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Conference key agreement (CKA) is a cryptographic effort of multiple parties to establish a shared secret
key. In future quantum networks, generating secret keys in an anonymous way is of tremendous impor-
tance for parties that want to keep their shared key secret and at the same time protect their own identity.
We provide a definition of anonymity for general protocols and present a CKA protocol that is provably
anonymous under realistic adversarial scenarios. We base our protocol on shared Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger states, which have been proposed as more efficient resources for CKA protocols, compared
to bipartite entangled resources. The existence of secure and anonymous protocols based on multipar-
tite entangled states provides a new insight on their potential as resources and paves the way for further
applications.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main applications of quantum-information
processing is to provide additional security for commu-
nication. The most common setting is one of two parties,
Alice and Bob, who want to establish a shared secret key
in order to encrypt further communication. Since their
introduction [1], quantum-key-distribution (QKD) proto-
cols have been proposed and implemented in a standard
fashion, although several practical challenges remain to
be addressed [2]. Here, we examine a more generalized
scenario, where several parties want to establish a shared
secret key. In this multiparty setting we introduce a new
notion of anonymity, where we request that the identi-
ties of the parties sharing the secret key are all protected.
Such scenarios are highly relevant for several reasons.
One example is the case of whistleblowing; a person
might want to broadcast an encrypted message such that
specific parties can decrypt it, while keeping the identi-
ties of all involved parties secret. For such anonymous
whistleblowing, the underlying protocol needs to involve
nonparticipating parties, such that an authority maintain-
ing the network cannot uncover who takes part in the secret
communication. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
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first multipartite protocol that provides anonymity for a
sender and multiple receivers alike.

To succeed in attaining this goal, we need to address two
different elements, anonymity and multiparty key genera-
tion. For a concise review of the latter, often referred to
as conference key agreement (CKA), we refer the inter-
ested reader to Ref. [3]. Combining the two elements,
we achieve anonymous conference key agreement, which
allows a sender to transmit a private message to specific
receivers of her choice, while keeping their identities secret
from external parties and even from each other.

Previous work [4] has shown how to achieve anony-
mous transmission of classical bits using the correlations
natural to the GHZ state [5] and how to anonymously cre-
ate bipartite entanglement from a larger GHZ state. In Ref.
[6] the latter is developed further, by adding a scheme for
anonymous notification of the receiver and for verification
[7,8] of the anonymous entanglement generation. How-
ever, since extracting multiple bipartite Bell states from
a single GHZ state is impossible, we need an alterna-
tive approach that enables us to perform anonymous CKA
between a subset of a given network. One approach could
be to use other multipartite entangled quantum states [9–
11] to create bipartite entanglement between the sender
and all receivers separately; however, that would increase
the use of quantum resources. We show that it is in fact
possible to anonymously establish the necessary entangle-
ment between sender and receivers simultaneously, using a
single GHZ state shared by a source through the network.

In this paper, we introduce a protocol to establish a
secret key between the sender “Alice” and m receiving
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parties of her choice. We use both “Bob” and “receiver” to
refer to each of those receiving parties and “participants”
to refer to Alice and all Bobs. The m + 1 ≤ n participants
are part of a larger network of n parties. The m Bobs
are notified anonymously by Alice through a notification
protocol. A large GHZ state (1/

√
2)
(|0〉n + |1〉n) is then

shared between the n parties, which can either be done
centrally or using a given network infrastructure via quan-
tum repeaters or quantum network coding [12]. From this
GHZn state, we subsequently show how to anonymously
extract a GHZm+1 state shared only between the partici-
pants. The resulting state can be either verified or used to
run the CKA protocol. Both the participants’ identities and
their shared key are hidden from an attacker “Eve” in our
protocols. We either assume Eve to follow the protocol and
control a single node in the network, or to diverge from the
protocol and control multiple nonparticipating nodes.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We label with N the set of all n := |N| parties in the
network and with P := {A, B1, . . . , Bm} the set of the pro-
tocol’s participants, where A refers to Alice and {Bi} to the
m Bobs chosen by her.

Let Eve be an attacker whose goal it is to learn P. If Eve
corrupts some parties, she trivially learns their role in the
protocol, i.e., whether or not they belong to P. By IEve we
denote this information as well as any prior information
on {Pr(G = P)}G⊂N, i.e., the probability distribution that a
subset G of the parties is equal to P. Denoting with I+

Eve the
additional information that becomes available to Eve dur-
ing the protocol, we can define anonymity by demanding
that running the protocol increases Eve’s knowledge only
in a trivial way.

Definition 1 (Anonymity). A protocol is anonymous from
the perspective of Eve if for all subsets G ⊂ N

Pr
(
G = P | I+

Eve,IEve
) = Pr(G = P | IEve), (1)

where I+
Eve is the information that becomes available to

Eve during the protocol and IEve is both the information
that Eve has beforehand and trivial information that she
obtains about the parties that she corrupts.

Here, by trivial information we mean the information
that is available to each party regarding their role in the
protocol, i.e., whether they belong in P or not. In the con-
text of key agreement, we can assume that the participants
are not corrupted by a fully malicious Eve, since this would
jeopardize the whole key. We therefore assume that they
are honest but curious, i.e., that they obey the protocol in
order to establish a key, but may otherwise be interested
in learning other participants’ identities. For the nonpar-
ticipating parties we consider the same honest-but-curious

model, as well as a fully dishonest one. Hence, N can be
partitioned into the three disjoint sets of the following:

P: honest-but-curious participating parties;
H: honest-but-curious nonparticipating parties;
C: dishonest and colluding nonparticipating parties.

We either assume Eve to follow the protocol and control a
single party in P or H, or to diverge from the protocol and
control C. Note however that our definition of anonymity
is applicable to other corruption models and therefore
applies more generally to any cryptographic protocol.

As previously mentioned, our CKA protocol exploits the
correlations of a shared GHZ state to generate the confer-
ence key. Since the parties in C could apply an arbitrary
quantum map to their system, this would result in a state ε

close to ρN := |N〉〈N|, with |N〉 equal to

1√
2

(|0 . . . 0〉P ∪ H ⊗ |�〉C + |1 . . . 1〉P ∪ H ⊗ |�〉C
)

. (2)

Here, the two states on C need not be orthogonal. They nei-
ther need to be pure, but since mixed states do not offer an
advantage to Eve we may assume they are. For a discussion
on untrusted or faulty sources we refer to Sec. V.

With the above definitions, we are now ready to intro-
duce the subprotocols of the anonymous conference key
agreement protocol. All protocols we propose are anony-
mous according to Definition 1. See the appendix for
detailed proofs.

III. GENERATING ANONYMOUS MULTIPARTY
ENTANGLEMENT

We start by presenting two subprotocols, Notifi-
cation (protocol 1) and Anonymous Multiparty
Entanglement (AME, protocol 2). Our version of
Notification is based on Ref. [13] and is a classical
protocol used by Alice to notify the m receiving agents,
while maintaining anonymity for all parties involved. The
protocol requires pairwise private classical communica-
tion—which can be established using a key-generation
protocol with a Bell pair—and access to private sources
of randomness. See the appendix for an illustration of
protocol 1.

Analysis: Anonymity is maintained following the work
of Ref. [13]. Remember that by the nature of our goal,
the identities of the Bobs are available to Alice since she
has chosen them. The Notification protocol requires
O(n3) communication channel uses between pairs of par-
ties. Note that the Notification protocol is allowing
Alice to anonymously transmit the same bit to all receivers
to establish a common key. Such a process would how-
ever be extremely inefficient; if one Bell pair is required for
each private classical communication round, then for each
bit of generated key, O(n3) Bell pairs would be consumed.
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If instead we use Notification only once to notify
the receivers, we can exploit the properties of the shared
multipartite entanglement to establish a common key more
efficiently while maintaining the anonymity that protocol 1
provides.

We now introduce the second subprotocol AME, visu-
alized in Fig. 1. As a generalization of the protocol
first proposed in Ref. [4] for anonymously distributing
Bell states, it is a protocol for anonymously establishing
GHZ states. Here, n parties are sharing a GHZ state, and
m + 1 of them (Alice and m receivers) want to anony-
mously end up with a smaller, (m + 1)-partite GHZ state.
To achieve this, all parties require access to a broadcast

channel—a necessary requirement to achieve any type
of anonymity for participants in a communication set-
ting [14].

Analysis: The correctness of the protocol follows from
the proof in Ref. [4]. With the Hadamard matrix H we can
rewrite the GHZn state as proportional to

∑

x∈{0,1}|P̄|

[|0 . . . 0〉P + (−1)�(x) |1 . . . 1〉P
]⊗ HP̄ |x〉P̄ ,

where �(x) is the Hamming weight of x and the subscripts
P and P̄ indicate the participating and nonparticipating
parties, respectively. Since H interchanges the X and Z
bases, the state shared between Alice and the Bobs after
the X measurements of step 1 is (1/

√
2)
[ |0 . . . 0〉P +

(−1)�(x) |1 . . . 1〉P
]
, where x contains all measurement

outcomes announced in step 2. Finally, calculating �(x) in
step 3, Alice locally corrects the state to obtain the desired
GHZm+1 state.

With respect to anonymity, the key elements are the
intrinsic correlations of GHZ states. As observed in
Ref. [4], any rotation around the ẑ axis applied to any
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B2 Bm−1

Bm

A

. . .

B1

B2 Bm−1

Bm

A

. . .

B1

B2 Bm−1

Bm
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. . .

(1) (2)

FIG. 1. Visualization of protocol 2. A GHZn state is shared with all agents left of arrow (1). Here, the participants are highlighted
in green and blue. Since the shared GHZn state is agnostic of the receivers’ identities and all agents are entangled right of arrow (1),
they are all highlighted in pink. Right of arrow (2), all nonparticipating parties are disentangled and therefore not highlighted anymore.
The m Bobs and Alice now share a GHZm+1 state after completing the steps of AME.
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qubit of a GHZ state has the same effect on the global state
independent of the chosen qubit. To correct the state, Alice
only needs the parity of the measurement outcomes of the
nonparticipating parties, yet, masking their identity, each
Bob announces a random bit too. No information about
the operations performed by the different parties can be
inferred, since all announced bits can be shown to be uni-
formly random and a Z gate does not reveal the position
of the qubit it was applied to either. Only Alice knows
the identities of the Bobs, so only she is able to discern
the measurement outcomes from the random bits. See the
appendix for a detailed discussion on why the protocol
does not leak any information about the identity of either
Alice or the Bobs in untrusted settings.

A combination of the above two protocols allows for
an anonymous distribution of a GHZm+1 state, which in
turn can be measured in the Z basis by all participants to
generate a shared secret key. However, to be secure against
dishonest or eavesdropping parties, the state needs to be
verified.

IV. ANONYMOUS QUANTUM CONFERENCE
KEY AGREEMENT

In the setting of an untrusted source any verification
could be performed immediately after the distribution of
the state. However, a party in P̄ might not measure in
protocol 2, and thereby be part of the extracted, then
(> m + 1)-partite, GHZ state. This security risk was inde-
pendently noticed in Ref. [15] for the case of two-party
communication. To detect both a faulty source and dishon-
est parties, the verification of the state has to be postponed
until after protocol 2. Note that in this setting, only the
communication of authorized parties will be considered by
Alice. Protocol 3 verifies that the state on P is close to the

GHZm+1 state, and therefore also disentangled from all
other parties, including C. Protocol 3 is similar to Ref. [7]
and inspired by the pseudotelepathy studies of Ref. [16],
but adjusted here to protect the identities of the partici-
pants and to always set the verifier to be Alice. It requires
private sources of randomness and a classical broadcasting
channel.

Analysis: From Ref. [7] we know that the state is
verified to be increasingly close to the GHZ state with
the number of passed Verification rounds. To mask
their identity, the parties in P need both H and C to
announce random bits as well. This renders all public com-
munication uniformly random. Since the relevant quantum
correlations are only accessible to Alice, all parties are
indistinguishable from the perspective of Eve.

We are now ready to define protocol 4 for anonymously
sharing a key between P, where we introduce the param-
eters L as the number of shared GHZ states and D as a
parameter both determining the level of security and the
length of the generated shared key. The main difference
between the proposed protocol and the one in Ref. [6] is
that the nonparticipating parties are asked to announce ran-
dom values to mask the identities of the authorized parties
and that the protocol aborts if the values are not announced
in time. Protocol 4 combines all previous protocols and
additionally requires a public source of randomness.

Analysis: The above protocol establishes a secret key
between the participants, while keeping their identi-
ties secret from both outsiders and each other. The
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Verification rounds ensure that the state on P is
on average ε close to the GHZm+1 state with ε mono-
tonically decreasing in the number of Verification
rounds; the state thus contains correlations only observable
by Alice. Likewise, neither the public communication nor
the remainder of the state are correlated with the identities.
On average L[1 − (1/D)] states are used to verify the state;
therefore the key rate of protocol 4 approaches L/D in the
asymptotic regime. See the appendix for a detailed proof
of anonymity and Sec. V for the case where Alice does not
accept the shared state.

Note that Verification implicitly verifies the
Notification protocol, as the bits that Alice takes into
consideration will not have the correct correlations other-
wise. It is further worth mentioning that as presented, all
protocols are self-contained. However, when combined,
one could reduce both the communication overhead and
the number of applied quantum operations. Specifically,
instead of outputting random values, the participants could
simply announce the outputs of the verification process
during the next round. In the same spirit, Alice does
not need to perform the Z correction at the end of the
AME protocol, since she can choose a complementary set
of stabilizer measurements during the Verification
protocol.

V. DISCUSSION

We demonstrate how to efficiently achieve anonymity
for conference key agreement by using multipartite quan-
tum states. Starting from a large GHZ state shared between
n parties, our method enables a sender to anonymously
notify a set of receivers and establish a secret key that can
be used to encrypt a message. This encrypted message can
then be anonymously broadcast by the sender, using either

a classical [13] or a quantum protocol [4]. While here we
focus on GHZ states, other types of quantum states have
also been used for creating anonymous entanglement, as
well as for CKA [17,18]; it is however unknown whether
they can be combined to achieve the same task as presented
here.

We assume that the source is not actively malicious. The
protocol might still abort—either due to a noisy state or
due to malicious participants—but anonymity is preserved.
If the source is actively malicious, a privacy leak during
the AME round can never be caught in time, since the AME
protocol is run before each Verification round. This
could be fixed by additionally verifying the GHZn after its
initial sharing.

Finally, practical sources and channels can be faulty
and hence the need for anonymous error correction and
privacy amplification arises [12,19]. Likewise, a mea-
sure of anonymity should be introduced and is expected
to be upper bounded by an appropriate validation via
some closeness measure. While our present definition of
anonymity aims to capture composability, further study
in appropriate security frameworks [20] is required. We
intend to address these issues in follow-up work, by also
adjusting the validation process for noisy states and taking
into account the finite-key effects of real-world implemen-
tations.
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APPENDIX A: ANONYMITY OF THE PROTOCOL

Here we prove the anonymity of our protocol. We state again the definition of anonymity from the main text.

Definition 2 (Anonymity). A protocol is anonymous from the perspective of Eve if for all subsets G ⊂ N

Pr
(
G = P | I+

Eve,IEve
) = Pr(G = P | IEve), (A1)

where I+
Eve is the information that becomes available to Eve during the protocol and IEve is both the information that

Eve has beforehand and trivial information that she obtains about the parties that she corrupts.

In order to satisfy Eq. (A1), I+
Eve should not change Eve’s probability distribution of uncovering the partitioning of N

into its constituents; it does not reveal anything about P, H or—implicitly—about C. Apart from the trivial attacker A
we consider three different types of Eve, namely any party in P \ A or H or all parties in C.
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TABLE I. The rows are labeled by the types of Eve and the columns by the roles that Eve may try to uncover. The first row is mostly
trivial, since the protocol is designed such that A chooses the partitioning N = P ∪ P̄ herself and it is irrelevant that she is unaware of
who in P̄ is colluding. The arguments corresponding to the symbols are given in Appendices A1–A3. As an example, the first proof of
the AME protocol is referred to as �1 and applies to the case where the roles of the nonparticipants in H are protected from either any
Bi ∈ P \ A as Eve or the parties in C as Eve.

We prove anonymity for all involved subprotocols separately; as a shorthand to refer to them, we introduce the symbols
� (AME), � (Verification) and (KeyGen). For each of the subprotocols, we give arguments to prove anonymity
for all possible roles within the protocol that Eve may try to uncover—with respect to all types of Eve. Each argument is
applicable to multiple Eve and role combinations and is sequentially labeled by indexing the symbol for easy reference.
Table I shows the structure of our proof summarizing all arguments for each Eve and role combination.

For the Notification protocol we refer to the original paper by Broadbent and Tapp. The AME protocol and the
Verification protocol are examined in Appendices A1 and A2. The KeyGen subprotocol does not require any public
communication and is examined in Appendix A3. To prove our claim we consider the following two aspects. The public
communication (cf. Table II) throughout the protocol does not help Eve to reveal the roles of the participating parties. We
prove this by showing that all public communication is indistinguishable from Eve’s point of view. As A announces only
uniformly random and uncorrelated bits, we show the same for the parties in P \ A, H, and C from Eve’s perspective.
Likewise, the quantum states accessible to Eve do not help her to reveal the roles of the participating parties, even given
access to the public communication. This means that the postmeasurement states of Eve can neither be correlated with
the measurement outcomes of other parties, nor with any direct information regarding their roles. Note that the global
quantum state may encode such information regarding the roles as long as it is not accessible to anyone but Alice.

TABLE II. Overview of all public communication for any party in N := P ∪ H ∪ C when running the AME and Verification
protocols. The communication summarized in the two columns needs to be indistinguishable from the perspective of any Eve. Since A
only announces uniformly random and uncorrelated bits, all other communication must follow the same probability distribution. Only
the communication from C can in principle diverge—should they choose not to hide their identities.

AME Verification

A random bit r0 random bits (b0, o0)

Bi ∈ P\A random bit ri
random bit bi,
outcome bit oi

Pj ∈ H outcome bit xj random bits (bj , oj)

Pk ∈ C arbitrary bit x̃k arbitrary bits (b̃k, õk)

C

A

P \ A

H
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1. Anonymity during the AME protocol

At the start of the AME protocol, the shared quantum state is as given by the following equation:

|N〉 ≈ε

1√
2

(|0 . . . 0〉P ∪ H ⊗ |�〉C + |1 . . . 1〉P ∪ H ⊗ |�〉C
)

. (A2)

While the AME protocol prescribes measurements to both H and C, the parties in C might not measure and announce
something unrelated to their arbitrary actions on the quantum state—therefore, we now calculate only the probability of
the measurement outcomes μα

H = {μj | j ∈ H} of H taking values xα
H = {xα

i } ∈ {0, 1}|H|. We want to show that they are
uniformly random and that there are no correlations between the outcomes and any Eve that she might exploit, where Eve
might be anyone in the network but Alice. That is, we want to show

Pr
(
μα

H = xα
H | I+

Eve,IEve
) = Pr

(
μα

H = xα
H

) = 1
2|H| , (A3)

where the second equality implies that the probability distribution of the measurement outcomes is uniform and the
first equality implies that there are no correlations between the information accessible to Eve—including her quantum
state—and the measurement outcomes. Moreover, we also want to show that the postmeasurement state does not possess
any other correlations regarding the roles of the parties that are accessible or exploitable by Eve.

The measurements on H in the AME protocol are a projection-valued measure with outcomes {xα
H} and associated

projectors

X α
H := HH|xα

H〉〈xα
H|HHH =

⊗

j ∈H

Hj |xα
j 〉〈xα

j |j Hj , (A4)

which results in the probability of the measurement outcome μα
H taking the value xα

H being given by

Pr(μα
H = xα

H) = tr
[
X α

H |N〉〈N|]

= 1
2

tr
[
(|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P)

]
tr
[
X α

H |0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|H
]
tr
[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ 1
2

tr
[
(|0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|P)

]
tr
[
X α

H |0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|H
]
tr
[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ 1
2

tr
[
(|1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|P)

]
tr
[
X α

H |1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|H
]
tr
[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ 1
2

tr
[
(|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P)

]
tr
[
X α

H |1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|H
]
tr
[|�〉〈�|C

]

= 1
2

tr
[
⎛

⎝
⊗

j ∈H

Hj |xα
j 〉〈xα

j |j Hj

⎞

⎠ |0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|H
]

+ 1
2

tr
[
⎛

⎝
⊗

j ∈H

Hj |xα
j 〉〈j |Hj

⎞

⎠ |1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|H
]

= 1
2

(
∏

i∈H

|〈xα
i | |+〉|2 +

∏

i∈H

|〈xα
i | |−〉|2

)

= 1
2

(
1

2|H| + 1
2|H|

)
= 1

2|H| . (A5)

This satisfies the second equality in Eq. (A3), showing that the measurement outcomes are uniformly random, thereby
ensuring that all the communication of the AME column of Table II is indistinguishable—excluding the trivial case where
C reveals itself.
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The global postmeasurement state ρpostAME is then

ρpostAME = X α
H |N〉〈N|X α

H

= 1
2

(|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P) ⊗ X α
H |0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|HX α

H ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|P) ⊗ X α
H |0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|HX α

H ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|P) ⊗ X α
H |1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|HX α

H ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P) ⊗ X α
H |1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|HX α

H ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

= 1
2

(|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P) ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|P) ⊗ (−1)�(xα
H)|H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|P) ⊗ (−1)�(xα
H)|H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2

(|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P) ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C
= |NpostAME〉〈NpostAME|, (A6)

where |H〉 = ⊗
i∈H Hi |xα

i 〉i is the postmeasurement state associated with measurement outcome xα
H and |NpostAME〉

〈NpostAME| is the pure state

|NpostAME〉 = 1√
2

[ |0 . . . 0〉P ⊗ |�〉C + (−1)�(xα
H) |1 . . . 1〉P ⊗ |�〉C

]⊗ |H〉 , (A7)

showing that the only correlation between the measurement outcome and the state on P ∪ C is in the phase, where one
could in principle learn the parity of the measurement outcome xα

H. However, any such phase estimation is impossible if
one does not have access to the complete state (i.e., tracing out P that does not collude with Eve results in a state on C that
is uncorrelated with the measurement outcome xα

H). This means that the postmeasurement state of any attacker in P \ A
or C is uncorrelated from the measurement outcome xα

H and the roles of H. Therefore, for either of these types of Eve
everyone in H remains anonymous (cf. �1 in Table I).

Furthermore, H is disentangled from the rest of the network and |H〉 itself is separable over the constituents of H.
Therefore, nobody in H can learn anything about the roles of any other party in the network. We can conclude that for
Eve in H, Definition 1 holds for any of the subsets of N (cf. �2 in Table I).

When Eve is a party in P \ A, the roles of the parties in either P or C are hidden because the relevant correlations of the
state are unchanged by running the AME protocol—they essentially share a GHZ state, possibly including some additional
phase, and therefore there are no revealing correlations available to anyone but Alice, meaning that here Definition 1 also
holds. The exact same argument holds for Eve in C with respect to the anonymity of P (cf. �3 in Table I).

2. Anonymity during the Verification rounds

At the start of the Verification round, the state is the postmeasurement state from Eq. (A7), up to the correction by
A. We allow for a faulty correction, therefore keeping the phase arbitrary in the following analysis, writing (−1)� = ±1
for the phase. We again calculate the probability that, based on some basis choice {bi} and given the AME measurement
outcome xα

H, the measurement outcome μα = {μj | j ∈ P \ A} takes some particular value oα = {oα
i } ∈ {0, 1}|P\A|, show

that the outcome is uniformly random and that there are no correlations between the outcome and the quantum states of
all possible Eves. That is, we want to show that

Pr
(
μα = oα | I+

Eve,IEve
) = Pr (μα = oα) = 1

2|P\A| , (A8)

where Eve may be anyone in P \ A, H, or C. Again, we also show that the postmeasurement states do not possess any
other correlations regarding the roles of the parties, which are exploitable by anyone in P \ A, H, or C.
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Each measurement outcome is associated with a certain measurement projector Oα
P\A, which is itself dependent on the

basis choice {bi}. Explicitly, we define

Oα
P\A({bi}) :=

⎛

⎝
⊗

{i∈P\A|bi=0}
Hi|oα

i 〉〈oα
i |Hi

⎞

⎠⊗
⎛

⎝
⊗

{i∈P\A|bi=1}

√
ZiHi|oα

i 〉〈oα
i |Hi

√
Zi

†

⎞

⎠ . (A9)

Hence, for any outcome xα
H during the AME protocol, the probability of the measurement outcome μα being equal to oα

becomes (remember that � may depend on xα
H)

Pr (μα = mα) = tr
[
Oα|NpostAME〉〈NpostAME|

]

= 1
2

tr
[|0〉〈0|A

]
tr
[
Oα|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P\A

]
tr
[|H〉〈H|]tr[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ (−1)�
1
2

tr
[|0〉〈1|A

]
tr
[
Oα|0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|P\A

]
tr
[|H〉〈H|]tr[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ (−1)�
1
2

tr
[|1〉〈0|A

]
tr
[
Oα|1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|P\A

]
tr
[|H〉〈H|]tr[|�〉〈�|C

]

+ 1
2

tr
[|1〉〈1|A

]
tr
[
Oα|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P\A

]
tr
[|H〉〈H|]tr[|�〉〈�|C

]

= 1
2

tr
[
Oα|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P\A

]

+ 1
2

tr
[
Oα|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P\A

]
. (A10)

Substituting Oα we obtain

Pr (μα = mα) = 1
2

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=0}
〈oα

i |Hi|0〉〈0|Hi|oα
i 〉

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=1}
〈oα

i |Hi
√

Zi
†|0〉〈0|

√
Zi|Hi〉oα

i

+ 1
2

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=0}
〈oα

i |Hi|1〉〈1|Hi|oα
i 〉

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=1}
〈oα

i |Hi
√

Zi
†|1〉〈1|

√
ZiHi|oα

i 〉,

= 1
2

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=0}
|〈oα

i | |+〉|2
∏

{i∈P\A|bi=1}
|〈oα

i | |+〉|2 (A11)

+ 1
2

∏

{i∈P\A|bi=0}
|〈oα

i | |−〉|2
∏

{i∈P\A|bi=1}
|〈oα

i | |−〉|2

= 1
2|P\A| ,

which satisfies the second equation in Eq. (A8). The global postmeasurement state ρpostVER becomes

ρpostVER =Oα|NpostAME〉〈NpostAME|Oα

= 1
2
|0〉〈0|A ⊗ (

Oα|0 . . . 0〉〈0 . . . 0|P\AOα
)⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ (−1)�
1
2
|0〉〈1|A ⊗ (

Oα|0 . . . 0〉〈1 . . . 1|P\AOα
)⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C
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+ (−1)�
1
2
|1〉〈0|A ⊗ (

Oα|1 . . . 1〉〈0 . . . 0|P\AOα
)⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2
|1〉〈1|A ⊗ (

Oα|1 . . . 1〉〈1 . . . 1|P\AOα
)⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

= 1
2
|0〉〈0|A ⊗ |P \ A〉〈P \ A| ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ γ † 1
2
|0〉〈1|A ⊗ |P \ A〉〈P \ A| ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ γ
1
2
|1〉〈0|A ⊗ |P \ A〉〈P \ A| ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

+ 1
2
|1〉〈1|A ⊗ |P \ A〉〈P \ A| ⊗ |H〉〈H| ⊗ |�〉〈�|C

]

= |NpostVER〉〈NpostVER|, (A12)

where γ = (−1)� × (−i)|{bi}| and |NpostVER〉 is the pure state

|NpostVER〉 := (|0〉A ⊗ |�〉C + γ |1〉A ⊗ |�〉C
)⊗ |P \ A〉 ⊗ |H〉 (A13)

and |P \ A〉 is the state associated with the measurement outcome oα

|P \ A〉 :=
⎛

⎝
⊗

i∈{P\A|bi=0}
Hi |oα

i 〉i

⎞

⎠⊗
⎛

⎝
⊗

i∈{P\A|bi=1}

√
ZiHi |oα

i 〉i

⎞

⎠ . (A14)

From the perspective of H, all communication is indistinguishable (cf. the Verification column in Table II); H
is disentangled from everyone else and the state on H is itself separable. We can conclude that—with anyone in H as
Eve—the anonymity of everyone in the network is preserved (cf. �1 in Table I).

Moreover, P \ A is disentangled from all other parties in the network and their postmeasurement state is separable as
well. Again, all communication from their perspective is uniformly random (cf. the Verification column in Table
II), so we can conclude that—with anyone in P \ A as Eve—the anonymity of everyone in the network is maintained (cf.
�2 in Table I).

The only relevant information is |{bi}|, which is encoded into the phase of the state on A ∪ C; any phase estimation
algorithm to retrieve this information would require access to the entire state, including the state of A, which is inaccessible
to C. Again, from the perspective of C all communication is indistinguishable (cf. the Verification column in Table
II) and we can conclude that—with C as Eve—here too the anonymity of all parties in the network is preserved (cf. �3 in
Table I).

Note that the Verification round can only pass if |�〉C = |�〉C, that is when C is not entangled to A and
P \ A. However, this is not a necessary condition for anonymity, since the identity of Alice is preserved even if the
Verification round fails. There is no information encoded into the state regarding the distribution of P and H, nor
into the measurement outcome oα . The only valuable information in the state is the parity of the number of Y measure-
ments, encoded in the phase of the qubit of A, which is disentangled from all other parties and therefore only accessible
to A.

3. Anonymity during the KeyGen rounds

As the Verification rounds ensure that the GHZm+1 state on P is disentangled from the nonparticipating parties
in P̄ and after running the AME protocol no party in H is entangled to any other party, all subsets listed in Table I are
disentangled from each other. Hence, we can write the full-network state at the start of the KeyGen round as

|NKeyGen〉 =̂ |GHZ〉P ⊗ |H〉 ⊗ |�〉C . (A15)

Since there is no communication during the KeyGen rounds, there is no leakage from P, H, C outside the subset itself
(cf. 1 in Table I). As |H〉 is a separable state, the case H is trivial (cf. 2 in Table I). Finally, due to its symmetries, the
GHZm+1 state cannot reveal who the parties sharing the state are. This ensures that there is no privacy leakage for P either
(cf. 3 in Table I).
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APPENDIX B: VISUALIZATION OF THE NOTIFICATION PROTOCOL
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Step 3 with i = ib.

1 2 3 · · · j′ · · · i · · · n

1 ri
1,1 ri

1,2 ri
1,3 · · · ri

1,j′ · · · ri
1,i · · · ri

1,n

2 ri
2,1 ri

2,2 ri
2,3 · · · ri

2,j′ · · · ri
2,i · · · ri

2,n

3 ri
3,1 ri

3,2 ri
3,3 · · · ri

3,j′ · · · ri
3,i · · · ri

3,n

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
j′ ri

j′,1 ri
j′,2 ri

j′,3 · · · ri
j′,j′ · · · ri

j′,i · · · ri
j′,n

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
i ri

i,1 ri
i,2 ri

i,3 · · · ri
i,j′ · · · ri

i,i · · · ri
i,n

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
n ri

n,1 ri
n,2 ri

n,3 · · · ri
n,j′ · · · ri

n,i · · · ri
n,n

⊕
j ri

j,k zi
1 zi

2 zi
3 · · · zi

j′ · · · zi
i · · · zi

n

j k

(a) (b) (c) (d)

FIG. 2. Visualization of protocol 1. The table contains all ri
j ,k for a fixed agent Pi ∈ N in the Notification protocol. Here, we

identify Alice with P1. She chooses {ri
1,k}n

k=1 and sends them to Pk in step 1a [Fig. 2(a)]. Note that only if Pi is a receiver, the green
row adds up to 1 (mod 2); otherwise to 0 (mod 2). Analogously, the pink highlighting shows step 1b from the perspective of Pj ′
[Fig. 2(b)]. This and all other rows add up to 0 (mod 2). The {ri

j ,j ′ }n
j =1 that Pj ′ receives in step 2 [Fig. 2(c)] are highlighted in purple.

The last row, highlighted in blue, shows the {zi
k}n

k=1 received by Pi in step 3 [Fig. 2(d)]. By construction, only if Pi is a receiver, it adds
up to 1 (mod 2).
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K. Życzkowski, Absolutely maximally entangled states,

combinatorial designs, and multiunitary matrices, Phys.
Rev. A 92, 032316 (2015).

[12] M. Epping, H. Kampermann, C. Macchiavello, and D.
Bruß, Multi-partite entanglement can speed up quantum
key distribution in networks, New J. Phys. 19, 093012
(2017).

[13] A. Broadbent, and A. Tapp, in Advances in Cryptol-
ogy – ASIACRYPT 2007. Lecture Notes in Computer Sci-
ence, edited by K. Kurosawa, Vol. 4833 (Springer, Berlin,
Heidelberg, 2007), p. 410.

[14] M. Fitzi, N. Gisin, U. Maurer, and O. von Rotz, in Advances
in Cryptology – EUROCRYPT 2002, edited by L. R. Knud-
sen (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2002),
p. 482.

[15] Y.-G. Yang, Y.-L. Yang, X.-L. Lv, Y.-H. Zhou, and W.-
M. Shi, Examining the correctness of anonymity for
practical quantum networks, Phys. Rev. A 101, 062311
(2020).

[16] G. Brassard, A. Broadbent, and A. Tapp, in Algorithms
and Data Structures, Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
edited by F. Dehne, J.-R. Sack, and M. Smid (Springer,
Berlin, Heidelberg, 2003), p. 1.

[17] V. Lipinska, G. Murta, and S. Wehner, Anonymous trans-
mission in a noisy quantum network using the W state,
Phys. Rev. A 98, 052320 (2018).

[18] F. Grasselli, H. Kampermann, and D. Bruß, Conference key
agreement with single-photon interference, New J. Phys.
21, 123002 (2019).

[19] M. Proietti, J. Ho, F. Grasselli, P. Barrow, M. Malik,
and A. Fedrizzi, Experimental quantum conference
key agreement, arXiv:2002.01491 [quant-ph]
(2020).

[20] D. Unruh, in Advances in Cryptology – EUROCRYPT
2010, edited by H. Gilbert (Springer Berlin Heidelberg,
Berlin, Heidelberg, 2010), p. 486.

020325-12

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.240501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.260502
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13251
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIT.2010.2048442
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-018-0113-z
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.032316
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aa8487
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.062311
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.052320
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab573e

	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. PRELIMINARIES
	III. GENERATING ANONYMOUS MULTIPARTY ENTANGLEMENT
	IV. ANONYMOUS QUANTUM CONFERENCE KEY AGREEMENT
	V. DISCUSSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	A. APPENDIX A: ANONYMITY OF THE PROTOCOL
	1. Anonymity during the AME protocol
	2. Anonymity during the Verification rounds
	3. Anonymity during the KeyGen rounds

	B. APPENDIX B: VISUALIZATION OF THE NOTIFICATION PROTOCOL


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


