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We investigate the relation between the amount of entanglement localized on a chosen subsystem of a multi-
qubit system via local measurements on the rest of the system, and the bipartite entanglement that is lost during
this measurement process. We study a number of paradigmatic pure states, including the generalized GHZ, the
generalized W, Dicke, and the generalized Dicke states. For the generalized GHZ and W states, we analytically
derive bounds on localizable entanglement in terms of the entanglement present in the system prior to the
measurement. Also, for the Dicke and the generalized Dicke states, we demonstrate that with increasing system
size, localizable entanglement tends to be equal to the bipartite entanglement present in the system over a specific
partition before measurement. We extend the investigation numerically in the case of arbitrary multi-qubit pure
states. We also analytically determine the modification of these results, including the proposed bounds, in
situations where these pure states are subjected to single-qubit phase-flip noise on all qubits. Additionally, we
study one-dimensional paradigmatic quantum spin models, namely the transverse-field XY model and the XXZ
model in an external field, and numerically demonstrate a quadratic dependence of the localized entanglement
on the lost entanglement. We show that this relation is robust even in the presence of disorder in the strength of
the external field.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last three decades, entanglement [1, 2] have been
established as the key resource in quantum information pro-
cessing tasks, including quantum teleportation [1, 3, 4], super-
dense coding [1, 5–7], and quantum cryptography [8, 9]. Con-
cepts related to entanglement theory have also been used in
areas that are seemingly different from quantum information
theory, such as in probing gauge-gravity duality [10–13], in
understanding time as an emergent phenomena from entan-
glement [14–16], and even in studying systems like photo-
synthetic complexes [17] that are important from biologi-
cal point of view. These have motivated enormous experi-
mental advancements in creating and manipulating entangled
states in the laboratory using various substrates, namely, pho-
tons [18–20], trapped ions [21–23], cold atoms [24–26], su-
perconducting qubits [27, 28], and nuclear magnetic resonance
molecules [29]. Moreover, quantum many-body systems [30]
have emerged as the natural choice for implementing quantum
information processing tasks, and the necessity of studying the
entanglement properties of these systems has also been real-
ized [31, 32].

Entanglement over a subsystem A of a composite quan-
tum system in the state ρ can be quantified by computing an
appropriate entanglement measure E over the reduced state
ρA = TrB [ρ] of the subsystem A, where B is the rest of
the system [1, 2]. While this approach has been successful
in a wide variety of multiparty quantum states [1, 2, 33], there
exist states like N -qubit Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)
states [34], graph states [35], and stabilizer states in quantum
error correcting codes [36, 37] for which the partial trace-
based avenue may lead to vanishing entanglement measure on
the state ρA. In such situations, one may take a measurement-
based approach, where non-zero bipartite or multipartite en-
tanglement can be localized on the subsystem A in the post-
measured state of the system by performing measurements on
B [38]. In the case of a multi-qubit system, this leads to the
definition of the localizable entanglement [39–41], defined as
the maximum average entanglement localized over A via local

single-qubit projection measurements on all qubits in B, given
by

〈EA〉 = max
∑
k

pkE(ρ̃kA). (1)

Here, k labels the measurement outcomes corresponding to
the post-measured states ρ̃k occurring with probability pk
(
∑
k pk = 1), where ρ̃kA = TrB [ρ̃k]. Depending on the pos-

sible partitions in A, the entanglement measure E computed
over A post-measurement can be either a bipartite [39–41], or
a multipartite [42] measure. Apart from successfully charac-
terizing entanglement in GHZ and GHZ-like states such as the
graph [35] and the stabilizer states [43, 44], localizable en-
tanglement and related ideas have been immensely useful in
defining the correlation length in one-dimensional (1D) quan-
tum spin models [39–41, 45], in characterizing quantum phase
transitions in the cluster-Ising [46, 47] and cluster-XY mod-
els [48] in terms of entanglement, and in entanglement perco-
lation through quantum networks [49].

The measurement on the subsystem B completely decou-
ples B from A, leading to

ρ→ ρ̃ = ρ̃A ⊗ ρ̃B , (2)

implying a complete loss in entanglement over all qubits be-
longing to the different subsystems A and B. A natural ques-
tion that arises is whether and how the entanglement 〈EA〉 lo-
calized on A via measurements on B depends on the entangle-
ment that is lost during the same measurement process. More
specifically, considering a bipartition A1 : A2 of A (i.e., an
overall tripartition A1 : A2 : B of the multi-qubit system, see
Fig. 1), and a bipartite entanglement measure E, we ponder
on the following question: Does any relation exist between the
bipartite entanglement 〈EA〉 ≡ 〈EA1A2

〉 localized over the
subsystem A via single-qubit projection measurements on all
qubits in B, and the entanglement over different bipartitions
prior to the measurement, namely, EA1A2:B , EA1:A2B , and
EA2:A1B , that are lost during the measurement process lead-
ing to 〈EA1A2

〉? On one hand, answer to this question may
give rise to constraints on the entanglement localizable over
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FIG. 1. Consider a multi-qubit system divided into three subsystems, A1, A2, and B, with bipartite entanglement EA1A2:B , EA1:A2B , and
EA2:A1B over different bipartitions. Measurement on all qubits in B, denoted byMB , decouples the subsystem B from the qubits in A ≡
A1A2.

the subsystem of a multi-qubit system in terms of the entangle-
ment present in the system prior to measurement – a situation
that is of fundamental interest from the perspective of complete
characterization of the system via entanglement. On the other
hand, such a study may also aid in estimating the localizable
entanglement prior to the measurement via the information on
the bipartite entanglement present in the system. The latter is
advantageous from a practical point of view, specially in situa-
tions where performing the measurements and optimizing over
all possible measurements may turn out to be difficult.

A few results exist in this direction. Note that the mono-
tonicity of E [1, 33, 50–52] implies that

〈EA1A2
〉 ≤ min [EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B ] . (3)

It has been shown that the inequality (3) can be tightened
to an equality in the case of asymptotic pure state distilla-
tion [53, 54]. At the single copy level, it has also been shown
that for all three-qubit pure states with each of A1, A2, and B
being a qubit, the inequality (3) becomes an equality via some
measurement on B for a specific choice of entanglement mea-
sure [55]. In the case of multi-qubit pure states, investigation
on the relation between localizable multipartite entanglement
〈EA〉 and the multipartite entanglement, as quantified by the
multiparty entanglement measure E, over the state prior to the
measurement has also been made [42]. However, we are still
far from a systematic and complete understanding of the prob-
lem in the case of arbitrary multi-qubit quantum states.

In this paper, we study the interplay between 〈EA1A2〉,
EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B , and EA1A2:B in multi-qubit systems,
where each of the partitions A1, A2, and B may consist of
multiple qubits, choosing negativity [56–60] as the entangle-
ment measure. We start with the investigation of a number
of paradigmatic N -qubit pure states, including the general-
ized GHZ states [34, 61], the generalized W states [61, 62],
Dicke states [63–66], and generalized Dicke states [42], and
analytically derive bounds of 〈EA1A2

〉 in terms of EA1:A2B ,
EA2:A1B , and EA1A2:B . In the cases of arbitrary pure states of
N -qubits, we numerically investigate whether it is always pos-
sible to exceed the loss in bipartite entanglement via localiza-
tion performed through measurement. We extend our investi-
gation to the pure states subjected to the single-qubit phase flip
noise [67, 68] of Markovian [69] and non-Markovian [70–72]

type, and discuss the modifications of the bounds obtained for
pure states due to the presence of noise. We also look into the
ground states obtained from one-dimensional (1D) interacting
quantum spin models, both in the presence and absence of dis-
order [73]. More specifically, we consider the 1D transverse-
field XY model [74–79] and the 1D XXZ model in an external
field [80–85], where disorder can be present in the strength of
the field. We numerically demonstrate a quadratic dependence
of the localizable entanglement on the entanglement lost dur-
ing measurement in the ground states of the ordered and the
disordered models, and demonstrate that the relation is robust
against the presence of disorder in the field-strength.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we formally define the localizable entanglement, and compute
it, along with the bipartite entanglements present in the un-
measured states, in the case of paradigmatic multi-qubit pure
states. We also present the numerical data corresponding to ar-
bitrary N -qubit pure states, and discuss the implications of the
data. The modifications of the results for the pure state due
to subjecting the states to single-qubit Markovian and non-
Markovian phase flip channels are discussed in Sec. III. The
study of the localizable and the lost entanglement in the ground
states of ordered and disordered 1D quantum spin models can
be found in Sec. IV. Sec. V presents the outlook and conclud-
ing remarks.

II. MULTI-QUBIT PURE STATES

In this section, we consider a number of paradigmatic multi-
qubit pure states, and investigate the possible correlation be-
tween the localizable entanglement and the bipartite entangle-
ment that is lost due to measurement. Note that the maximum
value of 〈EA1A2

〉 as well as the optimal measurement basis on
B providing this value depends on the choice of E. For the
results reported in this paper, we choose negativity [56–60] as
the entanglement measure. See Appendix A for a brief defini-
tion.

Let us consider an N -qubit system, S, where the qubits are
labelled as 1, 2, · · · , N . As discussed in Sec. I, we consider
a tripartition A1 : A2 : B of the system, and perform single-
qubit rank-1 projection measurements on all qubits inB. With-
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out any loss in generality, we assume thatB holds n(< N−1)
qubits, and A = A1 ∪ A2 consists of the rest N − n qubits.
We label the qubits in B as 1, 2, · · · , n, and the qubits in A as
n+ 1, n+ 2, · · · , N − 1, N . In this situation, 〈EA1A2〉 (Eq. 1)
takes the form

〈EA1A2
〉 = max

2n−1∑
k=0

pkE(ρ̃kA1A2
), (4)

where ρ̃kA1A2
= TrB

[
ρ̃k
]
, ρ̃k =

[
MkρMk†] /pk, and pk =

Tr
[
MkρMk†], with Mk being the measurement operation

corresponding to the measurement outcome k, and the max-
imization is performed over the set of all possible single-qubit
rank-1 projection measurements on all qubits in B. Note that
the maximum value of 〈EA1A2

〉 can not exceed the maximum
value of the chosen entanglement measure, Emax, implying
〈EA1A2

〉 ≤ Emax.
The measurement operators {Mk} can be written as Mk =

IA1A2
⊗P kB , with the projectors on the qubits inB correspond-

ing to the measurement outcome k given by P kB = |b̃k〉 〈b̃k|,
where ki = 0, 1 and k ≡ k1k2 · · · kn is a multi-index. Here,
|b̃k〉 = ⊗∀i∈B |bki〉, and

|b0〉i = cos
θi
2
|0〉+ eiφi sin

θi
2
|1〉 ,

|b1〉i = sin
θi
2
|0〉 − eiφi cos

θi
2
|1〉 , (5)

on all qubits i ∈ B, where θi, φi ∈ R, 0 ≤ θi ≤ π,
0 ≤ φ ≤ 2π. Unless otherwise stated, we maintain these
notations in all subsequent calculations. Also, we use A and
A1A2 interchangeably, since A ≡ A1 ∪A2 = A1A2.

A. Generalized GHZ states

We start with the N -qubit generalized GHZ (gGHZ)
state [34], given by

|gGHZ〉 = a0 |0〉⊗N + a1 |1〉⊗N , (6)

where a0 and a1 are complex numbers, i.e., a0, a1 ∈ C, and
the state is normalized, implying |a0|2 + |a1|2 = 1. For the
gGHZ state, we present the following proposition.
� Proposition I. For any tripartition A1 : A2 : B of an N -
qubit gGHZ state,

〈EA1A2
〉 = EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B . (7)

Proof. Partial transposition of ρ = |gGHZ〉 〈gGHZ| with re-
spect to the subsystems B leads to

ρTB = |a0|2(|0〉 〈0|)⊗N + |a1|2(|1〉 〈1|)⊗N
+a0a

∗
1(|0〉 〈1|)⊗N−n(|1〉 〈0|)⊗n

+a∗0a1(|1〉 〈0|)⊗N−n(|0〉 〈1|)⊗n, (8)

with non-zero eigenvalues |a0|2, |a1|2,±|a0||a1|. Therefore
the entanglement between partition A1A2 and partition B, as
quantified by negativity, is given by

EA1A2:B = 2|a0|
√

1− |a0|2. (9)

We now compute localizable entanglement, 〈EA1A2〉, for
the gGHZ state. Application of the measurement operator
Mk corresponding to the measurement outcome k on |gGHZ〉
leads to

Mk|gGHZ〉 = |gGHZk〉A1A2
⊗ |b̃k〉B (10)

where

|gGHZk〉 =
1√
pk

(
a0f

k
0 |0〉⊗n + a1f

k
1 |1〉⊗n

)
,

pk = |a0|2|fk0 |2 + |a1|2|fk1 |2. (11)

Here,

fk0 =
∏
i∈B

fki0 =
∏
i∈B
〈bki |0〉i,

fk1 =
∏
i∈B

fki1 =
∏
i∈B
〈bki |1〉i (12)

are functions of 2n real parameters {θi, φi}, i = 1, · · · , n.
The negativity, EkA1:A2

, can now be computed for each post-
measured states |gGHZk〉 on A1A2 as

EkA1:A2
=

2|a0|
√

1− |a0|2|fk0 ||fk1 |
pk

. (13)

The localizable entanglement across the bipartition A1 : A2 of
A is, therefore,

〈EA1:A2
〉 = 2|a0|

√
1− |a0|2

[
max

2n−1∑
k=0

|fk0 ||fk1 |
]
.

(14)

In order to perform the maximization, we note that |fk0,1|,
and subsequently pk andEkA1:A2

, are independent of {φi}, i =
1, · · · , n, thereby reducing the maximization problem to one
involving n real parameters, {θi}, i = 1, · · · , n. Moreover,
since |fk0,1| ≥ 0, and

|fk0 ||fk1 | =
1

2n

∏
∀i∈B

sin θi, (15)

one obtains

max
θi

2n−1∑
k=0

|fk0 ||fk1 | =
1

2n

2n−1∑
k=0

max
θi

∏
∀i∈B

sin θi

= 1, (16)

where the maximization takes place for θi = π
2 ∀i ∈ B, im-

plying that a σx measurement on all qubits in B is optimal for
obtaining the maximum 〈EA1A2〉 as

〈EA1A2
〉 = 2|a0|

√
1− |a0|2. (17)

It is easy to see from the symmetry of the gGHZ state that
EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B , leading to

〈EA1A2
〉 = EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B . (18)

Hence the proof.
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Therefore, in the case of the N -qubit gGHZ states, it is not
possible to exceed the bipartite entanglement present in the
state prior to the measurement via localizable entanglement.
Note also that for the N -qubit gGHZ state, (3) is an equality.

B. Generalized W states

Next, we focus on the N -qubit generalized W states [61,
62], given by

|gW〉 =

N∑
i=1

ai |0〉⊗(i−1) |1〉i |0〉
⊗(N−i)

, (19)

where ai ∈ C ∀i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N}, satisfying the normaliza-
tion condition

∑N
i=1 |ai|2 = 1. Let us first consider a subset

of the N -qubit gW states given in Eq. (19) where the coeffi-
cients ai are real, i.e., ai ∈ R. We first focus on the correlation
between 〈EA1A2

〉 and EA1A2:B ≡ EAB . Negativity over any
bipartition AB of the system is given by1

EA1A2:B = 2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
[(

n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i +

N∑
i=n+m+1

a2i

)
n∑
i=1

a2i

] 1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
(20)

where we have assumed that qubits 1, 2, · · · , n constitute the
subsystemB, and qubits n+1, n+2, · · · , N form the subsys-
tem B. On the other hand, computation of 〈EA1A2

〉 involves
application of Mk, k = 0, 1, · · · , 2n − 1, on the n qubits in B
of |gW〉 (see Sec. II A), leading to

Mk|gW〉 = |b̃k〉B ⊗ |ψk〉A1A2
(21)

with

|ψk〉 = ck0 |0〉⊗(N−n)

+

N−n∑
i=1

cki |0〉⊗(i−1) |1〉i |0〉
⊗(N−n−i)

, (22)

where ck0 = fk0 /
√
pk, and cki = fki /

√
pk, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

with pk being the probability of obtaining the measurement
outcome k, such that

∑N−n
i=0 |cki |2 = 1, ensuring normal-

ization. Note further that among the coefficients cki , i =
0, 1, · · · , N − n, only ck0 is complex (see Appendix B for ex-
plicit examples with the cases of single- and two-qubit mea-
surements). Using this, and writing negativity in the state |ψk〉
over the bipartition A1 : A2 can be written for all k as2

EkA1A2
= 2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
[(

n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i

)
N∑

n+m+1

a2i

] 1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (23)

1 For gW states with real coefficients, this can be obtained by observing the
patterns of the negative eigenvalues of the partially transposed density ma-
trix of the smaller systems. Eq. (20) is also verified numerically for large
gW states with real coefficients as well as complex coefficients, where in
the case of the latter, a2i is replaced with |ai|2.

2 For gW states with real coefficients, this can be obtained following the same
approach as for Eq. (20). For gW states with complex coefficients, a2i s are
replaced by |ai|2s.

Here, we have assumed, without any loss in generality, that
the subsystem A1 (A2) is constituted of the qubits n + 1, n +
2, · · · , n + m (qubits n + m + 1, n + m + 2, · · · , N ). Since
EA1A2 = E(ρ̃kA1A2

) is independent of θ, φ, localizable entan-
glement over the subsystem A ≡ A1A2 is given by

〈EA1A2〉 = EkA1A2
(24)

We now propose the following for an N -qubit gW state with
real coefficients.
� Proposition II. In the space (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2

〉), the lo-
calizable entanglement 〈EA1A2

〉 of anN -qubit normalized gW
state with real coefficients is upper bounded by the line

〈EA1A2〉 =
1

2

(
1 +

√
1− E2

A1A2:B

)
, (25)

where EA1A2:B is the bipartite entanglement over the bipar-
tition A1A2 : B in the state prior to measurement on all the
qubits in B.

Proof. For ease of calculation, we focus on 〈EA1A2〉2 given
by (using Eq. (23) and normalization of the gW state)

〈EA1A2
〉2 = 4

(
1−

n∑
i=1

a2i −
n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i

)
n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i , (26)

which, for fixed a =
∑n
i=1 a

2
i , is a single-parameter function

F (x) = 4x(1 − a − x) of x, where x ≡ ∑n+m
i=n+1 a

2
i . The

function F (x) has the maximum value (1 − a)2, occurring at
x = (1 − a)/2. This implies

∑n+m
i=n+1 a

2
i = (1 − a)/2 for

the maximum of 〈EA1A2
〉 = 1 − a. Note also from Eq. (20)

thatEA1A2:B = 2
√
a(1− a). Eliminating a and subsequently

solving for 〈EA1A2〉, one obtains Eq. (25).

The following Corollaries can be obtained straightforwardly
from Proposition I.
�Corollary II.1. The family of gW states with real coefficients
that satisfy Eq. (25) are given by

n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i =

N∑
i=n+m+1

a2i =
1

2

(
1−

n∑
i=1

a2i

)
. (27)

Proof. For a fixed value of
∑n
i=1 a

2
i , the maximization condi-

tion for 〈EA1A2
〉 is given by

∑n+m
i=n+1 a

2
i = 1

2

(
1−∑n

i=1 a
2
i

)
.

From the normalization of the gW states, Eq. (27) follows.

�Corollary II.2. For the family of gW states given by Eq. (27),
EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B .

Proof. Similar to Eq. (20), entanglement over the bipartitions
A2 : A1B and A1 : A2B can be written as

EA1:A2B = 2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
[(

n∑
i=1

a2i +

N∑
i=n+m+1

a2i

)
n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i

] 1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
(28)
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L2

FIG. 2. Generalized W states. Scatter plot of a sample of 107 Haar-uniformly generated 3-qubit gW states on the A. (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉)
plane and the B. (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, 〈EA1A2〉) plane. The lines L1 and L2 on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane represent respectively
the family of states following Eq. (25), andEA1A2:B = 1. On the other hand, the linesL1 andL2 on the (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, 〈EA1A2〉)
plane represent the family of states obeying Eqs. (30) and (31) respectively. All the axes in all figures are dimensionless.

and

EA2:A1B = 2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
[(

n∑
i=1

a2i +

n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i

)
N∑

i=n+m+1

a2i

] 1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
(29)

respectively. Clearly, for
∑n+m
i=n+1 a

2
i =

∑N
i=n+m+1 a

2
i ,

EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B .

� Proposition III. In (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, 〈EA1A2
〉)

space, the localizable entanglement 〈EA1A2
〉 of an N -qubit

normalized gW state with real coefficients is upper-bounded
by the line

〈EA1A2
〉 = min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, (30)

and lower-bounded by the line

〈EA1A2
〉2 − 2〈EA1A2

〉+ (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B})2 = 0,

(31)

where EA1:A2B (EA2:A1B) is the bipartite entanglement over
the bipartition A1 : A2B (A2 : A1B) in the state prior to
measurement on all the qubits in B.

Proof. The upper bound follows from the monotonicity of E
(see Eq. (3)). On the other hand, note that from Eqs. (28) and
(29),

E2
A1:A2B = 4

(
n+m∑
i=n+1

a2i

)
n∑
i=1

a2i + 〈EA1A2
〉2, (32)

and

E2
A2:A1B = 4

(
N∑

i=n+m+1

a2i

)
n∑
i=1

a2i + 〈EA1A2
〉2, (33)

respectively, where we have used Eqs. (23) and (24). Let
us proceed by assuming EA2:A1B ≥ EA1:A2B , implying

min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B} = EA1:A2B , and
∑N
i=n+m+1 a

2
i ≥∑n+m

i=n+1 a
2
i . For a fixed a =

∑n+m
i=n+1 a

2
i , 〈EA1A2〉

is minimum if
∑N
i=n+m+1 a

2
i is minimum, leading to∑N

i=n+m+1 a
2
i = a, and subsequently 〈EA1A2

〉 ≥ 2a and
EA1:A2B = 2

√
a(1− a). Eliminating a, we obtain the equa-

tion of the lower bound as

〈EA1A2〉2 − 2〈EA1A2〉+ E2
A1:A2B = 0. (34)

Similarly, assuming EA1:A2B ≥ EA2:A1B , one can also prove
that

〈EA1A2
〉2 − 2〈EA1A2

〉+ E2
A2:A1B = 0. (35)

Eqs. (34) and (35) lead to Eq. (31).

Note 1. Note here that Propositions II and III, and the related
Corollaries are proved for the subclass of gW states with real
coefficients, and it is therefore logical to ask whether the same
results apply to the three-qubit gW states with complex coeffi-
cients. While analytical calculation is difficult for a genericN -
qubit gW state due to increase in the number of state parame-
ters, we numerically check the applicability of these results for
N -qubit gW states with complex coefficients, and find them to
be valid. Therefore, for generic gW states, Propositions II, III,
and Corollaries II.1 and II.2 can be straightforwardly updated
by replacing a2i with |ai|2 for all i = 1, · · · , N . For demon-
strations of these results, see Figs. 2A-B. Specific examples
of the family of states described in Eq. (27) can be found in
Appendix C.
Note 2. Note in Fig. 2A that apart from the line given by
Eq. (25), the Haar uniformly [86, 87] chosen gW states are
also bounded by the lines (a) EA1A2:B = 0, (b) 〈EA1A2

〉 = 0,
and (c) EA1A2:B = 1, which are not shown explicitly in
the figure, and which are obtained from the fact that 0 ≤
EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2:B〉 ≤ 1. It is worthwhile to note that the
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FIG. 3. Dicke states. A. Scatter plots of |D(N,N1)〉 for N ≤ 35 on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane, with all possible values of N1 =
1, · · · , N − 1. B. Scatter plot of Haar-uniformly generated gD states of N = 3, N = 4, and N = 5 qubits on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane,
where each of the subsystems B and A1 is constituted of one qubit only. For each value of N , a sample of 105 states are used. All the axes in
all figures are dimensionless.

family of gW states, for which EA1A2:B = 1, are given by

4

n∑
i=1

a2i = 1/

N∑
i=n+1

a2i . (36)

The significance of these states will be clear in Sec. III B. For
examples of such states, see Appendix C.

C. Dicke states

We now consider the class of symmetric states that remain
invariant under permutation of parties. More specifically, we
focus on the Dicke states [63–66] of N -qubits, where N0

qubits are in the ground state |0〉, and the rest N1 = N − N0

qubits are in the excited state |1〉. A Dicke state with N1 ex-
cited qubits can be written as

|D(N,N1)〉 =
1√(
N
N1

) ∑
i

Pi
(
|0〉⊗N−N1 |1〉⊗N1

)
, (37)

where for a fixed N , N1 = 0, 1, 2, · · · , N . Here, {Pi} is the
set of all possible permutations of N0 (N1) qubits at ground
(excited) state, such that N0 + N1 = N . Note that |D(N, 0)〉
and |D(N,N)〉 are product states, while |D1〉 and |DN−1〉 are
identical to N -qubit W states, or its local unitary equivalents,
the results for which can be determined as special cases of the
gW states discussed in Sec. II B. Note also that in the case of
n = m < N/2 (n = m < (N − 1)/2) where N is even
(odd), with m being the size of the subsystem A1, symme-
try of the Dicke states under qubit permutations suggests that
EA1:A2B = EA1A2:B . We focus on the scenario where n = 1,
and without any loss in generality, measure on qubit 1. Nega-
tivity for Dicke states are computable over 1:rest bipartition as
[88] (see also [89, 90])

EA1A2:B = max
i,j,i 6=j

1(
N
N1

)√(N − 1

N1 − i

)(
N − 1

N1 − j

)
, (38)

where B is constituted of one (measured) qubit, and i, j =
0, 1.

In the case of |D(N,N1)〉, the normalized post-measured
states are given by

|D〉 =
1√
p

[√N −N1

N
cos

θ

2
D(N − 1, N1)

+

√
N1

N
e−iφ sin

θ

2
D(N − 1, N1 − 1)

]
, (39)

|D⊥〉 =
1√
p⊥

[√N −N1

N
sin

θ

2
D(N − 1, N1)

−
√
N1

N
e−iφ cos

θ

2
D(N − 1, N1 − 1)

]
, (40)

with

p = cos2
θ

2
− N1

N
cos θ, (41)

p⊥ = sin2 θ

2
+
N1

N
cos θ. (42)

Determination of the general form of negativity over a biparti-
tion of states of the form |D〉 , |D⊥〉, and the subsequent ana-
lytical optimization is a difficult task. However, our numerical
analysis suggests that the optimization of localizable negativ-
ity, in the current situation, always takes place in the σz basis.
Using this information, |D〉 , |D⊥〉 and p, p⊥ become

|D〉 = |D(N − 1, N1)〉 ,
|D⊥〉 = |D(N − 1, N1 − 1)〉 , (43)

and

p = (N −N1)/N ; p⊥ = N1/N, (44)
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respectively, resulting in

〈EA1A2〉 = max
i,j,i 6=j

N −N1

N
(
N−1
N1

)
√√√√(N − 2

N1 − i

)(
N − 2

N1 − j

)

+ max
i,j,i 6=j

N1

N
(
N−1
N1−1

)
√√√√( N − 2

N1 − 1− i

)(
N − 2

N1 − 1− j

)
.

(45)

It is easy to numerically check that EA1A2:B ≥ 〈EA1A2
〉,

which approaches equality as N increases. Note also that
the variation of 〈EA1A2

〉 with EA1A2:B is non-monotonic for
lower values of N1, resulting in a larger difference between
〈EA1A2

〉 and EA1A2:B at higher N . However, these features
disappear as N1 increases. See Fig. 3A.

a. Generalized Dicke states. Using the Dicke states, one
can define anN -qubit permutation-symmetric state in the form
of a generalized Dicke (gD) state [42], as

|D(N)〉 =

N∑
N1=0

aN1 |D(N,N1)〉 , (46)

where aN1 ∈ C, and
∑N
N1=0 |aN1 |2 = 1. Due to a large num-

ber of state parameters, analytical calculation is difficult for
gD states. However, as in the case of the Dicke states, the per-
mutation symmetry can be used here also to have EA1:A2B =
EA1A2:B in the case of n = m < N/2 (n = m < (N − 1)/2)
for even (odd) N . This implies that it is sufficient to look into
the relation between 〈EA1A2

〉 and min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B},
which is given by (3). Moreover, our numerical results sug-
gest that min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B} = EA1:A2B for all Haar
uniformly generated gD states, which leads to the upper bound
of 〈EA1A2

〉 as 〈EA1A2
〉 ≤ EA1A2:B (see Fig. 3B). It is clear

from the scatter diagrams that as N increases, the difference
between EA1A2:B and 〈EA1A2

〉 decreases, and considerably
larger fraction of states are found to obey 〈EA1A2

〉 = EA1A2:B

in the situation where each of the subsystems B and A1 holds
only one qubit.

D. Arbitrary multi-qubit pure states

In this section, we investigate the question posed in Sec. I
for arbitrary states of systems with arbitrary number of qubits.

a. Three-qubit systems. While analytical calculation of
the relevant quantities is difficult for large number of qubits,
in relation to Proposition II, some analytical results can be de-
rived for the three-qubit systems (N = 3) with n = m = 1.
Note that the three-qubit gW states are a subset of the three-
qubit W class states, which, together with the three-qubit
GHZ class states, form the complete set of three-qubit pure
states [61]. We explore whether the bound in Proposition II
also applies to the three-qubit W class states given by [61]

|ψW〉 = a0 |000〉+ a1 |100〉+ a2 |010〉+ a3 |001〉 , (47)

where
∑3
i=0 |ai|2 = 1 and ai ∈ C, i = 0, 1, 2, 3. For ease

of discussion, we consider the qubits 1, 2, and 3 to be subsys-
tems B, A1, and A2, respectively. Also, we first consider the

subclass of the W-class states with real coefficients only, i.e.,
ai ∈ R, i = 0, 1, 2, 3, and numerically verify that the negativ-
ity over different bipartitions of the three-qubit W-class states
are given by

E1:23 = 2

∣∣∣∣a1√a22 + a23

∣∣∣∣ , (48)

E2:13 = 2

∣∣∣∣a2√a21 + a23

∣∣∣∣ , (49)

E3:12 = 2

∣∣∣∣a3√a21 + a22

∣∣∣∣ . (50)

Further, performing local projection measurements in the ba-
sis {|b0〉 , |b1〉} on the qubit 1, one obtains the post-measured
states on qubits 2 and 3 to be in the same form as in Eq. (22)
with fk0 and fk1 (k = 0, 1) given in Appendix B. Similar to the
three-qubit gW states, negativity of the post-measured states
are independent of the measurement-basis, and are given by
2|a2||a3|. This leads to

〈E23〉 = 2|a2||a3|. (51)

We are now in a position to present the following proposition
for the W class states of three qubits.
� Proposition IV. In the space (E1:23, 〈E23〉), the localizable
entanglement 〈E23〉 of a 3-qubit normalized W-class state with
real coefficients is upper bounded by the line

〈E23〉 =
1

2

(
1 +

√
1− E2

1:23

)
, (52)

where E1:23 is the bipartite entanglement over the bipartition
1 : 23 in the state prior to measurement on the qubit 1.

Proof. Similar to the case of the gW states, we can write
〈E23〉2 as

〈E23〉2 = 4a22(1− a20 − a21 − a22). (53)

For a fixed value of a20+a21 = a2, the maximum of 〈E23〉2, and
therefore of 〈E23〉 occurs at a22 = (1 − a2)/2, the maximum
value of 〈E23〉 being (1 − a2). Also, E1:23 = 2

∣∣a1√1− a2
∣∣.

Note that the maximum value of 〈E23〉 as well as E1:23 have
two free parameters, a0 and a1, constrained by a20 + a21 being
a constant, a2. Eliminating a1 from 〈E23〉 and E1:23, followed
by solving for 〈E23〉 leads to

〈E23〉 =
1

2

[
(1− a20) +

√
(1− a20)2 − E2

1:23

]
, (54)

where 0 ≤ a20 ≤ a2. Further maximization w.r.t. a0 implies
a0 = 0, leading to Eq. (52).

Similar to the three-qubit gW states, the following Corollar-
ies originate from Proposition IV.
� Corollary IV.1. The family of W class states with real coef-
ficients that satisfy Eq. (52) are given by

a22 = a23 = (1− a21)/2. (55)
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A.
<latexit sha1_base64="Yn4h9kr5Bofdggv6gXJFQgHIhaA=">AAAB6nicbVA9SwNBEJ2LXzF+RS1tFoNgFe5E1DJoY2ER0XxAcoS9zVyyZG/v2N0TwpGfYGOhiK2/yM5/4ya5QhMfDDzem2FmXpAIro3rfjuFldW19Y3iZmlre2d3r7x/0NRxqhg2WCxi1Q6oRsElNgw3AtuJQhoFAlvB6Gbqt55QaR7LRzNO0I/oQPKQM2qs9HDX83rlilt1ZyDLxMtJBXLUe+Wvbj9maYTSMEG17nhuYvyMKsOZwEmpm2pMKBvRAXYslTRC7WezUyfkxCp9EsbKljRkpv6eyGik9TgKbGdEzVAvelPxP6+TmvDKz7hMUoOSzReFqSAmJtO/SZ8rZEaMLaFMcXsrYUOqKDM2nZINwVt8eZk0z6reRfX8/rxSu87jKMIRHMMpeHAJNbiFOjSAwQCe4RXeHOG8OO/Ox7y14OQzh/AHzucPy4eNfQ==</latexit>

L1

<latexit sha1_base64="Hrg/kFhfZ/2t5C8bXgBP+hsh+po=">AAAB6nicbVA9SwNBEJ2LXzF+RS1tFoNgFe5CUMugjYVFRPMByRH2NnvJkr29Y3dOCCE/wcZCEVt/kZ3/xk1yhSY+GHi8N8PMvCCRwqDrfju5tfWNza38dmFnd2//oHh41DRxqhlvsFjGuh1Qw6VQvIECJW8nmtMokLwVjG5mfuuJayNi9YjjhPsRHSgRCkbRSg93vUqvWHLL7hxklXgZKUGGeq/41e3HLI24QiapMR3PTdCfUI2CST4tdFPDE8pGdMA7lioaceNP5qdOyZlV+iSMtS2FZK7+npjQyJhxFNjOiOLQLHsz8T+vk2J45U+ESlLkii0WhakkGJPZ36QvNGcox5ZQpoW9lbAh1ZShTadgQ/CWX14lzUrZuyhX76ul2nUWRx5O4BTOwYNLqMEt1KEBDAbwDK/w5kjnxXl3PhatOSebOYY/cD5/AM0LjX4=</latexit>

L2

<latexit sha1_base64="fLLfPTPFFZEis0JmO5romU12eFU=">AAAB/nicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqLhyM1gEVyWpRV0WRXBZwT6gCWUyvW2HTiZhZiKUUPBX3LhQxK3f4c6/cZpmoa0HLpw5517m3hPEnCntON9WYWV1bX2juFna2t7Z3bP3D1oqSiSFJo14JDsBUcCZgKZmmkMnlkDCgEM7GN/M/PYjSMUi8aAnMfghGQo2YJRoI/XsI48TMeSAb3tp9XzqyezVs8tOxcmAl4mbkzLK0ejZX14/okkIQlNOlOq6Tqz9lEjNKIdpyUsUxISOyRC6hgoSgvLTbP0pPjVKHw8iaUponKm/J1ISKjUJA9MZEj1Si95M/M/rJnpw5adMxIkGQecfDRKOdYRnWeA+k0A1nxhCqGRmV0xHRBKqTWIlE4K7ePIyaVUr7kWldl8r16/zOIroGJ2gM+SiS1RHd6iBmoiiFD2jV/RmPVkv1rv1MW8tWPnMIfoD6/MHowOVSw==</latexit> hE
2
3
i

<latexit sha1_base64="i2Juc5B2V7n8H0dv7zen71t8VP0=">AAAB73icbVBNSwMxEJ3Ur1q/qh69BIvgqezWouKpKILHCvYD2qVk02wbms2uSVYoS/+EFw+KePXvePPfmLZ70NYHA4/3ZpiZ58eCa+M43yi3srq2vpHfLGxt7+zuFfcPmjpKFGUNGolItX2imeCSNQw3grVjxUjoC9byRzdTv/XElOaRfDDjmHkhGUgecEqMldq3vdS9qpxNesWSU3ZmwMvEzUgJMtR7xa9uP6JJyKShgmjdcZ3YeClRhlPBJoVuollM6IgMWMdSSUKmvXR27wSfWKWPg0jZkgbP1N8TKQm1Hoe+7QyJGepFbyr+53USE1x6KZdxYpik80VBIrCJ8PR53OeKUSPGlhCquL0V0yFRhBobUcGG4C6+vEyalbJ7Xq7eV0u16yyOPBzBMZyCCxdQgzuoQwMoCHiGV3hDj+gFvaOPeWsOZTOH8Afo8wfqJo8/</latexit>

E1:23
<latexit sha1_base64="yH0TsMpHDCZhwxWPqVKtFJICG/E=">AAACAnicbZDLSsNAFIYnXmu9RV2Jm2ARXEhJ2qLSVVEElxXsBZoQJtNJO3RmEmYmQgnBja/ixoUibn0Kd76N0zYLbf1h4OM/53Dm/EFMiVS2/W0sLa+srq0XNoqbW9s7u+befltGiUC4hSIaiW4AJaaE45YiiuJuLDBkAcWdYHQ9qXcesJAk4vdqHGOPwQEnIUFQacs3D11GuJve+Gml7lSzMw3VulPJ3Mw3S3bZnspaBCeHEsjV9M0vtx+hhGGuEIVS9hw7Vl4KhSKI4qzoJhLHEI3gAPc0csiw9NLpCZl1op2+FUZCP66sqft7IoVMyjELdCeDaijnaxPzv1ovUeGllxIeJwpzNFsUJtRSkTXJw+oTgZGiYw0QCaL/aqEhFBApnVpRh+DMn7wI7UrZOS/X7mqlxlUeRwEcgWNwChxwARrgFjRBCyDwCJ7BK3gznowX4934mLUuGfnMAfgj4/MHK4KWAg==</latexit>

min{E2:13, E3:12}

<latexit sha1_base64="fLLfPTPFFZEis0JmO5romU12eFU=">AAAB/nicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqLhyM1gEVyWpRV0WRXBZwT6gCWUyvW2HTiZhZiKUUPBX3LhQxK3f4c6/cZpmoa0HLpw5517m3hPEnCntON9WYWV1bX2juFna2t7Z3bP3D1oqSiSFJo14JDsBUcCZgKZmmkMnlkDCgEM7GN/M/PYjSMUi8aAnMfghGQo2YJRoI/XsI48TMeSAb3tp9XzqyezVs8tOxcmAl4mbkzLK0ejZX14/okkIQlNOlOq6Tqz9lEjNKIdpyUsUxISOyRC6hgoSgvLTbP0pPjVKHw8iaUponKm/J1ISKjUJA9MZEj1Si95M/M/rJnpw5adMxIkGQecfDRKOdYRnWeA+k0A1nxhCqGRmV0xHRBKqTWIlE4K7ePIyaVUr7kWldl8r16/zOIroGJ2gM+SiS1RHd6iBmoiiFD2jV/RmPVkv1rv1MW8tWPnMIfoD6/MHowOVSw==</latexit> hE
2
3
i

B.
<latexit sha1_base64="Yn4h9kr5Bofdggv6gXJFQgHIhaA=">AAAB6nicbVA9SwNBEJ2LXzF+RS1tFoNgFe5E1DJoY2ER0XxAcoS9zVyyZG/v2N0TwpGfYGOhiK2/yM5/4ya5QhMfDDzem2FmXpAIro3rfjuFldW19Y3iZmlre2d3r7x/0NRxqhg2WCxi1Q6oRsElNgw3AtuJQhoFAlvB6Gbqt55QaR7LRzNO0I/oQPKQM2qs9HDX83rlilt1ZyDLxMtJBXLUe+Wvbj9maYTSMEG17nhuYvyMKsOZwEmpm2pMKBvRAXYslTRC7WezUyfkxCp9EsbKljRkpv6eyGik9TgKbGdEzVAvelPxP6+TmvDKz7hMUoOSzReFqSAmJtO/SZ8rZEaMLaFMcXsrYUOqKDM2nZINwVt8eZk0z6reRfX8/rxSu87jKMIRHMMpeHAJNbiFOjSAwQCe4RXeHOG8OO/Ox7y14OQzh/AHzucPy4eNfQ==</latexit>

L1

<latexit sha1_base64="Hrg/kFhfZ/2t5C8bXgBP+hsh+po=">AAAB6nicbVA9SwNBEJ2LXzF+RS1tFoNgFe5CUMugjYVFRPMByRH2NnvJkr29Y3dOCCE/wcZCEVt/kZ3/xk1yhSY+GHi8N8PMvCCRwqDrfju5tfWNza38dmFnd2//oHh41DRxqhlvsFjGuh1Qw6VQvIECJW8nmtMokLwVjG5mfuuJayNi9YjjhPsRHSgRCkbRSg93vUqvWHLL7hxklXgZKUGGeq/41e3HLI24QiapMR3PTdCfUI2CST4tdFPDE8pGdMA7lioaceNP5qdOyZlV+iSMtS2FZK7+npjQyJhxFNjOiOLQLHsz8T+vk2J45U+ESlLkii0WhakkGJPZ36QvNGcox5ZQpoW9lbAh1ZShTadgQ/CWX14lzUrZuyhX76ul2nUWRx5O4BTOwYNLqMEt1KEBDAbwDK/w5kjnxXl3PhatOSebOYY/cD5/AM0LjX4=</latexit>

L2

<latexit sha1_base64="fLLfPTPFFZEis0JmO5romU12eFU=">AAAB/nicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqLhyM1gEVyWpRV0WRXBZwT6gCWUyvW2HTiZhZiKUUPBX3LhQxK3f4c6/cZpmoa0HLpw5517m3hPEnCntON9WYWV1bX2juFna2t7Z3bP3D1oqSiSFJo14JDsBUcCZgKZmmkMnlkDCgEM7GN/M/PYjSMUi8aAnMfghGQo2YJRoI/XsI48TMeSAb3tp9XzqyezVs8tOxcmAl4mbkzLK0ejZX14/okkIQlNOlOq6Tqz9lEjNKIdpyUsUxISOyRC6hgoSgvLTbP0pPjVKHw8iaUponKm/J1ISKjUJA9MZEj1Si95M/M/rJnpw5adMxIkGQecfDRKOdYRnWeA+k0A1nxhCqGRmV0xHRBKqTWIlE4K7ePIyaVUr7kWldl8r16/zOIroGJ2gM+SiS1RHd6iBmoiiFD2jV/RmPVkv1rv1MW8tWPnMIfoD6/MHowOVSw==</latexit> hE
2
3
i

<latexit sha1_base64="yH0TsMpHDCZhwxWPqVKtFJICG/E=">AAACAnicbZDLSsNAFIYnXmu9RV2Jm2ARXEhJ2qLSVVEElxXsBZoQJtNJO3RmEmYmQgnBja/ixoUibn0Kd76N0zYLbf1h4OM/53Dm/EFMiVS2/W0sLa+srq0XNoqbW9s7u+befltGiUC4hSIaiW4AJaaE45YiiuJuLDBkAcWdYHQ9qXcesJAk4vdqHGOPwQEnIUFQacs3D11GuJve+Gml7lSzMw3VulPJ3Mw3S3bZnspaBCeHEsjV9M0vtx+hhGGuEIVS9hw7Vl4KhSKI4qzoJhLHEI3gAPc0csiw9NLpCZl1op2+FUZCP66sqft7IoVMyjELdCeDaijnaxPzv1ovUeGllxIeJwpzNFsUJtRSkTXJw+oTgZGiYw0QCaL/aqEhFBApnVpRh+DMn7wI7UrZOS/X7mqlxlUeRwEcgWNwChxwARrgFjRBCyDwCJ7BK3gznowX4934mLUuGfnMAfgj4/MHK4KWAg==</latexit>

min{E2:13, E3:12}

C.

FIG. 4. W-class states. Scatter plot of a sample of 107 Haar-uniformly generated three-qubit W-class states on the A. (E1:23, 〈E23〉) and the B.
(min{E2:13, E3:12}, 〈E23〉) plane. The lines L1 and L2 bounding the states correspond to Eq. (52) and E1:23 = 1 respectively. C. A sample
of 107 Haar-uniformly generated GHZ-class states are also found to be bound by the same upper and lower bounds as proposed in Proposition
III. Both the axes of all the figure are dimensionless.

Proof. The proof of this Corollary follows from the maximiza-
tion condition of 〈E23〉, and the normalization of the W-class
state.

� Corollary IV.2. For the family of W-class states given by
Eq. (55), E2:13 = E3:12.

Proof. The proof of this corollary follows from identifying the
states satisfying Eq. (55) as the three-qubit gW states, and from
the proof of Corollary II.2.

� Proposition V. In (min{E2:13, E3:12}, 〈E23〉) space, the lo-
calizable entanglement 〈E23〉 of a three-qubit normalized W-
class state with real coefficients is upper-bounded by the line

〈E23〉 = min{E2:13, E3:12}, (56)

and lower-bounded by the line

〈E23〉2 − 2〈E23〉+ (min{E2:13, E3:12})2 = 0, (57)

where E2:13 (E3:12) is the bipartite entanglement over the bi-
partition 2 : 13 (3 : 12) in the state prior to measurement on
the qubit 1.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition III, the upper bound
follows from the monotonicity of E (see Eq. (3)). To prove
the lower bound, we start by assuming E2:13 ≥ E3:12 and
min{E2:13, E3:12} = E3:12, which, by virtue of Eqs. (49) and
(50), implies a22 ≥ a23. For a fixed a3 and a0, 〈E23〉 is mini-
mum if a2 is minimum, leading to a2 = a3, and subsequently
〈E23〉 ≥ 2a23. On the other hand, exploiting normalization of
the W-class state, E3:12 = 2

∣∣∣a3√1− a20 − a23
∣∣∣. Eliminating

a3 from E3:12 and the minimum of 〈E23〉, we obtain

〈E23〉2 + E2
3:12 − 2〈E23〉(1− a20) = 0. (58)

Similar to Proposition V, it can be shown that 〈E23〉 attains a
minimum for a0 = 0, leading to Eq. (57).

Note 3. Similar to the case of N -qubit gW states, in this case
also, we numerically verify that the Propositions IV and V re-
main valid in the case of generic three-qubit states from W
class with complex coefficients. The bounds in the case of
three-qubit W class states are demonstrated in Fig. 4A-B.
Note 4. We also investigate the three-qubit GHZ class states,
given by

|ψGHZ〉 =

7∑
i=0

ci |φi〉 , (59)

with ci ∈ C and {|φi〉 ; i = 0, 1, · · · , 7} being the standard
product basis in the Hilbert space of three qubits. While an-
alytical investigation is difficult due to a large number of pa-
rameters involved in these states, our numerical analysis does
not provide any evidence of the existence of an upper bound of
〈E23〉 on the (E1:23, 〈E23〉) plane. However, our investigation
involving a sample of 107 Haar-uniformly generated GHZ-
class states did not find any example that violates the lower
bound proposed in Proposition V (see Fig. 4C for a demon-
stration). While this does not analytically prove the validity
of the lower bound, this implies that Proposition IV has the
potential to distinguish between the three-qubit W class states
from the GHZ class states.

b. Larger systems. In order to study the correla-
tion between localizable entanglement 〈EA1A2〉 and
the bipartite entanglement lost due to the measure-
ment, namely, EA1A2:B , EA1:A2B , and EA2:A1B in the
case of pure states on N -qubits, we look into how the
states are distributed on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) and the
(min [EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B ] , 〈EA1A2〉) spaces. To investigate
this, we define the followings.

δ1 = 〈EA1A2
〉 − EAB , (60)

δ2 = 〈EA1A2
〉 −min{EA1B:A2

, EA2B:A1
}. (61)

Note that δ1 ≥ 0 (δ2 ≥ 0) implies 〈EA1A2
〉 ≥ EA1A2:B

(EA1A2
〉 ≥ min{EA1B:A2

, EA2B:A1
}), which is representa-

tive of a situation where one can, on average, localize at least
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EA1A2:B (min{EA2:A1B , EA1:A2B}) amount of entanglement
via local projection measurements on the qubits in B. The
percentages ofN -qubit states for which δ1 > 0 are included in
Table I for different combinations ofN andm, keeping n = 1,
where in each case, a sample of 105 Haar-uniformly generated
pure states are considered. Clearly, the percentage of states for
which δ1 > 0 increases overall with the increase in the num-
ber of qubits, implying that the number of states for which
〈EA1A2

〉 > EA1A2:B are more for larger systems. However,
the percentage of states for which δ1 = 0, up to our numeri-
cal accuracy, is negligibly small for all cases of (N,n,m). On
the other hand, as expected, δ2 > 0 does not occur for any
multi-qubit pure states, as it would imply a violation of (3).
Moreover, for a very small fraction of states, δ2 = 0. This
fraction overall increases with an increase in the number of
qubits in the system.

III. QUANTUM STATES UNDER PHASE-FLIP NOISE

It is now logical to ask whether and how the results reported
in Sec. II are modified if the multi-qubit system is subjected to
noise [67]. In this paper, we consider a situation where qubits
of the multi-qubit system are sent through independent phase-
flip channels [67, 68]. These phase-flip channels can be ei-
ther Markovian [69], or non-Markovian [70–72]. Using the
Kraus operator representation, the evolution of the quantum
state ρ0 = |ψ〉 〈ψ| under these phase-flip channels are given
by

ρ =
∑
α

Kαρ0K
†
α, (62)

such that
∑
αK

†
αKα = I , I being the identity operator in the

Hilbert space of the multi-qubit system, and Kraus operators
{Kα}, takes the form Kα =

√
pαK

′
α with

K ′α =

N⊗
i=1

K ′αi
; pα =

N∏
i=1

pαi . (63)

Here, the index α ≡ α1α2 · · ·αN is interpreted as a multi-
index,

∑
αi
pαi

= 1, and K ′αi
are the single-qubit Kraus op-

erators, the form of which depends on the type of noise under
consideration. In the case of the phase-flip noise, αi ∈ {0, 1},
K ′αi=0 = Ii, and K ′αi=1 = σzi , with

pαi=0 = 1− q

2
, pαi=1 =

q

2
(64)

in the Markovian case [69], and

pαi=0 =
(

1− q

2

)(
1− αq

2

)
,

pαi=0 =
[
1 + α

(
1− q

2

)] q
2

(65)

in the non-Markovian case [70–72]. Here, q is the noise
strength (0 ≤ q ≤ 1), and α is the non-Markovianity param-
eter (0 ≤ α ≤ 1). For ease of discussion, from now onward,
we denote entanglement in the noiseless scenario with a su-
perscript “0”. For example, 〈EA1A2

〉0 and E0
AB denote the

localizable entanglement over the subsystem A and the bipar-
tite entanglement over the bipartition A : B of the system in
the case of ρ0.

A. Generalized GHZ states

We start our discussions with the N -qubit gGHZ state sub-
jected to phase-flip noise on all qubits. In this situation, we
prove the following proposition.
� Proposition VI. For any tripartition A1 : A2 : B of an N -
qubit gGHZ state under uncorrelated phase-flip channel on all
qubits,

〈EA1A2〉 = EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B = EA2:A1B , (66)

irrespective of whether the noise is Markovian, or non-
Markovian.

Proof. The N -qubit gGHZ state, under the Markovian phase-
flip noise on all qubits, takes the form

ρ =
(
|a0|2(|0〉 〈0|)⊗N + |a1|2(|1〉 〈1|)⊗N

)
+(1− q)N

(
a0a
∗
1(|0〉 〈1|)⊗N + a∗0a1(|1〉 〈0|)⊗N

)
.(67)

Partial transposition of ρ with respect to the subsystems B
leads to

ρTB =
(
|a0|2(|0〉 〈0|)⊗N + |a1|2(|1〉 〈1|)⊗N

)
+(1− q)Na0a∗1(|0〉 〈1|)⊗N−n(|1〉 〈0|)⊗n
+(1− q)Na∗0a1(|1〉 〈0|)⊗N−n(|0〉 〈1|)⊗n, (68)

with non-zero eigenvalues |a0|2, |a1|2,±(1 − q)N |a0||a1|.
Therefore the entanglement between partition A and partition
B, as quantified by negativity [56–60], is given by

EA1A2:B = 2(1− q)N |a0|
√

1− |a0|2
= (1− q)NE0

A1A2:B . (69)

To calculate the localizable entanglement over the subsys-
tem A with bipartition A1 : A2, we proceed as in the case of
Proposition I, and write the post-measured states on A as

ρ̃kA = TrB
[(
MkρMk†) /pk] , (70)

which, written explicitly, takes the form

ρ̃kA =
1

pk

[{
|a0|2|fk0 |2(|0〉 〈0|)⊗N−n

+|a1|2|fk1 |2(|1〉 〈1|)⊗N−n
}

+(1− q)N
{
a0a
∗
1f
k
0 f

k∗
1 (|0〉 〈1|)⊗N−n

+a∗0a1f
k
1 f

k∗
0 (|1〉 〈0|)⊗N−n)

}]
, (71)

with

pk =
(
|a0|2|fk0 |2 + |a1|2|fk1 |2

)
. (72)

Partial transposition of ρ̃kA over any bipartition A1 : A2, and
subsequent calculation of negativity followed by the optimiza-
tion of average negativity over A1 : A2 yields

〈EA1:A2〉 = 2(1− q)N |a0|
√

1− |a0|2
[

max

2n−1∑
k=0

|fk0 ||fk1 |
]
,

(73)
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FIG. 5. Generalized W states under Markovian phase-flip channels. Modification of boundaries of gW states proposed in Propositions II and
III on the A. (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) and the B. (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, 〈EA1A2〉) plane due to Markovian phase-flip noise of noise strength
q = 0, 0.1, 0.2 (see also Fig. 2). The modified boundaries are given in Propositions VI and VII. Note that the trivial boundaries corresponding
to zero entanglement lines are not shown. All the axes on all figures are dimensionless.

as in Eq. (14). The maximization is similar to that shown in
the proof of Proposition I, leading to

〈EA1:A2
〉 = (1− q)N 〈EA1A2

〉0 = EA1A2:B . (74)

Also, from the symmetry of ρ, EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B =
EA2:A1B , leading to Eq. (66).

Same line of calculations would follow for the non-
Markovian phase-flip channel, leading to

EA1A2:B = |1− f(q, α)|N E0
A1A2:B ,

〈EA1A2〉 = |1− f(q, α)|N 〈EA1A2〉0, (75)

with

f(q, α) = q
{

1 + α
(

1− q

2

)}
, (76)

which implies 〈EA1A2〉 = EA1A2:B . Similar proof follows
for EA1:A2B , and EA2:A1B also, resulting in Eq. (66) for the
non-Markovian phase-flip channel. Hence the proof.

Note 5. A comparative discussion on the variation of entan-
glement with q in the cases of the Markovian and the non-
Markovian phase-flip channels is in order here. Note that in
the former case, entanglement decays monotonically with q,
as indicated from the (1 − q)N dependence, while the decay
fastens exponentially with increasing number of qubits. It also
indicates that entanglement vanishes asymptotically with in-
creasing q, attaining zero value only at q = 1. Similar features
are also present in the case of the non-Markovian channel, ex-
cept one where in contrast to entanglement vanishing only at
q = 1 in the former case, entanglement vanishes at a finite
critical q in the latter, given by

qc =
1

α

(
1 + α−

√
1 + α2

)
. (77)

For q > qc, entanglement revives again. Note that qc is a
monotonically decreasing function of α, which, in the limit
α→ 0 (the Markovian limit), goes to 1.

B. Generalized W states

We now focus on theN -qubit gW states under the phase-flip
noise on all qubits. Analytical investigation of 〈EA1A2

〉 as well
as bipartite entanglement over the unmeasured state in such
cases is difficult due to the increasing number of state as well
as optimization parameters. However, our numerical investiga-
tion suggests that irrespective of the tripartitionA1 : A2 : B of
the N -qubit system, the optimization of 〈EA1A2

〉 always takes
place via σz measurement on all qubits i ∈ B. This result
can be utilized to determine the dependence of 〈EA1A2

〉 and
EA1A2:B on the noise strength q, and extend the Propositions
II and III, as follows.

a. Markovian phase-flip channels. In the case of the
Markovian phase-flip channels, we obtain3

〈EA1A2
〉 = (1− q)2〈EA1A2

〉0, (78)
EA1A2:B = (1− q)2E0

A1A2:B , (79)

Given these results, we present the following Proposition.
� Proposition VII. In the space (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2

〉), the lo-
calizable entanglement 〈EA1A2

〉 of anN -qubit normalized gW
state subjected to Markovian phase-flip channels of the same
strength, q, on all qubits is bounded by the lines

〈EA1A2
〉 =

1

2

[
(1− q)2 +

√
(1− q)4 − E2

A1A2:B

]
, (80)

and

EA1A2:B = (1− q)2, (81)

where EA1A2:B is the bipartite entanglement over the bipar-
tition A1A2 : B in the state prior to measurement on all the
qubits in B.

3 These expressions are determined for systems of small sizes, and are
verified numerically for larger systems with different combinations of
(N,n,m).



11

<latexit sha1_base64="OzL5YsTIqxYcf5TezpUHaxrYik0=">AAACAnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfUVfiZrAIrkpSirpsFcFlBfuANoTJdNIOnUzCzEQoobjxV9y4UMStX+HOv3H6WGjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlHefbyq2srq1v5DcLW9s7u3v2/kFTxakktEFiHst2gBXlTNCGZprTdiIpjgJOW8HweuK3HqhULBb3epRQL8J9wUJGsDaSbx91ORZ9TtGNn9V8t+aXx105VXy76JScKdAyceekCHPUffur24tJGlGhCcdKdVwn0V6GpWaE03GhmyqaYDLEfdoxVOCIKi+bvjBGp0bpoTCWpoRGU/X3RIYjpUZRYDojrAdq0ZuI/3mdVIeXXsZEkmoqyGxRmHKkYzTJA/WYpETzkSGYSGZuRWSAJSbapFYwIbiLLy+TZrnknpcqd5Vi9WoeRx6O4QTOwIULqMIt1KEBBB7hGV7hzXqyXqx362PWmrPmM4fwB9bnDzgLlrE=</latexit> hE
A

1
A

2
i

<latexit sha1_base64="OzL5YsTIqxYcf5TezpUHaxrYik0=">AAACAnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfUVfiZrAIrkpSirpsFcFlBfuANoTJdNIOnUzCzEQoobjxV9y4UMStX+HOv3H6WGjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlHefbyq2srq1v5DcLW9s7u3v2/kFTxakktEFiHst2gBXlTNCGZprTdiIpjgJOW8HweuK3HqhULBb3epRQL8J9wUJGsDaSbx91ORZ9TtGNn9V8t+aXx105VXy76JScKdAyceekCHPUffur24tJGlGhCcdKdVwn0V6GpWaE03GhmyqaYDLEfdoxVOCIKi+bvjBGp0bpoTCWpoRGU/X3RIYjpUZRYDojrAdq0ZuI/3mdVIeXXsZEkmoqyGxRmHKkYzTJA/WYpETzkSGYSGZuRWSAJSbapFYwIbiLLy+TZrnknpcqd5Vi9WoeRx6O4QTOwIULqMIt1KEBBB7hGV7hzXqyXqx362PWmrPmM4fwB9bnDzgLlrE=</latexit> hE
A

1
A

2
i

<latexit sha1_base64="OzL5YsTIqxYcf5TezpUHaxrYik0=">AAACAnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfUVfiZrAIrkpSirpsFcFlBfuANoTJdNIOnUzCzEQoobjxV9y4UMStX+HOv3H6WGjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlHefbyq2srq1v5DcLW9s7u3v2/kFTxakktEFiHst2gBXlTNCGZprTdiIpjgJOW8HweuK3HqhULBb3epRQL8J9wUJGsDaSbx91ORZ9TtGNn9V8t+aXx105VXy76JScKdAyceekCHPUffur24tJGlGhCcdKdVwn0V6GpWaE03GhmyqaYDLEfdoxVOCIKi+bvjBGp0bpoTCWpoRGU/X3RIYjpUZRYDojrAdq0ZuI/3mdVIeXXsZEkmoqyGxRmHKkYzTJA/WYpETzkSGYSGZuRWSAJSbapFYwIbiLLy+TZrnknpcqd5Vi9WoeRx6O4QTOwIULqMIt1KEBBB7hGV7hzXqyXqx362PWmrPmM4fwB9bnDzgLlrE=</latexit> hE
A

1
A

2
i

<latexit sha1_base64="OzL5YsTIqxYcf5TezpUHaxrYik0=">AAACAnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfUVfiZrAIrkpSirpsFcFlBfuANoTJdNIOnUzCzEQoobjxV9y4UMStX+HOv3H6WGjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlHefbyq2srq1v5DcLW9s7u3v2/kFTxakktEFiHst2gBXlTNCGZprTdiIpjgJOW8HweuK3HqhULBb3epRQL8J9wUJGsDaSbx91ORZ9TtGNn9V8t+aXx105VXy76JScKdAyceekCHPUffur24tJGlGhCcdKdVwn0V6GpWaE03GhmyqaYDLEfdoxVOCIKi+bvjBGp0bpoTCWpoRGU/X3RIYjpUZRYDojrAdq0ZuI/3mdVIeXXsZEkmoqyGxRmHKkYzTJA/WYpETzkSGYSGZuRWSAJSbapFYwIbiLLy+TZrnknpcqd5Vi9WoeRx6O4QTOwIULqMIt1KEBBB7hGV7hzXqyXqx362PWmrPmM4fwB9bnDzgLlrE=</latexit> hE
A

1
A

2
i

<latexit sha1_base64="+n/6u1l7v/wadKHPG/o9EMjhyVI=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdenCwSK4Kkkp6rJVBJcV7AOaECbTSTt0MgkzE7GELN34K25cKOLWT3Dn3zhNs9DWAxcO59zLvff4MaNSWda3sbS8srq2Xtoob25t7+yae/sdGSUCkzaOWCR6PpKEUU7aiipGerEgKPQZ6frjq6nfvSdC0ojfqUlM3BANOQ0oRkpLnnnkMMSHjMBrL216dtOrZY7IFS8N0UPmmRWrauWAi8QuSAUUaHnmlzOIcBISrjBDUvZtK1ZuioSimJGs7CSSxAiP0ZD0NeUoJNJN80cyeKKVAQwioYsrmKu/J1IUSjkJfd0ZIjWS895U/M/rJyq4cFPK40QRjmeLgoRBFcFpKnBABcGKTTRBWFB9K8QjJBBWOruyDsGef3mRdGpV+6xav61XGpdFHCVwCI7BKbDBOWiAG9ACbYDBI3gGr+DNeDJejHfjY9a6ZBQzB+APjM8fSfSZig==</latexit> hE
A
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i m
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x

<latexit sha1_base64="IZTywYQOmLMf5Bsd/7S0Vt6TEzQ=">AAAB6HicbVDLTgJBEOzFF+IL9ehlIjHxRHYNUY9ELx4hkUcCGzI79MLI7Ow6M2tCCF/gxYPGePWTvPk3DrAHBSvppFLVne6uIBFcG9f9dnJr6xubW/ntws7u3v5B8fCoqeNUMWywWMSqHVCNgktsGG4EthOFNAoEtoLR7cxvPaHSPJb3ZpygH9GB5CFn1Fip/tgrltyyOwdZJV5GSpCh1it+dfsxSyOUhgmqdcdzE+NPqDKcCZwWuqnGhLIRHWDHUkkj1P5kfuiUnFmlT8JY2ZKGzNXfExMaaT2OAtsZUTPUy95M/M/rpCa89idcJqlByRaLwlQQE5PZ16TPFTIjxpZQpri9lbAhVZQZm03BhuAtv7xKmhdl77JcqVdK1ZssjjycwCmcgwdXUIU7qEEDGCA8wyu8OQ/Oi/PufCxac042cwx/4Hz+AN6LjP4=</latexit>q

<latexit sha1_base64="Zsb7mWHGxLdUqw+TsUvgIBddBzc=">AAAB6nicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE1GPRi8eK9gPaUDbbTbt0s4m7E6GE/gQvHhTx6i/y5r9x2+agrQ8GHu/NMDMvSKQw6LrfTmFldW19o7hZ2tre2d0r7x80TZxqxhsslrFuB9RwKRRvoEDJ24nmNAokbwWjm6nfeuLaiFg94DjhfkQHSoSCUbTS/WOP9coVt+rOQJaJl5MK5Kj3yl/dfszSiCtkkhrT8dwE/YxqFEzySambGp5QNqID3rFU0YgbP5udOiEnVumTMNa2FJKZ+nsio5Ex4yiwnRHFoVn0puJ/XifF8MrPhEpS5IrNF4WpJBiT6d+kLzRnKMeWUKaFvZWwIdWUoU2nZEPwFl9eJs2zqndRPb87r9Su8ziKcATHcAoeXEINbqEODWAwgGd4hTdHOi/Ou/Mxby04+cwh/IHz+QNPvI3U</latexit>qc

<latexit sha1_base64="OzL5YsTIqxYcf5TezpUHaxrYik0=">AAACAnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfUVfiZrAIrkpSirpsFcFlBfuANoTJdNIOnUzCzEQoobjxV9y4UMStX+HOv3H6WGjrgQuHc+7l3nuChDOlHefbyq2srq1v5DcLW9s7u3v2/kFTxakktEFiHst2gBXlTNCGZprTdiIpjgJOW8HweuK3HqhULBb3epRQL8J9wUJGsDaSbx91ORZ9TtGNn9V8t+aXx105VXy76JScKdAyceekCHPUffur24tJGlGhCcdKdVwn0V6GpWaE03GhmyqaYDLEfdoxVOCIKi+bvjBGp0bpoTCWpoRGU/X3RIYjpUZRYDojrAdq0ZuI/3mdVIeXXsZEkmoqyGxRmHKkYzTJA/WYpETzkSGYSGZuRWSAJSbapFYwIbiLLy+TZrnknpcqd5Vi9WoeRx6O4QTOwIULqMIt1KEBBB7hGV7hzXqyXqx362PWmrPmM4fwB9bnDzgLlrE=</latexit> hE
A

1
A

2
i

<latexit sha1_base64="x246YOtqHCWu6r6XqdfoG2RXBAU=">AAAB83icbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lKqeKprQgeK9gPaEPYbDft0s0m7G6EEvo3vHhQxKt/xpv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMPD/mTGnb/rZyG5tb2zv53cLe/sHhUfH4pKOiRBLaJhGPZM/HinImaFszzWkvlhSHPqddf3I797tPVCoWiUc9jakb4pFgASNYG2lw56UNz2l4lZvmzCuW7LK9AFonTkZKkKHlFb8Gw4gkIRWacKxU37Fj7aZYakY4nRUGiaIxJhM8on1DBQ6pctPFzTN0YZQhCiJpSmi0UH9PpDhUahr6pjPEeqxWvbn4n9dPdHDtpkzEiaaCLBcFCUc6QvMA0JBJSjSfGoKJZOZWRMZYYqJNTAUTgrP68jrpVMpOrVx9qJbqzSyOPJzBOVyCA1dQh3toQRsIxPAMr/BmJdaL9W59LFtzVjZzCn9gff4AhiqQtg==</latexit>

EA1A2:B
<latexit sha1_base64="x246YOtqHCWu6r6XqdfoG2RXBAU=">AAAB83icbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lKqeKprQgeK9gPaEPYbDft0s0m7G6EEvo3vHhQxKt/xpv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMPD/mTGnb/rZyG5tb2zv53cLe/sHhUfH4pKOiRBLaJhGPZM/HinImaFszzWkvlhSHPqddf3I797tPVCoWiUc9jakb4pFgASNYG2lw56UNz2l4lZvmzCuW7LK9AFonTkZKkKHlFb8Gw4gkIRWacKxU37Fj7aZYakY4nRUGiaIxJhM8on1DBQ6pctPFzTN0YZQhCiJpSmi0UH9PpDhUahr6pjPEeqxWvbn4n9dPdHDtpkzEiaaCLBcFCUc6QvMA0JBJSjSfGoKJZOZWRMZYYqJNTAUTgrP68jrpVMpOrVx9qJbqzSyOPJzBOVyCA1dQh3toQRsIxPAMr/BmJdaL9W59LFtzVjZzCn9gff4AhiqQtg==</latexit>

EA1A2:B

<latexit sha1_base64="x246YOtqHCWu6r6XqdfoG2RXBAU=">AAAB83icbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lKqeKprQgeK9gPaEPYbDft0s0m7G6EEvo3vHhQxKt/xpv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMPD/mTGnb/rZyG5tb2zv53cLe/sHhUfH4pKOiRBLaJhGPZM/HinImaFszzWkvlhSHPqddf3I797tPVCoWiUc9jakb4pFgASNYG2lw56UNz2l4lZvmzCuW7LK9AFonTkZKkKHlFb8Gw4gkIRWacKxU37Fj7aZYakY4nRUGiaIxJhM8on1DBQ6pctPFzTN0YZQhCiJpSmi0UH9PpDhUahr6pjPEeqxWvbn4n9dPdHDtpkzEiaaCLBcFCUc6QvMA0JBJSjSfGoKJZOZWRMZYYqJNTAUTgrP68jrpVMpOrVx9qJbqzSyOPJzBOVyCA1dQh3toQRsIxPAMr/BmJdaL9W59LFtzVjZzCn9gff4AhiqQtg==</latexit>

EA1A2:B

<latexit sha1_base64="x246YOtqHCWu6r6XqdfoG2RXBAU=">AAAB83icbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lKqeKprQgeK9gPaEPYbDft0s0m7G6EEvo3vHhQxKt/xpv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMPD/mTGnb/rZyG5tb2zv53cLe/sHhUfH4pKOiRBLaJhGPZM/HinImaFszzWkvlhSHPqddf3I797tPVCoWiUc9jakb4pFgASNYG2lw56UNz2l4lZvmzCuW7LK9AFonTkZKkKHlFb8Gw4gkIRWacKxU37Fj7aZYakY4nRUGiaIxJhM8on1DBQ6pctPFzTN0YZQhCiJpSmi0UH9PpDhUahr6pjPEeqxWvbn4n9dPdHDtpkzEiaaCLBcFCUc6QvMA0JBJSjSfGoKJZOZWRMZYYqJNTAUTgrP68jrpVMpOrVx9qJbqzSyOPJzBOVyCA1dQh3toQRsIxPAMr/BmJdaL9W59LFtzVjZzCn9gff4AhiqQtg==</latexit>

EA1A2:B

<latexit sha1_base64="g1udoKqo8BCWu2kpDHD3VWkGU3k=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJu2XK27VnYOsEi8nFcjR6Je/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSvqh6l9Vas1ap3+RxFOEETuEcPLiCOtxBA1rAAOEZXuHNeXRenHfnY9FacPKZY/gD5/MHxkuM7g==</latexit>a

<latexit sha1_base64="fVYtN1fO879ZvvbO3E/FpGNntaU=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlZtAvV9yqOwdZJV5OKpCj0S9/9QYxSyOUhgmqdddzE+NnVBnOBE5LvVRjQtmYDrFrqaQRaj+bHzolZ1YZkDBWtqQhc/X3REYjrSdRYDsjakZ62ZuJ/3nd1ITXfsZlkhqUbLEoTAUxMZl9TQZcITNiYgllittbCRtRRZmx2ZRsCN7yy6ukfVH1Lqu1Zq1Sv8njKMIJnMI5eHAFdbiDBrSAAcIzvMKb8+i8OO/Ox6K14OQzx/AHzucPx8+M7w==</latexit>

b

<latexit sha1_base64="89J+JuC5FxMnvUsR7pwslvrJLdI=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJuuXK27VnYOsEi8nFcjR6Je/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSvqh6l9Vas1ap3+RxFOEETuEcPLiCOtxBA1rAAOEZXuHNeXRenHfnY9FacPKZY/gD5/MHyVOM8A==</latexit>c
<latexit sha1_base64="OlQqY3YZLIxt2bgUY/MluCmov9E=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJu3azSbsboRS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBVcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCorZNMMWyxRCSqE1CNgktsGW4EdlKFNA4EPgSj25n/8IRK80Tem3GKfkwHkkecUWOlZtgvV9yqOwdZJV5OKpCj0S9/9cKEZTFKwwTVuuu5qfEnVBnOBE5LvUxjStmIDrBrqaQxan8yP3RKzqwSkihRtqQhc/X3xITGWo/jwHbG1Az1sjcT//O6mYmu/QmXaWZQssWiKBPEJGT2NQm5QmbE2BLKFLe3EjakijJjsynZELzll1dJ+6LqXVZrzVqlfpPHUYQTOIVz8OAK6nAHDWgBA4RneIU359F5cd6dj0VrwclnjuEPnM8fyteM8Q==</latexit>

d

<latexit sha1_base64="RmIhIcc96OVgeQ7eZV6aQIOc4wQ=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJvbLFbfqzkFWiZeTCuRo9MtfvUHM0gilYYJq3fXcxPgZVYYzgdNSL9WYUDamQ+xaKmmE2s/mh07JmVUGJIyVLWnIXP09kdFI60kU2M6ImpFe9mbif143NeG1n3GZpAYlWywKU0FMTGZfkwFXyIyYWEKZ4vZWwkZUUWZsNiUbgrf88ippX1S9y2qtWavUb/I4inACp3AOHlxBHe6gAS1ggPAMr/DmPDovzrvzsWgtOPnMMfyB8/kDzFuM8g==</latexit>e

<latexit sha1_base64="g1udoKqo8BCWu2kpDHD3VWkGU3k=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJu2XK27VnYOsEi8nFcjR6Je/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSvqh6l9Vas1ap3+RxFOEETuEcPLiCOtxBA1rAAOEZXuHNeXRenHfnY9FacPKZY/gD5/MHxkuM7g==</latexit>a

<latexit sha1_base64="fVYtN1fO879ZvvbO3E/FpGNntaU=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlZtAvV9yqOwdZJV5OKpCj0S9/9QYxSyOUhgmqdddzE+NnVBnOBE5LvVRjQtmYDrFrqaQRaj+bHzolZ1YZkDBWtqQhc/X3REYjrSdRYDsjakZ62ZuJ/3nd1ITXfsZlkhqUbLEoTAUxMZl9TQZcITNiYgllittbCRtRRZmx2ZRsCN7yy6ukfVH1Lqu1Zq1Sv8njKMIJnMI5eHAFdbiDBrSAAcIzvMKb8+i8OO/Ox6K14OQzx/AHzucPx8+M7w==</latexit>

b

<latexit sha1_base64="89J+JuC5FxMnvUsR7pwslvrJLdI=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJuuXK27VnYOsEi8nFcjR6Je/eoOYpRFKwwTVuuu5ifEzqgxnAqelXqoxoWxMh9i1VNIItZ/ND52SM6sMSBgrW9KQufp7IqOR1pMosJ0RNSO97M3E/7xuasJrP+MySQ1KtlgUpoKYmMy+JgOukBkxsYQyxe2thI2ooszYbEo2BG/55VXSvqh6l9Vas1ap3+RxFOEETuEcPLiCOtxBA1rAAOEZXuHNeXRenHfnY9FacPKZY/gD5/MHyVOM8A==</latexit>c

<latexit sha1_base64="OlQqY3YZLIxt2bgUY/MluCmov9E=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJu3azSbsboRS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBVcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCorZNMMWyxRCSqE1CNgktsGW4EdlKFNA4EPgSj25n/8IRK80Tem3GKfkwHkkecUWOlZtgvV9yqOwdZJV5OKpCj0S9/9cKEZTFKwwTVuuu5qfEnVBnOBE5LvUxjStmIDrBrqaQxan8yP3RKzqwSkihRtqQhc/X3xITGWo/jwHbG1Az1sjcT//O6mYmu/QmXaWZQssWiKBPEJGT2NQm5QmbE2BLKFLe3EjakijJjsynZELzll1dJ+6LqXVZrzVqlfpPHUYQTOIVz8OAK6nAHDWgBA4RneIU359F5cd6dj0VrwclnjuEPnM8fyteM8Q==</latexit>

d

<latexit sha1_base64="RmIhIcc96OVgeQ7eZV6aQIOc4wQ=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0mkqMeiF48t2FpoQ9lsJ+3azSbsboQS+gu8eFDEqz/Jm//GbZuDtj4YeLw3w8y8IBFcG9f9dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoreNUMWyxWMSqE1CNgktsGW4EdhKFNAoEPgTj25n/8IRK81jem0mCfkSHkoecUWOlJvbLFbfqzkFWiZeTCuRo9MtfvUHM0gilYYJq3fXcxPgZVYYzgdNSL9WYUDamQ+xaKmmE2s/mh07JmVUGJIyVLWnIXP09kdFI60kU2M6ImpFe9mbif143NeG1n3GZpAYlWywKU0FMTGZfkwFXyIyYWEKZ4vZWwkZUUWZsNiUbgrf88ippX1S9y2qtWavUb/I4inACp3AOHlxBHe6gAS1ggPAMr/DmPDovzrvzsWgtOPnMMfyB8/kDzFuM8g==</latexit>e<latexit sha1_base64="x246YOtqHCWu6r6XqdfoG2RXBAU=">AAAB83icbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lKqeKprQgeK9gPaEPYbDft0s0m7G6EEvo3vHhQxKt/xpv/xm2bg7Y+GHi8N8PMPD/mTGnb/rZyG5tb2zv53cLe/sHhUfH4pKOiRBLaJhGPZM/HinImaFszzWkvlhSHPqddf3I797tPVCoWiUc9jakb4pFgASNYG2lw56UNz2l4lZvmzCuW7LK9AFonTkZKkKHlFb8Gw4gkIRWacKxU37Fj7aZYakY4nRUGiaIxJhM8on1DBQ6pctPFzTN0YZQhCiJpSmi0UH9PpDhUahr6pjPEeqxWvbn4n9dPdHDtpkzEiaaCLBcFCUc6QvMA0JBJSjSfGoKJZOZWRMZYYqJNTAUTgrP68jrpVMpOrVx9qJbqzSyOPJzBOVyCA1dQh3toQRsIxPAMr/BmJdaL9W59LFtzVjZzCn9gff4AhiqQtg==</latexit>

EA1A2:B

FIG. 6. Generalized W states under non-Markovian phase-flip noise. The variation of 〈EA1A2〉 as a function of q (Eq. (84)), with
〈EA1A2〉0 = 1 and α = 0.9, exhibiting monotonic decay followed by a vanishing at qc (Eq. (77)), and a subsequent revival for q > qc.
In the entire range 0 ≤ q ≤ 1, five values of noise strengths, namely a. q = 0.1, b. q = 0.2, c. q = 0.4, d. q = 0.9, and e. q = 1.0 are chosen,
and the modification of the boundaries on the gW states, as given in Proposition II, with varying q is demonstrated. The region accessible by the
gW states on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) decreases at first, vanishes at q = qc, and then revives again. The axes on all figures are dimensionless.

Note 6. It is worthwhile to note that the line given in Eq. (81)
corresponds to the family of states, described by Eq. (36), sub-
jected to the single-qubit phase-flip channels on all qubits.
Note 7. Proposition VI implies that the area on the
(EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane confining the noisy gW states
shrinks with increasing noise strength q, and vanishes at q = 1.
This is demonstrated in fig. 4A.

Noting that EA1:A2B and EA2:A1B also have similar depen-
dence on q as EA1A2:B , Proposition III can be extended to the
case of gW states under phase-flip noise, as follows.
� Proposition VIII. In (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, 〈EA1A2〉)
space, the localizable entanglement 〈EA1A2〉 of an N -qubit
normalized gW state subjected to the phase-flip channel of
strength q on all qubits is upper-bounded by the line

〈EA1A2〉 = min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B}, (82)

and lower-bounded by the line

〈EA1A2
〉2 − 2(1− q)2〈EA1A2

〉
+ (min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B})2 = 0, (83)

whereEA1:A2B (EA2:A1B) is the entanglement over the bipar-
tition A1 : A2B (A2 : A1B) in the state prior to measurement
on all the qubits in B.

b. Non-Markovian phase-flip channels. A similar ap-
proach can also be taken in the case of the non-Markovian
channels, where entanglement has the following dependence
on q and α:

〈EA1A2
〉 = |1− f(q, α)|2 〈EA1A2

〉0, (84)

EA1A2:B = |1− f(q, α)|2E0
A1A2:B , (85)

EA1:A2B = |1− f(q, α)|2E0
A1:A2B , (86)

EA2:A1B = |1− f(q, α)|2E0
A2:A1B , (87)

with f(q, α) given in Eq. (76). Using these, one can straight-
forwardly obtain the results on the bounds on the gW states
when subjected to non-Markovian phase-flip channels, by re-
placing the (1 − q)2 factors with |1− f(q, α)|2. To keep the
text uncluttered, we refrain from writing these Propositions ex-
plicitly.

Similar to the Markovian case, for a fixed value of α, the
area on the EA1A2:B − 〈EA1A2

〉 plane confining the noisy
gW states shrinks with increasing q in the case of the non-
Markovian phase flip channel also. However, in contrast to the
Markovian case, the area vanishes at a critical noise strength
qc, given in Eq. (77), and then revives again for q > qc (see
Fig. 4B for a demonstration). It is worthwhile to note that
the decay of entanglement in the case of the gW states under
Markovian and non-Markovian phase-flip channel is indepen-
dent of the number of qubits in the system, as opposed to the
case of the gGHZ states, where the dependence is exponential
in N .

C. Numerical results

The complexity of the states obtained via applying single-
qubit phase-flip noise to all qubits of a multi-qubit states pre-
vents analytical investigation into the relation between the lo-
calizable end the destroyed entanglement in most of the cases.
In this subsection, we discuss the numerical results obtained
for the mixed states generated via subjecting three-qubit W-
class states, N -qubit Dicke and gD states, and arbitrary N -
qubit pure states to Markovian and non-Markovian phase-flip
channels.
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C. D.

FIG. 7. Dicke and generalized Dicke states under phase-flip noise. A., B. Scatter plots of N -qubit Dicke states, for upto N = 8, under
Markovian and non-Markovian phase-flip noise are shown on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) planes for A. N1 = 1, and B. N1 = 2. C., D. On the
other hand, scatter plots of samples of 107 gD states with C. N = 3 and D. N = 4 are shown on the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane. All axes in
all of the figures are dimensionless.

a. Three-qubit states. Our numerical investigation of the
three-qubit W-class states subjected to Markovian as well as
non-Markovian phase-flip channels indicate that the variations
of the localizable entanglement 〈E23〉 as well as the bipartite
entanglement lost during measurement, namely, E1:23, E2:13,
and E3:12, are identical to that described in Eqs. (78)-(79)
(Markovian) and Eqs. (84)-(87) (non-Markovian). This im-
plies that the mixed states obtained from the three-qubit W-
class states, for a specific noise strength q, are bounded in a
similar way as described for the gW states under phase-flip
noise. On the other hand, while a similar numerical analysis is
difficult for the GHZ class states due to the increased number
of parameters, we observe that similar to the pure GHZ-class
states discussed in Note 4 (see also Fig. 4C.), the bounds pro-
posed in Eqs. (82)-(83) hold also for three-qubit GHZ-class
states subjected to the Markovian phase-flip noise channels.

b. Dicke states and generalized Dicke states under noise.
We also numerically investigate the N -qubit Dicke and gD
states subjected to Markovian and non-Markovian phase-flip
channels. Fig. 7A-B depict the scatter plots of the Dicke states
up to N = 8, and N1 = 1, 2, where Markovian and non-
Markovian phase-flip channel is applied to all qubits. It is clear

N n m Fraction of states (in %) with δ1 > 0

q = 0.0 q = 0.1 q = 0.2 q = 0.3 q = 0.4

3 1 1 23.343% 23.608% 23.097% 21.530% 18.890%

4 1 1 38.704% 20.461% 15.757% 15.514% 15.336%

5 1 1 44.920% 14.213% 12.942% 10.531% 07.487%

5 1 2 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 93.402%

TABLE I. Variations of the fraction of Haar uniformly generated
three-, four-, and five-qubit states for which δ1 > 0, as a func-
tion of the noise parameter q, which assumes five values, q =
0.0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, and 0.4, from left to right along the row for a spe-
cific combination ofN , n, andm, in the case of the Markovian phase-
flip noise. In all cases, we have kept n = 1, where n and m being the
sizes ofB andA1 respectively. For the three-qubit system, only GHZ
class states are considered. For each case, the percentages are deter-
mined from a sample size of 105 Haar-uniformly generated states. All
the quantities presented in the table are dimensionless.

from the figures that similar to the case of the Pure Dicke states
(see Sec. II D), (a) the variation of 〈EA1A2

〉 with EA1A2:B re-
mains non-monotonic, and (b) with increasing N1, the states
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tend to the 〈EA1A2〉 = EA1A2:B line. Also, increasing the
non-Markovianity factor α generally tends to lower values of
〈EA1A2〉 and EA1A2:B .

In the case of the gD states, our numerical investigation
suggests that while the upper bound 〈EA1A2

〉 ≤ EA1A2:B

remains valid even in the presence of phase-flip noise irre-
spective of whether it is Markovian, or non-Markovian. How-
ever, with increasing number of qubits, as in the case of
the pure gD states, more states are concentrated close to the
〈EA1A2〉 = EA1A2:B line, although the number of states for
which 〈EA1A2〉 = EA1A2:B diminishes drastically. This is
demonstrated in Fig. 7C-D for gD states with N = 3, 4 qubits,
respectively, under Markovian phase-flip noise. The results
remain qualitatively the same even in the presence of non-
Markovian phase-flip noise also.

c. Arbitrary pure states under noise. It is important to
note that the numerical investigation for arbitraryN -qubit pure
states subjected to phase-flip channels is resource-intensive
even for a small number of qubits due to the optimization in-
volved in the computation of localizable entanglement, as the
number of optimization parameter increases with increasing n,
the size of the measured subsystemB. In this paper, we restrict
ourselves in reporting data for which B is constituted of one
qubit only. Similar to the pure states of N -qubits described
in Sec. II D, we focus on δ1 and δ2 (Eqs. (60)-(61)) also for
the mixed states obtained by subjecting N -qubit arbitrary pure
states to Markovian phase-flip channels. As expected, for all
investigated values of q, no states are found for which δ2 ≥ 0,
implying a violation of inequality (3), which is similar to the
case of the pure states (see Sec. II D). On the other hand, the
percentage of states for which δ1 > 0 are tabulated in Table
I for different noise strengths in the case of the Markovian
phase-flip channel. It is clear from the table that (a) for a fixed
N with n = 1, the number of states for which δ1 > 0 overall
decreases with increasing q, and (b) for a specific q value > 0,
such states overall decreases in number with increasing N , as
long as n and m are fixed at 1.

IV. INTERACTING 1D QUANTUM SPIN MODELS

It is natural to ask whether the bounds discussed in Sec. II
for the pure states also exist in the ground states of paradig-
matic quantum spin Hamiltonians. In order to investigate this,
we focus on the one-dimensional (1D) quantum spin chains
with N spin-1/2 particles, governed by a Hamiltonian given
by [84]

H =

N∑
i=1

[
Jxyi,i+1

{
(1 + γ)σxi σ

x
i+1 + (1− γ)σyi σ

y
i+1

}
+Jzzi,i+1σ

z
i σ

z
i+1 + hiσ

z
i

]
. (88)

In Eq. (88), γ is the xy anisotropy parameter, hi is local mag-
netic field strength corresponding to spin i, and Jxyi,i+1

(
Jzzi,i+1

)
represents the nearest-neighbor xy (zz) interaction strengths.
Also, we assume periodic boundary condition (PBC) in the
system, implying σx,y,zN+1 ≡ σx,y,z1 . A number of paradig-
matic 1D quantum spin models can be represented by dif-

ferent special cases of H . In this paper we are interested in
two of them, namely, (a) transverse-field XY model (TXY)(
0 < γ ≤ 1, Jzzi,i+1 = 0

)
[74–79] (note that the transverse-

field Ising model (TIM) [78, 79, 91] is a special case of the
TXY model with γ = 1), and (b) XXZ model with magnetic
field (XXZ) (γ = 0) [80–85].

A. Ordered quantum spin models

In the case of the ordered quantum spin models where order
exists in all spin-spin couplings as well as the field strengths,
we assume Jxyi,i+1 = Jxy > 0, Jzzi,i+1 = Jzz > 0, and
hi = h > 0 for all i = 1, 2, · · · , N . In such models, we
numerically investigate the correlation between 〈EA1A2

〉 and
{EA1A2:B , EA1B:A2

, EA2B:A1
} in the ground state, which is

obtained via numerical diagonalization of H . We first con-
sider the ordered AFM TXY model, and define g = h/Jxy as
the dimensionless field-strength. The model exhibits a quan-
tum phase transition from an antiferromagnetic (AFM) phase
(g < 1) to a paramagnetic (PM) phase (g > 1) at gc = 1,
for all values of γ > 0 [31, 75–79, 92, 93]. Fig. 8A. depicts
the scatter plot of 〈EA1A2〉 − EAB corresponding to the or-
dered TXY model for different values of N , where for each
N , values of n,m = 1. This, along with the PBC ensures that
EA1A2:B = EA1:A2B , while our numerical findings suggest
that for the ground states of these quantum spin models with
n = m = 1, min{EA1:A2B , EA2:A1B} for all values of N .
This implies that it is sufficient to investigate the dependence
of 〈EA1A2

〉 on EA1A2:B , which is demonstrated in Fig. 8A. In
order to generate the scatter plot on the EA1A2:B − 〈EA1A2〉
plane, the values of g are chosen to be deep inside the AFM
(0.2 ≤ g ≤ 0.8) and the PM (1.2 ≤ g ≤ 1.8) phases. It is
evident from the figure that 〈EA1A2〉 is positively correlated
with EAB . Irrespective of the value of N , the data suggests a
quadratic dependence of 〈EA1A2〉 on EA1A2:B , given by

〈EA1A2〉 = λ2E
2
A1A2:B + λ1EA1A2:B + λ0, (89)

where the values of λ0,1,2 can be obtained by fitting the numer-
ical data to Eq. (89). In the present case, λ0 = −0.05± 0.001,
λ1 = 1.09± 0.008, and λ2 = −0.05± 0.007. Our numerical
investigation suggests that the form of Eq. (89) remains invari-
ant with a change in the values of the xy anisotropy parameter
γ.

In the case of the XXZ model in a magnetic field along
the z direction with PBC, we assume Jzz = ∆Jxy , where
∆ signifies the z-anisotropy parameter, and denote the dimen-
sionless field-strength by g = h/Jxy . For −1 ≤ ∆ ≤ 1,
the model undergoes a quantum phase transition from the XY
phase to the ferromagnetic (FM) phase at the critical field
strength gc = ±(1 + ∆) [84]. Similar to the TXY model,
we fix ∆ and investigate the correlation between 〈EA1A2

〉 and
EAB deep inside the XY and the FM phases. The data is
presented in Fig. 8B., which indicates qualitatively similar re-
sult as in the case of the TXY model. The fitted curve also
has the form given in Eq. (89), with λ0 = −0.36 ± 0.045,
λ1 = 1.92± 0.106, and λ2 = −0.70± 0.061. It is worthwhile
to note that in the case of the XXZ model also, the overall re-
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FIG. 8. 1D quantum spin models. Scatter plot of the ground states in 1D TXY model (A,C), and 1D XXZ model in an external field (B,D) on
the (EA1A2:B , 〈EA1A2〉) plane for different values of N . The ordered cases are presented in A and B, while the disordered cases are depicted
in C and D. The variations of 〈EA1A2〉 as a function of EA1A2:B are fitted to Eq. (89). In the case of the TXY model, γ is taken to be 0.5 for
both ordered and disordered cases, while for the XXZ model, ∆ = 0.5. In the disordered case, for both models, σg = 0.05. All axes in all
figures are dimensionless.

lation between 〈EA1A2
〉 and EA1A2:B remains unaltered with

a change in the value of ∆.

B. Disordered quantum spin models

In a disordered quantum spin model [73], the values of a
relevant system parameter, such as g, are chosen from a Gaus-
sian distribution, P (g), of fixed mean, 〈g〉, and fixed standard
deviation, σg . Here, σg represents the strength of the disorder,
and each random value of g represents a random parameter
configuration of the quantum spin model, describing a random
realization of the system. For each random realization of the
system, the quantity of interest, Q(g), can be computed. A
subsequent quenched average of Q(g) over a statistically large
number of random realizations is given by

〈Q〉d =

∫
P (g)Q(g)dg, (90)

where the subscript d represents a quenched average, and 〈Q〉
is effectively a function of 〈g〉 and σg . Note that the corre-

sponding ordered result can be obtained as a special case at
σg = 0. Note also that disorder can, in principle, be present
in a number of system parameters. In this paper, however, we
confine ourselves in situations where only one chosen system
parameter is disordered.

We start with the TXY model, choosing the field-strength h
(and hence g, where Jxy is constant) to be the disordered sys-
tem parameter. The quenched averaged LE, 〈〈EA1A2〉〉d, and
the bipartite entanglement, 〈EA1A2:B〉d, in the ground state of
the system are numerically computed for different values of
the disorder strength σg (0.01 ≤ σg ≤ 0.1), fixing 〈g〉 at sim-
ilar values from the AFM and the PM phases of the model as
the values of g in the ordered case. In each of these computa-
tions on an N -qubit system, both n and m are taken to be 1,
similar to the ordered scenario. Our numerical data, exhibited
in Fig. 8C. and fitted to Eq. (89) with λ0 = −0.36 ± 0.024,
λ1 = 1.87 ± 0.053, and λ2 = −0.52 ± 0.029, indicate that
the relation between 〈EA1A2

〉 and EA1A2:B is qualitatively ro-
bust against disorder in the field. Also, varying σg in the range
0.01 ≤ σg ≤ 0.1 only changes the fitting parameters negligi-
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bly. Similar analysis is performed for the XXZ model in an
external field to arrive at a similar conclusion, where the data is
fitted to Eq. (89) with λ0 = −0.26±0.093, λ1 = 1.69±0.222,
and λ2 = −0.57± 0.130. See Fig. 8D.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we investigate dependence of the gain in the
entanglement through localization over a group of qubits in a
multi-qubit system via single-qubit projection measurements
on the rest of the qubits on the amount of loss in bipartite
entanglement during these measurements. We probe a num-
ber of paradigmatic N -qubit pure states, namely, the general-
ized GHZ, generalized W, Dicke, and the generalized Dicke
states. We derive analytical bounds for the generalized GHZ
and the generalized W states. We show that the gain is al-
ways equal to the loss in the former, while in the latter, lower
and upper bounds of localizable entanglement can be derived
in terms of the bipartite entanglement present in the system
prior to the measurement process. In the case of the Dicke
and the generalized Dicke states, a combination of analytical
and numerical investigations reveal that the localizable entan-
glement tend to be equal to a component of the lost bipartite
entanglement when the number of qubits increases. Modifica-
tions of these results, when the system is subjected to single-
qubit Markovian and non-Markovian phase-flip channels, are
also discussed. We extend our study to the ground states of
the 1D quantum spin models, namely, the transverse-field XY
model and the XXZ model in an external field, and numer-
ically demonstrate a quadratic dependence of the localizable
entanglement over the bipartite entanglement in the ground
state prior to measurement, where measurement is restricted
to one qubit only, and the entanglement is always computed
in the 1:rest bipartition. This dependence is shown to be qual-
itatively robust even in the presence of disorder in the field
strength.

A number of possible avenues of future research emerge
from this study. Within the orbit of the results reported in
this paper, it is important to understand how the results ob-
tained in the case of the pure states are modified when dif-
ferent types of noise that are commonly occurring in ex-
periments [94, 95], such as the bit-flip, depolarizing, and
amplitude-damping [67, 68] noise are present in the system.
However, investigating such noise channels may present new
challenges in deriving the appropriate bounds, if any, on lo-
calizable entanglement. Also, in the case of the 1D quantum
spin systems considered in this paper, it would be interesting
to see the effect of the presence of disorder in the spin-spin in-
teraction strengths along with a disordered field-strength. Be-
sides, a plethora of quantum spin models are important from
the perspective of quantum information theory [31, 32], and
it is interesting to investigate whether a specific relation be-
tween the localized and the lost entanglement, similar to the
one in the case of the models described in this study, exist in
the ground states of these models in the presence and absence
of disordered interactions, as well as in situations where the

system is made open by allowing an interaction with the envi-
ronment [96].
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Appendix A: Negativity

The amount of entanglement between two partitions A and
B of a bipartite quantum state ρAB can be quantified by a bi-
partite entanglement measure [1, 2]. In this paper, we shall fo-
cus on negativity [56–60, 97] as a bipartite entanglement mea-
sure, which is defined as

EnegA:B = ||ρTB

AB || − 1, (A1)

which corresponds to the absolute value of the sum of negative
eigenvalues, λ, of ρTB

AB , given by

EnegA:B = 2

∣∣∣∣∣∑
λi<0

λi

∣∣∣∣∣ . (A2)

Here, ||%|| = Tr
√
%†% is the trace norm of the density operator

%, computed as the sum of the singular values of %. The ma-
trix ρTB

AB is obtained by performing partial transposition of the
density matrix ρAB with respect to the subsystemB. Since we
only focus on negativity throughout this paper, we discard the
superscript from EnegA:B , and denote the negativity between the
partitions A and B simply by EA:B .

Appendix B: Single- and two-qubit measurements

We first consider the single-qubit measurement in an N -
qubit gW state, where (see Eq. (22))

f00 = a1e−iφ sin
θ

2
, f10 = −a1e−iφ cos

θ

2
, (B1)

f0i = an+i cos
θ

2
, f1i = an+i sin

θ

2
, (B2)

with i = 1, 2, · · · , N , and

p0 = a21 sin2 θ

2
+ cos2

θ

2

N∑
i=2

a2i ,

p1 = a21 cos2
θ

2
+ sin2 θ

2

N∑
i=2

a2i , (B3)

such that 〈ψk|ψk〉 = 1 for k = 0, 1. On the other hand, in
the case of two-qubit projection measurements on an N -qubit
gW state, the post-measured states are of the form given in
Eq. (22), with the coefficients fki as

https://github.com/titaschanda/QIClib
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f00 = a1e−iφ1 sin
θ1
2

cos
θ2
2

+ a2e−iφ2 cos
θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
, f10 = a1e−iφ1 sin

θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
− a2e−iφ2 cos

θ1
2

cos
θ2
2
,

f20 = −a1e−iφ1 cos
θ1
2

cos
θ2
2

+ a2e−iφ2 sin
θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
, f30 = −a1e−iφ1 cos

θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
− a2e−iφ2 sin

θ1
2

cos
θ2
2
, (B4)

and

f0i = an+i cos
θ1
2

cos
θ2
2
, f1i = an+i cos

θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
, f2i = an+i sin

θ1
2

cos
θ2
2
, f3i = an+i sin

θ1
2

sin
θ2
2
, (B5)

where i = 1, 2, · · · , N − n, and the probabilities of obtaining the measurement outcome k, k = 0, 1, 2, 3, are given by

p0 = a21 sin2 θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

+ a22 cos2
θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

+ cos2
θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

N−n∑
i=1

a2n+i,

p1 = a21 sin2 θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

+ a22 cos2
θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

+ cos2
θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

N−n∑
i=1

a2n+i,

p2 = a21 cos2
θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

+ a22 sin2 θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

+ sin2 θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

N−n∑
i=1

a2n+i,

p3 = a21 cos2
θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

+ a22 sin2 θ1
2

cos2
θ2
2

+ sin2 θ1
2

sin2 θ2
2

N−n∑
i=1

a2n+i. (B6)

For a three-qubit state belonging to the W class (see
Eq. (47)), measurement on qubit 1 can be described in a way
similar to that for the three-qubit gW state, with fk0 (k = 0, 1)
given by

f00 = a0 cos
θ

2
+ a1e−iφ sin

θ

2
,

f10 = a0 sin
θ

2
− a1e−iφ cos

θ

2
, (B7)

and fk1,2 (k = 0, 1) given by

f01 = a2 cos
θ

2
, f02 = a3 cos

θ

2
,

f11 = a2 sin
θ

2
, f12 = a3 sin

θ

2
, (B8)

and

p0 =

∣∣∣∣a0 cos
θ

2
+ a1e−iφ sin

θ

2

∣∣∣∣2 + (a22 + a23) cos2
θ

2
,

p1 =

∣∣∣∣a0 sin
θ

2
− a1e−iφ cos

θ

2

∣∣∣∣2 + (a22 + a23) sin2 θ

2
.

(B9)

Appendix C: Specific examples

In this section, we demonstrate a number of results dis-
cussed in Secs. II and III using specific examples.

a. Upper bound for gW states. Consider the cases of
N = 3, 4, for which the family of states providing the upper
bound of 〈EA1A2〉 in the case of gW states with real coeffi-

cients can be written as

|Ψ3〉 = a |100〉+

√
1− a2

2
(|010〉+ |001〉), (C1)

|Ψ4〉 = a |1000〉+

√
1− a2

2
|0100〉+ b |0010〉

+

√
1− a2 − 2b2

2
|0001〉 , (C2)

where a, b are real numbers. The behaviour of 〈EA1A2
〉 as a

function of a, b is shown in Figs. 2A. and B. Also, 〈EA1A2
〉

for the state |Ψ3〉 provides an upper bound for 〈EA1A2
〉 cor-

responding to all three-qubit gW states with complex coef-
ficients. This is demonstrated by the 〈EA1A2

〉 values cor-
responding to 106 Haar-uniformly generated three-qubit gW
states lying below the upper bound.

b. Maximum bipartite entanglement for gW states. The
line EA1A2:B = 1 corresponds to the family of states given by

∑
i∈B

a2i =

(
4
∑
i∈A

a2i

)−1
. (C3)

Specifically, for a three-qubit system, this family is given by

|Φ3〉 =

√
1

2
|100〉+ a |010〉+

√
1

2
− a2 |001〉 , (C4)

while for N = 4, n = m = 1,

|Φ4〉 =

√
1

2
|1000〉+ a |0100〉+ b |0010〉

+

√
1

2
− a2 − b2 |0001〉 . (C5)
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Jozsa, Asher Peres, and William K. Wootters, “Teleporting
an unknown quantum state via dual classical and einstein-
podolsky-rosen channels,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 1895–1899
(1993).

[4] Dik Bouwmeester, Jian-Wei Pan, Klaus Mattle, Manfred Eibl,
Harald Weinfurter, and Anton Zeilinger, “Experimental quan-
tum teleportation,” Nature 390, 575–579 (1997).

[5] Charles H. Bennett and Stephen J. Wiesner, “Communication
via one- and two-particle operators on einstein-podolsky-rosen
states,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 2881–2884 (1992).

[6] Klaus Mattle, Harald Weinfurter, Paul G. Kwiat, and Anton
Zeilinger, “Dense coding in experimental quantum communica-
tion,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 4656–4659 (1996).

[7] Aditi Sen(De) and Ujjwal Sen, “Quantum advantage in
communication networks,” Phys. News 40, 17–32 (2011),
arXiv:1105.2412.

[8] Artur K. Ekert, “Quantum cryptography based on bell’s theo-
rem,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 661–663 (1991).

[9] Thomas Jennewein, Christoph Simon, Gregor Weihs, Harald
Weinfurter, and Anton Zeilinger, “Quantum cryptography with
entangled photons,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 84, 4729–4732 (2000).

[10] Veronika E Hubeny, “The AdS/CFT correspondence,” Classical
Quant. Grav. 32, 124010 (2015).

[11] Fernando Pastawski, Beni Yoshida, Daniel Harlow, and John
Preskill, “Holographic quantum error-correcting codes: toy
models for the bulk/boundary correspondence,” J. High. Energy
Phys. 2015, 149 (2015).

[12] Ahmed Almheiri, Xi Dong, and Daniel Harlow, “Bulk locality
and quantum error correction in ads/cft,” J. High Energy Phys.
4, 163 (2015).

[13] A. Jahn, M. Gluza, F. Pastawski, and J. Eisert, “Holography
and criticality in matchgate tensor networks,” arXiv:1711.03109
(2017).

[14] Don N. Page and William K. Wootters, “Evolution without evo-
lution: Dynamics described by stationary observables,” Phys.
Rev. D 27, 2885–2892 (1983).

[15] Rodolfo Gambini, Rafael A. Porto, Jorge Pullin, and Sebastián
Torterolo, “Conditional probabilities with dirac observables and
the problem of time in quantum gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 79,
041501 (2009).

[16] Ekaterina Moreva, Giorgio Brida, Marco Gramegna, Vittorio
Giovannetti, Lorenzo Maccone, and Marco Genovese, “Time
from quantum entanglement: An experimental illustration,”
Phys. Rev. A 89, 052122 (2014).

[17] Neill Lambert, Yueh-Nan Chen, Yuan Chung Cheng, Che-Ming
Li, Guang Yin Chen, and Franco Nori, “Quantum biology,” Nat.
Phys. 9, 10–18 (2013).

[18] J. M. Raimond, M. Brune, and S. Haroche, “Manipulating quan-
tum entanglement with atoms and photons in a cavity,” Rev.
Mod. Phys. 73, 565–582 (2001).

[19] R. Prevedel, G. Cronenberg, M. S. Tame, M. Paternostro,
P. Walther, M. S. Kim, and A. Zeilinger, “Experimental real-
ization of dicke states of up to six qubits for multiparty quantum
networking,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 020503 (2009).

[20] Stefanie Barz, “Quantum computing with photons: introduction
to the circuit model, the one-way quantum computer, and the

fundamental principles of photonic experiments,” J. Phys. B 48,
083001 (2015).

[21] D. Leibfried, R. Blatt, C. Monroe, and D. Wineland, “Quantum
dynamics of single trapped ions,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 281–324
(2003).

[22] D. Leibfried, E. Knill, S. Seidelin, J. Britton, R. B. Blakestad,
J. Chiaverini, D. B. Hume, W. M. Itano, J. D. Jost, C. Langer,
R. Ozeri, R. Reichle, and D. J. Wineland, “Creation of a six-
atom ’schrödinger cat’ state,” Nature 438, 639–642 (2005).

[23] Kenneth R. Brown, Jungsang Kim, and Christopher Mon-
roe, “Co-designing a scalable quantum computer with trapped
atomic ions,” Nature Phys. J. Quant. Inf. 2, 16034 EP – (2016).

[24] Olaf Mandel, Markus Greiner, Artur Widera, Tim Rom,
Theodor W. Hansch, and Immanuel Bloch, “Controlled col-
lisions for multi-particle entanglement of optically trapped
atoms,” Nature 425, 937–940 (2003).

[25] Immanuel Bloch, “Exploring quantum matter with ultracold
atoms in optical lattices,” J. Phys. B: At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 38,
S629–S643 (2005).

[26] Immanuel Bloch, Jean Dalibard, and Wilhelm Zwerger, “Many-
body physics with ultracold gases,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 885–
964 (2008).

[27] John Clarke and Frank K. Wilhelm, “Superconducting quantum
bits,” Nature 453, 1031–1042 (2008).

[28] R. Barends, J. Kelly, A. Megrant, A. Veitia, D. Sank, E. Jeffrey,
T. C. White, J. Mutus, A. G. Fowler, B. Campbell, Y. Chen,
Z. Chen, B. Chiaro, A. Dunsworth, C. Neill, P. O’Malley,
P. Roushan, A. Vainsencher, J. Wenner, A. N. Korotkov, A. N.
Cleland, and John M. Martinis, “Superconducting quantum cir-
cuits at the surface code threshold for fault tolerance,” Nature
508, 500 (2014).

[29] C. Negrevergne, T. S. Mahesh, C. A. Ryan, M. Ditty, F. Cyr-
Racine, W. Power, N. Boulant, T. Havel, D. G. Cory, and
R. Laflamme, “Benchmarking quantum control methods on a
12-qubit system,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 170501 (2006).

[30] R. Augusiak, F. M. Cucchietti, and M. Lewenstein, “Many-
body physics from a quantum information perspective,” in Mod-
ern Theories of Many-Particle Systems in Condensed Matter
Physics, edited by Daniel C. Cabra, Andreas Honecker, and
Pierre Pujol (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg,
2012) pp. 245–294.

[31] Luigi Amico, Rosario Fazio, Andreas Osterloh, and Vlatko Ve-
dral, “Entanglement in many-body systems,” Rev. Mod. Phys.
80, 517–576 (2008).

[32] Gabriele De Chiara and Anna Sanpera, Reports on Progress in
Physics 81, 074002 (2018).

[33] Michał Horodecki, “Entanglement measures,” Quantum Inf.
Comput. 1, 3–26 (2001).

[34] D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger, Bell’s the-
orem, quantum theory and conceptions of the universe (Kluwer,
Netherlands, 1989).

[35] M Hein, W Dür, Jens Eisert, Robert Raussendorf, M Van den
Nest, and H J. Briegel, “Entanglement in graph states and its
applications,” arXiv:quant-ph/0602096 (2006).

[36] Robert Raussendorf, Daniel E. Browne, and Hans J. Briegel,
“Measurement-based quantum computation on cluster states,”
Phys. Rev. A 68, 022312 (2003).

[37] Keisuke Fujii, “Quantum computation with topological codes:
from qubit to topological fault-tolerance,” arXiv:1504.01444
(2015).

[38] D. P. DiVincenzo, C. A. Fuchs, H. Mabuchi, J. A. Smolin,
A. Thapliyal, and A. Uhlmann, “Entanglement of assistance,”

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370157309000623
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370157309000623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.1895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.1895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/37539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.2881
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.76.4656
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1105.2412
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.4729
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/32/12/124010
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/32/12/124010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2015)149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2015)149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)163
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.03109
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.03109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.27.2885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.27.2885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.041501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.041501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.89.052122
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2474
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2474
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.73.565
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.73.565
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.020503
http://stacks.iop.org/0953-4075/48/i=8/a=083001
http://stacks.iop.org/0953-4075/48/i=8/a=083001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.75.281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.75.281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature04251
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjqi.2016.34
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nature02008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/38/9/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0953-4075/38/9/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature07128
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13171
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.170501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-10449-7_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-10449-7_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-10449-7_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aabf61
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aabf61
http://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:22064349
http://inis.iaea.org/search/search.aspx?orig_q=RN:22064349
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0602096
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.68.022312
https://arxiv.org/abs/1504.01444
https://arxiv.org/abs/1504.01444


18

arXiv:quant-ph/9803033 (1998).
[39] F. Verstraete, M. Popp, and J. I. Cirac, “Entanglement ver-

sus correlations in spin systems,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 027901
(2004).

[40] F. Verstraete, M. A. Martı́n-Delgado, and J. I. Cirac, “Diverging
entanglement length in gapped quantum spin systems,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 92, 087201 (2004).

[41] M. Popp, F. Verstraete, M. A. Martı́n-Delgado, and J. I. Cirac,
“Localizable entanglement,” Phys. Rev. A 71, 042306 (2005).

[42] Debasis Sadhukhan, Sudipto Singha Roy, Amit Kumar Pal, De-
braj Rakshit, Aditi Sen(De), and Ujjwal Sen, “Multipartite en-
tanglement accumulation in quantum states: Localizable gener-
alized geometric measure,” Phys. Rev. A 95, 022301 (2017).

[43] David Amaro, Markus Müller, and Amit Kumar Pal, “Estimat-
ing localizable entanglement from witnesses,” New J. Phys. 20,
063017 (2018).

[44] David Amaro, Markus Müller, and Amit Kumar Pal, “Scalable
characterization of localizable entanglement in noisy topologi-
cal quantum codes,” New Journal of Physics 22, 053038 (2020).

[45] B.-Q. Jin and V. E. Korepin, “Localizable entanglement in anti-
ferromagnetic spin chains,” Phys. Rev. A 69, 062314 (2004).

[46] Stein Olav Skrøvseth and Stephen D. Bartlett, “Phase transi-
tions and localizable entanglement in cluster-state spin chains
with ising couplings and local fields,” Phys. Rev. A 80, 022316
(2009).

[47] Pietro Smacchia, Luigi Amico, Paolo Facchi, Rosario Fazio,
Giuseppe Florio, Saverio Pascazio, and Vlatko Vedral, “Sta-
tistical mechanics of the cluster ising model,” Phys. Rev. A 84,
022304 (2011).

[48] Sebastián Montes and Alioscia Hamma, “Phase diagram and
quench dynamics of the cluster-xy spin chain,” Phys. Rev. E 86,
021101 (2012).

[49] Antonio Acı́n, J. Ignacio Cirac, and Maciej Lewenstein, “En-
tanglement percolation in quantum networks,” Nat. Phys. 3, 256
(2007).

[50] Sandu Popescu and Daniel Rohrlich, “Thermodynamics and
the measure of entanglement,” Phys. Rev. A 56, R3319–R3321
(1997).

[51] V. Vedral and M. B. Plenio, “Entanglement measures and purifi-
cation procedures,” Phys. Rev. A 57, 1619–1633 (1998).
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