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The performance of beyond mean field methods in solving the quantum many body problem for
fermions is usually characterized by the correlation energy measured with respect to the underlying
mean field value. In this paper we address the issue of characterizing the amount of correlations
associated to different approximations from a quantum information perspective. With this goal in
mind, we analyze the traditional Hartree-Fock (HF) method with spontaneous symmetry breaking,
the HF with symmetry restoration and the generator coordinate method (GCM) in a exactly solv-
able fermion model known as the three-level Lipkin model. To characterize correlations including
entanglement and beyond we use the quantum discord between different partition orbitals. We find
that for physically motivated partitions, the quantum discord of the exact ground state is reasonably
well reproduced by the different approximations. However, other partitions create “fake quantum
correlations” in order to capture quantum correlations corresponding to partitions for which the
Hartree-Fock solution fails. Those are removed and redistributed through a symmetry restoration
process.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1814, Pierre-Simon Laplace stated in his work ‘A
Philosophical Essay on Probabilities’ that if an intelli-
gence (which he called demon) had the ability to know
the position and momentum of each particle in the uni-
verse at a given time, then he will be able to predict
the trajectory of every body in the universe and nothing
would be uncertain for him [1]. In quantum mechanics
Laplace’s demon would have to deal with the absence of
the concept of ‘trajectory’, and the quantum mechanical
formulation of Laplace’s thought experiment would be a
demon who knew the wave function of the entire universe
at a given time. However, apart from the probabilistic
interpretation of quantum mechanics, the knowledge of
the whole doesn’t imply the knowledge of its parts in a
quantum system. This is the essence of entanglement be-
tween different partitions of the system. To measure en-
tanglement quantities such as the entanglement entropy
are introduced. It measures the entanglement between
two partitions of the system by looking at the amount
of information lost in one partition when all the infor-
mation about the other partition is forgotten. In this
way, for a general state, the Laplace’s demon would be
uncertain about the partitions despite knowing the wave
function of the whole system. Hence, computing this
kind of purely quantum correlations (or ‘uncertainties’)
between the system’s constituents is useful in order to
analyze the separability, correlations, and therefore, the
quantum structure of a system.

Entanglement is an important ingredient in the under-
standing of the performance of different approximations
to the quantum many body problem. The size of the
Hilbert space of a many body system scales exponen-
tially with the number of particles in the system, pre-
venting, for instance the complete understanding of even
very simple molecules. Fortunately, the ground state and

low lying states of such systems are supposed to “live”
in a corner of the Hilbert space accessible to variational
techniques. In fermion systems, the use of Slater deter-
minants as variational space leads to the Hartree-Fock
(HF) approximation [2], that turns out to be a very good
starting point for subsequent refinements 1. One of the
defining properties of HF is the spontaneous symmetry
breaking mechanism, where the single particle orbitals
characterizing the HF Slater determinants break the sym-
metries of the Hamiltonian [2, 3]. This is a simple mecha-
nism used to consider additional correlations while main-
taining the simplicity of the mean field wave functions.
However, proper quantum numbers of the symmetries of
the Hamiltonian have to be restored and the adequate
framework is that of using projection operators leading
to a linear combination of the wave functions obtained by
applying the symmetry operator to the symmetry break-
ing mean field wave functions. The method, denoted by
the name of Projected Hartree-Fock (PHF), works be-
cause the action of the symmetry operator on the sym-
metry breaking mean field is again a symmetry breaking
mean field wave function.

On the other hand, we can extend the idea of using
as an ansatz linear combinations of not necessarily or-
thogonal trial states (such as Slater determinants), by
postulating a general wave function

|ψ〉 =

∫
daf(a) |φ(a)〉

1 We can improve the Slater determinant ansatz using quasipar-
ticle vacuum (Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov or HFB) states instead.
Those are the more general non-interacting particle states. How-
ever, for the three level Lipkin model, the results obtained from
HFB states are equivalent to the HF ones, so we won’t consider
them.
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with the f(a) amplitudes determined by the variational
principle. This method is called the generator coordinate
method (GCM) and is being used in many branches of
quantum many body physics under different names. The
success of the GCM ansatz is intimately associated to the
adequateness of the the trial states |φ(a)〉 for the physics
one wants to describe. With a proper choice, the GCM
ground state and/or excited states spectrum can be very
close or identical to the exact solution.

Each of the above mentioned approximation methods
HF, PHF and GCM incorporate different kinds of corre-
lations into the description of the system. As the three of
them are variational, a possibility to measure correlation
is the use of the correlation energy, which is defined as
the difference between the reference state energy (which
can be, for example, the exact ground state) and the
mean field one. In this way, the correlation energy for
the mean field state will be always zero by definition,
and maximum for the exact ground state. If we recover
the symmetries of the Hamiltonian through a symmetry
restoration process or performing a GCM, the correla-
tion energy of the resulting approximate state will ac-
quire a value between zero and the correlation energy of
the exact ground state. In this way, a symmetry pro-
jection or the GCM will recover a fraction of the total
correlations within a system. Another possibility is to
use the quantum information perspective, where corre-
lations are understood in a very different way: they are
related with the separability of a system and the infor-
mation/uncertainty gained when acting on a part of it.
Given a A|B bi-partition of a system, quantities such as
the entanglement entropy, measure the uncertainty (i.e,
non purity) of the A(B) subsystem through the partial
trace operation over the B(A) part [4–7]. On the other
hand, quantities such as the quantum discord [8, 9] mea-
sure the correlations through a projective quantum mea-
surement within the part A(B). With this, a question
arises: Is it possible to find a link between the corre-
lations related to the spontaneous symmetry breaking
mechanism within the mean-field/symmetry restoration
context (the ones that are related to the interaction of the
constituents) and the correlations described by quantum
information theory (the ones that are related to the un-
certainty of a subsystem)?

In this work we will analyze the structure of the quan-
tum correlations of an analytically solvable many-body
system given by the three level Lipkin model by ana-
lyzing the exact, HF, PHF and GCM ground states. We
will compute the quantum discord for multiple physically
motivated partitions and we will link the results with the
spontaneous symmetry breaking mechanism. The use of
the three level Lipkin model is motivated by the fact that
it is an exactly solvable but non-trivial model with two
phase transitions due to the parity symmetry breaking
[10–12]. In Sec. II we will introduce the theoretical con-
cepts that will be discussed. In Sec. III we will explain
the three level Lipkin model and the results obtained. Fi-
nally, Sec. IV is a summary of the conclusions obtained

in this work.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

There are several ways to describe correlations under
a quantum information context in a fermion many-body
system [6, 7, 13–16]. Due to the antisymmetrization prin-
ciple, the Fock space is not defined as a tensor product of
Hilbert spaces and therefore we cannot use the von Neu-
mann entropy of the particle-reduced density matrix as
a measure of entanglement: the components (particles)
of a fermion system are indistinguishable, so it wouldn’t
make physical sense to perform partial trace operations
over them. If we were doing partial traces, all Slater
determinants would be maximally entangled due to the
antisymmetry of the wave function. Fortunately, there
are several ways to characterize and measure correlations
in an indistinguishable system such as the fermion par-
tial trace between modes [15, 16] or the von Neumann
entropy of the one-body density matrix [6, 7, 14]. Fol-
lowing the former, we will define the subsystems as the
orbitals (or modes) instead of particles. In this way, we
can treat the system as a tensor product of orbitals, if
we take into account some subtleties which arise from the
fermion anticommutation rules [15, 16].

With this scheme in mind, correlations between modes
can be purely classical, purely quantum, or a mixture of
both [17–19]. The total correlation, which is the sum
of the quantum and classical ones, is measured through
the quantum version of the mutual information. If we
divide our system into two parts (A and B), the mutual
information is defined as

I(A,B) = S(ρ(A)) + S(ρ(B))− S(ρ(A,B)) (1)

where S(ρ(A)) = −Tr
(
ρ(A) ln ρ(A)

)
is the von Neumann

entropy, ρ(A) = TrB(|ψ〉 〈ψ|) is the reduced density ma-
trix of the subsystem A obtained through the fermion
partial trace operation [15, 16] (the same applies for the
subsystem B) and ρ(A,B) is the total density matrix.
There are an equivalent alternative expression for the
classical mutual information (I(A,B) = S(A) + S(B) −
S(A,B)), given by

Ialt(A,B) = S(A)− S(A|B) (2)

where S(A) is the entropy of the subsystem A and
S(A|B) is the entropy of the subsystem A conditioned to
the information obtained by the subsystem B. In Quan-
tum Physics, the information of a subsystem is obtained
through projective measurements, so the quantum ver-
sion of Eq. (2) is [8, 9]

J(A,B) = max
{Π(B)

k }
S(ρ(A))− S(ρ(A,B)|{Π(B)

k }). (3)

While I(A,B) is a measure of all kind of correla-
tions, J(A,B) quantifies only the classical part. The
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measurement-based conditional entropy in Eq. (3) is de-
fined as

S(ρ(A,B)|{Π(B)
k }) =

∑
k

pkS(ρ
(A,B)
k ) (4)

where ρ
(A,B)
k = 1

pk
Π

(B)
k ρ(A,B)Π

(B)
k is the measured-

projected total state and pk = tr
(

Π
(B)
k ρ(A,B)Π

(B)
k

)
is the

associated probability. The measurement and the asso-

ciated projector Π
(B)
k are defined only in the sector B of

the bi-partition. With these definitions, one introduces
the quantum discord [8, 9, 20] as the difference between
the total correlations and the classical ones

δ(A,B) = I(A,B)− J(A,B)

For pure states, the quantum discord reduces to entan-
glement [21]. However, this is no longer true for mixed
states. This quantity is very useful in order to study
quantum phase transitions in many-body systems [22–
24]. Unfortunately, Eq. (3) requires a variational proce-
dure involving all the possible B-subsystem projectors, so
that computing quantum discord is in general intractable
[25]. Nevertheless, if we are dealing with fermion sys-
tems, no optimization process is required for the two
orbital case because of the parity super-selection rule
(PSSR) [26].

In order to compute the quantum discord between
more than two orbitals, the optimization process can be
performed using a method similar to the one used by
Shunlong Luo in [21] but taking into account some sub-
tleties arising from the fermion nature of our system. If
the subsystem B is formed by LB orbitals, then we can

parametrize the B-projectors Π
(B)
k as

Π
(B)
k → R†Π

(B)
k R (5)

for k = 0, ..., 2LB − 1 with R an unitary operator. How-
ever, not all the projectors parametrized in this way are
allowed. Since we are dealing with fermion systems, the
PSSR must be fulfilled [2, 15, 27], so that the projected
state has no coherence between different parity sectors.
A way to achieve this is by using Thouless rotations, i.e,
R = eiH with

H =
∑
ij∈HB

hijc
†
i cj +

1

2
∆ij(c

†
i c
†
j + cjci) (6)

an hermitian (H = H†) one body operator [2]. When

the fermion operator c†i is transformed according to a
rotation R = eiH with H given by Eq. (6), we obtain

Rc†iR
† =

∑
j

Ujic
†
j + Vjicj = β†i

where the parameters Uij and Vij (which define the new
orbital basis) are related with the ones in Eq. (6) by(

U V ∗

V U∗

)
= exp

[
i

(
h ∆
−∆∗ −h∗

)]

and β†i is a fermion creation operator. In this way, the
parametrized projectors are projectors onto a state with

well defined occupation in the orbital basis given by β†i .
The variational parameters2 in Eq. (3) are hij and ∆ij

with hij = h∗ji and ∆ij = −∆ji. In order to find an-
alytically the orbital basis that minimizes Eq. (4), we

can solve the equation δS(ρ(A,B)|{Π(B)
k }) = 0 where the

variation of the measurement-based conditional entropy
is given by the infinitesimal rotation R ≈ I + iH (where
I is the identity matrix). Then we obtain∑

k

ln(〈Πk〉)〈[Πk, H]〉 − 〈[ln(ΠkρΠk), H]〉 = 0

∀hij ,∆ij , see Eq. (6). The null eigenvalues of ΠkρΠk

don’t contribute to the sum. This equation is in general
hard to solve analytically. However, the minimization
process parametrized by Thouless rotations can be im-
plemented in a computer in order to solve it numerically.
This is applied in the next section, under the context of
the three level Lipkin model.

Since we will compute quantum discord between two
orbitals or two orbital pairs (as we will explain in Sec.
III), a Thouless rotation is enough in order to reach all

the possible B-projectors Π
(B)
k . If we count the number

of variational parameters in the case of LB = 2 for a
general unitary respecting PSSR and a Thouless rotation,
we obtain 6 degrees of freedom for both3. However, for
a general case in which the subsystem B is formed by
LB > 2 orbitals, one may need more terms in Eq. (6)
such as two body fermionic operators and so on. This is
an interesting topic for future work, but it is out of the
scope of this article.

III. THREE LEVEL LIPKIN MODEL

The three level Lipkin model is a generalization of the
two level Lipkin model [28]. It contains three energy lev-
els, each of them having a N -fold degeneracy [10–12] and
the dynamic evolution is governed by the Hamiltonian

H = ε(K22 −K00)− V

2
(K2

10 +K2
20 +K2

21 + h.c) (7)

2 If we perform a Thouless rotation between M orbitals, the num-
ber of variational parameters is M(2M − 1).

3 A general N ×N unitary matrix has N2 degrees of freedom. If

we take into account the PSSR, we obtain N2

2
. However, since

we are dealing with the transformation given in Eq. (5), the
degrees of freedom corresponding to an overall phase and the
decomposition H = H′ + aI leave the transformation invariant,

so we obtain N2

2
−2. ForN = 2LB = 4, the number of variational

parameters is 6, which coincide with a Thouless rotation of M =
LB = 2 orbitals.
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with

Kσσ′ =

N∑
p=1

c†σpcσ′p

and σ ∈ {0, 1, 2} labeling the three different energy levels.
Fermion creation and annihilation operators, satisfying
canonical anticommutation relations (CAR), are denoted
by c†σp and cσp. The operators Kσσ′ are the generators of
the algebra of SU(3) [10], and one can use this property
to compute numerically the exact ground state of the
model

|ψ〉 =
∑
pq

Cpq |pq〉 (8)

by using the basis |pq〉, where p (q) is the number of parti-
cles in the first (second) energy level. The states |pq〉 are
proportional to an equally weighted superposition of all
possible states in the occupational basis that are eigen-
states of K00, K11 and K22 with eigenvalues N − p − q,
p and q respectively (see Appendix A for more details).
Thus, it is possible to easily obtain the reduced density
matrix for a 4-orbital subsystem in order to compute the
quantum discord between two pairs of orbitals. Using the
methods explained in Sec. II and [26] we will compute
the two orbital and two orbital pair quantum discord for
the exact, HF, PHF and GCM ground states in different
subsystems (illustrated in Fig. 1) and different values of
the interaction parameter of the Hamiltonian (V in Eq.
(7)). More details about the derivation of the HF, PHF
and GCM solutions can be found in the Appendix A and
B.

FIG. 1. Orbital numeration for the 4-orbital reduced density
matrix in the three different subsystems (highlighted in blue)
studied in this work. The numbers n0, n1 and n2 refers to
the population of the zeroth, first and second energy level re-
spectively, while {n0, n1}, {n0, n2} and {n1, n2} refers to the
orbital subsystems in blue. The orbitals within a subsystem
are labeled according to the numbers in the blue region.

The three different subsystems, highlighted in Fig. 1,
are the 4-orbital reduced density matrices corresponding
to two orbitals of the i-th energy level and two orbitals
of the j-th energy level. The two orbitals of the upper

energy levels have the same degeneracy quantum num-
bers as the two orbitals of the lower energy level. The
three 4-orbital subsystems are denoted by {ni, nj} with
i, j = 0, 1, 2 and i 6= j. For each {ni, nj} subsystem, we
label the four corresponding orbitals following the nota-
tion in Fig. 1: from left to right (i.e, from p = 1 to
p = N), the orbitals within the lowest energy level with
the numbers 0, 2 and the ones within the highest energy
level with 1, 3. For example, if we study correlations be-
tween two orbitals within the 2nd energy level and two
orbitals within the 0th energy level, we will study the
partition with A = {1, 3} and B = {0, 2} of the {n0, n2}
subsystem.

It is well known that the three level Lipkin model shows
two quantum phase transitions (QPT) [10] as a function

of the interaction parameter χ = V (N−1)
ε . These QPT

are observed when the HF ground state develops sponta-
neous symmetry breaking of the parity quantum number
corresponding to the second and third orbitals at χ = 1
and χ = 3, respectively. Within this context, we define
the level’s parity as the parity of the number of fermions
that occupy that energy level.

Some entanglement and correlation properties of the
ground state have been studied for the two level version
[29, 30] and in the thermodynamical limit [30–32].

A. Quantum discord for the {n0, n1} subsystem

One can apply the method explained in Sec. II to com-
pute the quantum discord for a given partition as a func-
tion of the interaction parameter χ (more details about
the reduced density matrix can be found in Appendix A)
and using the exact, HF, PHF and GCM solutions. In
Fig. 2 we represent the quantum discord between the
partition given by A = {1, 3} and B = {0, 2} within the
{n0, n1} subsystem4.

4 The quantum discord is, in general, non symmetric. However,
for this partition and all subsystems considered in this work, it
has been found numerically that the exchange A↔ B leaves the
quantum discord invariant.



5

FIG. 2. Quantum discord for the partition given by A =
{1, 3}, B = {0, 2} for the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF
(middle down) and HF (down) solutions.

In the HF case, we observe both QPTs through the
change of behavior of the QD when χ = 1 and χ = 3.
At χ = 1, the QD suddenly increases as the HF state
is not anymore in the non interacting ground state and
the orbitals of the zeroth and first level start mixing.
When χ = 3, the mixing in the HF solution also include
the second orbital, and the correlation is redistributed,
so the QD stops increasing. The PHF solution is very
similar to the HF one. Here, the QD slightly depends
on the particle number and the projection to the good
parity quantum numbers does not modify significantly
the shape of the curve and therefore the discussion for
the HF case still holds. On the other hand, the QD
for the GCM solution is very accurate when χ ≥ 1 but
identical to the HF and PHF solutions if χ ≤ 1. This
makes sense, since the coordinate corresponding to the
occupation of the first level is fixed to the corresponding
HF value and the coordinate corresponding to the sec-
ond level is treated by using the Hill-Wheeler equation
(see Appendix B for more details). Overall, all the ap-
proximate solutions within this particular partition have
a good behavior in terms of QD, specially when the par-
ticle number is high.

However, while this approximations succeed in order
to catch the behavior of quantum correlations between
the {0, 2} and {1, 3} orbitals, this is not the case for
other partitions. For example, if we set A = {2, 3} and
B = {0, 1}, we obtain Fig. 3.

We observe a clearly different behavior between the HF
ground state and all the other ones. Since the HF orbitals
do not mix states with different degeneration number,
the QD is zero for all values of χ. However the PHF
and GCM solutions are successful capturing the quantum
correlations from the exact state. As in Fig. 2, the PHF
solution slightly depends on the particle number and the
GCM solution is closer to the exact one specially if the
particle number is large. However, since the coordinate
for the first level is fixed to the HF solution, the GCM

FIG. 3. Quantum discord for A = {2, 3} and B = {0, 1} in
the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and
HF (down) solutions.

ground state is not able to reproduce accurately the QD
behavior when χ ≤ 1. The HF solution fails to capture
the quantum correlations of the exact state. The opposite
behavior takes place when we analyze the two orbital QD
for the A = {1}, B = {0} partition (Fig. 4).

FIG. 4. Quantum discord for A = {1} and B = {0} in the
exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and HF
(down) solutions.

Due to conservation of parity symmetry, the exact
ground state does not have any quantum correlations,
as well as the GCM and PHF solutions. The two or-
bital quantum discord for fermion systems with definite
number of particles depends only on the off-diagonal ele-
ments of the one body density [26] and in this case they
are zero because of the parity symmetry. However, the
HF solution breaks the parity symmetry, and fake quan-
tum correlations appear since the off-diagonal elements
of the corresponding one body density matrix are in gen-
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eral non zero. Exactly the same behavior is observed for
the two orbital quantum discord within the {n0, n2} and
{n1, n2} subsystems (Fig. 7), and partitions A = {0, 2},
B = {1} or A = {1, 3}, B = {0}.

B. Quantum discord for the {n0, n2} subsystem

The results obtained for this subsystem, which is
schematically represented in Fig. 1, are in general simi-
lar to the results obtained for the subsystem {n0, n1}. In
Fig. 5 we represent the quantum discord for the partition
A = {1, 3}, B = {0, 2}.

FIG. 5. Quantum discord for A = {1, 3} and B = {0, 2} in
the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and
HF (down) solutions.

Since the HF orbitals do not have components from the
second energy level orbitals until χ ≥ 3, the zeroth level
orbitals remain uncorrelated with the second ones until
the second QPT for the HF and PHF solutions takes
place. This is not the case for the GCM ground state
because only the first coordinate (which corresponds to
the first energy level) is fixed to the value of the HF
solution. This is reflected in the behavior of the QD
when 1 ≤ χ ≤ 3: while the exact and GCM solutions
have a non zero QD, the HF and PHF ground states are
not correlated. The reason why the GCM approximation
is practically identical to the exact solution in this case, is
that the QD for the exact state is very small until χ ≈ 1.
This is in total agreement with the GCM solution, which
shows zero QD until χ = 1. Again, the accuracy of the
approximate methods is better if the particle number is
large.

Let us now consider the A = {2, 3} and B = {0, 1} par-
tition in the {n0, n2} subsystem. In this case we obtain
Fig. 6 where we observe that, again the HF state does not
catch any quantum correlations because of the same rea-
sons as in Fig. 3: the HF orbitals do not mix states with
different degeneration number. The PHF state, which is
no longer a Slater determinant, reproduce approximately

the behavior of the exact QD for χ ≥ 3. However, since
it is constructed through the projection of the HF state,
the QD for χ ≤ 3 is zero (the second level orbitals are
not populated until χ = 3). As in the previous situations,
the QD depends on the particle number, weakly for the
PHF solution and dramatically for the GCM state. For
the later, the same discussion as in the A = {1, 3} and
B = {0, 2} partition applies: the region χ ≤ 1 is not well
approximated when the particle number is small because
of the HF coordinate of the first energy level.

FIG. 6. Quantum discord for A = {2, 3} and B = {0, 1} in
the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and
HF (down) solutions.

Finally, the quantum discord between two orbitals
(Fig. 7) acquires nonzero values only for the Hartree-
Fock state and the same discussion as in Sec. III A ap-
plies here. We obtain the same results for A = {1, 3},
B = {0} and A = {2, 0}, B = {1}.

FIG. 7. Quantum discord for A = {1} and B = {0} in the
exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and HF
(down) solutions.

The results obtained for the {n1, n2} subsystem are
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very similar and the discussion is essentially the same, so
they are presented in Appendix C for completeness.

The behavior of the variational parameters of the
Thouless rotation in Eq. (6) depends on the partition and
subsystem. Since the rotations performed in this work
are always between two orbitals, the matrices given by
the elements hij and ∆ij will only have one off-diagonal
element. In this way, it is interesting to remark the be-
havior of the quantities |hij |2 and |∆ij |2 for i 6= j. For all
partitions and subsystems, the value of the quantum dis-
cord does not depend on the quantity |∆ij |2. For |hij |2
we observe the same behavior for the partition A = {1, 3}
B = {0, 2}, but not for A = {2, 3} B = {0, 1}. In the
latter, we see that |hij |2 acquires different approximately
constant values (for the non-exact solutions) whose nu-
merical values depend on whether the interaction param-
eter χ has reached the critical value where the quantum
phase transition happens (χc = 1, 3) or no, and dividing
the parameter space into three different regions: χ < 1,
1 < χ < 3 and χ > 3.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have carried out an analysis of quantum correla-
tions for the three level Lipkin model, which is a solvable
but non trivial model that manifests two quantum phase
transitions due to two spontaneous symmetry breaking
processes, corresponding to the parity symmetry for the
first and second energy levels. We have computed the
quantum discord, which is a well known measure of a
system’s quantum correlations, including entanglement
and beyond. Since we are dealing with fermion systems
composed by orbitals, we have carried out the minimiza-
tion process of the measurement-based conditional en-
tropy through Thouless rotations. In this way we make
sure that the projectors don’t break the parity superselec-
tion rule and that they have a clear physical sense. More
precisely, they correspond to projections to the occupa-
tion of some (quasi)particle orbitals. We have analyzed
the quantum discord as a function of the interaction pa-
rameter of the model χ, within different subsystems (il-
lustrated in Fig. 1).

The partition corresponding to A = {1, 3}, B = {0, 2}
is, in some way, the natural partition given the interac-
tion of the Hamiltonian (Eq. 7). The operators K2

ij with

i 6= j, when applied to a Slater determinant5, annihilate
a pair of particles within the i-th level and create another
pair within the j-th level in a symmetric superposition
such as the resulting state is invariant with respect to per-
mutations of the degeneration orbitals (within the same
energy level). Thus, one would expect quantum corre-
lations between A = {1, 3}, B = {0, 2} to be a good

5 That Slater determinant must be invariant with respect to per-
mutations of orbitals with different degeneration number within
the same energy level.

measure of the interaction. In practice we observe that,
for this ‘interaction partition’, all approximated solutions
reflect (with different accuracy) the behavior of the exact
result. However, for other partitions such as A = {2, 3},
B = {0, 1} or A = {1}, B = {0}, the HF solution does
not catch the QD corresponding to the exact state. This
is related to the QPTs and the symmetry breaking mech-
anism.

The QPTs play a significant role in all results pre-
sented. When the system undergoes a QPT, there is a
change of behavior in the QD depending on the partition.
If the QPT is related to symmetry breaking of the i-th
energy level, the QD of a partition within the correspond-
ing subsystem suddenly grows. This behavior is sharper
when the particle number is large. However, for the HF
solution, this behavior is only present when the parti-
tion is the ‘interaction partition’. For the A = {2, 3},
B = {0, 1} partition, the HF does not catch quantum cor-
relations because of the way the HF orbitals are defined.
Since they only mix orbitals with the same degeneration
number, it is expected that a partition whose QD mea-
sures the quantum correlations between pairs of orbitals
with different degeneration number has zero QD for all
χ. On the other hand, the absence of parity symmetry of
the HF solution causes a non zero QD of the two orbital
partition A = {1}, B = {0}, since transitions between
single orbitals are allowed. Those ‘fake quantum correla-
tions’6 are possible because the HF orbitals are defined
as linear combinations of orbitals from different energy
levels with same degeneration, which is the same reason
by which the QD in the A = {2, 3}, B = {0, 1} vanishes.
With this in mind, it is reasonable to think about the
symmetry breaking process as a ‘redistribution’ of the
quantum correlations within a system, from higher level
to lower level ones7.

The symmetry restoration process recovers (or redis-
tributes) the correct correlations between the different
partitions, and it succeeds specially when the particle
number is large and far from the QPT (i.e, when the
interaction is high enough). This behavior is clearly ob-
served in the GCM solution, where one coordinate (the
one corresponding to the first energy level) is kept fixed
to the HF value and the second one is used as coordinate
in the GCM method.

Our results could help to investigate the correlation
structure of more complex models, such as the Agassi
model [33], which is a two level Lipkin model with a
pairing interaction and a superconducting phase. Other
type of mathematically motivated approximations, such
as the ‘nearest’ Slater determinant, defined in [34], could
also be of interest.

6 We call it ‘fake’ because they are not present in the exact solu-
tion.

7 Here, we refer to ‘high level correlations’ to the ones which in-
volve bigger partitions, and ‘low level correlations’ to the ones
which involve smaller partitions.
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Appendix A: Four orbital reduced density matrix
for exact, HF and PHF ground state

In this appendix we derive the analytical expression
for the four orbital reduced exact and HF ground state
of the three level Lipkin model. The exact ground state
of the three level Lipkin model can be expanded as [10]

|ψ〉 =
∑

0≤p+q≤N

Cpq |pq〉

with

|pq〉 =

√
(N − p− q)!p!q!

N !
|n1 = p, n2 = q〉

and

|n1n2〉 =

N∑
n1<...<np 6=
m1<...<mq

∣∣1n1
...1np2m1

...2mq
〉

The state
∣∣1n1

...1np2m1
...2mq

〉
introduced above corre-

sponds to a Slater determinant with p (q) particles occu-
pying the first (second) energy level of the Lipkin model
following the same-level distribution given by the indices
ni (mj). The coefficients Cpq are determined by the di-
agonalization of the Hamiltonian matrix in the {|pq〉}
basis:

〈p′q′|H |pq〉 = ε(2q + p−N)δp′,pδq′,q −
V

2

(√
(N − p− q + 1)(N − p− q + 2)p(p− 1)δp′,p−2δq′,q

+
√

(N − p− q + 1)(N − p− q + 2)q(q − 1)δp′,pδq′,q−2 +
√

(p+ 1)(p+ 2)q(q − 1)δp′,p+2δq′,q−2

+
√

(N − p− q − 1)(N − p− q)(p+ 1)(p+ 2)δp′,p+2δq′,q

+
√

(N − p− q − 1)(N − p− q)(q + 1)(q + 2)δp′,pδq′,q+2 +
√

(q + 1)(q + 2)p(p− 1)δp′,p−2δq′,q+2

)

In the same manner, the HF ground state for this model
can be written as

|ψHF 〉 =

N∏
i=1

a†0,i |φ〉 =
∑

n1+n2≤N

C(HF )
n1n2

|n1n2〉

where the coefficients C
(HF )
n1n2 are given by the relationship

between the HF (a†σ,i) and basis (c†σ,i) orbitals (see Eq.

A15 defined later) [10]

C(HF )
n1n2

=
1, if n1 = n2 = 0 and χ ≤ 1

( 1√
2
)N (1 + 1

χ )
N−n1

2 (1− 1
χ )

n1
2 , if n2 = 0 and 1 ≤ χ ≤ 3

( 1√
3
)n1(χ+3

3χ )
N−n1−n2

2 (χ−3
3χ )

n2
2 , if χ ≥ 3

0, otherwise

In order to obtain the PHF ground state, we must project
the HF state to obtain a wave function with the proper
quantum numbers. For the three level Lipkin model,
the wave function with the proper quantum numbers is
the one with positive (even) parity of both the first and
second energy levels, and definite total particle number.
This symmetry restored wave function can be obtained

from the HF one through the projection operators

P
(σ)
+ =

1

2
(I + eiπKσσ )

with σ = 1, 2. Since the resulting state will simply be

the the original HF ground state with C
(HF )
n1n2 = 0 if n1 or

n2 are odd (and the nonzero coefficients properly normal-
ized), we won’t give the explicit expression of the reduced
state. For the exact and HF cases, the reduced four or-
bital density matrix for a given partition {ni, nj} (see
Fig. 1) is

ρ
(4)
{ni,nj} = Tr¬{ni,nj}(|ψ〉 〈ψ|)

ρ
(4,HF )
{ni,nj} = Tr¬{ni,nj}(|ψHF 〉 〈ψHF |)

The operation Tr¬X(O) represents the fermion partial
trace [16] of the operator O and ¬X is the subsystem that
is traced out (since the symbol ¬ represents negation,
Tr¬X(O) is the fermion partial trace operation over the
orthogonal complement of X). With this results, it is
straightforward to get analytical expressions for the four

orbital reduced density matrix ρ
(4)
ij :



9

ρ
(4)
{n0,n1} =

1

N(N − 1)

∑
p+q≤N

|Cp,q|2
{
q(q − 1) |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ q(N − p− q)

(
|−, 0〉 〈−, 0|+ |0,−〉 〈0,−|

)
(A1)

+ pq
(
|−, 1〉 〈−, 1|+ |1,−〉 〈1,−|

)
+ (N − p− q)(N − p− q − 1) |0, 0〉 〈0, 0| (A2)

+ p(N − p− q)
(
|0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 0|

)
+ p(p− 1) |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

}
(A3)

+

{
Cp,qC

∗
p+2,q

√
(N − p− q)(N − p− q − 1)(p+ 1)(p+ 2) |0, 0〉 〈1, 1| (A4)

+ |Cp,q|2p(N − p− q) |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

}
, (A5)

ρ
(4)
{n0,n2} =

1

N(N − 1)

∑
p+q≤N

|Cp,q|2
{
p(p− 1) |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ p(N − p− q)

(
|−, 0〉 〈−, 0|+ |0,−〉 〈0,−|

)
(A6)

+ pq
(
|−, 1〉 〈−, 1|+ |1,−〉 〈1,−|

)
+ (N − p− q)(N − p− q − 1) |0, 0〉 〈0, 0| (A7)

+ q(N − p− q)
(
|0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 0|

)
+ q(q − 1) |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

}
(A8)

+

{
Cp,qC

∗
p,q+2

√
(N − p− q)(N − p− q − 1)(q + 1)(q + 2) |0, 0〉 〈1, 1| (A9)

+ |Cp,q|2q(N − p− q) |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

}
, (A10)

and

ρ
(4)
{n1,n2} =

1

N(N − 1)

∑
p+q≤N

|Cp,q|2
{

(N − p− 1)(N − p− q − 1) |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ p(N − p− q)
(
|−, 0〉 〈−, 0|+ |0,−〉 〈0,−|

)
(A11)

+ q(N − p− q)
(
|−, 1〉 〈−, 1|+ |1,−〉 〈1,−|

)
+ p(p− 1) |0, 0〉 〈0, 0| (A12)

+ pq
(
|0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 0|

)
+ q(q − 1) |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

}
(A13)

+

{
Cp+2,qC

∗
p,q+2

√
(p+ 1)(p+ 2)(q + 1)(q + 2) |0, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ |Cp,q|2pq |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

}
(A14)

where the reduced states {|σ1, σ2〉} with σi = −, 0, 1 re-
fer to a) no occupation (σi = −) b) only the first level
occupied (σi = 0) and c) only the second level occupied
(σi = 1). The notation is used for both the {0, 1} orbitals

(σ1) and the {2, 3} orbitals (σ2) and the orbital numer-
ation in Fig. 1 is followed for each subsystem. Similarly,
we can compute analytical expressions for the four orbital

Hartree-Fock reduced ground state ρ
(4,HF )
ij :
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ρ
(4,HF )
{n0,n1} = U4

02 |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ U2
01U

2
02

(
|1,−〉 〈1,−|+ |−, 1〉 〈−, 1|

)
+ U4

01 |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

+U2
00U

2
01

(
|1, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ |0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ |1, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ |1, 1〉 〈0, 0|

)
+U4

00 |0, 0〉 〈0, 0|+ U2
00U

2
02

(
|0,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 0|

)
+U00U01U

2
02

(
|1,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 1|+ h.c

)
+ U00U

3
01

(
|1, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ h.c

)
+U3

00U01

(
|0, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

)
,

ρ
(4,HF )
{n0,n2} = U4

01 |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ U2
01U

2
02

(
|1,−〉 〈1,−|+ |−, 1〉 〈−, 1|

)
+ U4

02 |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

+U2
00U

2
02

(
|1, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ |0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ |1, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ |1, 1〉 〈0, 0|

)
+U4

00 |0, 0〉 〈0, 0|+ U2
00U

2
01

(
|0,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 0|

)
+U00U02U

2
01

(
|1,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 1|+ h.c

)
+ U00U

3
02

(
|1, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ h.c

)
+U3

00U02

(
|0, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

)
,

and

ρ
(4,HF )
{n1,n2} = U4

00 |−,−〉 〈−,−|+ U2
00U

2
02

(
|1,−〉 〈1,−|+ |−, 1〉 〈−, 1|

)
+ U4

02 |1, 1〉 〈1, 1|

+U2
02U

2
01

(
|1, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ |0, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 1〉 〈1, 0|+ |1, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ |1, 1〉 〈0, 0|

)
+U4

01 |0, 0〉 〈0, 0|+ U2
00U

2
01

(
|0,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 0|

)
+U02U01U

2
00

(
|1,−〉 〈0,−|+ |−, 0〉 〈−, 1|+ h.c

)
+ U01U

3
02

(
|1, 1〉 〈0, 1|+ |1, 0〉 〈1, 1|+ h.c

)
+U3

01U02

(
|0, 0〉 〈0, 1|+ |0, 0〉 〈1, 0|+ h.c

)

where the coefficients Uij are the matrix elements of the
change of basis matrix between the basis orbitals and the
Hartree-Fock ones, i.e,

a†α,i =
∑
β

Uαβc
†
β,i (A15)

with

U2
00 =


1 if χ ≤ 1
1
2 (1 + 1

χ ) if 1 ≤ χ ≤ 3
χ+3
3χ if χ ≥ 3

U2
01 =


0 if χ ≤ 1
1
2 (1− 1

χ ) if 1 ≤ χ ≤ 3
1
3 if χ ≥ 3

U2
02 =

{
0 if χ ≤ 3
χ−3
3χ if χ ≥ 3

With all this, we can compute easily the quantum discord
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with the method explained in Sec. II for an arbitrary par-
tition within the four orbital reduced state, both exact,
mean-field or mean-field projected.

Appendix B: GCM applied to the three level Lipkin
model

As the two level Lipkin model case [35], the exact so-
lution for the three level Lipkin model can be obtained
by means of the GCM method. More precisely, if we use
as a generating functions the Slater determinants given
by

|φ1φ2〉 = N exp
(

tanφ1(cosφ2K10 + sinφ2K20)
)
|0〉
(B1)

where |0〉 is the non interacting ground state and N is a
normalization constant, the solution of the Hill-Wheeler
equation for the f amplitudes in the GCM ansatz will
provide the exact wave functions. On the other hand, if
one chooses to use as GCM coordinate the angle φ2 alone
and fix φ1 to its HF value8, the GCM solution is not the
exact one. This is representative of real situations where
one does not know neither the right GCM coordinates
nor their appropriate number. In the present case, one
has to solve the Hill-Wheeler equation for φ2∫

dφ′2H(φ2, φ
′
2)f(φ′2) = E

∫
dφ′2N(φ2, φ

′
2)f(φ′2)

where9

H(φ′2, φ2) = 〈φ′2|H |φ2〉

and

N(φ′2, φ2) = 〈φ′2|φ2〉

Using Eq. B1, the overlap matrix will be given by

N(φ′2, φ2) =
(
~u(φ′2) · ~u(φ2)

)N
where ~u(φ2) = (cosφ2 sinφ1, sinφ2 sinφ1, cosφ1) ∈ R3 is
an unitary vector given in spherical coordinates. It can
be shown that the overlap matrix depends only on the
difference φ2 − φ′2, so their eigenfunctions will be plane
waves [2]

up(φ2) =
1√
2π
e−ipφ2

and their eigenvalues will be given by

np = 2π

N,N−1∑
k=|p|,k+=2

1

2k
(sin2 φ1)k(cos2 φ1)N−k

(
N

k

)(
k

1
2 (p+ k)

)

8 From now, φ1 = φ
(HF )
1 , which is a constant given by the inter-

action parameter χ.
9 |φ2〉 is a shorthand notation for the state |φ1φ2〉 defined in B1.

Using the fermion operators corresponding to the orbital
basis which define the Slater determinants of Eq. B1, we
can compute the Hamiltonian matrix elements

H(φ′2, φ2) = εNf(φ, φ′)N−2

(
f(φ, φ′)g(φ, φ′)−χ

2
h(φ, φ′)

)
where

f(φ, φ′) = ~u(φ′2) · ~u(φ2)

g(φ, φ′) = sin2 φ1 sinφ′2 sinφ2 − cos2 φ′1

h(φ, φ′) = 2 sin2 φ1 cos2 φ1

+ sin4 φ1(cos2 φ′2 sin2 φ2 + sin2 φ′2 cos2 φ2)

Following [2], if we compute the Hamiltonian elements
in the basis given by the eigenfunctions up(φ2) we obtain:

〈p′|H |p〉 =
εN
√
np′np

{ ∑
0≤k1+k2≤N−1

(
N − 1

k1, k2

)
ak1+k2cN−k1−k2−1

(
aI(k1,k2+1)∗

p′ I(k1,k2+1)
p − cI(k1,k2)∗

p′ I(k1,k2)
p

)

− χ

2

∑
0≤k1+k2≤N−2

(
N − 2

k1, k2

)
ak1+k2cN−k1−k2−2

(
r2I(k1,k2)∗

p′ I(k1,k2)
p + a2

(
I(k1+2,k2)∗

p′ I(k1,k2+2)
p + I(k1,k2+2)∗

p′ I(k1+2,k2)
p

))}
with

I(k1,k2)
p =

√
2π

1

2k1

(
i

2

)k2 k1/2∑
q1=−k1/2

k2/2∑
q2=−k2/2

(−1)
k2/2−q2

(
k2

q2 + k2
2

)(
k1

q1 + k1
2

)
δ2q1+2q2+p,0
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and (
N

k1, k2

)
≡ N !

k1!k2!(N − k1 − k2)!

Once all the above quantities have been evaluated,
one ca solve the discrete diagonalization problem∑
p 〈p′|H |p〉 gp = Egp′ to obtain the weight function

f(φ2) =
∑

p,np 6=0

gp
1
√
np
up(φ2)

and the final GCM state |ψGCM 〉 =
∫
dφ2f(φ2) |φ2〉 =∑

pq C
(GCM)
pq |pq〉 where

C(GCM)
pq =

√(
N

p, q

)
(sinφ1)p+q(cosφ1)N−p−q∑

k,nk 6=0

gk√
nk
I(p,q)
k

The reduced four orbital state can be computed using

Eqs. (A1), (A6) and (A11) where Cpq → C
(GCM)
pq .

Appendix C: Results for {n1, n2} subsystem

In this appendix we discuss the results obtained for the
{n1, n2} partition (illustrated in Fig. 1).

FIG. 8. Quantum discord for A = {1, 3} and B = {0, 2} in
the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and
HF (down) solutions.

In Fig. 8, the HF and PHF solutions do not present
quantum correlations for χ < 3 since the second energy
level is not populated in that case. The GCM solution
is practically identical to the exact one because the QPT
corresponding to the second energy level occurs at χ = 3,
and (specially if the particle number is large) the coor-
dinate kept fixed to the HF value is related to the first
energy level, whose QPT occurs at χ = 1.

FIG. 9. Quantum discord for A = {2, 3} and B = {0, 1} in
the exact (up), GCM (middle up), PHF (middle down) and
HF (down) solutions.

One observes in Fig. 9 that the HF solution does not
catch correlations because the HF orbitals do not mix
orbitals with different degeneration. Since the projection
breaks the Slater determinant structure, the PHF is able
to incorporate more quantum correlations. As in the pre-
vious case, and for the same reasons, the GCM solution
is very accurate specially if χ > 1.

[1] P. Laplace, A Philosophical Essay on Probabilities, Dover
Books on Mathematics (Dover Publications, 2012).

[2] P. Ring and P. Schuck, The Nuclear Many-Body Problem
(Springer, 2004).

[3] J. A. Sheikh, J. J. Dobaczewski, P. Ring, L. M. Robledo,
and C. Yannouleas, Journal of Physics G: Nuclear and
Particle Physics (2021).

[4] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and

K. Horodecki, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).
[5] G. Adesso, T. R. Bromley, and M. Cianciaruso, Journal

of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 49, 473001
(2016).

[6] N. Gigena and R. Rossignoli, Phys. Rev. A 92, 042326
(2015).

[7] N. Gigena, M. Di Tullio, and R. Rossignoli, Phys. Rev.
A 103, 052424 (2021).

https://books.google.es/books?id=dWHCAgAAQBAJ
https://books.google.es/books?id=PTynSM-nMA8C
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1361-6471/ac288a
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1361-6471/ac288a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/47/473001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/47/473001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/47/473001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.042326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.042326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.052424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.052424


13

[8] H. Ollivier and W. H. Zurek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 017901
(2001).

[9] L. Henderson and V. Vedral, Journal of Physics A: Math-
ematical and General 34, 6899 (2001).

[10] G. Holzwarth and T. Yukawa, Nuclear Physics A 219,
125 (1974).

[11] S. Y. Li, A. Klein, and R. M. Dreizler, Journal of Math-
ematical Physics 11, 975 (1970).

[12] K. Hagino and G. F. Bertsch, Phys. Rev. C 61, 024307
(2000).
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Z. Zimborás, and C. Schilling, Journal of Chemical The-
ory and Computation 17, 79 (2021).

[18] L. Ding and C. Schilling, Journal of Chemical Theory
and Computation 16, 4159 (2020).

[19] C. Robin, M. J. Savage, and N. Pillet, Phys. Rev. C 103,
034325 (2021).

[20] A. Bera, T. Das, D. Sadhukhan, S. S. Roy, A. Sen(De),
and U. Sen, Reports on Progress in Physics 81, 024001

(2017).
[21] S. Luo, Phys. Rev. A 77, 042303 (2008).
[22] M. S. Sarandy, Phys. Rev. A 80, 022108 (2009).
[23] M. Allegra, P. Giorda, and A. Montorsi, Phys. Rev. B

84, 245133 (2011).
[24] R. Dillenschneider, Phys. Rev. B 78, 224413 (2008).
[25] Y. Huang, New Journal of Physics 16, 033027 (2014).
[26] J. Faba, V. Mart́ın, and L. Robledo, Phys. Rev. A 103,

032426 (2021).
[27] G. C. Wick, A. S. Wightman, and E. P. Wigner, Phys.

Rev. 88, 101 (1952).
[28] H. Lipkin, N. Meshkov, and A. Glick, Nuclear Physics

62, 188 (1965).
[29] M. Di Tullio, R. Rossignoli, M. Cerezo, and N. Gigena,

Phys. Rev. A 100, 062104 (2019).
[30] J. Bao, Y.-H. Liu, and B. Guo, Journal of Physics: Con-

densed Matter 33, 495401 (2021).
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