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We derive inequalities sufficient to detect the genuine N-partite steering of N distinct systems.
Here, we are careful to distinguish between the concepts of full N-partite steering inseparability
(where steering is confirmed individually for all bipartitions of the N systems, thus negating the
bilocal hidden state model for each bipartition) and genuine N-partite steering (which excludes all
convex combinations of the bilocal hidden state models). Other definitions of multipartite steering
are possible and we also derive inequalities to detect a stricter genuine N-partite steering where only
one site needs to be trusted. The inequalities are expressed as variances of quadrature phase am-
plitudes and thus apply to continuous variable systems. We show how genuine N-partite steerable
states can be created and detected for the nodes of a network formed from a single-mode squeezed
state passed through a sequence of N — 1 beam splitters. A stronger genuine N-partite steering
is created, if one uses two squeezed inputs, or N squeezed inputs. We are able to confirm that
genuine tripartite steering (by the above definition and by the stricter definition) has been realised
experimentally. Finally, we analyze how bipartite steering and entanglement are distributed among
the systems in the tripartite case, illustrating with monogamy inequalities. While we use Gaus-
sian states to benchmark the criteria, the inequalities derived in this paper are not based on the

assumption of Gaussian states, which gives advantage for quantum communication protocols.

I. INTRODUCTION

From the perspective of both fundamental and applied
physics, understanding whether N distinct systems can
be genuinely entangled is considered important [THIO].
Svetlichny first showed that a genuine tripartite nonlo-
cality can be shared among three systems [II]. Green-
berger, Horne and Zeilinger (GHZ) [12] and Mermin
[13] investigated the nonlocal properties of N genuinely
entangled systems created in an extreme quantum su-
perposition state. Multipartite entangled systems have
applications in the field of quantum information. The
tripartite-entangled GHZ states were proposed for quan-
tum secret sharing, where two parties must collaborate to
uncover a cryptographic key [6]. Usually, the certification
of entanglement required to ensure security against eaves-
dropping involves assumptions about the instruments at
the given sites. When entanglement is confirmed by way
of violation of a Bell inequality, however, fewer assump-
tions are needed, resulting in device-independent security
[5,T4HIR]. A quantum network consisting of mutually en-
tangled systems may form the basis for a quantum com-
munication network. Recent papers motivate the use of
multipartite Bell nonlocality for device-independent se-
curity on a network [T9H2T].

Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering is a type of
entanglement associated with the nonlocality of the EPR
paradox [22]. The concept of EPR-steering was moti-
vated by the arguments put forward by Schrodinger in
response to the EPR-paradox paper [23H26]. Based on

the negation of asymmetric local hidden state models,
steering is useful for one-sided device-independent quan-
tum security, where one has control over some, but not
all, of the devices on the nodes of the network [27H29].
Implementing steering, as opposed to entanglement, thus
increases the potential for ultra-secure communication
[27,[30H32]. Steering has also been proposed as a resource
for other applications, including secure quantum telepor-
tation [33], quantum metrology [34] and secret sharing
[35]. However, the set of steerable states is a strict sub-
set of the set of entangled states [23]. The detection
of N-partite steering is therefore more challenging and
standard witnesses for entanglement will not suffice. An
early criterion for steering was an inequality applied to
the EPR paradox [24], 25 [36]. Numerous steering criteria
have since been derived, but most refer to the bipartite
case [26]. This highlights the need for criteria to confirm
steering shared among N systems, derived with minimal
assumptions about the states being measured.

The concept of multipartite steering was introduced by
He and Reid [28] and developed for Gaussian states by
Kogias et al. [37]. Experiments followed [38-43], which
motivated studies of the monogamy of steering |37, [43-
45]. Marian and Marian have recently derived criteria in-
volving EPR variances that are sufficient to certify multi-
mode steering, and have linked these results to Gaussian
states [46]. However, as for multipartite entanglement
and nonlocality [10, 47H53], different definitions of mul-
tipartite steering are possible. This is particularly true
for steering, where subtleties enter into the definitions,



because different nodes on a network can have different
levels of trust in devices.

In this paper, we further address gaps in the litera-
ture, by deriving criteria sufficient to detect N-partite
steering. We follow [48] [49] [54] to provide a treatment
where classes of multipartite steering are clearly distin-
guished. In particular, we consider full N-partite steer-
ing inseparability (where there is steering across each of
the bipartitions of the N systems), and distinguish this
from the stricter definition, genuine N -partite steering
(which excludes convex mixtures of hidden states allow-
ing for bilocality along different bipartitions). Similar
to the earlier results of van Loock and Furusawa for the
N-partite entanglement of continuous variable (CV) sys-
tems [10] 38 48] [49], we envisage that local measurements
can be performed on each system and derive inequalities
that are only violated if the systems are mutually steer-
able. The inequalities are in terms of the variances of
the local field quadrature phase amplitudes. We follow
the bilocal approach of Svetlichny [IT] and Collins et al.
[55], noting that other approaches might also be consid-
ered [50] 51, 56].

As we show in this paper, the variance criteria are use-
ful to detect genuine multipartite steering for N-partite
Gaussian systems, where one creates Gaussian states for
N field modes from squeezed states and beam splitters.
This is relevant given recent CV multipartite entangle-
ment experiments [38), 67H62] and Gaussian boson sam-
pling experiments [63], some of which realized networks
for very large N. Three types of N-partite Gaussian
states are considered in this paper: the CV GHZ (and
cluster, for N = 3), CV EPR and CV split-squeezed (SS)
states. Although we use the N-partite Gaussian states to
benchmark our criteria, the inequalities are valid in prin-
ciple to detect steering in non-Gaussian systems. This is
recognized in the bipartite case where it has been shown
that variance inequalities can detect steering for NOON
states [64] and for cat states [65] 66]. Our work, different
to some previous work [37], is not based on the underlying
assumption that the systems are prepared in Gaussian
states. This is an important and necessary requirement
for one-sided device-independent protocols [27, B0H32].
Using values reported in the literature, we apply the in-
equalities to confirm that genuine tripartite steering has
been realized experimentally for optical fields. We also
derive inequalities which allow for N — 1 untrusted sites,
and deduce that the genuine tripartite steering has been
confirmed for N = 3, with the requirement that only one
site needs to be trusted.

We also examine monogamy relations for tripartite sys-
tems, where N = 3. These relations give constraints on
the amount of bipartite steering and entanglement be-
tween any two of the nodes of the tri-party network. We
derive a new relation that constrains the amount of bi-
partite entanglement, showing that for the CV GHZ, CV
EPR and CV SS states, although a limited amount of
bipartite entanglement is possible, no bipartite steering
can be observed as measured by the two-mode Gaussian

steering parameter.

The continuous-variable criteria of this paper will ap-
ply to systems of large collective spin, in certain limits
[67HT71]. Furthermore, since the inequalities of this paper
are derived from uncertainty relations, the methods pre-
sented may be generalized for multipartite spin systems,
as done for Bohm’s EPR paradox [72]. Although multi-
particle and multi-mode entanglement and steering can
be inferred from spin squeezing [73H78], Fisher informa-
tion [34] [79HRT], or (using superselection rules) interfer-
ence [42], [82] [83], to demonstrate nonlocality in a strict
way requires spatial separation and local measurements
[82H89]. Two-particle entanglement and Bell correlations
have been studied and reported for separated atoms [90-
93], and bipartite EPR steering and genuine N-partite
entanglement has been observed for separated atomic
clouds containing several hundreds of atoms [40, 41]. Yet,
it remains a challenge to demonstrate N-partite steering
(N > 2) for spatially separated atomic systems. The
results of this paper may be useful for this purpose.

Summary of paper: In Section II, we summarize the
definitions of N-partite steering, distinguishing between
full N-partite steering inseparability and the more strict
definition given by genuine N-partite steering. In this
section, we derive steering inequalities that if violated
will reveal the presence of genuine N-partite steering.
These inequalities involve a single set of gain parameters
optimized to detect the EPR steering of a single preferred
party, and are similar to those considered recently by
Marian and Marian in independent work [46].

Continuing, in Section III, we focus on tripartite sys-
tems. We expand the set of criteria, also deriving inequal-
ities closely related to those of van Loock and Furusawa
that have been widely used to study multipartite entan-
glement [58][60,94]. These inequalities include those with
a broader set of gain parameters, which allow certification
of genuine tripartite steering once the EPR steering of
each party is sufficiently strong (as measured by vanish-
ing conditional inference variances). The work presented
in Sections II and IIT extends the work of He and Reid
[28], who derived inequalities based on a weaker form of
genuine N-partite steering. We confirm that those ear-
lier inequalities (derived in [28] [49]) will also certify the
stricter form of genuine tripartite steering defined in the
present paper. In addition, we derive new inequalities
that if violated will certify an even stricter form of gen-
uine tripartite steering, giving a method to detect gen-
uine tripartite entanglement and steering where only one
node needs to be trusted.

In Section IV, we show how the criteria derived in Sec-
tions II and IIT with suitably optimized gains are useful to
detect the genuine N-partite steering of four types of CV
Gaussian states. These are the CV split-squeezed states,
the CV EPR states, and the CV GHZ (and cluster)
states, created using one, two and N squeezed-vacuum
states incident on beam splitters. We examine details
for N = 3 in Section V. Using the criteria, we infer
full tripartite steering inseparability and strict genuine



tripartite steering from experimental results reported in
the literature. Full tripartite steering inseparability has
been detected in at least two experiments [38, [60], for the
correlations generated from CV EPR and cluster states.
For CV GHZ and cluster states, the stricter form of gen-
uine tripartite steering (including where two sites can
be untrusted) is also detectable using the inequalities,
and we are able to confirm the experimental realization
for tripartite CV cluster states in one experiment [60]
where values for the van Loock-Furusawa variances were
measured. Finally, in Section VI, we give an analysis of
the monogamy properties of the CV tripartite steerable
states. A conclusion is given in Section VII.

II. DEFINITIONS AND CRITERIA FOR
N-PARTITE STEERING

A. Preliminaries

Consider an N-partite system consisting of N modes,
where each mode labelled ¢ = 1,.., N is described by
bosonic annihilation operators a; satisfying canonical
commutation relations. We introduce the generalized
quadrature operators with phase ¢ as

qi(p) = ea; + e_wal , (1)

noting we will later define z; = ai—l—al and p; = (ai—a;[)/i
which implies Ax; Ap; > 1.

We use A = A — B to denote a bipartition of the NV
subsystems into two groups, A and B. Proving entangle-
ment for such a bipartition would require to falsify any
separable model of the form [95]

pa—p = ZP P o (2)

where ), Pr =1 (Pr > 0), pa_p represents a density

operator for the combined systems, p( ) is an arbitrary
density operator for the subsystem A, and p% is an ar-
bitrary density operator for the subsystem B. Here, no
assumption of separability is assumed between any sub-
systems of either A or B. However, to confirm steering of
system A (by B), the falsification is to be achieved with-

out the explicit assumption that p( ) would necessarily
correspond to a quantum state described by a quantum
density operator [24]. To make this distinction symbol-

ically, we denote the density operator p N ) by p AQ, but

omit the subscript for pgg ) Thus, we demonstrate the

steering of A by system B if we falsify the biseparable
local hidden state model symbolized as

R) (R
PB—A = Z PRP(AQ)/)(B s (3)
R

Where more convenient, we will also symbolize as pag—B-

As rigorously formalized in [23H25], the definition of
steering concerns certain probabilistic models, called lo-
cal hidden state (LHS) models, rather than density oper-
ators defined within quantum theory. Such LHS models
are local hidden variable models, where extra constraints
are given for the local hidden variable states describing
the local system at some of the sites. Thus, to determine
steering of A by B, we negate all models giving the prob-
ability distribution for joint measurements at sites A and
B as

Plea,2pl6,6) = / (NP (zalX O)P(z5]\,6), (4)

where x4 and xp are the results of measurements on
each system. Here, A are hidden variables, p()) is the
corresponding probability density, and 6 and ¢ are lo-
cal measurement settings at the sites of systems A and
B respectively. P(z4|A,0) is the probability of an out-
come T 4, given the parameters A and the settings 6. For
steering of A, it is required to negate the model where
Po(z4alA,0) is consistent with a local quantum density
operator p4 for system A, as denoted by the subscript
Q. There is thus a constraint on the distributions for
A, so that quantum uncertainty relations are satisfied. If
the criteria to negate the LHS models are to be valid, one
must be sure to use valid quantum devices and measure-
ments at that site. Hence the quantum sites are referred
to as trusted sites. Otherwise, the sites are said to be
untrusted.

In this paper, for notational convenience we use Eq.
(3), the meaning of Eqgs. (3) and being equivalent.
We will denote the bipartition A — B where the system
A is to be trusted as AQ — B. Similarly, the bipartition
A—BQ denotes that B is trusted. If the systems A and B
comprise more than one subsystem, or mode, then more
options of trust are available. Suppose system A is just
one mode labelled k£ and system B is two modes labelled
l and m. If both subsystems [ and m are trusted, but
system k is not, then the bipartition is denoted k— (Im@).
The bipartition k& — Im where only the site [ is trusted
will be denoted k — (IQ)m

B. Steering in one partition

We follow van Loock and Furusawa [10] and introduce
the following linear combinations of the operators for the
N systems

N
uw=>"gigi(ei),
=1

Here, g; and h; are real numbers that will be optimized

to reduce the variances in v and v, as we will later see.

Let us first focus on the factorized description pE4Q) p(R).

In this case the variance for the state denoted by R in

N
v = Z hiqi(xi) - (5)



the expansion Eq. reads
(Au)h = (Aua)ig + (Aup)
(Aua)ig - (6)

Y

where

ur = Zgi%(sﬁi) . (7)

el

Here we use the notation that (Aua)? is the variance
with respect to the operators of system A, evaluated
assuming the system is described as a quantum state
pff). The variance associated with a system B in a hid-
den variable state is constrained only by the condition
(Aug)% > 0. Generally, we use the notation (Az)? to
denote the variance of x, and Az to denote the standard
deviation.

Moreover, the LHS model symbolized by pagpp as
defined by Eq. must satisfy the uncertainty relation

(Aua)ag(Ava)ag > Ca, (8)
where we define
Cr= Zgihi sin(p; — Xi) (9)
iel
and we use
[ur,vr] = 2i Zgihi sin(@; — Xi) - (10)
iel

This arises from the Heisenberg uncertainty relation
[z, pj] = 2i.

Now we assume a LHS description of the form of Eq.
(3). For a system in a mixture, the overall variance of u
is [96]

(Au)® > ) " Pr(Au)f. (11)
R

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

(Au)*(Av)® = (Y Pr(Auw)R)(D Pr(Av)R)
R R
> ) Pr(Au)r(Av)g}?. (12)
R

Thus, using the concavity of the variance, the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, and the above results, we find for the
system described by the LHS model pagppg, it is always
true that

(Au)(Av) > Z Pr(Au)r(Av)g
R

> Pr(Au)ag(Av) aq
R

>Cy. (13)

If this condition is violated, then one observes falsifica-
tion of the LHS model pagpp, and therefore steering of
A by B.

Analogously, the model pappg always implies

(Au)(Av) > C. (14)

If this condition is violated, then one observes falsifica-
tion of the LHS model pappqg, and therefore steering of
B by A.

To summarize our results so far, we detect one-way
steering in a particular direction of a partition A by one
of the criteria above. If either one of the two conditions,
ie., if

(Au)(Av) > max{C4,Cp} (15)

is not satisfied, we have observed one-way steering in the
partition A. If, however, we see that both conditions do
not hold, i.e., if

(Au)(Av) > min{Cy4, Cp} (16)

is false, we have detected two-way steering in the parti-
tion A.

C. Full steering inseparability

To demonstrate the full N-partite inseparability of NV
systems, it is necessary to prove the failure of each sep-
arable model p4_p, for all the bipartitions A of the N
systems [10]. Full N-partite steering inseparability is to
be defined in a similar way. However, we see that because
of the asymmetry in the definition of steering, there is the
possibility that steering across a bipartition is in one di-
rection only (“one-way steering”) [97, [98]. This would im-
ply that one of the LHS models ps_,p or pg_ 4 is valid,
while the other can be negated. A consequence is that
different definitions of multipartite steering are possible,
as formalized in the following.

Definition: We conclude that a system displays full
N -partite steering inseparability if one may demonstrate
steering for all bipartitions A = A — B of the N systems.
Specifically, this means demonstrating, for each biparti-
tion, that there is steering at least in one direction i.e.
for each A, either all models denoted by pa_,p, or all
models denoted by pp_, 4, or both, can be negated.

We say that we demonstrate full N-partite steering
two-way inseparability if, for each bipartition, all LHS
models pa, B, and pp,—a, are negated.

Criteria: A criterion sufficient to confirm full N-
partite steering inseparability reads as the violation of

(Au)(Av) > mAin max{Cy4,Cg}, (17)

where the minimum includes all bipartitions A = A — B
of the system (we make sure that A — B and B — A are



considered as the same partition). Similarly, a violation
of the condition

(Au)(Av) > m/&n min{Cy,Cp}, (18)

implies full two-way steering inseparability. The proof
follows straightforwardly from the definitions. O

D. Genuine multipartite steering
1. Definitions

An even stronger condition is given if instead of ex-
cluding each bipartition separately, we can exclude also
more general LHS models that are constructed from con-
vex combinations of LHS models across all the different
bipartitions. Formally, this is described in the notation
of Section II.A by a distribution

P = Z PApA . (19)
PA

Here, >, P» = 1, Py > 0, and each pa describes an
LHS model for at least one (both) direction(s) of the
partition A in order to exclude genuine multipartite (two-
way) steering. We conclude that we demonstrate genuine
N-partite steering if the above model is negated.

Here, we already have two definitions, and as we dis-
cuss in Section II.LE and below, other definitions are also
possible. In this paper, we will adopt the stricter of the
above definitions, and refer to this as Definition 1 for gen-
uine tripartite steering. This definition is based on the
concept to ensure steering across all bipartitions, in both
directions.

Definition 1: We say that a system displays gen-
wine N -partite steering if the above model, Eq. ,
can be negated, where p, denotes the LHS model in
both directions (A — B and B — A). Specifically, we
negate that the correlations can be modeled by a theory
that expresses the joint probability for a set of outcomes
X1 = (371,..1‘]\]) as

P(xila) =Y Py\P(x1|),a). (20)
A

Here, z; is an outcome of a measurement performed on
the subsystem ¢, and a is a set of numbers that denotes
the measurement settings for each subsystem. The A
indexes all the LHS models symbolized by AQ — B and
BQ — A for each bipartition A = A— B. Here, P(x|), a)
is the probability for outcomes x; = (x1,..,2x), given
the system is in the LHS state denoted by A and with
measurement settings a. P, > 0 is the probability for
the LHS state A, and ), Py = 1.

Definition 2: Genuine N-partite one-way steering is
confirmed if the above model is negated, where for each
bipartition A, we consider only one of the directions for

steering i.e. only one of AQ — B and BQ — A is included
in the convex combination.

Definition 3: (One trusted site) We may propose
as a very strict yet convincing definition of genuine N-
partite steering that one negates all LHS models (and
their convex combinations) where we consider that only
one site can be trusted. In the tripartite case, we would
seek to negate kQ — Im, and also the models k — (IQ)m
and k—I(m@) (and all convex combinations). This defini-
tion is stricter than the Definition 1, which only requires
negation of kQ—Im, k—(Im@Q). The negation of kQ —Im,
k — (IQ)m and k — I(m@) implies negation of kQ — Im,
k — (ImQ), and hence genuine N-partite steering by Def-
inition 3 implies genuine N-partite steering according to
Definition 1. The Definition 1 that requires negation of
k—(Im@Q) does not exclude that there is steering between
the system [ and m. This is because in this case the LHS
model has two trusted sites [ and m. By contrast, the
Definition 3 requires negation of k—I(m@Q) and k— (I1Q)m
which excludes steering for the combined systems Im.

2. Criteria

Let us first consider genuine multipartite steering (Def-
inition 2) and use methods as above, together with Eq.
, to obtain the condition

(Au)(Av) > Z Py maX{Cﬁ‘A), CJ(BA)}
PA

> mAin max{CgA), C](BA)} (21)

where C&A) and C](BA) are the values of C'4 and Cp for
the bipartition A. Analogously, we obtain the condition
for genuine multipartite two-way steering (Definition 1)

from Eq. as
(Au)(Av) > min min{C™,cMy. (22)

The definition used in Eq. with respect to the un-
trusted sites [ and m is along the lines introduced by
Svetlichny [II] and Collins et al. [55], in relation to gen-
uine tripartite nonlocality. There is no assumption of
locality made between the two systems, [ and m, and in-
deed the combined bipartite system denoted Im may be
nonlocal. The Svetlichny model corresponds to Eq.
but without the assumption of a trusted quantum state
for k, and is referred to as a bilocal model.

E. Discussion of definitions

Recent analyses indicate that for consistency with op-
erational definitions of genuine multipartite nonlocal-
ity, a weaker definition of genuine tripartite nonlocality
corresponding to a stricter subset of models is prefer-
able [50, BI], [56]. This definition takes into account no-
signaling and time ordering between measurements made



by the untrusted parties. While this is an important is-
sue that may lead to more sensitive criteria, we do not
address this in this paper. We derive criteria sufficient to
negate the Svetlichny-type models (Eq. ), noting that
such criteria will also be sufficient to rule out the stricter
subset.

Other definitions may also become applicable, where
we anticipate that for future applications, there is a strat-
egy for trust that means not all LHS models will be rele-
vant. A question relevant to secret sharing applications is
whether the steering of at least one of the single systems
requires all of the remaining N — 1 parties. Following
[54], this value N — 1 is called the depth of steering par-
ties. It can be shown that genuine N-partite steering
as given by Definition 1 is a necessary condition for N
systems to have a depth of steering parties of NV — 1.

If we anticipate application of the steerable states
to scenarios with N = 3 where there will always be
at least two trusted sites among three, then the rele-
vant LHS models that describe separability for the sys-
tem are (kQ) — (IQ)m, (kQ) — l(mQ) and k — (ImQ)
(k =1,2,3). Since negation of (kQ) — Im implies nega-
tion of (kQ) — (mQ)l and (kQ) — m(IQ), we see that
the negation of Eq. will imply negation of all these
LHS models, based on two trusted sites. Hence, the cri-
teria derived in this paper according to Definition 1 will
negate this type of genuine tripartite steering. This is
useful, for example, if there are two fixed trusted sites
on a network. Definitions based on sites with fixed trust
have been given in [39].

More generally, the Definition 1 for genuine N-partite
steering will negate all LHS models (and convex com-
binations), where N — 1 of the subsystems are trusted.
However, if we restrict to just one trusted site on a net-
work, we would wish to negate the LHS models kQ —Im,
k—(1Q)m and k—I(m(Q). This then requires Definition 3.
The criteria derived in this paper according to Definition
1 do not detect this type of genuine tripartite steering.

It is also possible to consider negation of the LHS mod-
els (and convex mixtures of them) relevant to secret shar-
ing: k@ — Im. This is where one does not trust the two
collaborating (steering) parties [ and m, which gives the
alternative definition (Definition 2) of genuine tripartite
steering, referred to in [28]. The criteria derived in this
paper will negate all such models, and therefore confirm
genuine tripartite steering according to this earlier defi-
nition, which we call Definition 2.

Definition 3 gives a strict definition of genuine N-
partite steering. In the tripartite case, this implies to
negate the model k — (IQ)m, since the bipartite system
composed of systems [ and m (where only [ is trusted)
can show steering. The Definition 1 of genuine N-partite
steering does mot negate this model, and hence may not
exclude that there is steering among N — 1 subsystems.
Criteria for genuine tripartite steering with the Definition
3 will also be presented in this paper, in Section III.D.

F. Steering, security against an eavesdropper, and
the EPR paradox

One may demonstrate the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen
(EPR) paradox [22] if we are able to select two observ-

ables O% and OF of B, such that [36]
Sap<1. (23)

Here Sy = A(wa — O%)A(pa — OF) and x4 and pa
are observables for system A, such that the uncertainty
relation gives AzsApa > 1. The observables Of and
O§ are general, although in this paper, we will use linear
combinations of quadrature phase amplitudes. The con-
dition is also sufficient to demonstrate steering of system
A, by the steering parties of a distinct system B [24] [25].
Consider v and v as defined in Eq. , where we have
three systems identified as k, [ and m, so that i =1,2,3
corresponds to ¢ = k,I,m. Let hy = gr = 1. Denoting
the values of u and v in this case by uy and vg, so that

U = T + hxy + T,
Uk = Dk + iDL+ GmPm (24)

then an inference variance product is defined
Sk\lm = AukAvk . (25)

Here we use the notation S instead of S, to make clear
we have specified the observables O% and O% to be used
by the steering parties. The violation of the inequality

Sklim > 1 (26)

then implies an Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) para-
dox, where the “elements of reality” referred to in the
EPR argument relate to the system k. This constitutes
a steering of system k by the systems [ and m, because
the local hidden state model of Eq. is falsified. This
condition is readily generalized to N systems.

In the set-up to measure Sy, < 1, the observers at the
combined systems [ and m are in some way (either alone
or together) making measurements at their sites, in order
to predict or infer the results of measurements made by
an observer of system k. An EPR steering paradox is
obtained when the errors in the inference, given by Auy,
and Awvg, have a product that goes below the value of
the Heisenberg uncertainty bound for system k, because
a local state with these variances in z; and pi is not
possible according to quantum mechanics.

Full tripartite steering inseparability is a necessary
condition for genuine tripartite steering and is the key
to some important applications. We consider a quantum
secret sharing scenario, where two observers 2 and 3 col-
laborate to infer the result of a measurement of the spin
of a third party, 1 for the purpose of sharing a secret
key [6l 35, O9HIOT]. The observers later collaborate via
public channels, to confirm for entanglement between the
groups, thus determining if there has been intervention



by an eavesdropper. Extra security is possible, if steer-
ing of the third system by the two parties 2 and 3 is
confirmed [28]. This is because then there are minimal
assumptions made about the steering parties, while the
station of the third party 1 is kept secure |27, 30].

Thus, if one is able to demonstrate that for certain
states there is steering across all bipartitions, we have
a system that can be used for this purpose in a sym-
metrical fashion among the different observers and sites.
Tripartite steering inseparability does not necessarily en-
sure however that the steering cannot be generated by
mixing states where there is steering between just two
parties (refer to [48, 49| for similar discussions in rela-
tion to entanglement). The desirable feature to ensure
that two observers are required to observe the steering,
as opposed to one, can be confirmed for a particular bi-
partition, in principle, by negating steering of the third
party 1 by 2 (or 3) [102].

G. Sum inequalities

Previous papers on multipartite entanglement have
considered inequalities involving the sum of the vari-
ances, (Au)? + (Av)?, where v and v are defined by Eq.
[10]. Such sum criteria can be derived from the above
Criteria 1 and 2, using that 22 4+ y2 > 2zy for all real
and y. Specifically, if the Criterion involving the prod-
ucts is of the form AuAv > I where [ is an expression
involving g; and h;, then we obtain the criterion

(Au)? + (Av)?

2
for the sum of the variances. We see however from this
relation that the violation of sum criterion Eq. will

always imply violation of the product inequality AuAv >
I

> AulAv > T (27)

III. CRITERIA FOR CONTINUOUS VARIABLE
TRIPARTITE STEERING

A. Single inference inequalities

For concreteness, we consider three systems and use
the results of the previous section to obtain product in-
equalities for the certification of genuine tripartite steer-
ing. One may define the linear combination [I0]

u = hi1x1 + hoxo + hyxs
v = g1p1 + g2p2 + g3p3 (28)

where h; and g; (j = 1,2, 3) are real numbers. We note
that the phase of the quadratures z; and p; can be ad-
justed independently at each site and we may also define,
for example:

u' = hizy — hops + haxs
v' = gip1 + 922 + g3p3 - (29)

Assuming the Heisenberg uncertainty relation Az;Ap; >
1 for each j = 1,2, 3, the separability assumption of Eq.
written as (k,I,m € {1,2,3} and k # 1 # m)

Pim.k = Z Prpty, 0Pho (30)
R
implies [49]
AulAv > |hegi| + |higi + hmgm] - (31)
Similarly, based on the uncertainty relation

A (_h2p2 + hmxm) A (g2x2 + gmpm) > |92h2 + gmhm|7
the separability assumption implies [49]

AU AV > |hggr| + [higi + hnGm] - (32)

This brings us to inequalities for steering.
Lemma 1: Violation of

Aulv > |gphy] (33)

implies EPR steering of system k by the systems [ and
m. The violation of

AulAv > |gihy + gmhm| (34)

implies EPR steering of systems [ and m, by system k.
The violation of the inequality

AuAv > min {|grhk|, |g9ihi + gmbhm|} (35)

thus implies two-way EPR steering across the bipartition
A|B where A = {k} and B = {I,m}. Here, l # k #m
and I, k,m € {1,2,3}. In the steering of system k, the
observers of the combined systems [ and m infer values
for the x; and pi of system k, in order to violate the
inequality Eq. . In the steering of combined systems [
and m, the observer at k infers values for the h;z;+h,, T.m
and ¢;p; + gmpm of the combined systems [ and m, in
order to violate the inequality Eq. . The two-way
steering can be established by selecting different values
of g; and h; for each direction of steering. However, here,
we are interested to rule out all bipartitions with a single
inequality. In this way, one can immediately also rule
out the mixtures associated with different bipartitions
and LHS models, and hence deduce genuine tripartite
steering. We note the same result will apply to v’ and v’
defined by Eq. .

Proof: The proof of the Lemma follows from Eq.
taking C4 = |grhe| and Cp = |gihi + gmhm|. O

Now we arrive at conditions sufficient for genuine tri-
partite steering, using Definition 1 of Section I1.D.

Criterion 1. Violation of the inequality

S3 = AulAv> min{|glh1| , |g2ha + g3hs|,
|92ha2l , |g1h1 + g3hs],
lgshal, [g1h1 + 92h2|} (36)



is sufficient to confirm full two-way tripartite steering in-
separability and also to confirm genuine tripartite steer-
ing. An identical result holds for Au’Av’. The proof
follows from Lemma 1 and Eq. . O

Letting g1 = hy = 1 and g2 = —hy = 1/V/2, g3 =
—h3 =1/ \/5, Criterion 1 implies that observation of

(37)

is sufficient to confirm genuine tripartite steering. This
inequality has been used previously to certify genuine tri-
partite steering, in the work of [28] 38| 49]. The definition
of genuine tripartite steering in those works however was
based on Definition 2 (refer Section I1.D). The results of
this paper show that the inequality Eq. (and the
associated criterion for the sum of the variances, see Eq.
(27))) also implies the stronger genuine tripartite steering,
defined according to Definition 1 (Section I1.D). Gener-
ally, where |gih; + gmhm| > |grhi|, Criterion 1 reduces
to AuAv > min {|g1h1]|, |g2h2]|, |gshs|}, which equates to
that derived using the Definition 2.
Criterion 2. Violation of the inequality

S3 = AuAv> min{max{|glh1\ ,|g2ha + g3hsl|},
max{|g2ha|, [g1h1 + g3hs|},

max{lgshs|,lgih1 +gahal} ) (38)
is sufficient to confirm full tripartite steering inseparabil-
ity. The proof is given as for Eq. . O

B. Average-variance inequalities

The above approach uses a single inequality to confirm
N-partite steering, and hence there is no optimization of
the gains g;, h; for each bipartition. Another approach
introduced in [28] is to take averages over the variances
associated with each bipartition, thus allowing one to
individually optimize gains for each bipartition. The ap-
proach also allows one to see that if it is possible to show
sufficient steering of each system k = 1, 2, 3, so that each
of the EPR variances Sy, becomes sufficiently small,
then genuine tripartite steering must follow.

This brings us to the following criterion to certify gen-
uine tripartite steering.

Criterion 3: We define

Skjim = ATk + hie g2 + P m@m) A(Pr + gkapr + Gr,mPm)
(39)

where the hy i, hr.m, gk and gi ., are real constants.
Here, | # k # m and [, k,m € {1,2,3}. Violation of the
following inequality will certify genuine tripartite steering

among the three systems:

S1)23 + S2j13 + Sgj12 > min(1, |g2,1ho1 + g2,3h2 3],
lgs.2hs.2 + g31h3 1],

lg1,2h1,2 + 91,3h13]) - (40)

Provided |gi.1hk,i + gk.mhe.m| > 1, for each k where k #
I # m, this simplifies to the inequality

S1j23 + S2j13 + S3j12 > 1. (41)
Proof: We consider that the system is described by mix-
tures of the type

Pmiz = Pip1g—23 + P p1-(230)
+P;p2g-13 + Py pa_(130)

+P3p3q-12 + P5' p3—(120) ; (42)

where we use the abbreviated notation for LHS mixtures,
given in Section II. Here, P;, P}/ and Pj are probabili-
ties, such that P, = P, + P/ and P, + P, + P; = 1.
Using Definition 1 of Section II.D for genuine tripartite
steering, we wish to negate all such models p;,;,. First,
we note that if Sy, < 1, we certify steering of system
k (Lemma 1). If Sk|lm < |gk,lhk,l +gk,mhk,m|, then we
certify steering of the combined systems Im. This is be-
cause the LHS models (denoted py_(mqg) and prg—im)
associated with that bipartition k — Im imply Sy, > 1
and Si k. > |91 + gmhum|, respectively. More generally,
each LHS model associated with the bipartition k — Im
implies

Skjim = min {1, [gx ihii + grmbeml} - (43)

This is also true if for any particular k& we define

Skjim = AT — hieapr + hieom T ) AP + g1 + Gr,mPm)
(44)

or as

Sklim = ATk — geapt + GrymPm) A(=pr + hi 120 + P m®m)
(45)

as we see from the results of Egs. (29) and . Abbre-
viating the notation to define Sy = Sj|i,,, we assume the
system is described by and we use Eq. . We see
that the value of S; would be taken as the average over
the three different bipartitions k — Im, and similarly for
So and S3, which leads to the inequality

S1+ 82+ 853 > P1S11+ PaSi2 + P3S13
+P1S21 4+ PaSo0 4+ P3Sa 3

+P1S31+ P2S3 9+ P3Ss3. (46)

Here, we denote Sy as the value of Sy for the bipar-
tition k — Im. The system will be in a given bipartition
with a fixed probability, P;. Recognizing each Sy 1, to be
positive, we can therefore write

S1+4 S2+ 855> P1S11+ PaSo o+ P3Sss.  (47)



If the system is in the bipartition labelled 1, i.e. the bi-
partition 1 — 23, then S7 ;1 > min(1, |g1,2h1,2 + g1,301.3]).
Applying the conditions on the Si  from Lemma 1, this
becomes

St + Sa + S3 > Prmin(1, [g1,2h1 2 + g1,3h1,3])
+P, min(1, |g2,1h2,1 + g2,3h2 3])
+Ps;min(1,|g32hs 2 + g3,1h3.1])

(48)
which leads to
S1+ 8o+ 53> min(1, |g2,1ho1 + g2,3h2.3],
|93,2h3.2 + g3,1h3,1] ,
|g91,2h1.2 + g1,3h1 3]) - (49)

We note that provided | gk 1hk i + gk mPk.m| > 1, the LHS
bipartition k — Im implies S > 1. Here we use that for
the bipartition k — Im, for both LHS models Si, > 1,
provided |gk bkt + GkmPrm| > 1. O

The above Criterion 3 justifies the use of

S1+ 852+ 855 >1 (50)

where we take |gx 1Pk 1 + Gr,mhik.m| > 1 for each k. The
condition S7 + Ss + S3 < 1 was stated as sufficient to
detect genuine tripartite steering in [28], based on the
Definition 2 of genuine tripartite steering. We now see
that this condition also holds as a criterion, according to
the stricter Definition 1 used in this paper.

We note that the phases of u and v can be adjusted ac-
cording to Eq. and Egs. or . To be explicit,
in Section V.A.4 we will define 1|23 and S3/12 according
to Eq. (44) and Sy)13 according to Eq. (45]). Criterion 3
also applies for this choice of phase. It is also possible to
extend Criterion 3, by deriving an inequality that keeps
more terms at the step Eq. in the derivation. How-
ever, this gave no advantage for the states examined in
this paper (refer Supplemental Materials).

C. Van Loock-Furusawa-type steering criteria

The work of van Loock and Furusawa motivated ex-
perimental measurements of sums of variances, which
enabled detection of genuine multipartite entanglement.
The application to steering of these inequalities was con-
sidered by Teh and Reid [49], using Definition 2 for gen-
uine multipartite steering. We are thus motivated to ex-
amine these criteria using the stricter Definition 1.

In their paper [10], van Loock and Furusawa consider
quantities

B = [A(z1 — 22)]° 4 [A(py + p2 + gsps)]?
Bir = [A(zz — x3)]° + [A(g1p1 + p2 + p3))°
B = [A(zy — 23)]> + [A(p1 + g2p2 + p3))?

(51)

defined for arbitrary real parameters g1, go and g3. They
consider the biseparable bipartitions denoted prg_(m@)
in our notation, for which the following uncertainty rela-
tion holds

AulAv > |hegi| + |higi + hmgm] - (52)

They then use Eq. , to show that inequality By > 4
is implied by both the biseparable states p(13)g.2¢ and
P(23Q),1Q> Which assume separability between systems 1
and 2. Similarly, a second inequality Byy > 4 is implied
by the biseparable states p(130),2¢ and p(12¢g),3qQ, While a
third inequality By > 4 follows from biseparable states
p(120),3@ and p3g),1g- Van Loock and Furusawa de-
rived a condition for full tripartite inseparability, based
on the violation of two of the above inequalities.

Here, we will prove a similar result for steering. We
follow [49] and define the product inequalities that were
used for multipartite entanglement

St = A(xy — 22)A(p1 + p2 + g3p3)
Srr = A(xe — x3)A(g1p1 + p2 + p3)
Srir = Az — 23)A(p1 + g2p2 + p3) - (53)

First, following the proofs of [10] and [49], we note that
the inequality S; > 2 is implied by the biseparable states
associated with bipartitions 13 — 2 and 23 — 1. Similarly,
the second inequality S7; > 2 is implied by the bisepara-
ble states associated with bipartitions 13 — 2 and 12 — 3;
and the third inequality S;;; > 2 by separable states
over bipartitions 12 — 3 and 23 — 1. This means that the
violation of any two of the inequalities S; > 2, Sy; > 2
and Syr; > 2 is sufficient to prove full tripartite insepa-
rability.

We now extend the result for tripartite steering.

Criterion 4: The violation of any two of the inequal-
ities

Sr>1,51>1,8412>1, (54)

implies full tripartite two-way steering inseparability.

Proof: Here, we use the results with hg = 0, h; =
g1 = go = 1 and hy = —1 to show that the LHS model
P10p23 and pypa3q implies Sy > 1, and similarly the LHS
models pagp13 and papi3,o imply

Sr>1. (55)

This follows from Lemma 1: Considering bipartition
{k —im} where k = 1, 1 = 2 and m = 3, we find that
violation of the inequality AuAv > 1 implies two-way
steering across the bipartition {1 — 23}, and similarly
across bipartition {2 — 13}. Similarly, we see that LHS
models p3gpi12 and pspi2,¢ (and the LHS models pagpi3

and pap13,q) imply
Srr>1. (56)

The LHS models p3gpi12 and p3p12,0 (and the LHS mod-
els p1gp2s and p1p2s3 @) imply

S]][Z 1. (57)



Hence, if two inequalities are violated, all three biparti-
tions show two-way steering, and the result follows. [

Criterion 5: We confirm genuine tripartite steering,
if the inequality

Sr+ S+ Srr > 2 (58)

is violated.

Proof: For N = 3 parties, there are three bipartitions,
and three corresponding biseparable states pi 23, p213,
and p3 12 that we index by k£ = 1,2, 3 respectively. Con-
sider any mixture of the form Eq. (42). We consider
the three types of bipartitions, grouping the two asso-
ciated LHS models together. We use that for mixtures
Prmiz = D Prp™) | the result Eq. follows, where here
the subscript denotes that the averages are over the state
pU). We can then write

St > P1Srq + PaSre + P3Sr 3
> PS4+ PS> P+ Py (59)

where here we define Sy 1 as the expected value of St for
the bipartition pg ;», with probability Pj. This uses that
we know from the proof of Criterion 4 above that both
of the LHS models pi1gp23 and pip23g with bipartition
k = 1 will satisfy S; > 1, and also Sy;; > 1. Similarly,
both LHS models p2gp13 and p2pi3,¢g satisfy Sy > 1 and
Srr > 1, and both LHS models p3gp12 and p3pi2,¢g satisfy
Srr > 1 and Sy > 1. Hence, for any mixture S; >
P1+P2. Similarly, S]] Z P2+P3 and S]]] Z P1+P3.
Then we see that since 22:1 P, =1, for any mixture it
must be true that Sy + Sy + Srr > 2. O

Immediately, from the result Eq. , one arrives at
the corresponding Criteria for the original van Loock-
Furusawa inequalities, involving summations. We choose
to write these explicitly, in the event this may be use-
ful, because the quantities have been experimentally re-
ported.

Criterion 4b: The violation of any two of the in-
equalities

Br>2,Brr >2,Brr > 2, (60)

implies full tripartite two-way steering. The proof follows
from Criterion 4 and the result Eq. .

Criterion 5b: We confirm genuine tripartite steering,
if the inequality

Br+Bir+ B >4 (61)

is violated, where By > 2, By > 2 and Byj; > 2 are the
van Loock-Furusawa steering inequalities, Eq. . The
proof follows from Criterion 5 and the result Eq. .

This result confirms the validity of the criteria given
as (35) and Result (4) stated in [49] and [28] respectively
(based on Definition 2), for the Definition 1, used in this
paper.

We also note criteria involving just two of the van
Loock-Furusawa inequalities. These inequalities are an
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adaption of the similar criterion derived for entanglement
in [48, 49].

Criterion 5c: We can confirm genuine tripartite
steering, if with g; = go = g3 = 1 the inequality

Sr+Smr<1 (62)

is satisfied (or St + Srrr < 1, or Sir+ Sprr < 1).
Proof: This follows from the proof of Criterion 5.
Criterion 6c: We can confirm genuine tripartite
steering, if with g3 = go = g3 = 1 the inequality

B+ Bir<?2 (63)

is satisfied (or By + Brrr < 2, or Brr + By < 2).
Proof: This follows from Criterion 5c.

D. Strict genuine tripartite steering: Definition 3

We now give criteria for the stricter definition of gen-
uine tripartite steering, discussed in Section II.E. This
definition allows the inference of genuine tripartite steer-
ing with only one trusted site, and negates all LHS mod-
els that allow steering among two parties.

Criterion 7: We confirm genuine tripartite steering
by Definition 3, if either of the following inequalities is
violated with g; =1 (i = 1,2, 3):

S+ Sir+ S > 2 (64)

or Br + By + Byrr > 4. Similarly, we conclude genuine
tripartite steering by Definition 3 if any one of S;+ Sy >
1, Sir+ S > 1, Sg+ Siir > 1 (or By + Brp > 2 or
Brr+ Brrr > 2, B+ By > 2) is violated, with ¢g; = 1
(i=1,2,3).

Proof: For N = 3 parties, there are three biparti-
tions, and three corresponding biseparable states pq 23,
p2.13, and psz 12 that we index by k = 1,2,3 respec-
tively. For Definition 3, the relevant LHS models for
p1,23 (k= 1) are p1gpa3, p1p2(3q) and p1p(2q)s; and sim-
ilarly for each k¥ = 2 and 3. As for the proof of Cri-
terion 5, we consider any convex mixture of these LHS
states pmiz = > Pop™ where Pop™ = Py prqpim +
P 1pkPQym + Prm Prpim@) and Py g+ P i+ Prem = P,
> x P =1, with each P, ; > 0. From Eq. (31), the un-
certainty relation for pxQpum)q is

AulAv > |hkgk| + |hlgl + hmgm‘ . (65)

For pigpas, using hy = 1, hy = —1, hy = 0 and g1 =
g2 = g3 = 1, the relation becomes

A(xy — 22)A(pyr + p2 +p3) > [hagi| =1, (66)

implying S; > 1. For p1p(2q)3, using hy = 1, hy = —1,
hs =0 and g = go = g3 = 1, we see that

Az — 22)A(p1 4+ p2 + p3) > |hage| =1 (67)



i.e. St > 1. However, for p1pa3q), using hy =1, hy =1,
hs=0and g1 =g = g3 =1,

Az — 22)A(p1 + p2 + p3) > |hags| =0 (68)

i.e. St > 0. Proceeding similarly, for p1gp23, using hy =
1, hg=—1, hy =0and g1 = go = g3 = 1,

Az — 23)A(p1 + p2 +p3) > |higi] (69)

ie. Srr > 1. Continuing, we find for pip2q)s that
Srrr > 0; and for p1py3g) that Srrr > 1. Proceeding
similarly, for pigp23, using ho =1, hs = —1, hy =0 and
g1 = g2 = g3 = 1, we see from

A(zy — x3)A(p1 + p2 +p3) > |higi] (70)

that Srr > 0. For pi1paq)3, we find S;r > 1; and for
P1P2(3Q), We see that Syrp > 1. In summary: for pigpas
and p1p2q)3, S1 = 1; for p1gp23 and p1pa3g), Siir > 1;
for p1p2g)3 and p1pa(3qg), Sir > 1.

Similarly, for pagp13 and p2p1g)3, Sr > 1; for pagp1s
and p2p1(3q), S11 > 1; for pepiqg)s and p2p13q), Siir >
1. For p3gpe1 and p3pagyi, Sir > 15 for p3gpoar and
p3p2(1Q), Strr > 1; for p3prgy and pspaiq), S > 1.
Hence, for p,iz, using that for mixtures the variance is
given according to Eq. , we find

Si>Pii+Piao+Po1+Pa+ Psa+ P3g

Sir>2Pio+Pig+Pas+ Poo+ Pss+ Pap
Siitr>Pii+Pis+Pos+Poy1+Pss+Psq. (T1)

Hence,

St + S+ S111 >22P 1 + 2P o + 2P 3
F2P 0+ 2P 1 + 2P 3
+2P33+2P3 0 +2P5 1 > 2.
(72)

The proof of the second inequality follows from Eq. .
We also see that

Sr+Sir>Pi1+2P2+Pis
F2P s+ Po1+ Po3
+P33+2P30+ P31 > 1, (73)

and similarly, S; + Syr;r > 1 and S;; + Sy;r > 1. The
results for the sum inequalities By, By; and Bjj; follow

from Eq. . O

IV. GENUINE N-PARTITE STEERABLE
STATES

We now give an analysis of how to generate and detect
genuine N-partite steering. We consider three types of
states that we refer to as the CV EPR, CV split squeezed
state and CV GHZ states. These are generated by a
network of N — 1 beam splitters, using two, one and N
squeezed-vacuum input states, respectively.

11
A. CV EPR state

We begin with the CV EPR state. This state has
been used to generate genuine tripartite entanglement
[60], and can be generated following the schemes sug-
gested in [I0, 49]. The set-up for N = 3 is illustrated in
Figure (I We will show that the schemes also produce a
genuinely N-partite steerable state that can be detected
using Criterion 1, derived in the previous section.

a2
aj
Ry

M BS
. o 7Bs
i

(in)
f “ ®
-—
Squeezed
p Vacuum state

vacuum state

Squeezed
vacuum state

Figure 1. Generation of the tripartite-entangled CV EPR
state. The configuration uses two squeezed-vacuum inputs
a{™ and a{™, and two beam splitters (BS) with reflectivi-
ties R1 = Rp = 1/2. The z; and p; are the two orthogonal
quadrature-phase amplitudes of the spatially separated opti-
cal modes, denoted by a; (i =1,2,3).

Two orthogonally squeezed inputs are placed through
a 50/50 beam splitter BS1, to produce EPR entangled
fields with boson operators a; and a} at the two outputs.
We show this by writing the output fields as

= VRia{™ + \/Tral™
Tal™ — \/Rial™ (74)

where R; + T = 1, R; being the reflectivity of the beam
(in) (in)

splitter, and a; ~ and as ~ are the inputs to the beam

splitter (Figure 1). This gives al = VRia1 + VT1d)
and a(m VvTia1 + VR a2. Thus VTizy — VRiah =

(m) and v/ Rip1 +T1ph = ) where zj, x’; and pj, p;
are the quadratures of the ﬁelds aj, a respectlvely, and

(in) (in gy

z; "’ and p;  are the quadratures of the field a
( n)

): —2r

the input a; ™ is a squeezed input with A2z (m e ",

then

\/>a: (m =e 2" (75)

where we use the notation A%z = (Ax)? to simplify the
use of brackets. If the input a!"™

A2p§m) = e~ 2", then

A*(y/Ripy+ VTipy) = 72 (76)

Tz —

is squeezed in p, so that



Choosing Ry = %, these fields satisfy

A?(xy — xh) = 2e72"
A%(p1 +ph) = 27" (77)
where x; and p; are the quadratures associated with each
mode a;. Entanglement is detected when [103]

Azy = 21)A(pr +p1) <2, (78)

implying the fields to be entangled for all 7 > 0.
More generally, to investigate the EPR steering corre-
lations as in [36], we find

A?(z1 — gu s7h) = g;s(TleQT + Rie™ ") 4+ Rie* + Tye "
-2 RlTlgzys(ezr —e )
which is minimum for

/R1T1(82r _ 8—27")
(T162T+R1672r) :

9z,s = (79)

Similarly,
A (p1+ gp,sPh) = 9o o(Tre™>" + R1€®") + Rie™ " + Tye”
—2v/ R Tigp s (e* —e )

which is minimum for

/RlTl (€QT _ 6—27")

= 80
Ip, (Rye?" + The ) =0
This gives
2 ! L
A% (xy — gac,st) = (1 — R1> €2 + Rie~2r
1

(81)

AXpr+ gp.aps) = Rie + (1—Ry)e2 "
For all values of beam splitter reflectivity R;, there is
EPR steering whenever r > 0, and perfect EPR corre-
lation as the variances become zero, as 1 — oo. The
optimal EPR steering product as defined by Eq. for
the two output modes is

So = Sijp = AutAvy = A(xy — g s25) A1 + gp,sp('g) :
82
where here for Eq. we identify hy = —g, s and
g2 = gp,s- We plot Sy in Figure [2] for the optimal choice
of gains g, s and g, s, for various values of reflectivity
R;. One may prove by differentiation that the optimal
choice to minimize Sy is Ry = 1/2. The optimal steering
product then becomes

1

S, = = AuAvy = ———
2 = 512 uIAv = oo (83)
for optimal gains given by

9z.s = gp,s = tanh 2r (84)

In Figure |3 we plot the optimal gains versus 7.
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Figure 2. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV EPR state:
The plots shows the optimal steering parameter Sy defined in
Egs. (82) and as a function of the squeezing parameter
r and for different reflectivities R;. Steering of system 1 is
obtained when Sy = Sy g2, 3 < 1. It is evident that genuine
N-partite steering is obtained for sufficiently large r, implying
mutual steering between all subsystems, as given by Criterion

1b and Eq. .

1.5
1,
-
S = —_——— =
_ -
:’ //
051 g —_—R =1/2
’ Ri=1/3
4 - =1
..... R =2/3
0 ‘ ‘ ‘
0 0.5 1 1.5 2

Figure 3. Optimal gains: The gains g, s required for the
steering in Figure [2[ as given by Eq. , as a function of
the squeezing parameter r for different reflectivities Ry. The
plots for g, s as in Eq. , are obtained on replacing R
Wlth Tl.

As shown in [I0] 49], to produce tripartite entangled
fields, the field 2 is then split using a beam splitter la-

belled BS2, with a vacuum input agi"), to give two new

outputs as = (v Raah + \/Tgaém)) and ag = (VTzah —
\/Rgagm)), where Ry + T» = 1. The set-up for N = 3 is
shown in Figure We see that a))y = v/Raas + vThas.
Thus

Ty =/ Roxo + \/El‘zg

!
2
Py =/ Ropa + \/Tops (85)



where z; and p; are the quadratures of the field a;. Tak-
ing Ry = %, from Eq. we see that A?(x; — ﬁ(lﬁz +

x3)) = 2¢~2" and AQ(pl—&—%(pz +p3)) = 272", implying
that the variances are zero for large r. The output fields
satisfy the condition

Al - %@:2 +23))A(pr + %@2 tpa) <1 (86)

for genuine tripartite entanglement given by equation
(17) of [49], with equal gains for the second and third
modes. The product becomes zero, indicating maximum
EPR entanglement, in the limit of large r.

However, we are interested to examine the tripartite
EPR steering. On taking Ry = %, from Eq. we see
on substituting Eq. that

2 o gat,s _ ]-
Al V2 (w2 +3)) = cosh 2r
1
A%(py + 2 - .
(p1 + NG (P2 +p3)) = — = (87)

Hence the steering product defined by Eq. for the
three output modes becomes

1
cosh 2r

Sg = 51‘23 = AulAvl = (88)

where here for Eq. we identify ho = hg = —gw)s/\/i
and g2 = g3 = gp.s/V/2. There is steering of system 1
for all values of r, as we see by examining the steering
condition Eq. . We will also see that Criterion 1 for
genuine tripartite steering is satisfied for r > 0.76.
Continuing, it is possible to select the reflectivities of
the string of beam splitters so that x} = ﬁ(zy_l )
and p), = ﬁ(zg\hl p;). In this case, on substituting in

K2

Eq. , we obtain

1
AQ(.'I:l — ﬁ(fﬂQ + x3 + mN)) = 26_2r
1
A (pr + ——=(p2 +p3 + .. =2e 2. (89
(pl m(pQ p3 pN)) € ( )

The criterion

1
SN—AUAU<N71, (90)
defined for v and v with g1 = h; = 1 and g; = ¢g and
h; = h for ¢ > 1, is sufficient to confirm genuine N-
partite entanglement, as shown in [10} [49]. This criterion
is clearly satisfied for large 7.
To analyze genuine N-partite steering, we use Eq.
to obtain

Ja,s 1
A? _— . =
(1 vN -1 (2 + 73+ 7)) cosh 2r
p,s 1
A2 —IBS . = . 91
(p1 + N—l(p2 +p3+..0N)) p—r (91)
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Hence the steering product as defined by Eq. for the
N output modes becomes

Sy = S1|{2,,.,N} = AuAvy = (92)

cosh 2r

where here for Eq. (25) we identify for ¢ > 1 that
hi = —gzs/VN —1 and ¢g; = gps/VN —1. There is
steering of system 1 for all values of r, as we see by ex-
amining the steering condition Eq. . We also see that
the Criterion 1 as extended for genuine N-partite steer-
ing below is satisfied for large r. We consider the state
created by selecting for the beam splitters, Ry_; = 1/2,
Ry_o = %, Ry_, = i for r < N — 1, as explained
in [10, 49], with R; = 1/2. The state produced shows
genuine N-partite steering.

o
®

e
[
T

S\ (N - 1) /|g:z;sgp.s
~

o
o
T

Figure 4. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV EPR state:
The value of Sy divided by the bound |gz,sgp,s|/ (N — 1) as
provided in Criterion 1b, for the CV EPR state. The ana-
lytical expression for Sy and the optimal gains ¢,s and gp,s
are given by Eq. . When the value is less than 1, there
is genuine N-partite steering according to Criterion 1b, given

by Eq. .

The Criterion 1 can be generalized to N parties, to
give the following criterion.

Criterion 1b: Selecting u1 = x1 + h(xa + 3 + ..xN)
and v1 = p1+9g(p2+ps—+..pN), we see that the correspond-
ing gains for the Criterion 1 are gy = hy =1 and g; = g
and h; = h (i > 1). Since 0 < g, —h < 1, one simultane-
ously confirms two-way steering along all bipartitions if
with this choice of u and v, one can confirm

Sy = Au;Avg
< min{1, [(N = 1)ghl; lghl, [1 + (N — 2)gh};
12gh|, [1+ (N — 3)ghl;[3ghl, 1 + (N — 4)gh[; ...;
[+ gL, (N = 2)ghl: [1 +2gh], |(N = 3)ghl; .|

< min{|ghl, |1 = (V = 2)lghll} (93)



9p,s L — 9z,s
vt and h VN-17 59

\/%($2 +x3 + .xy) and v; = p1 +
= (p2 + ps + ..pw), this reduces to

Where the gains are g; =

that u; = 21 —

N -2
9z,s9p,s 1 _ gx,sgzms} :

-1’ N -1
(94)
This inequality therefore gives a criterion for genuine N-

partite steering. With the optimal choice of gains, the

. . 2
inequality becomes Sy < f2ph2r

is greater.

For the choice of gains g, s and g, s given by Egs. (79)
and that optimize for steering of system 1, the value
of Sy is plotted in Figure 2] The criterion Sy < 1 is
clearly satisfied for all » > 0, and as r — oo, Sy — 0,
implying maximal EPR steering of system 1. Using the
expressions in Eq. and the inequality Eq. , the
corresponding condition on r for genuine N-partite steer-
ing according to Criterion 1b with this choice of gains is
given by

Sy = AuiAvy < mln{

, since the second term

1 tanh? 2r
N-1"~

(95)
which is satisfied for r > 0.76 for N = 3. The
normalized value given by Sy divided by the bound
|92,59p,s|/ (N —1) is plotted in Figure The min-
imum squeezing parameter required to show genuine
steering according to Eq.  (95) satisfies cosh2r >
(V=D VQ(N_1)2+4. We note that it is likely genuine N-
partite steering can be detected for smaller r values if the
gains are chosen to optimize the inequality, rather than
to optimize for the steering of system 1.

SN = Sz, N} = Au Aoy = —— o

B. CV split squeezed state

Genuine N-partite entanglement and steering can
also be generated from a network with just one single
squeezed-state vacuum input (Figure[5]). This is possible
because the two outputs of a beam splitter with a single
squeezed vacuum input are EPR correlated [36]. A high
degree of squeezing r is required for the input however,
in order to generate a feasible amount of multipartite
entanglement.

We calculate the steering correlations explicitly. We
first consider the bipartite steering created where one
squeezed input is placed through a beam splitter BS1

with inputs a( ™ and a2 . This produces EPR entan-
gled fields Wlth boson operators a; and af at the two
outputs. Using the procedure from Section IV.A, if a(zm)

. n
is a vacuum then A2$( )

=1, implying
VRizh) =A%™ =1, (96)

If agm) is squeezed in p, so that AQp(lm) — e~

A*(v/Rapr + VTipy) = e (97)

Tz —

27 we have
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Choosing Ry = %, these fields satisfy

AQ(.Tl - xé) =2
A2(p1 +ph) = 2e72" (98)

where x; and p; are the quadratures associated with
each mode a;. Entanglement is detected when A(x; —
))A(p1 + p}) < 2 [103] so that the fields are entangled
for all » > 0.

az
ay

Ry

BS
. o /s =
alim

f ’ @
LP Vacuum state Vacuum state

Figure 5. Generation of the tripartite-entangled CV split
squeezed state. The configuration uses a single squeezed-
vacuum input a(m) and two beam splitters (BS) with reflec-
tivities R1 = 1/2 and R2 = 1/2. The z; and p; are the two
orthogonal quadrature-phase amplitudes of the spatially sep-
arated optical modes ¢ (i = 1,2, 3).

Squeezed
vacuum state

We next examine the EPR steering between the two
modes. For arbitrary R;, we obtain

A?(21 — gp.sth) = gfms(TlezT +R1)+ R +T
RlTlgz,s(eQT —1) (99)
which is minimum for

gy, = YUILE — ) RiTi(e* — 1) (100)
e (Tve* + Ry)
Similarly,

A2(p1 + gpsph) = o (Tie ™ + Ry) + Rie” > + T}

2V RiT1gp,s(1 — e %) (101)
which is minimum for
VRITI(1—e 2
g = YOI Z ) (102)
(Rl + Tie )
This gives
eQ'r
Az(zl — Gy5Th) = (103)

(1 — R1>62T +R1 ’
which implies that for r = 0, A?(z1 — g, s25) = 1. Simi-
larly,

€—2r

R1 + (]. - R1)672r ’

A% (p1 + gpspPh) = (104)



which is 1 for = 0 and for large r becomes 0. This
is true for all values of reflectivity R;. Hence, the opti-
mal steering product Sy = A(z1 — s, s5)A(P1 — gp,sP5)
defined by Eq. for the two output modes is given by

1

S2=(95)* = .
2= (S2) 14+ 4Ry (1 — Ry)sinh?r

(105)

As long as Ry # 0, So — 0 for large r.
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Figure 6. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV SS state:
The plots shows the optimal steering parameter S defined in
Eqgs. and as a function of the squeezing parameter
r and for different reflectivities R;. Steering of system 1 is
obtained when Sy = Syj(2,...n} < 1. It is evident that genuine
N-partite steering is obtained for sufficiently large r, implying
mutual steering between all subsystems, as given by Criterion
1b. The blue solid line is the result given by Eq. .
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Figure 7. Optimal gains: The gains g, s required for the
steering in Figure |§| as given in Eq. , as a function of
the squeezing parameter r, for different reflectivities R1. The
plots for g, s are obtained on replacing Ry with T1.

We plot the bipartite steering product S, in Figures
[6] and [7} versus r. One may prove by differentiation for
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each fixed r that the optimal choice to minimize Sy is
Ry =1/2, which gives

1— 6727‘
r,s — s = oo 106
Yas = Gps = T oo (106)
and
2
A2 — Yz,s 5) =
(Z‘1 Yz, $2) 1-’-6727’
26—27‘
2 AN
A% (p1 + gp,sp2) = 1te2r- (107)

This leads to So = ﬁ, indicating steering of system 1
for all r, as given by the steering condition Eq. (26). We
note that although S, vanishes for significantly large r,
the value of Sy remains close to 1 for the experimental
achievable set of squeezing parameters, » < 2. This is
particularly true where the reflectivity deviates from the
ideal value of Ry = 1/2.

To produce tripartite entangled fields, the field af
is then split using a beam splitter labelled B.S2, with

a vacuum input agm), to give two new outputs as =

(\/Rza’2+\/T2agm)) and az = (\/TQG&*\/RQGJL(;”)), where
Ry + T, =1, as above. This gives a}, = v/Roas + vVT2as.
Taking Ry = %, we see that

AQ(.’IJl — \/\/%(ZEQ +{)33)) = 1/T1

A%(py + \/\/2%(]92 +p3))=e¢ ¥/R;.

The product is e~2" /R1 Ty which for a given r minimizes
for Ry =T i.e. for Ry = % The output fields a1, as and
a3 satisfy the condition Eq. for genuine tripartite
entanglement, with equal gains for the second and third
modes.

Continuing, it is possible to select the reflectivities of
the string of beam splitters so that we obtain

(108)

1
A%(z) — —— (2 + 235+ . =2
(21 m( 2+ a3+ ..an))
1
A*(p1 + ——=(p2 +p3 + .. =2e%". (109
(p1 m(m b3 PN)) (109)
This is done by selecting for the beam splitters, Ry_1 =
1/2, Ry—2 = é, Ry_, = i for r < N —1, as explained
in [10, 49], with Ry = 1/2. The outputs satisfy the con-
dition for genuine N-partite entanglement given by Eq.
(90)-
Similarly, for the same string of beam splitters, we ob-
tain

Ja,s 2
A2 r — ——— (9o + 23+ .. =
(21 N1 1( 2+ 3 ~)) 05
R 2672r
A2(pl+ 9p,

(p2 +ps+.pn)) = m .

(110)

]



The value of the steering product defined by Eq. for
the IV output modes becomes

SN = Sl|{2,..,N} = AulAvl = (111)

coshr
There is steering of system 1 for all values of r, as we see
by examining the steering condition Eq. . A criterion
to reveal genuine N-partite steering is given by Criterion
1b, as above. The product Sy is plotted for the choice of
gains given by Egs. and in Figure @ These
gains are optimized to detect the steering of system 1
i.e. to minimize the value of Sy rather than to optimize
violation of the inequality of Criterion 1b. We see that
genuine N-partite steering is possible for sufficiently large
r, despite that only one squeezed vacuum state has been
used to generate the output fields. In order to achieve
the condition given by the Criterion 1b, we require

2e" |gz s9g s|
AulAv = 2Pl
e ) 2
This leads to the inequality cosh® 7 — (N — 1) coshr—1 <
0. For N = 3, this reduces to r > 1.53.

C. CV GHZ states

The CV GHZ state is generated by combining N
squeezed vacuum states at the inputs of the N — 1 beam
splitters [10,[104]. The first mode is squeezed in the direc-
tion p orthogonal to the direction of squeezing x of the re-
maining modes. The variances are given as A2X = e~ 2",
where X is the squeezed quadrature (Figure .

as
ai /
\

R
Squeezed Rl

vacuum state M&V as
~/ | Bs
WBS agy
a;

m
N ) -
-—
Squeezed Squeezed
P

vacuum state vacuum state

Figure 8. Generation of the tripartite-entangled CV GHZ
state. The standard configuration uses three squeezed-
vacuum inputs and two beam splitters (BS) with reflectivities
Ri1 =1/3 and R; = 1/2. The z; and p; are the two orthog-
onal quadrature-phase amplitudes of the spatially separated
optical modes i (i = 1,2, 3).

The final output variances are such that [10]

A*(z; —xj) = 27" (112)
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for any 7 # j and
A*(p1 4 p2 +ps+.py) = Ne™ ™ (113)

which is the special case given by equation (35) of [10]
with g(¥) = 1. Steering of system 7 is detected on select-
ing u = x; —x; and v = p; +py +ps+..pn and observing
AulAwv < 1, as we see by examining the steering condition
Eq. (26). Clearly, this is obtained for the expressions of
u and v, for large r. For smaller r, a different choice of
gain is optimal, to allow steering for all r.

We now give a more detailed analysis. For just two
modes, the correlations are identical to those given in
IV.A, for the CV EPR state. Explicitly, from Egs. (75|
and , we get A%(z; — %x;) = 3e7?" and A%(p; +
V2py) = 372" for R = 1/3 and T} = 2/3. Following
the same procedure, using Eq. , the moments in the
tripartite case are

1 3
A2(a:1 - §(x2 +a3)) = 56727”

A%(p1 +p2 +ps) =37 (114)

More generally, we allow different gains, and consider
A? (1 + h (w2 + 23)] and A2 [p; + g (p2 + p3)]. Gener-
alizing to the N-partite CV GHZ state, there will be
N — 1 beam splitters with reflectivities Ry = 1/N,
Ry =1/(N —1), ..., Ry—1 = 1/2. The variances are

N
1 mn
A%(zy + h(j; 2))) = 5 (N = 1) + 1) A%

(N — 1) in
—|—7N (h— 1)2 Ang )
N 1 )
A%(p1+9()_py) = 5 lg (V = 1) + 12 A%{"™)
j=2
(N - 1) in
TN (g—1)° A%pJ™

(115)
where A2x§m) = AQpém) = e?" and A%gm) = A2p§m) =
e~?", as provided in equation (A5) of [49]. The optimal
gains g and h, on differentiation, are
7 Azx(lm) - A%gm)

A2xgm) +(N-1) Angm)
A2 (in) A2 (in)
g=——l B2 (116)
A%py ™ + (N — 1) A%p;
For large r, the optimal values become ¢ — 1 and h —

—1/(N — 1). These optimal gains for different N are
plotted in Figures [0] and [I0] versus r.

The expressions in Egs. (115 and (116 give

h =

N
) _
A (frl + h(ggQ =+ ... +17N)) - e—2r + (N — 1) e2r
AQ( +gp2+...+pn)) = ~
Pr9\p2 T TPN)) = Sy (N—1)e2r’

(117)



Immediately, we see that the criterion Sy = AulAv <

L @) and proved in [I0, [49] for

~—1 as given by Eq. (
N-partite entanglement 1s satisfied for large r.
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Figure 9. Optimal gains: The optimal gains h that mini-
mize AuAv in Eq. (115) for CV GHZ states. The analytical
expressions for these gains are given by Eq. (116)).
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Figure 10. Optimal gains: The optimal gains g that minimize
AuAw in (115) for CV GHZ states. The analytical expressions
for these gains are given by Eq. (116]).

To examine the steering, we find that

SNy = Sijq2,.Ny
N

V2 AN — 1) sinh? 2

(118)

The analytical expression for Sy is plotted in Figure [I1}
We see using the condition Sy < 1 of Eq. that
steering of system 1 is possible for all values of r. As
N becomes large, Sy — +/N/ (2sinh 2r), indicating gen-
uine N-partite steering for sufficiently large r, by Crite-
rion 1b. The following condition is sufficient to reveal
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genuine N-partite steering:
Sy = AuiAv; < min{\gm, I1— (N — 2)|gh||} :
(119)

In the limit of large , this reduces to Sy <415, which
is clearly satisfied for large r.

1
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Figure 11. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV GHZ state:
The value of Sy as a function of the squeezing parameter
r, for CV GHZ states. The analytical expression for Sy is
given by Eq. . Steering of system 1 is obtained when
Sn = Siq2,..,ny < 1. It is evident that genuine N-partite
steering is obtained for sufficiently large r, implying mutual
steering between all subsystems, as given by Criterion 1b.

Figure 12. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV GHZ state:
The value of Sy divided by the bound |gh| as provided in
Criterion 1b, for CV GHZ states. The analytical expression
for Sy and the optimal gains g and h are given by Eqgs. (118))
and (116 respectively. When the value is less than 1, there
is genuine N-partite steering according to Criterion 1b given

by Eq. (L19).

More generally, using the analytical expression for Sy
and the optimal gains g and h given by Eqgs. (118 and



, we plot the value of Sy divided by the bound pro-
vided in Criterion 1b, given by Eq. . As shown
in Figure [I2] we see that genuine N-partite steering is
possible for large N. The minimum squeezing parame-
ter required to show this steering satisfies the inequal-
ity sinh? 2r > (N2 (N — 1)+N2\/(N — 1)2 +4)1/2)/8 in
agreement with the results in Figure [I2] Here, the CV
GHZ state does not for a fixed r give a smaller value Sy
than that obtained with the CV EPR state, which has
only two squeezed inputs. However, Sy is an asymmet-
ric parameter measuring steering of one mode only. The
advantage is that, unlike the CV EPR state, the GHZ
state has symmetry with respect to all modes.
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Figure 13. Genuine N-partite steering for the CV GHZ state
with asymmetric squeezing strengths. The steering product
S3 is also shown for CV EPR and CV SS states. The value
of Sy is plotted for the CV GHZ state with two squeezing
strengths, for N = 3, 10 and 100. The two squeezing strengths
for the GHZ state are related by Eq. . In that case,
r as plotted corresponds to r2 = r3. The values of Sy =
S1|{2,..,N} given by the green crosses are very close to e 2" as
predicted by the large N limit of e 2"2. Steering of system 1
is obtained when Sn < 1. Genuine N-partite steering which
implies mutual steering of all subsystems is obtained for large
.

On the other hand, the work of van Loock and Fu-
rusawa [I0] reveals that asymmetric squeezing strengths
can give stronger quantum correlations for the CV GHZ
state. The different squeezing strengths are related by
the expression (see equation (34) in [10]):

1
ei27‘1 = (N — ]_) sinh 27‘2( 1 —+ 3 3 + 1)
(N —1)"sinh” 279

(120)

where 71 is the input squeeze parameter for mode 1 and
r; = ro for j # 1. We confirm this leads to a steering
value Sz improved over the CV EPR case, for the same
average squeezing value, and relative to the squeezing
parameter 79 of the second and third modes. For general
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N, following as above, we use

N
) _
A [1.1 +h(1’2++x1\/)] - e—2r2 +(N—1)€2r1
A [pr+g(p2+ . +pv)] = -
o272 +(N—1) e—2r1

(121)
where the g and h are given by Eq. (116). This leads to

N

Sy = .
\/(N —1)*sinh®2ry + 1+ (N — 1) cosh 27

(122)

For large N, the limit becomes Sy — e~2"2, which is
improved on the CV EPR and CV SS states. The CV
GHZ states require a single very strong squeezing at the
first input r1, but for less squeezing in the N — 1 inputs,
a much higher steering as measured by Sy is possible.

In Fig. 13, Sy is plotted for the CV GHZ state with
two squeezing strengths, for N = 3,10 and 100. Also
plotted are S3 for CV EPR and CV SS states.

V. GENUINE TRIPARTITE STEERABLE
STATES

We now consider in more detail the steering for the
three types of states considered in the last section, where
N = 3. Examples for N = 4 are given in the Sup-
plemental Materials. It is useful to first summarize
criteria that detect steering across particular biparti-
tions. Here, we consider v = hyx1 4+ hoxo + hzxz and
v = g1p1 + gop2 + g3ps. Using the Lemma 1, we detect
steering of mode k by Im if (k # 1 # m) Skjim < 1 where

Sk\lm =

A(hrwy + hizg + R ®m) A(grpr + 9100 + GmPm)

lgr |
(123)

Thus we consider minimizing A(zy, +Elxl +i~zmzm)A(pk+
Gip1 + GmPm) where g; = g;/gr, and h; = h;/hy. This
example is relevant for the application of secret sharing
where the collaborators | and m cannot be trusted. In
order to detect the steering across the bipartitions, one
can select different optimal choices of g; and h; for each
bipartition, k£ — Im. Similarly, from Lemma 1, we detect
steering of the combined systems [ and m, if S, <1
where

A(hrwy + hixg + R @) A(grpr + 9100 + GmPm)
|glhl + gmhm‘ .

Slm\k =
(124)

We note the generalization of the definition here of the
steering product given in Eq. where there is the
steering of two systems. We also note that in this case,
as the variance product Syji, goes to zero, so too will

Slm\lv



A. CV GHZ and cluster states
1. Genuine tripartite steering using a single inequality

The inequality of Criterion 1 is useful to detect the
genuine tripartite steering of the CV GHZ state. For a
single choice of g; and h; defining u = hyx1 +hoxo+hsrs
and v = g1p1 + gop2 + g3p3, we wish to violate Eq. .
Defining S35 = AulAwv, we test each of the six inequalities
Ss < B provided by considering as the right side of the
inequality, where

B e {|gihi],|g2h2 + g3hs| ,|g2hal
lg1h1 + g3hs], |g3hs]|, [g1h1 + g2ha]|} -

If each inequality S3 < B is satisfied, we indicate steering
across one of the bipartitions in a certain direction. Gen-
uine tripartite steering is confirmed if all six possibilities
are verified simultaneously, using a single set of gains e.g.
from the single inequality Eq. (36).

(125)
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Figure 14. The value of S3 = 512 = AuAv as a function of
the squeezing parameter r, for the CV GHZ state, for g1 =
hi = 1, and g2 = g3 = ¢g and ha = hs = h. The results
here correspond to the case where two squeezing strengths
are used, with ro = r and r1 is related to r2 by the relation
Eq. . The gains g and h as a function of r are given by
the analytical expressions in Eq. . The blue solid line
corresponds to the value of Ss, while other lines correspond
to different bounds on the right side of the inequality Eq.
(126]). The gains are optimized to minimize S3, and hence to
optimize the observation of the steering of system 1.

We select g1 = hy = 1, and go = g3 = g and hy =
hs = h and optimize for g and h by minimizing S3 with
respect to these gains. The Criterion 1 given by Eq.
is then reduced to the violation of

Ss > min { By23, Baj1, Bajis, Bugj2, Bajiz: Bizjz b, (126)

where in this particular case Bijas = 1, Bagji = 2|ghl,
Byj13 = Baji2 = lgh| and Bigjz = Bigp2 = |1+ gh|. By dif-
ferentiating S3 with respect to g and h, we select the opti-
mal gains given by the analytical expressions Eq. (116]).
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The numerical values of optimal gains as a function of
the squeezing parameter 7 are tabulated in Table[[] of the
Appendix. The value of S3 as a function of the squeez-
ing parameter r is given by Eq. . We calculate that
genuine tripartite steering is detectable using Criterion 1
when r is sufficiently large (r > 0.8). The choice of gains
used here may not be the optimal to observe genuine
tripartite steering for a fixed r, but nonetheless ensures
steering of system 1 (or system 1 combined with 2 or 3)
for all r values.

In Figure[T4] we plot S3 for a CV GHZ state with two
squeezing strengths, as given by Eq. . We also plot
the different bounds on the right side of the inequality Eq.
(126)). The values of g and h are given by Table [V] We
take ro = r3 = r and obtain a minimum r, = r3 of 0.633
to observe steering in all bipartitions. This corresponds
to r; = 0.95 using the relation Eq. .

2. Full tripartite steering inseparability

Next, we minimize the quantities Sy|;, and Sy, as
defined in Egs. and , for each bipartition.
For the steering of mode 1 by 2 and 3, we minimize the
quantity Sjjp3 by optimizing the gains ho, h3z, g» and
Ggs- On the other hand, for the steering of modes 23 by
1, we minimize the quantity Ss3);, with an independent
choice of gains. For the steering of mode 2 by 1 and 3, we
minimize Sy|13 by optimizing the gains hy, h3, g1 and gs.
The quantity Sy3)2 is independently minimized for the
steering of modes 1 and 3, by 2. We proceed similarly,
for S3‘12 and 512‘3.
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Figure 15. The steering across each bipartition as a function
of squeezing parameter r, for the CV tripartite GHZ state.
Here k # | # m. There is symmetry between all three sys-
tems and the plots hold for each k = 1,2, and 3. The values of
S = AuAv for Sij;m and Siy, |, are determined by the choice
of gains in the TablesEl and @ Here, Sijim and Sy, coin-
cide. The gains for the case with two squeezing strengths are
tabulated in Tables [V] and [V1}

The gains are optimized independently in each case.



All the optimal gains are numerically computed using the
fminsearch function in Matlab. The maximum number of
iterations that calls the fminsearch function is chosen to
be 105. The tolerance of this Matlab function is chosen
to be 1075, where no further iteration is taken if the
quantity to be minimized is smaller than 106 from one
iteration to the next. The gains are given in Tables [[]
and [[T]) of the Appendix.

Figure [15| shows the results for the steering across the
bipartitions for the CV GHZ state with a single squeezing
strength r. For all r, two-way steering can be detected
across each bipartition, using the relevant inequalities
with the gains given in the Tables[[I|and [[TI} For large r,
the inferences improve with the correct choice of gains,
and all the relevant variances become zero. This gives a
method to confirm full tripartite two-way steering insep-
arability. The results for asymmetric squeezing strengths
r1 and ro are also given.

8. Behavior in the highly squeezed limit

Most interesting is the limit of large r where the cor-
relations become ideal, implying zero variances, so that
Skjim — 0 and Sy, — 0. For the standard CV GHZ
state [I04] and for the CV GHZ state with asymmet-
ric squeezing strengths [10], the optimal gain coefficients
(refer Tables and [VI|in the Appendix) are such
that the steering criterion, for the steering of system k,
becomes

A[wk—(xl—;mm)} Alpe +pi+pm] <1 (127)
for each k& = 1,2,3 (recalling k # | # m, where
k,l,m € {1,2,3}). For the standard CV GHZ state,
we may also use Alfxg —x)]Alpr +p1+pm] < 1, or
Alzg — zm] Alpk + p1 + pm] < 1 [104]. For large r, the
steering of system Im by k is optimized by the same
choice of gains. Noting that in this limit, |g;h; + gmhm| =
1, we see that in fact the same inequality Eq. de-
tects steering of Im by k, and therefore detects two-way
steering across the bipartition & — Im.

4.  Genuine tripartite steering in a tripartite cluster state

We also compare with the results presented by Wang et
al. [105]. Here, the authors fixed R; = 2/3 and varied Rs
to optimize the Gaussian steering parameter G452 [37].
In particular, their analysis for Ry = 2/3 and Ry = 1/2
corresponds to that for a tripartite unweighted cluster
state. This is of interest here, as this corresponds to
where no two modes can steer one another, but where
steering requires all three modes, in line with the notion
of genuine tripartite steering. They confirm full tripar-
tite steering inseparability (as we define it) for this state,
based on the assumption of a Gaussian state, using the
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Gaussian parameter GA— 5. Here, we give a method suffi-
cient to confirm tripartite steering inseparability and gen-
uine tripartite steering, without the assumption of Gaus-
sian states. A summary of the correlations for this state
is given in the Supplemental Material.

Before considering genuine tripartite steering for the
cluster state, we investigate the steering across all possi-
ble bipartitions separately. For the bipartition 1 — 23, in
our approach, we consider

I ! ! i
uy = hy 121 — hy op2 + by 323

v = g)1D1 + g1 22 + g1 3D3 - (128)

As above, we analyse the steering for different biparti-
tions by considering the quantity S|, = AujAv]. Full
details are given in the Supplemental Material. We ob-
tain two-way steering along this bipartition if Sjp <
Bijgs and S7p < Baspp where the bounds are Byjp3 =
91,101 1] and Bagpn = |gi,2h’1’2—|—g’173h’1’3|. These con-
ditions become Sjp3 < 1 and Sp3; < 1, on defin-
ing the steering parameters as Syj23 = S]p/Bij2s and

523\1 = SiP/BZSH'

Figure 16. Steering parameter Sy, as a function of the
squeezing parameter 7, for the bipartitions of the cluster
state considered by Wang et al. [105]. Here, Ry = 1/2 and
Ry = 2/3. Steering occurs when Sij;, < 1. Here, all three
lines conincide, as expected from symmetry. There is two-way
steering across all possible bipartitions for r > 0.44. This oc-
curs when Sy, is below 1.

It has been shown in the work of Wang et al. [105]
that a choice of hf; = gi, = —/(1 = R1)/VRiRz =
1 Wy = OBV = 1, gly = My, =
1l and ¢j3; = 0 will lead to S{p — 0 for a
large squeezing parameter r. Here, we have taken
Ry = 1/2 and R; = 2/3. These gains imply that
min {|g} 11 4], |91 2h] 5 + 91 skl 5|} is 1. The analyti-
cal expression for S|, is Sip = v6e~2". For large r,
we see that the steering inequalities S7p < Bjjgs and
Sip < Bagj1 are both satisfied for this choice of gains.
Both bounds By |3 and Bag|; are 1 for this choice of gains.




Similarly, there is two-way steering along the bipar-
tition 2 — 13 if Sép < 62|13 and Sép < 813|2. Here,
Shp = AujAvy, where

/ / / /

Uy = hy 121 — hy op2 + hy 323
/ ! / /

Uy = g3.1P1 + g2 272 + g3 3P3 -

With the choice of kb, = g, = —/(1 — R1)/VR1Rs =

-1, hl2,3 = _v(l_RZ)/\/FZ = -1, 9’2,1 = _h/2,2 =
1 and g3, 0, Stp = V6e™? — 0 for a
large squeezing parameter r. These gains imply that
min {|gh ohh |, |95 11h 1 +g§73h’273’} is 1. We note that

1p and S, have the same analytical expression. The
steering conditions for this bipartition become Sy;3 < 1
and 313‘2 < 1, on deﬁning 52‘13 = SéP/BQ|13 and
Siaj2 = Syp/Bisjz where Byji3 = [g59hf 5| and Byzp =
|gb.1hh 1 + gh shh 5| Both bounds are 1 for this choice of
gains.

Finally, in order to demonstrate steering 12 — 3 and
3 — 12, the inequalities S5, < Bsj12 and S5p < Bigjs are
used, where S p = AusAvs with

(129)

uy = hy @1 — hy opo + hy 313
V3 = g3.1P1 + G3.0%2 + g3.3P3 (130)

— / ! _ / / / /
and Bz = |g3,3h3,3| and Bigjz = ’93,1h371 +93,2h3,2"

With the gains hy; = —/(1—R1)/VRiR, = —1,
gé,z = hé,s = _v(l_R2)/VR2 = -1, - 5,2 =
g33 = 1 and g5; = 0 can be used, the analytical
expression for Sip is Sip = V6e 2. Also, we find

min{|g§’3hg’3|, |g§71hg71 +g§’2hg’2’} = 1. The steer-
ing inequalities can be expressed as Sz;2 < 1 and
312‘3 < 1 where we define 53‘12 = SéP/Bgug and 512|3 =
S5p/Bigjs. Both bounds are 1 for this choice of gains.

Figure 17. Genuine tripartite steering as a function of the
squeezing parameter r, using the criterion given by violation
of the inequality Eq. , for the cluster state studied by
Wang et al. [105]. The values of S] + S5 + S5 are given by
the blue solid line. The black dotted line corresponds to the
bound for the steering inequality. There is genuine tripartite
steering for r > 1.
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The steering results for the cluster state are plotted
in Figure for a varying squeezing parameter r. This
allows the determination of the squeezing parameter r
required to detect two-way steering across each biparti-
tion. In fact, we see that there is two-way steering across
all possible bipartitions for » > 0.44. This confirms that
full tripartite steering inseparability can be detected for
large r, using the inequalities with the given choice of
gains. We note that we have not optimized the gains,
and therefore this may not be the optimal criterion.

Having demonstrated steering across each bipartition,
and hence full tripartite steering inseparability, we are
also able to demonstrate genuine tripartite steering for
this cluster state using Criterion 3. On examining the
gains h; ; and g; ; selected for the uj and v}, used in the
definitions of Sy;,, above, we see that Sy, are identical
to Skjm defined according to Egs. and (45), pro-
vided we choose h1o =1, hi3=1,g12=—-1,613 =0,
hog=1,ha3=1,901=-1,9g03=0,h31=1,h3o=1,
g31 = 0 and g3 2 = —1 in the definitions of Syy,. For
those gains, all the relevant bounds on the right side of
the inequality of Criterion 3 are 1. The inequality of
Criterion 3 reduces to

S 4S8y + S5 >1 (131)
where S; = Sy are given by Egs. and . The
analytical expressions for S;, Sé and S5 are solved above,
as §; = Sy = Sy = V62", respectively. Using these ex-
pressions, we investigate genuine tripartite steering based
on Eq. , as a function of squeezing parameter. The
result is plotted in Figure[I7]and genuine tripartite steer-
ing is possible for r > 1.

B. CV EPR state
1. Genuine tripartite steering with a single inequality

To investigate genuine tripartite steering for the CV
EPR state, the Criterion 1 given by Eq. can be
used. We first select gy = hy = 1, and g1 = ¢go = g and
hi1 = ho = h and optimize for ¢ and h by minimizing
S with respect to these gains. This optimization has
been carried out in Section IV.A. The optimal values are
g = gzs/V2 and h = g, ;/v2 where g, and g, s are
given by Egs. and . The value of S3 as a function
of the squeezing parameter r is plotted in Figure [2] and
in Figure relative to the bounds of Eq. . We see
that for this choice of gains, there is steering of system 1
for all r values.

Genuine tripartite steering is detectable with Crite-
rion 1, for sufficiently large r > 0.76. The experiment of
Walk et al. [31] reports a maximum squeezing of —6.5dB,
corresponding to a squeeze parameter of r = 0.75. This
suggests that detection of genuine tripartite steering may
be feasible using this approach in the near future.
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Figure 18. The value of S3 = AuAwv as a function of the
squeezing parameter r, for the CV EPR state given by Figure
1. The gains as a function of r are given by the analytical
expressions in Eqgs. (79) and , which here are optimized
to enhance observation of steering of system 1. The blue solid
line corresponds to the value of S3. The remaining lines cor-
respond to different bounds on the right side of the inequality
Eq. . When S is smaller than all bounds, there is gen-
uine tripartite steering. This is obtained for r > 0.76.
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Figure 19. The steering for each bipartition as a function of
squeezing parameter r, for the CV EPR state given by Figure
1. Here, S = AuAv with the choice of gains g and h given
in Tables |V_TI| and for the various quantities S = Sk
or Sgm; indicated. A value of S less than 1 implies steering.
We see that there is two-way steering across each bipartition.
There is symmetry with respect to subsystems 2 and 3 (refer
Figure and hence the plots for S5|13 and Si3)2 are identical
to those of Ss3j12 and Sip3. For comparison, we also plot
(brown dotted line) the value of Sij;m, which is identical for
all values of k (and I # m # k), for the CV GHZ state with
two squeezing parameters.
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2. Full tripartite steering inseparability

Next, we examine full tripartite steering inseparabil-
ity. We numerically compute gains that minimize Sy,
and Sy, (Egs. (123) and (124) respectively) for each
bipartition. The values of these gains are given in Tables
[VII] and [VII]] of the Appendix. In particular, the gains
for Syj23 are as above. As for the CV GHZ state, there is
two-way steering for all the bipartitions, and hence full
tripartite steering inseparability, for all values of r. This
is evident in Figure[I9] We note that in the limit of large
r, the correlations become ideal, implying zero variances,
so that Sy, — 0 and Spp, ) — 0.

8. Behavior in the highly squeezed limit

In the limit of large r where the correlations become
ideal and the variances small, the steering of system Im
by k is optimized by the same choice of gains as the
steering of k& by Im. The optimal gain coefficients are
such that the best steering criterion for the steering of
system k = 1 is, in the limit of large r,

- ) oy O] 1, iy

as expected from the analysis of Section IV. Using that
lgihi + gmhm| = 1, we see that the same inequality Eq.
confirms steering of Im by k, and therefore detects
two-way steering across the bipartition k& — Im.

4. Experimental observation

The observation of steering of a mode k using the crite-
rion Eq. has been reported in the experimental sys-
tem of Armstrong et al. [38], using the set-up of Figure
for EPR states. They reported steering of each mode in a
tripartite system using the violation of Sy, > 1, where
gr = hx = 1 for the steered mode. This corresponds
to a realization of full tripartite steering inseparability,
according to the definition given in Section II.C. They
found agreement with the theoretical predictions, with
Sl|23 = 078, 52|13 = S3‘12 = 0.87 (refer to Table T in
the supplementary information of [38]). From the gains
provided in the same table of their paper, we obtain

A(hgxo + haws + x1)A(g2p2 + g3ps + p1)

lg2h2 + gsha| 0.9

(133)
which indicates two-way steering for the bipartition 1 —
23. However, we estimate 813‘2 = 512|3 =173 > 1,
which does not satisfy the requirement for full tripartite
two-way steering inseparability. The estimated maximum
squeeze parameter for the experiment was r ~ 0.47 based
on a noise suppression of —4.1dB. The experiment was
also constructed for up to 8 modes, with the steering of
each mode of the 8 mode system observed.

So3)1 =



C. CV Split squeezed state

The CV split squeezed state (CV SS) arises from a
single squeezed input, as in Figure Full tripartite in-
separability can be detected using criteria for entangle-
ment, as explained in [70,[71]. Here, however we optimize
the correlations further, by selecting a different choice of
beam splitter reflectivity, as in Figure

1. Genuine tripartite steering using a single inequality

From Figure we see that genuine tripartite steering
is detectable using the Criterion 1 for r > 1.56. This
is expected from the results of Section IV. Here, we use
Criterion 1 as given by the inequality Eq. 7 where we
select gy = hy =1,and gy = go = g and hy = hy = h and
optimize for g and h. The optimal gains are derived in
Section IV. With only one squeezed input, the amount of
steering for a given r is reduced, but nonetheless perfect
steering is possible for large r.
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Figure 20. The value of S3 = AuAwv as a function of the
squeezing parameter r, for the CV split squeezed state. The
gains as a function of r are given by the analytical expressions
in Egs. and , which are optimized for the observa-
tion of steering of system 1 (refer to Figure|5)). The blue solid
line corresponds to the value of S3. The remaining lines cor-
respond to different bounds on the right side of the inequality
Eq. . When S3 is smaller than all the bounds, there is
genuine tripartite steering. This is obtained for r > 1.53.
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Figure 21. The steering for each bipartition as a function of
squeezing parameter r, for the CV tripartite SS state. Here,
S = Skjim Or Simx as indicated. Here, the lines coincide.
We numerically compute Sk|im, and Siy |k, as defined in Egs.

(123) and 7 with the choice of gains provided in Tables
[X] and [X] Here k # 1 # m and k = 1,2, or 3. S < 1 implies
steering. Steering is observed in both directions across each
bipartition.

2. Full tripartite steering inseparability

Full tripartite steering inseparability can be detected,
for all ». This is seen from Figure We numerically
obtain the gains that minimize S|, and Sy, x, as given
in Eqgs. and respectively, for each biparti-
tion. When Sk, Simr < 1, there is steering for the
corresponding bipartition. We see from the figure that
there is two-way steering across all bipartitions. Hence,
it is possible to detect full tripartite two-way steering
inseparability.

D. Experimental genuine tripartite steering using
the van Loock-Furuswa-type inequalities

We are able to apply the criteria derived in this pa-
per to confirm from experimental data the realization of
genuine tripartite steering for cluster states. The crite-
ria that we use are based on the van Loock-Furusawa
varainces, which have been measured experimentally.

First, we note from the form of the inequality of Cri-
terion 1 and from the symmetry of the CV GHZ state
that in the limit of large r, the CV GHZ state will give
a zero value for the van Loock-Furusawa quantities B;
and S;. These quantities were defined by the van Loock-
Furusawa-type Criteria 4 and 5 in Section ITI.C. This is
also seen directly, from the predictions Egs. and
for the GHZ variances. The CV EPR state will
also give, in the limit of large r, a zero for the product
S;, as has been shown in [I0, 49] where similar inequali-
ties were used to detect genuine tripartite entanglement



and steering. Hence, the van Loock-Furusawa-type steer-
ing inequalities of Criteria 4 and 5 can also be used to
detect full tripartite steering inseparability and genuine
tripartite steering.

This is useful for interpreting the level of steering gen-
erated in previous CV experiments, which measure the
van Loock-Furusawa inequalities. Previous experiments
report full multipartite inseparability [60]. In the exper-
iment of Armstrong et al. [60], the measured variances
in the tripartite case are By and By; of Eq. . They
reported By = By = 0.14 < 2 (note a different scaling of
quadrature amplitudes) for the CV EPR state. This im-
plies an experimental confirmation of full tripartite two-
way steering inseparability according to Criterion 4b.

In order to demonstrate genuine tripartite steering,
Criterion 5b can be used. However, B;;; was not directly
measured in the experiment [60]. Here, the inequality of
Criterion 6c¢, involving just By and Bjy is useful. Arm-
strong et al. [60] measured the van Loock-Furusawa en-
tanglement inequalities for a CV cluster state. In the
following, we apply van Loock-Furusawa-type inequali-
ties of Section III.C to show genuine tripartite steering
for the cluster state. The variances measured in the ex-
periment are B/I = A% (p; — 22) + A% (py — 71 — 23) and
By = A% (p3 — 22) + A2 (py — 21 — x3).

Following the proofs given for Criteria 5 and 6c¢, and
the result Eq. , we see that the violation of the in-
equality

B; + By, > 2P, + 2P, + 2P; > 2 (134)
implies genuine tripartite steering. Following the proof
for Criterion 7, we see that the same violation also
implies genuine tripartite steering by the stricter Def-
inition 3. In the experiment, Armstrong et al. [60]
obtained A? (p; — x2) + A% (py — 21 —x3) = 0.12 and
A? (p3 — x9) + A% (p2 — 21 — x3) = 0.18, which violates
the above inequality and hence demonstrates experimen-
tally genuine tripartite steering, by Definition 1 and Def-
inition 3.

We note that the CV GHZ will satisfy the Criterion 7
of Section III.D for large r. This follows from the pre-
dictions Eq. and Eq. for the variances. This
gives an avenue to generate and detect the strict form of
genuine tripartite steering (Definition 3) for these states,
which applies to networks of only one trusted site. The
extension to N systems would seem straightforward.

VI. MONOGAMY RELATIONS

In this section, we summarize how the bipartite entan-
glement and steering is distributed among the subsystems
of the tripartite steerable states. It is known that for
three qubit systems, the bipartite entanglement between
any two of them is limited by monogamy relations [106].
This result can be extended to N-qubit systems [I07] and
to nonlocality and steering [44, T08HI14]. The monogamy
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for higher dimensional systems is more complex, and has
been investigated for CV systems [44] 115}, [116].
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Figure 22. Steering and entanglement monogamy for the CV
GHZ state depicted in Figure [8] Here, all modes are sym-
metric e.g. 51‘23 = SQ|13 = 53‘12 and Sl|2 = Sl|34 Steering
of system k by both steering parties [ and m is optimal for
large r, as Sk|im — 0, given by the dashed-dotted brown line.
However, no bipartite steering as measurable by the crite-
rion S;; < 1 is possible for any mode 7. Similarly, there is
no DGCZ bipartite entanglement measurable for large r, as
B;; > 1in this limit. We observe that the steering monogamy
relation Eq. is saturated for all k, with Sy Skjm = 1
(black dotted line). The entanglement monogamy inequalities

Eq. (139) and Eq. (140) are satisfied.

We first examine the distribution of bipartite steering
among the three systems created in CV GHZ, CV EPR
and CV SS states. For steering, it is known that [44]

SaBSaic =1 (135)

where S;); is defined in Section ILF for an arbitrary ob-
servable of the steering parties. In this paper, the ob-
servables taken for the steering parties are linear com-
binations of quadrature phase amplitudes, in which case
we write S = S. The steering parameter is then Sy; =
A (z, — hgzy) A (pr + gripr) where the gains hy; and gy
are optimized to minimize the value of Sy;. Regard-
less of the choice of gains however, steering is obtained
when Sy, < 1 [25, [36]. For the choice of optimal gains,
Skii < 1 becomes a necessary and sufficient condition to
demonstrate steering for Gaussian states and measure-
ments [23]. The specific monogamy inequality

Sk|lSk:\m > max{laslz|lm}7 (136)

where Sg|i, is defined with the optimal linear gains
hi(im) and ggm) that minimize the value of Spji,, fol-
lows from the definitions and Eq. (without the as-
sumption of Gaussian states [38, [44] [117]). The relation
has been verified experimentally for the CV EPR state
[38, ITI8]. Where there is collective steering such that
S1j23 < 1, the monogamy relation gives Sy2S73 > 1.
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Figure 23. Steering and entanglement monogamy for the CV
EPR state depicted in Figure[[] Modes 2 and 3 are symmetric
e.g. Sy2 = Si3. Steering of system 1 by both 2 and 3 is
optimal for large r, but no bipartite steering measured by
S1j2 < 1 is possible. The steering monogamy relation Eq.
is saturated for k = 1, with S1;2S13 = 1. A similar
result is obtained for k£ = 3.

We see from the monogamy relation Eq. (136) that
where there is symmetry with respect to fields [ and
m, so that S}c\l = Sk|m7 then Sk\l > 1 and Sk\m > 1.
Thus for the CV GHZ state, which has three symmetri-
cal modes, there can be no bipartite steering as witnessed
by Sy < 1, for any system mode k = 1,2, 3 (Figure .
This implies there is no such steering of k£ by just one
of the other single subsystems [ or m. There is however
maximal steering of any mode k if one considers collec-
tively both of the other modes, since Si|;,,, — 0 for large
r. The steering witness Sy ;,,, refers to the error in the
estimate of x and p of system k by systems [ and m, and
hence this property is of value for CV secret sharing.

For the CV EPR system, there is symmetry between
the modes 2 and 3, as depicted in Figure 1. Therefore,
Sij2 = Sij3 > 1, as evident in Figure We see however
that S5 — 0 for large 7, implying that mode 1 steered
collectively by 2 and 3 is useful for secret sharing.

The CV split squeezed state also has symmetry be-
tween the modes 2 and 3, as depicted in Figure [5
Again, we obtain Sjj23 — 0 for large r, and see that
Sij2 = S13 = 1. We show this relation in Figure

Further monogamy relations have been derived for
Gaussian systems [I12HIT4], using the Gaussian steer-
ing quantifier G4 [37] that quantifies the steerability
of mode A by B. For two-mode Gaussian steering, the
measure of Gaussian steering G54 may be mapped from
Sa|B, since Sy p < 1 is a necessary and sufficient condi-
tion for steering [23]. Explicitly, the steerability of mode
A by B by the steering parameter S, g and the Gaussian
steering quantifier GB~4 are related by the expression

(137)

We note that Sy p = 0 corresponds to maximum steer-
ing. In the present paper, we restrict study to the con-

SA\B — e—2g5~>A
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dition S4p < 1 which confirms steering without the
assumption of Gaussian states, giving an advantage for
applications relating to secure quantum communication.
However, the Gaussian monogamy relations derived in
[37] and verified experimentally [43] will hold for the CV
systems we examine in this paper, which are examples of
Gaussian states.
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Figure 24. Steering and entanglement monogamy for the CV
SS state depicted in Figure Notation as for Figure
Although bipartite steering according to Sy|; is not possible,
we observe bipartite entanglement B2 = B3 ~ 0.63 for large
r. The steering monogamy relation Eq. is saturated for
k = 1, with S72513 = 1. A similar result is obtained for
k=3.
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Figure 25. Bipartite entanglement and entanglement

monogamy for the CV GHZ state depicted in Figure [8 The
system is symmetric with respect to all modes. Entanglement
between ¢ and j is confirmed when S;; < 1. Bipartite entan-
glement is observed between all pairs of parties. The values
of S1251)3 are given by the upper black dashed line. Satu-
ration of the generalised monogamy entanglement inequality
Eq. is observed for all k.

We now turn to examine the distribution of bipar-



tite entanglement among the tripartite steerable systems.
Rosales-Zarate et al. derived four monogamy inequalities
for entanglement [I17]. A monogamy relation exists for
the bipartite CV variance

1

[(A (X = X;)* + (A (P + P))?] (138)
of Duan, Giedke, Cirac and Zoller (DGCZ) [I19]. The
criterion B;; < 1 is sufficient to confirm entanglement
between states ¢ and j [I19]. We note By is given by
By of Eq. with g3 = 0, and Bi3 is By in Eq.
with go = 0 (apart from a renormalisation factor). For
any tripartite state of systems labelled 1, 2 and 3, the
monogamy inequalities

Bis+Big>1 (139)
and
Bis + By > max {1, Syj23} (140)
will always hold [117].
As pointed out by Rosales-Zarate et al. [117], the

monogamy relation Eq. implies that where there is
symmetry between modes 2 and 3 (so that Bis = Bi3),
it follows that Bjs > 0.5 and Bz > 0.5. Maximum
bipartite entanglement (Byy = 0, Bz = 0) is not possi-
ble. Since the CV GHZ is fully symmetric for all three
modes, this limit applies to all DGCZ bipartite entangle-
ment for the CV GHZ state, as observed in Figure In
fact, for large r there is no DGCZ bipartite entanglement
for the CV GHZ state. The constraint Bys, B1s > 0.5
also applies to the two symmetric modes of the CV EPR
and CV SS states (Figures and 24). The optimal
limit B1s = Bz = 0.5 is not obtained for any of the
three CV states, because of the enhanced fluctuations
arising from the anti-squeezed quadrature of the highly
squeezed inputs. The CV SS state however has fewer
squeezed inputs, and Figure [24] shows that for this case,
Bys = Bys ~ 0.625 for large r. The monogamy relations
Eq. and Eq. plotted in Figure |23| agree with
the results presented by Rosales-Zarate et al. [117] (Fig-
ure 3 with the parameter 1y = 0.5 corresponds to the CV
EPR state). Rosales-Zarate et al. [I17] showed how the
value B1s = Bi3 = 0.5 can be obtained for the CV EPR
state, if mode 1 is attenuated to reduce the increased vac-
uum fluctuations entering from the squeezed input. The
full calculations are given in the Supplemental Material.

A more general version of the inequality Eq. can
be given in terms of the entanglement parameter

Skt = A (zr — hrawr) A (pr + grapr) / (14 hiagr) -
(141)
Here, g;; and h;; are gain factors, selected to minimise
Ski. The condition S;; < 1 (for any g;;, hi;) confirms
entanglement between modes ¢ and j without the as-
sumption of Gaussian states, as proved by Giovannetti,
Mancini, Vitali and Tombesi [I03]. The monogamy rela-
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tion

max {1, Slzﬂm}

SkiSkm =
kl2k (1 + hklgkl) (1 + hkmgkm)

(142)

holds for all states. The proof of the inequality Eq.
extends the work of [I17] and is given in the Supplemen-
tary Material. This inequality is equivalent to the steer-
ing inequality, Eq. . The criterion S;; < 1 with op-
timal gains was shown equivalent to the Simon-Peres con-
dition for entanglement, provided there is symmetry be-
tween X and P such that the correlation matrix elements
satisfy (X1,X2) = —(P1,P») in which case h;; = g;;
[120]. For two-mode Gaussian systems ¢ and j, the
Simon-Peres condition is necessary and sufficient to con-
firm entanglement [121], 122]). The monogamy relation
for this special case was derived in [117]. By considering
the variance expressions for observables X = a181 — oo
and P = B1p1 + B2p2, which involve an extra parame-
ter, Marian and Marian generalised the results to show
the how EPR variance criteria reduce to the Simon-Peres
condition for the two-mode Gaussian states [122].
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Figure 26. Bipartite entanglement and entanglement

monogamy for the CV EPR state depicted in Figure[I} En-
tanglement between ¢ and j is observed when S;; < 1. The
values of S1251|3 are given by the upper black dashed line,
and correspond to saturation of the generalised monogamy
entanglement inequality Eq. for K = 1. Here, there is
bipartite entanglement detectable between systems 1 and 2,
and between systems 1 and 3.

In Figures25}27] we see bipartite entanglement Sy; < 1
to be possible for all three states (the CV GHZ, CV EPR
and CV SS states). This extends the results of [117].
The bipartite entanglement in these figures is numerically
computed where Si; is minimized with the optimal gains
hi; and gg;, using the fminsearch function in Matlab.
We found that Si; = i, with the gains satisfying the
relation hy; = 1/l and gg = 1/gik, as proved in He
et al. [33]. The relation Eq. confirms it is possible
to obtain S;; < 1, even in the presence of symmetric



modes. However, the optimal EPR-correlated bipartite
states have hi; = ¢g1; = 1, in which case for symmetrical
fields where Si; = S5, we will find S;; > 0.5. In fact,
we observe the approximate relation S;; > 0.5 for each
of the three types of CV states.

For the states in this work, Sj23 is equal or smaller
than 1, and the generalized monogamy inequality be-
comes S12513 > 1/ [(1 + hlgglg) (1 + hlgglg)]. A satura-
tion of the generalized entanglement monogamy inequal-
ity is then observed when 572513 = 1, this being equiva-
lent to the saturation of the steering monogamy relation
Eq. (136). The authors of [I17] observed that while there
is no saturation of the monogamy relations Eq. for
the CV EPR and CV GHZ states, saturation of the gen-
eralized monogamy relation Eq. can be observed
for CV EPR states. However, that result was limited by
the restriction h;; = g;;. Here, we extend this result,
by examining the CV GHZ and CV SS state, as given
in Figures 25] and 27] These figures clearly show satura-
tion of the generalized monogamy relation Eq. to
be possible for each of these states, for all r.

Figure 27. Bipartite entanglement and entanglement
monogamy for the CV SS state depicted in Figure En-
tanglement between ¢ and j is observed when S;; < 1. Here,
bipartite entanglement is detectable between all pairs of sys-
tems. The values of S12513 are given by the upper black
dashed line, and correspond to saturation of the generalised
monogamy entanglement inequality Eq. for k = 1.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have examined the concept of mul-
tipartite steering for multi-mode CV systems, deriving
inequalities that if violated signify the presence of gen-
uine N-partite steering. In contrast with much previ-
ous work, the inequalities are derived without the as-
sumption of Gaussian states. This gives an advantage
for protocols which rely on the rigorous confirmation of
multipartite entanglement or steering (e.g. quantum key
distribution).
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Our classification of N-partite steering carefully distin-
guishes between full tripartite steering inseparability and
genuine tripartite steering. In fact, because of the asym-
metry of the steering correlation with respect to parties
which may have different levels of trust, a multitude of
definitions are possible. Here, we use a conceptual def-
inition based on the requirement to have steering both
ways along each of the different bipartitions of the N
systems. However, alternative definitions are likely to be
useful, especially where the N systems are nodes of a
network with fixed levels of trust. In this paper, we also
consider one such alternative definition (Definition 3) of
genuine multipartite steering, motivated by the example
of networks with only one trusted subsystem. We derive
inequalities to detect this strict type of steering.

In Section IV, strategies are identified to generate gen-
uine multipartite steering based on the coherent beam-
splitter mixing of one, two, and N squeezed beams with
vacuum modes. We examine the CV GHZ, CV EPR
and CV split-squeezed states that use N, two and one
squeezed beams as inputs for a network of N subsys-
tems, respectively. It is shown that the genuine N-partite
steering for each of these states can be detected by the
inequalities derived in this paper, provided the squeezing
of the inputs is sufficiently large. Specific examples for
N = 3 are given in Section V, and the genuine N-partite
steering of a tripartite CV cluster state is also analyzed.
We also show that these systems predict the strict form
of genuine multipartite steering given by Definition 3,
and that this type of steering can be detected by a van
Loock-Furusawa-type inequality.

Using the inequalities derived in this paper, we confirm
that full tripartite steering inseparability has been exper-
imentally generated for three optical modes. Armstrong
et al. [60] produced CV EPR states and tested the van
Loock-Furusawa type inequalities, measuring By and By
as given by Eq. of our paper. Using Criterion 4b,
the experimental values show violation of both By > 2
and Bry > 2, implying full tripartite two-way steering
inseparability. In a second experiment, Armstrong et al.
[38] measured the steering along each bipartition of the
three modes A, B, and C by violating the steering in-
equalities Sypc > 1, Spjac > 1 and Sgjap > 1 (Egs.
and ) This confirms full tripartite steering in-
separability, by our definition. The experimental results
of [60] also indicate that genuine tripartite steering has
been generated for a CV cluster state. This is based on
the data reported for the van Loock-Furusawa inequal-
ities. In Section V.D, we show that Criteria 6¢ and 7
(with an adjusted phase choice) certify both forms of
genuine tripartite steering for this data, by Definitions
1 and 3. Deng et al. [43] generated four-mode cluster
states and examined full steering inseparability with the
focus on monogamy relations between these modes, but
within the Gaussian-state assumption.

For tripartite states, the distributions of bipartite
steering and of bipartite entanglement among the three
subsystems will be constrained. In Section VI, we present



new results for the monogamy of steering and for the
monogamy of entanglement, as certified with respect to
a particular witness. We study the monogamy properties
for the tripartite CV GHZ, CV EPR and CV SS states.
We find that a limited amount of bipartite entanglement
may exist between the nodes of the tripartite network, for
each of the three types of states, but that bipartite steer-
ing as measured by the CV EPR-steering criterion can
not. The monogamy relations we derive do not require
the assumption of Gaussian systems and may therefore
be useful for CV secret sharing protocols.
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APPENDIX

A. Gains for CV GHZ states

CV GHZ
h g
0] 0] 0
0.25(-0.27[0.36

r
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r Gains for Sl|23 Gains for 52‘13
ha g2 hs gs| hi g1 hs g3
0.25|—0.2710.36|—0.27(0.36|—0.27|0.36| —0.27[0.36
0.50|—0.40|0.68|—0.40|0.68|—0.40|0.68 | —0.40|0.68
0.75|—0.46|0.86| —0.46 |0.86| —0.46 | 0.86| —0.46 | 0.86
1.00/—0.49{0.95|—0.49{0.95|—0.49]0.95|—0.49|0.95
1.50{—0.50{0.99|—0.50|0.99| —0.50{0.99|—0.50|0.99
2.00{—0.50{1.00|—-0.50|1.00{—0.50{1.00| —0.50|1.00
Table II. The optimal gains for CV GHZ state. The optimal
gains for S3|12 are identical to the gains for Sy|13 with hs = ha
and gfg = §2.
v Gains for Sps|; Gains for Si3)o
ha g2 hs gs| hi g1 hs g3
0.25|—1.37|1.87|—1.37|1.87|—1.37|1.87|—1.37|1.87
0.50{—0.73(1.23|—0.73|1.23|—0.73|1.23| —0.73|1.23
0.75|—0.58|1.08| —0.58|1.08| —0.58|1.08| —0.58 |1.08
1.00|—0.53|1.03|—0.53(1.03|—0.53|1.03|—0.53|1.03
1.50/—0.50{1.00|—0.50{1.00|—0.50{1.00|—0.50|1.00
2.00{—0.50(1.00|—0.50(1.00| —0.50|1.00| —0.50|1.00

Table III. The optimal gains for CV GHZ state. The optimal
gains for Sig)3 are identical to the gains for Si32 with hs = ha

and gg = gg.

CV GHZ

ro =T h g
0 0 0
0.25 |-0.34]0.51
0.50 |-0.45]0.80
0.75 |-0.48|0.97
1.00 |-0.49|0.99
1.50 |-0.50| 1.00
2.00 |-0.50|1.00

Table IV. Values of the gains h and g, as given by the ana-
lytical expressions in Eq. , that minimize the variance
product S3. Here, the squeezing strengths ro = r and
is related to r2 by the relation Eq. . For large r, the
gains are identical to those in the case where there is only one
squeezing strength.

0.50

-0.40

0.68

0.75

-0.46

0.86

1.00

-0.49

0.95

1.50

-0.50

0.99

2.00

-0.50

1.00

product in Criterion Eq. (126]).

Table I. Values of the gains h and g that minimize the variance

v Gains for Sij23 Gains for S5

ha g2 hs g3 | hi g1 hs g3
0.25)—0.34|0.51{—0.34]0.51{—0.34|0.51|—0.34|0.51
0.50{—0.45|0.80| —0.45|0.80| —0.45|0.80| —0.45[0.80
0.75]—0.48|0.93| —0.48|0.93| —0.480.93| —0.48 {0.93
1.001—0.49]0.97|—0.49|0.97|—0.49|0.97|—0.49|0.97
1.50/—0.49(0.97|—-0.49(0.97|—0.49|0.97|—0.49|0.97
2.00{—0.50(1.00{—0.50(1.00|—0.50|1.00| —0.50|1.00

Table V. The optimal gains for CV GHZ state with two
squeezing strengths. Here, » = r2 while r; is related to r2
by Eq. (120). The optimal gains for S3;2 are identical to the

gains for Sp|;3 with hs = ho and gz = go.



r Gains for 523‘1 Gains for 513|2

ha g2 hs gs| M g1 hs gs
0.25|—-0.98|1.48|—0.98|1.48| —0.98|1.48| —0.98 |1.48
0.501—-0.62]1.12|-0.62|1.12|—-0.62{1.12| —-0.62|1.12
0.75]—0.54|1.04| —0.54|1.04| —0.54|1.04| —0.54|1.04
1.00{—0.51{1.01|-0.51|1.01|—0.51|{1.01|—0.51|1.01
1.50{—0.50{1.00|—0.50{1.00|—0.50{1.00|—0.50|1.00
2.00(—0.50(1.00{—=0.50{1.00{—0.50|1.00|—=0.50{1.00

Table VI. The optimal gains for CV GHZ state with two
squeezing strengths. Here, r = r2 while r; is related to r2
by Eq. (120). The optimal gains for Sy/3 are identical to the

gains for Si3)2 with hz = he and g3 = go.

B. Gains for CV EPR states

C. Gains for CV SS state

r S1|23 Sa|13

ha g2 hs g3 | hi 1 hs g3
0.25/-0.15]0.18—-0.15{0.18|—0.15|0.18 | —0.15(0.18
0.50(—0.27]0.36|—0.27{0.36|—0.27]0.36 | —0.27(0.36
0.75(—0.35|0.54|—0.35{0.54| —0.35|0.54| —0.35|0.54
1.00{—0.40|0.68| —0.40]0.68| —0.40|0.68| —0.40{0.68
1.50|—0.46]0.86|—0.46{0.86|—0.46 |0.86| —0.46 | 0.86
2.001—0.49]0.95|—-0.49|0.95|—0.49]0.95| —0.49|0.95
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Table IX. The optimal gains for CV SS state. The optimal
gains for Ss|12 are identical to the gains for Sy|13 with hs = ha
and gg = gg.

r S1j23 Sa)13

ha g2 hs g3 | hi g1 hs g3
0.25|—0.33|0.33|—0.33|0.33| —0.35|0.35|0.06 | 0.06
0.50{—0.54|0.54|—0.54|0.54| —0.65|0.65{0.21|0.21
0.75]—0.64]0.64|—0.64|0.64|—0.90{0.90|0.40|0.40
1.00|—0.68]0.68| —0.680.68 | —1.08|1.08|0.58|0.58
1.50/—0.70]0.70|—0.70]0.70| —1.281.28|0.82|0.82
2.00{—0.71(0.71{—0.71|0.71|—1.36|1.36{0.93{0.93

Table VII. The optimal gains for CV EPR state. The 9ptim~a1

gains for S3|12 are identical to the gains for Sy|13 with hs = ha
and gg = gg.

r Saa|1 Si3|2

ha g2 hs g3 | hi g1 hs3 g3
0.25|—1.53|1.53|—1.53|1.53|—2.98(2.9810.52|0.52
0.501—0.93]0.93|—-0.93]0.93|—1.71{1.71|0.56|0.56
0.75]—0.78]0.78|—0.7810.78 [ —1.40(1.40|0.63]0.63
1.00|—-0.73]0.73|—0.73|0.73|—1.31|1.31|0.70|0.70
1.50{—0.71]0.71]—0.71]0.71{—1.32]1.32{0.85|0.85
2.00/—0.71]0.71|—-0.71]0.71{—1.37(1.37|0.93]0.93

r Sa3|1 Si3|2

ha g2 hs g3 h1 a1 hs g3
0.25]—2.81(3.31|—2.81|3.31|—2.81{3.31|—2.81|3.31
0.500—1.37(1.87|—1.37|1.87|—1.37|1.87|—1.37|1.87
0.75]—0.93|1.43|—0.93|1.43|—0.93|1.43|—0.93|1.43
1.00/—0.73]1.23|—-0.73[1.23|—0.73]1.23|—0.73|1.23
1.50|—0.581.08|—0.58 {1.08 | —0.58 [1.08 | —0.58 [1.08
2.001—0.53|1.03|—0.53|1.03|—0.53|1.03|—0.53|1.03

Table X. The optimal gains for CV SS state. The optimal

gains for Si3)2 are identical to the gains for S5 with hs = ha
and g3 = ga.

Table VIII. The optimal gains for CV EPR state. The optimal
gains for Si3)2 are identical to the gains for S35 with hs = h2
and gg = gg.
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