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Network Nonlocality is the study of the Network Nonlocal correlations created by several indepen-
dent entangled states shared in a network. In this paper, we provide the first two generic strategies
to produce nonlocal correlations in large classes of networks without input. In the first one, called
Token-Counting (TC), each source distributes a fixed number of tokens and each party counts the
number of received tokens. In the second one, called Color-Matching (CM), each source takes a
color and a party checks if the color of neighboring sources match. Using graph theoretic tools and
Finner’s inequality, we show that TC and CM distributions are rigid in wide classes of networks,
meaning that there is essentially a unique classical strategy to simulate such correlations. Using this
rigidity property, we show that certain quantum TC and CM strategies produce correlations that
cannot be produced classicality. This leads us to several examples of Network Nonlocality without
input. These examples involve creation of coherence throughout the whole network, which we claim
to be a fingerprint of genuine forms of Network Nonlocality. This work extends a more compact
parallel work [1] on the same subject and provides all the required technical proofs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Bell’s theorem shows that local measurements of an en-
tangled state creates Nonlocal quantum correlations [2],
a fundamental signature of quantum physics. Bell in-
equalities provide standard methods to characterize the
nonlocal correlations of a single quantum state [3], and
constitute a powerful toolbox for a large spectrum of ap-
plications [4–10]. Nowadays experiments, such as the
first loophole-free violation of a Bell inequality [11], of-
ten involve networks of several sources used to simulate
standard single-source Bell protocols. Similar procedures
are envisioned for long range QKD protocols using mul-
timode quantum repeaters [12].

It was recently understood that networks can lead
to new forms of nonlocality called Network Nonlocal-
ity, which is imposed by the network topology. This
remarkable point of view can be exploited for new ap-
plications such as certification of entangled measure-
ments [13, 14], and detection of the nonlocality of all en-
tangled states [15] which is out of reach in standard Bell
scenarios [16]. At a conceptual level, Network Nonlocal-
ity was recently used to propose alternative definitions
for genuine multipartite entanglement [17–19] and gen-
uine multipartite nonlocality [20, 21], and to understand
the role of complex numbers in quantum theory [22].

Recently, several techniques have been developed to
characterize classical (also called local) and nonlocal cor-
relations in networks [23–25]. Various examples of quan-
tum Network Nonlocal correlations are known, such as
a first example in the bilocal network and its generaliza-
tion [26–30] or from other technics [31, 32]. Also, a new
form of Network Nonlocality, qualified of genuine Net-
work Nonlocality, was found in the triangle network with
no input [33]. Nevertheless, except for the last example
that is generalized to ring networks with an odd number
of nodes, no generic construction of network nonlocality,
unrelated to the standard Bell nonlocality, is known.

This paper develops the first generic examples of Net-
work Nonlocality in a wide class of networks with no
input based on general Color-Matching (CM) strategies,
that are also presented in a parallel letter [1]. We also
present an alternative family of strategies, called Token-
Counting (TC) that provide Network Nonlocality in an-
other class of networks. These two techniques are un-
related to Fritz’s embedding of Bell nonlocality [34]. In
a TC strategy each source distributes a fixed number
of tokens and each party counts and outputs the num-
ber of received tokens. In a CM strategy each source
takes a color and each party checks if all its neighboring
sources take the same color. We show that in appropriate
networks, these strategies produce correlations (distribu-
tions over the outputs) that are rigid in the sense that
there is essentially a unique classical strategy to generate
them. This rigidity property, which can be thought of
as the self-testing of a network classical strategy, limits
the set of possible classical strategies that may generate
a quantum TC or CM distribution. We prove rigidity of
TC and CM distributions using graph theoretic tools and
Finner’s inequality [35, 36]. We then use this limitation
to prove that certain quantum TC and CM distributions
in wide classes of networks are nonlocal. This work allows
to reinterpret [33] as the preliminary fingerprint of an en-
tirely novel approach to network nonlocality through the
rigidity of some strategies in adapted classes of networks.

In our proofs of network nonlocality we observe the
emergence of a global entangled state involving all the
sources and the parties of the network. For instance,
in the examples based on TC, we show that in order to
generate certain outputs, the tokens must be distributed
according to certain patterns in the network. Then, in
the explicit quantum strategy we observe the superposi-
tion of these patterns, which amounts to a global entan-
gled state through the whole network. Since this form of
entanglement is missing in the classical case, we are able
to prove infeasibility of simulating those correlations by
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a classical strategy.
The present text extends a more compact parallel letter

on the same subject [1] and furnishes all the required
technical proofs.

A. Notations

In this paper, we represent a network N by a bipartite
graph where one part of the vertices consists of sources
and the other one consists of parties. We assume that
there are I sources S1, . . . SI and J parties A1, . . . , AJ .
We write Si → Aj and sometimes i→ j when the source
Si is connected to the party Aj . We assume that the
sources are not redundant meaning that there are no dis-
tinct sources Si, Si′ such that Si is connected to all par-
ties connected to Si′ (as otherwise Si′ can be merged to
Si). In this paper, we consider networks with no inputs.
Then, a strategy corresponds to assigning multipartite
states to sources that are distributed to the parties, and
assigning measurements to the parties who measure the
receives subsystems. Each party Aj outputs her mea-
surement outcome aj . The joint distribution of outputs
is denoted by P = {P (a1, . . . , aJ)}.

B. Classical and quantum models of network
correlations

Given a network N as defined above, we are inter-
ested in the set of probability distributions which can
be created when the sources distribute either classical or
quantum signals to the parties.

In a classical strategy, each source Si distributes clas-
sical information. Letting Si be the set of all potential
values taken by Si, the source picks a value si ∈ Si with
some probability p(si). A party Aj receives all source
values {si : i → j} and provides an output aj given
these values, according to a probabilistic output func-
tion P (aj |{si : i → j}). Then, the joint distribution of
outputs is given by

P (a1, . . . , aJ) =
∑

s1,...,sI

∏
i

p(si) ·
∏
j

P (aj |{si : i→ j}).

(1)

In a quantum strategy, sources distribute quantum in-
formation, and each party performs a quantum measure-
ment. Without loss of generality, we assume that all
states distributed by the sources are pure, and measure-
ment performed by the parties are projective. To be
more precise, each arrow i → j of N corresponds to
a Hilbert space Hi,j . Source Si distributes a quantum
state |ψi〉 in the Hilbert space Hi =

⊗
j: i→j Hi,j , where

Hi,j contains the part of the state sent to party Aj by
source Si. Party Aj performs a projective measurement
{Πaj : aj} consisting of projections acting on the Hilbert
space Hj =

⊗
i:i→j Hi,j associated to the subsystems

she receives. Hence, the joint distribution of the outputs
equals

P (a1, . . . , aJ) = Tr
(
⊗i|ψi〉〈ψi| · ⊗jΠaj

)
. (2)

In this paper, we present two generic methods to obtain
quantum distributions as in (2) which do not admit any
classical model as in (1) for two large classes of networks.

C. Overview of the paper

In Section II we discuss Token-Counting (TC) strate-
gies in networks. We first define TC strategies and dis-
tributions (Definition 1), and provide an overview of our
method for network nonlocality from TC. Then, we prove
our first main result, Theorem 1, which states that under
the assumption that N is a No Double Common-Source
(NDCS) network (see Definition 2), TC distributions are
rigid, meaning that only TC strategies can classically
simulate distributions arising from a TC strategy. We
illustrate how network nonlocality can be obtained from
TC strategies in subsection IIC. At last, we provide an
additional rigidity property of TC distributions in Sub-
section IID.

Section III contains similar results for Color-Matching
(CM) strategies. We first define these strategies (Def-
inition 4), and provide an overview of our method for
network nonlocality from TC. We then prove our sec-
ond main result, Theorem 2, which shows that in Exclu-
sive Common-Source (ECS) networks admitting a Per-
fect Fractional Independent Set (PFIS), CM strategies
are rigid. We then obtain nonlocality from CM in Subsec-
tion IIID using the extra rigidity property we establish
in Corollary 2.

The presentation of general methods of TC and CM is
followed by specific examples of network nonlocality in
some networks. In particular, we study ring networks
with bipartite sources in Section IV, and all bipartite
source complete networks in Section V. In Section VI,
by considering a particular network, we show how proper
coloring of graphs would result in network nonlocality via
CM strategies.

Conclusions and final remarks are discussed in Sec-
tion VII. In particular, we emphasize the creation of a
global entangled state through the whole network in our
method, and argue that this is the fundament of the net-
work nonlocality in our examples. We also explain why
we believe our examples of network nonlocality are es-
sentially different from the network nonlocality obtained
from existing embedding of Bell’s nonlocality [34].

Let us finish this subsection by advising the reader
to first concentrate on the introduction, Section II (ex-
cept Subsection IID) and the conclusion to obtain a good
overview of the paper.
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II. TOKEN-COUNTING STRATEGIES

A. Definitions and strategy for network nonlocality
from Token-Counting

1. Definitions

In a Token-Counting strategy, each source Si dis-
tributes ηi tokens to the parties it connects. A party
Aj counts the number of received tokens, and may also
measure extra degrees of freedom.

Definition 1 (Token-Counting strategy). A strategy in
N is called Token-Counting (TC) if, up to a relabelling
of the outputs and of the information sent by the sources:

(i) Each source Si distributes a fixed number of tokens
ηi to the connected parties (with some fixed prob-
ability distribution) along with possibly additional
information.

(ii) Every party Aj counts the total number of tokens
nj she receives and produces possibly additional in-
formation αj. She outputs aj = (nj , αj).

The resulting distribution of a Token-Counting strat-
egy P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))} is called a Token-
Counting distribution.

We note that quantum strategies may also be TC and
produce TC distributions. We may assume that each
source distributes a fixed number of tokens in superpo-
sition (see Figure 1(a)). Then, each party performs a
projective measurement to count the number of received
tokens nj . Next, she may measure other degrees of free-
dom to produce αj (see Figure 1(c)).

Let us first remark that without αj , a quantum TC
distribution is always classically simulable:

Remark 1. Let P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))} be a
TC distribution associated with a quantum TC strategy
in network N . Then, the token-count marginal distri-
bution Ptoken = {Ptoken(n1, . . . , nJ)} can be classically
simulated by a TC strategy which we call the decohered
classical strategy. To this end, observe that the measure-
ment operators associated with the token-counts nj’s are
all diagonal in the computational basis. So the sources
may measure their output states in the computational ba-
sis before sending them to the parties (see Figure 1(b)).
This would not change the outcome distribution of the to-
ken counts (n1, . . . , nJ). This computational basis mea-
surement demolishes the coherence of sources and pro-
duces the associated decohered TC classical strategy.

Unlike for a classical strategy, the measurement of the
token-counts nj in a quantum strategy may leave the
sources in a global superposition of several possible to-
ken distributions over the network, which could then be
detected by measuring the token provenance in a super-
posed way with the extra information αj .

FIG. 1. (a) Si distributes ηi = 1 token to its adjacent
three parties in superposition through the tripartite state
|φi〉 = 1

3
(2 |100〉 + |010〉 − 2 |001〉), a superposition of basis

vectors |η1i , η2i , η3i 〉 with η1i + η2i + η3i = ηi = 1. Here, e.g.,
|100〉 indicates that one token is sent to the first party, and
no token to the second and third parties.
(b) We restrict to the marginal over the token counts
Ptoken(n1, . . . , nJ). Tokens distributed by Si are determined
by measuring |φi〉 in the computational basis. This reduces a
quantum TC strategy to a classical one producing the same
distribution Ptoken, called the decohered classical strategy (see
Remark 1).
(c) Party Aj first measures the number of tokens nj she re-
ceives from all sources. Here, nj = 1 corresponds to the pro-
jection on the subspace spanned by vectors |001〉 , |010〉 , |100〉.
Next, she measures the token provenance in a superposed way
to obtain the extra output αj .

We will prove in Theorem 1 that for some networks,
TC strategies are the only classical strategies that can
produce TC distributions. For this, we will see that we
need to restrict ourselves to the following class of No
Double Common-Source networks.

Definition 2 (No Double Common-Source networks).
A network N is called a No Double Common-Source
(NDCS) network if each pair of parties do not share
more than one common source, i.e., there does not ex-
ist Si 6= Si′ and Aj 6= Aj′ such that Si → Aj , Aj′ and
Si′ → Aj , Aj′ .

2. Network Nonlocality from Token-Counting

In the next section, we will provide a method to obtain
network nonlocality in NDCS networks via TC distribu-
tions. We will prove that certain quantum TC strategies
produce TC distributions that cannot be simulated clas-
sically. By Remark 1, it is clear that this goal can only be
obtained when some extra information αj is measured.
We provide here an overview on this method which will
be illustrated in the case of the network of Figure 3a in
Section IIC.

Our method first introduces a quantum TC strategy in
an NDCS network N achieving a distribution P . More
precisely, it introduces some given number of tokens
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FIG. 2. In this network, TC distributions can be classically
generated with strategies that are not TC. Suppose that S1

uniformly distributes one token among A,B,C, while S2 dis-
tributes no token. This gives a TC distribution, which how-
ever, can alternatively be simulated with the following non-
TC strategy. Suppose that S1 takes value S1 = A with prob-
ability 1/3, and S1 = BC with probability 2/3. Moreover, S2

takes one of the values B or C with uniform probability. Any
of the parties outputs n = 1 (receiving a token) if she sees her
name in all the sources connected to her. This is clearly not
a TC strategy, yet it simulates the initial TC distribution.

ηi ≥ 1 to be distributed for each source Si of the network,
as well as some concrete superposed ways to distribute
them, as illustrated in Figure 1a. It also asks every party
Aj to first measure the total number of received tokens
nj , and to measure how these tokens reached her in some
superposed way, as in Figure 1c, obtaining a second in-
formation αj . This TC strategy allows the parties to pro-
duce a TC distribution P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))}
corresponding to the joint probability distribution of the
parties’ observations. Next, assuming that the quantum
TC strategy is chosen deliberately, we aim to show that
P cannot be produced classically, that P is a nonlocal
distribution in network N .

Suppose that P is local and can be simulated by a clas-
sical strategy as described in (1). Then, since Ptoken is
a coarse-graining of P obtained by ignoring the extra in-
formations αj ’s, the marginal distribution Ptoken can also
be simulated classically. Indeed, as mentioned above, the
corresponding decohered classical strategy (see Remark 1
and Figure 1b) that is a TC classical strategy, can pro-
duce Ptoken. However, the important issue is that this
TC classical strategy is essentially the unique classical
strategy that produces Ptoken in the network N . This
property which we call the rigidity property is proven in
Theorem 1, and is our main step in showing Network
Nonlocality via TC.

Going back to the full distribution P , the rigidity prop-
erty substantially reduces not only the space of classi-
cal strategies that simulate the marginal Ptoken, but also
those of P since the latter is an extension of the former.
Then, further investigating the distribution P and using
the extra produced information αj ’s, we will show that
the whole distribution P cannot be simulated by any clas-
sical strategy. This last step is discussed in details for a
specific example in Subsection IIC.

B. Rigidity of TC strategies

We can now state our first main result:

Theorem 1 (Token-Counting). Let N be a no-double-
common-source network. Then any classical strategy that
simulates a Token-Counting distribution in N is nec-
essarily a Token-Counting strategy. Moreover, in any
such Token-Counting strategy sources distribute the to-
kens among their connected parties under a fixed (unique)
probability distribution.

In Appendix A we present a more formal statement of
the theorem. More concretely, considering an arbitrary
simulating classical strategy, we show that for any Si →
Aj , there is a token function T ji : si ∈ Si 7→ T ji (si) ∈
Z≥0 mapping any value si taken by Si to a number of
tokens sent by source Si to Aj . We show that these
token functions are consistent in the sense that:

(i)
∑
j:i→j T

j
i (si) = ηi, that is the total number of

tokens distributed by Si equals ηi.

(ii) nj =
∑
i:i→j T

j
i (si), that is party Aj outputs nj by

summing the tokens she recieves from the adjacent
sources according to the token functions.

(iii) The tokens are distributed with the same probabil-
ities as in the initial TC strategy.

Now, we briefly explain the three ingredients used in
the proof, that is also detailed in Appendix A.

Proof. First, the total number of tokens is fixed, i.e., if
Ptoken(n1, . . . , nJ) > 0, then n1 + · · ·+nJ = η1 + · · ·+ηI .
Second, by changing the output of source Si, only the
values of nj ’s with Si → Aj may change. Third, by the
NDCS assumption, for a given Si and a party Aj with
Si → Aj , we may fix all the messages received by Aj ,
except the one from Si, to a desired value without get-
ting a conflict with the received messages of other parties
Aj′ 6= Aj with Si → Aj′ . Then, we may study the si-
multaneous variations of nj ’s for all such parties when
we change the output of Si. Putting these together the
proof of the theorem follows.

Note that in networks which are not NDCS, TC dis-
tributions may be produced without TC strategies. For
such an example see Figure 2. Hence, the restriction to
the class of NDCS networks is necessary for the validity
of Theorem 1.

We now illustrate our method on the four-party 5-0
network consisting of five bipartite sources and zero tri-
partite sources.

C. Nonlocality in the 5-0 TC scenario from TC

We demonstrate nonlocality in the four-party 5-0 net-
work of Figure 3 via a TC quantum strategy. The same
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FIG. 3. (a) 5-0 four-party scenario and its orientation. (b)
Label t = # refers to the only token distribution leading to
nA = nB = 1, nC = 3, nD = 0. (c) Labels t ∈ {1, 2, 3}
refer to the three possible distributions of tokens leading to
nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2. The associated parameters
Ω

(t)
ijkl are defined in Eq. (4) and the coefficients ω(1)

i , ..., ω
(3)
l

are parameters of the parties’ measurement bases. We assume
the convention that ω(2)

j = ω
(1)
j and ω(2)

l = ω
(3)
l .

method will be used in Section IV. We write the outputs
of the parties by (nA, α), (nB , β), (nC , γ), and (nD, δ),
where nA, nC ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and nB , nD ∈ {0, 1, 2} are the
number of received tokens and α, β, γ, δ are additional
informations. The TC quantum strategy is described as
follows:

• All sources distribute the state |ψ+〉 = |01〉+|10〉√
2

meaning one token per source distributed uniformly
and coherently.

• The measurement basis vectors of A are

|000〉 ,∣∣χAi 〉 = ω
(1)
i |100〉+ ω

(2)
i |010〉+ ω

(3)
i |001〉 , i = 1, 2, 3

|110〉 , |101〉 , |011〉 ,
|111〉 .

In this representation of basis vectors we assume
that A sorts the received qubits as in Figure 3(a).
Observe that the first row corresponds to nA = 0
(A receiving no token), and the other ones to nA =
1, 2, 3 respectively. We note that when nA ∈ {0, 3}
there is no other degree of freedom to measure.
However, there are three possibilities for nA = 1
and nA = 2. In the latter case we assume that
A further measures in order to exactly obtain the
provenance of the two tokens. In the former case,
however, A’s measurement basis states are entan-
gled; they correspond to projectors on

∣∣χAi 〉i=1,2,3

in which case we let α = i.

• Following similar conventions as above, the mea-
surement basis of C is

|000〉 ,
|001〉 , |010〉 , |100〉 ,∣∣χCk 〉 = ω

(1)
k |110〉+ ω

(2)
k |101〉+ ω

(3)
k |011〉 , k = 1, 2, 3

|111〉 .

• The measurement basis of B is

|00〉 ,∣∣χBj 〉 = ω
(1)
j |10〉+ ω

(3)
j |01〉 , j = 0, 1

|11〉 .

• The measurement basis of D is similar to that of B
but with coefficients ω(1)

l and ω(3)
l , l = 1, 2.

Let P = {P
(
(nA, α), (nB , β), (nC , γ), (nD, δ)

)
}

be the resulting distribution and Ptoken =
{Ptoken(nA, nB , nC , nD)} the corresponding token-
count marginal. One can compute the exact proba-
bilities applying Eq. (2). For instance, we have that
Ptoken(nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2) = 3/25, and

P
(
nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2, i, j, k, l

)
=

1

25

∣∣∣Ω(1)
ijkl + Ω

(2)
ijkl+Ω

(3)
ijkl

∣∣∣2, (3)

where for t ∈ {1, 2, 3} we define

Ω
(t)
ijkl = ω

(t)
i ω

(t)
j ω

(t)
k ω

(t)
l , (4)

with the convention that ω(2)
j = ω

(1)
j and ω(2)

l = ω
(3)
l .

We aim to show that this distribution for certain
choices of the parameters ω(1)

i , ..., ω
(3)
l is nonlocal. To

this end, assume by contradiction that there exists a clas-
sical strategy simulating the same distribution. Then, by
Theorem 1 and Remark 1 this strategy is a TC strategy
in which each source sends one token at uniform to its
connected parties.

Let us restrict our attention to the ambiguous case,
namely when nA = nB = nD = 1 and nC = 2. There
are three ways of distributing the tokens in order to get
nA = nB = nC = 1 and nC = 2. These three cases are
shown in Figure 3c and are indexed by t ∈ {1, 2, 3}. We
also introduce the label t = # in Figure 3b corresponding
to the unique token distribution associated to nA = nB =
1, nC = 3, which is used in the proof of Claim 1 bellow.

Let

q(i, j, k, l, t) = Pr
(
i, j, k, l, t

∣∣nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2
)
,

be the probability that α = i, β = j, γ = k, δ = l and
t ∈ {1, 2, 3} conditioned on nA = nB = nD = 1 and
nC = 2. By the above discussion q(i, j, k, l, t) is a well-
defined probability distribution.
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In the following, we first prove in Claim 1 that some
marginals of the distribution q(i, j, k, l, t) must satisfy
some equality constraints due to the network structure
and the definition of t as the label for the hidden way
the tokens are classically distributed by the sources.
Then, we prove in Proposition 1 that for some well-
chosen values of the parameters ω(1)

i , ..., ω
(3)
l , these com-

patibility conditions are incompatible with the fact that
q(i, j, k, l, t) is a probability distribution.

Claim 1. The marginals of q(i, j, k, l, t) satisfy

(i) q(i, j, k, l) = 1
3

∣∣∑
t Ω

(t)
ijkl

∣∣2.
(ii) q(i, t) = 1

3 |ω
(t)
i |2, q(j, t) = 1

3 |ω
(t)
j |2, q(k, t) =

1
3 |ω

(t)
k |2 and q(l, t) = 1

3 |ω
(t)
l |2.

Proof. (i) This is a consequence of the definition of q
and the structure of the quantum strategy, giving rise to
P (nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2, α = i, β = j, γ = k, δ =

l) = 1
25 |
∑
t Ω

(t)
ijkl|2 (see Eq. (4)).

(ii) We only compute q(i, t = 1). The other cases are
derived similarly. First, remark that Pr(α = i, nA =

nB = 1, nC = 3) = 1
25 |ω

(1)
i |2. Moreover, as A is not

connected to source κ, we have

Pr(α = i, t = 1) = Pr(α = i, t = #)

= Pr(α = i, nA = nB = 1, nC = 3),

where we used the fact that t = # if and only if nA =
nB = 1, nC = 3. Therefore,

q(i, t = 1) = Pr(i, t = 1)/P (nA = nB = nD = 1, nC = 2)

=
25

3
Pr(i, t = 1)

=
25

3
Pr(α = i, nA = nB = 1, nC = 3)

=
1

3
|ω(1)
i |

2.

Now the following proposition shows that the TC dis-
tribution cannot be simulated classically.

Proposition 1. For some choices of coefficients
ω
(1)
i , . . . , ω

(3)
l , no distribution q(i, j, k, l, t) satisfies

Claim 1.

Proof. Remark that the problem of finding a distribution
q(i, j, k, l, t) satisfying the marginal constraints given in
Claim 1, is a Linear Program (LP). Solving this LP for
various choices of coefficients ω(1)

i , . . . , ω
(3)
l , we find cases

for which the LP has no solution. One can, e.g., consider
identical bases for A and C, and identical bases for B and
D, with respective bases given by the coefficients of the
three-dimensional rotation matrix R

(3)
x (θ) of angle θ =

π/8 around the x-axis, and the two-dimensional rotation
matrix R(2)(θ) of angle θ:

R(3)
x (θ) =

1 0 0
0 cos θ − sin θ
0 sin θ cos θ

 , R(2)(θ) =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
.

We also remark that this proposition is valid even when
constraints over the coefficients are slightly different. In-
deed, in the example of Subsection IIID, we may consider
equal bases for A,B,C and D, with the basis given by
the coefficients of the rotation matrix R(3)

x (θ).

D. Extra rigidity of some TC strategies

Before introducing CM strategies in next section, let us
discuss additional rigidity results for TC strategies. Sup-
pose that besides the token-count nj , a party Aj some-
times outputs αj that exactly determines the provenance
of the receives nj tokens. We claim that in NDCS net-
works, for a classical strategy that simulates such a TC
distribution, these provenances should be output faith-
fully.

More precisely, let us first introduce the notion of the
rigidity of a refined measurement in a TC strategy:

Definition 3 (Rigidity of refined measurements). Fix a
quantum TC strategy on an NDCS network N . For a
party Aj let {ηji : i→ j} be an assignment of the number
of tokens sent by the sources Si connected to Aj. We say
that the computational basis state

∣∣∣ηji : i→ j
〉

is rigid
for Aj if:

(i)
∣∣∣ηji : i→ j

〉
belongs to the measurement basis of

party Aj

(ii) in any classical strategy that simulates the same
distribution (which by Theorem 1 is necessarily TC)
Aj outputs {ηji : i→ j} if and only if the source Si
with i→ j sends ηji tokens to Aj.

For instance in Figure 1c, Aj performs two measure-
ments: she first applies a projective measurement to de-
termine nj , and then makes another measurement to out-
put αj , the provenance of tokens. The measurement pro-
jection associated with nj = 1 equals the projection on
the span of {|100〉 , |010〉 , |001〉}. Remark that in this ex-
ample, one of Aj ’s measurement operators corresponds
to the last basis vector |001〉, i.e., to the case where the
received token comes from the last source. We say that
it is rigid for Aj if in any classical strategy that simu-
lates the same distribution, Aj outputs |001〉 if and only
if she receives exactly one token (nj = 1) and from its
last source. In other words, Aj outputs |001〉, claiming
that she receives only one token and from its last source
only faithfully.

The following corollary, proven in Appendix A, af-
firms that computational basis vectors are always rigid
in NDCS networks:
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FIG. 4. (a) Quantum CM for a source: the source Si dis-
tributes colors red (r) and blue (b) in the superposed way
|φi〉 = 1√

5
(2 |rrr〉+ |bbb〉). Here, e.g., |rrr〉 indicates that the

source takes color red.
(b) Corresponding decohered source, where the source colors
are measured before being sent. Here |φi〉 is decohered into
a source distributing the red color with probability 4/5, and
the blue color with probability 1/5.
(c) Color matching: Aj first measures if all sources are of the
same color, in which case she outputs the color value.
(d) When the colors of the sources do not match, the party
Aj may measure the color of sources in a superposed way,
obtaining output aj .

Corollary 1 (Refined measurements in TC). Consider a
quantum TC strategy in an NDCS network N . Consider
a party Aj and for every Si → Aj fix a token number
ηji . Assume that

∣∣∣ηji : i→ j
〉
belongs to the measurement

basis of Aj. Then,
∣∣∣ηji : i→ j

〉
is rigid for Aj.

In the case where some refined measurements per-
formed in the computational basis are shown to be rigid,
we change the definition of Ptoken to include all these ex-
tra computational basis measurements. More precisely,
Ptoken is the distribution obtained from P once one only
remembers the information about the token counts and
the measurements which satisfy Corollary 1, and forgets
about any extra information.

III. COLOR-MATCHING STRATEGIES

A. Definitions and strategy for network nonlocality
from Color-Matching

1. Definitions

In a Color-Matching strategy, each source takes a color
c ∈ {1, . . . , C} under some fixed probability distribution
pcolor(c). When all the colors of the sources received by a
party match, she outputs the value of this matched color.
Otherwise, she measures other degrees of freedom.

Definition 4 (Color-Matching strategies). A strategy in
a network N is called Color-Matching (CM) if there exist
a set of colors {1, . . . , C} and a fixed probability distribu-
tion pcolor(c) such that, up to a relabelling of the outputs
and the information sent by the sources:

(i) Each source Si independently distributes a same
color c with probability pcolor(c) to the connected
parties along with possible additional information.

(ii) Every party Aj checks if all the received colors
match, in which case she outputs this color. Other-
wise, she possibly produces additional information.

The resulting distribution of a Color-Matching strategy
is called a Color-Matching distribution.

Note that contrary to TC strategies, here we assume
that all the sources colors are identically distributed (yet
independently), a necessary assumption for the rigidity
theorem stated later.

Quantum strategies may also produce CM distribu-
tions. In this case, quantum sources distribute a super-
position of different colors and pcolor(c) is the distribution
of the corresponding decohered source (see Figure 4a,b).
Moreover, the measurement operators of each party in-
clude C different projectors associated to matching colors
c ∈ {1, . . . , C} (see Figure 4c,d). The remaining measure-
ment operators measure other degrees of freedom.

Let us first remark that as for quantum TC strategies,
a CM quantum strategy where the parties only output
color matches is classically simulable.

Remark 2. Let P = {P (a1, . . . , aJ)} be a CM dis-
tribution associated with a quantum CM strategy in a
network N . Consider the coarse grained distribution
Pcolor = {Pcolor(c1, . . . , cJ)} in which cj = aj if aj is
a matching color in {1, . . . , C} and cj = χ otherwise,
where χ stands for all other outputs corresponding to no
color match. Then, Pcolor can be classically simulated
by a classical CM strategy which we call the decohered
classical strategy. To this end, observe that the mea-
surement operators associated with color matches are all
diagonal in the computational basis of colors. Hence the
source’s colors can be measured before the state is sent to
the parties, see Figure 4b. This would not change the out-
come distribution of color matches c1, · · · , cJ . This com-
putational basis measurement demolishes the coherence
of sources and produces the associated decohered classical
CM strategy.

As for TC, CM quantum strategies nevertheless differ
from classical ones as after the quantum measurements,
the sources may be in a global superposition of several
possible colors distributed over the network, which could
then be detected by measuring the sources colors in a
superposed way.

As for the TC case, we will prove in Theorem 2 that for
some networks, CM strategies are the only strategies that
can produce CM distributions. For this, we will need to
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restrict ourselves to the subclass of Exclusive Common-
Source networks admitting a Perfect Fractional Indepen-
dent Set.

Definition 5 (Exclusive Common-Source network &
Perfect Fractional Independent Set). We say that the net-
work N

(i) is an Exclusive Common-Source (ECS) network if
any source is the exclusive common-source of two
parties connected to it. That is, for any source Si
there exist Aj 6= Aj′ such that Si is the only source
with Si → Aj , Aj′ .

(ii) admits a Perfect Fractional Independent Set
(PFIS) if there exists a weight 0 < xj < 1 asso-
ciated to each party Aj such that for any source Si,
the sum of the weights xj of parties connected to Si
equals 1: ∑

j:i→j
xj = 1, ∀Si. (5)

In other words, N admits a Perfect Fractional In-
dependent Set (PFIS) if its bi-adjacency matrix B
admits a solution to the equation BX = 1, with
0 < X < 1.

Remark that the ECS property is weaker than the
NDCS assumption considered for TC strategies. In
NDCS networks, no pair of parties can have more than
one common source. This automatically yields the ECS
property. Remark also that the PFIS assumption is read-
ily verified for regular networks; a network all whose
sources are k-partite (connected to the same number
k of parties), admits a PFIS since we can simply take
xj = 1/k for any Aj .

2. Network Nonlocality from Token-Counting

In the next section, we will provide a method to ob-
tain network nonlocality in ECS networks admitting a
PFIS via CM distributions. We will prove that certain
quantum CM strategies produce CM distributions that
cannot be simulated classically. This method is similar
to the TC method.

Consider a given ECS network N admitting a PFIS.
Our method first introduces a quantum CM strategy in
N achieving a distribution P = {P (a1, . . . , aJ)}, with
a list of colors and concrete superposed ways to dis-
tribute them for all sources (see Figure 4a) and measure
them by the parties (see Figure 4d). The measurement
operators of the parties, in particular, include projec-
tors indicating color matches. (see Figure 4c). We also
consider the color-match reduced distribution Pcolor =
{P (c1, . . . , cJ)}, which is be obtained as a coarse-graining
of P by replacing all no-color-match outputs by the am-
biguous output χ (see Remark 2 and Figure 4b).

Our method shows that for appropriate choices of the
parameters of the strategy, the distribution P cannot be
simulated with any classical strategy. Our proof works
by contradiction. We first assume the existence of an
hypothetical classical strategy to simulate P . As Pcolor

is a coarse-graining of P , this classical strategy can be
used to simulate Pcolor as well. We prove in Theorem 2
that there is essentially a unique way to simulate Pcolor,
which is the decohered classical strategy described in Re-
mark 2. Hence, we deduce that the hypothetical classical
strategy must assign colors to sources which are used by
the parties to determine their outputs.

Theorem 2, stating the rigidity property of CM strate-
gies, extremely restricts the hypothetical classical strat-
egy that simulates P . We remark that when no party
has declared a color match, we can introduce a hidden
variable t corresponding to the precise way the various
sources may have classically taken their colors. In the
last step of our method, we show that for appropriate
choices of the parameters defining the CM strategy, the
existence of this additional hidden parameter t is incom-
patible with other properties of P , so P is nonlocal.

We will illustrate this method in details for the network
of Figure 6.

B. Rigidity of Color-Matching strategies

We can now state our second main result.

Theorem 2 (Color-Matching). Let N be an Exclusive
Common-Source network admitting a Perfect Fractional
Independent Set. Then, any classical strategy that simu-
lates a Color-Matching distribution in N is necessarily a
Color-Matching strategy. Moreover, in any such Color-
Matching strategy sources take colors under a fixed unique
probability distribution pcolor(c).

In Appendix B we present a more precise statement of
the theorem. More concretely, considering a simulating
classical strategy, we show the existence of indicator color
functions φ(c)i : si ∈ Si 7→ φ

(c)
i (si) ∈ {0, 1}, for every

source Si and color c, which given value si taken by Si,
indicates whether si corresponds to color c. These source
indicator color functions are consistent with each other,
and with parties’ outputs. In particular, letting g(c)j be
the characteristic function of Aj outputting color match
c, we have:

(i) g(c)j =
∏
i:i→j φ

(c)
i , i.e., Aj outputs color match c

if and only if all the sources connected to her take
color c.

(ii) ∀si,
∑
c φ

(c)
i (si) = 1, i.e., any value si taken by

source Si is associated to a unique color c.

(iii) E
[
φ
(c)
i

]
= pcolor(c), i.e., the sources take colors with

the same distribution as in the original strategy.
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FIG. 5. In this network, some CM distributions can be classi-
cally simulated with strategies that are not CM. Suppose that
each source distributes colors blue or red with probability 1/2;
this gives a CM distribution. The following alternative strat-
egy simulates this distribution:
S1, S2, S3 and B1, B2, B3 behave similarly to the initial CM
strategy. Source S0 takes one of the numbers 0 or 1 uniformly
at random. When S2, S3 have the same color c, party A1 an-
nounces color match c if S0 = 1, otherwise she announces no
match. A2, A3 behave respectively the same.
This new strategy is clearly not a CM strategy (no color can
be assigned to S0), yet it simulates the initial CM distribu-
tion.

Note that in the short version of this work [1], we adopte
the different notation of a color function ci : si ∈ Si 7→
ci(si) ∈ {1, ..., C} mapping the value si taken by source
Si to the color ci(si) ∈ {1, ..., C}, which is the unique
color with φ(ci(si))i (si) = 1. We will also adopt this nota-
tion in Section IIID.

Now, we briefly explain the three ingredients used in
the proof, which is detailed in Appendix B.

Proof. The proof relies on the use of the equality con-
dition of Finner’s inequality. Let g(c)j be the character-
istic function of Aj outputting color match c as defined
above. Since N admits a PFIS, we may use this PFIS
to write down the Finner’s inequality for these charac-
teristic functions. We observe that equality holds in this
inequality so that we can impose the equality conditions
of Finner’s inequality. We find that for each color c there
is an assignment of labels “color c" and “not color c̄" to
each source. Next, we use the ECS property to show
that these assignments of labels for different c’s match in
the sense that each source takes exactly one well-defined
color. Finally, the fact that the distribution of colors
taken by each source is pcolor(c) follows from Hölder’s
inequality.

As the example of Figure 5 shows, the ECS property
is necessary for our rigidity result. We also need the
PFIS assumption as a technical tool in the proof of our
rigidity result due to our use of the equality condition
of the Finner’s inequality. However, we did not find a
counter example proving it is necessary for the rigidity

property.1

C. Extra rigidity of some CM strategies

We now discuss an additional rigidity result for CM
strategies that is parallel to Corollary 1 for TC strategies.
We will make a concrete use of this additional rigidity
result in the illustration of our method in the following
section. Let us first introduce the notion of the rigidity
of a refined measurement in a CM strategy:

Definition 6 (Rigidity of refined measurements). We
say that computational basis vector |ci : i→ j〉 is rigid
for a party Aj if the followings hold:

(i) |ci : i→ j〉 belongs to the measurement basis of Aj

(ii) in any classical strategy that simulates the same
distribution (which by Theorem 2 is necessarily
CM) Aj outputs {ci : i → j} if and only if the
source Si, for any i→ j, takes color ci.

Our goal is to show that when |ci : i→ j〉 belongs to
the measurement basis of Aj , then it is rigid for Aj .
Nevertheless, proving such an extra rigidity result for
CM strategies needs additional assumptions comparing
to that for TC distributions. In the following, we fix a
color ci for any source Si, and assume that |ci : i→ j〉
belongs to the measurement basis of any party Aj . Then
we prove the rigidity of |ci : i→ j〉 for Aj . We will give
similar extra rigidity results in Appendix B, where we
also give the proofs.

Corollary 2 (Refined measurements in CM). Consider
a quantum CM strategy in an ECS network admitting a
PFIS. Fix a color ci for any source Si in the network.
Assume that for any party Aj, the computational basis
vector |ci : i→ j〉 belongs to the measurement basis of Aj.
Then, |ci : i→ j〉 is rigid for Aj for any j.

Let us illustrate the use of this corollary in the next
section. Consider the CM strategy in the four-party 1-2
network of Figure 6 with three colors. Consider, e.g., the
color distribution labelled by t = 4. Suppose that basis
states |21〉, |10〉, |10〉 and |02〉 belong to the measurement
bases of A,B,C and D respectively. Then by the above
corollary, all these basis states are rigid for the associated
parties. This means that in any classical strategy that
simulates this CM distribution, e.g., party A outputs |21〉
if and only if she receives colors 2 and 1 from its connected
sources.

In the case where some refined measurements per-
formed in the computational basis are rigid, we change

1 We were recently told that for some ECS networks not admit-
ting a PFIS, CM rigidity still holds (private communication with
Sadra Boreiri)
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the definition of Pcolor by including all these extra compu-
tational basis measurements. More precisely, Pcolor is the
distribution obtained from P once one only remembers
the information about the color matches and the refined
measurements that are rigid, and any extra information
is coarse-grained into an ambiguous output χ.

D. 1-2 CM scenario with three colors

We now demonstrate nonlocality in the four-party 1-
2 network of Figure 6 with one bipartite source and two
tripartite sources. Observe that this network satisfies the
ECS property and admits a PFIS (by letting xA = xD =
1/2 and xB = xC = 1/4). We consider a CM quantum
strategy on this network in which each source distributes
three colors labeled 0=yellow, 1=purple or 2=red. We
will use Theorem 2 as well as Corollary 2 to prove our
nonlocality result.

Our quantum CM strategy is described as follows (with
the ordering of sources for each party given by orienta-
tions given in Figure 6):

• The bipartite source distributes 1√
3
(|00〉 + |11〉 +

|22〉), and the tripartite sources distribute
1√
3
(|000〉+ |111〉+ |222〉). That is, they distribute

coherent uniform superposition of the three colors.

• Measurement basis vectors of A are:
|00〉 , |11〉 , |22〉, |21〉 , |10〉 , |02〉 and∣∣χAi 〉 = ω

(1)
i |01〉+ω(2)

i |12〉+ω(3)
i |20〉 for i = 1, 2, 3.

Note that the first three vectors correspond to color
matches. The second three ones are computational
basis vectors which completely reveal the color of
connected sources. The last three vectors do not
reveal the color of sources and produce coherence.

• Measurement basis vectors of B are:
|00〉 , |11〉 , |22〉 , |10〉 , |02〉 , |21〉 and∣∣χBj 〉 = ω

(1)
j |12〉+ω(2)

j |20〉+ω(3)
j |01〉 for j = 1, 2, 3.

• Measurement basis vectors of C are:
|00〉 , |11〉 , |22〉 , |10〉 , |02〉 , |21〉 and∣∣χCk 〉 = ω

(1)
k |12〉+ω(2)

k |20〉+ω(3)
k |01〉 for k = 1, 2, 3.

• Measurement basis vectors of D are:
|00〉 , |11〉 , |22〉 , |02〉 , |21〉 , |10〉 and∣∣χDl 〉 = ω

(1)
l |20〉+ω(2)

l |01〉+ω(3)
l |12〉 for l = 1, 2, 3.

Let P = {P (a, b, c, d)} be the resulting distribu-
tion, where a ∈ {00, 11, 22, 21, 10, 02, χA1 , χ

A
2 , χ

A
3 }, . . . ,

d ∈ {00, 11, 22, 21, 10, 02, χD1 , χ
D
2 , χ

D
3 } . It is a CM

distribution since the first three measurement basis
states of each party correspond to color matches. We
also introduce Pcolor = {Pcolor(a, b, c, d)} the coarse-
grained CM distribution, in which all the outputs
χAi , . . . , χ

D
l are replaced by a single ambiguous output

FIG. 6. Four-party 1-2 network. There are six ways of choos-
ing the color of sources when no party outputs a color match.
In instances t = 1, 2, 3 all parties’ outputs are ambiguous.
The associated parameters Ω

(t)
ijkl are defined accordingly in

Eq. (6) and the coefficients ω(1)
i , . . . , ω

(3)
l are the parameters

of parties’ measurement bases. As will be explained in the
text, color distributions specified by t = 4, 5, 6 correspond to
refined measurements that are rigid according to Corollary 2.

χ. Thus, in Pcolor = {Pcolor(a, b, c, d)} the outputs sat-
isfy a, b, c, d ∈ {00, 11, 22, 21, 10, 02, χ}. We note that,
e.g., Pcolor(χ, χ, χ, χ) = 1/32, and

P
(
χAi , χ

B
j , χ

C
k , χ

D
l

)
=

1

33

∣∣∣Ω(1)
ijkl + Ω

(2)
ijkl + Ω

(3)
ijkl

∣∣∣2,
where for t ∈ {1, 2, 3} we use

Ω
(t)
ijkl = ω

(t)
i ω

(t)
j ω

(t)
k ω

(t)
l . (6)

As in the TC case of Section IIC, we assume by con-
tradiction that this distribution is simulable by a clas-
sical strategy. Hence, by Theorem 2 this strategy is a
CM classical strategy. Moreover, the second triple of
measurement basis states of all the parties are rigid by
Corollary 2 since they correspond to color distributions
t = 4, 5, 6 in Figure 6.

We are interested in the case where all the parties’ out-
puts are ambiguous, i.e., their outputs are a = χAi , b =
χBj , c = χCk , d = χDl for some 1 ≤ i, j, k, l ≤ 3. As men-
tioned above, these ambiguous cases correspond to color
distributions t = 1, 2, 3. Then, we may define

q(i, j, k, l, t) = Pr
(
i, j, k, l, t

∣∣ambiguous outputs
)
,

be the probability distribution that a = χAi , b = χBj , c =

χCk , d = χDl and t ∈ {1, 2, 3} conditioned on all outputs
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being ambiguous. By the above discussion q(i, j, k, l, t) is
a well-defined probability distribution.

In the following, we first prove that as for the TC
case of Section IIC, some marginals of the distribution
q(i, j, k, l, t) satisfy the equality constraints of Claim 1.
Then, we use Proposition 1 to obtain a contradiction.

Let us first prove that the distribution q(i, j, k, l, t) sat-
isfies Claim 1. The marginal q(i, j, k, l) is given by
part (i) of this claim because as argued above, ambigu-
ous outputs correspond to color distributions t = 1, 2, 3.
We prove one instance of part (ii) of the claim as other
cases are similar. Using the fact that the output of A is
independent of the color of source ν we have

q(i, t = 1)

= Pr(a = χAi , t = 1|ambiguous outputs)

= 32 Pr(a = χAi , t = 1)

= 32 Pr(a = χAi , cλ = 0, cµ = 1, cν = 2)

= 3 Pr(a = χAi , cλ = 0, cµ = 1)

= 32 Pr(a = χAi , cλ = 0, cµ = 1, cν = 0)

= 32 Pr(a = χAi , d = 0, cλ = 0, cµ = 1, cν = 0)

= 32 Pr(a = χAi , d = 0)

=
1

3
|ω(1)
i |

2.

Then having the validity of Claim 1, we can again
use Proposition 1 to conclude that for certain choices of
measurement parameters the resulting CM distribution
is nonlocal.

Remark that we could have chosen not to ask the par-
ties to make measurements in the color computational ba-
sis states corresponding to color distributions t = 4, 5, 6.
For instance, A could measure in a more general ba-
sis {|00〉 , |11〉 , |22〉} ∪ {

∣∣χAi 〉 = ω
(1)
i |01〉 + ω

(2)
i |12〉 +

ω
(3)
i |20〉+ω

(4)
i |21〉+ω

(5)
i |10〉+ω

(6)
i |02〉}i=1,2,3,4,5,6, and

similarly for B, C, D. In this case, we can again de-
fine some distribution q(i, j, k, l, t), with 1 ≤ t ≤ 6, and
compute its certain marginals. However, we find that
constraints provided by these marginals do not rule out
the existence of q(i, j, k, l, t). Therefore, adding refined
measurements and Corollary 2 crucially help in deriving
nonlocality in the four-party 1-2 network via CM strate-
gies. We will use this idea in the later examples as well.

IV. ALL RING SCENARIOS WITH BIPARTITE
SOURCES

We now consider the family of networks Rn composed
of n ≥ 3 bipartite sources S1, . . . , Sn and n parties
A1, . . . , An disposed in a ring. We assume that Si is con-
nected to Ai and Ai+1 where all indices here are modulo
n (see Figure 7). Remark that all Rn are NDCS and
ECS networks admitting a PFIS. Thus, both TC and
CM methods can be applied.

We consider the TC strategies where each source Si
distributes ηi = 1 token through the state

|φ〉 =
1√
2

(|01〉+ |10〉).

Each party Aj receives two qubits (one from Si and one
from Si−1) and performs projective measurement in basis
{|00〉 , |vj,1〉 , |vj,2〉 , |11〉} with

|vj,r〉 = ω
(1)
j,r |01〉+ ω

(2)
j,r |10〉 , r = 1, 2 (7)

where ω(1)
j,r , ω

(2)
j,r are parameters to be determined. Here,

we assume that the first qubit in the above equation
comes from Si−1 and the second one comes from Si. We
note that |00〉 and |11〉 respectively corresponds to nj = 0
and nj = 2 received tokens, while |vj,1〉 and |vj,2〉 corre-
spond to receiving nj = 1 token.

Remark that for even n, this strategy is equivalent to
a CM one. Assume that each party Aj for even j, flips
both the received qubits in the computational basis. In
this case the measurement bases would have the same
structure as before, yet the distributed entangled states
turn to 1√

2
(|00〉+ |11〉). Thus the resulting strategy is a

CM strategy with two colors.
Suppose that the resulting TC distribution can be sim-

ulated by a classical strategy. By Theorem 1 this strategy
is TC: each source Si has one token and with probability
1/2 decides to whether sends it to Ai or Ai+1. Again
we want to assume that all Aj ’s outputs are ambiguous,
namely, Aj ’s output is

∣∣vj,rj〉 for some rj ∈ {1, 2}. Note
that this happens only if any party receives exactly one
token, which means that the distribution of tokens takes
one of the following two forms:

• t = 1: for all i, Si sends its token to Ai.

• t = 2: for all i, Si sends its token to Ai+1.

For any r1, . . . , rn, t ∈ {1, 2} define

q(r1, . . . , rn, t) = Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , ∀j, t ∣∣nj = 1∀j
)
. (8)

By the above discussion, q(r1, . . . , rn, t) is a well-defined
probability distribution.

Claim 2. The marginals of q satisfy:

(i) q(r1, . . . , rn) = 1
2

∣∣∣∏j ω
(1)
j,rj

+
∏
j ω

(2)
j,rj

∣∣∣2
(ii) q(rj , t) = 1

2 |ω
(t)
j,rj
|2, ∀j.

As shown in Appendix C, the proof of this claim is
based on similar ideas to that of Claim 1.

Proposition 2. For some choices of coefficients ω(t)
j,rj

,
no distribution q(r1, . . . , rn, t) satisfies Claim 2

The proof of this proposition is left for Appendix C.
This completes the proof of nonlocality in rings.



12

FIG. 7. The ring scenario Rn

Before moving to the next set of examples let us remark
that with similar ideas as in the proof of Claim 2, we can
show that, e.g.,

q(r1, . . . , rn−1, t) =
1

2

∣∣∣ n−2∏
j=1

ω
(t)
j,rj

∣∣∣2.
Such equations give stronger constraints on coefficients
ω
(t)
j,rj

comparing to the ones of Claim 2. These constraints
are not needed to prove Proposition 2. However, we may
use them to obtain qualitative improvements, e.g., to re-
ject more ω(t)

j,rj
’s.

Also remark that the ring example may be embedded
in any NDCS network with a loop. By assuming that
some of the sources do not have any token (ηi = 0), we
can essentially ignore them. Then, as before we can as-
sociate one token to any source on the ring and repeat
the same calculations to obtain nonlocality in such a net-
work.

V. BIPARTITE-SOURCES COMPLETE
NETWORKS

Let Kn be the network with n parties A1, . . . , An and(
n
2

)
sources Sjj′ for any pair 1 ≤ j < j′ ≤ n. We assume

that Sjj′ is bipartite and is connected to Aj and Aj′ . In
the following we prove nonlocality in network Kn for any
n > 3, using a CM strategy with two colors. To this end
we use Theorem 2 as well as an extension of Corollary 2
which lead us to a distribution satisfying the same con-
strains as in Claim 2. Finally, we use Proposition 2 to
prove nonlocality.

First, we describe our quantum CM strategy. We as-
sume that the number of colors is C = 2, and each source
distributes the maximally entangled state 1√

2

(
|00〉 +

|11〉
)
. Thus, party Aj receives (n−1) qubits. We assume

that she measures the received qubits in the orthonormal
basis B ∪ {|vj,1〉 , |vj,2〉} where

B =
{
|x〉 : x ∈ {0, 1}n

}
\ {|01 · · · 10〉 , |10 · · · 01〉}, (9)

and

|vj,r〉 = ω
(1)
j,r |01 · · · 10〉+ ω

(2)
j,r |10 · · · 01〉 , r = 1, 2, (10)

FIG. 8. Bipartite-sources Complete Network. Each node cor-
responds to a party and each edge represents a source. Each
party sorts the received qubits in the clockwise order. If any
Aj outputs

∣∣vj,rj〉 for some rj , then the sources must take col-
ors as in the picture, i.e., all the internal sources must take
the same color, different from the n boundary sources.

for parameters ω(1)
j,r , ω

(2)
j,r to be determined. Hence, all

parties always measure in the color computational ba-
sis, except for a two-dimensional subspace spanned by
|vj,1〉 , |vj,2〉. Here, we assume that Aj orders the received
qubits according to the orientation given in Figure 8.

We note that as |0 · · · 0〉 and |1 · · · 1〉 belong to the mea-
surement bases, the quantum strategy is CM. Moreover,
the network satisfies ECS and admits a PFIS. Thus if
a classical strategy simulates the same outcome distri-
bution, by Theorem 2 it is necessarily CM. On the other
hand, by an extension of Corollary 2 given in Appendix B
(see part (i) of Corollary 2) we find that all the computa-
tional basis measurement states of the parties are rigid.
Thus restricting to the case where all parties’ outputs are
ambiguous, there remains only two patterns of distribu-
tions of colors:
For t = 1, 2 all sources Sj,j+1 take color t, and the
other sources Sj,j′ , |j′− j| > 1 take color 1− t (see
Figure 8).

Then as before we may define q(r1, . . . , rn, t) to be
given by

Pr
(
Aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 ∀j, t∣∣ ambiguous outputs
)
.

By the above discussion, q(r1, . . . , rn, t) is a well-defined
probability distribution. Moreover, as shown in Ap-
pandix D, this distribution satisfies Claim 2. Hence, by
Proposition 2, there are constants ω(t)

j,r for which there is
no distribution q(r1, . . . , rn, t) satisfying Claim 2. There-
fore, the given CM distribution is nonlocal.

VI. COLOR-MATCHING SCENARIO VIA
GRAPH COLORING

In this section we explain how the combinatorial prob-
lem of proper graph coloring can be used to construct
examples of network nonlocality. To illustrate our ideas
we use the complete graph, but the ideas work essentially
for any graph.



13

We start by the description of the network N . Suppose
we have n sources S1, . . . , Sn and for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n
we have party Aij that is connected to the sources Si, Sj .
This corresponds to a complete graph with n vertices (the
sources) and

(
n
2

)
edge between each pair of source (the

parties). Observe that this network satisfies ECS (as Aij
is connected to only Si and Sj) and admits a PFIS (since
the associated graph is regular).

Consider a CM strategy on this network with C = n
colors. We would like to assume that no party outputs a
color match. To this end, letting ci be the color taken by
sources Si, we need that ci 6= cj for any i 6= j as otherwise
the party Aij outputs a color match. Then, we obtain a
proper coloring of the complete graph. This means that
color distributions associated with the interesting case
where all outputs are ambiguous correspond to proper
colorings. We note that there are n! proper colorings
of the complete graph, one for each permutation of the
colors.

As before, to reduce the above number we add refined
measurements in the computational basis and use an ex-
tension of Corollary 2. With this idea we reduce the num-
ber of color distributions resulting in ambiguous outputs
to two (t = 1, 2). Next, we define some distribution q
for which we verify the validity of Claim 2. Finally, us-
ing Proposition 2 we conclude that for certain choices of
measurement parameters, the resulting CM distribution
is nonlocal. We leave the details of this argument for
Appendix E.

Here, we would like to emphasize that the idea behind
this example is quite general and works for a large class of
graphs. Starting with an arbitrary graph, we may think
of its vertices as sources, and its edges are parties. Then,
take a CM strategy with C colors, where C is the coloring
number of the graph. This network satisfies ECS, and as-
suming that it admits a PFIS (which holds if the graph is
regular), we can apply Theorem 2. Corollary 2 may also
be used to simplify the study the resulting distribution
and proving nonlocality.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FINAL REMARKS

In this paper we proposed two general methods for
deriving nonlocality in wide classes of networks. Our
methods are based on the crucial observation that Token-
Counting and Color-Matching distributions are rigid.
That is, in order to classically simulate such distributions
we are forced (in certain networks) to use TC and CM
strategies. These rigidity properties substantially restrict
the set of potential classical strategies that can simulate
such distributions. Then, further study of these strate-
gies leads us to examples of nonlocality in networks.

A. Superposition of tokens and colors

We would like to emphasize that our examples of net-
work nonlocality are fundamentally different from the ex-
isting embedding of Bell’s nonlocality into network sce-
narios. As argued by Fritz [34], one may embed nonlo-
cal distributions of standard Bell’s scenarios in networks.
Below, we briefly explain this construction.

Suppose that the parties, Alice and Bob, share a two-
qubit Bell state, with the goal of violating the CHSH
Bell inequality. Testing the CHSH inequality, unlike the
network scenarios considered in this paper, requires local
inputs for both Alice and Bob. Nevertheless, this CHSH
test can be embedded in the triangle network with no in-
puts and two bits of outputs per party. To this end, the
effective inputs of the CHSH test are provided by the two
additional sources: the source shared between Alice and
Charlie and the one shared between Bob and Charlie; any
of these sources provides a uniform random bit shared be-
tween the corresponding parties. These two random bits
are used by Alice and Bob as their inputs for the CHSH
test. We assume that all parties output the received “in-
put bits.” The correspondence between these output bits
ensures that Alice and Bob output exactly the bits that
they share with Charlie. Finally, Alice and Bob both ad-
ditionally output the the measurement outcomes of the
CHSH test performed on the shared Bell state. Fritz [34]
showed that if the resulting distribution can be repro-
duced by a classical strategy in the triangle network, then
the distribution can violate the CHSH inequality, which
is impossible. Thus, the quantum strategy provides an
example of Network Nonlocality. Of course, this embed-
ding can be generalized for a large class of networks to
obtain other examples of Network Nonlocality. Never-
theless, in such examples several sources and parties of
the network only have a classical behavior.

We believe that our examples of Network Nonlocality
are fundamentally different from the above construction.
Let us discuss this difference via the TC example of the
ring network given in Section IV. In this example, after
using the rigidity of TC strategies, we considered the
case where all the parties’ outputs are in the ambiguous
case. That is, we assumed that each party receives one
token with the ambiguity being in its provenance. We
observed that in this case, in any simulating classical
strategy all sources must distribute their tokens either
in the clockwise or in the counter-clockwise directions,
respectively denoted t =� and t =	 here. Remark that
the same holds in the initial explicit quantum strategy we
considered, where the tokens are now in a superposition of
those two directions. Indeed, when all the parties project
on the subspace of receiving exactly one token, the global
entangled state shared between them is proportional to

|�〉+ |	〉 . (11)

In the classical case, however, t must be a hidden variable
that takes one of the values t =� or t =	}. This is why
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we introduced the joint distribution q (see Eq. (8)), aim-
ing to simulate this coherent superposition in a classical
incoherent way. Not surprisingly, we demonstrated that
the joint distribution q, including the hidden variable t,
cannot exist for appropriate choices of the measurement
parameters, and proved Network Nonlocality. The same
discussion adapts to all our examples in which a more
general entangled state

∑
t |t〉 is created.

To summarize, the main feature of all our examples of
Network Nonlocality is the creation of a global entangled
state involving all sources and parties of the networks.
This feature is not present in examples of Network Non-
locality via standard Bell’s scenarios, in which no such
global entangled state is created. Note, however, that we
do not prove the necessity of the creation of the global
entangled state of Eq. (11). Indeed, our proof does not
exclude the possibility of generating the same nonlocal
distribution with another quantum strategy in which this
global entangled state is not present. We leave this as
an open question for future works. An approach is an-
swer this question could be to find a self-testing proof
that shows that the quantum states and measurements
used in our protocols are essentially the unique states and
measurements that yield the target probability distribu-
tion P .

We also remark that for some networks such a global
coherent state cannot be created. For instance, let us
consider a TC strategy in a network N in which the
removal of a source Si creates two disjoint components
N1,N2. In this case, the total number of tokens sent by
Si to the parties in N1 can easily be deduced by looking
at the total number of tokens measured by the parties
in N2. This property makes the creation of a global
coherent state similar to the one of (11) in N via TC
impossible.

B. Experimental realisations?

Let us now discuss potential noisy experimental im-
plementations. Our proofs in the TC case are based on
graph theoretical and combinatorial tools which we do
not know how can be modified in the presence of noise.
In the CM case, however, we use analytic tools (Finner’s
inequality) which can be adapted to the noise tolerant
regime, in which the states distributed by the sources
may not be pure. To this end, the ideas in [37] on the
stability of the Loomis-Whitney inequality (that is a spe-
cial case, yet essentially equivalent version, of Finner’s
inequality) can be used to prove a bound on the noise
tolerance of our examples of Network Nonlocality via CM
strategies. Indeed, in the proof of Theorem 2 we use the
equality condition of Finner’s inequality for certain func-
tions associated to a color to establish the existence of
proper color functions. Now to prove noise tolerance, the
equality condition is replaced with an almost equality
condition. Applying Corollary 2 of [37] directly proves
the existence of approximate color functions. This is the

main step in the proof of noise tolerance, showing a noise
tolerant version of the property (i) bellow Theorem 2.
From this, noisy versions of properties (ii) and (iii) can
also be deduced, which results in a noise tolerant version
of Theorem 2. This theorem can then be used to show
(in a quantifiable way) that even a noisy quantum CM
distribution cannot be simulated classically and is nonlo-
cal. Indeed, once we established a noise tolerant version
of Theorem 2, we can take the same approach as before,
and use Claims 1, 2 and 3 as well as Propositions 1 and 2
(which are noise tolerant) to show that for sufficiently
low noise level, the noisy CM distribution is nonlocal.

Although the above approach does give a noise tolerant
rigidity for CM distributions, this direct adaptation of
our proof results in an extremely weak (experimentally
not realistic) noise tolerance. It would be desirable to find
new proof techniques for the rigidity of CM distributions
that are well-adapted in the noisy regime.

Alternatively, one may consider optimization ap-
proaches to estimate this noise tolerance. For instance,
the recent machine learning algorithms developed in [38]
already predict an experimentally reasonable noise tol-
erance for the network nonlocal distribution of [33], and
could directly be adapted to all our examples (for net-
works of small sizes). Note that the noise tolerance de-
duced from these adapted optimization algorithms would
not be a rigorous noise tolerance value, yet it can be used
as a benchmark for experiments.

C. Conclusion

Finally, we contemplate our two examples of TC and
CM strategies as the first examples of a potential general
method to derive Network Nonlocality based on combi-
natorial primitives. We discussed that in our TC exam-
ple in the ring network, the creation of the superposition
of two orientations, associated with giving a direction to
each edge in the ring graph, is the origin of network non-
locality. Moreover, we observed that nonlocality in the
example of Section VI is emerged from the coherent su-
perposition of proper colorings of the complete graph.
Orientations of the edges of a graph, and proper color-
ings of a graph may be the first examples of a general
method based on combinatorial primitives in networks,
whose coherent superposition leads to Network Nonlocal-
ity.
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Appendix A: Rigidity of TC distributions

Recall that a network consists of sources S1, . . . , SI
and parties A1, . . . , AJ in which Si → Aj (or i → j
when there is no confusion) means that the source Si
is connected to the party Aj . In a classical strategy
for such a network each source Si takes a value si ∈ Si
with some fixed distribution over Si and sends si to its
connected parties. Then party Aj computes a function
aj = aj({sj : Sj → Ai}) of all received messages as her
output. In a TC distribution the output of Aj is a pair
aj = (nj , αj): the token count number denoted by nj
and the other part denoted by αj , both being functions
of {sj : Sj → Ai}.

Here, we first prove Theorem 1 of the main text which
we rephrase for convenience.

Theorem 3. Let N be a No Double Common-Source
network with parties A1, . . . , AJ and sources S1, . . . , SI .
Fix a strategy in which the source Si distributes ηi to-
kens and let P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))} be the cor-
responding TC distribution over N . For any possible to-
ken distribution {tji : Si → Aj} with

∑
j:Si→Aj

tji = ηi,
let qi({tji : Si → Aj}) be the probability that in this strat-
egy Si distributes {tji}j:i→j tokens to the set of parties
{Aj}j:i→j connected to it.
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Now consider another strategy that simulates P =
{P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))} on N . Then, this strategy is
a TC strategy with the same distribution of tokens as be-
fore. More precisely, for any strategy that simulates P
there are functions T ji : Si → Z≥0 for any Si → Aj such
that

(i)
∑
j:Si→Aj

T ji (si) = ηi for all Si and si ∈ Si.

(ii) nj({si : Si → Aj}) =
∑
i:Si→Aj

T ji (si).

(iii) For any source Si and any {tji : Si → Aj} with∑
j:Si→Aj

tji = ηj we have

Pr
si

[T ji (si) = tji , ∀j : Si → Aj ] = qi({tji : Si → Aj}).

This theorem says that in any strategy that simu-
lates P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))}, any symbol si dis-
tributed by Si corresponds to sending T ji (si) tokens to
Aj if Si → Aj . By (i) the total number of distributed
tokens by Si equals ηi. Next, by (ii) each party to gener-
ate her first part of the output simply counts the number
of received tokens. This mean that it is a TC strategy.
Finally (iii) says that any TC strategy that simulates P
must distribute tokens with the same probability distri-
bution as in the original strategy.

Proof. Fix some ri ∈ Si for any source Si. For any Si →
Aj define

Rji ({si′ : Si′ → Aj}) = nj({si′ : Si′ → Aj})
− nj({ŝii′ : Si′ → Aj}),

where

ŝii′ =

{
si′ i′ 6= i,

ri i′ = i.

We note that Rji computes the difference of the token
count number of party Aj when her message from Si is
changed from si to ri while other messages remain the
same. In some sense, Rji is the derivative of nj with
respect to the i-th message.

Observe that by changing si to ri while leaving the
other messages the same, only the outputs of parties con-
nected to Si may change. Moreover, as a TC distribu-
tion, if P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ)) > 0, the total number of
tokens

∑
j nj =

∑
i ηi is fixed independent of messages.

Therefore, we have∑
j:Si→Aj

Rji ({si′ : Si′ → Aj}) = 0, ∀Si. (A1)

Let Si′ 6= Si. Recall that by assumption Si′ can-
not share more than one connected party with Si. This
means that si′ appears at most once in the right hand

side of (A1). Therefore, since the left hand side is a con-
stant, all the terms are independent of si′ . This means
that

Rji ({si′ : Si′ → Aj}) = Rji (si),

is a function of si only and is independent of other argu-
ments.

Next, using the definition of Rji we have

nj({si′ : Si′ → Aj}) = Rji (si) + nj({ŝii′ : Si′ → Aj}).

Writing down the same equation for nj({ŝii′ : Si′ → Aj})
with respect to another source, and replacing si′ ’s with
ri′ ’s one by one, we find that

nj({si : Si → Aj}) =
∑

i:Si→Aj

Rji (si) + nj({ri : Si → Aj}).

(A2)

For any source Si and party Aj with Si → Aj let

`ji = min{ηji : qi(η
j
i ) > 0},

Then, we have

nmin
j =

∑
i:Si→Aj

`ji .

where nmin
j = min{nj : P (nj) > 0}. Then, taking the

minimum of both sides in (A2) we find that∑
i:Si→Aj

min
si

Rji (si) + nj({ri : Si → Aj}) = nmin
j .

Therefore, letting

T ji (si) = Rji (si)−min
s′i

Rji (s
′
i) + `ji ,

we fine that

nj({si : Si → Aj}) =
∑

i:Si→Aj

T ji (si).

We also note that by definition, Rji and then T ji take in-
teger values and we have T ji (si) = Rji (si)−mins′i R

j
i (s
′
i)+

`ji ≥ `
j
i ≥ 0. These give (ii).

We now prove (i). Fix a source Si. We compute∑
j:Si→Aj

nj({si′ : Si′ → Aj})

=
∑

j:Si→Aj

∑
i′:Si′→Aj

T ji′(si′)

=
∑

j:Si→Aj

T ji (si) +
∑

j:Si→Aj

∑
i′ 6=i:Si′→Aj

T ji′(si′).

Take the minimum of both sides over all si′ ’s with i′ 6= i.
Since P (nj = 0) > 0, we know that minsi′ T

j
i′(si′) = 0.
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Moreover, by the NDCS assumption, any si′ for i′ 6= i
appears only once in the right hand side. Therefore, we
have

min
si′ :i

′ 6=i

∑
j:Si→Aj

nj({si′ : Si′ → Aj}) =
∑

j:Si→Aj

T ji (si).

Observe that as a token counting distribution in which
Si distributes ηi tokens, the left hand side is at least ηi.
Therefore,

ηi ≤
∑

j:Si→Aj

T ji (si). (A3)

Summing the above inequality over all sources Si and
rearranging the sum, we find that∑

i

ηi ≤
∑
i

∑
j:Si→Aj

T ji (si) =
∑
j

nj({si : Si → Aj}).

We note that the right hand side is the total number of
tokens. Thus, we have equality here and in (A3) for any
i. This gives (i).

Part (iii) is proven in Lemma 1 below.

Lemma 1. Let N be a No Double Common-Source net-
work with parties A1, . . . , AJ and sources S1, . . . , SI . Let
P = {P ((n1, α1), . . . , (nJ , αJ))} be a TC distribution
over N in which the source Si distributes ηi tokens. Con-
sider two TC strategies for simulating P on N that sat-
isfy parts (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3. More precisely, we
assume that there are sets S(u)i , for u = 1, 2, and func-
tions T (u),j

i : S(u)i → Z≥0 for any Si → Aj such that (i)
and (ii) hold and for any (n1, . . . , nJ) we have

Pr
[ ∑
i:Si→Aj

T
(u),j
i (s

(u)
i ) = nj , ∀j

]
= Ptoken(n1, . . . , nJ).

Then, for any Si and {tji : Si → Aj} we have

Pr
[
T

(1),j
i (s

(1)
i ) =tji , ∀j : Si → Aj

]
= Pr

[
T

(2),j
i (s

(2)
i ) = tji , ∀j : Si → Aj

]
.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on J , the num-
ber of parties. Observe that if I = 1, i.e., there is
a single source, the marginal distribution of outputs
over the tokens Ptoken(n1, . . . , nJ) equals Pr(T

(u),1
1 =

n1, . . . , T
(u),J
1 = nJ) in which case there is nothing to

prove. Thus, we assume that there are at least two
sources.

Let Si be an arbitrary source and let Aj0 be a party not
connected to it. (Note that if all parties are connected
to Si, by the NDCS assumption Si would be the unique
source.) Let

nmin
j0 = min{nj0 : P (nj0) > 0},

be the minimum number of tokens that can be sent to
Aj0 . For any Si′ with Si′ → Aj0 let

`
(u),j0
i′ = min

s
(u)

i′

T
(u),j0
i′ (s

(u)
i′ ).

Then, nmin
j0

=
∑
i′:Si′→Aj0

`
(u),j0
i′ and we have

Ptoken(nj0 = nmin
j0 ) =

∏
i′:S

(u)

i′ →Aj0

Pr[T
(u),j0
i′ (si′) = `

(u),j0
i′ ].

(A4)

Let N̂ be the network obtained by removing Aj0 from
N . We note that N̂ is also a NDCS network. Let P̂ [nj′ :

j′ 6= j] be the distribution on the outputs of N̂ given by

P̂ [nj′ : j′ 6= j] = Ptoken[nj′ : j′ 6= j0|nj0 = nmin
j0 ].

We claim that P̂ is again a TC distribution. Indeed, we
claim that any of the two TC strategies for simulating
Ptoken in the statement of the lemma, can be reduced
to a TC strategy for simulating P̂ . To prove this, as-
sume that a source Si′ with Si′ → Aj0 only takes val-
ues s(u)i′ with T (u),j0

i′ (s
(u)
i′ ) = `

(u),j0
i′ . We assume that Si′

takes such a value s(u)i′ with the conditional probability
Pr[s

(u)
i′ |T

(u),j0
i′ (s

(u)
i′ ) = `

(u),j0
i′ ]. Sources not connected to

Aj0 and other parties behave as before. Then, using (A4)
it is not hard to verify that the output distribution with
this strategy equals P̂ .

Therefore, we obtain two strategies for simulating the
token counting distribution P̂ on N̂ . Now, since the num-
ber of parties in N̂ is less than I, by the induction hy-
pothesis the probability of distributing the tokens in the
two strategies coincide. We note that Si was not con-
nected to Aj0 and its behavior does not change in the
new strategies. Therefore, we have

Pr
[
T

(1),j
i (s

(1)
i ) =tji , ∀j : Si → Aj

]
= Pr

[
T

(2),j
i (s

(2)
i ) = tji , ∀j : Si → Aj

]
,

as desired.

We now give the proof of Corollary 1 of the main text,
which we rephrase for convenience:

Corollary 1 (Refined measurements in TC). Consider a
quantum TC strategy in an NDCS network N . Consider
a party Aj and for every Si → Aj fix a token number
ηji . Assume that

∣∣∣ηji : i→ j
〉
belongs to the measurement

basis of Aj. Then,
∣∣∣ηji : i→ j

〉
is rigid for Aj.

Proof. We use the notation of Theorem 3. We need to
show that αj = {ηji : i→ j} if and only if T ji (si) = ηji for
any i → j. Suppose that Aj outputs αj = {ηji : i → j}
and fix some source Si with i → j. Suppose that
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ηji > T ji (si) (the other case is similar). Let Aj1 , . . . , Ajk
be other parties connected to Si. Suppose that the mes-
sages si′ of other sources Si′ that are not connected to
Aj , are chosen such that the sum of tokens received by
Aj1 , . . . , Ajk from those sources is maximized. We note
that by the NDCS assumption, these choices of si′ ’s do
not affect the output of Aj . Let m be this maximum
number. Then, m tokens are sent to Aj1 , . . . , Ajk by
sources Si′ 6= Si and ηi − T ji (si) tokens are sent by Si.
Therefore, we have

k∑
`=1

nj` = m+ ηi − T ji (si).

Now, Aj claims that she has received ηji tokens from
Si. This means that the sum of tokens received by
Aj1 , . . . , Ajk and those received by Aj from Si equals

m+ ηi − T ji (si) + ηji > m+ ηi.

This is a contradiction since m is the maximum number
of possible tokens that can be ever sent to Aj1 , . . . , Ajk
from sources Si′ 6= Si, and ηi is the number of tokens of
Si. This shows that Aj outputs αj = {ηji : i → j} only
if T ji (si) = ηji . For the other direction, that αj = {ηji :

i→ j} whenever T ji (si) = ηji , consider the probability of
αj = {ηji : i→ j}.

Appendix B: Rigidity of CM distributions

In this section, we prove Theorem 2 of the main text.
Our proof relies on the Finner inequality and its equal-
ity condition [36]. For self-containment, we reproduce
a simplified version here with the network terminology,
where we only specify the equality condition for indicator
functions.

Theorem (Finner’s inequality). Let N be a network ad-
mitting a PFIS by assigning 0 < xj < 1 to party Aj. For
any party Aj let gj({si : i→ j}) be a real function of the
messages she receives. Then, we have:

E
[∏

j

|gj |
]
≤
∏
j

(
E
[
|gj |

1
xj
])xj

. (B1)

In case of indicator functions gj({si : i → j}) ∈ {0, 1},
equality holds in (B1) if and only if there exist indicator
functions φi(si) ∈ {0, 1} such that

gj({si : i→ j}) =
∏
i:i→j

φi(si), ∀j. (B2)

In the following, we will use Finner’s inequality for the
indicator function g(c)j corresponding to the color match
c being observed by party Aj . We will show that equal-
ity holds for these indicator function and the associated
functions φ(c)i will indicate when source Si takes color c.

Let us now rephrase Theorem 2 of the main text for
convenience:

Theorem 4 (Color-Matching). Consider a network N
with parties A1, . . . , AJ and sources S1, . . . , SI . As-
sume that N is an Exclusive Common-Source network
that admits a Perfect Fractional Independent Set. Let
P = {P (a1, . . . , aJ)} be a Color-Matching distribution
over N in which any source Si takes color c ∈ {1, . . . , C}
with probability pcolor(c) > 0.
Now consider another strategy that simulates P on N .

Then, this strategy is a Color-Matching strategy with the
same color distribution as before. More precisely, let
g
(c)
j ∈ {0, 1} be the indicator function that Aj outputs
color match c. Then, for any color c ∈ {1, . . . , C} there
is an indicator function φ(c)i ∈ {0, 1} such that

(i) g(c)j =
∏
i:i→j φ

(c)
i

(ii) ∀si,
∑
c φ

(c)
i (si) = 1

(iii) E
[
φ
(c)
i

]
= pcolor(c)

In this theorem, φ(c)i (si) = 1 when source Si takes color
c. (ii) says that any possible message si of source Si is
associated to a unique color c. (i) indicates that Aj out-
puts color match c if and only if all the sources connected
to her take color c. Finally, (iii) implies that the sources
take colors with the same probability distribution as in
the original strategy.

Proof. To prove (i) we use Finner’s inequality. Let {xj :
1 ≤ j ≤ J} be a PFIS of N . Then, the probability that
all parties output color match c is equal to the probability
that all sources take color c, i.e.,

Pr(c, · · · , c) =

I∏
i=1

pcolor(c) =

I∏
i=1

∏
j:i→j

pcolor(c)
xj

=

J∏
j=1

∏
i:i→j

pcolor(c)
xj =

∏
j

Pr(Aj = c)xj .

On the other hand, we have E[
∏
j g

(c)
j ] = Pr(c, · · · , c)

and

E
[
|g(c)j |

1
xj

]
= E[g

(c)
j ] = Pr(Aj = c).

Therefore, the Finner inequality (B1), turns into an
equality and by the equality condition (B2) functions φ(c)i
satisfying (i) exist.

To prove (ii) we first show that
∑
c φ

(c)
i ≤ 1, which

since φ(c)i takes values in {0, 1}, means that for any si

there is at most one color c for which φ
(c)
i (si) = 1. To

this end, assume that there are c0 6= c1 and s∗i such that
φ
(c0)
i (s∗i ) = φ

(c1)
i (s∗i ) = 1. Let Aj0 , Aj1 be the two par-

ties whose unique common source is Si. For any source
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Si0 6= Si with i0 → j0 let s∗i0 be such that φ(c0)i0
(si∗0 ) = 1.

We note that such s∗i0 exists since Pr(Aj0 = c0) > 0. Sim-
ilarly, choose s∗i1 for any source Si1 6= Si with i1 → j1

such that φ(c1)i1
(s∗i1) = 1. Then, with these choices of s∗i ’s,

using (i) we find that Pr(Aj0 = c0, Aj1 = c1) > 0. How-
ever, in a CM distribution if two parties share a source,
they can never output a color match with different colors.
Therefore,

∑
c φ

(c)
i ≤ 1.

For any source Si let

qi(c) := E[φ
(c)
i ] = Pr[φ

(c)
i = 1].

Then, by
∑
c φ

(c)
i ≤ 1 we have∑
c

qi(c) = E
[∑

c

φ
(c)
i

]
≤ 1. (B3)

If we show that equality holds in the above equation, (ii)
is proven. To this end, note that by (i) we have

pcolor(c)
I = Pr(c, . . . , c) =

∏
i

Pr[φ
(c)
i = 1] =

∏
i

qi(c).

Then, equality in (B3) as well as (iii) are derived from
Lemma 2 below.

Lemma 2. Let pcolor(c) > 0 be a probability distribution
over {1, . . . , C}. Also, let qi(c) ≥ 0, for i ∈ {1, . . . , I},
be such that for any i,

∑
c qi(c) ≤ 1. Moreover, assume

that for any c we have

I∏
i=1

qi(c) = pcolor(c)
I . (B4)

Then, qi(c) = pcolor(c) for any i and c. In particular, we
have

∑
c qi(c) = 1 for all i.

Proof. Define fi : {1, . . . , C} → R by

fi(c) =
( qi(c)

pcolor(c)

)1/I
.

We compute

1 =
∑
c

pcolor(c) =
∑
c

[ I∏
i=1

qi(c)
]1/I

=
∑
c

pcolor(c)

I∏
i=1

fi(c)

= E
[ I∏
i=1

fi

]
,

where the expectation is with respect to the distribution
pcolor(c). Then, by Hölder’s inequality we have

1 ≤
I∏
i=1

‖fi‖I =

I∏
i=1

E
[
f Ii
]1/I

=

I∏
i=1

E
[
qi/p

]1/I
=

I∏
i=1

(∑
c

qi(c)
)1/I

≤ 1.

Therefore, Hölder’s inequality and inequalities∑
c qi(c) ≤ 1 are equalities. Therefore, all the functions

fi, and then qi/p’s and qi’s are collinear. Then, using
the normalization

∑
c qi(c) = 1, which we just proved,

we find that qi’s are equal. Using this in (B4) we obtain
qi(c) = pcolor(c) as desired.

We now give the proof of an extension of Corollary 2
of the main text:

Corollary 3 (Refined measurements in CM). Let N be
an ECS network admitting a PFIS and let P be the out-
come distribution of a quantum CM strategy. Suppose
that |ci : j → i〉, for some 1 ≤ ci ≤ C belongs to the mea-
surement basis of a party Aj. Then, the followings hold:

(i) Assume that for any source Si connected to Aj
there is a party Aj(i) with Si → Aj(i) such that
Si is the unique common source of Aj and Aj(i) .
Then, |ci : i→ j〉 is rigid for Aj.

(ii) Let Aj1 , . . . , Ajk be a list of parties (different from
Aj) such that for any source Si with i → j there
is ` with i → j`. Let S be the union of the set
of sources connected to Aj1 , . . . , Ajk which by the
previous assumption includes Si’s with i → j. Let
{ci′ : i′ ∈ S} be an extension of {ci : i → j} that
assigns colors to all sources of S. Suppose that for
any `, the computational basis state |ci′ : i′ → j`〉 is
rigid for Aj` . Then, |ci : i→ j〉 is rigid for Aj.

(iii) Suppose that there is an extension {ci′ : 1 ≤ i′ ≤ I}
of {ci : i → j} that assigns a color to any source
in N , such that for any party Aj′ the computa-
tional basis state |ci′ : i′ → j′〉 belongs to the mea-
surement basis of Aj′ . Then, |ci : i→ j〉 is rigid
for Aj.

Proof. To prove this corollary we use Theorem 4 and the
notation developed there.

(i) We need to show that Aj outputs {ci : j → i} if and
only if φ(ci)i (si) = 1 for any i→ j. Suppose that for such
an i we have φ(ci)i (si) = 0 and φ

(c′i)
i (si) = 1 for some

c′i 6= ci. As in the statement of the corollary, party Aj(i)
has the property that Si is the unique common source of
Aj and Aj(i) . Then, we may choose si′ ’s for any Si′ 6= Si

with Si′ → Aj(i) such that φ(c
′
i)

i′ (si′) = 1. We note that
the choice of such si′ ’s does not affect the output of Aj .
Thus, we note that any source connected to Aj(i) takes
color c′i. This means that Aj(i) outputs color match c′i.
On the other hand, by assumption Aj claims that Si
takes color ci 6= c′i. This is a contradiction. As a result,
Aj outputs {ci : j → i} only if φ(ci)i (si) = 1 for any i→ j.
For the other direction that Aj outputs {ci : j → i} if
φ
(ci)
i (si) = 1 for any i → j, consider the probability of

outputting {ci : j → i}.

(ii) Let {si : i → j} be a list of messages taken by
sources connected to Aj such that φ(ci)i (si) = 1. We
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need to show that in this case Aj outputs {ci : i → j}.
For any other i′ ∈ S choose si′ such that φ(ci′ )i′ (si′) =
1. Then, by the rigidity assumptions Aj` , for any 1 ≤
` ≤ k, outputs {ci′ : i′ → j`}. Therefore, since any
source Si connected to Aj is connected to at least one of
Aj` ’s, the color taken by Si is determined by the outputs
of Aj1 , . . . , Aj` . Thus, since |ci : i→ j〉 belongs to her
measurement basis, Aj has no choice but outputting this
list of colors. For the other direction that Aj outputs
{ci : i → j} only if the connected sources take these
colors consider the probability of output {ci : i→ j}.

(iii) Let fj′ be the indicator function that Aj′ outputs
{ci : i → j′}. Then, using Finner’s inequality for fj′ ’s
as in the proof of Theorem 4, we find that there are 0/1-
valued functions ψi such that Aj′ outputs {ci : i→ j′} if
and only if ψi(si) = 1. We need to show that ψi(si) = 1

if and only if φ(ci)i (si) = 1, which means that Aj′ outputs
{ci : i→ j′} if and only if Si with i→ j′, takes color ci.

Fix a source Si and assume that φ(c
′
i)

i (si) = 1 for
some c′i 6= ci. Using the ECS assumption let Aj1 , Aj2
be two parties connected to Si such that Si is their
unique common source. Fix the message of sources con-
nected to Aj1 (including Si) as before so that Aj1 out-
puts {ci′ : i′ → j}. Next, choose the messages of sources
Si′ 6= Si connected to Aj2 such that she outputs color
match c′i. We note that such a choice is feasible since Si is
the unique common source of Aj1 , Aj2 and φ(c

′
i)

i (si) = 1.
This is a contradiction since now Aj1 claims that Si takes
color ci, but Aj2 claims that it takes color c′i.

Appendix C: All ring scenarios with bipartite
sources

We start by the proof of Claim 2 of the main text.

Proof of Claim 2 of the main text. (i) We compute:

q(r1, . . . , rn) = Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , ∀j ∣∣nj = 1, ∀j
)

=
1

Pr[nj = 1, ∀j]
Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , ∀j)
= 2n−1 Pr

(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , ∀j)
=

1

2

∣∣∣∏
j

ω
(1)
j,rj

+
∏
j

ω
(2)
j,rj

∣∣∣2 (C1)

(ii) We concentrate on the case t = 1, the other case
being similar. For any j, we have

q(rj , t = 1) = Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , t = 1
∣∣ni = 1, ∀i

)
= 2n−1 Pr

(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , t = 1
)

= 2n−1 Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , Si  Ai, ∀i
)
,

where by Si  Ai we mean that Si sends his token to
Ai. We continue

q(rj , t = 1) = 2n−1 Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , Si  Ai, ∀i
)

= 2 Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , Si  Ai, i = j, j − 1
)

= 4 Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , Si  Ai, i = j, j − 1, Sj+1  Aj+2

)
,

where we use the fact that Aj ’s output is independent
of whether Si for i /∈ {j, j − 1} sends the token to Ai
or Ai+1. Now, assume that Si  Ai for i = j, j − 1
and Sj+1  Aj+2. In this case, Aj+1 receives no token,
hence aj+1 = |00〉 (i.e., nj+1 = 0). Conversely, when
aj+1 = |00〉 and αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉, the distribution of tokens
by sources Sj−1, Sj and Sj+1 is Si  Ai for i = j, j − 1
and Sj+1  Aj+2. Therefore, we have

q(rj , t = 1) = 4 Pr
(
αj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , aj+1 = |00〉
)

=
1

2
|ω(1)
j,rj
|2. (C2)

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of
Proposition 2 of the main text. We show that for certain
asymptotic choice of parameters ω(t)

j,rj
, which we assume

to be real, the LP given by Claim 2 of the main text is
infeasible. This proposition is indeed proven in [33] when
n is odd. Here, for the sake of completeness we include
this case as well.

Proof of Proposition 2 of the main text. Assume that the
parameters ω(t)

j,rj
are all real. Let us define xr1,...,rn by

q(r1, . . . , rn,t = 1) =

1

2

(∏
j

(
ω
(1)
j,rj

)2
+
∏
j

ω
(1)
j,rj

ω
(2)
j,rj

+ xr1,...,rn

)
Then, by (C1) we have

q(r1, . . . , rn,t = 2) =

1

2

(∏
j

(
ω
(2)
j,rj

)2
+
∏
j

ω
(1)
j,rj

ω
(2)
j,rj
− xr1,...,rn

)
Moreover, by (C2) and the fact that |vi,1〉 and |vi,2〉 are
orthonormal, we have∑

ri: i 6=j

xr1,...,rn = 0, ∀rj . (C3)

Observe that the non-negativity of q(r1, . . . , rn, t) gives∏
j

(
ω
(2)
j,rj

)2
+
∏
j

ω
(1)
j,rj

ω
(2)
j,rj
≥ xr1,...,rn

≥ −
∏
j

(
ω
(1)
j,rj

)2 −∏
j

ω
(1)
j,rj

ω
(2)
j,rj

.
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To simplify the notation, let ω(1)
j,1 = −ω(2)

j,2 = λj and
ω
(0)
j,1 = ω

(1)
j,0 = µj with λj , µj > 0 and λ2j + µ2

j = 1. Then,
the above inequality turns to∏

j

λ
2rj
j µ

2(1−rj)
j + (−1)S

∏
j

λjµj ≥ xr1,...,rn

≥ −
(∏

j

λ
2(1−rj)
j µ

2rj
j + (−1)S

∏
j

λjµj

)
, (C4)

where S = S(r1, . . . , rn) =
∑
j rj .

In the following, we show that for appropriate choices
of λj , µj equations (C3) and (C4) do not have a solution
which by the above discussion means that there is no
classical strategy simulating the quantum distribution.

Let us assume that λj = λ and µj = µ for all j.
Then, (C4) becomes

λ2Sµ2(n−S)+(−1)Sλnµn ≥ xr1,...,rn
≥ −

(
λ2(n−S)µ2S + (−1)Sλnµn

)
. (C5)

Observe that in the above inequality the upper and lower
bounds on xr1,...,rn depend only on S =

∑
j rj . Thus, let

us define

xS =
1(
n
S

) ∑
r1+···+rn=S

xr1,...,rn .

Then, xS satisfies

λ2Sµ2(n−S)+(−1)Sλnµn ≥ xS

≥ −
(
λ2(n−S)µ2S + (−1)Sλnµn

)
. (C6)

Moreover, summing (C3) over all j with fixed rj = r ∈
{0, 1}, we obtain

n−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
xS+r = 0, r = 0, 1. (C7)

Thus, we need to show that (C6) and (C7) do not have
a solution.

Let us assume that λ = ε is small and µ =
√

1− λ2.
Then, taking the leading term in ε (i.e., εn) and replacing
xS by xS = ε−nxS (notice that (C7) is still satisfied) we
find that

(−1)S ≥ xS , S > n/2, (C8)

xS ≥ −(−1)S , S < n/2. (C9)

In the following, by separating even and odd cases we
show that for any n ≥ 3 the above inequalities are infea-
sible.

a. n odd

As mentioned before, for odd n the fact that (C7), (C8)
and (C9) do not have a solution is already proven in [33].
Here, for the sake of completeness we reproduce a proof.

Let C > 0 be such that

C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

)
≥ 0, ∀S < n/2, (C10)

C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

)
≤ 0, ∀S > n/2. (C11)

Then, multiply equation (C7) for r = 0 by C and subtract
it from the same equation for r = 1. We obtain

0 = C

n−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
xS −

n∑
S=1

(
n− 1

S − 1

)
xS

=

n∑
S=0

(
C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
xS . (C12)

Therefore, using (C8) and (C9) and the constrains we
put on C we have

0 ≥ −
(n−1)/2∑
S=0

(
C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
(−1)S

+

n∑
S=(n+1)/2

(
C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
(−1)S

= −
(n−1)/2∑
S=0

(
C

(
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
(−1)S

+

(n−1)/2∑
S=0

(
C

(
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
(−1)n−S

(a)
=

(n−1)/2∑
S=0

(
C

(
n

S

)
−
(
n

S

))
(−1)n−S

(b)
= (C − 1)(−1)(n+1)/2

(
n− 1

(n− 1)/2

)
,

where in (a) we use the fact that n is odd and −(−1)S =
(−1)n−S as well as Pascal’s rule. Moreover, for (b) we
use Pascal’s rule to obtain

K∑
S=0

(−1)S
(
m

S

)
=

K∑
S=0

(−1)S
((

m− 1

S

)
+

(
m− 1

S − 1

))
= (−1)R

(
m− 1

R

)
. (C13)

Now, note that for any n and sufficiently small δn > 0,
both values of C = 1 + δn and C = 1− δn satisfy (C10)
and (C11). Thus, we obtain

0 ≥ ±δn(−1)(n+1)/2

(
n− 1

(n− 1)/2

)
,

that is a contradiction.

b. n even

For even n it is more convenient to separate the cases
of n = 4k and n = 4k + 2.
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Let us first assume that n = 4k for k ≥ 1. Taking the
difference of (C7) for r = 0 and r = 1 and using (C8)
and (C9) we obtain

0 =

n∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
xS

=

2k−1∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
xS

+

4k∑
S=2k+1

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
xS

≤ −
2k−1∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
(−1)S

+

4k∑
S=2k+1

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
(−1)S ,

where for the second equality we use
(
n−1
2k

)
=
(
n−1
2k−1

)
, and

we carefully checked the sign of the expressions to derive
the inequality. Then, we have

0 ≤ −
2k−1∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S − 1

)
−
(
n− 1

S

))
(−1)S

+

2k−1∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
(−1)S

= 2

2k−1∑
S=0

((
n− 1

S

)
−
(
n− 1

S − 1

))
(−1)S

= 2

2k−2∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)(
(−1)S − (−1)S+1

)
+ 2

(
n− 1

2k − 1

)
(−1)2k−1

= 4

2k−2∑
S=0

(−1)S
(
n− 1

S

)
− 2

(
n− 1

2k − 1

)
(a)
= 4

(
n− 2

2k − 2

)
− 2

(
n− 1

2k − 1

)
(b)
= −2

(4k − 1

2k − 1
− 2
)( n− 2

2k − 2

)
,

that is a contradiction. Here, for (a) we use (C13), and
for (b) we use

(
n−1
2k−1

)
= n−1

2k−1
(
n−2
2k−2

)
.

It is not hard to verify that the above argument does
not work for n = 4k + 2. Indeed, it can be shown that
equations (C7), (C8) and (C9) are feasible when n =
6. Even replacing (C7) with (C6) which is its origin,
equations (C7) and (C6) are again feasible for n = 6.
Thus, we need to take a different path for n = 4k + 2.

One approach is to derive stronger equations than (C2)
for marginals of q(r1, . . . , rn, t). Indeed, it can be shown

that for instance

q(r1, . . . , rn−1, t) =
1

2

∣∣∣ n−2∏
j=1

ω
(t)
j,rj

∣∣∣2.
Such equations give stronger constraints on xS ’s com-
paring to (C7). This approach does give a proof of the
result for n = 4k + 2 when k > 1. For n = 6, however,
the resulting LP is again feasible for all choices of λ, µ.
Therefore, we do not give the details of this approach,
and instead take a different path.

Instead of assuming that all λj ’s are equal, we assume
that λ1 = · · · = λn−1 = ε, µ1 = · · · = µn−1 =

√
1− ε2

and λn = µn = 1/
√

2. Then, scaling xr1,...,rn with
2ε−(n−1) for sufficiently small ε > 0 the inequality (C4)
gives

(−1)S+rn ≥ xr1,...,rn , S >
n− 1

2
,

− (−1)S+rn ≤ xr1,...,rn , S <
n− 1

2
,

where S = r1 + · · ·+rn−1. Using the idea of symmetriza-
tion as before, we find that there are xS,rn such that

(−1)S+rn ≥ xS,rn , S >
n− 1

2
, (C14)

− (−1)S+rn ≤ xS,rn , S <
n− 1

2
, (C15)

Moreover, (C3) gives

n−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
xS,rn = 0, rn = 0, 1, (C16)

and

n−2∑
S=0

(
n− 2

S

)
(xS+r,0 + xS+r,1) = 0, r = 0, 1.

Subtracting the above equations for r = 0 and r = 1, we
obtain

0 =

n−2∑
S=0

(
n− 2

S

)
(xS,0 + xS,1)

−
n−2∑
S=0

(
n− 2

S

)
(xS+1,0 + xS+1,1)

=

n−1∑
S=0

[(n− 2

S

)
−
(
n− 2

S − 1

)]
(xS,0 + xS,1).

Next, using (C14) and (C15) we find that (xS,0 +xS,1) ≤
0 if S > (n−1)/2, and (xS,0 +xS,1) ≥ 0 if S < (n−1)/2.
As a result, all terms in the above sum are non-negative.
Therefore, since their sum is zero, all the inequalities
in (C14) and (C15) are equalities. However, for these
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choices of xS,rn , using (C16), we have

0 =

n−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
xS,0

=

n/2−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S+1 +

n−1∑
S=n/2+1

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S

=

n/2−1∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S+1 +

n/2−2∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S+1

= 2

n/2−2∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S+1 +

(
n− 1

n/2− 1

)
(−1)n/2

= 2

n/2−2∑
S=0

(
n− 1

S

)
(−1)S+1 +

(
n− 1

n/2− 1

)
(−1)n/2

=
(

2− n− 1

n/2− 1

)( n− 2

n/2− 2

)
,

that is a contradiction. Here, in the last equation we
use (C13) and

(
n−1
n/2−1

)
= n−1

n/2−1
(
n−2
n/2−2

)
.

Appendix D: Bipartite-sources complete networks

We prove here that the distribution q(r1, . . . , rn, t)
given by

Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 ∀j, t∣∣∣ ambiguous outputs
)
.

satisfies Claim 2 of the main text. The first equality in
the claim is derived using

q(r1, . . . , rn) = Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 ,∀j),
and computing the quantum probabilities. For the sec-
ond equality we compute:

q(rj , t) = Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , t∣∣ ambiguous outputs
)

=
1

Pr(ambiguous outputs)
Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , t)
= 2(n

2)−1 Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , t)
= 2n−2 Pr

(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , cjj′ = t iff j ∈ {j ± 1}
)

= 2n−2 Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , cj,(j+1) = t
)

= 22(n−2) Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , cj′,(j+1) = t,∀j′
)

= 22(n−2) Pr
(
aj =

∣∣vj,rj〉 , aj+1 = |t · · · t〉
)

=
1

2

∣∣ω(t)
j,rj

∣∣2,
where cjj′ is the color taken by source Sjj′ .

Appendix E: CM scenario via graph coloring

Recall that our network comes from the complete
graph where the n vertices are associated with sources

S1, . . . , Sn and edges are associated with parties Aij .
This network satisfies ECS and admits a PFIS. Consider
the following quantum CM strategy on this network:

• All the sources distribute 1√
n

∑n
c=1 |c〉

⊗n.

• The measurement basis of Aij consists of vectors

|c, c〉 : 1 ≤ c ≤ n
|ci, cj〉 : ci + cj /∈ {i+ j, 2(n+ 1)− (i+ j)}

|vij,r〉 =
∑

ci+cj∈Sij

ω
(ci,cj)
ij,r |ci, cj〉 : 1 ≤ r ≤ Rij ,

where Rij is the number of pairs (ci, cj) satisfying
ci 6= cj and ci + cj ∈ {i+ j, 2(n+ 1)− (i+ j)}.

We claim that for n ≥ 5 and an appropriate choice
of parameters ω(ci,cj)

ij,r the resulting CM distribution is
nonlocal. Suppose that a classical strategy, which by
Theorem 2 of the main text is necessarily a CM strategy,
simulates this distribution. Using part (i) of Corollary 3
(an extension of Corollary 2 of the main text) we find that
all the basis vectors |ci, cj〉with ci+cj /∈ {i+j, 2(n+1)−
(i + j)} are rigid for Aij . That is, Aij outputs |ci, cj〉
for such pairs if and only if she receives colors ci and cj
from Si and Sj , respectively. We then restrict to the case
where all the parties’ outputs are ambiguous. That is, we
assume that Aij , for any i < j, outputs

∣∣vij,rij〉 for some
rij .

Claim 3. Suppose that n ≥ 5 and that Aij, for any i < j,
outputs vij,rij for some rij. Then, the list of colors dis-
tributed by the sources is either (c1, . . . , cn) = (1, . . . , n)
or (c1, . . . , cn) = (n, n− 1, . . . , 1).

Proof. By assumption no party outputs a color match.
Then, all the colors appear in {c1, . . . , cn}. In particular,
there are i, j with ci = 1 and cj = 2. As the output
of Aij is ambiguous, we must have ci + cj = 3 ∈ {i +
j, 2(n + 1) − (i + j)} which means that either i + j = 3
or i + j = 2n − 1. Then, there are only two choices for
i, j: either {i, j} = {1, 2} or {i, j} = {n, n − 1}. By
symmetry (change i 7→ n + 1 − i) we only analyze the
first case, where c1 + c2 = 3. In this case either (c1, c2) =
(1, 2) or (c1, c2) = (2, 1). We first show that the latter is
impossible.

Suppose that (c1, c2) = (2, 1). Since the output of A1,k,
for k > 2 is ambiguous, ck should be such that 2 + ck ∈
{1+k, 2n+1−k}. This means that ck ∈ {k−1, 2n−1−k}.
Then, for k = 3 we have c3 ∈ {2, 2n − 4}. c3 cannot be
2 since there is already a source with color 2, and we
assumed that no party outputs a color match. Moreover,
c3 cannot be 2n − 4 since as n > 4, we have 2n − 4 > n
and the number of colors is n. Thus, (c1, c2) = (2, 1) is
not a valid choice.

We now suppose that (c1, c2) = (1, 2). Considering
the output of A1,k, for k > 2, we find that 1 + ck ∈
{1 + k, 2n + 1 − k} or equivalently ck ∈ {k, 2n − k}.
Then, using ck ≤ n we obtain ck = k as desired. Thus,
we obtain (c1, . . . , cn) = (1, . . . , n).
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Now define

q
(
rij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, t

)
, (E1)

be the probability that Aij , for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n outputs∣∣vij,rij〉 and the list of colors is

(c1, . . . , cn) = (1, . . . , n) if t = 0

(c1, . . . , cn) = (n, n− 1, . . . , 1) if t = 1,

conditioned on all outputs being ambiguous. By the
above claim, q

(
rij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, t

)
is a valid probabil-

ity distribution. We claim that this distribution satisfies

q
(
rij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n

)
=

1

2

∣∣∣∏
i<j

ω
(i,j)
ij,rij

+
∏
i<j

ω
(n+1−i,n+1−j)
ij,rij

∣∣∣2

and for any i < j

q(rij , t) =


1
2

∣∣∣ω(i,j)
ij,rij

∣∣∣2 t = 1,

1
2

∣∣∣ω(n+1−i,n+1−j)
ij,rij

∣∣∣2 t = 2.

These are in parallel with Claim 2 of the main text used
before with similar proof ideas.

The first equation is essentially a consequence of
Claim 3. For simplicity of presentation we prove the sec-
ond equation for i = 1, j = 2, and t = 1, the general case
being similar. We compute:

q(r12, t = 1)

=
nn

2
Pr(a12 = |v12,r12〉 , t = 1)

=
nn

2nn−2
Pr(a12 = |v12,r12〉 , c1 = 1, c2 = 2)

=
n4

2
Pr(a12 = |v12,r12〉 , c1 = c3 = 1, c2 = c4 = 2)

=
n4

2
Pr(a12 = |v12,r12〉 , a13 = 1, a24 = 2)

=
1

2

∣∣∣ω(1,2)
12,r12

∣∣∣2.
In general, as the output of Aij depends only on the mes-
sages of Si, Sj and the colors are chosen independently
and uniformly, we may change the color of all sources
except those of Si and Sj . We do so in such a way that
Aii′ and Ajj′ , for some i′, j′ different from i, j, output a
color match. In this case, the colors of Si, Sj would be
fixed without referring to the value of t and the second
equation follows.

Finally, observe that by Proposition 2 of the main text
there are choices of ω(ci,cj)

ij,r for which a distribution q
(
rij :

1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, t
)
with the given marginals does not exit.

Thus, the quantum CM distribution is nonlocal.
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