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(Dated: July 8, 2022)

Entanglement is one of the most fascinating concepts of modern physics. In striking contrast to
its abstract, mathematical foundation, its practical side is, however, remarkably underdeveloped.
Even for systems of just two orbitals or sites no faithful entanglement measure is known yet. By
exploiting the spin symmetries of realistic many-electron systems, we succeed in deriving a closed
formula for the relative entropy of entanglement between electron orbitals. Its broad applicability in
the quantum sciences is demonstrated: (i) in light of the second quantum revolution, it quantifies the
true physical entanglement by incorporating the crucial fermionic superselection rule (ii) an analytic
description of the long-distance entanglement in free electron chains is found, refining Kohn’s locality
principle (iii) the bond-order wave phase in the extended Hubbard model can be confirmed, and (iv)
the quantum complexity of common molecular bonding structures could be marginalized through
orbital transformations, thus rationalizing zero-seniority wave function ansatzes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is one of the key concepts in the quan-
tum information sciences, particularly due to its signifi-
cance for information processing tasks [1–6]. For exam-
ple, with the aid of shared entanglement, one can teleport
a quantum state without any knowledge of the state itself
[4, 6], encode an amount of information beyond classical
capacity [5], or even set up a communication channel
where eavesdropping is impossible [7]. With such ap-
plications in mind, a comprehensive foundation for en-
tanglement has been developed in quantum information
theory: Axioms for entanglement measures were estab-
lished and formal definitions for measures were suggested
such as the “entanglement of formation” [8], “entangle-
ment cost” [9] and “entanglement of distillation” [10]. In
particular, enormous effort has been dedicated towards
understanding their operational meaning for information
processing [11, 12].

In striking contrast to the rather abstract foundation of
entanglement, its practical side is remarkable underdevel-
oped. Even for systems of just two electrons on two lat-
tice sites no closed formula is known for measuring (faith-
fully) entanglement. At first sight, this claim seems to be
surprising given the huge body of literature emphasizing
the significance of entanglement, e.g., for quantum phase
transitions [13–15], topological order [16, 17], chemical
bonding [18, 19] and the implementation of numerical
methods [20–23]. Yet, it is crucial to notice that all these
works had to make significant concessions, restricting ei-
ther their scope or conclusiveness. For instance, since the
simple von Neumann entropy refers to pure states, it can
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quantify the entanglement of a subsystem A only with
the entire complementary system, i.e., the universe. For
the physically relevant case of two arbitrary subsystems
A,B — their joint state ρAB thus being mixed — there is
no practically feasible alternative to the so-called “entan-
glement negativity”. The latter’s deficiency, to vanish for
some entangled states (non-faithfulness), however, raises
doubts about its usefulness for investigating the true role
of entanglement in physics, chemistry, and materials sci-
ence. A systematic way to avoid all these fundamental
deficiencies would be to resort to the relative entropy
of entanglement which measures the minimal “distance”
S(ρAB ||σ∗) of a quantum state ρAB to the convex set
of unentangled/separable states [24]. Intriguingly, the
problem of determining for a given boundary point σ∗

of that convex set all ρAB for which σ∗ is the closest
separable state has been solved [25, 26]. Yet, since no ef-
ficient description of the boundary of the set of separable
states is known, the solution to this inverse problem will
not simplify our task of calculating the relative entropy of
entanglement. Accordingly, the need and the challenging
character of deriving a corresponding closed formula can
hardly be overestimated. Even for the case of just two
qubits, with Hilbert space C2⊗C2, this problem is listed
as one of the long-standing problems in quantum infor-
mation theory [27]. The application in many-electron
systems would even require a solution for the setting
C4⊗C4 since the Fock space of a single orbital or lattice
site is four dimensional, spanned by {|0〉, |↑〉, |↓〉, |↑↓〉}.

It will be the main achievement of our work to de-
rive a closed formula for exactly this setting, quantifying
the entanglement between any two electronic orbitals.
Our derivation necessitates a number of non-trivial in-
gredients such as the superselection rule, the formal-
ism for taking into account local and non-local symme-
tries and a compact description of the set of unentan-
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gled states. Most importantly, this anticipated key result
— the closed formula (13) — is information theoretical
complete in the sense that the entire information about
ground states is encoded in their reduced density matri-
ces of the setting C4⊗C4. For instance, in lattice models
with hopping and interaction restricted to nearest neigh-
bors, their ground state properties are uniquely described
by the two-site reduced density matrices ρi,i+1. This
generalizes to arbitrary continuous systems with pair in-
teraction [28–30], by replacing ρi,i+1 by ρ~x,~y. In turn,
this constitutes the prominent Coulson Challenge [31]:
Finding an efficient description of the corresponding set
of N -representable reduced density matrices would allow
one to solve efficiently the ground state problem for any
quantum system.

II. NOTATION AND CONCEPTS

The concept of entanglement refers to a notion of sub-
systems. But how could the latter be established in the
context of fermionic quantum systems? Clearly, due to
their indistinguishable nature, individual fermions do not
constitute proper subsystems. A meaningful and partic-
ularly appealing partition, however, emerges within the
framework of “2nd quantization”, namely by dividing the
set of lattice sites or molecular orbitals into disjoint sub-
sets (see Figure 1a).

In such fermionic settings, the concept of entanglement
is well understood from a conceptual and mathematical
point of view [32–38], and its application with an em-
phasis on information processing tasks has become an
active field of research [39–57]. Before considering gen-
eral fermionic systems, we introduce and explain various
relevant concepts first in the simplest possible setting of
just two spinless fermionic sites, orbitals or modes A,B.
By referring to those two modes A,B we automatically
established a notion of subsystems [58]. From a more
mathematical point of view, this means to define an un-
ambiguous starting point for our quantum informational
analysis by splitting the corresponding two-dimensional
one-fermion Hilbert space H(1) ∼= C2 into two orthogonal

subspaces, H(1) = H(1)
A ⊕H

(1)
B . Each mode can be either

empty or occupied and the configuration states |nA, nB〉,
where nA,B = 0, 1, span the corresponding total Fock
space accordingly. Finally, by referring to the formal
splitting |nA, nB〉 7→ |nA〉 ⊗ |nB〉 we can decompose the

underlying Fock space, F [H(1)] ∼= F [H(1)
A ]⊗F [H(1)

B ], and
reveal the sought-after tensor product structure of our
composite quantum system AB.

Before we discuss the entanglement between the two
modes, we must incorporate a final fermionic ingredi-
ent, a crucial superselection rule [59]. Namely, nature
does not allow for every possible operation on fermionic
subsystems: local observables must preserve local par-
ticle numbers. In other words, observables on mode A
must take the form ÔA = λ0|0A〉〈0A| + λ1|1A〉〈1A|, and
likewise for mode B. The direct consequence is that
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FIG. 1. a) A 2D Fermi-Hubbard lattice (left) and a set of
Hartree-Fock (HF) molecular orbitals ordered with increas-
ing orbital energy (right). b) Alice and Bob performing su-
perluminal signalling of one-bit information with two spinless
fermion modes in a world free of superselection rules (SSR).
(See text for more information.) c) Alice and Bob transfer
the state ρij on two physical orbitals i and j, to a state ρ̃AB

on the local quantum registers A and B via LOCC.

only the diagonal blocks of the quantum state ρ with
fixed local particle numbers NA, NB can be observed in
reality. This then means that ρ can never be distin-
guished through local observables from its so-called su-
perselected variant ρ̃ [34, 60]. Since A and B are both
spinless modes, the superselection works quite simply.
We demonstrate here with a general state ρ (in the or-
dered basis |0, 0〉, |0, 1〉, |1, 0〉, |1, 1〉) the effect of the par-
ticle number superselection rule

ρ =

[ ρ11 ρ12 ρ13 ρ14
ρ21 ρ22 ρ23 ρ24
ρ31 ρ32 ρ33 ρ34
ρ41 ρ42 ρ43 ρ44

]
SSR−−→ ρ̃ =

[
ρ11 0 0 0
0 ρ22 0 0
0 0 ρ33 0
0 0 0 ρ44

]
. (1)

The generalization of various concepts to arbitrary
fermionic systems is straightforward. To introduce a
notion of subsystems, one just divides some chosen or-
thonormal basis of the underlying (higher-dimensional)
one-particle Hilbert space H(1) into two disjoint sub-
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sets {|ϕi〉}ki=1, {|ϕi〉}di=k+1 whose states then span H(1)
A

and H(1)
B , respectively. Using the corresponding occu-

pation number representation, this leads according to
|n1, . . . , nd〉 7→ |n1, . . . , nk〉 ⊗ |nk+1, . . . , nd〉 to a tensor
product structure

F [H(1)] ∼= F [H(1)
A ]⊗F [H(1)

B ]. (2)

On this level, the superselection can be formalized as

ρ 7→ ρ̃ =
∑

NA,NB≥0

PNA
⊗PNB

ρPNA
⊗PNB

, (3)

where PN is the projection onto the N -particle sector of

the respective Fock space F [H(1)
A/B ].

III. SUPERSELECTION RULES AND
ACCESSIBLE ENTANGLEMENT

The important restriction ρ 7→ ρ̃ is urged by the fun-
damental laws of physics. Violating the superselection
rule (SSR) would lead to dire scenarios where superlu-
minal signalling becomes possible [45, 61](Figure 1b), in
striking contradiction to the law of special relativity. To
explain this key aspect, let us perform a Gedankenex-
periment by assuming that the SSR could be violated.
Suppose Alice and Bob each holds a spinless fermionic
mode A and B, respectively. Each mode can either be
empty or occupied, resulting in two orthogonal local ba-

sis states |0〉A/B and |1〉A/B = f†A/B |0〉A/B , where f†A/B
denotes the respective fermionic creation operator. The
state shared between Alice and Bob could be prepared
as |Ψ〉AB = 1√

2
(|0〉A ⊗ |0〉B + |0〉A ⊗ |1〉B) by applying

1√
2
(11 + f†B) to the vacuum. When the two parties are

far away, Alice could then send an instant bit of informa-
tion (0 or 1) to Bob with the following actions: if Alice
wishes to communicate a bit “0”, she does nothing (ap-
plies 11 to her mode); If she wishes to send “1”, she then

performs the local unitary operation UA = i(f†A − fA).
Remarkably, when Bob measures the local observable

ÔB = 1
2 (11 − f†B − fB) the outcome would be definite.

To be more specific, one easily verifies that in either case
Bob’s local state would be an eigenstate of ÔB , and its
eigenvalue would coincide with the value of Alice’s mes-
sage.

Clearly, because of the SSR, such paradoxical scenar-
ios would never occur. Instead, this Gedankenexperiment
highlights in the most compelling way that the entangle-
ment shared between Alice and Bob was never physical to
begin with. Only the entanglement in accordance with
SSR is of physical relevance and can be extracted and
utilized for quantum information processing tasks. From
a practical point of view, the useful entanglement in a
fermionic quantum state ρ is that which can be trans-
ferred via local operations and classical communications
(LOCC) to a new state on a suitable quantum register,

on which there is no restriction of SSR. After the trans-
ferring process, the state left on the quantum register
is precisely ρ̃ [62], whose entanglement can be manipu-
lated with the unrestricted local operations (see Figure
1c). Therefore taking into account SSR when quantify-
ing fermionic entanglement is not only the theoretically
accurate way, but also of serious practical relevance in
the on-going second quantum revolution.

Last but not least, the relative entropy of entanglement
E(ρ) is defined [63] as the minimal relative entropy

S(ρ||σ) ≡ Tr[ρ(log(ρ)− log(σ))] (4)

of ρ relative to the set of separable (i.e., unentangled)
states. As it has been motivated above and explained in
detail in [34, 60], the effect of the SSR can be transferred
into the quantum state ρ̃, leading to

E(ρ) = min
σ∈Dsep

S(ρ̃||σ), (5)

withDsep being the set of all classical mixtures of product
states ρA ⊗ ρB .

IV. DERIVATION OF CLOSED FORMULA

We apply now these general concepts to our context.
For this, we first observe that the one-electron Hilbert
space factorizes into an orbital part and a spin part,

H(1) = H(1)
l ⊗H

(1)
s , where the latter follows asH(1)

s
∼= C2.

Accordingly, any decomposition of the orbital part H(1)
l

implies a corresponding decomposition of the full one-
particle Hilbert space H(1).

The notion of entanglement between two orbitals

|ϕ1〉, |ϕ2〉 ∈ H(1)
l thus refers to the splitting

F [H(1)] ∼= F [H(1)
A ]⊗F [H(1)

B ]⊗F [H(1)
C ], (6)

where H(1)
A/B is spanned by the two spin-orbitals |ϕ1/2〉⊗

|↑〉, |ϕ1/2〉⊗ |↓〉 and H(1)
C by all the remaining ones. The

orbital-entanglement between |ϕ1〉 and |ϕ2〉 then follows
by first tracing out the complementary system C and
then calculating the relative entropy of entanglement (5)
of the reduced state ρ ≡ ρAB . For example, if we wish
to study the entanglement between two sites i and j in a
lattice system, or the entanglement between two Hartree-
Fock orbitals i and j, we must first trace out all other
site/orbital degrees of freedom except for site/orbital i
and j (see Figure 1a). The sought-after entanglement be-
tween the two sites/orbitals can then be calculated from
the resulting reduced state ρij .

Since the Fock space of one orbital is spanned by the
states {|0〉, |↑〉, |↓〉, |↑↓〉}, where |0〉 denotes the vacuum
state, the mathematical setting underlying our following
derivation is C4⊗C4. Moreover, since ρ, σ in (5) are den-
sity operators on a 16-dimensional Hilbert space, the cor-
responding minimization problem (5) would in principle
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involve 16×16−1 = 255 real parameters. Even worse, no
efficient description of the convex set Dsep is known and
our task of deriving a closed formula seems to be hope-
less. In contrast to generic states, two-orbital reduced
density operators ρ of realistic many-electron quantum
states exhibit, however, a number of simplifying symme-
tries. Referring to the most relevant scenarios in quan-
tum chemistry and solid state physics, we assume in the
following

[ρ, N̂ ] = [ρ, Ŝz] = [ρ, ~̂S2] = 0, (7)

where N̂ , Ŝz, ~̂S2 denote the particle number and the spin
operators of the two-orbital subsystem. The first two
symmetries of ρ are inherited directly from the many-
electron quantum state, which in most practical cases
has even a fixed particle number and magnetization. As
it is proven in the Appendix B, the third symmetry is
in particular valid whenever the many-electron state is
a singlet. Since the vast majority of molecular states
in nature are singlets (otherwise the system would react
with another one to form a closed-shell singlet structure),
this is a reasonable assumption as well. Yet, for systems
studied in solid state physics, this is not always the case
and we therefore present in Appendix A 3 b a respective
closed formula for the context of lattice models without

assuming [ρ, ~̂S2] = 0.
In general, local symmetries of ρ can be exploited to

simplify the search space Dsep in (5) [64]. To explain
this, assume [U(g), ρ] = 0 for all g in a discrete group
G, where U(g) denotes its unitary representation on the
Hilbert space. Any arbitrary state σ can be turned into a
G-symmetric one by applying the corresponding “twirl”
TG(·),

TG(σ) =
1

|G|
∑
g∈G

U(g)σU(g)†. (8)

Then one observes [64]:

S(ρ||σ) =
1

|G|
∑
g∈G

S(U(g)ρU(g)†||U(g)σ∗U(g)†)

=
1

|G|
∑
g∈G

S(ρ||U(g)σ∗U(g)†)

≥ S(ρ||TG(σ)).

(9)

In the first line, we used the unitary invariance of the
relative entropy S, in the second line the symmetry of
ρ and in the last one the convexity of S. Since U(g)
was assumed to be local, U(g) ≡ UA(g) ⊗ UB(g), TG(σ)
remains separable for all σ ∈ Dsep. Hence, application
of (9) to a minimizer state σ∗ ∈ Dsep of (5) yields the
desired result: Whenever ρ has a local symmetry G, we
can restrict the search space Dsep to all G-symmetric
states σ ∈ TG(Dsep).

In our case, one local symmetry is the one correspond-
ing to Ŝz. Indeed, since Ŝz = ŜzA ⊗ 1B + 1A ⊗ ŜzB we

N Sz |~S| (NA, NB) State

0 0 0 (0, 0) |Ψ1〉 = |0〉 ⊗ |0〉

1
1/2 1/2

(0, 1) |Ψ2〉 = |0〉 ⊗ |↑〉
(1, 0) |Ψ3〉 = |↑〉 ⊗ |0〉

−1/2 1/2
(0, 1) |Ψ4〉 = |0〉 ⊗ |↓〉
(1, 0) |Ψ5〉 = |↓〉 ⊗ |0〉

2
0

0
(2, 0) |Ψ6〉 = |↑↓〉 ⊗ |0〉
(0, 2) |Ψ7〉 = |0〉 ⊗ |↑↓〉
(1, 1) |Ψ8〉 = |↑〉|⊗|↓〉−|↓〉⊗|↑〉√

2

1 (1, 1) |Ψ9〉 = |↑〉|⊗|↓〉+|↓〉⊗|↑〉√
2

1 1 (1, 1) |Ψ10〉 = |↑〉 ⊗ |↑〉
−1 1 (1, 1) |Ψ11〉 = |↓〉 ⊗ |↓〉

3
1/2 1/2

(2, 1) |Ψ12〉 = |↑↓〉 ⊗ |↑〉
(1, 2) |Ψ13〉 = |↑〉 ⊗ |↑↓〉

−1/2 1/2
(2, 1) |Ψ14〉 = |↑↓〉 ⊗ |↓〉
(1, 2) |Ψ15〉 = |↓〉 ⊗ |↑↓〉

4 0 0 (2, 2) |Ψ16〉 = |↑↓〉 ⊗ |↑↓〉

TABLE I. Decomposition of the Fock space into symmetry
sectors labeled by the quantum numbers (N,Sz, |~S|, NA, NB).

have

UŜz (α) ≡ exp(iαŜz) = exp(iαŜzA)⊗ exp(iαŜzB), (10)

for all α. Hence, by generalizing (A5), (9) to integrals
[64], we can restrict Dsep to states

TŜz (σ) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dα exp(iαŜz)σ exp(−iαŜz)

=
∑
Sz

PSz σ PSz , (11)

which are block-diagonal with respect to the magneti-
zation Sz, where PSz denotes the projection onto the
Sz-sector. The same reasoning applies to the particle
number operator N̂ . Also the particle number superse-
lection rule (A2) can be interpreted as a two-fold sym-

metry with corresponding Û(α) ≡ exp (iαN̂A) ⊗ 1B and

Û(β) ≡ 1A ⊗ exp (iβN̂B), respectively. It is astonish-
ing, however, that even the twirl T

| ~̂S|
with respect to

the total spin does not violate the separability criterion,
despite its non-local character. This key result of our
work is proven in the Appendix A 1. In summary, we can
restrict Dsep in (5) to the states sharing the same sym-
metries as ρ̃. Their fully-symmetric eigenstates |Ψi〉 are
presented in Table I together with their quantum num-

bers (N,Sz, |~S|, NA, NB).

Since we can restrict Dsep to the density operators

σ =
∑16
i=1 qi|Ψi〉〈Ψi| with the same eigenbasis as ρ̃ =∑16

i=1 pi|Ψi〉〈Ψi|, the quantum relative entropy in (5) sim-
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plifies to the Kullback-Leibler divergence [65]

DKL(~p ||~q ) =
∑
i

pi log(pi/qi). (12)

The problem of finding the closest separable state is then
transformed to that of finding the coefficients qi that min-
imizes DKL(~p ||~q ). Yet, it also remains to find a compact
description of the convex set of ~q corresponding to fully
symmetric separable states σ. One can exploit for this
the fact that most of the states |Ψi〉 in Table I are sep-
arable. To be more specific, one can even show (see
Appendix A 2) that all the entanglement in ρ is con-
fined to the sector M = Span{|Ψ8〉, |Ψ9〉, |Ψ10〉, |Ψ11〉},
for which eventually the Peres-Horodecki separability cri-
terion [66, 67] becomes necessary and sufficient. Realiz-
ing all these technical ideas and solving the remaining
minimization problem (see Appendix A for more details)
leads finally to our closed formula for the relative entropy
of entanglement E(ρ). It depends on two crucial param-
eters, t ≡ max{p8, p9} and r ≡ min{p8, p9} + p10 + p11,
where pi = 〈Ψi|ρ̃|Ψi〉 = 〈Ψi|ρ|Ψi〉. If r ≥ t, the state ρ
is unentangled, E(ρ) = 0, and otherwise it is entangled
with

E(ρ) = r log

(
2r

r + t

)
+ t log

(
2t

r + t

)
. (13)

A generalization of this key result of our work is presented
in Appendix A 3 b for the less relevant cases in which ρ
does not emerge from a singlet many-electron state.

V. APPLICATIONS

The prospects of having a closed formula for the elec-
tron entanglement at hand can hardly be overestimated.
We briefly present in the following three applications
which shall serve the scientific community as an inspira-
tion. At the same time, this also provides first evidence
for the broad applicability and potential relevance of our
key result in physics, chemistry and materials science.

A. Free Fermions and Kohn’s Locality Principle

As a first example, we discuss free electrons on a 1D
lattice with Hamiltonian

Ĥfree = −
∑
i,σ

(f†iσfi+1,σ + f†i+1,σfiσ), (14)

where f†iσ (fiσ) creates (annihilates) an electron with spin
σ at site i. Since such quadratic models are analyti-
cally solvable, they have enjoyed a great popularity in
the past decades in quantum many-body physics [68–
74]. The N -electron ground state of (14) follows as a
Slater determinant with the N energetically lowest spin-
momentum states occupied and any physical quantity de-
pends according to Wick’s theorem on the corresponding
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FIG. 2. Site-site entanglement in the ground state of free
fermions on a 1D infinite lattice at various inter-site distances
l (a) and disentangling distance lmin (b) as a function of the
filling fraction η.

one-particle reduced density operator only [75]. By refer-
ring to this, we can provide (after a straightforward but
lengthy calculation) a concise answer in analytic terms to
one central question: Does the ground state of (14) ex-
hibit long-distance entanglement? For this, we consider
the thermodynamic limit at filling factor η and introduce
the distance l ≡ |i − j|. Result (13) leads to a closed
formula for the distance lmin beyond which the entangle-
ment between sites i, j with |i− j| ≥ lmin vanishes,

lmin =

√
2

π

1

η(1− η)
+O(1). (15)

Figure 2 reveals that our leading order result (15) approx-
imates very well on the entire η-regime the numerically
exact result for lmin. Most importantly, (15) confirms
in analytic terms that the site-site entanglement can be-
come long-ranged, provided the electron (η) or hole filling
factor (1− η) is sufficiently small.

At the same time, these results, particularly Eq. (15),
reveal univocally that the entanglement vanishes exactly
for most filling factors already when the sites are sepa-
rated by just a few lattice constants. Accordingly, this
resembles in the context of free electron chains Walter
Kohn’s seminal locality principle [76, 77]: “[. . . ] lo-
cal electronic properties, such as the density n(r), de-
pend significantly on the effective external potential only
at nearby points.” [77]. Indeed, this principle plays a
pivotal role in modern chemistry since it “[. . . ] can be
viewed as underlying such important ideas as Pauling’s
“chemical bond”, “transferability”, and Yang’s computa-
tional principle of “divide and conquer”.” [77]. It will
therefore be one of the important future challenges to
explore and quantify the long-distance entanglement in
molecular systems based on our closed formula (13). If
the entanglement turns out to vanish again exactly when-
ever two atomic orbitals are sufficiently far separated it
will suggest a refinement of the locality principle from
a quantum information perspective. In that case, the
quantum correlations are strictly local in the sense that
they do vanish exactly beyond some critical separation
distance. This then implies that the correlation function
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1E(ρsb)
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FIG. 3. (a) Nearest neighbor entanglement as a function
of the on-site potential U/t and nearest neighbor interaction
strength V/t with 50 sites. (b) Entanglement in two adjacent
pairs of nearest neighbors sharing a common site, ρsb (strong
bond) and ρwb (weak bond) as function of V/t at U/t = 6,
with 128 and 256 sites.

of any two local and spatially separated observables is
merely of classical nature.

B. Quantum Phase Transition

The extended Hubbard model in 1D, described by the
Hamiltonian

Ĥ = tĤfree + U
∑
i

n̂i↑n̂i↓ + V
∑
i

n̂in̂i+1, (16)

where n̂i ≡ n̂i↑+n̂i↓, has a rich phase diagram at half fill-
ing, which has been extensively studied [78–87]. Around
V ≈ U/2, between the well-understood charge density
wave (CDW) and spin density wave (SDW) phase [80],
there exists an elusive, narrow bond order wave (BOW)
phase [81]. Since the BOW phase is characterized by
nearest neighbor pairs that dimerize by forming alter-
natingly strong and weak bonds, this phase cannot be
detected by the commonly used single-site entanglement
entropy [85]. In striking contrast, our elaborated measure
(13) is ideally suited: By quantifying the entanglement
between neighboring sites, we can not only detect the
BOW phase and distinguish it form the CDW phase but
also attribute its emergence to the three individual terms
in the Hamiltonian (16). The latter is due to the fact that
each of them affects the two-orbital reduced density op-
erator and (13) in a different manner. In Figure 3 (a)
we present the nearest neighbor entanglement based on
DMRG results for the case of 50 sites. To also probe the
bonding behaviour near V = U/2, we fix U/t = 6 and
present in the right panel the entanglement between the
sites i − 1, i and between i, i + 1, for 128 and 256 sites.
The corresponding two-site reduced density operators ρsb
and ρwb describe the strong and weak bond, respectively.
A peak (dip) is observed around V/t ≈ 3.17 in the en-
tanglement in ρsb (ρwb), demonstrating the alternating
bond strength of spontaneous dimerization. Therefore
this critical value of V/t is interpreted as a BOW-CDW
transition point. The transition SDW-BOW cannot be
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FIG. 4. Total correlation separated into entanglement
(“Quantum”) and classical correlation (“Classical”) between
28 natural orbitals in the ground state of Cr2.

detected in the same manner since it is of infinite order
[81].

C. Electronic Structure Analysis

As a third example, we discuss the electronic struc-
ture of a molecular system, with an emphasis on static
correlation. To calculate the entanglement and total cor-
relation in the strongly correlated chromium dimer, we
first determine its ground state |Ψgs〉 by a DMRG calcu-
lation involving 28 orbitals. For any two natural orbitals
|ϕi〉, |ϕj〉 (eigenstates of the orbital one-particle reduced
density operator) we then determine the respective two-
orbital reduced density operators

ρi,j = Tr\{i,j}[|Ψgs〉〈Ψgs|], (17)

as well as ρi/j = Trj/i[ρi,j ], by tracing out all the re-
maining orbitals. The total correlation between any two
natural orbitals follows as the quantum mutual informa-
tion S(ρi,j ||ρi ⊗ ρj) [63]. Remarkably, as it is revealed
in Figure 4, most of the correlation between the natural
orbitals is classical, measured according to Ref. [88, 89]
by S(σ∗i,j ||ρi⊗ρj), where σ∗i,j denotes the separable state
closest to ρi,j . This surprising finding highlights the dis-
tinctive role of the natural orbitals as a reference basis
for chemical computation. In this basis, the strong corre-
lation contained in the molecule is rendered classical and
the entangled is marginalized.

These findings also rationalize the “zero seniority”-
wavefunction ansatzes which play an important role since
several decades in nuclear physics, with recent applica-
tions also in quantum chemistry for electronic structure
calculations [90–92]. To explain this point, we recall that
an N -electron wavefunction |Ψ〉 (with N even) has zero
seniority if its configuration interaction expansion with
respect to the natural orbital basis simplifies to

|Ψ〉 =
∑
~ν

c~ν |~ν 〉 , (18)
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where

|~ν 〉 ≡ |ν1, ν2, . . . , νd〉 ≡
d∏
i=1

(f†i↑f
†
i↓)

νi |0〉 , (19)

νi = 0, 1 and
∑
i νi = N/2. This means that the expan-

sion (18) contains only Slater determinants with paired
electrons. To understand what this means from a quan-
tum information theoretical point of view, we determine
for any two natural orbitals i, j the respective two-orbital
reduced density matrix. Its form follows directly as

ρi,j =
∑

νi,νj=0,1

κ
(νi,νj)
i,j |νi, νj〉〈νi, νj | (20)

with some non-negative coefficients κ
(νi,νj)
i,j that depend

on {c~ν}. The reduced states (20) are nothing else than
classical mixtures of uncorrelated states |νi, νj〉〈νi, νj | ≡
|νi〉〈νi| ⊗ |νj〉〈νj | and are thus unentangled. It is worth
noticing that this would be not the case anymore if we
expressed the state (18) with respect to a different orbital
reference basis B (also since this would lead to unpaired
electrons in the respective configuration interaction ex-
pansion). Accordingly, the entanglement of a zero senior-
ity wavefunction can be fully transformed into classical
correlation through orbital rotations. This observation
suggests to establish the sum

E(B)(ρ) ≡
∑

1≤i<j≤d

E(ρ
(B)
i,j ) (21)

as an alternative measure of the effective seniority of an
N -electron quantum state with respect to a chosen or-
bital reference basis B. Minimizing then E(B)(ρ) with
respect to all reference bases would yield the lowest pos-
sible effective seniority that could be reached through
suitable orbital rotations. In that sense, the electron en-
tanglement (13) may serve through (21) as a cost function
for reducing the computational complexity of approaches
to the ground state problem in quantum chemistry and
nuclear physics.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Despite its comprehensive mathematical foundation,
no closed formula has been known yet for measuring
(faithfully) entanglement in generic many-electron quan-
tum states. In the form of Eq. (13), we succeeded in
deriving such a formula for the entanglement between
any two orbitals/sites in arbitrary many-electron quan-
tum systems. For this, we exploited the common sym-
metries of realistic systems and incorporated the crucial
particle number superselection rule. Because of the lat-
ter, our formula is operationally meaningful in contrast
to most recent applications of quantum information theo-
retical tools in quantum many-body physics: It quantifies
the true physical entanglement that could be extracted

from a system and eventually be used as a resource for
quantum information processing tasks. For the sake of
completeness, we also provide in Appendix A 4 the analog
of (13) for the weaker parity superselection rule.

The study of three physical examples has emphasized
the potential significance of our key result (13) and shall
serve the scientific community as an inspiration for fu-
ture applications. First, the presence of long-distant en-
tanglement in free electron chains could be proven for
low and high filling factors. For intermediate filling fac-
tors, however, the entanglement vanishes exactly when-
ever the sites are separated by a few lattice constants.
The latter refines from a quantum information theoret-
ical perspective Kohn’s locality principle which lies at
the heart of modern quantum chemistry. Second, the
existence of the distinctive bond-order wave phase in the
extended Hubbard model could be confirmed. Third, the
total correlation in molecular systems was shown to be
mainly classical and a distinctive pairing structure among
natural orbitals could be revealed, even for the strongly
correlated chromium dimer. In that sense, we could eluci-
date the success and the limitations of the zero-seniority
wave function ansatz, as it is used in nuclear physics and
quantum chemistry. In the form of the averaged electron
entanglement (21) we put forth a corresponding measure
of the effective seniority of a strongly correlated molec-
ular ground state. Due to its concise quantum informa-
tion theoretical character it may serve as a cost function,
helping to improve the convergence rate of corresponding
numerical implementations.

Last but not least, we recall that the two-orbital set-
ting C4 ⊗ C4 underlying our entanglement formula (13)
is information theoretical complete, in accordance with
Coulson’s important challenge [31]: all relevant informa-
tion about many-electron ground states is contained in
the respective reduced density matrices. Indeed, in lat-
tice models with hopping and interaction restricted to
nearest neighbors, the calculation of the ground state en-
ergy involves effectively only the two-site reduced density
matrices ρi,i+1. This and its generalization to continuous
systems [28–30] opens a novel avenue for advancing den-
sity functional theory since their functionals necessitate
an ansatz of ρi,i+1 as function of the single-site density
matrices. The latter means nothing else than quantify-
ing various correlation types between sites (or localized
orbitals), particularly the electron entanglement as de-
scribed analytically by Eq. (13).
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Appendix A: Derivation of Entanglement Formulas

In this section, we derive analytic formulas for the en-
tanglement between two orbitals. In Section A 1 we recap
the role of local symmetry in simplifying the procedure
for obtaining the closest separable state, and also provide
a proof justifying the usage of the total spin symmetry
despite it being a global symmetry. In Section A 2 we de-
scribe the procedure for calculating the closest separable
state. In Section A 3 and Section A 4 we present the en-
tanglement formulas in the presence of particle number
and parity superselection rule, respectively.

We are interested in calculating the entanglement of
a two-orbital (labelled A and B) state ρ, with respect
to the bipartition between the two orbitals A and B,
which refers to the splitting of the basis of the one-
particle Hilbert space H(1) = H(A) ⊕ H(B) and the ten-
sor product structure on the total Fock space F(H(1)) =
F(H(A))⊗F(H(B)). Separable states with respect to this
bipartition are of the form

σ =
∑
i

piσ
(i)
A ⊗ σ

(i)
B , pi ≥ 0 and

∑
i

pi = 1, (A1)

where σ
(i)
A/B are quantum states on orbital A/B. The rel-

ative entropy of entanglement[63] of ρ under the particle
number superselection rule[59] (N-SSR) is defined as the
distance from the superselected state ρ̃N

ρ 7→ ρ̃N =

2∑
NA,NB=0

PNA
⊗PNB

ρPNA
⊗PNB

, (A2)

where PNA/B
is the projection onto the NA/B-particle

sector of the respective Fock space FA/B , to its closest
separable state σ∗ measured by the relative entropy

E(ρ) = min
σ∈Dsep

S(ρ̃N||σ) = S(ρ̃N||σ∗). (A3)

Here, Dsep is the set of separable states and the relative
entropy S(ρ||σ) is defined as

S(ρ||σ) = Tr[ρ(log(ρ)− log(σ))]. (A4)

We further assume the two-orbital state ρ commutes with
the total particle number N̂ , the total magnetization Ŝz,

and the total spin operator ~̂S2. Notice that due to (A2),
the superselected version of ρ also commutes with the
local particle number operators N̂A ⊗ 11B and 11A ⊗ N̂B .

1. Entanglement and Symmetry

As explained in the main manuscript, an important
insight from Ref. [64] is that the closest separable state
σ∗ also displays the same local symmetries as ρ, where
the local symmetries are manifested as the invariance of
ρ and σ under the twirl TG with respect to a group G of
local unitary operators defined as

TG(σ) =
1

|G|
∑
g∈G

U(g)σU(g)†. (A5)

The effect of TG is demonstrated in Eq. (5) in the main
manuscript. To briefly summarize, if the group G is
generated by local observables, e.g. the magnetization
Ŝz = ŜzA ⊗ 1B + 1A ⊗ ŜzB , then TG(σ) is block diagonal
with respect to the corresponding quantum numbers, in
this case the magnetization Sz.

In Table I in the main manuscript we listed the simul-

taneous two-orbital eigenstates of N̂ , Ŝz, | ~̂S|, N̂A ⊗ 1B

and 1A ⊗ N̂B , with eigenvalues N , Sz, |~S|, NA and
NB , respectively, which together generate the unitary
group G. In this case all symmetry eigenspaces are one-
dimensional, and a state that satisfies σ = TG(σ) can be
written as

σ =

16∑
i=1

qi|Ψi〉〈Ψi|, qi ≥ 0,

16∑
i

qi = 1, (A6)

where qi ≡ 〈Ψi|σ|Ψi〉. The same applies to ρ̃N where the
coefficients are denoted as pi ≡ 〈Ψi|ρ̃N|Ψi〉 = 〈Ψi|ρ|Ψi〉
instead. Before continuing, we remark that the total spin

~̂S2 symmetry also fits into this argument despite being a
global symmetry.

Lemma 1. If σ = TG(σ), then σ is separable if and only
if

q10q11 ≥
(
q8 − q9

2

)2

. (A7)

Proof. Since σ = TG(σ), it can be expanded as (A6). We
define the subspace M = Span{|ψ8〉, |ψ9〉, |ψ10〉, |ψ11〉}.
As M is a two-qubit space, a state σ with only support
on M is separable if and only if its partial transpose σTB

defined via

(·)TB : |ψA〉〈φA| ⊗ |ψB〉〈φB | 7→ |ψA〉〈φA| ⊗ |φB〉〈ψB |
(A8)

where |ψA/B〉 and |φA/B〉 are the local basis vectors
{|0〉, |↑〉, |↓〉, |↑↓〉}, only has non-negative eigenvalues, by
the Peres-Horodecki criterion[66, 67]. In subspace M ,
this criterion translates to (A7).

We now write σ as σ = c1σ|M + c2σ|M⊥ , where σ|M
(σ|M⊥) only has support on M (the orthogonal subspace
to M) and the positive numbers c1 and c2 sum to 1. No-
tice that σ|M⊥ is always a mixture of product states, and
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hence separable. It then suffices to show that σ is entan-
gled if and only if σ|M is entangled. If σ|M is entangled,
then its partial transpose necessarily contains at least
one negative eigenvalue. As the map of partial trans-
position (·)TB is linear and σ|M⊥ is invariant under it,
σTB also contains at least one negative eigenvalue. Then
by the Peres-Horodecki criterion σ is also entangled. On
the other hand, if σ|M is separable, then σ is also sep-
arable since it is a convex combination of two separable
states.

Theorem 1. If σ is separable and commutes with N̂A⊗
1B, 1A⊗N̂B and Ŝz, then τ

| ~̂S|
(σ) is also separable where

the twirl is with respect to the unitary group generated by
~S2.

Proof. We denote the group of unitaries generated by the
operators N̂A, N̂B and Ŝz as G′. According to Table I in
the main manuscript, a state σ that satisfies σ = TG′(σ)
has the following form when restricted to the sector M =
Span{|ψ8〉, |ψ9〉, |ψ10〉, |ψ11〉} (which is solely responsible
for all the entanglement in σ, using the same argument
in the proof of Lemma 1)

σ|M =


q10 0 0 0
0 q8 b 0
0 b q9 0
0 0 0 q11

 , (A9)

in the eigenbasis |Ψi〉. The quantities qi are defined as in
(A6) and b = 〈Ψ8|σ|Ψ9〉. By the Peres-Horodecki crite-
rion [66, 67], the assumed separable state σ satisfies(

q8 − q9
2

)2

+ Im(b)2 ≤ q10q11. (A10)

Now we apply T
| ~̂S|

to σ, i.e., twirling with respect to | ~̂S|,
which is equivalent to the projection

T
| ~̂S|

(·) =
∑
|~S|

P|~S|(·)P|~S|. (A11)

Then it follows that the coherence term b between the
singlet (|Ψ8〉) and triplet (|Ψ9〉) state vanishes

T
| ~̂S|
◦ T ′G(σ)|M =

q10 0 0 0
0 q8 0 0
0 0 q9 0
0 0 0 q11

 . (A12)

Although the state (A12) is diagonal, it may still contain
entanglement, as the basis states |Ψ8〉 and |Ψ9〉 are entan-
gled. Using again the Peres-Horodecki criterion, (A12) is
separable if and only if (A7) is met, which is satisfied
specially by (A10). Therefore, if σ = TG′(σ) is separa-
ble, then T

| ~̂S|
◦ TG′(σ) is also separable. Considering G′

is a local unitary group, TG ≡ T
| ~̂S|
◦ TG′ maps separable

states to separable states.

2. Optimization

As ρ̃N in (A2) and any state σ of the form (A6) are
diagonal in the same basis according to Table I in the
main manuscript, the relative entropy S(ρ̃N||σ) can be
written as

S(ρ̃N||σ) =

16∑
i=1

pi(log(pi)− log(qi)), (A13)

where pi ≡ 〈Ψi|ρ̃N|Ψi〉 = 〈Ψi|ρ|Ψi〉 and qi ≡ 〈Ψi|σ|Ψi〉.
Our goal is to minimize S(ρ̃N||σ) by varying ~q =
(q1, q2, . . . , q16) under the constraint (A7). The optimal
set of coefficients {q∗i }16i=1 then characterizes the closest
separable state σ∗ to ρ.

Due to the inequality constraint (A7), the optimiza-
tion procedure is separated into two parts. First, we
check if the global (without the constraint (A7)) solution
satisfies already the separability condition (A7). Because
the closest state to ρ̃N measured by the relative entropy
without any constraint is ρ̃N itself (S(ρ||ρ) = 0), this step
simply means that one first checks the separability of the
state ρ̃N. If ρ̃N is separable, then E(ρ) = 0. Second, if
ρ̃N is entangled, then one looks for the closest separable
state that saturates the constraint (A7), namely under
the condition

q10q11 =

(
q8 − q9

2

)2

. (A14)

In the Lagrange multiplier formalism, this is equivalent
to minimizing the function

F (~q ) = −
16∑
i

pi log(qi) + λ

[
16∑
i=1

(qi − pi)

]

+ µ

[
q10q11 −

(
q8 − q9

2

)2
] (A15)

with respect to ~q, λ and µ, where the λ (µ) term encodes
the normalization (separability) condition for σ. We fo-
cus on the most complicated case where the matrix ρ̃N is
full rank, i.e., pi > 0 for i = 1, 2, . . . , 16. Before continu-
ing with the derivation, we present a useful result.

Theorem 2. Let Q̂ be an observable acting on HA ⊗
HB which can be written in the form Q̂ = Q̂A ⊗ 1B +
1A⊗Q̂B and has only two eigenvalues with corresponding
eigenspaces M1 and M2. Consider states of the form
ρ = aρ1+(1−a)ρ2, where ρ1/2 is a state with support only
on M1/2. Suppose any such state is separable if and only
if both ρ1 and ρ2 are separable, then the closest separable
state σ∗ to such a ρ is of the form σ∗ = aσ∗1 + (1− a)σ∗2 ,
where σ∗1/2 is a separable state with support only on M1/2.

Proof. From the assumption we know ρ = TQ(ρ) where
TQ is the twirl with respect to the group of unitary op-

erators generated by Q̂. Then using the insight from
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Ref.[64], the closest separable state σ∗ to ρ also satisfies
σ∗ = TQ(σ∗), and

σ∗ = bσ∗1 + (1− b)σ∗2 , b ∈ [0, 1], (A16)

and from the assumption, σ∗1/2 are both separable and

only has support on M1/2. Then the relative entropy can
be written as

S(ρ||σ∗) = aS(ρ1||σ∗1) + (1− a)S(ρ2||σ∗2)

+ a(log(a)− log(b))

+ (1− a)(log(1− a)− log(1− b)).
(A17)

For fixed ρ1/2 and σ∗1/2, the minimum is obtained when

b = a.

Theorem 2 can be generalized to the case with more
than two eigenspaces. A direct consequence is, if we wish
to find the closest separable state σ∗ to a state ρ that
is block diagonal, and these blocks are not coupled to
each other by any separability criteria, then minimization
can be carried out independently in each subspace. In
particular, ρ = σ∗ when restricted to one-dimensional
subspaces. We denote the set of indices of the eigenstates
in Table I in the main manuscript spanning the subspace
M as I ≡ {8, 9, 10, 11}. Then we can immediately write
down

q∗i = pi, i /∈ I, (A18)

without performing any calculations. After fixing the co-
efficients (A18), we are left with a new minimizing func-
tion which only concerns subspace M

F (~q ) =
∑
i∈I

[−pi log(qi) + λ(qi − pi)]

+ µ

[
q10q11 −

(
q8 − q9

2

)2
]
.

(A19)

Minimization of F with respect to qi can be done by
use of Mathematica. This leads to the results (A20) and
(A22) presented below.

3. N-SSR Entanglement Formula

a. The p10 = p11 Case

We first look at a simpler situation when p10 = p11.
This additional condition is automatically satisfied if we
assume an overall singlet on the total system that in-
cludes the two orbitals a subsystem, as we will explain in
Section B. In this case symmetry demands that q10 = q11
and the quadratic constraint in (A7) reduces to linear
ones. Assuming p8 > p9, the coefficients {qi}i∈I for the
closest separable state in subspace M are

q∗8 =
r + t

2
, q∗9 =

r + t

2r
p9, q

∗
10 = q∗11 =

r + t

2r
p10, (A20)

where t = max{p8, p9} and r = min{p8, p9} + 2p10. For
the case p9 > p8 one simply swaps p8 ↔ p9. This simple
solution is due to the fact that the domain of search has
linear boundaries and finitely many extreme points. The
relative entropy of entanglement is

E(ρ) = r log

(
2r

r + t

)
+ t log

(
2t

r + t

)
. (A21)

b. The N-SSR General Case

In the general case the solution is more involved. We
assume ρ displays a reflection symmetry between orbital

A and B, in replacement of the ~S2 symmetry. We again
have the same expansion as in (A6) but the condition
p10 = p11 is in general not met. Again, assuming p8 > p9,

q∗8 =
A1 +B1 +

√
C1

4(s− p9)
, q∗9 =

A1 −B1 −
√
C1

4(s− p8)
,

q∗10 = p10 +
p8 + p9 − q∗8 − q∗9

2
,

q∗11 = p11 +
p8 + p9 − q∗8 − q∗9

2
,

(A22)

where A,B,C are polynomial functions of p8, p9, p10, p11

A1 = s2 − (p10 − p11)2, B1 = (p8 − p9)s,

C1 = (p10 + p11)2(p8 − p9)2 + 8p10p11(2p10p11

+ (p10 + p11)(p8 + p9) + 2p8p9),

s = p8 + p9 + p10 + p11.

(A23)

For the case p9 > p8 one again swaps p8 ↔ p9. One can
check that when p10 = p11, (A22) reduces to (A20). The
N-SSR entanglement is calculated explicitly as

E(ρ) =

16∑
i=1

pi log

(
pi
q∗i

)
=
∑
i∈I

pi log

(
pi
q∗i

)
. (A24)

4. P-SSR Entanglement Formula

If the N-SSR restriction is relaxed to the parity super-
selection rule (P-SSR), while keeping the reflection sym-
metry between orbital A and B from Section A 3 b, an
analytic formula for the site-site entanglement can still
be obtained. In this case, the P-SSR restricted entangle-
ment in ρ is quantified as that in ρ̃P[60]

E(ρ) = min
σ∈Dsep

S(ρ̃P||σ). (A25)

where

ρ̃P =
∑

τ,τ ′=odd,even

Pτ ⊗ Pτ ′ ρPτ ⊗ Pτ ′ , (A26)

and Peven and Podd are the projections to the local even
and odd parity subspaces, respectively. Following a rea-
soning similar to the N-SSR case, a two-orbital state σ
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that shares with ρ̃P the particle number, magnetization,
reflection and local parity symmetry can be expanded as
(A6) with the additional changes to the eigenstates

Ψ6/7 −→
|Ω〉 ⊗ |↑↓〉 ∓ |↑↓〉 ⊗ |Ω〉√

2
(A27)

in Table I in the main manuscript. Similar to the argu-
ment in the proof of Lemma 1, σ is separable if and only if
both σ|M and σ|M ′ are separable, where the subspace M ′

is defined as M ′ = Span{|Ψ1〉, |Ψ6〉, |Ψ7〉, |Ψ16〉}. Then
by Theorem 2, the optimization for obtaining the closest
separable state σast can be carried out independently in
the subspaces M and M ′. The optimization in the sector
M is already covered in Section A 3. As for the sector M ′,
using again the Peres-Horodecki criterion[66, 67], σ|M ′ is
entangled if and only if

q1q16 <

(
q6 − q7

2

)2

. (A28)

The minimization scheme in sector M ′ likewise splits
into two parts. First we check the separability of ρ̃P|M ′ .
If ρ̃P|M ′ is separable, then E(ρ) is the same as the N-
SSR entanglement, which can be calculated according to
Section A 3. If ρ̃P|M ′ is entangled, then (when p1 = p16
in analogy to Section A 3 a, which is met, for example,
by a particle-hole symmetrized ρ)

E(ρ) = r log

(
2r

r + t

)
+ t log

(
2t

r + t

)
+ r′ log

(
2r′

r′ + t′

)
+ t′ log

(
2t′

r′ + t′

)
,

(A29)

where t′ = max{p6, p7} and r′ = min{p6, p7}+ p1 + p16.
The quantities r and t are the same as in (A21). In
case the particle-hole symmetry is lifted (p1 6= p16), the
expansion coefficients for the closest separable state in
the relevant M ′ sector σ|M ′ are (for p6 ≥ p7)

q∗6 =
A2 +B2 +

√
C2

4(s′ − p7)
, q∗7 =

A2 −B2 −
√
C2

4(s′ − p6)
,

q∗1 = p1 +
p6 + p7 − q∗6 − q∗7

2
,

q∗16 = p16 +
p6 + p7 − q∗6 − q∗7

2
,

(A30)

where A2, B2, C2 are polynomial functions of pi for i ∈
I ′ ≡ {1, 6, 7, 16} (recalling that p6 and p7 are modified
according to (A27)),

A2 = s′2 − (p1 − p16)2, B2 = (p6 − p7)s,

C2 = (p1 + p16)2(p6 − p7)2 + 8p1p16(2p1p16

+ (p1 + p16)(p6 + p7) + 2p6p7),

s′ = p1 + p6 + p7 + p16.

(A31)

The P-SSR entanglement is calculated explicitly as

E(ρ) =

16∑
i=1

pi log

(
pi
q∗i

)
=
∑
i∈I,I′

pi log

(
pi
q∗i

)
. (A32)

N-SSR
(A21) (A24)

Sz, global singlet Sz, ~S2/reflection

P-SSR
(A29) (A32)

N , Sz,
particle-hole

N , Sz, reflection

TABLE II. Required symmetries on the two-orbital state ρ
for using formulas (A21), (A24), (A29) and (A32). N , Sz

and ~S2 refer to the total particle number, magnetization and
total spin symmetry of the two-orbital state, respectively. The
reflection symmetry is with respect to the reflection between
orbital A and B. The global singlet refers to the situation
where state |Ψ〉 on the total system, including orbitals A and
B as a subsystems, is a singlet. The particle-hole symmetry
condition on ρ can also be replaced by a symmetry that realize
the equality p1 = p16.

To summarize the applicable scenarios for the formulas
(A21), (A24), (A29) and (A32), we tabulated the neces-
sary symmetries in Table II.

Appendix B: Symmetry Inheriting

In this section, we treat the two orbitals as a subsystem
of a larger set of orbitals, and discuss how are local and
global symmetries in the total system inherited by the
two-orbital subsystem.

With respect to a bipartition I : J of a set of orbitals,
there are two types of symmetry, local and global. Lo-
cal symmetries are associated with conserved observables
that take the form

Q̂ = Q̂I ⊗ 11J + 11I ⊗ Q̂J . (B1)

The group of unitary operators generated by Q̂ is there-
fore also local in the sense that its elements are factorized,
i.e. U ≡ exp(iαQ̂) = UI⊗UJ where UI/J = exp(iαQ̂I/J).
If the quantityQ is conserved on the total system, namely
the total state ρtot satisfies UρtotU

† = ρtot, then the
quantity QI is also conserved in subsystem I manifested

as UIρIU
†
I = ρI which follows directly from the local

unitary invariance of the partial trace. In short, local
symmetries of the total state are naturally inherited by
the reduced states, as expected.

The other type of symmetries is associated with ob-
servables that cannot be cast into the form (B1). These
symmetries are global, and in general not inherited by
the reduced states on a subsystem. However, we argue
in Theorem 3 that if we further assume that the total
state |Ψ〉 is a pure singlet, then the reduced state on any
subsystem also commutes with the total spin operator.

Theorem 3. Let I and J be two subsystems correspond-
ing to a bipartition of orbitals. If the total state |Ψ〉 of

the system is a singlet state, namely ~̂S2|Ψ〉 = Ŝz|Ψ〉 =



12

0, then the reduced state ρI = TrJ(|Ψ〉〈Ψ|) satisfies[
ρI , ~̂S

2
I

]
=
[
ρI , Ŝ

z
I

]
= 0.

Proof. We know that ρtot = |Ψ〉〈Ψ| commutes with both

~̂S2 and Sz. For the commutator with the magnetization
of subsystem I, we take the partial trace of the following
commutator,

0 = TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
])

= TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
I + ŜzJ

])
= TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
I

])
=
[
ρI , Ŝ

z
I

]
.

(B2)

TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
J

])
= 0 due to cyclicity of the partial trace.

For the commutator with the total spin of subsystem I,
we look at the following quantity

TrJ

([
ρtot, ~̂S

2
])

= TrJ

([
ρtot, ~̂S

2
I

])
+ TrJ

([
ρtot, ~̂S

2
J

])
+ 2TrJ

([
ρtot, ~̂SI · ~̂SJ

])
.

(B3)

The first term is the sought after
[
ρI , ~S

2
I

]
. The second

term vanishes again due to the cyclicity of the partial
trace. Then we are left with the last term. We rewrite it
as

TrJ

([
ρtot, ~̂SI · ~̂SJ

])
= TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

x
I Ŝ

x
J + ŜyI Ŝ

y
J + ŜzI Ŝ

z
J

])
.

(B4)

We us the fact that |Ψ〉 is an eigenstate of Ŝz with eigen-
value 0 and write down its Schmidt decomposition

|Ψ〉 =
∑
i

λi|si; ai〉I ⊗ |−si; bi〉J . (B5)

ai and bi denotes degrees of freedom within the degener-
acy classes (e.g., arrangements of spin up and spin down
electrons). Then

TrJ

(
ρtotŜ

z
J

)
= |λi|2(−si)|si; ai〉〈si; ai|, (B6)

which commutes with ŜzI . Notice for ρtot = |Ψ〉〈Ψ| of the
form (B5) we have

TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
I Ŝ

z
J

])
=
[
ŜzI ,TrJ

(
ρtotŜ

z
J

)]
, (B7)

from which deduce that

TrJ

([
ρtot, Ŝ

z
I Ŝ

z
J

])
= 0. (B8)

The x- and y-component spin operator terms in (B4)
vanishes by the same argument, since singlets states are
rotationally invariant.

We remark that the proof for Theorem 3 can also be
extended to mixed singlets, by the linearity of the partial
trace and commutation. With this additional assumption
that ρtot is a singlet (pure or mixed), the two-orbital
reduced state ρ on orbitals A and B also enjoys the spin-
flip symmetry, manifested as (assuming the total system
has K orbitals)

〈↑, ↑|Tr\{A,B}(ρtot)|↑, ↑〉
= 〈↑, ↑ |Tr\{A,B}((U

†)⊗Kρtot U
⊗K)| ↑, ↑〉

= 〈↑, ↑|(U†)⊗2ρU⊗2|↑, ↑〉
= 〈↓, ↓|ρ|↓, ↓〉, (B9)

where U is a local basis transformation acting that maps
|↑〉 to |↓〉 and vice versa. Referring to Table I in the main
manuscript, this translates to the condition p10 = p11 in
Section A 3 a, which allows us to use the simple formula
(A21) to calculate the site-site entanglement under N-
SSR.
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and W. K. Wootters, Teleporting an unknown quantum state
via dual classical and Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen channels, Phys.
Rev. Lett 70, 1895 (1993).

[5] K. Mattle, H. Weinfurter, P. G. Kwiat, and A. Zeilinger, Dense
coding in experimental quantum communication, Phys. Rev.
Lett 76, 4656 (1996).

[6] D. Bouwmeester, J.-W. Pan, K. Mattle, M. Eibl, H. Wein-
furter, and A. Zeilinger, Experimental quantum teleportation,
Nature 390, 575 (1997).

[7] C. H. Bennett and G. Brassard, Quantum cryptography:

Public key distribution and coin tossing, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2003.06557 (2020).

[8] C. H. Bennett, D. P. DiVincenzo, J. A. Smolin, and W. K.
Wootters, Mixed-state entanglement and quantum error cor-
rection, Phys. Rev. A 54, 3824 (1996).

[9] P. M. Hayden, M. Horodecki, and B. M. Terhal, The asymp-
totic entanglement cost of preparing a quantum state, J. Phys.
A 34, 6891 (2001).

[10] E. M. Rains, Rigorous treatment of distillable entanglement,
Phys. Re. A 60, 173 (1999).

[11] R. Horodecki, P. Horodecki, M. Horodecki, and K. Horodecki,
Quantum entanglement, Rev. Mod. Phys. 81, 865 (2009).

[12] M. B. Plenio and S. S. Virmani, An introduction to en-
tanglement theory, in Quantum Information and Coherence
(Springer, 2014) pp. 173–209.

[13] T. J. Osborne and M. A. Nielsen, Entanglement in a simple
quantum phase transition, Phys. Rev. A 66, 032110 (2002).

[14] A. Osterloh, L. Amico, G. Falci, and R. Fazio, Scaling of en-
tanglement close to a quantum phase transition, Nature 416,

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.661
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00191318
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00191318
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.2881
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.1895
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.1895
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.76.4656
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.76.4656
https://doi.org/10.1038/37539
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2003.06557
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2003.06557
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.3824
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/34/35/314
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/34/35/314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.60.173
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.81.865
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-04063-9_8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.032110
https://doi.org/10.1038/416608a


13

608 (2002).
[15] G. Vidal, J. I. Latorre, E. Rico, and A. Kitaev, Entanglement

in quantum critical phenomena, Phys. Rev. Lett 90, 227902
(2003).

[16] A. Kitaev and J. Preskill, Topological entanglement entropy,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 110404 (2006).

[17] M. Levin and X.-G. Wen, Detecting topological order in a
ground state wave function, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 110405
(2006).

[18] K. Boguslawski, P. Tecmer, G. Barcza, Ö. Legeza, and M. Rei-
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