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Jérôme Martin1, Amaury Micheli,2,1 and Vincent Vennin3,1

1 Institut d’Astrophysique de Paris, CNRS & Sorbonne Université, UMR 7095 98 bis boulevard
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Abstract –Measuring the quantumness of a system can be done with a variety
of methods. In this article we compare different criteria, namely quantum
discord, Bell inequality violation and non-separability, for systems placed in
a Gaussian state. When the state is pure, these criteria are equivalent, while
we find that they do not necessarily coincide when decoherence takes place.
Finally, we prove that these criteria are essentially controlled by the semi-
minor axis of the ellipse representing the state’s Wigner function in phase
space.

Introduction. – The characterisation of
“classicality” and “quantumness” in quantum
systems has become a topic of major importance
in several branches of modern physics. Indeed,
maybe surprisingly, it is not always trivial to es-
tablish whether a system behaves “classically”
or “quantum-mechanically”. This question is es-
pecially important when one tries to understand
the nature of a physical phenomenon.

For instance, in cosmology, it is well-known
that primordial perturbations are very well re-
produced [20] by vacuum quantum fluctuations,
amplified by gravitational instability [8, 33, 35,
60, 61, 75] during an early epoch of accelerated
expansion named inflation [5, 32, 46, 47, 69, 74].
However, the quantum origin of those primor-
dial perturbations has never been tested directly
and, in practice, they are mostly treated by as-

tronomers as classical, stochastic fluctuations.
The reason why this is possible is that, under pe-
culiar circumstances, and for certain observables,
a quantum system can be mimicked by a classical
one [45, 51, 53]. However, if a genuine quantum
signature could be detected in cosmological ob-
servables, that would shed light on fundamental
issues such as the need to quantise gravitational
degrees of freedom or the emergence of classical-
ity at cosmological scales [7, 49,55,59,64,78].

The same need to distinguish classical from
quantum processes appears in analogue grav-
ity, where phenomena involving gravitational
physics are mapped to condensed-matter sys-
tems. In these setups, particles can either be
created by quantum channels or by the classical
amplification of a thermal bath [12]. The latter
mechanism is always present when conducting
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experiments at finite temperature. A quantum
test is a way to tell the two populations apart
and to demonstrate the existence of a quantum
channel in these experiments [12,40,68,76].

In quantum technologies, the distinction be-
tween quantum and classical behaviours is also
central, since “quantumness” is a crucial re-
source e.g. in quantum computing [43] and quan-
tum cryptography [21,66].

This has led various notions of “quantum-
ness” to be put forward. One possible approach
is to consider correlations between sub-parts of
a given system, and to determine whether or
not they can be reproduced by classical ran-
dom variables. This route gave rise to the
celebrated Bell inequalities [6, 18, 29], quantum
steering [83], different measures of entangle-
ment (non-separability [81], multipartite entan-
glement [38], entanglement witnesses [37], etc.),
quantum discord [11,36,63], etc..

Another possible approach, leading to a
second class of criteria, is to make use of
phase-space formulations of quantum mechan-
ics. For instance, the non-positivity of the
Wigner function [82] or the absence of the P-
representation [28,77] have been viewed as crite-
ria signalling the quantumness of a system [26,
80].

How these different criteria are related is a
non-trivial question. In pure states, it is known
that quantum discord reduces to entanglement
entropy [11], which only vanishes in separable
states, and that all non-separable states violate
a Bell inequality [81]. For mixed states however,
these relations become more elusive (for instance
non-separability is only a necessary condition for
Bell-inequality violation [81]).

In this article, our goal is to investigate the re-
lations between different criteria in a subclass of
quantum states where explicit calculations can
be performed. We want to determine in which
cases they lead to the same conclusion regarding
the quantumness of a system, and in which cases
they differ. In practice, we consider two con-
tinuous degrees of freedom placed in two-mode
squeezed thermal states and analyse the link be-

tween three quantum criteria: non-separability,
quantum discord and a Bell inequality.

Gaussian states. – Let us consider two
continuous degrees of freedom q1 and q2, with
conjugated momenta p1 and p2, arranged into
the phase-space vector R̂1/2 = (q̂1, p̂1, q̂2, p̂2)

T

with [q̂i, p̂j ] = iδij . Their quantum state is rep-
resented by the density matrix ρ̂. For a given
quantum operator Ô, the Weyl transform

Õ(R1/2) ≡
∫

du1 du2 e
−ip1u1−ip2u2

×
〈
q1 +

u1
2
, q2 +

u2
2

∣∣∣ Ô ∣∣∣q1 − u1
2
, q2 −

u2
2

〉
(1)

yields a scalar function in phase space. The
Wigner function W is the Weyl transform of the
density matrix [16], W = ρ̃/(2π)2, and is such
that the expectation value of any quantum op-
erator Â is given by the phase-space average of
its Weyl transform against the Wigner function,〈

Â
〉

=

∫
Ã
(
R1/2

)
W (R1/2) d4R1/2 . (2)

This is why the Wigner function is often referred
to as a “quasi-probability” distribution function.

A Gaussian state is defined as a state whose
Wigner function is Gaussian. All information
about the state is then contained in the covari-
ance matrix

γab = 〈{R̂a, R̂b}〉 , (3)

where R̂a refers to the components of the vector
R̂1/2, {Â, B̂} = ÂB̂+B̂Â is the anti-commutator
and the Wigner function reads

W (R1/2) =
1

π2
√

det γ
exp

(
−RT

1/2γ
−1R1/2

)
.

(4)

Let us also introduce the purity p ≡ Tr(ρ̂2),
which determines whether the state is pure (p =
1) or mixed (p < 1). For a Gaussian state, the
purity is directly related to the determinant of
the covariance matrix [2]

p =
1√

detγ
. (5)

p-2



Comparing quantumness criteria

Two-mode squeezed vacuua (TMSV) are
Gaussian states whose covariance matrix depend
on two parameters only, r and ϕ, respectively
called squeezing amplitude and squeezing angle,
and reads [9, 17,70]

γTMSV ≡
(
γ11 γ12

γ21 γ22

)
, (6)

with

γ11 = γ22 ≡ cosh (2r)12 , (7)

and

γ12 = γ21 ≡ − sinh 2r

(
cos 2ϕ sin 2ϕ
sin 2ϕ − cos 2ϕ

)
.

(8)

TMSV are ubiquitous in modern physics :
they appear in quantum optics [9, 17, 70], cold
atoms [22, 62] as well as in the study of infla-
tion [3, 19, 30, 31] and Hawking radiation [4, 34].
Using Eq. (5) one can check that they are pure.
In general, TMSV may become mixed as an ef-
fect of decoherence [42, 84, 85]. We will consider
the class of two-mode squeezed thermal states
which are defined as Gaussian states with co-
variance matrices of the form

γ =
γTMSV

√
p

, (9)

where one can check from Eq. (5) that p is in-
deed the purity of the state. These states arise
for instance for cosmological perturbations lin-
early coupled to an environment while preserv-
ing statistical homogeneity [15, 50], or when an
initial TMSV interacts with two identical in-
dependent thermal baths [23, 48], or when the
modes are sent through a pure-loss or an addi-
tive Gaussian noise channel [25]. The two lat-
ter channels are described by simple transfor-
mations of the covariance matrix, respectively
given by γ = ηγTMSV + (1− η)14 where the ef-
ficiency parameter 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 encodes the level
of loss/damping experienced across the channel,
and γ = γTMSV +∆14 where ∆ ≥ 0 encodes the

level of noise. Both matrices can then be put in
the form (9), with effective squeezing and purity
parameters given in Eqs. (66) and (70) of the
Appendix where these two channels are studied
in details.

In the following we work in terms of these
effective squeezing and purity parameters, such
that all setups mentioned above are encompassed
in the analysis. Decoherence is expected to play
a key role in the emergence of classicality, and
this simply parameterised class of states will al-
low us to study how different criteria respond to
it.

Under a canonical transformation, R̂ → TR̂,
where T is a symplectic matrix (i.e. it preserves
commutation relations), the covariance matrix
changes according to γ → TγTT. This implies
that the covariance matrix depends on the set of
canonical variables used to describe a system.

For instance, there exists a partition R̂D where
the covariance matrix is block diagonal,

γD =
1√
p

(
γOMSV 0

0 γOMSV

)
, (10)

with

γOMSV ≡
(
γqq γqp
γpq γpp

)
(11)

and

γqq = [cosh(2r)− cos(2ϕ) sinh(2r)] , (12)

γpq = γqp = − sin(2ϕ) sinh(2r), (13)

γpp = [cosh(2r) + cos(2ϕ) sinh(2r)] , (14)

such that the Wigner function factorises accord-
ing to WD(RD) = W̄ (qD1 , p

D
1 )W̄ (qD2 , p

D
2 ). In this

basis, the quantum state is nothing but the prod-
uct of two identical and uncorrelated one-mode
squeezed (thermal) states. If p = 1 they are one-
mode squeezed vacuua (OMSV).

This also implies that quantumness criteria,
which characterise the correlations between two
subsystems, obviously depend on the way the
system is partitioned (for instance, the way
quantum discord depends on the choice of parti-
tion has been studied in Refs. [50, 52]).
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Fig. 1: Phase-space
√

2 -σ contour levels of the
Wigner function W̄ . The pink circle corresponds to
a vacuum state (coherent state) with p = 1 and van-
ishing squeezing parameter r = 0. The green ellipse
represents a pure state p = 1, slightly squeezed r = 1
along the diagonal ϕ = π/4. The blue ellipse rep-
resents a state with the same squeezing parameter
r = 1 but with purity p = e−4 ≈ 0.018 such that its
semi-minor axis is of the same size as in the vacuum
state.

In practice, their often exists a “preferred” ba-
sis of operators corresponding to separately mea-
surable physical degrees of freedom [56, 57] The
factorised partition (10) is nonetheless useful as
it provides a simple geometric representation of
the quantum state: the contours of W̄ are el-
lipses in the phase space (qDi , p

D
i ), as displayed

in Fig. 1. Their eccentricity is controlled by r, ϕ
is the angle between the qDi -axis and the semi-
minor axis, and the area contained in the ellipses
is proportional to 1/p.

Quantumness criteria. – Since the quan-
tum states we consider are fully characterised by
the three parameters r, ϕ and p, let us express
the three quantumness criteria in terms of these
parameters, in order to compare them.

Quantum Discord. A first way to characterise
the presence of quantum correlations between
two sub-parts of a system is by quantum dis-
cord [36, 63]. The idea is to introduce two mea-
sures of correlation that coincide for classically
correlated setups thanks to Bayes’ theorem, but
that may differ for quantum systems. The first
measure is the so-called mutual information I,
which is the sum between the von-Neumann en-
tropy of both reduced sub-systems, minus the
entropy of the entire system. The second mea-
sure J evaluates the difference between the en-
tropy contained in the first subsystem, and the
entropy contained in that same subsystem when
the second subsystem has been measured, where
an extremisation is performed over all possible
ways to “measure” the second subsystem. J can
be shown to be always less than I. Quantum dis-
cord D is defined as the difference between these
two measures and is thus a positive quantity that
only vanishes for classical systems.

For Gaussian states, I , J and D can be ex-
pressed in terms of the local symplectic invari-
ants of the covariance matrix [2].1 It is shown
in [1, 27, 65] that, for covariance matrices of the
form (9), quantum discord depends on r and p
only and is given by

D(p, r) =f [σ(p, r)]− 2f
(
p−1/2

)
+ f

[
σ(p, r) + p−1

σ(p, r) + 1

]
, (15)

where the function f(x) is defined for x ≥ 1 by

f(x) ≡
(
x+ 1

2

)
log2

(
x+ 1

2

)
−
(
x− 1

2

)
log2

(
x− 1

2

)
,

(16)

1This means that quantum discord is invariant under
local symplectic transformations, i.e. those mixing qi with
pi but not with qj and pj . This explains why ϕ does
not appear in the final expression (15), since it can be
changed arbitrarily by performing phase-space rotations
in each sector.
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and

σ(p, r) =
cosh(2r)√

p
. (17)

Note that in the partition (10), where the co-
variance matrix is block-diagonal, the two sub-
systems are uncorrelated hence quantum discord
vanishes.

Bell Inequality. Another way to characterise
the presence of quantum correlations is via Bell
inequalities [10]. When violated, they allow
one to exclude classical and realistic local the-
ories [58]. Usually designed for discrete observ-
ables [18](such as spins), they can also be applied
to continuous variables by means of pseudo-spin
operators [6, 29] or via projections on coherent
states [14]. In this paper we will use the pseudo-
spin operators introduced in Ref. [29]

σ̂ix =

∫ ∞
−∞

sign(qi) |qi〉 〈qi|dqi , (18)

σ̂iy = − i
∫ ∞
−∞

sign(qi) |qi〉 〈−qi|dqi , (19)

σ̂iz =−
∫ ∞
−∞
|qi〉 〈−qi|dqi . (20)

One can check that these operators satisfy the
SU(2) commutation relations[

σ̂iµ, σ̂
j
ν

]
= 2iεµνλσ̂

i
λδ
ij , (21)

where εµνλ is the totally anti-symmetric tensor.
From these operators we can build a Bell in-

equality [29,54]

〈B̂〉 = 2

√
〈σ̂1
z σ̂

2
z〉2 + 〈σ̂1

xσ̂
2
x〉2 ≤ 2. (22)

In order to compute the two-point correla-
tion functions of the operators σ̂x and σ̂z, one
can derive their Weyl transform and make use
of Eq. (2). Since σ̂1

µ and σ̂2
µ act on different

degrees of freedom, the Weyl transform of their
product factorises as

σ̃1
µσ

2
ν = σ̃1

µσ̃
2
ν , (23)

and in the appendix we show that

σ̃iz = −πδ(qi)δ(pi), σ̃ix = sgn(qi) , (24)

where δ stands for the Dirac distribution. To-
gether with Eq. (2), this leads to〈
σ̂izσ̂

j
z

〉
= p , (25)〈

σ̂ixσ̂
j
x

〉
= − 2

π
arcsin [|cos(2ϕ)| tanh(2r)] . (26)

Inserting Eqs. (25) and (26) into Eq. (22) leads
to

〈B̂〉 = 2

√
p2 +

4

π2
arcsin2 [cos(2ϕ) tanh(2r)] .

(27)

Compared to quantum discord given in Eq. (15),
one can see that the mean value of the Bell op-
erator 〈B̂〉 depends on the squeezing angle ϕ in
addition to the squeezing amplitude r and the
purity p. This is expected since the operators
given in Eq. (18) are not invariant under local
symplectic transformations.

Non-separability. Finally we consider quan-
tum separability. A state is said to be separable
in a certain partition if its density matrix can
be written as a statistical mixture of products of
density matrices over the two sub-systems, i.e.

ρ̂ =
∑
i

αiρ̂
i
1

⊗
ρ̂i2, (28)

where αi are real coefficients. In general, prov-
ing that a state is separable is a non-trivial task,
yet, for Gaussian states, the so-called Peres-
Horodecki criterion was proven to be necessary
and sufficient [72]. In the appendix we show how
to evaluate this criterion for Gaussian states, in a
one-parameter family of partitions that contains
both Eq. (9) and Eq. (10). In the partition cor-
responding to Eq. (10), the state is, as expected,
always separable, while for Eq. (9) we find that
the state is separable if and only if

e−2r ≥ √p . (29)
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Fig. 2: Hyperbolic tangent of the quantum discord tanhD computed from Eq. (15) as a function of the
purity p and the hyperbolic tangent of the squeezing parameter tanh r. The dashed white (respectively
black) line represents the threshold of separability (respectively Bell inequality violation) defined as the
equality case in Eq. (29) [respectively Eq. (27)].

Results & Discussion. – Let us first make
connection with the phase-space approaches
mentioned in the introduction. We point out
that the thermal squeezed states considered here
always have a positive Wigner phase-space prob-
ability distribution, which could make them ap-
pear classical. Yet, as demonstrated, these states
can exhibit quantum features. We refer to
Refs. [24, 49, 67] for detailed discussions of this
point. Additionally, for these states, the absence
of a Glauber-Sudarshan P-representation, which
is considered as a sign of non-classicality, is ac-
tually equivalent to the non-separability of the
state [13, 44] whose conditions has been com-
puted in Eq. (29).

We now compare the three different criteria
for deciding whether a system behaves quantum-
mechanically or not: the quantum discord (15),
the violation of Bell inequalities (27) and the
non-separability of the state (29). As mentioned
above, the squeezing angle ϕ can be adjusted
by rotating the measurement direction in phase

space. This is why, for the Bell inequality (27),
which is the only criterion depending on ϕ, we
choose to optimise ϕ in order to get the maxi-
mal violation. It corresponds to setting ϕ = 0.
All three criteria thus depend on r and p only,
and are shown in Fig. 2. The colour encodes the
value of quantum discord as given by Eq. (15),
the black dashed line corresponds to the thresh-
old for Bell-inequality violation, Eq. (27), while
the white line stands for the non-separability cri-
terion as given in Eq. (29).

One can check that, for pure state (p = 1), all
criteria are equivalent: except from the vacuum
state (r = 0), all states have non-vanishing quan-
tum discord, are non separable and violate the
Bell inequality. In this sense, for a pure Gaussian
state, any correlation is quantum in nature. For
mixed states (p < 1), non-separability is a nec-
essary but non-sufficient condition for the Bell-
inequality violation [81] (i.e. the white line is be-
low the black line), and non-discordant states are
separable [11] (i.e. the dark blue region is below
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the white line).

These results also confirm that decoherence
(i.e. smaller value for p) is associated to the emer-
gence of classicality. Indeed, for a given squeez-
ing amplitude r, there always exists a value of
the purity parameter p below which the Bell in-
equality is not violated, the state is separable
and quantum discord is smaller than a given
threshold. The required amount of decoherence
(i.e. the critical value for the purity parameter
p), increases (decreases) with the squeezing am-
plitude. This is because, as r increases, the
two subsystems get more entangled, hence it
takes more decoherence to erase quantum fea-
tures. In [48], the authors had considered a sim-
ilar class of states and studied the robustness
of non-classicality measures against decoherence
induced by coupling to thermal baths. In this
special case it was also found that the state be-
comes classical in the sense that quantum discord
asymptotes zero at large decoherence, and that
separability vanishes once decoherence reaches a
certain finite threshold.

Our findings also prompt some reservations
about the physical relevance of the numerical
value of quantum discord. Discord is measured
in information bits and, a priori, one may think
that it is an extensive quantity, namely the larger
the discord the more “quantum” the state. How-
ever, one notices in Fig. 2 that the value of quan-
tum discord at which the separability or Bell cri-
teria are crossed may be small or large, depend-
ing on the squeezing amplitude. For instance, if
the state is almost pure p ∼ 1 and the squeez-
ing weak r ≤ 1, then one can achieve a non-
separable state and/or a Bell inequality violation
while keeping a small quantum discord, see point
“A”; or for large squeezing and small purity we
can both have a large quantum discord and still
satisfy the Bell inequality, see point “B”. This
suggests that the numerical value of discord itself
has no clear interpretation, at least in this setup
and in terms of the other quantumness criteria.

The behaviour of these three criteria can be
further understood in the phase-space represen-
tation. Ignoring the orientation ϕ (which we

have set to its optimal value ϕ = 0 for Bell
inequality violation), the ellipses of Fig. 1 have
been parameterised so far using their area, via p,
and their eccentricity, via r. Alternatively, one
can describe them by means of their semi-major,
a, and semi-minor, b, axes, related to r and p by

a = erp−1/4 , b = e−rp−1/4 . (30)

In particular, we expect b, the size of semi-minor
axis, to play a physical role since it encodes the
presence or absence of a sub-fluctuant direction
in phase space with respect to the vacuum.

Using Eq. (30) all criteria can be expressed in
terms of a and b. The non-separability criterion
assumes an extremely simple form as Eq. (29)
is straightforwardly recast to b ≥ 1. The fact
that the state is non-separable is then equiva-
lent to the existence of a sub-fluctuant direction
in phase space (for instance, in Fig. 1 the state
represented by the green ellipse is non-separable
while the one represented by the blue ellipse is
separable). The expression of quantum discord
and the Bell operator in terms of a and b is
not particularly illuminating but in the large-
squeezing and small-purity limit, i.e. a � b �
1/a, in the appendix we show that the discord
also becomes a function of b only (i.e. of the sub-
fluctuant mode), namely

D(a, b)→ g
(
1 + 2b2

)
+ log2

(
1 +

1

2b2

)
, (31)

where g(x) is bounded and defined in Eq. (64).
All criteria are displayed as a function of a and

b in Fig. 3, where one can check that 〈B̂〉 and D
become independent of a in the large-squeezing
limit.

Conclusions. – In this letter, we compared
three different criteria, quantum discord, Bell in-
equality violation and non-separability, aimed at
assessing whether a system behaves quantum-
mechanically or not. We have found that, even
in a simple class of Gaussian states, these criteria
are inequivalent, i.e. a state can be, at the same
time, “quantum” according to one criterion and
“classical” according to another one. However,
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Fig. 3: Same criteria as in Fig. 2, as a function of the semi-major a and semi-minor b axes of the phase-space
ellipses depicted in Fig. 1. The solid black lines are contour levels of quantum discord. The white region
corresponds to either a < b or p > 1, which are both non physical. In the large squeezing limit, b � a,
〈B̂〉 = 2 (black dashed line) is equivalent to b = [π/(8a3)]1/5.

in the large squeezing limit these criteria were
found to be mainly controlled by the amplitude
of the sub-fluctuant mode. There is no natu-
ral threshold for the value of quantum discord
at which the other two criteria are crossed, and
we found that decoherence always leads to more
classical states regardless of the criterion being
used.

This analysis could be extended to non-
Gaussian states [79], which are known to behave
differently under quantum criteria (for instance,
according to Hudson theorem [39] their Wigner
functions are necessarily non-positive if they are
pure).
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[3] Ivan Agullo, Béatrice Bonga, and Patri-
cia Ribes Metidieri. Does inflation squeeze cos-
mological perturbations? arXiv:2203.07066,
March 2022.

[4] Ivan Agullo, Anthony J. Brady, and Dimitrios
Kranas. Event horizons are tunable factories of
quantum entanglement. 9 2022.

[5] Andreas Albrecht and Paul J. Steinhardt. Cos-
mology for Grand Unified Theories with Radia-
tively Induced Symmetry Breaking. Phys. Rev.
Lett., 48:1220–1223, 1982.

[6] Konrad Banaszek and Krzysztof Wodkiewicz.
Quantum Nonlocality in Phase Space. Physical
Review Letters, 82(10):2009–2013, March 1999.

p-8



Comparing quantumness criteria

[7] Shreya Banerjee, Sayantani Bera, and Tejin-
der P. Singh. Quantum discord as a tool for
comparing collapse models and decoherence.
Physics Letters A, 380(45):3778–3785, Novem-
ber 2016.

[8] James M. Bardeen, Paul J. Steinhardt, and
Michael S. Turner. Spontaneous Creation of
Almost Scale - Free Density Perturbations in
an Inflationary Universe. Phys. Rev. D, 28:679,
1983.

[9] S. M. Barnett and P. M. Radmore. Methods in
Theoretical Quantum Optics. Clarendon Press
Publication, Oxford, 1997.

[10] J. S. Bell. On the Einstein Podolsky Rosen
paradox. Physics Physique Fizika, 1(3):195–
200, November 1964.

[11] Anindita Bera, Tamoghna Das, Debasis Sad-
hukhan, Sudipto Singha Roy, Aditi Sen De,
and Ujjwal Sen. Quantum discord and its al-
lies: A review. Reports on Progress in Physics,
81(2):024001, February 2018.

[12] Xavier Busch, Renaud Parentani, and Scott
Robertson. Quantum entanglement due to a
modulated dynamical Casimir effect. Phys.
Rev. A, 89(6):063606, 2014.

[13] David Campo and Renaud Parentani. Inflation-
ary spectra and partially decohered distribu-
tions. Physical Review D, 72(4):045015, August
2005.

[14] David Campo and Renaud Parentani. Inflation-
ary spectra and violations of Bell inequalities.
Physical Review D, 74(2):025001, July 2006.

[15] David Campo and Renaud Parentani. Decoher-
ence and entropy of primordial fluctuations. I.
Formalism and interpretation. Physical Review
D, 78(6):065044, September 2008.

[16] William B. Case. Wigner functions and Weyl
transforms for pedestrians. American Journal
of Physics, 76(10):937–946, October 2008.

[17] Carlton M. Caves and Bonny L. Schumaker.
New formalism for two-photon quantum op-
tics. 1. Quadrature phases and squeezed states.
Phys. Rev., A31:3068–3092, 1985.

[18] John F. Clauser, Michael A. Horne, Abner Shi-
mony, and Richard A. Holt. Proposed Exper-
iment to Test Local Hidden-Variable Theories.
Physical Review Letters, 23(15):880–884, Octo-
ber 1969.

[19] Thomas Colas, Julien Grain, and Vincent Ven-
nin. Four-mode squeezed states: two-field

quantum systems and the symplectic group
Sp(4,R). Eur. Phys. J. C, 82(1):6, 2022.

[20] Planck Collaboration. Planck 2018 results. X:
Constraints on inflation. Astronomy & Astro-
physics, 641:A10, September 2020.

[21] Artur K. Ekert. Quantum cryptography based
on Bell’s theorem. Physical Review Letters,
67(6):661–663, August 1991.
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[66] S. Pironio, A. Aćın, S. Massar, A. Boyer de la
Giroday, D. N. Matsukevich, P. Maunz, S. Olm-
schenk, D. Hayes, L. Luo, T. A. Manning, and
C. Monroe. Random numbers certified by Bell’s
theorem. Nature, 464(7291):1021–1024, April
2010.

[67] M. Revzen, P. A. Mello, A. Mann, and L. M.
Johansen. Bell’s Inequality Violation (BIQV)
with Non-Negative Wigner Function. Physical
Review A, 71(2):022103, February 2005.

[68] Scott Robertson, Florent Michel, and Renaud
Parentani. Assessing degrees of entanglement of
phonon states in atomic Bose gases through the
measurement of commuting observables. Phys-
ical Review D, 96(4):045012, August 2017.

[69] K. Sato. First Order Phase Transition of a Vac-
uum and Expansion of the Universe. Mon. Not.
Roy. Astron. Soc., 195:467–479, 1981.

[70] Bonny L. Schumaker and Carlton M. Caves.
New formalism for two-photon quantum optics.
2. Mathematical foundation and compact nota-
tion. Phys. Rev., A31:3093–3111, 1985.

[71] Alessio Serafini, Fabrizio Illuminati, Matteo
G. A. Paris, and Silvio De Siena. Entanglement
and purity of two-mode Gaussian states in noisy
channels. Physical Review A, 69(2):022318,
February 2004.

[72] R. Simon. Peres-Horodecki separability crite-
rion for continuous variable systems. Physical
Review Letters, 84(12):2726–2729, March 2000.

[73] R. Simon, E.C.G. Sudarshan, and N. Mukunda.
Gaussian wigner distributions: A complete
characterization. Physics Letters A, 124(4):223
– 228, 1987.

[74] Alexei A. Starobinsky. A New Type of
Isotropic Cosmological Models Without Singu-
larity. Phys. Lett. B, 91:99–102, 1980.

[75] Alexei A. Starobinsky. Dynamics of Phase
Transition in the New Inflationary Universe
Scenario and Generation of Perturbations.
Phys. Lett. B, 117:175–178, 1982.

[76] Jeff Steinhauer. Observation of quantum Hawk-
ing radiation and its entanglement in an ana-
logue black hole. Nature Physics, 12(10):959–
965, October 2016.

[77] E. C. G. Sudarshan. Equivalence of Semiclas-
sical and Quantum Mechanical Descriptions of
Statistical Light Beams. Physical Review Let-
ters, 10(7):277–279, April 1963.

[78] Daniel Sudarsky. Shortcomings in the Under-
standing of Why Cosmological Perturbations
Look Classical. Int. J. Mod. Phys. D, 20:509–
552, 2011.

[79] Mattia Walschaers. Non-Gaussian Quantum
States and Where to Find Them. PRX Quan-
tum, 2(3):030204, September 2021.

[80] J. Weinbub and D. K. Ferry. Recent advances
in Wigner function approaches. Applied Physics
Reviews, 5(4):041104, December 2018.

[81] Reinhard F. Werner. Quantum states with
Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen correlations admit-
ting a hidden-variable model. Physical Review
A, 40(8):4277–4281, October 1989.

[82] Eugene P. Wigner. On the quantum correction
for thermodynamic equilibrium. Phys. Rev.,
40:749–760, 1932.

[83] H. M. Wiseman, S. J. Jones, and A. C. Do-
herty. Steering, Entanglement, Nonlocality, and
the EPR Paradox. Physical Review Letters,
98(14):140402, April 2007.

[84] W. H. Zurek. Pointer Basis of Quantum Ap-
paratus: Into What Mixture Does the Wave

p-11



J. Martin et al.

Packet Collapse? Phys. Rev. D, 24:1516–1525,
1981.

[85] W. H. Zurek. Environment induced superselec-
tion rules. Phys. Rev. D, 26:1862–1880, 1982.

p-12



Comparing quantumness criteria

Appendix. – In the two first sections of this appendix we present the technical details relevant
for computing the expectation value of the Bell operator and the separability criterion for Gaussian
states. In the third section, we show that, in the limit r � 1 and p � 1, quantum discord is
only controlled by b, the size of the semi-minor axis introduced in the main text. In the last
section we analyse the effect of two specific Gaussian noisy channels, namely the pure-loss and the
additive-noise channels, on the non-classicality of a TMSV using the criteria identified in the text.

Weyl transform of spin operators and expectation value of Bell operator. We start by present-
ing the computation of the Weyl transform of the spin operators defined in Eq. (18). The Weyl
transform of an operator has been defined in Eq. (1). We apply this formula to σ̂iz, the spin operator
of the irm subsystem along z

σ̃iz (qi, pi) =

∫ ∞
−∞

eipiy
〈
qi +

y

2

∣∣∣ (−∫ ∞
−∞
|x〉 〈−x|dx

) ∣∣∣qi − y

2

〉
dy (32)

= −
∫ ∞
−∞

eipiy
∫ ∞
−∞

δ
(
qi +

y

2
− x
)
δ
(
qi −

y

2
+ x
)

dxdy (33)

= −δ (2qi)

∫ ∞
−∞

eipiydy (34)

= −πδ (qi) δ (pi) , (35)

which is the formula given in Eq. (24). This readily gives Eq. (25). Proceeding similarly for the
spin operator along x we get

σ̃ix (qi, pi) =

∫ ∞
−∞

eipiy
〈
qi +

y

2

∣∣∣ (−∫ ∞
−∞

sign (x) |x〉 〈−x|dx
) ∣∣∣qi − y

2

〉
dy (36)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

eipiy
∫ ∞
−∞

sign (x) δ
(
qi +

y

2
− x
)
δ
(
x− qi +

y

2

)
dxdy (37)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

eipiy sign
(
qi −

y

2

)
δ (y) dy (38)

= sign (qi) , (39)

which is the (second) formula given in Eq (24). Using Eq. (2) and the Gaussian Wigner function (4),
the expectation value of σ̂1

z σ̂
2
z can then be obtained as〈

σ̂1
xσ̂

2
x

〉
=

∫
sign (q1) sign (q2)

π2
√

det γ
exp

(
−RT

1/2γ
−1R1/2

)
dq1 dp1 dq2 dp2 (40)

=

∫
sign (q1) sign (q2)

π
√
γqqγpp

exp

[
− (q1 + q2)

2

2γqq
− (q1 − q2)

2

2γpp

]
dq1 dq2 (41)

= − 2

π
arctan

 cos(2ϕ) sinh(2r)√
1 + sin2 (2ϕ) sinh (2r)

 (42)

= − 2

π
arcsin [|cos(2ϕ)| tanh(2r)] , (43)

where in the second line we have performed the integration over p1 and p2, and in the third line
over q1 and q2 after having inserted the expression of γqq and γpp given by Eqs.(12) and (14). The
last result is nothing but Eq. (26).
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Separability criterion. In this section we derive Eq. (29) of the main text, i.e. the condition
for a Gaussian state to be separable. In the partition leading to Eq. (9), the result is known, see
for instance [15]. Here we extend this result to the one-parameter family of partitions considered

in Ref. [50]: starting from R̂D, it is obtained by performing the canonical transformation R̂D →
S(θ)R̂D where S(θ) is the symplectic matrix

S (θ) =


cos θ 0 0 sin θ

0 cos θ − sin θ 0
sin θ sin(2θ) sin θ cos(2θ) cos θ cos(2θ) − cos θ sin(2θ)
− sin θ cos(2θ) sin θ sin(2θ) cos θ sin(2θ) cos θ cos(2θ)

 . (44)

This class of partitions is parameterised by the angle θ. The partition (9) corresponds to θ = −π/4,
while the factorised partition, i.e. the one leading to Eq. (10), corresponds to θ = 0. For arbitrary
θ the covariance matrix reads

γ =

(
γA γC
γC γB

)
, (45)

with

γA =

(
γ11 cos2 θ + γ22 sin2 θ γ12 cos(2θ)

γ12 cos(2θ) γ22 cos2 θ + γ11 sin2 θ

)
, (46)

γB =

(
γB |11 γB |12
γB |21 γB |22

)
, (47)

γC =

 1

2
(γ11 − γ22) sin2(2θ) +

1

2
γ12 sin(4θ) −1

4
(γ11 − γ22) sin(4θ) + γ12 sin2(2θ)

−1

4
(γ11 − γ22) sin(4θ) + γ12 sin2(2θ) −1

2
(γ11 − γ22) sin2(2θ)− 1

2
γ12 sin(4θ)

 ,

(48)

and where the components of γB are given by

γB |11 =
1

2
γ11 +

1

2
γ22 +

1

2
(γ11 − γ22) cos(2θ) cos(4θ)− γ12 cos(2θ) sin(4θ), (49)

γB |12 = γB |21 = γ12 cos(2θ) cos(4θ) +
1

2
(γ11 − γ22) cos(2θ) sin(4θ), (50)

γB |22 =
1

2
γ11 +

1

2
γ22 −

1

2
(γ11 − γ22) cos(2θ) cos(4θ) + γ12 cos(2θ) sin(4θ). (51)

For a general covariance matrix the Peres-Horodecki criterion for separability can be written
as [73]

det γA det γB + (|det γC | − 1)
2 − Tr

[
γAJ

(1)γCJ
(1)γBJ

(1)γTCJ
(1)
]
≥ det γA + det γB , (52)

where the matrix J (1) is defined by J (1) ≡
(

0 1
−1 0

)
. Using the above expressions, straightforward
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manipulations lead to

det γA = det γB =
1

p

[
cosh2(2r)− cos2(2θ) sinh2(2r)

]
=

1

p
− det γC , (53)

det γC = −1

p
sinh2(2r) sin2(2θ), (54)

Tr
[
γAJ

(1)γCJ
(1)γBJ

(1)γTCJ
(1)
]

= −2 det γC

(
1

p
− det γC

)
. (55)

Combining the above results, the general criterion (52) can be written as a condition on det (γC)
only, which is always negative as can be seen in Eq. (54). One obtains(

1

p
− det γC

)2

+ (det γC + 1)
2

+ 2 det γC

(
1

p
− det γC

)
≥ 2

(
1

p
− det γC

)
. (56)

Using Eq. (54) the above reduces to

1

p2
− 2

p
+ 1 + 4 det γC ≥ 0 . (57)

Using Eq. (54) again, one finds(
1√
p
−√p

)2

≥ 4 sinh2(2r) sin2(2θ) . (58)

In the partition leading to Eq. (9), the above expression can be evaluated with θ = −π/4, a value
for which the previous formula reduces to(

1√
p
−√p

)2

≥
(

1

e−2r
− e−2r

)2

. (59)

Given that both
√
p and e−2r are smaller than one, and since y → y − 1/y is a strictly increasing

function, this finally leads to

e−2r√
p
≥ 1 , (60)

which corresponds to Eq. (29).

Quantum discord in the large-squeezing limit. Using Eqs. (30), we can re-write the expres-
sion (15) of the quantum discord in terms of the lengths of the semi-major, a, and semi-minor axis,
b. Eq. (15) only depends on the quantity σ, defined by Eq. (17), and p. Therefore, we need to
express these two quantities in terms of a and b and one obtains

σ =
1

2

(
a2 + b2

)
, p =

1

a2b2
. (61)

Combining Eq. (15) and the two above formula, we get the following expression for the quantum
discord as a function of a and b only

D(a, b) = f

[
1

2

(
a2 + b2

)]
− 2f (ab) + f

(
a2 + b2 + 2a2b2

a2 + b2 + 2

)
. (62)
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Under this form the quantum discord is expressed as a sum of terms which have no definite sign
and are unbounded. In order to see that D is only controlled by b in the large-squeezing (i.e. a� b)
and small-purity (i.e. ab = 1/

√
p � 1) limit, we rewrite the above as

D(a, b) = g

[
1

2

(
a2 + b2

)]
−2g (ab)+g

(
a2 + b2 + 2a2b2

a2 + b2 + 2

)
+log2

[
(a2 + b2)(a2 + b2 + 2a2b2)

2a2b2(a2 + b2 + 2)

]
, (63)

where we have defined the function g(x) by

g(x) = f(x)− log2

(x
2

)
− 1

ln 2
. (64)

The function g(x) is defined as the difference between f(x) and its asymptotic value at large
argument. One can check that g(x) is a negative, strictly increasing function, which is bounded by
its limits limx→1+ g(x) = −1/ ln 2 + 1 ≈ −0.44 and limx→+∞ g(x) = 0. The large-squeezing regime
corresponds to b� a. Since ab ≥ 1 for the purity to be smaller than one, large squeezing requires
a � 1, i.e. the semi-major axis must be much larger than its vacuum value. The first term in
Eq. (63) therefore vanishes in this limit. In addition, for small purity ab = 1/

√
p � 1, the second

term vanishes as well. We are thus left with the last two terms, which, in this limit, read

D(a, b)→ g
(
1 + 2b2

)
+ log2

(
1 +

1

2b2

)
. (65)

Therefore, the value of the discord only depends on the size of the semi-minor axis b as can be seen
in the lower-right corner of Fig. 3. Note that asymptotic expression behaves as expected in the
limit of a large semi-minor axis, b � 1, where D goes to 0. In the opposite limit, namely, b � 1,
the first term goes to a finite value while the second one vanishes.

Pure-loss and additive-noise channels. Consider now the effect of a pure-loss channel of effi-
ciency η on a TMSV whose covariance matrix is given by Eq. (6). The resulting covariance matrix,
ηγTMSV + (1− η)14, can be recast in the form of Eq. (9) using the following effective squeezing
parameters and purity

r′ =
1

2
arctanh

[
η sinh (2r)

η cosh(2r) + 1− η

]
, ϕ′ = ϕ , p =

1

1 + 4 sinh2 (r) η (1− η)
. (66)

We check that, in the limit η → 1 (no loss), the rescaled squeezing parameters coincide with
the original ones and p = 1. Using this mapping we can express the quantum discord, the non-
separability and the Bell violation criteria with the help of the formulas derived in the main text.
We plot these three criteria in Fig. 4, where we set ϕ = 0 to optimise for the violation of the Bell
inequality.

First, we notice that, at fixed value of r, the discord increases with η, which is intuitive since
we expect the quantumness of the state to be more and more preserved as the loss decreases. Of
course, on the other hand, at fixed efficiency, the discord increases as r increases.

Second, the criterion for separability (52), expressed in terms of r and η, reads

− 16η2 sinh2(r)
[
1 + η (2− η) sinh2(r)

]
≥ 0 , (67)

which can only be satisfied if r = 0. This means that, after having gone through the loss channel, an
initial non-separable state will always remain non-separable irrespective of its efficiency as expected
for such pure damping [71].
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Third, in Fig. 4, we have also represented the threshold for violation of Bell inequality, see the
black dashed line. In terms of r and η, it is given by the following expression,

〈B̂〉 = 2

√
1[

1 + 4 sinh2 (r) η (1− η)
]2 +

4

π2
arcsin2

[
η sinh (2r)

η cosh(2r) + 1− η

]
, (68)

This threshold is discontinuous at r = 0. Indeed, for r = 0, the system is in the vacuum which

does not violate the Bell inequality
〈
B̂
〉

= 2. For small but non-vanishing value of the squeezing

parameter, we can expand the expression of 〈B̂〉,

〈B̂〉 ∼ 2 + 8r2η

[(
2

π2
+ 1

)
η − 1

]
, (69)

and, as a consequence, the threshold of violation for the Bell inequality corresponds to η ≥(
1 + 2π−2

)−1 ∼ 0.83, which is independent of the squeezing parameter r. We now consider the
large r behaviour of the threshold. The figure shows that for large initial squeezing the level of loss
required to prevent the violation of the Bell inequality decreases. This is consistent with the results
of [41] where the authors consider a TMSV interacting with two thermal baths, and showed that
the violation of the Bell inequality considered in [6] decreases with the initial squeezing. Since a
large squeezing also implies stronger correlation, and larger value of the Bell operator initially, this
fact might appear surprising at first. However, this picture overlooks that the decoherence caused
this pure-channel is more efficient for strongly squeezed states. Indeed, Eq. (66) shows that for a
channel with fixed efficiency η, increasing the initial squeezing r of the TMSV will exponentially
suppress its purity p after the channel. This decoherence is suppressing the first term in Eq. (68),
while the stronger correlation increase the second term. The fact that the threshold of Bell inequal-
ity violation goes to η = 1 shows that this increase is not sufficient to compensate the decoherence
encoded in the first term. We can check this behaviour by approximating the curve 〈B̂〉 = 2 in
the vicinity of r � 1 and η ∼ 1. One finds η ∼ 1 − (π/8)2/5e−6r/5, see the white dashed line in
Fig. 4. This confirms the above described behaviour, which illustrates the “fragility” of a strongly
squeezed state.

Finally, we repeat the same analyses for the additive-noise channel whose covariance matrix, as
already mentioned above, is given by γ = γTMSV + ∆14, where ∆ ≥ 0 represents the noise level.
Using the following parameters

r′ =
1

2
arctanh

[
sinh (2r)

cosh(2r) + ∆

]
, ϕ′ = ϕ , p =

1

1 + 2∆ cosh(2r) + ∆2
, (70)

it can also be put under the form of Eq. (9). Of course, we check that, when ∆→ 0, r′ = r, ϕ′ = ϕ
and p = 1. The exact expressions of the quantum discord, the average value of the Bell operator
and the non-separability threshold can be obtained using this mapping. Starting from Eq. (29),
one can check that the state is separable if and only if

∆ ≥ 1− e−2r . (71)

The expressions of the Bell violation threshold and the quantum discord can also be derived but
are involved and not very enlightening. We do not reproduce them here. We only want to point
out that a phenomenon similar to that observed in the pure-loss channel for large initial squeezing
also happens for the additive-noise channel. Namely, as squeezing gets large, the amount of noise
required to destroy the violation of the Bell inequality is reduced. All these results are summarised
in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 4: Hyperbolic tangent of the quantum discord tanhD computed from Eq. (15) as a function of the
efficiency η and the hyperbolic tangent of the initial squeezing parameter tanh r. The dashed black line
represents the threshold of separability Bell inequality violation defined as the equality case in Eq. (27).
The vertical piece overlaps and follow the line r = 0 and is represented shifted towards a non-vanishing
value of r to be visible. The dashed white line shows the approximation for the threshold valid for r � 1,
plotted for r ≥ 1.
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Fig. 5: Hyperbolic tangent of the quantum discord tanhD computed from Eq. (15) as a function of the noise
∆ and the hyperbolic tangent of the initial squeezing parameter tanh r. The dashed white (respectively
black) line represents the threshold of separability (respectively Bell inequality violation) defined as the
equality case in Eq. (29) [respectively Eq. (27)].

p-19


	Introduction. –
	Gaussian states. –
	Quantumness criteria. –
	Results & Discussion. –
	Conclusions. –
	
	Appendix. –
	Weyl transform of spin operators and expectation value of Bell operator. 
	Separability criterion. 
	Quantum discord in the large-squeezing limit. 
	Pure-loss and additive-noise channels. 


