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Entanglement is the key resource for
quantum technologies and is at the root
of exciting many-body phenomena. How-
ever, quantifying the entanglement be-
tween two parts of a real-world quan-
tum system is challenging when it inter-
acts with its environment, as the latter
mixes cross-boundary classical with quan-
tum correlations. Here, we efficiently
quantify quantum correlations in such re-
alistic open systems using the operator
space entanglement spectrum of a mixed
state. If the system possesses a fixed
charge, we show that a subset of the
spectral values encode coherence between
different cross-boundary charge configura-
tions. The sum over these values, which
we call “configuration coherence”, can be
used as a quantifier for cross-boundary co-
herence. Crucially, we prove that for pu-
rity non-increasing maps, e.g., Lindblad-
type evolutions with Hermitian jump op-
erators, the configuration coherence is an
entanglement measure. Moreover, it can
be efficiently computed using a tensor net-
work representation of the state’s density
matrix. We showcase the configuration co-
herence for spinless particles moving on
a chain in presence of dephasing. Our
approach can quantify coherence and en-
tanglement in a broad range of systems
and motivates efficient entanglement de-
tection.

In quantum mechanics, particles can become
far more correlated than classically possible.
Such correlations, dubbed entanglement, are a
key resource in the present-day quantum revo-
lution. For example, entanglement is harvested
in quantum information processing devices [1–4],
error-correction schemes [5–9], quantum detec-
tors that break sensitivity limits [10–12], or secure

quantum communication protocols [13–15]. En-
tanglement can also lead to unique effects such as
teleportation [16–19], the formation of strong cor-
relations in many-body systems [20–40], and the
high efficiency of light-harvesting processes [41–
43].

The premise of quantum mechanics relies on
having a wavefunction description for particles
moving in a closed system. The wavefunction en-
tails probability amplitudes for the state to be in
different locations in the Hilbert space of the sys-
tem. Commonly, the Hilbert space is very large,
and entanglement has become a modern tool for
compressing the required information needed to
properly describe a quantum state [44, 45]. For
example, in tensor network representations of
quantum states, the Hilbert space is truncated
such that only entangled regions are kept [46–48].
As such, measures for quantifying entanglement
(e.g., entanglement entropy [1, 49]) were devel-
oped to assess the potential usefulness of quan-
tum resources, as well as to compress their repre-
sentation.

In reality, however, all quantum systems are
open, i.e., they are coupled to an environment
and become correlated with it. The direct re-
sult of such coupling is that the state of the sys-
tem can become mixed, i.e., lose its entanglement.
This is best described by considering the system’s
density matrix, which is kin to a covariance ma-
trix of the state’s probability amplitudes. As the
density matrix describes both classical and quan-
tum correlations of mixed states, it is notoriously
difficult to distill the amount of entanglement
in the system. In fact, it is known to be NP-
hard to decide whether a mixed state is entangled
or not [50, 51]. Many mixed-state entanglement
measures have been developed, e.g., (Rényi) neg-
ativity [52–56], squashed entanglement [57], re-
flected entropy [58], or number entanglement [59].
However, so far none of them can be efficiently
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computed for reasonably large many-body sys-
tems.

In this work, we investigate the degeneracy
structure of the operator space entanglement
spectrum (OSES) [60–62] and use it to define
a tensor network computable measure of cross-
boundary coherence and entanglement. We start
by rigorously defining the OSES as the eigenval-
ues of the so-called C-matrix [44], and analyse it
for pure and mixed states separately.

I. For pure states, we find that the C-matrix is
diagonal with respect to the state’s Schmidt
basis. We show that the sum over degenerate
OSES values quantifies quantum correlations
and is closely related to the negativity.

II. Moving to mixed states, we rely on a fixed
charge symmetry, e.g., fixed particle number.
We show that under this added assumption,
the C-matrix is block diagonal. We identify
that certain blocks have the same eigenval-
ues. Interestingly, the resulting degenerate
OSES values reflect the coherence between
different local charge configurations. Hence,
we propose their sum as a convex coher-
ence quantifier, which we call the “configura-
tion coherence”. Furthermore, we prove that
for purity non-increasing charge conserving
maps, the configuration coherence is an en-
tanglement measure.

Importantly, due to easy access to the OSES
in tensor network simulations of mixed states,
the configuration coherence can be efficiently cal-
culated for many-body system sizes beyond the
reach of existing entanglement measures. Finally,
we showcase the configuration coherence by mea-
suring the coherence and entanglement in an open
quantum system during Lindblad evolution, thus
motivating its broad applicability.

The entanglement spectrum (ES) of a pure
quantum state |ψ〉 is defined relative to a bi-
parition (cut) of the system into two parts A
and B [see Fig. 1(a)] as the spectrum of the re-
duced state ρA = TrB (|ψ〉〈ψ|). Concurrently,
the Schmidt decomposition of the state relative
to this cut is

|ψ〉 =
r∑
i=1

√
λi|i, µi〉 , (1)

where r ≥ 1 is the Schmidt rank,
√
λi ≥ 0 are

real-valued Schmidt values, and |i, µi〉 = |i〉A ⊗

|µi〉B with suitable orthonormal sets of states
for systems A and B. The ES of a state (1) is
given by the squares λi of its Schmidt values [63].
The corresponding von Neumann entropy, SvN ≡
−Tr (ρA log ρA) = −

∑
i λi log λi, serves as an en-

tanglement measure for pure states.
Similarly to the pure case, we can define the

OSES of a density matrix ρ relative to a bipari-
tion of the system into two parts A and B. The
density matrix can be written relative to this bi-
parition as

ρ =
∑
i,j∈A
µ,ν∈B

ρi,µ;j,ν |i, µ〉〈j, ν|, (2)

where |i, µ〉 = |i〉A ⊗ |µ〉B, and |i〉A and |µ〉B
are basis states of the two parts of the system.
The density matrix is Hermitian, and hence the
prefactors in Eq. (2) follow the relation ρi,µ;j,ν =
ρ∗j,ν;i,µ. We define the vectorized density matrix
as

|ρ〉〉 ≡
∑
i,j∈A
µ,ν∈B

ρi,µ;j,ν |i, µ; j, ν〉〉 , (3)

which is obtained by stacking the columns of the
density matrix (2) into a column vector. The
inner product over such column vectors in terms
of their respective density operators is defined as
〈〈ρ|σ〉〉 ≡ Tr(ρ†σ). The OSES of ρ consists of the
eigenvalues of the matrix [44]

C = TrB (|ρ〉〉〈〈ρ|)

=
∑

i,j,k,l∈A
µ,ν∈B

ρi,µ;j,νρ
∗
k,µ;l,ν |i, j〉〉〈〈k, l| , (4)

where TrBO =
∑
µ,ν∈B〈〈µ, ν|O|µ, ν〉〉 is the par-

tial trace over subsystem B. The matrix (4) is
a positive operator that involves correlations up
to fourth order in the state’s probability ampli-
tudes, and we dub it the kurtosis matrix. As
we show below, the OSES contains values encod-
ing both classical correlations as well as entangle-
ment, raising doubts concerning its naming con-
vention. Interestingly, the sum over both classical
and quantum OSES values equals to the purity
of the system, i.e., TrC = Tr (|ρ〉〉〈〈ρ|) = Trρ2 ≡
P(ρ).

Ostensibly, we would like to employ the
operator space entanglement entropy (OSEE),
S ≡ −Tr (C log C), as an entanglement mea-
sure. Yet, it appears to be sensitive to both
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Figure 1: (a) An open bipartite system A∪B in contact
with an environment. (b) A single particle on a 3-site
system is distributed over sites 1 and 2 (subsystem A),
as a function of mixing [cf. Eq. (5)] from pure (p = 0)
to fully mixed (p = 1). Yellow shading marks quantum
correlations, which are lost in the fully mixed limit. (c)
Purity P of the whole system and OSEE S between A
and B in (b) as a function of mixing p. The OSEE in-
creases despite the fact that the mixing does not affect
cross-boundary correlations. (d) Pictorial derivation of
the block diagonal structure of the C-matrix [cf. Eq. (9)].
For example, the 2-particle density matrix has entries
corresponding to the particles’ configurations, e.g., both
in subsystem A (AA), or one in A and one in B (AB).
When a particle is coherently delocalized across the bi-
partition, we use C. After vectorizing the density matrix
[cf. Eq. (3)], the partial trace reveals the block diagonal
structure [cf. Eqs. (4) and (9)].

classical and quantum correlations [61, 64]. The
latter is evident from our construction (4) using
a counterexample: consider a pure state with a
single excitation residing solely within subsystem
A, e.g., subsystem A is composed of states |1〉
and |2〉, whereas subsystem B of state |3〉, see
Fig. 1(b). We take the quantum state to be in
an equal superposition, |ψ〉 = (|1〉 + |2〉)/

√
2.

The corresponding OSES has a single nonvan-
ishing value ΛA [cf. Eq. (9) and discussion be-
low]. Hence, for our pure system ΛA = Tr(C) =
P(ρ) = 1. Correspondingly, S ≡ −ΛA log ΛA = 0
as expected for a pure product state. We now
locally couple subsystem A to a dephasing envi-
ronment, i.e., no particles leak out, but the sys-
tem decoheres into a mixed state ρ′ after some
time. As the particle remains in subsystem A,
we still have a single eigenvalue Λ′A that corre-
sponds to a reduced purity P(ρ′) < 1 of the sys-
tem. Thus, we obtain that the OSEE increases
to S ′ = −Λ′A log Λ′A > 0 even though the local
operation on subsystem A cannot have generated
entanglement between subsystems A and B. This
is a first important observation of this work.

In Fig. 1(c), we show the outcome of our coun-
terexample with increasing dephasing. The latter

is obtained by mixing the pure state with the clas-
sical mixture of the particle being either in state
|1〉 or |2〉, namely by

ρp = (1− p)|ψ〉〈ψ|+ pσ , (5)

with σ = (|1〉〈1| + |2〉〈2|)/2, see Fig. 1(b). The
OSEE increases with increasing weight p of the
separable classical mixture, confirming the defi-
ciency of the OSEE as an entanglement measure
for mixed states. Crucially, we identify that part
of the OSES bears no entanglement information,
e.g., ΛA in our example. Hence, any entangle-
ment measure should filter out such values, which
may be challenging for a many-body system on a
large Hilbert space.

For pure states |ψ〉, however, the filtering is
relatively straightforward: we can write the C-
matrix (4) of a density matrix |ψ〉〈ψ| using the
state’s Schmidt basis [cf. Eq. (1)] as

C =
∑
i

λ2
i |i, i〉〉〈〈i, i|+

∑
j 6=i

λiλj |i, j〉〉〈〈i, j| . (6)

In this basis, the C-matrix is diagonal and its
spectrum consists of r eigenvalues of type λ2

i and
r(r−1)/2 two-fold degenerate eigenvalues of type
λiλj . Thus, in this pure limit, the OSES of the
density matrix is equivalent to the outer product
of the ES of the state [44, 65]. We can also read-
ily verify using Eq. (6) that only a single nonva-
nishing λ2

i value appears in the pure limit of the
example of Fig. 1(b).

Now, recall that a pure state (1) is entangled
if and only if its Schmidt rank is r > 1. As the
second sum in Eq. (6) vanishes for r = 1 and is
finite and positive for r > 1, we propose the sum
over these eigenvalues as a quantifier of quantum
correlations in pure states,

CN (|ψ〉) :=
∑
j 6=i

λiλj . (7)

In other words, we obtain the quantum correla-
tions of a pure state as the sum over inherently
degenerate eigenvalues of the matrix C and filter
out the λ2

i values.
Interestingly, the quantity (7) is closely related

to the negativity of the state, which is defined as
the absolute value of the sum over all negative
eigenvalues of the partial transpose ρTB of the
density matrix [52]. Indeed, using the Schmidt
decomposition (1), the negativity reads

N = 1
2
∑
j 6=i

√
λi
√
λj . (8)
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Figure 2: (a) Examples of configurations of two particles
on four sites with respect to a bipartition in the middle.
Yellow shadings mark quantum correlations. (b) and (c)
OSES corresponding to the configurations in (a) along a
mixing interpolation [cf. Eq. (5)]. (1) marks an avoided
crossing between spectral values of a classically and a
quantum correlated AB configuration. (d) MPDO rep-
resentation of a density matrix on 4 sites. (e) Negativity
N , purity P, and configuration coherence CN for the
spectrum in (b) and (c).

Thus, our Eq. (7) defines a new way to calculate
the negativity for pure states: it is obtained as
the sum over the square roots of the degenerate
eigenvalues of the C-matrix. This is a second im-
portant observation of this work. Furthermore,
the definition of the quantity (7) via the matrix
C lends a natural extension to open systems. The
remaining challenge involves the identification of
C-matrix eigenvalues that encode cross-boundary
quantum correlations for mixed states.

Before turning to discuss the OSES of mixed
states in more detail, we present some general
comments about mixed state entanglement. As
mentioned above, the mixed state separability
problem is NP-hard [50, 51]. The complexity of
the problem should therefore be reduced in or-
der to develop a computable mixed state entan-
glement measure. Here, we impose a symmetry
to restrict the relevant Hilbert space dimension.
Within this space, we consider states which have
a fixed value of the symmetry’s conserved charge.
Without loss of generality, we study systems with
a fixed number of N particles. This restriction
leads to degeneracies in the OSES, which allow
us to define the configuration coherence as a mea-
sure of quantum coherence. We prove that the
configuration coherence is an entanglement mea-
sure under purity non-increasing charge conserv-
ing maps. Our approach is related to recent stud-

ies of symmetry-resolved coherence and entangle-
ment measures [59, 66, 67].

We write the density matrix (2) using the basis
states |in, µn〉 with 0 ≤ n ≤ N particles in sub-
system B and N − n particles in subsystem A.
The C-matrix in this basis is block diagonal,

C =
N⊕

n,n′=0
Cn,n′ , (9)

with blocks

Cn,n′ =
∑

in,jn′kn,ln′

cin,jn′ ;kn,ln′
|in, jn′〉〉〈〈kn, ln′ |

(10)
and coefficients

cin,jn′ ;kn,ln′
=

∑
µn,νn′

ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ρ
∗
kn,µn;ln′ ,νn′

.

(11)
A graphical derivation of this block diagonal form
is shown in Fig. 1(d). Importantly, we can
interpret the blocks in terms of configurations
of the N particles with respect to the biparti-
tion: the block Cn,n′ contains all information on
min(n, n′) particles that are fully in subsystem B,
N −max(n, n′) particles that are fully in subsys-
tem A, and max(n, n′)−min(n, n′) particles that
are coherently distributed across the cut.

In the following, we compare the eigenvalues
of the blocks Cn,n′ with the pure case limit (6)
to distinguish classical from quantum correlations
for mixed states. We accompany our discussion
with an example of a chain with N = 2 spinless
particles residing on 4 sites, see Fig. 2. We begin
with the blocks C0,0 and CN,N , which are rank
1 and have eigenvalues Λ0,0 =

∑
i,j |ρi,0;j,0|2

and ΛN,N =
∑
µ,ν |ρ0,µ;0,ν |2, corresponding re-

spectively to the scenario where all N particles
reside solely in subsystem A or B, see Fig. 2(a).
These eigenvalues do not contain any information
about cross-boundary coherence nor contribute
to quantum correlations between subsystems A
and B. Indeed, these values are generally non-
degenerate, and we identify that they reduce to
eigenvalues of type λ2

i in the pure case limit,
cf. Eq. (6). Furthermore, such values do not van-
ish for a fully mixed state [see Fig. 2(b)], justify-
ing our choice to not include them in our corre-
lation measure (7).

The blocks Cn,n′ for n 6= n′ describe a scenario
where at least one of the particles is in a coherent
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cross-boundary state and clearly encode cross-
boundary coherence. The blocks Cn,n′ and Cn′,n
generate the same eigenvalues as they are related
via a unitary transformation, Cn,n′ = UCn′,nU−1,
with the permutation U |i, j′〉〉 = |j′, i〉〉. Hence,
such coherent eigenvalues of C are inherently de-
generate, and must map to the eigenvalues of
type λiλj in the pure case limit (6). Therefore,
we employ these eigenvalues to extend the pure
state correlation measure (7) to the mixed case.
Specifically, we define the configuration coherence
as their sum,

CN (ρ) :=
∑
n6=n′

Tr
(
Cn,n′

)
=
∑
n6=n′

∑
in,jn′
µn,νn′

|ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ |
2 . (12)

Crucially, the configuration coherence contains
only off-diagonal elements of the density ma-
trix, which vanish in the fully decohered case,
in conjunction with the fact that the fully de-
cohered state contains no quantum correlations,
see Figs. 2(a), (b), and (e). That the configu-
ration coherence can be written in terms of off-
diagonal density matrix entries explains our nam-
ing choice: quantum coherence is identified with
the off-diagonal elements of the density matrix.

Before we turn to discuss the properties of the
configuration coherence, let us highlight the key
aspects of our derivation of Eq. (12). We started
with the C-matrix (9) of a mixed state with a fixed
particle number. In any bipartite basis |in, µn〉〉,
the C-matrix is block-diagonal and the blocks
Cn,n′ reflect different local charge configurations
(n, n′). Therefore, we can identify their basis-
independent eigenvalues (their OSES values) with
the charge configurations. We have shown that
the blocks Cn,n′ and Cn′,n for n 6= n′ lead to the
same eigenvalues and that therefore the OSES is
degenerate. Finally, we sum up the degenerate
OSES values by summing the traces of the degen-
erate blocks Cn6=n′ and arrive at the configuration
coherence (12). Importantly, we did not impose
any further restriction onto the mixed state ex-
cept for the presence of a fixed charge. Moreover,
the configuration coherence (12) is basis indepen-
dent, which is more apparent in our alternative
definitions (17) and (21) in appendix A.

The measure CN encodes the coherence be-
tween sectors of different local particle numbers
(n, n′) and has the following properties:

1. It vanishes for separable states with fixed
particle number.

2. It is convex, i.e., CN (
∑
i piρi) ≤

∑
i piCN (ρi)

for density matrices ρi and
∑
i pi = 1.

3. It is invariant under local particle number
conserving unitary operations.

4. It is monotonously decreasing under local
purity non-increasing particle number con-
serving operations.

Proofs for these statements can be found in ap-
pendix A. Let us briefly discuss the implications
of these properties. Property 1 means that the
configuration coherence is an entanglement wit-
ness for systems with a fixed particle number: if
the state of such a system has non-zero configu-
ration coherence, it cannot be separable, i.e., it
is entangled. Due to property 3, the configura-
tion coherence is independent of the local basis
choice and cannot be changed by isolated subsys-
tem evolution. Property 4, in combination with
the ability to witness entanglement, makes the
configuration coherence an entanglement measure
under purity non-increasing particle number con-
serving maps [68]. The most general purity non-
increasing maps are unital maps, i.e., those that
preserve the completely mixed state [69, 70]. Im-
portantly, these include evolutions governed by a
Lindblad master equation with Hermitian jump
operators [71], making the configuration coher-
ence a powerful and versatile quantifier for coher-
ence and entanglement. The definition of the con-
figuration coherence (12) together with its prop-
erties is the main result of this work.

The remaining blocks of the C-matrix with n =
n′ /∈ [0, N ] describe both classical and quantum
correlations. This is evident from their pure limit,
where they exhibit both non-degenerate and de-
generate eigenvalues, of which only the latter con-
tribute to the measure (7), see Fig. 2(c). Note
that when the state is mixed, the degeneracy may
be lifted via avoided crossings between classical-
and quantum-correlation values (see marker (1)
in Fig. 2(c)). In this situation, it is in general
not possible to assign the OSES values of such
blocks to classical or quantum correlations. We,
therefore, do not include these values in the con-
figuration coherence (12). The OSES values of
the n = n′ /∈ [0, N ] mix information about clas-
sical and quantum correlations within the n = n′
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Figure 3: Two particles hopping on a 12-site chain
while subject to dephasing [cf. Eq. (14)], implemented
in MPDO-TEBD with timestep dt = 0.05J , dephas-
ing strength γ = 0.005J , and maximal bond dimension
χ = 200. (a) Local particle densities 〈ni〉 as a function
of space along time. Dashed white line denotes bipar-
tition at the middle bond. (b) Evolution of the OSES
at the bipartition. Blue-dashed lines: non-degenerate
OSES values. Red lines: degenerate OSES values en-
coding the cross-boundary coherence. (c) Configuration
coherence CN and purity P calculated as the sum over
the degenerate and all OSES values, respectively.

charge sector, and the classical correlations would
tamper with the desirable properties of the con-
figuration coherence. Specifically, the configura-
tion coherence would neither be an entanglement
witness (classically correlated states would have
non-zero configuration coherence) nor an entan-
glement monotone (by increasing classical corre-
lations we could increase the configuration coher-
ence). Distilling the amount of quantum correla-
tions contained in such OSES values will be the
topic of future work.

The remaining challenge involves the efficient
spectral filtering of a density matrix ρ describ-
ing a mixed state of a realistic open quantum
system with fixed particle number. For one di-
mensional systems, we propose to compute the
configuration coherence using a matrix product
density operator (MPDO) decomposition of ρ [72]
[cf. Fig. 2(d)]. The MPDO description gives di-
rect and efficient access to the OSES [48]. In
principle, the configuration coherence (12) can
then be obtained as the sum over the degenerate
values. However, there might be accidental de-
generacies due to level crossings in the spectrum,
see Fig. 2(b). Such degeneracies can be revealed
by a small continuous deformation of the MPDO,

e.g., using an interpolation of the form

ρp = (1− p)ρ+ pdiag(ρ) . (13)

This interpolation can be applied independent of
the representation of the density matrix, and it is
straightforwardly implemented within the MPDO
formalism: The diagonal state diag(ρ) is obtained
by setting the off-diagonal elements of the local
MPDO-matrices to zero and the addition is an
efficient operation for MPDOs (the bond dimen-
sion of a sum of MPDOs is bounded by the sum of
the individual bond dimensions). It is important
to note that the computability of the configura-
tion coherence from an MPDO-representation of
a mixed state at no additional computational cost
is a major advantage of our approach. In compar-
ison, the calculation of the negativity requires ad-
ditional diagonalization of an exponentially large
operator.

We turn now to showcase the configuration co-
herence in a realistic open system scenario. We
consider a system of N = 2 spinless particles
moving on a 1D chain with 12 sites in the pres-
ence of dephasing. For this system, we can readily
obtain an exact MPDO representation because of
the small rank of the C-matrix, see appendix B.
For larger systems requiring a truncated MPDO
description, our algorithm will yield a tight lower
bound on the configuration coherence. The time
evolution follows a Lindblad master equation

∂tρ = −i[H, ρ] + γ
∑
i

(2niρni − {ni, ρ}) , (14)

with a hopping Hamiltonian

H = J
∑
i

c†ici+1 + h.c. , (15)

and local density operators ni = c†ici. The pa-
rameters J and γ are the hopping amplitude and
the dephasing coupling rate to local baths, re-
spectively. As discussed above, by property 4 and
the unitality of the evolution (14), it follows that
the configuration coherence is a faithful entangle-
ment measure for this example.

We initialise the system in a product state of
one particle on site 1 and the other on site 11, and
evolve Eq. (14) using time evolving block deci-
mation (TEBD) with the Julia ITensors pack-
age [73]. In Fig. 3(a), we present the resulting
density of the two particles. The OSES associated
with a half-chain bipartition is directly obtained
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from the MPDO representation throughout the
time evolution, see Fig. 3(b). As expected for a
product state, the OSES at t = 0 consists of a
single value only, describing one particle in each
of the subsystems to the left and right of the cut.
Along the time evolution, the particles delocalize
across the cut, leading to cross-boundary coher-
ence and entanglement, evident by the emergence
of degenerate OSES values. We extract the con-
figuration coherence (12) as the sum over the de-
generate OSES values and the purity as the sum
over all OSES values, see Fig. 3(c). The dissi-
pative Lindblad terms continuously decrease the
purity.

In conclusion, we have analyzed the OSES for
general pure states as well as mixed states with a
fixed particle number. For pure states, the sum
over degenerate OSES values lends a quantifier
of quantum correlations that is closely related to
the negativity. For mixed states with fixed parti-
cle number, we defined the sum over degenerate
OSES values as the configuration coherence. The
configuration coherence is a basis-independent
witness of entanglement between sectors with dif-
ferent local particle numbers. Moreover, for pu-
rity non-increasing particle number conserving
maps such as Lindblad-type evolutions with Her-
mitian jump operators, the configuration coher-
ence is an entanglement measure. As an exam-
ple, we have measured the entanglement of spin-
less particles using a MPDO-TEBD algorithm.
Thus, we have shown that the configuration co-
herence can be efficiently computed for 1D sys-
tems with a suitable low-rank MPDO represen-
tation. Such systems include infinite size dissipa-
tive quantum chains [74], open many-body local-
ized systems [75–77], strongly thermalizing sys-
tems [78], exciton dynamics [79], the quantum
Heisenberg magnet [80], and temporal entangle-
ment in many-body Floquet dynamics [81, 82].
Experimentally, the configuration coherence can
be obtained by estimating the purity of the mixed
state [83, 84] and subtracting the values encoding
classical correlations; the latter are constructed
out of local density measurements. Our results fa-
cilitate the study of entanglement and coherence
in contemporary noisy intermediate-scale quan-
tum era systems [85, 86] and motivate further
OSES-based measures and complexity estimates.
A natural extension of our work will involve the
potential of discarding the fixed charge assump-

tion for the mixed state. In a first step, one could
calculate perturbative corrections to the degener-
ate OSES values if a second charge sector weakly
contributes to the mixed state. We expect the
perturbation to lift the degeneracies. This will
also happen when there is no symmetry in the
system. In this case, the degeneracy structure of
the OSES might contain different information.
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A Properties of the configuration coherence
In the main text, we introduce the configuration coherence in terms of the density matrix (2) and the
C-matrix (4) as

CN (ρ) :=
∑
n 6=n′

Tr
(
Cn,n′

)
=
∑
n 6=n′

∑
in,jn′
µn,νn′

|ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ |
2 . (16)

Here, we prove the properties 1,2,3, and 4 of the configuration coherence introduced in the main text.
To this end, we provide two alternative definitions of the configuration coherence in terms of local
particle number projectors. As in the main text, we will assume that the system has a fixed particle
number N , but the discussion is valid for any fixed charge.

We define the local projectors ΠB
n that measure the particle number in subsystem B. The com-

pleteness relation of the projectors is
∑
n ΠB

n = 1B and they are orthogonal, ΠB
nΠB

m = δnmΠB
n . These

projectors allow for an alternative formulation of the configuration coherence:

Proposition A.1. The configuration coherence is given as

CN (ρ) =
∑
n6=n′
||(1A ⊗ΠB

n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB
n′)||2, (17)

where ||A|| =
√
Tr(A†A) is the Frobenius norm.

Proof. Using the particle number basis |in, µn〉 = |in〉A ⊗ |µn〉B, we can write ΠB
n =

∑
µn
|µn〉〈µn|.

Expressing the density matrix in the same basis, we find

ρn,n′ := (1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n′)

= (1A ⊗
∑
µn

|µn〉〈µn|)

∑
m,m′

∑
im,µm
jm′ ,νm′

ρim,µm;jm′ ,νm′ |im, µm〉〈jm′ , νm′ |

 (1A ⊗
∑
µn′

|µn′〉〈µn′ |) (18)

=
∑
in,µn
jn′ ,νn′

ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ |in, µn〉〈jn′ , νn′ | .

Next, we calculate the Frobenius norm squared of this matrix as

||ρn,n′ ||2 = Tr(ρ†n,n′ρn,n′) =
∑
in,µn
jn′ ,νn′

|ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ |
2 = Tr(Cn,n′). (19)

Finally, we find

CN (ρ) =
∑
n 6=n′

Tr(Cn,n′) =
∑
n6=n′
||ρn,n′ ||2 =

∑
n 6=n′
||(1A ⊗ΠB

n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB
n′)||2 . (20)

Proposition A.2. The configuration coherence is given as

CN (ρ) = Tr
(
(ρ− ρΠ)2

)
, (21)

with the locally measured density matrix

ρΠ :=
∑
n

(1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n ) . (22)
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Proof. Due to orthogonality of the local projectors, it holds that ||ρn,n′+ρm,m′ ||2 = ||ρn,n′ ||2+||ρm,m′ ||2
for (n, n′) 6= (m,m′). By inserting two identities 1 =

∑
n 1

A ⊗ΠB
n , we find

Tr
(
(ρ− ρΠ)2

)
= ||ρ− ρΠ||2 = ||1ρ1− ρΠ||2 = ||

∑
n,n′

(1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n′)−
∑
n

(1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n )||2

= ||
∑
n6=n′

(1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n′)||2 = ||
∑
n6=n′

ρn,n′ ||2 =
∑
n6=n′
||ρn,n′ ||2 = CN (ρ) . (23)

Note that the form (21) shows the close relation of the configuration coherence with the number
entanglement, which is the relative entropy between ρ and ρΠ [59]. This means that both measures
are sensitive to the same flavour of quantum correlations, namely the one between different sub-charge
sectors.

Proposition A.3. The configuration coherence is convex, i.e.,

∑
i

piCN (ρi) ≥ CN

(∑
i

piρi

)
, (24)

for density matrices ρi and
∑
i pi = 1.

Proof. First we prove that

λCN (ρ) + (1− λ)CN (σ) ≥ CN (λρ+ (1− λ)σ) , (25)

with density matrices ρ, σ and 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. The measurement ρ 7→ ρΠ is linear, thus

CN (λρ+ (1− λ)σ) = Tr(λ(ρ− ρΠ) + (1− λ)(σ − σΠ))2

≤ λTr((ρ− ρΠ))2 + (1− λ)Tr((σ − σΠ))2 = λCN (ρ) + (1− λ)CN (σ) , (26)

where the inequality follows from the convexity conservation of the trace function [87] and the convexity
of f(t) = t2.
Next, we repeatedly use statement (25) and find

CN

(∑
i

piρi

)
= CN

(
p1ρ1 + (1− p1)

∑
i>1

pi
1− p1

ρi︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ1

)
≤ p1CN (ρ1) + (1− p1)CN (σ1)

= p1CN (ρ1) + (1− p1)CN
(

p2
1− p1

ρ2 + 1− p1 − p2
1− p1

∑
i>2

pi
1− p1 − p2

ρi︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ2

)
(27)

≤ p1CN (ρ1) + p2CN (ρ2) + (1− p1 − p2)CN (σ2) ≤ · · · ≤
∑
i

piCN (ρi) .

The σj =
∑
i>j

pi

1−
∑

k≤j
pk
ρi define valid density matrices because

1
1−

∑
k≤j pk

∑
i>j

pi =︸︷︷︸∑
i
pi=1

1
1−

∑
k≤j pk

1−
∑
k≤j

pk

 = 1 . (28)

Proposition A.4. The configuration coherence vanishes for separable states ρsep =
∑
i piρ

A
i ⊗ρBi with

fixed particle number.
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Proof. Due to the convexity property A.3, it suffices to show that the configuration coherence vanishes
for a product state ρ = ρA ⊗ ρB. We use the total particle number operator

N̂ = N̂A ⊗ 1B + 1A ⊗ N̂B , (29)

with the local particle number operators N̂A,B =
∑
n nΠA,B

n . Due to the fixed particle number, it
holds that [ρ, N̂ ] = 0. Using the partial trace TrA over subsystem A, we find

0 = TrA
(
[ρ, N̂ ]

)
= TrA

(
[ρA ⊗ ρB, N̂A ⊗ 1B + 1A ⊗ N̂B]

)
= Tr

(
ρAN̂A

)
ρB + Tr(ρA)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1

(
ρBN̂B

)
− Tr

(
N̂AρA

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Tr
(
ρAN̂A

) ρ
B − Tr(ρA)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1

(
N̂BρB

)
(30)

= ρBN̂B − N̂BρB = [ρB, N̂B] =
∑
n

n[ρB,ΠB
n ] .

Due to the orthogonality of the projectors, it follows [ρB,ΠB
n ] = 0, ∀n. Thus, for a product state,

the locally measured density matrix (22) is equivalent to the density matrix, (ρA ⊗ ρB)Π = ρA ⊗ ρB.
From the form (21) it follows that the configuration coherence must vanish for a product state, and
therefore for separable states.

Proposition A.5. The configuration coherence is invariant under local particle number conserving
unitary operations.

Proof. Let U = UA⊗UB be a local unitary transformation, i.e., UU † = U †U = 1. The particle number
conservation translates to [U, N̂ ] = 0. By replacing ρ 7→ U in (30) and noting that TrAUA 6= 0, we
find [U,1A⊗ΠB

n ] = 0 ∀n. From the latter, it follows for the locally measured density matrix (22) that
UρΠU

† = (UρU †)Π. Thus,

CN (UρU †) = Tr
((
UρU † − (UρU †)Π

)2
)

= Tr
((
UρU † − UρΠU

†
)2
)

= Tr
((
U(ρ− ρΠ)U †

)2
)

= Tr
(
(ρ− ρΠ)2

)
= CN (ρ) , (31)

where the second-to-last equality follows from the unitarity of U and the cyclic property of the trace.

Proposition A.6. The configuration coherence is monotonous under local purity non-increasing par-
ticle number conserving operations.

Proof. We consider a local charge conserving operation ρ 7→ E(ρ) =
∑
iKiρK

†
i , with Kraus operators

Ki = KA
i ⊗KB

i satisfying
∑
iK
†
iKi = 1. The particle number conservation implies [Ki,1

A⊗ΠB
n ] = 0

(proof is equivalent to proof of [U,1A⊗ΠB
n ] = 0 for A.5). The most general purity non-increasing maps

are unital maps [69, 70], i.e.,
∑
iKiK

†
i = 1. Using the fact that ||ρn,n′+ρm,m′ ||2 = ||ρn,n′ ||2 + ||ρm,m′ ||2

for (n, n′) 6= (m,m′), we rewrite the configuration coherence (16) as

CN (ρ) =
∑
n′ 6=n
||ρn,n′ ||2 =

∑
n′>n

||ρn,n′ ||2 + ||ρn′,n||2 =
∑
n′>n

||ρn,n′ + ρn′,n||2 =
∑
n′>n

Tr(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)2 .

(32)

Note that the matrices ρn,n′ + ρn′,n are Hermitian.
We prove the monotonicity in two steps. First, we show that E(ρ)n,n′ + E(ρ)n′,n = E(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n).

Secondly, we prove that ||E(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)||2 ≤ ||ρn,n′ + ρn′,n||2 ∀n′ > n using Jensen’s trace inequality.
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For the first step, we have

E(ρ)n,n′ = (1A ⊗ΠB
n )E(ρ)(1A ⊗ΠB

n′) = (1A ⊗ΠB
n )
∑
i

KiρK
†
i (1

A ⊗ΠB
n′)

=︸︷︷︸
[Ki,1A⊗ΠB

n ]=0

∑
i

Ki(1A ⊗ΠB
n )ρ(1A ⊗ΠB

n′)K
†
i = E(ρn,n′) , (33)

From the linearity of E , it follows that

E(ρ)n,n′ + E(ρ)n′,n = E(ρn,n′) + E(ρn′,n) = E(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n) . (34)

For the second step, we use Jensen’s trace inequality [88], which states that

Tr
(
f

(∑
i

KiXiK
†
i

))
≤ Tr

(∑
i

Kif (Xi)K†i

)
, (35)

for convex f , Hermitian matrices Xi and quadratic Ki satisfying
∑
iKiK

†
i = 1. From setting Xi =

ρn,n′ + ρn′,n ∀i and using the unitality of E and the convexity of f(t) = t2, it follows that

Tr(E(ρ)n,n′ + E(ρ)n′,n)2 = Tr(E(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n))2 = Tr
(∑

i

Ki(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)K†i

)2

≤︸︷︷︸
Jensen

Tr
(∑

i

Ki(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)2K†i

)
= Tr

(
(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)2∑

i

K†iKi︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

)

= Tr(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)2 . (36)

Finally, we find that

CN (E(ρ)) =
∑
n′>n

Tr(E(ρ)n,n′ + E(ρ)n′,n)2 ≤
∑
n′>n

Tr(ρn,n′ + ρn′,n)2 = CN (ρ) (37)

Note that for general quantum maps, the Ki do not have to be quadratic, and in that case Jensen’s
trace inequality does not apply. However, we are interested in situations where the system’s Hilbert
space is fixed, which requires that the map E is built from quadratic Kraus operators Ki.

B Rank of the C-matrix
In the main text, we introduce the C-matrix (4) whose eigenvalues define the operator-space entangle-
ment spectrum (OSES). For fixed particle number, the matrix has a block diagonal structure [cf. eq. (9)
and Fig. 1(d)]. Here, we discuss the rank of these blocks in more detail.

In a matrix product density operator (MPDO) representation of the mixed state density matrix [72],
the rank of the C-matrix defines the necessary bond dimension χexact of the MPDO to represent the
state exactly. We can calculate the rank by summing over the ranks of the individual blocks of the
C-matrix.

The blocks are given by

Cn,n′ =
∑

in,jn′kn,ln′

cin,jn′ ;kn,ln′
|in, jn′〉〉〈〈kn, ln′ | , (38)

with coefficients
cin,jn′ ;kn,ln′

=
∑
µn,νn′

ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ρ
∗
kn,µn;ln′ ,νn′

. (39)
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Reordering the summation, we can write the block (38) as

Cn,n′ =
∑
µn,νn′

vµn,νn′v
†
µn,νn′

, (40)

with vectors
vµn,νn′ =

∑
in,jn′

ρin,µn;jn′ ,νn′ |in, jn′〉〉 . (41)

The length of the vector (41) and thus the size of the block (38) is determined by the number of
possible supervectors |in, jn′〉〉.

If we denote the size of subsystem A by LA, then there are
(LA
n

)
possible states |in〉 of n particles in

subsystem A. It follows that the size of the block (38) is given by
(LA
n

)
×
(LA
n′
)
. At the same time, the

form (40) reveals that the block Cn,n′ is a sum over rank-1 matrices vµn,νn′v
†
µn,νn′

. Consequently, there
are

( LB
N−n

)
×
( LB
N−n′

)
of these matrices, with LB the size of subsystem B. As the rank of a matrix sum

is bounded by the sum of the ranks of the summands, we find that the block Cn,n′ has a maximal rank

rankCn,n′ = min
((

LA
n

)
×
(
LA
n′

)
,

(
LB

N − n

)
×
(

LB
N − n′

))
, (42)

with LA (LB) the size of subsystem A (B). It follows that the maximal bond dimension for N particles
is given by

χexact =
N∑

n,n′=0
min

((
LA
n

)
×
(
LA
n′

)
,

(
LB

N − n

)
×
(

LB
N − n′

))
. (43)

The maximal rank (43) for N particles in a system of size L scales as χexact ∝ LN (stemming from
the blocks with n+ n′ = N). Thus, if the number of particles is fixed, the maximal rank has a power-
law scaling with system size, as opposed to the exponential scaling in the general setting. This permits
simulation of very large system sizes with fixed particle number. Table 1 shows the maximal ranks per
block for the example of N = 2 particles. As expected, the maximal bond dimension scales as L2.

block (n, n′) degeneracy maximal rank
AA (2, 2) 1 1
AC (2, 1) 2 L

2

AB (1, 1) 1
(
L
2

)2

BC (0, 1) 2 L
2

BB (0, 0) 1 1
CC (2, 0) 2 L

4

(
L
2 − 1

)
maximal bond dimension L2

2 + 3L
2 + 2

Table 1: Maximal ranks of the blocks of the C-matrix for N = 2 particles on a chain of length L and bipartition in
the middle. The maximal bond dimension is obtained as the sum over the maximal ranks times the corresponding
degeneracies.

Several factors can reduce the maximal bond dimension (43). In particular, under the assumption
of local decoherence, cf. Ref. [44], the blocks CN,0 and C0,N become rank 1.

C Configuration coherence and negativity for a single particle
In this section, we show the equivalence of the configuration coherence (12) to the negativity for a
mixed state of a single particle. Recall that the negativity is given as the sum over the negative
eigenvalues of the partially transposed density matrix [52].
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We use the particle number basis |in, µn〉 = |in〉A ⊗ |µn〉B and that for a single particle, it holds
n ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, we can define |i〉A := |i1〉A and |µ〉B := |µ1〉B. Note that the only state with
zero particles in a subsystem is the vacuum state |0〉A,B. With this, the density matrix (2) for a single
particle can be written as

ρ =

∑
i,j∈A

ρi,0;j,0|i〉〈j|A

⊗ |0〉〈0|B + |0〉〈0|A ⊗

 ∑
µ,ν∈B

ρ0,µ;0,ν |µ〉〈ν|B


+

∑
i∈A,µ∈B

ρi,0;0,µ|i〉A|0〉B〈0|A〈µ|B + ρ0,µ;i,0|0〉A|µ〉B〈i|A〈0|B . (44)

The partial transpose of (44) has a block-diagonal form, and only one block has a negative eigenvalue.
It is the block describing the particle in a coherent cross-boundary state,

ρTA
C =

∑
i∈A,µ∈B

ρi,0;0,µ|0〉A|0〉B〈i|A〈µ|B + ρ∗i,0;0,µ|i〉A|µ〉B〈0|A〈0|B = |0〉〈φ|AB + |φ〉〈0|AB , (45)

with the non normalized vector

|φ〉AB :=
∑

i∈A,µ∈B
ρ∗i,0;0,µ|i〉A|µ〉B . (46)

A rank-2 block of the form (45) has two eigenvalues ±
√
〈0|0〉AB〈φ|φ〉AB = ±

√
〈φ|φ〉AB. Thus, the

negativity for the single particle state (44) is given by

N (ρ) =
√
〈φ|φ〉AB =

√ ∑
i∈A,µ∈B

|ρi,0;0,µ|2 . (47)

For the configuration coherence (12) of the single particle state (44), we find

CN (ρ) = Tr (C0,1) + Tr (C1,0) = 2× Tr (C0,1) = 2
∑

i∈A,µ∈B
|ρi,0;0,µ|2 = 2N (ρ)2 . (48)

Therefore, for mixed states of a single particle, the configuration coherence equals twice the negativity
squared.
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