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The discovery of Bell that there exist quantum correlations that cannot be reproduced classically
is one of the most important in the foundations of quantum mechanics, as well as having practical
implications. Bell’s result was originally proven in a simple bipartite causal structure, but anal-
ogous results have also been shown in further causal structures. Here we study the only causal
structure with six or fewer nodes in which the question of whether or not there exist quantum cor-
relations that cannot be achieved classically was open. In this causal structure we show that such
quantum correlations exist using a method that involves imposing additional restrictions on the
correlations. This hence completes the picture of which causal structures of up to six nodes support
non-classical quantum correlations. We also provide further illustrations of our method using other
causal structures.

I. INTRODUCTION

Given a set of observed variables, a causal structure
encodes a set of dependencies between them and acts as
a shorthand for constraints on the joint distribution of
those variables. As well as the observed variables a causal
structure may also have unobserved systems, whose na-
ture depends on the theory in question. In the classical
case, these correspond to random variables, while in the
quantum case they may be quantum systems. In this
work we are interested in the sets of possible correlations
that can be realised in the classical and quantum cases,
and, in particular, in whether these sets are different. In
cases where they are different we will say that the causal
structure supports non-classical quantum correlations, or
that it has a classical-quantum gap.
Bell’s theorem [1, 2] shows the existence of a causal

structure supporting non-classical quantum correlations.
In fact, using the principle of no fine tuning, which in
essence states that one variable can only be the cause of
another if the two variables are correlated, Bell’s result
can be extended to show that there are quantum corre-
lations that cannot be explained classically in any causal
structure [3]. Fritz [4, 5] presented further examples of
causal structures with a classical-quantum gap.
We now restrict our attention to the 366565 causal

structures with at most six nodes. Henson, Lal and Pusey
(HLP) [6] showed that for all but 21 of these there is no
classical-quantum gap (or the existence of such a gap can
be reduced to one of the 21).
In [1, 4, 7–9], 4 of those 21 causal structures were shown

to have a classical-quantum gap, namely the “Bell” [1],
the “Instrumental” [7, 8], the “Triangle” [4] and the “Un-
related Confounders” [9] causal structures. Further, in an
upcoming work [10], it is shown that 16 of the remaining
17 causal structures also have a classical-quantum gap.
The remaining causal structure is shown in Figure 1, and
our main result is that it can also support quantum cor-
relations that are non-classical. We further illustrate our
method using the causal structures of Figures 2 and 3.
Therefore, together with the results of [10], we complete
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FIG. 1. The causal structure G1 that is the focus of this work.

the problem of identifying which causal structures of up
to six nodes have a classical-quantum gap: the 21 from
Appendix E of [6] (and causal structures that can be re-
duced to one of them) do, and the remainder do not.

II. CLASSICAL AND QUANTUM
CORRELATIONS WITHIN A CAUSAL

STRUCTURE

In this section we give a few definitions to set up our
main question.

Definition 1 (Causal Structure). A causal structure is
a directed acyclic graph (DAG) over a set of nodes, each
of which is either labelled as latent (denoted here within
a circle) or observed (denoted here within a triangle).

Figure 1 gives an example and is the main causal struc-
ture we will consider in this work. Directed edges are
interpreted as indicating (the possibility of) direct causal
influences. The observed nodes represent things that can
be seen and hence each will have an associated random
variable1. The latent nodes are unobserved and the way
they are modelled depends on the underlying theory (in
this work we are mainly concerned with classical or quan-
tum theory).

Consider a causal structure G with nodes X1, . . . , Xn

of which Xm+1, . . . , Xn are latent. We use X↓
i to denote

1 We use upper case to denote random variables and lower case to
denote specific instances of those variables.
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the parents of Xi in G (i.e., the nodes from which there
is a directed edge to Xi in G). In the classical case, each
latent node has an associated random variable, and a
distribution P (X1 . . . Xm) over the observed variables is
said to be compatible with G if there exists a distribution
Q(X1 . . . Xn) over all nodes such that

P (x1 . . . xm) =
∑

xm+1...xn

Q(x1 . . . xn), and (1)

Q(x1 . . . xn) =

n∏
i=1

Q(xi|x↓
i ) , (2)

where we use lower case to denote specific instances of
upper case random variables. This condition implies
that any variable is conditionally independent of its non-
descendants given its parents (Theorem 1.2.7 in [11]),
which is known as the causal Markov condition.
Furthermore, this condition implies a number of other

conditional independences. These can be conveniently
read off the causal structure using the concept of d-
separation, which we now introduce.

Definition 2 (Blocked paths). Consider a causal struc-
ture in which X and Y are nodes and let Z be a set of
nodes not containing X or Y . A path from X to Y is
said to be blocked by Z if it contains either A → W → B
with W ∈ Z, A → W → B with W ∈ Z or A → W → B
such that neither W nor any descendant of W belongs to
Z.

Definition 3 (d-separation). Consider a causal structure
in which X, Y and Z are disjoint sets of nodes. X and
Y are d-separated by Z, denoted X ⊥ Y |Z if either there
is no path between any node in X and any node in Y , or
if every path from a node in X to a node in Y is blocked
by Z.

The following theorem proven in [12, 13] is then useful
for inferring additional conditional independences.

Theorem 1. Let G be a classical causal structure and
Q be a distribution over all the variables in G. Q can
be written in the form (2) if and only if for any disjoint
sets of nodes X, Y and Z in the causal structure with
X ⊥ Y |Z, the distribution satisfies Q(X|Y Z) = Q(X|Z).

In the quantum case, consider a parentless2 latent node
X with children X↑. For each element Y of X↑ there is a
Hilbert space labelled HY

X and the latent node X is asso-
ciated with a joint quantum state on the tensor product
of these Hilbert spaces,

⊗
Y ∈X↑ HY

X . Each observed node

Y with latent parents Y L and observed parents Y O has
an associated POVM that acts on

⊗
Qi∈Y L HY

Qi
, where

this POVM can depend on the values of the variables Y O.
The joint distribution is formed by applying the POVMs
to the quantum state (see Definition 5 for an example).
If Y L is empty, taking the empty tensor product to be
C, since a POVM on C is just a probability distribu-
tion, an observed node with no latent parents is assigned
a probability distribution (conditioned on the values of
any observed parents), recovering the classical case.

2 We only consider parentless latent nodes here as the more general
case is not needed for the present paper.

In this work we will mainly be interested in the causal
structure shown in Figure 1, which we henceforth call
G1. Prior to this work it was not known whether G1

exhibits a gap between the distributions realisable clas-
sically and those realisable quantum mechanically, which
we now formally define.

Definition 4 (Classical compatibility with the causal
structure G1). A distribution P (CDEF ) is said to be
classically compatible with G1 if there exists a joint dis-
tribution Q(ABCDEF ) such that

P (cdef) =
∑
ab

Q(abcdef) and

Q(abcdef) = Q(a)Q(b)Q(c)Q(d|bc)Q(e|acd)Q(f |ab) .
(3)

Definition 5 (Quantum compatibility with G1). A dis-
tribution P (CDEF ) is said to be quantum mechanically
compatible with G1 if there exist Hilbert spaces HE

A , HF
A,

HF
B , HD

B , joint quantum states ρA on HE
A ⊗HF

A and ρB
on HF

B ⊗ HD
B , and POVMs {Kc

d}d on HD
B (for each c),

{M c,d
e }e on HF

A (for each c, d) and {Nf}f on HF
A ⊗ HF

B
such that

P (cdef) = tr((M c,d
e ⊗ Nf ⊗Kc

d)(ρA ⊗ ρB))P (c). (4)

In the next sections we show that the causal structures
of Figures 1 and 2 support a classical-quantum gap, and
we apply our technique to give an alternative argument
for a classical-quantum gap in the Triangle causal struc-
ture (Figure 3).

III. RESULTS

Our main result can be stated as follows.

Theorem 2. There exist correlations that are quantum
mechanically compatible with G1 but not classically com-
patible with it.

The idea behind the proof is to consider correlations
satisfying the following additional conditions:

1. The variable F breaks down into two, i.e., F =
(FO, FS), with FS always equal to E.

2. The variable E is independent of C and D, i.e.,
P (e|cd) = P (e).

In essence, these conditions enforce that E must be de-
termined by A and that the causal influences from D to
E and from C to E are not used. In the classical case
this then sets up Bell’s local causality conditions [2] with
‘settings’ E and C, and ‘outcomes’ FO and D. In the
quantum case we can associate an entangled state with
node B to violate local causality.

We break down the proof of Theorem 2 into two parts.

Lemma 1. Let P (CDEF ) be classically compatible with
G1 and satisfy Conditions 1 and 2. Then

P (cdefO) =
∑
ab

Q(abcdefO)

=
∑
b

Q(b)Q(c)Q(e)Q(d|bc)Q(fO|be). (5)
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Lemma 2. There exist distributions P (CDEF ) that are
quantum mechanically compatible with G1, satisfy Con-
ditions 1 and 2 but do not satisfy Equation (5).

Proof of Lemma 1. Since P (CDEF ) is classically com-
patible with G1 we can write

P (cdef) =
∑
ab

Q(abcdef)

=
∑
ab

Q(b)Q(c|b)Q(d|bc)Q(e|bcd)Q(f |bcde)Q(a|bcdef),

where we have used the definition of conditional proba-
bility to expand Q in the second line. The following d-
separation relations hold for G1: F ⊥ CD|B, E ⊥ B|CD
and B ⊥ C. Theorem 1 hence implies Q(f |bcd) = Q(f |b),
Q(e|bcd) = Q(e|cd), and Q(c|b) = Q(c). Using the last
two of these we have

P (cdef) =
∑
b

Q(b)Q(c)Q(d|bc)Q(e|cd)Q(f |bcde). (6)

Condition 2 allows Q(e|cd) to be replaced with Q(e), and
we then use Condition 1 to replace f with fSfO and sum
both sides over fS to give

P (cdefO) =
∑
b

Q(b)Q(c)Q(d|bc)Q(e)Q(fO|bcde). (7)

Furthermore, using that E equals FS (Condition 1),
we write Q(efO|bcd) = Q(fOfS |bcd) = Q(f |bcd) =
Q(f |b) = Q(efO|b) = Q(e|b)Q(fO|be) = Q(e)Q(fO|be).3
Also noting that Q(efO|bcd) = Q(fO|bcde)Q(e), we get
Q(fO|bcde) = Q(fO|be) and substituting this into (7) we
recover (5).

Proof of Lemma 2. We consider the following model,
where, for brevity, we define |θ⟩ = cos(θ)|0⟩+ sin(θ)|1⟩:

1. Take A to be a uniformly distributed classical bit4.

2. Take HFO

B and HD
B to be two-dimensional Hilbert

spaces and ρHFO
B HD

B

to be the projector onto
1√
2
(|00⟩+ |11⟩).

3. Take C to be a uniformly distributed classical bit.

4. Take FS = A. When A = 0, take FO to be the out-
come of a measurement in the {|θ = 0⟩, |θ = π/2⟩}
basis on HFO

B . When A = 1, take FO to be the out-
come of a measurement in the {|π/4⟩, |3π/4⟩} basis

on HFO

B .

5. When C = 0, take D to be the outcome of a mea-
surement in the {|π/8⟩, |5π/8⟩} basis onHD

B . When
C = 1, take D to be the outcome of a measurement
in the {| − π/8⟩, |3π/8⟩} basis on HD

B .

6. Take E = A.

3 Where Q(e|b) = Q(e) follows from Q(e|bcd) = Q(e|cd) = Q(e).
4 This could be put in quantum form by considering a state

1
2
(|00⟩⟨00| + |11⟩⟨11|) and using a measurement in the {|0⟩, |1⟩}

basis whenever we want to reveal its value.

c e fO d P (c e fO d)

0 0 0 0 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

0 0 0 1 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

0 0 1 0 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

0 0 1 1 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

0 1 0 0 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

0 1 0 1 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

0 1 1 0 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

0 1 1 1 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

1 0 0 0 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

1 0 0 1 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

1 0 1 0 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

1 0 1 1 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

1 1 0 0 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

1 1 0 1 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

1 1 1 0 1
8
cos2(π

8
)

1 1 1 1 1
8
sin2(π

8
)

TABLE I. The distribution generated by the quantum corre-
lations. We omit a column for fS because fS = e.
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FIG. 2. The causal structure G2 which also has a classical-
quantum gap by our argument.

By construction these correlations satisfy relations 1
and 2.

Bell’s theorem states that if (5) holds, then
P (DFO|CE) must satisfy the CHSH inequality [14],
which can be expressed as P (D = FO|00) + P (D =
FO|01)+P (D = FO|10)+P (D ̸= FO|11) ≤ 3.5 However,
the correlations given in Table I give P (D = FO|00) +
P (D = FO|01) + P (D = FO|10) + P (D ̸= FO|11) =
4 cos2(π8 ) ≈ 3.41, in violation of the CHSH inequality,
and hence cannot be realised classically in G1.

IV. OTHER CAUSAL STRUCTURES

The approach presented here can be applied to other
causal structures. One case that follows directly from
the above analysis is the causal structure G2 in Figure 2,
which is the same as G1 but without an arrow from C
to E. Since the quantum correlations we constructed in
Lemma 2 for the DAG G1 do not use the causal link from
C to E, the same correlations are quantum compatible
with G2. Any distribution that is classically compatible
with G2 is also classically compatible with G1 (removing
an arrow in a causal structure adds additional constraints
on the correlations). Hence, the quantum correlations are
not classically compatible with G2. The existence of a
classical-quantum gap for G2 is also shown in [10] using
another method.

5 Here P (D = FO|ce) =
∑

x P (D = x, FO = x|ce).
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The argument we use in this work can be thought of
as an extension of that used by Fritz [4] to establish
a classical-quantum gap in the triangle causal structure
shown in Figure 3. A distribution is classically compat-
ible with the triangle causal structure if there exists a
distribution Q(ABCDEF ) such that

P (def) =
∑
abc

Q(abcdef), where

Q(abcdef) = Q(a)Q(b)Q(c)Q(d|bc)Q(e|ac)Q(f |ab).

Fritz then takes the additional conditions that D, E and
F are two bits each, i.e., D = (S1, O1), E = (S′

1, S
′
2),

F = (S2, O2), and that S′
1 = S1 and S′

2 = S2, the idea
being that these imply that S1 must have its causal origin
in C and S2 must have its causal origin in A.

Lemma 3. Let P (DEF ) be classically compatible with
the triangle causal structure and satisfy the additional
conditions above. It follows that

P (s1s2o1o2) =
∑
abc

Q(s1s2o1o2abc)

=
∑
b

Q(b)Q(s1)Q(s2)Q(o1|s1b)Q(o2|s2b). (8)

Note that (8) is Bell’s local causality condition for set-
tings S1 and S2 and outcomes O1 and O2. The proof we
give is different to that in [4].

Proof. Since P (S1S2O1O2) is classically compatible with
the triangle causal structure we can write

P (s1s2o1o2) =
∑
abc

Q(s1s2o1o2abc)

=
∑
b

Q(b)Q(s1|b)Q(s2|bs1)Q(o1|s1s2b)Q(o2|s1s2o1b),

where we have used the definition of conditional proba-
bility to expand Q in the second line. Since S1 = S′

1,
we have Q(s1|b) = Q(s′1|b), but B ⊥ E and Theorem 1
means Q(s′1|b) = Q(s′1), and hence Q(s1|b) = Q(s1).
Likewise, Q(s2|bs1) = Q(s2|b) = Q(s′2|b) = Q(s′2) =
Q(s2) follows from F ⊥ D|B, S2 = S′

2 and B ⊥ E. Simi-
larly, D ⊥ F |B gives both Q(s1o1|s2o2b) = Q(s2o2|b) and
Q(s2o2|s1o1b) = Q(s2o2|b), which imply Q(o1|s1s2b) =
Q(o1|s1b) and Q(o2|s1s2o1b) = Q(o2|s2b). We hence re-
duce to (8).

Thus, as in the causal structure G1 considered ear-
lier, any quantum distribution that violates the CHSH
inequality in the Bell causal structure can be used to show
a classical-quantum gap in the triangle causal structure,
by taking A and C binary uniform bits, B to be an en-
tangled state, S1 = S′

1 = C, S2 = S′
2 = A and forming

O1 and O2 using measurements on the entangled state

with the choice of measurement depending on C and A
respectively (in the same way as in points 4 and 5 of the
quantum strategy for G1).
Note that the quantum distribution used to show a gap

in the triangle causal structure has A and C classical, and
hence there is also a classical-quantum gap in variations
of the triangle where either A or C are observed.

A

B

C

F D

E

FIG. 3. The triangle causal structure. For the argument we
will take D = (S1, O1), E = (S′

1, S
′
2) and F = (S2, O2).

V. CONCLUSION

We have shown that there are quantum correlations
that cannot be classically realised in the causal structure
G1, the only remaining open case of up to six nodes. Our
method corresponds to an extension of an idea used by
Fritz in [4] for answering the same question in the tri-
angle causal structure, and we include a short argument
for the triangle causal structure as a further illustration.
Our arguments work at the level of the probabilities, in
contrast to Fritz’s use of entropies.

Given a causal structure, we can also consider post-
quantum correlations (those that obey the independence
relations among the observed nodes that hold in the clas-
sical case but are not quantum compatible). The proof
of HLP that all but 21 of the causal structures with at
most six nodes have no classical-quantum gap more gen-
erally shows that all apart from those 21 have no post-
quantum correlations, leaving 21 candidates (up to re-
ductions) that could support post-quantum correlations.
The results of the present paper, along with [1, 4, 6–
10], imply that, for up to six nodes, there are no causal
structures with post-quantum correlations but without
non-classical quantum correlations.

Additional note: A preliminary version of this work is
available in SK’s PhD Thesis [15].
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