

yj =
1

2l

n∑
j=1

xj (mod 2).

For now, we restrict the game to l = 1 [20, 21] (i.e.
the input xj is also a single bit).

For an n-party Pseudo-telepathy game, the players are
denoted A1, A2, . . . , An. The inputs xj ∈ {0, 1} must
satisfy the constraint

n∑
j=1

xj = 0 (mod 2),

i.e., the input string x1x2 . . . xn contains an even number
of ones. The winning condition requires that the outputs
yj ∈ {0, 1} obey

n∑
j=1

yj =
1
2

n∑
j=1

xj (mod 2).

The best known classical strategy achieves a success
probability of 1

2 + 2−⌊n/2⌋, while the quantum strategy
wins with certainty.

Quantum strategy − The perfect quantum protocol,
in which the players always win, relies on shared en-
tanglement. Before the game begins, the n players
A1, A2, . . . , An share the entangled state∣∣Φ+

n

〉
=

1√
2

(
|0n⟩+ |1n⟩

)
,

with each player receiving one qubit. Upon receiving the
classical input xj , player Aj applies the unitary

S =

[
1 0
0 eiπ/2

]
to their qubit if xj = 1, such that

S |βj⟩ −→ eiπxj/2 |βj⟩ ,

where |βj⟩ is the qubit held by Aj . If p players apply S,
then ∣∣Φ+

n

〉
−→

{
|Φ+

n ⟩ , if p ≡ 0 (mod 4),

|Φ−
n ⟩ , if p ≡ 2 (mod 4),

with |Φ−
n ⟩ = 1√

2
(|0n⟩ − |1n⟩). Cases with p ≡ 1, 3

(mod 4) do not occur, since the number of inputs xj = 1
is always even.
Next, each player applies a Hadamard transformation

H to their qubit, yielding

H⊗n
∣∣Φ+

n

〉
=

1√
2n−1

∑
wt(y)≡0 (mod 2)

|y⟩ ,

H⊗n
∣∣Φ−

n

〉
=

1√
2n−1

∑
wt(y)≡1 (mod 2)

|y⟩ ,

where wt(y) denotes the Hamming weight of y. Finally,
each player measures their qubit in the {|0⟩ , |1⟩} basis
to obtain yj , and the string y1y2 . . . yn constitutes the
output corresponding to the input x1x2 . . . xn.
DI-QSS using Multiparty Pseudo-telepathy Game:

Here, we will use the multiparty pseudo-telepathy game
to propose a device-independent quantum secret sharing
scheme. The scheme scenario is the same as the Pseudo-
telepathy game: Consider for n parties, where A1 is the
dealer, and the rest of the participants are A2, A3, . . . , An

who receive shares from the dealer. The scheme should
be designed to incorporate two phases simultaneously:
(i) Checking phase, (ii) Share and Reconstruction phase.
The checking phase ensures device independence, while
the share and reconstruction phase distributes the se-
cret among the parties and enables its recovery. The key
challenge lies in designing the protocol so that these two
phases operate seamlessly in parallel.
The steps of our DI-QSS protocol are as follows:

1. Dealer D and the participants Bob and Charlie share an
n−partite state

|Φn⟩ =
1√
2
[|00 . . . 0⟩+ |11 . . . 1⟩]

among themselves.

2. The dealer A1 and each participant A2, A3, . . . An receive
one qubit (photon) from the shared n-partite GHZ state
|Φn⟩.
Each party now has a single qubit of the shared state.
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3. The dealer and the participants now proceed to play the
Pseudo-telepathy game. They will choose randomly in-
put bits x1 (held by the dealer) and xj (held by partici-
pant Aj) for j = 2, 3, . . . , n.

4. They obtain their respective outputs y1 (for the dealer)
and yj (for participant Aj) as a result of playing the
pseudo-telepathy game.

5. The parties publicly announce their input bits. The com-
bined input string is denoted by x1x2 . . . xn. If the num-
ber of 1’s in this string is odd, the corresponding input
is discarded from further consideration.

6. In this manner, all the parties repeat the steps N times.

7. Let A be the set of all non-discarded inputs.

8. Dealer A1 randomly chooses B ⊂ A of size γ|A|, where
0 < γ ≤ 1.

9. The parties discuss their inputs and corresponding out-
puts to verify whether the winning condition of the
Pseudo-telepathy game is satisfied.

n∑
j=1

yj =
1

2

n∑
j=1

xj (mod 2).

If the fraction of successful rounds falls below 1− ν, the
dealer aborts the protocol for that instance.

10. If the DI checking is passed successfully, the next phase
is secret reconstruction, followed by key generation.

The (3, 3) approach.− Let us create a scenario where
the entire secret sharing scheme involves three parties:
Alice, Bob, and Charlie. So, here we are considering
n = 3, similar to Hillery’s scheme of secret sharing. The
case n = 3 is being considered to make a comparison
with previously proposed device-independent secret shar-
ing schemes. As the original Hillery’s scheme is for 3
parties and the device independent version is also of 3
parties.
Assume Alice is the dealer and Bob and Charlie are two
participants to whom the secret is being shared. Each
one has a black box access denoted by BBA

1
, BBB

2
, BBC

3

respectively for Alice, Bob and Charlie. Each box can
take a classical bit xi ∈ {0, 1} and produce an output
yi ∈ {0, 1} [Fig. II]. This is the input-output scenario
of the Pseudo-telepathy game. Just like other device-
independent protocols, it is assumed that the devices
obey the laws of quantum mechanics and are specially
isolated from each other and from any adversary.

At the beginning Alice, Bob and Charlie share N many
GHZ-state |GHZ⟩ = 1√

2
[|000⟩ + |111⟩]

ABC
that some

third party supplies. Three particles are each received by
the three parties Alice, Bob, and Charlie. Subsequently,
each party chooses their respective input classical bit

x1, x2, x3
$←− {0, 1}. After selecting the inputs they

will no be allowed to communicate among themselves.

|GHZ⟩

Alice Bob Charlie

x1
$← {0, 1} x2

$← {0, 1} x3
$← {0, 1}

BBA
1 BBB

2 BBC
3

y1 y2 y3

No
interaction

No
interaction

Output depends on received qubit and classical inputs.

FIG. II. Multiparty pseudotelepathy game

And once they receive the inputs, they will follow the
respective steps according to the Pseudo-telepathy game.
At last they will get the outputs y1, y2, y3.

After the measurement results, three parties will
discuss their respective choices of inputs publicly,
accepting only those choices where an even number of
1’s are present in the input string x1x2x3. From the
valid input sets Alice(dealer) will choose any random
subset and discuss the input-output results with all
the parties and check what fraction of these inputs
satisfy the multiparty pseudo-telepathy game condition[∑

yi =
1
2

∑
xi (mod 2)

]
. If the success probability is

less than some predefined threshold bound, they will
discard the protocol.
In Table I we present the possible input-output pairs
for n = 3. Now, according to the strategy of the
pseudo-telepathy game, there are four inputs for which
the input-output pairs are valid to run the device
independence test, but only the input (0, 0, 0) has passed
the key generation step for the QSS protocol, shown
in Table I. Whereas for the input (0, 0, 0), the output
sequence y1y2y3 exhibits a special property: Charlie’s
output y3 alone cannot fully determine the outputs of
Alice and Bob. Instead, it only indicates whether Alice’s
and Bob’s outputs are correlated or anti-correlated,
which is exactly the same pattern shown in previous
DI-QSS schemes using CHSH based inequality.

A General Approach.− Now, a natural question arises
for the case n = 3: only one out of the four possible cases
is valid for both checking device independence and per-
forming key generation after the QSS protocol. Thus, the
corresponding probability is 0.25. This leads to the ques-
tion of whether the protocol functions effectively with
only a single valid input-output instance, or whether we
should seek a more efficient approach that allows a larger
set of cases where device-independence verification and
key generation occur simultaneously. First, we turn our
attention to a general notion for an arbitrary number
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Input Possible Output Operation

Cond: Even no. of 1’s
∑

yi =
∑

xi
2

(mod 2) Ka = Kb ⊕Kc

Alice (x1) Bob (x2) Charlie (x3) Alice (y1) Bob (y2) Charlie (y3) y1 = y2 ⊕ y3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 1 1 0 = 1⊕ 1

1 0 1 0 = 0⊕ 1

1 1 0 0 = 1⊕ 0

0 1 1 0 0 1 0 ̸= 0⊕ 1

0 1 0 0 ̸= 1⊕ 0

1 0 0 0 ̸= 0⊕ 1

1 1 1 1 ̸= 1⊕ 1

1 0 1 1 0 0 1 ̸= 0⊕ 0

0 1 0 0 ̸= 1⊕ 0

0 0 1 0 ̸= 0⊕ 1

1 1 1 1 ̸= 1⊕ 1

1 1 0 0 1 0 0 ̸= 1⊕ 0

0 0 1 0 ̸= 0⊕ 1

1 0 0 1 ̸= 0⊕ 0

1 1 1 1 ̸= 1⊕ 1

TABLE I. Strategy of DI-QSS for n = 3

of parties. Let there are n parties, including the dealer.
First question is what kind of inputs x1x2x3...xn are con-
sidered as a valid input for the Pseudo-telepathy game
and the output of the corresponding input also satisfies
the key generation condition i.e. K1 = K2⊕K3⊕...⊕Kn.
Theorem 1. Let xi denote the input bit of i

th participant.
The Hamming weight of the input string x1x2 . . . xn is
a multiple of 4 if and only if the corresponding output
string of the Pseudo-telepathy game y1y2 . . . yn has an
even number of 1’s and it satisfies the key generation
condition simultaneously.
Proof: Let x1x2x3...xn be the input bit string chosen by
the participants, whose Hamming weight is a multiple of
4.
Then x1x2x3...xn contains 4k number of 1’s, where k =
0, 1, 2, 3....

∴
1

2

∑
xi =

1

2
× 4k = 2k.

[if there is 4k number of 1’s, then sum would be 4k]

∴
1

2

∑
xi (mod 2) = 0

⇒
∑

yi ≡ 0 (mod 2)

⇒ yi should have even number of 1’s.

Now, let y1y2 . . . yn be the output string. Here, y1 is
considered Alice’s output, corresponding to x1, which is
taken as Alice’s (the dealer’s) input.

As y1y2 . . . yn contains even number of 1’s that implies

• If y1 = 1 then y2y3 . . . yn is containing odd number
of 1′s. Hence y1 = 1 = y2 ⊕ y3 ⊕ · · · ⊕ yn = 1.

• If y1 = 0 then y2y3 . . . yn is containing even number
of 1′s. Hence y1 = 0 = y2 ⊕ y3 ⊕ · · · ⊕ yn = 0.

Hence, if x1x2x3 . . . xn the input bit string contains
4k number of 1’s then it satisfies both the results
simultaneously.

Conversely, let y1y2y3 . . . yn contains even number of
1’s then it also satisfies y1 = y2 ⊕ y3 ⊕ · · · ⊕ yn.
As we only consider those pairs that satisfy the Pseudo-
telepathy condition 1

2

∑
i xi =

∑
i yi (mod 2). So,∑

i

yi = 0 (mod 2),∑
i

xi

2
= 0 (mod 2),∑

i

xi = 0 (mod 4).

Hence, the Hamming weight of x1x2 . . . xn is 4k, where
k = 0, 1, 2, ... . □
We can now address our first query: to satisfy the key
generation condition, it is sufficient to consider only those
input strings whose Hamming weight is a multiple of 4.
In other words, the verification process for key generation
does not require examining all possible inputs; instead,
it can be restricted to this specific subset, thereby sim-
plifying the protocol without compromising correctness.
The second query concerns the total number of valid
input-output pairs for the Pseudo-telepathy game. This
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is straightforward to compute. For an n-party scheme,
there are 2n−1 possible choices of the input string
(x1x2 . . . xn) such that the number of 1’s in the string
is even and this is the primary condition of the Pseudo-
telepathy game. Among these 2n−1 strings, we are specif-
ically interested in those where the Hamming weight is
of the form 4k, i.e., the number of 1’s is a multiple of
4. We need to count all input-output pairs (x, y) with
x, y ∈ {0, 1}n.
We introduce the code here as an algorithm:

1. The input x has Hamming weight that is a multiple
of 4, i.e.,

wt(x) ≡ 0 (mod 4).

2. The output y satisfies

n∑
i=1

yi ≡
1

2

n∑
i=1

xi (mod 2).

3. The output satisfies the key generation condition.

y1 = y2 ⊕ y3 ⊕ · · · ⊕ yn.

Input: An integer n > 0.
Output:

1. pair count = number of valid (x, y) pairs.

2. ratio =
pair count

22(n−1)
.

The ratio values for different integers n reveal a notable
pattern as shown in Fig.III.

From the results, we observe that the ratio reaches
its maximum at n = 7, and then gradually decreases,
reaching 0.5 at n = 10.
Now, a natural question arises: why are we assuming
that n = 7 gives the maximum? Is there any value of n
for which the ratio exceeds 0.5625? Or is there any proof
that the maximum is attained at n = 7.
First consider the function f(n) which takes the input n,
and outputs the ratio

ratio = input-output pairs satisfying both the conditions
total valid input-output pairs .

As it is clear, for each input of size n, there are a total of
2 (n−1) possible outputs. Then we just consider the input
pairs to calculate the ratio. The ratio can be written as

ratio = input with Hamming weight as a multiple of 4
number of valid inputs satisfying Pseudo-telepathy game

The inputs having the Hamming weight as the multi-
ple of 4 can be calculated as

(
n
0

)
+

(
n
4

)
+

(
n
8

)
+ · · · +(

n
4k

)
, where 4k ≤ n

The idea behind it is to choose the positions that are
multiples of 4 and fill them with 1’s, while the remaining
positions are filled with 0’s.

TABLE II. Mathematical formulation for counting valid
input–output pairs for n parties.

1. Let n > 0 be an integer. Define the sets
2. X = {x ∈ {0, 1}n : wt(x) ≡ 0 (mod 4) }
3. Y = {0, 1}n
where wt(x) denotes the Hamming weight of x.
4. For each x ∈ X , set

sx =
∑
i

xi, resx =
(sx

2
mod 2

)
.

5. For each y ∈ Y, set

resy =
∑
i

yi (mod 2).

6. Then the total number of valid input–output pairs is
given by

pair count =
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

δresx, resy ,

where, δa,b is the Kronecker delta.
7. The corresponding ratio is defined as

ratio =
pair count

2 2(n−1)
.

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0

0.13

0.25

0.38

0.5
0.56
0.64

n

R
a
ti

o

FIG. III. Variation of the ratio with the number of parties n.
For n = 3, the ratio is 0.25. For n = 4, the ratio remains
0.25. For n = 5, the ratio increases to 0.375. For n = 6, it
further rises to 0.5. For n = 7, the ratio reaches 0.5625, and
it remains the same for n = 8. For n = 9, the ratio slightly
decreases to 0.53125, and for n = 10, it returns to 0.5.

Proposition 2. If f(n) is the function that takes
input n and outputs the corresponding ratio of
input with Hamming weight multiple of 4 and number
of valid inputs satisfying Pseudo-telepathy game. Then
f(n) attains its maximum at n = 7.

Proof. As the function yields the aforementioned ratio
for a given n. So that f(n) is maximal is the same as
saying that the proportion is maximal at a particular
point.

Let

f(n) =
1 +

(
n
4

)
+

(
n
8

)
+ · · ·+

(
n
4k

)
2n−1

where 4k ≤ n.

This sum is the total of binomial coefficients with in-
dices divisible by 4.
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For ω = e
2πi
4 and the polynomial F (x) = (1 + x)n if we

apply the root of unity filter [28], then we obtain

∑
j≡0 (mod 4)

(
n

j

)
=

1

4

[
(1 + 1)n + (1 + i)n + (1− 1)n

+ (1− i)n
]

Simplifying gives∑
j≡0 (mod 4)

(
n

j

)
=

1

4

[
2n + 2(

√
2)n cos

(
nπ
4

)]
.

Therefore,

f(n) =
1

2
+ 2−n/2 cos

(
nπ
4

)
.

Now, the only question remains whether the maximum
value occurs at n = 7 or not.

• For n = 1,

f(1) = 1
2 + 2−1/2 cos

(
π
4

)
= 1,

which is the global maximum.

• If we restrict to n ≥ 3 (as is common in quantum
secret sharing scenarios), then the maximum occurs
when cos

(
nπ
4

)
= 1, i.e., n = 8, or when n = 7.

In particular, for n = 7 or n = 8,

f(n) ≈ 1

2
+

1

16
=

9

16
= 0.5625,

which is the maximum for n ≥ 3.

Here, we consider the case for n = 7 and the rest of
the protocol is based on n = 7.
This observation raises the question: can the case

n = 7 be leveraged to design a more efficient scheme
consisting of 3 parties that simultaneously ensures a
high success ratio for winning the Pseudo-telepathy
game and satisfies the key generation condition?

Design of a (3, 3) scheme using n = 7 qubit GHZ
state.− Now, we aim to propose a (3, 3) scheme by utiliz-
ing all the inputs corresponding to the case n = 7. The
underlying idea is that, in order to design such a scheme,
the inputs must be distributed among the participants
in a way that ensures two essential properties: (i) the
distribution remains equally likely for all parties, and (ii)
the scheme produces the desired outcome consistent with
the original secret sharing construction.
As the case n = 7 the GHZ state is

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2
[|0000000⟩+ |1111111⟩]

and for this case it provides the highest probability of
satisfying the key generation condition KA = KB ⊕KC

successfully, it is natural to explore how this setting can
be adapted for a (3, 3) secret sharing scheme. Now, for a
7−bit GHZ state, the parties need 7 input bits for each
qubit to play the Pseudo-telepathy game. In particular,
we can consider decomposing the 7 input bits into shares
distributed among the three participants in such a way
that each party receives an equal portion of information
while still preserving the desired relation for key genera-
tion. If the input of all parties is X then

X = x1 x2x3x4 x5x6x7

We assign the first input bit x1 to Alice, the next three
bits x2, x3, x4 to Bob, and, in a similar manner, the last
three bits x5, x6, x7 to Charlie.

X = x1︸︷︷︸
Alice

x2 x3 x4︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bob

x5 x6 x7︸ ︷︷ ︸
Charlie

The protocol proceeds as follows. Each participant in-
dependently selects input bits and feeds them into their
corresponding device to obtain outputs yi. Specifically,
Alice chooses x1, Bob selects three bits x2, x3, x4, and
Charlie selects three bits x5, x6, x7, all uniformly at ran-
dom. Next, the participants publicly announce their in-
put bits and verify that the total number of ones among
{xi} is even. If this parity condition is satisfied, they
check the input–output relation

7∑
i=1

yi ≡
1

2

7∑
i=1

xi (mod 2).

When this condition holds, the outputs are used to
generate the shared key. Alice’s key is

KA = y1,

Bob’s key is

KB = y2 ⊕ y3 ⊕ y4,

and Charlie’s key is

KC = y5 ⊕ y6 ⊕ y7.

It follows that the keys satisfy

KA = KB ⊕KC ,

as in general

y1 =

7⊕
j=1

yj .

Table III shows that all inputs with a Hamming weight
that is a multiple of 4 satisfy the key generation condi-
tion. Moreover, for all such inputs, the output set y is
identical and contains an even number of 1’s, and due to
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Input Output Operation

Alice Bob Charlie Alice Bob Charlie Ka = Kb ⊕Kc

x1 x2, x3, x4 x5, x6, x7 y1 y2, y3, y4 y5, y6, y7

0 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 0 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 0, 1, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 1, 0, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0
...

...
...

...

1 1, 1, 1 1, 1, 0 1 = 1⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 1 1, 1, 1 0 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 0, 1, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 1, 0, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0
...

...
...

...

1 1, 1, 1 1, 1, 0 1 = 1⊕ 0
...

...
...

1 1, 1, 1 0, 0, 0 0 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 0, 1, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0

0 0, 0, 0 1, 0, 1 0 = 0⊕ 0
...

...
...

...

1 1, 1, 1 1, 1, 0 1 = 1⊕ 0

TABLE III. Updated design of DI-QSS scheme using 7-bit input

this property, the key generation condition is satisfied in
accordance with Theorem1.
A pertinent question arises as to why the seven-qubit

system is decomposed into subsystems of dimensions 1,
3, and 3. This issue is addressed in the following theo-
rem.
Theorem 3. If a 7-qubit state is distributed among
three parties Alice, Bob, and Charlie in the partition
(1, k, 6 − k), then the output views of two participants
are indistinguishable when k = 3.

Proof. The 7-qubit GHZ state distributed among three
parties (Alice with one qubit, Bob with j qubits, and
Charlie with 6− j qubits) is

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2

(
|0⟩A |0⟩

⊗j
B |0⟩⊗(6−j)

C + |1⟩A |1⟩
⊗j
B |1⟩⊗(6−j)

C

)
.

The corresponding density operators are

ρABC = 1
2

(
|0⟩A |0⟩

⊗j
B |0⟩⊗(6−j)

C + |1⟩A |1⟩
⊗j
B |1⟩⊗(6−j)

C

)
(
⟨0|A ⟨0|

⊗j
B ⟨0|⊗(6−j)

C + ⟨1|A ⟨1|
⊗j
B ⟨1|⊗(6−j)

C

)
.

Tracing out AB gives

ρC = TrAB(ρABC) =
1
2

(
|0⟩⟨0|⊗j

+ |1⟩⟨1|⊗j
)
C

Similarly, tracing out AC gives

ρB = 1
2

(
|0⟩⟨0|⊗(6−j)

+ |1⟩⟨1|⊗(6−j)
)
B
.

Hence, ρB and ρC are identical only when

j = 6− j =⇒ j = 3.

DI-QSS via Pseudo-telepathy game for Seven Qubits.−
We now turn our attention to the final version of the
device-independent quantum secret sharing (DI-QSS)
protocol. This scheme is constructed by systematically
combining all the tools and ideas that have been intro-
duced in the preceding sections. In particular, it inte-
grates the input-output conditions, the Pseudo-telepathy
framework, and the key-generation requirements into a
unified protocol that ensures both device independence
and successful generation of shared secret keys. Here, we
design the protocol.

Protocol 1. Pseudo-telepathy game based DI-QSS pro-
tocol.

1. Setup. Start with R copies of the 7-qubit GHZ
state

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2

(
|0⟩⊗7

+ |1⟩⊗7 )
,

and distribute one qubit to Alice and three qubits
each to Bob and Charlie.

2. Round i = 1, . . . , R. The parties independently
choose inputs

x1 ∈ {0, 1}, x2, x3, x4 ∈ {0, 1}, x5, x6, x7 ∈ {0, 1},

use them on their (untrusted) devices, and obtain
outputs y1, . . . , y7 ∈ {0, 1}. For the jth qubit, the
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device applies the unitaries S and H, where

S =

[
1 0

0 e
iπ
2

]
and H =

1√
2

[
1 1
1 −1

]
,

then measures in the computational basis {|0⟩ , |1⟩}.

3. Sifting. The parties publish their inputs for all
rounds and retain only those rounds whose input
Hamming weight is a multiple of 4. Denote the set
of retained rounds by A.

4. Test. Alice randomly selects a subset B ⊂ A of size
γ|A| (0 < γ < 1) and announces the input–output
pairs for rounds in B. Bob and Charlie do likewise.
They compute the empirical success probability of
the pseudo-telepathy parity condition:

7∑
j=1

yj ≡ 1
2

7∑
j=1

xj (mod 2).

If the observed success probability is less than 1−η,
they abort.

5. Key generation. From the remaining rounds A\
B, each kept round yields raw key bits:

KA = y1, KB = y2⊕ y3⊕ y4, KC = y5⊕ y6⊕ y7,

which satisfy KA = KB ⊕KC in ideal runs.

From Table III, it is evident that for all inputs whose
Hamming weight is of the form 4k (k = 0, 1, 2, . . . ), the
classical output bit on Alice’s side satisfies the XOR rela-
tion with the sum of the classical output bits of Bob and
Charlie. In other words, Alice’s output y1(KA) is always
equal to KB ⊕KC .
Bitwise improvement over the CHSH-based DI-QSS

scheme.− Initially, let both schemes be executed over R
rounds to obtain the final result. In the earlier approach
to device independence proposed by Zhang et al. [17],
the three users Alice, Bob, and Charlie are assigned the
following measurement bases

Alice: {A1 = σx, A2 = σy},
Bob: {B1 = σx, B2 =

σx−σy√
2

, B3 =
σx+σy√

2
},

Charlie: {C1 = σx, C2 = −σy}.

They independently and randomly select a measurement
basis to measure their received photons. There are 3
cases based on their measurement basis selection:
Case 1: Bob chooses the basis B2 or B3.
Total eight basis combinations are there
{A1B2C1, A2B2C1, . . . , A2B3C2}. Dedicatedly use
for constructing the CHSH polynomial and checking
device independence.
Case 2: When the measurement basis combination is
A1B1C1, then the users retain their measurement results

as the raw key bits.
Case 3: For the basis combinations A1B1C2, A2B1C1,
and A2B1C2, the users discard their measurement
results.
Thus, in total, 12 valid combinations of measure-

ment bases remain available for Alice, Bob, and Char-
lie. Among these, 8 combinations are used for estimat-
ing the CHSH polynomial S, while only 1 combination is
employed for key generation from the measurement out-
comes.

According to the previous protocol, R rounds require
a total of R GHZ states in order to complete all the
steps. In each round, the participants independently and
uniformly choose their respective measurement bases at
random. As a consequence of this random basis selection,
only a fraction of the states contribute to the final key
generation. In particular, it is expected that only 1

12 of
the total GHZ states are actually valid for key generation,
while the remaining states are utilized either for checking
the device independence or are discarded depending on
the chosen basis combination.
Let among all the rounds α be the fraction (0 < α <
1) such that αR is the number of rounds where three
participants publicly announce their measurement results
for checking the CHSH polynomial. The remaining cases
will therefore be for key generation. Hence, from (R −
αR) is the total cases available for key generation.

1
12 (R− αR) : the expected number of cases for

key generation.

Now, for our protocol, if we consider the same total num-
ber of rounds R, only R

2 of them correspond to inputs

with an even number of 1’s. Among these R
2 cases, a frac-

tion β (with 0 < β < 1) is reserved for the checking phase,

i.e., βR
2 rounds are for checking the device independence.

The remaining (R−βR)
2 rounds are used for the key gener-

ation. Furthermore, the updated Pseudo-telepathy game
ensures that 56.25% of these cases are valid simultane-
ously for both satisfying the Pseudo-telepathy winning
condition and for key generation. Hence,

0.5625
2 (R− βR) : expected number of cases for

key generation and satisfies the

Pseudo-telepathy game winning condition.

Now if we can choose the fraction β as close as the pre-
vious fraction α then those two factors R − αR is very
close to the R − βR. Hence we can compare these two
cases easily. Therefore, the advantage is

0.5625
2 (R− βR)
1
12 (R− αR)

= 3.375

(
1− β

1− α

)
.

α ≈ β will imply the advantage will be near 3.375.
Security analysis.− We described the entire DI-QSS

scheme has been described, it is essential to perform a
comprehensive security analysis. In order to formally
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define secrecy in this context, the analysis must care-
fully address three key aspects: Correctness, Complete-
ness and Security.

Correctness− After successfully passing the check-
ing phase (i.e., satisfying the winning condition of the
Pseudo-telepathy game), Alice, Bob, and Charlie each
obtain their respective measurement outcomes by mea-
suring in the computational basis {|0⟩ , |1⟩}. Let the
corresponding classical outputs be denoted by yA, yB ,
and yC for Alice, Bob, and Charlie, respectively. Now
the input size of Bob and Charlie is 3. So the out-
put can be written as yB = yB1yB2yB3 and we denote
KB = yB1 ⊕ yB2 ⊕ yB3 . Similarly for Charlie it is
KC = yC1

⊕ yC2
⊕ yC3

.
These outputs satisfy the special relation

yA = KB ⊕KC ,

which ensures that the shared secret can be recovered
perfectly.

From the sharing of the GHZ state up to the recon-
struction phase, via the steps of the proposed scheme, the
fact that the secret is perfectly recovered demonstrates
the correctness of the scheme. We restate the correctness
as per the protocol Mukhopadhyay et al. [15] as follows:

Definition 1: Correctness:− A quantum secret sharing
protocol is said to be ϵcor-correct if, for any adversary,
the original secret S and the reconstructed secret Ŝ are
ϵcor-indistinguishable, i.e.,

Pr
S∈S

[S = Ŝ ] ≥ 1− ϵcor.

where S is the set of all possible secrets.
As mentioned earlier, if the fraction of successful

rounds falls below 1− ν, the dealer aborts the protocol.
Thus, an error tolerance of ν is allowed in this protocol,
which is evaluated by the dealer after all rounds are com-
pleted. The dealer fixes the length of the key in advance,
and this key length serves as a parameter in defining the
correctness of the scheme.
Theorem 4. The proposed device-independent secret-
sharing scheme is εcor-correct, where εcor > 1−X, and

X =

(
Rl

(1− ν)Rl

)
p(1−ν)Rl
m (1− pm)νRl .

Where,

• Rl denotes the number of rounds fixed by the dealer
to obtain a final key of length l,

• ν denotes the allowed proportion of deviation, and

• pm is the probability that Alice’s bit matches Bob⊕
Charlie’s output after one round of the protocol.

Proof. Let ν be the proportion of deviation allowed.

The correctness definition states that the dealer and
the two participants must satisfy

yA = KB ⊕KC (2)
If Rl is the number of rounds Alice wants to run the
protocol, where l is the desired key length, then in those
R− l rounds, we need to identify where the equation (2)
satisfies and where there is a mismatch. So, (1 − ν)Rl

is the total cases where equation (2) satisfies and νRl is
the cases where condition (2) not holds.

∴ The probability of matching with equation (2) after
Rl rounds is(

Rl

(1− ν)Rl

)
p(1−ν)Rl
m (1− pm)νRl

Now, from the definition of Correctness(
Rl

(1− ν)Rl

)
p(1−ν)Rl
m (1− pm)νRl > 1− εcor

i.e. εcor > 1−X

Where X =
(

Rl

(1−ν)Rl

)
p
(1−ν)Rl
m (1− pm)νRl

Security Analysis− The principal security challenge
in a device-independent quantum secret sharing (DI-
QSS) protocol arises from the possibility of an eaves-
dropper. We begin by assuming that all devices oper-
ate in accordance with the principles of quantum me-
chanics. Let HA, HB , HC , and HE denote the sepa-
rable Hilbert spaces corresponding to Alice, Bob, Char-
lie, and Eve, respectively. Now consider the scenario in
which, at the start of each round, a shared quantum state
ρABCE is distributed among the four systems. Upon re-
ceiving their respective inputs x, the devices of Alice,
Bob, and Charlie perform measurements described by
predefined POVM’s {My1|x1

}A, {Ny2y3y4|x2x3x4
}B , and

{Py5y6y7|x5x6x7
}C where, (My|x denotes the measurement

done by Alice when the input bit is x.), producing cor-
responding outputs. The exact forms of these states and
measurements are unknown to the users but may be fully
accessible to Eve. The framework of device-independent
security is designed precisely to address such scenarios,
ensuring security even when the measurement devices are
under Eve’s control.

The joint conditional distribution of their outputs can
be written as

p(y1, y2y3y4, y5y6y7|x1, x2x3x4, x5x6x7) = Tr [ρABCE(MA ⊗NB ⊗ PC ⊗ IE)] .
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Here, X = x1x2 . . . x7 is the input randomly selected
by Alice Bob, and Charlie for their respected measure-
ment devices. y1 denotes the key bit generated from Al-
ice’s input x1 and corresponding output y1, with analo-
gous definitions for Bob and Charlie. After completion
of one round Eve’s quantum system is described by

ρyxE = TrABC [ρABCE(MA ⊗NB ⊗ PC ⊗ IE)] .

ρyxE represents Eve’s information associated with the keys
of the three parties.
The key generation rate of the DI-QSS protocol can thus
be expressed as follows:

r = I(A;B,C)− I(A;E)

= H(A)−H(A|B,C)−H(A) +H(A|E)

= H(A|E)ρE
−H(A|B,C)ρE

. (3)

Equation 3 is known as the Devetak-Winter bound [29]
and that is a universal method for calculating the key
rate in the quantum cryptography field, which has been
widely used in QKD and QSS systems [30, 31]. H(A|E)
measures how uncertain Eve is about Alice’s key, showing
how secret the key is from her. Similarly, H(A|B,C)
measures how much error Bob and Charlie have when
trying to match Alice’s key during their measurements.

The security of the protocol must account for all pos-
sible ρABCE , implying that the final key is determined
by the worst-case scenario over all admissible quantum
strategies. To demonstrate that the protocol can suc-
cessfully generate correct and secure keys, it must be
shown that the key rate remains positive when the pro-
tocol is implemented using those quantum strategies. In
the ideal scenario, the protocol begins with the quantum
state |GHZ⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩⊗7

+ |1⟩⊗7
). Since the winning

probability of the pseudotelepathy game equals one for
valid input pairs, the dealer sets the error parameter η to
zero. The inputs selected by the parties are independent
and random, and as long as they adhere to the prescribed
steps of the protocol, it will not be aborted. The output
string y = y1 y2y3y4 y5y6y7 has a special property (Ta-
ble III) that it contains an even number of 1’s. The out-
put set remains invariant with respect to the input set,
implying that the input strings cannot be inferred from
the outputs. For any 7-bit input, the possible output set
is identical, allowing any output string to occur. Now
consider two possible outputs:

1︸︷︷︸
Alice

000︸︷︷︸
Bob

001︸︷︷︸
Charlie

and 0︸︷︷︸
Alice

000︸︷︷︸
Bob

000︸︷︷︸
Charlie

Both have an even number of 1’s. Here, the first entry
corresponds to the output of Alice’s device, the second
block of three bits corresponds to the output of Bob’s de-
vice, and the third block of three bits corresponds to the
output of Charlie’s device. If we compare these two out-
puts, it becomes evident that Bob’s portion of the output
remains identical in both cases. This means that Bob’s
information alone is insufficient to distinguish between

the two possible global outputs. In other words, Bob
cannot, by himself, predict or determine the complete
outcome of the system. The overall output depends on
the combined contributions of all three parties, and no
single participant has enough information to reconstruct
the global output independently.
Now from Charlie’s point of view suppose we consider
two different outputs

1︸︷︷︸
Alice

001︸︷︷︸
Bob

000︸︷︷︸
Charlie

and 0︸︷︷︸
Alice

101︸︷︷︸
Bob

000︸︷︷︸
Charlie

Both the outputs contain an even number of 1’s, and
hence they are valid outputs. From Charlie’s perspec-
tive, however, his share of the outputs is the same bit-
string 000 in both cases. This information alone is insuf-
ficient for him to reconstruct or infer the complete out-
put string. This scenario is identical to that observed
in Hillery’s bases (eqn.1), where neither Charlie’s nor
Bob’s basis alone can determine Alice’s outcome; they
can only guess whether the outcomes are correlated or
anticorrelated. For y = y1 y2y3y4 y5y6y7, the condition
for validity requires that the sum of the output bits be
even, i.e.,

∑
i yi is even. The possible values of this

sum are
∑

i yi ∈ {0, 2, 4, 6}. The corresponding parti-
tions among Alice, Bob, and Charlie’s subsystems can
be expressed as (y1,

∑
y
Bi
,
∑

y
Ci
), and they are shown

in Table IV. In this case, the XOR of Charlie’s output
yields 0 or 1, guessing whether it is correlated or anti-
correlated with Alice’s outcome. Hence, for Bob, it fol-
lows that H(A|B) = 1

2 , an analogous relation holds for
Charlie as well. But whenever Bob and Charlie meet
and combine their outcomes, because for any partition
(a, b, c) shown above a = b⊕ c (mod 2) is satisfied. Con-
sequently, H(A|B,C) = 0 is the required result, and it
follows for all output bits generated from the proposed
multiparty pseudo-telepathy based DI-QSS scheme.
Given the output bits of Bob and Charlie, there is no

uncertainty in determining Alice’s output bit. To achieve
the key rate fully i.e., r = 1, it is therefore necessary to
show that H(A|E) = 1. The GHZ state is a maximally
entangled multipartite quantum state shared among the
legitimate parties. Consequently, it cannot be correlated
with the eavesdropper, who constitutes the fourth sub-
system. The non-ideal case considers scenarios in which
arbitrary quantum strategies may be employed. In this
setting, the key rate r can be bounded for all valid in-
put–output pairs (x, y). To establish a lower bound on
the key rate r, it suffices to bound the conditional en-
tropy H(A|E)ρE

. The recently developed quasirelative
entropy technique [32] provides a means to derive such
a lower bound on H(A|E)ρE

. A precise lower bound for
H(A|E)ρE

is derived in [32] as

H(A|E) ≥ cm +

m−1∑
i=1

ci
∑

y∈{0,1}

inf
Zy∈E

Tr
{
ρAE

[
My|x ⊗ Γ

+ ti
(
IA ⊗ ZyZ

†
y

)]}
. (4)
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Total Sum (
∑

i yi) Partitions (y1,
∑

yBi ,
∑

yCi) y1 = (
∑

yBi)⊕ (
∑

yCi) (mod 2)

6

(1, 3, 2) 1 = 3⊕ 2 ≡ 1⊕ 0 = 1

(1, 2, 3) 1 = 2⊕ 3 ≡ 0⊕ 1 = 1

(0, 3, 3) 0 = 3⊕ 3 ≡ 1⊕ 1 = 0

4

(1, 3, 0) 1 = 3⊕ 0 ≡ 1⊕ 0 = 1

(1, 0, 3) 1 = 0⊕ 3 ≡ 0⊕ 1 = 1

(0, 2, 2) 0 = 2⊕ 2 ≡ 0⊕ 0 = 0

(0, 1, 3) 0 = 1⊕ 3 ≡ 1⊕ 1 = 0

(0, 3, 1) 0 = 3⊕ 1 ≡ 1⊕ 1 = 0

(1, 1, 2) 1 = 1⊕ 2 ≡ 1⊕ 0 = 1

(1, 2, 1) 1 = 2⊕ 1 ≡ 0⊕ 1 = 1

2

(1, 0, 1) 1 = 0⊕ 1 ≡ 0⊕ 1 = 1

(1, 1, 0) 1 = 1⊕ 0 ≡ 1⊕ 0 = 1

(0, 1, 1) 0 = 1⊕ 1 ≡ 1⊕ 1 = 0

(0, 2, 0) 0 = 2⊕ 0 ≡ 0⊕ 0 = 0

(0, 0, 2) 0 = 0⊕ 2 ≡ 0⊕ 0 = 0

0 (0, 0, 0) 0 = 0⊕ 0 ≡ 0⊕ 0 = 0

TABLE IV. Partitioning of Output Sums (
∑

i yi) into Alice, Bob, and Charlie’s Subsystems

where Γ =
(
Zy + Z†

y + (1− ti)Z
†
yZy

)
,

cm =
∑m−1

i=1 ci, and ci =
wi

ti(ln2)
. My|x denotes the mea-

surement done by Alice when the input bit is x.
ρABCE initial quantum state, so ρAE = TrBC(ρABCE).
Also, {(ti, wi)|i = 1, 2, . . .m} a set of m nodes and
weights of the Gauss-Radau quadrature. Zy is an ar-
bitrary operator.
This result implies that H(A|E) is always bounded below
by a positive quantity, whatever be the specific states em-
ployed by Eve through the state ρABCE . Consequently,
in the noiseless scenario, the key rate r remains strictly
positive, indicating that the protocol is capable of gener-
ating secure keys.

Performance of the DI-QSS under noisy condition.−
Over long distance photon transmission channels, pho-
ton loss, and decoherence caused by channel noise can
significantly destroy entanglement and weaken the non-
local correlations among the users’ measurement results
during practical quantum communication.
We adopt the white-noise model, which is standard in

device-independent QKD protocols [33–35]. Within this
model, the ideal 7-qubit GHZ state is transformed into a
uniform mixture over the full set of 27 = 128 GHZ-type
states. We further assume a global detection efficiency
η, so that the probability of a no-click (non-detection)
event is 1− η = η̄. Finally, the mixed state of Alice, Bob
and Charlie for a 7-qubit state is

ρABC = η7
(
F |GHZ⟩⟨GHZ|+ 1− F

27
I27

)
+

6∑
k=1

(
7

k

)
η(7−k)(η̄)k

1

2

(
|0⊗(7−k)⟩⟨0⊗(7−k)|+ |1⊗(7−k)⟩⟨1⊗(7−k)|

)
+ η̄7 |vac⟩⟨vac|. (5)

F denotes the probability that the photon state is
error-free, and I27 represents the density operator corre-
sponding to the uniform mixture of all 27 possible GHZ
states on seven qubits. According to the multiparty pseu-
dotelepathy game, all

∣∣GHZ−
7

〉
states are not fit for the

game because the final output of those states consists of
an odd number of 1’s [19]. Therefore, for the decoher-

ence, the QBER is

Q1 = 26
(
1− F

27

)
η7 =

(
1− F

2

)
η7. (6)

We now evaluate the effect of photon loss on the DI-QSS
protocol, noting that the valid outputs always contain
an even number of 1’s. First, we consider the case of no
photon loss.
(i) No photon loss: In this case, the probability that the
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7 qubit output string contains an even number of 1s is

Pr[even number of 1s] =
(
1
2η

) (
1
2η

)
· · ·

(
1
2η

)
η

=
(
1
2η

)6
η.

Now the number of such output bits are 27

2 = 26. There-
fore, the overall probability of obtaining an even-parity

output in the no photon loss scenario is 26 ·
(

η7

26

)
= η7.

The quantum bit error rate (QBER) is defined as

QBER =
Number of erroneous bits

Total number of transmitted bits
.

If we restrict attention to the events in which photon
loss occurs, then there are 7 distinct loss configurations,
including the case in which all photons are lost. So,
(ii) One photon loss: Here the probability is

Pr[one photon lost] =
(
1
2η

) (
1
2η

)
· · ·

(
1
2η

)
η

=
(
1
2η

)6
η̄. (7)

The number of such output bits are 7 · 26.
(ii) Two photon loss: The probability is

Pr[two photon lost] =
(
1
2η

)5
η̄. (8)

The number of such output bits are
(
7
2

)
· 25.

Proceeding in this manner, we obtain a total of 7
cases, including the scenario where all photons are lost.
Hence, combining all these, where photon lost happens
the QBER Q2 is

Q2 = 1− η7.

Now the total bit error rate combining the decoherence
and photon loss is

Q = Q1 +Q2 =

(
1− F

2

)
η7 + (1− η7)

= 1− η7

2
− F

2
η7 (9)

Therefore, in the noisy model H(A|B,C) turned into

H(A|B,C) = h(Q).

Previously, in the ideal scenario, we had H(A|B,C) =
h(0) = 0. After introducing errors, this value becomes
h(Q). The Mermin-Klyshko inequality [36] for an N
qubit state is

|⟨MN ⟩C | ≤ 2⌊
N
2 ⌋,

And for quantum non-local correlation it is

|⟨MN ⟩Q| = 2N− 1
2 ,

whereMN is the Mermin polynomial [37].

As per the ρABC is defined above the theoretical value
ofMN between Alice and Bob is always

MN = 2
√
2Fη7.

If Alice holds a single qubit while Bob holds three qubits
of a multipartite entangled state, and each party mea-
sures two dichotomic observables with outcomes in {0, 1},
then the bound remains 2

√
2. Notably, this upper bound

does not increase with the dimension of Bob’s local
Hilbert space.
Hence, the observation from [8] we have the key rate

as

r ≥ 1− h(

√
M2

7 /4− 1

2
+ 1

2 )− h(Q)

= 1− h(

√
2F 2η14 − 1

2
+ 1

2 )− h(1− 1
2η

7 − F

2
η7)

(10)

Now from this to get a positive key rate r, we consider
two cases
Case 1: When F = 1 there is no decoherence,

r ≥ 1− h(

√
2 η14 − 1

2
+ 1

2 )− h(1− η7) (11)

Then the η > 0.9517 and for η = 0.99 it gives always a
positive key rate.
Case 2: When there is some decoherence i.e. F ̸= 1, the
minimum F possible is 0.86, and for that the key rate
will remain positive when η7 = 1√

2F
, i.e. when η ≈ 0.99.

Based on the calculations presented, the DI-QSS proto-
col requires high global detection efficiency and exhibits
low resistance to noise, thereby substantially increasing
the difficulty of its experimental implementation. A nat-
ural direction for future work is to improve these bounds
on detection efficiency and to develop variants of the pro-
tocol that offer greater robustness against noise.
Discussion− In this work, we propose a simple device-

independent quantum secret sharing scheme based on the
multi-party pseudo-telepathy game. The simplicity of
the protocol lies in the fact that it does not require dif-
ferent measurement bases; a single test suffices for both
device-independence verification and the security of the
generated key bits. In contrast to earlier secret-sharing
schemes, which rely on the Svetlichny inequality, we in-
troduce a three-party protocol using seven-qubit GHZ
states. This construction ensures that the same test is
sufficient for verifying device independence as well as for
the successful regeneration of the secret key bits. More-
over, we have shown that our protocol, while requiring
fewer resources, remains secure against collective attacks.
It also provides certain bitwise advantages over previ-
ously proposed device-independent protocols. Also, we
have shown how our scheme behaves in the white noise
model and gives a positive key rate for certain fidelity
and global detection efficiency. In order to create scal-
able and more general schemes that expand the pseudo-
telepathy game framework beyond the three-party set-
ting and open the door to feasible multi-party quantum
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secret sharing, it is promising that future research will focus on developing sophisticated methods for enhancing
noise robustness.
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[33] E. Woodhead, A. Aćın, and S. Pironio. Device-
independent quantum key distribution with asymmetric
CHSH inequalities. Quantum, 5, 2021.

[34] M. Masini, S. Pironio, and E. Woodhead. Simple and

practical DIQKD security analysis via BB84-type uncer-
tainty relations and Pauli correlation constraints. Quan-
tum, 6, 2022.

[35] P. Sekatski, J.-D. Bancal, X. Valcarce, E. Y.-Z. Tan,
R. Renner, and N. Sangouard. Device-independent quan-
tum key distribution from generalized CHSH inequalities.
Quantum, 5, 2021.

[36] A. A. Klyshko. Bell’s theorem for n particles. Physics
Letters A, 172(6):399–400, 1993.

[37] N. David Mermin. Extreme quantum entanglement in
a one-dimensional chain of spin-1/2 particles. Physical
Review Letters, 65(15):1838–1840, 1990.


	Device Independent Quantum Secret Sharing Using Multiparty Pseudo-telepathy Game
	Abstract
	References


