
Experimental Demonstration that
No Tripartite-Nonlocal Causal Theory Explains Nature’s Correlations

Huan Cao,1, 2 Marc-Olivier Renou,3, ∗ Chao Zhang,1, 2 Gaël Massé,3, † Xavier Coiteux-Roy,4, ‡
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Quantum theory predicts the existence of genuinely tripartite-entangled states, which cannot be
obtained from local operations over any bipartite entangled states and unlimited shared randomness.
Some of us recently proved that this feature is a fundamental signature of quantum theory. The state
|GHZ3〉=(|000〉+|111〉)/

√
2 gives rise to tripartite quantum correlations which cannot be explained

by any causal theory limited to bipartite nonclassical common causes of any kind (generalising
entanglement) assisted with unlimited shared randomness. Hence, any conceivable physical theory
which would reproduce quantum predictions will necessarily include genuinely tripartite resources.

In this work, we verify that such tripartite correlations are experimentally achievable. We derive a
new device-independent witness capable of falsifying causal theories wherein nonclassical resources are
merely bipartite. Using a high-performance photonic |GHZ3〉 states with fidelities of 0.9741±0.002, we
provide a clear experimental violation of that witness by more than 26.3 standard deviation, under
the locality and fair sampling assumption. We generalise our work to the |GHZ4〉 state, obtaining
correlations which cannot be explained by any causal theory limited to tripartite nonclassical common
causes assisted with unlimited shared randomness.

Introduction.— Since its inception, quantum theory has
been remarkably successful in explaining and predicting
various phenomena, such as the black-body radiation, the
energy levels of the hydrogen atom, and more recently
the violation of Bell inequalities [1]. Every prediction of
quantum theory which has been subjected to experimental
testing has been validated, sometimes to record-breaking
precision. General consensus among scientists is that the
operational predictions of quantum theory are no longer
in question, at least in regimes accessible with current
technologies.

However, empirical success need not imply ontological
truth. Accordingly, physicists remain motivated to explore
alternatives to quantum theory,to either subsume or replace
it. There are several motivations for such considerations.
Firstly, the mathematical formalism of quantum theory is
the first representation of Nature to reject the intuitive lo-
cal realistic approach of all previous physical theories. Sec-
ondly, efforts to construct alternatives to quantum theory
have historically proven quite fruitful in enlightening our
understanding of quantum theory by contrast [2, 3]. Finally,
there are serious obstacles to reconciling quantum theory
with general relativity [4]. Some paradoxes admit multiple
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FIG. 1. Bell’s theorem rules out any explana-
tion of tripartite quantum correlations in terms of
unbounded shared randomness (also called local-
hidden-variable models), represented in (a) as dice.
In this letter we rule out the stronger model depicted in (b).
Measuring a |GHZ3〉 state, we obtain correlations that can-
not be explained by any theory based on unbounded shared
randomness (represented as dice) and any exotic generalisa-
tion of bipartite-entangled states (represented as starbursts).
We further generalise our setup to the |GHZ4〉 state, ruling
out any theory based on unbounded shared randomness and
generalisations of tripartite-entangled states.

potential resolutions, but there are ongoing efforts to either
quantize gravity [5, 6] or to generalize quantum theory [7, 8].

At the heart of what makes quantum theory nonclassi-
cal lies entanglement, a fundamental concept in quantum
theory which underlies many non-classical behaviours (i.e.
many quantum phenomena), such as nonlocality [9]. The
existence of this property of quantum correlations was first
demonstrated by Bell with his eponymous theorem [10, 11].
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It shows that two parties measuring a maximally entan-
gled source can obtain nonlocal correlations, which resist
any explanation in terms of local-hidden-variable models.
This was verified in several celebrated Bell experimental
tests, namely in loophole-free CHSH violations [12–19].

As a consequence, no predictive theory of Nature’s corre-
lations can avoid introducing bipartite nonlocal resources,
namely states shared by two parties that admit no descrip-
tion in terms of classical randomness, i.e that are not repro-
ducible by local-hidden-variable models. In the formalism
of quantum theory this role is fulfilled by bipartite entangle-
ment, but any potential theory that would replace quantum
theory will necessary include a resource akin to quantum bi-
partite entanglement, such as the Popescu-Rohrlich box [3].

However, the formalism of quantum theory admits non-
classical resources beyond bipartite entanglement. It pos-
tulates the existence of states which are so-called genuinely
network tripartite-entangled, i.e. states which cannot be
obtained by three parties through Local Operations (LO)
on bipartite entangled sources and Shared Randomness
(SR) [20]. The |GHZ3〉= 1√

2
(|000〉+|111〉) state is such an

example. In other terms, quantum theory’s mathematical
formalism includes 3-way entanglement as an additional re-
source, strictly stronger than bipartite entanglement. This
greater resource underlies operational predictions that are
qualitatively stronger than bipartite resources, such as a
stronger version of Bell’s theorem [21].

Note that the intrinsicness of genuinely tripartite-
entangled resources in quantum theory does not a priori
necessitate the existence of such resources in future alter-
natives to quantum theory. For instance, although |GHZ3〉
is required to achieve maximal violation of the Mermin in-
equality within quantum theory, one can also reproduce the
same operational correlations by means exclusively bipar-
tite resources in alternative physical theories such as Box-
world [22, 23] (see Fig. 1b). Might a future theory explain
all of Nature’s tripartite correlations without invoking any
intrinsically tripartite nonclassical states? Formally, would
it be possible to simulate all tripartite quantum correla-
tions from theories restricted to the sort of bipartite exotic
nonclassical states which generalising bipartite entangle-
ment, supplemented with unlimited shared randomness?

In Refs. [24, 25], some of us developed a test to disprove
any such explanation. This test can be seen as a generali-
sation of Bell’s theorem: not only do we disprove any ex-
planation in terms of unbounded shared randomness (also
called local-hidden-variable models), but we also disprove
any explanation relying on a yet-to-be-discovered causal
theory that would involve exotic bipartite nonclassical re-
sources and unbounded shared randomness, such as pre-
sented in Fig. 1b. Our test is predicated on the nonfanout
inflation technique [26], which minimally assumes that a
future theory should satisfy causality and allow for device
replication [27–30].

In this letter, our first main result is the computer-aided
derivation of an improved test which is maximally robust
against general noise models. The potential experimental
demands for violating this new inequality are significantly

reduced compared to the inequality derived in Ref. [24].
Then, in our second main result, we report an experimental
demonstration of said inequality’s violation using a pho-
tonic setup to experimentally exhibit correlations that can-
not be explained by any theory based on shared randomness
and bipartite nonlocal resources, however exotic. Further-
more, we expand both our witness derivation and experi-
mental demonstration to the |GHZ4〉= 1√

2
(|0000〉+|1111〉)

state, proving that it realizes correlations which cannot be
explained neither by any theory relying on shared random-
ness and, this time, tripartite exotic nonlocal resources.
Hence, we show experimentally that no tripartite-nonlocal
causal theory can explain Nature’s correlations.

The ideal protocol.— Here, we first propose a concrete
experimental procedure which is a variant of the protocols of
Refs. [24, 25]. Then,we show that it is a valid test to disprove
any explanation based on bipartite exotic nonclassical
states and unlimited shared randomness.

A |GHZ3〉 state is distributed to Alice, Bob, and Char-
lie. The players perform independent measurements de-
pending on their respective uniformly distributed random
inputs x,y,z ∈ {0,1}. They produce respective outputs
a,b,c ∈ {±1}. Alice’s and Charlie’s respective measure-
ments are (σz,σx), and Bob’s respective measurements are
(σx+σz√

2
,σx−σz√

2
).

In Appendix B we extend Algorithm 1 from Ref. [25,
Sec. IV] in order to obtain inequalities maximally robust
against general noise models. We obtain the following
novel inequality satisfied by any strategy based on any
bipartite-nonlocal exotic resources and unrestricted shared
randomness:

W3 :=〈A0B0〉+〈B0C0〉−〈A0B1〉−〈B1C0〉
+4〈A0C0〉+2〈A1B0C1〉+2〈A1B1C1〉 ≤ 8

(1)

The considered tripartite quantum strategy gives a viola-
tion of W3→4+4

√
2≈9.657. Under white noise W3 eval-

uates to zero, implying a visibility against white noise of
v&0.828.

We generalize this to four players, with the shared quan-
tum state |GHZ4〉, adding a fourth player named Dave. The
generalized quantum strategy keeps Alice, Bob and Charlie
as before, while Dave behaves as Charlie, measuring (σz,σx)
with inputs w∈{0,1} and outputs d∈{±1}. Following the
same technique, we obtain the following novel inequality
satisfied by any strategy based on any tripartite-nonlocal
exotic resources and unrestricted shared randomness:

W4 :=〈A0B0〉−〈A0B1〉+2〈A0D0〉+2〈C0D0〉
+〈A1B0C1D1〉+〈A1B1C1D1〉 ≤ 6

(2)

The quadpartite quantum strategy gives a violation of
W4→4+2

√
2≈6.828, with white noise visibility v&0.879.

The experiment.— We experimentally implement this
protocol in a photonic platform, based on the sponta-
neous parametric down-conversion process (SPDC). The
experimental setup is illustrated in Fig. 2. We first gener-
ate polarization twin photons by adopting the sandwich-
geometry beam-like type-II SPDC [31, 32]. A frequency
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FIG. 2. Scheme of the |GHZ4〉 experiment. The sandwich-like
BBO resource consists of BBO-HWP-BBO configuration. In
each source, two possible ways of down conversion may occur
in former and latter BBO. They are made indistinguishable by
the temporal and spatial compensation crystal in both arms. A
1nm (3nm) width spectral filter is inserted in the extraordinary
(ordinary) photon before measurement to enhance the fidelity of
the entangled state. The SPDC sources combined with the HOM
interference corresponds to the multipartite entangled resources
with shared randomness while the local measurement setting
embedded in blacked boxes plays the role of the parties. For the
|GHZ3〉 experiment, Dave projects over the diagonal basis |+〉.

doubled pulsed ultraviolet laser with 390nm central wave-
length is focused on sandwich-like combination ofβ-barium-
borate (BBO) crystal to generate the maximally entan-
gled state in polarization. A half-wave-plate (HWP) trans-
forms the down-converted entangled photon into |ψ〉 =

(|00〉+|11〉)/
√

2. Here we encode logic qubit |0〉 (|1〉) in hor-
izontal (vertical) polarization respectively. For preparing a
4-photon (or 3-photon) GHZ state, two pairs of entangled
states are generated by sequentially pumping two SPDC
sources, and the extraordinary photons in each source are
spatially overlapped in polarization beam splitter (PBS)
to complete the Hong-Ou-Mandel (HOM) interference. A
trombone-arm delay line is introduced to make interfering
photons indistinguishable in arrival time. The PBS acts
as a parity check operation on interfering photons. The
|GHZ4〉 state is obtained by collectively post-selecting on
one photon for all parties. Each party is capable of per-
forming arbitrary local measurement on received qubit by
polarization analyzing system consisting of a quarter-wave
plate (QWP), a HWP, and a PBS. At last, the |GHZ3〉
state is obtained by post selecting on one of the photons
being measured into diagonal basis |+〉.

The results.— In designing an experiment to achieved
the requisite fidelity, we note that the dominant obstacles
to inequality violation is white noise related to higher-
order emission. To suppress the higher-order emission noise
we therefore maintain the experimental operation in low
pumping power yielding an approximate four-fold counting
rate of 1 click/s. The quantum measurement strategy was
optimized to maximally violate the inequality, following
the aforementioned protocol.
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FIG. 3. Experimental results for the 3-photon (a) and 4-photon
(b) GHZ states, for all terms involved in the inequalities (1)
and (2) . Theoretically predictions are plotted with transparent
pillars and experimental values in nontransparent ones. The
errorbars are computed through a Monte Carlo simulation to
evaluate the Poisson noise of the photonic statistics.

We evaluate the experimental violations of the two in-
equalities given by Eq. (1) and Eq. (2) for our experimen-
tal sources of 3-photon and 4-photon GHZ states, terms
by terms. The mean values of each term is given in Fig. 3.
Thanks to the high performance of our sources, our experi-
mental mean values are in good agreement with the the-
oretical predictions for ideal GHZ states. We obtain the
violations

W3 =9.5150±0.0576, (3)

with more than 26.3 standard deviation, and

W4 =6.7154±0.0256, (4)

with more than 27.9 standard deviation. These significant
violations provide strong support for the idea that corre-
lations achieved via 3-photon (and 4-photon) GHZ state
cannot be explained by bipartite-nonlocal (resp. tripartite-
nonlocal) causal theories.

Discussion.— First, note that our protocol can be gen-
eralised to any number of parties. For instance, one could
in principle generalise our experiment to the |GHZ5〉 state.
Of course, to do so we would first need to isolate a suitable
inequality to test against. We found our algorithmic ap-
proach to inequality derivation to be intractable for such
large N , even with symmetry reduction. We have identi-
fied a new family of inequalities which is slightly too de-
manding in terms of noise with respect to our experimen-
tal setup (see discussion in Appendix D). We suspect that
it is possible to obtain new inequalities, maybe including
extra measurements for the parties, which would reduce
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the critical fidelity requirements to what is achievable with
current technologies for the |GHZ5〉 and |GHZ6〉 states.

Our experimental demonstration admits two common
loopholes considered in Bell nonlocality experiments: the
locality loophole and the postselection loophole. We now
briefly discuss the theoretical reasons why these loopholes
might undermine our conclusions, why we consider these
loopholes implausible, and how these loopholes might be
closed in future experiments.

In an alternate universe in which Nature would not admit
genuinely multipartite nonlocal sources, our experiment
can still be simulated if any party’s measurement outcomes
were allowed to causally depend on the other parties’ choices
of measurement settings. This is our locality loophole. It is
standard to assume locality in a Bell experiment. Ghostly
influence from one measurement apparatus to another
is theoretically conceivable, but practically implausible.
Nevertheless,the locality loophole can in-principle be closed
in a future experiment, by enforcing a space-like separation
of the parties, which is accessible to current technologies
[33].

Another loophole which could explain away our experi-
mental data without requiring genuinely multipartite non-
local sources is the postselection loophole. After all, in our
final analysis, we exclusively considered the subset of trials
in which all every party received exactly a photon. Postse-
lection could artificially simulate our experimental data if
the detection versus nondetection determination for a given
party is allowed to causally depend on that party’s choice
of measurement setting. The assumption that each party’s
‘detection’ random variable is causally independent of their
setting variable is known as fair sampling ; the fair sam-
pling assumption is quite commonly employed in photonic
experimental investigations of nonlocality. However, fair
sampling by itself does not entirely close the postselection
loophole. Indeed, one can simulate all statistics arising from
measurements on |GHZ3〉 using strictly bipartite sources if
one allows for postselection, even under the constraint that
the postselection variable is causally independent of the
measurement settings.1 As such, the conclusion that our
experimental results demonstrate the presence of genuinely
multipartite nonlocal sources hinges on one additional as-
sumption, beyond just locality and fair sampling. This fur-
ther assumption is that it is possible — in the exotic foil
theories under consideration — to move any postselection
process from the measurements to the sources without mod-

1 Let A, B and C share three bipartite maximally entangled states∣∣φ+〉
A1B2

,
∣∣φ+〉

B1C2
,
∣∣φ+〉

C1A2
where

∣∣φ+〉
= 1√

2
(|00〉+|11〉). Let

each party P ∈{A,B,C} non-destructively measure the parity oper-

ators ΠP1P2
even = |00〉〈00|P1P2

+|11〉〈11|P1P2
,ΠP1P2

odd = |01〉〈01|P1P2
+

|10〉〈10|P1P2
and postselect on the ΠP1P2

even event. The (cumulatively)

postselected state is 1√
2

(|00〉A |00〉B |00〉C + |11〉A |11〉B |11〉C),

which is equivalent to |GHZ3〉. Note that we have enforced causal
independence of postselection from measurement settings, since in
this protocol each party may obtain their individual postselection
status prior to specifying their measurement setting.

ifying the measurement statistics. This theory-agnostic as-
sumption codifies our belief that — even though we uti-
lized postselection at the measurements — Nature would
allow for a reproduction of our experiment with postselec-
tion at the sources, i.e., with heralded event-ready sources.2

This postselection loophole might be closed in a future
experiment by preparing the |GHZ3〉 (resp. |GHZ4〉) state
in a heralded event-ready preparation using three (resp.
four) cascaded SPDC sources. This would generalise the
work of [34], where two cascaded SPDC sources are used to
obtain a heralded EPR pair. Current hardware, however,
is insufficient for preparing heralded multipartite entangle-
ment sources capable of achieving required noise tolerance
and creation rates.

Conclusion.— In this letter, we experimentally demon-
strated that any causal theory that aims to explain all possi-
ble correlations of Nature must include genuinely tripartite-
nonlocal and four-partite-nonlocal states. In quantum the-
ory, this role is taken by what we call genuinely LOSR (net-
work) tripartite and fourpartite entangled states already
introduced in Ref. [20]. We have also shown how to improve
the algorithm of [25] to obtain inequalities maximally ro-
bust against general noise models and white noise models,
reducing the demand in computing power by exploiting
the symmetries of the problem. We expect this method to
be fundamental for future (loophole free) demonstrations
of Nature multipartie nonlocal genuiness.

Note that this LOSR-based definition is more restrictive
than the traditional LOCC-based definition of genuine tri-
partite entanglement due to Seevinck and Uffink [35]. Let
us first emphasize that this traditional definition is not
adapted to the no-signalling context. Indeed, a four-qubit
state composed of a singlet shared between Alice and Bob
as well as a singlet shared between Bob and Charlie satis-
fies Seevinck’s criterion for genuinely tripartite entangle-
ment, despite being created from bipartite entanglement3.
In the same way, the definition of LOSR multipartite gen-
uine nonlocality that we adopt in our letter is more restric-
tive than the traditional definition of genuine tripartite
nonlocality due to Svetlichny [36]. The traditional defini-
tion is susceptible to precisely the same sort of hacking: the
tripartite correlations obtained from two parallel CHSH
violations between Alice and Bob as well as between Bob
and Charlie are genuinely tripartite nonlocal according to
Svetlichny’s criterion.

2 We illustrate this argument in quantum theory, keeping the same
example as before. It is in principle possible in quantum theory
(albeit technologically challenging) to move all the three

∣∣φ+〉
sources and the nondestructive parity measurements to a single
common location without modifying the experimental statistics.
This would effectively convert the previous example into an event-
ready protocol, in which a successful state preparation is heralded

by the ΠP1P2
even events. Notably, one can leverage event-ready sources

to close the postselection loophole by ensuring that the choice of
input for each party is decided after the heralding.

3 Note that to mask the bipartite entanglement in the state’s struc-
ture, Bob could in principle unitarily transfer his state to a four
level atomic system
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These two historical definitions of genuine multipartite-
ness for nonlocality and entanglement are ill-suited for
our study because they were motivated by quantifying re-
sourcefulness relative to Local Operations and Classical
Communication (LOCC). However, when analysing Bell-
inequality violations, we assume that the involved parties
are spacelike separated, and this enforces the No-Signalling
condition. When classical communication is forbidden, the
only form of nonclassical-resources processing that remains
is via Local Operations and Shared Randomness (LOSR).
This new approach is closely related to the concept of net-
work nonlocality which has been extensively studied in the
past decade [37–40].

The use of the traditional notions of multipartite genuine
entanglement and nonlocality for analysing the states and
correlations obtained in various multipartite experiments is
widespread. Let us conclude by saying that the use of these
notions should be questioned in light of the context of the
experiment in which they are used, keeping in mind that
they are not adapted to the No-signalling context 4 [41, 42].

Note added.— While finishing this manuscript, we be-
came aware of related work by Ya-Li Mao et al. [43].
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Appendix A: Experimental details

EPR source.— A sandwich-like structure crystal is used to generate polarization-entangled photon pairs, which consists
of two adjacent, 1-mm-thick β-barium borate (BBO) crystals and a true-zero-order half-wave plate (THWP) inserted in
the middle. The two BBO crystals (BBO1 and BBO2) are identically cut with beamlike type-II phase-matching and their
optical axes are parallel in the horizontal plane. Thus BBO1 and BBO2 both produce photon pairs in the polarization
state |H〉e|V 〉o, the subscript o (e) denotes the ordinary (extraordinary) photon with respect to the crystal. The THWP
rotates the polarization of the photon pairs produced by BBO1 to the orthogonal state |V 〉e|H〉o. When the two possible
ways of generating photon pairs (in BBO1 and BBO2 respectively) are made indistinguishable by spatial and temporal
compensations, the photon pairs are prepared in entangled state 1√

2
(|H〉e|V 〉o−|V 〉e|H〉o).

GHZ states preparation.— As shown in Fig.1 of the main text, we use two EPR sources to produce the three- and
four-photon GHZ states. The laser pulse from a mode-locked Ti:sapphire laser (with a central wavelength of 780 nm, a
pulse duration of 140 fs, a repetition rate of 80 MHz) is first frequency doubled to 390 nm and then pumps the two sources
sequentially. We initialize the two EPR sources to both produce polarization state 1√

2
(|H〉e|H〉o+|V 〉e|V 〉o). Then the two

e-polarized photons are directed to overlap on a PBS. It is possible to check that when there is one and only one photon in
each output, only two terms |HHHH〉 and |V V V V 〉 are post-selected. The two terms are further made indistinguishable
by interference on the PBS, thus the initial product state is projected into the four-photon GHZ state 1√

2
(|HHHH〉+

|V V V V 〉). The three-photon GHZ state can be prepared by projecting the last photon on |+〉. In our experiment, the
postselection is realized by post-processing the detected data after the experiment is finished. Note that by using auxiliary
photons andquantum teleportation we can detect a single photon without destroying it and keeping its quantum information
intact, thus the postselection can be realized in principle in the state preparation part and lead to a heralded GHZ state.

Detection.— In the measurement part, each photon is first passed through an interference filter (IF), we use 1- and
3-nm bandwidths filters for e- and o-polarized photons respectively. Then each photon is detected by a polarization
analysis system which consists of one QWP, one HWP, one PBS and two fiber-coupled single-photon detectors. In the
experiment, we use a low pump power of 60 mW to limit the higher-order emission noise in SPDC. The two-photon
counting rate is about 12000 Hz and four-photon counting is about 1 Hz. To measure the LOSR inequalities, we perform
several local measurement settings, and record all combinations of the four-fold coincidence events by using a coincidence
unit (UQDevice), with a coincidence window of 4 ns. The raw data is shown in Table I.

TABLE I. Raw data for local measurement settings. X and Z are Pauli operators. Here we use “+(-)” to denote the +1(-1) port
detector firing for each photon. The data collection time for ZZZZ and ZZZX is 20000s, the other settings is 4000s.

Setting ++++ +++- ++-+ ++- - +-++ +-+- +- -+ +- - - -+++ -++- -+-+ -+- - - -++ - -+- - - -+ - - - -

X (Z+X)√
2

XX 439 72 84 414 67 516 412 69 94 374 402 74 433 83 43 389

X (Z−X)√
2

XX 62 372 376 73 400 77 71 413 356 59 79 371 67 454 354 65

Z (Z+X)√
2

XX 390 371 395 336 78 78 81 66 53 69 71 56 364 372 351 371

Z (Z−X)√
2

XX 369 366 411 384 87 70 75 97 67 59 56 53 351 367 337 359

XXXX 450 5 11 451 9 513 531 7 4 430 428 9 499 5 9 461

ZZZZ 8552 16 13 0 9 11 14 18 15 19 11 13 0 19 20 8311

ZZZX 5229 4651 7 6 19 22 20 24 19 21 28 20 11 10 4426 4861

X (Z+X)√
2

ZX 403 406 72 83 73 71 412 427 443 429 74 66 68 81 438 422

X (Z−X)√
2

ZX 422 443 85 66 66 62 424 400 415 420 76 82 62 71 394 422

Characterization of the prepared states.— From the measurement result of XXXX, we know that the HOM interference
visibility in our experiment is at least 0.9691±0.0041. From the measurement results of XXXX and ZZZZ, we can give a
lower bound on the state fidelity according to the two setting entanglement witness

WGHZN :=3I−2

[
S
(GHZN )
1 +I

2
+

N∏
k=2

S
(GHZN )
k +I

2

]
(A1)

where

S
(GHZN)
1 :=

∏N
k=1X

(k)

S
(GHZN)
k :=Z(k−1)Z(k) for k=2,3,...,N.

(A2)

are stabilizers for GHZ state. The measured result is 〈WGHZ4
〉 = −0.9482± 0.0048. Then we can deduce the state

fidelity F =〈GHZ4|ρexp|GHZ4〉>(1−〈WGHZN
〉)/2=0.9741±0.0024. We also perform a quantum state tomography to
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FIG. 4. (a) Real and (b) Imaginary part of the reconstructed density matrix of the prepared four-photon GHZ state.

characterize the prepared state, the reconstructed density matrix is shown in Fig.4. The state fidelity is calculated to be
0.9762±0.0032, which agrees with the above result very well.

Appendix B: General Robustness and Specific Noise Models

This discussion presumes prior understanding of Algorithm 1 from Ref. [25, Sec. IV]. There, some of us introduced a
technique to find constraints over distributions obtainable from (N−1)-way nonlocal resources and unrestricted shared
randomness. Given a nonfanout inflation of the (N−1)-way nonlocal resources model (see Ref. [25, Fig. 1]), we exhibit
a Linear Programming (LP) test providing necessary satisfiability constraints. More precisely, if a given correlation
PA1...AN |X1...XN

can be obtained from (N−1)-way nonlocal resources and unrestricted shared randomness, one could in
principle duplicate the building blocks used to obtain it and replace them in the nonfanout inflated scenario. In this new
scenario, one would observe a new correlation satisfying some linear compatibility constraint with the inflated scenario
itself, and with PA1...AN |X1...XN

. If these linear constraints cannot be satisfied, then it proves that PA1...AN |X1...XN
is not

compatible with (N−1)-way nonlocal resources and unrestricted shared randomness. These linear constraint form the
following LP:

LPsat:
We say that ~P ∝LPsat if and only if

• there exists some non-negative vector ~x such that

• for matrix M1 we satisfy M1 ·~x= ~P and
• for matrix M2 we satisfy M2 ·~x=~0.

When referring to normalized mutlipartite correlation vectors, we use the notation ~P ∈LPsat instead of ~P ∝LPsat.
5

In this notation M1 is a marginalization matrix capturating the fact that the observed probabilities must arise as the
marginals of some nonfanout inflation, and M2 is a matrix capturing other equality constraints such as the fact that all
inflations admit nonsignalling correlations, and that various marginals of different nonfanout inflations must coincide; see
Ref. [25, Algorithm 1]. Of course, the linear program implied by nonfanout inflation is itself a relaxation of true causal

compatibility. That is, ~P 6∈LOSR Genuinely Multipartite =⇒ ~P ∈LPsat, but not not vice versa.

In this work, however, we do not merely want to test whether or not a given correlation vector ~P satisfies the linear

programming constraints. Instead, our goal is to use linear programming to extract an inequality showing that ~P cannot
satisfy the linear programming constraints, and moreover our inequality should be maximally robust against general noise.

Firstly, let us recast the satisfiability problem as an optimization problem. The visibility v?(~P ) against general

noise models is the largest real number v such that v×~P+(1−v)× ~P ′ 6∈LOSR Genuinely Multipartite (for any normalized

correlation ~P ′).6 Relative to the LP relaxation, however, we define v?LP(~P ) as the largest real number v such that

5 A mutlipartite correlation vector is a family of conditional probability distributions. We use the terminology “~P is normalized” and the
notation ‖∗‖~P=1 to indicate that ~P has total unit probability along every conditional specification. Note that in LPsat the normalization

of ~x implicitly depends on the normalization of ~P .
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v×~P+(1−v)× ~P ′∈LPsat. Linearity of the definition implies that one can restrict ~P ′ to be normalized and nonsignalling

whenever ~P is normalized and nonsignalling without loss of generality, since all correlations in the set LPsat are normalized

and nonsignalling. Plainly v?LP(~P )≥ v?(~P ). However, even this inflation-related optimization problem is apparently

nonlinear, as it involves a product of the target variable v with the unspecified probabilities in ~P ′. We get around this by

recognizing that the following formulations of v?LP(~P ) are equivalent.

v?LP(~P ) :=max
v, ~P ′

(
v
∣∣∣ ~P ′≥~0,v×~P+(1−v)× ~P ′∈LPsat

)
, with ‖∗‖ ~P ′=1 implicit, (B1a)

=max
v,~s

(
v
∣∣∣~s≥~0,v×~P+~s∈LPsat

)
, with ‖∗‖~s=1−v implicit, (B1b)

=max
~s

(
‖∗‖~P+~s

−1 ∣∣∣~s≥~0, ~P+~s∝LPsat

)
, with unrestricted ‖∗‖~s∈[0,inf), (B1c)

=

(
min
~s

(
‖∗‖~P+~s

∣∣∣~s≥~0, ~P+~s∝LPsat

))−1
(B1d)

We therefore implement the final formulation, making use of a constant-valued vector~c such that~c·~x=1 if ~x is normalized.7

LPopt,primal:

The visibility v?LP(~P ) against general noise models is equal to 1

τprimal(~P )
, where τprimal(~P ) :=min

~x
~c·~x such that

• ~x≥~0 and
• M1 ·~x≥ ~P and
• M2 ·~x=~0.

We can now dualize that linear program. Let ~y1 be the dual vector associated with the rows of M1, and let ~y2 be the
dual vector associated with the rows of M2. Then,

LPopt,dual:

The visibility v?LP(~P ) against general noise models is equal to 1

τdual(~P )
, where τdual(~P ) :=max

~y1, ~y2
~y1 · ~P such that

• ~y1≥~0 and ~y2≥~0 and
• MT

1 · ~y1+MT
2 · ~y2≤~c.

LP duality guarantees that τprimal(~P ) = τdual(~P ) [45]. The inequality resulting from the dual formulation is that

~y1 · ~P ≤1 for all ~P ∈LPsat, and moreover, for ~P 6∈LPsat we have ~y1 · ~P = 1

v?LP(
~P )
>1. Note that our inequalities must have

nonnegative coefficients associated with event probabilities. The negative coefficients for the inequalities presented in the
main text (as well as the bounds being different from unity) are consequences of the authors’ choice to represent the
inequalities in terms of expectation values instead of probabilities, motivated by compactness of presentation.

The visibility of a correlations against general noise models is generally more demanding (i.e., higher visibility) than
against particular noise models. Visibility against a particular noise model P ′ is given by

v?(~P , ~P ′) :=max
v

(
v
∣∣∣v×~P+(1−v)× ~P ′ 6∈LOSR Genuinely Multipartite

)
≤v?LP(~P , ~P ′) :=max

v

(
v
∣∣∣v×~P+(1−v)× ~P ′∈LPsat

)
.

(B2)

By contrast, visibility against general noise is given by v?(~P )=max ~P ′v?(~P )≤v?LP(~P )=max ~P ′v?LP(~P ).

6 The resource robustness of P is equal to one minus the visibility of P against general noise. Resource robustness is a measure of how
distinguishable a non-free object is from a set of free objects in any convex-linear resource theory. In our case, the object is a mutlipartite
correlation vector, and the free set are all correlations which are not genuinely LOSR multipartite. Resource robustness shows in standard
Bell nonlocality, where the free set is the set of Bell local correlation. It also appears in entanglement theory, as a measure of distinguishability
of an entangled state from the set of separable states. Ref. [44, Sec. 4.2.5] does highlights how this sort of monotone is generic in convex-linear
resource theories, see especially Fig. 4b there.

Another paradigmatic monotone in convex-linear resource theories is resource weight. In Bell nonlocality, for instance, this mea-
sure is known as the nonlocal fraction. To study genuine LOSR multipartiteness with such a measure we simply adjust the choice
of free objects as appropriate. That is, we can define a measure called genuine LOSR multipartite fraction (GMFLOSR) such that

GMFLOSR(~P ) := min
w, ~P ′ ~P ′′

(
w
∣∣∣ ~P =w× ~P ′+(1−w)× ~P ′′, ~P ′′ 6∈LOSR Genuinely Multipartite

)
. See Ref. [44, Fig. 4a] for visualization.

7 More generally, this formulation can be adapted to compute the resource robustness monotone via linear programming whenever both the
enveloping set of object and the subset of free objects are polytopes. In our case, the set of free objects is outer approximated by a polytope,
and thus we obtain lower bounds on the true resource robustness, i.e. upper bounds on the true visibility against general noise. In fact, the
resource weight monotone [44] can also be cast as a linear program whenever resource theory is polytopic. As an example, the genuine LOSR
multipartite fraction introduced in footnote reffootnote:monotones can be lower bounded by simply flipping the inequality signs around in

LPopt,primal. That is, GMFLOSR(~P )≥1−max
~x

(
~c·~x

∣∣∣~x≥~0,M1 ·~x≤ ~P ,M2 ·~x=~0
)

.
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Given a multipartitness witness of the form ~y · ~P ≤b, it is straightforward to verify an upper bound on the general (or
specific) visibility of any incompatible nonsignalling correlation. That is,

If ~y · ~P ≤b for all ~P ∈LPsat

then v?(~P , ~P ′)≤v?LP(~P , ~P ′)≤max
v

(
v
∣∣∣v×~y · ~P+(1−v)× ~P ′≤b

)
, (B3)

and similarly v?(~P )≤max ~P ′v?(~P , ~P ′). An inequality is optimal relative to general or specific noise models if the visibility
bound implied by the given inequality cannot be improved upon by any other valid inequality.

In Ref. [25] some of us reported that there exists tripartite quantumly-realizable correlations with visibility against
white noise of ≈0.828. Readers of this article can confirm that finding by examining W3 here. Indeed, one can readily see
that that W3 evaluates to zero on white noise. Since W3 evaluates to 4+4

√
2 on our quantum correlations, it follows from

Eq. (B3) that W3 implies a visibility against white noise of v?&0.828. Since the minimum evaluation of W3 under all
nonsignalling correlations is -8, we evidently have a visibility against worst-case noise models of v?&0.906, by solving
v×(4+4

√
2)+(1−v)×(−8)=8.

1. Optimally witnessing genuine LOSR multipartiteness with quanutum correlations

The inequalities presented in the main text are optimal relative to general noise. That is, they are explicitly derived
using LPopt,dual. In an experimental implementation, however, we are concerned about specific noise models. We did not
verify the optimality of these inequalities relative to our explicit noise models.

To discover the inequalities presented in the main text we used certain quantum correlations which were known
to be genuinely multipartite LOSR nonlocal. That is, each inequality was discovered by seeding LPopt,dual with

a particular quantumly-realizable ~P . One might wonder if perhaps our discovered inequalities can be violated fur-
ther by different quantum strategies. That is, our inequalities are certainly optimal for our seed quantum correla-
tions, but perhaps a different quantum correlation is optimal for a given inequality. To find the best inequality and

quantum correlation pair we have to essentially perform concurrent optimization of ~y1 (and ~y2) and ~P . That is:

max
~y1, ~y2, ~P

(
~y1 · ~P

∣∣∣ ~y1≥~0, ~y2≥~0,MT
1 · ~y1+MT

2 · ~y2≤~c, ~P ∈Quantumly realizable
)

. This could be approximated by a see-saw al-

gorithm. Happily, we verified that our initial quantum correlations are stable under subsequent optimization. That is, we
employed the analytic quantum bound optimization technique of Ref. [46] to confirm that no quantum correlation can
increase the violation of our derived inequalities beyond the values achieved by our initial quantum strategies. This gives
us strong confidence that we have identified truly optimal quantum strategies to target for experimentally simulation,
and that W3 and W4 are similarly truly optimal inequalities to test the experimental data against.

It is likely, however, that inequalities exhibiting even better noise resistance could be found if one allows more inputs
and/or outputs for the parties.

Appendix C: Noise robustness: Improvements of the new inequality

Ref. [25] reported that genuine LOSR tripartite nonlocality could in-principle be witnessed using fidelity with the
3-photon GHZ state of 85%. That visibility calculation, however, is based on assuming a noise model of

ρp=p|GHZN〉〈GHZN|+(1−p) IN
2N

, (C1)

corresponding to p≈0.828 and GHZ fidelity given by f=p+ 1−p
2N

.
In our experiment, however, a more accurate model is to take both dephasing noise and white noise into account. In

such case the noisy GHZ state is modeled as

ρp,k=p×|GHZN〉〈GHZN|+k(1−p)×
∣∣GHZ−N

〉〈
GHZ−N

∣∣+(1−p)(1−k)× IN
2N

, (C2)

where the phase flipped terms

∣∣GHZ−N
〉

=
|0〉⊗N−|1〉⊗N√

2
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FIG. 5. Comparison of the violation of the inequalities of inequalities Eq. (1) and Eq. (14) (for N =4) of Ref. [25] (in blue) with our
improved inequalities (1) and (2) reported in the main paper (in red), with noisy GHZ state in the case of the 3-photon GHZ state
(a-c) and the 4-photon GHZ state (d-f). For plots (a), (d), we adopt a white noise model (k=0). For plots (b), (e), we adopt a
dephasing noise model (k=1). For plots (c), (f), we adopt a mixed noise model (k=0.5). Red lines represent the eventual violation
of the inequalities Eq. (1) and Eq. (2), the violation threshold is indicated by a red dotted line. Blue lines represent the eventual
violation of the main text inequalities Eq. (1) and Eq. (14) (for N =4) of Ref. [25], the violation threshold is indicated by a blue
dotted line. All inequalities are rescaled by a constant such that the violation is obtained for positive values.

introduces the dephasing noise, which stems from imperfection of the Hong-Ou-Mandel interference, and the white noise
is closely related to the higher-order emission noise. Fidelity with the N -partite GHZ state in this noise model is given by

f=p+ (1−p)(1−k)
2N

. The only inequality available in Ref. [25] (Eq. (1)) gives a threshold value of p≈0.879 for such states.
We now explicitly compare the performence of the inequalities Eq. (1) and Eq. (14) (for N=4) of Ref. [25] with our

improved inequalities (1) and (2) reported in the main paper. In Fig. 5, we consider the violation threshold under different
type of noise, for p from 0.7 to 1: (i) GHZ state with pure white noise (i.e. taking k=1 in eq.C2), (ii) GHZ state with pure
dephasing noise (i.e. taking k=0 in eq.C2), (iii) GHZ state with both white and dephasing noise (i.e. taking k=0.5 in
eq.C2). This last choice is the closest to our experimental conditions. The figure shows that our improved LOSR always
exhibits a higher noise tolerance than the inequality of [25], except in the (nonrealistic case) of k=0. In the case of k=0.5,
our new inequality improves the threshold from p=0.879 to p=0.784 for 3-partite (corresponding to a fidelity threshold
improved from 88.66% to 79.75%), and p=0.907 to p=0.829 for 4-partite (corresponding to a fidelity threshold improved
from 90.99% to 83.43%).

Since, in practice, we can experimentally achieve much higher fidelities with our photonic platform, we proceeded with
the implementation with high confidence.

Appendix D: N-party inequality

We derive analytically an inequality for any N parties that is robust to noise. We take the two games in Reference [25]
(we use the same notation),

IC̃1=1
Bell :=〈A0B0〉C̃1=1+〈A0B1〉C̃1=1+〈A1B0〉C̃1=1−〈A1B1〉C̃1=1, (D1)

and

ISameN :=〈A0B2〉+〈B2C0[1]〉+〈C0[1]C0[2]〉+[...]+〈C0[N−3]C0[N−2]〉. (D2)

We then take Eq. 15 from Reference [25] (which reformulates Theorem 1 of Ref. [47, Eq. (11)]),

I
C̃1

1=1
Bell ◦{A

1B1}+2〈A1
0C

2
0[N−2]〉C̃1

1=1≤4. (D3)
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We can obtain an inequality that is more robust to noise by observing that the Bell inequality still holds when
conditioning the CHSH inequality upon the collectives of Charlies. i.e., if we define

IC̃1=−1
Bell :=〈A0B1〉C̃1=−1+〈A0B0〉C̃1=−1+〈A1B1〉C̃1=−1−〈A1B0〉C̃1=−1, (D4)

then Eq. D3 implies that the following convex combination also holds,

1−〈C̃1〉
2

I
C̃1

1=−1
Bell ◦{A1B1}+ 1+〈C̃1〉

2
I
C̃1

1=1
Bell ◦{A

1B1}+2〈A1
0C

2
0[N−2]〉≤4. (D5)

We combine Eq. D3 with the following equation (Eq. 20 from Reference [25]),

〈A2
0C

2
0[N−2]〉≥ISame◦{A2B2C2

[0]...C
2
[N−2]}−N+2, (D6)

to obtain the following noise-robust inequality

1−〈C̃1〉
2

I
C̃1

1=−1
Bell ◦{A1B1}+ 1+〈C̃1〉

2
I
C̃1

1=1
Bell ◦{A

1B1}+2ISame◦{A2B2C2
[0]...C

2
[N−2]}≤2N. (D7)

This inequality is violated up to 2
√

2+2(N−1) with the |GHZN 〉 states when Alice and Bob do, respectively, the
measurements {σZ ,σX} and {σX+σZ√

2
,−σX+σZ√

2
,σZ}, and all other players (i.e. the Charlies) measure following {σZ ,σX}.

Using the white-noise model of Eq. C1, we obtain a violation down to p> n
n−1+

√
2
, while using the dephasing-plus-

white-noise model of Eq. C2 results in a violation for the regime p> k+2N(1−k)
2
√
2−2(1+kN)+k+2N

.

For N=5, this implies noise robustness of p> 5
4+
√
2
≈0.923 for the white noise model, which correspond to minimal

fidelity requirements of f≈0.926. Considering the experimentally more realistic case of k=0.5, we obtain a noise robustness
of p> 5.5

3.5+2
√
2
≈0.869, which correspond to minimal fidelity requirements of f≈0.873. This fidelity bound is on the edge

of what can be achieved with current state-of-the-art multi-photon technologies [48, 49], which makes the observation of a
violation challenging. Moreover, this would require very low counting rates to keep preserve the high fidelity of the source.
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