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We show that some tripartite quantum correlations are inexplicable by any causal theory involving
bipartite nonclassical common causes and unlimited shared randomness. This constitutes a device-
independent proof that Nature’s nonlocality is fundamentally at least tripartite in every conceivable
physical theory — no matter how exotic. To formalize this claim we are compelled to substitute
Svetlichny’s historical definition of genuine tripartite nonlocality with a novel theory-agnostic definition
tied to the framework of Local Operations and Shared Randomness (LOSR). A companion article
[PRA. 104, 052207 (2021)] generalizes these concepts to any N ≥ 3 number of parties, providing
experimentally amenable device-independent inequality constraints along with quantum correlations
violating them, thereby certifying that Nature’s nonlocality must be boundlessly multipartite.

Introduction.— Nonlocality is one of the most common-
sense challenging, but nevertheless well-established, proper-
ties of quantum physics [1, 2]. Two or more parties measur-
ing a shared entangled quantum state can obtain correlated
outputs which resist explanation in terms of any local hid-
den variable model. Understanding of the concept of nonlo-
cality and of its manifestations has captivated the attention
of hundreds of researchers spanning decades, see Ref. [3]
and references therein. Seminal milestones include the de-
velopment of tasks inaccessible with only classical resources
such as the CHSH game [4], celebrated experimental demon-
strations [5–11], and the device-independent certification
of experimental apparatuses taken as black boxes [12–16].

The bipartite scenario is arguably the most studied.
However, scenarios with more that two parties exhibit cer-
tain valuable features which are qualitatively distinct from
those of the bipartite scenario. For instance, tripartite
quantum scenarios can demonstrate a stronger version of
Bell’s theorem [17]. More generally, the nonlocality of mul-
tipartite chains of bipartite Bell inequalities decays to zero
as the number of party increases (the gap between the lo-
cal and no-signalling bounds collapses), whereas genuinely
multipartite Bell inequalities allow for non-decaying wit-
nesses of nonlocality [18–20].

Any bipartite scenario can be artificially lifted to a tri-
partite scenario by adding an extra spectating party [21].
To exclude such uninteresting cases, it is critical to find
an appropriate criterion for whether a setup in a tripartite
scenario is genuine, i.e., exploits possibilities not present
in scenarios involving only two parties. One avenue to
highlight tripartiteness is to focus on entanglement — the
property of quantum states that enables nonlocal correla-
tions. This is the proposal of Ref. [22] which relates nonlo-
cality to the notion of tripartite entanglement formalized
in Ref. [23]. Such genuinely tripartite entanglement resists
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any explanation in terms of local operations applied to net-
works of bipartite quantum states.

This letter proposes instead a theory-agnostic avenue.
We consider any causal description of Nature — includ-
ing classical and quantum physics, and beyond — and ask
the following fundamental question: Could our physical
world be comprised of merely bipartite nonlocal causal con-
stituents? That is, does there exist any description of quan-
tum theory’s operational predictions, perhaps very exotic,
built upon bipartite nonclassical common causes? It is al-
ready well known that bipartite resources are not enough to
reproduce all tripartite phenomena. For instance, perfect
correlations between three parties cannot be obtained from
bipartite resources, even in a theory-agnostic analysis [24].
However, that result is predicated on the absence of shared
randomness, which is arguably not realistic. Shared clas-
sical randomness can be obtained by pre-agreement on a
common classical phenomenon to observe, or with preestab-
lished shared randomness stored in local memories. It is also
known that boxworld [25], an alternative theory for corre-
lations based on no-signalling boxes [26], cannot reproduce
all quantum correlations even when allowing for shared ran-
domness [27, 28]. This result is restricted to a precise alter-
native to classical and quantum mechanics, and may not en-
compass all possible causal theories of correlations [29, 30].

Accordingly, in this letter we focus on the
(non)simulability of certain tripartite correlations in se-
tups allowing for the local composition of any bipartite
resources with global access to common shared random-
ness. We adopt a theory-agnostic perspective that applies
to any causal theory [29, 30] compatible with device repli-
cation [31] — however exotic it might be. This includes
the classical theory and quantum theory as specific causal
theories, but also more generally any hypothetical Gener-
alized Probabilistic Theory (GPT) such as boxword [25].
Our approach is closely related to the concept of network
nonlocality which has been extensively studied in the past
decade [32–36].

It is natural to name genuinely tripartite nonlocal those
correlations which resist explanation in terms of arising
from bipartite resources and shared randomness. That
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FIG. 1. A tripartite distribution is genuinely tripartite nonlocal
according to our definition if it cannot be realized by the above
scenario, where the output of each player is determined by local
operations (such as joint measurements) on 1) their input, 2) the
3-way randomness, and 3) 2-way GPT resources.

denotation, however, conflicts with a historical term of art
due to Svetlichny [37]. We will explain why Svetlichny’s
definition is not suitable for causal analysis, leading us to
propose an alternative definition (see Definition 1), which
constitutes the main conceptual result of this letter.

Subsequently, we prove that |GHZ〉 :=(|000〉+|111〉)/
√

2
is a resource that can manifest correlations which are gen-
uinely tripartite nonlocal according to our novel definition.
This is the subject of Proposition 2, the main technical re-
sult of this letter. The formal characterization of such cor-
relations, along with our proof of the quantum realizability
of such correlations, together constitute a profound impli-
cation: The operational predictions of the quantum theory
preclude — in the strongest possible sense — any future
description of Nature built upon bipartite common causes,
regardless of how exotic or nonclassical they could be.

We conclude this letter by contrasting our no-go theo-
rem with previous works aiming to exclude physical theo-
ries limited to 2-way nonclassical common causes. We also
recognize the desideratum of certifying Nature’s genuine
multipartiteness without presupposing the operational va-
lidity of quantum theory, and accordingly discuss consider-
ations for the experimental verification of our results.

Although this letter focuses mainly on the tripartite
case for pedagogical simplicity, we note that all of our
introduced concepts and most of our results are valid in the
generalized multipartite case, beyond three parties. We
develop the N -partite case in an extended version of this
work [31], which includes extending the result regarding the
|GHZ〉 state to any number of partiesN (see Proposition 4)
as well as a result regarding the resourcefulness of the
|W〉 :=(|001〉+|010〉+|100〉)/

√
3 state (see Proposition 3).

These generalizations of our main results to any number
of parties imply that, for any fixed k, any theory based on
subjecting k-way multipartite resources to local operations
cannot reproduce the operational predictions of quantum
theory for N>k spacelike-separated parties.

A causally meaningful notion of genuine tripartite

nonlocality.— We seek to distinguish those correlations
which admit causal explanation in terms of bipartite non-
classical sources from correlations which resist any such
causal explanation. Furthermore, in order to claim that
Nature’s nonlocality is necessarily tripartite without a pri-
ori assuming the correctness of quantum causal explana-
tions, we must be careful to apply the label “genuinely tri-
partite” only to those correlations which resist bipartite
causal explanations in any physical theory.

One might ask if Svetlichny’s historically accepted defini-
tion of genuine tripartite nonlocality [37] is suitable for cap-
turing such causal distinction. But no, it is easily hacked:
the correlations obtained from CHSH violations in par-
allel between Alice and Bob as well as between Bob and
Charlie fulfill Svetlichny’s criterion for genuine tripartite
nonlocality [38]. Such correlations, however, are facially
achievable in quantum theory restricted to bipartite states.
What Svetlichny’s definition is suitable for is as device-
independent witness of genuine tripartite entanglement.
Note that the traditional definition of genuine tripartite
entanglement due to Seevinck and Uffink [39] is suscepti-
ble to precisely the same sort of hacking: A 4-qubit state
composed of a singlet shared between Alice and Bob as
well as a singlet shared between Bob and Charlie satisfies
Seevinck’s criterion for genuine tripartite entanglement,
despite factorizing into bipartite constituents.

The reasons why the historical definitions of tripartite-
ness for both nonlocality and entanglement are ill-suited
for causal analysis is because they were motivated by quan-
tifying resourcefulness relative to Local Operations and
Classical Communication (LOCC). When analysing Bell-
inequality violations, however, we presume that the parties
involved may be spacelike separated, which enforces the
No-Signalling condition. When classical communication is
forbidden, the only form of processing of nonclassical re-
sources that remains is via Local Operations and Shared
Randomness (LOSR) [22, 40, 41].

Therefore, it is critical to employ the LOSR resource-
theoretic framework instead of LOCC when quantifying
the nonclassicality of a common cause in a Bell experiment.
Ironically, Svetlichny’s [37] definition was specifically tai-
lored to the task of witnessing LOCC tripartite entangle-
ment, which is irreconcilably in tension with quantifying
nonlocality, as nonlocality is only meaningfully studied in
the LOSR paradigm.

A notion of genuine tripartiteness relative to LOSR en-
tanglement has been formulated in Refs. [22, 23]. Ref. [22]
seamlessly extends that notion to provide a definition of
genuine tripartite nonlocality based on the concept of a cor-
relation resisting explanation in terms of bipartite quan-
tum states acted upon by LOSR. Our main conceptual con-
tribution here is to provide an LOSR-motivated definition
for genuine tripartite nonlocality that is theory-agnostic,
in that it imagines that LOSR could be applied to any sort
of bipartite nonclassical resource, not just quantum entan-
glement.
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FIG. 2. The inflation technique consists of duplicating and rearranging players, sources, and input distributions. Here we inflate
the (non genuinely tripartite-nonlocal) triangle scenario of Figure 1 as to have the players play two parallel games (Bell and Same).
It leads to a contradiction with the statistics of measurements on |GHZ〉, and therefore to the conclusion that the |GHZ〉 quantum
state is a genuinely tripartite-nonlocal resource. The duplicated players constitute indistinguishable copies of the same abstract
process, hence Alice, on input X=0, could be playing either game (A1 and A2 must have the same behaviour). The only condition
on the random inputs is that they be independent from all of the sources. The figure represents a cut of a larger inflation of order 3,
consisting of a triangle and a hexagon.

We appeal to the GPT formalism to formally define local
operations on “any sort of bipartite nonclassical resource.”
In brief, we allow for any exotic physical theory that can ex-
tend (or restrict) the bipartite resource of quantum entan-
glement (including all nonsignalling nonlocal boxes such as
the PR box [42]), and that can extend (or restrict) the pro-
cess of combining subsystems via entangled joint quantum
measurement [34, 43]. Quantum theory itself is merely one
of an infinite spectrum of such hypothetical physical theo-
ries [25, 26, 29, 30, 44, 45].

Definition 1 (Genuine LOSR tripartite nonlocality). A
tripartite nonsignalling correlation P is said to be gen-
uinely LOSR tripartite nonlocal if and only if it can-
not be obtained by local operations over any 2-way GPT
resources along with 3-way shared randomness between all
parties. That is, P is said to be genuinely LOSR tripartite
nonlocal when it cannot be realized via the abstract causal
process depicted in Figure 1.

Equipped with this new definition, let us now provide ex-
amples of quantum tripartite resources which are genuinely
tripartite nonlocal. We also assume that every causal the-
ory allow for device replication, i.e. one can make indepen-
dent and identical copies of resources, to draw inferences
from the nonfanout-inflation technique [46] (see Ref. [31]
for an extended formal treatment of these ideas).

Genuinely tripartite nonlocal correlations exist in
Nature.— We now prove that |GHZ〉 := |000〉+|111〉/

√
2

generates quantum correlations which are genuinely LOSR
tripartite nonlocal. As in [27], the basic idea is to split the
problem into two intertwined games, respectively detect-
ing that some party’s measurement must depend on both

(1) some nonclassical resource, albeit possibly bipartite,
and (2) some tripartite resource, albeit possibly classical.
Performing well at both (1) and (2) would require depen-
dence on a genuinely LOSR tripartite nonclassical (entan-
gled) resource. More precisely, we introduce

(1) A bipartite nonlocal game (conditioned on the third’s
player output), which rewards nonclassical random-
ness.

This first task is the standard CHSH game between Alice
and Bob, with the particularity that it is scored only when
Charlie outputs C=1. The function to maximize is (the
observables take value in {−1,+1})

IC1=1
Bell :=〈A0B0〉C1=1+〈A0B1〉C1=1

+〈A1B0〉C1=1−〈A1B1〉C1=1. (1)

(2) A tripartite consistency game that rewards no-
randomness or tripartite randomness.

Here, the players are asked to output the same result
(which can take either of the two values±1), and are scored
according to the function

ISame :=〈A0B2〉+〈B2C0〉. (2)

Because A0 := AX=0 belongs to both games, on that
input Alice is oblivious as to which of the two games she
is partaking in. This prevents her from playing the two
games separately; rather, her strategy for X=0 must be
optimized in respect to both games simultaneously. The
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impossibility of Alice decoupling the two games leads to
our central argument:

“(1)+(2) rewards only genuinely tripartite nonlocality.”

More precisely, in the |GHZ〉 case, we combine IC1=1
Bell

and ISame into an inequality:

Proposition 2 (GHZ3). In the absence of any 3-way non-
classical cause, if 〈C1〉=0,

IC1=1
Bell +4ISame≤10. (3)

Measurements on the |GHZ〉 quantum state can violate the

above by reaching IC1=1
Bell + 4ISame = 2

√
2 + 8 > 10. The

maximal GPT violation reaches the algebraic maximum of
12.

For a better presentation, we focus on explaining why
reaching the algebraic maximum of 12 leads to a contra-
diction. The quantified proof of Ineq. (3) is done in [31],
where we also explain how to remove the 〈C1〉=0 assump-
tion (this assumption is experimentally problematic).

Proof of equation (3), main ideas. Let us assume by con-
tradiction the existence of three black-box devices that
satisfy the causal structure of the triangle scenario (Fig-
ure 1), but that can nevertheless reach the perfect scores

IC1=1
Bell =4 and ISame =2.
Inspired by inflation-technique ideas, we now imagine

an inflated scenario where the devices and resources are
duplicated and rearranged; see Figure 2. Note that the
same instance of the shared randomness λ can be infinitely
copied and hence be distributed to all parties, but that
the (2-way) GPT resources cannot; it is possible, however,
to have multiple independent instances of each of those
resources by device replication. In our scenario, some of
the 2-way resources are inputted only to a single player;
their second halves can be considered never measured.

First, on the left-hand side of the figure, the devices
take the Bell test and inherit exactly the behaviour of the
original devices (if we ignore the right-hand side of the
inflated scenario, the left-hand side is precisely the original
scenario).

An important property of Bell inequalities is that any
violation implies true randomness [15, 47]. In our case,
A1B1 reaches the maximal algebraic violation of CHSH,
which implies thatA1 (and alsoB1) is totally unpredictable.
Hence, in particular,

A1
X=0C

2
X=0 are perfectly uncorrelated. (4)

Second, on the right-hand side, the devices perform
the Same test. As we do not know the inner workings of
the black boxes, we cannot describe their whole tripartite
joint behaviour. However, note that A2B2 and B2C2 in-
herit the joint statistics of their respective original coun-
terparts, because they see the same environment. This
means that they achieve perfect correlations at the Same
test: A2

X=0 =B2
X=0 =C2

X=0. Finally, from the structure of

the graph, A1C2 and A2C2 also see the same environment
and share the same statistics, so

A1
X=0C

2
X=0 are perfectly correlated. (5)

The contradiction between (4) and (5) ends our demon-
stration. In [31] we explain how all the ingredients of this
proof can be made quantitative to obtain the trade-off de-
scribed by Eq. (3).

Proof of violation. The quantum violation is achieved us-
ing |GHZ〉: On inputs corresponding to the Same game
(XY Z=020), all players measure in the rectilinear basis.
On inputZ=1, Charlie measures his state in the Hadamard
basis and obtains marginal 〈C1〉=0; when he obtains C1=1
(corresponding to a measurement result |+〉C), the state
of Alice and Bob is steered towards the maximally entan-
gled state |φ+〉AB and they can play the Bell game using
the standard optimal strategy for CHSH.

Note that the maximal algebraic violation is achieved
by the nonsignalling distribution Ax:=(−1)r0⊕r1·x,
By:=(−1)r0⊕x·y, Cz:=(−1)rz , where r0 and r1 are uni-
formly random bits, and⊕ denotes addition modulo 2.

Generalization.— In [31], we show how these
ideas can be used to prove a similar result for the
|W〉 := |001〉+|010〉+|100〉/

√
3 state.

Proposition 3 (W). Appropriate measurements on the
|W〉 quantum state lead to genuinely LOSR-tripartite-
nonlocal correlations.

We also explain how to generalize our work to scenarios
with arbitrary number of parties, in which |GHZ〉 straight-
forwardly generalizes to an N -partite state |GHZN 〉. In-
deed, our definition 1 can be generalized to the multipar-
tite case [31], introducing the concept of genuine LOSR
multipartite nonlocality for which we have:

Proposition 4 (GHZN ). For any N , genuinely LOSR N -
multipartite nonlocal correlations can be obtained through
appropriate measurements on the quantum state |GHZN 〉.

Discussion.— We have proven that the correlations
of |GHZ〉 can only be obtained using genuinely LOSR-
tripartite-nonlocal resources. Our work implies, under the
(reasonable) hypothesis that quantum mechanics’ predic-
tions for local measurements over |GHZ〉 are exact, that Na-
ture cannot be merely bipartite. In [31], our generalization
implies that it cannot even be N -partite for any fixed N .

In our introduction, we intentionally kept the concept
of combining any exotic GPT bipartite resources, together
with tripartite shared randomness, vague. Let us now
clarify it, based on the nonfanout-inflation technique [46,
Sec. 5.4], which is used in our proof (see also other related
frameworks [24, 29, 30, 48–51]). It relies on two postulates.
First, we admit the possibility of device replication: Any
device distributing local resources, or locally operating
resources, can be duplicated in independent copies, and
one can reorder these replicated devices to form a new
setup. Second, we admit causality. It implies that any two
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identical subsets of the initial or new setups must have the
same behaviour (more than a consequence of causality, this
can be seen as an operational definition of what is causality).
Moreover, for any fixed value of the shared randomness,
any marginal correlation of two disjoint subsets of a setup
must factorize. With inflation, these two postulates provide
the definition of theory-agnostic correlations in networks,
which are all correlations P which do not lead, in any
inflated scenario, to any contradiction. See Ref. [31] for
the formalized definition.

Let us conclude this letter with experimental considera-
tions. In [31], we relax our experimentally unrealistic con-
straint 〈C1〉=0 for inequality (3) to a generalized inequal-
ity valid for all C1. Moreover, remark that for a mixture
of the |GHZ3〉 state with white noise, of fidelity f , our in-
equality is violated for f & 93%. In [31], we propose an
algorithm based on inflation able to witnesses infeasibility
down to f&85%. This shows that an experimental proof
that Nature is not merely bipartite is accessible to current
technologies [52]. The experimental feasibility for larger

N values is an open question [53, 54].
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