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The Quantum Separability P roblem for G aussian States
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D etem ining whether a quantum state is separable or entangled is a problem of fundam ental
In portance In quantum nformm ation science. This isa briefreview in which we consider the problem
for states In In nite din ensionalH ibert spaces. W e show how the problem becom es tractable for a
class of G aussian states.
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I. NTRODUCTION

T he conocept ofentangkm ent arose w ith the question of com pletenessofquantum theory E.']. N ow adaysentanglem ent
is regarded as a fundam ental property of certain quantum states and it appears to be an in portant physical resource.
In som e sense, entanglem ent is synonym ous of inseparability because entangled states possess som e global properties
that cannot be explained in termm s of only the parties (subsystem s) ofthe system . Roughly speaking, entangled states
possess \strong" correlations am ong parties that cannot be explained w ithin any classical localtheory (pecause these
would in ply an instantaneous action at distance). Separabk states m ay also exhibit correlations am ong parties, but
these are purely classical and local, hence \weaker" than those underlying entanglem ent.

R ecently, the role of entanglem ent becam e in portant and often necessary In m any di erent contexts lke quantum
algorithm s, quantum com m unication protocols, quantum cryptography, etc. (seeeg. g]) . So, the problem ofdeciding
w hether a given quantum state is separable or entangled hasbecom e of uppem ost In portance. T his can be called the
Quantum Separability P roblem (Q SP).E ssentially, it represents an instance ofa com binatorial optim ization problem s
called the W eak M embership P roblem {{].

A though there exists a num ber of characterizations of separability, there is stillno feasible procedure to solve Q SP
In its generality (see eg. [4] and references therein). C onoen’ung its com putational com plexiy, Q SP isa \di cul"
problem . In fact, Q SP has been proved to be NP -hard [5] However, if we restrict ourselves to goeci c¢ classes of
quantum states, there are exam ples n which Q SP can be e ciently solved. For instance, this is the case of states In
H ibert space of din ension 2 or 3 |4]and certain  nite sets of statesily].

In In nite din ensional H ibert spaces, G aussian states give rise to an in portant class of states for which Q SP
is \easy" (see eg. ﬁ_ﬁ, :_S'i] and the reference therein). In this paper, we review the formulation of Q SP for in nite
din ensional H ibert spaces and we show how to tackle the problem for the class of G aussian states.

T he paper is organized as follow . In Sec.Il we review som e basic notions of Quantum Theory. In Sec. -JIt we
form alize the Q SP. In Secan. we introduce the G aussian states In Sec V' we develop a criterion for separabﬂjty of
G aussian states. F inally, som e conclisions are drawn In SecI\_/_

II. BASIC NOTIONS OF QUANTUM THEORY

In this section, we Introduce som e tem s and notions of Q uantum M echanics needed to approach the paper. O £
course, the expert readerm ay skip this section. _

In its standard formulation, Q uantum T heory takes place in H ibert spaces f_l(_)'] A Hibert space H is a vector
space over the eld of com plex numbers C endowed with an inner product which induces a nom ), that can have

nite or in nite din ension. W e use the socalled D irac notation for a vector j i. Iksdualish j. Then, the Inner
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product between two states j iand j ireadsh j i2 C.Thenom ofavector j iresultsk j ik= h j i.The
follow ing two postulate x the m athem atical representation of quantum states:

Postulate IT.1. The gspace of states of a physical system is a H ibert space. The states are described by unit nom
vectors in such H ilcert space.

Postulate IT.2. The space of states of a com posite system is the tensor product of H ilert spaces of subsystem s.

T he structure ofH ibert space naturally leads, when considering com posite system s, to the concept ofentanglem ent.
In fact, there exist states of the whole system that cannot be factorized into states of the subsystem s.

Exam ple IT.1. Let j i,;7 » i, ke two orthogonalstates in H; and j 1,7] - i, ke two orthogonal states in H, . Then,
Ji Ji2H; Hzaswellas@ji JiL+bj-.i J.i,)2H; Hz,wiha;b2 C.The rstcan ke factorized
into states of the subsystem s; this is not the case for the second one.

Tt is fashinating that this seem Ingly abstract m athem atical notion has a large In pact in the description of the
quantum m echanicalworld.

T he above postulates can be generalized in term sofm xture of states, fpy; j jig, where p; denotes for the probability
for the system to be in the state j ji. T his can be done by introducing the notion of density operator:

D e nition ITI.1. A density operator © is a non-negative, selfadpint, trace-one class operator which is also positive
sem ide nite (thatish 73 i 083 i2 H.

P
Thus we can represent the m xture fp;;j jig by the density operator * = jpjj 3ih 43

D e nition IT.2. A state ® of a com posite bipartite system is said to be sgparable 1 it can be written in the form
( .
- pj 5 5 (1)

P
w ith non-negative p;’s such that ;p; = 1, and where Aj('l) ’ AJ('Z)

said to ke entangled otherw ise.

are density operators of the subsystenm s; the state is

T he physical quantities of a system that can (in principle) be m easured are called observabls. T he next postulate
xes the m athem atical representation of observables:

P ostulate II.3. To physical observabkes corresoond selfadpint operators. T he possibk m easurem ent resuls on the
observabke O are the eigenvalues of the associated selfadpint operator . The expectation value is i Trd*).

R estrictions on expectation values are in posed by the follow ing fam ous principle:

Principle I1.1 (The U ncertainty P rinciple). Any two observables A and B in H m ust satisfy, for all quantum
states, the follow ing inequality:

2
h( B)%ih( ®)%1 % hio; 1 ; @)

where ® & 1®iand ﬁ?;ﬁ?] PP  ®D is the com m utator.

ITII. THE QUANTUM SEPARABILITY PROBLEM

In this section we introduce the Q uantum Separability P roblem . Let us consider a quantum system w ith two parties
2 2
associated to a Hibert spaceH; H, = C" C¥ . Notice that such a H ibert space is isom orphic to R™ "N qandjtjs

endow ed w ith the Euclidean inner product (XA ;’f\) Tr(XA’f ) which induces the corresponding nom Xk tr(XAZ)

and distance measure k¥ Yk. Let D H; H; denote the set of all density operators. The set of bipartite
separable quantum states, S D, isde ned as the convex hullof the separable pure states £j ih j J Lh P where
i (resp. j &) is a nom alized vector in C* (resp. CV ). An arbitrary density m atrix in D is param etrized by
M ?N? 1 realvariables. Sihce we dealw ith continuous quantities, in de ning the separability problm we cannot
allow In nite precision, so we need to introduce a precision parameter 2 R .

D e nition IIT.1 (The Quantum Separability Problem ). Given 2 D and a precision assert either " is:



Separable: there exists a separablk state © such that k* "k <1

or

Entangled: there exists an entangkd state * such that k® k<%,

In this form ulation, this problem is equivalent to an Instance of a com binatorial optim ization problem called W eak
M em bership P roblem E]. In is com plete generality, Q SP has been shown to be NP -hard E]. Thus, any devised
test for sgparability is lkely to require a number of com putational steps that increases very quickly with M and
N . ForM N 6 the positivity under P artial Transpose (see the next section) represents a necessary and su cient
test [_é]. O therw ise, there only exist su cient bne-sided’ tests for separability. In these tests, the output of som e
polynom altin e com putable fnction of * can indicate that this is certainly entangled or certainly separable, but not
both (seeeg. Ef] and reference therein).

IV. GAUSSIAN STATES

In this section we introduce G aussian states. Let us now move to M ;N ! 1 , thus considering two in nie
din ensionalH ibert spaces H; and H,. In such spaces we can_introduce continuous spectrum selfad pint operators
corresponding to canonicalposition and m om entum variables [_lQ]. Let us arrange them into fourdin ensionalcolum n
vectors

00 = @iPi%i)i 2 = ®iviiXeive):
T he operators in ¥ obey comm utation relations [_1-9‘] that take the com pact form
e 1=1 ;i =1i2;3;4; @)
w ith

0 0 1
g P97 10 ° @

J
0
There is a one-to-one correspoondence between density operators and cnumber W igner distribution functions in

phase space [_1-1:], the space of variables z, ie. R%, in this case.

De nji:_ic‘m IV .1. For a given density operator ~ in H; and H, the corresponding W igner function is de ned as
Blowsll8]

W (z) = Tr T (@) ; )
where
1 Z h i
f (z) = 2 ) a*zl exp iz® X z) : 6)
In tum, it resuls
Z
N = d*zw (z)'f (z): )

A density operator ~ has nite second order m om ents jfTr(Aé) < 1 and Tr(Apﬁ) <1 Prallj. In thiscase we
can de ne the vectormean m as

m =Tr("™)
Z

dlzzW (@); (8)
and the real sym m etric correlation m atrix V. as

1
vV = Ehf v ;¥ ogi; ;= 1;2;3;4; 9)



wheref ¥ ; ¥ g ¥ ¥ 4+ ¥ < isthe anticomm utator. It resuls

= d'z@ m) @ m) W @): 10)
A given V is the correlation m atrix a physical state 1 it satis es

K V4= 0 a1
2
as consequence of the Uncertainty P rinciple _(2: and comm utation relation ('_IJ.) . The correlation m atrix omsa 4 4
m atrix that transform s as an irreducible second rank tensor under the linear canonical (sym plectic) transform ations
and has 4 invariants. If we w rite the correlation m atrix in the block form

A C

VT erp 7

12)

the invariants are detA, detB, detC and Tr@JCJBJC?J). The condition {{1) mpliesA 1=4 and B 1=4.
M oreover, Eq.{_l!i) can be read as

1 1
detA detB TrA@JCJBJC T J) Z (detA + detB) + Z detC 0: 13)
Tt is also worth rem arking that any correlation m atrix can be brought into the standard form
0 1
a c

a dc

v-8 %K a4
d Db

wih a;b;c;d 2 R, by e ecting suitable local canonical transform ations corresponding to som e elem ent of Sp (2;R)
Sp (2;R) Sp(d;R). Now we are ready to give the de nition ofG aussian state:

De nition IV 2. A state ~ is called G aussian if its W igner function takes the form
1 1 Teo 1
W (2)= —Pp———exp —(z m)V z m) ; (15)
4 2" detv 2
withm a mald-vectorandV a malsymmetric 4 4 -matrix.

Onecan show thatm isindeed them ean and V isthe correlation m atrix. These de ne the G aussian state uniquely.
In what llow s, we sin ply consider the casem = 0, becausem can be easily rem oved by som e local digplacem ent
and thus hasno In uence on the separability or inseparability of the state.

V. A SEPARABILITY CRITERION FOR GAUSSIAN STATES

In this section, we describe how to solve Q SP for G aussian states. Let us consider a separable state “sep Of the
form @') In the Hibert space H; H . Let us choose a generic coupl of observables for each subsystem , say £5;8;
onHjy (= 1;2),wih

Ey=ikyi85); F= 1;2: (16)
Then, we Introduce the follow ing cbservableson H; H,:
a= a]_fl + azfz H
0= big + an
with aj;b; 2 R. From the the Uncertainty Prjncjple::a’, it follow s that every state “on H; H , must satisfy
b1 i+ abiGyif
2 :
H owever, for separable states, a stronger bound exists. W e have In fact the follow ing theorem t_l-g:]:

h( @)%ih( )%1i (18)



Theorem V .1. For any separabk state the follow ing im plication holds:

“ep =) h( @)?ih( 9L W ?; 9
where
1 . . .
W = > b W 1+ pobp W (20)
with
X N
Wy P 3Ci J; j= 1;2; 1)

reing 154, Tr[E5n0 1.
T he theorem can be proved w ith the help ofa fam ily of linear inequalities

2. 2. p
h( @)“i+ h( )1 2 W ; ; 2R, ; 22)

which must be always satis ed by separable states. The convolution of such relations gives the condition _(l_
representable by a region i the h( @)%1, h( ©)?1iplane delin ited by an hyperbola.
N otice that, since

X X
W= P 3C53 J pelCylk = JC4513 @23)
k k
the follow ing nequalities hold
l . R AN L . . ZAN
W > Pub JIC 13+ Rk I3 17
l AN, AN,
> B HCiit+ acky 021 (24)

Tn particular, Eq. C24.) tells us that the bound {155 or separable states is much stronger than Eq. {lé) for generic
states. M oreover, Eg. C24) gives us a sin ple separability criterion. In fact, while W is not easy to evaluate dJJ:ectJy
as i depends on the type of convex decom position @.) that one is considering, the right hand side of Eq. {_2_4
easily m easurable, as it depends on the expectation value of the cbservables CAj . Then, we can clain that Eq.{_lgs) is
a necessary criterion for separability, ie.

h( @)%ih( ¢)i<w? =) ~  entangld : ©25)

Exam ple V .1. An inportant smpli cation applies when the observab]eCAj is proportional to the identity operator,
eg.?; & and$; P;. In such a case, Eq.{18) reduces to

2 2 1
h( @)%ih( v)%i 7 (26)
whik Eq.(9) reduces to
h( @)?ih( ¥)%i 1; @7)

Let usnow consider the case in which #y, 85 are Iinear com binations of canonical cbservables §; and ps, ie.

B Gt Epl 1 Bt §Ch
ax b
ag b4

&+ —B S Pt —& (28)
ar bZ

where as;as;ls, by 2 R are generic real param eters. Then Eq. C_l-S_;),takjng into aooountEq.{_?z),beoom es

1
B WA VL L b asby it b asbs %; 29)



that should be com pared w ith
h( w?i+ h( v)’i b asbyi+ b adni: (30)

Tt is easy to verify that, given aj,bJ (3= 1;:::;4), the \product condition" 629 ) In plies the \sum condition" {30).
However, if we require Egs. C29 and BO) to be veri ed for all possble values of the coe clents & ;by, the two are
eunyaJent since it is possible to re-obtain one from another using a convolution trick, lke the used w ith Egs. C19 and
C22 (the one-to-one corregpondence betw een quadratic and linear tests under all circum stances hasbeen also pointed
out in Ref. fl3

Tt tums out that the restriction

h( w?i+ h( v)’1 Bb  askyi+ B adwF 8ajby 2 R; 31)

isnecessary and su cient for separability of G aussian states [_l-é_i :_1§‘]
However, solving Q SP by testing the condition C31 would be hard from a com plexiy point of view, due to the
presence of the universalquanti_er at right hand side.
N evertheless, the condition Bl-) can be rephrased In a sinpler way. First notice that the uncertainty relation
satis ed by all (separable and nseparable) states

1
h( u)®ih( v)*i PP abt ab asbu ¥ ; 32)

and corresponding to @ and ¥ form ed from Eq.ligs), is equivalent to

h( u)?i+ h( v)’i b asbs + sy  abyF 33)

asmuch as lke Eqs.é?_;) and @(_3) _ _
Then, what is the relation between conditions {30) and @3)?
They are sin ply related by the partial transpose transform

PT : v ! <5 = diag(1;1;1; 1): (34)

This operann nvertsp,, leaving & , 1, and & unchanged fl9 In fact, separable states satis esthe usualunoertajnty
relation (33) and the analogous one obtained under partial transpose; thus these satisfy the condition (30

O n the other hand, the transform ation ¢34) changes the correlation m atrix asV ! V = V . Hence, the com pact
uncertainty relation ll]:) becom es

i
v+ = 0: 35)
2

E xpressed in tem s of invariants, the condition ¢_3-§') for V takes a form identical to C_l_ T he signature in front of
detC in the second temm on the left hand side is changed. Thus, ifwe w rite

2
1
f (V) = detA detB + 2 jdetC j

1
tr@aJc JBJactyag) 2 detA + detB); (36)

the requirem ent that the correlation m atrix of a separable state has to obey ('_3-5), In addition to the findam ental
uncertainty principle {11), can be stated as ollow

Theorem V .2. A bipartite G aussian state is separabe i £ V) 0.

T he necessity ollow s from theorem '\7 1. Thesu ciency follow s from the fact that G aussian states w ith correlation
m atrix having detC 0 are separable h4]

T he statem entV .2 is eunya]ent to the condition (3L) butmuch more e ective to be used.

G iven the standard form (14.) of the correlation m atrix V. we can consider the space ofa]lpOSSJb]e G aussian states
as isom orphic to R4, while the set of physical states is a subspace G R?% de ned through .(1-1) Furthem ore, the
equation £ (V) = 0 reads

fW)=4@ d)ab &) @+1) 29dj @7

NG
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o



T he equation de nes the surface S of the subset S G of separabl states. Then, by sin ply evaluating £ we can
say whether a given state (oint n G) is within S (hence separable) or not (hence entangled). This is an easy
com putational task that can be e ciently accom plished. In reality, taking into account a nite accuracy , we can
only say that the state is aln ost separable (reso. aln ost entangled) w ithin . Nevertheless, if we want to assert that
the state is strictly separable (resp. strictly entangled), we have to be sure that the distance of the state ~ from the
surface S is greaterthan 1= . That is

mink~ %> I @8)
AOZS
A ccording to Sec:JZ-I;'[, the distance between two states is considered as k*  *k P Tr[(® 72]and fr G aussian
states this can be expressed through W igner functions (hence correlation m atrices) as
Z
k* k= dzW @ Wo@7T: (39)

Such a task can bee ciently accom plished w ith the aid ofgeom etricalargum ents and sin pl algorithm s. For instance,
a sofolﬂ are package that e c:lelntjy nd all hyperplanes tangent to the surface S, from which evaliate the lhs. of
Eq38), is already availablke [16].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Summ arizing, we have given a brief review of Q SP for G aussian states of two parties. The problem has been
approached by developing tests that involve variances to arrive at an e cient solution based on the invariance (os—
itivity) of only separable states under partial transpose. Notice that this argum ent can be further generalized to
partial scaling transform s to which partial transpose belongs. In fact, while K and V are always Invariant under lin—
ear canonical transform ations, they are not invariant under scale changes on the ¥ that are not contained In Sp (4;R).
In particular under partial scaling K is not necessarily positive de nite :_[l_:7]. T hese argum ents could be extended to
m ultipartite system s, w th e.g. N degrees of freedom . Starting from the uncertainty relation K vV + 51 0,we
can perform an arbitrary scaling described by the realvector x = (X1 Xz; :::Xpy ) and then com pute

K*¥=vV*¥+ = ; Vv¥= [V .; (40)

wih diagxi;x2; 1::Xon ). The 2N real quantities x param eterize the Abelian scaling sem igroup w ith the
requirem ent that
Kixed 17 KaxgJ LjitiRon 1xon J 1t 41)
T he necessary condition for the separability of the state is
K* 0; 8x: 42)
N otice, how ever, that orm ultipartite systam s besides separability (resp. inseparability) there can be the possibility
ofpartial separability (resp. partial nseparability), e.g. separability of a subsystem w ith respect to the others which

n tums are entangled [_d]. Hence Q SP becom es m uch m ore subtle and even for G aussian states it is not com pletely
understood.
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