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Unmasking the Polygamous Nature of Quantum Nonlocality
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Quantum mechanics imposes limits on the statistics of certain observables. Perhaps the most
famous example is the uncertainty principle. Similar trade-offs also exist for the simultaneous
violation of multiple Bell inequalities. In the simplest case of three observers, it has been shown
that violating one Bell inequality precludes the violation of any other inequality, a property called
monogamy of Bell violations. Forms of Bell monogamy have been linked to the no-signalling principle
and the inability of simultaneous violations of all inequalities is regarded as their fundamental
property. Here we show that the Bell monogamy does not hold universally and that in fact the
only monogamous situation exists only for three observers. Consequently, the nature of quantum
nonlocality is truly polygamous. We present a systematic methodology for identifying quantum
states and tight Bell inequalities that do not obey the monogamy principle for any number of
more than three observers. The identified polygamous inequalities are experimentally violated by
the measurement of Bell-type correlations using six-photon Dicke states and may be exploited for
quantum cryptography as well as simultaneous self-testing of multiple nodes in a quantum network.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum nonlocality is one of the most intriguing fea-
tures of quantum theory. Starting from its beginnings
and the famous EPR argument [I], through the first
works of John Bell [2] to various experiments [3H12], it
reveals the impossibility of a local-realistic description
of quantum phenomena. Violation of a Bell inequality
serves now not only as fundamental test for the state-
ments about the nature of reality but also finds applica-
tions in many areas of modern quantum technologies [13-
19]. One crucial concept in the study of quantum nonlo-
cality is the monogamy principle, which states that it is
impossible to simultaneously violate all k-partite (k < N)
two-setting Bell inequalities among N different parties.
After the early findings by Scarani and Gisin [20], and
later by Toner and Verstraete [2I] (see also [22,[23]), it be-
came a fundamental result in the field and the subject of
many extensive studies [24H38]. However, as shown here,
the monogamy principle is not fundamental. Rather, it
is a mere consequence of the specific mathematical struc-
ture of certain inequalities, which are not universal. To
support our claim, we develop a systematic method to
construct Bell inequalities among N —1 observers that do
not adhere to the monogamy principle for all N > 3. Fur-
thermore, we provide an interesting minimalistic polyg-
amous scenario based only on bipartite correlations be-
tween all pairs of observers. We show that the simultane-
ous violation of all inequalities is possible if the number
of parties is N = 18. Recognising the practical challenges
associated with generating high-fidelity quantum states
in experimental setups, we could still identify inequali-
ties that are violated experimentally by noisy six-qubit

Dicke states. The polygamous nature of quantum nonlo-
cality is therefore proven theoretically and confirmed in
experiments.

II. THREE PARTIES AND STRICT
MONOGAMY

We begin by recalling the standard results on Bell
monogamy between three observers. Consider a sce-
nario in which party A tries to simultaneously violate
the CHSH inequalities [39] with parties B and C using a
three-qubit quantum state. We denote the value of the
CHSH-Bell parameters by Bap and Bac, respectively.
Quantum mechanics predicts that these parameters obey
the relation [20] 21]

Bip+Bio <8. (1)

Note that if one of the inequalities is violated, e.g. Bap >
2, then the other one cannot be violated, Bac < 2. This
is the statement of monogamy of Bell inequality viola-
tions. In the considered scenario, this relation is tight, in
the sense that all the values of B4g and B¢ that reach
the bound are realised by quantum theory [21], 29]. To
see this, consider a pure state given as

1 .
) = ﬁ(cosﬁ\llm +sin@|101) + |011)), (2)

with 6 € [0,7/2] and the following measurement settings
described by the local Bloch vectors
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Using them, one can evaluate the corresponding two-
party Bell parameters as

Bap = Ei10+ Ei90 + Fa10 — Faso = 2V/2sin ),
Bac = Eio1 + Eio2 + Ea01 — Fag2 = 2v2cos ),

where Ey;,, stands for the correlation function (average
of the product of local results) and index 0 indicates the
party whose measurement outcomes are not included to
compute the correlations. This clearly realises all the
values in that saturate the bound and gives rise to
the circle depicted in Fig|ll The whole circumference is
obtained without any permutation of observers and mea-
surement outcomes. However, this is the only scenario
where none of the involved inequalities can be violated
(see [33] for the case of three inequalities).
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FIG. 1. Visual representation of monogamy between CHSH
inequality violations for three parties. a) Schematic of the
arrangement where three observers (A, B, C) try to violate
two inequalities (red and orange edges). b) Accessible values
of Bell parameters Bap and Bac for parties AB and AC. Ac-
cording to local realistic models, the bound on each inequal-
ity is given by 2 and hence its predictions are confined to the
square with a side length of 4. From , quantum predictions
lie within a circle of a radius 2v/2. The angle 6 in for which
both inequalities are simultaneously maximised has been ex-
plicitly denoted. The principle of monogamy is clearly sat-
isfied since such a state saturates both local realistic bounds
and any attempt to violate one of the CHSH inequalities leads
to classically achievable correlations on the other one.

III. FOUR AND MORE PARTIES AND
POLYGAMY

To demonstrate the polygamous nature of Bell nonlo-
cality, we generalise the Toner-Verstraete scenario [21] to
the case of N observers where each of them can perform
measurements of two dichotomic observables A{”, A}
(i =1,...,N). Then, we analyze the simultaneous vi-
olation of Bell inequalities between N — 1 observers in
all possible N configurations (see Fig. . Later, we pro-
vide an inequality where each of the Bell tests includes
measurements between pairs of observers only. Following
these results, we present an inequality for N = 6 qubits

FIG. 2. Exemplary configurations showing Bell polygamy.
Each colour corresponds to a different choice of N — 1 ob-
servers taking part in the Bell test. Panels a) and b) picture
the possible configurations of all three and four-qubit inequal-
ities, respectively. According to our findings, in all such con-
figurations with NV > 3 one can simultaneously violate all N
suitably designed Bell inequalities, each involving k = N — 1
observers.

and demonstrate that using an experimentally observed
six-photon Dicke-state one indeed can violate such an in-
equality for all six five-party subsystems simultaneously.

A. Polygamy of Mermin inequalities

One strategy to find Bell inequalities that do not sat-
isfy the monogamy principle is by imposing permutation
symmetry. Let N observers share an N-qubit quantum
state that is permutationally invariant, and they per-
form measurements of the same observables on it, i.e.,
Agl) = A;l)(j =1,2;¢ = 2,...,N). In such a situation,
if we find a Bell inequality that is violated by the re-
duced state, it immediately implies that all inequalities
under consideration are violated. This does not neces-
sarily exclude correlation trade-offs, but it clearly rules
out monogamy.

Let us now use this framework to show that the viola-
tion of multi-particle Mermin inequalities is polygamous.
To demonstrate this, we consider a general permutation-
symmetric pure N-qubit state shared by all N observers

N
|w>:Zde|D?\/>v (4)
e=0

where |D%;) is the N-qubit Dicke state with e excitations
and YN |d.|? = 1. Now, we let each of the N observers
simultaneously measure a Mermin parameter My _1 [40]
involving N — 1 parties. Correspondingly, there are N
such parameters. For simplicity, we perform further cal-
culations for observers labelled as 1,2, ...., N — 1 only. As
argued before, due to the problem’s symmetry, results
for the other configurations will be equal as well. The



Mermin operator can be written as [41]:

My_, = 2<N*2V2(|GHZ+)N_1<GHZ+\ (5)

~ |GHZ )y (GHZ)),

where |GHZi>N,1 = %(m s O>N71i|1 s 1>N71)- For
all local realistic models, the expectation value satis-
fies My_1 = (My_1) < 1. Rewriting in terms
of the Dicke states (|0..0)y—1 = |D%_,), [1..1)n—1 =
[DNZ1)), we get

My-y = 2V=22(DR (DY (6)
+ [DRZO(DRD)-
In order to calculate the expectation value of the Mermin

operator, it is convenient to express the state in the
following way

) = do| DX _1)[0) (7)

N -1
\/>|D >|1>+d1\/T|D]1V71>|0>
dN 1 N 1 N-2y
\/>|DN 1|0 +dN 1 |DN1|1

dn|DNZDIL),

+ + + +

where we omitted the terms that do not contribute to
the expectation value. Finally, we obtain

My = (W[My_1 @ 1|¢) (8)
9(N=2)/2+1

= T(dOdN—l +didy).

This value is maximal if dy = dy_1 =0 and dy = dy =
1/4/2 or vice versa. Both solutions are locally unitarily
equivalent, thus, we choose only the one stated explicitly
above. The corresponding state is given as

max) = %(IDM +1.1)). (9)

It leads to the violation of the Mermin inequality equal
to

L oN=2)2
N-1 = N (10)

Note that for N = 3 and N = 4 our result is consistent
with [2I] and [29], and we do not observe simultaneous
violation of the Mermin inequalities. However, already
from N = 5 onwards such a violation is possible and it
increases exponentially with the number of qubits. Re-
markably, in the limit of many particles, not only is there
no monogamy of violations, but in fact every inequality
is violated maximally.

B. Polygamy for four parties

As shown in the previous subsection, it is not possible
to violate all four three-qubit Mermin inequalities for ob-
servers (ABC, ABD, ACD, BCD) 1n a four-party system
(A,B,C,D), where for eimphcity = A, A® = B, etc.
However, it is possible to find another set of two-setting
Bell inequalities that have this feature.

Using an original method based on linear program-
ming (see Appendix we found a three-qubit inequality
(Iapc) < 6, where

Tapc = 2sym[A;] —sym[A; B1] — sym[A;Bs] (11)
+ Sym[AQBQ] + 2A13101 + bym[AgBlcl]
QSym[AngCl] - AQBQCQ.

We use here a compact notation for symmetrising over
different observers

Sym[AkBlcmiz Z AkBlCma (12)
7(k,l,m)

where the sum is over all permutations of (k,I,m), de-
noted as w(k,l,m), assuming Ag = By = Cp = 1, e.g.,
sym[A1B1] = A1B; + A;Cy + B1C; being the permu-
tations of k = 1,1 = 1,m = 0. Analogous expressions
can be formulated for I4gp, Iacp, Ipcp inequalities. It
can be directly verified that all of them are simultane-
ously violated by the four-qubit state of the form |¢) =
cosf|D}) + sinf|1111). Note that this state lies in the
same subspace as [¢max) in (9). The maximal violation of
6.154 > 6 is observed for 6§ = 0.144, and observables lying
in the zz plane, A; = B; = C; = D; = cos ¢;0, +sin ¢;0,
with ¢1 = 2.739,¢o = 0.847. It is worth noting that
these inequalities can also be simultaneously violated
(6.064 > 6) by the Dicke |D}) state (6 = 0) if the angles
were chosen as ¢1 = 2.640, @2 = 0.986. We emphasise the
relative simplicity, as every observer measures the same
set of two observables. The above example shows that,
already for a system of four particles, one can define in-
equalities involving three observers such that all of them
are simultaneously violated.

C. Polygamy with two-body correlators

The violation of monogamy is by no means limited to
the case of higher-order correlations. Here we focus on a
minimalist scenario based on the measurements between
each pair of observers. Again, we approach this problem
through the linear programming technique described in
Appendix [A] As a result, the (N — 1)-partite two-body
Bell inequality was found to be (Iy_1) > 0. The corre-
sponding Bell operator is given as

In-1 = L+ a(sym[A;] +sym[Ay]) (13)
+ sym[A; Bq] + 4 sym[A; Bs] 4+ sym[As Bs],



where L and « are defined by L = 3((N — 4)2 + N — 2)
and o = —3(N — 4), respectively. Note that Eq.
fits into the permutationally invariant form of the two-
body Bell expressions introduced in [42]. However, I _;
differs from the two classes of Bell parameters defined in
that paper.

Notably, it is easy to verify the validity of the lo-
cal realistic bound of zero for up to large N (e.g.
up to 10%). To do this, first note that we can restrict
the parties to use deterministic strategies. For a given
classical deterministic strategy, let a4y, a4—, a_4, and
a__ denote the number of parties whose classical expec-
tation values <A§;)> (for k = 1,2) are {1,1}, {1,—1},
{-1,1}, and {—1,—1}, respectively. By definition, we
have ay4 +ay_ +a_4 +a__ = N. Due to the symme-
try of , every classical deterministic strategy can be
mapped to the four-tuple (ay4,a4—,a_4,a__). In this
way, we reduce the 2V-dimensional correlation space to
the dimension of 3, and the number of classical determin-
istic strategies is reduced from 22V to 2(N2+1), which is
a significant reduction in the complexity of the problem
(for more details, see Tura et al. [42]).

To determine the violation of one has to minimize
the Bell expression in for the N — 1-partite reduced
state of some N-partite symmetric state, e.g., |D]1V>, us-
ing observables in the xz plane,

Ay, = cos pro, + sin g0, (14)

where we assume that all observers measure the same
pair of observables, i.e. 4;"” = Ay for all i.

Since Iny_1 in is permutationally invariant, D}V>
is symmetric, and A,(;) = Ay, this greatly simplifies the
problem of computing the quantum violation. In fact,
we only need to consider the following two-qubit reduced
Bell operator

Ina, = Lly+a(N-1) (4 @1+ 4, 01,)  (15)

N-1
< 5 )(A1®A1+4A1®A2+A2®A2),

along with the reduced two-qubit state of ‘Dzlv>:

2= o) wl+ (1= 3 ) lo0p00l, (16)

where [io1) = (1/v2)([01) +[10)).

Now, by substituting N = 18 and plugging in the ob-
servables defined by the angles

¢1 = m— arcsin(21/22), (17)
¢2 = arcsin(21/22).
we obtain
4
<IA1A2>P2 = "o (18)
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Therefore, the two-body Bell inequality is clearly vi-
olated. This implies that the 18-qubit state ’D%8> can si-
multaneously violate all 17-qubit two-body Bell inequal-
ities and thus the monogamy principle does not hold.
Note that here any exchange of information happens only
between the pairs of observers.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL DEMONSTRATION OF
BELL POLYGAMY

Although the polygamous character of Bell inequality
violations is already present in four-qubit systems, an
experimental demonstration of such phenomena would
require an experiment with very low experimental er-
rors. The critical visibility, i.e. the minimal admix-
ture of entangled three-qubit state to the white noise
equals 6/6.154 = 0.975. For this reason, we construct
five-party inequalities for N = 6 observers with far less
demanding visibility requirement and demonstrate in an
optical experiment that they are violated in all six five-
party subsystems. Again, by the linear programming
method used before we arrive at the five-qubit inequality
(Iapcpr) < 6 with

Iapepre = — sym[A;Bi]| — sym[A2Bs] (19)
+ sym[AlBlClDﬂ + sym[AlBlClDQ]
— Sym[AlBQOQDQ} + Sym[AQBQOQDQ].

It is worth noting that although these inequalities are
defined for five qubits (they constitute the facet of a five-
party Bell-Pitovsky polytope), they do not involve five-
qubit correlations. Interestingly, the reduced five-qubit
state of the Dicke state | D?):

pre = Trp (D) aBcper (D) (20)
= 5 (1ID%anepe(DIl + D3 ancos(D3))

does not contain any five-qubit correlations [43] [44]. It
can be verified that the inequality Iagpcpg, as well as
all of the other inequalities obtained by exchanging the
indices, are theoretically violated by the state with a
value of 7.8215 > 6 for the settings A; = B; = C; = D; =
Ei = Fz = COS d)iam + sin (ﬁiO'Z, with ¢1 = 126042,¢2 =
2.77953. The maximal possible violation of by any
six-qubit state is comparable with the violation for the
Dicke state and is equal to 7.8771. The critical visibility
required to observe the violation of inequality with
the state ppc in Eq. is 76.71%.

We experimentally demonstrate the existence of polyg-
amous Bell-type correlations using five-party subsystems
of a six-qubit Dicke state |D3) prepared with polari-
sation entangled photons. For this purpose, we use a
pulsed laser (A = 390nm) in an enhancement cavity to
exploit the third order of spontaneous parametric down-
conversion (SPDC) in a BBO crystal. By postselecting
on six-fold detection events of this collinear type-II SPDC



experiment
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The average violation of inequalities plotted as a function of measurement angles ¢1 and ¢2. Panel a) shows

the theoretical predictions arising from calculating the violation of inequalities using ideal state pnc in Eq. . Due to the
symmetry of the six-qubit Dicke state, the average violation is equivalent to the violation obtained by any set of five parties.
The average violation of all inequalities based on the experimental data is presented in panel b). Despite the apparent symmetry,
due to the imperfections and statistics, not all inequalities are simultaneously violated in the coloured region. It is the area
inside the bold line in panel ¢) where all six inequalities are violated simultaneously.

TABLE 1. Experimental polygamy of nonlocality. Simul-
taneous violation of all six five-party Bell inequalities ,
with the local realistic bound of 6, where each observer mea-
sures the same settings in the xz plane parameterised by
¢1 = 1.29244 and ¢o = 2.79605. All inequalities are vio-
lated by at least one standard deviation.

Partition | ABCDE ABCDF ABCEF ABDEF ACDEF BCDEF
6.315 6.204 6.479 6.307 6.146 6.128
0.133 0.131 0.137 0.137 0.125 0.128

Violation
Std. dev.

process, we obtain the desired polarization-encoded six-
qubit Dicke state with three excitations. Due to the
stochastic nature of SPDC the observed events are con-
taminated by even higher order emissions resulting in a
mixture of |D§) with states of 6 photons traced from
| Dg)-

A detailed description of the experimental setup can be
found in Refs. 45, [46]. To obtain the density matrices
of five-qubit marginals of this state, we evaluate five-fold
coincidence events for all subsets of five observers. This
provides better measurement statistics compared with
tracing out one qubit. All matrices were obtained us-
ing permutation-invariant tomography [47]. Due to the
different number of detection events and different effi-
ciencies of individual detectors, the five-qubit reduced
states are not identical but show small variations. The
average fidelity (averaged over different five-party subsys-
tems) to the ideal p,. state in Eq. is measured to be
91.2%+0.6 % (between 90.4 %+0.2 % and 91.9 %+0.2%).

The five-qubit experimental states also show 4.9 %+0.6 %
average fidelity (between 4.6 % +0.2% and 5.1 % +0.2 %)
to an even mixture of | D}) and | D3) states, originating in
the higher-order SPDC emissions. This noise contributes
negative values of the Bell parameter in reducing
the violations. Still, all six five-party Bell inequalities
are simultaneously violated (see Table [[) by at least one
standard deviation using the same settings parameterised
by ¢1 = 1.29244, ¢ = 2.79605. The observed average
violation is 37.5787/6 > 6.

Figure [3|shows how the violation depends on the choice
of measurement settings (the same for every observer)
both for the theoretical prediction as well as for the ex-
perimentally prepared and measured state. A small, yet
clearly visible, region of settings shows where the simul-
taneous violation of all inequalities is indeed possible.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We showed that quantum nonlocality can be shared
among arbitrarily many particles if the number of ob-
servers is N > 3. Using an original linear programming
method we found several interesting inequalities that do
not satisfy the monogamy principle. These include polyg-
amous inequalities for N = 4, inequalities based on two-
body correlators for N = 18 and experimentally verified
inequalities for NV = 6, where all six five-party subsets of
observers violated the Bell inequality simultaneously.

Our findings demonstrate that contrary to current be-
lief, Bell inequality violation is an inherently polygamous



phenomenon. In fact, only the scenario with three par-
ticles obeys strict monogamy relations. For more ob-
servers, any trade-offs between the values of Bell param-
eters result from a specific mathematical formulation of
a given inequality. Among others, this conclusion has
a potentially significant impact on the monogamy-based
quantum security protocols and self-testing. If the possi-
ble three (or more) party communication scheme’s safety
relied on the Bell monogamy, then it becomes inequality-
dependent since there always exists an inequality that
can be violated without influencing the other subsystems.
On the other hand, self-testing methods using the vio-
lation of Bell inequalities for certification could be em-
ployed for large networks and validate them for multiple
stations at the same time.
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Appendix A: Linear programming method for
constructing Bell inequalities that reveal polygamy

We give a brief description of our method, which is
based on linear programming. We illustrate it with per-
mutationally invariant (PI) Bell inequalities with two di-
chotomic settings per party, and we focus here on three-
party inequalities. However, this method can be easily
generalized to arbitrary Bell inequalities (with any num-
ber of settings, parties, and outcomes).

We choose a PI four-qubit pure state py = [¢)) (1. Let
us denote its three-qubit reduced density matrix by ps.
We focus on measurements in the zz plane of the Bloch

sphere,

Ap = cos ¢po, + sin g0, (A1)
for k = 1,2. It is also assumed that all three parties
perform the same two measurements, that is, Ay = By =
C}. Let us define Ag = By = Cy = 1. Then we can write
a generic two-setting PI Bell operator for three parties as
follows:

Iapc = Z

0<k<I<m<2
where as before sym|[X] means the symmetrization of the
expression X, and ay ., are the Bell coefficients. We
identify —ov,0,0 = L with the local bound, and then the
Bell inequality is given by (Iapc) < 0.

Our goal is to find the Bell coefficients ag ., of the
Bell inequality that give rise to the largest quantum per
local bound Q/L, where the symmetrized quantum ex-
pectation values

Qg 1,m SYym[A BiCp,], (A2)

Eq(k,1,m) = Tr (ps sym[Ay, ® B ® Cpy)) (A3)
are completely determined by the state p3 and the ob-
servables Ay, Br and Cf (k = 1,2). On the other hand,
a local deterministic strategy A is given by a particular
choice of Ay = £1, By = £1 and C;, = +1, i = 1,2
(and Ag = By = Cy = 1). We compute the symmetrized
products

E\(k,l,m) = sym[A;B,Cp,] (A4)
for 0 < k <1< m <2, which amount to 10 components.
There are 64 different \ strategies, however, due to the
symmetry in only 86 = 20 give distinct values in
the set of polynomials (A4)).

Without loss of generality, we set appo0 = —L = —1
and solve the following linear programming task to obtain
the maximum quantum per local ratio (Q/L) = ¢+ 1
along with the Bell coefficients a ;m:

q= maximize Z ak,l,mEQ(ka lv m)v (A5)
0<k<I<m<2
such that
Z ak,l,'rrLE)\(kvla m) < 07 \V//\a (A6)

0<k<I<m<2

where maximization takes place over oy m, 0 <k <1 <
m < 2 with the exception of agg,0 = —1.

A solution ¢ > 0 in the above optimization problem
gives a PI Bell inequality with coefficients ay ., Which
can be violated with the reduced three-qubit state p3 and
observables specified by the angles ¢1 and ¢s.
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