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Quantum correlations are at the core of current developments in quantum technologies. Certification protocols
of entanglement and steering, suitable for continuous-variable non-Gaussian states are scarce and generally
highly demanding from an experimental point of view. We propose a protocol based on Fisher information for
witnessing steering in general continuous-variable bipartite states, through homodyne detection. It proves to be
relevant for the detection of non-Gaussian steering in scenarios where witnesses based on Gaussian features like
the covariance matrix are shown to fail.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1935 Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen introduced what
came to be known as the EPR paradox [1], challenging,
through the argument of local realism the completeness of
quantum mechanics. In his early response [2, 3], Schrödinger
addressed the issue of spooky action, troubled by the paradox
arising from the capability of one part of a bipartite system
to instantaneously steer the state of the other through appro-
priate local measurements. These works received notorious
attention after the seminal paper by Bell [4], who proposed a
strong test for locality itself. In 2007, Wisemann et al. [5]
provided an operational benchmark for steering, from which
they proved that the set of states that manifest steering are a
strict subset of the set of entangled states and a strict super-
set of those which violate Bell inequalities. This definition
can be understood in terms of a scenario where two parties,
Alice and Bob, share a state. Alice has to convince Bob that
the state they share is entangled, while Bob does not actu-
ally trust Alice, i.e., he does not assume her measurements
to be in accordance with the constraints imposed by quantum
physics. Alice will communicate the results of her measure-
ments and then Bob can measure the state on his part of the
system. Whenever Bob can verify the presence of a quantum
correlation based only on the information provided by Alice
and his own measurement results, we say that there was quan-
tum steering from Alice to Bob.

The relevance of the characterization of steering goes be-
yond the interest in fundamental questions as it is a relevant
resource in quantum information protocols [6, 7], like one-
sided device independent quantum key distribution [8–10],
certification of random number generators [11, 12], quantum
metrology [13], and quantum channel discrimination [14].
These one-sided device independent approaches to quantum
information protocols are settled in between the fully device
independent protocols, that require the violation of Bell in-
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equalities for certification, and the entanglement-based pro-
tocols, which are less restrictive, but also slightly less secure
[15–17].

The problem of steering characterization for Gaussian
states has been widely studied [18, 19], and a well-defined
measure has been established [20–22], based on the symplec-
tic spectrum of the conditioned covariance matrix. However,
for many applications in quantum technologies, one requires
non-Gaussian states. For example, non-Gaussian features are
necessary to reach a quantum computational advantage [23],
and for quantum error correction [24]. Any application that
relies on entanglement distillation must be non-Gaussian [25]
and common entanglement distillation protocols effectively
create non-Gaussian quantum correlations [26, 27]. Such non-
Gaussian quantum correlations become particularly relevant
in quantum metrology, where they often lead to an improve-
ment in sensitivity [28–31].

A general characterization of steering in non-Gaussian sce-
narios, has been elusive so far. One possible approach relies
on conditional quantum state tomography and semidefinite
programming [32]. Alternatively, many protocols are based
on second order correlations [18], and for non-Gaussian states
these protocols require non-Gaussian measurements [33]. The
latter is twofold undesired: First, it is appealing to rely strictly
on Gaussian continuous-variable (CV) measurements, such
as homodyne detection. Second, we want to probe the non-
Gaussian features of the state, and thus must avoid introduc-
ing any additional non-Gaussian features through the mea-
surement. In this spirit, we aim for a general protocol purely
based on homodyne detection. Even though methods based
on hierarchies have been proposed [34], these can require sig-
nificant experimental and computational overhead when high-
order moments are involved. Thus, rather than only focusing
on moments of the measurement outcomes, our protocol will
exploit the full measurement statistics.

We tackle the problem of witnessing quantum steering with
a toolbox based on quantum metrology [35–37]. The steer-
ing capacity in a bipartite system was formally linked to an
enhancement in the capability to estimate certain parameters
[13]. We adapt this approach to the experimental context and
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limitations of CV quantum optics and show its relevance for
non-Gaussian states. For that, we will consider single-photon-
subtracted states as a probe system. In the context of non-
Gaussian states, photon subtraction, offers an experimentally
feasible way to attain Wigner negativity in a controlled way
[38, 39]. This approach offers a very flexible way to gener-
ate different kind of states [40] and in particular purely non-
Gaussian features can be studied by appropriately choosing
the mode in which the photon is subtracted [38]. These states
are relevant probe since pure photon-subtracted squeezed vac-
uum states have been shown to manifest quantum steering
that cannot be detected by variance-based criteria [41]. We
also show that our metrological approach detects more non-
Gaussian steerable states than the entropic criterion of [42],
even though the latter also exploits full homodyne statistics.

II. PROTOCOL

A. Protocol for general quantum states

We will now formulate the steering detection scheme as a
metrological protocol, following [13]. We consider the sce-
nario in which Bob attempts to estimate a phase ξ gener-
ated by a Hamiltonian Ĥ that acts on his side of the sys-
tem. Without any further information than the one he can ex-
tract from direct measurements in the displaced state ρ̂B

ξ =

exp(−iξĤ)ρ̂B exp(iξĤ), the maximal precision that he can
achieve using an arbitrary unbiased estimator ξest is limited by
the quantum Fisher Information (QFI) FQ(ρ̂B, Ĥ), the central
quantity in quantum metrology [35–37]. In the present sce-
nario, where the parameter to be estimated is implemented by
a unitary transformation, generated by a Hamiltonian, there is
a practical expression for the QFI for a state ρ̂B =

∑
k rk |rk〉〈rk |:

FQ(ρ̂B, Ĥ) = 4Tr[ρ̂BĤ2] − 8
∑

j,k

rkr j

rk + r j

∣∣∣〈r j|Ĥ|rk〉
∣∣∣2 . (1)

Note that this expression requires us to know the eigenvalues
rk and associated eigenvectors |rk〉. However, in many physi-
cal systems, and notably CV systems where the density matrix
is infinite dimensional, these quantities are often not known.

The QFI represents the sensitivity of the state ρ̂B under
small perturbations generated by Ĥ. This idea is formalised
in the quantum Cramér-Rao bound on the variance of the es-
timator

Var(ξest) ≥ 1
nFQ(ρ̂B, Ĥ)

, (2)

where n is the number of repetitions of the measurement pro-
tocol. The inequality can be saturated by choosing the optimal
measurement observable and estimator.

Nevertheless, Bob’s state might be correlated with another
system. Let us assume that Alice possesses this second party,
and will assist Bob in his estimation protocol by sending him
information about her measurement setup and outcome. Al-
ice’s assistance may improve Bob’s estimation precision even

when correlations are purely classical. Local complementar-
ity sets a limit to this improvement that can only be overcome
when there is quantum steering [13]. The average sensitiv-
ity attainable by Bob following assistance by Alice, is upper-
bounded by the conditional QFI

FB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) B max

X̂

∫
p(a|X̂)FB

Q(ρ̂B
a|X̂ , Ĥ)da (3)

and we introduce the assemblage as a function A that maps
the observable X̂ and one of its measurement outcomes a to

A(a, X̂) B p(a|X̂)ρ̂B
a|X̂ , (4)

where p(a|X̂) is the probability distribution for Alice’s out-
comes a after measurement of the observable X̂, and ρ̂B

a|X̂ the
conditioned state on Bob’s side that is obtained after such a
measurement.

In this context the confirmation of quantum steering con-
sists in showing that the assemblage (4) cannot be described
with a hidden state model given by

A(a, X̂) =

∫
dλp(λ)p(a|X̂, λ)σ̂B

λ . (5)

Note, moreover, that the implementation of a local phase ξ
preserves the structure of the local hidden state model. If the
state Bob and Alice share is consistent with the structure of
(5), the following inequality holds [13]

FB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) ≤ 4VarB|A

Q (A, Ĥ), (6)

where VarB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) represents the quantum conditional vari-

ance

VarB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) B min

X̂

∫
p(a|X̂)Var(ρ̂B

a|X̂ , Ĥ)da, (7)

that is obtained after minimization over all possible measure-
ment setups by Alice. Here we encounter the variance of Ĥ in
the state ρB

a|X̂ , given by

Var(ρ̂B
a|X̂ , Ĥ) B Tr[ρ̂B

a|X̂Ĥ2] − Tr[ρ̂B
a|X̂Ĥ]2. (8)

Together with the Cramér-Rao bound, (6) implies the uncer-
tainty relation [13]

Var(ξest)VarB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) ≥ 1

4n
, (9)

between the phase displacement estimator ξest and its genera-
tor Ĥ, whose violation constitutes an EPR paradox.

Inequality (6) can be thought of as a way to witness steering
through its relevance for metrological tasks. The extent to
which a given assemblage violates the inequality is captured
by the steering witness

S max(A) = max
{Ĥ,Tr(Ĥ2)=1}

[
FB|A

Q (A, Ĥ) − 4VarB|A
Q (A, Ĥ)

]+
, (10)
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where [x]+ = max{0, x}. Moreover, Reid’s criterion [43] can
be derived as a weaker version of this witness. It can be shown
[13] that

FB|A
Q (A, Ĥ) ≥

∣∣∣∣〈[Ĥ, M̂]
〉ρ̂B

∣∣∣∣2
VarB|A

Q

(
A, M̂

) (11)

holds for arbitrary assemblages A and observables Ĥ and M̂.
Combined with (6), we introduce the following measure for
the violation of Reid’s variance-based steering witness

S R(A) = max
{Ĥ,Tr(Ĥ2)=1}


∣∣∣∣〈[Ĥ, M̂]

〉ρ̂B

∣∣∣∣2
VarB|A

Q

(
A, M̂

) − 4VarB|A
Q (A, Ĥ)


+

.

(12)
This witness is very commonly used to witness steering in
Gaussian states with quadrature operators [43]. Furthermore,
(11) directly implies that S max(A) > S R(A).

B. Homodyne protocol for continuous-variable systems

In this Section, we translate the general protocol of the
previous Section to the specific context of multimode quan-
tum optics [38, 44]. We rely on quadrature displacements as
the phase estimation probe, which can be easily implemented
by shifting the Wigner function [45] in phase space. Experi-
mentally, such a displacement results in a simple shift of the
measured quadrature histograms, which implies that the effect
of the parameter can easily be “simulated” in post-processing.
This will allow us to develop a framework to witness steering
based entirely on homodyne detection.

Our starting point is the M-mode electric field operator

Ê+(r, t) =

M∑
j=1

ε jâ ju j(r, t) (13)

where ui(r, t) are a set of orthonormal solutions of Maxwell
equations (classical modes), ε j is a constant that carries the
dimensions of the field, and â j are the annihilation operators
corresponding to modes u j of the bosonic field. In CV quan-
tum optics the fundamental observables are the real and com-
plex components of these operators, defined as

â j =
q̂ j + ip̂ j

2
, (14)

where q̂ j and p̂ j are the amplitude and phase quadratures
of the electric field, respectively, which satisfy the canoni-
cal commutation relation

[
q̂ j, p̂k

]
= 2iδ j,k. The measurement

outcomes for these observables are represented in the optical
phase space, which has a symplectic structure associated to
the form

Ω =

M⊕
j=1

(
0 −1
1 0

)
. (15)

We can now define vectors of quadrature operators

~̂x = (q̂1, p̂1, . . . , q̂M , p̂M)>, (16)

and translate the commutation relation to [x̂ j, x̂k] = 2iΩ jk.
To represent quantum states on optical phase space we

resort to a quasi-probability distribution, the Wigner function.
Even though this representation can reach negative values
and is thus not a joint probability distribution for quadratures,
its marginals describe the probabilities of measurement
outcomes for individual quadrature observables [38]. We
will focus on states of a bipartite system that are completely
described by its Wigner function W(~xA ⊕ ~xB) in a phase
space of dimension R2m ⊕ R2m′ , where ~xA(B), stand for the
phase-space coordinates of subsystem A(B) which consists of
m(m′) modes.

A direct application of the protocol in Section II A would
require us to obtain the QFI FB

Q. This is in general a notori-
ously difficult task as it involves the reconstruction of the den-
sity matrix, which is often unfeasible in a CV setting. How-
ever, the QFI is lower bounded by its classical counterpart

FB
Q(ρ̂B, Ĥ) ≥ FB

ξ [P]. (17)

The classical FI characterizes the best precision that can be
obtained for estimating ξ by using the results of a specific
measurement. It is defined as

FB
ξ [P] B

∫
R

P(q|ξ)
(
∂L(q|ξ)
∂ξ

)2

dq (18)

where L(q|ξ) = log[P(q|ξ)] represents the logarithmic like-
lihood associated to the probability density of measurement
outcomes q, after implementation of the parameter ξ. More
formally phrased, P(q|ξ) = Tr[ρ̂B

ξ Π̂q], where Π̂q form a posi-
tive operator-valued measure (POVM) such that

∫
Π̂qdq = 1.

For CV systems, it is natural to choose Ĥ to be a quadrature
operator, and Π̂q = |q〉〈q| to correspond to homodyne mea-
surements.

The relation (17) is particularly appealing as it shows that
any violation of the inequality (6) based on the classical FI,
is a lower bound for the exact violation based on the QFI.
The down-side of relying on the classical FI is that one may
fail to witness steering that could otherwise be detected by
using a better measurement scheme. However, the classical
Fisher information already provides a strict improvement over
Reid’s criterion (12). We will show that this improvement is
sufficient to witness non-Gaussian steering.

In what follows we summarize the protocol to witness steer-
ing for a bipartite CV system, see Fig.1. We have two sets
of modes, in principle, mutually entangled, one in possession
of Alice and one in possession of Bob. In her modes, Al-
ice performs a homodyne detection that is characterized by a
normalized vector ~f in Alice’s phase space, which means she
measures the quadrature x̂

~f
A = ~f>~̂x. When she obtains the

measurement result x0, Bob’s state will be transformed into a
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Figure 1. Metrological protocol on which we base the witnessing of
steering for bipartite CV states. Alice performs homodyne detection
on the mode she owns and communicates to Bob the quadrature she
chose to measure and its outcome. Based on this information Bob
chooses what quadrature to measure in order to better estimate the
displacement ξ generated by D̂(ξ) = exp

[
−iξ ~e T Ω~̂x/2

]
, such that the

Hamiltonian is given by Ĥ = ~e T Ω~̂x/2.

state described by the conditional Wigner function

WB|A(~xB|x ~fA = x0)

=

∫
R2m W(~xA ⊕ ~xB)δ( ~f>~xA − x0)d~xA∫

R2m⊕R2m′ W(~xA ⊕ ~xB)δ( ~f>~xA − x0)d~xAd~xB

.
(19)

Bob estimates a local quadrature displacement WB|A(~xB) 7→
WB|A(~xB − ξ~e) on his subsystem. The parameter of interest
ξ here corresponds to the extent of this displacement, which
is generated by the Hamiltonian Ĥ = ~e>Ω~̂x/2, with ~e a nor-
malised vector in Bob’s phase space. In the spirit of (10), to
witness steering we optimize over all possible choices of dis-
placement axis, and thus maximize over ~e.

To study Bob’s sensitivity for such an estimation, we eval-
uate the quantities involved in the inequality (10), but we will
replace the QFI with the classical FI (18). To compute the
classical FI we fix the observable M̂. A logical choice is to
measure the displaced quadrature, given by M̂ = ~e>~̂x. This
means that P(q | ξ) in (18) is the marginal of the Wigner func-
tion (19) along the phase space axis ~e. The probability of
obtaining an outcome q when measuring the quadrature along
~e is given by

PB
x0 | ~f

(q) =

∫
R2m′

δ(~e>~xB − q)WB|A(~xB|x ~fA = x0)d~xB. (20)

The displaced profile is obtained by the map q 7→ q− ξ on the
marginal distribution, such that we can write

PB
x0 | ~f

(q|ξ) = PB
x0 | ~f

(q − ξ). (21)

The resulting conditional classical FI for a fixed choice of
Bob’s displacement and measurement (determined by ~e), op-
timized over all homodyne observables ( ~f ) on Alice’s side is
defined as

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 = max
~f∈R2m

∫
R

PA(x
~f
A = x0)FB

ξ [PB
x0 | ~f

]dx0. (22)

Here, PA(x
~f
A = x0) is the marginal of the Wigner function

along the quadrature measured by Alice. To check whether
there is some mode in Alice’s subsystem that can steer Bob’s
the optimization runs over all possible choices of ~f . One could
refine the question and restrict ~f to the phase space of one
specific mode to test whether this particular mode can steer
Bob’s subsystem.

To compute the conditional variance of the generator
~e>Ω~̂x/2, we also use a marginal of the conditional Wigner
function (19). From definition (7), we find that the conditional
variance is given by

VarB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2


= min

~f∈R2m

1
4

∫
R

PA(x
~f
A = x0)Var

(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
dx0,

(23)

where Var(ρ̂B
x0 | ~f
, ~e>Ω~̂x) is the variance of the quadrature cor-

responding to the generator ~e>Ω~̂x. To compute this quantity,
we introduce the probability of obtaining an outcome p when
we measure the quadrature along the axis Ω~e

P̃B
x0 | ~f

(p) =

∫
R2m′

δ(~e>Ω~xB − p)WB|A(~xB|x ~fA = x0)d~xB, (24)

This distribution allows us to compute

Var
(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
=

∫
R

p2P̃B
x0 | ~f

(p) dp −
(∫
R

pP̃B
x0 | ~f

(p) dp
)2

(25)
In other words, Alice first chooses a mode and quadrature to
measure. Bob then also chooses a mode and a quadrature to
measure depending on Alice’s choice. Alice communicates
her measurement outcomes to Bob, and Bob will group his
measurement outcomes depending on Alice’s result.

Finally, in analogy to the general definition (10), which
optimizes over all Hamiltonians, we optimize our homodyne
steering witness over all possible displacement vectors. This
leads to the final witness

S hom
max(A) = max

~e∈R2m′

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 − VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>Ω~̂x

)+

,

(26)

for quantum steering with the specialized homodyne-based
protocol. Note that we have used that 4VarB|A

hom

(
A, ~e>Ω~̂x/2

)
=

VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
.

Even though our protocol is formulated in a fully multi-
mode context, it will effectively detect quantum steering be-
tween two optical modes, one given by ~f on Alice’s side and
one given by ~e on Bob’s system. Optimising over the possi-
ble choices of ~f and ~e gives us a sufficient criterion for steer-
ing from Alice to Bob, but one can make the protocol more
general by measuring multiple quadratures simultaneously on,
both, Alice’s and Bob’s side of the system. Because this ex-
tension is technically rather involved, but physically straight-
forward, we present it separately in Appendix A.
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The witness (26) for our homodyne-based protocol is a
lower bound for the steering witness proposed in [13] that re-
lies on the QFI. At the same time, we can define a version of
Reid’s criterion (12) restricted to homodyne measurements by
setting Ĥ = ~e>Ω~̂x and M̂ = ~e>~̂x, which leads to

S hom
R (A) = max

~e∈R2m′

 1

VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>~̂x

) − VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>Ω~̂x

)+

.

(27)
Here, we find the quantity VarB|A

hom

(
A, ~e>~̂x

)−1
which quantifies

the sensitivity of estimating ξ based only on the average mea-
surement outcome of ~e>~̂x. Due to the relation between the
method of moments and the Fisher information [31], this is
always smaller than the sensitivity set by the FI. We thus find
the hierarchy S hom

R (A) ≤ S hom
max(A) ≤ S max(A). Interestingly,

there are states for which S hom
max(A) < S R(A) as the general

version of Reid’s criterion allows for highly non-Gaussian op-
erators Ĥ and M̂.

Finally, it is interesting to explicitly compare S hom
R (A) and

S hom
max(A) for Gaussian states. When Alice conditions on a ho-

modyne measurement, she performs a Gaussian operation on
the state. When the global state is Gaussian, Alice’s measure-
ment will create a Gaussian conditional state ρB

x0 | ~f
on Bob’s

subsystem [46]. Because the state is Gaussian, it is character-
ized by a Gaussian Wigner functions and its marginals are also
Gaussian. Therefore, the probability distribution PB

x0 | ~f
(q|ξ)

in (21) is Gaussian and only its mean value depends on the
parameter ξ. In this case, a simple calculation shows that

FB
ξ [PB

x0 | ~f
] = 1/Var

(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>~̂x

)
. This leads us to the following

identity for Gaussian states

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 = max
~f∈R2m

∫
R

PA(x
~f
A = x0)

1

Var
(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>~̂x

)dx0.

(28)
A second important element for Gaussian states is that

Var
(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
is independent of actual measurement result

x0 on Alice’s side [46]. In other words, we find that

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 = max
~f∈R2m

1

Var
(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>~̂x

) . (29)

From the same argument, it follows that

1

VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>~̂x

) = max
~f∈R2m

1

Var
(
ρ̂B

x0 | ~f
, ~e>~̂x

) , (30)

which ultimately shows that

S hom
R (A) = S hom

max(A) for Gaussian states. (31)

This shows that our metrological formalism based on quadra-
ture measurements can only outperform Reid’s criterion
based on quadrature variances when we are dealing with

non-Gaussian states.

Reid’s criterion as captured by S hom
R (A) is also a lower

bound for a different steering witness that can be derived from
[42]. In this work, an entropy-based witness is introduced,
constructed based on the Shannon entropies of the distribu-
tions PB

x0 | ~f
(q) and P̃B

x0 | ~f
(p):

h(P|x ~fA = x0) = −
∫
R

PB
x0 | ~f

(q) log PB
x0 | ~f

(q)dq, (32)

h(P̃|x ~fA = x0) = −
∫
R

P̃B
x0 | ~f

(p) log P̃B
x0 | ~f

(p)dp. (33)

We can then define

hB|A(A, ~e>~̂x) = min
~f∈R2m

∫
R

PA(x
~f
A = x0)h(P|x ~fA = x0)dx0, (34)

hB|A(A, ~e>Ω~̂x) = min
~f∈R2m

∫
R

PA(x
~f
A = x0)h(P̃|x ~fA = x0)dx0.

(35)

The original steering criterion that was proposed can be trans-
lated to our context as

hB|A(A, ~e>~̂x) + hB|A(A, ~e>Ω~̂x) < log(2πe). (36)

It is particularly useful to note that

VarB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 VarB|A
hom

A, ~e>~̂x2

 > e2hB|A(A,~e> ~̂x)e2hB|A(A,~e>Ω~̂x)

(2πe)2 .

(37)
When we combine this with the entropic inequality (36), we
can propose the steering witness

S H(A) = max
~e∈R2m′

2πe1−2hB|A(A,~e> ~̂x) − e2hB|A(A,~e>Ω~̂x)−1

2π

+

. (38)

In the limit for Gaussian states, we find that S H(A) =

S hom
R (A). For more general states, we find that S H(A) >

S hom
R (A). When comparing the metrological witness to the

entropic one, we find a useful relation between the Fisher in-
formation and Shannon entropy in literature [47] that can be
combined with Jensen’s inequality to prove

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 ≥ 2πe1−2hB|A(A,~e> ~̂x). (39)

However, the variance and entropy power are also related to
each, which was for example used to obtain (37). This leads
to the inequality

VarB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 ≥ e2hB|A(A,~e>Ω~̂x)−1

2π
. (40)

When we combine both (39) and (40) we cannot establish a
clear relation between the entropic witness S H(A) and the
metrological witness S hom

max(A). We explore which one of these
two witnesses, based on the same homodyne measurement
statistics, performs better for non-Gaussian states.
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In Section IV, we will explore the potential of the metro-
logical protocol for an important class of two-mode non-
Gaussian states, presented in Section III, under ideal detection
conditions. Details about the experimental estimation of these
quantities for realistic detection schemes will be provided in
Section V.

III. MODE-SELECTIVE PHOTON SUBTRACTION

The protocol described in the previous Section is valid for
any CV system, regardless of the nature of the state that we
consider, as long as we have access to the marginals of the
Wigner function along the desired axes in the phase space of
each of the sub-systems. In this Section we will introduce
the probe states that we shall consider throughout this paper,
namely, photon-subtracted states. Different approaches can be
followed to describe the generation of these states and obtain
their Wigner function [38, 48–50].

We focus on two-mode photon-subtracted states, where one
mode is sent to Alice and the other to Bob. These states are
generated through the setup sketched in Fig. 2: two single-
mode squeezed-vacuum states, squeezed in opposite quadra-
tures, are mixed on a balanced beamsplitter to generate an
EPR state. A single photon is subtracted in one of the two
output modes, and the resulting state is mixed on a second
beamsplitter with a variable reflectivity cos θ.

p

p q

q

A’

B’

Figure 2. Parameterized probe states: the non-Gaussian state ob-
tained by subtracting one photon from one mode of a two-mode
squeezed state, is passed through a beam splitter with a tunable trans-
missivity τ = sin2(θ).

To accommodate losses and other experimental imperfec-
tions, we consider an arbitrary Gaussian two-mode state with-
out mean field. We start by considering the state in the basis
of EPR modes, which we denote A′ and B′, such that we have

WG(~x) =
e−

1
2 ~x
>V−1~x

(2π)2
√

det V
, (41)

where V is the 4×4 covariance matrix of the state and ~x = ~xA′⊕
~xB′ = (xA′ , pA′ , xB′ , pB′ )> contains the coordinates in phase
space. Subsequently, we subtract a photon in the first mode
A′, such that the relevant Wigner function is given by [38]

W−(~x) =
‖PA′ (1 − V−1)~x‖2 − Tr(PA′V−1) + 2

Tr(VA′ − 1)
WG(~x), (42)

where PA′ is a projector on the first mode, given by

PA′ =


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 , (43)

and VA′ is the covariance matrix for the reduced state of the
first mode, given by VA′ = PA′VPA′ .

In the ideal setting of Fig. 2, we can describe the covariance
matrix as

V =
1
2


r1 + 1

r2
0 1

r2
− r1 0

0 r2 + 1
r1

0 r2 − 1
r1

1
r2
− r1 0 r1 + 1

r2
0

0 r2 − 1
r1

0 r2 + 1
r1

 , (44)

where ri = 10
si
10 , with si representing the squeezing parameter

of the squeezed mode i = 1, 2, given in decibels (dB), and the
squeezing is applied in opposite quadratures.

Photon losses can be described in an open quantum system
approach, as an interaction of the system with the environment
[51]. When the losses are the same in both modes, the effect
can be entirely absorbed within the covariance matrix, regard-
less of whether they act before or after the photon subtraction.
The effect of losses can then be modeled by modifying the
covariance matrix in the following way

V 7→ (1 − η)V + η1, (45)

where η ∈ [0, 1] represents the amount of loses.
We apply a tuneable beamsplitter after the local photon

subtraction. The parameter θ, that parameterizes the non-
Gaussian states, determines the transmissivity of the beam-
splitter (T = sin2(θ) ∈ [0, 1]), whose effect on the quadratures
of the phase space is described by the matrix

M(θ) =


cos(θ) 0 sin(θ) 0

0 cos(θ) 0 sin(θ)
− sin(θ) 0 cos(θ) 0

0 − sin(θ) 0 cos(θ)

 . (46)

The Wigner function of the resulting state which is sent to
Alice and Bob is then written as

W−θ ( ~xA ⊕ ~xB) = W−(M(θ)T~x). (47)

The set of non-Gaussian probe states include θ = 0 and
θ = π/2, i.e., zero transmissivity and zero reflectivity, which
leave the state untouched (up to a swap of the modes). In
the former cases, the photon is subtracted in Alice’s mode,
whereas in the latter case it is subtracted in Bob’s mode. Here,
we expect an enhancement of Gaussian quantum correlations
of the EPR state through the generation of non-Gaussian fea-
tures. On the other hand, θ = π/4 would undo the correla-
tions in the absence of photon subtraction. However, if a pho-
ton is subtracted, the second beamsplitter delocalises the non-
Gaussian features of the state over Alice’s and Bob’s modes.
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In this case, we witness a purely non-Gaussian quantum cor-
relation, exclusively generated after photon subtraction, as no
correlation is encoded in the covariance matrix of the corre-
sponding state. This implies that Gaussian protocols like those
based on Reid’s criteria are expected to fail to witness steer-
ing.

IV. IDEAL DETECTION OF NON-GAUSSIAN QUANTUM
STEERING

In this Section we consider the protocol established in Sec-
tion II for detection of steering using as probe states the pho-
ton subtracted states introduced in Section III. We first con-
sider ideal results, neglecting the effect of any losses in the
system. After that, we study the effect of losses in each possi-
ble scenario in an analytical way.

A. Gaussian witnesses for quantum steering

Before considering the non-Gaussian scenario, with the
double purpose of validating the protocol and setting up com-
parison for the fore-coming results, we analyse steering in
Gaussian two mode-squeezed states (i.e., before photon sub-
traction in Fig. 2).

Because Alice and Bob only control a single mode, we can
simplify our notation compared to Section II B, by naming the
measured quadratures on Bob’s side

q̂ B ~e>~̂x, (48)

p̂ B ~e>Ω~̂x . (49)

Alice’s choice of a phase space axis is equivalent to choosing
an angle ϕ such that she measures

x̂A(ϕ) B cosϕ q̂A + sinϕ p̂A , (50)

which means that x̂A(ϕ) is any quadrature in Alice’s mode.

In Fig. 3, we present the results obtained when we con-
sider an EPR state by setting equal squeezing values, i.e.,
s ≡ s1 = s2, in (44). We analyse the violation of the metro-
logical inequality after homodyne detection by Alice, consid-
ering the largest possible violation obtained over all possible
choices of the quadrature on Bob’s side over which the dis-
placement takes place, as prescribed by the maximization in
(26). As there is no global phase dependence in the EPR state,
Alice is completely free to choose one measurement setting ϕ.
Bob will thus have to choose ~e such that q̂ is maximally cor-
related with x̂A(ϕ). This choice immediately fixes the second
quadrature p̂ that Bob will measure through (49). The largest
value of the steering witness (26) will then be obtained if Al-
ice chooses a second measurement setting that measures the
quadrature that is most strongly correlated with p̂. A key prop-
erty of the state is that the correlation between Alice and Bob’s
measurements is the strongest when they measure the same
quadrature (i.e., when their homodyne measurements are in

phase), which means that Alice’s second setting should be set
to ϕ + π/2.

In Fig. 4, we show the effect of photon losses (45) for the

(b)

Smaxhom(�)

Fhom
B A ��, p

2

�
�

Var hom
B A (�, p� )

0 1 2 3 4 50.

1

2

s(dB)

Figure 3. Witnessing steering in two-mode squeezed states with
equal squeezing in both modes as a function of the squeezing level
s. We show the results using the steering witness (26), which is in
this case identical to Reid’s criterion S hom

R (A) (recall that any value
larger than zero implies quantum steering). We choose Alice’s mea-
surement settings (50) as ϕ = 0 and ϕ = π/2 to achieve a maximal
value of the steering witness (see main text). An optimization was
performed over all possible choices of the generator of displacements
on Bob’s side.

same type of states as in Fig. 3, for 3dB squeezing. The latter
is relevant to further understand the relation between Gaus-
sian and non-Gaussian steering and the fundamental differ-
ences that can arise between one and the other.

Smax
hom()

Fhom
B A

, p

2




Var hom
B A

(, p )

0. 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
0.

0.4

0.8

1.2

η

Figure 4. Effect of losses in the steering witness (26), for a two-
mode squeezed state, as considered in Fig. 3 for a level of squeezing
of s = 3dB.
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B. Quantum steering after local photon subtraction

Moving now to the non-Gaussian realm, the natural first
scenario to consider is the subtraction of one photon in one of
the two correlated modes A′ or B′, in the previously consid-
ered Gaussian scenario. This corresponds to θ = 0 or θ = π/2
in the tuneable beam splitter in Fig. 2. A recent result shows
that Gaussian steering before photon subtraction is a sufficient
condition for remotely generating Wigner negativity [52]. In
the following we explore a complementary property and in-
vestigate how local photon subtraction affects the steering of
the state.

States obtained by local photon subtraction are non-
symmetric. Wigner negativity, for example, is only present in
the reduced state of the mode complementary to the one where
the photon was subtracted. However, the Wigner negativity of
the two-mode Wigner function is larger than the single-mode
Wigner negativity [53], which indicates the presence of non-
local effects. In the same way, one would expect that steering,
which is intrinsically a one-sided property, should not behave
in the same way in both directions, i.e., steering from the mode
where the photon was subtracted to the complementary mode
is expected to be different from the steering in the opposite di-
rection. To check this, in Fig. 5 we show the steering witness,
as measured in the two directions. In the green curves, we
use Reid’s criterion (27), which leads to strongly asymmetric
results, as no EPR steering from the mode where the photon
was subtracted is observed. Yet, remarkably, the metrologi-
cal witness (26) not only witnesses steering from the photon
subtracted mode, but actually leads to a larger value for the
steering witness. This observation contrasts with what one
would expect from Reid’s criterion, thus clearly showing new
non-Gaussian behaviour. In a more operational sense, this re-
sult shows that non-Gaussian steering from the photon sub-
tracted mode to the complementary mode can considerably
enhance the inference of displacements in the complementary
mode. The entropic witness (38) is also shown to detect steer-
ing from the photon subtracted mode, but only when there is
sufficient squeezing in the initial squeezed modes. This means
that there is non-Gaussian steering that can be detected by the
metrological witness, but not by the entropic one. Further-
more, we observe that the metrological witness systematically
produces larger values than the entropic one (both coincide for
Gaussian steering).

In Fig. 6, we consider the effect of losses as we did pre-
viously for Gaussian states. The goal is to understand how
resilient the witnesses are and how they are connected to the
Gaussian scenario. As discussed in Section III, uniform
losses in photon-subtracted states can be modeled by modi-
fying the initial Gaussian covariance matrix as if the losses
occurred at this initial stage. In other words, we analyze how
photon subtraction affects Fig. 4, with the remark that steering
is not symmetric, as we already discussed in Fig. 5.

There are some remarkable features observed in Fig. 6.
In the first place, as we previously observed in Fig. 5 in the
absence of losses, steering from the photon-subtracted mode
seems to be stronger than the steering from the complemen-
tary mode, in the sense that a larger violation of inequality
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0

1

2

3

4
<latexit sha1_base64="unmqIorNFzp7+D4prxuGXhy5KPg="></latexit>

S hom
max(A)

<latexit sha1_base64="axqUfq5r4b+CsKFOCyY9TbaM+14=">AAACJHicbVDLTgIxFG19Ir5Al24aiQkmhswYoi5RNywxyiOBCemUAg2dh+0dI5nMd7jVjV/jzrhw47fYARYCnqTpybn35p573FAKDZb1jVdW19Y3NjNb2e2d3b39XP6goYNIMV5ngQxUy6WaS+HzOgiQvBUqTj1X8qY7uk3rzSeutAj8BxiH3PHowBd9wSgYybnvVotxh1FJrpPTbq5glawJyDKxZ6SAZqh18xh3egGLPO4Dk1Trtm2F4MRUgWCSJ9lOpHlI2YgOeNtQn3pcO/HEdUJOjNIj/UCZ5wOZqH8nYuppPfZc0+lRGOrFWiqemR+G3n8t7Qj6V04s/DAC7rPpvn4kCQQkTYL0hOIM5NgQypQwlgkbUkUZmLzmlsFz6lDP3RP3dComJjR7MaJl0jgv2Rel8l25ULmZxZdBR+gYFZGNLlEFVVEN1RFDj+gFvaI3/I4/8Cf+mrau4NnMIZoD/vkFMoaklA==</latexit>

S H(A)
<latexit sha1_base64="QqLCpNECKfk3pQhwwnq5pFu8Z74=">AAACMHicbVDLTgIxFG19Ir5AFy7cNBITTQyZMURdom5c4oNHAkg6pUhDOzNp7xjJZL7GrW78Gl0Zt36FHWAh6Emanpx7bu69xwulMOA4H3hufmFxaTmzkl1dW9/YzOW3aiaINONVFshANzxquBQ+r4IAyRuh5lR5kte9wWVarz9ybUTg38Ew5G1FH3zRE4yClTq5ndvOzX3c0or0A5UcxC1GJTlPDju5glN0RiB/iTshBTRBpZPHuNUNWKS4D0xSY5quE0I7phoEkzzJtiLDQ8oG9IE3LfWp4qYdjy5IyL5VuqQXaPt8ICP1d0dMlTFD5VmnotA3s7VUPLI/9NV/lmYEvbN2LPwwAu6z8bxeJAkEJE2FdIXmDOTQEsq0sCsT1qeaMrDZTQ2Dp3RDM3VP3DWpmNjQ3NmI/pLacdE9KZauS4XyxSS+DNpFe+gAuegUldEVqqAqYihBz+gFveI3/I4/8dfYOocnPdtoCvj7BzeAqSg=</latexit>

S hom
R (A)

<latexit sha1_base64="lI+Ik0fhn1Vv7LHu8M0/Sli4400=">AAACKHicbVDLTgIxFG19Ij4AXbppJCYuDJkxRF0iblxiIo8EJqTTKdDQeaS9o5IJX+JWN36NO8PWL7EDsxDwJE1Pzr0399zjRlJosKwZ3tjc2t7Zze3l9w8OjwrF0nFLh7FivMlCGaqOSzWXIuBNECB5J1Kc+q7kbXd8n9bbz1xpEQZPMIm449NhIAaCUTBSv1i4Iz0lhiOgSoUvpN4vlq2KNQdZJ3ZGyihDo1/CuOeFLPZ5AExSrbu2FYGTUAWCST7N92LNI8rGdMi7hgbU59pJ5s6n5NwoHhmEyrwAyFz9O5FQX+uJ75pOn8JIr9ZS8dL8MPL/a+nGMLh1EhFEMfCALfYNYkkgJGkaxBOKM5ATQyhTwlgmbEQVZWAyW1oGr6lDvXRP4ulUnJrQ7NWI1knrqmJfV6qP1XKtnsWXQ6foDF0gG92gGnpADdREDMXoDb2jD/yJv/A3ni1aN3A2c4KWgH9+ARlLphE=</latexit>

A! B
<latexit sha1_base64="zOvmQtqz0+zwXgd3HQMWuFr/u1Q=">AAACKHicbVDLTgIxFG19Ij4AXbppJCYuDJkxRF0iblxiIo8EJqTTKdDQeaS9o5IJX+JWN36NO8PWL7EDsxDwJE1Pzr0399zjRlJosKwZ3tjc2t7Zze3l9w8OjwrF0nFLh7FivMlCGaqOSzWXIuBNECB5J1Kc+q7kbXd8n9bbz1xpEQZPMIm449NhIAaCUTBSv1iok54SwxFQpcIXctcvlq2KNQdZJ3ZGyihDo1/CuOeFLPZ5AExSrbu2FYGTUAWCST7N92LNI8rGdMi7hgbU59pJ5s6n5NwoHhmEyrwAyFz9O5FQX+uJ75pOn8JIr9ZS8dL8MPL/a+nGMLh1EhFEMfCALfYNYkkgJGkaxBOKM5ATQyhTwlgmbEQVZWAyW1oGr6lDvXRP4ulUnJrQ7NWI1knrqmJfV6qP1XKtnsWXQ6foDF0gG92gGnpADdREDMXoDb2jD/yJv/A3ni1aN3A2c4KWgH9+ARlZphE=</latexit>
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Figure 5. Steering in photon-subtracted states corresponding to the
choices of θ = 0 and θ = π/2 in the tuneable beamsplitter in Fig. 2.
Solid curves correspond to A steering B, whereas dashed lines corre-
spond to the scenario where B is steering A. In green we show the
observations arising from the application of Reid’s criterion S hom

R (A)
(27). In this case, no steering from the mode where the photon was
subtracted can be observed. In blue, we plot the steering witness
S hom

max (A) (26) for the same set of states and we can see that a violation
of the inequality is attained in the direction where no Gaussian EPR
steering is observed through Reid’s criteria, and remarkably, this vi-
olation is larger than in the opposite direction. This represents a re-
markable signature of non-Gaussian steering. In orange we finally
show that the entropic witness can pick up on steering from B to A
only when there is a sufficient amount of steering. On the one hand,
this clearly highlights the capabilities of the entropic witness to de-
tect non-Gaussian steering. On the other hand, it also shows that the
metrological witness can detect steering in parameter regimes where
the entropic witness cannot. We also observe that in both directions
S hom

R (A) ≤ S H(A) ≤ S hom
max (A).

(6) is attained. Nevertheless, when we consider the effect
of losses, we observe a much faster decay in the former
which renders it harder to witness in a real experiment.
For the entropic witness (38) we see a somewhat slower
decay. However, given that the initial value of the witness in
absence of losses is much smaller than for the metrological
witness, we still find that the entropic witness is less tolerant
to losses. On the other hand, regardless of the witness we
use, steering from the complementary mode goes away
for the same amount of losses as the Gaussian steering
does. These observations, together with the impossibility
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Figure 6. Steering in photon-subtracted state, corresponding to the
choices of θ = 0 and θ = π/2 in Fig. 2, after uniform loss η (45).
In particular we consider the photon subtraction in a 5dB squeezed
state. In accordance with Fig. 5, we can observe that in the absence
of losses the violation of inequality (6) is larger when we consider
the steering from the photon-subtracted mode than in the other direc-
tion. Yet, with increasing losses, the former decreases much faster
(vanishing at 18% losses) than the steering from the complementary
mode (vanishing at 50% losses, as in Fig. 4). When comparing the
metrological witness S hom

max (A) to the entropic witness S H(A) we ob-
serve that for the steering from A to B (where the steering resembles
Gaussian steering) for the larger values of η both witnesses coincide.
However, the metrological witness clearly outperforms the entropic
one. We even find parameter ranges where the metrological witness
detects steering that goes undetected by the entropic witness.

of witnessing the steering from the photon subtracted mode
using Reid’s criterion, lead us to interpret the steering from
the complementary mode as an enhanced type of Gaussian
steering, while the steering from the photon subtracted mode
appears to be purely non-Gaussian, stronger, but less resilient
to losses. This behavior is equivalent for other values of
squeezing, and the amount of losses required to destroy the
steering from the photon subtracted state increases with it.

C. Purely non-Gaussian quantum steering

The most striking shortcomings of considering Gaus-
sian measurements of steering do naturally arise when we
consider purely non-Gaussian correlations. In the present
section we analyze the steering in the state obtained after
setting θ = π/4 in the second beam splitter in Fig. 2. The
final state is equivalent to the state that would be obtained by
subtracting a single photon from a superposition of the two
initially uncorrelated squeezed modes, which is a non-local
non-Gaussian operation. The non-Gaussian nature of these
correlations can be seen in the Wigner function (42), whose
Gaussian part factorizes for θ = π/4. In Fig. 7, we show the
analysis of the steering as a function of the squeezing level for
this scenario. We consider, as before, two equally squeezed
modes, squeezed in opposite quadratures, i.e., , setting r1 = r2

in (44). We show how Reid’s criterion fails to witness any
quantum steering in this case, while we witness steering
through the witnesses (26) and (38). Even for arbitrarily low
amounts of squeezing we find that these witnesses do not
tend to zero, which is fundamentally different to the scenario
obtained after local photon subtraction. Thus, we observe
that by means of a non-local non-Gaussian operation a finite
amount of steering is created for arbitrarily low squeezing.
This observation is in agreement with those obtained when
measuring entanglement in this kind of non-Gaussian states
[38], and can intuitively be understood in the following
way: For an arbitrarily low amount of squeezing both modes
are to good a approximation a superposition of vacuum
and two-photon Fock states. After photon subtraction in a
balanced superposition of the two, we obtain an entangled
two-mode state, given by (|01〉 + |10〉)/√2, which is a Bell
state.

In this case of purely non-Gaussian steering, both the
metrological and the entropic witness have been shown to be
effective. However, in Fig. 8 we explore how both witnesses
behave in the presence of losses. As for Fig. 6, we once again
find that the metrological witness is more resilient to losses.
Similar plots can be produced for all squeezing levels, show-
ing the same behaviour.

Summing up all our comparisons between the entropic
and metrological witnesses, we conclude that there are cases
where the metrological witness can detect steering that goes
undetected by the entropic witness. We have not found any
opposite case, leading us to suggest that for single-photon sub-
tracted states the metrological witness tends to outperform the
entropic one. Therefore, we will focus our attention on the
metrological witness in the remainder of this article.
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Figure 7. Witnessing non Gaussian steering, for the state generated
by having θ = π/4 in the second beam splitter in Fig. 2. In green we
show the absence of violation of Reid’s criterion, expressed in the
form of witness (27). In blue and orange we observe how an increas-
ing violation of the metrological and entropic inequalities, respec-
tively, are obtained as the squeezing level increases, starting from a
finite value of the witnesses (26) and (38) for arbitrarily low squeez-
ing.



10

In Fig. 9, we show how the witness (26) behaves for these
states under the effect of uniform photon losses. The behavior
is very different to what we observe in the Gaussian scenario.
First, we observe a very weak resilience to noise compared
to the former one. Yet, the most striking feature is that this
resilience decreases as the level of squeezing (and thus steer-
ing) increases, contrary to what happens in the correlated basis
(θ = 0), even for the steering from the mode in which the pho-
ton was subtracted.
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Figure 8. Effect of photon losses on purely non-Gaussian steering,
quantified by both the metrological witness (blue solid curve) and the
entropic witness (dashed orange curve) for the state generated with
θ = π/4 in the second beamsplitter in Fig. 2.
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Figure 9. Effect of photon losses on purely non-Gaussian steering
for the state generated with θ = π/4 in the second beamsplitter in
Fig. 2. We observe a reduction in the resilience to noise as the level
of squeezing in the initial states increase. The latter might be linked
to the fact that the effect of losses is more severe in single mode
squeezed states the larger the squeezing is [54].

Finally, in Fig. 10, we show a comparison of how the wit-
ness (26) behaves in the different scenarios that we have con-
sidered, namely, the Gaussian case and the photon subtracted
states obtained by the procedure described in Fig. 2, for θ = 0,
considering both steering from Alice to Bob and from Bob to
Alice, and for the purely non-Gaussian case θ = π/4.
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Figure 10. Comparison of the behavior of the steering witness in the
different scenarios considered so far. AG stands for the assemblage
corresponding to the Gaussian state, Aθ={0,π/4} stand for the assem-
blages corresponding to the states generated through the choices of
θ = {0, π/4} in the tuneable beam splitter in Fig. 2. AA→B(B→A)

θ=0 stand
for the two non equivalent directions in which steering can occur in
the case θ = 0, the convention is the same as in Fig. 5.

V. REALISTIC DETECTION OF NON-GAUSSIAN
QUANTUM STEERING

The approach followed so far considers the ideal scenario in
which we can condition the state in Bob’s steered mode on a
definite outcome of Alice’s measure. Yet, clearly, the latter is
equivalent, from an experimental point of view, to have access
to an infinite amount of data, namely, to sample the whole
continuum of possible outcomes. In this Section we approach
the problem in a more realistic fashion, by discretizing the
set of Alice’s measurement outcomes, in a way that we no
longer condition Bob’s state on a single outcome but rather in
a mixture of the conditioned states belonging to a given bin
on Alice’s side.

First, we will analyze this scenario in an analytic way, to
understand the limitations of this procedure. Later, keeping in
mind the results from the former analysis, we consider the
more realistic scenario, in which we study the protocol by
simulating homodyne detection with rejection sampling.

A. Conditioning on finite data

Following the previous idea, the measurement outcomes
that Alice communicates are rather determined by a histogram
than by a probability density of continuous quadrature mea-
surement outcomes. Therefore, we partition the real line cor-
responding to the outcomes of the quadrature measured by
Alice in a series of n bins

I = {I1, . . . ,In} , (51)

such that R =
⋃

k Ik and we note Ik = [lk−1, lk), with l0 = −∞
and ln = ∞. The probability of measurement outcomes now
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is described by

PA[xA(ϕ) ∈ Ik] =

∫ lk

lk−1

PA[xA(ϕ) = x0]dx0 , (52)

where xA(ϕ) stands for the quadrature measured by Alice, for
which we will keep the notation introduced in Section IV for
two-mode states. An assemblage then gives a discrete sum of
the form

A(Ik, x̂A(ϕ)) = PA[xA(ϕ) ∈ Ik]ρ̂B
Ik |ϕ, (53)

where

ρ̂B
Ik |ϕ =

∫ lk

lk−1

PA[xA(ϕ) = x0]ρ̂B
x0 |ϕdx0 (54)

is the conditional state on Bob’s side after the measurement
by Alice of quadrature xA(ϕ) falls in the bin Ik. This state
is a mixture of all the conditional states conditioned on defi-
nite quadrature outcomes, with a weight given by the marginal
probability density P[xA(ϕ)].

The conditional FI now has to be calculated considering the
discrete assemblage

FB|A
disc(A, Ĥ) = max

ϕ∈[0,2π)

∑
k

PA[xA(ϕ) ∈ Ik]FB
ξ [PB

Ik |ϕ] , (55)

where FB
ξ [PB

Ik |ϕ] is computed according to (18), with
PB
Ik |ϕ(x|ξ) being the marginal along the displaced quadra-

ture, characterized by ~e, conditioned on the displacement
ξ. This probability density can be obtained as PB

Ik ,ϕ
(x|ξ) =∫ lk

lk−1
PA[xA(ϕ) = x0]PB

x0 |ϕ(x|ξ)dx0. Due to the convexity of the
FI we find

FB|A
disc(A, Ĥ) ≤ FB|A

hom(A, Ĥ) , (56)

where FB|A
hom(A, Ĥ) is the conditional FI when no coarse-

graining is considered.
If we consider the estimation of displacements ξ along the

position quadrature q̂ (48), generated by the Hamiltonian Ĥ =

p̂/2, using (49),

FB|A
disc

(
A, p̂

2

)
= max

ϕ∈[0,2π)

∑
k

PA[xA(ϕ) ∈ Ik]
∫
R

PB
Ik |ϕ(q − ξ)

×
∂ log

[
PB
Ik |ϕ(q − ξ)

]
∂ξ


2

dq ,

(57)

where we made use of the identity PB
Ik |ϕ(q|ξ) = PB

Ik |ϕ(q − ξ).
The conditional variance of the generator p̂/2 is calculated

in a similar way

VarB|A
disc

(
A, p̂

2

)
= min

ϕ∈[0,2π)

∑
k

PA[xA(ϕ) ∈ Ik]Var
(
ρ̂B
Ik |ϕ,

p̂
2

)
,

(58)

where the variance Var
(
ρ̂B
Ik |ϕ, p̂/2

)
in the conditional state

ρ̂B
Ik |ϕ (54) is calculated in full analogy to (25).

For the examples in Fig. 11, the (typically unequal) sizes
of the different bins were optimized to maximize the witness.
Because the photon-subtracted states have no mean field, we
choose bins which are symmetric around the origin to re-
flect the structure of the exact quadrature statistics. We show
the behavior of the steering witness (10) against the level of
squeezing of the initial two-mode state, for the case of purely
non-Gaussian steering corresponding to the choice θ = π/4
in the second beamsplitter in Fig. 2. Being able to witness
steering in this challenging regime while considering realistic
discretization of the measurement results, is particularly en-
couraging for the prospect of experimental implementations
of this method.

Continuous
13 bins
11 bins
5 bins

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

0.5

1.5

2.5

s(dB)

Smax
hom()

Figure 11. Effect of discretization of the quadrature outcomes in
Alice’s side on the witness of steering for the two-mode photon-
subtracted state with θ = π/4 in the tuneable beam splitter in Fig. 2.
Below five bins it is not possible to witness steering as we fail to
capture important features of the probability density. Nevertheless,
a good violation of the inequality (6) is possible starting from five
bins.

In Fig. 12 we analyze how binning the spectrum of out-
comes of Alice’s measurements affects the capability to wit-
ness the steering under the influence of photon losses. As ex-
pected, measurements with fewer bins, which lead to weaker
violations of witness (6), also show a smaller tolerance to
losses.

B. Detecting quantum steering on homodyne data

In this Section we present a realistic analysis of the protocol
that we have presented. So far, we have considered in an exact
way the marginals of the Wigner functions. In an experimen-
tal implementation we would have to infer these probability
densities from the outcomes of the homodyne measurements,
or compute directly some of the quantities involved. To study
such a scenario, we simulate experimental data through rejec-
tion sampling from the theoretical probability densities.

As we have observed so far, in the states that we have con-
sidered the largest violations are obtained when considering
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Continuous
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Figure 12. Effect of losses in the witness of steering in the same kind
of states as in Fig. 11, for a level of squeezing of 4dB. As expected,
the steering witness is reduced with increasing losses but again for a
reasonably low number of bins, such as 13, the resilience is almost
the same as in the pure loss-free scenario.

displacements along the q or p quadratures, conditioned on
measurements in the same quadrature in Alice’s side. This is
particularly suited for an experimental implementation as si-
multaneous locking of the local oscillators in the phase and
amplitude quadrature is already possible in homodyne detec-
tion schemes. Therefore, the data that we simulate for each
measurement is sampled from the joint probability distribu-
tion of the same quadratures of both Bob’s and Alice’s modes,
that can theoretically be obtained by integrating the Wigner
function (47) over the remaining quadratures. To better repre-
sent realistic experimental settings, the states that we consider
will be slightly different from the ones that we analyzed be-
fore. In particular, the squeezing of the two modes will not be
exactly the same. Thus, the choice of quadratures previously
mentioned is not the optimal one, but it will always provide a
lower bound for the actual value of the witness.

In what follows, we discuss the protocol for the analysis
of the data. Let us consider the simultaneous measurement
of the momentum quadrature. The ideal reconstruction of the
assemblage implies the inference of the probability density on
Alice’s side, and for each possible outcome, the reconstruction
of the conditioned state. As mentioned in the previous subsec-
tion, this is an unfeasible experimental task, even more so if
we consider the fact that one actually under-samples the tails
of the distributions on Alice’s side, in a way that reconstruct-
ing the statistics of its corresponding conditioned state is im-
possible. To overcome this issue we have to build a histogram
on Alice’s side, and analyze Bob’s statistics conditioned on
each bin of the histogram (Fig. 13). It is important to remark
that the histogram has to be inhomogeneous: the bins in the
tails must encompass a larger region in order to avoid spurious
contributions from under-sampled data.

Computing the conditional variance is a rather straightfor-
ward task. On the other side, the computation of the FI from
the discrete outcomes is more subtle. The most common pro-
cedure to experimentally estimate the FI relies on the compu-
tation of the Hellinger distance (statistical distance), between
the reference probability density and the displaced ones [55–

Figure 13. Schematic representation of the analysis of the simulated
data. The histogram in the top represents the outcome statistics of
measurements of Alice’s position quadrature. The panels below each
represent the conditional statistics of the position quadrature of Bob’s
mode, corresponding to each of the bins of Alice’s histogram. Wide
tails, compared to the rest of the bins, are considered in order to
guaranty sufficient statistics for the reconstruction of the states con-
ditioned on less likely outcomes.

57].
With a parameter-dependent probability density P(q|ξ) and

a reference P(q|0), the Hellinger distance is defined as

d2
H(ξ) =

1
2

∫
q

( √
P(q|ξ) −

√
P(q|0)

)2
dq. (59)

Expanding P(q|ξ) to first order in ξ it is possible to show that

d2
H(ξ) =

F
8
ξ2 + O(ξ3), (60)

where F is shorthand for the Fisher information Fξ=0[P].
Hence, it is enough to perform a quadratic fitting of the
Hellinger distance to estimate the FI F. The latter is partic-
ularly well suited for our analysis as the displaced probabil-
ity distributions can be obtained by just shifting the reference
one. Such a post-processing displacement of the measurement
outcomes does not require to experimentally implement the
displacements, which is much more demanding. In an exper-
imental implementation we have access to relative frequen-
cies {F (q|ξ)} rather than the exact probabilities P(q|ξ) required
above. In this context formula (60) is valid only as an approx-
imation, given the fact that F (q|ξ) = P(q|ξ) + δF (q|ξ), with
δF (q|ξ) a statistical fluctuation that arises due to finite sam-
ple size. Because of normalization

∑
q δF (q|ξ) = 0, where

the sum runs over all possible values of q, which for CV sys-
tems will be given by all possible bins in which the outcome
of the measurement might fall. If we define the histograms
f (0) = {F (q|0)}q and f (ξ) = {F (q|ξ)}q for a sample of n ex-
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Figure 14. Numerical simulations of the effect of losses in the wit-
ness of steering estimation (10). The state that we considered is
defined by the choice of θ = 0 in the preparation scheme, i.e., the
state resulting after local photon subtraction in one of two correlated
squeezed modes, with inhomogeneous squeezing s1 = 3.2dB and
s2 = 2.6dB. The plot in the top corresponds to the steering from the
mode complementary to the one where the photon was subtracted.
The bottom plot corresponds to the steering from the mode where the
photon was subtracted. Dashed lines correspond to the exact analyt-
ical results obtained considering binning on the steering side. Error
bars correspond to statistical errors and uncertainties on the fit. We
can observe that the steering from the photon subtracted state, which
is not observed using Gaussian criteria, vanishes somewhere between
3% and 4% losses, while the steering in the complementary direction
persists for larger amount of losses.

perimental measurements, we have [55]

〈d2
H ( f (0), f (ξ))〉 = c0 +

(F
8

+ c2

)
ξ2 + O(ξ3, δF (q|ξ)3), (61)

with

c0 =
N − 1

4n

c2 ≈ F(1 + N)
32n

,

(62)

where 〈d2
H ( f (0), f (ξ))〉 is the sample average of the Hellinger

distance between the two relative frequencies, n is the number

p q p q

=p q p q
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Figure 15. Numerical simulations of the effect of losses in the wit-
ness of steering estimation (10). The top panel represents the state
preparation with θ = π/4, i.e., delocalized photon subtraction from a
two-mode squeezed state with inhomogeneous squeezing s1 = 3.2dB
and s2 = 2.6dB. Dashed lines correspond to the exact analytical re-
sults obtained considering binning on the steering side with a perfect
measurement of the Fisher information (as in Subsection V A), while
points are obtained by inferring the Fisher information from the finite
data using the Hellinger distance method (see text). Error bars cor-
respond to statistical errors and uncertainties on the fit. Contrary to
the results showed for homogeneous squeezing, here we can observe
a remarkable difference in the steering in the two complementary di-
rections.

of measurements and m is the number of values of q for which
F (q|ξ) , 0. Observe that the previous formula converges
asymptotically to (60). This implies that the estimation of F
is asymptotically unbiased, with the bias decreasing as 1/n.

In Figs. 14 and 15 we study the influence of losses on the
estimation of the steering witness (10) based on a finite set of
n = 105 data points. In most experiments, it is unrealistic to
have exactly the same squeezing in each mode. Therefore, the
specific values of the squeezing in Alice’s and Bob’s initial
states (at the left of Fig. 2) are chosen arbitrarily. We chose
s1 = 3.2db and s2 = 2.6db since these lie in an experimen-
tally relevant range. The obtained violation is below the exact
result S hom

max (dashed line) obtained when considering the exact
Wigner function of the system for the same set of parameters.

In Fig. 14, we investigate this system in the correlated ba-
sis, i.e., the cases θ = 0, where Bob subtracts a photon. Subse-
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quently, we analyse the steering from Alice to Bob and from
Bob to Alice. As before, the case where Alice steers Bob
can be studied using Reid’s criterion, as shown in Fig. 5(a),
indicating that it is essentially a case of Gaussian steering.
Also in these simulations, based on a finite number of data
points, this Gaussian character translates to a much greater re-
silience against losses. However, for steering from Bob to Al-
ice –which cannot be witnessed through Reid’s criterion– we
observe a much more detrimental effect of losses. Because
non-Gaussian features are typically very sensitive to losses, a
possible origin of this sensitivity is that the steering is domi-
nated by non-Gaussian features of the state. This conjecture
is supported by Fig. 6, which shows that the protocol is much
more loss-resistant when the correlations have some Gaussian
features.

To fully explore the feasibility of our method for witness-
ing non-Gaussian steering, we show the case for θ = π/4 in
Fig. 15. In this scenario, all the correlations in the state (be it
quantum or classical) originate from the non-Gaussian part of
the Wigner function (47) and no quantum correlation can be
witnessed based on its covariance matrix. In other words, this
is a state where all quantum steering is purely non-Gaussian
in nature. Again, we observe a much more detrimental effect
of losses compared to the top panel of Fig. 14. However, due
to the asymmetry in the steering of the two modes, we observe
a much larger value for the steering witness when considering
steering from the lesser squeezed mode to the more squeezed
modes. This higher value also comes with a higher robustness
to losses. From an experimental point of view, the tolerable
loss values remain very small in both cases. Nevertheless,
these simulations show that in sufficiently pure systems it is
possible to witness non-Gaussian quantum steering using ex-
clusively homodyne detection with an experimentally feasible
protocol.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We proposed a protocol for witnessing steering in CV sys-
tems. The protocol is based on the metrological steering crite-
rion first proposed in Ref. [13], and relies solely on homodyne
detection. The latter makes it suitable for current experimen-
tal capabilities. The protocol is shown to succeed in detecting
quantum steering in non-Gaussian states, even in scenarios
where protocols based on Gaussian features, like Reid’s cri-
terion, are shown to fail, when restricted to quadrature mea-
surements. A comparison between our metrological protocol
and the entropic witness presented in [42] shows that our pro-
tocol consistently outperforms the entropic one. This adds to
a similar conclusion that was reached in [58] for a comparison
between metrological and entropic entanglement witnesses. It

remains an interesting open question whether there is a formal
way of proving that the metrological witness is always larger
than the entropic one. Such a proof could potentially lead to
new insights in the relation between the Fisher information
and entropy.

A realistic simulation of data from a continuous-variable
experiment includes the effects of loss, data discretization and
the scalable extraction of the Fisher information. Our results
show that non-Gaussian quantum steering can be detected
with a feasible number of measurements. Even for reason-
ably small numbers of samples (n = 105), the violation of
the inequality (6) can be observed with several standard devi-
ations, considering around 3dB of squeezing, albeit requiring
rather low losses. Rather than a feature of our specific proto-
col, the high sensitivity to losses for these states might be an
indication of the fragile nature non-Gaussian quantum steer-
ing. We should emphasise that our metrological witness is
based on the same experimental implementation as Reid’s cri-
terion for quadrature operators. However, the post-processing
of the measurement data is significantly more involved in our
approach.

The relevance of our protocol is not merely experimental.
Non-Gaussian quantum correlations are notoriously difficult
to study in CV systems. For the most complete descriptions
of CV states, one generally resorts to quasi-probability distri-
butions. However, it is highly challenging to use such objects
to study quantum correlations (Bell inequalities are a notable
exception [59, 60]). The techniques in Section II B provide
a useful way to analytically study the presence of metrologi-
cally useful non-Gaussian quantum steering based purely on
the marginal of the Wigner function.
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Appendix A: Genuinely multimode protocol

The protocol that was proposed in Section II B effectively describes a witness for steering between two modes in a larger
multimode system. In this section, we provide an extension of the protocol in a more general multimode setting. The
resulting steering witness is strictly better for testing the steering between Alice and Bob, but it comes with considerably more
experimental overhead and parameters to optimise.

First of all, let us consider Alice’s subsystem which contains m modes. Rather than just choosing one axis ~f in Alice’s phase
space along which to measure, we can choose any set of axes that are not connected to the same mode. Formulated differently,
for any mode basis in Alice’s subsystem, we can measure one quadrature in each mode and condition on the joint outcome for
all these measurements.

To formalise this idea, let us first consider an orthonormal symplectic basis F of Alice’s phase space, given by

F = { ~f1,Ω f1, . . . , ~fm,Ω ~fm}, (A1)

where ~fk are all vectors in R2M , where M is the number of modes in the global system that contains both Alice and Bob. One can
think of F as one of the infinitely many ways of identifying axes in Alice’s phase in a way such that ~fk and Ω fk always belong
to the same mode (we could say that the axis generated by ~fk represents the measurements of the q-quadrature in this mode and
Ω fk generates the axis that represents its p-quadrature).

The vectors ~f1, . . . , ~fm now by construction correspond to m axes in phase space that can be jointly measured. When we
perform such a measurement and post-select on a series of measurement outcomes x1, . . . , xm for each one of these axes, we find
that Bob’s Wigner function is transformed into

WB|A(~xB|x ~f1A = x1, . . . , x
~fm
A = xm) =

∫
R2m W(~xA ⊕ ~xB)

∏m
k=1 δ( ~f

>
k ~xA − xk)d~xA

PA(x
~f1
A = x1, . . . , x

~fm
A = xm)

, (A2)

where we define

PA(x
~f1
A = x1, . . . , x

~fm
A = xm) =

∫
R2m⊕R2m′

W(~xA ⊕ ~xB)
m∏

k=1

δ( ~f>k ~xA − xk)d~xAd~xB. (A3)

Eq. (A2) thus directly generalises (19).
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On Bob’s side of the system, we are now going to use this Wigner function to study the effect of a change in mean field. One
particular feature of such displacement operations is that they are generated by a quadrature operator, which means that they are
always acting along a well-defined axis ~e in Bob’s phase space. The parameter of interest thus affects Bob’s conditional state as

WB|A(~xB|x ~f1A = x1, . . . , x
~fm
A = xm) 7→ WB|A(~xB − ξ~e|x ~f1A = x1, . . . , x

~fm
A = xm). (A4)

Because on Bob’s side we implement a parameter with a single-mode generator, the calculation of the conditional variance
generalises in a straightforward fashion:

VarB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 = min
F

1
4

∫
Rm

PA(x
~f1
A = x1, . . . , x

~fm
A = xm)Var

(
ρ̂B

x1,...xm | ~f1,... ~fm
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
dx1 . . . dxm, (A5)

where Var
(
ρ̂B

x1,...xm | ~f1,... ~fm
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
is the variance of the quadrature corresponding to the generator ~e>Ω~̂x. To compute this quantity,

we use exactly the same subspace of phase space as before, generated by all vectors orthogonal to Ω~e:

P⊥ = {~xB ∈ R2m′ | ~e>Ω~xB = 0}. (A6)

We then calculate the measurement statistics for the quadrature ~e>Ω~̂x as

P̃B
x1,...,xm | ~f1,... ~fm

(p) =

∫
P⊥

WB|A(~xB|x ~f1A = x1, . . . , x
~fm
A = xm)d~xB, (A7)

where p denoted the values along the single remaining phase space axis generated by ~e>Ω~̂x. This distribution allows us to
compute

Var
(
ρ̂B

x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm
, ~e>Ω~̂x

)
=

∫
R

p2P̃B
x1,...,xm | ~f1,... ~fm

(p) dp −
(∫
R

pP̃B
x1,...,xm | ~f1,... ~fm

(p) dp
)2

(A8)

In practice, this is still the variance of only one quadrature operator in Bob’s conditional state. From an experimental point of
view, this can be considered a significant advantage due to limited overhead.

The biggest difference appears on the level of the Fisher information. In Eq. (22), we only use the specific displaced quadrature
along the phase space axis ~e. However, more generally speaking, we can use any set of quadratures in Bob’s subsystem to
estimate the displacement strength ξ. To formalise this idea, we are going to consider the case where we use m′ (the number
of modes in Bob’s subsystem) jointly measurable quadratures to estimate ξ. To do so, we will use the Wigner function (A2)
and integrate out all the complementary quadratures. To maximize the efficiency of the parameter estimation, we will always
consider cases where the full displacement is contained within the set of quadratures that is used to estimate it.

For this purpose, let us introduce a symplectic orthonormal basis G of Bob’s phase space R2m′ :

G = {~g1,Ω~g1, . . . , ~gm′ ,Ω~gm′ }. (A9)

A crucial additional constraint that is imposed on this basis is that some αk ∈ R with
∑

k α
2
k = 1 exist such that

~e = α1~g1 + · · · + αm′~gm′ . (A10)

This demand is important, because we are going to measure quadratures along the phase space axes generated by ~g1, . . . , ~gm′ .
When doing so, we generalise the expression (20) to

PB
x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm

(q1, . . . , qm′ ) =

∫
R2m′

m′∏
k=1

δ(~g>k ~xB − qk)WB|A(~xB|x ~f1A = x1, . . . , x
~fm
A = xm)d~xB. (A11)

The action of the displacement now becomes a bit more subtle, in the sense that

PB
x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm

(q1, . . . , qm′ | ξ) = PB
x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm

(q1 − α1ξ, . . . , qm′ − αm′ξ | ξ) (A12)

The Fisher information for estimating ξ using this multivariate distribution can be calculated by a straightforward extension of
(18), such that we find

FB
ξ [PB

x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm
] =

∫
Rm′

PB
x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm

(q1, . . . , qm′ | ξ)
(
∂L(q1, . . . , qm′ | ξ)

∂ξ

)2

dq1 . . . dqm′ . (A13)
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The conditional Fisher information then becomes

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 = max
F

∫
Rm

PA(x
~f1
A = x1, . . . , x

~fm
A = xm)FB

ξ [PB
x1,...,xm | ~f1,..., ~fm

]dx1 . . . dxm. (A14)

Note that we maximize over all possible bases for Alice’s phase space F , as given by (A1).

Combining all the above elements now leads us to formulate a fully multimode version of the metrological witness (26):

S hom
max(A) = max

~e∈R2m′ ;G

FB|A
hom

A, ~e>Ω~̂x
2

 − VarB|A
hom

(
A, ~e>Ω~̂x

)+

, (A15)

where the terms are now defined through (A5) and (A14). Furthermore, we note that we must maximise this value over all
possible choices of displacement directions and subsequently all the possible ways of constructing a basis G of Bob’s phase
space according to (A9). Of course, in practice any displacement direction and measurement basis that allows to obtain a value
of S hom

max(A), that is significantly larger than zero (significant as compared to an experimental error bar), is sufficient to certify
quantum steering form Alice to Bob.

The steering witness in (A15) is guaranteed to outperform the version in (26) in which Bob only measures the displaced
quadrature. However, it is clear that having to optimise several homodyne detectors to function simultaneously clearly requires
much more experimental overhead than using a single detector. This thus imposes the question whether there is a strict advantage
in using the multimode witness (A15), where Alice and Bob measure all their quadratures simulataneously.

For Alice’s measurements we explore the case where no individual mode (regardless of the mode basis) can steer Bob, but
where we require the use of several modes at the same time. On Bob’s side, the matter is more related to metrology. Because the
displacement is anyway generated by a generator that acts on one specific mode, it is logical to wonder whether only measuring
the displaced quadrature operator is sufficient to extract all information on ξ. There is an argument to suggest that this is
typically not the case. When in the state given by (A2) the mode in which the displacement acts is entangled to other modes,
a measurement of only the displaced quadrature will trace out the other modes which effectively leads to decoherence. This
suggests that in these cases (A15) could detect steering that remains hidden when the simpler form (26) is used. This can be
verified by comparing the obtain FI to the QFI if the latter can be calculated.

A detailed study of all these extra effects would require us to perform additional case studies for different kind of multimode
states. However, such a study requires a more dedicated effort and is considered to be beyond the scope of this work.
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