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Entanglement is a fundamental feature of quantum physics and a key resource for quantum communication,
computing, and sensing. Entangled states are fragile and maintaining coherence is a central challenge in
quantum information processing. Nevertheless, entanglement can be generated and stabilized through dissipative
processes. In fact, entanglement has been shown to exist in the steady state of certain interacting quantum
systems subject solely to incoherent coupling to thermal baths. This has been demonstrated in a range of bi- and
multipartite settings using systems of finite dimension. Here we focus on the steady state of infinite-dimensional
bosonic systems. Specifically, we consider any set of bosonic modes undergoing excitation-number-preserving
interactions of arbitrary strength and divided between an arbitrary number of parties that each couple weakly to
thermal baths at different temperatures. We show that a unique steady state is always separable.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevA.108.032209

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is a central feature of quantum physics and a
key resource for many quantum-information-processing tasks
[1], such as quantum communication, computing, and sensing
[2–5]. The generation and stabilization of entangled states
is a challenging task. As entanglement is generally fragile
with respect to loss and noise [1], and considerable effort
is usually required to isolate the system of interest from the
environment. Nevertheless, it has been shown that coupling to
an environment can be used to aid entanglement generation
[6–13]. Steady-state entanglement can also be generated by
dissipation and external driving [14–17]. In fact, dissipative
steady-state entanglement generation is even possible without
any source of coherence or external control, a setting referred
to as autonomous. This has been demonstrated in a number of
different contexts for finite-dimensional systems [18–29].

Much less is known for infinite-dimensional systems, al-
though they are widely employed in practice in experiments
with quantum optical, optomechanical, and superconducting
setups. In particular, the class of so-called Gaussian states
and operations in bosonic systems are ubiquitous as they are
relatively simple to realize and their theory is well understood
[30]. Gaussian processes, e.g., squeezing and linear interfer-
ometers, are used extensively in continuous-variable quantum
information processing and quantum optics in general. How-
ever, it turns out that non-Gaussian resources are necessary
in order to perform various important quantum-information-
processing tasks including, for example, entanglement distil-
lation [31–33], quantum error correction [34], and universal
quantum computation [35,36]. It is therefore of interest to
determine the combinations of Gaussian and non-Gaussian
resources that can generate steady-state entanglement. In the
present work, we demonstrate that autonomous, steady-state
entanglement in bosonic systems with passive Gaussian inter-
actions is not possible.

We consider a multimode bosonic system undergoing
quadratic, excitation-preserving interactions (i.e., passive

Gaussian interactions or linear interferometers) of arbitrary
strength, divided between an arbitrary number of parties. The
modes of different parties couple weakly to thermal baths at
different temperatures, with the energy distribution in each
bath following either Bose-Einstein or Fermi-Dirac statistics
(both bosonic and spin baths are allowed). The system-bath
interactions are also quadratic but not necessarily excitation
number preserving. We show that in such a setting, no entan-
glement can ever be present in the steady state between the
parties of the system.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we intro-
duce the model of our thermal machines. We then present a
separability criterion in Sec. III that will be satisfied by the
steady states. The master equations that describe the dynamics
of our machines are derived in Sec. IV. We focus on two
situations: a global approach, which is appropriate when the
interactions between subsystems are strong relative to the
system-bath couplings; and a local approximation, which de-
scribes a situation where the interactions between subsystems
are weak relative to the system-bath couplings. We then show
that the steady state is separable in both situations. Finally, we
conclude in Sec. V.

II. BOSONIC AUTONOMOUS THERMAL MACHINE

We consider a collection of bosonic modes undergoing
excitation-preserving interactions of arbitrary strength and
distributed between an arbitrary number of parties that each
couple weakly to thermal baths at different temperatures
(Fig. 1). The total system S consists of d bosonic modes with
associated creation and annihilation operators that satisfy the
canonical commutation relations [â j, â†

k] = δ jk , [â j, âk] = 0,
and [â†

j , â†
k] = 0. The corresponding quadrature operators for

each mode are defined as

q̂ j = 1√
2

(â†
j + â j ), p̂ j = i√

2
(â†

j − â j ), (1)
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the quantum thermal machine. The system
consists of d bosonic modes distributed between N subsystems. The
system modes are coupled via excitation-number-preserving interac-
tions. The subsystems are separately coupled to either bosonic or spin
baths. Bosonic baths exchange both energy and particles with the
system while the spin baths exchange only energy. The system-bath
coupling is taken to be weak, while the intersystem couplings can be
of arbitrary strength.

and fulfill the commutation relations [q̂ j, p̂k] = iδ jk , where
we use units with h̄ = 1 throughout.

The Hamiltonian of the system ĤS is taken to be a general
stable (ĤS > 0), quadratic, and excitation-number-preserving
Hamiltonian

ĤS =
∑
i, j

Hi j â
†
i â j, (2)

where Hi j is a Hermitian matrix. There are N subsystems and
baths, with the nth subsystem denoted by Sn and coupling to
the nth bath En. The total environment is described by the
continuous noninteracting Hamiltonian

ĤE =
N∑

n=1

ĤEn =
N∑

n=1

∫
εn(q) ĉ†

n(q)ĉn(q) dq, (3)

and we assume that the bath spectra are non-negative with
εn(q) � 0. In general, each bath may be bosonic or consist of
spins. For the bosonic baths, the bath creation and annihilation
operators satisfy the canonical commutation relations

[ĉn(k), ĉ†
m(q)] = δnmδ(k − q), (4)

[ĉn(k), ĉm(q)] = [ĉ†
n(k), ĉ†

m(q)] = 0, (5)

while spins in different spin baths commute and spins within
the same bath obey the anticommutation relations

{ĉn(k), ĉ†
n(q)} = δ(k − q), (6)

{ĉn(k), ĉn(q)} = {ĉ†
n(k), ĉ†

n(q)} = 0. (7)

Finally, the system-bath interaction is a quadratic Hamiltonian
of the form ĤSE = ∑N

n=1 V̂n, with

V̂n =
∑
j∈Sn

∫
g j (q)(â†

j + η j â j )ĉn(q) dq + H.c. (8)

Here the j sum is taken over the modes of subsystem Sn,
the complex coefficients g j (q) quantify the strength of each
interaction, and the parameters η j ∈ {0, 1} allow for both

excitation-number-conserving (η j = 0) and “position-like”
(η j = 1) coupling to the environment.

The bosonic baths exchange energy and particles with the
system, and are thus characterized by an inverse temperature
βn = 1/kBTn and chemical potential μn. On the other hand,
the spin baths only exchange energy with the system. We
assume that the environment is initially in the thermal state

ρ̂E =
N⊗

n=1

e−(ĤEn −μnN̂n )βn

tr[e−(ĤEn −μnN̂n )βn ]
, (9)

where N̂n = ∫
ĉ†

n(q)ĉn(q) dq is the number operator of the nth
bath and the chemical potential should only be included for
bosonic baths. In this case, the two-point correlation functions
satisfy

〈ĉ†
n(k)ĉm(q)〉 = pn( εn(k) ) δnm δ(k − q), (10)

〈ĉn(k)ĉm(q)〉 = 0, 〈ĉ†
n(k)ĉ†

m(q)〉 = 0, (11)

where 〈·〉 is the expectation value in the state ρ̂E and

pn(ε) = [ξn + e(ε−μn )βn ]−1 (12)

is the Fermi-Dirac distribution for spin baths (ξn = 1) or the
Bose-Einstein distribution for bosonic baths (ξn = −1).

III. A CRITERION FOR SEPARABILITY

Our goal is to derive the steady state of the system in the
model above. Before proceeding, however, we first consider
a criterion for separability. As the steady state is found to be
Gaussian (see Sec. IV C), separability can be determined from
the covariance matrix. By definition, a Gaussian state ρ̂ has a
Wigner function of the form

W (x) = 1

(2π )d

1√
det 	

e− 1
2 (x−x̄)T 	−1(x−x̄). (13)

Here x = (q1, p1, . . . , qd , pd ) ∈ R2d are canonical phase-
space coordinates, x̄ is a vector of first moments x̄ j = tr[x̂ j ρ̂]
with x̂ = (q̂1, p̂1, . . . , q̂d , p̂d ), and the covariance matrix 	 is
a real, symmetric, and positive-definite matrix with elements

	 jk = 1

2
〈x̂ j x̂k + x̂ j x̂k〉 − 〈x̂ j〉〈x̂k〉, (14)

where 〈·〉 = tr[·ρ̂]. The covariance matrix of a valid quantum
state satisfies the Robertson-Schrödinger uncertainty relation

	 + i

2

 � 0, (15)

where 
 is the symplectic matrix


 =
d⊕

j=1

(
0 1

−1 0

)
. (16)

As shown by Werner and Wolf [37], a bipartite Gaussian
state of systems A and B with covariance matrix 	AB is separa-
ble if and only if there exist valid covariance matrices 	A and
	B for systems A and B such that 	AB � 	A ⊕ 	B. We would
like to apply this result to our steady states. However, it turns
out that the steady-state covariance matrices derived below
in Sec. IV are more conveniently expressed in coordinates
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different to (q1, p1, . . . , qd , pd ). Specifically, in the com-
plex coordinates (q1 + ip1, . . . , qd + ipd , q1 − ip1, . . . , qd −
ipd )/

√
2 they have the simple block structure

	′ =
(

σ ∗ 0
0 σ

)
, (17)

where σ jk = 1
2 〈â†

j âk + âk â†
j〉 − 〈â†

j〉〈âk〉 and the prime de-
notes the complex form. The transformation to complex
coordinates is achieved by first applying the permutation
P that maps (q1, p1, . . . , qd , pd ) to (q1, . . . , qd , p1, . . . , pd ),
and then the unitary matrix

U = 1√
2

(
Id iId

Id −iId

)
, (18)

where Id is the d × d identity matrix. Thus, the similarity
transformation UP yields 	′ = UP	P†U †.

From the steady-state covariance matrix (17), we observe
that 〈â j âk〉 − 〈â j〉〈âk〉 = 0, and so the corresponding Gaus-
sian steady state is not squeezed. Separability of the steady
state then follows from the fact that every entangled Gaussian
state is squeezed, see, e.g., Ref. [38]. For completeness, we
provide a proof that any 	′ of the form (17) corresponds
to a 	 that satisfies the separability condition across any
bipartition. In complex coordinates, the physicality condition
(15) becomes 	′ + 1

2 K � 0, where

K =
(

Id 0
0 −Id

)
, (19)

as may be seen by applying the transformation UP. Since
	′ in (17) comes from a valid steady state, it follows that
σ − 1

2 Id � 0. Taking the complex conjugate, we also have
σ ∗ − 1

2 Id � 0. These two results then imply that 	′ � 1
2 I2d .

Transforming back to the real coordinates we obtain 	 �
1
2 I2d , as the eigenvalues are preserved under the transforma-
tion. For any bipartition of the total system we have that
I2d = IA ⊕ IB, with IA and IB identity matrices corresponding
to subsystems A and B, and 1

2 I is always a valid covariance
matrix (the covariance matrix of the vacuum state). Hence,
a Gaussian state with covariance matrix of the form (17) is
separable across every bipartition.

IV. OPEN-SYSTEM DYNAMICS AND STEADY STATES

In this section we derive master equations for the open-
system dynamics of the setup in Fig. 1. It is shown that the
steady state is a Gaussian state with a covariance matrix of
the form (17), and is therefore separable by the argument of
Sec. III. We consider weak system-bath couplings and large
baths, and assume that the initial composite state of the system
and baths factorizes. In this case, one can apply a perturba-
tive approach in the system-bath coupling to derive a master
equation for the time evolution of the system. A time-local
(Markovian) description of the system evolution, which does
not depend on the entire history of the system state, is obtained
provided that correlations in the baths decay much faster than
variations of the state of the system ρ̃(t ) in the interaction
picture (denoted by a tilde).

Following the standard procedure, one finds (see, e.g.,
Refs. [39,40] for an in-depth derivation)

d

dt
ρ̃(t )

= −
∫ ∞

0
du trE ([ĤSE (t ), [ĤSE (t − u), ρ̃(t ) ⊗ ρ̂E ]]).

(20)

Substituting in the expressions for ĤSE and ρ̂E leads to

d

dt
ρ̃(t ) =

N∑
n=1

∑
j,k∈Sn

∫ ∞

0
du (trE [B̂†

jn(u)B̂knρ̂E ]

× (Â†
j (t − u)ρ̃(t )Âk (t ) − Âk (t )Â†

j (t − u)ρ̃(t ))

+ trE [B̂ jn(u)B̂†
knρ̂E ](Â j (t − u)ρ̃(t )Â†

k (t )

− Â†
k (t )Â j (t − u)ρ̃(t )) + H.c.), (21)

where we have introduced the system operators Â j (t ) =
â j (t ) + η j â

†
j (t ) to simplify the equation, and in the interac-

tion picture the bath operators B̂ jn = ∫
g∗

j (q)ĉn(q) dq have the
form

B̂ jn(u) =
∫

g∗
j (q)ĉn(q)e−iεn (q)u dq. (22)

It is also convenient to define the one-sided Fourier transforms
of the bath correlation functions,

C(n,1)
jk (ω) =

∫ ∞

0
trE [B̂†

jn(u)B̂knρ̂E ]e−iωudu, (23)

C(n,2)
jk (ω) =

∫ ∞

0
trE [B̂ jn(u)B̂†

knρ̂E ]eiωudu, (24)

and split them into their Hermitian and anti-Hermitian parts

C(n,l )
jk (ω) = 1

2γ
(n,l )
jk (ω) + is(n,l )

jk (ω). (25)

The following expressions will also be useful when we con-
sider separability of the steady state,

trE [B̂†
jn(u)B̂knρ̂E ] =

∫
g j (q)g∗

k (q)eiεn (q)u pn(εn(q)) dq, (26)

trE [B̂ jn(u)B̂†
knρ̂E ] =

∫
g∗

j (q)gk (q)e−iεn (q)u

× [1 − ξn pn(εn(q))] dq. (27)

In order to make further progress with the evolution equa-
tion (21), we need to deal with the u dependence appearing
in the interaction-picture creation and annihilation operators.
We consider two situations separately and derive a master
equation for each case. First we take the global approach,
in which the baths interact with the eigenmodes of the total
system Hamiltonian. This is appropriate when the interaction
between subsystems is strong relative to the system-bath inter-
actions and results in a so-called global master equation [41].
Second, we make a local approximation, where each bath
interacts locally with the eigenmodes of the subsystem to
which it couples. This is appropriate when the interaction
between subsystems is weaker than the system-bath couplings
(or comparable, see Ref. [41]), and results in a local master
equation. Note that the validity regimes of the local and global
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master equations have some overlap [41], and hence treating
both enables us to apply our separability result in the entire
range from very weak to strong intersystem interactions. In
both cases we apply the full secular approximation to obtain a
physical (completely positive trace-preserving) master equa-
tion. The condition for this approximation to be valid differs
between the local and global approaches, and therefore the
details are provided separately below.

A. Global master equation

Let us first derive a global master equation. To this end, we
follow Ref. [42] and make use of the Bogoliubov transforma-
tion. The system Hamiltonian (2) can be written in the form
ĤS = â†Hâ, where â† = (â†

1, . . . , â†
d ) and H is a Hermitian

matrix that can be diagonalized with a unitary matrix U . The
transformation â = U b̂ then brings the system Hamiltonian
into the form

ĤS =
∑

j

ω j b̂
†
j b̂ j, (28)

where ω j > 0 are the eigenvalues of H, and the new creation
and annihilation operators b̂ j, b̂†

j satisfy the usual bosonic
canonical commutation relations.

Starting from (21) and applying a full-secular approxima-
tion yields a Markovian master equation for the system state
ρ̂(t ) (in the Schrödinger picture) that is completely positive
and trace preserving,

d

dt
ρ̂(t ) = − i[ĤS + ĤLS, ρ̂(t )] +

D∑
λ=1

∑
u,v∈�λ

× [
�(1)

uv (ωλ)D(b̂†
u, b̂†

v ) + �(2)
uv (ωλ)D(b̂u, b̂v )

]
[ρ̂(t )].

(29)

Here we have introduced the superoperator D(X̂i, X̂ j ) that,
given the two operators X̂i, X̂ j , acts on a quantum state ρ̂ as

D(X̂i, X̂ j )[ρ̂] = X̂iρ̂X̂ †
j − 1

2 {X̂ †
j X̂i, ρ̂}. (30)

The system has D different energy eigenspaces labeled by λ,
where �λ is the set of normal modes associated with the λth
eigenspace corresponding to eigenvalue ωλ, and

�(1)
uv (ω) =

N∑
n=1

∑
i, j∈Sn

γ
(n,1)

i j (ω)U ∗
iuUjv, (31)

�(2)
uv (ω) =

N∑
n=1

∑
i, j∈Sn

γ
(n,2)

i j (ω)UiuU
∗
jv, (32)

where the γ
(n,k)

i j (ω) are defined in (25). The unitary part of the
dynamics is generated by the system Hamiltonian

ĤS =
D∑

λ=1

∑
u∈�λ

ωλb̂†
ub̂u (33)

and the so-called Lamb-shift Hamiltonian

ĤLS =
D∑

λ=1

∑
u,v∈�λ

ϕuv (ωλ)b̂†
ub̂v, (34)

where

ϕuv (ω) =
N∑

n=1

∑
i, j∈Sn

[(
s(n,1)

i j (ω) + s(n,2)
ji (ω)

)

+ (
s(n,1)

ji (−ω) + s(n,2)
i j (−ω)

)
ηiη j

]
U ∗

iuUjv, (35)

and the s(n,k)
i j (ω) are also defined in (25). The Lamb-shift

Hamiltonian commutes with ĤS and so produces a shift in the
energy levels of ĤS .

The full-secular approximation, which was required to
arrive at the master equation (29), is valid provided that
the differences ν of the normal-mode eigenvalues satisfy
minν �=ν ′ |ν − ν ′| > 1/τB, where τB is the largest correlation
time of any of the baths. Furthermore, this approximation
has removed all terms from the master equation that could
generate squeezing, i.e., only passive terms remain.

B. Local master equation

Now suppose that the N subsystems are weakly interact-
ing with each other. In this case the local approach may be
justified, where the coupling between the subsystems is ne-
glected when calculating the effects of the environment. We
thus begin by writing the system Hamiltonian in the form
ĤS = ∑

n Ĥn + ĤC , where Ĥn is the local Hamiltonian for
subsystem Sn and ĤC accounts for the coupling between the
different subsystems. Each Ĥn is excitation number conserv-
ing and, as before, can be put into diagonal form

Ĥn =
Mn∑
j=1

ωn j b̂
†
n j b̂n j (36)

with a Bogoliubov transformation

âi =
Mn∑
j=1

U n
i j b̂n j . (37)

Here Mn is the number of modes in subsystem Sn, ωn j > 0
are the eigenvalues of Hn, b̂n j are the Bogoliubov operators
associated with subsystem Sn, and i ∈ Sn. The components U n

i j
can be viewed as the elements of a unitary matrix U n after a
relabeling of the i index.

These transformations do not diagonalize ĤS and will typi-
cally result in a complicated coupling term ĤC . However, this
does not complicate the derivation, as the coupling between
the subsystems is ignored when calculating the influence of
the environment. With this in mind, starting from (21) and
applying a full-secular approximation yields a Markovian
master equation that is again completely positive and trace
preserving,

d

dt
ρ̂(t ) = − i[ĤS + ĤLS, ρ̂(t )] +

N∑
n=1

Dn∑
λ=1

×
∑

u,v∈nλ

[
�(n,1)

uv (ωnλ)D(b̂†
nu, b̂†

nv )

+ �(n,2)
uv (ωnλ)D(b̂nu, b̂nv )

]
[ρ̂(t )]. (38)

Here Dn is the number of energy eigenspaces associated with
the subsystem Sn, and nλ is the set of normal modes associated
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with the λth eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue ωnλ.
Furthermore,

�(n,1)
uv (ω) =

∑
i, j∈Sn

γ
(n,1)

i j (ω)U n
iu

∗U n
jv, (39)

�(n,2)
uv (ω) =

∑
i, j∈Sn

γ
(n,2)

i j (ω)U n
iuU

n
jv

∗
, (40)

where the γ
(n,k)

i j (ω) are defined in (25).
While the mode transformations simplify each local

subsystem Hamiltonian Ĥn, their effect on the coupling
Hamiltonian ĤC leads to a system Hamiltonian of the form

ĤS =
N∑

n=1

Dn∑
λ=1

∑
u∈nλ

ωnλb̂†
nub̂nu + Ĥ ′

C . (41)

The contribution Ĥ ′
C contains terms of the form b̂†

nub̂mv , which
involve Bogoliubov operators for different subsystems and en-
ergy eigenspaces. However, the full details of the coefficients
appearing in this part are not needed in what follows. The
coupling of the system to the baths produces an additional
contribution to the unitary part of the dynamics

ĤLS =
N∑

n=1

Dn∑
λ=1

∑
u,v∈nλ

ϕ(n)
uv (ωnλ)b̂†

nub̂nv, (42)

where

ϕ(n)
uv (ω) =

∑
i, j∈Sn

[(
s(n,1)

i j (ω) + s(n,2)
ji (ω)

)

+ (
s(n,1)

ji (−ω) + s(n,2)
i j (−ω)

)
ηiη j

]
U n

iu
∗U n

jv, (43)

and the s(n,k)
i j (ω) are also defined in (25). In contrast to the

global approach, this term does not commute with the system
Hamiltonian and therefore does not simply shift the energies
of the system Hamiltonian.

In the local approach, the validity of the full-secular ap-
proximation is determined by the local Hamiltonians of each
subsystem. For each subsystem, the differences νn of the
normal-mode eigenvalues associated with the local Hamilto-
nian Ĥn must satisfy minνn �=ν ′

n
|νn − ν ′

n| > 1/τB. Again, this
approximation results in a master equation containing only
passive terms that cannot generate squeezing.

C. The steady-state solution

We now show that whenever the steady state of the global
or local master equation is unique, it is a Gaussian state with
a covariance matrix of the form (17). Thus, for any initial
system state the steady state will be a separable Gaussian state.
We first provide a short proof that assumes the steady state is
unique, and then derive a condition for the steady state to be
unique. Both derivations make use of the fact that the global
and local master equations take Gaussian states to Gaussian
states. This is because the Hamiltonian part is quadratic in
the Bogoliubov operators, and the Lindblad operators in the
dissipative part are linear in the Bogoliubov operators.

For the simple proof, note that the right-hand side of both
the global (29) and local (38) master equations can be written
in terms of a Liouvillian L as Lρ̂(t ). In each case L com-
mutes with the superoperator N · = [N̂, ·], where the total

excitation-number operator is N̂ = ∑
j b̂†

j b̂ j in the global ap-

proach and N̂ = ∑
n, j b̂†

n j b̂n j in the local approach. Therefore,

any state that is initially block diagonal in the N̂ eigenbasis,
with no coherences between different number sectors, will
remain block diagonal for all time. Such a state has no squeez-
ing and thus a covariance matrix of the separable form (17).
This proves our result provided that the steady state is unique,
because an initial Gaussian state with covariance matrix of the
form (17) must then remain a Gaussian state with a covariance
matrix of this form for all time.

We now derive a condition for the steady state to be unique.
Recall that any initial system state ρ̂(0) can be written as

ρ̂(0) = 1

π2d

∫
〈α|ρ̂(0)|β〉|α〉〈β|d2αd2β, (44)

where |α〉 is a d-mode Glauber coherent state with amplitudes
α = (α1, . . . , αd ). By the linearity of the master equations, if
we obtain the long-time evolution of each term |α〉〈β| in the
decomposition (44) we can then deduce the form of the steady
state.

Let us first deal with the coherent states |α〉〈α| appearing in
(44). These are Gaussian states, each with the same covariance
matrix I2d/2 but different centers. We now show that in the
long-time limit every coherent state |α〉〈α| tends to the same
Gaussian state ρ̂G with zero first moments and a covariance
matrix of the form (17). Because the master equations map
Gaussian states to Gaussian states, the initial coherent states
|α〉 will remain Gaussian for all time. It is then enough to work
out the steady-state expectation values of the first and second
moments.

We focus on the global master equation (29), as the
derivation for the local master equation proceeds along the
same lines. From (29) it follows that the time evolution of an
operator Ô is determined by

d

dt
Ô = i[ĤS + ĤLS, Ô]

+
D∑

λ=1

∑
u,v∈�λ

�(1)
uv (ωλ)

(
b̂vÔb̂†

u − 1

2
{b̂v b̂†

u, Ô}
)

+ �(2)
uv (ωλ)

(
b̂†

vÔb̂u − 1

2
{b̂†

v b̂u, Ô}
)

. (45)

The equations of motion for the one- and two-point corre-
lators 〈b̂i〉 and 〈b̂ib̂ j〉 are thus obtained by setting Ô to b̂i

and b̂ib̂ j , respectively. Now recall that every coherent state
|α〉 has the same covariance matrix, I2d/2, and that the Bo-
goliubov operators are related to the original operators by
the unitary transformation â = U b̂. From this we see that
〈b̂ib̂ j〉 − 〈b̂i〉〈b̂ j〉 = 0 for all i, j at time t = 0. By plugging
these initial conditions into the equations of motion for βi j =
〈b̂ib̂ j〉 − 〈b̂i〉〈b̂ j〉 it is straightforward to check that βi j = 0 for
all time (see Appendix A). Therefore, 〈âiâ j〉 − 〈âi〉〈â j〉 = 0 at
every time for all i, j. Because the equations of motion for the
(co)variances do not couple to the first moments, the covari-
ance matrix of every initial coherent state |α〉 tends to the same
steady-state covariance matrix of separable form (17).

All that remains is to show that the center of every initial
coherent state goes to the same value in the long-time limit.
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For this we need the equations of motion for the first moments

d

dt
〈b̂ j〉 = − iω j〈b̂ j〉 − i

∑
u∈� j

ϕ ju(ω j )〈b̂u〉

+ 1

2

∑
u∈� j

(
�

(1)
ju (ω j ) − �

(2)
u j (ω j )

)〈b̂u〉. (46)

For simplicity we have redefined ω j as the eigenvalue asso-
ciated with the mode b̂ j and � j as the eigenspace to which
the eigenvalue ω j belongs. This set of linear equations can
be written in the form db/dt = Rb, where bi = 〈b̂i〉 and R
is a non-Hermitian matrix. The Hermitian part of R is neg-
ative semidefinite (see Appendix B), and therefore, if R is
invertible, then b = 0 is the only steady-state solution. If this
condition is satisfied, it follows that every initial state |α〉
tends to the same Gaussian state ρ̂G with zero first moments
and a covariance matrix of the form (17).

The long-time dynamics of the cross terms |α〉〈β| (α �= β)
appearing in (44) require a little more work. The Wigner-Weyl
transformation of |α〉〈β| is a complex Gaussian in phase space
that is highly oscillatory. A familiar example where terms
like this appear is in the Wigner function of a cat state. For
Lindblad master equations with linear Lindblad operators and
quadratic Hamiltonians, the coupling to the environment ex-
ponentially damps the oscillatory parts of these phase-space
functions. This is a manifestation of decoherence. Therefore,
the complex oscillatory parts cannot persist in the steady state.
The dynamics of complex Gaussian wave packets generated
by equations of Lindblad type were analyzed in Ref. [43].
Using these results, we find that each |α〉〈β| tends to Nαβρ̂G.
Here ρ̂G is the same Gaussian steady state we found before,
and the Nαβ are normalization factors that guarantee the steady
state ρ̂∞ is normalized. We can then conclude that the steady
state ρ̂∞ is the separable Gaussian state ρ̂G.

The same procedure can be followed with the local master
equation (38) to obtain the same result. The only difference,
barring additional indices, is the coupling term Ĥ ′

C appearing
in the system Hamiltonian (41). However, this does not pose
any complications when following the steps above, as Ĥ ′

C only
includes terms of the form b̂†

nub̂mv and cannot introduce any
squeezing.

V. CONCLUSION

We have shown that autonomous, steady-state entangle-
ment generation is impossible in bosonic systems of arbi-
trary size undergoing quadratic excitation-number-preserving
interactions (i.e., passive Gaussian interactions or linear in-
terferometers) and weakly coupled to thermal bosonic and/or
spin baths at different temperatures. Our result applies to
both the local and global regimes, which cover the entire
range from weak to strong intersystem coupling. Our re-
sult holds provided that the system Hamiltonian is stable
(ĤS > 0), a secular approximation is justified, and the steady
state is unique. This result contrasts with previous findings
for finite-dimensional autonomous thermal machines with
excitation-preserving interactions, which can generate steady-
state entanglement strong enough to exhibit both steering
and nonlocality. Passive Gaussian interactions, even combined

with nonbosonic baths, are sufficiently restrictive to preclude
any steady-state entanglement. We note that the condition for
the steady state to be unique (R invertible) will most likely be
satisfied in all practical situations, where the model parameter
values will never be completely symmetric.

Having ruled out steady-state entanglement in this case,
it is interesting to ask whether bosonic steady-state entan-
glement can be generated in more complicated settings. One
natural next step would be to include higher-order intersys-
tem interactions, such as three- or four-wave mixing. The
challenge here may be to determine whether the (generally
non-Gaussian) steady state is separable or not. One could also
attempt to go beyond the weak-coupling limit by applying, for
example, the reaction coordinate method [44].
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APPENDIX A: TIME EVOLUTION OF THE COVARIANCE
MATRIX ELEMENTS β jk

The equations of motion for the covariance matrix el-
ements β jk = 〈b̂ j b̂k〉 − 〈b̂ j〉〈b̂k〉 can be obtained from the
operator evolution equation (45). We first compute the equa-
tions for 〈b̂ j〉 and 〈b̂ j b̂k〉, and then combine the results to find

d

dt
β jk = − i(ω j + ωk )β jk +

∑
u∈� j

f ju(ω j )βku

+
∑
u∈�k

fku(ωk )β ju. (A1)

For simplicity we have redefined ω j as the eigenvalue asso-
ciated with mode b̂ j and � j as the eigenspace to which ω j

belongs. The functions fiu(ω) are defined as

fiu(ω) = 1
2

[
�

(1)
iu (ω) − �

(2)
ui (ω)

] − iϕiu(ω), (A2)

in terms of functions appearing in the main text. The key result
of this Appendix is that when each element β jk = 0 at t = 0,
then each β jk is zero for all time. This follows immediately
from (A1).

APPENDIX B: THE HERMITIAN PART
OF R IS NEGATIVE SEMIDEFINITE

Let the Hermitian part of R be denoted by RH = (R +
R†)/2. From the equations of motion for the first moments
in the main text (46) we obtain the matrix elements

[RH ]i j = 1
2

(
�

(1)
i j (ωi ) − �

(2)
ji (ωi )

)
δωi,ω j , (B1)

where ωi is the eigenvalue associated with the Bogoliubov
mode b̂i. We permute the rows and columns of RH to bring
it into block diagonal form, where each block corresponds to
the same eigenvalue. After a relabeling of indices, the block B
corresponding to the eigenvalue ω has the elements

Bi j = 1
2

(
�

(1)
i j (ω) − �

(2)
ji (ω)

)
. (B2)
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We now show that this block is negative semidefinite.
Making use of the expressions (23)–(27), (31), and (32) we

find that the matrix elements in (B2) can be written as

Bi j = π

N∑
n=1

∫
g̃in(q)g̃∗

jn(q)δ( εn(q) − ω )

× [(1 + ξn)pn( εn(q) ) − 1] dq, (B3)

where we have defined

g̃in(q) =
∑
j∈Sn

U ∗
jig j (q) (B4)

in terms of the unitary matrix U that diagonalizes the system
Hamiltonian and the coupling parameters between the system

and environment g j (q). For every complex vector x

x†Bx = π

N∑
n=1

∫
|xn(q)|2δ( εn(q) − ω )

× [(1 + ξn)pn( εn(q) ) − 1] dq, (B5)

with xn(q) = ∑
j x j g̃∗

jn(q). For the bosonic baths, ξn = −1
and the contribution to (B5) is less than or equal to zero. For
the spin baths, ξn = +1 but pn(ω) < 1/2 since ω > 0. The
contribution from the spin baths is therefore also less than
or equal to zero, and it follows that x†Bx � 0. This holds for
every block of RH , and so the Hermitian part of R is negative
semidefinite.
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