arXiv:2311.16658v1 [quant-ph] 28 Nov 2023

Quantum steering for two-mode states with Continuous-variable in laser channel

Kaimin Zheng^{1,∗}, Jifeng Sun^{2,∗}, Liyun Hu^{2,†}, Lijian Zhang^{1,‡} 1 National Laboratory of Solid State Microstructures, Key Laboratory of Intelligent Optical Sensing and Manipulation, College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, and Collaborative Innovation Center of Advanced Microstructures, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China 2 Center for Quantum Science and Technology, Jiangxi Normal University, Nanchang 330022, China ∗These authors contributed equally to this work †hlyun@jxnu.edu.cn ‡lijian.zhang@nju.edu.cn

The Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering is an important resource for one-sided device independent quantum information processing. This steering property will be destroyed during the interaction between quantum system and environment for some practical applications. In this paper, we use the representation of characteristic function for probability to examine the quantum steering of two-mode states with continuous-variable in laser channel, where both the gain factor and the loss effect are considered. Firstly, we analyse the steering time of two-mode squeezed vacuum state under one-mode and two-mode laser channel respectively. We find the gain process will introduce additional noise to the two-mode squeezed vacuum state such that the steerable time is reduced. Secondly, by quantising quantum Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering, it shows that two-side loss presents a smaller steerability than one-side loss although they share the same two-way steerable time. In addition, we find the more gained party can steer the other’s state, while the other party cannot steer the gained party in a certain threshold value. In this sense, it seems that the gain effect in one party is equivalent to the loss effect in the other’s party. Our results pave way for the distillation of Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen steering and the quantum information processing in practical quantum channels.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering was first proposed by Schrödinger in 1935 in response to the famous paper by Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen on the completeness of quantum mechanics [1]. It allows the subsystems Alice steer the quantum state of a distant subsystem Bob during a local measurement [2–6]. In terms of the degree of quantum correlation, EPR steering is intermediate between Bell inequality and quantum entanglement [7]. Unlike Bell inequality and quantum entanglement, EPR steering is inherently asymmetric for two subsystems, i.e., the ability of Alice to steer Bob may be different from the ability of Bob to steer Alice, and there may even be a one-way EPR steering situation [8– 13]. EPR steering has received increasing attention since Wiseman et al. have analysed quantum entanglement, EPR steering and Bell inequality separately from the perspective of quantum information tasks [7].

One important element of research on quantum EPR steering is to demonstrate the existence of one-way steering. In terms of discrete-variable systems, the one-way EPR steering was first demonstrated with Werner states and have been proved by using the ”all-or-nothing proof” criterion and quantum storage [14, 15]. Pan et al. have demonstrated the true four-body EPR steering and its application to one-way quantum computing [16]. For the continuously variable systems, the existence of one-way EPR steering based on Reid’s criterion was first demonstrated by introducing the loss of one-sided paths in twomode squeezed state [17]. On this basis, Su et al. have successfully realized the free control of EPR steering by using noise, and the many-body Gaussian EPR steering have been observed by introducing asymmetric losses [18]. On the other hand, the interaction between quantum system and environment is inevitable for the quantum information processing in practical quantum channels. Thus it is crucial to investigate the effect of decoherence on EPR steering in quantum channels, which can help to design effective distillation programmes. The decoherence of EPR steering have been theoretical analysed and experimentally demonstrated in recent years [19–22]. However, most of them only take account in lossy and noisy channels. To avoid the decoherence of EPR steering and accomplish the quantum information processing in practical quantum channels, we should analyse the evolution of EPR steering in more general environments, such as laser channel and phase-sensitive environment.

We first derive the relation between the probability distribution functions and the characteristic function in Sec. II. The relation provide a relative easy calculation for the analytical expressions of EPR steering criterion for twomode squeezed vacuum state. In Sec. III, we analyse the steering conditions of two-mode squeezed vacuum state under laser channel. In Sec. IV, we further analyse the relationship between magnitude of EPR steering and the parameters of the laser channel. In Sec. V, we make a comparison about the decoherence between quantum steering and entanglement in laser channel. In Sec. VI, we extend our discussions to the evolution of the TMSV in the presence of phase-sensitive environment. Lastly, in Sec. VII, we give concluding remarks.

II. THE EPR STEERING CRITERION

A. Relation between PDFs and CF

In quantum steering criterion, the probability distribution functions (PDFs) are usually used in the calculation of original Reid criterion, entropic steering criterion, and Adesso’s steering low bound for Gaussian states. In addition, it is worth noting that the characteristic function (CF) provides a relative easy calculation for the analytical expressions of the average values, especially for the systems in noisy environments. Here, thus we first derive the relation between PDFs and CF.

For a two-mode quantum system ρ, its Weyl expression of density operator is given by ρ = ∫_∞ −∞ dq_1dp_1dq_2dp_2 π^2 χ (q_1, p_1; q_2, p_2)

× D_1 (−q_1, −p_1) D_2 (−q_2, −p_2) , (1)

where χ (q_1, p_1; q_2, p_2) = tr [ρD_1 (q_1, p_1) D_2 (q_2, p_2)] is the CF and D_l (q_l, p_l) (l = 1, 2) are the displacement operators. In addition, D_l (q_l, p_l) can also be shown as D_l (q_l, p_l) = e^{i(plQl−ql Pl)} = e^{−iqlpl} e^{iplQl} e^{−iqlPl} (2) = e^{iqlpl} e^{−iqlPl} e^{iplQl} , (3) where Q_l = a_l + a^†_l and P_l = (a_l − a^†_l )/i are the coordinate and momentum operators, respectively, satisfying [Q_l, P_l] = 2i. From Eqs. (2) and (3) and notic- ing that e^{−iql Pl} |q̄_l⟩ = | |q̄_l + √2q_l⟩ as well as e^{ip}l^Ql |p̄_l⟩ = | |p̄_l + √2p_l⟩, it is ready to see ⟨q̄_l| D_l (q_l, p_l) |q̄_l⟩ = e^{i√2q̄l pl} δ (√ 2q_l ) , (4) ⟨p̄_l| D_l (q_l, p_l) |p̄_l⟩ = e^{−i√2qlp̄l} δ (√ 2p_l ) , (5)

where |q̄_l⟩ and |p̄_l⟩ are respectively the eigenstates of Q_l and P_l, i.e., Q_l |q̄_l⟩ = √ 2q̄_l |q̄_l⟩, P_l |p̄_l⟩ = √ 2p̄_l |p̄_l⟩.

After substituting Eqs.(4) and (5) into Eq.(1), then the joint PDFs and its marginal and conditional PDFs can be easily calculated by, for instance,

P (q̄_1, q̄_2) = ⟨q̄_1, q̄_2| ρ |q̄_1, q̄_2⟩ = ∫_∞ −∞ dp_1dp_2 2π^2 e^{−i√2(q̄1 p1 +q̄2 p2)}χ (0, p_1; 0, p_2) , (6)

P (p̄_1, p̄_2) = ⟨p̄_1, p̄_2| ρ |p̄_1, p̄_2⟩ = ∫_∞ −∞ dq_1dq_2 2π^2 e^{i√2(p̄1 q1+p̄2 q2 )}χ (q_1, 0; q_2, 0) , and P (q̄_1) = ∫_∞ −∞ dq̄_2P (q̄_1, q̄_2) = 1 √ 2π ∫_∞ −∞ dp_1e^{−i√2q̄1 p1} χ (0, p_1; 0, 0) , (7)

P (p̄_1) = ∫_∞ −∞ dp̄_2P (p̄_1, p̄_2) = 1 √ 2π ∫_∞ −∞ dq_1e^{i√2p̄1 q1} χ (q_1, 0; 0, 0) ,

as well as

P ( q̄_2| q̄_1) = P (q̄_1, q̄_2) /P (q̄_1) . (8)

Thus the inferred variance of q can be derived by

Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1) ≡ ∫_∞ −∞ dq̄_1P (q̄_1) Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1 = q̄_1) = ∫_∞ −∞ dq̄_1P (q̄_1) ∫_∞ −∞ dq̄_2P ( q̄_2| q̄_1) (q̄_2 − q_{est})^2 = ∫_∞ −∞ dq̄_1dq̄_2P (q̄_1, q̄_2) (q̄_2 − q_{est})^2 . (9)

Here we should note that q_{est} is the function of variable q̄_1.

B. Reid criterion

Using the linear inferences, i.e., taking q_{est} = d − λq̄_1, where the two parameters λ and d will be chosen to minimize the inferred variance Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1), after a straight calculation then one can get

Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1) = 1 2 λ^2 ⟨ Q^2_1 ⟩ + λ ⟨Q_1Q_2⟩ − √ 2λd ⟨Q_1⟩ + d^2 − √ 2d ⟨Q_2⟩ + 1 2 ⟨ Q^2 ⟩ , (10)

where we have used the relation between the CF and the average values, for instance,

⟨Q_2⟩ = ∂ ∂ (ip_2) χ (0, 0; 0, p_2) | | | |_{p2 =0} , (11) ⟨ Q^2 ⟩ = ∂^2 ∂ (ip_2)^2 χ (0, 0; 0, p_2) | | | | p_2 =0

, (12)

⟨Q_1Q_2⟩ = −∂^2 ∂p_1∂p_2 χ (0, p_1; 0, p_2) | | | |_{p1 ,p2=0} . (13)

The values of the two parameters λ and d are chosen by minimizing Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1) such that^∂_{∂λ} Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1) = ∂ ∂d Δ^2_{inf} ( Q_2| Q_1) = 0, from which it follows that λ = − E_{Q1 Q2} V (Q_1) , d = λ ⟨Q_1⟩ + ⟨Q_2⟩ √ 2 , (14)

where E_{Q1 Q2} = ⟨Q_1Q_2⟩ − ⟨Q_1⟩ ⟨Q_2⟩ and V (Q_l) = ⟨ Q^2_l ⟩ − ⟨Q_l⟩^2 is the voriance for Q_l, l = 1, 2. Substituting Eq. (14) into Eq. (10), the minimized inferred variance Δ^2_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) is given by

Δ^2_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) = 1 2 [ V (Q_2) −

(E_{Q1 Q2} )^2 V (Q_1) ] , (15)

The minimized inferred variance Δ^2_{min} ( P_2| P_1) can be similarly derived as

Δ^2_{min} ( P_2| P_1) = 1 2 [ V (P_2) −

(E_{P1 P2} )^2 V (P_1) ] , (16)

where V (P_l) = ⟨ P^2_l ⟩ − ⟨P_l⟩^2 and E_{P1 P2} = ⟨P_1P_2⟩ − ⟨P_1⟩ ⟨P_2⟩. Combing Eqs. (15) and (16) and employing the Heisenberg uncertainty relation, yields the Reid inequality (RI)

V_{B|A} ≡ Δ^2_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) Δ^2_{min} ( P_2| P_1) ⩾ 1 4 , (17)

where the communtation relations [Q_l, P_l] = 2i are used. Thus the EPR paradox—or steering occurs when the RI is violated.

In a similar way, if Bob wants to infer Alice’s measurement results, then the RI is

V_{A|B} ≡ Δ^2_{min} ( Q_1| Q_2) Δ^2_{min} ( P_1| P_2) ⩾ 1 4 , (18)

with

Δ^2_{min} ( Q_1| Q_2) = 1 2 [ V (Q_1) −

(E_{Q1 Q2} )^2 V (Q_2) ] , (19)

Δ^2_{min} ( P_1| P_2) = 1 2 [ V (P_1) −

(E_{P1 P2} )^2 V (P_2) ] . (20)

From Eqs. (15)-(20), it is clear that when the CF is known, then V_{B|A} and V_{A|B} can be directly calculated using Eqs. (11)-(13). In addition, for Guassian states which is fully described by its covariance matrix, these elements involved in the inferred variance can be directly extracted from the covariance matrix.

C. RI violation of two-mode squeezed vacuum state

Next, let us consider a two-mode squeezed vacuum (TMSV) state |T MSV ⟩, which can be generated by a nondegenerate optical parameter process, i.e., |T MSV ⟩ = S (r) |00⟩ , (21) where S (r) = exp{r(a^†_1a^†_2 − a_1a_2)} is the two-mode squeezing operator. The corresponding CF can be calculated as

χ_{T MSV} = exp { − 1 2 (q^2_1 + q^2 + p^2_1 + p^2) cosh 2r }

× exp {(q_1q_2 − p_1p_2) sinh 2r} . (22)

Using Eqs. (11)-(13), it is ready to have

Δ^2_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) = Δ^2_{min} ( P_2| P_1) = 1 2 cosh 2r

, (23)

which leads to V_{B|A} = 1 4 cosh^2 2r < 1 4 . (24)

Thus the TMSV shows EPR steering for any nonzero squeezing. Here we should mention that Reid criterion actually depends on the second-order moments of observables, which implies that Reid criterion is effective for Gaussian states because Gaussian states can be fully described by second-order moments or covariance matrix. However, this case is not true for non-Gaussian states which also depends on its higher order moments.

D. Entropic steering criterion

To more effectively demonstrate the EPR steering especially for non-Gaussian states, correlations in all orders should be involved for steering criterion. Based on the entropic uncertainty relation [23],

H (Q) + H (P ) ⩾ ln (eπ) , (25)

where H (Y ) (Y = Q, P representing observables) is the Shannon entropy for y (= q, p) PDF, i.e.,

H (Y ) = − ∫ dyP (y) ln P (y) , (26)

Walborn et al. have derived an entropic steering inequality [24], i.e., for instance, for the position and momentum distribution,

H_{B|A} ≡ H ( Q_2| Q_1) + H ( P_2| P_1) ⩾ ln (eπ) , (27)

where the conditional entropies H ( Q_2| Q_1) and H ( P_2| P_1) are respectively given by

H ( Q_2| Q_1) = H (Q_1, Q_2) − H (Q_1) , (28) H ( P_2| P_1) = H (P_1, P_2) − H (P_1) , (29)

with

H (x_1) = − ∫ dx_1P (x_1) ln P (x_1) , (30)

H (x_1, x_2) = − ∫ dx_1dx_2P (x_1, x_2) ln P (x_1, x_2) . (31)

Next, we consider the inferred Shannon entropy H_{B|A} for the TMSV shown in Eq. (21) as an example. Using the CF of the TMSV in Eq. (22) and Eqs. (6) and (7), it is ready to have

P (q̄_1) = 1 √ π cosh 2r e^{−q̄21 sech 2r}, (32)

P (p̄_1) = 1 √ π cosh 2r e^{−p̄21 sech 2r}, (33) and P (q̄_1, q̄_2) = 1 π e^{−(q̄21 +q̄2 ) cosh 2r+2q̄1q̄2 sinh 2r}, (34)

P (p̄_1, p̄_2) = 1 π e^{−(p̄21 +p̄2) cosh 2r−2p̄1p̄2 sinh 2r}, (35)

then we have

H (Q_1) = H (P_1) = ln √ πe cosh 2r (36) H (Q_1, Q_2) = H (P_1, P_2) = ln eπ, (37) and H ( Q_2| Q_1) = H ( P_2| P_1) = 1 2 ln eπ cosh 2r

, (38)

as well as

H ( Q_2| Q_1) + H ( P_2| P_1) = ln eπ cosh 2r

< ln eπ, (39)

where we have used the following derived formula

P (x) = √ 1 πa e^{− 1a x2} , H (X) = ln √ πae, (40) and P (x_1, x_2) = √ a^2 − b^2 π e^{−a(x21+x2)+2x1x2b}, (41)

H (X_1, X_2) = ln eπ √ a^2 − b^2 , a > b. (42) Comparing Eq. (39) with Eq. (24), it is ready to see that Reid and entropic criteria lead to the same result for the TMSV. Actually, for the Gaussian states, both the entropic and Heisenberg uncertainty relation is equivalent, thus the same results can be shared by both of them for position-momentum measurement [25]. Here we should mention that for non-Gaussian states, the case is not always true. Generally, the entropic steering criterion performs better than the Reid one for non-Gaussian states [26, 27].

III. EPR STEERING UNDER LASER CHANNEL

In this section, we consider the quantum steering of quantum states with continuous variable, such as the TMSVs, when both modes are going through laser channel which includes both gain and loss effects. For this purpose, here we start with the master equation and establish the output-input relation of the CF.

A. Laser channel and the output-input CF relation

For single-mode system, the master equation describing the laser channel is given by [28] d dt ρ (t) = g [ 2a^†ρa − aa^†ρ − ρaa^† ] + κ [ 2aρa^† − a^†aρ − ρa^†a ] , (43)

where g and κ are the gain and the loss factors, respectively. In particular, when g = 0 then Eq. (43) reduces to the master equation describing the amplitude decay channel (photon-loss channel); while for the case with g → κn̄ and κ → κ (n̄ + 1) , then Eq. (43) becomes the master equation describing the thermal channel [29].

To establish the output-input relation, here we can employ the entangled state representation to obtain (see Appendix A ) χ_{out} (α, α^∗) = e^{− A2 |α|2} χ_{in} ( αe^{−(κ−g)t}, α^∗e^{−(κ−g)t} ) , (44) where

A = Ω (1 − R) , Ω = κ + g κ − g , R = e^{−2(κ−g)t}. (45) Eq. (44) is just the output-input relation for any singlemode quantum state through the laser channel. When both modes of two-mode quantum states independently go through the laser channel, from Eq. (44) it is ready to have χ_{out} (α, α^∗; β, β^∗) = e^{− A2 (|α|2+|β|2)}χ_{in} ( α̃, α̃^∗; β̃, β̃^∗ ) , (46) ( α̃ = αe^{−(κ−g)t}, β̃ = βe^{−(κ−g)t} ) , where for simplicity, the symmetrical laser channels are assumed, which are characteristics of same gain and loss factors for two-mode.

B. TMSV under two-mode laser channel

Here, we first consider the effects of symmetrical laser channels on the steerability of the decohered TMSV. Combining Eqs. (22) and (46), the output CF of the TMSV under the laser channel can be readily gotten

χ_{out} (q_1, p_1; q_2, p_2)

= exp { − B 2 (q^2_1 + q^2 + p^2_1 + p^2) }

× exp {C(q_1q_2 − p_1p_2)} . (47)

where we have taken α = q_1 + ip_1, β = q_2 + ip_2, and

B = A + R cosh 2r, C = R sinh 2r. (48)

Thus, using Eqs. (6), (7) and (47), the joint position and its marginal PDFs can be given by

P (q̄_1) = 1 √ πB exp { − q̄^2_1 B } , (49)

P (q̄_1, q̄_2) = 1 π √ B^2 − C^2 e^− B(^{q̄2}1^{+q̄2} )^{−2Cq̄}1^{q̄}2

B2 −C2 . (50)

The joint momentum and its marginal PDFs have the same functional form as Eqs. (50) and (49), respectively, just making a replacement with q̄_1, q̄_2 by p̄_1, −p̄_2. From Eqs. (50) and (49), it is ready to have

H ( Q_2| Q_1) = H ( P_2| P_1) = 1 2 ln πe(B^2 − C^2) B , (51)

which leads to

H ( Q_2| Q_1) + H ( P_2| P_1) = ln πe(B^2 − C^2) B . (52)

On the other hand, from Eq. (47) and using Eqs. (11)- (13), the inferred variances are derived as

Δ^2_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) = Δ^2_{min} ( P_2| P_1) =

B^2 − C^2 2B , (53)

and consequently the steerable condition is given by

Δ_{min} ( Q_2| Q_1) Δ_{min} ( P_2| P_1) =

B^2 − C^2 2B . (54)

Comparing Reid and entropic steering conditions by Eqs. (52) and (54), the same steerable condition is shared, as expected, i.e.,

B^2 − C^2 < B. (55)

Substituting Eqs. (45) and (48) into Eq. (55) and noticing A = Ω(1 − R) > 0, we can rewritte the steerable condition as

aA^2 + bA − c < 0, (56)

where we have set

a = 1 Ω^2 ( Ω^2 + 1 − 2Ω cosh 2r ) , b = 1 Ω (2Ω cosh 2r + cosh 2r − 2 − Ω) ,

c = cosh 2r − 1 = 2 sinh^2 r > 0.

After a straight discussion, it shown that the steerable condition of two-way is

t < t_c = 1 2 (κ − g) ln { 1 + b − √ b^2 + 4ac 2Ωa }_{−1} . (57)

Here we obtained a general expression (57) that applies to linear amplifiers as well. In generally, the upper bound of evolution time t_c not only depends on the gain and loss factors, but also on the squeezing parameter. The photon-loss, photon-gain and thermal noise channels can be seen as three special case. In particular, for the photon-loss channel, g = 0, then the steerable condition is given by κt < 1 2 ln 2. (58)

It is interesting to notice that this steerable condition is independent of the TMSV only with r > 0. From Eq. (58), the decohered TMSV is steerable provided the photon-loss is less than 50%, i.e., e^{−2κt} > 1/2. While for the thermal channel, g → κn̄ and κ → κ (n̄ + 1) , thus when 0 < n̄ < ( e^{2r} − 1 ) /2, then the steerable condition is κt < 1 2 ln 2 |α| β + √ β^2 + 4 |α| δ

, (59)

where α = (N + 1)^2 − 4N cosh^2 r, β = (2N − 1) (cosh 2r − N), δ = N(N − 1) > 0, and N = (2n̄ + 1) > 1. In particular, when n̄ = 0, Eq. (59) just reduces to Eq. (58), as expected.

At the end of this section, we consider the case with κ = 0, leading to Ω = −1, then from Eq. (57) we have gt < 1 2 ln 3 + √ 1 + 8 tanh^2 r 4 ⩽ 1 2 ln 3 2 . (60)

From Eq. (60) it is clear that when the gain g exists but no loss, the steerable condition depends on the squeezing parameter r, which is different from the case for photonloss in Eq. (58). It is interesting to notice that, however, for any squeezing parameter, the steerable condition will no longer be satisfied if the gain exceeds a threshold, i.e., gt >^1_2 ln^3_2 . This indicates that the gain will introduce additional noise to the TMSV such that the steerable condition is destroyed. In addition, comparing Eqs. (60) with (58), it is shown that the gain process will provide a shorter steerable time if taking g = κ, the limit difference between both is^1_2 ln^4_3 .

C. One way steering

In fact, the quantum steering is characteristized by asymmetry, i.e., system A can steer system B, but the case is not true vice verse. In order to clearly show the asymmetry of steering, we examine the effect of gain and loss on the steering parameters with respect to system A and system B when the TMSV is under one-mode laser channel. Let us assume that system B (mode b) is coupled to the laser channel. In this case, according to Eq. (46), the CF of the final state is given by χ_{out} (α, α^∗; β, β^∗) = e^{− A2 |β|2} χ_{in} ( α, α^∗; β̃, β̃^∗ ) , (61)

FIG. 1: (Color online) Comparison of steerable time as a function of n̄ and r for one- and two-side thermal channel. The vertical coordinate is e^{2κt}. Blue (green) and orange surfaces correspond to one-side and two-side cases, respectively.

and the output CF of the TMSV under the one-side laser channel is

χ_{T MSV} = exp { − cosh 2r 2 (q^2_1 + p^2_1) }

× exp { − B 2 (q^2 + p^2) }

× exp { C √ R (q_1q_2 − p_1p_2) } . (62)

From Eq. (62) it is ready to have the covariance matrix Σ, i.e.,

Σ = cosh 2r 0^{C√}_R 0 0 cosh 2r 0 −^{C√}_R C√ R 0 B 0 0 −^{C√}_R 0 B

, (63)

which becomes the covariance matrix of the TMSV under ideal condition of t = 0, as expected. Using Eq. (63) and Eqs. (15)-(20), it is ready to have the steering of B (mode b) and of A (mode a), respectively, V_{B|A} = 1 4 ( A + R cosh 2r

)_2 , (64) V_{A|B} = 1 4 ( R + A cosh 2r A + R cosh 2r

)_2

. (65)

In particular, when R = 1 (t = 0) V_{B|A} = V_{A|B} = 1/(2 cosh 2r)^2, as expected.

For the steering of B (A steering B), using Eq. (64) and notice R > 0 and A > 0, the steerable condition is obtained as t_{A→B} < 1 2 (κ − g) ln κ sinh^2 r + g cosh^2 r g cosh 2r

, (66)

Gerenally, the upbound time for the steering of B depends on both loss (gain) factor and squeeing parameter. In particular, there are three special cases, i.e.,

κt_{A→B} < ∞, loss, (67) gt_{A→B} < 1 2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) < 1 2 ln 2, gain, (68) κt_{A→B} < 1 2 ln N − sech 2r 2n̄ , thermal noise, (69)

where N = 2n̄+1. Eqs. (67)-(69) correspond to photonloss channel (g = 0), photon-gain channel (κ = 0) and thermal niose channel (g → κn̄, κ → κ (n̄ + 1)), respectively. It is interesting that A can always steer B for any long decoherence time when B system passes only the loss channel. However, when B system passes only the gain channel, there exists a upbound^1_2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) which is less than^1_2 ln 2. In addition, for the thermal noise channel, the upbound time depends on both thermal average photon number n̄ and squeezing parameter r. In a similar way, for the steering of A (B steering A), we have t_{B→A} < 1 2 (κ − g) ln 2κ κ + g , (r > 0) , (70) and κt_{B→A} < 1 2 ln 2, loss, (71)

gt_{B→A} < ∞, gain, (72) κt_{B→A} < 1 2 ln 2n̄ + 2 2n̄ + 1

, thermal noise. (73)

By comparing Eq. (66) with (70), it is shown that, when B system passes the laser channel, the upper bound time for the steering of B depends on both loss (gain) factor and squeeing parameter, while that for the steering of A only depends on loss (gain) factor. In addition, when B system passes only the loss channel, A can always steer B for any long decoherence time but B can only steer A within a threshold value, i.e.,^1_2 ln 2. This means that the region of (0,^1_2 ln 2) is two-way steering condition, while the range of (^1_2 ln 2, ∞) is one-way steering condition.

When B system passes only the gain channel, however, it is interesting that B can always steer A for any long decoherence time but A can only steer B within a threshold value, i.e.,^1_2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) , which is smaller than^1_2 ln 2. In this sense, the gain channel seems beneficial for the steering of A, while the loss one is for the steering of B. The regions of (0,^1_2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) ) and (^1_2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) , ∞) are two-way and one way steering conditions, respectively.

Furthermore, when B system passes the thermal channel, the corresponding upper bounds of steerable time are given by Eqs. (69) and (73) for the steering of B and A, respectively, which increase as r increases but reduce for higher thermal niose. In particular, it is found that if the average photon number n̄ of thermal noise is equal to half of the total average photon number ⟨n⟩ = 2 sinh^2 r of the TMSV, i.e., n̄ = ⟨n⟩ /2, then both A steering B and B steering A share the same upper bound of steerable time. If n̄ > ⟨n⟩ /2 (n̄ < ⟨n⟩ /2), the latter (former) will possess a longer steerable time than the former (latter). This implies that one can modulate the direction of steering between A and B systems or the two-way steerable condition by changing the ratio of n̄ to ⟨n⟩. This point can be clear from Fig. 1.

Next, we compare the cases of both one-side and twoside decoherence. (i) For the case of loss, see Eqs. (58), (67) and (71) it is found that, a party without loss can steer the other party with loss, while the case is not true vice verse when κt exceeds a certain threshold^1_2 ln 2, which is independent of squeezing parameter r. While both of two parties pass photon-loss channels, the threshold for two-way steering is kept unchanged. This indicates that two-side loss has no more effect on the steerable time than one-side loss. (ii) For the case of gain, it is shown that, the more “gained” party can steer the other one, while the vice verse is not true when gt >^1_2 ln ( 2 − sech^2 r ) depending on r, see Eqs. (68) and (72). However, when two parties are “gained”, it is clear that one-side gain presents a longer steerable time than two-side gain, see Eqs. (60) and (68). This shows that two-side gain has more effect on the steerable time than one-side gain. In this sense, the gain case is in contrast to the loss case. (iii) For the case of thermal noise, twoside channel presents much shorter steerable time than one-side case, see Fig. 1.

IV. QUALIFICATION OF QUANTUM STEERING IN LASER CHANNEL

In these discussions above, we have employed two kinds of classical steering criteria: Reid and entropy criteria. As discussed above, for Gaussian states, these two criteria are equivalent, which are qualitative steering criteria. In order to further quantifying the steerability, some measurement methods are proposed [30–32]. In particular, for two-mode Gaussian states, whose covariance matrix is characteristic of

Σ_{AB} = ( A C C^T B ) , (74)

where A, B and C are 2 × 2 submatrices, the steeriability of Bob by Alice (A → B) or Alice by Bob (B → A) can be qualified by the following quantities

G^{A→B} = max { 0, 1 2 ln det A det Σ_{AB} } , (75)

G^{B→A} = max { 0, 1 2 ln det B det Σ_{AB} } , (76)

respectively.

Using Eqs. (75) and (76), we can obtain the steeriability for the cases of both two-side and one-side channels, respectively, as G^{A↔B} 2 = max { 0, ln B B^2 − C^2 } , (77) and G^{A→B} 1 = max { 0, ln cosh 2r R + A cosh 2r } , (78) G^{B→A} 1 = max { 0, ln

A + R cosh 2r R + A cosh 2r } . (79)

Here, the subscripts 1 and 2 represent the cases of oneside and two-side channels, respectively. Comparing Eqs. (77)-(79) with Eqs. (55), (64) and (65), it is interesting to notice that they share the same steerable condition, or the same steerable time. In particular, for photongain (κ = 0) and thermal noise (g → κn̄, κ → κ (n̄ + 1)) channels, Eqs. (77)-(79) reduce to, respectively,

G^{A↔B} 2 = max { 0, ln

R cosh 2r − T (Re^{2r} − T ) (Re^{−2r} − T ) } , (80) G^{A→B} 1 = max { 0, ln 1 R sech 2r − T } , (81) G^{B→A} 1 = max { 0, ln

R − T sech 2r R sech 2r − T } , (82) ( R = e^{2gt}, T = 1 − R ) and G^{A↔B} 2 = max { 0, ln

NT + R cosh 2r (NT + Re^{2r}) (NT + Re^{−2r}) } , (83) G^{A→B} 1 = max { 0, ln 1 R sech 2r + NT } , (84) G^{B→A} 1 = max { 0, ln

R + NT sech 2r NT + R sech 2r } . (85) ( R = e^{−2κt}, T = 1 − R, N = 2n̄ + 1 ) When N = 1 Eqs. (83)-(85) reduce to the case of photon-loss (g = 0).

In order to clearly see the effect of different parameters on the steerability, we plot the steerability as a function of T = 1 − R for thermal channel with some given parameters r and n̄ in Fig. 2(a). From Fig. 2(a) it is clear

FIG. 2: (Color online) The steerability as a function of T = 1−R or R with some given parameters r and n̄, (a) for thermal channel including photon-loss channel, R = e^{−2κt}; For same colors, dashed, solid, dotted, dotdashed lines correspond to r = 0.5, 0.88, 0.5, 0.88, respectively. (b) for gain channel, R = e^{2gt}. Black, purple and red lines correspond to G^{A→B}_1 , G^{B→A}_1 and G^{A↔B} 2 , respectively.

that (i) for a given squeezing parameter r (thermal average photon n̄), the steerability of G^{A↔B}_2 (black), G^{A→B}_1 (purple) and G^{B→A}_1 (red) decrease (increase) with the increase of n̄ (r); (ii) for two-side and one-side photonloss cases, although they share the same two-way steerable time (say see solid purple and solid red lines), their steerabilities are different from each other, i.e., two-side loss presents a smaller steerability than one-side loss, as expected. This implies that two-side loss may destroy the system coherence more seriously than one-side loss.

In Fig. 2(b), for gain channel we plot steerability as a function of 1 − 1/R = 1 − e^{−2gt}. It is shown that (i) the more gained party can steer the other’s state, while the other party cannot steer in a certain threshold value, which depends on the squeezing parameter r. This case is in sharp contrast to that the less decohered party can steer the other’s state, while the other party cannot steer. In this sense, it seems that the gain effect in one party is equivalent to the loss effect in the other’s party. (ii) In terms of steerable length, it can be arranged in the following chain inequalities for given parameter r, G^{B→A}_1 > G^{A→B}_1 > G^{A↔B}_2 . This implies that two-side gain channel presents much worse steerability due to the

FIG. 3: (Color online) The steerability as a function of κt with some given parameters r = 0.5 and g/κ = γ = 0.5, 1.0.2.0. Black, purple and red lines correspond to G^{A→B}_1 , G^{B→A}_1 and G^{A↔B} 2 , respectively. For same colors, solid, dashed, dotted, lines correspond to γ = 0.5, 1.0.2.0, respectively.

fact that the two-side gain may further destroy the coherence.

In general, for the laser channel, κ ≠ g ≠ 0, thus for simplicity we take g/κ = γ. In order to see clearly the effect of g/κ on the steerability, for given r and different γ parameters we plot the steerability as a function of dimensionless time κt in Fig. 3. It is found that (i) there is always a certain threshold time κt_c when both gain and loss factors are present for all of G^{B→A}_1 , G^{A→B}_1 and G^{A↔B} 2 , even for the case of κ = g. (ii) For a given γ, the threshold can be arranged in the following chain inequalities, i.e., t^{A→B}_c > t^{B→A}_c > t^{A↔B}_c . This indicates that there is always a threshold time for G^{B→A}_1 and G^{A→B}_1 when both gain and loss are present in one side, which is different from the cases only with loss or gain. Gain and loss in two-side further shorten the threshold. (iii) In addition, for G^{B→A}_1 or G^{A→B}_1 or G^{A↔B}_2 , the corresponding threshold κt_c decreases as the increase of γ. This implies that a larger gain g will lead to a shorter threshold time.

V. COMPARING WITH THE DECOHERENCE OF QUANTUM ENTANGLEMENT

Quantum steering is a kind of quantum correlation, which is closely related to quantum entanglement and Bell nonlocality. For Gaussian states, the relation between quantum steering and entanglement has been discussed in Refs.[4]. In this section, we further make a comparison about the decoherence between quantum steering and entanglement in laser channel.

For two-mode Gaussian states, the degree of entanglement can be calculated by the logarithmic negativity ,

E_N = max[0, − ln ν_s], (86)

where ν_s is the smallest symplectic eigenvalue of partially transposed state. Here the symplectic eigenvalues can be defined as the modulus of the eigenvalues of a matrix iΩΣ, where Σ is the covariance matrix (CM) of par-

tially transposed state and Ω = ( 0 1 −1 0 ) ⊕ ( 0 1 −1 0 ) . Next, we compare the decoherence of entanglement and steering under two-side and one-side channels. First, we consider the two-side case. For this purpose, from Eq. (47) the CM is given by

Σ_2 =

B 0 C 0 0 B 0 −C C 0 B 0 0 −C 0 B . (87)

The symplectic eigenvalues can be calculated as ν_1 = B + C, ν_2 = B − C, then ν_s = min[ν_1, ν_2] = B − C, such that E_N = max[0, − ln(B − C)]. Thus the unseperable condition is given by B − C < 1. On the other hand, under the condition of two-side channels, from Eq. (54) the steerable condition is given by B − C < B/(B + C) < 1. Comparing these two conditions, it is interesting to notice that the inseperable condition must be satisfied when the steerable condition is satisfied, while the case is not true vice verse. This implies that the steerable condition is stronger than the unseperable condition for describing quantum correlation, or the steerable time is shorter than the unseperable time. In fact, it is ready to have a critical time for the inseperablity t < t_c = 1 2 (κ − g) ln g + κ tanh r g (1 + tanh r)

, (88)

as expected [33]. In particular, for photon-loss, photongain and thermal channels, Eq. (88) reduces to, respectively, κt_c → ∞, (89) gt_c = 1 2 ln (1 + tanh r) , (90) κt_c = 1 2 ln ( 1 + 1/n̄ tanh r 1 + tanh r ) , (91)

Eq. (91) is also obtained in Ref. [34]. These critical thresholds in Eqs. (89)-(91) are longer than those for steerability, as expected.

Now, we further examine the single-side case. In a similar way, the corresponding degree of entanglement is given by

E_N = max { 0, − ln [ B_+ − ( B^2_− +

C^2 R )_{1/2}]} , (92)

where B_± = (B ± cosh 2r)/2. At initial time t = 0, Eq. (92) becomes ln e^{2r}, as expected. Thus the inseperable condition can be derived as t < t_c = 1 2 (κ − g) ln κ g . (93)

FIG. 4: (Color online) The steerability and entanglement as a function of 1 − T with some given parameters r = 0.3, 0.6, n̄ = 1 and M = 0, 1, √ 2 (corresponding to black dotted, purple dashed, and blue dotdashed, respectively), (a) the degree of entanglement, (b) the steerability in two-side channel.

It is interesting to notice that the inseperable condition is independent of squeezing parameter r > 0 when Bmode passes the laser channel. This case is similar to the case of A → B steering but different from that of B → A steering. In addition, the inseperable threshold decreases as the increase of gain factor g. In particular, for photon-loss, photon-gain and thermal channels, Eq. (93) reduces to κt_c → ∞, gt_c → ∞, and κt_c =^1_2 ln^{n̄+2}_{n̄} , respectively. Compared with Eqs. (67)-(69) and (71)- (73), it is ready to see that the steerable condition can be seen as a subset of the inseperable condition, as expected. Actually, this case can be generally checked by comparing Eq. (93) and Eqs. (66) and (70).

VI. DISCUSSIONS UNDER PHASE-SENSITIVE ENVIORNMENT

Actually, our dicsussions can be directly extended to the general noise channel, i.e., next we consider the evolution of the TMSV in the presence of phase-sensitive enviornments, which can be described as the following master equation for single-mode case [35]

FIG. 5: (Color online) The steerability and entanglement as a function of 1 − T with some given parameters r = 0.3, 0.6, n̄ = 1 and M = 0, 1, √ 2 (corresponding to black dotted, purple dashed, and blue dotdashed, respectively), (a)-(b) the steerability A → B and B → A; (b) the degree of entanglement.

dρ dt = κ (n̄ + 1) ( 2aρa^† − a^†aρ − ρa^†a ) + κn̄ ( 2a^†ρa − aa^†ρ − ρaa^† ) − κM ( 2a^†ρa^† − a^{†2}ρ − ρa^{†2} ) − κM^∗ ( 2aρa − a^2ρ − ρa^2 ) , (94)

where M is a complex parameter related to the squeezed enviornments, satisfying |M|^2 ⩽ n̄ (n̄ + 1) for a qualified density operator. In a similar way to Eq. (44), using the entangled state representation, one can obtain the evolution of the CF [36] (see Appendix B) as χ (α, t) = e^{− R2 (N|α|2−Mα∗2−M ∗ α2)}χ(α √ T , 0) (95)

with N = 2n̄+1, R = 1−e^{−2κt}, T = e^{−2κt}, and χ (α, 0) is the initial CF. In particular, for the initial Gaussian state, the CF can be given by [37]

χ(α, 0) = exp { − 1 2 ξΩV_0Ω^T ξ^T } , (96)

where ξ = ( q p ) and V_0 is the covariance matrix of the

initial Gaussian state, as well as Ω = ( 0 1 −1 0 ) . Here

for simplicity, we have assumed ξ̄ = 0. In this case, after substituting Eq. (96) into Eq. (95), the evolution of the covariance matrix is shown as

V_{out} = RV_∞ + T V_0, (97)

where V_∞ = ( N + 2 Re M 2 Im M

2 Im M N − 2 Re M ) is the co-

variance matrix of the output state when t → ∞ [38– 40].

Next, we consider the cases that the TSMV pass through single-side and two-side phase-sensitive channels, reespctively. Using Eq. (97), we can get the covariance matrix of the output state for these two cases above, which has the following form

V_j = ( A_j C_j C^T_j B_j ) , (98)

where, the subscripts j = 1, 2 represent the cases of single-side and two-side channels, respectively. The entanglement degree described by Eq. (98) is given by Eq. (86), where 2ν^2_s = Δ − √ Δ^2 − 4 det V_j , and Δ = det A_j + det B_j − 2 det C_j .

Specifically speaking, for single- and two-side decoherence, the CMs are, respectively, given by

V_1 = a_1 0 d_1 0 0 a_1 0 −d_1 d_1 0 b_1 + c_1 f_1 0 −d_1 f_1 b_1 − c_1 , (99)

with a_1 = cosh 2r, b_1 = T cosh 2r + RN, c_1 = 2R Re M, d_1 = √ T sinh 2r, f_1 = 2R Im M, and

V_2 = a_2 c_2 d_2 0 c_2 b_2 0 −d_2 d_2 0 a_2 c_2 0 −d_2 c_2 b_2

, (100)

with a_2 = R (N + 2 Re M) + T cosh 2r, b_2 = R (N − 2 Re M) + T cosh 2r, c_2 = 2R Im M, d_2 =

T sinh 2r. Thus the steerability can be calculated as G^{A→B} 1 = max { 0, 1 2 ln a^2_1 det V_1 } , (101) G^{B→A} 1 = max { 0, 1 2 ln b^2_1 − c^2_1 − f^2_1 det V_1 } , (102) G^{A↔B} 2 = max { 0, 1 2 ln a_2b_2 − c^2 det V_2 } . (103)

In particular, when n̄ = 0 (M = 0) and M = 0, both entanglement and steerability do reduce to the previous reslults.

In order to examine the effects of phase-sensitive enviornments, especially the squeezing parameter M on both entanglement and steerability, we plot the entanglement and steerability as a function of 1−T for several given parameters, r, n̄ and M in Figs. 4 and 5. Figs. 4 and 5 present the cases of two-side symmetrical decoherence channel, and single side decoherence channel, respectively. For both of two cases, the existence of thermal noise will further reduce both entanglement and steerability, and the reduced effect will becomes obvious with the increase of n̄. For a given n̄ = 1, the case with a bigger squeezing parameter r will be benificial to enhancing both entanglement and steerability. However, it presents a faster reduction due to the decoherence when compared to the case with a smaller squeezing parameter. This case is true when the squeezing enviornments are involved. Under this condition of |M|^2 ⩽ n̄(n̄ + 1), in addition, it is interesting to notice that the larger the parameter M is, the more obvious the enhanced effects of the entanglement and steerability is. Here for simplicity, we take M real. At a fixed M, the enhancement are more effective for the case with a larger squeezing parameter r. These above are true for both single-side and two-side decoherence cases.

Comparing Figs. 4 with Fig. 5, it is clear that both entanglement and steerability present the worst performance under two-side decoherence case. Although the the parameter M can be used to enhance the entanglement and steerability for both cases, the enhanced effect is more obvious for single-side case (see Fig. 5(a)-(c)). In particular, from Fig. 5(c), it is clear that a same decoerence time is almost shared by different squeezing parameters (r = 0.3, 0.6) when M = √ 2(n̄ = 1), although the case with r = 0.3 presents a smaller degree of entanglement than that with r = 0.6. It is interesting to notice that the decoerence time is the same as that without thermal niose, which implies that the introduction of parameter M seems to undo the decoherence effect from the thermal noise. This case is also true for the steering of A rather than B (see Fig. 5(a) and (b)). These results mean that when only B passes through the channel, (i) the two-way steerable time can be prolonged, which increases with the parameter M; (ii) even for the steering of A, the effect of thermal noise seems to be completely eliminated in the limit of |M|^2 = n̄(n̄ + 1), which is not true for the steering of B.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have studied the quantum EPR steering for two-mode states with continuous-variable in laser channel by using the representation of characteristic function. By setting different channel parameters, we can simultaneously analyse the evolution of EPR Steering in loss, gain, and thermal channels. Concretely, it shows that the bound of two-way steering time not only depends on the gain and loss factors, but also on the squeezing parameter in laser channel, while the squeezing parameter does not influence the bound in the case of loss channel. Furthermore, we found the gain process will introduce additional noise to the two-mode squeezed vacuum states such that the steerable time is reduced when they under one-mode and two-mode laser channel respectively. When B system passes only the gain channel, we found that B can always steer A for any long decoherence time but A can only steer B within a threshold value, which is opposite with loss channel. In addition, by comparing the steerable and inseparable conditions, it is shows that the steerable condition can be seen as a subset of the inseparable condition. At last, we extended our discussions to the phase-sensitive environment. Our results are of great significance for the design of effective EPR steering distillation schemes in practical quantum channels.

This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grants No. 11964013, 61975077 ) and the National Key Research and Development Program of China (Grant Nos.2019YFA0308704, 2018YFA0306202), the Training Program for Academic and Technical Leaders of Major Disciplines in Jiangxi Province (No. 20204BCJL22053).

Appendix A: Deriviation of Eq. (44) Here we derive Eq. (44) by using the thermal entangled state representation method. For this purpose, we intorduce a state vector, denoted as |I⟩ = exp { a^†ã^† } | 0~0 ⟩ = ∑_∞ m |m, m̃⟩, where m = m̃, a^† and ã^† are the creation operators of real mode and fictitious mode, respectively, satisfying [ã, ã^†] = 1 and ã | 0~0 ⟩ = 0, then the thermal entangled state representation can be obtained by the displacement for real mode, i.e., |η⟩ = D_a (η) | 0~0 ⟩ = e^{−|η|2/2+ηa†−η∗ã†+a†ã†} | |0~0⟩ , (A1)

where D_a (η) = exp { ηa^† − η^∗a } is the displacement operator for mode a. It is not difficult to get the following eigen-equations: ( a − ã^† ) |η⟩ = η |η⟩ , ( a^† − ã ) |η⟩ = η^∗ |η⟩ , (A2) ⟨η| ( a^† − ã ) = η^∗ ⟨η| , ⟨η| ( a − ã^† ) = η ⟨η| , (A3) with [( a − ã^† ) , ( a^† − ã )] = 0. When η = 0, from Eqs.

(A2) and (A3) it is ready to have a |I⟩ = ã^† |I⟩ , ã |I⟩ = a^† |I⟩ , a^†a |I⟩ = ã^†ã |I⟩ . (A4) Next, we bridge the relation between the characteristic function (CF) and ⟨η|. According to the CF definition of density operator ρ, i.e., χ (λ) = tr(e^{λa†−λ∗a}ρ), then the CF can be reformed to the following form

χ (λ) = ∞∑ m,n ⟨n, ñ| e^{λa†−λ∗a}ρ |m, m̃⟩ = ⟨I| D_a (λ) |ρ⟩ = ⟨η_{=−λ}| ρ⟩ , (A5) where |ρ⟩ ≡ ρ |I⟩ , m = m̃, and n = ñ. In order to derive Eq. (44), operating Eq. (43) on |I⟩ and using Eq. (A4), we have d dt |ρ (t)⟩ = [g ( 2a^†ã^† − aa^† − ãã^† ) + κ ( 2aã − a^†a − ã^†ã ) ] |ρ (t)⟩ = [(κ + g) ( ã − a^† ) ( a − ã^† ) + (κ − g) ( aã − a^†ã^† + 1 ) ] |ρ (t)⟩ . (A6)

After operating Eq. (A6) from left-side on ⟨η_{=−λ}|, and using Eqs. (A2)-(A3) as well as ⟨η| ã = − ( ∂ ∂η + η^∗ 2 ) ⟨η| , (A7) ⟨η| ã^† = ( ∂ ∂η^∗ − η 2 ) ⟨η| , (A8) ⟨η| a = ( ∂ ∂η^∗ + η 2 ) ⟨η| , (A9) ⟨η| a^† = − ( ∂ ∂η − η^∗ 2 ) ⟨η| , (A10) it is ready to have d dt χ (λ) = [− (κ − g) (η ∂ ∂η + η^∗ ∂ ∂η^∗ ) − (κ + g) |η|^2] ⟨η |ρ (t)⟩ , (A11) whose solution is given by χ (λ, t) = e^{−(κ+g)t|η|2−(κ−g)t(η ∂∂η +η∗ ∂∂η∗ )} ⟨η |ρ (0)⟩ , (A12) where η = −λ, and ρ (0) is the density operator at initial time.

Noting [η^∂_{∂η} + η^{∗ ∂}_{∂η∗} , η^∗η] = 2ηη^∗, and using the following operator identity

e^{f [A+σB]} = e^{σB}(^{ef τ −1})^{/τ} e^{f A}, (A13) when [A, B] = τB is hold, Eq. (A12) can be put into the form χ (λ, t) = e^{− 12 κ+gκ−g (1−e−2(κ−g)t)|η|2} × e^{−(κ−g)t}(^{η ∂∂η +η∗ ∂∂η∗} ) ⟨η |ρ (0)⟩ = e^{− 12 κ+gκ−g (1−e−2(κ−g)t)|η|2} χ(λe^{−(κ−g)t}, 0), (A14) where ⟨η |ρ (0)⟩ = χ (λ, 0) is the initial CF, and we have used exp { −f ( η ∂ ∂η + η^∗ ∂ ∂η^∗ )} ⟨η| = e^f ⟨η| exp { f ( aã − a^†ã^† )} = ⟨ ηe^{−f} | | . (A15)

Eq. (A14) is just Eq. (44), as expected.

Appendix B: Deriviation of Eq. (95) In a similar way to deriving Eq. (44), we first convert Eq. (94) to d |ρ⟩ dt = κ{(n̄ + 1) [( a − ã^† ) ã + ( ã − a^† ) a ] + n̄ [( a^† − ã ) ã^† + ( ã^† − a ) a^† ] − M ( a^† − ã )_2 − M^∗ ( ã^† − a )_2 } |ρ⟩ , (A16) then using Eqs. (A7)-(A10) the CF equation is given by d dt χ (λ, t) = −κ[G + η ∂ ∂η + η^∗ ∂ ∂η^∗ ]χ (λ, t) , (A17)

where G = (2n̄ + 1) |η|^2 − Mη^{∗2} − M^∗η^2. Using Eqs. (A13) and (A15) again, we have

χ (λ, t) = exp [ − 1 2 (1 − e^{−2κt})G ] χ ( λe^{−κt}, 0 ) , (A18)

as expected.

[1] E. Schrödinger, in Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society (Cambridge University Press, 1935), vol. 31, pp. 555–563.

[2] M. Reid, P. Drummond, W. Bowen, E. G. Cavalcanti, P. K.

Lam, H. Bachor, U. L. Andersen, and G. Leuchs, Reviews of Modern Physics 81, 1727 (2009).

[3] R. Gallego and L. Aolita, Physical Review X 5, 041008 (2015).

[4] Q. He, Q. Gong, and M. Reid, Physical review letters 114, 060402 (2015).

[5] D. Cavalcanti and P. Skrzypczyk, Reports on Progress in Physics 80, 024001 (2016).

[6] R. Uola, A. C. Costa, H. C. Nguyen, and O. Gühne, Reviews of Modern Physics 92, 015001 (2020).

[7] H. M. Wiseman, S. J. Jones, and A. C. Doherty, Physical review letters 98, 140402 (2007).

[8] S. Armstrong, M. Wang, R. Y. Teh, Q. Gong, Q. He, J. Janousek, H.-A. Bachor, M. D. Reid, and P. K. Lam, Nature Physics 11, 167 (2015).

[9] K. Sun, X.-J. Ye, J.-S. Xu, X.-Y. Xu, J.-S. Tang, Y.-C. Wu, J.- L. Chen, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, Physical Review Letters 116, 160404 (2016).

[10] X. Deng, Y. Xiang, C. Tian, G. Adesso, Q. He, Q. Gong, X. Su, C. Xie, and K. Peng, Physical Review Letters 118, 230501 (2017).

[11] N. Tischler, F. Ghafari, T. J. Baker, S. Slussarenko, R. B.

Patel, M. M. Weston, S. Wollmann, L. K. Shalm, V. B. Verma, S. W. Nam, et al., Physical Review Letters 121, 100401 (2018).

[12] A. Cavaillès, H. Le Jeannic, J. Raskop, G. Guccione, D. Markham, E. Diamanti, M. D. Shaw, V. B. Verma, S. W. Nam, and J. Laurat, Physical Review Letters 121, 170403 (2018).

[13] M. M. Weston, S. Slussarenko, H. M. Chrzanowski, S. Wollmann, L. K. Shalm, V. B. Verma, M. S. Allman, S. W. Nam, and G. J. Pryde, Science advances 4, e1701230 (2018).

[14] D. J. Saunders, S. J. Jones, H. M. Wiseman, and G. J.

Pryde, Nature Physics 6, 845 (2010).

[15] K. Sun, J.-S. Xu, X.-J. Ye, Y.-C. Wu, J.-L. Chen, C.-F. Li, and G.-C. Guo, Physical review letters 113, 140402 (2014).

[16] C.-M. Li, K. Chen, Y.-N. Chen, Q. Zhang, Y.-A. Chen, and J.-W. Pan, Physical review letters 115, 010402 (2015).

[17] V. Händchen, T. Eberle, S. Steinlechner, A. Samblowski, T. Franz, R. F. Werner, and R. Schnabel, Nature Photonics 6, 596 (2012).

[18] Z. Qin, X. Deng, C. Tian, M. Wang, X. Su, C. Xie, and K. Peng, Physical Review A 95, 052114 (2017).

[19] L. Rosales-Zárate, R. Teh, S. Kiesewetter, A. Brolis, K. Ng, and M. Reid, JOSA B 32, A82 (2015).

[20] X. Deng, Y. Liu, M. Wang, X. Su, and K. Peng, npj Quantum Information 7, 65 (2021).

[21] F. Wang, C. Wang, K. Shen, and X. Hu, Optics Express 30, 15830 (2022).

[22] Y. Liu, K. Zheng, H. Kang, D. Han, M. Wang, L. Zhang, X. Su, and K. Peng, npj Quantum Information 8, 38 (2022).

[23] I. Białynicki-Birula and J. Mycielski, Communications in Mathematical Physics 44, 129 (1975).

[24] S. Walborn, A. Salles, R. Gomes, F. Toscano, and P. S.

Ribeiro, Physical review letters 106, 130402 (2011). [25] M. M. Wolf, G. Giedke, and J. I. Cirac, Physical review letters 96, 080502 (2006).

[26] C.-W. Lee, S.-W. Ji, and H. Nha, JOSA B 30, 2483 (2013). [27] P. Chowdhury, T. Pramanik, A. S. Majumdar, and G. S.

Agarwal, Physical Review A 89, 012104 (2014). [28] C. Da and H.-Y. Fan, Chinese Journal of Physics 62, 1 (2019).

[29] C. W. Gardiner and P. Zoller, Springer–Verlag, Berlin 97, 98 (2000).

[30] P. Skrzypczyk, M. Navascués, and D. Cavalcanti, Physical review letters 112, 180404 (2014).

[31] I. Kogias, A. R. Lee, S. Ragy, and G. Adesso, Physical review letters 114, 060403 (2015).

[32] S. Jevtic, M. J. Hall, M. R. Anderson, M. Zwierz, and H. M.

Wiseman, JOSA B 32, A40 (2015).

[33] P. S. Y. Poon and C. K. Law, Physical Review A 76, 012333 (2007).

[34] L.-M. Duan, G. Giedke, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller, Physical review letters 84, 2722 (2000).

[35] A. Serafini, F. Illuminati, M. G. A. Paris, and S. De Siena, Physical Review A 69, 022318 (2004).

[36] F. Chen and H. Fan, Science China Physics, Mechanics and Astronomy 55, 2076 (2012).

[37] C. Weedbrook, S. Pirandola, R. García-Patrón, N. J. Cerf, T. C. Ralph, J. H. Shapiro, and S. Lloyd, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 621 (2012).

[38] N. Lütkenhaus, J. I. Cirac, and P. Zoller, Physical Review A 57, 548 (1998).

[39] M. G. A. Paris, F. Illuminati, A. Serafini, and S. De Siena, Physical Review A 68, 012314 (2003).

[40] M. S. Kim and N. Imoto, Physical Review A 52, 2401 (1995).