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Quantum networks connect and supply a large number of nodes with multi-party quantum re-
sources for secure communication, networked quantum computing and distributed sensing. As these
networks grow in size, certification tools will be required to answer questions regarding their prop-
erties. In this work we demonstrate a general method to guarantee that certain correlations cannot
be generated in a given quantum network. We apply quantum inflation methods to data obtained in
quantum group encryption experiments, guaranteeing the impossibility of producing the observed
results in networks with fewer optical elements. Our results pave the way for scalable methods of
obtaining device-independent guarantees on the network structure underlying multipartite quantum
protocols.

As quantum information processing matures, there is
an increased demand for certifying hardware devices or
the underlying quantum resource with minimal assump-
tions. It is now possible to guarantee quantum phenom-
ena from just statistics corresponding to few, unchar-
acterized measurements, using the device-independent
framework [1, 2]. Despite the amount of information
from the system being minimal, the device-independent
formalism allows, in certain situations, not just to guar-
antee that the device under scrutiny is quantum but to
certify the quantum state and measurements that are be-
ing performed on it [3], and properties such as nonlocality
[2], entanglement [4, 5], randomness [6], the dimension
of the underlying quantum state [7], quantum measure-
ments [8, 9], or superpositions of causal orders [10].

The focus of device-independent quantum certification
has been moving towards complex networks that fea-
ture several independent quantum systems being dis-
tributed to multiple parties [11]. In analogy with
the device-independent certification methods in bipartite
scenarios—which follow the spirit of Bell’s theorem [12]—
many Bell-like inequalities have been developed that are
satisfied by all correlations that can be generated in spe-
cific networks when the sources distribute classical sys-
tems [13–22], and some of them have been found not to
be satisfied in experiments [23–27]. Moreover, the device-
independent analysis of the limits of quantum mechanics
in networks has led to the demonstration of the necessity
of complex numbers in order to account for all quantum
correlations observed in nature [28, 29].

In this work, we take an orthogonal approach to cer-
tification in quantum networks. Typically, one assumes
that the network structure underlying the setup under
study is fixed, and non-compliance with the correspond-
ing constraints signal the use of supra-classical [13, 30, 31]
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or supraquantum [32] resources. In contrast, we focus on
providing guarantees on the network structure underly-
ing some observations. As quantum networks become
commonplace and more complex, it is vital to develop
efficient and scalable tools that allow users to guarantee
their integrity, including the network structure itself, in
order to correctly perform quantum protocols on them,
safe from eavesdrops.
In order to provide such certifications on the struc-

ture of quantum networks, we assume that quantum me-
chanics accurately describes natural phenomena and thus
there are no supraquantum resources in nature. In this
case, observing a behavior beyond the limits of what
is allowed by quantum mechanics in a given network is
a demonstration that the actual network that is imple-
mented is a different one. In this sense, the goal of our
work aligns with that of Refs. [33–36], having the addi-
tional hypothesis that quantum mechanics accurately de-
scribes nature. The recent work [37] addresses this prob-
lem under the additional assumptions that the sources
distribute states (close to) Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
states and each party receives just one qubit. In con-
trast, the approach we describe below only assumes the
validity of quantum mechanics and the independence of
the sources of quantum systems in the network.
Our approach consists of, given some observa-

tions coming from an uncharacterized realization (e.g.,
columns (i-ii) in Fig. 1) proposing candidate network
structures for their realization (e.g., column (iii) in
Fig. 1), and test whether the candidate structure can
generate the observations. We illustrate this approach
by analyzing data from the experimental implementa-
tion of six-photon experiments [38, 39] used in quan-
tum conference key agreement (QCKA) protocols [40–
45]. We do so for two reasons: First, quantum cryptogra-
phy is an important application where, if security proofs
assume a specific network structure, guaranteeing this
structure experimentally becomes crucial to discard po-
tential eavesdrops [46]. Second, device-independent certi-
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FIG. 1. Testing the network structure in uncharacterized realizations of quantum networks. (a) A prototype quantum network:
the golden, tall buildings represent factories of quantum states, which are distributed either to end-users (gray, small buildings)
or “data centers” (blue, medium buildings) that are allowed to perform arbitrary joint transformations on all the systems
received). Our goal is to test the network structure just from observational data in the gray nodes. We illustrate the method
in two networks: The process for the red shaded network is elaborated in row (b) and detailed in the main text, while the
network in the blue region is discussed in row (c) and in Appendix E. Column (i) depicts specific realizations implemented in
the corresponding networks, using circuit notation (i.e., with all the sources, gates and measurements). Column (ii) depicts the
causal diagrams corresponding to the networks, where the sources Si send systems to interact with each other in the nodes Fi,
and subsequently are distributed to the parties Ai which measure them. Column (iii) depicts network structures (with states
and measurements, but no operations) that will be used to attempt to reproduce the correlations generated in the structures
in column (ii). Our procedure consists in finding the most general network (column (iii)) with as many sources and parties
as the realization (columns (i)-(ii)), characterizing the observations that can be produced in it, and demonstrating that the
measurement statistics produced in the experiment do not belong to this set.

fication in QCKA protocols is achieved by contrasting the
observed statistics against multipartite global local hid-
den variable models [47, 48]. However, if the protocol is
implemented in a given network, contrasting against the
corresponding network models has advantages in terms
of the requirements for certification (see, e.g., [19, 49]) in
addition to those discussed above. Using readily avail-
able tools [50, 51], we will produce quantum Bell-like in-
equalities for particular hypotheses on the network struc-
ture underlying the experimental implementations and
observe their violation by the empirical statistics.

NECESSARY CONSTRAINTS ON QUANTUM
NETWORK CORRELATIONS

Characterizing the correlations that are generated in
network scenarios is a notably hard problem. For some
networks, there exist simple necessary conditions for cor-
relations to be compatible: when two parties share no
causal history, their joint distribution factorizes. This is
the case, for instance, of parties A1 and A6 in Figs. 1(a-
ii) and (a-iii), or between the extremal parties in the
entanglement-swapping network [13]. However, there ex-
ist networks where no such factorizations appear. The
simplest example is the triangle network, obtained from
the entanglement-swapping network by adding a new
source connecting the extremal parties. This network,
being the simplest one where explicit factorizations fail

to characterize it, has been subject to intense study
[15, 32, 52–55].
In these cases without explicit factorizations, one can

derive necessary conditions for correlations compatible
with a network by means of inflation [50, 56]. Briefly,
inflation allows to derive compatibility constraints by
imagining that multiple copies of the sources distributing
physical systems and of the measurement devices held by
the parties are available, and analyzing the correlations
that are obtained when connecting these copies. The
network structure is reflected in symmetries in the cor-
relations on the new, inflated networks, which are much
simpler to enforce and analyze (see the Appendix B). In-
deed, many of such constraints are now present in the
literature, mostly in the form of Bell-like inequalities
[15, 52, 55]. The inequalities provided by inflation meth-
ods are polynomial, i.e. of the form∑

n

∑
a⃗1...⃗an
x⃗1...x⃗n

ca⃗1,...,⃗an,x⃗1,...,x⃗n
p(⃗a1|x⃗1) · · · p(⃗an|x⃗n) ≥ 0, (1)

where a⃗ is the vector of outputs obtained by all parties,
and x⃗ is the vector of corresponding inputs. Finding for
some p(⃗a|x⃗) that the left-hand side evaluates to a neg-
ative quantity is a guarantee that p(⃗a|x⃗) does not ad-
mit the quantum inflation used to produce the inequal-
ity. Importantly, admitting an inflation of a network is
a relaxation of admitting a realization in said network.
Therefore, detecting that some correlations do not admit
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an inflation of a network is a proof that they cannot be
produced in the original network.

As an illustration of the method we propose, let us con-
sider the experimental realization that is used to produce
six-partite Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states in
[39], illustrated in Fig. 1(b). There, six-photon multi-
partite entangled states are created and distributed to
six parties, A1, . . . , A6. Three entangled photon-pair
sources [57] generate Bell pairs, subsequently two fusion
gates are used to obtain the final six-photon GHZ state.
After the measurements, the outcome statistics follow the
corresponding Born’s rule, namely

p(a1, . . . , a6)

= Tr
[
U23 ⊗ U45

(
ϕ+12 ⊗ ϕ+34 ⊗ ϕ+56

)
U†
23 ⊗ U†

45

(Πa1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Πa6)] ,

(2)

where ϕ+ = 1
2 (|00⟩ + |11⟩)(⟨00| + ⟨11|) is the maxi-

mally entangled state, Uij is the unitary implementing
the fusion gate between photons i and j, and Πai

are
the projectors describing the measurement operator of
party Ai. One can consider distributions with inputs,
p(a1, . . . , a6|x1, . . . , x6) by using different projectors Πxi

ai

for each measurement. For more details on the six-
photon state generation, we refer to Appendix A and
the original reference [39].

The first step in the procedure is finding a network
(i.e., a bipartite graph representation that only contains
sources and parties [11]) that closely resembles the struc-
ture of the experiment. This network will have as many
sources and outcomes as the experimental realization.
Each of the sources will distribute systems to all the par-
ties which, in the experiment, have a causal connection
to it. For the setup of Fig. 1(b) this means that the
leftmost (resp. rightmost) source will distribute systems
to the three leftmost (resp. rightmost) parties, and the
central source will distribute systems to the four central
parties, leading to the network in Fig. 1(b-iii). Distribu-
tions that are generated in this network take the form

p(a1, . . . , a6)

= Tr [(ρ123 ⊗ ρ2345 ⊗ ρ456) · (Πa1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Πa6)] .
(3)

In order to discern whether the quantum correlations
generated in the structure in Figs. 1(b-i), (b-ii) via Eq. (2)
can be reproduced in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii) via
Eq. (3) we will use quantum inflation [50]. This implies,
in particular, that we impose no restriction on the di-
mension of the systems distributed by the sources nor
in the measurements that the parties perform on all the
shares of their respective systems. We thus allow to cre-
ate strong correlations between the systems in the net-
work in Fig. 1(b-iii). Yet, we will show that these are not
strong enough to reproduce the multi-photon correlations
observed in Fig. 1(b-i).

In the remainder of the manuscript we focus on ana-
lyzing conditions that correlations that can be generated

in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii) and how the experimental
data produced in Fig. 1(b-i) (found in Ref. [39]) does not
meet them, showcasing the importance of the fusion gates
in the realization. We must stress that our approach is
fully general, not restricted to the setup in Fig. 1(b-i).
In order to illustrate the generality of the approach, in
Appendix E we perform an analogous analysis for the
experiment carried out in Ref. [38], depicted in Fig. 1(c).

WITNESSES OF NETWORK INCOMPATIBILITY

When using quantum inflation, witnesses of incompat-
ibility can be obtained in a direct manner, exploiting
the fact that the compatibility of a distribution with a
quantum inflation can be formulated as a semidefinite
program [50, 58]. These are optimization problems that,
upon finding an incompatible distribution, provide a wit-
ness in the form of Eq. (1) that is positive for all compat-
ible distributions and evaluates negatively at least for the
incompatible one. Importantly, its evaluation to a nega-
tive quantity by any distribution is a guarantee that such
distribution does not admit a realization in the candidate
network.
We will obtain these witnesses for several distributions

of the form of Eq. (2). Then, as a second step, we will
evaluate the witnesses on the empirical data obtained in
[39]. In order to do so, we convert the raw counts from
the detectors into a probability distribution of six-photon
events. The experimental setup employs measurement
stages with two outputs, denoted by the transmission of
a horizontally polarised photon through the polarising
beam splitter or the reflection of a vertically polarised
one. By normalising the number of six-photon counts
(one per party) obtained in each of the possible events
by the total number of six-photon counts, we obtain the
empirical distributions that we will test.

Binary-input distribution

The data in [39] contains counts for all the par-
ties measuring in the X and Z bases. Therefore,
it is possible to consider the two-input distribution
p(a1, . . . , a6|x1, . . . , x6), where xi = 0 corresponds to the
measurement on the X basis and xi = 1 corresponds to
the measurement on the Z basis. We find the resulting
theoretical distribution (2), using ideal states and mea-
surements, not to admit a realization in the network of
Fig. 1(b-iii) (i.e., an expression of the form of Eq. (3)) by
using its corresponding second-order inflation (depicted
in Fig. S1 in the Appendices) and, already, at the first
level of the associated Navascués-Pironio-Aćın (NPA) hi-
erarchy [59, 60]. In Appendix C we elaborate on the
details of the implementation.
The guarantee of incompatibility is given by the wit-

ness in Eq. (C1) in the Appendix C (see also the com-
putational appendix [61] for the code executed to ob-
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FIG. 2. Evaluation of the structure witness in Eq. (C1) in the
experimental data of Ref. [39]. The maximum value achiev-
able by quantum distributions generated in the network of
Fig. 1(a-iii) is upper bounded by 0, so evaluating to a neg-
ative number by a given distribution is a witness that such
distribution cannot be generated in Fig. 1(b-iii). In the hor-
izontal axis we denote the amount of all datapoints, chosen
at random, used for computing the witness. Error bars cor-
respond to five standard deviations over 100 repetitions. The
individual results are depicted by the orange points. The
magnitude of the witness gives a notion of the distance to the
set of compatible distributions, but in general it lacks of a
concrete physical meaning.

tain it), extracted from the problem. This witness does
not only identify Eq. (2) as incompatible, but when
adding white noise to the maximally entangled states,
ϕ+ij 7→ vϕ+ij + (1 − v)11/4, it identifies that the distribu-
tion is incompatible at least for v ≳ 0.6180. By increasing
the accuracy of the approximations of Eq. (3) provided
by inflation (see Appendix C) it is possible to guarantee
incompatibility for, at least, all v ≳ 0.3887.
The evaluation on the experimental data is shown in

Fig. 2. Notably, even the smallest amount of data consid-
ered, namely ∼ 2 900 six-photon events, representing 1%
of the total amount, allows for a robust violation (namely
W1 = −0.4623 ± 0.0384) well beyond the five-deviation
limit. This represents an acquisition time of only 60 s
per measurement basis, or equivalently, a total use of the
experiment of ∼ 1 hour. In combination with the key
generation results of Ref. [39], this result demonstrates
that it is feasible to dedicate a small amount of the data
for certifying the network structure and use the rest to
establish key at significantly higher rates than via con-
catenations of bipartite protocols.

We also analyze the data of Ref. [38], corresponding to
the network in Fig. 1(c), in Appendix E. In this case, the
available data allows for obtaining three binary-input dis-
tributions, corresponding to the parties performing their
measurement along the bases {X−Y,X−Z,Z−Y }. We
are able to obtain inequalities that witness incompati-
bility for all distributions for v ≳ 2−1/4. However, the

differences in time spent accumulating six-photon coinci-
dences per measurement basis (∼5 minutes for Ref. [38],
totalling ∼ 1 000 six-photon events per basis, versus ∼3.5
hours for Fig. 1(b-i), totalling ∼ 4 500 six-photon events
per basis), reflect themselves in the fact that the empir-
ical distributions are not witnessed incompatible in the
former case.

Tests for no-input distributions

It is known that constraints on the network struc-
ture are encoded even on distributions without inputs
[52]. One can therefore use no-input distributions (i.e.,
those corresponding to only a specific choice of measure-
ments performed by the parties) to attempt at extract-
ing guarantees of the network structure. This reduces
the amount of data needed for the certification: while
in the binary-input case one needs all the 212 probabili-
ties p(a1, . . . , a6|x1, . . . x6), reducing to no-input distribu-
tions needs only of n·26 probabilities {pk(a1, . . . , a6)}nk=1,
where n is the total number of distributions tested. How-
ever, this gain does not come for free. Any no-input
distribution can always be simulated by a single source
of shared randomness, and therefore any violation of a
single inequality can always be attributed to an adver-
sary classically correlating the parties’ outcomes. How-
ever, in the same way that the classical distribution
p(a, b, c) = 1

2 if a = b = c can simulate the correlations
of measurements on the Z basis performed on the state
(|000⟩ + |111⟩)/

√
3 but not those of X measurements,

having a distribution being detected by several witnesses
tailored for different bases gives mounting evidence of
its incompatibility with a quantum network. This is the
approach that we will follow next.
Since the data in Ref. [39] contains statistics for all

measurement choices in {X,Z}×6, we analyze all such
distributions, assessing again their compatibility with
the second-order quantum inflation of the network in
Fig. 1(b-iii), depicted in Fig. S1. We obtain witnesses of
incompatibility for a total of 40 distributions. When eval-
uating them on the distributions resulting from consider-
ing that the sources distribute Werner states of visibility
v, these witnesses allow to detect incompatibility for vis-
ibilities ranging between 0.7808 (for the distribution cor-
responding to measurementsXZZZZX, that establishes
key between the four central parties) to 0.4094 (for the
distributions corresponding to measurements ZXZZZZ,
ZZXZZZ, ZZZXZZ and ZZZZXZ, that establish
key between five of the six parties). Then, we evalu-
ate the witnesses on the distributions corresponding to
all measurement bases in {X,Z}×6. In Figs. 3a and 3b
we show, respectively, the theoretical predictions for the
noiseless distributions of the form of Eq. (2) and the eval-
uations on the empirical data, for a subset of witnesses
and distributions. Analogous plots for all the witnesses
and distributions can be found in Figs. S2 and S3 in Ap-
pendix D. These figures show that many distributions are
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FIG. 3. (a) Theoretical predictions and (b) experimental results for no-input witnesses of incompatibility with the network of
Fig. 1(b-iii). The blue cells denote distributions that are not detected by a particular witness, i.e. those that evaluate to a
positive value. The empty rows denote ideal distributions that are not detected to be incompatible with the inflation used.
The size and the color of the red squares denote the strength of the detection for distributions witnessed to be incompatible.
The complete figures with the 64 possible input combinations can be found in Figs. S2, S3 on Appendix D, and a selection of
the value of the inequalities as a function of the amount of data used can be found in Fig. S4.

witnessed as incompatible by a significant amount of in-
equalities, giving mounting evidence to the impossibility
of generating them in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii).

Remarkably, we observe a very good agreement be-
tween the theory and the experimental data. This is
important given that the experimental data acquisition
time per basis on a single experimental run was only 60 s
and, over the course of several iterations, the data ac-
quisition time totals ∼ 3.5 hours per basis. On average,
on a single run there are on the order of ∼ 20 6-photon
events. Moreover, as in the case of Fig. 2, the results
are stable with regards to the amount of data used for
computing the statistics. In Fig. S4 in Appendix D we
illustrate this stability by plotting how a selected num-
ber of inequalities detect the incompatibility of several
distributions. As we can see, even using only a fraction
of the data we consistently obtain conclusive results and,
when using ∼ 2000 six-photon events, the uncertainty
of the violation is below the five-sigma level. Again, we
perform the equivalent analysis for the data of Ref. [38],
corresponding to the network in Fig. 1(c), in Appendix E.

CONCLUSIONS

In this work we report on the first device-independent
analysis on quantum network structure of experimen-
tal implementations. We generated Bell-like inequalities
with quantum inflation [50, 51], a general method that
can be used with any network configuration. Using the
statistics from real experiments, we ruled out the pos-

sibility that these are generated in alternative networks
that contain fewer interactions despite allowing for larger
physical systems. The fact that the procedure generates
Bell-like inequalities implies that the witnesses obtained
can be applied to arbitrary distributions, thus not being
restricted to the experiments under scrutiny in this work.
A distribution being detected by a witness is a guar-

antee that such distribution cannot be generated in the
corresponding network, but not being detected does not
imply that the distribution can be generated in the net-
work. Indeed, it is possible that using more constraining
inflations lead to stronger witnesses. However, this in-
curs in additional computational load, which quickly goes
beyond standard available resources. In the six-photon
realizations that we have tested, we were able to solve
each of the necessary optimization problems in less than
2.5 minutes in a laptop. However, going beyond an infla-
tion level of 2 (i.e., considering two copies of each of the
sources in the realization) is beyond standard computa-
tional capabilities, both memory- and time-wise.
It is possible to find violations of the inequalities us-

ing classical resources in more general networks. For in-
stance, many of the no-input inequalities are violated by
a uniformly random bit shared among all the parties,
which necessitates of a six-partite source. Adding the
ability of the parties to perform different measurements
to the systems they receive may alleviate the issue. Ob-
taining witnesses that do not detect classical realizations
in more general networks is an important topic that is
left to future work.
Other techniques for analyzing network structure cur-
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rently exist in the literature, that are based on the analy-
sis of entropies [62] or covariances [63] of the observations.
However, these typically focus exclusively in the con-
straints implied by the network structure, and thus pro-
duce criteria that are satisfied even by non-quantum dis-
tributions, if they are generated according to the struc-
ture dictated by the network. In this sense, quantum
inflation becomes the most suitable tool, since it allows
to take into account both the network structure and the
fact that the systems distributed are quantum, and the
strength of both types of constraints can be tuned inde-
pendently [64, Ch. 5].

The process described is completely general, applicable
to any experimental scenario and protocol. On a more
practical side, the procedure developed in this work can
be used for estimating critical values for the experimen-
tal requirements of protocols, in a spirit similar to that
of [53]. This is especially important as the traditional
loopholes associated to device-independent protocols are
closed, which comes at the cost of more demanding ex-
perimental requirements [65]. Finally, it is possible to de-
fine, with the same computational requirements, stronger
characterizations with inflation that the ones we have
used here by considering the so-called linearized polyno-
mial identification relations [55], at the expense of not
being able to obtain inequalities that can detect the in-

feasibility of other distributions.
We applied the procedure to the analysis of concrete

realizations relevant in quantum conference key agree-
ment, showing that the data used for generating key can
be recycled to also provide guarantees on the network
structure. This provides a strong motivation for devel-
oping of novel quantum information protocols tailored to
networks, which is currently a largely unexplored field
[46]. Other applications of the methods outlined in this
paper could involve the verification of networks gener-
ated in programmable photonic chips, such as the ones
in [66]. However, in this case one must bear in mind the
difficulty of closing the locality loophole.
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Appendix A: Experimental setup

The experimental realizations from which we use data are described in detail in the corresponding references, namely
[39] for the setup in Fig. 1(b) and [38] for the setup in Fig. 1(c). In both, a Ti:Sapph pulsed laser, with a central
frequency at 774.9 nm, feeds type-II parametric down-conversion (PDC) sources (which correspond to the leftmost
boxes on Fig. 1(i) in the main text). The sources employ aperiodically poled Potassium Titanyl Phosphate (apKTP)
crystals, which can produce two-photon interference visibilities up to 98.6 ± 1.1% [57], even without filtering the
photons afterwards. Each source can be set to produce either maximally entangled photon pairs (these are denoted
by the orange ∞ symbols), separable pairs (no symbol), or any intermediate configuration.

So as to create larger networks, individual photons from two different pairs are combined in type-II fusion gates [67]
(denoted by the boxes connecting two different photon sources on Fig. 1). After the required photons are fused, each
photon is sent to a tomography stage (rightmost boxes in Fig. 1). Postselection on successful events, i.e. detecting
a photon in one detector per tomography stage, is performed. Both the source configuration and the number and
placement of the fusion gates reflects on the causal structure of the final state, as can be seen by comparing Figs. 1
(i), (ii) and (iii).

Appendix B: Inflation methods for obtaining witnesses of incompatibility

The witnesses of network structure that are obtained in this work are calculated using the inflation technique.
For simplicity in the notation, we present here the main ideas behind inflation methods for the case of distributions
without inputs. Adding inputs to the construction can be done in the trivial way. For more in-depth discussions, we
refer the reader to the original works [50, 56].

In order to demonstrate that a particular distribution cannot be generated in a given (in our case of study, quantum)
network, inflation uses a strategy of reduction to the absurd: the fact that a distribution is compatible with a quantum
network implies that there exist quantum states and measurement operators that reproduce it. If such is the case,
one can consider the (hypothetical) situation where access is provided to multiple copies of said states and operators,
and analyze the distributions of outcomes that are produced when these are arranged in more complicated networks.
As an illustration, Fig. S1 depicts the inflation of the network in Fig. 1(b-iii) that we use throughout the main
text, where we consider two copies of each of the sources of quantum systems in the original network. There, the

sources S
(k)
i are all copies of the original source Si, and the operators Ai,j

p denote copies of the original measurement
operators, Ap, that are applied on copies i and j of the corresponding sources. If a distribution admits a realization
in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii), i.e., if there exist states delivered by the sources S1...3 and measurement operators
A1...6 that reproduce said distribution via Eq. (3), then one can easily consider copies to produce a distribution,

pinf({ai11 , ai2,i32 , . . . , ai106 }i1,...,i10), in the arrangement depicted in Fig. S1(a).

The structure of Fig. S1(a) imposes a number of properties for the distributions pinf({ai11 , ai2,i32 , . . . , ai106 }i1,...,i10)
that can be generated in it. First, since all S

(k)
i represent exact copies of the same source Si, expectation

values of arbitrary polynomials of the measurement operators are invariant under permutation of the sources.
As an illustration (but not limited to it), one of such properties is that pinf({ai11 , ai2,i32 , . . . , ai106 }i1,...,i10) =

pinf({aπ(i1)1 , a
π(i2),π

′(i3)
2 , . . . , a

π′′(i10)
6 }i1,...,i10), where π, π′ and π′′ are independent permutations of the sources S1,

S2 and S3, respectively. Second, when one restricts to marginals that reproduce the original network (or parts of it),

these coincide with the original distribution under scrutiny. This is, pinf(a
i
1, a

i,j
2 , ai,j3 , aj,k4 , aj,k5 , ak6) = p(a1, . . . , a6) for

any values of i, j, k. Note that these are properties of any pinf({ai11 , ai2,i32 , . . . , ai106 }i1,...,i10) that can be generated in the
network in Fig. S1 if the premise that p(a1, . . . , a6) can be generated in the network in Fig. 1(b-iii) is true. Therefore,

a demonstration that no such pinf({ai11 , ai2,i32 , . . . , ai106 }i1,...,i10) exists is a proof that p(a1, . . . , a6) is incompatible.
In fact, one can relax the problem to not considering distributions that can be generated in the inflated network of

Fig. S1, but distributions that just present the required symmetries and marginals. The set of such distributions is
potentially more general, and in no case more restricted than that of the distributions that are achievable in Fig. S1.
Moreover, in the case of quantum distributions, this relaxed set can be characterized by a hierarchy of semidefinite
programming problems, each of which is more restrictive than the next one and all of which contain the original set
[58–60]. This has two consequences that are particularly useful in our case of interest. First, it gives a collection of
tests which can be efficiently performed, and that guarantee that p(a1, . . . , a6) cannot be generated in the network if
any one of them fails. Second, if a distribution cannot be generated in a given quantum network, and this is detected
by one of the semidefinite programs in the hierarchy, it is possible to derive from this a hyperplane that separates
the distribution from the set of those that pass the test. This hyperplane is, thus, an incompatibility witness or a
Bell-like inequality, that is satisfied by all compatible distributions and violated, at least, by the target distribution.
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A₁(1)A₁(i₁)

S₁(1)S₁(1)

S₁(2)S₁(2)

S₂(1)S₂(1)

S₂(2)S₂(2)

S₃(1)S₃(1)

S₃(2)S₃(2)

A₃(1,1)A₃(i₄,i₅) A₅(1,2)A₅(i₈,i₉)

(a) (b)

A₂(1,1)A₂(i₂,i₃) A₄(1,2)A₄(i₆,i₇) A₆(2)A₆(i₁₀)

FIG. S1. (a) Second-order quantum inflation of the network in Fig. 1(b-iii). There are two copies of each of the sources, and
each party now has access to a different copy of the original measurement operators for each combination of states they receive.
The distributions pinf({ai1

1 , ai2,i3
2 , . . . , ai10

6 }i1,...,i10) produced in this scenario have a number of symmetries and marginals fixed
by the original distribution p(a1, . . . , a6). The sequence of operators in (b) illustrate an assignment of indices (i1 = i2 = i4 = 1,
i3 = i5 = i6 = i8 = 1, i7 = i9 = i10 = 2) that reproduces the original network, and thus the corresponding marginals
must reproduce p(a1, . . . , a6). The fact that a pinf({ai1

1 , ai2,i3
2 , . . . , ai10

6 }i1,...,i10) that satisfies all the necessary symmetries and
marginal constraints does not exist is a proof that the premise (recall, that p(a1, . . . , a6) can be generated in the network of
Fig. 1(b-iii)) is not true. The existence of a suitable pinf({ai1

1 , ai2,i3
2 , . . . , ai10

6 }i1,...,i10) is a problem that can be formulated in
terms of semidefinite programming [58–60].

Importantly, since it is the property that provides this technique of its power in terms of certification, the violation
of the inequality by any distribution is a witness of incompatibility of such distribution with the quantum network.
The opposite, namely that the inequality is satisfied, is not a guarantee of compatibility, since it could be possible
that taking higher steps in the hierarchy leads to an inequality that is violated.

In order to obtain the Bell-like inequalities, we consider the distributions that are created when, in the implementa-
tion of Fig. 1(b-i), the sources distribute Werner states, ρv = v |ϕ+⟩ ⟨ϕ+|+ (1− v)11/4, where |ϕ+⟩ = (|00⟩+ |11⟩)/

√
2

is the maximally entangled state. For simplicity, we assume the same visibility, v, for all sources. We compute
the smallest value of v such that the observed correlations do not admit an inflation, and for that distribution we
extract the corresponding certificate of infeasibility. This takes the form of a polynomial Bell-like inequality, which
we evaluate on the experimental data in order to detect that these, created in the setup in Fig. 1(b-i), could not have
been produced in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii). All this procedure is written using the inflation library [51] and the
associated codes are available in the computational appendix [61].

Appendix C: Witnesses of network structure for binary-input distributions

The first case we deal with is the family of distributions p(a1, . . . , a6|x1, . . . , x6) that is generated when the parties
measure either σX or σZ on their respective photons in the setup of Fig. 1(b-i). We will prove that such distribution
cannot be reproduced in the quantum network of Fig. 1(b-iii), without constraining neither the dimension of the states
distributed by the sources nor the measurements that the parties perform on the shares they receive. We do so by
showing that p(a1, . . . , a6|x1, . . . , x6) does not admit an inflation distribution in the inflation depicted in Fig. S1. For
this, we begin with the smallest level of the associated hierarchy of semidefinite programs. The hierarchy is defined

[59, 60] via sets of operators On that index the rows and columns of the matrix Γn
i,j = Tr[ρ ·O†

iOj ]. If a distribution
admits a quantum realization, Γn is positive semidefinite for any generating set On, and if it does not there exists
at least one On for which Γn is negative definite. The first level of the hierarchy is defined by the set of operators
O1 := {11} ∪ {Ai,j

p }, leading to a matrix of size 41× 41 in our case of interest, whose positivity can be determined in
< 1 seconds.

When we assume that all the sources in Fig. 1(b-i) distribute Werner states of some visibility v, ρv = v |ϕ+⟩ ⟨ϕ+|+
(1− v)11

4 with |ϕ+⟩ = (|00⟩+ |11⟩)/
√
2 being the maximally entangled state, the matrix Γ1 cannot be made positive

semidefinite for v ≳ 0.6180. This means that, at least for v ≳ 0.6180, it is not possible to reproduce the correlations
generated in Fig. 1(b-i) (i.e., those of the form (2)) in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii) (i.e., in the form of (3)). This
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incompatibility is witnessed by the following inequality:

W1 := pB(0) + pC(0) + pD(0) + pE(0) + 0.474 [pA(0) + pF (0)]− 0.886pA(0)pF (0)

− 0.768 [pAB(0, 0) + pAC(0, 0) + pDF (0, 0) + pEF (0, 0)] + 0.051 [pA(0) (pB(0) + pC(0))+(pD(0) + pE(0)) pF (0)]

− 0.758 [pBC(0, 0) + pDE(0, 0)]− 0.122 [pB(0)pC(0) + pD(0)pE(0)]

− 0.621 [pBD(0, 0) + pBE(0, 0) + pCD(0, 0) + pCE(0, 0)] + 0.041 [pC(0) + pB(0)] [pD(0) + pE(0)]

+ 0.717 [(pB(0) + pC(0)) pF (0) + pA(0) (pD(0) + pE(0))]

− 0.031
[
pA(0)

2 + pF (0)
2
]
+ 0.02

[
pB(0)

2 + pC(0)
2 + pD(0)2 + pE(0)

2
]
,

(C1)
where pp1p2

(xp1
, xp2

) = p(ap1
= 0, ap2

= 0|xp1
, xp2

) is the probability of parties p1 and p2 obtaining outcomes 0 when
performing measurements xp1

and xp2
, and the single-party probabilities are defined analogously.

Note that Eq. (C1), despite being obtained from a two-output distribution, involves probabilities of only a single
measurement, namely that denoted with the label 0. This indicates that the characterization provided by O1 is
reasonably weak, and it does not exploit all the structure in the distribution. A consequence is that one can observe
violations produced by a single source distributing classical bits to the parties, since any no-input distribution can
be generated in this way. In fact, the GHZ distribution pGHZ(a1, . . . , a6) = 1

2 if a1 = · · · = a6 achieves a value of
W1 = −0.1393.

One can obtain a stronger witness, that exploits the full information available, by increasing the level of the hierarchy
of semidefinite programs. The next level that can be run with standard computing resources is the commonly known

as level 1 + AB, defined by the subset of O2 given by O1+AB := {11} ∪ {Ai,j
p } ∪ {Ai,j

p Ai′,j′

p′ }p′ ̸=p. Requiring that the

corresponding matrix, Γ1+AB (which has size 697 × 697) is positive semidefinite (taking ∼ 470 seconds) reveals that
this is impossible for v ≳ 0.3887. The associated witness is excessively large and complex, and thus we store it in
machine-readable form in the computational appendix [61].

Appendix D: Witnesses of network structure for no-input distributions

In this section we show the analysis of the compatibility of no-input distributions generated in the setup of Fig. 1(b-
i) with the network of Fig. 1(b-iii). The results for ideal, noiseless distributions are shown in Fig. S2, and those for
the experimental data of Ref. [39] are shown in Fig. S3. In the vertical axes we write the (noiseless) distributions used
to construct the corresponding witnesses, and in the horizontal axes we write the distribution that is evaluated on
each of them. The distributions are obtained by performing each of the possible sets of measurements in {X,Z}×6

at the rightmost ports in Fig. 1(b-i) when to the quantum state resulting from using maximally entangled states at
the sources (leftmost ports) of the setup. In the figures, a blank row indicates that the corresponding distribution
was not detected to be incompatible with the inflation considered, so no witness could be extracted. Figures 3a, 3b
in the main text correspond to the bottom-right corners of Figs. S2, S3. Then, Fig. S4 contains the evaluations of
the witnesses that detect as incompatible the largest amount of empirical distributions, in the empirical distributions
that are detected, as a function of the number of datapoints used for estimating p(a1, . . . , a6). All the witnesses
are obtained by running the semidefinite programs corresponding to the second-order quantum inflation depicted in
Fig. S1 and the NPA level 1 + AB. For the case of distributions without inputs, these lead to matrices Γ1+AB of size
185× 185, whose positivity can be determined in ∼ 5.5 seconds.
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FIG. S2. Analysis of the compatibility of ideal no-input distributions. The blue cells denote distributions that are not detected
by a particular witness, i.e. those that evaluate to a positive value. The empty rows denote ideal distributions that are not
detected to be incompatible with the inflation used. The size and the color of the red squares denote the strength of the
detection for distributions witnessed to be incompatible.



12

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
Z

X
X
X
X
ZX

X
X
X
X
ZZ

X
X
X
ZX

X

X
X
X
ZX

Z

X
X
X
ZZX

X
X
X
ZZZ

X
X
ZX

X
X

X
X
ZX

X
Z

X
X
ZX

ZX

X
X
ZX

ZZ

X
X
ZZX

X

X
X
ZZX

Z

X
X
ZZZX

X
X
ZZZZ

X
ZX

X
X
X

X
ZX

X
X
Z

X
ZX

X
ZX

X
ZX

X
ZZ

X
ZX

ZX
X

X
ZX

ZX
Z

X
ZX

ZZX

X
ZX

ZZZ

X
ZZX

X
X

X
ZZX

X
Z

X
ZZX

ZX

X
ZZX

ZZ

X
ZZZX

X

X
ZZZX

Z

X
ZZZZX

X
ZZZZZ

ZX
X
X
X
X

ZX
X
X
X
Z

ZX
X
X
ZX

ZX
X
X
ZZ

ZX
X
ZX

X

ZX
X
ZX

Z

ZX
X
ZZX

ZX
X
ZZZ

ZX
ZX

X
X

ZX
ZX

X
Z

ZX
ZX

ZX

ZX
ZX

ZZ

ZX
ZZX

X

ZX
ZZX

Z

ZX
ZZZX

ZX
ZZZZ

ZZX
X
X
X

ZZX
X
X
Z

ZZX
X
ZX

ZZX
X
ZZ

ZZX
ZX

X

ZZX
ZX

Z

ZZX
ZZX

ZZX
ZZZ

ZZZX
X
X

ZZZX
X
Z

ZZZX
ZX

ZZZX
ZZ

ZZZZX
X

ZZZZX
Z

ZZZZZX

ZZZZZZ

Data measurement basis

XXXXXX
XXXXXZ
XXXXZX
XXXXZZ
XXXZXX
XXXZXZ
XXXZZX
XXXZZZ

XXZXXX
XXZXXZ
XXZXZX
XXZXZZ
XXZZXX
XXZZXZ
XXZZZX
XXZZZZ

XZXXXX
XZXXXZ
XZXXZX
XZXXZZ
XZXZXX
XZXZXZ
XZXZZX
XZXZZZ

XZZXXX
XZZXXZ
XZZXZX
XZZXZZ
XZZZXX
XZZZXZ
XZZZZX
XZZZZZ

ZXXXXX
ZXXXXZ
ZXXXZX
ZXXXZZ
ZXXZXX
ZXXZXZ
ZXXZZX
ZXXZZZ

ZXZXXX
ZXZXXZ
ZXZXZX
ZXZXZZ
ZXZZXX
ZXZZXZ
ZXZZZX
ZXZZZZ

ZZXXXX
ZZXXXZ
ZZXXZX
ZZXXZZ
ZZXZXX
ZZXZXZ
ZZXZZX
ZZXZZZ

ZZZXXX
ZZZXXZ
ZZZXZX
ZZZXZZ
ZZZZXX
ZZZZXZ
ZZZZZX
ZZZZZZ

W
it

n
es

s
m

ea
su

re
m

en
t

b
as

is

-0.6406

-0.3203

0.0000

FIG. S3. Analysis of the compatibility of empirical no-input distributions created from the data of Ref. [39]. The blue cells
denote distributions that are not detected by a particular witness, i.e. those that evaluate to a positive value. The empty rows
denote ideal distributions that are not detected to be incompatible with the inflation used. The size and the color of the red
squares denote the strength of the detection for distributions witnessed to be incompatible.
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FIG. S4. Illustration of evaluation of the structure witnesses in the experimental data of Ref. [39] for the no-input distribu-
tions as a function of the amount of experimental data used in the evaluation. The witnesses evaluated correspond to the
following measurement bases: (blue circles) ZZXXXZ, (orange crosses) ZZXXZX, (green stars) ZZXXZZ, (red diamonds)
ZZXZXX, (purple squares) ZZXZXZ, (brown pentagons) ZZXZZX, (pink hexagons) ZZXZZZ. The minimum value
achievable by quantum distributions generated in the network of Fig. 1(b-iii) is lower bounded by 0 in all cases (the dashed
black line), so evaluating to a negative number by a given distribution is a witness that such distribution cannot be generated in
Fig. 1(b-iii). In the horizontal axis we denote the amount of all datapoints, chosen at random, used for computing the witness.
Error bars correspond to five standard deviations over 100 repetitions.
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Appendix E: Certification in the Trident graph

In addition to the experimental setup of Ref. [39], we have analyzed an additional realization. This is the one
present in [38], known as the Trident graph, and depicted in Fig. 1(c). In contrast with the previous one, the central
photon source does not distribute Bell states, but separable states, and in exchange there is a third fusion gate that
acts upon photons 3 and 4. Therefore, the quantum distributions generated in it take the form

p(a1, . . . , a6) = Tr
[
U34 ⊗ U23 ⊗ U45

(
ϕ+12 ⊗ ψ3 ⊗ ψ4 ⊗ ϕ+56

)
U†
45 ⊗ U†

23 ⊗ U†
34 · (Πa1

⊗ · · · ⊗Πa6
)
]
, (E1)

where ψ = (|0⟩+ |1⟩)/
√
2.

The associated network, obtained by connecting the sources with all the parties causally connected to them, is
depicted in Fig. 1(c-iii), reproduced in Fig. S5(a). In this case, note that the source S1 distributes systems to parties
A1, A2, A3 and A4, and the source S2 distributes systems to parties A2, A3 and A4. Since in quantum inflation the
dimension of the systems is not constrained, one can without loss of generality absorb the source S2 into S1, and the
source S3 into S4. Therefore, one can instead contrast against the network in Fig. S5(b) without loss of generality.
In the following, we show results for the analysis of no-input and two-input distributions, in an analogous manner to
the exposition in the main text.

A₁ A₁

S₁ S₁S₂ S₃ S₄ S₄

A₃ A₃A₅ A₅

(a) (b)

A₂ A₂A₄ A₄A₆ A₆

FIG. S5. Closest network to the trident experiment of [38]. (a) is a reproduction of Fig. 1(b-iii). Since the dimension of the
systems is unrestricted in inflation, the sources S2 and S3 in the naive network of (a) can be absorbed in sources S1 and S4,
respectively, leading to the network in (b).

1. No-input distributions

We begin by obtaining and analyzing the witnesses of no-input distributions. Reference [38] reports data for a total
of 417 choices of measurements in {X,Y, Z}×6. We thus assess the compatibility of all the corresponding distributions
with a realization in the network of Fig. 1(c-iii), i.e., of the form

p(a1, . . . , a6) = Tr [(ρ1234 ⊗ ρ3456) · (Πa1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Πa6)] . (E2)

For doing so, we consider the second-order quantum inflation of Fig. 1(c-iii). The fact that this network contains
one fewer source than the inflation of the network in Fig. 1(b-iii) allows us to consider higher levels of the associ-

ated NPA hierarchy. More concretely, we use the generating set O1+AB+ABC := {11} ∪ {Ai,j
p } ∪ {Ai,j

p Ai′,j′

p′ }p′ ̸=p ∪
{Ai,j

p Ai′,j′

p′ Ai′′,j′′

p′′ }p ̸=p′ ̸=p′′ ̸=p, which produces a matrix Γ1+AB+ABC of size 473×473, taking ∼ 80 seconds to determine
its positivity. The corresponding semidefinite programs only identify 22 distributions as not admitting a realization
in terms of Eq. (E2). These are the ones depicted in the vertical axes in the plots of Fig. S6. When using noisy states
of visibility v in the sources, the incompatibility can be detected, depending on the particular witness, until visibili-
ties ranging from v = 0.6298 (for measurement bases Y Y XXY Y , Y Y XY Y Y , Y Y Y ZY Y , Y Y Y ZZX, Y Y ZZY Y ,
Y Y ZZZX, ZXXXZX, ZXY ZY Y , ZXZZY Y , and ZXZZZX) to v = 0.8409 ∼ 2−1/4 (for measurement bases
Y Y Y XY Y , Y Y Y Y Y Y , Y Y ZXY Y , Y Y ZXZX, Y Y ZY Y Y , Y Y ZY ZX, ZXY Y ZX, ZXZXY Y , and ZXZY Y Y ).

As is shown in Fig. S6b, the empirical data is still in good agreement with the theory and several distributions can
be witnessed as incompatible by many of the witnesses. However, out of all the 417 empirical distributions, the only
ones that are detected by the witnesses are those in the horizontal axes in Fig. S6. Moreover, the relative magnitudes
of the experimental to theoretical evaluations is smaller in this case than in that of the data from Ref. [39] showcased
in the main text. These two phenomena may be explained by the difference in acquisition times and number of counts
obtained in each experiment. Yet, the fact that it is possible to demonstrate that the empirical distributions cannot
be generated in the network of Fig. 1(c-iii) motivates the research on conference key agreement protocols, such as
those tested in Ref. [38], using the measurement bases in Fig. S6.
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FIG. S6. (a) Theoretical predictions and (b) experimental results for the witnesses of incompatibility with a realization of the
form of Eq. (E2). The blue cells denote distributions that are not detected by a particular witness, i.e. those that evaluate to
a positive value. The empty rows denote ideal distributions that are not detected to be incompatible with the inflation used.
The size and the color of the red squares denote the strength of the detection for distributions witnessed to be incompatible.
The plotted bases in the horizontal axes are the only ones for which the corresponding empirical distributions are witnessed as
incompatible.

2. Binary-input distributions

For the case when the parties have a choice between two binary-outcome measurements to perform, the data
available in Ref. [38] allows to consider three simple cases, namely when all parties choose their measurements from
the same pair, which can be X − Y , X − Z or Y − Z. We assess whether the corresponding theoretical distributions
(i.e., in the form of Eq. (E1), when generalized to the parties admitting inputs) admits a realization in the form
Eq. (E2) by considering the corresponding second-order inflation, and the corresponding generating set O1+AB, that
leads to assessing the positivity of a matrix Γ1+AB of size 449×449 (taking ∼ 155 seconds to do so). All distributions
are witnessed to be incompatible (down to visibilities of v = 0.8421 when considering noisy states), and each of them
produces one witness, namely

W1+AB
XY = pAB(00)pC(1)− pABC(001) + pC(1)pEF (00)− pCEF (100)

+
1√
2
[pAB(00)(pA(0) + pB(0)− pAB(00)) + pEF (00)(pE(0) + pF (0)− pEF (00))]

+
1

2
[pAC(01)− pA(0)pC(1) + pBC(01)− pB(0)pC(1) + pCE(10)− pC(1)pE(0) + pCF (10)− pC(1)pF (0)]

+
1

2
√
2
[pC(1)− pC(1)

2 − pAB(00)− pA(0)pB(0)− pE(0)pF (0)− pEF (00)]

+
1

4
√
2
[pA(0) + pB(0) + pE(0) + pF (0)− pA(0)

2 − pB(0)
2 − pE(0)

2 − pF (0)
2],

(E3)
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W1+AB
XZ = pAB(01)(pA(0) + pB(1)) + pEF (01)(pE(0) + pF (1))− pAB(01)

2 − pEF (01)
2

+ 0.471[(pAB(01) + pEF (01))(pCD(10) + pC(1) + pD(0))

− pABCD(0110)− pABC(011)− pABD(010)− pCDEF (1001)− pCEF (101)− pDEF (001)]

− 1

2
[pAB(01) + pA(0)pB(1) + pEF (01) + pE(0)pF (1)]

+ 0.236[pACD(010) + pAC(01) + pAD(00)− pA(0)(pC(1) + pD(0) + pCD(10))

+ pBCD(110) + pBC(11) + pBD(10)− pB(1)(pC(1) + pD(0) + pCD(10))

+ pCDE(100) + pCE(10) + pDE(00)− (pCD(10) + pC(1) + pD(0))pE(0)

+ pCDF (101) + pCF (11) + pDF (01)− (pCD(10) + pC(1) + pD(0))pF (1)]

+
1

4
[pA(0) + pB(1) + pE(0) + pF (1)− pA(0)

2 − pB(1)
2 − pE(0)

2 − pF (1)
2]

+ 0.388pCD(10)

+ 0.055[pC(1)− pC(1)
2 + pD(0)− pD(0)2 − pCD(10)2]

− 0.111[pCD(10)(pC(1) + pD(0)) + pC(1)pD(0)],

(E4)

W1+AB
Y Z = pAB(00)pD(1)− pABD(001) + pD(1)pEF (00)− pDEF (100)

+
1√
2
[pAB(00)(pA(0) + pB(0)− pAB(00)) + pEF (00)(pE(0) + pF (0)− pEF (00))]

+
1

2
[pAD(01)− pA(0)pD(1) + pBD(01)− pB(0)pD(1) + pDE(10)− pD(1)pE(0) + pDF (10)− pD(1)pF (0)]

+
1

2
√
2
[pD(1)− pD(1)2 − pAB(00)− pA(0)pB(0)− pEF (00)− pE(0)pF (0)]

+
1

4
√
2
[pA(0) + pB(0) + pE(0) + pF (0)− pA(0)

2 − pB(0)
2 − pE(0)

2 − pF (0)
2].

(E5)
Note that Eqs. (E3) and (E5) are essentially the same inequality with the role of parties C andD exchanged. Moreover,
as in the case with the setup of Ref. [39], the inequalities are effectively single-input inequalities.

A straightforward calculation shows that each witness is violated by the corresponding distribution, but not by
those corresponding to other sets of inputs. The evaluations on the experimental data are shown in Table I. None of
the evaluations give a clear violation, and thus one needs to consider higher levels in the semidefinite programming
hierarchy in order to obtain witnesses that are violated by the empirical data.

XY XZ Y X Y Z ZX ZY
XY 0.1687 ± 0.0240 0.3720 ± 0.0278 0.1759 ± 0.0251 −0.0137 ± 0.0294 0.1164 ± 0.0320 0.1125 ± 0.0279
XZ 0.2045 ± 0.0231 0.1929 ± 0.0266 0.2000 ± 0.0227 0.1978 ± 0.0281 0.1910 ± 0.0284 0.2065 ± 0.0269
Y Z 0.1809 ± 0.0271 0.3695 ± 0.0275 0.1779 ± 0.0268 −0.0050 ± 0.0317 0.1105 ± 0.0293 0.1103 ± 0.0283

TABLE I. Evaluations of the witnesses in Eqs. (E3)-(E5) (in the rows) in the experimental data of [38] (in the columns). The
order of the bases in the first row determines which basis corresponds to measurements 0 and 1 in Eqs. (E3)-(E5).
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