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We present a method to detect bipartite entanglement based on number-phase-like
uncertainty relations in split spin ensembles. First, we derive an uncertainty relation
that plays the role of a number-phase uncertainty for spin systems. It is important that
the relation is given with well-defined and easily measurable quantities, and that it does
not need assuming infinite dimensional systems. Based on this uncertainty relation, we
show how to detect bipartite entanglement in an unpolarized Dicke state of many spin-
1/2 particles. The particles are split into two subensembles, then collective angular
momentum measurements are carried out locally on the two parts. First, we present
a bipartite Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) steering criterion. Then, we present an
entanglement condition that can detect bipartite entanglement in such systems. We
demonstrate the utility of the criteria by applying them to a recent experiment given
in K. Lange et al. [Science 360, 416 (2018)] realizing a Dicke state in a Bose-Einstein
condensate of cold atoms, in which the two subensembles were spatially separated from
each other. Our methods also work well if split spin-squeezed states are considered.
We show in a comprehensive way how to handle experimental imperfections, such as
the nonzero particle number variance including the partition noise, and the fact that,
while ideally BECs occupy a single spatial mode, in practice the population of other
spatial modes cannot be fully suppressed.

1 Introduction
Entanglement lies at the heart of many problems in quantum mechanics and has attracted an
increasing attention in recent years [1, 2, 3, 4]. Entangled states can be used for metrology in
order to obtain a sensitivity higher than the shot-noise limit [5, 6, 7] and can also be used as
a resource for certain quantum information processing tasks [8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. Entanglement
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also plays an important role in quantum computing making it possible that quantum computers
outperform their classical counterparts for several problems such as prime factoring or searching
[13, 14]. Moreover, experiments realizing macroscopic quantum entanglement might give answers
to fundamental questions in quantum physics [15, 16].

When in an experiment entanglement is created, it is important to detect it. Thus, in many
quantum physics experiments the creation of an entangled state is followed by measurements.
Based on the results of these measurements, the experimenters conclude that the produced state
was entangled. However, in many-particle experiments the possibilities for quantum control are
very limited. In particular, the particles cannot be individually addressed. In such systems, the
entanglement can be created and detected with collective operations. The first entanglement crite-
rion based on such collective quantities was the spin-squeezing criterion that detects entanglement
in an ensemble of spin-1/2 particles, and it detects entangled states that are close to be fully
polarized [17], even multipartite entanglement can be detected in such states [17]. Later, a full
set of generalized spin-squeezing criteria have also been defined [18, 19]. Such criteria can detect
states very different from usual spin-squeezed states. For instance, unlike spin-squeezed states,
unpolarized symmetric Dicke states have a zero expectation value for all spin components and the
precision in parameter estimation in linear interferometers using such states can reach, in princi-
ple, the maximal Heisenberg-scaling with the number of particles [20, 21, 22]. Even criteria for
multiparticle entanglement have been developed for Dicke states [23, 24, 25] and there are criteria
that detect metrologically useful entanglement [26, 27, 28]. Moreover, criteria for an ensemble of
particles with a spin larger than 1/2 have also been found [29, 30, 31, 32].

The entanglement criteria mentioned above have been tested in a variety of physical systems
[33, 21, 22]. In photonic systems, symmetric Dicke states have been created [34, 35, 36, 37, 38].
In cold trapped ions, spin-squeezed states [39], W-states, i.e., Dicke states with a single excitation
[40] have been realized and there is a general scheme for obtaining various kind of Dicke states
[41]. In atomic ensembles, spin-squeezed states [42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47] and many-body singlet
states have been realized [48, 49]. Large scale quantum entanglement has also been created in
Bose-Einstein Condensates (BEC). Spin-squeezed states of two-state atoms have been realized in
several experiments [42, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 22]. Multipartite entanglement has been detected in
these states, and it has also been demonstrated that such states are useful for quantum metrology.

From the point of view of our paper it is very relevant that, recently, symmetric Dicke states
have also been created in BECs [20, 55]. Apart from entanglement, even metrological usefulness of
Dicke states has been verified [20, 27]. A Dicke state of around 8000 particles has been realized and
multipartite entanglement up to 28 particles has been detected within an error of two standard
deviations [24, 25]. Moreover, Dicke states of more than 10000 spin-1 atoms and 630-particle
entanglement has been detected within an error of a single standard deviation [56].

As a natural next step, it is important to detect entanglement between two parts of such
collective spin states, since bipartite entanglement between spatially separated subsystems is the
type of entanglement most useful for quantum information processing applications. It has been
shown that multipartite entanglement of bosonic two-state atoms can be converted into bipartite
entanglement by splitting the ensemble into two [57]. However, can this powerful theoretical result
be verified in an experiment, where noise and other imperfections are present? The question is even
more timely since the detection of bipartite entanglement of high-dimensional systems raised a lot
of attention [58, 59]. In a recent experiment, bipartite entanglement was successfully detected in a
Dicke state created with thousands of atoms and distributed into two spatially separated regions
[60].

Another form of quantum correlations, stronger than entanglement, termed Einstein-Podolsky-
Rosen (EPR) steering [61, 62, 63, 64, 65], has also been recently detected in photonic systems
[66], as well as in BECs [67]. Methods to detect EPR correlations in spatially separated parties,
i.e., in a two-well BECs have also been studied theoretically [68, 69, 70]. Experimentally, the
observation of EPR correlations between spatially separated modes was achieved in split-squeezed
atomic ensembles [71], while entanglement has also been detected using a criterion developed
by Giovannetti et al. in Ref. [72]. EPR correlations have also been detected with spin-nematic
squeezing [73].

All entanglement conditions employed in the recent experiments mentioned above are based
on variances of collective spin components, and it was recently observed how such criteria can be
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converted into lower bounds to entanglement monotones, thus allowing for the quantification of
entanglement with the same information [74]. Thus, finding efficient entanglement witnesses is
very relevant also for the quantification of entanglement.

In this paper, we present entanglement criteria that verify the presence of bipartite entan-
glement between spatially separated parts of a condensate. We also introduce an EPR steering
criterion. Our criteria are particularly well suited for symmetric unpolarized Dicke states given as

|DN 〉 =
(
N

N/2

)−1/2∑
k

Pk(|1〉⊗N/2|0〉⊗N/2), (1)

where |0〉 and |1〉 are the basis states of a two-level atom, and N is even and the summation
is over all distinct permutations of the particles. We will call |DN 〉 simply Dicke state in the
following. For an equal partitioning of the N particles, the entanglement of formation of |DN 〉
is large, which will be discussed in Appendix A. This gives us a further strong motivation to try
to detect bipartite entanglement in these states [75]. Our methods also work for other quantum
states, such as spin-squeezed states.

We obtain criteria that detect entanglement and EPR steering between two parts of the Dicke
state in Eq. (1). For that, we divide the system into two subsystems, which we denote by “a” and
“b.” The particle number operators in the two subsystems fulfill

Na +Nb = N. (2)

In practice, this means that an atomic cloud is spatially separated into two regions as in Fig. 1.
At this point we have to stress an important property of real experiments. The total particle
number fluctuates from experiment to experiment. Moreover, even if the total particle number
remained fixed, the particle numbers Na and Nb will change from experiment to experiment due
to fundamental quantum effects that we will discuss later. Thus, the quantum states do not live in
a single Hilbert space with a fixed Na and Nb, but rather they live in several such Hilbert spaces.
A general state of our system can be written as [76, 77]

% =
∑
ja,jb

pja,jb%ja,jb , (3)

where %ja,jb have definite particle numbers in the two subsystems, and pja,jb are probabilities.
Here, the local total angular momentum depends on the local particle number via the relation
js = Ns/2 for s = a, b.

Note that here we are discarding superpositions between states with different number of par-
ticles within subsystems a and b. The operators appearing in our entanglement criteria conserve
the particle number within the subsystems, thus they cannot distinguish superpositions of states
with different particle numbers from a mixture of such states. In any case, even if the state of the
system had a superposition of states with different subsystem particle numbers, we can remove
them with the projection

%ja,jb = Pja,jbσPja,jb , (4)

where σ is the state of the system and Pja,jb projects to a subspace with fixed particle numbers
[77, 78]. Since our criteria cannot distinguish σ from % in Eq. (3), we will consider states of the
form given in Eq. (3). This is also the relevant case in experiments, where the measurement will
always project onto a state with a definite particle number.

Our criteria are formulated with the moments of the collective angular momentum coordinates.
For a state with a given ja and jb, they are defined as

Jl =
N∑
n=1

j
(n)
l , (5)

where l = x, y, z, and j
(n)
l denotes a component of the nth spin. Analogously, we can define Jal

and Jbl for the two subsystems. Naturally, the angular momentum components fulfill

−js1 ≤ Jsl ≤ js1. (6)
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.
For states given in Eq. (3), we compute expectation values of observables as follows. Let us

consider an operator
O = Af(ĵa, ĵb), (7)

where we used the notation “ˆ” stressing that ĵa, ĵb are the total angular momentum operators,
and are defined as ĵa = N̂a/2 and ĵb = N̂b/2, where N̂a and N̂b are particle number operators. For
simplicity, we will omit “ˆ” in the future. It will be clear from the context, when we talk about
operators. Moreover, f(x, y) denotes a two-variable function and A is an operator constructed as
a function of angular momentum components Jl, J

a
l and Jbl . Then, the expectation value of O can

be obtained as
〈O〉% =

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb〈A〉%ja,jb f(ja, jb). (8)

For subsystem a, a formalism similar to that of Eq. (3) can be used

%a =
∑
ja

pja%
a
ja , (9)

where %ja have definite particle numbers. The expectation value of an operator Oa, 〈Oa〉%a can be
computed analogously to Eq. (8). Analogous statements hold for subsystem b.

In this paper, we will present criteria that are satisfied by a local hidden state model. A
local hidden state model means the following. There is a hidden variable λ, with a probability
distribution given by pλ. For each value of the hidden variable λ, there is a (hidden) state of
subsystem a described by the normalized density matrix %aλ. Any expectation value of an operator
Oa acting on a can be obtained as a weighted average of expectation values for a given λ

〈Oa〉 =
∑
λ

pλTr(%aλOa). (10)

Subsystem b, on the other hand, is described differently. The local hidden state model provides for
each λ and operator Ob acting on subsystem b a distribution p(x|Ob, λ), where x are the outcomes
of measuring Ob. If the correlations cannot be described by such a local hidden state model, then
% is called steerable. We will give a more complete description in the main text.

We will also present criteria to detect entanglement in the system. The state % given in Eq. (3)
is separable if and only if all %ja,jb are separable, i.e., they are mixtures of product states [77] and
can be written as

%ja,jb =
∑
k

pk%
a
ja,jb,k

⊗ %bja,jb,k, (11)

where %aja,jb,k and %aja,jb,k are states of the subsystems a and b, respectively. If a quantum state
%ja,jb cannot be decomposed as in Eq. (11), then it is entangled and the mixture of such states as
in Eq. (3) is also entangled.

We will now present the three inequalities that will be proven in Sec. 2. First, we present the
basis of our work, an uncertainty relation that can be considered a number-phase uncertainty for
atomic ensembles. Unlike in the case of bosonic modes, now we do not assume infinite systems. It
is also important that our relation is given in terms of well defined and easily accessible quantities.

Observation 1. For any quantum state, the following uncertainty relation(
(∆Jsz )2 + 1

4

) (∆Jsx)2 + (∆Jsy )2

〈(Jsx)2〉+ 〈(Jsy )2〉
≥ 1

4 (12)

holds for s = a, b. Here, we formulated the uncertainty relation for one of the two subsytems.
Based on this, we find the following EPR steering condition. Essentially, a local hidden state

model means the following. Subsystem a is described by a density matrix conditioned on mea-
surements on subsystem b. Thus, criteria satisfied by states with a local hidden state model are
uncertainty relations for subsystem a conditioned on measurements on subsystem b.

Observation 2. All quantum states that admit a local hidden state model must satisfy[
(∆infJ

a
z )2 + 1

4

] [
(∆infJ

a
x )2 + (∆infJ

a
y )2] ≥ 1

4

〈
(Jax )2 + (Jay )2√

ja(ja + 1)

〉2

. (13)
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Figure 1: Entanglement detection between two spatially separated ensembles of spin-1/2 particles. The atomic
density profile obtained by averaging 3329 measurement results in the experiment presented in Ref. [60] is
shown.

Here, the inference variance (∆infJ
a
l )2 is the variance of estimating Jal based on measurement

results on subsystem b for quantum states with a local hidden state model. Note that it can be
smaller than (∆Jal )2. When the criterion is applied to an experiment, one considers the substitution

(∆infJ
a
l )2 → [∆(Jal − Jal,est)]2, (14)

where the estimates Jal,est are given as

Jal,est = −glJbl , (15)

for l = x, y, z, with gl constants1. Any quantum state that violates Eq. (13) is steerable. The
inequality in Eq. (13) holds for all non-steerable states, and for any choice of the real parameters
gl. Therefore, the latter can be optimized in such a way that the violation is maximized, i.e., the
left-hand side of Eq. (13) is minimized. Later, we will show that for an ideal Dicke state of many
particles, the optimal choice for gl is

gx = gy = −1, gz = 1. (17)

Then, we present a criterion detecting entanglement.
Observation 3. For separable states in bipartite systems[

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 〈 J2

x + J2
y√

N(N + 2)

〉2

(18)

holds, where we define the difference between the angular momentum components in the two parts
as

J−l = Jal − Jbl (19)

1Instead of Eqs. (14) and (15), typically they write [62, 63, 64, 65]

(∆infJ
a
l )2 = 〈(Ja

l + glJ
b
l + dl)2〉, (16)

where dl is a real number. We have to choose dl such that the variance is minimal. This is the case if dl =
−〈Ja

l + glJ
b
l 〉. With that choice, 〈(Ja

l + glJ
b
l + dl)2〉 = [∆(Ja

l + glJ
b
l )]2 holds, and we arrive at Eq. (14).
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for l = x, y.
If we set the gl according to Eq. (17) then the left-hand side of Eq. (13) is identical to the

left-hand side of Eq. (18). Let us compare the right-hand sides. For states living in the symmetric
(i.e., bosonic) subspace such that Jaz , J

b
z ≈ 0, as we will see later, the right-hand side of Eq. (13) is

around 4 times smaller than that of Eq. (18). Thus, for such states, it is more difficult to violate
the EPR steering criterion (13) than the entanglement criterion (18), which is consistent with the
fact that steering is typically harder to get than entanglement.

In this paper, we will prove the relations mentioned above and show that these relations detect
entanglement in a condensate split into two parts. Our method will handle the problem of fluctu-
ating particle numbers, which has two different manifestations. On the one hand, the total particle
number varies from experiment to experiment. On the other hand, when the ensemble is split,
the particle number in the two subensembles will not be exactly half of the total particle number.
Both of these effects make the detection of entanglement more difficult, since they decrease the
violation of the entanglement criteria. An appropriate normalization of the measured quantities
can reduce the problem mentioned above. We show this in detail for the case of the splitting noise,
which we call partition noise.

Our method can also tolerate another imperfection appearing in experiments. While ideally
BECs occupy a single spatial mode, in practice the population of other spatial modes cannot be
fully suppressed. This is partly due to the fact that BECs are prepared experimentally at some
nonzero temperature. Hence, a quantum state realized with a BEC of two-level atoms will never
be in a perfectly symmetric state [77]. Due to the complexity of the appropriate modelling, such
effects have not been considered in many cases when the state of the ensemble was obtained via
tomography, and in some cases they were taken into account through ad-hoc methods. We work
out criteria that are valid also for states that are not perfectly symmetric.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we prove the uncertainty relation (12). We
also prove the EPR steering criterion (13) and the entanglement criterion (18). In Sec. 3, we
calculate relevant quantities for the split Dicke state and present other versions of our criteria
with a normalization that handles the partition noise in Dicke states, i.e., the fluctuation of the
particle numbers in the two halves of the system due to splitting. In Sec. 4, we apply our criteria to
various ideal quantum states as well as to an experiment in which a Dicke state has been prepared.
Furthermore, we also test our criteria numerically on split spin-squeezed states.

2 Derivation of the inequalities
In this section, we prove the number-phase-like uncertainty relation given in Observation 1. Then,
we prove the EPR relation given in Observation 2 and the entanglement criterion in Observation 3.

2.1 Number-phase-like uncertainty
Here, we derive an uncertainty relation that resembles a number-phase complementarity relation.

Proof of Observation 1. Let us first prove that the usual Heisenberg uncertainty relation for
some A and B operators

(∆As)2(∆Bs)2 ≥ 1
4 〈C

s〉2 (20)

with Cs = i[As, Bs] is valid for a fluctuating number of particles and we formulated the uncertainty
for one of the subsystems s = a, b. Let us consider the following series of inequalities

(∆As)2(∆Bs)2 ≥

∑
js

pjs(∆As)2
%js

∑
js

pjs(∆Bs)2
%js


≥ 1

4

∑
js

pjs |〈Cs〉%js |

2

≥ 1
4 〈C

s〉2, (21)
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where again s = a, b. The first inequality in Eq. (21) is due to the concavity of the variance. The
second inequality holds because Eq. (20) is valid for a state with fixed js. It is also due to the
relation (see, e.g., Ref. [79])(∑

k

pkak

)(∑
k

pkbk

)
≥

(∑
k

pk
√
akbk

)2

, (22)

where ak, bk ≥ 0, which can be obtained straightforwardly from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality2.
The last inequality in Eq. (21) is due to the basic properties of the absolute value. With that we
proved that the Heisenberg uncertainty relation is true for states with a varying particle number.
Note that our proof is valid even if As and Bs depend on js.

Now we consider the Heisenberg uncertainty relations

(∆Jsz )2(∆Jsx)2 ≥ 1
4 〈J

s
y 〉2,

(∆Jsz )2(∆Jsy )2 ≥ 1
4 〈J

s
x〉2. (23)

By summing the two inequalities we obtain

(∆Jaz )2[(∆Jsx)2 + (∆Jsy )2] ≥ 1
4(〈Jsx〉2 + 〈Jsy 〉2). (24)

Then, by adding [(∆Jsx)2 + (∆Jsy )2]/4 to both sides, and dividing by 〈(Jsx)2〉+ 〈(Jsy )2〉, we arrive
at the uncertainty relation Eq. (12). �

Equation (12) is similar to a number-phase uncertainty relation [60]. In Eq. (12), the first term
represents the fluctuations in the particle number difference and the second term represents the
fluctuations in the phase difference. In Appendix B, we show how Eq. (12) can be connected to
the literature on number-phase uncertainties.

It is interesting to note that the term with (∆Jsz )2 in Eq. (12) has a constant part. The
well-known Heisenberg uncertainty with the canonical x and p operators does not have such a
constant. For that uncertainty, when (∆x)2 is approaching zero, (∆p)2 is approaching infinity. In
our case, the uncertainties of the angular momentum components are bounded from above for a
given particle number. Thus, such a constant added to (∆Jsz )2 is needed to obtain a meaningful
uncertainty relation with angular momentum components. If (∆Jsz )2 is zero and there were not a
constant included in the first term, then an uncertainty could be satisfied only if the right-hand
side of the inequality were zero, or the second term on the left-hand side were infinite, which is
impossible. Due to the constant term, a state fully polarized in the z-direction, having (∆Jsz )2 = 0,
saturates the relation given in Eq. (12) with a nonzero value on the right-hand side.

2.2 Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen criterion
Here, we prove the criterion for steering given in Eq. (13). An important EPR condition with
collective spin operators is given as [80, 81, 82]

(∆infJ
a
z )2(∆infJ

a
y )2 ≥ 1

4 〈J
a
x 〉2 , (25)

where the right-hand side can be improved considering an inferred value 〈Jax 〉 based on measure-
ments on party b [65]. These relations are tailored for states that have a spin almost fully polarized
in the x-direction. To construct a similar criterion that is also suitable to detect unpolarized states,
such as the state given in Eq. (1), we can use directly Eq. (12)3.

Proof of Observation 2. We build on the explanation of local hidden state models given in
the introduction and the relation given in Eq. (10). Given that one measures an observable Ob

2The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality is
(∑n

k=1 ukvk

)2
≤
(∑n

k=1 u2
k

) (∑n

k=1 v2
k

)
. Equation (22) can be proved

taking uk = √pkak and vk =
√

pkbk.

3Note that there is a relation stronger than Eq. (25), where there is an inferred quantity also on the right-hand
side. It can detect also unpolarized states [80, 81, 82].
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on subsystem b and gets outcome x, one can associate to subsystem a a positive matrix (i.e., a
quantum state that is not normalized)

Aax|Ob = p(x|Ob)
∑
λ

p(λ|x,Ob)%aλ. (26)

After all outcomes x are sampled, the whole ensemble of such positive matrices (termed assemblage)
{Aax|Ob} satisfies

∑
xAax|Ob = %a, where %a = Trb(%) is the reduced density matrix of a. This is

consistent with the fact that a and b initially shared a common quantum state %.
Now we will derive relations that are valid for states with a local hidden state model. They

are uncertainty relations for subsystem a conditioned on measurements on subsystem b. Given the
measurement outcomes on b, one can try to build estimates Oaest for all operators Oa. The estimate
Oaest is typically a function of the measurement outcomes on subsystem b.

(∆Oa)2
inf =

∑
x

p(x|Ob)〈(Oa −Oaest,x|Ob)
2〉%a

x|Ob
, (27)

where we define the normalized density matrix

%ax|Ob =
Aax|Ob

Tr(Aa
x|Ob)

=
∑
λ

p(λ|x,Ob)%aλ. (28)

It is easy to see that the best estimate we obtain for

Oaest,x|Ob = 〈Oa〉%a
x|Ob

. (29)

In this case, we obtain

(∆Oa)2
inf =

∑
x

p(x|Ob)(∆Oa)2
%a
x|Ob

(30)

Due to the concavity of the variance and based on Eq. (28), we can write that

(∆Oa)2
%a
x|Ob
≥
∑
λ

p(λ|x,Ob)(∆Oa)2
%a
λ
. (31)

Based on Eq. (30) and Eq. (31), for such a local hidden state model the inference variance is lower
bounded as [62, 63, 64, 65]

(∆Oa)2
inf ≥

∑
λ,x

p(x|Ob)p(λ|x,Ob)(∆Oa)2
%a
λ

=
∑
λ

pλ(∆Oa)2
%a
λ
. (32)

On the right-hand side there is the estimation precision reached when we know the local hidden
variable. The inference variance cannot be lower than that. Note that the above statement is true
also for states with a nonzero particle number variance given in Eq. (9).

We will start out from the uncertainty relation given in Eq. (12). Let us define the quantities

W := (∆Jax )2 + (∆Jay )2, L := 〈(Jax )2 + (Jay )2〉. (33)

Note that L ≤ ja(ja + 1). With this Eq. (12) can be rewritten for a state %a in subsystem a as[
(∆Jaz )2

%a + 1
4

]
W%a ≥

1
4L%a . (34)

Then, we obtain the following series of inequalities (see Eq. (34) in Ref. [65])[
(∆infJ

a
z )2 + 1

4

]
× [(∆infJ

a
x )2 + (∆infJ

a
y )2] ≥

[∑
λ

pλ(∆Jaz )2
%a
λ

+ 1
4

]
×

[∑
λ

pλW%a
λ

]

≥

(∑
k

pλ

√[
(∆Jaz )2

%a
λ

+ 1
4

]
×
√
W%a

λ

)2

≥

(∑
λ

pλ
1
2

√
L%a

λ

)2

≥
L2
%a

4ja(ja + 1) . (35)
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In Eq. (35), for the first inequality we used Eq. (32), for the second inequality we used Eq. (22),
and for the third inequality we used Eq. (34). For the last inequality, we used∑

λ

pλ
√
xλ ≥

∑
λ pλxλ√
xmax

, (36)

where 0 ≤ xλ ≤ xmax. It is based on the fact that
√
x ≤ x/√xmax, if 0 ≤ x ≤ xmax holds. We say

that the state is steerable if Eq. (35) is violated.
In order to understand the bound better in Eq. (36), let us consider the case of two subensembles

with probabilities p1 and p2 = 1− p1, and x1 = 0. Then, the average of xλ∑
λ

pλxλ = p2x2 (37)

is not smaller than (∑
λ

pλ
√
xλ

)2

= p2
2x2. (38)

If p2 is small then Eq. (37) can be much larger than Eq. (38). Nevertheless,(∑
λ pλxλ√
xmax

)2
= p2

2x2 ×
x2

xmax
(39)

is never larger than the expression given in Eq. (38). �
The gain factors g [see Eq. (15)] appear only in the inferred variances, and not in the bound

as it happens for entanglement criteria (see e.g., Eq. (1) of Ref. [71]). Therefore, to minimize
the criterion it is enough to minimize each inferred variance independently, which can be done by
taking the derivative with respect to g, and then equating to zero. This straightforward calculation
gives

gl = −Cov(Jal , Jbl )
(∆Jbl )2 , (40)

where the covariance is defined as

Cov(Jal , Jbl ) = 〈Jal Jbl 〉 − 〈Jal 〉〈Jbl 〉. (41)

Based on Eq. (40), and calculating the values of the correlations for Dicke states, as we do later in
Eqs. (80) and (81), the optimal gain factors for experimentally split Dicke states result to be

gx = gy = −N/(N + 4), gz = 1 . (42)

For large N , these coincide with Eq. (17), which are the values we can consider for simplicity as
in typical experiments we have N � 100.

2.3 Entanglement criterion
Now, let us prove the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (18). First, as above we start with a
criterion that is suitable for states that are completely polarized in a certain direction. This can
be found directly from the argument given by Giovannetti et al. in Ref. [72].

Observation 4. An entanglement criterion with a bound depending on squared first-moments
of the collective spin is

(∆Jz)2 [(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1
4(〈Jx〉2 + 〈Jy〉2), (43)

where J−l is defined in Eq. (19).
Proof. Let us consider first states with a fixed ja and jb. Equation (16) of Ref. [72] shows that

for all separable states

[∆(Ua ± Ub)]2[∆(Va ± Vb)]2 ≥
1
4(|〈Ca〉|+ |〈Cb〉|)2 (44)
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holds, where Us and Vs for s = a, b are operators acting on the two subsystems, and Cs = i[Us, Vs].
Using that (|x|+ |y|)2 ≥ (x+ y)2 for any x, y it follows that

[∆(Ua + Ub)]2[∆(Va − Vb)]2 ≥
1
4(〈Ca〉+ 〈Cb〉)2. (45)

We use Eq. (45) for Us = Jsz and Vs = Jsx, and for Us = Jsz and Vs = Jsy to obtain two inequalities
valid for separable states. Summing these two inequalities, we obtain Eq. (43).

Let us extend this result to the case of nonzero particle number fluctuations. Using Eq. (22)
we obtain

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb(∆Jz)2
%ja,jb

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb
[
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2]

%ja,jb
≥ 1

4

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb

√
〈Jx〉2 + 〈Jy〉2

2

. (46)

The left-hand side of Eq. (46) is not larger than (∆Jz)2 [(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] due to the concavity
of the variance, while the right-hand side of Eq. (46) is never smaller than the right-hand side of

Eq. (43) due to the convexity of f(x, y) =
√
x2 + y2. �

The criterion presented in Eq. (43) cannot be used for Dicke states, as it has first moments of the
angular momentum coordinates on the right-hand side, which are zero for such states. Therefore,
we will now derive criteria that work for Dicke states as well.

Observation 5. For all separable states[
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

4

〈√
J2
x + J2

y

〉2
(47)

holds.
Proof. Let us start from Eq. (43), which is true for all separable states, including states with a

fluctuating particle number. We add to both sides the quantity
[
(∆Jx)2 + (∆Jy)2] /4, and obtain

the inequality

(∆Jz)2 [(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2]+ 1
4
[
(∆Jx)2 + (∆Jy)2] ≥ 1

4(〈J2
x〉+ 〈J2

y 〉). (48)

Now, let us consider only product states. For these,

(∆Jx)2 + (∆Jy)2 = (∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2 = (∆Jax )2 + (∆Jbx)2 + (∆Jay )2 + (∆Jby)2 (49)

holds. Based on Eqs. (48) and (49), for product states[
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

4 〈J
2
x + J2

y 〉 (50)

holds. Equation (50) is not necessarily true for separable states since the left-hand side is not
concave in the state, while the right-hand side is linear.

Let us consider another equation that is true for product states, namely Eq. (47), which follows
from Eq. (50) and from the relation

〈A〉 ≥ 〈
√
A〉2 (51)

that holds for any observable A. We claim that Eq. (47) is also true for all separable states. In
order to proceed, let us see how to obtain inequalities linear in variances. Let us start from the
expression

x2y2 ≥ c2, (52)

where c is a constant. From Eq. (52) and αx2 + βy2 ≥ 2xy
√
αβ, it follows that

αx2 + βy2 ≥ 2c
√
αβ, (53)

for any real α and β. Thus, the inequality with the product of x and y given in Eq. (52) is equivalent
to the inequalities with the weighted sum of x and y given in Eq. (53) for all α and β.
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Based on these, the inequality in Eq. (47) can be written as

α

[
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

]
+ β

[
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥√αβ 〈√J2

x + J2
y

〉
. (54)

So far we know that the inequality in Eq. (54) is true for product states for any choice of the real
coefficients α’s and β’s. However, the left-hand side of Eq. (54) is concave in the state, while the
right-hand side is linear. Hence, the inequality is valid for all separable states.

One can also see that Eq. (54) corresponds to the tangents of the hyperbola appearing in
Eq. (47). Let us consider all the inequalities that can be obtained from Eq. (54) for all α’s and
β’s. They are all fulfilled if and only if the inequality in Eq. (47) is fulfilled. Hence, Eq. (47) is also
valid for all separable states. Note that our proof remains valid for the case of fluctuating number
of particles. �

Equation (47) is an entanglement condition that detects the Dicke state given in Eq. (1) as
entangled. However, on the right-hand side we have the expectation value of an operator which
is difficult to measure in an experiment. We now show somewhat weaker criteria, in which the
operator expectation values on the right-hand side are much easier to measure.

Proof of Observation 3. Let us consider the case of fixed local particle numbers. We use that
for A ≥ 0 we have

〈
√
A〉 ≥ 〈A〉/

√
λmax(A), (55)

where λmax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of A. In our case, the operator A is given by

A = J2
x + J2

y , (56)

and for this operator the maximal eigenvalue is

λmax(A) = N(N + 2)/4. (57)

Hence, the right-hand side of Eq. (47) is never smaller than that of Eq. (18).
Let us move towards the case of fluctuating particle numbers. We obtain

〈
√
A〉 =

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb〈
√
A〉%ja,jb ≥

∑
ja,jb

pja,jb
〈A〉%ja,jb√

(ja + jb)(ja + jb + 1)
=
〈
A/
√
N(N + 2)

〉
. (58)

For the inequality in Eq. (58) we used Eq. (55). For the second equality we just used the definition
of an operator acting on a state with varying particle numbers given in Eq. (8). Hence, the right-
hand side of Eq. (47) is never smaller than that of Eq. (18), even if the variance of the particle
number is nonzero.

Alternatively, Observation 3. can also be proven following the steps similar to that of the proof
of Observation 2. The advantage of the proof we presented, that it connects our relation to the
criterion of Giovannetti et al. in Ref. [72]. �

We present another condition, also related to Eq. (47).
Observation 6. The following holds for all separable states[

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

8(〈|Jx|〉+ 〈|Jy|〉)2. (59)

Here, 〈|Jl|〉 is measured as follows. We measure Jl and compute the absolute value. Then, we
measure the average of these absolute values.

Proof. The inequality √
x2 + y2

2 ≥
√
x2 +

√
y2

2 (60)

holds for any numbers x and y, since the square root is concave. An analogous relation is true for
matrices, since the square root is matrix concave [83, 84]. Hence, for operators acting on a state
space with given ja and jb

√
J2
x + J2

y ≥

√
J2
x +

√
J2
y

√
2

≡ |Jx|+ |Jy|√
2

(61)
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holds. Hence, for a state with a fixed subsystem particle numbers〈√
J2
x + J2

y

〉
≥ 〈|Jx|+ |Jy|〉√

2
. (62)

Clearly, Eq. (62) is also valid for a system with a fluctuating number of particles. Based on these
and on Eq. (47), the statement of the observation follows. �

3 Entanglement detection in the vicinity of the ideal Dicke state
Here, we calculate various relevant operator expectation values for the Dicke state, (1). First, we
consider collective quantities, namely, components of the collective angular momentum and their
second moments. Then, we divide the particles into two groups, and calculate collective quantities
for the two parts. We obtain the correlations of these quantities, and also the variance of their
sum and difference.

These calculations provide an intuition of what kind of quantities we need to use to construct an
entanglement condition that detects entanglement close to Dicke states. Clearly, we need quantities
for which the Dicke state gives an extremal (i.e., minimal or maximal) or almost extremal value.
We will then observe how our criteria are exactly tailored for detecting such states.

3.1 Collective quantities
Let us now see the expectation values of the collective observables for the Dicke state of N qubits.
First of all, the Dicke state is unpolarized, i.e., 〈Jl〉 = 0. Moreover, it is symmetric under particle
exchange. Hence,

〈J2
x + J2

y + J2
z 〉 = N

2

(
N

2 + 1
)
. (63)

Since the Dicke state is the eigenstate of Jz, the variance of the z-component of the angular
momentum is zero

〈J2
z 〉 = 0. (64)

Finally, the Dicke state is symmetric under rotation around the z-axis. Hence,

〈Jmx 〉 = 〈Jmy 〉 (65)

holds for all powers m. Equations (63), (64) and (65) lead to

〈J2
x〉 = 〈J2

y 〉 = N

4

(
N

2 + 1
)
. (66)

Thus, the uncertainty ellipse of the collective angular momentum is a “pancake” which has zero
width in the z-direction, while in x- and y-directions its width is large, as it can be seen in
Fig. 2(a) 4.

3.2 Bipartite quantities
In order to detect bipartite entanglement in the Dicke state, we divide the ensemble of N particles
into two groups (here without partition noise). The corresponding collective angular momentum
components are

Jal =
Na∑
n=1

j
(n)
l , Jbl =

N∑
n=Na+1

j
(n)
l , (67)

where l = x, y, z.

4Here, the principal axes of the ellipses correspond to the eigenvectors of the covariance matrix Ckl =
1
2 〈JkJl + JlJk〉 − 〈Jk〉〈Jl〉. It is also usual to plot the SU(2) Wigner function on the Bloch sphere, which can
be displayed as a ring on the equator of the Bloch sphere [22].
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(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 2: (a) Uncertainty ellipse of a Dicke state given in Eq. (1). In the z-direction the uncertainty is zero as
can be seen from Eq. (64), while in the x- and y-directions it is large, and is given in Eq. (66). The red dot
represents the expectation values of the spin components that are all zero. (b) The same for the state fully
polarized in the x-direction. The red arrow represents the total spin. (c) The same for the state fully polarized
in the x-direction and spin-squeezed in the z-direction.

Assuming even N , we introduce the notation

Na = N

2 + δ, Nb = N

2 − δ, (68)

where −N2 ≤ δ ≤
N
2 . The value δ = 0 corresponds to dividing the ensemble into two equal halves.

The corresponding total spins are

ja = N

4 + δ

2 , jb = N

4 −
δ

2 . (69)

Let us calculate now relevant quantities for the Dicke state spilt into two halves.
For the variance of Jl ≡ Jal + Jbl , we obtain

(∆Jl)2 = (∆Jal )2 + (∆Jbl )2 + 2Cov(Jal , Jbl ), (70)

while for the variance of J−l defined in Eq. (19), we obtain

(∆J−l )2 = (∆Jal )2 + (∆Jbl )2 − 2Cov(Jal , Jbl ) (71)

for l = x, y, z, where the covariance is defined in Eq. (41). Clearly, for the Dicke state, for all
expectation values in the two parts we have

〈Jsl 〉 = 0 (72)

for l = x, y, z and s = a, b.
From Eq. (66), we obtain

(∆Jx)2 = (∆Jy)2 = N

4

(
N

2 + 1
)
. (73)

For large N , this is about half of the maximum for any quantum state, which is N2/4.
The variances of the difference of the angular momentum components of the two parts are

(∆J−x )2 = (∆J−y )2 = N

8
N − 2
N − 1 + 1

2
N

N − 1δ
2 ≈ N

8 + 1
2δ

2, (74)
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which is proved in Appendix C. Let us consider the δ = 0 case separately, for which

(∆J−x )2 = (∆J−y )2 ≈ N

8 . (75)

As a comparison, for the fully polarized state |1〉⊗Nz , we get

(∆J−x )2
fp,z = (∆J−y )2

fp,z = N

4 . (76)

The variance in Eq. (75) is smaller than Eq. (76). Note also that if δ is nonzero, then (∆J−l )2

grows rapidly with δ, as can be seen from Eq. (74).
Finally, from Eq. (64), we obtain for the variance of the sum of the z-components

(∆Jz)2 = 0. (77)

That is, the variance of Jz is minimal for Dicke states.

3.3 Bipartite quantities after splitting in an experiment
Let us consider now the splitting that happens in the experiment, which (neglecting the role of
particle-particle interactions) mimics a beam-splitter transformation. We will calculate various
expectation values for the Dicke state for that case. So far, we assumed that the total parti-
cle number N, and also the particle numbers in the two subsystems, Na and Nb are constants.
Consequently, we also assumed that ja and jb are constants. In practice, an experiment must be
repeated several times in order to obtain sufficient data, and the total particle number is varying
from experiment to experiment. Moreover, even if the total particle number N remained constant,
when the condensate is split into two parts, we do not obtain two subensembles with exactly N/2
particles, but the local particle numbers fluctuate due to partition noise.

If technical noise sources are sufficiently suppressed then the probability of having N/2 + δ
particles in subsystem a is given by the binomial formula

pδ = 2−N
(

N

N/2 + δ

)
. (78)

For an ensemble that on average is split equally, the expectation value of δ is zero. However,
the number of particles in the two subsystems fluctuate from experiment to experiment. This is
described by the variance of the particle number in the subsystem a, or the variance of δ which is

var(Na) = var(δ) = 〈δ2〉 = N

4 . (79)

Now we present some quantities after splitting with partition noise, where the expectation values
are obtained via an averaging of the expectation values obtained for various δ values with a weight
pδ given in Eq. (78). The derivations are in Appendix D (see also Ref. [85]). The local second
moments are

〈(Jsx)2〉δ = 〈(Jsy )2〉δ = N(N + 4)
32 , (80a)

〈(Jsz )2〉δ = N

16 (80b)

for s = a, b, where 〈...〉δ means averaging over the different δ values. The correlations are

〈JaxJbx〉δ = 〈Jay Jby〉δ = N2

32 , (81a)

〈Jaz Jbz〉δ = −N16 . (81b)

With these, based on Eq. (40), we obtain the gl coefficients for the Dicke states as in Eq. (42). For
simplicity, we will use 〈...〉 without the δ subscript in the future. It will be clear from the context,
when expectation values and variances are based on an averaging over various δ values.
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After the correlations, let us write now the collective variances. Based on Eq. (74), they are
obtained as

(∆J−l )2 =
N/2∑

δ=−N/2

pδ

(
N

8
N − 2
N − 1 + 1

2
N

N − 1δ
2
)

= N

8
N − 2
N − 1 + 1

2
N

N − 1var(δ) = N

4 (82)

for l = x, y 5. Comparing this to Eq. (75), we can see that the collective variance became around
twice larger due to the partition noise appearing during the splitting of the condensate. This is
an unwelcome effect that reduces the quality of the experimental data, and makes the detection of
correlations in split states more difficult.

3.4 Bipartite quantities with the normalized spin components
Here, we consider a normalization of the collective angular momentum components of the subensem-
bles, since it reduces the unwelcome effects of particle number fluctuations. We calculate some spin
expectation values for the Dicke state using a normalization factor, and we show that it cancels
the effect of the partition noise. Concretely, we consider the normalized quantities

J sl = Jsl /
√
js(js + 1) (83)

for l = x, y and s = a, b. Note that normalized operators appear in the context of fluctuators
[86, 87, 88, 89], or in modeling spin systems when normalized angular momentum components
perpendicular to the mean spin play the role of the operators x and p of a single mode system
[90]. However, the angular momentum components are normalized with a different function of the
particle number.

Let us also define J−l = J al −J bl for l = x, y. For their variances on the Dicke state we obtain

(∆J−x )2 = (∆J−y )2 ≈ N

N2/2 + 4N − 2δ2 , (84)

which is shown in Appendix E.
Let us calculate the value for an equal splitting, corresponding to δ = 0. We obtain

(∆J−x )2 = (∆J−y )2 ≈ 2
N
. (85)

We now calculate the value taking into account the variance of δ while the condensate is split.
In this case, the variance of δ is given in Eq. (79), hence δ2 . N/4. In Eq. (84), in the denominator
we have

N2/2� 2δ2, (86)
if N is large. Hence, we obtain Eq. (85), the same value we would get for an equal splitting with
δ = 0. Thus, the fact that the particle number variance after splitting is nonzero did not increase
the value of the normalized variance. Remember that the corresponding collective variance without
a normalization increased a lot due to the nonzero particle number variance during splitting, as it
can be seen in Eq. (82) when compared to Eq. (75).

Note that we define normalized spin components only for the x- and y-directions, not in the
z-direction. The reason is that the variance (∆J−l )2 for l = x, y depends on the splitting ratio x,
while (∆Jz)2 does not.

Finally, let us see now a qualitative argument why the normalization is needed to remove the
noise due to splitting with partition noise. For large N, for the Dicke state we have

(∆J−l )2 = (∆Jl)2 − 4〈Jal Jbl 〉 ∝ N (87)
for l = x, y. In Eq. (87), for the two terms appearing in the difference we have

(∆Jl)2 ∝ N2,

〈Jal Jbl 〉 ∝ N2. (88)
Thus, in Eq. (87) we have the difference of two quantities that almost cancel each other, and the
difference is much smaller than the quantities themselves. This is the reason that Eq. (87) is so
sensitive to the δ, as shown in Eq. (74).

5(∆J−
l

)2 = N/4 always if a symmetric state is split with partition noise. See Ref. [85].
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3.5 Entanglement criteria with normalized quantities
Next, we present a formulation of our criteria with normalized spin components. The criteria with
normalized quantities are more resistant to partition noise, at least in the case of Dicke states (see
Sec. 3.4), and are thus recommended for an experimental use. In short, they can be simply derived
repeating the steps described in Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 2.3, after the normalization is inserted in the
formulas.

First, we present an EPR steering criterion with normalized quantities.
Observation 7. The following EPR steering criterion holds with the normalized quantities[

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

4 〈(J
a
x )2 + (J ay )2〉2, (89)

and can be used for Dicke states. A more general form is(
[∆(Jaz − Jaz,est)]2 + 1

4

)(
[∆(J ax − J ax,est)]2 + [∆(J ay − J ay,est)]2

)
≥ 1

4 〈(J
a
x )2 + (J ay )2〉2. (90)

Substituting
J ax,est = J bx , J ay,est = J by , Jaz,est = −Jbz (91)

into Eq. (90), we obtain Eq. (89).
Proof. A relation analogous to the one given in Eq. (12) can be written with normalized

operators as (
(∆Jsz )2 + 1

4

)[
(∆J sx )2 + (∆J sy )2] ≥ 1

4(〈(J sx )2〉+ 〈(J sy )2〉) (92)

for s = a, b. Following steps similar to those in the proof of Observation 2, we obtain the criteria
presented in the Observation. �

Next, we will present entanglement conditions with normalized quantities.
Observation 8. The following inequality with normalized quantities[

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

16
〈
J 2
x + J 2

y

〉2 (93)

holds for separable bipartite states. Here, we defined Jl = J al + J bl for l = x, y.
Proof. A relation analogous to the one given in Eq. (47) can be written with normalized

operators as [
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

4

〈√
J 2
x + J 2

y

〉2
. (94)

Then, we have to apply Eq. (55) with A = J 2
x + J 2

y to obtain an expression that does not
have a square root within the expectation value. Here λmax(A) ≤ 4, where for large N we have
λmax(A) ≈ 4. �

Observation 9. The following inequality with normalized quantities[
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

] [
(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2] ≥ 1

8(〈|Jx|〉+ 〈|Jy|〉)2 (95)

holds for separable bipartite states.
Proof. We start from the entanglement criterion Eq. (94). Then, we have to apply〈√

J 2
x + J 2

y

〉
≥ 〈|Jx|+ |Jy|〉√

2
, (96)

which can be proved similarly to Eq. (61). Then, we obtain an expression that does not have a
square root within the expectation value. �

4 Application of the entanglement criterion for further quantum states
and experimentally prepared Dicke states

In this section, we examine how our EPR steering criterion and entanglement criterion work for
various ideal quantum states, as well as for a Dicke state prepared experimentally.
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Quantum state [∆(Jaz − Jaz,est)]2 Va Ea LHS/RHS
|DN 〉 0 4/N 1 4/N
|+ 1/2〉⊗Nz 0 4/N 4/N N/4
|+ 1/2〉⊗Nx N/8 2/N 1 1

Table 1: Approximate values for large N of the relevant quantities for the EPR steering criterion given in
Eq. (90) for various quantum states. Some of the quantities presented in the table are defined in Eqs. (97) and
(98), while the EPR condition with those is given in Eq. (99). In the last column, the left-hand side divided
by the right-hand side of (99) is given. A value smaller than one indicates that the state violates the criterion
given in Eq. (90). A value close to one means that the state is close to saturate the relation.

Quantum state (∆Jz)2 V E LHS/RHS
|DN 〉 0 4/N 4 1/N
|+ 1/2〉⊗Nz 0 8/N 8/N N/2
|+ 1/2〉⊗Nx N/4 4/N 4 1

Table 2: Approximate values for large N of the relevant quantities for the entanglement criterion given in
Eq. (93) for various quantum states. Some of the quantities presented in the table are defined in Eqs. (100)
and (101), while the entanglement condition with those is given in (102). In the last column the left-hand side
divided by the right-hand side of (102) is given. A value smaller than one indicates that the state violates the
criterion given in Eq. (93). A value close to one means that the state is close to saturate the relation.

4.1 Testing EPR steering and entanglement for various ideal quantum states
We calculate the relevant normalized quantities for the EPR steering criterion given in Eq. (90)
and the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (93) for various quantum states. The results for the
EPR condition are shown in Table 1. The quantities presented in the table are the sum of variances
in subsystem a

Va := [∆(J ax − J ax,est)]2 + [∆(J ay − J ay,est)]2, (97)

and the sum of second moments in subsystem a

Ea := 〈(J ax )2〉+ 〈(J ay )2〉. (98)

The criterion given in Eq. (90) can be written as

{[∆(Jaz − Jaz,est)]2 + 1/4}Va ≥ E2
a/4 (99)

with the quantities given in the table.
The results for the entanglement condition are shown in Table 2. The quantities presented in

the table are the variances of the differences between the two subsystems

V := (∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2, (100)

and the sum of global second moments

E := 〈J 2
x 〉+ 〈J 2

y 〉, (101)

The criterion given in Eq. (93) can be written as

[(∆Jz)2 + 1/4]V ≥ E2/16 (102)

with the quantities given in the table.
The Dicke state violates both criteria very strongly. The state with all spins pointing into the

x-direction, depicted in Fig. 2(b), is close to saturate both relations. All examples are valid when
the ensemble is split with partition noise, and also for the case when the ensemble is divided into
two equal halves without such noise. For the Dicke state, based on the arguments presented in this
paper, there is not an observable difference between the two cases for large particle numbers since
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we used normalized quantities. For the product states, straightforward arguments also show that
there is not an observable difference for large particle numbers. Next we discuss, what estimates
we used for the various states in the criterion given in Eqs. (97) and (99). For the Dicke state, we
used the estimates given in Eq. (91). The other states were product states, hence we used

J ax,est = J ay,est = Jaz,est = 0. (103)

4.2 Experimental results with Dicke states
Next, we test our entanglement criterion with experimental data from Ref. [60]. There, a Dicke
state of around 8000 atoms was prepared, and bipartite entanglement was detected after splitting.
However, in that work a different entanglement criterion was used. Due to the characteristics of
the setup, they could measure Jsz in the two subsystems. They could also measure

Jsα = Jsx cos(α) + Jsy sin(α), (104)

where s = a, b, and α is a random angle with a uniform probability distribution between 0 and 2π.
Note that at a given measurement, the α angle is the same for Jaα and Jbα.

Let us now consider the normalized quantities

J sα = Jsα/
√
js(js + 1),

J±α = J aα ± J bα.
(105)

The average mth moment of the angular momentum in the xy-plane is defined as

〈(J±⊥ )m〉 = 1
2π

∫ 2π

0
〈(J±α )m〉 dα. (106)

It is easy to see that the average second moment can be expressed, rather than with an integral,
as an average of two operators, namely

〈(J±⊥ )2〉 =
〈(J±x )2 + (J±y )2〉

2 , (107)

while the first moment is zero 〈J±⊥ 〉 = 0. Equation (107) can be derived knowing that for the
second moments

1
2π

∫ 2π

0
(Jsα)2 dα =

(Jsx)2 + (Jsy )2

2 (108)

holds, while for the correlations we have

1
2π

∫ 2π

0
JaαJ

b
α dα =

JaxJ
b
x + Jay J

b
y

2 , (109)

which can be proved with straightforward algebra.
With these, the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (93) can be rewritten as[

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
2(∆J−⊥ )2] ≥ 1

16 〈J
2
⊥〉. (110)

In the experiment described in Ref. [60], they used as point of reference the values obtained for
the state fully polarized in the x-direction given as

(∆Jz)2
fp,x = N

4 , (∆J−⊥ )2
fp,x = 2

N
. (111)

In Table 2, it can be seen that this state is very close to saturate the entanglement criterion Eq. (93)
for large N. In the experiment described in Ref. [60], (∆Jz)2 is much smaller than (∆Jz)2

fp,x. The
reason is that the process that prepares the Dicke state ideally creates the eigenstate of Jz with
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Figure 3: Entanglement detection between two spatially separated particle ensembles. (a) Experimental test
of the criterion given in Eq. (93). (orange) Right-hand side of the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (93).
(green) Left-hand side of Eq. (93). (b) Comparison to the criterion of Ref. [60]. (orange) Left-hand side over
the right-hand side for the criterion in Ref. [60]. (green) Left-hand side over the right-hand side for the criterion
in Eq. (93).

eigenvalue 0, that is, ideally we have (∆Jz)2 = 0. On the other hand, 〈(J−⊥ )2〉 is larger than
(∆J−⊥ )2

fp,x and the state is close to be symmetric. We plotted the results in Fig. 3(a).
We can see that the experimental values violate the condition given in Eq. (110). The inequality

presented in this paper is more sensitive than the one presented in Ref. [60]. We can now observe
the main characteristics of our method. First, we don’t need to assume that the quantum state is
fully symmetric. Furthermore, our method can handle particle number variance from experiment
to experiment. In practice, the criterion is robust enough to detect entanglement in an actual
experiment, where, although the variance of (∆Jz)2 can be very close to zero, (∆J−x )2+(∆J−y )2 can
be much larger than for the ideal Dicke state. Hence, an entanglement criterion with the product
of these two quantities could be more efficient than a criterion with their sum. In Appendix F, we
present some simple entanglement criteria for two spins, which are not yet practical, that help to
understand how we developed our criteria.

Let us examine now, how the EPR steering criterion given in Eq. (89) could be used in a setup
similar to the experiment of Ref. [60]. For that, we consider the average mth moment of the angular
momentum in the xy-plane, defined as

〈(J a⊥)m〉 = 1
2π

∫ 2π

0
〈(J aα )m〉 dα. (112)

We obtain the relation [
(∆Jz)2 + 1

4

] [
2(∆J−⊥ )2] ≥ 1

4 〈(J
a
⊥)2〉2. (113)
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Figure 4: Detection of EPR steering in an equally split spin-squeezed state with N = 500 particles and squeezing
strength µ, for an equally split state (see main text). (green) Left-hand side divided by the right-hand side for
the EPR criterion given in Eq. (90). (brown) Left-hand side divided by the right-hand side for the EPR criterion
given in Eq. (25), which is based on the Reid criterion for spins given in Refs. [80, 81, 82]. Values below 1 signal
the presence of EPR steering. In both cases the gain factors gl have been set to their optimal value Eq. (40).

4.3 Application of the entanglement condition for split spin-squeezed states
From Sec. 4.1 we could see that the state fully polarized in the x-direction was close to saturate the
entanglement criterion Eq. (93). Now, if we start from this state, and apply some suitable interac-
tion between the particles, we can obtain a spin-squeezed state, which has a reduced uncertainty
along some direction orthogonal to the mean spin. Such states are entangled, and they are useful,
e.g., for quantum metrology, where they outperform separable states [91, 92, 17]. Spin-squeezed
states are now routinely prepared in experiments, and their entanglement has been detected in
cold atomic ensembles [43, 45, 46, 47] and in BECs [42, 50, 52, 53, 54]. In addition, collective
measurements allowed to detect and quantify even Bell correlations in such states [93, 94, 95, 96].
On the other hand, the use of local spin measurements in BECs allowed to detect entanglement
and EPR steering between parts of a spin-squeezed state [71, 69].

Here, we show that our entanglement criterion detects bipartite entanglement in split spin-
squeezed states. Such states can be created starting from a spin coherent state polarized along the
x-direction. Then, we apply a dynamics governed by the one-axis twisting Hamiltonian

H = χJ2
z , (114)

where χ defines the interaction strength. The state can be parametrized during the evolution by
the adimensional parameter µ = 2χt, where t is the evolution time. With this parametrization
we follow the notation of Ref. [91]. The state has a reduced spin variance along some direction
in the yz-plane. By applying a rotation around the x-axis, one can orient the state such that the
variance is smallest along the z-direction. Figures 2(b) and (c) show the spin and the uncertainty
ellipses of the states fully polarized in the x-direction and of the state that is also spin-squeezed
in the z-direction.

Let us now consider a splitting of the state into two halves with equal particle numbers, and
investigate correlations between them. The calculations can be simplified since the state is in the
symmetric subspace. The resulting bipartite state has been presented in Refs. [69, 97], and it
allows us to evaluate analytically Eq. (90), which is plotted in Fig. 4. By comparing the violation
of the Reid criterion for spins, Eq. (25), and of the EPR steering criterion presented in this paper,
Eq. (90), we observe that the latter allows us to detect steering for a wider range of µ. This is
the case, because our criterion remains sensitive even when the anti-squeezed component starts to
spread around the Bloch sphere.
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Figure 5: Detection of entanglement in a split spin-squeezed state with N = 500 particles and squeezing
strength µ (see main text). (purple solid) For an equally split state, left-hand side divided by the right-hand
side for the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (93).The curve for splitting with partition noise is not plotted
since at this resolution it would overlap completely with the curve corresponding to equal splitting. (red solid)
For an equally split state, left-hand side divided by the right-hand side for the entanglement criterion given in
Eq. (45) with Us = Js

z , Vs = Js
y , and Cs = Js

x, which is proposed by Giovannetti et al. in Ref. [72], and
analyzed in Ref. [69]. Values below 1 signal the presence of entanglement. (red dashed) The same for splitting
with partition noise.

In Fig. 5, we show similar curves for the entanglement criterion given in Eq. (93). We compare
our approach to the criterion given in Eq. (45) with Us = Jsz , Vs = Jsy , and Cs = Jsx which is
based on the paper of Giovannetti et al. given in Ref. [72] (see also Ref. [69]). We can see that
our criterion allows us to detect spin-squeezed states as entangled even for large µ values where
the state is significantly non-Gaussian.

In Fig. 5, we also show the results with the criterion given in Eq. (93) for the case of splitting
with partition noise. The curve for such case however overlaps with the curve corresponding to
equal splitting. Thus, normalization can the help a lot to mitigate the effects of partition noise.

In summary, our criteria for bipartite entanglement developed for the unpolarized Dicke state
work also for other classes of states, such as spin-squeezed states. Note that this is similar to
the criteria for multipartite entanglement developed for Dicke states in Ref. [24], that were also
applicable for spin-squeezed states [25].

5 Discussion
In this section, we compare our approach to other works about detecting entanglement in bipartite
systems. While bipartite entanglement has been detected in many-particle systems in photons
[98, 99, 100, 58] and cold atomic ensembles [46], we consider now in more detail recent works that
discuss how to detect bipartite entanglement in Bose-Einstein condensates of cold atoms.

Some of the proposals are based on detecting bipartite entanglement in split spin-squeezed
states, also discussed in Sec. 4.3. In such systems, the originally fully polarized state of two-state
atoms becomes entangled due to an interaction and the variance of a collective spin component,
orthogonal to the mean spin, decreases. In Ref. [101], they derive entanglement witnesses using
either only first-order or both first- and second-order moments of local collective spin components.
In both cases, they derive optimal witnesses for spatially split spin-squeezed states in the presence
of local white noise. The correlation-based witness presented is also discussed in Appendix F.1.
In Ref. [102], it is discussed how to detect bipartite nonlocality in spin systems based on parity
measurements, essentially, based on measuring higher-order moments. Experimentally, the ob-
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servation of EPR correlations between spatially separated modes was achieved in split-squeezed
atomic ensembles [71], using a criterion developed by Giovannetti et al. in Ref. [72].

Other works consider three-state atoms, originally in the |0〉 state and an interaction in which
pairs of atoms from |0, 0〉 tunnel to the | + 1,−1〉 and | − 1,+1〉 states [103]. In such systems,
two operators, different from the angular momentum components, have been presented that have
a commutation relation similar to those of the canonical x and p operators, and make it possible
to detect spin-nematic squeezing. Based on the ideas above, EPR correlations have been detected
experimentally [73].

Finally, if after the dynamics mentioned above we project to the subspace with fixed number
atoms in states |+1〉 and |−1〉, then we obtain a Dicke state given in Eq. (1). It is a highly entangled
multi-qubit state that has many advantageous properties discussed in Appendix A. A key fact is
that for the Dicke state the expectation value of all the spin components is zero, thus the criteria
must contain the second moment of the spin components. Ref. [60] presents an experiment in
which entanglement has been detected in such systems with the measurement of collective angular
momentum components in the two parties. Our article derives an independent criterion based
on general principles, which seems to be stronger when tested on experimental data, as can be
seen in Fig. 3(b). A key difference is that the present criterion given in Eq. (110) includes the
term 〈(J +

⊥ )2〉 given in Eq. (107), which provides information on how much the bipartite quantum
state is in the symmetric subspace. The criterion given in Ref. [60] has this type of information
only about the subsystems. In the present paper, we also show in detail how the normalization
of the spin components cancel some of the partition noise. We also present a criterion for EPR
entanglement for Dicke states. We also show that, apart from Dicke states, our criteria work also
for split spin-squeezed states.

Conclusions
We presented an uncertainty relation that plays the role of number-phase uncertainty for atomic
systems. Based on this uncertainty relation, we described methods to detect Einstein-Podolsky-
Rosen steering and bipartite entanglement. Our methods are especially suited for Dicke states,
which gave us the motivation for this work, however, they can be also applied to other experi-
mentally relevant states, for instance, split spin-squeezed states. Our methods can handle imper-
fections, such a nonzero particle number variance, including the partition noise. They can also
handle the problem that the quantum state does not live in a single spatial mode since the pop-
ulations of the other modes are not fully suppressed. When applied to split nonclassical states,
all these conditions need collective spin measurements in the two halves of the system, which are
routinely measured in atomic gases and BECs. In the future, it would be interesting to estimate
entanglement monotones based on the measured violation of the entanglement criteria [74].
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A The Dicke state as a bipartite state
In this Appendix, we analyze the entanglement properties of Dicke states given in Eq. (1). First
of all, the entanglement of Dicke states is quite robust to external noise and imperfections. For
instance, loosing a particle does not make the Dicke state separable. As already mentioned, Dicke
states make possible quantum metrology with the maximal, Heisenberg scaling [20].

The entanglement of formation of |DN 〉 is known considering an equal partitioning of the N
particles [75]. For large N, it is given as

E
(Dicke)
F ≈ log2(N)/2. (115)

In comparison, the entanglement of a maximally entangled state of two qudits of dimension d
is log2 d. Hence, the bipartite entanglement of the Dicke state is close to the entanglement of a
maximally entangled state with d =

√
N.

Let us observe this in more detail. The Schmidt decomposition of the Dicke state is [75, 104]

|DN 〉 =
N∑
m=0

λm|m,Na〉 ⊗ |N/2−m,Nb〉, (116)

where the coefficients are

λm =
(
N

Na

)− 1
2
[(
Na
m

)(
Nb

N/2−m

)] 1
2

(117)

and the basis states in the two subsystems are

|m,N〉 =
(
N

m

)−1/2∑
k

Pk(|1〉⊗m|0〉⊗N−m). (118)

The states given in Eq. (118) are symmetrized superpositions of all product states with m 1’s and
N −m 0’s.

Let us now consider an equal splitting, which means

Na = Nb = N

2 . (119)

While the state has N + 1 nonzero Schmidt coefficients, most of these coefficients are close to zero
since for large N the binomial can be approximated with a Gaussian and we obtain

λm ∝ exp
[
− (m−N/2)2

2(N/4)

]
. (120)

Hence, λm is large if

|m−N/2| .
√
N

2 . (121)

This explanation made it easier to understand Eq. (115) qualitatively.
It is instructive to compare Dicke states to the celebrated Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)

states [105]

|GHZN 〉 = 1√
2
(
|0〉⊗N + |1〉⊗N

)
, (122)
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which play a central role in quantum information science. GHZ states have been realized in
photonic systems [106, 107, 108, 109, 110] and in cold trapped ions [111, 112, 113]. GHZ states
make possible quantum metrology with the maximal, Heisenberg scaling [111].

GHZ states have a bipartite entanglement of the two halves of the particles equal to

E
(GHZ)
F = log2 2 = 1. (123)

Moreover, the entanglement of GHZ states is fragile, and the loss of a single particle can lead to a
trivial separable state. GHZ states have been created successfully up to 10-20 particles.

B Relation to number-phase uncertainty
In this section, we attempt to connect our derivation to the literature on number-phase uncertainty
relations [114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121]. If the system is described by a bosonic mode then
the number phase relation is written such that the phase operator is related to the annihilation
operator a of the mode. Such systems are, for example, light fields, where the superposition of states
with different number of photons is detectable. An alternative of the number-phase uncertainty
has been used to detect entanglement in two-mode systems [122, 123]. An entanglement criterion
related to the number-phase uncertainty for two photonic modes, such that one of the modes have
few photons, has been considered [124]. An EPR steering criterion has been presented in such
system for two modes [125].

However, in our case we have massive particles. The superposition of quantum states with
different particle numbers is not detectable. In other words, the particle number is preserved by
the measurements. In the case of two bosonic modes (e.g., two energy levels), this situation can
be handled by mapping the bosonic modes to a spin ensemble using the Schwinger representation
[121, 123]

Jx = 1
2(a†1a2 + a†2a1),

Jy = i

2(a†2a1 − a†1a2),

Jz = 1
2(a†1a1 − a†2a2), (124)

where ak are the two modes corresponding to two internal states of the particles. In this case,
the role of the annihilation operator a in the number-phase uncertainty relation is played by the
operator

J− = Jx − iJy ≡ a1a
†
2. (125)

The operator J− describes a process in which particles move from one mode to the other, thus the
total particle number does not change.

Based on these, an uncertainty relation resembling a number-phase uncertainty has been ob-
tained between Jz and the operator E12 defined via the relation [121]

J− = E12
√
J+J−, (126)

where J+ = Jx + iJy, which can be further rewritten as

J− = E12

√
J2
x + J2

y + Jz. (127)

Since the angular momentum operators are defined with the Schwinger representation for two
bosonic modes, the description above is appropriate to describe quantum states of two-state parti-
cles with a bosonic symmetry. However, it does not describe general quantum states of N particles
that are not symmetric.

We can interpret our approach as one that defines a similar operator

E = J−/
√
〈J2
x + J2

y 〉 = C + iS, (128)

Accepted in Quantum 2023-01-20, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 24



where the operators C and S are defined as

C = Jx/
√
〈J2
x + J2

y 〉, S = −Jy/
√
〈J2
x + J2

y 〉, (129)

which are operators roughly corresponding to cosine and sine of the phase. Note that we assume
that the quantum state is a multi-qubit state, not necessarily with a bosonic symmetry, and Jl are
just the sums of the single-particle spin components as in Eq. (5). We can rewrite Eq. (12) with
these operators as [

(∆Jz)2 + 1
4

] [
(∆C)2 + (∆S)2] ≥ 1

4 . (130)

C Derivation of Eq. (74)
In this Appendix, we calculate various quantities for the Dicke state given in Eq. (1). We obtain
two-particle and bipartite correlations, and at the end we derive Eq. (74).

We will now calculate two-particle correlations of the Dicke state. Due to the permutational
invariance

〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 = 〈j(n)

l j
(m)
l 〉 (131)

holds for l = x, y, z and for all n 6= m. Hence,

〈J2
l 〉 = N

4 +N(N − 1)〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉. (132)

Then, based on Eqs. (66) and (132)

〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 = 1

8
N

N − 1 (133)

for l = x, y while using Eq. (64) we obtain

〈j(1)
z j(2)

z 〉 = − 1
4(N − 1) . (134)

Using Eq. (67), we write the correlations between collective angular momentum component of
the two halves with the two-body correlations as

〈Jal Jbl 〉 = 4jajb〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 =

(
N2

4 − δ
2
)
〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 (135)

for l = x, y, z. Hence, using Eqs. (133) and (134), we obtain for the correlations between the left
and right halves

〈JaxJbx〉 = 〈Jay Jby〉 =
(
N2

32 −
δ2

8

)
N

N − 1 , (136a)

〈Jaz Jbz〉 = −
(
N

16 −
δ2

4N

)
N

N − 1 . (136b)

Note that if we measure Jx or Jy on both sides, the measurement results will be correlated with
each other. If we measure Jz on both sides, the measurement results will be anticorrelated with
each other.

It is worth to calculate the maximum of the correlations for any state. We obtain

|〈Jal Jbl 〉| ≤ jajb = N2

16 −
δ2

4 , (137)

where the bound is sharp. Note that for large N the correlations given in Eq. (136a) are only twice
less than the absolute maximum given in Eq. (137) for δ = 0. Thus, the Dicke state has strong
correlations both in the x- and y-directions.

Using Eqs. (73) and (136a), we obtain

(∆J−l )2 = (∆Jl)2 − 4〈Jal Jbl 〉+ 4〈Jal 〉〈Jbl 〉 = N

8
N − 2
N − 1 + 1

2
N

N − 1δ
2 ≈ N

8 + 1
2δ

2, (138)

which holds for l = x, y. From this, Eq. (74) follows.
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D Quantities after splitting with partition noise
In this Appendix, we calculate various quantities based on the splitting with partition noise char-
acterized by Eq. (79).

In order to proceed, we need that

〈(Jsl )2〉 =
(
Na∑
n=1

j
(n)
l

)2

= js
2 + 2js(2js − 1)〈j(1)

l j
(2)
l 〉, (139)

for s = a, b and l = x, y, z, where we used that (j(n)
l )2 = 1/4. The two-point correlations are given

in Eqs. (133) and (134). Hence, based on Eq. (69) we obtain

〈(Jal )2〉 = N

8 + δ

4 +
(
N

2 + δ

)(
N

2 + δ − 1
)
〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉,

〈(Jbl )2〉 = N

8 −
δ

4 +
(
N

2 − δ
)(

N

2 − δ − 1
)
〈j(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉,

(140)

for l = x, y, z. Now, considering Eq. (79) we arrive at Eq. (80). Based on Eq. (136), the correlations
are obtained as in Eq. (81).

E Derivation of the formula for the variance using normalized quantities,
given in Eq. (84)

In this Appendix, we calculate various quantities for the Dicke state given in Eq. (1), in order to
derive Eq. (84). Based on Eq. (139), the normalized second moments are obtained as

〈(Jsl )2〉
js(js + 1) = 1

2(js + 1) + 4
js − 1

2
js + 1 〈j

(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 ≈

1
2(js + 1) + 4〈j(1)

l j
(2)
l 〉. (141)

for s = a, b, and l = x, y, The two-point correlations are given in Eq. (133).
Let us consider the difference between the normalized collective angular momentum components

of the two subsystems, denoted by J−l . For its variance, we obtain

(∆J−l )2 = 〈(Jal )2〉
ja(ja + 1) + 〈(Jbl )2〉

jb(jb + 1) − 8

√
jajb

(ja + 1)(jb + 1) 〈j
(1)
l j

(2)
l 〉 ≈

1
4(ja + 1) + 1

4(jb + 1) , (142)

which leads to Eq. (84). Here, in the first equality we used Eq. (72), which results in 〈(J−l )〉 = 0
and we used Eq. (135) giving the correlations. For the second, approximate equality we used the
two-body correlations given in Eq. (133) and the normalized second moments given in Eq. (141).
We also used√

jajb
(ja + 1)(jb + 1) =

√
1− ja + jb + 1

(ja + 1)(jb + 1) ≈ 1− ja + jb + 1
2(ja + 1)(jb + 1) , (143)

which is based on that
√

1− x ≈ 1− x/2 holds for small x.

F Basic ideas concerning entanglement detection
In this section, we present simple criteria that detect the Dicke state given in Eq. (1) as entan-
gled. These criteria are not yet practical, but will help us to understand the main problems of
entanglement detection in such systems.

Next, we assume that the states in the two subsystems are symmetric. Ideally, we can expect
this, since the Dicke state is a symmetric multipartite state. If we split it into two subsystems, the
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quantum state within the subsystems is also symmetric. Hence, the quantum state can be mapped
into a quantum state of two large spins.

Based on Eqs. (136) and (79), the correlation between the two halves are obtained as in Eq. (81).
The values given in Eq. (81) are very close to the values given in Eq. (136), if we consider large N
and substitute δ = 0. Thus, the fact that there is a nonzero particle number variance during the
splitting does not change these correlations a lot compared to the case when the atoms are split
into two perfectly equal halves.

F.1 Criterion based on correlations
Since we have a bipartite system, a first straightforward idea is to detect entanglement based on
the correlations between the two parties. For instance, for separable states of two qubits

|〈j(1)
x j(2)

x 〉|+ |〈j(1)
y j(2)

y 〉|+ |〈j(1)
z j(2)

z 〉| ≤ 1/4 (144)

holds [126, 127, 128]. For two spin-j particles a similar relation can be obtained as

|〈j(1)
x j(2)

x 〉|+ |〈j(1)
y j(2)

y 〉|+ |〈j(1)
z j(2)

z 〉| ≤ j2. (145)

Let us consider now our Dicke state split into two equal halves. Since the state is in the symmetric
subspace, we can map it into a state of two particles of spin ja and jb. Then, the entanglement
condition reads as

|〈JaxJbx〉|+ |〈Jay Jby〉|+ |〈Jaz Jbz〉| ≤ jajb = N2

16 −
δ2

4 , (146)

where we have used Eq. (69). Knowing that in the experiment the variance of δ is given by Eq. (79),
we obtain

|〈JaxJbx〉|+ |〈Jay Jby〉|+ |〈Jaz Jbz〉| ≤
N(N − 1)

16 , (147)

which has been derived in Ref. [101]. (Note that Ref. [101] presented further interesting results.)
Based on Eq. (136), for the ideal Dicke state the left-hand side of Eq. (146) is

N(N + 1)
16

N

N − 1 − δ
2
(

1
4 + 1

4N

)
N

N − 1 . (148)

If we consider the splitting for which Eq. (79) holds, then for the left-hand side of Eq. (146) we
obtain

N(N + 1)
16 . (149)

The value for the Dicke state given in Eq. (149) is very close to the bound given on the right-hand
side of Eq. (147). Hence, it is difficult to use the criterion for a real experiment. In fact, both
the value for Dicke states and the bound is N2/16 in leading order in N, while their difference is
proportional to N in leading order in N.

F.2 Criterion based on variances
Next, we present simple criteria that use the variances of collective observables. As an introduction,
let us consider a well known criterion aimed at detecting singlet states. For separable states of a
bipartite system corresponding to the 2ja : 2jb partition [78],

(∆Jx)2 + (∆Jy)2 + (∆Jz)2 ≥ N

2 (150)

holds. For singlet states, the left-hand side of Eq. (150) is zero, hence they maximally violate the
condition.

We would like to apply a similar idea to Dicke states. Hence, we modify the relation

(∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2 + (∆Jz)2 ≥ N

2 . (151)
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The bound for separable states remain the same, however, now the Dicke state violates Eq. (151).
For Dicke states, based on Eq. (74), the left-hand side is

2×
(
N

8
N − 2
N − 1 + 1

2
N

N − 1δ
2
)
≈ N

4 + δ2. (152)

For the δ = 0 case, representing equal splitting, the Dicke state is detected as entangled. However,
the criterion is not very robust. If our Dicke state has ideal correlations in the x- and y-directions
then (∆Jz)2 can grow up to around N/4 such that the Dicke state is still detected. Conversely, if
the correlations in the z-direction are perfect, then (∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2 can grow by around a factor
of 2 to N/2 and the state is still detected as entangled. Thus, the criterion tolerates very low noise
in (∆J−x )2 + (∆J−y )2.

Let us now consider splitting as it is done in experiments, for which Eq. (79) holds. Based on
Eq. (82), the left-hand side of Eq. (151) is N/2 in this case. That is, the state does not even violate
the criterion given in Eq. (151).
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[24] Bernd Lücke, Jan Peise, Giuseppe Vitagliano, Jan Arlt, Luis Santos, Géza Tóth, and Carsten
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[116] Jean-Marc Lévy-Leblond. “Who is afraid of nonhermitian operators? A quantum description
of angle and phase”. Ann. Phys. 101, 319–341 (1976).

[117] D. T. Pegg and S. M. Barnett. “Unitary phase operator in quantum mechanics”. Europhys.
Lett. 6, 483–487 (1988).

Accepted in Quantum 2023-01-20, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 33

https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.053601
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.053601
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.187902
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.193901
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.052347
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab4c7c
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.3991
https://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSAB.24.000275
https://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.16243
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.1345
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.1345
https://dx.doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35000514
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.180401
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys507
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys1603
https://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1097576
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35005011
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.130506
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.130506
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.40.411
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(94)00095-K
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(94)00095-K
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(76)90283-9
https://dx.doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/6/6/002
https://dx.doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/6/6/002


[118] S. M. Barnett and D. T. Pegg. “On the Hermitian optical phase operator”. J. Mod. Opt.
36, 7–19 (1989).

[119] D. T. Pegg and S. M. Barnett. “Phase properties of the quantized single-mode electromag-
netic field”. Phys. Rev. A 39, 1665–1675 (1989).

[120] J. A. Vaccaro and D. T. Pegg. “Physical number-phase intelligent and minimum-uncertainty
states of light”. J. Mod. Opt. 37, 17–39 (1990).

[121] A. Luis and L. L. Sánchez-Soto. “Phase-difference operator”. Phys. Rev. A 48, 4702–
4708 (1993).
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