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We develop an entanglement criterion with third- and fourth-order cumulants to detect the en-
tanglement of non-Gaussian states. The efficiency of the entanglement criterion is investigated for
gravitating mirrors in optomechanical systems. We show that the entangled regime of the mir-
rors is enlarged by the third- and fourth-order cumulants. We also discuss the limitations of the
entanglement criterion for mirrors in a highly non-Gaussian state.

I. INTRODUCTION

Various efforts have been made to unify gravity and quantum mechanics. However, an established theory of quantum
gravity has not been developed yet. One of the difficulties in the unification is that there are few experiments to
test the quantum behavior of gravity. The description of gravity according to the principles of quantum mechanics
is also under debate [1, 2]. Feynman [3] discussed the quantumness of gravity from the viewpoint of quantum
superposition. Based on the recent progress in quantum science, the possibility of verifying whether gravity obeys
the superposition principle has been discussed [4–8]. The Bose–Marletto–Vedral (BMV) experiment focusing on
the quantum entanglement generated by Newtonian gravity [9, 10] has stimulated recent studies (e.g., [11–20]) and
discussions [21, 22].
Quantum entanglement is a nonlocal correlation known in quantum mechanics that plays a central role in quantum

information theory. Local operations and classical communications (LOCC) are key concepts to characterize quantum
entanglement operationally. A local operation is a measurement process performed by local observers (or a local
unitary evolution), and classical communication represents the exchange of classical information, such as measurement
outcomes, among observers. A theorem stating that LOCC cannot generate quantum entanglement [23] indicates that
nonlocal quantum operations are required to generate entanglement. As discussed in the BMV proposal, the detection
of gravity-induced entanglement for masses shows that gravitational interaction is described by a quantum process
rather than a classical process (LOCC).
As a model to realize the macroscopic superposition of masses and to test the quantum nature of gravity, an

optomechanical system has received considerable attention [24–28]. In this model, mechanical mirrors with a macro-
scopic mass transform to a superposition state by interacting with the cavity photons. In Ref. [25, 26], the quantum
feature appearing through gravitational interactions for optomechanical systems was analyzed through perturbative
and linearized approaches, respectively. In Ref. [27, 28], the gravity-induced entanglement between photons though
mechanical mirrors was analyzed in a nonperturbative way. Furthermore, the effects of quantum decoherence for pho-
tons [29] and mechanical mirrors [30] were discussed through a similar model. However, the entanglement between
mechanical mirrors coupled to cavity photons has not been estimated in the previous works.
Notably, the mechanical mirrors are in a non-Gaussian state owing to the interaction with photons. The entangle-

ment of Gaussian states has been well studied [31–34], and is characterized by the expectation values and covariance
matrix. However, it is difficult to capture the entanglement properties of non-Gaussian states fully because all the
higher-order statistics of non-Gaussian states are required. Several approaches toward observing the entanglement
of non-Gaussian states have been proposed using the Shannon entropy [35, 36], higher-order moments [37, 38], and
Gaussianity [39]. To test the gravity-induced entanglement, we need to prepare two massive objects in a superposition
state, which generally corresponds to non-Gaussian states. Non-Gaussian entanglement plays an important role in
the analysis of the quantum nature of gravity.
In the present study, we develop entanglement criteria even for the non-Gaussian states by using higher-order

moments, particularly focusing on cumulants, mainly third- and fourth-order moments. The cumulants are quantities
that characterize non-Gaussianity [40, 41]. To examine the non-Gaussian entanglement, we first apply the formula
to a cat-like state, which is a non-Gaussian entangled state, and exemplify how the entanglement can be successfully
detected. We show that the cumulant-based criterion detects entanglement, whereas the criterion based on the
covariance matrix fails. Second, we apply the criterion to the system of the two gravitating mirrors coupled to cavity
photons to demonstrate the entanglement behavior between the mirrors. The state of the mirrors is the superposition
of Gaussian states owing to the interaction with the cavity photons. We show that the inclusion of the third- and
fourth-order moments, particularly the cumulants, to characterize the non-Gaussianity is necessary to evaluate the
entanglement between the mirrors properly.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we derive the entanglement criteria for the non-

Gaussian states based on higher-order moments, particularly focusing on cumulants. In Sec. 3, we evaluate the
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entanglement in a cat-like state as a first example of a non-Gaussian state. We show that the entanglement can
be detected by the cumulant-based criterion, whereas the criterion for the Gaussian states with up to second-order
moments fails to detect. In Sec. 4, we introduce the optomechanical system and examine the entanglement between
the mechanical mirrors. We also discuss the role of the cumulants in the entanglement in non-Gaussian states. In
Sec. 5, we discuss the detectability of entanglement, focusing on the Wigner function. We also derive a lower bound
of the minimum eigenvalue that characterizes the entanglement in the formula. Sec. 6 presents the summary and
conclusions. In Appendix A, we describe the relation between the cumulants and the moments. In Appendix B, we
describe the operation of the partial transposition of the cumulants. In Appendix C, we derive the cumulant for the
optomechanical system of interest.

II. ENTANGLEMENT CRITERION BASED ON CUMULANT

In this section, we develop a cumulant-based condition to evaluate the entanglement of non-Gaussian states. We
first introduce the positive partial transposition (PPT) criterion to determine whether a given quantum system is
entangled [42, 43]. A quantum system composed of two subsystems, A and B, is separable (not entangled) if the
density matrix of the entire system is given by

ρ =
∑

j

pjρ
A
j ⊗ ρBj , (1)

where ρAj and ρBj are the density matrices of each subsystem, and pj is a probability satisfying
∑

j pj = 1. The partial
transposition of the separable density matrix ρ is

ρTB =
∑

j

pjρ
A
j ⊗ (ρBj )

T, (2)

which is non-negative because the transposed density matrix (ρBj )
T is non-negative. Hence, a quantum system is

entangled if the partial transposition of its density matrix has at least one negative eigenvalue. This condition is
known as the PPT criterion [42, 43].
We rewrote the PPT criterion to obtain the cumulant-based condition for entanglement. The condition that the

partial transposition ρTB of a density matrix is non-negative is equivalent to the inequality

Tr[ρTB f̂ †f̂ ] ≥ 0 (3)

for an arbitrary operator f̂ . Hence, the state is entangled if there exists an operator f̂ that leads to Tr[ρTB f̂ †f̂ ] < 0.
In Ref. [37], the entanglement criterion for a continuous variable (CV) system was derived by choosing the operator

f̂ for a polynomial of creation and annihilation operators arranged in normal order.
In the following, to relate the non-Gaussianity and quantum entanglement for a CV system, we provide a formula

for the inequality (3) while clarifying the role of cumulants. For this purpose, we choose the operator f̂ as

f̂ = zi(r̂i − Tr[ρTB r̂i]) + ζij(r̂i − Tr[ρTB r̂i])(r̂j − Tr[ρTB r̂j ]), (i, j = 1, 2, 3, 4) (4)

where ρ is the density matrix of the CV system, r̂ = (x̂A, p̂A, x̂B, p̂B)
T are canonical operators, and zi and ζij are

complex numbers. The canonical commutation relations are expressed by [r̂i, r̂j ] = iΩij , where Ω is an antisymmetric
matrix given by

Ω =







0 1 0 0
−1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 −1 0






. (5)

The left-hand side of the inequality (3) is

Tr[ρ̂TB f̂ †f̂ ] = z∗i zkTr[ρ̂
TB∆̃r̂i∆̃r̂k] + z∗i ζklTr[ρ̂

TB∆̃r̂i∆̃r̂k∆̃r̂l]

+ zkζ
∗
ijTr[ρ̂

TB∆̃r̂j∆̃r̂i∆̃r̂k] + ζ∗ijζklTr[ρ̂
TB∆̃r̂j∆̃r̂i∆̃r̂k∆̃r̂l], (6)
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where we define the operator ∆̃r̂i = r̂i−Tr[ρTB r̂i]. Using the vectors z = (z1, z2, z3, z4)
T and ζ = (ζ11, ζ12, · · · , ζ44)T,

the right-hand side of (6) is expressed in matrix form as

Tr[ρTB f̂ †f̂ ] =

(

z∗

ζ∗

)T(
A B
B† D

)(

z

ζ

)

, (7)

where A, B, and D are 4× 4, 4× 16, and 16× 16 matrices, respectively. Each matrix is

A =







A11 · · · A14

...
. . .

...
A41 · · · A44






, Aij =

1

2
(σTB

ij + iΩij), (8)

B =







B1,11 B1,12 · · · B1,44

...
...

. . .
...

B4,11 B4,12 · · · B4,44






, Bi,jk = κTB

3,ijk, (9)

D =











D11,11 D11,12 · · · D11,44

D12,11 D12,12 · · · D12,44

...
...

. . .
...

D44,11 D44,12 · · · D44,44











, Dij,kℓ = κTB

4,ijkℓ +A∗
ijAkℓ +AikAjℓ +AiℓAjk, (10)

where κn is the nth-order cumulant given by

κn,j1j2,··· ,jn =

[(

iΩj1k1

∂

∂rk1

)

· · ·
(

iΩjnkn

∂

∂rkn

)

lnχ(r)

] ∣

∣

∣

∣

r=0

, (11)

and χ(r) = Tr[ρeir
TΩr̂] is the characteristic function. Here, σ is the second-order central moment, called the covariance

matrix. The relations among the central moments and the cumulants are presented in Appendix A. The covariance
matrix σTB and the higher-order cumulants κTB

3 and κTB

4 of the partial transposition of the density matrix are derived
in Appendix B. From the PPT criterion, we observe that a density matrix ρ is entangled if the inequality

M ≡
(

A B
B† D

)

≥ 0 (12)

is violated. Here, the positivity of a matrix indicates the positivity of all the eigenvalues of the matrix. This condition
can characterize the entanglement of non-Gaussian states by third- and fourth-order cumulants.
Let us compare the inequality (12) with the PPT criterion for bipartite Gaussian states, whose entanglement is

determined by the covariance matrix [32]. A 1× 1 mode Gaussian state is entangled if and only if the inequality

σTB + iΩ ≥ 0, (13)

is violated. This inequality (13) is equivalent to A ≥ 0. The matrices B and D, which contain the third- and
fourth-order cumulants, characterize the impact of non-Gaussian features on quantum entanglement.

III. CAT-LIKE STATE

In this section, we present an example in which non-Gaussianity plays an important role in estimating quantum
entanglement. We consider a two-particle state in a superposition of two coherent states |α〉1 |α〉2 and |−α〉1 |−α〉2 as

|ψ〉 = |α〉1 |α〉2 − |−α〉1 |−α〉2√
2− 2e−4|α|2

, (14)

where the coherent state |α〉 of a single particle with a complex number α is defined as follows:

|α〉 = e−|α|2/2
∞
∑

n=0

αn

√
n!

|n〉 (15)

in the Fock basis |n〉. The two-particle state is evidently entangled. We detect the entanglement using a criterion
based on the matrix M (12).
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FIG. 1: Left: Behavior of the minimum eigenvalue E2 of the second-order matrix A as a function of α for the state |ψ〉 (14).
E2 is always non-negative; hence, the entanglement cannot be detected. Right: Behavior of the minimum eigenvalue E4 of the
matrix M . The entanglement of the state |ψ〉 for α <

∼ 2 is detected because E4 is negative. The small box in the right panel
shows that E4 approaches zero from the negative region for α > 1.

The characteristic function of |ψ〉 is obtained as

χ(r) =
e−

1

4
rTr

2− 2e−4|α|2

(

eiξ
TΩr + e−iξTΩr − e−4|α|2(eξ

Tr + e−ξTr)
)

, (16)

where ξ =
√
2(Re[α], Im[α],Re[α], Im[α])T. The Wigner function is defined as

W (X) =
1

2π

∫

d2rχreiX
TΩr

=
1

1− e−4|α|2

(

e−(X+ξ)T (X+ξ) + e−(X−ξ)T (X−ξ) − 2e−4|α|2e−XTX+ξT ξ cos(2XTΩξ)
)

. (17)

In general, the Wigner function W (X) is not necessarily positive: the negative values characterize the nonclassicality.
Here, we focus on the quantum entanglement by the cumulants to analyze quantumness. Using Eq. (11), we derive
the covariance matrix and the cumulants as

σij = 1ij −
2ΩiaΩjb

1− e−4|α|2 Ξab, (18)

κ3,ijk = 0, (19)

κ4,ijkℓ =
1

1− e−4|α|2

{

ξiξjξkξℓ − e−4|α|2ΩiaΩjbΩkcΩℓdξaξbξcξd

−ΩiaΩjbΩkcΩℓd

1− e−4|α|2

(

ΞabΞcd + ΞacΞbd + ΞadΞbc

)

}

, (20)

where Ξab is given by

Ξij = −ΩiaΩjbξaξb − e−4|α|2ξiξj . (21)

Fig. 1 presents the behaviors of the minimum eigenvalues E2 and E4 of the matrices A andM , respectively. As shown
in the left panel of Fig. 1, the minimum eigenvalue E2 of A is non-negative for α ≥ 0; hence, the entanglement between
the two particles is not detected by only the covariance matrix. Note that, if the matrix A has a negative eigenvalue,
then the inequality (12) is violated. In contrast, in the right panel of Fig. 1, we observe that the matrix M has a
negative eigenvalue and violates the inequality (12) for α <∼ 2. Therefore, the non-Gaussian feature characterized by
the third- and fourth-order cumulants is important for estimating entanglement. The entanglement behavior in Fig.
1 for a small α can be explained as follows: For α ≪ 1, the cat-like state is written as

|Ψcl〉 ∼
2αe|α|

2

√
2− 2e−4|α|2

(|0〉1 |1〉2 + |1〉1 |0〉2),

∼ 1√
2
(|0〉1 |1〉2 + |1〉1 |0〉2), α ∈ R. (22)
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Then, the state approaches the entangled state for α ≪ 1. The criterion with up to the fourth-order cumulant
detects this entanglement around α <∼ 2, although the criterion based on the second-order moment fails to detect
the entanglement. We note that the minimum eigenvalue E4 is a small negative value even when α >∼ 2, which is
consistent with Ref. [37].

IV. GRAVITATING MIRRORS IN OPTOMECHANICAL SYSTEMS

In this section, we consider an optomechanical system with two mechanical mirrors and four cavities, which is
similar to the model proposed in Ref. [25, 26, 28]. Each mirror with mass m is placed at the end of one cavity, and
the two mirrors are vertically separated by a distance h, as illustrated in Fig. 2. The mirrors are coupled to photons
in the superposition states and oscillate owing to the pressure of the photons.
The Hamiltonian describing the optomechanical system is given by

Ĥ =
~Ωm

√
1 + g

2
(p̂2a + q̂2a) +

~Ωm

√
1 + g

2
(p̂2b + q̂2b ) + ~ωp(ĉ

†
1ĉ1 + ĉ†2ĉ2) + ~ωp(d̂

†
1d̂1 + d̂†2d̂2)

− ~
ΛΩm

(1 + g)1/4
ĉ†1ĉ1q̂a − ~

ΛΩm

(1 + g)1/4
d̂†1d̂1q̂b − ~

gΩm√
1 + g

q̂aq̂b, (23)

where q̂a and p̂a (q̂b and p̂b) are the dimensionless canonical operators of the mechanical mirrors, and ĉ1 and ĉ†1 (d̂1
and d̂†1) are the creation and annihilation operators of the photons, respectively (see Refs. [25, 28]). The gravitational
coupling g and the mirror–photon coupling Λ are given by

g =
Gm

Ω2
mh

3
, Λ =

ωp

Ωml

√

~

2mΩm
, (24)

where G is the gravitational constant, Ωm and ωp are the frequencies of the mirrors and photons, respectively, and l
is the cavity length.
We assume that the initial state of the mirrors is a coherent state given by

|φm〉 = eir
′TΩr̂ |0〉a |0〉b , (25)

where r′ = (q′a, p
′
b, q

′
b, p

′
b)

T and r̂ = (q̂a, p̂b, q̂b, p̂b)
T. In a realistic case, the initial state of the mirrors may be a mixed

state, such as the thermal state, because of the interaction with the environment. However, we simply assume that
the initial state of the mirrors is a coherent state, that is, the same assumption as that in Ref. [25, 28], as we focus
on the entanglement due to the non-Gaussianity. Furthermore, the following discussion holds for the initial vacuum

FIG. 2: Set up of the optomechanical system similar to the model proposed in Ref. [25, 26, 28]
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state, r′ = 0. We also assume that the initial state for the photons is

|φp〉 =
1√
2
(|0〉c1 |1〉c2 + |1〉c1 |0〉c2)⊗

1√
2
(|0〉d1

|1〉d2
+ |1〉d1

|0〉d2
). (26)

Then, the initial state of the entire system is |Ψ(0)〉 = |φp〉 |φm〉. The evolved state under the Hamiltonian in Eq.
(23) is

|Ψ(t)〉 = 1

2
e−i(ωc+ωd)t

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

|k〉c1 |1− k〉c2 |ℓ〉d1
|1− ℓ〉d2

⊗ e−
i~

2
r̂THr̂t |φkℓ〉 , (27)

where the Hamiltonian matrix H is given by

H = Ωm









√
1 + g 0 − g√

1+g
0

0
√
1 + g 0 0

− g√
1+g

0
√
1 + g 0

0 0 0
√
1 + g









, (28)

and the state of the mirrors is

|φkℓ〉 = eij
T

kℓ
H−1Ω[1−etΩH ]r̂+ i

2
jT

kℓ(tH
−1−[1−etΩH ]H−1ΩH−1)jkℓ |φm〉 , (29)

where jkℓ = (kΛΩm(1 + g)−
1

4 , 0, ℓΛΩm(1 + g)−
1

4 , 0)T.
We focus on the gravity-induced entanglement between the mechanical mirrors. By tracing the photons in the total

density matrix ρ(t) = |Ψ(t)〉 〈Ψ(t)|, we obtain the reduced density matrix of the mirrors,

ρm =
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

ρm,kl, ρm,kl = e−
i

2
r̂THr̂t |φkℓ〉 〈φkℓ| e

i

2
r̂THr̂t, (30)

and the characteristic function χ(r) = Tr[ρme
irTΩr̂] is given as

χ(r) =
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

χkℓ(r), χkℓ(r) = e−
1

4
rTS−1TS−1r−irTΩS(j′

kℓ
+r′), (31)

where χkℓ(r) is the characteristic function of the Gaussian state e−
i

2
r̂THr̂t |φkℓ〉, j′kℓ = H−1(1 − e−tHΩ)jkℓ and

S = eΩHt is the symplectic matrix that satisfies SΩST = Ω. The characteristic function χ(r) is the sum of four
Gaussian states, which leads to a non-Gaussian state, except for the case where Λ = 0. This non-Gaussian state
originates from the spatial superposition of mirrors, which is induced by optomechanical interactions proportional

to the cubic terms ĉ†1ĉ1q̂a and d̂†1d̂1q̂b in the Hamiltonian, Eqs. (23): We calculate the matrices A, B, and D (see
Appendix C for details) and demonstrate the entanglement between the mirrors owing to gravity.
Figs. 3 and 4 demonstrate the behaviors of the minimum eigenvalues E2 and E4 of the matrices A and M , respec-

tively. Here, the gravitational coupling is fixed as g = 10−3 and the mirror–photon coupling Λ varies. When the
coupling Λ is small, the entanglement is observed in either way using the matrix A or M , which are composed of
the covariance matrix and up to the fourth-order cumulant, respectively. This is because the state is almost identical
to the Gaussian states when Λ is sufficiently small. On the other hand, as the coupling Λ increases, the region of
entanglement detected by using the matrix A becomes small (see Fig. 3). However, the negativity of the matrix M
can properly capture the entanglement between mirrors. Hence, the third- and fourth-order cumulants included in
the matrix M characterize the entanglement originating from non-Gaussianity.
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FIG. 3: Behavior of the minimum eigenvalue E2 of the matrix A as a function of the dimensionless time Ωmt. The gravitational
coupling constant is fixed as g = 10−3, and the mirror–photon coupling Λ varies, whose value is noted on each panel. The
panels for Λ = 0.1, 0.5, and 1 show only the regions with negative eigenvalues, and the overall behavior is shown in the smaller
box in each panel. When the coupling Λ is small, the entanglement is detected because the state is almost Gaussian. However,
for the coupling Λ >

∼ 0.1, the entanglement is hardly detected by the criterion with the covariance matrix.
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FIG. 4: Behavior of the minimum eigenvalue E4 of the matrix M as a function of the dimensionless time Ωmt for the same
parameters, as shown in Fig. 3. This criterion using up to the fourth-order cumulant significantly improves the detection of
the entanglement even when Λ is large, i.e., Λ >

∼ 0.5, where the non-Gaussian feature is substantial.

To clarify the role of the cumulant in detecting the quantum entanglement of the non-Gaussian state, we evaluate
the negativity with the matrix M by assigning

Aij =
1

2
(σTB

ij + iΩij),

Bi,jk = 0,

Dij,kl = A∗
ijAkl +AikAjl +AilAjk,

where the third- and fourth-order cumulants were omitted. In this case, the matrix M is determined only by the
covariance matrix. Fig. 5 shows the minimum eigenvalue E4 of the matrix M without the third- and fourth-order
cumulants for the case g = 10−3. A comparison of the panels in Fig. 5 with those in Fig. 3 shows similar features.
However, the behaviors are different from those shown in Fig. 4. This demonstrates that the third- and fourth-order
cumulants are essential for detecting the entanglement of the gravitating mirrors.



9

w / o κ3 and κ4

g=10
-3

Λ=5×10
-2

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

×10
-3

Ωmt

E4

g=10
-3

Λ = 0.1

w / o κ3 and κ4

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

×10
-4

Ωmt

E4

g=10
-3

Λ = 0.5

w / o κ3 and κ4

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

×10
-5

Ωmt

E4

g=10
-3

Λ = 1

w / o κ3 and κ4

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

-1.0

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

×10
-6

Ωmt

E4

FIG. 5: Behavior of the minimum eigenvalue E4 of the matrixM without the third- and fourth-order cumulants. The behavior
is similar to that shown in Fig. 4

V. DISCUSSIONS

In the previous section, we demonstrated the usefulness of the third- and fourth-order moments to detect the
entanglement of non-Gaussian states. However, the entanglement criterion is not always appropriate. As shown in
Fig. 4, the insensitive region for the criterion is large for a large optomechanical coupling Λ. This occurs when the
state differs from the Gaussian states significantly. To demonstrate this, we use the Wigner function defined by

W (X) =
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

Wkℓ(X), (32)

with

Wkℓ(X) =
1

2π

∫

d2rχkℓ(r)e
iXTΩr =

π

2
e−(X+S(j′

kl
+r′))TS−1TS−1(X+S(j′

kl
+r′)), (33)

where X = (Qa, Pa, Qb, Pb)
T. We note that the entanglement between the gravitating mirrors appears even though

the Wigner function is always non-negative, which is in contrast to the cat-like state. The center of each Gaussian
distribution Wkℓ(X) in the phase space is Xkl = −S(j′kl + r′), and its variance is SST, whose determinant equals 1.
Here, we define the distance between the two centers of the Gaussian distribution as

dij,kl = |Xij −Xkl|/
√
Σ, (34)

where Σ is the sum of the eigenvalues of the variance S−1TS−1. Fig. 6 shows the behavior of the distance for the
model with g = 10−3 and Λ = 1.
Compared with the left bottom panel in Fig. 4 with the same parameters g = 10−3 and Λ = 1, the entanglement is

difficult to detect when the centers of each distribution are far from each other at Ωmt = π, 3π. Hence, we infer that
the entanglement criterion based on up to the fourth-order cumulant is effective for detecting the entanglement when
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FIG. 6: Behavior of the distance between the two centers of the Gaussian distribution defined by Eq. (34) for g = 10−3 and
Λ = 1. The state is almost Gaussian when the centers of each distribution are close. In contrast, the state is different from the
Gaussian when the centers of each distribution are farthest apart at Ωmt = π, 3π.

the deviation from the Gaussian state is not large. The validity of this conclusion is apparent for the cat-like state
described in Sec. 3. In the right panel of Fig. 1, the value of the negativity is small for the large values of α >∼ 2,
where the non-Gaussian feature is significant. Here, the entanglement of the non-Gaussian cat-like state is not well
detected.
We now analyze the behavior of the minimum eigenvalue for a large Λ. As shown in Fig. 4, the cumulant-based

condition enables the detection of entanglement even when the interaction between the mirrors and the photons is
sufficiently strong, Λ >∼ 1, and the non-Gaussianity is significant. Here, we show that there is a lower bound of the
minimum eigenvalue of the matrix M . From Eq. (4) and Eq. (30), we have

Tr[ρTB

m f̂ †f̂ ] =
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

Tr[ρTB

m,kℓf̂
†f̂ ]

=
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

{z∗i1zi2A
kℓ
i1i2 + z∗i1ζi3i4B

kℓ
i1,i3i4 + zi3ζ

∗
i1i2(B

kℓ
i3,i1i2)

∗ + ζ∗i1i2ζi3i4D
kℓ
i1i2,i3i4}

+
1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

∣

∣

∣zi1(〈r̂i1 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1 〉TB) + ζi1i2(〈r̂i1 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1 〉TB)(〈r̂i2 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i2 〉TB)
∣

∣

∣

2

≥ 1

4

1
∑

k,ℓ=0

{z∗i1zi2A
kℓ
i1i2 + z∗i1ζi3i4B

kℓ
i1,i3i4 + zi3ζ

∗
i1i2(B

kℓ
i3,i1i2)

∗ + ζ∗i1i2ζi3i4D
kℓ
i1i2,i3i4}, (35)

where 〈r̂i〉TB = Tr[ρTB

m r̂i] and 〈r̂i〉TB

kℓ = Tr[ρTB

m,kℓr̂i]. The components of the matrix Akℓ, Bkℓ, and Dkℓ are

Akℓ
i1i2 =

1

2

(

(σTB

kl )i1i2 + iΩi1i2

)

, (36)

Bkℓ
i1,i2i3 = Akℓ

i1i2 (〈r̂i3 〉
TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i3 〉TB) +Akℓ
i1i3(〈r̂i2 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i2〉TB) +Akℓ
i2i3(〈r̂i1 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1〉TB), (37)

Dkl
i1i2,i3i4 = Akℓ∗

i1i2 (〈r̂i3 〉
TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i3 〉TB)(〈r̂i3 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i3 〉TB) +Akℓ
i1i3 (〈r̂i2 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i2 〉TB)(〈r̂i4 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i4 〉TB)

+Akℓ
i1i4(〈r̂i2 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i2〉TB)(〈r̂i3 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i3 〉TB) +Akℓ
i2i3(〈r̂i1 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1〉TB)(〈r̂i4 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i4 〉TB)

+Akℓ
i2i4(〈r̂i1 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1〉TB)(〈r̂i3 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i3 〉TB) +Akℓ
i3i4(〈r̂i1 〉

TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i1〉TB)(〈r̂i2 〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i2 〉TB)

+Akℓ∗
i1i2A

kℓ
i3i4 +Akℓ

i1i3A
kℓ
i2i4 +Akℓ

i1i4A
kℓ
i2i3 , (38)

where (σTB

kl )ij = Tr[ρTB

m,kl{r̂i − 〈r̂i〉TB

kℓ , r̂j − 〈r̂j〉TB

kℓ }] is the covariance matrix of each Gaussian state, which does not

depend on the coupling Λ. Moreover, the difference 〈r̂i〉TB

kℓ − 〈r̂i〉TB between the expectation values is proportional
to Λ. Hence, the right-hand side of the inequality (35) is up to the order of Λ2. Fig. 7 shows the behavior of the
minimum eigenvalue as a function of Λ. This demonstrates that the minimum eigenvalue is proportional to Λ2, which
follows the lower bound estimated by the inequality (35).
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FIG. 7: Behavior of the negative value of the minimum eigenvalue as a function of the coupling Λ for g = 10−3 and Ωmt = 10.
The minimum eigenvalue decreases in proportion to Λ2.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

We developed an entanglement criterion based on the covariance matrix and third- and fourth-order cumulants. The
higher-order cumulants characterize the non-Gaussianity; hence, this condition enables us to evaluate the entanglement
even for non-Gaussian states. We applied the formula to a cat-like state, which manifests as a non-Gaussian entangled
state. We showed that the criterion using up to the fourth-order cumulant is useful for characterizing the entanglement
of the system with non-Gaussianity.
We applied the formula to an optomechanical system to investigate the gravity-induced entanglement between

mechanical mirrors. We demonstrated how the entanglement between the two mirrors coupled to cavity photons is
detected by the formula. The quantum superposition of the position of the mirrors caused by the interaction with
the cavity photons leads to non-Gaussian features. The cumulant-based condition facilitates the detection of the
entanglement between the mirrors in the non-Gaussian state. Furthermore, we discussed the crucial role of third-
and fourth-order cumulants to observe the entanglement. However, for the highly non-Gaussian state, the method
to detect the entanglement is limited because cumulants higher than the fourth-order one become more important to
describe such a non-Gaussian state.
To apply this cumulant-based condition to an experimental setup, we need to measure the correlation between the

position and the momentum up to the fourth order. Several measurements of the correlations have been discussed
experimentally. For example, Ref. [44] measured the correlation between the position and momentum of a single
suspended mirror interacting with photons. Ref. [45] proposed a measurement scheme to measure the second-order
moments of two mechanical oscillators. By extending these measurements to the fourth-order moments, in principle,
our scheme for the entanglement criterion can be applied to detect gravity-induced entanglement. However, the
feasibility of entanglement detection will be studied in the future.

Appendix A: RELATION BETWEEN CUMULANT AND MOMENT

In this appendix, we derive the cumulants from the characteristic function for any state ρ. Here, we consider the
series expansion of the natural logarithm of the characteristic function

lnχ(r) = irjΩjkκ1,k +
i2

2
rjΩjkrlΩlmκ2,lm + · · · , (A1)

where the coefficients κn are known as the nth-order cumulants. Then, we obtain the nth-order cumulant from the

nth-order derivative of Eq. (A1) at a point r = 0. Using the characteristic function χ(r) = Tr[ρeir
TΩr̂], we derive

the first- to fourth-order cumulants as

κ1,i = Tr[ρr̂i]

κ2,ij =
1

2
Tr[ρ{∆r̂i,∆r̂j}]

κ3,ijk = Tr[ρ∆r̂(i∆r̂j∆r̂k)]

κ4,ijkl = Tr[ρ∆r̂(i∆r̂j∆r̂k∆r̂l)]− (κ2,ijκ2,kl + κ2,ikκ2,jl + κ2,ilκ2,jk),

(A2)
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where ∆r̂i = r̂i − Tr[ρr̂i] and the subscript brackets represent the symmetry, such as

r̂(ir̂j r̂k) =
r̂ir̂j r̂k + r̂ir̂k r̂j + r̂j r̂ir̂k + r̂j r̂k r̂i + r̂k r̂ir̂j + r̂k r̂j r̂i

3!
. (A3)

Furthermore, the first- to fourth-order central moments are given by

m1,i = 〈r̂i〉 = Tr[ρr̂i],

m2,ij = σij = Tr[ρ{∆r̂i,∆r̂j}]
m3,ijk = Tr[ρ∆r̂(i∆r̂j∆r̂k)]

m4,ijkl = Tr[ρ∆r̂(i∆r̂j∆r̂k∆r̂l)],

(A4)

and the cumulants are expressed by the central moments as

κ1,i = m1,i

κ2,ij =
1

2
m2,ij

κ3,ijk = m3,ijk

κ4,ijkl = m4,ijkl − (m2,ijm2,kl +m2,ikm2,jl +m2,ilm2,jk).

(A5)

Appendix B: OPERATION OF PARTIAL TRANSPOSITION

In this section, we describe the partial transposition of the cumulants. In the Fock basis, the transposition of the
canonical operators q̂ and p̂ is given by

q̂T =
(â1 + â†1)

T

√
2

= q̂, p̂T =
(â1 − â†1)

T

i
√
2

= −p̂, (B1)

where â1 and â†1 are the creation and annihilation operators, respectively. Thus, the partial transposition of the vector
of the canonical operators r̂ = (q̂a, p̂a, q̂b, p̂b)

T is

r̂TB = T r̂, T = diag(1, 1, 1,−1). (B2)

Here, the Weyl ordered operator O(q̂a, p̂a, q̂b, p̂b), which is the average of all possible products of the position and
momentum operators, satisfies

Tr[ρO(q̂a, p̂a, q̂b, p̂b)] =

∫

O(qa, pa, qb, pb)W (qa, pa, qb, pb)d
2r, (B3)

where W (qa, pa, qb, pb) is the Wigner function. Under the partial transposition with respect to system B, the Wigner
function changes to W (qa, pa, qb, pb) → W (qa, pa, qb,−pb). Hence, we rewrite the relation (B3) for the partial trans-
posed density matrix as

Tr[ρTBO(q̂a, p̂a, q̂b, p̂b)] =

∫

O(qa, pa, qb, pb)W (qa, pa, qb,−pb)d2r,

= Tr[ρO(q̂a, p̂a, q̂b,−p̂b)]. (B4)

From this relation, we derive the partial transposition of the cumulants as

κTB

2,ij = Tii′Tjj′κ2,i′j′

κTB

3,ijk = Tii′Tjj′Tkk′κ3,i′j′k′

κTB

4,ijkl = Tii′Tjj′Tkk′Tll′κ4,ijkl .

(B5)
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Appendix C: DERIVATION OF CUMULANT FOR OPTOMECHANICAL SYSTEM

In this appendix, we derive the first- to fourth-order cumulants for the optomechanical system. The n-th-order
cumulant is defined by Eq. (11) and the characteristic function of the optomechanical system is obtained by Eq. (31).
Using these equations, we derive the cumulants as

κ1,i = −1

4

1
∑

n,m=0

Sij(j
′
nm,j + r′j) =

1

4

1
∑

n,m=0

〈ri〉nm , (C1)

κ2,ij =
1

2

(

SikS
T
kj +

1

2

1
∑

n,m=0

〈r̂i〉nm 〈r̂j〉nm − 2 〈r̂i〉 〈r̂j〉
)

, (C2)

κ3,ijk = −1

4

1
∑

n,m=0

ηnm,iηnm,jηnm,k −
2

64

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

1
∑

n′′,m′′=0

ηnm,iηn′m′,jηn′′m′′,k

+
1

16

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

(ηnm,iηnm,jηn′m′,k + ηnm,iηnm,kηn′m′,j + ηnm,jηnm,kηn′m′,i) , (C3)

κ4,ijkl =
1

4

1
∑

n,m=0

ηnm,iηnm,jηnm,kηnm,l −
6

256

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

1
∑

n′′,m′′=0

1
∑

n′′′,m′′′=0

ηnm,iηn′m′,jηn′′m′′,kηn′′′m′′′,l

− 1

16

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

(ηnm,iηnm,jηn′m′,kηn′m′,l + ηnm,iηn′m′,jηnm,kηn′m′,l + ηnm,iηn′m′,jηn′m′,kηnm,l)

− 1

16

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

(ηnm,iηnm,jηnm,kηn′m′,l + ηnm,iηnm,jηn′m′,kηnm,l

+ ηnm,iηn′m′,jηnm,kηnm,l + ηn′m′,iηnm,jηnm,kηnm,l)

+
2

64

1
∑

n,m=0

1
∑

n′,m′=0

1
∑

n′′,m′′=0

(ηnm,iηnm,jηn′m′,kηn′′m′′,l + ηnm,iηn′m′,jηnm,kηn′′m′′,l

+ ηnm,iηn′m′,jηn′′m′′,kηnm,l + ηn′m′,iηnm,jηnm,kηn′′m′′,l

+ ηn′m′,iηnm,jηn′′m′′,kηnm,l + ηn′m′,iηn′′m′′,jηnm,kηn′′m′′,l

)

, (C4)

where j′kl = H−1(1− e−tHΩ)jkl and jkl = (kΛΩm(1+ g)−
1

4 , 0, lΛΩm(1+ g)−
1

4 , 0)T. Here, we define ηnm = Sj′nm and
the first-order moment of each Gaussian state 〈r̂〉kl = S(j′kl + r′).
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